Modesto Junior College

Planning & Budget 
Meeting Minutes
October 17, 2008
Present:  

Jim Sahlman, Co-Chair, Academic Senate President (non-voting)

Jane Chawinga, YCCD Internal Auditor and Budget Analyst (ex-officio)

Kenneth Hart, Director of Research and Planning (ex-officio)

Paul Cripe, Academic Senate appointee
Kevin Alavezos, Academic Senate appointee

Karen Walters Dunlap, Vice President of Instruction

Bob Nadell, Vice President of Student Services

David Ward, YFA appointee
Rose LaMont, YFA Budget Analyst

Joan Van Kuren, CSEA appointee

Jim Clarke, Technology/Distance Education Liaison (Academic Senate appointee)

Absent:

Rich Rose, Co-Chair, College President (non voting)

Gary Whitfield, Vice President of College Administrative Services

Rosanne Faughn, CSEA appointee

Ken White, Instructional Dean

Myra Rush, Student Services Administrator
Dale Pollard, Faculty Career Technical Education Liaison (Academic Senate appointee)
Julia Kurenkova, ASMJC appointee
Vacant:

Learning Resources Liaison (Academic Senate appointee)

	Business


1.  Review of Minutes
David Ward was in attendance at the October 10 meeting as the YFA appointee, not as a substitute for Rose LaMont.  There were no other objections raised to the minutes of October 10, 2008.
2. Review of Agenda
Co-chair Jim Sahlman reviewed the agenda, adding that by the end of today’s meeting the goal is to come up with criteria to be used in making decisions such as hiring practices.  What are the areas we will be looking at when units/departments submit requests for hiring faculty?
At the October 9, 2008 visit, the California Collegiate Brain Trust consultants, Julie Hatoff and Eva Conrad, broke up into different groups with about 40-50 people and talked about different gaps MJC has, about what we need to do and what we have done.  The consultants forwarded the resulting document for the Planning & Budget Committee (PBC) to use as a starting point.  Once the committee has established the criteria is will need to be weighted.
	CHECK IN – What Have You Been Hearing?


Rose LaMont:  People are really getting tired of going to lots of meetings.  Think it would have slowed down when accreditation report was sent off, but it hasn’t.  There is a challenge regarding SLOs because of the law.  
Jim Sahlman responded: I am asking for clarification of this law from John Zamora and currently, the Commission cannot put us on probation specifically right now for not having SLOs in our syllabi.

Kevin Alavezos:  In our division people are saying, are we doing this just for accreditation or will it continue with time?  

Jim Sahlman responded:  This is the new direction we have agreed to go in and we need to keep going.

Paul Cripe:  People close to me in our office, have a wait and see attitude but say on the surface, let us wait and see if this is better.

Jim Clarke:  There is concern about the pace and pressure to get things done and that affects quality.  It is a wait and see attitude because we are new to it.

Jim Sahlman responded:  Plans are already being made to evaluate committees.  After a year is up, we will have something more concrete to show everyone.

Kenneth Hart:  I had 3 major associations before coming to MJC and still in the 2000’s California is still fighting what the rest of the states have been doing for years.  Think the state is in the denial state.  It is amazing that the rest of the U.S. has been doing this for at least 20 years.  By fall 09 the next English and math requirements will be out.  Has the PBC taken into consideration the need for more staffing for courses that will be offered? 

Jim Sahlman responded:  That was one of the things brought up in the discussion group for items MJC needs to address.

3.  Ground Rules 
Co-chair Jim Sahlman felt that it would be a good idea for this committee to look at AIE’s ground rules.  He heard there was a snag on what the group thought was consensus and thinks it will help to understand what both sides are thinking.

The following is a result of final review and thumbs up agreement by committee members with corrections in red.
Planning and Budget Committee

Ground Rules

Consensus   

Consensus = The majority of the All votes are thumbs up or thumbs sideways.
· Thumbs up = I am fully supportive of the issue; it meets all of my expectations.

· Thumbs sideways = I can support most aspects of an issue; it would be supported by my constituents.  it meets some of my expectations.
· Thumbs down = I cannot support the issue; it would not be supported by my constituents. it does not meet my expectations.
If a consensus can’t be reached after further information and dialogue, the co-chairs consult one another on a process decision.  

If action is needed on an issue to meet a deadline, the College President will make the decision and provide an explanation in writing to the committee. 

MEETING Protocols

· All operate in a collaborative way with a united focus on the tasks before the committee.

· Co-chairs distribute agendas and handouts at least two days in advance.

· Committee members read draft minutes online and prepare other materials before each meeting.
· Co-chairs observe start/end times scrupulously to convey respect for one another’s time and the committee’s work.

· Co-chairs check-in with members at the beginning of each meeting for members to present news and emergent issues.
· Committee members inform the committee if there is a need to leave early or take a phone call.
· At the conclusion of each meeting, co-chairs call for a meeting recap to ensure that the message from the committee to the college meets with everyone’s approval.
· Co-chairs distribute information on the committee’s work college-wide to ensure that decisions are transparent within a week.
Listening/Speaking SKILLS

Committee members agree to…
· Respect the person who has the floor; one person speaks at a time
· Assume good intentions; avoid making attributions about other committee members’ comments
· Use concise, direct, non-repetitive, inclusive, and professional speech; avoid emotionally charged language and defensive actions/statements; avoid abbreviations 
· Welcome all ideas without criticism; there is no bad idea
· Require that data be used to buttress arguments

· Employ active listening by asking questions and paraphrasing other member’s statements to verify understanding

· Actively participate, with a focus on the committee’s work

Co-chairs will intercede if one or more people dominate the discussion.  If redundancy becomes a problem, they may ask, “Does anyone have anything new to say?”

Roles AND Responsibilities OF CoMMITTEE MEMBERS
Committee members agree to…
· Make attendance a priority 
· Arrive at meetings having done their homework (read minutes, agenda, handouts; gathered feedback from constituents) and are prepared to discuss the issues and provide feedback from constituents 

· Gather feedback from constituents as requested and come to meetings prepared to present that feedback

· Provide education/training to alternates, understudies, and new members

· Present the committee’s work in a positive way.  Even when there is disagreement, members say, “As a committee, we decided after careful review, thorough study, to …etc. …..”
Conflict Management {This Section was moved to the end of document}

To avoid conflict, committee members agree to engage in effective speaking/listening skills

In the case of a conflict:

· Co-chairs call for time out in the meeting and move the agenda; the co-chairs then mediate the difference as appropriate.  This may include meeting with constituent groups that will be affected.

· Co-chairs avoid compromise that may be perceived as a  lose-lose process  Co-chairs and committee prefer collaboration over compromise as much as possible.

· If a decision recommendation can’t be reached after further information has been provided and further dialogue, the College President makes the decision and provides an explanation in writing to the committee. 
4.  Charter
Following discussion,  the committee agreed to let the charter stand as authored by the Academic Senate to be evaluated at the end of the year in order not to derail the committee.  The below charter stands as submitted by the Academic Senate.

Charter:

The Planning and Budget Committee, a standing committee, makes recommendations to the College President regarding the college’s processes for institutional planning and budget development including

· the development and implementation of a process by which unit program reviews and the college’s annual strategic goals are linked to resource allocations,

· prioritization of expenditures based on the process described above, and

· participation in the review/revisions of the college’s Master Plans.

5.  Accreditation Update
Dr. Karen Walters Dunlap informed members:  Both reports were submitted to the Accrediting Commission on Wednesday both electronically and hard copy.  In addition, the MJC strategic plan and institutional effectiveness documents were included.  The team visit will probably be the first week in November.  The team will provide the college with a list of people they want to interview for a one-day visit.  Hopefully, they will be able to attend a PBC meeting.  The team will prepare a report based on their visit, sending Dr. Rose a summary in early December.  The report then goes to the Commission in January and the college will know the second week in January what further action to take.  A supplemental binder is being prepared for the team and a decision making document needs to be finished.  The Commission is having free workshops on accreditation in Anaheim if anyone wants to attend.  The college is sending a team now and would like to have faculty serve on accreditation teams.

6.  Accreditation/Institutional Effectiveness (AIE) standing committee update

Dr. Walters Dunlap reported that AIE is meeting this afternoon at 2:00 in the Faculty Lounge.  Information from the Program Review template that was sent out to the campus will be compiled soon.  AIE is starting the conversation on how we are going to assess SLOs and have a pretty aggressive timeline.  CurricuNet was just implemented that also has a program review component.  The committee is reviewing and doing a demo of program review modeling.  There is a one time investment for the model and then upkeep cost.  The price goes up significantly after the first of the year so the desire is to look at it fairly quickly.  
Dr. Walters Dunlap will send out a copy of the program review template to committee members.

7.  Faculty Hiring MOU
Co-chair Jim Sahlman informed members that the faculty hiring MOU just passed yesterday in the Senate and he will forward the document that was passed.  He will be meeting with Dr. Rose to finalize the document.  He noted that the Hiring Prioritization Committee (HPC) was dismantled.  This is a transitional process for this year and it is anticipated that the new process will be developed by  the steering committee next September.  The Senate secretary will send the document out today to everyone.  The Senate vote included 2 no votes and one abstention to the document.  Dr. Sahlman added that Senate members had legitimate questions and there was no controversy.
8.  Criteria for Strategic Goals

The criteria comes from the October 9 brainstorming session facilitated by the CCBT consultants and the resulting document that was generated.  The people in attendance separated into different tool groups and each group talked about that tool.  These are things the committee needs to consider and prepare for the next meeting for how the committee is going to view the program review documents.  Dr. Walters Dunlap said to place programs into categories, looking at tool #1 (stable or needs attention) first.  The Planning & Budget Committee needs to decide on what programs we need to focus on this year.  Dr. Sahlman said, for example, for this year on Instruction, is that a stable or needs attention year?  The same for Student Services, Entrepreneurial and Administrative Services category.  Dr. Walters Dunlap added that needs attention is not necessarily a bad thing, it is a plus or minus and this committee will have 200 programs to look at.  Instructional programs are being evaluated this year based upon our strategic goals.  
The committee will work on critical ideas for how to decide on criteria.  Dr. Walters Dunlap will provide the Student Service review template, addendum and original, and the committee can see data elements they looked at for an example.   Committee members should write a summary recommendation of what you think the criteria should be.  Dr. Ken Hart will send out data elements definitions.  Committee members are to forward criteria suggestions for needs assessment and whether programs are stable or need attention to Carolyn Hart by 5:00 p.m. this Tuesday.    
	CHECK OUT – What Are We Reporting Back?


· Updated and clarified ground rules to make sure there is consistency regarding what this committee does as opposed to advocating for special groups
· Accreditation status

· Links will be provided to each committee member for program review templates

· Academic Senate will send a copy of the MOU passed by the Senate

· Homework, preparing for next Friday’s meeting – After looking at information, review suggested criteria for these 4 categories to see if they make sense or need change.  Forward suggested to Carolyn by Tuesday at 5.  By next Friday’s meeting, we will have had time to look at each others thoughts.

ADJOURNMENT
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