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I.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA  (Leone// 1 min.) 
 
   Added agenda item by 2/3 vote of Council: Approval of 5-7-10 minutes: 
 
 Consensus reached. 
 
II.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES  (Dumas// 2 min.) 

A. Approval of 4/23/10 minutes 
  Consensus reached. 
  B. Approval of 4/30/10 minutes 
   Consensus reached. 
  C. Approval of 5/07/10 minutes 
   Consensus reached. 
 
III.  PRESIDENT’S REPORT   (Leone// 5 min.) 

• Update:  Strategic Planning Update:  Dr. Stork seeks approval of Senate Council, but will move 
forward with the Strategic Plan without it. A near final draft will be sent out to faculty in mid-
August. 

• Board Policies approved by the Senate (Faculty Hiring & PRSD Policy) will be included on the June 
BOT agenda for approval 

• Next semester:  Senate Bylaws updates, especially tabling process and other changes 
• Next semester:  Review and update of New Program Development Policy and the role of the Senate 

and College Council 
• An evaluation of the Senate Council will be sent out at the beginning of the Fall semester. 

 
IV.  OLD BUSINESS  

 
1. Reconsideration of Policy for Establishing and Changing Class Caps (Bontenbal // 5 min.) 
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Background:   On Jan. 29th, the Senate Council approved “of the Course Outline of Record (COR) as 
the official college document for faculty to specify the class caps for each course.”  In addition, the 
Senate Council requested that “the Curriculum Committee establish and maintain the procedural 
process for approving the initial report and future revisions of class cap designations on each Course 
Outline of Record (COR) based upon criteria approved by the Senate.”  At the April 30th Senate 
Council meeting, a modified Policy for Establishing and Changing Class Caps was approved.  
However, the Curriculum Committee and division chairs reviewed the approved Policy for 
Establishing and Changing Class Caps, and both groups expressed reservations about the Policy.   
 
The division chairs were concerned with the Policy’s method for the initial establishment of class 
caps, in particular this statement:  “If an enrollment maximum for an individual course is different on one 
campus site due to classroom size, then the lower maximum will be used for the initial establishment of the 
class cap.”  The division chairs argued that it would be better to establish the higher maximum of the 
two as the class cap.  The Curriculum Committee also were concerned with the initial establishment of 
class caps for the same reason, adding that enrollment management limits also differ for some courses 
from one semester to the next.  In addition, the Curriculum Committee discussed how there may be 
different enrollment limits for the same class in different modalities, so this would make it difficult to 
establish class caps in the CORs.  In short, the Curriculum Committee recommends a reconsideration 
of the Policy for Establishing and Changing Class Caps to address these and other concerns. 
 

Proposal:   The Academic Senate Council approves the Curriculum Committee recommendation to 
withdraw the Policy for Establishing and Changing Class Caps as approved on April 30th and revise 
the Policy for proposal in early Fall with consideration of the concerns of the division chairs and the 
Curriculum Committee. 
 
 Consensus reached. 

 
2. Institutional Assessment Plan (IAP) for Instructional Programs  (LaMon // 20 min.) 
 
Background:   After sharing two drafts of the Institutional Assessment Plan (IAP) for Instructional 
Programs with the Senate Council on Apr. 23rd and Apr. 30th, respectively, the SLOA Committee has 
prepared a final draft of the IAP for Senate approval.  SLOA Liaison Brent LaMon will be in 
attendance in support of the final draft of this document presented in Appendix A.  In addition, the 
SLOA Committee submits the following recommendation to the Academic Senate:  “To provide for 
more efficient and integrated revision of the Institutional Program Planning and Review (IPPR) 
processes and documentation, it is recommended that the Student Learning Outcomes and Assessment 
(SLOA) Committee work together with the IPPR Committee to clarify the relationship between the 
Student Learning Outcomes Assessment Plan and IPPR to ensure integration and compatibility of 
these activities and resolve issues of redundancy or conflict in these institutional planning processes.”  
In addition, the College plans for the hire of two SLOA Co-Coordinators by Fall 2010, and these two 
will be involved in coordinating the efforts of both the IPPR Committee and the SLOA Committee.  
 

Proposal:   The Academic Senate Council approves of the Institutional Assessment Plan for 
Instructional Programs as presented in Appendix A with the proviso that the Plan be further modified in 
the Fall 2010 semester to incorporate the results of consultation between the IPPR Committee and the 
SLOA Committee. 
 
Proposal modified: The Academic Senate Council approves of the modified Institutional Assessment 
Plan for Instructional Programs as presented in Appendix A with the proviso that the Plan be further 
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modified in the Fall 2010 semester to incorporate the results of consultation between the IPPR 
Committee and the SLOA Committee. 
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Proposal:  The Academic Senate Council approves of the SLOA Committee recommendation that the 
SLOA Co-Coordinators and the SLOA Committee collaborate with the IPPR Committee for changes to 
the Institutional Assessment Plan for Instructional Programs and the IPPR Template regarding SLOs 
and SLO Assessment. 
 
 Consensus reached. 

 
V. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Executive Summary:  Accreditation Follow-up Report    (Greiner // 20 min.) 
 
Background:   The Accreditation Steering Committee (ASC) met three to four times this semester to 
discuss the elements needed to address the recommendations from ACCJC.  These elements were 
converted into a list of tasks, each of which were delegated to administrators responsible for 
completion of the task.  Early this year, A.S. President Leone made a request to Dr. Greiner to report 
how we would respond to each of ACCJC’s recommendations to the Senate Council before the end of 
the semester.  In particular, the request was for the report to contain the means and methods we are 
and will be using to address each of the recommendations – i.e. the content of the report – so that .  
Dr. Greiner shared a long draft with the committee members for our feedback a day before the Tues., 
May 11th ASC meeting, and our primary feedback was for Dr. Greiner to condense the draft to the 
essential examples and submit it for this Senate meeting.  Dr. Greiner will be in attendance to accept 
feedback and answer questions regarding this Executive Summary of the Accreditation Follow-up 
Report 2010 as presented in Appendix B. 
 

Proposal:   The Academic Senate Council will provide feedback on the Executive Summary:  
Accreditation Follow-up Report 2010 as presented in Appendix B. 
 
 Consensus reached. 

 
2. Resolution:  Basic Skills Initiative categorical funding     (Pointer // 10 min.) 
 
Background:   At the Spring 2010 Plenary, ASCCC approved two resolutions to condemn the 
California Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) suggestion for categorical monies to be considered 
“flexible” for other uses at the local level.  In particular, the Basic Skills Initiative (BSI) categorical 
fund was targeted by the LAO report, and in response, ASCCC passed Resolution 6.02 S10 titled 
“BSI Funding and Flexibility,” which resolved that “Basic Skills Initiative funding should be used 
solely for basic skills strategies determined at the local level.”  Meanwhile, the Academic 
Support/Tutorial (AS/T) Committee, a campus-wide committee, has been struggling to implement the 
BSI Five-Year Goals and move forward with BSI strategies, but looming cuts to the BSI budget and 
the LAO suggestion that BSI monies be “flexible” are seen as obstacles to the AS/T Committee 
achieving the BSI Five-Year Goals.  As a result, the resolution presented in Appendix C was 
developed by BSI Coordinator Stacy Pointer, who will be in attendance at our meeting. 
 

Proposal:   The Academic Senate Council approves Resolution 5-14-10 as presented in Appendix C. 
 
 Consensus reached. 
 
3. Book of the Year 2010-2011    (Love // 5 min.) 
 
Background:   The Chair of the Book of the Year Committee, Carina Love, emailed all faculty to call 
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for their book choices for the Book of the Year 2010-2011.  A final list will be compiled and shared at 
this Senate Council meeting for consideration.   
 

Proposal:   The Academic Senate Council approves of the book determined from finalists presented 
at the May 14, 2010 Senate Council meeting as Cuesta’s Book of the Year for 2010-2011. 
 
Proposal modified: The Academic Senate Council approves of the Book Of The Year Committee 
selecting Cuesta’s Book of the Year for 2010-2011. 
 
 Consensus reached. 

 
4. Committee Description:  Book of the Year Committee    (Love // 2 min.) 
 
Background:   The Book of the Year Committee has been serving the College as an unofficial 
subcommittee of the Academic Senate for the last two years.  The goal of this proposal is to make the 
subcommittee official.   
 

Proposal:   The Academic Senate Council approves of the committee description for the Book of the 
Year Committee as presented in Appendix D, which will be added to our Senate Bylaws in early Fall 
2010. 
 
 Consensus reached. 

 
 

Next Senate Council Meeting:    Aug. 20th, 2010  
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

SENATOR CHECKLIST  (1 min.) 

• Senate Council Assessment:  Upon your return to campus at the beginning of next semester, we will send out survey 
questions for feedback.  Afterwards, please complete the 2009-2010 Senate Council end-of-the-year assessment that 
will be shared with you soon after.  We will share the results of the assessment at our Aug. 27th Senate Council meeting. 

• Strategic Plan:  A revised draft of the Strategic Plan draft will be sent out to all faculty on June 23rd and again in early 
August.  Upon your return to campus at the beginning of the semester, please share this draft with your division 
faculty to provide feedback at our Aug. 27th Senate Council meeting.   

 
AGENDA BUILDER / SUMMIT ITEMS   (1 min.)  
Are there any items/issues that anyone has that he/she feels need to be on the Senate Council agenda for discussion or that need 
to be taken to “Summit” for answers/clarification? 
 
STANDING REPORTS   (approx. 15 min.) 
1. CCFT—Merzon  (3 min.) 

� CCFT is waiting for a PERB ruling on the South County calendar issue 
� The district agreed to go back to the table for negotiations rather than go to fact finding. ’08-’09 is closed, 

and everything is rolled into ’09-’10. The first negotiation meeting is June 9th. 
� MOUs are in place for three leads. 
� CCFT will hold labor-management meetings similar to Summit to begin in September 
� Grades are due May 28th. 
� Debra Stakes is COPE Chair. 
� The Part-time committee is hosting a training session on the contract 
� Allison will be attending as many division meetings as she is able on Opening Day 

2. Curriculum—Bontenbal  (written report – see Appendix E) 
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3. Planning & Budget—Dill  (3 min.) 
� The governor has presented the May revise. We are waiting to see what that entails for us. We will discuss 

it at the P & B meeting. 
� According to the P2 report, we are at 9,672 FTES. Had we been able to add FTES from summer, we could 

have met the 10,000 mark and earned one million in stability funding for the next 3 yrs. 
4. Summit—Dumas & Leone  (3 min.) 

� Steve and Beth-Ann shared concerns from faculty who served the Dean of Workforce & Development’s 
hiring committee. 

� Dr. Stork agreed to push approval of the strategic plan to the Fall 
5. Shared Governance Council—Dumas & Leone  (no report) 
6. Faculty Manual Task Force—Dumas  (no report.) 
7. Basic Skills Initiative—Pointer  (no report) 
8. Minors in the Classroom Task Force—Dumas  (no report) 
9. Counseling—Devitt  (no report) 
10. Equivalency Committee—Knudsen  (no report) 
11. Faculty Professional Development Committee—Knudson  (no report)  
12. Student Learning Outcomes and Assessment Committee—LaMon  (no report) 
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Appendix A 

Cuesta College Student Learning Outcomes Institutional Assessment Plan (IAP) for 
Instructional Programs 

 
Introduction: 
This plan makes recommendations for the implementation of a student learning outcomes (SLOs) 
assessment cycle that will guide planning for improvements of courses and instructional programs and be 
integrated with institutional program planning and review (IPPR). The plan provides alternative 
assessment models and a timeline for cycle completion.  The SLO assessment cycle (SLOAC) for course-
level and program-level SLOs consists of sequential stages: Assessment – Planning Improvements – 
Improvement Plan Implementation. Each cycle concludes with the initiation of another cycle for 
continuous program improvement. The timeline allows the cycle to be completed in a time period that 
provides potentially full completion for all course and program SLOs by Spring 2012.   

Goals:   
1) Implementation of SLOAC for all instructional programs in Fall 2010. This goal assumes that SLOs 

have already been produced for each program and associated courses, as reported on the 
APPW/CPPR.  If this has not been completed, then program faculty must identify SLOs for the 
program and/or courses before the assessment cycle can begin. For assistance writing SLOs, see the 
Cuesta SLOs Workbook distributed by the SLOA Committee. 

2) Complete SLOAC for all courses and programs by Fall 2012, as required for accreditation 
compliance. 

 
Principles Statement on Student Learning Outcomes and Assessment: 
The elements of this plan are in accord with the Principles Statement on Student Learning Outcomes and 
Assessment for Cuesta College. These principles were developed through collaboration between the 
Academic Senate and Cuesta College Federation of Teachers with approval from the College 
administration to provide mutual understanding and guidance in our work with SLOs and their 
assessment. All members of the Cuesta College Community should consult these principles as they 
engage in SLO assessment activities and faculty are advised to inform CCFT and the Academic Senate of 
any SLO Assessment activities or procedures which they perceive may erode their rights as established in 
these principles. 
 
SLOs Assessment Models: 
All program faculty should determine by consensus the assessment methods to use.  To assess student 
achievement of SLOs, the following assessment models can provide meaningful data for use in planning 
course and program improvements: 
  

1. Performance-based SLOs Assessment Model 
The program faculty designs or identifies course assignments, student presentations and/or exam 
questions that assess student achievement of specific course or program SLOs.  These assessments 
should be conducted (embedded) during or at the conclusion of the course or program as part of 
the regular grading process/evaluation of students. Standard rubrics for evaluation of these 
assessments should be used to allow faculty to evaluate and record individual student achievement 
scores that can be aggregated for multiple course sections.  This model may be preferred for those 
programs that have already begun SLO assessments using this method or where components of a 
comprehensive certification/professional examination can be extracted to assess individual SLOs. 
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Appendix A (cont.) 

 
2. Survey-based  SLOs Assessment Model 

Course and/or program SLOs are presented to students on a survey that asks the students to self-
assess their achievement of each SLO with a rating on a Lykert scale.  Surveys can be conducted 
with the final exam and use optical-scoring for convenient tabulation and statistical analysis. 
Optical-scoring survey forms identified by CRN number only can be produced and processed by 
the Office of Institutional Research. Data for multiple sections of a course or for multiple courses 
in a program will be aggregated to generate SLO Assessment Statistical Reports for each course 
and program; these reports will be available to Program faculty only. Differences in the 
aggregated achievement ratings of the individual SLOs for a course or program can be used to 
identify SLOs with lower achievement and guide plans for improvement of student learning. 
Appendix A provides a copy of the optical-scoring SLOs Assessment Survey Template. 
 

3. Qualitative and Mixed-measures SLOs Assessment Model  
Program faculty may wish to develop qualitative criteria to judge SLO achievement or use a 
combination of approaches for course and program SLOs assessment. Whatever methods are used 
should be adequately described in the program’s SLO assessment plan so that the methods can be 
replicated in subsequent assessment cycles to determine whether plans for improvement were 
effective. 

 
The Program SLO Assessment Plan: 
Regardless of the SLOs assessment model chosen, the program faculty will generate a Course and 
Program Assessment Summary (CPAS) that describes the assessment methods and plan for 
administration used to complete the SLOAC. The summary will identify the Program/Division titles, 
active program faculty, the required/core-courses that comprise the program, the program and/or course 
SLOs, and the methods used for assessments of the SLOs for the program and/or for each course within 
the Program. The description of assessment methodology should include copies or descriptions of any 
assessment instruments or rubrics as attachments, the method and timing of their administration, as well 
as the number and selection criteria of course sections sampled. The SLOAC does not require that every 
section or every course be assessed every semester or year. The CPAS form is provided as Appendix B.  
 
Assessment of program SLOs may by either direct or indirect. Direct assessment of program SLOs 
involves identifying an assessment method that will be administered to students as they complete program 
elements or the entire program. Indirect assessment relies on identification of course-level SLOs that 
together produce specific program SLOs (mapping) and using the identified course-SLOs assessment data 
to analyze achievement of Program SLOs. If Program SLOs are to be assessed by mapping to assessments 
of identified course SLOs, a description of the Program-Courses SLOs Mapping should be included 
(example of Program-Courses Mapping approach shown in Appendix C). 
 
Planning and Implementing Improvements to Courses and Programs: 
It is strongly recommended that the program faculty retain full control over the assessment process and 
the resulting assessment data and interpretation. No dean, manager, director, or vice president should will 
receive the data. All aggregated data at the course and program-level should will be anonymous, meaning 
that no student or instructor names or particular course sections should will be linked to course-level data 
provided on the assessment summaries.  The program faculty members will meet for a scheduled meeting 
to discuss the assessment results and plan improvements to be implemented in the following semesters for 
their courses and programs.  The meeting planning results will be summarized on the CPAS, and this will 
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provide evidence of the use of SLO assessments for continuous improvement of courses and programs, 
which is the primary concern of ACCJC.   

Appendix A (cont.) 
 
It is recommended that all programs establish a method to share and archive information on SLOs, 
assessments and planning for use by program faculty. Faculty shall have control of the storage location 
and any dissemination of the assessment data and results.  Assessment data storage and access may be 
limited to the division and/or program faculty only. One option for this would be a MyCuesta Group with 
only active program faculty as members. Files with course and program SLOs, assessment instruments, 
data, and statistical reports, as well as CPAS, Unit Plan and APPW/CPPR documents can be securely 
stored and accessed by program faculty as they conduct the current SLOAC and IPPR. A less secure 
alternative to a MyCuesta Group that may be preferred by some programs would be the use of folders 
containing these files on the division G: drive. 
 
Assessment Cycle and Timeline: 
Each cycle is completed over successive semesters as explained below. For programs that have a large 
number of courses or that offer some courses on an annual or bi-annual schedule, it is recommended that 
the start of assessment cycles for some courses be staggered over several semesters. At least a third of the 
courses in a program begin an assessment cycle in the first semester, a third start the assessment cycle in 
the next semester, and the final third begin the assessment cycle in the following semester as shown in the 
Program Assessment Calendar. 
 

First semester of cycle:  SLO Assessment Stage  
• Pre-assessment:  Identify methods and course sections for assessment of program and course 

SLOs in the beginning of the semester. To improve student learning and quality of assessment 
results it is recommended that course and/or program SLOs be presented to students in course 
syllabi. 

• SLO Assessment:  At the end of the semester, assess SLOs and analyze results or submit surveys 
to the Office of Institutional Research.  

 
Second semester of cycle:  Planning Improvements Stage  
• Post-Assessment Analysis and Planning:  The Office of Institutional Research will provide SLO 

Assessment Statistical Reports for course and program survey data or program faculty will use 
standard rubrics to evaluate student performance of SLO achievement and these data will then be 
aggregated and summarized for the course or program.  Program faculty will meet to discuss the 
assessment results, particularly the students’ success in achieving the program and course SLOs, and 
to plan ways to improve student learning and program effectiveness. If there have been previous 
SLOAC plans, analysis of assessment results will examine the effectiveness of previous 
improvement plans and identify additional changes to produce plans for continuous improvement. 
The conclusions of this discussion will be summarized on the CPAS to identify the following: 
o Evidence of success in student learning, teaching methods, or previous plans for 

improvement of SLOs. 
o Potential changes to the course and/or program SLOs and assessments. 
o Areas and suggestions for improvement in teaching, curriculum, and course and/or program 

organization to facilitate student achievement of SLOs. 
o Funding needs to be included in the Unit Plan(s) to improve the program based on the SLO 

Assessments. 
o Any other changes that may be identified with potential to improve student success. 
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o A strategy for implementation of plans for improvement. 
 

Appendix A (cont.) 
 
Third semester of cycle: Improvement Plan Implementation Stage    
• Plan Implementation:  To the extent possible, in the following semesters implement the changes 

and recommendations to teaching, curriculum, course delivery, program organization, etc. or other 
items, as identified in the improvement plan.  

 
Fourth semester of cycle: Post-implementation SLO Assessment Stage    
• Post-implementation SLO Assessment:  In the subsequent semester when implementation of 

improvement plans has been completed, assess SLOs and analyze results or submit surveys to the 
Office of Institutional Research.  With this round of assessment the SLOAC is complete and a new 
cycle (Stage1) has been initiated to assess whether improvements were obtained and to provide 
assessment results that will inform future planning for continuous improvements to courses and 
programs.  Depending on the types of planned improvements, course scheduling and other 
circumstances, it may be necessary to delay this post-implementation SLO assessment to allow 
sufficient time for plan implementation to be properly evaluated. 

 
 

Program Assessment Calendar                                          Semester 
CYCLE STAGE Fall 2010 Spring 2011 Fall 2011 Spring 2012 Fall 2012 Spring 2013 
SLO Assessment 
 

Group A Group B Group C    

Analyze Results & 
Plan Improvements 

 Group A Group B Group C   

Plan Implementation 
 

  Group A Group B Group C  

Post-Implementation 
SLO Assessment 

   Group A Group B Group C 

KEY:  A = First Group of Courses:  A third of the Program courses, as determined by Division Chair and/or program faculty 
            B = Second Group of Courses:  A third of the Program courses, as determined by Division Chair and/or program faculty 
            C = Last Group of Courses:  A third of the Program courses, as determined by Division Chair and/or program faculty 
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Appendix B 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  Accreditation Follow-up Report 2010 

 
Institutional Context 
 
Cuesta College completed its Six-Year Comprehensive Self-Study and hosted the Evaluation Team on October 13-
16 2008.  On February 3, 2009, the College was placed on Warning with nine recommendations, of which 
Recommendation 2 was carried over from the Comprehensive Report of 2002. The evaluation team noted that the 
College had been removed from previous warning as a result of the evidence provided in the March 15, 2008 
progress report, yet did not demonstrate sustainable, integrated planning. 
 
The Follow-up Report was submitted on October 15, 2009, and the Evaluation Team visited the College on October 
27.  The resulting outcome was the imposition of Probation by the ACCJC Commission on January 29, 2010, with 
5 recommendations.  The Recommendations are noted below and are the focus of this Report: 
  
 Recommendation 2: Planning and Assessment 
 Recommendation 6: Technology Resources 
 Recommendation 7: Financial Planning and Stability 
 Recommendation 8: Board of Trustees Evaluation and Policies 
 Recommendation 9: Leadership and Governance 
 Eligibility Requirement 5: Administrative Capacity 
 
Significant Changes 
� Strategic Plan 
� Transformation of Governance Structure 
 
Each Recommendation Section will include  
� Recommendation 
� Summary Matrix and Timeline 
� Strategy to resolve 
� Evidence [noted within the document and appendix] 
 
Recommendation 2: Planning and Assessment 
To meet standards, the team recommends that the college complete the strategic plan, institute an ongoing 
systematic evaluation process that communicates and clarifies the assessment tools used to measure the 
effectiveness of ongoing planning, program review, resource allocation processes and student learning outcomes 
(Standard I.B, IB.3, I.B.4, I.B.6, I.B.7). 
 
Summary Matrix and Timeline 

Action  Timeline 
Strategic Plan Summary  
Institutional Planning and Program 
Review (IPPR): Process, Assessment, 
Change 

More to be done here in relation to Strategic Plan and 
assessment of subsequent plans 

Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)  
 
Strategy 
 
Strategic Plan 

� Strategic Plan—narrate briefly and provide evidence 
� Integrated Planning to include: 

o Educational Master Plan 
o Facilities Plan 
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o Technology Plan 
Appendix B (cont.) 

o Fiscal Plan 
o Human Resources Plan 
o Enrollment Management Plan 
o Resource Development Plan 

 
Institutional Planning and Program Review  

� Refined and implemented comprehensive program plan and review (CPPR) processes for 
Instructional, Student Services and Administrative Services Programs 

� Third year of Annual Program Planning Worksheets (APPW) 
� The college refined the Planning and Budget Calendar Cycle 
� Training, technical assistance 
� Committee composition/membership change 
� Assessment and Improvement 
 

Student Learning Outcomes 
� Two SLO Coordinators 
� Academic Senate Council and Cuesta College Federation of Teacher’s, Local 4909 to determine a 

guiding framework regarding student learning outcomes and assessment.  This collaboration 
produced a Principles Statement on Student Learning Outcomes and Assessment, approved by both 
entities in May 2010 

� Creation and implementation of the Cuesta College Student Learning Outcomes Assessment Plan 
for Instructional Programs.  The plan makes recommendations for implementing a student learning 
outcomes assessment cycle that guides planning for improving course and instructional programs.  
The cycle involves three sequential stages, Assessment – Planning Improvements – Improvement 
Plan Implementation 

 
[Note: The Student Service learning outcomes and assessment process was completed and is sustainable as verified 
during the ACCJC Comprehensive Visit of October 2008.  Administrative Services learning outcomes are in 
progress and expected to be completed fall 2010.] 
 
Recommendation 6: Technology Resources 
To meet standards, the team recommends that the college establish a process for regular and systematic planning, 
acquisition, maintenance and replacement of its technology infrastructure, existing and newly acquired technology 
and equipment to meet institutional needs, and that the process is integrated with other college planning, 
assessment, and resource allocation (Standard III.C1.c., III.C.1.d.) 
 
Summary Matrix and Timeline 

Action  Timeline 
Technology Plan  
Integration with other college 
planning, assessment, resource 
allocation 

More to be done here in relation to Strategic Plan and 
assessment of Technology Plan 

Strategy 
 
Technology Plan 

� Technology Planning Process goal: long range plan to stabilize, renew and implement a technology 
infrastructure/sustainability 

� Move from division/department-based technology purchases to a college-based process to 
effectively track its annual expenditures in technology and plan for the actual costs 
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� General Services and Computer Services to initiate coordination of technology expenses at the 
beginning of the current Fiscal Year new budget codes will account for replacement, maintenance, 
and necessary equipment and supplies. 

 
Appendix B (cont.) 

 
Integrated Planning with other College Plans 

� Technology Committee is now linked to IPPR process (noted in Recommendation 2) and will be 
fully implemented by the 2011‐2012 Fiscal Year 

� Centralize planning and resource allocation, Technology Investment Lifecycle flowchart, was 
approved by the Planning and Budget Committee and the Cabinet in May 2010 

� Annual Assessment Plan 
 
Recommendation 7: Financial Planning and Stability 
To meet standards, the team recommends that the college review and assess its long range financial and capital 
planning strategies to ensure sufficient funding levels for ongoing operations. The team recommends that the 
college and the college foundation review and communicate the fiscal status of investments and implement 
appropriate protections to secure fiscal solvency. (Standard III.D.1.c., III.D.2.a, III.D.2.e., III D.3). 
 
Summary Matrix and Timeline 

Action  Timeline 
Long range financial and capital 
planning 

 

Fiscal Stability More to be done here in relation to Strategic Plan and 
assessment of Technology Plan 

College and Cuesta College 
Foundation – fiscal solvency 

 

 
Strategy 
 
Long range financial and capital planning  

� Annual budget assumptions and budget criteria 
� Three-year financial plan that takes into account the unpredictability of the State’s annual budget  
� In progress: Capital transition process for a new building at the North County Campus in May 2010 
� College enrollment target and academic schedule based up the State’s annual funding cap in 

February 2010 in alignment with Board Policy 7200. 
 
Fiscal Stability  

� Presentation an Orientation to Budget Preparation to BOT 
� College adopted the Fiscal Crisis and Management Team (FCMAT) recommendation to plan for 

current plus two years in anticipation of the uncertain fiscal environment 
�   The Vice President of Administrative Services proposed an update of Board Policy 7200 

(establishing an annual budget designed to implement the instructional and student services 
program of the District) to include language regarding the College’s reserve, contingency planning 
criteria and the process for replenishment.  The policy clarifies that a general reserve representing 
6% of state and local revenues will be held and that student access is achieved by meeting the 
annual state funding cap and maintaining an enrollment target that meets the projected funding 
cap.  The revision was approved by the Board at the June 2010 meeting 

� The long-range debt service plan is more transparently communicated and presented within the 
budget projections and annual adoption process.  With the approval by the Board of Trustees of a 
Certificate of Participation (COP) in November 2009, which joins the 2003 and 2006 COP; 
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factoring in the implications of long term debt on the College’s annual budget is more critically 
important than ever 

� A plan to support the College’s most recent capital project was developed in May 2010.  This task 
included a comprehensive transition plan for occupying the Learning Resource Center on the North 
County Campus in January 2012, which will replace two impermanent, modular structures 

� Planning and Budget Committee Task Force to change scope and function 
 

Appendix B (cont.) 
 
College and Cuesta College Foundation – fiscal solvency 

� Integration, communication and linkages between the College and Foundation to measure financial 
stability and protections [Dr. Stork serves as a  member the Foundation’s Board of Governors and 
the Foundation’s Executive Director sits on the President’s Cabinet and is a member of the 
Planning and Budget Committee.] 

� Evidence of audit outcome, Spring 2010 
� Link Strategic Plan and projects of Cuesta College Foundation 

 
Recommendation 8: Board of Trustees Evaluation and Policies 
To meet standards, the team recommends that the Board of Trustees conduct its annual self-evaluation no later than 
June 2009 and yearly thereafter. Also, the team recommends that a process and timeline be established for regular 
review of current board policies and development of new policies as needed. (Standard IV.A.1., IV.B.1.b., 
IV.B.1.e., IV.B.1.g., IV.B.1.,j., IV.B.2.a) 
 
Summary Matrix and Timeline 

Action  Timeline 
Self-Evaluation Process, 2009 and yearly 
thereafter 

 

Process/Timeline for regular review of current 
board policies and development of new policies 

 

 
Strategy 
 
Self Evaluation 

� At the May 2010 meeting of the Board, the annual retreat date was established for June 2010 
� The Board employed the use of the same assessment instrument used at the June 2009 Retreat 
� Upon completion, implementation and ongoing operationalization of the Strategic Plan, the Board 

will align its annual goals by the November 2010 
 
Process and Timeline for review and development of Board of Trustee Policies 

� The College has implemented a process and multi-year timeline (similar to the comprehensive 
program review process) for regular review of current Board policies and established an 
organizational flow chart for the development of new policies 

� Map the conversion from current Board policy content and numbering to the Community College 
League of California’s (CCLC) template format 

� Implement predictable cycle for Board of Trustee policy review that is published and shared 
college-wide, allowing key stakeholders to anticipate the updating of Board policy language.   

� The organizational flow chart to create, review and update policies was clarified and reviewed by 
the Academic Senate Council throughout 2009-2010.   
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Appendix B (cont.) 
 
Recommendation 9: Leadership and Governance 
To meet standards, the team recommends that the Board of Trustees delegate full responsibility and authority to the 
Superintendent/President to implement and administer board policies and the effective operation of the institution. 
To improve college decision making and institutional effectiveness, the team recommends that the college review 
and establish ongoing assessment of its college governance structures, processes, roles and responsibilities. 
 
Summary Matrix and Timeline 

Action  Timeline 
Delegate full responsibility and authority 
to Superintendent/President to implant an 
administer board polices and effective 
operation of the college. 

 

College review and establish ongoing 
assessment of college governance 
structures, processes and responsibilities. 

 

 
Strategy 
 
Delegate full responsibility and authority to Superintendent/President to implant an administer board polices 
and effective operation of the college. 

� The Board of Trustees delegates full responsibility and authority to the Superintendent/President 
through Board Policy 2430, Delegation of Authority to the Superintendent/President, which was 
revised, adopted and approved at the October 2009 Board of Trustees meeting 

� When Dr. Stork was appointed, the Trustees clearly stated that they vested him with full authority 
to implement Board policies and administrate the functions and operations of the College 

� The policy was additionally compared with Community College League of California model 
templates for further refinement at their annual retreat session in June and action was taken on 
changes at the July 2010 meeting 

 
College review and establish ongoing assessment of college governance structures, processes and 
responsibilities. 

�  The Superintendent/President is not a member of the newly constituted College Council; he 
accepts recommendations, input and consultation from the Council 

� New governance structure that is streamlined: 
� initiating a College Council composed of 17 members in comparison to the 36 members of 

the former Shared Governance Council 
� Approving adoption of centralized budgeting procedures (e.g., technology planning and distance 

education 
� Change Planning and Budget Committee 

 
In Progress: The College will review institutional effectiveness by examining its committee and governance 
structures.  The Superintendent/President, in collaboration with the Academic Senate President, has redefined 
college committee purposes, composition, and interrelationships with other committees.  As a result, overlapping 
committee goals, as well as gaps, have been identified and change has been implemented.  
 
Eligibility Requirement 5: Administrative Capacity 

� Presidential Search Process—January 2011 
� WED Dean Search Process—August 2010 
� Executive Director, Human Resources—June 2010 
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Appendix C 
 

Resolution 05-14-10 
Authority for Non-flexible BSI Funding Decisions to be Retained by the Academic Support/Tutorial 
Committee 
 
Whereas, Cuesta College needs to improve the support for basic skills, ESL, and non-credit ESL courses 
and that strategies supported and promoted by Cuesta’s Basic Skills Initiative (BSI) Five-Year Plan have 
not been fully implemented due in part to cuts to BSI funding; 
 
Whereas, based on recent recommendations from the California Legislative Analyst’s Office that funding 
from categorical resources like BSI be considered “flexible,” the Academic Senate for California 
Community Colleges have resolved in Resolution 6.02 S10 that “Basic Skills Initiative funding should be 
used solely for basic skills strategies determined at the local level”-- therefore, not allowing BSI monies 
to become "flexible" dollars; 
 
Whereas, the members of the Academic Support/Tutorial Committee, consisting of faculty and staff who 
work directly with ESL and basic skills students, have consistently operated as the decision-making body 
to address the needs of Cuesta College's ESL and basic skills population; and 
 
Whereas, the College has a past practice of the Academic Support/Tutorial Committee having primary 
responsibility for the review and approval of funding requests for Basic Skills Initiative categorical 
monies; Therefore, be it: 
 
Resolved, that the Academic Senate of Cuesta College strongly recommends that all Basic Skills Initiative 
categorical monies be used solely for funding basic skills strategies as determined by the Basic Skills 
Initiative Five-Year Plan and as further determined by the Academic Support/Tutorial Committee; and be 
it: 
 
Resolved, that the Academic Senate of Cuesta College supports the continued work of the Academic 
Support/Tutorial Committee as the primary decision-making body for prioritizing, reviewing, and funding 
requests of BSI categorical monies for the College.  



SC Min. 5-14-10 Dumas 
17 

Appendix D 

Committee Description:  Cuesta Book of the Year Committee 
 
 
Cuesta Book of the Year Committee 
 
a. Description: This is a subcommittee of the Academic Senate. 
b. Purpose: This committee will coordinate the choice of book and activities related to the Cuesta Book of 
the Year event.  
c. Composition 
    i. Appointments: The Academic Senate President shall appoint up to five faculty members to this committee,  
       one of whom will be appointed or elected chair of the committee by members of the committee.  
    ii. Additional membership: The committee is also open to up to three classified, one management, one student, 
and one community member. 
d. Terms: Members shall serve for a renewable term of one year. 
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Appendix E 

Curriculum Report:  May 14, 2010 
 

In addition to approving the curriculum presented below the committee approved the following policies in 

relationship to curriculum processes: 

 

1. Any major revision to a course that has been approved for distance education, the distance education 

addendum must be completed again and the course re‐evaluated and approved to continue to be taught in 

the DE modality.  

 

2. Special topic courses will automatically be removed from the system after the forth time taught. This will 

prevent these types of courses from inadvertently being scheduled more then four times—a violation of 

Title 5. 

 

3. The alignment of course objectives to the following elements of the course outline will now be required 

when submitting curriculum in CurricUNET: 

• objectives to assignments 

• objectives to methods of evaluation 

• objectives to GE, diversity, and health rubrics 

 

4. A reasonable and complete explanation for each change being made on a major course revision must now 

be provided on the form.  

 

The Curriculum Committee also discussed the topic of cross listing of courses and decided to not develop official 

policy pursuant to this practice, but rather leave the determination of where to best house a course among the 

instructional areas. The basic concerns were around potential problems with articulation and the fact that some 

areas were opposed to having their courses cross listed. 

 

At their last meeting, the Curriculum Committee asked the Academic Senate to reconsider how the course caps 

policy would be implemented. In particular, certain issues around which semester to use for establishing initial 

course caps, whether the approval of course caps would create a workload issue for Curriculum, the reality that 

caps differ for certain courses depending on site and modality and how this should be handled on the COR, and if 

in fact the COR is the appropriate place to house course caps. 

 

Lastly, the Curriculum Committee clarified who had the authority to submit changes to the Liberal Arts Degree 

with Areas of Emphasis, since in theory, no one really owns this degree. It was decided that any division could 

propose to the Curriculum Committee changes (i.e. adding courses, deleting courses) to an Area of Emphasis in 

the Liberal Arts Degree. 

 

Curriculum Approved – September 2009 – May 2010 

New Courses – 39 

Major Revisions – 43 

Degrees/Certificates New – 3 

Degrees/Certificates Revised - 45 

Program Name Change – 3 

Pre/Corequisite/Advisory – 1 

General Education Requirement – 6 

Distance Education – 15 

 

Health Requirement – 1 

Diversity Requirement – 3 

 

Minor Revisions – 14 

Special Topics – 2 

Pre/Corequisite/Advisory Validations – 22 

Inactivations – 14
 


