Modesto Junior College

Planning & Budget 
Meeting Minutes
December 19, 2008
Present:  

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

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

Gary Whitfield, Vice President of College Administrative Services

Paul Cripe, Academic Senate appointee

Dale Pollard, Faculty Career Technical Education Liaison (Academic Senate appointee)

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

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

Myra Rush, Student Services Administrator
Bob Nadell, Vice President of Student Services

David Ward, YFA appointee
Joan Van Kuren, CSEA appointee

Ken White, Instructional Dean

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

Karen Walters Dunlap, Vice President of Instruction

Rose LaMont, YFA Budget Analyst

Absent:
Rosanne Faughn, CSEA appointee

Julie Kurenkova, ASMJC
Kevin Alavezos, Academic Senate appointee

Vacant:

Learning Resources Liaison (Academic Senate appointee)

	Business


1. Review of Minutes

For clarification, Jane Chawinga requested that a census date after June 30 be changed to a census date on or before June 30 and an end date on or after July 1 regarding the agenda item, IAC – Early Start Summer FTES Reduction.
The minutes of December 12, 2008 were approved by thumbs up consensus as corrected.
2. Review of Agenda
Rich Rose reviewed the agenda with members.
3.  Faculty Prioritization – Ranking & Rationale
The following table represents the compilation by Karen Walters Dunlap of the eleven responses out of a possible 14 voting members of the Planning & Budget Committee (PBC).  Note: ESL is both credit and non credit and the two were compared.  For the most part, members were fairly consistent in the data elements used.
	Discipline
	Rank
	Rationale

	Nursing
	1.9
	Mandate to fill position; the law; must do.



	Microbiology
	2.9
	Critical to nursing program; increase in productivity; single person program.


	Math
	3.3
	High demand, change in grad requirement; increase in productivity; division dean comments; high student demand; FTES increase over time.



	English
	4.7
	Increase in English requirements; stable productivity; high student demand.



	Biology
	5.0
	Decrease in productivity; FTES/FTEF ratio consistently greater than the college’s; difficulty in finding adjunct faculty; student demand.



	History
	5.1
	Decrease in productivity; poor FT/PT ratio; temp for three years; high student demand; high FTE producer.



	ESL
	5.8
	Excellent FT/PT faculty ratio; drop in FTE’s; potential for growth; Patterson site; student demand increasing.



	Animal Science/Ag
	6.1
	Increase in productivity; safety/liability concerns; division dean comments; duties beyond the classroom.



	Speech
	7.6
	Increase in FT faculty over time; rationale by dean was based on data the committee does not have; high student demand; loss of faculty members; highest FT ratio.




Jim Sahlman remarked that he thought history would have been higher.  He asked how can the committee compare data that is different and make it comparable.  He is working on a method that would make data more comparable and a different way to look at data.

Kenneth White distributed a handout from Kevin Alavezos regarding FTES ratios.  The “college” data was inserted into the chart as a benchmark.  The dean’s narrative would come into play for a program’s FTES/FTEF falling less than the college’s.  The need is for the committee to find a way to get to the data, which data it is going to use, and how it is going to be weighted.
David Ward shared a chart of his work at determining ratio for the faculty positions.  He identified ratios, ranked the positions, and then averaged columns across the data.

Bob Nadell determined a list from the data and then looked at the dean’s narrative and then adjusted accordingly.
Jim Sahlman reminded members that he asked before for data on how fast a section fills, i.e., day one, day four or whenever.  He added that would be another indicator of student demand.  

Paul Cripe ranked data 1 (low) through 8 (high) using the original data PBC agreed upon with the higher totals winning.  His results fit fairly well with other member’s with the exception of history which he ranked much higher than everyone else.  

David Ward stated that he is looking at wait lists right now for biology and there are at least 25 on each wait list.   Joan Van Kuren added that students are even asking where they can go (other colleges) and other division secretaries are probably having this problem.  Some students have been trying to get classes for years.
Rich Rose summarized the discussion by saying that it sounds like the committee is having some concerns going through this exercise to make it doable.  The college will move forward with the list of positions and start to advertise at this point.

Paul Cripe said that specifically the committee has to figure out a way to determine demand objectively.  Karen Walters Dunlap suggested a student demand task force be established.

	Action Item


There was general consensus to create a student demand taskforce.  
Taskforce Members:  Ken Hart, Ken White, Paul Cripe, Jim Sahlman, David Ward.
Dale Pollard suggested: that when you look at a large PT instructional group, it seems to indicate that the department is trying to work hard to offer those classes and how do you reward a department to maintain those class sections.  FT faculty has to take care of the PT faculty to make those classes successful and he has heard it more and more and in some cases, the quality of the program is diminished.  Some classes have different parameters, i.e., some classes in Tech Ed are limited due to safety.  PBC needs to find out what is going to best represent the demand and try to come up with something reasonable to measure.

Rose LaMont suggested to use subjectivity to tweak data as Bob Nadell said and she likes Kevin Alavezos ’chart he used, as it is visually appealing.  
Jim Sahlman reiterated from a previous meeting, that we have to find a way to include the non instructional side, i.e., how do we throw that in the mix when we have completely different data.  He added that the committee has not even talked about classified yet and if the number of faculty and sections are increased, it is harder to do your job if you do not increase classified staff.

Gary Whitfield reminded members that we have not considered student input from surveys such as access to courses and that type of item.  He explained that the reason the data goes from 04-07 is due to Datatel.  Ken White reminded members that the committee decided on a three year window and the following year would just drop off a year, adding the new year data.

Rich Rose summarized that the committee has a task force with the charge of identifying ways to gather information on student demand, some quantifiable and qualitative way that gives meaningful data on student demand.  Jim Sahlman will convene the group in the spring.

4.  Non-Instructional Faculty

Bob Nadell informed members that some work still needs to be done as more data needs to be pulled in.  The student faculty ratio is one of the areas they are struggling with at this point. One question to be answered is, is there a way of tracking why students do not make their appointments and could this information be placed into a spread sheet of students not able to be served in the day.  
Karen Walters Dunlap said that an exercise needs to be done to demonstrate how prioritization works with Program Review and the Strategic Plan as the committee needs to start making the link into resource allocation.  Rich Rose responded that the charge for this committee is to take the Strategic Planning goals and link to resource allocation as well and the need to get to the classified and management strategic goals.
Rose LaMont referred to the link of hiring faculty and level of classified support needed and the Foothill DeAnza model requires that as soon as you hire faculty some of the money goes to classified hiring.  Jim Sahlman stated that it appears that we are still working with the same supply budget also when we hire more faculty.  Rich Rose agreed that supply budgets have been bare minimal for the last 3-4 years and going into this budget crisis, we are shifting money.  Jim Sahlman asked if there are any discretionary funds to be put in the supply budget?  Rich Rose responded that when he first came on board he requested that the Budget Director put some money into the division budgets.  Jim Clarke added that sometimes when there is a budget crisis, you become very resourceful such as using technology to handle things more efficiency.  He referenced the Go Print in the library for students to pay for their printing which has saved the library a lot of money.
5.  Classified Positions
In Rosanne Faughn’s absence, Joan Van Kuren shared a memo regarding Rosanne’s concern about funding which she supports.
Rosanne’s memo read in part:  “As we go through the process of looking at faculty positions and then move into Non-Instructional and Classified positions, I’m wondering what funding may be left when we get to the hiring of classified staff?  As we are looking at all positions, I would like to think that the funds should be dispersed fairly among all positions at MJC rather than Instructional faculty exclusively.  If we are to take an interest based approach with this committee, then I ask that we look at all positions as a whole since we are all working from one funding source (Fund 11).”

Jim Sahlman responded: To him the issue is delivery of services to the college and that you have to look at classified staff as part of the issue.  It is not a fairness issue it is a quality issue.  He gave an example of Media setting up his classroom and how necessary that service is.
Rich Rose said that in talking about current faculty, you are bringing in faculty FTO and 75/25 ratio.

Karen Walters Dunlap stated: That classified and management replacement positions would not come to this body and to let us make sure all our hiring will have the same scrutiny.  When you talk new or growth that is the time for allocation.  There is no new money and sometimes it is going to have to be reallocation of money.  
Rich Rose added that emergency hires are left up to the deans and we need to be able to do that in a fluid process.  When the temporary one year hires were done the money was available and the college was able to do that.  He emphasized that PBC is not a hiring committee.

Ken Hart brought up the total cost of ownership and Rich Rose agreed that the committee needs more information about the total cost of ownership.  

Karen Walters Dunlap interjected that each dean has identified positions in their program review and most of them are new positions.  Bob Nadell would like to have classified staff bring their story and have this body listen to their story and hear what their interest are.  Jim Sahlman suggested continuing dialogue to see where we can link to classified for the needs of the college and that in the story telling to focus on “needs” as opposed to the fairness issue.  Rich Rose said there needs to be some dialogue with deans (program review), and classified then it can come to PBC.
	Action Item


Karen Walters Dunlap will meet with Rosanne Faughn and Joan Van Kuren because information has already been compiled from program review and she can see what more they would like.  Rose LaMont remarked that she would like to hear the “story” of classified.
6.  Budget

Gary Whitfield requested that the word get out to the college community to assure staff that our goal is no reduction in force or layoffs if at all possible.  He added that what is making our job really hard is that yesterday the budget looked feasible and today the governor is vetoing the bill.  The legislature has adjourned for the holiday.  Without a budget it is hard for the college to plan at this point as there is not a real clear cut direction to go.

Rich Rose points:  Had District Council with Chancellor and DAC and the message he is asking to convey is, it is a crap shoot.  There are 3-4 different proposals.  Best case was the proposal that was just shot down.  The chancellor has not committed to a proposal yet for the college and has asked us to tap on the brakes and assured people we are not laying off permanent staff but are looking at doing a soft freeze, slowing down filling of positions.  The chancellor will meet with just the presidents in the spring regarding faculty positions and could easily say not to fill all the faculty positions.  There are some administrative positions we have to fill.
NEXT AGENDA


1. Values and support for Budget Reduction Discussion
ADJOURNMENT 
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