Institutional Planning Committee (IPC) Meeting Summary
Friday, March 19, 2010

1:00 – 2:30 p.m.
Members Present: Rick Ambrose, Michael Claire, Sandra Stefani Comerford, Laura Demsetz, Lorrita Ford, Kevin Henson, Joyce Heyman, Jennifer Hughes (co-chair), Jing Luan, Milla McConnell-Tuite, John Sewart, Virgil Stanford, Huy Tran, Henry Villareal
Members Absent: Diana Bennett, Susan Estes, Frederick Gaines, Deborah Laulusa, Steffi Santana, Andreas Wolf
Guests: None
Review of Day’s Agenda 
One additional item was added to the agenda: Institutionalizing the Art on Campus Committee
Review of March 5 Meeting Summary 
The summary notes from March 5 were approved with one correction. Under the PRIE Update, there was mention of using Project Software for the Planning Calendar. This should be stated as Microsoft Project.
IPC Ad Hoc Steering Committee Update

The committee has met twice. An email will be going out to the campus community before the spring break. It will include information about the charge of the committee, the timeline, and the various methods by which faculty and staff input regarding the criteria for decision making will be solicited.  Mike is also planning an all college meeting for some time later in spring. The Steering Committee co-chairs will coordinate with Mike regarding the scheduling of the all college meeting. It may be that there will be an opportunity to provide an update by the co-chairs at the all college meeting.

Jing mentioned that the San Mateo District Strategic Planning Committee recognized that it must be more in tune with the needs of the faculty, staff and students, the market forces, and the cohesiveness of our district colleges. Therefore, the committee agreed to embark on a visioning process that will be useful in guiding the district strategic planning efforts. An outside consultant will help facilitate these discussions. 

It was determined that the district visioning will be at a global level and not impact/interfere with the work of the IPC Steering Committee.
PRIE Update

Staff from PRIE distributed several documents that have been revised and updated. They included the Institutional Planning Cycle document which is aligned with the 6 year accreditation cycle and includes milestone dates for the District Strategic Plan, EMP and development of institutional priorities, and institutional plan. It is important that all these processes sync with the accreditation cycle. The first cycle for the college plans will have a 4-year planning horizon, while we sync this cycle with the normal 6-year accreditation cycle.

  Questions were raised regarding the assessment of the planning process which IPC will coordinate. A survey has been developed for evaluating Program Review, which will be distributed this spring. Clarification of terms, formatting modifications, and some reorganization were made this spring to the Program Review documents to improve their ease of use. Program Review is under the purview of the Academic Senate and faculty were involved in the development of the Program Review forms. Thus, as IPC evaluates all planning efforts, it will be important to be mindful of the extent to which IPC can recommend changes to Program Review. 
 
The College Index is nearly complete. The majority of indicators have been populated with 2008-09 baseline data. A few indicators will have 2009-10 baseline data. The next step is to establish targets for each of the indicators. It is important to note that some indicators may be “flat” while others may be set high.  PRIE, Cabinet and appropriate staff most familiar with a particular indicator will establish the targets. 
 
John Sewart reminded the committee that the Noel-Levitz survey will be administered to students this spring.
Reminder: Institutional Plans Due April 16
Meetings with the Institutional Planning Committees have been scheduled to review the plans. The plans will be posted to the PRIE website after being received by IPC. This will allow the college community to review them prior to the end of the spring semester. 
Other Items
The group discussed the role of IPC in serving as a “clearinghouse” for miscellaneous institutional issues that may require attention/improvement. Several examples were cited, which as they currently function, create additional work, particularly for classified staff.   Given the reductions in classified staff, it is important that every effort be made to streamline processes. Questions arose as to whether IPC simply serves as a clearinghouse and then refers the issue(s) to the appropriate person/body at the college or district for resolving, or if IPC monitors and tracks these issues to the point of resolution.  This item needs further discussion as there may already be existing processes (e.g. discussion in Cabinet, Instructional Administrators and/or Student Services Administrators meetings) for addressing such issues. It is also important to consider the impact on IPC’s primary function as the overarching planning body for the college if it takes on this responsibility.
It was suggested that the Art on Campus Committee become an institutional committee, with representation from constituencies similar to that of the other institutional committees.  Further discussion is needed to determine if they should have a reporting relationship to IPC or directly to College Council. The current committee has been developing an Art on Campus Policy that will be reviewed by College Council this spring.

Next Meeting: 
April 16, 2010 (This meeting was subsequently canceled due to the conflict with the Ad Hoc Steering Committee meeting.)
Meeting summary submitted by Jennifer Hughes
