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FOOTHILL COLLEGE
Integrated Planning & Budgeting (IP&B) Task Force
Wednesday, July 20th, 2016
MEETING MINUTES


LOCATION:		Room 1901 – President’s Conference Room
TIME:			1:00 PM – 3:00 PM
	
	ITEM
	TOPICS
	OUTCOME

	1
	Review minutes.
	Discussion

	2
	Review work from previous meeting on PaRC prioritization process.
	Action

	3
	Review the linkages and continuity between the annual and comprehensive program reviews. What is the mechanism for follow-up regarding the annual program reviews and the associated resource requests?
	Action

	4
	Review the length of the Comprehensive Program Review cycle for the College. 
	Action

	5
	Plan next meeting’s agenda.
	Action



ATTENDANCE: 
Andrew LaManque, Justin Schultz, Kelaiah Harris, Paul Starer, Karen Smith, Kimberlee Messina, Elaine Kuo, Lan Truong, Carolyn Holcroft, Denise Perez, Adrienne Hypolite, Dawn Girardelli


1) REVIEW MINUTES

TRAC DAT
Andrew presented the trac dat program review proposal to the committee. As discussed in the previous meeting, the proposal requests trac dat be piloted in the annual program review this fall with 3 to 5 volunteer units. The college may need to consider additional support for Justin when launching the software. (To view trac dat comparison click HERE).

Summary:  The committee agreed to forward the proposal to PaRC for consideration in the fall.


GOVERNANCE HANDBOOK
In the previous meeting the committee spoke about updating the governance handbook. Certain areas/sections of the 2012 governance handbook do not accurately represent the current processes used by the college. There was a suggestion to begin revisions of the handbook in the winter or spring quarter of 2017 and possibly apply for an IEPI Partnership Resource Team (PRT) to provide recommendations. The committee thought it best to revise the handbook after accreditation is complete, because a quick revision is not viable. As the college prepares for the self-study, each standard team member should review the governance handbook, note changes and/or updates, and make recommendations. Later, the committee can revise the handbook using the recommendations. The committee also felt that this year did not see to be good timing for a PRT.

Summary: The committee recommended holding off on revising the 2012 Governance Handbook until next year.


CHARGE OF PARC
In continuation of the conversation in regards to the self-study, there was a suggestion for IP&B or PaRC tri-chairs to consider reviewing the charge of PaRC at the first PaRC meeting. Members will review the role of PaRC, how members are appointed, and the voting structure.

Summary: Since this was not part of IPB’s summer charge the committee suggested that this be discussed at PaRC in the fall.


2) REVIEW WORK FROM PREVIOUS MEETING ON PARC PRIORITIZATION PROCESS. 
Upon review of the previous meeting minutes, the committee has updated the prioritization process proposal for PaRC.

PROCCESS FOR FACULTY HIRE
In the current process for hiring faculty the committee wanted to include and clarify that all departments and programs work to create a list. The deans/directors and divisions work to prioritize the list (deans/directors may disagree with the division’s recommendations). The deans send the list to the VP and the VP ranks the list of unit requests from the VP or institutional perspective. The VPs will then meet and prioritize the list before sending it to PaRC. 

Debbie Lee (member of OPC) email July 20, 2016:
“My suggestion would be that the deans and VP's provide an explicit rubric along with the rankings when the rankings come to PaRC to help ensure transparency and so that the college at large has a better understanding of how the rankings were made. My thinking is that the rubric could be based off the prioritization criteria that was created by IP & B last summer to help create consistency. Based on what I've seen in the past, some divisions have provided rationales for their choices whereas others did not.”

Summary:  The committee agreed that the presentation to PaRC should include a rationale for the decision and the type of data used to make the decision.


NEW FACULTY REQUEST FORM
The out-of-cycle form and the prior faculty request form will be incorporated in the new faculty request form. This form will be used to collect information on the rationale for requesting additional faculty, and evaluate criteria for out-of-cycle hires and new classified positions. This form will also serve as a guiding and planning aspect for new positions. (View out-of-cycle form HERE) (View prior faculty request form HERE)

Summary: Andrew will work with Carolyn on creating the new faculty request form.


STUDENT SERVICES
The committee recognizes that the data provided to non-instructional units in program review is not as robust as that available for instructional units.  This can make it hard when comparing counselor or Liberian request with that of other faculty.  Lan requests to have data that pertains to counseling services and library available to make informed decisions. Some questions such as full time/part time ratio that are used for instruction can be applied for student services if phrased differently. 

Summary:  Institutional Research and Planning will work with non-instructional units in 2016-17 to propose additional measures for program review data. 


PROCESS FOR CLASSIFIED HIRE
The committee agreed that in the current classified staff process, when a position becomes vacant a manager should consult with information and data, including information in program review, in assessing whether the position should be refilled.  If the manager decides to refill the position, then the request is sent to the President’s Cabinet. If a classified position becomes open and the position is not refilled or reclassified, then there should be a written record explaining the rationale for not hiring. A vacancy can prompt reorganizations which are governed by contractual agreements. 

New classified positions in the program review are listed and ranked. Each division has conversations on prioritizing and sends the list to the VP. The VP will then send the combined / VP area priority list to PaRC for a vote to approve, reject, or send back with suggestions.

Summary: Andrew will write a formal proposal.







3) REVIEW THE LINKAGES AND CONTINUITY BETWEEN THE ANNUAL AND COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM REVIEWS.	
In the annual program review the department writes the review and submits the review to the dean. The dean then reviews, gives feedback, and returns the review to the department. The dean also gives the program review and the feedback to the Office of Instruction and the VP. The VP will submit the resource prioritization to OPC and OPC will review the resource requests for approval or disapproval. 

In the comprehensive program review the department writes the review and submits to the dean/director every 3 years. The dean/director gives feedback and submits to the VP/President. The VP will then give feedback and submit to the Office of Instruction, PRC, and OPC. PRC will review and give feedback to PaRC and OPC will review the resource requests for approval or disapproval. PaRC will receive the program review and provide feedback for the department.

There is no direct linkage between the annual and comprehensive program review. 

The committee brainstormed ideas such as incorporating the information from the annual program review in the comprehensive program review, or having PRC review the annual program reviews, but no consensus or recommendation was reached. 

Summary:  The committee did not recommend any changes regarding linking the annual to the comprehensive program reviews.


WHAT IS THE MECHANISM FOR FOLLOW-UP REGARDING THE ANNUAL PROGRAM REVIEWS AND THE ASSOCIATED RESOURCE REQUEST?
Some departments have expressed concern with the perceived lack of follow-up regarding the decisions for individual department resource request. 

The requests with a high priority rank are reviewed by OPC to determine if funding will be provided or not. OPC only provides feedback to requests ranked high. Funds generally are not available to support requests ranked medium or low. 

When OPC reviews the resource requests, the requests are all listed and shared with PaRC (including posting to the website) but they are not individually presented or emailed to the division / department.  The feedback includes if the request was approved or rejected, and an explanation of the decision. While most Deans do review the list with its rationale during Division meetings, covering items requested by the Division, it was suggested that this may not always been done.

Summary: Deans and VPs should be communicating these decisions and the decision process to their departments.
	

4) REVIEW THE LENGTH OF THE COMREHENSIVE PROGRAM REVIEW CYCLE FOR THE COLLEGE. 
Foothill College uses the 3 year comprehensive program review cycle. Foothill has chosen the 3 year cycle to accurately demonstrate changes in curriculum and data in preparation for accreditation. The committee reviewed the benefits of the 3 year cycle and the 6 year cycle.

A) Advantage of 3 year cycle:
· Midterm reports are completed every 3 years for accreditation
· Allows for response to changing institutional priorities / budgets
· Allows for more timely response to curricular needs / changes
· A three year review is likely less onerous than pulling together all the information every 6 years.

B) Advantage of 6 year cycle:
· Provides opportunity for longer term reflect

The committee agreed that the benefits of a 3 year cycle were important and despite the work involved could be beneficial to the departments and the college. 

There have been requests from faculty to move program review to winter quarter. The Committee briefly discussed how to make program review in winter coincide with PaRC and OPC calendar. More discussion will be needed.  This can be brought to PRC in the fall for discussion and if agreed PRC can make a recommendation to PaRC.

Summary:  The committee recommended that Foothill College continue with the 3 year program review cycle. Andrew will write a formal proposal to present to PaRC.
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