Institutional Effectiveness Committee Minutes

December 11, 2009

Page 2

Institutional Effectiveness Committee Minutes
December 11, 2009

10:00 – 12:00 p.m.  --  Room S5-103

Co-Chairs: Kathy Werle and Linda Woods

Members in Attendance:

Kathy Werle, Linda Woods, Brett Bell, Peter Fong, Amy Fraher, Buran Haidar, Michael Lopez, Eric Mosier (sub for Mary Hart), Duane Short, Carol Smith, 

Guests:

Lou Ascione, Daphne Figueroa, Dan Gutowski, Patricia Hsieh, Namphol Sinkaset 
The meeting was convened at 10:15 a.m.

A. Old Business

Approval of Oct. 9, 2009 Meeting Minutes
Minutes approved with corrections (MSC B. Bell/B. Haidar)

Approval of December 11, 2009 Meeting Agenda

Agenda approved (MSC D. Short/B. Bell)

1. “New” Planning Flow Chart for 2010-2011 (MM, ASC, CS)
D. Figueroa presented the flow chart at the District Strategic Planning meeting.  Feedback from the committee was to add SLOAC data to Miramar’s Planning Flow Chart.  P. Hsieh added that the data from District was pertinent and that the SLOAC information should be added to show the link between SLOAC and Program Review.  A. Fraher added how helpful she found SLOs to be when using the information to evaluate class scheduling as it relates to student success.

B. New Business

1.
Strategic Plan (Werle/Woods)
The document on the President’s web page was updated to reflect the current, approved Strategic Plan.
2.
Institutional Assessment Plan (IAP)
D. Figueroa presented a PowerPoint presentation (Working Toward an Institutional Assessment Plan).  The presented information included:  Assessment Plan components, key players (faculty, program units, Office of Institutional Research, etc.), essential steps, and examining your own institution (important questions to ask).
Discussion:

A. Fraher commented that we need to commit to and work on a long-range plan, suggesting the plan take us through 2012, after which we revise the plan to show how the process will be used to continuously improve quality of courses, programs and services.  A. Fraher added that conversations about the plan and processes are happening at this point because we are updating the SLOAC timeline.
D. Figueroa mentioned that despite procedure and resources, a small number of faculty refuse to write or assess some or all of the SLOs for their course(s).  
P. Fong stated that faculty refusing to do SLOs is problematic and that it should not be an option for faculty to complete their SLOs.  He feels that refusal to do so should be a discipline issue because SLOs are faculty driven.  Peter added that hopefully faculty can convince the other faculty to complete their SLOs.

P. Hsieh added that the College will have a presentation on opening day in spring (convocation) showing the progress we have made thus far in SLO Tracker development.  After the presentation, the information will be presented to the constitute groups.

3.
Budget and Development Subcommittee Review (Haidar/Bell)

B. Bell and B. Hairar presented the 2009-2010 budget summary.
I.
Budget Summary for 2009-2010

Grand Total:  $32,072,625

a.  
Unrestricted General Funds

Allocated Budget  $25,037,879

b.  
Restricted General Budget
Categorical Budgets   $2,652,670
Grants and Contracts  $4,382,076

II.  
2010-2011 Budget Development Considerations
Revenue Losses as of November 2009 are $12.98 million

The losses are: $10 million from continuous budget reductions and $2.98 million of one-time budget reductions.

A four page detailed document will be posted on the G drive.

IELM funds, which are used for instructional equipment and library purchases, were reduced to $0.00 in 2009-2010.  Fund balances will be held and used this year and next year for emergency requests.

D. Short asked about grants that may be available for extra income.  Kathy discussed grant projects that are being discussed or are in progress.

4.
Research Subcommittee Review (Fraher)
A. Fraher discussed the Environmental Scan.  She presented a PowerPoint presentation which covered the following topics:  the development process, main issues, fiscal issues, enrollment management, faculty hiring and retention, job training, and a summary slide.
5.
VPI – Institutional Program Review Summary (Werle)

K. Werle discussed this item.  This is the third review cycle using the existing form.  The more data provided by departments, the better decisions can be made.  Most departments are requesting additional FTEF for growth, while some are more concerned with maintaining current program needs with the workload reduction in FTEF.  Requests for additional classified positions have also been requested and are being prioritized by the VPs.  Some programs also expressed the need for tutoring services.  Facilities needs have been met for the most part with the planned construction. There is a significant need for supply and equipment budget.  Some equipment needs may be met via donations or other resources that do not require funds.  The committee will be reviewing and prioritizing the lists.

6.
VPA – Administrative Services Program Review Summary (Bell)

B. Bell presented the Administrative Services Program Review summary.  He explained that the process for Administrative Services is similar to the Instructional Services Program Review.  The Administrative Services Program Review includes:  who they are and what they do (staffing, professional development, facilities, technology, equipment).

The Program Review process only looked inwardly.  There are no SLOs for the Administrative Services area; therefore, outside evaluation was not available.  

7.
VPSS – Student Services Program Review Summary (Fong)

P. Fong handed out a copy of the Student Services Program Review Summary for 2008-2009.   Some of the Student Services goals are: 

· Establish group counseling sessions and promote online counseling.

· Maintain DSPS student headcount (during severe budget cuts)

· Revised MOUs to deliverables. Some MOUs with high schools were previously funded by grants; however, that funding is no longer available.

· Create a summary of program outcomes

· Anticipate increased student contacts all areas of service.

· Utilize Wal-mart grant for Vets to Jets.

8.
Ranking 2010-2011 College Wide Priorities

There are six Miramar College unranked college-wide priorities for 2010-2011.  The priorities were ranked by the committee as follows:
Ranked College-Wide Priorities for 2010-11

1. Improve the quality of student learning, institutional structures and services through the use of effective enrollment management, SLOAC and other strategies 

2. Refine and integrate the Program Review and SLOAC processes and demonstrate their link to transparent college-wide planning and resource allocation

3. Identify ways to acquire new resources and/or funding to support college programs

4. Strengthen/expand community and educational partnerships

5. Link facilities planning and campus safety with the Instructional Master Plan, and plan for smooth transition into facilities under construction

6. Identify creative ways to provide and support staff development
C. Other

The meeting adjourned at 12 p.m.

The next meeting is scheduled to meet on February 5, 2010.

