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Merced Community College District
Statement on Report Preparation
This Follow Up Report is the second requested by the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges. The College was placed on “warning” status in June 2011 following the submission of the 2010 Self Study and a team visit that took place in March 2011. The
College was placed on warning for three deficiencies:
1) Program Review;
3) Integrated Planning, Evaluation, Resource Allocation, and Decision Making Process;
5) Governing Board.
In the June 30, 2011 Action Letter sent by ACCJC, two other recommendations were included:
2) Student Learning Outcomes;
8) Human Resources.
The visiting team also made three additional recommendations, including:
4) Communication;
5) Governing Board members need to understand roles, responsibility; delegate authority for
operating the college to the CEO; and, develop a program for ongoing board development and
new member orientation
6) Governing Board Review of its Code of Ethics and Develop a written process for Sanctions
7) Review and/or update mission statement regularly.
Although the College was not sanctioned for all of the recommendations above, we chose to
address all of them in our first Follow Up Report, which was submitted in March 2012 and
then followed by a team visit in April 2012.
The College was informed in July 2012 that it would be continued in warning status and that
the following recommendations still needed resolution:

1) Program Review
3) Integrated Planning, Evaluation, Resource Allocation and Decision-Making Process
4) Communication
5) Governing Board
8) Human Resources
The College was directed to complete a second report by March 15, 2013 and to anticipate
another team visit in spring 2013.
During the past year, a tremendous amount of effort by many employees has been directed
at resolving the remaining recommendations. Key participants in the report preparation
have included:
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Faculty: Marie Bruley, Myshel Pimentel, Dee Sigismond, Nancy Golz
Management: Ronald Taylor, Christina Torres Peters, Regina Coletto, Larry Johnson
Classified: Toni McCall, Stacey Hicks, Denise Butler
Anne Newins, Vice President of Student Personnel, serves as the College’s Accreditation Liaison Officer. Robin Shepard, director of Institutional Advancement, is the editor of the Follow Up Report. Administrative Assistant Toni McCall provided technical and administrative support. Additional assistance was provided by instructional student learning outcomes
coordinator Pam Huntington and Vice President of Instruction Marianne Tortorici.
Regular reports about the document’s progress were provided to the Academic Senate,
Board of Trustees, Associated Students of Merced College, and other constituent groups.
The document was posted on the College’s website with the link sent to all employees for
review and comment.
After receiving feedback, changes were incorporated as appropriate. The final draft was submitted to the Board of Trustees on February 5, 2013 for final review prior to being submitted
to ACCJC.
March 15, 2013
__________________________			_________________
Ronald C. Taylor, Ph.D. 			Date
Superintendent/President
Merced College
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Merced Community College District

RECOMMENDATION 1
Program Review
In order to meet the standard and ensure that progress continues toward achieving the Sustainable
Continuous Quality Improvement level of the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior
Colleges’ rubric for program review, the team recommends that the college continue to apply the
recommendations of the 1999 and 2005 comprehensive evaluation teams, fully implement its new
program review process, and ensure that the process is ongoing, systematic and used to assess and
improve student learning and achievement and that the results of program review are used to continually refine and improve program practices. (I.B.2, I.B.3, I.B.5, IIA, II.A.5, II.C.2, III.D.3)

OVERALL SUMMARY OF MARCH 2012 FOLLOW UP REPORT
Merced College’s program review processes are ongoing and systematic, focusing on
achievement of both student learning outcomes (SLOs) and service area outcomes (SAOs).
The revised program review process has resulted from the concerted efforts of all areas of
the College to achieve and sustain ACCJC’s recommendations concerning the College’s program review, planning, and resource allocation processes.
A Program Review Task Force convened in fall 2011 to establish common program review
components and a glossary of terms. This list of common program review elements was
used as a starting point for each area of the College. Each area then completed its own program review template with questions that would meet the specific needs of programs with
each area following the list of common elements created by the Program Review Task Force.
For example, all areas were required to include either SLOs or SAOs, but each area could
determine which better met its program needs. Instruction primarily uses SLOs, but Student
Services, Technology and Institutional Research, and Administrative Services use SAOs as
well as SLOs. Programs within these areas can choose which outcome type is more relevant
to their respective programs. The efforts of the Program Review Task Force, including an
introduction to Merced College’s program review process, each area’s templates, and a
glossary of terms, were incorporated into the Integrated Planning, Program Review, and Shared
Governance Handbook (Handbook), the first draft of which was circulated throughout the college community in fall 2012.
All areas of the College are on a five-year program review cycle. A schedule of program
reviews can be found on the ARC Program Review Cycle Matrix, which is currently posted
on the MC4Me website. Each administrative area has created a committee to systematize
quality control and to refine and improve the program review process at the local level. The
Assessment Review Committee (ARC) oversees refinement of the program review processes
and procedures for the institution to ensure improved institutional effectiveness.
ARC, established in November 2011, includes members from each of the four areas of
the College (Instruction, Student Services, Administrative Services, and Technology and
Institutional Research) and is charged with overseeing the ongoing sustainability of
campuswide program reviews and the assessment of institutional SLOs.
M C C D AC C R E D I TAT I O N

page 1

M E RC E D C O L L E G E AC C R E D I TAT I O N S E L F ST U DY FO L LOW U P R E P O R T

INSTRUCTIONAL SUMMARY OF MARCH 2012 REPORT
Several improvements were made in Instruction, including the establishment of the Instructional
Program Review/Student Learning Outcomes Assessment Committee (IPRSLOAC). This Academic Senate-approved committee is charged with sustaining continuous quality improvement
for all instructional programs and courses. IPRSLOAC revised all instructional program review
forms and created guides to be used in conjunction with the electronic program review module
housed in CurricUNET. An additional improvement to the instructional process was the creation
of Cohort Assessment Trainers (CATs). CATs were recruited from the faculty cohorts as resource
staff who assist faculty with SLO and program assessments. CATS were trained in spring 2012.
Peer assessment of course SLO and program review assessments occurred in spring 2012.
IPRSLOAC created rubrics to ensure consistency in the evaluation of completed SLO assessments and program reviews, as well as ensuring that all required assessment elements were included. Feedback from faculty completing the reviews is also included in the evaluation process.
A survey was sent to program review faculty leaders, and the SLO assessment reporting form
also included a brief section on evaluation of the process and available resources. The results
were used to evaluate the process, which could then be used to make process improvements for
the 2012-2013 academic year.
Some faculty set up Wikis and online blogs to discuss assessment results, which further facilitated and enhanced campus dialogue about student learning. Discussion boards were also created
on the MC4Me portal site. Additionally, the SLO coordinator published the SLO Down, a monthly instructional newsletter that focused on assessment of SLOs and program review.
A special project assistant position was created as an additional faculty resource for SLO assessment and program reviews. This individual, whose temporary position ended in May 2012, was
housed in the Administration Building. The project assistant was responsible for the following:
•• Creating SLO surveys;
•• Creating program review surveys;
•• Compiling survey results and distributing them to faculty;
•• Helping to maintain the webpages under the auspices of IPRSLOAC;
•• Creating SLO grids for use in instructional program reviews.
The instructional program review coordinator also met with instructional Deans and the
Vice President of Instruction to discuss the Deans’ roles in the newly revised program
review process. The Deans have a more definitive role in the new process as they must
not only read each review, but also complete a rubric indicating support or lack thereof
for resource requests. The Deans must weigh the evidence presented in each review and
determine if each request has been justified in the document. These rubrics are one tool
for the Instructional Master Planning Committee (IMPC) to use when prioritizing resource
requests from each area. Additionally, Deans are also responsible for a summation of the
reviews from their respective areas. The summaries include major findings from each area
and the categories of resources requested. IMPC uses the summaries to help guide planning and to assist in prioritizing resource requests.
M C C D AC C R E D I TAT I O N
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STUDENT SERVICES SUMMARY OF MARCH 2012 REPORT
Student Services departments have been conducting program reviews and using SLOs since
2005 when the first SLO coordinator was appointed to oversee these activities. All Student Services departments have evolved and adapted over the years to changing program review and
SLO requirements. One of the largest evolutions for this area has been in regard to dialogue
about department results through both informal and formal meetings. Student Services is an
active ARC participant and has representation on various master planning committees.
Student Services follows the institutional requirement of a five-year program review cycle,
which is a comprehensive review followed by four annual reviews. Each of the 13 Student
Services departments completed a comprehensive program review in the 2011-2012 academic year (Rec. 1.01). This process is evaluated annually with changes made based on feedback
received from the departments. In addition, the SLO coordinator conducts annual training
to ensure that staff members directly involved in the program review process are current on
any changes to the program review processes (Rec. 1.02).
Student Services program reviews and SLOs discussed as standing agenda items at each
bi-monthly Student Personnel Executive Committee (SPEC) meeting. The SLO coordinator
leads these discussions, but a few departments are often asked to discuss related topics. For
example, departments comment on how programs are closing the loop from the previous
year’s assessments, what they are planning to assess the following year, and what results
they’ve gathered from assessments in their area (Rec. 1.35).

TECHNOLOGY AND INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH SUMMARY OF MARCH 2012 REPORT
As noted in the March 2012 Follow Up Report, Technology and Institutional Research (TIR)
continued its participation in the ongoing program review process. TIR has established a
five-year program review cycle that includes one comprehensive review and four yearly reviews. TIR completed an annual review in August 2012, which will be followed in 2013 by a
comprehensive program review. TIR will continue on this cycle as described in the Integrated
Planning, Program Review, and Shared Governance Handbook.

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES SUMMARY OF MARCH 2012 REPORT
Administrative Services conducts program reviews on an ongoing and systematic basis, and
all Administrative Services areas have completed program reviews, which can be found on
the MC4Me portal. Administrative Services has included its program review cycle on the ARC
Program Review Cycle Matrix (Rec. 1.03), which is posted on the MC4Me ARC webpage.
Administrative Services is dedicated to promoting student learning through the promotion and maintenance of a healthy and safe environment for students. The Vice President of
Administrative Services held workshops to increase staff understanding of program review
and to implement program reviews using the newly revised format and peer review rubric
(Rec. 1.04a-c, 05a-c). These workshops/trainings will continue during Direct Management
Group (DMG) meetings (Rec. 1.05a-c).
M C C D AC C R E D I TAT I O N
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Administrative Services uses the program review process to evaluate and fine-tune its organizational structure.

Update Since March 2012 Report
CAMPUSWIDE UPDATE SINCE MARCH 2012 REPORT
After extensive writing and editing, a final draft of the Integrated Planning, Program Review,
and Shared Governance Handbook was completed in August 2012 and the College circulated
the draft in August-September 2012. The Handbook was finalized in fall 2012 and was approved by College Council in October 2012 (Rec. 1.06). All college departments are expected
to follow the provisions for planning, program review, and resource allocation as outlined
in the Handbook for the 2012-2013 academic year, including finalizing their resource requests
for 2013-2014 based on 2011-2012 program reviews. In addition, departments will prepare
their program reviews for use in the 2014-2015 resource allocation process.
At the 2012 Convocation, the Assessment Review Committee (ARC) chair presented a
PowerPoint about the committee's charges (Rec. 1.07). The purpose of the slide show was to
familiarize faculty and staff with ARC as it is a recent addition to the committee structure of
Merced College.
In September 2012, ARC determined which elements to request from the master planning
committees for use in the ARC Report (Rec. 1.08). Each master planning committee sent a
summary of its program reviews to ARC in October 2012 (Rec. 1.10). ARC used the summaries to evaluate the program review process and to generate a campus report on its progress
at the College (Rec. 1.10). Elements of the summary included:
•• DATA
•• Number of departments in area;
•• Number of departments that completed a comprehensive review;
•• Number of departments that completed an annual program review;
•• SUCCESSES
•• What are some notable successes from your area with regard to program review?
•• What are some notable successes in your area with regard to student learning and/or
service area outcomes?
•• Other?
•• CHALLENGES
•• What are some notable challenges for your area with regard to program review?
•• What are some notable challenges in your area with regard to student learning outcomes
and/or service area outcomes?
•• Other?
M C C D AC C R E D I TAT I O N
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•• COMMENDATIONS
•• Were there any individual departments that seemed to have gone over and above
throughout the process and in what way?
•• EVALUATION OF PROGRAM REVIEW EVALUATION PROCESS
•• How did your area assess the program review process?
•• Are there any recommendations for improvements to the process based on the evaluation?
•• What changes will be made to the process/template for the following program review
year?
Using information provided by each master planning committee, ARC generated a report
that was disseminated to the campus community by the College Council. The report provided a global perspective of the College’s program review process, highlighting successes
from each area and discussing challenges each area encountered during the process. Additionally, revisions to each area’s processes were noted. Each area will refine its program
review processes to improve the College’s overall integrated planning, program review,
and resource allocation process. In spring 2013, ARC will review data requested from each
master planning committee for its campuswide program review report and will revise the
questions as needed to solicit the most pertinent information concerning program review
from each master planning committee.
An important development in early fall 2012 was the hiring of a full-time SLO/SAO program
review assistant, who will continue the work started by the SLO special project assistant
whose temporary position ended in May 2012. The SLO/SAO program review assistant will
“provide specialized assistance related to the assessment of institutional student learning
outcomes (ISLOs), student learning outcomes (SLOs), and service area outcomes (SAOs), as
well as Program Review” (Rec. 1.11). Under the direction of the Vice President of Instruction,
SLO/SAO program review assistant will:
•• Act as a liaison to the software companies and the College to trouble-shoot program software problems and implement updates, e.g. Governet, Class Climate and Program Review
programs;
•• Assist SLO/SAO liaisons with training in the assessment of SLOs to faculty, managers,
and staff;
•• Assist the Curriculum committee chairperson with tasks related to SLOs/SAOs and program reviews;
•• Provide specialized assistance related to the integration of SLO/SAO assessment into
instructional and service area improvement, institutional evaluation systems, and college
planning and management in collaboration with SLO/SAO liaisons.
•• Work collaboratively with instructional areas and faculty, administrative units, and staff to
design and conduct outcomes assessment (Rec. 1.11).
Instruction began using CurricUNET program reviews in August 2012 (Rec. 1.12). Student
Services followed suit in October 2012. Governet is still working on refinement of the TIR
module and development of the modules for Administrative Services and Instructional SupM C C D AC C R E D I TAT I O N
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port Services. Until CurricUNET is fully functioning for TIR, TIR has developed an in-house
electronic program review program (Rec. 1.13). Administrative Services will use Word documents and post all documents to the MC4Me portal (Rec. 1.14).
In April 2013, ARC will evaluate all campuswide program review structures and processes
using faculty and staff surveys, as well as program review summaries from each area of the
College. ARC will use the findings from its evaluation to recommend necessary changes to
improve the overall program review process as it pertains to student learning and institutional effectiveness. These changes will then be implemented in each area of the College by
fall 2013. ARC’s findings and recommendations will be published once a year in the Campus
Digest, as well as on ARC’s MC4Me webpage. ARC will present its findings at Convocation
for the Fall 2013 semester.

INSTRUCTION UPDATE SINCE MARCH 2012 REPORT
The instructional program review templates were evaluated and revised in spring 2012 for
implementation in fall 2012 (Rec. 1.15, 16). A survey was sent to faculty who had led a program review and the feedback from this survey, in addition to feedback from the CATs, was
used to evaluate necessary revisions to the templates and the process (Rec. 1.17a, b, 18).
One of the major findings was that the annual review process was too complex. The CATs and
IPRSLOAC determined that if the annual reviews were going to be valuable and lead to a sustainable process, they must be simplified. IPRSLOAC determined which elements were necessary for an annual review (now called an “annual planning document”). The newly revised annual planning document facilitates the planning process. A comprehensive review is completed
and annual planning documents are completed in years 2 through 5 (Rec. 1.19, p. 29). The revised
form solidifies the five-year planning process through continuity. Faculty is now required to
revisit five-year planning goals on an annual basis and update those goals as needed (Rec. 1.16).
The comprehensive review template was also modified and expanded with additional sections related to resources, external factors, and review of data (Rec. 1.15). The template was
also revised to comply with the outline of common elements decided upon by the Program
Review Task Force (Rec. 1.20).
Instruction re-launched the CurricUNET program review module in fall 2012. Reviews from
2011-2012 are housed on the MC4Me portal as Word documents (Rec. 1.21). Beginning in fall
2012, the 2012-2013 reviews will be submitted using the electronic module.
Faculty also conducted peer reviews of program reviews and SLO assessments last spring
(Rec. 1.22). IPRSLOAC developed a rubric for use during the peer review process and the
rubric has been revised to follow the new program review templates for 2012-2013 (Rec. 1.22).
This marked the first time that the peer review process officially occurred in Instruction.
Between May and August, instructional Deans reviewed all program reviews completed
in their respective areas and completed a rubric for each individual review (Rec. 1.23). Additionally, they compiled key information from each review into an area summary, which
highlighted the major findings and the categories of resource requests from the reviews
M C C D AC C R E D I TAT I O N
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(Rec. 1.24). These summaries were presented to the Instructional Master Planning Committee
(IMPC) on September 10, 2012 and will be used as a reference when an IMPC sub-committee
meets to determine the rankings of resource requests for 2013-2014 (Rec. 1.25).
The area summaries were forwarded to ARC in October 2012 for use in creation of a campuswide report on the progress of program review in terms of ACCJC’s Sustained Continuous Quality Improvement rubric.
Training continues for faculty and administrators, and during fall 2012 several training
workshops were held. All Deans were invited to attend the workshops for informational
purposes. The first of these trainings, held on September 7, 2012, focused on comprehensive
program reviews. Topics covered included:
•• Introduction of the new instructional program review guide;
•• Brief explanation of the program review process;
•• Explanation of the process to request data for use in program reviews;
•• Review of the CurricUNET electronic program review module (Rec 1.26).
Additional trainings held during the semester covered a range of topics, including methods
of assessment for program SLOs and instructions for completing an annual program review
update (Rec. 1.27, 28). Training sessions were held on Fridays from 3 to 5 p.m. to ensure that
faculty would not have class conflicts and could attend if so desired.
The program review coordinator worked with the Vice President of Instruction’s Cabinet
(VPI-C) to ensure that the Deans understood their roles in the program review process,
among which is that they must ensure that all resource allocations are based on program
review findings and recommendations for improvement. The program review coordinator
and Deans developed a rubric for use when Deans are evaluating program reviews, and
they also collaborated on a template for area summaries. The coordinator worked with the
Deans in fall 2012, providing periodic updates on the progress of the instructional program
review process at VPI-C’s Wednesday cabinet meetings.
All instructional program reviews will be completed annually no later than March 1, and
the peer review process will occur during March and April. All final instructional program
reviews will be forwarded to the Deans each May. The Deans will begin the second cycle of
the process started in spring 2012. Each April, IPRSLOAC will review the evaluations submitted with the completed program review documents to determine if any adjustments are
needed for the next planning cycle in 2013-2014 (Rec. 1.29).

STUDENT SERVICES UPDATE SINCE MARCH 2012 REPORT
Over the past year, Student Services worked to meet all of the benchmarks stated in the March
2012 Follow Up Report (Rec. 1.30). The Student Services program review/SLO/SAO process
evaluation conducted in April 2012 yielded much valuable information about how departments viewed these topics (Rec. 1.31). The three most notable findings were that although
departments found the process to be relevant (92 percent) and valuable (100 percent), about 20
percent struggled with the template document. To remedy this issue, Student Services worked
M C C D AC C R E D I TAT I O N
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with the instructional program review coordinator to implement CurricUNET this year.
The next issue related to the need for more training (69.6 percent of department members
wanted more training) and a lack of involvement (19.2 percent felt there was not involvement by most of the members of their department). In fall 2012 two SLO PROs trainings
were scheduled—one for the individuals who received basic training last year and one for
those who did not receive training last year (Rec. 1.32). Finally, departments indicated a desire for more individual assistance from the coordinator to stay on-task. This year all departments were given a check sheet of deadlines with the program review/SLO process broken
down into several parts that will enable departments to stay on-task and meet end-of-year
deadlines (Rec. 1.33).
The Student Services program review schedule was included in the ARC Matrix and
posted on the MC4Me portal (Rec. 1.03). In addition, Student Services worked in conjunction with the other college areas to create the Integrated Planning, Program Review, and
Shared Governance Handbook, which includes both comprehensive and annual templates for
Student Services program reviews that share common core components agreed upon by
all college areas (Rec. 1.19).
Student Services departments continue to engage in dialogue among themselves and
throughout the campus through the quarterly Outcomes newsletter, regular program review
and SLO reports at the Student Personnel Executive Committee (SPEC), the Student Services
Master Planning Committee (SSMPC), and other master planning committees, as well as
through the Student Services program review portal webpage (Rec. 1.34, 35). Student Services departments were provided with the 2012-2013 program review cycle deadlines and a
discussion was held in SPEC about the expectations for moving to CurricUNET (Rec. 1.35).

TECHNOLOGY AND INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH UPDATE SINCE MARCH 2012 REPORT
After conducting an initial follow up program review training session in January 2012,
a second TIR program review training was held in August 2012 to help all TIR members
understand and implement the revised program review process. During this training, the
August 2012 revised peer review rubric was introduced to all TIR employees. The new peer
review rubric was tested and implemented in the 2011-2012 program review cycle. In addition, a program review survey was conducted in spring 2012 to assess staff awareness and
involvement in the annual program review process. All TIR areas completed annual program reviews for the 2011-2012 cycle, and these program review documents were posted on
the TIR MC4Me site by August 23, 2012 (Rec. 1.36).

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES UPDATE SINCE MARCH 2012 REPORT
All Administrative Services areas completed 2011-2012 annual and comprehensive reviews by
May 2012 (Rec. 1.37a, b). In spring 2012, an Administrative Services program review MC4Me
webpage was created and documents were posted upon completion (Rec. 1.14). The webpage
is updated by the administrative assistant to the Vice President of Administrative Services.
M C C D AC C R E D I TAT I O N
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In September 2012, the Student Services PR/SLO coordinator met with Administrative Services managers and trained them in program review and SAO assessments (Rec. 1.05a-c). This
included revising the annual and comprehensive review templates to include SAOs as one
piece of the review process. The final review templates, both comprehensive and annual,
were completed in September 2012 (Rec. 1.38a, b). These documents establish the process by
which Administrative Services will evaluate its SAOs. The template requires the identification of each SAO, its link to institutional student learning outcomes (ISLOs), the assessment
method and criteria, completion results, and the improvement plan.
Administrative Services also appointed its Program Review Oversight Committee in fall 2012
to evaluate Administrative Services’ annual and comprehensive reviews. Committee members represent several different constituencies, including the Vice President of Administrative
Services and administrative assistant, the Los Banos Campus Dean, the Facilities Planning and
Development specialist, and the Student Services SLO/PR coordinator (Rec. 1.39).
Administrative Services will continue to use a Word document for its 2012-2013 program
review and will launch CurricUNET in fall 2013 for use in the 2013-2014 review process.
Because there was delay in revising the documents and because Governet cannot build the
electronic module in time for 2012-2013 use, the review process will be facilitated through
the MC4Me portal and Word documents.
Administrative Services also created a 2012-2013 program review process timeline (Rec. 1.40).
A series of meetings in fall 2012 had staff reviewing the progress of each area’s SAO evaluation, which is an integral component of the comprehensive program review. A first draft of
the entire program review is due in March 2013, and the Administrative Services vice president will review each document and provide feedback. Final drafts are due in April 2013,
and the Administrative Services Program Review Oversight Committee will meet in May to
conduct peer review and provide feedback. Final documents will be posted by June 1, 2013.
This oversight committee will review its program review process in June 2013 and suggest
improvements for 2013-2014 program review cycle that will ensure an ongoing, sustainable,
and systematic process.

Resolution and Analysis
INSTRUCTION
Instruction’s program review process has been revised to provide a cycle of sustainable continuous quality improvement for all instructional courses and programs. Student learning is
integral to the program review process—each program must apply appropriate methods of
assessment, engage in dialogue related to the findings, create action plans for improvement,
and request resources necessary to carry out the action plans.
The newly revised program review processes and forms ensure that dialogue about student
learning is ongoing, pervasive, and robust. Documentation of this dialogue is now systematically included in the review process (Rec. 1.15).
M C C D AC C R E D I TAT I O N
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To more smoothly facilitate the program review evaluation process and the sharing of findings, Instruction is using CurricUNET Program Review. This system allows for easy sharing, storing, and retrieving of program review documents. Although there have been a few
initial program glitches, faculty have been willing to use the new technology. The creation
of a matrix outlining Instruction’s comprehensive program review due dates has also been
helpful in maintaining the cycle and moving program review toward becoming an ongoing,
systematic, and sustainable process (Rec. 1.03).
The Cohort Assessment Trainers (CATs) play an integral role in the program review and SLO
assessment process. CATs serve as additional resources to faculty, providing more direct assistance at the discipline level than the SLO/PR coordinator can necessarily provide (depending
on the discipline background of the coordinators and the faculty requesting assistance).
Using the revised process in spring 2012, Instruction implemented a peer review process using a common evaluation rubric for program review that must be reviewed by a CAT. Each
peer reviewer ensures that all program reviews include the necessary elements, including
qualitative and quantitative assessment data, analyses of data, action plans, and an evaluation of the program review process. IPRSLOAC then uses the evaluation component to
analyze and discuss possible changes to the process and, finally, to implement changes to
the processes as the College continues to refine its program review processes.

NEXT STEPS
The Office of Instruction will continue to implement the processes outlined in the Program
Review section of the Integrated Planning, Program Review, and Shared Governance Handbook in
2012-2013. Program reviews are due at the end of March, and the peer review process and
evaluation of the program review process will occur in March, April, and May.
All instructional programs will have completed the peer review process by the end of the
Spring 2013 semester. All 2012-2013 program reviews will then be ready for the resource allocation process that will recur in fall 2013.
Opportunities to include adjunct faculty more fully in institutional dialogue about the program review process continues to be explored.

CONCLUSION
Instruction has fully integrated SLOs with its program review process, thereby establishing
student learning as an integral part of the program review process. Under the oversight of
IPRSLOAC, Instruction now has a systematic review cycle that easily aligns with the College’s integrated planning processes. The most recent revisions to the instructional program
review process have provided further refinement to an already viable process.

STUDENT SERVICES
The Student Services program review process has been improved by moving into the
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electronic CurricUNET format used by Instruction. In addition, feedback about the program review process, provided by Student Services staff in April 2012, has allowed the
program review coordinator to provide more targeted training and work towards continuous quality improvement.
The coordination of Student Services program reviews has been assigned to the Student
Services student learning outcomes coordinator. It is hoped this move will continue to create
stability and sustainability in the integration of student learning outcomes, program reviews, and planning/resource allocation.
The Student Services Program Review Oversight (SSPROC) and Student Services Master
Planning committees (SSMPC) were highly involved with providing a quality peer review
process for the 13 Student Services departments in 2012. The five-member SSPROC provided feedback to each department, which then finalized its documents working with the Student Services program review and SLO coordinator. SSPMC recently reviewed and ranked
Student Services resource allocation requests for 2013-2014 and used the program review
information as a basis for its decisions (Rec. 1.41a, b).
Student Services representatives continue to participate in campuswide dialogue on the
results of their program reviews through the Assessment Review Committee (ARC) and the
quarterly Outcomes newsletter. They engage in additional dialogue on educational planning
and resource allocations through their participation on the Educational Master Planning
Committee (EMPC).

NEXT STEPS
Student Services will continue to implement and improve its program review processes and
meet its annual deadlines. Training is completed twice a year on a consistent cycle with both
beginning and advanced training sessions held each fall and spring term. It is hoped that
most Student Services staff can be trained in program review and SLOs at the beginning
level by the end of summer 2013.

CONCLUSION
Student Services will continue to move towards Sustainable Continuous Quality Improvement by investigating new ways to enhance dialogue about results across departments and
the campus and by working collaboratively with the three other college areas to improve the
program review processes. The current system for program reviews in Student Services is
ongoing, systematic, and sustainable over time. Continued efforts to refine and improve the
processes in place is a high priority for Student Services.

TECHNOLOGY AND INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH
TIR ensures that its SLOs/SAOs are specifically linked to all program reviews and that each
program review reflects the SLOs/SAOs associated with that particular area. TIR departments use program reviews to annually evaluate and revise existing program outcomes
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and to create new program outcomes as appropriate. For example, in the TIR area of library
instruction, faculty librarians revised the assessment instrument to more accurately measure
SLOs based on the findings reported in the 2010-2011 program review. This is one example
of the continuous process of program improvement that has become part of the pervasive
culture in the library and TIR.
Peer review of the TIR program reviews takes place in the Technology and Research Master
Planning Committee (TRMPC), which uses program reviews to rank its resource allocation requests. In September 2012, TRMPC evaluated the improvements to the existing form,
which was used in October 2012 for resource requests. The March 2012 TRMPC meeting was
expanded to include additional TIR staff.
The 2012 Follow Up Report noted that TIR needs to more explicitly document dialogue
about program review that is already is occurring. This dialogue has become part of TIR’s
culture as TIR staff and faculty continually seek to improve program performance to support student learning. Formal evidence of the substantial and pervasive dialog about program improvement is documented in the meeting minutes of faculty librarians, library
circulation staff and other TIR areas (Rec. 1.42).
TIR’s Program Review Accountability Team (TIR-PRAT) ensures that each TIR area’s program reviews are complete, accurate, and free from contradictions. TIR-PRAT monitors the
quality of dialogue on program improvement as it pertains to student learning and achievement, and documents the findings using the peer review rubric (Rec. 1.43). Such attention
to the content and quality of dialogue on student learning and achievement ensures that
student learning improvement is a visible priority in all TIR practices and structures.
TIR uses multiple measures, such as student surveys, workload measures, and data logs to
evaluate each program’s effectiveness. For example, the Audio Visual Grid in the Audio Visual (AV) Department’s program review provides detailed information on how AV student
learning outcomes align with institutional learning outcomes, strategic planning initiatives,
and TIR outcomes (Rec. 1.44). The grid also describes methodology used to measure and
evaluate the support of these outcomes. AV grounded its internal performance measurements in part on information from external sources, such as a Council of Chief Librarians of
the California Community Colleges survey that provided further evidence of the impact of
instructional technology on student learning outcomes (Rec. 1.44).

NEXT STEPS
TIR will continue to use program review to evaluate programs and recommend changes to
improve services. TIR program reviews undergo peer review using a rubric that ensures
that all program reviews link institutional learning outcomes to area outcomes, link area
outcomes to the strategic plan, address needed improvements, and report on significant
changes in the past year.
All TIR department heads, faculty, and staff will continue to meet in group discussions
twice a year to evaluate the program review process. Program review will also continue to
link resource allocation requests to the program review process (Rec. 1.45). All TIR areas will
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continue the cycle of program review and program improvement in 2012-2013.

CONCLUSION
Emails concerning TIR group discussions are sent to the TIR administrative assistant for
evidentiary purposes.
Processes and procedures implemented in TIR and supervised by TIR-PRAT ensure that all
program reviews include assessment of effectiveness using appropriate measures (including
outcomes) and analysis of assessment results and implications of and for higher-level plans
and outcomes. TIR completed one full cycle of comprehensive program review in 2011-2012
and all TIR areas continue in the annual process of program review for 2012-2013 (Rec. 1.44).

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
Although Administrative Services was the last area of the College to fully integrate SLOs/
SAOs into its program review process, it has made significant progress with regard to
program review since March 2012. The 2012-2013 academic year marks the first time that all
Administrative Service programs will identify SLOs/SAOs, design a tool(s) to evaluate them,
and then provide an analysis of the evaluation as part of the program review process.
Administrative Services has conducted widespread training so that all staff understand the
importance of program review and how program review is a part of the College’s integrated
planning process (Rec. 1.05a-c).

NEXT STEPS
Administrative Services is on track to fully complete a program review cycle utilizing its
new process by 2013-2014. In spring 2013, staff will finalize and submit their 2012-2013
program reviews to the Administrative Services Program Review Oversight Committee
(ASPROC). ASPROC will meet in May 2013 to complete the peer review process and to
provide feedback to each administrative program. Final documents will be posted on the
MC4Me portal by June 2013.
ASPROC will review the Administrative Services program review process in June 2013 and
suggest improvements for the 2013-2014 program review cycle, ensuring that the process is
ongoing, sustainable, and systematic.
In fall 2013, Administrative Services will use CurricUNET software for program reviews.
The process will begin anew with the next program review cycle in 2013-2014.

CONCLUSION
Administrative Services has established a program review process that is sustainable
and systematic.
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OVERALL CONCLUSION
Merced College’s mission, vision, and values statements, strategic planning goals, and
ISLOs are central to the planning and program review process. Through the program review process, all college programs establish goals and measurable objectives as a means of
improving program effectiveness consistent with the mission, vision, and values statement,
strategic planning goals, and ISLOs (Rec. 1.16, 38a, 46a, b).
The Assessment Review Committee (ARC) ensures that all program review findings are
accessible to the college community. The ARC Program Review Cycle Matrix helps staff to
visualize when all programs are systematically assessed (Rec. 1.03).
All college areas use program review as an integral part of the planning process. Instructional programs are evaluated to assure currency and relevancy and to improve pedagogical
and learning strategies and the achievement of student learning outcomes. Student Services
evaluates the effectiveness of its programs and achievement of SLOs/SAOs through its
program review process, just as TIR uses its program review process to assess and fine-tune
library and other learning support services. Administrative Services relies on its program
review process as a means to support student learning, primarily through the maintenance
of a healthy and safe environment for students and staff (Rec. 1.44, 47a-c).
Each area evaluates the program review process. Necessary changes at this level are implemented by each area. The results of these evaluations are sent to ARC for a global evaluation
of the program review process and to suggest improvements to the process at the macro level.
An evaluation of the resource allocation process is integrated into the program review process.
Merced College has fully resolved the recommendation by completing a full cycle of systematic, integrated planning, evaluation, prioritization, resource allocation, implementation,
and re-evaluation for all areas of the College.
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Merced Community College District

RECOMMENDATION 3
Integrated Planning, Evaluation, and Resource Allocation, and
Decision-Making Process
In order to meet the standard and to ensure that the college progresses toward the Sustainable Continuous Quality Improvement (SCQI) level of the Accrediting Commission for Community and
Junior Colleges’ rubric for planning, the team recommends that the college continue to apply the recommendations of the 1999 and 2005 comprehensive evaluation teams and ensure that its established
planning processes include ongoing and systematic evaluation and planning with clearly established
timelines to refine its key processes and improve student learning. The team recommends that the
college conduct dialogue about institutional effectiveness that is ongoing, robust, and pervasive, continue collecting data, and ensure that analyses of the data are widely distributed and used throughout
the institution; that there is ongoing review and adaptation of evaluation and planning processes;
that there is a consistent and continuous commitment to improving student learning; and that educational effectiveness is a demonstrable priority in all planning structures and processes (I.A.4, I.B.2,
I.B.3, 4, II.A.2, III.A.2, III.A.6, III.B.2.b, III.C.2, III.D.1.a).

SUMMARY OF MARCH 2012 FOLLOW UP REPORT
Dialogue continues in the area, cohort, discipline and other group meetings regarding
integrated planning and the roles each of these constituents play in the College’s planning
process. This included a two-day accreditation planning workshop that resulted in the Accreditation Resolution Action Plan.
One result of this dialogue is the alignment of the planning process with the budget calendar, which requires that all financial, technology, physical, or human resources requests
be justified by program review data and analyses in either annual updates or in a comprehensive program review. Each program review is then reviewed by the appropriate master
planning committee, which prioritizes the items based on defined criteria. Exceptions may
occur when Vice Presidents request resource allocations that address global college needs
not reflected in an individual program review.
Once a master planning committee approves the items, final resource allocation lists are forwarded to the Educational Master Planning Committee (EMPC), which sends the lists to the
Vice Presidents for merging into a single master list. The master list is then sent back to each
master planning committee for comments. The list is reviewed again by the Vice Presidents
who forward it to EMPC for approval and/or restructuring.
The Planned Expenditures Committee, composed of the Superintendent/President and Vice
Presidents, recommends specific funding allocations for strategic purposes. Recommendations from this group merge with those from EMPC toward the end of the standard resource
allocation process.
In fall 2011, classified staff requests began filtering up through the master planning committees in the same manner as other resource allocation requests. Additional change in the
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request process includes the faculty hiring process, which has been integrated with program
review. The Academic Senate’s Faculty Hiring Committee evaluates all faculty hiring requests originating in instructional and Student Services program reviews. The committee
formulates, based on provided data and presentations, a hiring prioritization list which is
sent to the Superintendent/President.
In December 2011, an ad-hoc shared governance Staff Management Hiring Priorities Task
Force (SMHPTF) was formed to establish a permanent hiring priorities structure and process for classified and management that is fully integrated with planning, program review,
and resource allocation.
Merced College assures the quality and improvement of all instructional courses and
programs through its enhanced program review and resource allocation process. The revised 2011-2012 instructional program review templates ensure the quality of the program
reviews and facilitate the resource allocation process. The program review process now
requires that program goals be consistent with the College’s mission statement, are appropriately connected to the strategic planning goals and institutional learning outcomes, and
are grounded in consideration and analysis of program level learning or service outcomes.
To support ongoing improvements, a new Integrated Planning Task Force (IPTF) was established to create the Integrated Planning section of the Handbook, an updated and expanded
version of the 2009 Merced College Planning section of the Handbook. The IPTF specified necessary components that planning, program review, and resource allocation processes should
have in common, including assessment methods and measures.
The program review process now includes a more detailed comprehensive review every
five years with annual reviews in between comprehensive reviews. A Program Review Task
Force (PRTF), established to identify a set of common elements and a glossary of terms for
all program review processes, created a more cohesive practice. Work done by the PRTF is
incorporated into the Handbook.
The District Board of Trustees approved the 2010-2013 Strategic Plan in 2011. Dialogue
across the institution identified needed improvements, and indicated than the plan should
be updated to include the development of action plans, timelines, and resource and staffing
requirements (Rec. 3.33).
An ad-hoc Communications Task Force addressed the goal of improving district communication to better facilitate campus communication and information dissemination in order to
work toward achieving Strategic Plan Goal 2 (objectives 2.2 and 2.4) (Rec. 3.01a-d). The District’s newsletter, the Campus Digest, is one communication tool that resulted from the work
of the ad-hoc Communications Task Force.
The Assessment Review Committee (ARC) was tasked with bringing uniformity to the review
of programs and college services. The College Council, created in 2011, oversees shared governance organizational structures, provides shared governance training, promotes integration of
planning by monitoring the process, coordinates evaluation of college governance and administration structures, and serves as a clearinghouse for shared governance issues.
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The College continues to collect and use data in its planning processes, including using data
to evaluate student learning outcomes and make changes to improve student learning.

ACTIONS TAKEN SINCE MARCH 2012
The College has implemented a number of actions since the March 2012 Follow Up Report
to meet ACCJC’s recommendations. Many of the actions are ongoing or have resulted in living documents that the College is committed to maintaining. This section describes actions
the College has taken to complete each of the next steps in the March 2012 Follow Up Report
for Recommendation 3 (Rec. 3.02).
The College has offered a number of forums and opportunities for faculty and staff to engage in dialogue about integrated planning, program review, resource allocation, and the
implementation of these processes. An integrated planning forum, sponsored by the President’s Office and the Academic Senate and open to all faculty and staff, was held May 10,
2012 (Rec. 3.03). The guest speaker, Dr. Barry Gribbons, Vice President of Institutional Development and Technology at College of the Canyons, addressed the structure of integrated
planning and the importance of goal-setting within the process to drive decision-making. In
addition to the integrated planning forum, multiple budget forums, which included opportunities for student participation, have been offered to the college community (Rec. 3.04).
Program review training opportunities helped faculty understand the importance of the
College’s resource allocation and planning process (Rec. 3.05a, b). In addition, program review coordinators have met with representatives from college divisions to assist them with
their program review processes as defined in the Handbook (Rec. 3.06a-d, 07 pp. 32-27, 91-99,
Rec. 3.08a, b).
As the Handbook was developed, program review representatives from the four college areas
codified templates that reflect common elements all divisions should address to ensure
that the program review process is approached in a systematic way (Rec. 3.07 pp.25-121, Rec.
3.08a, b). Master planning committees and the campus community reviewed drafts of the
Handbook and were asked to send comments to the Vice President of Student Personnel (Rec.
3.09). Master planning committees reviewed the Shared Governance section of the Handbook
to ensure its accuracy (Rec. 3.10a-g). In addition, planning committees have reviewed program review summaries or division program reviews to determine committee goals (Rec.
3.10a, e, 11a-c). A Flex workshop explaining the various types of data resources available for
program review and SLO assessment was held at the Los Banos Campus ahead of the Fall
2012 semester to further promote faculty understanding of program review and the importance of program evaluation in planning (Rec. 3.12). The Academic Senate has placed integrated planning discussions on agendas to provide faculty with additional opportunities to
discuss the process (Rec. 3.13).
Throughout the Spring 2012 semester, the College reviewed the shared governance process to develop the Shared Governance section of the Handbook (Rec. 3.14, 15). The College
Council developed a list of all college shared governance committees. Committee roles
and memberships were determined, and the Integrated Planning Task Force (IPTF) also
looked at the integrated planning process and the role of master planning committees in
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the process (Rec. 3.16). This included committees involved in the peer review process for
program review. The review of the college governance process continued with a survey
that was distributed to all master planning committee members in fall 2012 (Rec. 3.10f, 17ad). A pilot of the survey was conducted by the Technology and Research Master Planning
Committee (TRMPC) and has been discussed in College Council (Rec. 3.10e, 18a, b). The
Academic Senate administered the Faculty Assessment of Administration Survey (FAAS)
in spring 2012 to determine faculty perceptions of college administration and the governance process. The survey results were shared with the Board of Trustees, Vice Presidents,
Deans, and the larger college community (Rec. 3.19a-c).
An important aspect of integrated planning is the role of human resources and prioritizing position requests. The College Council established the Staff and Management Hiring
Priorities Task Force (SMHPTF) in December 2011 (Rec. 3.20) and the task force began meeting during the Spring 2012 semester (Rec. 3.21). The incoming Human Resources director
convened the task force once more to collect the work that was conducted (Rec. 3.21). The
incoming Superintendent/President determined that this work should continue through the
Human Resources office and ultimately be reviewed through the College Council. A hiring
prioritization process for staff and management positions that is aligned with the College’s
integrated planning process will be completed by March 2013. Faculty positions are prioritized by an Academic Senate subcommittee every fall semester (Rec. 3.22a, b). The process
utilizes program reviews and program data to determine a prioritization for requested
faculty positions (Rec. 3.22a).
TRMPC administered campuswide surveys in spring and fall 2012 to establish a process for
systematically assessing the effective use of research and information technology resources
(Rec. 3.23). Survey results are available on TRMPC’s MC4Me page (Rec. 3.24). The survey
will be administered every other school year during the spring semester. The Office of
Grants and Institutional Research (OGIR) developed a research calendar to increase the effectiveness of research and to illustrate the extent to which OGIR supports the entire college
community (Rec. 3.25). The research calendar is updated as needed and TRMPC reviews it
twice a year. The Faculty Assessment of Administration Survey (FAAS) also asked questions
about the availability of technology for instructional use and for college business. The results where shared with the interim co-associate Vice Presidents of Technology and Institutional Research. The survey will be administered each spring and will include an evaluation
tool used to update the survey as needed every school year (Rec. 3.26).
The College Council established the Integrated Planning Task Force (IPTF) in order to analyze, evaluate, and revise the integrated planning process. The task force began by analyzing
documents related to college planning in the 2009 Merced College Planning Handbook. Task force
members discussed gaps in the process and then, through a review of other noteworthy integrated planning processes that were used as models by the California Community Colleges
Academic Senate, the task force began to develop ideas for steps that could fill in the identified
gaps (Rec. 3.27a-c). The task force used the analysis to outline steps of an integrated planning
process, which included current planning process practices, and incorporated additional steps
to fill the gaps that were identified. The planning steps were then aligned with the budget
development process to ensure integration of planning with program review and the resource
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allocation process. The members of the task force each contributed to researching steps in the
process and developing descriptions of each step (Rec. 3.27a, b).
Ultimately the Integrated Planning section of the Handbook was developed to describe planning steps and to provide a timeline for master planning committees and other governance
committees involved in planning and resource allocation to follow. An important section of
the Handbook explains the program review process and its role in planning. The Assessment
Review Committee (ARC) was established by College Council to further develop program
review templates, create a common glossary of terms related to program review, and develop the section of the Handbook that describes the College’s program review process (Rec.
3.08a, 28, 29). ARC is a permanent committee responsible for ensuring the evaluation of all
program review processes and for facilitating the implementation of newly revised program
review processes and procedures (Rec. 3.30).
Master planning committees are implementing the process described in the Handbook (Rec.
3.11a, d, 31), which was made available to the college community in September and was
vetted through the Academic Senate and the master planning committees (Rec. 3.09). The
College Council approved the Handbook as a living document on October 9, 2012 (Rec. 3.32).
Planning calendars in the Handbook ensure that conveners of shared governance committees
are able to place planning activities on agendas based on the planning schedule. The master
planning committees have used the planning calendar to guide their planning work and to
become familiar with their role in the planning process (Rec. 3.10a, b, e, 11c). The committees
are implementing steps of the planning process and are learning how to fulfill their role in
the process (Rec. 3.31). A survey of master planning committees was conducted in fall 2012
to evaluate the College’s planning process in order to continue the cycle of evaluation and
improvement that is crucial to the ongoing refinement of the planning process (Rec. 3.10e,
18b). The survey will be conducted each school year to provide data to EMPC that can be
used to revise the College’s integrated planning process as needed.
One outcome of the planning process is the development of a prioritized list of resource
requests that come from program reviews. The list for 2012-2013 is available to the college
community on the Educational Master Planning Committee’s (EMPC) MC4Me portal and
the Budget Committee’s MC4Me portal (Rec. 3.34, 35). The 2013-2014 list will be posted in
early spring of 2013 (Rec. 3.36). The list will also be shared with all master planning committees so that the college community has knowledge of the status of resource requests should
additional funding become available. Dialogue has occurred in EMPC with regard to the
importance of the integrated planning process and the prioritization of resource allocation
requests during challenging budget conditions (Rec. 3.31).
To support the planning process, EMPC is determining its progress in implementing the
current strategic plan (Rec. 3.37). EMPC’s work will identify planning gaps that can be addressed through the planning process. EMPC will utilize the analysis of the College’s progress to update the strategic plan in 2013. EMPC will also begin updating In Cadence with the
Future: Educational and Facilities Master Plan in spring 2013 once an analysis of the College’s
work in implementing the 2010-2012 strategic plan is concluded (Rec. 3.37).
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RESOLUTION AND ANALYSIS
I.

The team recommends that the college conduct dialogue about institutional effectiveness that is
ongoing, robust, and pervasive

The College engages in ongoing dialogue about institutional effectiveness in various venues,
which include all areas of the campus community. For example, a workshop held on committee member responsibilities was open to master planning committee members to provide
an opportunity for them to discuss committee effectiveness as it relates to convener and
member responsibilities (Rec. 3.38).
As described in actions the College has taken since March 2012, an integrated planning
forum open to faculty and staff offered a venue where this concept could be explored and
a deeper understanding of integrated planning could be fostered. The College is currently
conducting a formal evaluation of committee effectiveness, the results of which will be
reviewed by College Council to determine whether adjustments to the shared governance
process are warranted.
Much of the ongoing dialogue occurs in master planning committees where each phase
of the planning cycles is discussed every school year . The Academic Senate also conducts
dialogue about program review and its role in directing decision-making (Rec. 3.13). Discussions in planning committees make their way to faculty and staff through area and cohort
meetings where reports are shared from Deans, managers, constituent group representatives, cohort, and area representatives. Opportunities for dialogue about institutional effectiveness are pervasive throughout the institution, and the varied opportunities to engage in
dialogue about institutional effectiveness demonstrates the robust level at which the institution is functioning with respect to this recommendation.
II. The team recommends that the college continue collecting data, and ensure that analyses of the
data are widely distributed and used throughout the institution
The College has continued its commitment to data driven decision-making, and the ongoing program review process continues to evolve with the needs of the institution. Annual
updates of comprehensive program reviews were implemented in 2011-2012. Faculty and
staff experiences were used to develop a more concise update template that is being used
in 2012-2013. Program review documents available on the MC4Me portal will move to the
CurricUNET program review site during the 2012-2013 academic year where they can be
viewed by the general public (Rec. 3.39a-d). Student learning outcomes assessment reports
are also posted on MC4Me and will also move to CurricUNET in 2012-2013.
SLO assessment data, in addition to other institutional metrics, inform program review
analyses (Rec. 3.07). As part of the planning process, college divisions use program reviews within their master planning committees. Instructional Deans develop program review summaries from their areas for the Instructional Master Planning Committee (IMPC)
(Rec. 3.40), which uses them to prioritize resource requests and to inform the development of division goals. The goals are updated yearly to guide planning within the college
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divisions (Rec. 3.10a, e, 11c). Master planning committee representatives report on their
work at EMPC, which includes representatives from all college constituent groups. The
Academic Senate president, as co-chair of EMPC, reports on planning committee activities during Senate meetings, along with other constituent group presidents (Rec. 3.13, 19a).
Planning information is also reported in College Council in another layer of communication (Rec. 3.14).
EMPC and College Council utilize data to evaluate the planning process and the effectiveness of the master planning committees (Rec. 3.18b, c). Ongoing data collection is used
throughout the institution to provide direction for decision-making and to promote an understanding of the processes. A fall 2012 survey tool gathered budget reduction ideas from
constituent groups. EMPC, with input from the Budget Committee and College Council,
will conduct the prioritization of a master list of budget reduction proposals. The College’s
planning process was central to the development of the budget reduction prioritization
process (Rec. 3.31). The dissemination of data occurs at many levels and is shared throughout the institution through institutional structures such as the master planning committees,
College Council, Academic Senate, and various communiqués from the Superintendent/
President and Vice Presidents (Rec. 3.41).
III. Ongoing review and adaptation of evaluation and planning processes
The College ensures an ongoing review and adaptation of evaluation and planning processes. For example, program review is a systematic process for collecting, analyzing and
interpreting data concerning instruction and instructional support. Each program undergoes
a cycle in which a comprehensive review is done every five years and annual reviews are
done each year in between comprehensive reviews (Rec. 3.42). A program review survey was
conducted in spring 2012 to assess staff awareness of and involvement in the annual program review process (Rec. 3.43). CurricUNET is used in the program review process to allow
for easy sharing, storing, and retrieving of program review documents. Training sessions
are conducted to aid faculty in the use of CurricUNET for program review (Rec. 3.44). For
example, a January 2012 Flex workshop trained faculty on the link between program review
and planning and budgeting (Rec. 3.46).
The Assessment Review Committee (ARC), established in spring 2012, includes representatives from Instruction, Administrative Services, Technology and Institutional Research, and
Student Services. ARC ensures evaluation of all program review processes, facilitates implementation of newly revised program review processes and procedures, leads the evaluation
of institutional student learning outcomes, and reports to College Council (Rec. 3.45a). During
the Fall 2012 Convocation, ARC provided an update on these processes for the entire campus
community. The Instructional Program Review Guide was completed in fall 2012 (Rec. 3.45b).
Flex workshops and various forums are held to help faculty complete their SLOs. A January 2012 Flex workshop assisted faculty in determining the most effective ways to evaluate
program and course SLOs and methodologies that can be used to improve SLO results (Rec.
3.46). An SLO Assessment: A Discussion of Methods presentation was given during a September 27, 2012 Academic Senate meeting (Rec. 3.10g). A review and discussion of SLO resoluM C C D AC C R E D I TAT I O N
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tions that have been brought to the Academic Senate through the years was also conducted
at a Senate meeting in September 2012 (Rec. 3.48).
A Curriculum Committee task force held its first meeting in November 2012 to create a set
of guidelines in the writing of the SLOs for the course outline of record (Rec. 3.49). Each SLO
assessment form allows for evaluation and feedback on the process. The College Status Report
on Student Learning Outcome Implementation was completed in October 2012 (Rec. 3.50).
The Instructional Master Planning Committee (IMPC) adapted its planning calendar to
match the Integrated Planning Calendar created in spring 2012 by the Integrated Planning
Task Force (Rec. 3.40). IMPC conducted a self-survey at the end of spring 2012 to gauge
its success, failure, and aims for 2012-2013. IMPC has received and used the instructional
Deans’ summaries of program reviews in regard to the resource allocation process and goal
development (Rec. 3.40).
The College’s Integrated Planning, Program Review and Shared Governance Handbook was completed and presented to the college community in September 2012 (Rec. 3.07). The Handbook
identifies the responsibilities of the master planning committees, ARC and College Council
in the integrated planning process and resource allocation, and includes the following steps:
•• Step 1—EMPC Goal Development;
•• Step 2—Master Planning Committees Component Level Goal Development;
•• Step 3—Program Review Development: Focus on Institutional Goals;
•• Step 4—Program Review Committee Analysis: Peer Review;
•• Step 5—Institutional Administrative Review: Refinement of Action Plan/Resource Request
from Institutional Perspective;
•• Step 6—Resource Allocation
•• Step 7—Campuswide Dissemination
•• Step 8—Implementation of Action Plans
•• Step 9—Accountability Review: Review and Revision of Process.
IV. Consistent and continuous commitment to improving student learning.
Merced College’s mission statement stresses that “Merced College faculty, staff, and leadership are committed to continuously improving methods of providing an accessible, affordable, and relevant education that improves the quality of life for all students and their
communities.” With that mission in mind, the College has continued to invest time and
resources into improving student learning. The Academic Senate provides faculty access
to student learning topics such as “The Flipped Classroom” and “Test Anxiety” during its
biweekly meetings. (Rec. 3.52). A student success symposium, “Success: A Change in Habit,”
was held in August 2012 and focused on strategies that improve effectiveness in teaching
and learning (Rec. 3.53a). An interactive six-month online forum, “Habits of the Mind,” is
used to help faculty strategize how to improve student learning (Rec. 3.53b). In August 2012,
a “Promoting Student Success Through Learning Support Services” Flex workshop was offered to discuss faculty opportunities to assist students outside the classroom (Rec. 3.12).
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The College offers many opportunities for students to meet their academic goals, including Student Success workshops, the Tutorial Center, Supplemental Instruction and Study
Central. Student Success workshops are offered regularly and are free to students. They
include topics such as “Allied Health Program Requirements,” “Test Taking Strategies,” and
“Learning to Write an A+ Essay” (Rec. 3.54). Students who miss the workshops can also view
them on video through the MC4Me portal (Rec. 3.55). Individual and group tutoring in most
subjects is provided at no cost to students through the College’s Tutorial Center (Rec. 3.56).
The Center’s trained tutors have proven to be successful in their subjects. Students can also
seek help from instructors outside of the classroom, meet with supplemental instructors, or
work on homework and projects individually or in small groups at Study Central (Rec. 3.57).
Study Central is equipped with computers and internet access for student research. Supplemental Instruction (SI) targets historically-difficult courses by having student SI leaders offer
weekly review sessions to students enrolled in those courses. SI leaders attend all class sessions, take notes, and conduct three or more 50-minute study sessions each week (Rec. 3.58).
V. Educational effectiveness is a demonstrable priority in all planning structures and processes.
Educational effectiveness is a continuing Merced College goal. Program reviews, both
comprehensive and annual, require that instructional and instructional support areas assess
their programs effectiveness and update their program goals annually. The program review
assessment process is shown below (Rec. 3.59).
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Merced College has developed a two-year SLO assessment cycle which allows courses to be continuously reviewed and updated as needed to meet the needs of students (Rec. 3.60). See below.

Master planning committees generate component goals reflecting recommendations from
completed program reviews produced by each college division. Component goals are consistent with the institutional goals developed by EMPC. The Student Personnel Executive
Committee (SPEC) has created a list of Student Services program goals that assure student
access and success, improve communication throughout the District, enhance technology
and systems integration, partner with the community and promote a sustainable, supportive
and safe learning environment (Rec. 3.61).
IMPC has four potential instructional goals for the 2012-2013 academic year, including "Support Professional Growth and Development," "Improve Student Success," "Maintain an Environment Conducive to Student Learning," and "Improve Community Visibility" (Rec. 3.62).

NEXT STEPS
The Assessment Review Committee (ARC) and master planning committees will work
together to evaluate the College’s program review processes, and will summarize through a
written report their findings on the program review process and the evaluation of outcomes.
The master planning committees will write summaries of their division program reviews.
During spring 2013, EMPC and College Council will conduct an ongoing evaluation of
the planning processes, analyzing the results of the fall 2012 survey of master planning
and shared governance committees. After adapting the evaluation process as identified
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through outcomes, a second evaluation cycles will be implemented.
Human Resources and College Council will develop and implement a hiring prioritization
process for staff and management utilizing program reviews in spring 2013. A draft of the
process will be distributed throughout the college community for feedback. The hiring process will be implemented during 2013-2014.
ARC and the Instructional Program Review and Student Learning Outcomes Assessment
Committee (IRSLOASC) will utilize feedback and comments to determine if changes are
needed in the instructional SLO assessment process. Additional faculty training on incorporating SLO assessment into program review will be provided.

CONCLUSION
The College will have fully resolved Recommendation 3 by March 2013.
The College’s mission is the foundation for all strategic planning and is used to integrate
planning into goal development in planning committees, and for the development of program and division missions (Rec. 3.07, pp. 9, 41, 48, 53, 58, 91, Rec. 3.63). A look at the program
review templates in all college divisions and the integrated planning process that the planning committees facilitate, demonstrates that goal development is driven by the need to
improve the effectiveness of programs and divisions of the College. This is consonant with
the College’s education mission (Rec. 3.07, pp. 9, 41, 48, 53, 58, 91). (I.A.4, I.B.2).
The Instructional Program Review section of the Handbook describes how the institution
ensures that instructional programs are systematically assessed for currency, how they
strive to improve their effectiveness through teaching and learning strategies, and how they
achieve the stated learning outcomes. All college divisions engage in similar review processes, ensuring that all instructional activities are assessed and are developing improvement
goals to improve institutional effectiveness in meeting student learning needs. The College
utilizes a five-year comprehensive program review cycle with yearly updates between comprehensive reviews to ensure that programs are focused on improvement and goal attainment from year-to-year, adjusting as needed. In addition, the annual and comprehensive
program review cycle drives the resource allocation process guaranteeing that the College
allocates those resources according to the strategic needs of the institution. (II.A.2)
The College has processes to ensure that human resource planning is integrated into institutional planning through hiring prioritization processes established for all faculty and staff,
and management positions (Rec. 3.22a, Rec. 3.64a, b). The staff and management hiring prioritization process will be established by March 2013 (Rec. 3.64a, b, 65). Through these processes, program reviews are used to prioritize requested positions, ensuring that the institution
has sufficient faculty, staff, and administrators to support its mission, goals, and to achieve
program improvement goals. (III.A.2, III.A.6).
Physical resource planning is integrated into the college planning process through the
Facilities Master Planning Committee (FMPC). FMPC’s role in the planning process is described in the Handbook (Rec. 3.07, 66). The institution assesses physical resources through
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a variety of avenues to determine if it is providing a learning environment supportive of
effective student learning. This assessment process also identifies areas of improvement
(Rec. 3.26, 67a, b). (III.B.2.b).
Technology and Institutional Research (TIR) is represented in the planning process by the
Technology and Research Master Planning Committee (TRMPC). TRMPC systematically
evaluates the effective use of technology resources through its program review process
(Rec. 3.39b). TRMPC administers a collegewide survey on a two-year cycle to ensure that
assessment is ongoing, and provides data that are used for the improvement of technology resources. The Academic Senate also contributes to the data by evaluating technology
resources through survey questions on the Faculty Assessment of Administration Survey
administered each spring semester (Rec. 3.26). (III.C.2).
The Budget Committee’s role in the integrated planning process is described in the Handbook (Rec. 3.07, pp. 12, 13, 150). Master planning committees prioritize resource requests
through the planning process based on established criteria (Rec. 3.68a-e). The Budget
Committee uses revenue and expenditure projections to identify the availability of unallocated funds (Rec. 3.07, p. 150). Where budget reduction strategies are needed, the Budget
Committee recommends and assists in developing budget reduction goals, as well as the
values, principles, and priorities used in developing the budget (Rec. 3.69). The College’s
mission provides the foundation for the values, principles, and priorities that the Budget
Committee uses to develop the college budget (Rec. 3.69). The Budget Committee works
with EMPC to prioritize reduction strategies to reach budget reduction goals (Rec. 3.31).
The committee advises the Board of Trustees, the Superintendent/President, and EMPC of
the availability of funds to support a planning process that is integrated with the budget
development process (Rec. 3.07). (III.D.1.a).
The College has made great strides in the last two years to ensure that the planning process includes ongoing and systematic evaluation and planning with clearly established
timelines to improve planning processes and institutional effectiveness in facilitating
student learning. To ensure that the College continues to meet integrated planning standards, the institution is committed to ongoing evaluation of all aspects of the planning
process, and adheres to established timelines necessary to assure integrated planning.
(I.A.4, I.B.2, II.A.2, III.A.2, III.A.6, III.B.2.b, III.C.2, III.D.1.a).
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RECOMMENDATION 3
EVIDENCE
Rec. 3.01a

College Council minutes, November 8, 2011

Rec. 3.01b

College Council minutes, November 22, 2011

Rec. 3.01c

College Council minutes, November 29, 2011

Rec. 3.01d

College Council minutes, December 13, 2011

Rec. 3.02

Merced College Follow Up Report March 13, 2012, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.03

Integrated Planning Forum, flyer, May 10, 2012

Rec. 3.04

Budget Forum announcements, October 26, 2012

Rec. 3.05a

Faculty Program Review workshop, email, September 5, 2012

Rec. 3.05b

Faculty Program Review workshop, email, October 22, 2012

Rec. 3.06a

Administrative Services management meeting notes, August 7, 2012

Rec. 3.06b

Administrative Services management meeting notes, September 6, 2012

Rec. 3.06c

Administrative Services management meeting notes, September 19, 2012

Rec. 3.07

Integrated Planning, Program Review and Governance Handbook

Rec. 3.08a

ARC minutes, April 23, 2012

Rec. 3.08b

ARC minutes, May 21, 2012

Rec. 3.09

Handbook, final document for review email, September 17, 2012

Rec. 3.10a

IMPC minutes, August 20, 2012

Rec. 3.10b

IMPC minutes, September 10, 2012

Rec. 3.10c

EMPC minutes, March 8, 2012

Rec. 3.10d

SSMPC minutes, August 28, 2012

Rec. 3.10e

TRMPC notes, September 7, 2012

Rec. 3.10f

SPEC notes, September 13, 2012

Rec. 3.10g

Academic Senate minutes, September 27, 2012

Rec. 3.11a

ASMPC minutes, September 14, 2012

Rec. 3.11b

SPEC Retreat notes, July 19, 2012

Rec. 3.11c

SPEC notes, August 9, 2012
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Rec. 3.12

Flex Activities flyer, fall 2012

Rec. 3.13

Academic Senate minutes, October 11, 2012

Rec. 3.14

College Council minutes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.15

EMPC minutes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.16

IPTF minutes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.17a

EMPC minutes, survey, January 24, 2013

Rec. 3.17b

ASMPC minutes, survey, February 8, 2013

Rec. 3.17c

IMPC minutes, survey, February 11, 2013

Rec. 3.17d

SSMPC minutes, survey, February 26, 2013

Rec. 3.18a

College Council minutes, August 28, 2012

Rec. 3.18b

College Council minutes, October 23, 2012

Rec. 3.19a

Academic Senate minutes, October 25, 2012

Rec. 3.19b

Board of Trustees agenda, November 20, 2012

Rec. 3.19c

Board of Trustees minutes, November 20, 2012

Rec. 3.20

College Council minutes, December 13, 2011

Rec. 3.21

College Council minutes, January 31, 2012

Rec. 3.22a

Board Policy/Administrative Policy (BP/AP) 7214

Rec. 3.22b

Academic Senate Resolution 3-12

Rec. 3.23

TRMPC notes, May 18, 2012

Rec. 3.24

TRMPC, MC4Me portal site

Rec. 3.25

Office of Grants and Institutional Research calendar

Rec. 3.26

Faculty Assessment of Administration Survey, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.27a

IPTF minutes, January 30, 2012

Rec. 3.27b

IPTF minutes, March 5, 2012

Rec. 3.27c

IPTF minutes, March 22, 2012

Rec. 3.28

College Council minutes, January 24, 2012

Rec. 3.29

ARC minutes, February 24, 2012

Rec. 3.30

ARC charge, PowerPoint Presentation, August 9, 2012
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Rec. 3.31

EMPC minutes, October 25, 2012

Rec. 3.32

College Council minutes, October 9, 2012

Rec. 3.33

Strategic Plan brainstorming, October 15, 2012

Rec. 3.34

Resource Allocation prioritized list 2012-2013 on EMPC MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.35

Resource Allocation prioritized list 2012-2013 on Budget Committee MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.36

EMPC minutes,

Rec. 3.37

EMPC minutes, September 27, 2012

Rec. 3.38

“Best Practices in Committee Work,” Matthew Lee training document, March 23, 2012

Rec. 3.39a

Instructional Program Review, CurricUNET webpage

Rec. 3.39b

TIR Program Review, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.39c

Student Services Program Review, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.39d

Administrative Services Program Review, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.40

IMPC 2012-2013 meetings’ exhibits, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.41

MC-all email from President Taylor, October 16, 2012

Rec. 3.42

Instruction Program Review Cycle matrix, September 5, 2012

Rec. 3.43

Evaluation of Planning and Program Review Process, Questions, April 24, 2012

Rec. 3.44

Curriculum Committee meeting minutes, September 6, 2012

Rec. 3.45a

ARC minutes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.45b

ARC resources, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.46

Flex Workshop Flyer, spring 2012

Rec. 3.48

Academic Senate agenda, September 13, 2012

Rec. 3.49

Curriculum Committee task force minutes, November 15, 2012

Rec. 3.50

Merced College SLO Implementation Report, October 12, 2012

Rec. 3.51

TRMPC notes, October 5, 2012

Rec. 3.52

Academic Senate agendas and minutes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.53a

Student Success Symposium, “Success: A Change in Habit,” August 2012

Rec. 3.53b

Student Success Online Forums, “Habits of Mind” fall 2012

Rec. 3.54

Student Success Workshops, MC4Me portal
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Rec. 3.55

Student Success Workshop videos, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.56

Merced College Tutorial Center, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.57

Merced College Study Central, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.58

Merced College Supplemental Instruction, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.59

Instructional Program Review Comprehensive Guide 2012-2013, August 27, 2012

Rec. 3.60

SLO Assessment, PowerPoint presentation, September 2012

Rec. 3.61

Student Services Goals 2012-2013

Rec. 3.62

IMPC, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.63

Merced College Strategic Plan 2010-2013, webpage

Rec. 3.64a

Management hiring process, August 2, 2012

Rec. 3.64b

Staff hiring process, August 2, 2012

Rec. 3.65

Merced College Council minutes, February 12, 2013

Rec. 3.66

FMPC minutes, 2011-2012, MC4Me portal

Rec. 3.67a

FMPC minutes, August 26, 2011

Rec. 3.67b

FMPC minutes, May 11, 2012

Rec. 3.68a

FMPC minutes, October 5, 2012

Rec. 3.68b

SSMPC minutes, October 23, 2012

Rec. 3.68c

IMPC minutes, October 8, 2012

Rec. 3.68d

TRMPC notes, November 16, 2012

Rec. 3.68e

ASMPC minutes, November 16, 2012

Rec. 3.69

Budget Committee minutes, MC4Me portal
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Merced Community College District

RECOMMENDATION 4:
Communication
In order to meet this standard, the team recommends that the College improve communication by
engaging in dialogue that is inclusive, respectful, intentional informed, and documented and about
institutional quality and improvement. The dialogue should purposefully guide institutional change.
This dialogue must include the use of the participatory governance process to develop and implement
a plan for effective communication links so that information and recommendations are disseminated
to all constituent groups. (I.A.4, I.B.1, I.B.2, I.B.3, I.B.4, I.B.5, I.B.6, I.B.7, III.A.4.c)

SUMMARY OF THE MARCH 2012 FOLLOW UP REPORT
The March 2011 visiting team determined that communication problems existed at Merced
College and recommended that communication be “inclusive, respectful, intentional and
informed.” To improve communication and engage in more effective dialogue, several
steps were taken.
Among the actions taken were the following:
The College Council was formed and training was provided regarding its fundamental purposes, which include the provision of information and the extension of communication across
the wider college community. The creation of the College Council resulted in the elimination
of two previously existing committees, thus resulting in more efficient communication.
It was determined that the College Council would operate by consensus. The Council reviewed and updated the District’s mission statement and scheduled an ongoing review of
the statement each March to address communication about, and familiarity with, the mission statement among college constituencies. A comprehensive District ethics statement was
created, distributed collegewide, and approved by the Board of Trustees in February 2012.
A March 2012 “Committee and Convener Training” workshop coached participants on
leading meetings more effectively and how to better communicate with their constituents.
Special training was provided to the Associated Students of Merced College (ASMC).
Area and cohort meetings are expected of all faculty. If faculty members cannot attend in
person, two-way communication is made available through technological means, i.e., Skype,
conference calls, etc.
Current and potential college information resources were discussed, including more effective use of social media such as Facebook and Twitter, the MC4Me portal, and email. A new
district newsletter, the Campus Digest, was created to encourage inclusive, respectful, intentional and informed dialogue. The newsletter is widely distributed to the Board of Trustees,
Merced College Foundation Board of Directors, administrators, managers, faculty, staff and
students on a monthly basis. The College updated its MC4Me portal/SharePoint site in January 2012 and urged college committees and other groups to post information more promptly
to appropriate web pages.
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The Standing Accreditation Committee was formed and members were appropriately
trained. The committee regularly discusses issues related to accreditation and has become a
core group of experts who assist faculty and staff on accreditation-related issues, thus promoting institutional dialogue on institutional effectiveness. All accreditation documents are
posted on the MC4Me portal and are available for review.
Institutional data became more easily available on the Office of Grants and Institutional Research website. The Board of Trustees, faculty, staff, and students received regular updates
about significant events, such as financial aid changes. And the quality of campus-produced
printed products improved in terms of clarity, design, and delivery.
Active efforts were made to have broader participation in shared governance committees.
Academic Senate and the Merced College Faculty Association have faculty representatives
on each master planning committee.
At the time of the March 2012 Follow Up Report, the College’s efforts to resolve Recommendations 1, 2, and 3 had resulted in frequent and thorough dialogue about the College’s
program review, SLO and integrated planning processes. Several task forces had been established to deal with these issues, and the focus on these issues created a new level of College
dialogue concerning governance as well as planning and institutional effectiveness.

SUMMARY OF PROGRESS SINCE MARCH 2012
Since the April 2012 visiting team site visit, activities initiated in the previous year have continued. College Council and the other shared governance committees continue to meet and
advance the College’s planning and resolution of the recommendations. Posting of agendas,
minutes and other documents continues, and the Council and other groups have continued
to contribute to institutional planning (Rec. 4.01, 02, 03, 04, 05, 06, 07).
At the time of the previous Follow Up report, the College had enunciated several “next
steps” related to institutional communication. The College intended, for example, to continue evaluating the effectiveness of the Campus Digest and other online communications
media. The Campus Digest has been published monthly since December 2011, and it has
proven to be a popular communication tool (Rec. 4.08). During the fall semester, surveys of
faculty, staff and students were conducted to gather feedback on the effectiveness of Campus
Digest (Rec. 4.23a-c). Some of the comments received from Los Banos Campus faculty suggested the need to include more news from that campus. Another respondent wanted to see
more updates from the major shared governance committees. Generally, faculty response to
the Digest has been positive. Training in effective communication has continued. The Public
Information Officer and several other employees attended training on the effective use of
social media in June 2012, and the College has made email training and other communication training available to students and the College community through Study Central and
the Business Resource Center (Rec. 4.09).
Students are widely using the MC4Me portal, as well as increasing their use of student email
accounts (Rec. 4.10). The College used student email accounts during the Fall 2012 semester
to communicate information concerning potential class reductions in spring 2013 (Rec. 4.11).
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The College continues to implement the MC4Me portal, which allows for easier and more
consistent access to timely information by the college community and for quicker information exchanges between members of working groups and forums. MC4Me has been used as
a locus and methodology, for example, by the Standing Accreditation Committee and the
Follow Up Report writing group in the preparation of the current report (Rec. 4.12).
Faculty and staff have been urged again to make use of the MC4Me portal to engage in dialogue concerning program review and SLO learning assessments (Rec. 4.13a). Staff trainings
on the use of email, the portal, and social media have continued. The public information
officer conducted an “effective communications” workshop during the Student Personnel
Executive Committee Retreat in July 2012 and repeated the workshop for TIR staff in December 2012. (Rec. 4.14b, c). In addition, the Fall 2012 ACT Student Opinion Survey gauged
the level of student engagement with and connection to the District’s Facebook and Twitter
sites (Rec. 4.31).
The Public Information, Marketing and Style Guide was also reviewed and edited, and a final
version will include a new District policy on social media, and information about the use of
electronic communication via websites once Board Policy 3140 has been updated, reviewed
by College Council, and approved by the Board of Trustees (Rec. 4.15a, b).
The Office of Grants and Institutional Research continues to post important data reports on
its web page (Rec. 4.16). Additionally, the evolving budget crisis in California has impelled
the institution to engage in dialogue regarding priorities and ideas for cost savings or revenue generation. The Office of Grants and Institutional Research assisted administrators in
collecting input effectively through SurveyMonkey for this purpose (Rec. 4.17).
Having developed and adopted a districtwide ethics statement, the College distributed this
statement and other information to Board of Trustees candidates in the weeks leading up to
the election in November 2012 (Rec. 4.18).
Intense dialogue on issues related to planning and institutional effectiveness has continued
in recent months with the Instructional Program Review/Student Learning Outcomes Assessment Committee (IPRSLOAC), the Academic Senate and other groups discussing how
to best address remaining process issues and data needs. For example, during its September
13, 2012 meeting, the Academic Senate reviewed its adopted resolutions addressing student
learning outcomes, learning assessment, and program review going back to 2004. This policy review helped senators reaffirm their commitment to the institution’s current processes
and allowed them to consider possible adjustments going forward (Rec. 4.13b, 19).
At its September 2012 meeting, the Educational Master Planning Committee (EMPC)
decided to use the MC4Me portal/SharePoint environment to gather information concerning the degree to which the goals and objectives of the 2010-2013 Strategic Plan were
being met. EMPC believed that this process of documentation was a key way to involve
college constituents more actively in the goals and objectives of the strategic plan. Since
the April 2012 site visit, Administrative Services has become much more engaged with the
program review process and has created its own SharePoint site to distribute documents.
Staff members have participated in training and are now part of larger college committees
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related to program review and integrated planning (Rec. 4.20, 21).
The Board of Trustees has also continued to receive updates on accreditation and other topics related to the College’s learning mission, as described more fully in the response to Recommendation 5. These presentations foster dialogue, not only among the board members,
but also among administrators and constituency leaders (Rec. 4.22). The Standing Accreditation Committee, newly established at the time of the site visit, has continued to meet and
promote better understanding and dialogue around institutional effectiveness and learning
outcomes, as well as resolving the recommendations.
The College also intended to enhance its website. Since March 2012, numerous additional
postings of significant college news and information have been placed on the institutional
website, and College staff has continued to purge the website of outdated material. The College recognizes it still has work to do, and a plan of action for review and updating of the
many parts of the College website has been adopted (Rec. 4.24).
Also among its next steps in March 2012, the College indicated a plan for self-evaluation of
the College Council. After renewed discussion of tools to evaluate institutional processes
during August and September 2012, the Council implemented a new self-evaluation tool by
collecting members’ input and discussing it during the Fall 2012 semester (Rec. 4.13a, 25a-d).
The College’s plan to engage in dialogue with the new Superintendent/President concerning his/her own communication style and how it would relate to the needs of the
college community and the community-at-large has been implemented, as detailed
below. In fact, a number of additional adjustments to college communication—unanticipated at the time of the March 2012 Follow Up Report—have been initiated since the
arrival of the new Superintendent/President.

RESOLUTION AND ANALYSIS—OVERVIEW
In June 2012, Merced College hired its new Superintendent/President, Dr. Ron Taylor, who
reported to work on July 20, 2012. Having reviewed the just released visiting team report,
as well as other accreditation documents, and having discussed communication challenges
with the college community and the Board of Trustees during the hiring process, Dr. Taylor
set about addressing communication issues early in his tenure. He included an objective on
communication and campus culture in his performance objectives for the 2012-2013 year,
which were approved by the Board of Trustees at its October 2, 2012 meeting.
The Superintendent/President also exercised early leadership on communication needs by
initiating a wide-ranging review of the College, including numerous confidential meetings
with individual administrators, faculty and staff. As part of his review, he also encouraged
individual employees to send him confidential emails and in doing so, provide input on the
College’s urgent needs as they perceived them.
The new Superintendent/President has been highly visible at shared governance and other
committees, such as Academic Senate, Merced College Foundation, and the Facilities Master Planning Committee. In his first two months, he visited all areas of the Merced campus,
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learning about the institution and demonstrating his accessibility. He has attended meetings
of the Management Team and Management Team Council, discussing effective use of these
forums to address communication and governance needs.
Extensive dialogue has occurred with the new president about the need to have regular
communication with all college constituencies. As a consequence, he has initiated a regular
and comprehensive “Letter from the President,” sent through email to all college employees
on a biweekly basis. This practice started with his introductory message, “Splashdown,”
on July 31, 2012. In this first message, he asked for specific feedback from individuals concerning whether they wanted to continue to receive Chancellor’s Office news emails. His
purpose in conducting this “quiz” was two-fold: a) to determine whether the frequent news
emails were an effective way to provide information to staff and, b) to assess personally the
email habits of employees. Two weeks later, he closed the feedback loop, reporting to staff
concerning their expressed preferences on the news emails, and establishing an improved
means of providing summary news updates. His practice of providing general emails to
staff and student leaders has continued, and staff have generally expressed appreciation for
this personalized style of communication (Rec. 4.26a-c).
In addition to using collegewide emails as a communication device, the new Superintendent/President has provided a montly column for the Campus Digest and has provided
informative interviews to local media, representing the College’s perspective on local and
regional challenges. He has also communicated aggressively concerning the budgetary challenges facing the College—both internally with staff, and externally with the surrounding
community. On August 31, 2012, he held two budget forums for staff, with a videoconference link to the Los Banos Campus. He presented the same fiscal information to the Board of
Trustees on September 4, 2012. These events were followed by general emails that included
links to website locations where relevant documents were posted, and a link to the SurveyMonkey site where staff and students could contribute cost-saving or revenue-generation
suggestions (Rec. 4.11, 17, 27).
On September 13, 2012, the Superintendent/President informed the Academic Senate that
Administration was developing a plan for possible reduction of class offerings in spring
2013 in the event that Proposition 30 did not pass on November 6. The latter communication
triggered additional email dialogue with faculty and staff leaders concerning budgetary options. Due to the impending impact on students, a forum for students specifically addressing the proposed class reductions was held on October 8, 2012 (Rec. 4.13b, 28a, b, 29a, b).
The process for planning cost reductions and other adjustments to address California’s fiscal
crisis was planned to be thoroughly collaborative and transparent, thus generating productive institutional dialogue on priorities as well as appropriate budget reductions. Throughout the year, the College has continued its intensive dialogue on priorities and appropriate
cost-saving and revenue-generation options. As staff and students have responded in this
evolving dialogue, it has become regular practice to make use of the College’s website and
other communication tools with web-links in general emails (Rec. 4.17).
The Superintendent/President’s plan for improving college communication includes continued evaluation of governance and planning committee processes, as well as developing new
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feedback loops between the Board of Trustees, college constituencies, and local communities. During the Fall 2012 semester, the Superintendent/President continued to get acquainted with local communities through visits with individual board members in their home
areas, as well as visits to service clubs in each area (Rec. 4.30a-d). To establish feedback loops,
the Superintendent/President continued to develop new kinds of reports at the Board of
Trustees meetings, including updates on state legislation, visits to areas around the District,
and input received from faculty, staff and students. To “close the loop” with faculty, staff
and students, the Superintendent/President has included summary information on Board
meetings in his biweekly emails, as well as commentary on shared governance developments at the College and on his visits to various areas of the District.
As of late October, the new Superintendent/President had described his plan for improving communication and the general college culture in various communications with the
Board of Trustees and college constituencies. Among his ideas are plans to work with local
news media to get more information about the College in some of the area newspapers, thus
working toward fulfilling the College’s strategic goal of improving communication.
The April 2012 site visit team report confirmed many of the facts summarized above concerning the work of the College Council, dissemination of an institutional ethics statement, and
other communication activities implemented during 2011-2012. The team confirmed that
communication skills had been learned by college employees and governance groups, noting
changes to committee processes, such as consensus decision-making. Overall, the visiting team
confirmed that communication among all constituent groups had improved significantly.
Additionally, the visiting team followed up on issues noted in the March 2011 comprehensive site visit team’s report concerning a need for improvement in “communication between
senior administrators, faculty, managers, and classified staff in order to foster mutual respect, which will lead to improved institutional effectiveness.” The March 2011 team noted
“problems and perceptions of mistreatment and a feeling of disrespect,” and “concern
regarding the ability to share ideas and to participate fully in the governance process.” The
April 2012 visiting team, following up on these concerns, confirmed that constituency communication and participation in governance had improved—but also focused specifically on
changes in the organizational structure of Vice Presidents and the interim assignment of the
already-retired Superintendent/President.
In the latter arena, related to communication among senior administrators, the team found
that “communication challenges are occurring between the interim co-associate Vice Presidents and Vice Presidents.” The visiting team also pointedly observed that “some employees fear that speaking out during or attending public meetings will result in retaliation and/
or intimidation.” The team concluded that while communication among constituent groups
had improved, “poor communication between the Vice Presidents and the new associate
Vice Presidents as well as the retaliation fears of some individual employees are of concern.”
Since the April 2012 site visit, there have been significant developments at the College that
bear on these concerns. First, as noted in the April 2012 site visit report under Recommendation 5, the Board of Trustees took action not to renew the contract of the Vice President
of Administrative Services. To continue to provide service during the transition period, an
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interim administrator with prior experience in the position was hired, while recruitment
for the vacancy was initiated. Confidential internal inquiries have confirmed that this
change in administrative staffing has been beneficial to communication, mutual respect
and non-retaliation.
With the hiring of a new Superintendent/President, changes in communication methods
among administrators have been implemented, and additional changes are to be implemented during 2012-2013. One of the most significant changes in communication to occur among
administrators has been the establishment of regular biweekly meetings between the Superintendent/President and each Vice President and other direct reports, including the interim
co-associate Vice Presidents. The Superintendent/President has also emphasized collaboration in discussions with the Vice Presidents, and he has worked to develop a team approach
in operational problem-solving.
Furthermore, the Superintendent/President has proposed a new method of evaluation for
administrators to be implemented during 2012-2013. This method replaces a prior method
that was characterized by lack of frequency or rigor, and the Superintendent/President feels
that this new approach should lead to long-term improvements in the monitoring of communication styles of individual administrators.
Finally, in addition to establishing a new evaluation system for administrators, the Superintendent/President has reviewed the organizational structure, and has proposed changes to the
administrative structure. These changes should have a beneficial effect on vice presidential
cooperation, given the clarification of lines of authority, communication, and decision-making.

NEXT STEPS
Additional campus forums addressing important campus issues such as budget and strategic planning will be held during spring 2013. A collegewide survey of improvements made
to communication will be conducted in May 2013.
Action plans will be updated on web pages by August 2013. Solicitation of input for revision
of the District’s strategic plan will conducted by EMPC and other master planning committees in March-June 2013.
A team-building retreat for senior administrators will be conducted in July 2013, resulting in
a plan for continued improvement of teamwork, communication, and effective management
techniques appropriate to Merced College.
In August 2013, solicitation of feedback from both College and community members will be
conducted concerning the development of a revised strategic plan, including solicitation of
feedback on the draft revision by a specified date.
By December 2013, goals and objectives on college communication and governance will
be developed for a revised strategic plan, assuming this need is deemed by the college
community to have continued relevance.
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CONCLUSION
The April 2012 visiting team concluded that while communication among constituency
groups had improved, poor communication among the Vice Presidents and interim co-associate Vice Presidents remained a significant concern, along with related retaliation fears. The
College believes that administrative changes initiated by the Superintendent/President will
have resolved these concerns by the time of the spring 2013 site visit.
The April 2012 visiting team also concluded that the College “must continue working
toward an inclusive environment that embraces open communication.” Reviewing the
continued improvements in communication and governance summarized above, as well
as the changes brought by the Superintendent/President, the College believes it has resolved this recommendation.
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RECOMMENDATION 4
EVIDENCE
Rec. 4.01

College Council minutes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 4.02

EMPC agendas and minutes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 4.03

ASMPC agendas and minutes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 4.04

FMPC agendas and minutes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 4.05

IMPC agendas and minutes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 4.06

SSMPC agendas and minutes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 4.07

TRMPC agendas and notes, MC4Me portal

Rec. 4.08

The Campus Digest, website link

Rec. 4.09

Social Media Planning workshop flyer, May 29-June 1, 2012

Rec. 4.10

Student Portal Traffic Report, January-October 2012

Rec. 4.11

Cost-saving Survey Student Participation, Student-all email, September 28, 2012

Rec. 4.12

Follow Up Report Writing Team, MC4Me portal

Rec. 4.13a

College Council minutes, August 28, 2012

Rec. 4.13b

Academic Senate minutes, September 13, 2012

Rec. 4.14a

Microsoft Outlook Training, MC-all email, June 2012

Rec. 4.14b

SPEC Retreat notes, July 19, 2012

Rec. 4.14c

TIR email survey on Effective Communication Workshop

Rec. 4.15a

Merced College Public Information, Marketing and Style Guide

Rec. 4.15b

College Council minutes, October 9, 2012

Rec. 4.16

Office of Grants and Institutional Research, MC4Me portal

Rec. 4.17

Budget Committee, MC4Me portal

Rec. 4.18

Board of Trustees, Candidate Information Packet form

Rec. 4.19

Academic Senate agenda, September 13, 2012

Rec. 4.20

EMPC minutes, September 27, 2012

Rec. 4.21

Administrative Services Program Review, MC4Me portal

Rec. 4.22

Board of Trustees meeting agendas and minutes
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Rec. 4.23a

The Campus Digest, Evaluation of Effectiveness, Los Banos Responses

Rec. 4.23b

The Campus Digest, Evaluation of Effectiveness, Academic Senate Responses

Rec. 4.23c

The Campus Digest, Evaluation of Effectiveness, Academic Senate Responses (2)

Rec. 4.24

TRMPC notes, November 16, 2012

Rec. 4.25a

Merced College Council, Self-evaluation Survey Results, 2011-2012

Rec. 4.25b

College Council minutes, October 23, 2012

Rec. 4.25c

College Council minutes, November 13, 2012

Rec. 4.25d

College Council minutes, November 27, 2012

Rec. 4.26a

Superintendent/President MC-all email, July 31, 2012

Rec. 4.26b

Superintendent/President MC-all email, August 14, 2012

Rec. 4.26c

Superintendent/President MC-all email, January 11, 2013

Rec. 4.27

Cost-saving Survey Faculty and Staff Participation, MC-all email, August 31, 2012

Rec. 4.28a

Superintendent/President MC-all email, September 17, 2012

Rec. 4.28b

Vice President, Instruction MC-all email, September 18, 2012

Rec. 4.29a

Class Reduction Student Forum, Student-all email October 5, 2012

Rec. 4.29b

Class Reduction Student Forum, handout, October 8, 2012

Rec. 4.30a

Superintendent/President Outlook Calendar, August 2012

Rec. 4.30b

Superintendent/President Outlook Calendar, September 2012

Rec. 4.30c

Superintendent/President Outlook Calendar, October 2012

Rec. 4.30d

Superintendent/President Outlook Calendar, November 2012

Rec. 4.31

2012 ACT Student Satisfaction Survey
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Merced Community College District

RECOMMENDATION 5
Governing Board
In order to meet the standard, the team recommends that the Board model to the college its commitment to continuous improvement, develop and implement a written comprehensive Board development plan that includes, but does not rely primarily on travel and attendance at conferences, and
specifically includes delegation of authority to the CEO (policy) without interference in the operation of the college, an examination of the participatory governance processes and the extent to which
the Board’s behavior supports those governance structures, accreditation standards for Board performance; and analysis of the governing board’s 2010 self-evaluation and a plan for improvement.
(IV.A.2.a, b; IVA.3, IV.A.4, IV.A.5, IV.B.1.f, IV.B.1.g, IV.B.1.i, IV.B.1.j)

SUMMARY OF MARCH 2012 REPORT
Immediately following the March 2011 team visit, the Board of Trustees began discussing
methods for addressing the ACCJC recommendations. Between March 2011 and March
2012, the Trustees participated in three training workshops. In the first of these, a consultant
provided training on April 9, 2011, specifically to address Board-related recommendations.
As part of the training, trustees paid particular attention to items that had lower rankings
in their self-evaluation. They agreed to hold a minimum of two annual retreats and to have
a Board education/development document on each regular Board meeting agenda. Board
members now have binders that contain information about each area on campus. Board
Policy 2740, “Board Education,” was revised and adopted in December 2011.
During the April 2011 training, dialogue about board members’ duties and responsibilities
occurred. There was discussion about the “Delegation of Authority to the President” policy
and its relation to California Education Code. The Board and the Superintendent/President
concluded that they have a better understanding of non-interference in college operations.
The Board agreed by consensus that one voice would speak on behalf of the College when
addressing the media and that that one person would be the Superintendent/President, unless another spokesperson is appointed. There also was discussion about mechanisms for
receiving community input into decision-making. The Board received training about budget
development and how decisions are made through the shared governance process.
A second Board workshop, held on November 14, 2011, addressed the Commission’s action
letter with particular attention paid to Recommendations 5 through 8. In addition, Board
Policy BP 3200 “Accreditation” was discussed at length.
During a February 2012 workshop, the Board reviewed the shared governance structure and
its relationship to decision-making and integrated planning. This workshop also continued
the analyses of the Board’s role in accreditation, shared governance structures, roles and
responsibilities of committees, task forces, and ad hoc groups.
At the time of the April 2012 site visit, board members confirmed their improved underM C C D AC C R E D I TAT I O N
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standing of the College’s planning process and governance structure. They also indicated
that they are willing to enforce appropriate sanctions against any board member who was
found in violation of the closed session confidentiality statement that they had signed. The
visiting team also confirmed that board members no longer appeared to interfere with daily
operations during visits to the College, and the visiting team found that the College had
resolved Recommendation 5.

SUMMARY OF PROGRESS SINCE MARCH 2012
Soon after the April 2012 site visit, the College selected a new Superintendent/President.
Board members were involved thoroughly in this process, and continued to learn more
about participatory governance and policy governance through this process. Two members
of the Board sat on the first-level selection committee, which included representatives from
the local community, reviewing applications and interviewing semi-finalists (Rec. 5.01). All
publicly elected board members participated in finalist interviews and held two special
meetings to finalize the process. The new Superintendent/President, Dr. Ron Taylor, started
work at Merced College on July 20, 2012. He has included a specified objective on board
support and board development in his performance objectives for 2012-2013 (Rec. 5.02a-c).
The Board has continued with its development plan, receiving informative reports from staff at
each of its monthly meetings. These reports have included updates on the accreditation process
as well as reports on specific College programs or on the evolving fiscal situation (Rec. 5.03a-f).
The Board has tentatively calendared training workshops for February 2013 and July 2013,
in fulfillment of its annual development calendar per Board Policy BP 2740 “Board Education.” The Board’s annual development plan, embodying and implementing the guidelines
in BP 2740, has also been reduced to a document that is being updated twice a year with the
assistance of the new Superintendent/President (Rec. 5.04).
Included in BP 2740 is the expectation that new Trustees attend the Effective Trustee Workshop sponsored by the Community College League of California (CCLC), held annually in
January. Also included is the expectation that the student trustee attend the CCLC Student
Trustee Workshop in August. In fact, the new 2012-2013 student trustee did attend the Student Trustee Workshop (Rec. 5.05).
The Board of Trustees gained three newly elected members after the November 6, 2012
election. In addition, the Los Banos area trustee had submitted his resignation effective in
December 2012 and the vacancy was filled by appointment during the January 2013 Board
of Trustees meeting. Thus, in accordance with Board Policy BP 2740, four new Trustees attended the CCLC Effective Trustee Workshop in January 2013 (Rec. 5.06a-c).
BP 2740 also speaks to the orientation of new Trustees, indicating the kinds of information
that will be provided to them. In recognition of good practice as well as this policy, in September 2012 the Superintendent/President provided a packet of this information to candidates for the open seats on the board, and offered to meet with them individually to provide
an orientation to the College and their role as Trustees. Orientation discussions were held
with all but one of the four non-incumbent candidates.
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The Superintendent/President has committed himself to scheduling meetings with individual Trustees during the course of the year, to hear their concerns and to assist with their
ongoing development as effective Trustees. Meetings with six Trustees had occurred by
October 2012.
Aside from the CCLC Effective Trustee Workshop for newly elected trustees, on January 16,
2013, the Board of Trustees held a board training workshop, during which the Board engaged in a review and update of its annual board development plan.

RESOLUTION AND ANALYSIS—OVERVIEW
The Board’s education plan has continued to be implemented, with educational reports and
discussions at each regular monthly meeting, including accreditation-related topics and
other topics that were of concern at the time of the comprehensive site visit in 2011, as well
as topics derived from the Board’s workshops on policy and participatory governance.
The Board conducted a fresh self-evaluation process at the October and November 2012
meetings, using its recently revised self-evaluation instrument and engaging in reflective
dialogue (Rec. 5.03e, f, 07).
Board members continue to visit the campuses and to receive information from college
constituencies and individuals, but as found by the visiting team in April 2012, they are no
longer interfering with daily operations during their visits, but communicating what they
observe to the Superintendent/President.						

NEXT STEPS
Aside from having Trustees attend the CCLC Effective Trustee Workshop, attendance for
at least one incumbent trustee will be arranged at a relevant conference during spring 2013.
During a training workshop scheduled for July 2013, Trustees will further review and update its annual board development plan.
In August 2013, the new student trustee will be registered to attend the CCLS Student
Trustee Workshop.

CONCLUSION
The College has resolved Recommendation 5 through a regular and fully implemented plan
for board development, through policy changes and policy implementation, and through
changes in Board member behavior.
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RECOMMENDATION 5
EVIDENCE
Rec. 5.01

Superintendent/President search committee membership

Rec. 5.02a

Superintendent/President annual performance objectives August 26, 2012 draft

Rec. 5.02b

Superintendent/President evaluation process September 26, 2012 draft

Rec. 5.02c

Superintendent/President annual evaluation form

Rec. 5.03a

Board of Trustees agenda, May 1, 2012

Rec. 5.03b

Board of Trustees agenda, June 19, 2012

Rec. 5.03c

Board of Trustees agenda, August 7, 2012

Rec. 5.03d

Board of Trustees agenda, September 4, 2012

Rec. 5.03e

Board of Trustees agenda, October 2, 2012

Rec. 5.03f

Board of Trustees agenda, November 20, 2012

Rec. 5.04

Board of Trustees Development Plan, October 22, 2012

Rec. 5.05

Student Trustee Workshop, registration, August 1, 2012

Rec. 5.06a

Board of Trustees, CCLC Effective Trustee Workshop, registration

Rec. 5.06b

Board of Trustees, CCLC Effective Trustee Workshop, registration

Rec. 5.06c

Board of Trustees, CCLC Effective Trustee Workshop, registration

Rec.5.06d

Board of Trustees, CCLC Effective Trustee Workshop, registration

Rec. 5.07

Board of Trustees, Self-Evaluation form
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Merced Community College District

RECOMMENDATION 8
Human Resources
In order to meet the standard, the team recommends that the college develop and implement an
organizational structure that includes a fully functional human resources division and develop,
implement, and evaluate a Faculty and Staff Diversity Plan in order to adequately assess its record
in employment equity and diversity consistent with its mission. The team recommends that processes
for hiring classified and management staff be integrated with Institutional Planning. The college also
needs to systematically assess the effective use of human resources and uses the results of the evaluation as the basis for improvement. (III.A.1.b, III.A.3, III.A.4.a, III.A.4.b, III.A.4.c, III.A.6.)

SUMMARY OF PROGRESS SINCE MARCH 2012
— FULLY FUNCTIONAL HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION
As the team noted, by 2009-2010 Merced College had grown to a mid-size organization, and
compliance with expanded personnel regulations and the responsibility to provide support
and opportunities for continued professional and staff development for employees required
a fully functioning Human Resources office.
It was determined at the time of the comprehensive visit in March 2011 that the College’s
Office of Human Resources was not fully functional. To ensure a well-structured department, extensive internal changes to the existing organizational model needed to occur. This
included an overall reorganization of the departmental structure that would ultimately enhance all aspects of Human Resources. Additionally, these changes would also ensure that
the department would have the ability to function effectively and independently.
As a result of the identified deficiency, key changes were made within the Human Resources departmental structure that now ensure that the department is in compliance with
accreditation recommendations, while simultaneously striving to meet the organizational
needs in the most effective manner possible.
Organizational structure changes within the Human Resources Department include:
•• The hiring of a director of Human Resources who began employment with Merced College in
May 2012. As the team recommended, this position was hired at the Dean level (Rec. 8.01).
•• The transferring of a technician from the Office of Instruction to Human Resources to serve
as a Human Resources contract technician. In addition, Human Resources collaborated
with California School Employees Association (CSEA) Chapter 274 and the Superintendent/
President to reclassify this as a confidential position, thus expanding the position’s duties
and responsibilities. This change occurred on December 1, 2011 (Rec. 8.02, 03).
•• Additionally, a Human Resources technician position was created. This position acts in a
support role for the director of Human Resources, as well as in various capacities of support for the Human Resources team as a whole. This was, again, a coordinated effort with
CSEA Chapter 274 (Rec. 8.02, 04, 05).
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•• In November 2010, with the support of CSEA Chapter 274, and the approval of the Board
of Trustees, the confidential secretary and office assistant positions were converted to
confidential human resource analysts. This change broadened the scope of duties and
responsibilities to a much higher level (Rec. 8.06).

RESOLUTION AND ANALYSIS
Extensive research was conducted administratively with regard to staffing plan designs and
processes used by other colleges within the Central 14 region. This allowed Merced College to collect pertinent data as it related to staffing needs for colleges of similar size and
structure (Rec. 8.07a, b). Research was expanded to look at FTE and employee support levels,
along with very specific job descriptions. HR staff analyzed critical duties and responsibilities and overall essential support services for the District.
Ultimately, the research resulted in a revised staffing plan which encompassed the aforementioned staffing changes. As such, the revised staffing plan and recommendations were
examined through the President’s Cabinet and the Superintendent/President. These significant
enhancements were authorized with full approval and support of the Board of Trustees.

NEXT STEPS
Training of the director of Human Resources, HR analysts, HR contract technician and
HR technician in their new roles will continue. Evaluation of HR processes and policies
for compliance and consistency with Chancellor’s Office regulations, the Education Code,
Board policy, administrative regulations, labor laws and other state and federal mandates
will also continue.
To sustain progress in this area, the College will annually evaluate HR organizational
structure, services, operational workflow, and training practices through the use of program
review, and will make improvements as needed.
To ensure confidence and consistency in the HR department among its stakeholders, continual improvement and enhancement of HR processes and policies will continue.

CONCLUSION
The College has taken extensive measures to revitalize and reinvigorate the Human Resources office to ensure that it is fully functional in all respects. With the hiring of a new HR
director, the College has implemented the most pressing components of the revised staffing
plan, and has now established a fully functional Human Resources office.

SUMMARY OF PROGRESS SINCE MARCH 2012
—EVALUATION OF THE FACULTY AND STAFF DIVERSITY PLAN
Following the March 2011 comprehensive visit, the College took extensive measures to update
the Faculty and Staff Diversity Plan (Rec. 8.08). Although the College had a previously established
diversity plan from 1994, a thorough review and updating of the existing plan took place to ensure
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consistency and compliance with state and federal mandates, as well as consistency with the College’s vision, mission, core values, strategic initiatives and program review objectives.
Merced College’s 1994 Faculty and Staff Diversity Plan already had established policies that
ensured fairness and equity in all employment procedures (Rec. 8.08). The College’s vision
statement, as evidenced in the Merced Community College District Strategic Plan 2010-2013,
affirms that “Merced College will provide students with a transformative educational experience by embracing innovative techniques and practices to empower a diverse community.”
The College’s core values and beliefs further affirm, “We embrace diversity as a strength of
our community and celebrate it in our institution” (Rec. 8.09). Even though the plan has been
recently updated, it continues to honor the spirit of diversity found in the original plan.
The College formed an ad hoc committee to update the existing Faculty and Staff Diversity
Plan (Rec. 8.10). Committee members represent various constituencies on campus. Initially,
the committee met a few times in an attempt to address the team’s recommendation on this
issue, but as the College had no director of Human Resources, the committee was chaired by
the former Vice President of Administrative Services. Upon the hiring of the new Superintendent/President, it was determined that this project would be re-directed to the Office of Human Resources, and then ultimately vetted through the College Council. The committee will
reconvene in order to have a participatory role once a plan of action for improvement has been
established.
The updated version of Merced College’s Faculty and Staff Diversity Plan (Rec. 8.11) encompasses all facets that illustrate the College’s attempt to ensure compliance, consistency and
equity in all policies as they relate to diversity throughout the institution.
Merced College continuously demonstrates its understanding of and concern for consistency
relative to diversity in its policies and practices as evidenced in the following: Board Policy
7100 “Commitment to Diversity,” which states, “The Board recognizes that diversity in the
academic environment fosters cultural awareness, promotes mutual understanding and respect, and provides suitable role models for all students.” Further commitment to equity and
diversity is cited in the following:
•• Board Policy 3410—“Nondiscrimination”
•• Board Policy 3420—“Equal Employment Opportunity”
•• Board Policy 3430—“Prohibition of Sexual Harassment”
•• Board Policy 5300—“Student Equity”
•• Board Policy 7120—“Recruitment and Selection”
The aforementioned policies are widely publicized in the College catalog, the schedule of classes,
brochures and advertisements, as well as on the College’s public website (Rec. 8.12a-g). This
further exemplifies Merced College’s continuing awareness of and sensitivity to establishing and
maintaining an atmosphere of harmony and mutual respect among its administrators, faculty,
staff and students without regard to racial, religious, cultural, ethnic or gender differences.
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RESOLUTION AND ANALYSIS
A thorough and intensive review of the existing Faculty and Staff Diversity Plan (Rec. 8.08a)
served as the basis for the updated plan. Additionally, the updated plan referenced guidelines provided by the System Office for California Community Colleges (Rec. 8.08b). As such,
the following components are reflected in the updated version:
•• Introduction
•• Definitions
•• Policy Statement
•• Delegation of Responsibility, Authority and Compliance
•• Advisory Committee
•• Complaints
•• Notification to District Employees
•• Training for Screening/Selection Committees
•• Annual Written Notice to Community Organizations
•• Analysis of District Workforce and Applicant Pool
•• Analysis of Degree of Underrepresentation and Significant Underrepresentation
•• Methods to Address Underrepresentation
•• Additional Steps to Remedy Significant Underrepresentation
•• Other Measures Necessary to Further Equal Employment Opportunity
•• Persons with Disabilities: Accommodations and Goals for Hiring
•• Graduate Assumption Program of Loans for Education

NEXT STEPS
The College will reconvene the ad hoc committee biennially to review the Faculty and Staff
Diversity Plan, as well as any and all documents, brochures, college websites, and catalogs
that speak to diversity policies, procedures and statements as they relate to the institutionat-large. This practice will serve as a measure of accountability throughout the institution,
allowing for appropriate input and recommendations from all college constituencies on this
vital topic.
HR staff will complete the Chancellor’s Office annual diversity report due in summer 2013.
HR staff will ensure that appropriate training and webinar information relating to diversity
in the workplace is made available to faculty and staff.

CONCLUSION
The College has fully resolved the portion of the recommendation related to the Faculty and
Staff Diversity Plan, and will have met the applicable standard by the end of spring 2013.
The Faculty and Staff Diversity Plan will be completed by that time and will be widely distributed to the campus community (III.A.4.b-c).
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SUMMARY OF PROGRESS SINCE MARCH 2012
—CLASSIFIED AND MANAGEMENT HIRING PRIORITIES
A specific area of concern noted during the March 2011 comprehensive visit related to classified and management hiring priorities. The team recommended that the processes for hiring
classified and management staff be integrated with institutional planning.
The College Council established the Staff and Management Hiring Priorities Task Force
(SMHPTF) in December 2011 (Rec. 8.13, 14). This important work began under the direction
of the former Vice President of Administrative Services. After the arrival of the new director
of Human Resources in May 2012 and of the new President/Superintendent in July 2012, it
was determined that this vital project would be re-directed through Human Resources and
reviewed through College Council.
The director of Human Resources reconvened the original members of the SMHPTF classified and management committees (Rec. 8.15a-c). The members submitted all information
and drafts formulated relative to the aforementioned hiring processes. The committees had
previously been tasked with researching management hiring practices at other California
community college campuses and incorporating what appeared to be best practices into the
final document of recommendations.
At the direction of the Superintendent/President, Human Resources staff worked to ensure
that the submitted documents were, in fact, best practices reflective of relative education
code, Board policy and federal and state mandates relative to equitable and transparent
hiring practices within the California Community College system, specifically as it related
to Merced College.
Ultimately, two separate policies were finalized, one for classified hiring (Rec. 8.16) and one
for management hiring (Rec. 8.17). Both policies will be vetted through all constituencies on
College Council prior to submission to the Board of Trustees for final approval.

RESOLUTION AND ANALYSIS
The classified staff and management hiring processes have established permanent hiring
priority structures and processes that are fully integrated with planning, program review
and resource allocation processes. Additionally, these documents are reflective of feedback
from appropriate college constituents.

NEXT STEPS
The College will disseminate the process and structure for integrating management and
classified hiring priorities into institutional planning, and to sustain progress in this area,
College Council will evaluate these processes biennially to make and/or recommend improvements as needed.
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CONCLUSION
The College has fully resolved the portion of the recommendation related to processes for
hiring classified and management staff and their integration with institutional planning, and
will have met the applicable standard by the end of spring 2013.

SUMMARY OF PROGRESS SINCE MARCH 2012—EFFECTIVE USE OF HUMAN RESOURCES
Another key area identified by the visiting team in March 2011 was the need for the College
to systematically assess the effective use of human resources and then use those results as a
basis for improvement.
The College respects the need for improvement in this regard. The recent addition of a
director of Human Resources, coupled with significant changes to the internal structure of
the department, has already shown significant positive results in the areas of accessibility,
expediency of processes, consistency in implementation and application of policies and
procedures, as well as a more visible presence of Human Resources on both campuses.
Additionally, the department is in the process of conducting an in-depth needs analysis of
all collegewide vacancies. This analysis plays a vital role in ensuring that the most prudent and fiscally responsible decisions are being made relative to recruitment efforts for
the College (Rec. 8.18).
The College formed an ad hoc committee to help further evaluate the effective use of Human Resources (Rec. 8.19). Committee members are representative of the various constituencies on campus. Initially, the committee met a few times in an attempt to address the team’s
recommendation on this issue. As there was no director of Human Resources at that time,
the committee was chaired by the former Vice President of Administrative Services. Upon
the hiring of the new Superintendent/President, it was determined that this project would be
re-directed to the Office of Human Resources, and then ultimately vetted through the College Council. Going forward, the plan is to reconvene the committee to have a participatory
role once a plan of action for improvement has been established.
Further, the College is in the process of completing its annual program review for the Office
of Human Resources. This should help with attempts to obtain an overall perspective of
the effectiveness of human resources throughout the District. The use of this metric will be
effective in a number of ways. It will identify focus areas and will ultimately allow for the
setting of achievable goals for improvement. This will also culminate in a plan of action for
goal implementation. Invariably, these goals will be closely linked with the strategic initiatives for the College, as well as with all aspects of program review as it relates to the department.
In spring 2012, a Program Review Annual Update Worksheet (Rec. 8.20) was completed. The
worksheet identifies the following:
•• Department reorganization;
•• New and improved services;
•• Activities in other departments that impact HR;
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•• Alignment with strategic goals;
•• Service Area Outcome Assessment update;
•• Strategic directions and goals
The actual Program Review for Human Resources will be completed by March 2013.
Human Resources has also made great strides in the area of efficiency. The existing reporting structure now calls for director of Human Resources to report directly to the Superintendent/President (Rec. 8.21). This structure has proven to be extremely effective in the areas
of improving expediency and efficiency of process, specifically in matters that require the
President’s immediate attention and approval. Furthermore, it strengthens the department’s
ability to maintain an unbiased and neutral stance in all HR-related matters.
Upon arrival of the new Superintendent/President, a new system of evaluation was put
into place relative to the filling of all positions. Specifically, all requests to add or replace
positions from managers must be accompanied by a written justification for the position
(Rec. 8.22). Once received, all requests are reviewed by the President and his administration
jointly, in an effort to determine the following:
•• The impacts if the position is not filled;
•• Whether or not filling the position creates a health and safety concern;
•• How the position supports strategic plan initiatives;
•• How the position supports program review goals;
•• The feasibility and cost-effectiveness of filling the position;
•• The funding source(s) and any budgetary implications for filling the position;
•• Hiring priorities
This systematic and thorough evaluation of each position ensures that every hiring decision
is aligned with strategic planning objectives, program review, student learning outcomes,
and the overall fiscal health of the institution. This process ensures that personnel decisions
made on this basis are truly reflective of the needs and best interests of the institution.

NEXT STEPS
Completion of Program Review will occur March 2013, followed by an analysis and plan of
action for identified areas of improvement. Review of existing policies and procedures in an
effort to improve overall customer service and efficiency will continue.
Existing policies and procedures will be aligned with strategic planning initiatives and program review objectives. There will be an ongoing effort to improve employee relations on both
campuses, and a commitment to ensuring that all management, classified and faculty hiring
decisions are congruent with strategic objectives and are in the best interest of the District.
The Ad Hoc Committee for Evaluating the Use of Human Resources Task Force will convene
periodically once a plan of action has been established. And, evaluation of departmental
ability to achieve objectives as they relate to human, financial, physical, and technological
resources will be conducted.
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CONCLUSION
The College has resolved the portion of the recommendation related to the effective use of human resources and the usage of an evaluation method as basis for improvement. In this case,
the 2013 Program Review for Human Resources will be the metric by which effective utilization of Human Resources is measured. The College will periodically reevaluate its effectiveness to sustain progress in this area, as well as to make improvements as deemed appropriate.
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RECOMMENDATION 8
EVIDENCE
Rec. 8.01

Director of Human Resources, job announcement

Rec. 8.02

Board of Trustees, agenda packet, Personnel Schedule, April 17, 2012

Rec. 8.03

Human Resources Contract Technician, job description

Rec. 8.04

ASMPC 2012-2013 priorities, minutes, November 10, 2011

Rec. 8.05

Human Resources Technician, job description

Rec. 8.06

Board of Trustees, agenda packet, Personnel Schedule, November 2, 2011

Rec. 8.07a

Association for California Community College Administrators Salary Survey Data, 2010

Rec. 8.07b

Association for California Community College Administrators Salary Survey Data, 2011

Rec. 8.08a

Merced College Faculty and Staff Diversity Plan

Rec. 8.08b

Chancellor’s Office Division Legal EEO webpage

Rec. 8.09

Merced Community College District Strategic Plan 2010-2013

Rec. 8.10

Faculty and Staff Diversity Committee minutes and agenda, February 28, 2012

Rec. 8.11

New Merced College Faculty and Staff Diversity Plan (EEO Plan)

Rec. 8.12a

Board Policy 7100 Commitment to Diversity

Rec. 8.12b

Board Policy/Administrative Procedure 3410 "Nondiscrimination"

Rec. 8.12c

Board Policy/Administrative Procedure 3420 "Equal Employment Opportunity"

Rec. 8.12d

Board Policy 3430 "Complaints of Unlawful Discrimination"

Rec. 8.12e

Board Policy/Administrative Procedure 5300 "Student Equity"

Rec. 8.12f

Board Policy/Administrative Procedure 7120 "Recruitment and Selection"

Rec. 8.12g

Board Policies and Administrative Procedures, webpage

Rec. 8.13

College Council minutes, December 13, 2011

Rec. 8.14

Composition of Human Resources ad hoc committees

Rec. 8.15a

Staff and Management Hiring Priorities Committee emails, July 12, 2012

Rec. 8.15b

Staff and Management Hiring Priorities Committee minutes, July 17, 2012

Rec. 8.15c

Staff and Management Hiring Priorities Committee minutes, July 25, 2012

Rec. 8.16

Classified hiring process, August 2, 2012
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Rec. 8.17

Management hiring process, August 2, 2012

Rec. 8.18

Vacancy List, November 8, 2012

Rec. 8.19

Evaluating the Use of Human Resources minutes and agenda, February 28, 2012

Rec. 8.20

Human Resources Program Review Annual Update Worksheet

Rec. 8.21

Human Resources organizational chart

Rec. 8.22

Position justification form
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