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Call to Order 4:30 PM
Public Comment to Closed Session

This section of the agenda is intended for members of the public to
address the Board of Trustees on items involving the community
college district that are being considered in Closed Session. The
leading speaker from the audience on each side of an issue will be
limited to five (5) minutes. Additional speakers are limited to two (2)
minutes. To address the Board of Trustees, please fill out a Request
to Address the Board of Trustees form and provide it to the
superintendent/president prior to this part of the agenda.

Adjourn to Closed Session 4:30 PM

3.A. Discipline/Dismissal/Release of a Public Employee (one
employee) (Govt. Code 54957)

Reconvene to Open Session

Public Comment

The section of the agenda is intended for members of the public to
address the board on items involving the school district. Time limits
and procedures to address the Board of Trustees, as stated in the
Public Comment to Closed Session, apply to this part of the agenda.

Public comment not pertaining to specific agenda items is welcome
under public comment. Testimony on specific agenda items will be
welcome during consideration of the item by the Board of Trustees.
When public testimony is completed regarding a specific agenda item,



Page  Tent
Time
discussion is then confined to board members only. This practice is in
accordance with laws governing Board of Trustees public meetings.
6. Action Item 4:40 PM
6.A. Midterm Accreditation Report from Allan Hancock Joint 3
Community College District to the Accrediting Commission for
Community and Junior Colleges, Western Association of
Schools and Colleges
A recommendation that the board of trustees approve the
Midterm Accreditation Report.
7. Adjournment 4:45 PM

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need
assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the President’s
Office at (805) 922-6966 ext. 3245. Please make requests 48 hours
prior to the meeting in order to make reasonable arrangements to
ensure accessibility to this meeting.

Elizabeth A. Miller, Ed.D.
Secretary to the Board of Trustees

Allan Hancock Joint Community College District
Board of Trustees — Special Meeting
March 1, 2013
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COLLEGE AGENDA ITEM
To: Board of Trustees Date:
From: Superintendent/President March 1, 2013

Midterm Accreditation Report from Allan Hancock Joint Community
Subject:  College District to the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior
Colleges, Western Association of Schools and Colleges

Reason for Board Consideration: Item Number: Enclosures:
ACTION 6.A. Page 1 of 54
BACKGROUND:

Allan Hancock College’s Midterm Accreditation Report will be submitted to the Accrediting Commission for
Community and Junior Colleges, Western Association of Schools and Colleges on March 8, 2013. The report is
divided into two sections: (1) a response to the commendations by the accrediting team; and, (2) an assessment of the
progress the college has made in achieving the planning agendas identified in the self-study.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no direct fiscal impact upon submission of the Midterm Accreditation Report. Changes and modifications
that result from the college’s intent to respond to specific recommendations from the accrediting team may have
financial implications.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the board of trustees approve the Midterm Accreditation Report.

Administrator Initiating Item: Final Disposition:

Luis P. Sanchez
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Allan Hancock College

Midterm Report for March 1¢ 2013
Statement of Midterm Report Pr )paration

In June of 2010, Allan Hancock College received seven recommendations from the Accrediting
Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC) based upon the college’s self-
evaluation and the March 2010 site visit. There were also twent two self-identified improvemer
plans from the self-evaluation, some of which echoed the recon..nendations.

During the fall 2010 semester, two separate action plans were d=veloped through the College’s
shared governance Institutional Effectiveness Council (IEC), w ch functions as a steering
committee for accreditation matters. The first plan listed timelii..s and the responsible parties
(shared governance councils) for the recommendations. The second action plan focused on the
self-identified planning agenda items, and the responsible parties included the Academic Senate
and Institutional Research and Planning Office (IRP). The IEC regularly updated these action
plans as it coordinated and monitored the institutional progress on both.

Beginning in fall 2010 and continuing through the spring of 2012, a broad-based dialogue on
both the recommendations and the improvement plans took place throughout the district. For
example, the new college planning and decision-making proces was implemented in 2010-11.
An assessment survey regarding the process was available to al taff members at the end of
spring semester 2011, which resulted in useful feedback for improvement. Many professional
development sessions for faculty on learning outcomes and assessment were offered throughout
2010 and 2011. The All Staff convocation at the start of the spring 2012 semester was dedicated
exclusively to learning outcomes assessment, to ensure all constituents were part of the dialogue.

Throughout this time period, the accreditation liaison officer attended meetings ranging from the
President’s Cabinet to the Learning Outcomes and Assessment Committee. This was to ensure
that dialogue and status updates on the responses to the recommendations were ongoing and
inclusive.

Some responses to recommendations and plans, such as improved compliance with board policy
on administrative evaluations, were completed by 2011. Other r-3ponses and plans will continue
to be ongoing, such as the learning outcomes work listed above ..nd robust support for
professional development at all levels.

In spring, summer and fall of 2012, the accreditation liaison officer, working as part of IEC, was
responsible for the development of the draft midterm report. Ev ence was compiled and
organized through the IRP. During fall 2012, the working drafts of the midterm report and self-
improvement plans were posted on the district portal for review and comment by all governance
groups and constituents. After revision based on college-wide input, the final report went to the
appropriate constituencies for certification.
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In spring 2009, LOAC began work on a formal Institutional Assessment Plan, which was
completed in spring 2012 (1F). This plan is the institutional guide to SLOs assessment, with
clearly described roles and processes at all levels. The plan was accepted by the Academic Senate
and then College Council on May 7, 2012. All the work on SLOs assessment up to this time,
including entering and analyzing data in eLumen, then needed to be integrated into program
review and the overall planning process.

During 2010-11, the program review process for academic affairs and student services underwen
revision. At the core of the AHC integrated planning process is program review, which occurs
every six years. In order for authentic assessment to occur, SLOs were integrated into the prograi
review process, which was revised to accommodate SLO development back in 2001. The focus t
years later in the 2010-11 revision was to revise the comprehensive (six year) program review
component, and develop an annual update which focused on SLOs assessment for continual
improvement. The revised program review processes were institutionalized in 2011-12 (1G).

The program review revision for assessment and annual updates was also necessary for
administrative program review. A taskforce used the academic and student services process as a
model, but made slight adjustments based on the different needs and functions of administrative
units. This revision was accomplished in 2011-12, as described in detail below under
recommendation six.

Improvement plans based on SLOs assessment (from either the six year program review or the
annual update) that include the need for resources such as fact vy, staff, facilities, technology,
equipment or budget augmentations are integrated into the district-wide planning process as
described in recommendation two below. Typically, each program sends the resource requests
from their program review to their director or dean. After initial prioritization at that level, it goe:
to the appropriate vice-president (or cabinet-level division administrator). The cabinet member
then selects priority requests within his or her division, and sends them forward for the district-
wide planning retreat in late fall. At the retreat, institutional pric~ties for the coming year are
identified from several sources, including these divisional resov.. e needs. The priorities are then
routed for resource allocation, in accordance with the integratec lanning process outlined in the
Councils and Committees: Pathways to Decisions. (CCPD Mar al) (1H)

Improvement plans from program reviews or annual updates th  do not require resources, but
instead are focused on curricular needs or other instructional acuon plans are usually implemented
at the department level or through other processes. For example, if a faculty member decides to
revise or modify SLOs at the course level, discussion and approval occur in a department meetin~
If SLO assessment results lead an instructor to request that a different textbook be adopted for a
course, a modification to the course outline of record is submitted through the college-wide
Academic Policy and Planning (AP&P) Committee (the currict  m approval subcommittee of tt
Academic Senate.)

AHC reached the proficiency level for SLOs and assessment in 2010-12 through widespread
dialog and training, implementing programs such as eLumen fc assessment and data analysis, ai
integrating SLOs assessment into institutional planning through program review. All areas in
academic affairs, student services and the administrative divisions are able to engage in a
systematic cycle of evaluation that is recorded and used for pla ing and improvement. The
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Recommendation 2:

The team recommends that Allan Hancock College impleme—1 the newly formulated
college planning process in ways that enhance links between ollege goals, operational and
strategic planning, resource allocation, and participation in llege governance.

(I.B.2; 1.B.3; II1.D.1.a; IV.A)

Response to Recommendation 2:

A Shared Governance and Integrated Planning Taskforce representing all constituencies worked
diligently from late 2008 through spring 2010 to develop the new manual, Councils and
Committees-Pathways to Decisions known widely as the CCPD (2A). The CCPD provides an
overview of the protocol followed in the decision making process, shows the integrated planning
model and timelines, and provides a detailed description of the council and committee structure.
The new planning process described below was formally launched in fall 2010. The charts from
the CCPD on the following pages show an overview of the integrated planning process and the
committee and council structure (Figures 1 and 2).

A major goal in developing the CCPD was to ensure wide opportunities for participation in colleg~
governance. This was achieved by revising the former shared governance structure to a more
clearly defined shared governance council and committee structure (2B). All college committees,
subcommittees, and taskforces now report to one of seven shared governance councils. Each
council is co-chaired by an administrator and faculty member. The following councils are
responsible for making recommendations to College Council on major operational areas of the
College:

e Budget Council
Facilities Council
Human Resources Council
Institutional Effectiveness Council
Student Learning Council
Student Services Council
Technology Council

As outlined in the CCPD, each council has representation from every college constituency,
including students. Every council has functions that are reviewed annually (usually at the first
council meeting) and revised if necessary. Councils are designe™ ‘o work on policies and issues
that are governance-oriented, rather than resource needs. Recon 1endations from these councils
go to the College Council which is co-chaired by the Superinter _ :nt/President and the Academic
Senate President. College Council makes a final recommendation on each policy or issue to the
Superintendent/President, who may also choose to consult with Cabinet, the College
Administrative Team, or others. The Superintendent/President then makes a final decision or a
recommendation to the Board of Trustees.
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A great deal of quantitative and qualitative data from the Institutional Research and Planning
Office is presented at the planning retreat. Data may include external scans from the community
such as employment data, statewide initiatives such as basic ski , and AHC student
demographic trends, success, retention, and other internal inforr tion. Additional plans and
documents such as the Educational and Facilities Master Plan n._/ also be considered at the
retreat.

Institutional priorities are ranked by retreat attendees representing every constituency, based on
evaluation of all the data and divisional priorities. These ranked priorities are then reviewed and
refined by the shared governance Institutional Effectiveness Council (IEC) before moving
forward for consideration for funding and implementation by th¢ 3udget and College Councils in
the spring. The priorities for 2011-12 included utilizing some ne technologies, especially for
communication; completing a comprehensive enrollment manag..nent plan; and developing a
balanced budget. These priorities were selected knowing that the : would be few or no additional
resources needed, as it was a challenging budget year. For 2012- 3, priorities included hiring
faculty and staff, and basic skills improvement. The budget was ill challenging, but resources
from sources outside the district were identified. Four corporate sponsors donated funds through
the AHC Foundation to help support a faculty position in machine technology. The
Superintendent/President approved this position to acknowledge the community support and
generosity, even though it was a departure from the regular district prioritization and funding
process. The Basic Skills Initiative and the AHC Foundation funded a variety of projects to
improve basic skills outcomes.

Work was done prior to launching the CCPD, and in assessing it after the implementation. In the
months leading up to CCPD implementation, a voice narrated PowerPoint presentation outlining
the process was shown in many venues around campus (2D). The EC, which monitors
integrated planning, worked to clarify any confusion over the name changes of some councils
and committees, and provide guidance on forms and processes. The new myHancock portal
(launched in January 2010) provided a channel for widely disseminating council and committee
agendas and minutes to all staff and students, so that even those not assigned or able to attend
meetings could follow the new proceedings. At the end of the 2010-11 academic year, all
councils and committees submitted a list of their accomplishments and challenges they faced to
College Council (2E).

At the conclusion of the spring 2011 academic year, an assessment survey regarding the CCPD
and new planning process was available to all AHC staff (2F). Tl -re were 73 responses, some of
which were repetitive. These responses were divided into five the 1es by the IEC. Based on the
themes, two areas were identified for improvement: 1) The proce for communicating decisions
back through the structure from College Council and/or Cabinet, and 2) Clarifying how resource
allocation is linked to the planning process. A taskforce with representatives from all
constituencies started work on these two areas of concern in April 2012. Their recommendation
is in evidence as 2C.
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Recommendation 3:

The team recommends that in order to ensure consistency across all delivery methods the
college implement a process to evaluate the rigor and content of online courses.

(II.A.1.a; 1L.A.1.b; 11.A.2; I1.A.2.¢)

Response to Recommendation 3:

Allan Hancock College has a number of approaches to ensure t~ rigor and content of online
courses. The approaches start with the curriculum development , ocess and online faculty
training, include evaluation and assessment processes identical to onsite courses, and continue
with the distance education committee and its work to identify and encourage best practices. It is
key to note that rigor and content are the responsibilities of faculty, with guidance from the
Academic Senate, and that processes for onsite and online course development are identical,
except for a few appropriate modifications based on delivery, not content.

To ensure quality content and rigor, AHC practice has been for full-time, local instructors to
develop online courses at AHC. For greater consistency, most of the online courses have been
developed by instructors who teach the same courses onsite. Online instruction is limited to
courses that lead to certificates, degrees and transfer in the expectation that students at that level
will be better prepared to navigate and succeed in the online environment. The vice president of
academic affairs affirms these conditions are in place prior to signing off on the course.

When a faculty member proposes and develops an online course t must be recommended by
faculty vote in the appropriate department. Then it is reviewed and recommended by the
department chair, academic dean, and articulation officer. The n t step is the curriculum review
process, through the Academic Policy and Planning (AP&P) sut ~>mmittee of the Academic
Senate. There are additional forms and processes required for or ne courses that verifies regular,
effective student contact strategies (3A). Other than the addition DL forms, the process is the
same for an online course as for an onsite course. The course initiator researches and includes:
Data on the need for the course to be online, how it fits into course sequencing, evidence of
adequate resources, input from advisory committees when appropriate, and related external
factors such as the job market demand. The review process is rigorous, and course developers are
asked to appear before AP&P in person and respond to any concerns committee members have.

After recommendation for adoption by the AP&P committee, the approval stage begins. This
requires course review and approval by the Academic Senate, the Board of Trustees, and finally,
the Chancellor’s Office.

Faculty who have not taught online before must demonstrate tec iical competency to the dean of
learning resources, who oversees distance learning. The distance zarning technicians offer
regular group training sessions on Blackboard, the district learni ; management system. The
faculty distance learning specialist also meets with every teacher t least once to discuss
pedagogy. There are set weekly open office hours for one-on-on raining, as well as the
opportunity to make an appointment for individual training. It ty, _cally takes a minimum of six
hours of training to learn Blackboard basics and be approved by e dean, which occurs as part of

11
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Recommendation 4:

The team recommends that the college comply with existing “>ard policy (BP 2110) for
administrative evaluations. The team notes that administrat evaluations play a role in
assuring the effectiveness of the college’s decision-making, and that currently
administrator evaluations are not up to date as they should be according to Board Policy
2110.

(I1II.A.1.b; IV.A.S)

Response to Recommendation 4:

During 2008-10, the administrative evaluation process was undergoing substantial revision. At
that time, some evaluations lapsed out of the established time cycle as stated in Board Policy
2110 (BP 2110) (4A).

Assessment of the administrative evaluation process as it existed prior to 2008 indicated
improvement was needed in several areas to increase effectiveness. The standards against which
management performance was measured required revising and updating. They were obsolete or
irrelevant in some cases, and they needed to link more closely w 1 the college mission and
integrated planning process. An administrator’s initial evaluation needed to be more
comprehensive, to include participation by a broad constituent base, especially faculty. The
evaluation process was scheduled to move online, to improve efficiency and provide better data
for performance assessment and improvement planning. Finally, a more formal process for
corrective action plans following unsatisfactory evaluations was necessary.

A taskforce on revising administrator evaluations was formed in 2008-09 to recommend changes
in the evaluation forms, process and timeframes. The taskforce included representatives from the
management association, the human resources director, and the “--perintendent/President. Variou:
models were discussed, including processes at other community »lleges and Competencies for
Community College Leaders, published by the American Associ ion of Community Colleges. Tt
outcome of these activities was a recommendation that led to the revision of BP 2110 and
Administrative Procedure 2110.01, approved by the Board of Trustees in April 2009 (4B). A
significant change is new forms that link administrators’ goals to program review and the district
strategic plan, for improved integrated planning and decision making (4C).

In fall 2009 and spring 2010, the College moved to online evaluations using Class Climate, a
Scantron product. This was the initial evaluation cycle for both the revised BP 2110 and the
online process. As is common with new technologies and policies, there were a few issues that
needed resolving, including some errors in survey distribution. The process was assessed at the
end of the first cycle, and improvements were made, including t “ter methods for constructing
survey distribution lists. All staff who have direct knowledge of ...1 administrator’s work may
request a survey form in the new process, to ensure broad input.

By February 2011, all administrators had a current evaluation (27*0-2011) on file in the human
resources division. The human resources department is maintain...g a spreadsheet to ensure that

evaluations are kept current (4D).

13
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In 2011-12, the process began its second , e.It« inued to be assessed with the goal of
imoroving effectiveness. As a pilot project in 2011-2012, the timeline for ev: ations was

a usted to allow additional time  a thorough as: ent of a manager’s perfo  ince,
particularly in attaining stated goals. The following year, discussion with 1a  jement and
hum irces continued on permanen  adjusting the timeline, which wo . require a

mod 1 to Administrative Policy 21 ).01. In the meant e, for 2012-13 the timeline pilot
was discontinue It was decided that the prc . for survey distribution, which is still being

refined for a comprehensive evaluation, will be the area assessed in 2012-13.

All administrative evaluations are now current, the process is in place, and process ¢ :ssment
continues to ensure improvement. The College meets the standards for this recommendation.

14
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Recommendation 5:

The team recommends that the college develop an updated t hnology plan that includes a
plan for how technology equipment and infrastructure will | sustained after the cessation
of bond funds. In addition, the team recommends the college onsider the inclusion of a
technology replacement and/or reallocation plan which prov es for partial overturn of
equipment annually, and minimizes the outflow for these pu oses.

(1.B.7; 1I1.C)

In fall 2010, the new CCPD planning process divided the existing Technology Advisory
Committee (TAC) into two entities, TAC and the new Technolo~’ Council. Bond Measure I in
2006 allocated over one million dollars annually for ten years fo echnology projects, in addition
to a separate major mainframe replacement project. Some of the projects were already listed as
necessary in the 2007-2010 Education and Facilities Master Pla.. Update (5A). The charge of
TAC was changed to review and recommend the broad scope an” implementation of these
technology projects. Other technology goals, such as district wic planning and technology
related board policies were assigned to the new Technology Cou..:il, as described in the CCPD
(5B).

The Technology Council began work on the new Technology Pl~- in October 2010, projecting
that it would take about two years to complete. The Council look 1 at models, discussed AHC
technology priorities, developed technology goals, and started dr  ting the plan in fall 2011. The
process included asking for assistance from many departments a1 . groups to draft and review
language that required an area of expertise, such as distance learr*-1g or business applications. For
example, the new IFAS online purchasing and payroll systems w e best described by the
business services department staff, who are the most expert and « perienced users. In fall 2012
the first draft plan was posted on the myHancock portal for revie.. and comment from all
constituents (5C).

The Technology Council and TAC decided jointly in 2010 that the responsibility for developing
the obsolescence/replacement standards would fall to TAC. One ason for this decision is the
volume of technology replacement requests received by TAC ani...ally. The current obsolescence
standards are reviewed annually, updated, then posted on the my' "ancock portal under the “Work
Tools” tab in the technology channel (5D). All employees canre rto the standards when
considering a proposal for replacement of a computer and/or peri 1erals. In addition, equipment
is repurposed or reallocated as much as possible. For example, tt  sign-in terminals in the
various campus labs are often older student lab or staff computer hat are still usable.
Repurposed computers are also used for emergency replacement: r loaners when computers
fail, or for temporary employee use. Non-functioning computer e~iipment is used for parts. The
College also participates in an asset recovery program through D that provides credit for new
computers when those that no longer meet our standards are retu  :d.

Technology resources and costs are integrated into planning proc ses in several ways. Total
cost of ownership and sustaining technology are major considera: ins in the planning process,
with technician and technical support needs an important factor.© :chnology requests for
department-level needs can come through program review or be ¢ bmitted for Measure I bond
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Recommendation 7:

The team recommends that the college (1) implement their p )posed new decision-making
process and (2) improve methods for campus-wide communi itions concerning decision-
making processes, to ensure a healthy campus climate and e.._ctive participation in
governance, as well as strong and effective leadership.

(II.C.2; IV.A.1; IV.A.2.a; IV.A.2.b; IV.B.2.¢)

Response to Recommendation 7:

The first part of this recommendation, the implementation of the Councils and Committees:
Pathways to Decisions (CCPD) process, has been accomplished and is addressed in
recommendation two above. This response will primarily address the second part of the
recommendation: Improvements to campus-wide communications to ensure effective
participation by all constituents in conjunction with the new decision making process.

In making recommendation seven, the 2010 external team referr-* frequently to the
recommendations from the AHC Campus Climate Report prepar | by the California Collegiate
Brain Trust (CCBT) in 2009 (7A). The major action plan from t t document, to complete the
CCPD and implement it in fall 2010, was satisfied as described i the response to
recommendation two. It was also recommended that the college  dress a lack of transparency in

decision making, which many of the communication efforts desc..ced below were designed to
do.

In January 2010, the myHancock portal was launched for AHC s*-ff and faculty use; in March
2010 students accessed the portal for the first time. The portal co ists of various sections called
channels that focus on particular areas. Two channels on the staf rortal, “Councils and
Committees” and “My Groups™ are key to disseminating both de sions and information on the
decision making process. The Councils and Committees channel 1s agendas and minutes from
all meetings posted, and anyone on campus can access them. Thi >hannel also features a CCPD
log of changes, which have been tracked as various groups have fined their membership and
functions. In the same channel, current council members (by nan and constituency represented)
are listed, so all faculty and staff know who to contact if they wa more information, or wish to
express their opinion regarding an issue. Finally, the Councils an Committees channel includes
agendas and minutes from important decision making bodies tha. _re not shared governance,
such as the Board of Trustees and the Academic Senate (7B).

The My Groups channel can be customized so that members of ¢-~1pus councils, committees,
and other organizations have convenient access to documents anc¢ iles of particular relevancy or
interest to them. This also allows for communities of interest that t outside the
council/committee structure, such as campus clubs, to have a sha..d communication device.

In addition to the channels, the Superintendent/President publishe~ the Grapevine electronic
newsletter every month. This newsletter is direct communication - the entire campus
community from the leadership perspective. The link to the curre issue is always on the home
page of the myHancock portal, where all constituents can easily ¢ :ess it; older issues are
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ALLAN HANCOCK COLLEGE
MIDTERM REPORT MARCH 2013
APPENDIX B

ACCREDITING COMMISSION FOR COMMUNITY AND JUNIOR COLLEGES

COLLEGE STATUS REPORT ON STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES IMPLEMENTATION

INSTRUCTIONS

Colleges are asked to use this report form in completing their College Status Report on Student
Learning Outcomes Implementation. Colleges should submit a brief narrative analysis and quantitative
and qualitative evidence demonstrating status of Student Learning Outcome (SLO) implementation.
The report is divided into sections representing the bulleted characteristics of the Proficiency
implementation level on the Rubric for Evaluating Institutional Effectiveness, Part I11 (Rubric).
Colleges are asked to interpret their implementation level through the lens of the Accreditation
Standards cited for each characteristic. The final report section before the evidence list requests a brief
narrative self-assessment of overall status in relationship to the proficiency level, indicating what plans
are in place to mitigate any noted deficiencies or areas for improvement. Narrative responses for each
section of the template should not exceed 250 words.

This report form offers examples of quantitative and qualitative evidence which might be included for
each of the characteristics. The examples are illustrative in nature and are not intended to provide a
complete listing of the kinds of evidence colleges may use to document SLO status. College evidence
used for one Proficiency level characteristic may also serve as evidence for another characteristic.

This report is provided to colleges in hard copy and also electronically, by e-mail, as a fill-in Word
document. The reports must be submitted to the Commission by either the October 15, 2012 date or the
March 15, 2013 date, as defined on the enclosed list of colleges by assigned reporting date. When the
report is completed, colleges should:

a. Submit the report form by email to the ACCJC (accjc@accjc.org); and

b. Submit the full report with attached evidence on CD/DVD to the ACCJC (ACCJC, 10 Commercial
Blvd., Suite 204, Novato, CA 94949).

Although evidence cited in the text of the report may include links to college web resources, the
Commission requires actual copies (electronic files) of the evidence for its records.

COLLEGE INFORMATION: DATE OF REPORT; COLLEGE; SUBMITTED BY; CERTIFICATION BY CEO

Date of Report: March 15, 2013

Institution’s Name: Allan Hancock Joint Community College District

Name and Title of Individual Completing Report: Nancy Meddings, Academic Dean and ALO
Telephone Number and E-mail Address: (805) 922-6966 ext. 3475, nmeddings@hancockcollege.edu
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Certification by Chief Executive Officer: The information included in this report is certified as a
complete and accurate representation of the reporting institution.
Name of CEO: Dr. Elizabeth A. Miller

Signature: Dr. Elizabeth A. Miller
(e-signature permitted)

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 1: STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES AND AUTHENTIC
ASSESSMENTS ARE IN PLACE FOR COURSES, PROGRAMS, SUPPORT SERVICES, CERTIFICATES AND
DEGREES.

Eligibility Requirement 10: Student Learning and Achievement
Standards: 1.A.1; I1LA.1.a; ILA.1.c; ILA.2.a,b,e,f,g,h,i; ILA.3 [See Il.A.3.a,b,c.]; ILA.6; 11.B.4; 11.C.2].

ExAMPLES OF EVIDENCE: Evidence demonstrating numbers/percentages of course, program (academic
and student services), and institutional level outcomes are in place and assessed. Documentation on
institutional planning processes demonstrating integrated planning and the way SLO assessment results
impact program review. Descriptions could include discussions of high-impact courses, gateway
courses, college frameworks, and so forth.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 1: NUMERICAL RESPONSE
QUANTITATIVE EVIDENCE/DATA ON THE RATE/PERCENTAGE OF SLOS DEFINED AND ASSESSED

1. Courses

a. Total number of college courses (active courses in the college catalog, offered on the schedule in
some rotation): 889

b. Number of college courses with defined Student Learning Outcomes: 889
Percentage of total: 100%

c. Number of college courses with ongoing assessment of learning outcomes: 817
Percentage of total: 92%

2. Programs

a. Total number of college programs (all certificates and degrees, and other programs defined by
college): 201

b. Number of college programs with defined Student Learning Outcomes: 196;
Percentage of total: 98%

c. Number of college programs with ongoing assessment of learning outcomes: 179;
Percentage of total: 89%

3. Student Learning and Support Activities

a. Total number of student learning and support activities (as college has identified or grouped
them for SLO implementation): 13

b. Number of student learning and support activities with defined Student Learning Outcomes: 13;
Percentage of total: 100%
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c. Number of student learning and support activities with ongoing assessment of learning
outcomes: 13; Percentage of total: 100%

4. Institutional Learning Outcomes
a. Total number of institutional Student Learning Outcomes defined: 7
b. Number of institutional learning outcomes with ongoing assessment: 6.5

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 1: NARRATIVE RESPONSE

Allan Hancock College (AHC) has defined student learning outcomes (SLOs) at the course, program,
degree, and institutional levels for student learning, student services, learning support activities, and
administrative units. Seven overarching institutional learning outcomes (ILOs) serve as the guide and
vision for ensuring high quality learning experiences and services, and SLOs map to ILOs. Assessment
is occurring at all levels, with data entered into the eLumen online system for academics and all student
support activities. Elumen is used to ensure consistency, and for the extensive reporting capabilities
which include tracking by specialized groups such as all general education courses.

The Learning Outcomes and Assessment Committee (LOAC) developed a comprehensive Institutional
Assessment Plan and six year timeline. AHC is currently ahead of the scheduled timeline for assessment
and is well on track to complete a full six year cycle integrated with the program review process by
2016. Following the plan ensures AHC will advance to the sustainability level, assessment will be
systematic, and roles and responsibilities of the entire campus community in continuous quality
improvement are clearly defined.

Assessment is a key component of the integrated college planning process. SLO assessment in program
review (or program review annual updates) is required for a program to request resources through the
annual district-wide planning process. SLO assessment results have already led to 450 course
improvement plans (50% of active courses), which may lead to course modifications or to resource
requests through the annual program review process.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 2: THERE IS A WIDESPREAD INSTITUTIONAL DIALOGUE ABOUT
ASSESSMENT RESULTS AND IDENTIFICATION OF GAPS.

Standards: 1.B.1; 1.B.2; 1.B.3; I.B.5.

EXAMPLES OF EVIDENCE: Documentation on processes and outcomes of SLO assessment. Specific
examples with the outcome data analysis and description of how the results were used. Descriptions
could include examples of institutional changes made to respond to outcomes assessment results.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 2: NARRATIVE RESPONSE

AHC as an institution focuses on outcomes and assessment through constant and widespread dialogue
and training opportunities which are guided by the work of LOAC. Dialogue occurs consistently at all
staff convocations, in campus newsletters and all staff emails, in Academic Senate, in councils and
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committees, in department meetings, through program review, and at training sessions. There are
targeted events known as “Assessment Days” that combine training and dialogue opportunities. The
Office of Institutional Research and Planning (IRP) maintains webpages that provide comprehensive
data on SLOs and assessment.

AHC is in the process of sharing knowledge about gaps. One avenue has been the reports on
institutional learning outcomes, presented by interdisciplinary evidence teams. These reports inform
faculty and staff working at the course, program and degree levels on college performance when data is
collected across the district as opposed to within a particular course, department, or program.

Another example of focus on a gap was a day-long forum exploring causes and solutions for the lower
achievement rates for Hispanic students taking online courses when compared to other ethnic groups.
As part of the forum, a panel of AHC online faculty presented best practices for interactive media and
group work online, both of which were mentioned by the forum speaker as effective improvement
strategies.

At the fall 2012 Assessment Day, an accounting faculty member demonstrated how he identified a gap
based on one of his assessments and then modified his course materials to improve learning. Other
faculty shared modifications based on assessment in department or committee meetings (English and
geology, for example).

Faculty SLO Coordinators for academics and student services who serve on LOAC have prepared
materials to help faculty maintain the dialogue on assessment and improvement in their departments.
As outlined in the Institutional Assessment Plan, evaluating outcomes for continuous quality
improvement and sharing the results is an ongoing part of the assessment cycle.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 3: DECISION MAKING INCLUDES DIALOGUE ON THE RESULTS OF
ASSESSMENT AND IS PURPOSEFULLY DIRECTED TOWARD ALIGNING INSTITUTION-WIDE PRACTICES TO
SUPPORT AND IMPROVE STUDENT LEARNING.

Standards: 1.B; 1.B.3; IlLA.1.c; Il.LA.2.f; IIl.LA.1.c; IV.A.2.b.

EXAMPLES OF EVIDENCE: Documentation of institutional planning processes and the integration of
SLO assessment results with program review, college-wide planning and resource allocation, including
evidence of college-wide dialogue.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 3: NARRATIVE RESPONSE

The AHC Institutional Assessment Plan fully describes roles, practices and the assessment cycle as it
integrates with program review. Program review is the vehicle which drives the integrated planning
process at AHC.

All resource requests must come from the program review or program review annual update, which has
an area for SLOs assessment. Based on this assessment, requests are accepted from all areas once each
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year for the district-wide planning retreat in late fall. Deans send requests to Cabinet members (usually
vice-presidents), who prioritize and forward requests for the retreat. At the two day retreat,
representatives from all constituencies including the Board of Trustees and the Associated Student
Body Government review the requests, and develop a list of priorities for the following year. Sample
resource request documents from the math department are included in evidence.

This process can be effective even when there are limited or no resources, as has been the case the last
few years. For example, hiring full time faculty has been at the top of the priority list for the last two
years. While there have been no district resources available to achieve this goal, corporate sponsors
were identified as funding partners to hire a machining instructor. Another priority that rose to the top
for 2012-13 was basic skills. A variety of projects targeting retention and success for basic skills
students have been implemented through basic skills initiative funding and grants obtained through the
AHC Foundation, as well as district funding.

AHC has diligently been working to improve the process of integrated planning and resource allocation.
As a result, a taskforce presented a recommendation at the fall 2012 district-wide retreat to adjust the
current decision making and budget processes to strengthen the tie between planning and resource
allocation. After approval through the shared governance process, the recommended process will be
implemented and assessed after one year.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 4: APPROPRIATE RESOURCES CONTINUE TO BE ALLOCATED AND
FINE-TUNED.

Standards: 1.B; 1.B.4; 1.B.6; 111.C.2; 111.D.2.3; 111.D.3.

EXAMPLES OF EVIDENCE: Documentation on the integration of SLO assessment results with
institutional planning and resource allocation.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 4: NARRATIVE RESPONSE

AHC demonstrates commitment to assessment and outcomes through integrated planning and resource
allocation, including seeking alternate revenue streams to support these efforts.

The College was awarded a five year Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSI) grant from 2007-2012, with a
major activity devoted to assessment and outcomes. AHC also passed a general obligation bond in 2006
that dedicated over a million dollars annually to technology improvements, with a portion of those
funds dedicated to infrastructure that supports assessment activities. The HSI grant initially funded both
the Learning Outcomes Analyst position in the Institutional Research and Planning Office, and the
eLumen online outcomes assessment system. Both of these have subsequently been institutionalized by
the College in recognition of their essential roles in assessment and planning.

As an example of resource allocation tied to planning, basic skills was identified through the district-
wide integrated planning process as a college priority for 2012-13. Funding for this priority has been
made available through the basic skills initiative, through the AHC Foundation, and through the district
general fund. Examples of district support include part of an academic dean’s time to oversee basic
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skills activities, and release time for basic skills faculty in math and English to coordinate remediation
(.30 time). The Basic Skills Committee is active in providing a framework for district-wide efforts
funded by the basic skills initiative; the committee is guided in turn by the Student Learning Council.

Allan Hancock College has a long history of fiscal stability and positive audit reports, which have
enabled the College to continue providing district support for identified priorities even in the recent
recession. In addition, AHC continually seeks alternate revenue sources for allocating resources to
priorities identified through the integrated planning process. The College is planning to submit another
HSI grant proposal in spring 2013 with a major focus on basic skills.

The College also integrates assessment results into planning when resources are not involved. The
improvement plans developed by faculty based on assessment results are documented and updated
continuously in the eLumen system. The improvements in this case are often in the assessment
instruments, such as assignments or quizzes. At this point in time, approximately 50% of all courses
have improvement plans.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 5: COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT REPORTS EXIST AND ARE
COMPLETED AND UPDATED ON A REGULAR BASIS.

Standards: 1.A.1; 1.B; 1.B.3; 1.B.5; 1.B.6; 1I.A.2.a; I1.B.

EXAMPLES OF EVIDENCE: Documentation on the process and cycle of SLO assessment, including
results of cycles of assessment. Copies of summative assessment reports, with actual learning
outcomes.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 5: NARRATIVE RESPONSE

AHC selected the eLumen outcomes and assessment online system partially based on its flexible and
comprehensive reporting capability. Reports can be generated based on almost any desired criteria,
including special groups such as all general education courses, or a sequence of courses within an
identified program. There is also a feature for recording improvement plans based on assessment.

SLOs assessment is a required component of the AHC six year program review cycle and annual
program review updates. As a result, data is continuously being entered and updated in the eLumen
system. It is possible for assessment to occur manually, which is a method used by some adjunct
faculty; however, the data from that process is then entered into eLumen, with assistance from the
Learning Outcomes Analyst when necessary.

In addition to eLumen reports, the Office of Institutional Research and Planning (IRP) regularly
maintains an outcomes webpage. IRP also keeps and updates spreadsheets and additional records
related to program review, outcomes, and assessment. Selected status indicators are emailed to the
entire college on a regular basis, acknowledging areas making progress.
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PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 6: COURSE STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES ARE ALIGNED WITH
DEGREE STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES.

Standards: 11.A.2.e; ILA.2.f; 11LA.2.i.

EXAMPLES OF EVIDENCE: Documentation on the alignment/integration of course level outcomes with
program outcomes. Description could include curriculum mapping or other alignment activities.
Samples across the curriculum of institutional outcomes mapped to program outcomes.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 6: NARRATIVE RESPONSE

Course level outcomes are mapped to program and institutional learning outcomes (ILOs). The
mapping process ensures alignment between the levels of outcomes. Program review and annual
updates include assessment of SLOs using data from courses mapped to program outcomes. In the
program review process, faculty review the program outcomes for achievements or potential
improvement plans.

The ILOs serve as the institutional framework for course and program level outcomes. As described in
the AHC Institutional Assessment Plan, interdisciplinary evidence teams collect, analyze, and report out
on ILO data. These teams inform the broader institution on effectiveness and gaps in outcomes at the
institutional level. These reports indicate areas that may need reassessment at the program and course
levels.

The Learning Outcomes and Assessment Committee (LOAC) works on ensuring alignment between
outcomes at every level. There are faculty liaisons on LOAC in both instructional and student services
departments that can assist others with alignment and mapping of outcomes. Multiple training sessions
have been and continue to be offered on mapping and alignment of outcomes, some of them featuring
external experts on this process.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 7: STUDENTS DEMONSTRATE AWARENESS OF GOALS AND
PURPOSES OF COURSES AND PROGRAMS IN WHICH THEY ARE ENROLLED.

Standards: 1.B.5; 11.A.6; I1.A.6.a; 11.B.

ExAMPLES OF EVIDENCE: Documentation on means the college uses to inform students of course and
program purposes and outcomes. Samples across the curriculum of: course outlines of record and
syllabi with course SLOs; program and institutional SLOs in catalog.

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC STATEMENT 7: NARRATIVE RESPONSE

SLOs are required to be on every course outline of record and syllabus. The syllabus is intended to
make students aware of and understand the expected learning outcomes of courses they enroll in. Some
instructors have a short quiz on their syllabi, to make sure students know the SLOs.
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Every AHC catalog since 2009-10 lists program, degree and certificate outcomes. Students are
encouraged by counselors and faculty to review the outcomes and confirm that they align with a
student’s own education plans.

In 2012-13, free student planners featuring the seven institutional learning outcomes explained by the
college bulldog mascot Spike were given away at busy centers such as the library. There was also a
continuous Powerpoint slide show on the ILOs on a large screen in the food service area of the student
center.

There is a defined role for students in the AHC Institutional Assessment Plan. Students are expected to
participate in direct assessment activities such as tests and research papers, as well as indirect activities
such as surveys and focus groups. They may be asked to evaluate their own work, the work of other
students, and their overall program of study. Faculty explain these expectations to their students through
a variety of methods, including their syllabi.

You PLANNED TO ADDRESS NEEDED IMPROVEMENTS? WHAT
SELF-ASSESSMENT ON LEVEL LEVEL OF SLO IMPLEMENTATION WOULD YOU ASSIGN YOUR

OF IMPLEMENTATION: COLLEGE? WHY? WHAT EFFORTS HAVE YOU PLANNED TO
ADDRESS NEEDED IMPROVEMENTS?

SELF-ASSESSMENT ON LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION: NARRATIVE RESPONSE

Allan Hancock College is at the proficiency level as outlined on the ACCJC rubric for institutional
effectiveness in student learning outcomes. SLOs are in place in academic departments, student and
learning support services, and administrative units at all levels from courses to institutional learning
outcomes. A comprehensive institutional assessment plan and the learning outcomes and assessment
committee guide all constituencies through the assessment process. There is widespread and ongoing
dialogue through meetings, trainings, newsletters, events and planning retreats. Outcomes and
assessment are integrated into planning through program review and annual updates, which leads to
both decision making and resources allocation. Currently, there is a taskforce recommendation to make
the link between planning and resource allocation even stronger. The eLumen online outcomes and
assessment system is constantly updated, and generates reports for every type of assessment. There are
already improvement plans in eLumen for about half the active courses. Course and program SLOs are
aligned and mapped to institutional learning outcomes. Students are considered important participants
in outcomes and assessment, and can easily review outcomes on course syllabi or in the college catalog.
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TABLE OF EVIDENCE: LIST THE EVIDENCE USED TO SUPPORT YOUR NARRATIVE REPORT, SECTION BY
SECTION.

TABLE OF EVIDENCE (NO WORD COUNT LIMIT)

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC 1 EVIDENCE:

1.1 Allan Hancock College Institutional Assessment Plan

1.2 Sample eLumen Reports (Assessment of courses with improvement plans, GE courses)

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC 2 EVIDENCE:

2.1 Sample All Staff Agenda

2.2 Report by an ILO Evidence Team

2.3 Sample Assessment Day Agendas

2.4 Sample newsletter item focused on assessment

2.5 Sample assessment update email (sent out by IRP)

2.6 Agenda from “Closing the Gap” distance Learning Forum

2.7 Materials developed by geology faculty to facilitate departmental dialogue on SLOs

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC 3 EVIDENCE:

3.1 Sample math resource requests based on outcomes assessment and program review
3.2 Agendas from district planning retreats

3.3 List of priorities from district planning retreats

3.4 Sample of basic skills projects

3.5 Draft recommendation from Budget and Resource Allocation Taskforce

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC 4 EVIDENCE

4.1 Sample Title V HSI Grant Activities for assessment
4.2 Sample of basic sKills projects

4.3 Sample Student Learning Council agendas/minutes
4.4 Recent AHC Audit report

4.5 Summary of district support for basic skills

4.6 Developmental math leader job description

PROFICIENCY RUBRIC 5 EVIDENCE

5.1 Sample eLumen reports showing summative results of SLOs
5.2 IRP SLOs web page

5.3 Sample spreadsheet from IRP

PROFICENCY RUBRIC 6 EVIDENCE

6.1 List of SLOs mapping (or training to map) activities since 2010
6.2 Sample evidence team report

6.3 Sample eLumen report showing mapping at various levels

6.4 Sample LOAC minutes with discussion on mapping

6.5 AHC Institutional Assessment Plan pgs. 9-12



http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/1.1-IAP-04-30-12-with-Appendix.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/1.2-Sample-eLumen-Reports.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/2.1-Sample-All-Staff-Agendas.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/2.2-ILO-Evidence-Report.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/2.3-Sample-Assessment-Day-Agendas.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/2.4-News2Know-Newsletter-Sample.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/2.5-Sample-Assessment-Status-01-31-13.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/2.6-Distance-Learning-Forum-Bridging-the-Achievement-Gap-Flyer-02-24-12.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/2.7-Materials-developed-by-geology-faculty-to-facilitate-dialogue.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/3.1-Resource-request-from-math-program-review.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/3.2-Agendas-from-2011.12-Retreats.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/3.3-Priorities-from-2012.13-Retreat.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/3.4-Basic-Skills-Projects-2012-13.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/3.5-Draft-Rec-Budget-Resource-Tskforce.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/4.1-Sample-TitleV-Grant-Activites-for-Assessment.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/4.2-Basic-Skills-Projects-2012-13.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/4.3-Sample-Stdnt-Lrning-Cncil-agenda-minutes.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/4.4-Audit-Financial-Findings-2011-and-2012.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/4.5-District-Support-for-Basic-Skills-2012-13.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/4.6-Developmental-Math-Leader-Job-Description.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/5.1-Sample-eLumen-Reports-Showing-Summative-Results-of-SLOs.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/student_learning_outcomes/index.html
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/5.3-Samples-Spreadsheets-from-IRP.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/6.1-List-of-SLO-Mapping-Activities-and-Images-and-sample-map.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/6.2-Sample-Evidence-Team-Report-ILO-Communication-Spring2011.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/6.3-Sample-eLumen-Mapping-Reports-at-Various-Levels.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/6.4-Sample-LOAC-minutes-including-mapping-dialog.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/6.5-IAP-04-30-12-pgs9-12only.pdf
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PROFICIENCY RUBRIC 7 EVIDENCE
7.1 Sample Course Outlines of Record showing SLOs

7.2 Sample Syllabi showing SLOs
7.3 Sample pages from AHC Student Academic Planner 2012-13 featuring I1LOs

7.4 AHC Institutional Assessment Plan Pg. 6
7.5 Sample 2012-13 Catalog pages showing SLOs

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC)
10 Commercial Blvd., Suite 204, Novato, CA 94949
Telephone: 415-506-0234 ¢ FAX: 415-506-0238 ¢ E-mail: accjc@accjc.org


http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/7.1-Sample-Course-Outlines-showing-SLOs.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/7.2-Sample-Syllabi-showing-SLOs.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/7.3-AHC-Student-Academic-Planner-2012-13-featuring-ILOs.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/7.4-IAP-04-30-12-pg6only.pdf
http://research.hancockcollege.edu/accreditation_mid-term/slo/7.5-AHC-CATALOG-2012-13-pg63-111only.pdf
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