Integrated Planning and Budget Process 2010

Survey Results


Participant Summary: 28 out of 42 responded (2/3)

	Student
	4

	Classified
	11

	Part-Time Faculty
	0

	Full-Time Faculty
	8

	Administrator
	5

	Total:
	28


Campus:

	Foothill
	88.9%

	Middlefield
	11.1%


Participation:
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Process Overview:
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Resource Allocation Process:
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Comments:

• Consistent criteria and procedures

• The problem was not so much a lack of clear instructions as the fact that the process at a more macro level was not sufficiently defined. This was demonstrated (for example) by the great inconsistency in the types of requests that came forward, and the supporting information provided. Then it seemed that the OPC couldn't do much to make sense of what came to them from the SIPs. So it seems that many aspects of the process need to be thought through more clearly and in detail before the next iteration begins.
• Consistent requests i.e. formatted similarly with explicit information asked for and provided.

• A longer retreat or something, to inform and/or update all members on the information that is necessary to be a strong participant on any committee.
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Overall Structure Comments:

• I did not participate at an extensive level and still do not have a clear understanding as to whether or not the process is effective.

• It would have been helpful to have a "no idea" option for the questions. The survey assumed I was a part of everything. I started on a SIP committee in the Fall but had to withdraw early on.

• More training and background information is necessary next time to be more involved

• The resources requests were flawed & the SIPS were unprepared to make good decisions. Not a good system.

PaRC Overview:
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Comments:

• The meetings were efficiently run, but it was striking how little many of the members participated in discussion. I question how comfortable everyone felt about being able to speak openly and honestly.

• I think it would be nice if the minutes were received soon after the meeting rather than before the next meeting. I understand that they have to be approved before they become official, but i think it would be nice to have a clear summary of what happened on paper.

• Even during the periods where a "glitch" in proceedings was evident, people really seemed to want to work through it and come up with a suitable solution.

• Some Top Down Type "Discussions" where members of the committee were only informed by select individuals (Admins) of processes changed or implemented or decisions made.

Summary of Strategic Initiative Planning Section:
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Comments:

• Not all the tri-chairs made good on their commitment, and all the members had extremely limited time available for the required work. The committee suffered a lot from being asked to change directions several times during the year. Much of what we were asked to do was confused and confusing, and it was difficult to maintain a sense that we were engaged in doing something of value.

• Classified members overwhelmed with their assignments in regular job and skipped meetings. Meetings with 2-3 missing members was a complete waste of time.

• Shirl did a good job with OPC, but the resource requests were not easy to deal with in the format they came in. The mandate for the various SIPS were unclear.

End of Survey Comments:

•The goals of the new planning process (integration of program review, budget, planning, governance, etc.) are good. Classified Senate was effectively non-functional this year, so staff representatives lacked guidance and participated largely as individuals. Processed changed dramatically along the way, rendering previous work of little use. Confusion about goals vs. commitments to action. Timelines too short. Great inconsistency among departments in resource requests. Much more training, data, and context are necessary for departments, SIP's, and PaRC to provide useful advice to management. Classified governance participation must be strengthened to bring staff throughout campus into the processes. It's good to be thoroughly reviewing the process for improvements.
• One of the great gaps we saw this year was in having the Student Services and Administrative resource requests included along with those from the instructional areas--that is, they weren't included. We also didn't receive information in the SIPs from most of the program reviews in those areas. That should be addressed in the future for this to be a truly "integrated planning and budget structure."

• Faculty just need more time to understand how the components will fit together - more time and more information! Those on the committees are "in the know" but to get complete buy-in, everyone has to be informed.

• Honestly, nothing that I can think of. However, I do believe we need to exercise a reasonable degree of patience with this new structure. This was a fairly substantial shift for the college from an institutional perspective. As such, to me, it will be necessary for some time to pass before people feel a greater degree of comfort with the structure. At its core, the structure is about student learning and linking it with resource availability along with needs, just as it ought to be in my opinion. So I believe we are definitely on the right track. Hopefully we can work towards making it even better.

• More expertise needed. A better format for program review (terrible document!), a better format for resources requests. The budget process feels poorly defined & not carefully administered.

• There did not seem to be any connection between the commitments to action the SIPS were initially asked to develop, which were loosely tied to the core missions of the college, and the resource requests that they were asked to prioritize. Because of this disconnect, the structure does not lend itself towards developing new priorities for the college which are driven by the college community through the SIPs.
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