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 Berkeley City College

College Roundtable for Planning and Budgeting

MINUTES

Monday, May 8, 2017

Present:
Janice Adam, Ramona Butler, Lisa R. Cook, Barbara Des Rochers, Windy Franklin, Brenda Johnson, Thomas Kies, Sam Gillette, Kelly Pernell, Cynthia Reese, Phoumy Sayavong, Alejandria Tomas, Tram Vo-Kumamoto, Joseph J. Bielanski, Jr. Katie Koelle 
Co-Chairs: 
Rowena Tomaneng, President and Kelly Pernell, Academic Senate President 

	AGENDA AND DISCUSSION ITEMS

	1. Agenda Review and Approve March 27th Meeting Minutes

	The meeting was called to order by President Tomaneng.  Attendees were requested to review the March 27th meeting minutes.  
Alejandria Tomas moved to approve the meeting minutes.

Second by:  Barbara Des Rochers
All in favor

Opposed:  None
Abstentions: None

	2.  Shared Governance Manual – Classified Senate/Education Committee/Facilities/Technology

	Facilitated by:  Dean Phoumy Sayavong 
Added to the handouts were the Department Chairs Council and the Planning for Institutional Effectiveness (PIE) Committee.
Updates/changes were reviewed and discussed.
· Academic Senate - no changes.

· Department Chairs Council:  
Documents referenced: Department Chairs Council-2014 Shared Governance Manual and Department Chairs Council-2017 Shared Governance Manual
The previous version and the version with 2017 recommended changes were both provided for comparison.  It is relatively the same.  Clarifications were made in the first paragraph about the lead chair.  The lead chair is now a one-year elected position.
· Stipulations added:

· That person will not have served in that position within the last three years.

· Will not have another major shared governance role.

· Will waive the restrictions if no other faculty comes forward to serve in the role.

· Previous:
· Lead role rotated among the department chairs.
· There was additional discussion on the “Recommends to” area:
· Previously recommended to the Vice President of Instruction (VPI).

· The 2017 updates include the VPI, Deans, and other shared governance committees.
· Added under “Purpose”:

· The Department Chairs may hold a chairs-only meeting in place of one of the two monthly meetings for the purpose of forming recommendations.

· 5th bullet added: “policies, practices, procedures and processes as they pertain to department affairs.”
Q.  Academic Senate President, Kelly Pernell, asked if the above recommendations will pass through Academic Senate for approval as they have not seen these changes before the Senate, and the Chairs Council is a sub-committee of the Senate.


Academic Senate is updating their bylaws and have newly elected senators in some of the departments.  They are still looking at the voting membership make-up and some of that discussion could be Chairs instead of Department Heads.  They might change that membership and the Chair of Chairs could potentially become a voting member of the Senate.

Responses:

· Will need to take that to Council. No resistance anticipated.

· We can’t approve any big changes at this meeting as it needs to go through the senates for review.

· We can take record here that it was presented with the next step being to go back to senate to ratify.
· This round of changes would then be done. It was previously agreed as a body that we would be open to looking at it yearly if there are proposed changes by the different shared governance committees.
· VPI and Accreditation Liaison Officer, Tram Vo-Kumamoto added that as part of our accreditation one of the areas we received a recommendation in was the process to review our processes. And, if we are going to look at proposing the potential of making adjustments on an annual basis, that process would need to be defined. On the Institutional Effectiveness (IE) webpage there is a calendar of when we are looking at reviewing our processes. We may want to revisit that if we are going to shift this to a more frequent process. She stated that perhaps today, what we may want to do is recommend approval of these individually, and the compilation will then go to senate.

President Tomaneng’s understanding of this was that in the Fall, when we started the process, we were going to bring the updated Shared Governance Committee changes together as a group for approval, versus individually.  Given that only a few updates came in today, she stated that we will not be approving anything as there is also the shared governance process issue wherein the senates have to take a look at everything before it comes back to Roundtable for approval.   She stated we can still review what has been submitted now.
A review of these updates will be put on the senate agendas in the Fall.
· PIE COMMITTEE 
Documents referenced:  PIE Committeel-2014 Shared Governance Manual and PIE Committeel-2017 Shared Governance Manual
Alejandria Tomas reported that the PIE Committee:

· Reviewed the membership based on their attendance for the past three years.
· They have also evaluated who the individuals are that they would like to see coming into the meeting.
· They have added the Dean of Research and Planning, which is a fairly new position.
· Instead of listing three classified representatives, they have added on Alejandria’s position as the Student Learning Outcomes Assessment Specialist and the College Researcher.

· They have also identified having one representative from Counseling.
· It previously listed the Education Committee as the committee they recommend to but they felt they also report to the Academic Senate, although not as frequent as they used to or as they would like to.

· They have also added the last two bullets to the Strategic Mission which really relates to reporting out to the whole college community regarding the things they have accomplished or things they would like to accomplish, and also encouraging participation from the college community.
VPI Vo-Kumamoto added that in the conversations in Ed Committee, they felt that the committee actually looked at data based on student achievements so it is more quantitative, whereas the PIE committee looked at student learning. Between the two they felt that there were different perspectives in looking at how our students were doing. She questioned if we wanted to specifically state this.
Alejandria indicated that the revisions were based upon the recommendations from the Ed Committee. They have somehow taken that into account but she doesn’t know if they were specific enough.

What came out of Ed Committee, as noted by Academic Senate President Pernell, was the flow of information or things like integrated planning, and where it would sit. They felt like the activities of integrated planning and strategic planning would sit with the Ed Committee. They were looking at the Institutional Effectiveness name and also the name of the Ed Committee.

President Tomaneng asked where the student service learning outcomes sit.  The response was in the PIE Committee.  She continued stating that it seems like we are missing a classified representative, in regards to membership, that’s identified specifically from classified senate.

Alejandra responded that in terms of having a representative from Student Services, they have project leads for each of the areas and they are in charge of assessing each of their areas. There is not one person who puts them all together and reviews them.  A concern was raised about only having one classified rep for Student Services.
As a representative from Student Services, President Tomaneng noted that he/she would be reporting out to his/her area and not just his/her department. So if the role is that you are representing the Classified to report out to the Classified Senate, and then your area with the Student Services Council, that would be the expected role not just that you belong to your department. She stated it just seems like a big change from three classified representatives.
It was clarified that there are two.

1. SLO Assessment Specialist
2. College Researcher

It was asked if all members were attending the meetings and the response was not all of them.
On the revised charge, Kelly Pernell, noted the Strategic Mission bullet points that might be overlapping with the Ed committee.

Bullet point number five: 
· Analyze student achievement data and implement related research projects (for example, the CCSSE, CCFSE, and SENSE administrations or DQP project); 

She is wondering if this bullet should be moved to Ed Committee.
To Alejandria’s understanding, as she wasn’t at BCC the last time CCSSE was administered, it was something that was taken on by PIE who administered it, analyzed the data and shared the information college-wide. She is unsure of the disconnect.

President Tomaneng feels the disconnect may be that we didn’t have a separate research office before. PIE has done and continues to do a lot of great work but its title has to do with institutional effectiveness which implies the entire college not just SLO assessment. Typically, if you are doing institutional effectiveness the reporting actually comes to Roundtable, because institutional effectiveness reports to the president, who is responsible for the entire institution.
VPI Vo-Kumamoto added that it says, “planning” for institutional effectiveness and it is really “learning” that they are working on. Their role, which is critical to have a specific lens on the learning aspect so that the college is not imbalanced and focused on just achievement data.  She asked if the discussion regarding a different title for PIE had come up.
Alejandria responded that it had not come up in that meeting.
Dean Cook added that there was a time where the PIE committee chairs provided leadership in the accreditation process for some of these areas.  The question is what is the direction?  Clearly the PIE committee focuses on student learning and does that very well and so the other pieces…that was always my question.
Could it be just clarification in the recommends to area?

It was felt by Alejandria that it is two different issues: 

Institutional Effectiveness:  Is that really PIE’s role? That is a bigger/larger discussion that I don’t think we will solve this semester. It’s something that we will have to evaluate later on.  There is also the issue that maybe we need to recommend to Academic Senate for these areas and then we recommend to Ed Committee for other areas.
A question was posed to Dean Sayavong regarding what he is doing at Laney and do they have a separate office that’s just institutional effectiveness?

Response:  They do.  They don’t have an Ed Committee. Institutional Effectiveness oversees the overarching process.

VPI Vo-Kumamoto stated that all of our committees do some level of institutional effectiveness. That’s the piece for this particular committee that is why that title was added; to ensure they were connected to the fact that they were a part of institutional effectiveness. The CCSEE and all of those different types of surveys, it’s around student engagement.  It’s not necessary learning but that’s a portion on the student services side or just even the student life side.
President Tomaneng asked Alejandria to bring this discussion back to PIE to report out on.  Alejandria agreed and noted that it may not be until next semester.

Other discussion items noted:

· It was pointed out that in bullet #3 the acronyms were spelled out and this should happen in bullet #5, and everywhere in the Shared Governance Manual.  VPI Vo-Kumamoto also added that bullet #5 should read, “Analyze student assessment data and implement related research projects…”
· Clarification was made that the membership stated as, “Administrators from the Office of Instruction and Student Services” is intended to reflect one from each department and perhaps it should be spelled out.

· A correction noted under membership is that it should read, “1 representative from Counseling.”

· Currently there is no counseling representative that attends or a Student Services administrator.

· It was also recommended to keep the formatting consistent when identifying the membership and noting the number of representatives required.  The format consistency was noted to be important throughout the manual.

	3. Shared Governance Reports: Academic Senate, Classified Senate, ASBCC

	Academic Senate (Report by Kelly Pernell) 
· Last week VPI Vo-Kumamoto presented the institutional effectiveness indicators.

· The strategic planning goals were introduced.

· These were introduced with the idea that they would be presented today at Roundtable as well.  Whatever comes out of today’s presentation of these topics will be noted and taken to senate to approve and endorse.

· Because faculty at BCC were unable to respond and attend to many of the Enrollment Management task force meetings for goal setting at the district level, they asked Interim Assistant Vice Chancellor, Enrollment Management, Tamika Brown to postpone the goal setting for enrollment management until the Fall.
· They conducted senate elections and have three new senators and still need to find senators to fulfill the CIS and Business senate seats, as well as Arts and Cultural Studies. 
· They have newly elected senators from Library, Modern Languages, ASL, and English.

· Academic Senate VP, Sam Gillette, was introduced as a new, official voting member of the College for Planning and Budgeting Roundtable Committee. He replaces Carolyn J. Martin.

·  Classified Senate 
· No representation/report.
Associated Students of Berkeley City College (ASBCC)  
· No representation/report.

	4. BCC Strategic Goals

	Document referenced:  BCC_2016-18_Strategic Planning Draft v9
Facilitated by:  Dean Phoumy Sayavong
The difference noted in this version is that all of the activities were taken out.  

Background behind this decision:

It was recommended by VPI Vo-Kumamoto and President Tomaneng that because the activities of the Ed Committee are coinciding with how we are overseeing a lot of the activities that also address our strategic plan, the recommendation was to hand over the oversight of all the activities that we have to address, the goals and the indicators, to the Ed Committee. We are not really losing anything, we are just handing off a bulk of the responsibility. In place of that we then have, for our overall strategic plan, is a focus on strategies to address the goals and indicators.  
Providing some background, Dean Sayavong noted that a derivative from the Ed Master Plan is included as an intro to what we are trying to achieve, followed by some of the key strategy approaches.  He stated that for the purpose of the Roundtable, we then have oversight in making sure that we are making progress with our goals, and the indicators are still in place because those are also embedded in the Ed Master Plan.
What Dean Sayavong has done to help us keep track is to do the calculations and embed that into the indicators so we know what we are trying to achieve. This is consistent throughout the handout with a couple of exceptions:

· Under Goal II; Indicators B and D
The percent of increase is so small that he recommended that we don’t note that but go directly to our equity effective which he has included.
Academic Senate President Kelly Pernell agreed to go with the percentages instead of people. Referencing Indicator D, she feels we should not be saying that we are only going to increase or improve by six students.  Academic Senate vice president Gillette noted that it even gets worse in goal number four where we are going from 630 to 633. This seems like a truly insignificant number.
VPI Vo-Kumamoto added that this was done when interim president Krista Johns was here. She is not sure if she worked with district research or did it on her own, but basically the percentages were just to see us moving. The concern with regards to the small numbers is very valid but the other piece that we need to look at is the criteria of the population too. We are all very use to looking at student achievement data not as cohorts too. She knows that the percentages were there and asked if the numbers were that explicit.

Dean Sayavong calculated the numbers to equate what that change would look like in terms of numbers. 

VPI Vo-Kumamoto suggested that if the numbers are too small, then we also need to consider increasing the percentage.  Adding that then we also need to know what is the cohort and perhaps the definition of that so we are all on the same page because it’s not everyone in the class, it’s a group of students potentially that started at a certain time.
Barbara Des Rochers questioned using any of the percentages and numbers at all because you want the emphasis to be on encouraging the completion of degrees. You want to encourage students to complete.  Sometimes when you put in percentages and details of numbers, it changes year to year. Then your mind gets hung up on the numbers and percentages, rather than what can be done to increase participation in general.
Referencing Goal 4, Indicator A, Increase the overall completion rate of degrees or transfers by all students by .5% (from 630 to 633) and 9.4% for African American students (from 58 to 63).
There was a discussion on the clarification of Indicator A as Sam Gillette indicated it that it says we want to increase all students by three students but we specifically want to increase African Americans by 5 people; which means we want to reduce the number of people that are non-African American. He does not think that is the intent but that’s what the numbers are saying. 

It was agreed that it needs a rewrite for better clarification or go without including the specific numbers.

VPI Vo-Kumamoto pointed out that the numbers were inserted because the campus community for long has asked, “What does that mean and how does that impact my work.”  Not having some clear targets for the campus that are aspirational is a problem because it’s not enough.  She also agrees that it needs refinement the question is where is that balance and how do we make it easy for people to understand.
For some of these really small improvements, Dean Sayavong asked if we can change them since the number is embedded in the EMP.
VPI Vo-Kumamoto responded that she doesn’t think we need to as the goals are still the same.  You can say we have refined our analysis of our numbers and have an addendum.  The goals stay the same but the indicators can be adjusted.

President Tomaneng added that the indicators are meant to be adjusted but usually if you have them in the EMP colleges don’t usually adjust them until reassessing what has been done. She indicated that she feels strongly that we need to revise the metrics so that we have a higher target than just 3 students for 1 indicator.
Barbara Des Rochers remembers being one of the people early on who asked what does that mean.  When she asked what does that mean, she was not thinking of a number but what can we do. Where is the money that we can add more instructional aides to ensure that we get more students served? She is not guided by the numbers as much as she is guided by the actual act of doing something. If at the end you can say, after this effort we were able to increase this number by this to this, then it would be valuable to put those numbers in at that time.
To give more context, President Tomaneng added that in terms of the recommendation that the Ed Committee as an integrated planning shared governance committee, handle some of the details because they are already handling some of the major activities from the different types of initiatives, she reminded the group that we had a subcommittee working on this. The subcommittee included:

· Kelly Pernell, Academic Senate President

· Vivian Allen, 2016-2017 ASBCC President

· Constituency Representations

· Lisa Cook, Management Group

When they said maybe the Ed Committee should be the responsible committee to be tracking and doing the refining of activities, they brought the recommendation to the smaller committee and they agreed that it made sense in turns of shared governance, so move forward.

She stated that what would be good is that if Ed Committee is doing that responsibility, she thinks Ed Committee knows that they are bringing that document with the activities to Roundtable so that we are not having separate documents when we are really reviewing everything. This was just really giving us an update. We are going to go back and propose some revision of the metrics.

It was recommended by VPI Vo-Kumamoto that the metrics revision take place at this level because we are talking about college-wide metrics. What the Ed Committee is doing is looking at the individual projects and activities and some of them are at program level.  What we will have to do in the next year is to map out how those program level changes will then hit and move whatever we decide to be aspirational indicators at the college level.
President Tomaneng indicated that she will contact former interim president Krista Johns to obtain more detail on how she came up with the metrics for the EMP.  After she hears from her, then we can make a decision on how we can arrive at the metrics. If it is going to be Roundtable taking the lead or, not to blur the lines, Institutional Effectiveness and PIE. 
Based upon a question from Dean Sayavong President Tomaneng stated that based upon her experience at other institutions, once they approve their EMP, the goals and the metrics, they usually do not change those unless there is a formal revision process which we underwent in the spring.
VPI added that the plan as it exists goes to 2021 and, as we work on any plan, if you hit your metrics up front, adding to them and increasing your focus, she doesn’t think there is anything wrong with that.  If we are going to add additional indicators then that would be an addendum.  If you are going above, you are still following your EMP and your indicators.  If you are going below, and all of a sudden you are trudging, and decide to shoot for something less than, then she believes this is when there would be an issue. She feels if you are going above and/or you add additional metrics because you have learned within the years, from year 1 to 5, then that’s o.k.
President Tomaneng responded that usually institutions look at these kinds of documents that if this is what we are striving for, typically most institutions would accept meeting those metrics versus having a higher aspiration to push for.

In regards to Senate, Kelly Pernell, asked do we say we are going for endorsing this with the consideration of revising metrics to be more aspirational? 

· Response:  Yes

It was pointed out that the strategies are on the front of the document, with some explicit bullets, as most of the discussion focused on the back.
Does anyone have any feedback on the strategies?  No feedback was noted.

	5. BCC IEPI Indicators

	Facilitated by Tram Vo-Kumamoto

Document Referenced: BCC IEPI Indicators 

This is the 3rd year in which we have been requested, at the state level, to put in our Indicators. As we talk about the EMP and indicators we have chosen, it somewhat ties into this.  VPI Vo-Kumamoto recommended that if we are going to make any adjustments, we want to connect it to the list of indicators referenced in this document, as well.
This is done at the end of every academic year.  The goal is to have it ready so that when we go into the next academic year, the college is focused on what the goals are for the next year coming in.

Fiscal Viability Indicators. What you will see is that there is a five year history, short-term goal, and a long-term goal. These are what we had put down at the district level as our goals for 1 year (short-term) and 6 years (long-term).  They are requesting that we review this to determine if we want to make changes or stay the same.  The idea with these goals is to be aspirational. 

The first section is at the district level and is done through our district offices, the presidents and cabinet, to be discussed and brought to the Board before it goes in in June.

There was a request to explain #1. Basically at the end of the year, there is a level of reserve balance that you have.  You are not supposed to be negative. This is an area where we probably should bring in our Finance Vice Chancellor to discuss since it is district and not college.

The document review continued with VPI Vo-Kumamoto noting that the numbers we have on our handouts are last year’s data.  She pulled up and projected this year’s data (beginning with 2011-2012) to show that the data is starting to change. 

Reviewing Page 3, College Indicators for Berkeley City College, VPI Vo-Kumamoto again reminded attendees that our handouts begins in 2010-2011 and the information projected starts at 2011-2012.

Looking at the Completion Rate, she noted that what is very different about these indicators in comparison to how we have always done business is that we are reporting by cohorts of students and the cohorts are quite small mainly to make sure we are capturing students that actually want to complete.  The State Chancellor’s Office has created a criteria that the student needs to meet that demonstrates behavior in course taking that looks like you want to get a degree or transfer.  They have eliminated students who are just here to build skills or are not looking to get a degree or transfer.
She noted that six years before 2014-2015 would have been 2009-2010 and for 2015-2016 it is the cohorts that started in 2010-2011.  She has recommended that they note the start of the cohorts in the report.
The completion rates dropped quite a bit for the cohorts of 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 in comparison to the years before. During that period there were budget cuts which impacted the number of students who were going to complete within a six year period because their ability to access courses were limited.  It was suspected that when we get next year’s  data, the number will probably drop or stay close to the 58% range because the cohort that started in 2011-2012 were actually in the depth of our worst recession. The rate will probably peak back up in a couple of years.
She reviewed the other categories noting that these are all indicators that we can potentially adopt as well. There is one area that is required which is number 17. This is your traditional core success. 
All of the data points were taken to chairs committee as well as senate.  The chairs recommended keeping the targets the same because we are still trying to understand all of the data especially the cohorts. They are six years ahead and we haven’t had enough time to see what the implication of the budget swing was going to entail.  Senate has it now to review and determine if we will stick with the same goals or different goals.
Q. How do you come up with the 63.3% and 65.1%?

Response:  Last year May Chen went around to all of the different senates and it was mixed in with the EMP as well.  She presented two ways for us to set goals:  1) to consider the equity piece which was embedded in the EMP and 2) just to set these goals.  They were looking at trends and seeing where the trend might swing and set it as an aspirational to that. What we didn’t recognize is that if you are looking at six years of previous cohorts, the trend would dip because of the budget crisis and impact on students and access to courses.

Using the small cohort groups was viewed to be favorable. That will be a real indicator.

This will come back again for the committee’s recommendation on how we set the goals for this year. If you go to the student success scorecard at the State Chancellor’s Office, you will see most of these indicators being presented by clicking on the down arrow for the college. It’s great to look at them side by side with the state numbers so you can see how we are doing in comparison to the state.
In the fall when we do our flex activities, President Tomaneng is bringing back some of these institutional updates into the morning session so that we will have feedback on how we are doing moving the needle coming from the research office including some budget, instructional, and student services updates.
The Chancellor presented our scorecard to the Board and we are probably going to have to do a presentation on the scorecard because our percentages are very low for certain areas.

· VPI Vo-Kumamoto added that part of that is educating people that it is cohort data as opposed to just numbers for that term.

· It was also noted that our percentages were very low compared to other districts in California.

	6. Planning and Budget Council Update

	This update was not included due to the lack of time.

	Next Meeting:  Monday, May 22nd, 2017, 12:15 p.m., Room 451A/B


Minutes taken: Cynthia D. Reese, 981.2851, creese@peralta.edu
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