College Council
Minutes
April 3, 2006
Present:  
Michael Akard, Mark Anglin, Jillian Daly, Curtis Martin, Bob Nadell, Kathie Ratto, Jim Sahlman, Bill Scroggins, Will McCombs (ASMJC)
Absent:  
Jim Johnson, Sam Pierstorff, Becky Plaza, Stephen Stroud (Faculty Consultant to the Board), Jamie Mauhay (ASMJC)
Guests:
George Railey, substituting for Jim Johnson, Paul Neumann, Michelle Christopherson, Daniel Keller
Strategic Planning
Michelle Christopherson indicated that the committee is waiting for the District’s strategic plan in order to use those goals as a starting point for MJC’s Strategic Plan.  She referenced the document distributed at College Council two months ago that outlined two committees and added that College Council might want to start thinking towards that area.  The focus this summer will be on getting program review going.  

Program Review
Daniel Keller was in attendance to report on the Academic Senate Program Review Committee.  Members are:  Barbara Adams, Ruth Cranley, Bill Kaiser, Jim Johnson, Michael Sundquist, Jon Kropp and Daniel Keller.  Another member is needed to represent the Family & Consumer Science area.  The first meeting was a brainstorming/steering meeting discussing why it is necessary to review Program Review.  Members discussed the findings of the most recent Accreditation Study in which one of the recommendations was that the program review process be better integrated into the institutional planning processes including budgeting, staffing, facilities planning and overall strategic planning.  The Senate feels that program review should be faculty driven, since it will take on a much more central role.
The committee agreed that the definition of program as stated in Title 5, Section 55000(b) is sufficient for most instructional programs, but that a more general definition may be necessary to encompass other programs.  The committee also felt that the faculty, staff, students and administrators, as well as the facilities and equipment needed to offer a program should be considered in the definition.

The committee came to consensus that previous program reviews relied on narrative and agreed that this review should be supplemented by data.  The type of data needed will be determined when criteria is agreed upon.  The committee will consider a list of 45 potential items for review recommended by the State Academic Senate and hone in on 8 – 10 items with room for variation, depending on the program.  The state advocates each college coming up with its own plan.  

The Committee agreed upon a five-year program review cycle with approximately one fifth of all programs being reviewed each year.  The relationship of programs to each other will be considered, as well, in an effort to reduce or eliminate the duplication of effort on the part of personnel involved in multiple programs.  During the first year of the new program review process, this Committee, as well as those who participate in program review will evaluate the guidelines, templates and cycle.  Changes will be made as deemed necessary by the program review procedures committee(s).
The Committee agreed in principle to a four-stage process outlined in the in the Senate draft Guidelines document.  
Stage One – Program Review Committee (made up of representatives of the program in question)

Stage Two – College Validation Team (membership will include reps from Curriculum, College Research, Instructional Administration, Student Services Administration, Academic Senate and the program being validated)

Stage Three – Submission of Report (to the Vice President of Instruction, President, and Academic Senate President)

Stage Four – Submission of Report to the District Office

For Stage Two it was proposed that the participation of a representative of the programs in question be present with the Validation Team when the program is being validated.   It is felt that the Validation Team is a more effective way faculty can communicate with faculty early on.   Membership of the Validation Team would probably remain constant at least the first year.

The Committee will meet at least once between now and the end of April.  Between then and now, members of the committee will examine the program review models advocated by the State Academic Senate and compare them with current draft proposed by the MJC Academic Senate, as well as program review templates already in use at MJC.  At the meeting, members will attempt to create a revised draft Program Review Guidelines, and identify programs to be reviewed during the first year of the cycle.  
An action item will be placed on the Senate Agenda for the April 20 meeting.

Proposed Compact among MJC, Columbia College and Central Services

Dr. Scroggins distributed enrollment and equalization related documents for discussion.  Dr. Scroggins pointed out that the FTES report indicates that MJC is approximately in the same place, however, the document has been modified to reflect the $1,700 rate per unit FTES.
Dr. Scroggins stated that the intention is not just to decline, but to recognize that there has to be a strategy in place.  Strategies were discussed at the enrollment management meeting with members being in support of recommending a decline in MJC’s base.  Executive Vice Chancellor Scott explained the implications of declining at this meeting.  Dr. Scroggins informed members that the money would not be taken away this year (this is referred to as stabilization), but would be taken next year.  By declining the base, MJC would be at that lower level and would have three years to grow back to previous cap.  

The next District Council meeting is not until April 26 and a decision needs to be made before that to fit into the eligibility timeframe for reporting for authorization of stabilization.  The Chancellor will call a special District Council meeting in order that a timely decision regarding the possibility of MJC and Columbia declining can be facilitated.   There was strong sentiment expressed that District Council does not meet often enough.  

There was concern expressed regarding how services would be paid for and delivered if MJC declines base and who would take the leadership role in this change.  The use of a portion of equalization money to help MJC with retention was suggested.  
Bob Nadell moved to proceed with the roll back of 3% for 06-07 and 2% thereafter if needed.  Mark Anglin seconded.  

Motion passed with one descending vote.

There was general consensus that College Council charge Dr. Scroggins, Jillian Daly, and Curtis Martin who serve on District Council to include Will McCombs, ASMJC President, to enter into dialogue to address the fundamental communication challenges that exist within YCCD and that that group or another work to explore short and long term strategies to address these structural needs.
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Adjournment - Meeting adjourned to April 17, 2006 
