ACC Meeting Name:  Institutional Planning Committee 
Minutes
Meeting Date: November 18, 2005 

Time: 1:30 – 3:30 

Location: HBC 201.0

Chair: Soon Merz 


Co-Chair:  Richard Smith



Members Present: Terry Bazan, Bill Carter, Yolanda Chapa, Kathleen Christensen, Dwayne Cox, Maggie de la Teja, Tyra Duncan-Hall, Ben Ferrell, David Fonken, Donetta Goodall, Lyman Grant, Gary Hampton, Kitty Henderson, Amber Kelley, Linda Kluck, Soon Merz, Mike Midgley, Terry Stewart Mouchayleh, Jerry North, Al Purcell, George Reyes, Paul Revere, Gaye Lynn Scott, Linda Smarzik, Richard Smith, Louella Tate, Marilyn Lee Taylor, Judy Van Cleve, Gerry Tucker, Yvonne VanDyke, Hazel Ward, Linda Welsh, and Tobin Wiegand.

Absent: Tom Applegate, Mark Butland, Matthew Daude, Mary Gilmer, Mary Hensley, John Herndon, Mary Kohls, Lynn Lehle, Imad Mouchayleh, Luanne Preston, Michael Sanchez, and Linda Young.


Agenda Item: Minutes 








Presenter: Soon Merz
Discussion:  Jerry North moved that the minutes for the last meeting be approved; Kitty Henderson seconded the motion.

Decision: The IPC Meeting Minutes from October 21, 2005 were approved.


Agenda Item: Announce newly elected Co-chair 
Presenter: Soon Merz
Discussion: There were three nominations.
Decision:  Richard Smith is the new Co-chair of the Institutional Planning Committee


Additional Agenda Item:  IPC annual plan update
Presenter: Soon Merz
Discussion:  Soon Merz announced the revisions to the annual plan had been incorporated into the document and distributed copies.
Decision:  The document is located at http://www.austincc.edu/oiepub/initiatives/planning/ipc.html.


Additional Agenda Item:  IPC purpose statement
Presenter: Soon Merz
Discussion:  Soon Merz announced the purpose statement had not yet been addressed and that this would be an agenda item at the next meeting in January, 2006.

Decision/Follow-Up items: The discussion of IPC’s purpose will be added to the agenda in January.
Person responsible:  Soon Merz

Agenda Item: Master Plan Model and Timeline

Presenter: Soon Merz
Discussion:  Soon Merz presented the proposed model that incorporated revisions from the Cluster Group Leaders meeting.  She emphasized the focus on planning, saying planning should drive budgeting and that the proposed model separates the two from the beginning.  The planning goals become budget items after the IPC has identified through the prioritization process the ones they agree should be the focus for the next budget cycle.

To standardize our planning language, Soon Merz defined “initiative” as a measurable goal or outcome, with measures and targets.  Progress toward achievement of the initiatives/goals will be measured, reported and used for future planning.

The “initiative objective” is defined as the specific action steps or tactics that the unit will implement to achieve the initiative.  Initiative objectives/action steps will not have measures.  



Cluster Groups will work with their units to identify initiatives and initiative objectives.  The IPC prioritization process will identify the top initiatives (only initiatives, not initiative objectives) for the College that the institutional planning committee members agree are the most important for the current planning cycle.   The top initiatives and their associated initiative objectives will be entered into a drop down list in the budget database.  Through the budgeting process, units requesting funds for Master Plan initiative objectives will be required to select them from the drop down list.  Units will then provide the detailed costs for the resources requested for the initiative objective.   
Yvonne VanDyke asked whether the initiative objectives would be predetermined, because there may be unit specific needs that are not included in the priorities of the IPC.  Soon Merz responded that the units create the initiative objectives, but only those that have been prioritized by the IPC as the focus for the planning cycle are listed in the budget system.  If there are items that are not on the IPC prioritized initiative list, they cannot be requested through the Master Plan process for this year.

Mike Midgley expressed concerns about duplication of effort for the unit.  He said the instructional units in the credit instruction cluster group would be asked to submit their goals to be included in the cluster group’s initiatives that IPC would prioritize and, on a second pass, [in the budget process] to add the associated dollar amounts.  


Gary Hampton noted the variation in the power and value of cluster groups.  The credit instruction cluster group contains over 80 units while most of the other cluster groups include fewer than ten units.  Kathleen Christensen asked that the IPC address the size variation in cluster groups.

Maggie de la Teja asked whether the initiatives and initiative objectives from the FY 06 Master Plan database would be “rolled over” to the FY 07 database.  Soon Merz responded that the cluster group leaders had discussed this issue at length.  The decision was that the FY 06 Master Plan database entries would be archived and available for viewing, cutting and pasting, but that the cluster groups would need to enter initiatives, using the refined definition and including measures and targets, for FY07.  If a cluster group wanted to cut and paste from FY06, they would need to carefully review the information and add measures for FY07.

Mike Midgley added that the cluster group leaders discussed whether IPC should identify the top 10 college-wide initiatives that would be the focus for all units. Linda Welsh asked whether ACC had college-wide strategic goals that units could focus on.  Soon Merz said the Master Plan Priorities served that purpose; but those were so broad that anything could be considered to support any one of them.  The proposed model is an attempt to have units working together to achieve specific goals that the IPC agrees are important for the next fiscal year.  Soon Merz said her goal was to create a draft strategic plan for the next 5-10 years to provide to the administration and Board of Trustees.  IPC, as representatives of the institution, needs to identify what they feel are goals the College needs to achieve in the next year.


There were several questions concerning the confusion about how units get money added to their budgets.    Julie Todaro asked where the money for operating the South Austin Campus is coming from.   Linda Smarzik noted departments will try to get money both from the Master Plan process and the budget process.  Mike Midgley added that separating costs from initiatives would be a difficult concept for departments.  

Neil Vickers stated that people have been, and still are, confused about the budgeting process.  The budget system allows requests for additional funding for continuing operations [new money requests].  The vast amount of initiative objective costs that have been put in the Master Plan database belong, in fact, in the Budget database as new money requests.

Bill Carter suggested, in response to concerns about funding new facility projects (Cypress Creek expansion, etc.), that the budget database needs to include “pre-loaded” projects.

Mike Midgley asked whether initiative objectives could be added in March after the IPC prioritization.  Soon Merz said no because the initiatives with their initiative objectives would already be loaded into the budget system by then.  Neil Vickers added that if the College takes a few initiatives based on Board priorities to the Board for approval, there is a greater chance that they would be approved.

Soon Merz said special items such as technology/capital equipment or human resources or facilities will go to those committees for prioritization.  Julie pointed out that those committees prioritize only operational items.  Richard Smith clarified that only new money requests from the budget were included in the technology plan last year.  Master Plan items for the technology and capital equipment items were kept together as a package.  Richard said he thought the facilities and human resources items were treated in the same way.  Soon Merz acknowledged her error and said she would correct the model.

Tyra Duncan-Hall expressed her concern with timing asking whether it was too late to start now.  Mike Midgley said the cluster groups can meet and define initiatives now.  Soon Merz reiterated units and cluster groups could examine the initiatives currently in the Master Plan database.  Tyra also asked Soon Merz to provide an example of an initiative for each cluster group.  Soon Merz said she would.  Bill noted that changes to the database will take time and would probably not be completed until January.  Soon Merz said the timeline would be in flux until the middle or end of February.
Decision:  Tyra Duncan-Hall moved that the model be approved.  Kathleen Christensen seconded the motion.  The motion was approved by the committee.
Follow-Up items:  Modify the Master Plan model to reflect that technology/capital equipment, facilities, and human resources components of an initiative objective will be sent to the appropriate committee/group for input and returned to the IPC subcommittee.
Person responsible:  Soon Merz
Follow-Up items:  Modify the Master Plan database

Person responsible:  Bill Carter


Agenda Item: Cluster Group Reports

Presenter: Soon Merz & Cluster Group Leaders

Discussion: Soon Merz asked if any of the cluster group leaders present were ready to share their cluster group’s main priorities for action in the next fiscal year.  Gerry Tucker reported that the Human Resources Cluster Group would be focusing on two major priorities in FY 07 to assist achievement of the Board’s and President’s goals.  These are first, Servant Leadership training and second, recruiting a diverse group of full-time faculty.  Ben Ferrell reported the Facilities Cluster Group/Task Force is focusing on standardizing space design.  The other cluster group leaders asked that their reports be deferred to our next meeting.  

Donetta Goodall asked that cluster group leaders share their meeting schedules and that they be posted to the website.
Decision/Follow-Up items: Add as an agenda Item for January

Person responsible:  Soon Merz
Follow-Up items: Cluster group meeting schedules will be posted to the Master Plan development web page.
Person responsible:  Cluster Group leaders will send meeting schedules to Roslyn Wallace to have posted.

Agenda Item: CCSSE Results
Presenter: Soon Merz & Roslyn Wallace
Discussion:  Roslyn Wallace presented information about the Community College Survey of Student Engagement.  
· ACC has participated in three survey administration including the pilot.  

· The survey asks students to report the frequency with which they engage in various activities that support student success.

· CCSSE examines students’ responses and groups them into five “benchmarks.”  The benchmarks include 

· Active and collaborative learning
· Student effort
· Academic challenge
· Student-faculty interaction
· Support for learners
· On the benchmark, Student-faculty interaction, ACC students give higher ratings than students at other extra-large college’s or at Hispanic consortium colleges.
· Soon Merz encouraged members to use the CCSSE results to understand how to make improvements in student success.

· A question was raised as to whether there would be a summary or overview report of the results.  Soon stated that OIEA was in the process of preparing a “dashboard” type report with the CCSSE items of interest and how ACC’s students responded compared to extra-large colleges and the national average.  She cautioned that in reviewing the response, care must be given that being above the mean was not always a good thing, such as in the case of students missing classes.

· Bill Carter asked if there were results of any other surveys that could be used to inform the planning process.  Soon said that while ACC participates in other surveys, they are generally for student satisfaction.  CCSSE is different in that it asks questions about how much the student is engaged in their own education.  
Follow-Up items: Post overview on web

Person responsible:  Roslyn Wallace

 Additional Item: Meeting handouts
Presenter: Maggie de la Teja
Discussion:    Maggie de la Teja asked that the group decide whether to use the handouts posted on the IPC web page or whether they would be printed and distributed at the meeting.
Follow-Up items: Members will print out handouts, but if there are changes after the meeting notice has been sent and before the meeting, handouts will be provided at the meeting.
Person responsible:  Members and Soon Merz

Announcements:
· Gerry Tucker gave a reminder that employees only get two holidays, Thursday and Friday for Thanksgiving.  If an employee works on Saturday and/or Sunday their schedule needs to be adjusted to a regular 40 hour work week.
· Bill Carter reported problems with the email, etc. were due to electrical problems and that they were being fixed.


Next Meeting Date: January TBA, 2006  
Time: 1:30 – 3:30

Location: HBC 201.0

Special Notes:
