DISTRICT STRATEGIC PLANNING EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

February 29, 2008 – 2:30-4:30 P.M (DLRCC #409)
MINUTES

Chair:
Jim Buysse, Interim Chancellor

Members Present

Braymer, Patti; Brown, Aaron; Carlson, Christine; Conyers, Lisa; Crasnow, Sharon; Davis, Brenda; Hendrick, Irv; Beeman, Chani ( for Melissa Kane); Lacy, Linda; Loewenstein, Gaither; Maghroori, Ray; McCroskey, Paula (Debbie DiThomas); Segura, Gustavo; 
Members Absent

Beckstrom, Doug; Brown, Tim; DiThomas, Debbie; Galicia, Felipe; Mahon, Richard; Naranjo, Carlos (student trustee); Schwerdtfeger, Patrick
Committee Staff Present

Bajaj, Raj; Bramucci, Bob; Gilson, Steve; Kauffman, Kristina; Torres, David; Vito, Ron;
Absent:  Bush, Ed; Chavez, Tish; Parsons, Jim; Thomas, Sylvia; Wagner, Tom; Webster, Mike
I. Approval of 1/25/08 Minutes – MSC/Davis/A. Brown
II. Report from Campuses 
a. Moreno Valley – Irv Hendrick
Irv reported that the Moreno Valley Educational Plan and Facilities Master Plan including the build-out of the campus will be presented to the April 8th board meeting. Conversations are being discussed as to what programs from the Ben Clark Training Center will be moved to the Moreno Valley campus.  Agenda item withdrawn from last meeting will come back to the committee regarding modular units to be placed on MV campus for EMS. Lisa Conyers discussed the desire of the committee is to have a senate loop in the flow chart after determining whether the matter is operational or strategic. Looking at the possibility of collapsing the 10 subcommittees into 4 subcommittees.  
b. Norco – Brenda Davis
No report.  
c. Riverside – Linda Lacy
Still have conflict with some of the language in the Educational Facilities Master Plan.  Scheduled to go to the Riverside Strategic Planning Committee on March 6th and onto the board next week.  There has been tremendous input in using the strategic planning process to prioritize budget items and faculty are very pleased that the program reviews are actually going to be used for resource allocation.  Eric Middlestead, from Facilities, made a presentation to the Strategic Planning Committee giving the committee a better understanding of space allocation, load ratio, etc.  
III.
Items for Information
Open Campus Report – Bob Bramucci

The recent WebCT/Blackboard slowdown was the result of server errors for which Blackboard has admitted responsibility.  During this crisis, Blackboard’s service response was unacceptably sluggish: we were told the problem was with the internet service provider but Open Campus research proved Blackboard was at fault.  The district needs to get a very specific pledge from them promising they will make improvements to provide better service. Unfortunately, Blackboard has over 85% market share and has recently successfully sued Desire2learn (a for-profit competitor) for patent infringement, so realistically RCCD must either continue with Blackboard or consider open source alternatives.

a.
Update on Budget Allocation Model – Aaron Brown
Working on sketching out more detailed models.  This is a multi-step  and multi- phase process in order to come up with a tentative budget with deadlines to adhere to for budget development.   Questions and ideas derived from earnest discussion:

· On what basis do we want the allocation determination to be?  Off the top, entity allocations only, etc. 
· How do we deal with efficiency issues or high cost programs that require a lot of data?

· How do we deal with reserves and set asides if needed for particular things?

· Need linkage between Strategic Planning processes and the Program Review process

· What kind of standards do we want to tie the budget allocation model to? Is this a campus-based or district-based decision?
· Mid-year budget adjustments – how do we allocate more growth money or budget cuts?  How do make sure fairness, equity is instilled?  

· How do we build incentives and disincentives?  How do we treat budget savings?

· How do we tackle the issue with district organizational structure?  How do we make sure we comply with the 75/25 and the 50% Law?  
b. District Level Planning Process:  Making Program Review for District Entities

Kristina Kauffman discussed utilizing our planning processes suggesting a proposal to form a subcommittee that includes the Associate Vice Chancellor’s and, if so desired, the Vice Chancellor’s to discuss how we would like to manage the comprehensive program reviews and annual instructional program reviews and feed those into our administrative unit program reviews, prioritizing and discussing our own budgetary needs.  We need a consensus on a formal link to planning the budgetary process for new budget items for District entities that mirrors what we are asking each of the campuses to do.  


Committee Responses:

· Allow evaluation from the whole group to try and weigh the priorities and have better linkage to planning.  
· How does this meet the standard of an integrated systematic planning process tied to resources? Need flexibility for tough decisions such as programs that may need to be  cancelled or moved around
· Two different types of judgments to be made: (1) Which District entity has priority? (2) How much money is available for these District entities? How do we format a process?
· Proposing that the Associate Vice Chancellor’s and Vice Chancellor’s come together and have this discussion and try to reach some kind of consensus about what we think would be an optimal process and have a visual and narrative format to bring back to this committee for presentation.  
Motion – to form subcommittee for planning process/Consensus

c.
Meaningful Part of Planning – Kristina Kauffman
Discussion on the new District Strategic Planning Process chart showing a quick overview of process including sub-charts for detail on each campus.  Is this a better way to illustrate our planning process?  
Committee Responses:

· Indicate somehow that not all decisions feed into the district.

· Rather than say President’s Cabinet and District Executive Cabinet (which are advisory groups only), show that the decisions makers are the Presidents and the Chancellors.  

· Norco needs to review the chart and see if it clearly communicates their process.  

· Differs from previous chart which was top down and didn’t show the Presidents and Chancellor’s role. Program Review is shown as foundational to everything.  

· Suggestion to drop subcommittees and detail to give more space to clearly see that we actually do have a District Strategic Planning Process that’s consistent with the budget allocation model.  
d. District Strategic Planning and Organization – Jim Buysse
Discussion about having a day-long DSPC retreat to brainstorm and talk about the function of this committee and to clarify the District Mission Statement
Committee Responses:
· Gaither stated that it’s urgent that a timeline be developed to address accreditation recommendations for visit in October 2009 

· Ray stated that a new district mission statement must be approved by the board for inclusion in the accreditation report.  

Proposed Centennial Plan 2008-2016 – Jim Buysse


Discussion of planning issues:

Committee Responses:
· Gaither suggested that all planning issues could be consolidated under three or four broad issues:  (1) Student Success (2) Student Access (3) Enrollment Management (4) RCCD Service Area  (5) Operational/Long-Term
· Once the major issues have been identified, task forces can be structured, as soon as possible, around those issues.
· Send accreditation items, addressing all three campuses, to Kristina to be included on the next agenda.
Meeting Adjourned at 4:30 p.m.


Next Meeting:  


Friday, March 28, 2008
1:30 – 5:00 p.m. (Tentative)
District Office, Conference Room
