Modesto Junior College

Planning & Budget 
Meeting Minutes
October 24, 2008
Present:  

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

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

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

Gary Whitfield, Vice President of College Administrative Services

Myra Rush, Student Services Administrator
Rosanne Faughn, CSEA appointee

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

Bob Nadell, Vice President of Student Services

David Ward, YFA appointee
Rose LaMont, YFA Budget Analyst

Joan Van Kuren, CSEA appointee

Paris Dixon for Julie Kurenkova, ASMJC 
Absent:

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

Karen Walters Dunlap, Vice President of Instruction

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

Ken White, Instructional Dean

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
Kenneth Hart wanted it reflected that he had “experiences with” 3 major associations in the October 17, 2008 minutes under his check in report.
The minutes of October 17, 2008 were approved with the above clarification by a “thumbs up” vote.
2. Review of Agenda
Co-chair Rose reordered the agenda with Dr. Nadell who is chairing AIE today, giving an update, a review of the MOU for faculty hiring and reworking of the whole process for criteria due to confusion because of how the document was laid out by CCBT (flip charts were done for the meeting outlining how it should be laid out). 
	CHECK IN – What Have You Been Hearing?


Jane Chawinga:  Submitted a recalculation of FTES because we had too much growth and we want to pull some back to last year and get back to our old base.  We won’t see the affect until February.  It puts us in a better position.  I am estimating 4% growth but the state fund is not going to fund at 4%, probably 2%.
Paul Cripe:  Had people wish us luck as a group in terms of prioritizing and getting ready to choose when it is a complicated process and they are wondering how we are doing it.
Rosanne Faughn:  One thing from a CSEA perspective understanding this is a standing committee and its representatives.  Don’t understand why there is a strike out in representing constituent group.  

Rich Rose responded:  Maybe we can put it on the agenda for next week or at the end of this meeting to give some time for thought to what the discussion was.

Rose LaMont:  One of the sad things is that one person I know who has been one of the most creative people at MJC has been overwhelmed by the workload and lack of respect.  Afraid we might lose this person due to all the work in response to accreditation.  A lot got put on this person’s plate and also unfriendly action from people in the committee.  
Rich Rose responded:  Invite the person to come and visit with me, or the vice presidents.  It is unfortunate that the workload has been so overwhelming for this person.

Bob Nadell:  A credo has been created as a result of the Interest Based training but has not been rolled out yet but should be presented at the spring institute day to tell us how to treat each other.

Gary Whitfield:  I have a lot of conflicting meetings this semester.  I understand the fast pace.  I have heard a lot of the same things.

David Ward:  Hearing some things similar to what Rose is saying in we are basically hearing that things got to the point where things have to change.  There is no time to function.  Have a very bad short staffing problem and have to take on tremendous loads and the committee obligations.  A lot of people are pretty frustrated and on edge.  Getting to an almost critical level.

Kevin Alavezos:  Who is going to be overseeing this group?  Is there somebody that is an oversight to this group in terms of one year evaluation?  How do we evaluate that?
Rich Rose responded:  The standing committee is an advisory committee. Ultimately it is to make recommendations to the president.  Oversight is faculty, administration, classified and student participation, recommending to the president.

Kevin Alavezos:  Remodeling of Founders Hall – swing space when everyone evacuates.  How is that going to play out and have an impact on enrollment and budget.  

Kenneth Hart:  I did projection on how Founders Hall would be impacted.  Using the overall wisdom of Dr. Darnell it would be about 5% but the overall campus would be a gain.

Rich Rose responded:  The enrollment piece related to this group.  The other part is a piece being handled through the bond measure and facilities group re swing space.

Myra Rush: Managers as well are feeling the pressure and overload with committees and operations.

Paris Dixon:  The director of political events resigned and I took over.  We are putting on a huge event November 4 to get everyone to come out and vote.  The art department is helping.

3.  AIE - Next Steps 
Dr. Nadell reported to members that there is a committee meeting with three people trying to determine what we are going to give to this body for priorities.  Some of the program review documents are 30-40 pages.  The whole document would be available for review but the simpler the process, yet comprehensive, the better.  AIE will be dividing into three groups to review program review addendums to make sure they are complying.  The plan was to send them back to their source for correction but they have not been read extensively enough.  The concern is there will not be time to get back to units and back to the Planning and Budget Committee by November 7.  The program review addendums will be distributed to small groups, reviewing 3-5 program reviews along with a sample from each area distributed.  Documents are being reviewed and coded as Yes they do meet prioritized goals for strategic plan or No they do not meet goals.  
Dr. Nadell added:  The hope is to pass a spread sheet onto this group (PBC).  It is not likely that AIE will go back to see that the addendum is reflective of the program review document.  The group will summarize where information came from and what category it is in.  PBC has to reprioritize this information.  The process is being built as we go.  Prioritized within the addendum per that division.  
Dr. Rose added that spread sheets focus in on faculty, classified, administrative positions, technology, equipment, facilities, operating supplies.  The goal is to make it as simple as possible because it is a complicated process to go through.  Gary Whitfield added that even though this may not be a perfect process, this is the first time we have come together and not made decisions in a silo.  

4.  MOU Faculty Hiring

Dr. Rose distributed the MOU regarding faculty hiring.  Taking faculty requests, this group will have criteria and will go through and do the ratings.  In the past the process worked differently.  The Senate had a subcommittee called Hiring Prioritization Committee (HPC) and they reviewed IAC rankings, oftentimes creating conflict.  The HPC was disbanded by the MJC Academic Senate on September 25, 2008. The deans at IAC developed their request and created a list, that list was given to HPC so there was two groups rating.  There was conflict within the process.  Bringing these two new committees online (AIE and PBC) a different process was agreed to.  They are not ready to implement the new process right away, but decided not to use the old process but rather use elements of the new process and transition for this year.  PBC is going to use this new process, using criteria developed in this committee for ranking.  
5.  Evaluation Suggestion

Paul Cripe suggested a what have we done that we could maybe do differently, a 5 minute agenda idea for the evaluation piece.  He will keep track of these ideas for the evaluation process thinking about how maybe we can do it better.  He will keep a running log of things to remember, little ideas and keep the data base going.
This idea received a “thumbs up” approval.

6. Budget Assumptions  Criteria
Dr. Rose informed members that he has packaged the information in a different way.  Starting with the Gap (Process and procedure link program review and strategic goals to resource allocation), he stated that stable/needs attention is the charge of AIE and not PBC.  He would like to identify several different criteria to look at faculty positions in Instruction.  He reviewed California Collegiate Brain Trust’s (CCBT) criteria adding Dean’s Retreat input (see below).
DRAFT

TOOL #2 - Criteria Prioritize Request for Faculty

(Instruction)

FTES/FTEF

# Sections over a period of time

# Students on wait list - ?

Changes F/T Faculty positions 3.5 years

# Ratio F/T to P/T

   (% to achieve 75/25) - ?

Mandates from State or External Agencies

[Industry Needs]

Single Person Program

Acct. Follow-up for Prior Year Hires

[Accountability follow-up for previous resource allocation]

Labor market need

Program capacity (size of course offerings)

Student Retention/success

Fill rate

TOOL #2

(Student Services/Non Instructional)

Student use data

Student satisfaction data

[Sufficient staffing as measured by student wait time for services] - ?

Student/Counselor ratio

Student/Librarian ratio

Entrepreneurial

Response to community need 

    (i.e. labor market need, new, emerging markets)
Dr. Rose stated that this is a recommended place to start and asked the committee if they are in agreement or do we want to add or take anything off.  These are the core items the PBC wants to know before reviewing requests.
After discussion, the committee agreed to delete degree/certificate from list and add changes in full time faculty over the last 3.5 years.  This criteria will be shared with the VP of Instruction and the deans to use for criteria for this year.  Joan Van Kuren and Rosanne Faughn will look at the criteria developed so far and add or delete for classified.

Kevin Alavezos asked if this committee will have a chance to get the personal side of request/program as opposed to data.  Dr. Rose stated that he hopes we do not get to that point.  At the other institution he was at they limited positions requested and treated each separately.  Dr. Rose agreed that there has to be some sort of limitation on the number of positions requested at least for the first go round.

NEXT AGENDA

1. Final review of criteria for faculty positions that PBC will use for this year and the first full year of next cycle.  Build a permanent process to evaluate and review.   Discuss weighting the criteria.
2. The document to come from AIE.
3. Start same review for classified positions.
Ground Rules

Rosanne Faughn asked that in the standing committee roles and responsibilities gather feed back from constituents why does it have a strike out over constituents?
Jane Chawinga responded that the committee is trying to come to consensus for the good of the college.  Dr. Rose added that by doing the work of the college, we have to get away from working in silos and we are all looking at the global interest of the college.  Paul Cripe said that the committee agreed that it would be a distraction of the goal and we are trying to be transparent and give input to everyone.  He added that our charge is to think of the college first.
ADJOURNMENT 
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