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2016-2017 Institutional Effectiveness Staff Survey 

Summary 
 

Once every two to three years, Columbia College surveys its faculty 
and staff to gather qualitative information related to institutional 
effectiveness and ACCJC self-study standards.  Along with quantitative 

data, the information obtained through these surveys are disseminated to inform the college’s 
continuous improvement and assessment processes.   

The following summarized staff survey contained questions that were focused on, and related to the 
ACCJC 2014 Accreditation Standards, the College Mission, and the College’s institutional effectiveness 
concerns at the time.  The survey was disseminated in January and February of the 2017 spring term. 

Where applicable, questions related to the ACCJC Standards are annotated (in parentheses) with the 
standards’ numbers. 

 

The Columbia College Mission Statement:   

Centered in the Sierra foothills, Columbia College offers students of diverse backgrounds many 
opportunities for discovery and success.  Through a supportive and engaging learning environment, 
students master foundational skills, explore their passions, attain degrees and certificates, and pursue 
career and transfer pathways.  We collaborate with surrounding communities to cultivate intellectual, 
cultural and economic vitality.  Columbia College inspires students to become inquisitive, creative, and 
thoughtful life-long learners. 

The first question relates to the college’s Mission Statement parsed by the mission’s statement 
components.  Staff were asked to rate each statement component as to their agreement – from 
“Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree.”    

(The average weighted score ranges: “Strongly Agree” = 5.0-5.99; “Agree” = 4.0-4.99; “Neither Agree nor 
Disagree” = 3.0-3.99; “Disagree” = 2.0-2.99; and “Strongly Disagree” = 1.0-1.99.) 
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Q1.  Columbia College provides a supportive and engaging learning environment for students of 
diverse backgrounds. (Standard IA.1) 

  (Average: 4.3 of 5.0 possible) 

 Find a supportive and engaging learning environment 4.43 

 Attain degrees and certificates 4.38 

 Fulfill the requirements for transfer to a university 4.31 

 Pursue transfer to universities 4.29 

 Find opportunities for discovery and success. 4.27 

 Master foundational skills 4.25 

 Pursue career pathways 4.25 

 Become inquisitive, creative, and thoughtful lifelong learners 4.14 

 Be equipped to pursue pathways to employment 4.11 

 Be inspired and thoughtful life-long learners 4.10 

 Explore their passions 4.03 

 (137 of 137 respondents) 

Overall, Columbia College faculty and staff agreed that Columbia College students engage in a 
supportive learning environment.  The highest rating was for a supportive and engaging learning 
environment (4.43) followed by the students’ ability to attain degrees and certificates, and to fulfill 
requirements for transfer to universities (4.38 and 4.31 respectively).   Though ranking an “agree” rating 
(4.03), the students’ ability to “explore their passions” received the lowest weighted average score for 
Question 1. 

Q1. Comments included:  The limitations of a small college, concern for cancelled courses, the length of 
time students need to complete their programs and transfer, and the lack of student diversity. 

 

Q2.  Columbia College collaborates with its surrounding communities to... (Standard IA.4, IB.1, IVB.6) 

 Support student learning  3.93 

 Focus on student achievement and success  3.91 

 Cultivate intellectual vitality  3.64 

 Economic vitality  3.53 

(137 of 137 Respondents) 

Staff generally agreed that there was collaboration with surrounding communities with the highest 
rating given to collaboration with the community in support of student learning (3.93).   

Q2. Comments included:   The College’s limited presence in the community, the need to offer more than 
occasional community lectures, and to strengthen the music programs as a way to engage the 
community. 

 

  



 

2017 Institutional Effectiveness Survey – Staff 
Institutional Research and Planning, February 23, 2017 

Page 3 of 14 
 

Q.3.  The College...  (Standard IA.3, IIID.2) 

 Programs and services are aligned with the College Mission  4.15 

 Develops its institutional goals in line with the College Mission  4.05 

 Is guided by the College Mission in its institutional decision-making /planning  3.99 

 The College Mission informs the college’s allocations of its resources  3.71 

(137 of 137 Respondents) 

Respondents overall agreed that the College’s programs, services, and the institutional goals were 
developed and aligned with the College Mission (4.15 and 4.05 respectively).  There was agreement 
though not as strong for institutional decision making and planning and the allocation of resources being 
guided by the College Mission (3.99 and 3.71 respectively). 

Q.3 Comments included:   The Mission statement may not always align with Ed Code stipulations, the 
strategic plan, or with the District.   

 

Institutional Effectiveness (Standard IB) 

The following were ranked via an absolute scale of between  
(0% =Not instrumental in ... to 100% = Very instrument in...) 

Q4.  The level at which research and/or data have been instrumental in identifying 
improvements needed for programs or services: 
(108 of 137 staff respondents) 

66% 

Q5.  The level at which outcomes assessment/evaluations of SLOs have been instrumental 
for identifying improvements needed for the learning experience for students: 
(106 of 137 staff respondents) 

60% 

Q6.  The level at which completing a program review has been key in identifying 
programmatic needs along with the resources needed to meet those needs:   
(100 of 137 staff respondents) 

66% 

Q7.  The overall level at which the results of planning, SLOs, PSLOs, and/or SAOs have been 
instrumental in making improvements to programs a/or service areas: 
(103 of 137 staff respondents) 

60% 

 

On average, staff were generally in agreement, but not strong agreement, with data and program 
reviews being instrumental in identifying program and service needs and in making resource requests to 
meet needs (66%).  Still in agreement, but not strong agreement (60%), was the staff’s assessment and 
evaluation of SLOs, PSLOs, and SAOs as instrumental for identifying improvements needed, and in 
making improvements to programs and services. 
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Q8.  Please indicate your participation in college governance and decision-making committees: 

(Standards IB.7, IVA.1) 

 Number of Committees Served 

Committee Participation Type 
Three 

or More Three Two One 
None or 

N/A 
Wt’d 

Average 

Highly involved (organizer, chair of 
one or more college committees) 

7.4% 4.1% 18.2% 13.2% 57.0% 0.92 

Regular attendee (attends and 
contributes to each meeting) 

20.0% 5.8% 18.3% 20.0% 35.8% 1.54 

Monitor (attends less than 60% of 
the meetings) 

7.9% 3.5% 9.7% 14.0% 64.9% 0.75 

Visitor (attends only when requested, 
e.g., a non-voting participant) 

7.0% 0.9% 7.9% 16.7% 67.5% 0.63 

No participation in any college 
committee in over a year 

2.65% 0.9% 2.6% 3.5% 90.3% 0.22 

(126 of 137 staff respondents) 

This question was presented in the form of a matrix.  Respondents indicated their participation in terms of 

college committee types (highly involved, regular attendee, monitor, or occasional visitor), and then by 

the number of committees on which they serve in that capacity.  The highest weighted average (1.54) was 

indicated for “regular attendees” that is, those who serve on either three or more committees (20%) or 

highly involved on one committee (20%).   

The highest number of responses overall however, was found for non-participation (102 of the 126 

respondents or 90.3%).   

Q8. Comments included reasons for non-participation, such as: new to the college, online teaching 

assignments or limited access to and distance from the college, taking a break from committee work for 

the year, focused on other student priorities, and another was balancing adjunct teaching with other full-

time work.  Criticism was raised and noted regarding the question’s structure and format. 
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Q9.  Do you agree that the College assesses its strengths from the following:  

(Standards IB.2, IB.5, IB.8, IIA.1, IIA.11, IIB.3) 

 

 Curriculum reviews  3.11 

 Accreditation processes  3.08 

 Program reviews and program evaluations  3.03 

 Institutional data and reports  2.94 

 Institutional-set standards  2.92 

 College strategic plan and goals  2.91 

 Student Learning outcomes (SLOs) and the results of assessments  2.85 

(126 of 137 staff respondents) 

Respondents agreed, but not strongly agreed, with the College’s assessment of its strengths in rank 

order:  curriculum reviews (3.11), accreditation (3.08), and program reviews (3.03).  Ranked toward the 

neutral range (less than 3.0 but more than 2.0) were assessments via institutional data and reports 

(2.94), institution-set standards (2.92), strategic plans and goals (2.91) and student learning outcomes 

and assessments (2.85).  

Q9. Comments included:   SLO assessment can be an important tool for instructors—but is still evolving; 

that reflections were improving; on the other hand, SLOs have become a distraction from the teaching 

duties; that accreditation was thought to be the institution’s assessment of strengths and weaknesses, 

and that program review was not used for decision-making.  In addition, the use of data for decision 

making was not clear.  

Student Success 

Q10.  Institutional-set Standards (Standard IB.3) 

Respondents were asked about their familiarity with Institutional-set standards1 (represented by a chart 

and graph representing the standard depicted with actual student course completion data:   

                                                           
1  At the close of this survey, these standards were later vetted and then revised in February 2017. 
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Most respondents were either somewhat familiar, or vaguely familiar with institution-set standards 

(67.8%).  About one in five of the respondents had no understanding of institution-set standards 

(20.2%). A smaller proportion (12%) indicated they were very familiar with, and could explain institution-

set standards to others. 

 Vaguely familiar – I have seen these before, but I am not sure what they mean.  35.5% 

 Yes, I am familiar – but not sure if I could explain them   32.3% 

 Not at all familiar- I have never seen, or had institution-set standards explained to me. 20.2% 

 Yes, I am very familiar with, and could explain institution-set standards to others. 12.1% 

(124 of 137 respondents) 

Q.10 Comments included:   The review presented at College Council was “good” but the meaning of IEPI 

wasn’t clear; the faculty departments are challenged in keeping up on institutional standards—

administrative work has increased workloads about 50%; and a recommendation for more information 

offered to adjuncts in meetings (3 comments). 

Q11.  Level of Understanding - Institutionally-set Standards Checked “all that apply” 

(Standard IB.3) 

Following up Q.10, respondents were asked to identify their level of understanding for institution-set 

standards.  This question was intended as both information and a question.     

 They are required and reported annually  75.2% 

 There are five ACCJC standards 66.1% 

 They are considered “the floor,” or the lower satisfactory limit 65.1% 

 They are calculated at 1sd below five-year mean 35.8% 

 There is no such thing as an institution-set standard 3.7% 

 (109 of 137 respondents)  
* All were true statements but the last one.  
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The majority of respondents understood the standards as required and reported annually to ACCJC 
(75%).  A smaller majority (65.1%) indicated the standards were considered the “satisfactory limit,” and 
related to the ACCJC (66.1%).  Over one-third indicated that they were calculated at 1sd below the five-
year mean (35.8%)2, and a few indicated that the institutional-set standards were “no such thing” 
(3.7%). 

Question 12 and 13 reflect a four point average scaled score as follows:  Highly Effective = 4.0-4.99; 
Effective = 3.0-3.99; Somewhat Ineffective = “2.0=2.99; and Not Effective = “1.0 – 1.99.” 

Institutional Integrity 

Q12.  How would you rate the clarity and accuracy of the following college information provided to 

students (Standards IC.1, IC.2, IC.12) 

Staff were asked to rate the following ways in which the College communicates services and programs 
to students.   

 Support services available for students 3.50 

 The Library's services 3.47 

 The college's commitment to high quality education 3.22 

 The Printed Catalog 3.27 

 Guidance in selecting a course of study (degree, certificate, transfer)  3.18 

 The College's accreditation status (public disclosure) 3.12 

 The cost of attendance (tuition, non-instructional fees, textbooks 3.12 

 Expectations for student conduct (academic honesty, behavior 3.08 

 The College's policies and procedures 2.95 

 The Online Catalog 2.91 

 The Online Schedule of Classes 2.90 

 Student Learning Outcomes for courses (CSLOs) 2.83 

 The Mission Statement 2.77 

 Program Learning Outcomes (PSLOs) 2.66 

 Institutional Learning Outcomes (ISLOs) 2.52 
(123 of 137 Respondents) 
The highest rating was indicated for support services information available to students, and the lowest 
rating was indicated for Institutional Learning Outcomes (ISLOs). 
 
Of all the questions, Q12 received the highest number of comments from respondents. 
 
Q.12 comments included: improvements needed for the website (39%), printed copies of the Schedule 
of Classes or an abbreviated schedule (39%), provide students clear pathways to degrees and certificates 
and jobs afterwards; provide affordable textbooks; have faculty work with students enrolled in 
subjects/degrees in their disciplines; publicize the “Six Success Factors” from the Student Success 
Redefined research; and require all students with 15 units or less take a Guidance class. (23 Comments) 
 

                                                           
2 Following the collection of this survey, Columbia College Council reviewed the Institution-set Standards and 
revised them (see 2017 ACCJC Annual Report).  
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Q13. How would you rate the clarity and accuracy of the following college information provided to 
staff:  (Standards IB.3, IIA.3, IIA.11, IIA.16, IIIA.10, IIIA.11, IIID.2, IIID.4, IIID.5) 

Staff gave highest ratings of “effective” for clarity and accuracy of information provided for:  Library 
Services (3.36), counseling and advisement (3.29) and the college’s online teaching (3.16).  Rated lowest 
was college information provided regarding “dialogues regarding improvements for high quality 
education” (2.75). 

Question scale: 4= ”Highly Effective” to 1= ”Not Effective” 

 The Library's services  3.36 

 Counseling and Advisement  3.29 

 Teaching online at the college (developing and teaching online)  3.16 

 Student Learning Outcomes for courses (CSLOs)  3.12 

 Curriculum development and the review process  3.10 

 Articulation of courses to universities and other colleges  3.08 

 The Mission Statement  3.06 

 The College's accreditation status, policies and procedures  3.03 

 Student outcomes data, e.g., enrollments, FTES, demographics, etc.  3.03 

 Program development and the review process  2.96 

 Institutional Learning Outcomes (ISLOs)  2.92 

 Faculty responsibilities and academic freedom  2.92 

 Program Learning Outcomes (PSLOs)  2.90 

 Collaborations with community and external partners  2.90 

 The timely distribution of college fiscal information  2.81 

 District Policies and Procedures  2.81 

 Participation in college governance committees  2.80 

 Dialogues regarding improvements for high quality education  2.75 

(121 of 137 respondents) 

Q.13 Comments included:   In-service trainings were outstanding; communication has been improving 

but there is still room to improve especially for the adjunct and by meeting with their departments;  

provide comprehensive faculty and staff handbooks; to inform staff about faculty matters and vice 

versa; provide a year-end report to employers with input from all areas; provide more clarity in college 

information disseminated including why it’s important; increase administrative presence on campus for 

students and staff and for outside partners, including increased transparency (14 comments). 

Human Resources 

Q14. Agreement with the following...  
(Standards IC.9, IIIA.11, IIIC.4, IIIC.5, IVA.1, IVA.2) 

The following criteria relates directly to accreditation standards.  Respondents were asked to indicate 
their agreement with following eight criteria.   
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“Strongly Agree” = 5.0-5.99; “Agree” = 4.0-4.99; “Neither Agree nor Disagree” = 3.0-3.99; “Disagree” = 
2.0-2.99; and “Strongly Disagree” = 1.0-1.99. 

 This college supports an atmosphere of intellectual freedom 4.08 

 My work performance is evaluated regularly and fairly 3.97 

 I contribute to, and have recommended innovations for improvements for institutional 
excellence 3.91 

 I am encouraged to participate in the college's governance and decision-making processes
 3.83 

 I have found staff and professional development available when needed 3.73 

 Faculty distinguish between personal conviction and professionally accepted views in their 
disciplines 3.72 

 College policies and procedures are clearly defined 3.67 

 I feel there is adequate representation in terms of the negotiation process (not specific to pay 
increases) 3.64 

The highest agreement was given to the college’s atmosphere of “intellectual freedom” (4.08) followed 
by performance evaluations that are managed regularly and fairly (3.97). 

Q14. Comments included:   Commendation given for shared governance on campus while another 
recommended improvement to college shared governance; that adjunct faculty often don’t feel free to 
express their personal views or identify problems; distance and outside schedules can prevent 
opportunities for staff to contribute; and improve commitment to staff development (9 comments). 
(120 of 137 respondents) 
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Governance 

The next three questions address topics related to the college’s administrative and oversight functions.  
The questions adhere to the five point average weighted scores: “Strongly Agree” = 5.0-5.99; “Agree” = 
4.0-4.99; “Neither Agree nor Disagree” = 3.0-3.99; “Disagree” = 2.0-2.99; and “Strongly Disagree” = 1.0-
1.99. 

Q15.  Level of agree with “The College leadership team...”  
(Standards IA.2, IA.3, IB.1, IB.9 IIA.11, IVB.3, IVD.6) 
 

 Provides an atmosphere that promotes a collegial process in setting its goals 
and priorities 

3.81 

 Allocates resources based on planning toward goals for improvements in 
student achievement and learning 

3.74 

 Ensures that the evaluation and planning process is based on high quality 
research and analysis 

3.73 

 Provides timely communication that serves and benefits the institutions  3.64 

 Engages in effective communication that ensures effective operations 
between the colleges/district 

3.63 

 Provides timely communication that serves and benefits the community(ies) 3.50 

Staff  
Comments include:  In terms of information, more is better—“we shouldn’t hold back because we think 
everyone is on information overload”; the community should know more about classes and when it’s 
time to register; telephone calls into campus should go to a person, not to an answering machine. 
(116 of 137 respondents) 

 

Q16.  Level of Agreement with “Participation in College governance...”   
(Standards IB.1, IB.5, IB.6, IB.8) 
The respondents were asked to rate their representation in, and their opportunities for participation in 
the governance process at Columbia College: 
 

 Faculty and staff share a strong commitment and responsibility to evaluate 
and improve the student learning environment and student outcomes 

4.12 

 Students are encouraged to participate and included in the college decision-
making process 

3.83 

 There are numerous ways and opportunities that I can participate in college 
decision-making processes 

3.80 

 There is broad faculty and staff representation in the college decision-making 
process 

3.58 

(116 of 137 respondents) 
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Q16. Comments included:   Encourage and assist staff and students in understanding how they might 
contribute to improvements; more could be done for non-instructional staff in understanding how they 
might contribute to improving student learning and outcomes; perhaps faculty should be required to 
attend Academic Senate – we’re wearing too many hats yet more is being asked of us.  (7 comments). 

 

Q17.  Level of agreement with “the YCCD District and Board...”  
(Standards IVC.3, IVC.5, IVC.8, IVD.1, IVD.6, IVD.7) 
In terms of the Yosemite Community College District and Board of Trustees’ involvement and oversight 
for the colleges: 

 Reviews key indicators to ensure the college is accomplishing its goals for 
student success and achievement 

3.54 

 Maintains a well-documented decision-making process with wide distribution 
of the results of their decisions 

3.53 

 Maintains timely and accurate communication between the district entities to 
ensure effective operations in meeting the college's educational goals for 
student achievement and learning. 

3.46 

 Provides leadership in setting and communicating expectations of education 
excellence and integrity to the communities it serves 

3.44 

 Provides leadership in communicating educational excellence and integrity to 
the communities it serves 

3.41 

 Ensures the College's perspective is considered while overseeing district 
policies and plans 

3.40 

 Allocates resources that provides adequate district/system 

 services in support of the colleges. 

3.33 

(118 of 137 respondents) 

Q17. Comments included:   The Board seems like a distant, far-off group—they don’t feel too connected; 
The Board, Presidents, VPs need more presence and visibility to the faculty and staff; and more clarity is 
needed about what the Board does. 
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Demographics of Respondents 

Employee Category: 
The following chart illustrates the distribution of categories reflected by survey to actual distributions of 
employment categories.  Staff Profile counts were those recorded by the YCCD in “Employment Profiles” 
taken at the time of the survey. 

 Respondents 
Columbia Staff 

Profiles, Fall 20163 

Employment Category Survey # Survey % Actual # Actual % 

Leadership Team (administrators, managers) 17 14.5% 21 9.9% 

Tenured or tenure-track faculty 35 29.9% 53 25.0% 

Adjunct faculty 28 23.9% 85 40.1% 

Full-time, permanent classified staff 29 24.8% 45 21.2% 

Part-time, permanent classified staff 3 2.6% 8 3.8% 

Other (decline to state) 5 4.3% - - 

Totals 117 100% 212 100% 

Most of the administrators responded to the survey (80.9%, 17/21), followed by tenure-tenure track 
faculty (66%, 35/53), full-time classified staff (64%, 29/45), part-time/permanent classified (37%, 3/8) 
and adjunct faculty (32.9%, 28/85). 
 
 
  

                                                           
3  Source: Central Services Institutional Research, “YCCD Employee Profiles 2016,” Posted:  2/9/2017 
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Q.20: Years Employed with Columbia College: 

At the time of the survey, most of the respondents had been employed with Columbia up to 13 years 
(63%).  Respondents employed for 13 year or more (30%), and the part-time classified, temporary or 
“Other” (7%). 

 

Range of Years Employed at Columbia % N 

0-2 years  20.00% 23  

3-7 years  25.22% 29  

8-12 years  17.39% 20  

13-17 years  14.78% 17  

18-24 years  11.30% 13  

25 years or more  4.35% 5  
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Q.21: Approximate commute times to work 

Commute times can negatively impact an employee’s availability for participation on committees or in 
extracurricular student and staff activities.  For the survey’s respondents, nearly half reported 
commutes of 11-30 minutes to work (51.7%), and those with 31-60 minute commutes (24.6%).  
Approximately one in five respondents reported commute times of 10 minutes or less (19%).  

 

Approximate commute time to work: % N 

10 minutes or less  19.30%  22 

11 - 30 minutes  51.75%  59 

31 - 60 minutes  24.56%  28 

Over 1 hour   4.39% 5 

 

 

Appendices 
 

2017 Institutional Effectiveness Staff Survey Questions (Reprint) 

The 2017 Institutional Effectiveness Student Survey 

The 2015 CCSSE Student Survey 

Link to ACCJC Annual Report 

Link to ACCJC 2014 Accreditation Standards 

Columbia Institutional Research Website 

All other Columbia College surveys 

 

http://www.yosemite.edu/gocolumbia.edu/institutional_research/blank-staff-IE2017.pdf
http://www.yosemite.edu/gocolumbia.edu/institutional_research/blank-staff-IE2017.pdf
http://www.gocolumbia.edu/institutional_research/surveyresults.php
http://www.gocolumbia.edu/institutional_research/ccsse2015.pdf
http://www.gocolumbia.edu/accreditation/ACCJCAnnualReport2016.pdf
http://www.gocolumbia.edu/accreditation/Accreditation_Standards_Adopted_June_2014.docx
http://www.gocolumbia.edu/institutional_research/default.php
http://www.gocolumbia.edu/institutional_research/surveyresults.php

