District Planning Committee

Minutes

November 6, 2009

LACC Faculty and Staff Center

Call to Order

The meeting was called to order at 1:38 p.m.

Opening Remarks & Agenda Review

G. Colombo distributed the proposed agenda which the committee reviewed and approved. 

Approval of Minutes 10-23-09 DPC Meeting

The minutes of the 10-23-09 DPC meeting were reviewed and approved as edited by R. Gust. 

District Governance & Functions Assessment Projects Update

G. Colombo updated the committee on the progress made on the district-wide governance assessment project, related to district-level accreditation recommendations from the Cityside round of self studies in Spring 2009.  Governance surveys have now been introduced and completed at the DAS Leadership Summit and at the AFT Chairs’ Workshop.  In addition, the survey will soon be placed on a SurveyMonkey site to facilitate its distribution and analysis.  A draft governance committee template has been completed and appointments have been established for presentations of the survey to the Academic Senates and College Councils at all of the Cityside colleges.  DPC representatives from the Seaside and Valleyside colleges agreed to brief their Senates and College Councils on the surveys before the end of the term.  Once these presentations are done, G. Colombo will send emails to all Council members and senators with links to the SurveyMonkey sites.  In addition, it was reported that the Chancellor’s Cabinet, the three VP councils, the Executive Boards of AFT 1521 and 1521a, the Student Affairs Committee, and the full DAS will be briefed and surveyed over the next two months.  

The assessment of District/College roles and functions has also been completed at the AFT Chairs’ workshop and will go out to the Cityside colleges along with the governance assessment.  It will be included in the briefings and of the Seaside and Valleyside colleges as well.  A power point presentation was shared with the DPC that can be used to support these local senate and college council briefings.  In addition, an outline of additional content for the District Functional Map was shared with the committee.  This new content will focus more directly on district-level decision making, the roles of various stakeholder groups, and the roles of key governance committees.    

Initial response from the governance surveys completed at the DAS Leadership Summit seem quite positive, with most district-level governance processes being given positive approval ratings above 50-60%.  Responses are expected to be less positive as the survey moves out to the colleges and it is taken by faculty, staff, and students who are less directly involved in district-level governance.

The committee also reviewed the newly revised draft of the governance committee self-assessment template.  It was agreed that district-level decision-making committees like the DBC tend to focus on repetitive processes as part of their primary charges. Thus they typically do not formulate annual goals per se.  Given this reality, the revised template should be more appropriate than the template as originally submitted. 


2009 ARCC Presentation 

G. Prather led the group though a power point presentation of the 2009 ARCC accountability report outcomes.  These will be shared formally with the Board of Trustees, as required by law, before the end of the year.  The committee was presented with a summary of the primary ARCC outcome measures, including the SPAR “rate,” the rate of those who accrue 30 credit units, the transfer prepared rate, etc.  G. Prather then went on to compare the state-derived ARCC data with the same rates derived from district data sources, noting that district-produced data are generally more consistent and less volatile than are the ARCC outcomes.  District data, he surmised, is generally more accurate than the ARCC data because of technical problems with state-wide data reporting and because district course levels are more accurately coded locally.  ARCC also consistently over-reports college success because it does not factor out special instructional programs, like the Sheriff’s Academy at ELAC.  Overall, he suggested that it would be more useful to focus on outcomes that can be tracked via shorter time frames.  These would have a better chance of producing meaningful and actionable results.  

College Effectiveness and Self Inventory Draft Report Review

G. Colombo next shared copies of the latest drafts of the College Self Inventory Summary Report and the College Effectiveness Reports.  These will be discussed with the Board of Trustees in relation to the ARCC report and the Board’s hearing on accountability in early December.  The Effectiveness Reports will also be shared with the Board’s Planning and Student Success Committee as part of the College Strategic Plan presentations that will be continuing throughout the year.  Several persistent problems were noted in relation to the Self Inventory effort, including problems related to identifying PACE programs and with quantifying staffing levels and usage of college facilities.  It was generally agreed that some of the items in the 2008 Self Inventory will likely need to be either refined or dropped in the future.  In general, it was agreed that the College Effectiveness Reports appeared to be both more accurate and more useful at this stage.  

Documenting the Impact of Program Review

E. Pai briefed the committee on what LACC is doing to document the impact of program review on all of the planning and decision-making processes as LACC.  This is being done in response to accreditor recommendations received during the spring Self Study visit.  When LASC was asked to do this, the college responded with a list of specific changes that were made to educational programs and administrative processes as the result of program review.  City is developing a modularized report that will be sent to various user-groups throughout the college—typically decision makers and decision-making committees—that will draw information from the report to guide their efforts.  During the ensuing discussion it was asked to what extent the impact needs to be quantified.  It was also noted that as colleges address this issue, they should also assess how they are responding to all their strategic plan goals and objectives.  It was agreed that these layers of “meta-reporting” seemed daunting given all that the colleges currently have to do in relation to their planning efforts.  

Adjournment

The committee adjourned at 3:30 p.m.  The next DPC meeting will be held on December 11, 2009 from 1:30 to 3:30 p.m. in the Faculty and Staff Center at LACC. 
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