
 
 

ACCREDITATION STEERING COMMITTEE 
 

MINUTES 
 

Wednesday, September 15, 2010 
Board Room, 7:30 a.m. 

 
 
1. Call to Order 
 
 Sandra Hamilton Slane called the meeting to order at 7:32 a.m. 
 
 Present: 

Brad Banghart 
Bill Cochran 
Lisa Stearns 
Debbie Goodman 
Sandra Hamilton Slane 
John Livingston 

Doug Manning 
Deb Parisot 
Ralph Perrin 
Lisa Stearns 
Ramon Tello 

  
 Absent: 
 Confidential Representative 
 Researcher 
 Student Senate Representative 

 
Guests: 
Doug Meline 

 
 
2. Discussion / Action 
 

a. Approval of Minutes from April 28, 2010 
 
Motion to Approve:  Tello/Stearns.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 

b. Review of membership for 2010-11 
 

Sandra noted the vacancies on the committee are Confidential, Student Senate, and 
Researcher. 
 
Bill said the Confidential group is a very small and busy group but he is working on 
finding someone to fill that vacancy.  There is currently not a prospective student, but he 
will send another email to the Student Senate. 
 
When the Researcher position is filled, that person will automatically be on this 
committee.  Bill updated the counsel on the status of the Researcher hiring.  They held 
interviews, but it is an extremely competitive market, especially in community colleges.  
The hiring committee decided not to move forward and, instead, add back in the planning 



Accreditation Steering Committee Minutes for 9/15/10 – Page 2 
 

component, move the salary back up, and then re-advertise the position.  It will be a 
while before someone is on board. 

 
Sandra asked if this vacancy would cause implications for the WASC process.  Bill said it 
has an impact for all the processes across the college.  We still have the outside 
consultant who is working on SLOs and integrated processes.  We also have two other 
individuals with part-time contracts – one who is focused on extracting the data and one 
who is handling the analysis and putting it in into a readable format.   

 
Lisa asked why the position was eliminated if it is just being added again.  An answer 
was not given.  Brad responded that, from the perspective of writing grants, there wasn’t 
any data from the institutional perspective. 

 
Sandra asked if we need to think about the three-year term issue and whether we should 
stagger the membership terms.   

 
John said he has had conflicts with some meetings because of his wife’s schedule, but 
his long-term goal is to be on here for the duration.  If he has some measure of flexibility 
it will help because of occasional conflicts.   

 
Bill asked everyone to send their personal requests to Sandra and John so we can see 
where we might be. 

 
3. Update on Standards Drafts 
 

Deb said she has tried to get involvement from faculty members for her Board Policy 
substandard but hasn’t had any luck.  Bill said all she can do is ask.  He added that there is 
also the involvement of faculty from this committee.  Deb added that Frank is helping with 
editing in her section. 
 
Sandra said the information she sent with the agenda is what had been received as of 11:00 
a.m. the day before.  She compiled the information so that they didn’t get dozens of smaller 
attachments.  They need to talk about where to go from here.  She doesn’t know the value of 
spending time editing the drafts and asked Bill what they should be looking at in these drafts.  
Bill said they are not editors.  As they scan these drafts, they should be look at whether the 
subcommittees are covering the topic or if they have identified where the blanks are and how 
to fill those blanks in.  This Committee’s job is to stay on top of the chairs, to make sure 
things are moving along, and that the benchmarks are being met.  He noted that we are 
missing one of the standards. 
 
Understanding the different parts of the document is very important:  Descriptive Summary, 
Self Evaluation, and Planning Agenda.  He observed that some drafts contained long 
narratives.  All the narratives should be part of the Self Evaluation.  There seems to be some 
confusion as to what constitutes the Planning Agenda. The Planning Agenda should be a 
bulleted, fully succinct statement, and there seems to be confusion with that.  We don’t want 
the subcommittees to think they have to put a billion items under the Planning Agenda 
because that makes it difficult for the institution to track.  Therefore, the most essential things 
should be listed.  The opposite is also true – too few Planning Agenda items send up red 
flags.  We have gone through one full cycle with our participatory processes.  However, there 
is that constant evaluation and consideration of the process, and right now we are looking at 
our participatory process and seeing where there are disconnects.  Identifying and working to 
plug the gaps with the participatory process and budget planning process would be a 
Planning Agenda item.  We want to avoid repetitive Planning Agenda items in the same 
standard.  It should be listed one time in the standard.   
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Some people are following the model of imbedding the links, and that is a really good idea.  
Redundancy is good in an accreditation document as long as it is redundancy of concept and 
not cutting and pasting of the same paragraphs into different parts of the same document.  
They have to be shaped according to the standard you are working on.  If too much of that 
occurs, it will trigger questions from the visiting team.  They want all this information in 
advance, and 99% of their work is done before they even step on the campus.  They use the 
visit to validate their conclusions.  Each member focuses on the particular standard they are 
assigned. 
 
Our listed references must be available in both hard copy and electronically.  Maybe we 
should go to the chairs of the standards and standards and ask that they start building the 
reference list at the end of each substandard.  This will help this Committee and the 
individuals doing editing to make sure all bases have been covered.  It will also help as we 
organize our reference documents.  John asked for an example of a reference document.  
Bill responded it could be something like the Strategic Plan or College Council Minutes. 
 
Brad said he will have a reference document folder created on the I drive where the 
subcommittee chairs can put a copy of their cited reference information.  John asked if each 
of the four standards have a reference list at the end or is there one list that everyone uses.  
Brad said, for right now, there should be an individual standard listing. 
 
Sandra asked if most people reference where they got the information.  Deb said that is what 
happened for the standard she worked on for the last accreditation.  The editors caught it for 
them last time and it took a while to go back and find out where we got some of the 
information. 
 
Brad said his plan is to go to every subcommittee co-chair for a sit-down meeting to go over 
the positives and negatives of the draft submitted.  He doesn’t feeling that sending out a 
template or an email is effective.  Having that face-to-face meeting will hopefully be more 
efficient in the long run, accomplish more, and it also gives the co-chairs an opportunity to 
ask questions.  Sandra asked if that would be done by Bill and him.  Brad said he would 
conduct the meetings.  John said, if his schedule permits it, he would like to accompany Brad 
just for further information.  Brad said he would let the Committee know the dates and times 
he schedules in case anyone wanted to participate. 
 
Bill said the format and style of each substandard should also be very similar.  As they look 
at each other’s work, they should be focusing on the content instead of the format.  You don’t 
want the chairs analyzing format but, instead, content.   
 

4. Surveys 
 

Doug distributed the Fall 2002 Student Survey.  There was relative consistency in doing the 
survey between 2002 and 2004 and then the set of questions changed in 2004.  For 
comparative purposes, we took the 2002 question set and referenced how they related to the 
2006 accreditation standards.   We should be doing these surveys on an annual basis.  One 
was done in 2008 but it hadn’t been analyzed and some of the question were changed so we 
lost our ability to do longitudinal analysis. 
 
We are trying to establish a survey that provides for us the appropriate evidence for the 
accreditation report.  This is a Shasta College developed student survey but the questions 
have been validated.  Right now there is a time crunch to provide the needed information to 
everyone as they write the standards.   
 
Bill said it is important to note that, even though this was an internally developed survey, an 
external resource has reviewed it and commented on the quality of the survey.  Doug said 
the validation of the questions was very positive.  Some of the constraints we experience are 
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because of vacancies in both the Researcher and Research Technician positions.  A sub is 
currently working in the Technician position and they hope to have this out as soon as 
possible.   
 
Doug said it is going back more to the 2002 format to create a more appropriate survey.  We 
need to look at it as an annual survey tool instead of a specialty survey tool.  If we want to 
add a few questions for a specific year, it can be added on to the end.  However, the base 
questions need to remain the same   
 
The next handouts were the faculty and staff survey questions that went out in 2005, 
together with an analysis of those survey questions.  There has not been a staff climate 
survey since that time.  Now we are looking at validating the tool used and we did get very 
positive comments from our consultant.  It looks as though it was specifically written for the 
accreditation process in 2005.  We are not going to add any questions, because we need to 
start with a good solid base to compare with 2005 results.  The Accreditation visitation will be 
around October of 2011, and we should send out this survey twice before the visit.  Doing it 
twice will be good for our accreditation visit when the team is looking at our results.  Doug 
said we will have the results for 2010 and we will have the percentages for 2011 but not the 
analysis.   
 
The challenge right now is getting the instrument put into a scanable form and purchasing a 
replacement scanner.  The scanner we have used is no longer functioning.  Scanning for 
research purposes requires the ability to scan large stacks of completed surveys very 
quickly.  Right now the option is to use one of the non-high speed scanners, but that is not a 
good option for several reasons.  We expect to get over a 1,000 responses to the student 
survey and approximately 600-700 from staff. 
 
Ralph asked if any of the current timelines are changing.  Bill said the timeline we had been 
using is not being changed.  It was a back-dated timeline process and we need to hold to 
those timelines. 
 
Sandra said the intent wasn’t for the Committee to have these drafts read by today but to get 
them distributed so that they have a status on what is in and where things are at.  Bill said 
the Committee doesn’t need to do a detailed analysis at this point but do need to make sure 
people are on track.   
 
Lisa asked if this survey is going to be filled out on paper.  Doug responded, yes.  Lisa 
asked, wouldn’t it be easier to have it web based?  Doug said that would be his preference, 
but the argument is that only the technologically savvy people take it.  This isn’t a technology 
survey so, when we create even a perception of a barrier, it can be an issue.  When you use 
a web vehicle, then you have to require a student I.D. to make sure you don’t have duplicate 
responses from individuals. 
 
Wednesday morning and Thursday evening are the times when there are highest enrollment 
and attendance, so that is when we plan on doing the survey.  Lisa asked what prevents 
more than one being submitted per person in that situation.  Doug said the surveys are 
handed out for one class during each of those times.  Lisa said it doesn’t seem like a good 
representation of our students.  Bill said it really is, because you can never get 100%.  Doug 
said he has stacks of information from online classes from a technology climate survey that 
was done.  Right now, the base results of the survey are on the web and he could certainly 
provide more detail.  Debbie asked if the questions are similar to the paper survey and do 
they asked questions like the health survey, for example.  Doug said, yes.   
 
Lisa said one of the accreditation concerns is whether our online students have equal access 
to getting information.  If we are not getting this survey to them like we are in the classroom, 
are they being represented?  Doug asked if she is talking about students who only take web 
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classes.  Lisa responded, yes.  Bill said we would have to find out how many of our students 
are web-only students.  Doug said exclusively online students are a very small group, but 
56% of our students take classes on-line.   Lisa said that was her question.  Bill commented 
that was a good question and observation. 
 
Ralph said we need to embellish the student climate survey to include institutional 
effectiveness for these questions to match with 1B, and we know that part of this survey has 
to target institutional effectiveness.  Are we limiting ourselves to this particular self study with 
these standards that are identified?  Ralph said he can identify questions that would provide 
that information.  Doug said he would just utilize the question for his standard, if it was 
appropriate.  If the question is not meaningful to our accreditation process, then we have to 
ask why we are asking it. 
 
Bill asked if there is consensus with the group to go with this tool and strategy.   
 
Sandra asked when this will go out to the chairs. Doug said this is the working document and 
he wants to clean it up.  Sandra said it sounds fairly time sensitive so what is the timeline to 
get it out.  Doug said he had hoped to have it out last week.  We don’t want to put out 
something that isn’t right so they are making sure it is being looked at by different sets of 
eyes to validate what we are doing. 

 
5. Other 
 
 None. 
 
6. Announcements 
 

Ralph asked if it is necessary for Brad to have the meetings with the co-chairs because they 
were asked to do a scratch draft and not even a full-body first draft.  Brad said the meeting is 
more to have dialogue regarding consistency of the write and to make sure parts of the 
report are being done consistently.  Bill said to make sure, for example, that the Self 
Evaluation isn’t being done under Planning Agenda, etc.  Brad said there could be co-chairs 
that they won’t even need to meet with.   
 
Ralph said his preference, when he was on a visiting team, was a succinct document.  He 
did not want to read a 1,000 page document.  When he had to wade through a lot of 
narrative, he was not happy.  When we are talking about consistency, we don’t want a lot of 
“blow air” and need to be consistent in that format.  We need to put our information together 
succinctly and concisely and not cover it in flowery language.  Bill said that is part of what the 
editors will do and it will be up to them to start pulling out extraneous stuff without changing 
the content.   

 
Sandra said that is a useful discussion to have with these chairs.  Everyone needs to really 
understand the editing process.  She doesn’t think you can say that too often or people think 
their work wasn’t appreciated or that they weren’t listened to. 

 
 
Next scheduled meetings:   October 13, 2010, at 7:30 a.m., Board Room   

November 17, 2010, at 7:30 a.m., Board Room (tentative) 
 
7. Adjourn:  The meeting adjourned at 8:39 a.m. 
 


