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Glendale Community College 

Institutional Dialogue Committee 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

May 21, 2007 
3:00 pm SR 328 

 
 

Members Present 

1. Edward Karpp (chair) Administration Institutional Research & Planning 

2. Peggy Renner Faculty Planning Coordinator 

3. Carol Paxton Faculty Program Review Coordinator 

4. Alice Mecom Faculty SLO Coordinator 

5. Jill Lewis Administration Instructional Program Manager 

6. Dawn Lindsay Administration VP, Instructional Services 

7. Sharon Combs Administration VP, Student Services 

8. Lew Lewis Administration Facilities 

9. Vicki Nicholson Administration Human Resources 

10. Dave Roswell Administration Interim Dean, ITS 

Members Absent 

1. Larry Serot Administration VP, Administrative Services 

 
 
 
1. Committee Mission Statement 
 
The draft committee mission statement was passed out and discussed. Several suggestions for changes were 
made: 
 

• The consensus of the group was that the committee may advise governance committees and other 
college constituencies, but that it will not make recommendations. The suggestion was to change the last 
sentence to read “It is not a governance committee and does not set policy. Nor does it make 
recommendations to governance committees.” 

• The committee mission statement does not explicitly mention the improvement of lateral communication 
across campus regarding planning. 

• The name of the committee does not specifically include planning, and the initials IDC are already used 
on campus as the email list for instructional division chairs. Suggestions included Institutional Planning 
Dialogue Committee, Planning Advisory Dialogue Committee, and Campus Planning Dialogue 
Committee. 

 

Action Person Responsible 

Modify draft committee mission statement to 
include recommendations to governance 
committees and lateral communication; send 
new draft to committee 

Edward Karpp 

Solicit new names for committee from members; 
send suggestions to committee for feedback 

Edward Karpp 

 
 
The committee discussed meeting times. It was decided that the third Monday of each month is a good time for 
everyone to meet. It was also decided that the committee should meet through the Summer session. 
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2. Updates 
 
Committee members responsible for different planning and evaluation activities updated the committee on the 
status of their activities. 
 
 Strategic Master Plan 
 
 Peggy Renner updated the committee on the status of the Strategic Master Plan (SMP). The college has 
begun a SWOT analysis (identifying Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) by inviting speakers to 
update the college community about issues such as the Systemwide Strategic Master Plan, technology, etc. In 
Fall 2007, a campus survey will identify key issues for focus groups. Also in Fall 2007, the SWOT analysis will be 
completed and the new college mission statement will be finalized. In Spring 2008, a retreat will be organized for 
writing the Strategic Master Plan. In Fall 2008, the Strategic Master Plan will be approved and will inform the 
accreditation self study. 
 
 Educational Master Plan 
 
 Peggy Renner updated the committee on the status of the Educational Master Plan (EMP). The EMP, 
consisting of program- and unit-level plans, was written in response to a recommendation from the 2004 
accreditation visit. There is a need to integrate the Strategic Master Plan, which sets high-level goals for the 
college, with the Educational Master Plan, which describes where individual programs are going, how they fit into 
the college, and how individuals in each program address SMP goals. In order to address this need for 
integration, an annual planning process is being designed which will ask each program to describe its current 
status and needs. 
 
 Program Review 
 
 Carol Paxton described the purposes of program review and how it is linked to budget allocation and the 
Student Learning Outcomes Assessment Cycle. She described challenges facing program review, including the 
student services and administrative services documents and validation teams, and changes the Program Review 
Committee is making to address these challenges. 
 
 SLOs 
 
 Alice Mecom described the status of SLOs at the college and what must be done to show substantial 
progress by the next accreditation visit. She presented an acronym for the development of the cycle: WRAP, 
which stands for Write SLOs, Run assessments, Analyze the data, and Plan using the SLO data. These steps 
must be completed at the course level, the degree and certificate program level, and the institutional level. 
Additionally, course-level SLOs must be mapped to program-level SLOs and to the college’s core competencies 
(institutional SLOs). Alice presented a timeline for addressing each requirement for SLOs, as defined by the 
accrediting commission through its annual reporting questionnaire. 
 
 Accreditation 
 
 Jill Lewis presented a set of priorities in preparing for the 2010 accreditation site visit. The accrediting 
commission’s annual report, which included questions about SLOs for the first time, was recently completed. A 
released time faculty position combining the coordination of accreditation and SLOs is being developed, with 
plans to fill it from Spring 2008 through Spring 2010. Jill is researching how other community colleges define the 
jobs of accreditation coordinators and self study coordinators. Jill identified the steps in preparing for the 
accreditation visit, including identifying the self study writing team, how to address themes in the self study, and a 
timeline for writing the self study. 
 
 Information Technology 
 
 Dave Roswell reported that the college Technology Plan was approved by the Campuswide Computer 
Coordinating Committee (CCCC). The plan consists of a core plan, which has been completed, and several 
appendices (including a plan for cascading used computers, a disaster recovery plan, etc.), some of which have 
not been completed. The Technology Plan will be reviewed and updated annually. Several members of the 
committee wanted to see the approved version of the Technology Plan. 
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Action Person Responsible 

Send Technology Plan to all members of the 
committee 

Edward Karpp 

 
 
 Human Resources 
 
 Vicki Nicholson identified three plans that Human Resources is developing. The first is a Human 
Resources Plan, which is an overall plan looking at strategic issues including training and a new policy for 
replacement positions. The second plan is a Diversity Plan being put together by the EEO officers serving on 
hiring committees (this is not the same as the Diversity Plan being worked on by an Academic Senate task force). 
The third plan is a Staff Development Plan, which has been submitted. 
 
3. Next Meeting 
 
The next regularly scheduled meeting will be on Monday, June 18 at 3:00. The room has not yet been 
determined. 
 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 pm. 
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Glendale Community College 

Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

June 18, 2007 
3:00 pm SR 328 

 
 

Members Present 

Edward Karpp (chair) Administration Institutional Research & Planning 

Peggy Renner Faculty Planning Coordinator 

Carol Paxton Faculty Program Review Coordinator 

Alice Mecom Faculty SLO Coordinator 

Jill Lewis Administration Instructional Program Manager 

Lew Lewis Administration Facilities 

Larry Serot Administration VP, Administrative Services 

Members Absent 

Dawn Lindsay Administration VP, Instructional Services 

Sharon Combs Administration VP, Student Services 

Vicki Nicholson Administration Human Resources 

Dave Roswell Administration Interim Dean, ITS 

 
 
 
1. Updates 
 
 Facilities Maintenance Plan 
 
 Lew Lewis updated the committee on the Facilities Maintenance Plan, a 5-year plan covering facilities 
maintenance and equipment breakdown, replacement, and repair. It includes facilities personnel as well as the 
Garfield Campus The plan has been looked at by the Administrative Affairs committee but has not received final 
approval yet. Lew plans to update the plan every year. 
 
 Facilities Master Plan 
 
 The committee discussed the distinction between the Facilities Maintenance Plan and the Facilities 
Master Plan. While the Facilities Maintenance Plan covers maintenance, the Facilities Master Plan covers the 
construction of new facilities. A Facilities Master Plan Task Force has started meeting to prepare the next 
Facilities Master Plan, which is updated according to the college’s building needs rather than on a fixed schedule. 
 
 Strategic Master Plan 
 
 Peggy Renner gave an update on the Strategic Master Plan. The next Team B meeting is Tuesday, July 
26 at 2:00. Team B will be looking at a survey of faculty and staff covering accreditation standards. The timeline 
for revising the Strategic Master Plan is to begin a SWOT analysis (identifying strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities, and threats) in Fall 2007, and conduct a retreat in Spring 2008 leading to the revised SMP. 
 
 Educational Master Plan 
 
 Peggy Renner updated the committee on the Educational Master Plan. One issue concerning the EMP is 
how to update program-level plans on a regular, ongoing basis. An annual questionnaire has been discussed, but 
another option would be a dialogue with the people in each program who wrote the original EMP during which the 
plans could be updated, accomplishments could be noted, and budget items could be justified and submitted. 
Another issue is the annual collection of information about program SLOs. This information must be reported on 
the annual report for accreditation, but it is not clear how SLO information will be collected. Possible mechanisms 
were briefly discussed, including an online survey or assessment software. 
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 Program Review 
 
 Carol Paxton reported that Program Review is focusing on linkage, how information from program review 
reports can be forwarded to appropriate areas such as facilities, IHAC, etc. 
 
 Student Learning Outcomes 
 
 Alice Mecom mentioned a site visit to Los Angeles City College scheduled for the week of July 16 to look 
at the eLumen software LACC is using to organize information about SLOs. 
 
 Accreditation 
 
 Jill Lewis briefly discussed progress on the obligations documented in the midterm report sent to the 
accrediting commission. Methods of informing faculty and staff about the accreditation, and SLOs in particular, 
were discussed. A possible presentation at a faculty meeting was suggested. Jill, Peggy, and Alice plan to 
brainstorm with John Queen to think of effective ways to present information about accreditation and SLOs to the 
faculty. 
 
 
2. Other 
 
 Mission Statement 
 
 The committee voted unanimously to approve the following mission statement: 
 

“The mission of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee is to coordinate the planning 
activities of Glendale Community College. Planning activities include the Strategic Master Plan, 
the Educational Master Plan, the Technology Plan, the Learning Resources Plan, the Facilities 
Plan, and the Human Resources Plan. The Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee brings the 
faculty and administrators responsible for different planning activities together in order to 
coordinate activities, synchronize calendars and timelines, and disseminate information about all 
planning processes to the college community. Part of its mission is to improve the information 
flow on campus with respect to planning. The committee’s primary purpose is sharing information, 
not setting policy or decision making. It is not a governance committee, nor does it make 
recommendations to governance committees; however, it can serve as an advisory to various 
constituent groups.” 
 

 Committee Name 
 
 The committee agreed by consensus to change its name from “Institutional Dialogue Committee” 
to “Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee.” 
 
 Membership 
 
 Several members suggested that a representative from the Garfield Campus should serve on the 
committee. 
 

Action Person Responsible 

Ask Karen Holden-Ferkich to serve as a 
member of the Institutional Planning Dialogue 
Committee, or appoint another member to 
represent the Garfield Campus 

Edward Karpp 

 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:30 pm. 
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Members Present 

Edward Karpp (chair) Administration Institutional Research & Planning 

Peggy Renner Faculty Planning Coordinator 

Jill Lewis Administration Instructional Program Manager 

Lew Lewis Administration Facilities 

Dawn Lindsay Administration VP, Instructional Services 

Alfred Ramirez Administration Continuing & Community Education (for Karen 
Holden-Ferkich) 

Ricardo Perez Administration VP, Student Services 

Members Absent 

Carol Paxton Faculty Program Review Coordinator 

Alice Mecom Faculty SLO Coordinator 

Vicki Nicholson Administration Human Resources 

Larry Serot Administration VP, Administrative Services 

Dave Roswell Administration Interim Dean, ITS 

 
 
 
1. Planning and Budgeting Calendars and Timelines 
 
Edward Karpp distributed a draft timeline describing a proposed annual goal-setting process developed over the 
course of several meetings with Peggy Renner, Larry Serot, and Edward Karpp. The proposed timeline starts with 
annual goal setting as the planning coordinator collects plans (including the Technology Plan, Facilities 
Maintenance Plan, EMP, etc.) in September and distributes them to Team A. Team A meets in October to hear 
progress updates on each plan, then in November for summaries of plan priorities, then in December to vote on 
the highest priorities for the next funding year (2008-2009). Peggy Renner suggested mentioning electronic voting 
in the document, as the planning foci for 2007-2008 were voted on electronically. Peggy Renner also suggested 
adding feedback from the Superintendent/President to the operational planning phase; the 
Superintendent/President receives the prioritized annual goals and may make changes. 
 
Peggy Renner presented a draft form for executive summaries for the different plans to use to present updates to 
Team A at its November meeting. The executive summary form might require some changes to summarize the 
Educational Master Plans. 
 
Dawn Lindsay and Jill Lewis brought a copy of a document handed out by Audre Levy at the combined 
Cabinet/Managers meeting on July 31. The document included a table with the Board of Trustees goals, the 
Strategic Master Plan goals, and the accreditation standards. Managers were told to use this document to 
organize their planning for next year. There was some concern that this document might duplicate the planning 
process and Team B, which is putting together an electronic survey for faculty and staff to be administered in Fall 
2007. Dawn Lindsay and Rick Perez volunteered to bring this issue to a senior staff meeting. 
 
Because many planning activities are scheduled for Fall 2007, discussion turned to making faculty and staff 
aware of these activities. The primary activity discussed at the meeting was the update/revision of the Strategic 
Master Plan, but means of publicizing updates of program-level Educational Master Plans, the upcoming 
accreditation process, and Student Learning Outcomes were also discussed. Potential venues for getting the 
word out included an institute day presentation, a Chaparral article, the division chair retreat, faculty meetings, 
and classified institute day. 
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Regarding the EMP update, Dawn Lindsay suggested that Peggy Renner speak with the division chairs (at the 
division chair retreat before the beginning of Fall 2007) about updating each of the EMPs in their area and making 
SLOs a priority in the EMP. Division chairs could discuss SLOs at the first division meeting of the year. A 
preliminary schedule would be to speak with division chairs at their retreat in August, ask them to discuss the 
EMP revision and SLOs at division meetings in September, then review the results in October. 
 
Discussion of the importance of defining, assessing, and using SLOs continued. Several suggestions were made 
to motivate faculty to address the SLO issue, including firm deadlines and paying people. Funding released time 
for a second SLO coordinator focusing on student services was also discussed. One suggestion that generated 
much discussion was the idea of setting aside 10 minutes from each monthly faculty meeting to showcase an 
SLO developed by a faculty member or instructional or student services area. 
 
2. Strategic Master Plan Goals on Standing Committee Agendas 
 
Edward Karpp suggested improving awareness of the college’s 10 SMP goals by including them on the agendas 
of standing committee meetings. This process was used at San Joaquin Valley College, a private two-year 
college. The SMP goals could be divided among the standing committees and the appropriate goals could be 
included on each meeting agenda. Edward Karpp will produce a template for the agendas. 
 
3. Executive Summaries for Plans 
 
This item was discussed under item #1; Peggy Renner passed out a draft executive summary form to be used for 
summarizing plans at Team A meetings. 
 
4. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting was scheduled for August 20 at 3:00 pm in SR 328, but Cabinet is now scheduled for August 
20. The next meeting of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee has been moved to Monday, August 27 at 
3:00 pm in SR 328. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 5:30 pm. 
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Glendale Community College 

Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

August 27, 2007 
3:00 pm SF 100A 

 
 

Members Present 

Edward Karpp (chair) Administration Institutional Research & Planning 

Peggy Renner Faculty Planning Coordinator 

Jill Lewis Administration Instructional Program Manager 

Lew Lewis Administration Facilities 

Dawn Lindsay Administration VP, Instructional Services 

Alfred Ramirez Administration Continuing & Community Education (for Karen 
Holden-Ferkich) 

Ricardo Perez Administration VP, Student Services 

Carol Paxton Faculty Program Review Coordinator 

Alice Mecom Faculty SLO Coordinator 

Larry Serot Administration VP, Administrative Services 

   

Members Absent 

Vicki Nicholson Administration Human Resources 

Dave Roswell Administration Interim Dean, ITS 

 
 
 
1. Committee Mission Statement 
 
Edward Karpp distributed a handout showing the overlap among Planning, Program Review, Accreditation, and 
SLOs. The mission of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee says that the committee’s focus is on 
Planning, which includes the areas where Planning overlaps with the other processes. In previous IPDC 
meetings, the discussion has moved into areas outside of Planning, but it will benefit the discussion if the 
committee refocuses on Planning as its central topic. 
 
2. Planning and Budgeting Calendars and Timelines 
 
Edward Karpp distributed the draft timeline describing a proposed annual goal-setting process. One of the first 
steps outlined for a Fall Team A meeting is the presentation of various executive summaries of plans. In 
September, Peggy Renner will ask the plan coordinators to fill out an executive summary sheet so the summaries 
can be presented to Team A. The committee agreed to use Jill Lewis’s list of plans identified through the 
accreditation midterm report process as the basis for the plans to be presented to Team A. The committee 
discussed including the following plans: 
 

• Facilities Maintenance Plan (Lew Lewis) 
• Learning Resources Plan (Linda Winters) 
• Facilities Master Plan/Capital Construction Plan (Larry Serot) 
• Staff Development Plan (Lynn McMurrey, Vicki Nicholson) 
• Staff Diversity Plan (Vicki Nicholson) 
• Instructional Technology Plan (Shereen Allison, Dawn Lindsay) 
• Technology Plan (Dave Roswell, Larry Serot) 
• Emergency Plans (Larry Serot, Ron Vila) 
• Garfield Campus Plan (Karen Holden-Ferkich, Alfred Ramirez, Dawn Lindsay) 
• Educational Master Plan (Peggy Renner) 
• Strategic Master Plan (Peggy Renner) 
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The importance of keeping the college administration, through senior staff meetings, informed of the content of 
these plans was also discussed. 
 
The new process will be presented at September meetings of the standing committees. A special Academic 
Affairs meeting has been scheduled for September 19 at 2:00 to address the issue. 
 
The new process will also be discussed at the first Team A meeting of Fall 2007 on October 30. The Team A 
meeting will cover the new planning/budgeting process, updates on plans’ progress, discussion of the mission 
statement revision, and the election of Team A members. 
 
The second Team A meeting of Fall 2007 will be scheduled for November 13. The executive summaries will be 
presented at this meeting. The results of the faculty and staff survey will also be presented in November to inform 
the development of the revised Strategic Master Plan. 
 
The importance of aligning annual goals with the Board of Trustees’ goals was discussed. It is important to set the 
annual goals through this process and inform the Board of the goals so they can fit the annual goals into their 
goal-setting process. 
 
3. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, October 15, 2007 at 3:00 pm in SF 100A. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 5:30 pm. 
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Glendale Community College 

Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

September 17, 2007 
3:00 pm SF 100A 

 
 

Members Present 

Edward Karpp (chair) Administration Institutional Research & Planning 

Peggy Renner Faculty Planning Coordinator 

Jill Lewis Administration Instructional Program Manager 

Dawn Lindsay Administration VP, Instructional Services 

Alfred Ramirez Administration Continuing & Community Education (for Karen 
Holden-Ferkich) 

Carol Paxton Faculty Program Review Coordinator 

Larry Serot Administration VP, Administrative Services 

   

Members Absent 

Vicki Nicholson Administration Human Resources 

Dave Roswell Administration Interim Dean, ITS 

Ricardo Perez Administration VP, Student Services 

Alice Mecom Faculty SLO Coordinator 

Lew Lewis Administration Facilities 

 
 
 
1. Strategic Master Plan Goals on Standing Committee Agendas 
 
Edward Karpp passed out a sample Student Affairs agenda with the 10 goals of the Strategic Master Plan listed 
at the top. Larry Serot suggested that the appropriate SMP goals assigned to each committee should be in bold 
type. The committee also discussed adding the mission statement to the standing committee agendas and 
decided it would be useful to wait until the revised mission statement is in place (primarily because the revised 
mission statement is expected to be shorter than the current mission statement). 
 
An issue for a future IPDC meeting is how we demonstrate that the linkages between planning, program review, 
and budgeting are in place. We must be able to demonstrate that the loop has been closed in the budget process. 
The current budget process has a subcommittee of Team A and a subcommittee of the Program Review 
Committee reviewing budget allocation requests. How can program-level Educational Plans be tied into the 
budget process? This issue will be put on the agenda for the next IPDC meeting. 
 

Action Person Responsible 

Ask Larry Serot, Dawn Lindsay, and Rick Perez 
if they are willing to list the SMP goals on the 
agendas of their standing committees 

Edward Karpp 

Add a discussion of the linkages among 
planning, program review, and budgeting to a 
future IPDC agenda 

Edward Karpp 

 
2. Planning Newsletter 
 
The Core 5 group has requested a column in the Chaparral, which is published seven times every year. Instead of 
a standalone newsletter, planning (as well as program review and SLO) issues will be discussed regularly in the 
Chaparral. The columns in the Chaparral should also be available on the web, hosted on the IPCD web site. 
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3. Planning Handbook 
 
Larry Serot and Edward Karpp discussed creating a Planning Handbook for the college which would collect 
policies related to planning. It could also include forms, such as budget request forms, as appendices. Some 
colleges have small handbooks and some (such as Pasadena City College) have handbooks over 100 pages in 
length. 
 
Larry Serot suggested that the Planning Handbook should be completed before the Board of Trustees retreat in 
February or March. This would allow the college to show where Board input fits into planning and budgeting. The 
committee agreed that a draft of a Planning Handbook should be completed by the end of December and Core 5 
should be responsible for drafting it. 
 
Larry Serot indicated that the handbook should be a short document, about 5 pages long, which would describe 
the annual planning and budgeting process. It would also include a master timeline with deadlines for activities 
such as IHAC requests, sabbatical requests, tenure committees, etc. 
 

Action Person Responsible 

Draft a GCC Planning Handbook Core 5 

 
4. Accreditation Standards Progress Checklist 
 
A checklist listing all ACCJC accreditation standards was sent to instructional managers and division chairs to 
prepare for a meeting in October [October 12 at 1:00 in AD217]. The committee discussed possible methods of 
updating the checklist to identify which standards are supported by evidence and which need more work. The 
idea of breaking into groups, with different groups working on different standards, was discussed. 
 
Larry Serot suggested that the college should annually update its progress in meeting the accreditation standards. 
Each standard could be assigned to an administrative liaison (someone on senior staff). These administrative 
liaisons could take their assigned standards to the appropriate governance committee annually to update 
progress. 
 
 
 
5. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, October 15, 2007 at 3:00 pm in SF 100A. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:30 pm. 
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Members Present 

Edward Karpp (chair) Administration Institutional Research & Planning 

Peggy Renner Faculty Planning Coordinator 

Jill Lewis Administration Instructional Program Manager 

Ricardo Perez Administration VP, Student Services 

Alfred Ramirez Administration Continuing & Community Education (for Karen 
Holden-Ferkich) 

Carol Paxton Faculty Program Review Coordinator 

Larry Serot Administration VP, Administrative Services 

   

Members Absent 

Vicki Nicholson Administration Human Resources 

Alice Mecom Faculty SLO Coordinator 

Lew Lewis Administration Facilities 

 
 
 
1. Strategic Master Plan Goals on Standing Committee Agendas 
 
The committee agreed that adding the Strategic Master Plan goals to the standing committee agendas would be 
beneficial. It was suggested that standing committees could choose the SMP goals that are most strongly related 
to their work and these specific goals could be shown in bold type on the agendas for each particular committee. 
Jill Lewis indicated that she would talk about this idea with Hasmik Sarkissian (for Academic Affairs), Heather 
Glenn (for Student Affairs), Merrilee Ahaus and Mark Darcourt (for Administrative Affairs), and Gordon Lui (for the 
Campuswide Computer Coordinating Committee). Alfred Ramirez volunteered to discuss the idea at the Garfield 
Campus. 
 

Action Person Responsible 

Speak with confidential employees who prepare 
agendas for standing committees 

Jill Lewis 

Discuss adding SMP goals to agendas at the 
Garfield Campus 

Alfred Ramirez 

 
2. Planning Handbook 
 
The idea of a Planning Handbook was discussed at a previous meeting of the Institutional Planning Dialogue 
Committee. Core 5 was assigned the task of creating an outline for the handbook. Two different handbooks were 
discussed: a short one covering short-term planning (the Annual Planning Handbook or Annual Planning & 
Budgeting Handbook) and a longer one covering multiple topics (the Planning Handbook). 
 

Action Person Responsible 

Create an outline for the Annual Planning & 
Budgeting Handbook and the Planning 
Handbook 

Core 5 

 
3. Planning Calendar and Timeline 
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Edward Karpp distributed the draft planning and budgeting calendar for the 2008-2009 budget year. Ron 
Nakasone has looked at this draft and approved it, though the Budget Committee might make some additional 
changes to the timeline.  
 
The committee discussed the Board of Trustee’s place in the calendar. One possibility is that the Board would 
receive the priorities from Team A, identified in December, to a Board retreat in January. The Board could work 
the college’s priorities into the Board goals for the year. The result could be one set of goals for the entire college, 
identified after the January Board retreat. Larry Serot and Peggy Renner agreed that this Fall, as Team A 
considers the college’s priorities for 2008-2009, Team A should look at the Board goals that the Board of Trustees 
identified last Spring. 
 
The committee also discussed the need for budget augmentation requests to be reviewed by the Team A 
subcommittee and the Program Review subcommittee before the standing committees see the requests. 
 
4. Program Review Validation Teams 
 
Carol Paxton and Jill Lewis discussed a problem that the Program Review Committee is facing. In the past, a new 
validation team has been formed for each program undergoing program review. The Program Review Committee 
decided to change the process so that five validation teams would do 5-6 reports every year, to improve the 
consistency of the validation reports. Faculty members serving on validation teams would receive flex credit, but 
no solution has been offered to solve the problem of how to compensate classified employees. Stipends would be 
expensive and unfair because faculty members would not receive stipends; classified professional growth units 
only affect staff members taking college classes; and comp time would affect the employee’s department too 
much. Jill Lewis will take this issue to the combined cabinet/managers meeting on October 16. 
 
5. Mission Statement 
 
The latest draft of the GCC mission statement was distributed. The text will be changed so it is all one paragraph. 
The next step in approving the mission statement will be to take it to the next Team A meeting on October 30. 
 
6. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, November 19, 2007 at 3:00 pm in SF 100A. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:30 pm. 
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Members Present 

Edward Karpp (chair) Administration Institutional Research & Planning 

Peggy Renner Faculty Planning Coordinator 

Jill Lewis Administration Instructional Program Manager 

Carol Paxton Faculty Program Review Coordinator 

Larry Serot Administration VP, Administrative Services 

Alice Mecom Faculty SLO Coordinator 

   

Members Absent 

Vicki Nicholson Administration Human Resources 

Dawn Lindsay Administration VP, Instructional Services 

Lew Lewis Administration Facilities 

Ricardo Perez Administration VP, Student Services 

Alfred Ramirez Administration Continuing & Community Education (for Karen 
Holden-Ferkich) 

 
 
 
1. Mission Statement Revision 
 
Peggy Renner distributed the most recent version of the college mission statement. Specific phrases were voted 
on by Team A at its November 14 meeting. The mission statement is paired with a statement of core values, 
which consists of the bullet points from the previous mission statement. 
 
Peggy asked for feedback about how to disseminate the mission statement for broad collegewide discussion. It 
should be presented to the standing committees, but there should be more discussion as well. Jill Lewis 
suggested that it be brought to the combined managers/cabinet meeting that is traditionally held the Tuesday after 
the Board of Trustees meeting (November 20). The committee discussed sending it to Team A so that Team A 
members could discuss it with their constituencies. It should also be sent to the Senate. Larry Serot suggested 
sending it to the Classified Council as well. The committee discussed publishing the new mission statement in the 
Chaparral and it was decided to do this after it is approved by the Board of Trustees. At the end of the discussion, 
it was decided to send the revised mission statement to the standing committees (who will vote on approving it 
with no wording changes; if a committee has a major problem with it, then the committee should vote to 
disapprove and refer their concerns to Peggy), the combined cabinet/managers meeting, Team A for discussion 
among constituencies, the Senate, and the Classified Council. Larry Serot suggested that it should be voted on by 
the Board of Trustees for final approval at the same Board meeting that includes approving the college’s Annual 
Goals, in January or February. 
 
 
2. Planning Handbook 
 
Edward Karpp distributed a draft outline of the table of contents of a Planning Handbook. The committee 
discussed the plans included under number 3 of the outline, “College Plans.” These include the Technology Plan, 
Learning Resources Plan, Instructional Technology Plan, Facilities Maintenance Plan, Facilities Master Plan, Staff 
Development Plan, Staff Diversity Plan, Emergency Plans, and Garfield Campus Plan. Peggy Renner asked if 
there is a template for these plans that describes the scope of the plan and what information is required in each 
plan. There does not appear to be such a template. Larry Serot suggested defining two levels of college plans. 
One level would include all plans which the accreditation standards require, such as the Technology Plan and 
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Facilities Plan. The other level would include other plans, such as the Learning Resources Plan, which are not 
specifically mentioned in the accreditation standards but which are important for the college to update on a 
regular basis as well. The Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee will review the accreditation standards and 
determine which plans fit into each group. 
 
Peggy Renner distributed the flowchart describing the process of setting annual goals (“foci”) that was approved 
last year. This document will serve as the basis for the “smaller” Planning Handbook which describes the 
relationship between planning and budgeting and will be given to new employees and employees seeking to 
understand budgeting and planning. It will also be the basis for part 4 of the larger Planning Handbook (“Annual 
Planning and Budgeting”). Larry Serot indicated that the “smaller” Planning Handbook should include more than 
just the annual planning and budgeting process, but should also include some discussion of the Strategic Master 
Planning cycle as well. 
 
Alice Mecom indicated that Student Learning Outcomes were not included in the outline or the flowchart, and 
SLO’s should be the basis for planning. The committee discussed adding SLO’s to the Educational Master Plan 
section as it feeds into the annual goal-setting process. SLO’s and student educational needs should drive the 
Strategic Master Plan and the other college plans. It was suggested that another part of the flowchart be created 
which shows how the assessment of SLO’s drives the Educational Master Plan, Technology Plan, Facilities Plan, 
etc. during the Strategic Master Planning cycle. 
 
The committee discussed the issue of emergencies arising in the summer, after annual goals are set and budget 
augmentation requests are prioritized according to the flowchart. For example, an augmentation related to 
distance education was prioritized by the Expanded Budget Committee for the 2007-2008 budget despite the fact 
that distance education was not one of the annual goals (“foci”) prioritized by Team A in Fall 2006 for the 2007-
2008 budget year. The augmentation was in response to an emergency due to an employee’s resignation. The 
committee discussed the specific reasons for the approval of this augmentation, including the fact that the 
employee’s assignment included support for more than just distance education. Alice Mecom suggested that a 
definition of “emergency” agreed upon by all constituencies might solve the problem. 
 
 
3. Accreditation – Checklist Update 
 
Jill Lewis gave the committee an update on the accreditation standards checklists she has been collecting from 
college constituencies. She has conducted working groups for classified employees, student services employees, 
students, and some faculty at the Garfield Campus, but there has not been a work group for general faculty yet. 
During the working groups, employees have read through the accreditation standards and indicated their opinions 
about which standards the college meets and which standards the college only partially meets. The weak points 
identified so far include SLO’s, counseling, student discussion of diversity, and the security and maintenance of 
Library items. Jill cautioned that some weaknesses were only identified by a single person, so some results are 
not completely accurate and will have to be examined by the self study writing teams. 
 
 
4. Other 
 
Roger Bowerman, as the new faculty accreditation coordinator, will be added to the Institutional Planning 
Dialogue Committee. 
 
 
5. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, December 17, 2007 at 3:00 pm in SF 100A. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:30 pm. 
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1. Meeting Time 
 
Because some members have been unable to participate in Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee meetings 
for the last several months, the committee discussed changing its meeting time from the third Monday of each 
month (before the Board of Trustees meeting) to another Monday afternoon. Larry Serot indicated that meeting 
before the Board meeting is difficult, but Cabinet meetings are scheduled for two Mondays every month. 
 
 
2. Program Review Validation Teams 
 
Carol Paxton and Jill Lewis gave a brief overview of a plan to form permanent validation committees for program 
review. The Program Review Committee voted to change the stipend structure so that program managers (faculty 
members writing program review documents for their programs) will receive a smaller stipend than they receive 
now so that validation team chairpeople can receive a stipend. Carol will work on recruiting potential validation 
team chairpeople in the Winter intersession. 
 
 
3. Planning Handbook 
 
Edward Karpp distributed copies of the 12/17/2007 draft of a Planning Handbook. The draft was a draft of the 
larger handbook, which is to be supplemented with a smaller 3- to 4-page document explaining the planning and 
budgeting process. Responses to Peggy Renner’s survey of the budget process indicated that people do not 
understand the budget process and the process must be made more clear. Peggy Renner, Larry Serot, and 
Edward Karpp will meet to look over the results of Peggy’s survey and decide how best to describe the budget 
process in a short document so the college constituencies will understand the process. 
 
Peggy mentioned that a timeline goes out now but it starts in January with budget augmentation request forms 
being distributed. A timeline should begin before January because many people who need to request items are 
faculty members who are not on campus during the Winter intersession. The request process should start in the 



 

 2 

Fall semester. Carol Paxton mentioned that budget requests should come from programs’ educational plans. 
However, the writer of a program’s educational plan might not be a budget requester, who is often the division 
chair, and division chairs may be unfamiliar with the educational plans in their divisions. Alfred Ramirez said that 
division chairs should be familiar with the plans in their divisions. 
 
Peggy said that the average person at the college does not see the link between program review, a program’s 
educational plan, and budget requests. How can we show people how the linkages work? Jill mentioned that she 
talks about linkage in program review orientations, but program review is a 6-year process and not everyone 
understands how budget is linked with planning. Carol said that links between educational plans and budget 
requests will happen more and more. 
 
The committee looked at last year’s budget augmentation request form, which included a “Justification” column 
that mentioned each of the foci (annual goals) from last year. A note with an asterisk also suggested that the 
justification include the relationship of the request to the Strategic Master Plan and to items in the program’s 
program review document, but the note was easy to overlook. The committee suggested including two questions 
in the justification section for next year: 
 

• Which Strategic Master Plan goal does this request address? 
• How does this request relate to your program’s Educational Plan? 

 
Alice said that the new accreditation standards require programs to assess program (and degree and certificate) 
outcomes. Where does this assessment go? Is it part of the program’s educational plan or program review 
document? The committee discussed the definition of a program, which is not entirely clear. 
 
Larry said that we want people to understand the budget process and to see it as open and transparent. However, 
even after training sessions, many people don’t understand the process. Additionally, many people who will make 
budget requests don’t attend training sessions. Larry wants the smaller document to be 3-4 pages on the link 
between budgeting and planning. One problem is that people don’t understand how the final list of requests is 
created and prioritized. Also, “must do” is defined differently in different areas. There is a screening process for 
must dos, but this is not generally known. There should be a standard way lists are created by the standing 
committees. Larry said that we need himself, Dawn Lindsay, Rick Perez, and Dave Roswell together at an 
Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee meeting to talk about the budget process and how requests are 
handled by the standing committees. 
 
In the draft Planning Handbook (p. 15), something is needed about what budget requesters should do in October. 
They should be updating their program’s educational plan and decide what parts of the plan require resources. In 
September 2007, Peggy asked people to update their educational plans and got many responses, but some 
areas did not respond at all. Carol suggested that we need to train people to understand that if you want funding, 
you need to write/update an educational plan, generate a budget request from that plan, and get the budget 
request into the budget process. Division chairs need to be educated that this is the process. 
 
Peggy brought up higher-level planning, such as all of Instruction. Larry suggested that division chairs, deans, 
and directors should have responsibility for their own planning and program reviews. Managers at these levels 
should collect the plans from their areas and make budget requests at the higher level. A variety of requests from 
program-level planning should be filtered by the appropriate division chair, dean, or director so that the final set of 
requests from that area is a subset of the many requests made from program-level planning. 
 
The committee also discussed confusion about different categories of funds. Some low-priority requests can get 
funding if they match the objectives of a grant or categorical program. Larry suggested that a discussion of this 
should go into the longer Planning Handbook. 
 
 
4. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, January 28, 2008 at 3:00 pm in SF 100A. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:30 pm. 
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Dawn Lindsay Administration VP, Instructional Services 

 
 
 
1. Meeting Time 
 
The committee agreed to change the regular meeting time from the third Monday of each month at 3:00 pm to the 
first Monday of each month at 12:00 noon. The next meeting was scheduled for Monday, February 4 at 12:00 
noon in SF 100A. 
 
 
2. Planning Handbook 
 
The committee discussed changes and additions to the draft Planning Handbook. Vicki Nicholson asked whether 
newly written planning documents should use the new mission statement. The new mission statement has been 
presented to the Board of Trustees but not yet approved. Larry Serot decided to ask the Board to discuss the 
mission statement at their Board retreat, scheduled for February 8. Peggy Renner will ask the Board to approve 
the new mission statement at their regular February Board meeting. 
 
Larry Serot suggested defining Team A and Team B in the introduction and referring to more detail (i.e., team 
membership) on page 8. Jill Lewis suggested that the circular flow chart describing the linkage between 
budgeting, planning, program review, and SLOs be included in the introduction as well. 
 
On page 9 of the draft Planning Handbook, Peggy Renner suggested an additional activity that should be 
included in the process for revising the Strategic Master Plan: Team B will engage the community on specific 
topics addressed by the SMP, brainstorm, and put together suggestions for SMP changes that will be taken to 
Team A. Team B has identified which goals of the SMP to look at and who to chair working groups, but no 
meetings have been scheduled yet. These working groups will look at the mission statement and identify how 
their work addresses the mission statement, look at SMP goals and how they mesh with their work, and answer 
questions about adding new SMP goals and strategies, brainstorm on student success, and identify potential 
costs. Team A will look at their reports and decide how to revise the SMP. 
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The last paragraph on page 11 of the draft Planning Handbook was considered redundant, so it will be deleted. 
Also, programs have “Educational Plans,” not “Educational Master Plans,” so that will be changed as well. 
 
The committee discussed the relationship between program planning and SLOs. Program plans should be based 
on what programs have learned from SLOs, but this is not stated in the document (page 13). SLOs should be 
incorporated into program planning, as well as institutional planning. The Student Services Plan should also be 
added on page 13. 
 
Larry Serot suggested adding Annual Goals (the annual goal-setting process) on page 13 under Institutional 
Planning. The annual goal-setting process should also be summarized on page 15 using Peggy Renner’s visual 
display of the process. 
 
Ricardo Perez suggested that an overarching picture of the process is necessary. This can be added to the 
introduction. He also felt that a glossary is needed. 
 

Action Person Responsible 

Update Planning Handbook draft with suggested 
changes 

Edward Karpp 

 
 
3. eLumen and CurricUNET 
 
Alice Mecom updated the committee on the progress toward obtaining software to organize Student Learning 
Outcomes. After the October 18, 2007 eLumen demonstration, faculty and staff were positive about the software 
but many wanted to look into other pieces of software for organizing SLOs. During her accreditation site visit last 
Fall, Dawn Lindsay found that CurricUNET worked well. Alice Mecom has spoken with CurricUNET and that 
software organizes the entire curriculum process, not just SLOs. Alice suggested a CurricUNET demo or 
workshop, but attendance has been a problem in the past. Roger Bowerman suggested calling key people to get 
them to come to the demo. 
 
The committee discussed the benefits of curriculum management software versus SLO software. CurricUNET 
would store SLOs on course outlines but would not help with the SLO assessment cycle. eLumen would manage 
the SLO assessment cycle, but it would not address curriculum management issues. Roger Bowerman said that, 
because CurricUNET would not handle SLOs, then we need to get eLumen. 
 
The committee discussed how to obtain eLumen and felt that support was needed from the Senate and the 
Division Chairs. A proposal for purchasing eLumen should go to the Executive Committee and the Budget 
Committee. There is a need to disseminate information about what eLumen can do to get support from the 
faculty. 
 
Alice Mecom said that the relationship between SLOs and the curriculum process is a weak link now. Peggy 
Renner said that this issue should be addressed in the rewrite of SMP Goal 1, which focuses on institutional core 
competencies now but could include all SLOs. 
 
  

Action Person Responsible 

Create proposal for purchase of eLumen Core 5? 

Get support for eLumen from faculty, Senate, 
and chairs 

Core 5? 

Get governance approval for eLumen purchase 
(Executive Committee, Budget Committee) 

Core 5? 

 
4. Status of Midterm Items 
 
Jill Lewis gave a progress report about the items the college promised to complete in the accreditation midterm 
report. The linkage between budget and planning is still an issue. Jill said that a budget allocation rubric is 
needed. There are two related issues: How do we show that what we spent money on improved learning? and 
How do we show evidence that the budget, planning, program review, etc. processes are linked. 
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The list of midterm report items was not discussed completely. It was decided to have another meeting of the 
Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee on Monday, February 4 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A to continue 
discussion of the issue. 
 
The committee also discussed the possibility of adding members. Suggestions included John Queen, as Senate 
President, and Hoover Zariani, as CSEA representative. This issue will be discussed at the next meeting. 
 
 
 
5. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, February 4, 2008 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:30 pm. 
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1. Planning Handbook 
 
Regarding the Board of Trustees’ decision to change “students of diverse backgrounds” to “students of all 
backgrounds” in the college mission statement, Peggy Renner reported that Trustee Victor King understood the 
use of “diverse” and that it could be changed back to “diverse” if the rest of the Board agrees. When the mission 
statement goes to the Board in March, it will be the third time the Board has discussed the new mission statement 
generated through the SMP revision process. Peggy Renner also reported that the Board is interested in being 
more involved in college planning. 
 
Roger Bowerman said that we have begun a new process for revision of the mission statement and the Board can 
have input when the other campus constituencies have input, at the beginning of the revision process. The 
process is as follows: Peggy Renner, as Planning Coordinator, collects suggestion for revisions to the mission 
statement (including suggestions from the Board), and these suggestions are forwarded through Team B, then 
Team A, then to the Board for final approval. Rick Perez mentioned that the Board should understand that their 
changes might not be final due to this process. 
 
Edward Karpp asked for feedback about the Planning Handbook by March 24, 2008, in time for the next Dialogue 
Committee meeting. 
 
 
2. Committee Membership 
 
The committee planned to discuss the possibility of adding classified or Senate membership to the Dialogue 
Committee. Team A already has wide representation from all constituencies, so no decision was made to change 
the composition of the Dialogue Committee. 
 
 
3. Definition of Programs 
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The issue of program definition came from the Program Review Committee. In some divisions, TOP codes may 
be used to define programs, but in other divisions there is overlap between TOP codes and programs as defined 
by Program Review. Roger Bowerman suggested forming an ad hoc committee to look at this issue. Rick Perez 
said he would ask his student services cabinet and bring the issue to the Student Affairs Committee. Peggy 
Renner said she would email all three of the Vice Presidents to ask them how to define a program. 
 
4. Integrating Educational Planning 
 
At the Facilities Master Plan Task Force Meeting on February 28, there was discussion about the lack of 
integration between facilities planning and the Educational Master Plan. Programs develop their own plans, but 
these are not integrated or prioritized at the division level or above. Roger Bowerman said that decision-making at 
the college, particularly regarding building, is pragmatic with little vision of what we want to become. Coherence 
has to come from above the program level. 
 
5. Student Learning Outcomes 
 
The committee discussed the issue that the core competencies approved by the Academic Senate are not the 
same as the core competencies approved by the Board. Peggy Renner will take the Senate-approved core 
competencies to the Executive Committee so the mismatch can be corrected. 
  
 
5. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, April 7, 2008 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:30 pm. 
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1. Released Time 
 
Before the scheduled agenda began, Dawn Lindsay clarified the truth behind rumors that were circulating about 
released time positions. Dawn said that the decision was made at Senior Staff that the planning, SLO, and 
program review released time positions should be funded and filled first. The amount of released time was 
changed (planning from 0.60 to 0.40, program review from 0.50 to 0.40, and SLOs from 0.40 to 0.20). The 
proposal to change the amounts of released time went to the Released Time/Extra Pay (RTEP) Committee, but 
RTEP has not made a decision yet. The committee discussed clarifying the request that the administration is 
making to RTEP. Dawn and Roger will communicate further with members of the RTEP Committee in order to get 
a decision. 
 
2. Consolidation of Planning Committees 
 
Larry Serot presented a preliminary proposal about setting up one committee to coordinate all planning on 
campus. When he read the draft Planning Handbook, he looked at it from the point of view of a person on an 
accreditation visiting team and our processes seemed too fractured. Planning responsibilities appear to be split 
between Team A, Team B, the Core 5, and the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee. Larry believes the 
college needs one committee to coordinate all planning activities. 
 
Larry’s proposal is to expand Team B so it becomes the campus Institutional Planning Committee. All planning 
activities would be accountable to this expanded committee. The committee would set up a schedule for getting 
plans from other groups and for evaluating the planning process. The committee would still take plans to Team A 
for accountability purposes; Team A would remain the same. 
 
Carol Paxton mentioned that Team B is very busy and this new set of duties might not fit with their current duties. 
Larry responded that another, smaller steering committee might be preferable. 
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Peggy Renner said that Team B tries to cover all the planning functions at the college, but the campus doesn’t 
see reporting to planning as part of their responsibilities. Participation is a problem. Currently, only about half of 
Team B sees it as valuable enough to attend meetings. Larry said that Team B operates due to Peggy’s efforts 
and it should not be one person pushing planning. The college needs to operate on process, not on personality. 
People need to buy into the value of planning and the Vice Presidents need to make it worth their time. Roger 
Bowerman suggested that this proposal is a change in the mission of Team B, not its makeup. 
 
Dawn Lindsay said that there must be accountability. Until there are “teeth,” people will not listen. Larry suggested 
that planning needs a base of support. Roger said that the division chair workload has at least doubled in the past 
two years due to increasing institutional demands. A regular cycle of reporting for planning would help, and known 
consequences for not reporting. 
 
The committee discussed the possible makeup of the expanded committee, structuring it as a governance 
committee. There would be support staff from Research & Planning, IT, the controller, SLOs, program review, and 
Human Resources. 
 
Dawn suggested that Team A and Team B should be renamed because the names are not informative. 
 
Larry said that the Strategic Master Plan needs to be reviewed more frequently than every six years on the 
accreditation cycle. It should be revised every two or three years, or maybe each Fall semester. Changes to the 
SMP should go to the Board of Trustees in time for their February retreat. 
 
The committee decided to meet again on the Monday of the Board meeting (April 21) to continue the discussion 
of the proposal to consolidate planning committees. 
 
 
3. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, April 21, 2008 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
 
The next regularly scheduled meeting is on Monday, May 5, 2008 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:30 pm. 
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1. Consolidation of Planning Committees 
 
The only agenda item at this special meeting of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee was Larry Serot’s 
proposal for the consolidation of planning committees. Larry emailed a written proposal to both the Institutional 
Planning Dialogue Committee and Team B (see attachment). 
 
The new committee would be called the Institutional Planning and Evaluation Coordinating Committee. The 
committee discussed adding approval of grants to the new committee’s duties. The committee also discussed the 
reasons behind the committee having co-chairs (a Vice President and the Faculty Planning Coordinator). The 
Faculty Planning Coordinator would serve as the “lead” and bring the faculty perspective and input, while the Vice 
President would provide resources and authority. Larry suggested that he could be the Vice President who co-
chairs the committee now because the planning function reports to him, but in the future it could move to Dawn. 
 
The committee discussed how the new committee would be approved through governance. The Executive 
Committee would take the proposal to the Governance Review Committee. After their approval, the proposal 
would go back to the Executive Committee for its approval. The new committee would report directly to the 
Executive Committee. 
 
Larry led a discussion about how this committee would fit into the governance structure. He mentioned that Rick 
Perez has experience at colleges with large committees in charge of both planning and budgeting. However, that 
idea was suggested when Glenn De Lange was at GCC, but the idea of a College Council did not get support. In 
Larry’s view, the new committee would be task-oriented. It would not make decisions or judge the content of the 
plans, but it would set up timelines for plans to be completed and submitted, and it would conduct evaluations of 
our planning processes. 
 
2. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, May 5, 2008 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:00 pm. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

 

Glendale Community College District 

Date:  April 11, 2008 

To:  Dialogue Committee & Team B  

From:  Lawrence R. Serot  

Subject: Suggestion for a Planning Governance Committee 

 

I have previously discussed with the Dialogue Committee my position that we need to formalize our 

planning activities.  I understand that this suggestion has been shared with Team B.  As I informed the 

Dialogue Committee I began thinking about our processes on my last accreditation team visit in March.  

According to the Accrediting Commission’s Guide to Evaluating Institutions, accrediting teams should 

look for evidence that the College “makes decisions regarding the improvement of institutional 

effectiveness in an ongoing and systematic cycle of evaluation, integrated planning, resource allocation, 

implementation, and re-evaluation” and establishes “procedures to evaluate overall institutional planning 

and implementation efforts”.  It is my position that we need a governance committee, properly 

constituted and supported to satisfy these two criteria.  Glendale College operates through its highly 

developed governance structure yet one of our most important functions, planning, does not have a 

committee that is responsible for this function.  I would like to suggest the following: 

1.  An Institutional Planning and Evaluation Coordinating Committee be established reporting to 

the Executive Committee.  Committee membership should follow existing governance guidelines 

but include sufficient key planners to make sure that all institution-wide planning activities are 

represented at the table.  The Committee should be co-chaired by a Vice President and the 

Faculty Planning Coordinator.   

2. The mission of the Institutional Planning and Evaluation Coordinating Committee is to plan, 

coordinate, facilitate and evaluate our institutional planning and evaluation activities.  The 

Committee will develop a comprehensive planning process (this has already been done but it 

needs a home so that it can be reviewed and evaluated), identify specific institutional planning 

needs (ie educational, student services, technology, facilities, human resources, fiscal), develop 

standardized planning and evaluation criteria, establish timelines, and receive annual reports. 

3. The Committee does not plan nor pass judgments on plan content.  Plans will go to their 

respective governance committees and eventually to Team A for review, discussion and 

consideration for inclusion into the District’s Strategic Plan and annual goals. 
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4. The Committee will conduct an annual review of the College’s planning activities and evaluate 

achievement towards stated goals.  The Committee shall, as needed, but at least twice during an 

accreditation cycle, evaluate the College’s planning and evaluation processes. 

5. The Committee shall produce a planning handbook that will describe the planning and budgeting 

processes. 

6. The Committee will meet monthly and maintain a website for campus wide information 

purposes. 

The Planning and Evaluation Coordinating Committee will not supplant any existing planning 

committee.  The Committee might be an appropriate place for the administration to vet new projects 

against our existing plans (ie. the Middle College proposal) and to review new grant proposals to make 

sure they support our plans. 

I would like to ask for your support for this proposal.  I plan to submit it to Executive Committee for 

their consideration but I would like to hear from individuals on Team B and the Dialogue Committee 

before doing so. 

Thanks. 
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1. RTEP 
 
Before the official beginning of the meeting, the committee began discussing the various released time positions 
that are in the process of being announced. 
 

• The Student Learning Outcomes coordinator announcement was made, but there was an error on the 
announcement. The front of the page said the position is for 20% released time but the back of the page 
said it is for 40% releated time. 

• The Planning and Development coordinator announcement was sent to Peggy Renner, who currently 
holds the position, but the job description must be corrected because it was from the early 1990s. 

• The Program Review coordinator position has been sent to Human Resources but not announced yet. 

• The Program Review Validation Team Member position, which involves a stipend rather than released 
time, was sent out to faculty and classified staff, which was correct. 

• The Program Review Validation Team Chair position, which involves a stipend rather than released time, 
was sent to faculty and classified staff but should have been sent only to faculty because only tenured, 
full-time faculty members are allowed to apply. A new line was added to the job description, indicating 
that the validation team chair reports to the Program Review Director, but there is no such position as 
Program Review Director. It could mean either the faculty coordinator (currently Carol Paxton) or the 
Program Manager (Jill Lewis). The committee felt that it should report to the Program Manager. 

The committee discussed the issues that have arisen with the released time process and the RTEP committee. 
Dawn Lindsay said that everything should go through the RTEP committee to Vicki Nicholson, but it doesn’t. 
Dawn believes that nobody wants to assume the responsibility and no one person is now accountable for the 
process. She suggested that the RTEP process would get more faculty buy-in if there were a faculty chair for the 
committee. 
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Another question is who is responsible for annual review. Some reviews get done and some don’t. Should it be 
the faculty member receiving the released time who is responsible for submitting the annual review of the work 
they have done, or should it be the RTEP committee which tells the released time faculty member that the annual 
review is due? 

Edward Karpp will contact Vicki Nicholson of Human Resources and communicate the issues and concerns 
discussed at today’s meeting to her. 

 
 
2. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, June 2, 2008 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:00 pm. 
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1. Planning Handbook 
 

Edward Karpp distributed final drafts of the Planning Handbook. Some further suggestions for changes were 
made, such as changing the year from 2007-2008 to 2008-2009. 

2. Meaningful Linkage 

Committee members were unclear about how information from program review and planning was made part of 
the budget process. Carol Paxton said that although information about the relationship between budget 
augmentation requests and program review and planning goals was submitted to Ron Nakasone, the ratings were 
not given to the members of Academic Affairs. The division chairs did get this information last year. It was not 
clear that all the information was sent to members of the standing committees so they could prioritize budget 
augmentation requests using information about the requests’ relationships with program review and budgeting. 
Committee members believed that there is still room for improvement in linking planning and program review with 
budgeting. The Expanded Budget Committee is a “free-for-all” and does not use the priorities that come out of the 
standing committees. 

Enrollment management is a related issue. According to Roger Bowerman, the district asked division chairs for a 
4% across-the-board decrease at the last minute, which was not the best way to make class cuts. 

The committee discussed prioritizing when there is no money for budget augmentations. Most committee 
members in attendance believed that the college should prioritize even when there is no money, but last year’s 
Expanded Budget Committee decided not to prioritize. 

3. Process Review 

The idea of “process review,” or reviewing processes such as planning and program review, was discussed. This 
would be parallel to program review, which reviews instructional, student services, and administrative programs. 
The first step would be to identify the processes that could be reviewed. The committee generated a list of 
processes: 
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• Program Review 
• Planning 
• Budgeting 
• SLOAC 
• RTEP (RTEP might be reviewed by the Governance Review Committee) 

The committee discussed a generic process review document which would define questions asked on an annual 
cycle. The questions identified were: 1) what is the purpose of the process?  2) what constituencies are involved?  
3) how do we evaluate if the process is serving its purpose? Specific outcomes would be requested. We should 
also ask what information is not available. 
 
4. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, July 7, 2008 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 1:00 pm. 
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1. Planning Governance Committee/Process Review 

Larry Serot indicated that the process for forming the new governance committee overseeing planning is going 
forward. It has been discussed at the Executive Committee and will be sent to the Governance Review 
Committee in Fall 2008. 

The committee also discussed “process review,” something analogous to program review that would review the 
planning, budgeting, program review, and other processes. Larry said that process review should be given to the 
new planning governance committee. The new committee would coordinate planning in different areas (the 
Strategic Master Plan, Human Resources, IT planning, etc.) by setting timelines and making sure each plan is 
done on time, as well as by collecting the plans. The committee would also evaluate the plans and refer them to 
the administrator in charge of the relevant area if the plans need improvement. 

2. Meaningful Linkage 

The committee continued its discussion of linkage between planning and resource allocation. For accreditation, 
there needs to be a paper trail from the budget decision back to the needs and learning outcomes that initiated 
the request. The current linkage system is still being improved. Rick Perez mentioned that the current linkage 
between program review and resource allocation made it difficult to prioritize the budget augmentation requests in 
his area. Program review documents for all programs requesting budget augmentations are not on file, and some 
are very old due to the 6-year program review cycle. Additionally, must-dos are not well defined. 

Larry said that in order to improve the budget process, it would be necessary to address the two issues. Must-dos 
must be more clearly defined and the campus should be aware that the Budget Committee makes the final 
decision about whether a request is a must-do. Program reviews should also be completed more frequently, if the 
program wants its budget requests approved. We should let people know in the Fall semester that if you want to 
make a budget request in the next budgeting cycle, it must be supported by your program review plan, and 
everyone may update their program review plan at any time. If programs were given the opportunity to update 
their plans in October of each year, the new plans could be validated during the regular validation cycle at the end 
of the Fall semester. Updated plans would be validated in time to make budget augmentation requests in 
February. 
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The committee discussed educational planning and asked several questions. How do instructional plans and 
goals rise to the institutional level? How do new programs, for example in CTE areas, get into institutional plans? 
Larry said that the college needs to have a five-year vision for new programs to drive resource allocation and 
facilities. Someone should look at ideas for new programs and decide which ones are promising so they can be 
put into the budget process. Alfred said that the quality of plans and ideas for new programs should be the 
criterion for deciding whether something is put into institutional plans and funded. Let the division chairs fight over 
the resources, but the quality of the plans should be what decides what will be funded. 

3. Planning Handbook and Brochure 

The committee discussed the short version of the Planning Handbook, which will be a 4-page or 8-page brochure 
sent to every employee at GCC. The topics will include the mission statement, SMP goals, annual goals, and 
accomplishments from last year. The next few Dialogue Committee meetings will focus on this short document, 
with a goal of presenting it at the October faculty meeting. 
 
4. Next Meetings 
 
The next meetings are scheduled for Monday, August 4, 2008 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A and Monday, September 
8, 2008 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A (September 1 is the Labor Day holiday). 
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1. Planning Booklet/Planning Handbook 

Edward Karpp passed out revised drafts of the 8-page Planning Booklet for 2008-2009. This booklet is intended 
to be distributed to all college employees in September and be announced at the faculty meeting the first week in 
October. 

The current draft of the Planning Booklet includes the previous 10 Strategic Master Plan goals. New goals were 
drafted at the Spring 2008 Team A retreat but they are not in final form yet. Peggy Renner indicated that the 
drafted new goals should be in the Planning Booklet. She has been asked to present the new goals at Institute 
Day, even though the new goals have not received final approval yet. 

The committee discussed how the new SMP will be implemented. A section about “Implementation and 
Evaluation” should be included in the Planning Booklet. Larry Serot said that each SMP goal should go to a 
specified Vice President or governance committee for implementation. There was some discussion about Goal 1, 
which involves student learning outcomes, because the SLOAC committee is not a governance committee. Dawn 
Lindsay suggested formalizing the SLOAC committee as a subcommittee of Academic Affairs. The goals could be 
assinged to ad hoc committees, if appropriate, but they should report to a standing committee. Peggy indicated 
that she will create a list assigning each goal to people and committees. 

2. Educational Planning 

Roger Bowerman asked how educational planning fits into the process. Jill Lewis stated that the Educational 
Master Plan is made up of individual unit plans, but what are the institutional priorities and where does the 
institution want to go? Larry suggested that the Vice Presidents and the Superintendent/President should decide 
on the direction of the college and take their vision to the standing governance committees for validation and 
feedback. 

Dawn indicated that educational plans should be done annually and go through the division chairs. Peggy 
mentioned that we took a step toward annual updates last year when she asked programs what they planned to 
accomplish in the coming year. Dawn said that we need to document the process of annually updating plans. 
Peggy said that SLOs are the core of what instructional programs should be planning to focus on in the coming 
year. 
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Both Alfred and Roger said that there needs to be a point where top-down institutional planning meets bottom-up 
program planning. Roger’s concern is that some divisions are small and concentrated while others are large and 
spread out. This organization makes it more difficult for some divisions to do comprehensive planning. Larry said 
that the President and Vice Presidents should use input from the unit-level educational plans to come up with an 
annual comprehensive program which then goes through governance. Peggy asked if the Team A meeting in 
November, which talks about annual goals, should be used to discuss an annual vision. Alternatives could be 
presented to Team A for consideration. 

Discussion turned back to the process for annually updating educational plans. The committee felt that Peggy 
should ask each program about its priority for the coming year, as she did last year. A composite document 
summarizing the results should be presented at Academic Affairs. Peggy will send the Fall 2007 questionnaire to 
the committee for feedback about any changes that should be made to the questionnaire. 
 
3. Next Meeting 
 
The next meetings is scheduled for Monday, September 8, 2008 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A (September 1 is the 
Labor Day holiday). 
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1. Planning Booklet/Planning Handbook 

Edward Karpp passed out revised drafts of the 8-page Planning Booklet for 2008-2009. This booklet is intended 
to be distributed to all college employees at the beginning of October and be announced at the faculty meeting 
the second week in October. 

The committee discussed the process of setting annual goals, as described in the Planning Booklet. Roger 
Bowerman said that annual goals inform budget augmentations but not budget cuts. How can the Budget 
Committee’s decisions about budget cuts be related to annual goals and the SMP? This should be discussed over 
the next year. 

The committee discussed identifying programs as belonging to three categories: growing, sustainable, and 
declining. This is related to the issue of educational planning and institutional vision. Poorna Pal is interested in 
getting information to categorize programs as well. He suggested a matrix with two variables: program growth and 
efficiency. Each program could be plotted on a two-dimensional set of coordinates of growth and efficiency. 
Programs in different quadrants would be in different categories (growing and efficient, not growing and efficient, 
growing and not efficient, not growing and not efficient). 

2. Accreditation Dialogue Committee 

Roger Bowerman discussed a new committee that is being created to discuss accreditation issues. This 
committee, the Accreditation Dialogue Committee, will consist of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee, 
the four self study standard chairs, as well as Frankie Strong (CSEA), Steven Ferguson (ASGCC), John Queen 
(Senate), and Bill Taylor (Facilities). Meetings have not yet been set up but will begin in Fall 2008. 

3. Strategic Master Plan 

Peggy Renner introduced her first draft of an implementation document for the Strategic Master Plan. The 
implementation document is structured around the three goals of the SMP (the previous 10 goals have been 
reorganized as strategies under three new goals). The first goal (Access, Retention, and Success) will have a set 
of objectives under it. For example, the access part of the first goal, which was not addressed in the previous 
SMP, could be addressed by including a strategy of recruiting for the Scholars program and Science Academy. 
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The implementation document defines activities, timelines, and the agencies responsible for each strategy. Peggy 
plans to take it to the standing governance committees in November, after the October Team A meeting. At the 
November Team A meeting, the annual goals process can use the implementation plan to prioritize budget 
augmentations. The implementation document will also identify activities that won’t cost any money. The 
document will be discussed at the next Team B meeting on Tuesday, September 16 from 2:00 to 3:30 in SF 
100A. 

4. Educational Planning 

The committee discussed the educational vision of the institution, which was discussed at the last Dialogue 
Committee meeting and was brought up at the end of the Faculty Institute on September 5. Dawn Lindsay agreed 
that the college should discuss an educational vision because, although GCC is growing right now, in two years it 
might be in major decline, according to projections based on high school graduates in the local school district as 
well as other factors. We need to find out the needs of our students and our community. The educational vision of 
the previous administration was focused on transfer, but most of our students do not transfer. Peggy mentioned 
that the Strategic Master Plan doesn’t stop at transfer but includes Career and Technical Education and 
partnerships. We need to look at programs that are unique to GCC in CTE and non-CTE areas. We also need 
funding to implement our educational vision, and for that we probably need a grants officer. 

The committee discussed the possibility of Teams A and B establishing a vision. Peggy mentioned that Team A 
approved a vision statement in the past. The vision statement should emerge from work that’s be done. Dawn 
said that the vision should be defined up front, before changes are made, and she will bring up the idea of a vision 
statement at a Senior Staff meeting. Peggy volunteered to come up with some ideas for a vision statement before 
the next Dialogue Committee meeting. 
 
5. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, October 6, 2008 at 12:00 noon in SF 100A AD 121. 
 
[UPDATE: The next meeting will be a meeting of the Accreditation Dialogue Committee, an expanded Institutional 
Planning Dialogue Committee which includes the four self study standard chairs as well as John Queen, Arnel 
Pascua, Bill Taylor, Frankie Strong, and Steve Ferguson. The meeting will be in AD 121.] 
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1. Mission Statement 
 
Before the formal beginning of the meeting, the committee discussed the status of the revised mission statement. 
Peggy Renner indicated that everybody has to hear the same mission statement. She will send a campuswide 
email notifying all employees of the new mission statement. Alfred Ramirez volunteered to take the issue to the 
Web Committee to make sure the mission statement on the web is the current mission statement. 
 
2. Accreditation Dialogue Committee 
 
The meeting was turned over to Roger Bowerman and Darren Leaver to discuss accreditation Standard IV, 
leadership and governance. Darren is the chair of the Standard IV committee. He emailed a document with 
several questions to selected administrators and faculty. The purpose of the document was to answer questions 
about how GCC meets the subsections of Standard IV as well as to have people put together evidence 
addressing the standard. 
 
One of Darren’s questions was how to address GCC’s different facilities. There is a section under Standard IV 
which looks at the definition of district functions versus college functions for districts with multiple colleges. Darren 
asked how to address these sections because GCC has several centers (Garfield, PDC, the main campus) even 
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though it does not have multiple colleges. Larry Serot indicated that GCC is a single college with multiple sites so 
we do not need to address the standard subsections that deal with district versus college functions. The Garfield 
Campus and the main campus have essentially the same processes and have always been discussed together, if 
not equally, in our self studies. The PDC is self-contained and generally treated as if it’s funded categorically 
because it supplies contract education to employers. However, the PDC is becoming more integrated with the rest 
of the college processes. The college’s risk manager is sent to the PDC (as well as Garfield) regularly. Campus 
police also patrol the PDC and the Garfield campus. In the self study, Larry suggested asking the accrediting 
commission how to handle the PDC. 
 
The committee discussed Study Abroad and the Baja program. Larry Serot made it clear that the college does not 
own the Baja Field Station in Mexico. Rather, it is space the college leases; it is owned by a nonprofit 
organization. We need to make people aware that Baja is leased space and has been for 30 years. In the self 
study, we should not treat it as a college-owned facility but as leased space, like the space the college leases in 
the community for continuing education and other classes. 
 
Another part of Standard IV asks for evidence that all college constituencies can bring things forward for 
consideration. Peggy Renner mentioned that ideas going through the governance system are not attached to the 
name of a person or constituency that initially thought of them. John Queen asked that this question be sent to the 
standing governance committees to find examples and evidence about where different ideas and requests came 
from. Larry Serot mentioned that we have a structured, representational governance system which takes input 
from the representatives of each constituency on the committees. The minutes of the standing committees and 
the ASGCC legislature should be a good starting point to find evidence that all constituencies have input in the 
governance process. 
 
Trudi Abram, the chair of the Standard III committee, mentioned that she is having difficulty getting evidence and 
documents. Roger Bowerman wants meeting minutes, preferably in electronic form, going back to 2004. Frankie 
Strong indicated that the governance web page has a lot of meeting minutes, but not all of them back to 2004. 
Peggy Renner said that these minutes as well as plans from individual departments should come to the planning 
office. 
 
Larry Serot said that he doesn’t want to see the standard committee chairs getting the documents and then 
writing a narrative. Management should be involved in writing narrative summaries and getting documents to 
provide evidence. Roger suggested that he and Darren meet with the three Vice Presidents so they can direct 
Darren to the documentation he needs. Rick Perez suggested that Roger and Darren come to Senior Staff, which 
generally meets on Thursdays from 8:30 am to noon. 
 
John Queen asked about the production schedule for the self study. Roger wants to get the information he needs 
within two weeks. The sections should be outlined and the evidence should be made available at the beginning of 
November. He plans to have the Eligibility Requirements drafted between October 17-21, as well as responses to 
previous recommendations. 
 
Roger Bowerman suggested that the Accreditation Dialogue Committee should meet separately from the 
Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee. It should probably meet twice a month. A regular 3:00 Thursday 
meeting was suggested. 
 
3. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee is scheduled for Monday, November 3, 2008 at 
12:00 noon in SF 100A. The next meeting of the Accreditation Dialogue Committee was not firmly set. 
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1. Annual Reporting for Strategic Planning 
 
Peggy Renner shared a printed presentation from the Los Angeles Community College District. The LA District 
reports annually about progress toward goals to the Board of Trustees. Alice Mecom mentioned that this relates 
to accreditation Standard I because it shows evidence that the college is assessing progress toward its goals. 
Roger Bowerman said that it also related to Standard IV because it shows integration between institutional 
planning and the Board of Trustees. 
 
The timing of annual reporting was discussed. The Board has a retreat in February that deals with setting goals, 
so it would make sense to report to them about college goals before their February retreat. This year, the Board 
will approve the Strategic Master Plan before the retreat. Next year, we could report progress on college goals to 
the Board before the February retreat. 
 
Larry Serot said that we have to report not only to the Board but to others involved in plans and budgeting. This is 
completing the loop. The new committee that Larry has proposed will be in charge of collecting information about 
progress on goals for all college plans, including the Strategic Master Plan. 
 
Peggy Renner indicated that the draft Strategic Master Plan is going to the standing governance committees in 
November. If approved by Team A, the final plan can go to the Board in December or January. 
 
2. Relationship Between Board Goals and College Goals 
 
Larry Serot said that we should give the Board the Strategic Master Plan, which includes goals for the college, 
and have them approve the goals as their goals as well. If they want to add goals or make changes, the planning 
process can accommodate that. The Board might want a separate set of Board-related goals as well, which would 
deal with issues specific to the Board such as communication that would not be appropriate as college-wide 
goals. Peggy indicated that the Board should see all their goals in the Strategic Master Plan. In its current form, 
the SMP includes most of the Board goals that the Board approved in May 2008. Roger said that, for the coming 
cycle, we should tell the Board we’re starting our planning process and show them how we’ve incorporated the 
goals they set into the SMP. We should also ask for further feedback from the Board and incorporate that into the 
plan. 
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The SMP could go to the Board in December for a first reading and January for a second reading. The Board 
should also see a draft of the SMP in November without a presentation. The Board needs a summary of what the 
college has done, its goals, and where the Board goals fit in. Larry said that it would be good to dedicate a Board 
study session to the SMP once a year. 
 
3. Faculty/Staff Survey 
 
A faculty/staff SWOT survey was conducted in Fall 2007. There has been discussion of another survey in Fall 
2008 to answer some questions related to the accreditation standards (which the 2007 survey also addressed). 
Faculty and staff have not been surveyed as much as they were last year, so a survey might have an acceptable 
response rate this year. 
 
The committee discussed sending out the SMP to all employees when it is approved by the Board. It would be 
helpful to include contact information for people to contact about each of the goals. Team B members were 
assigned to each of the goals, so they could act as the contact people. 
 
4. Planning Handbook Update  
 
The larger Planning Handbook (as opposed to the smaller Planning Booklet, which has been sent out to all 
college employees) should be sent to all planners and program review committee members. It needs to be 
reviewed and revised now in light of the changes to the draft SMP. Peggy and Ed will sit down to revise the 
handbook for a planned distribution at the beginning of the Spring 2009 semester. 
 
5. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee is scheduled for Monday, December 1, 2008 at 
12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
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1. Faculty/Staff Survey 
 
Edward Karpp said that the Fall 2008 faculty/staff survey will be announced today (Monday, December 1) through 
email. This is a web-based survey that repeats most of the accreditation-related questions from the Fall 2007 
faculty/staff survey. The committee discussed awareness of the mission statement, which should be improved if 
the mission statement is printed on campus banners. The idea of printing posters with the mission statement and 
hanging them around campus is also being pursued. The new mission statement is now on the college web site. 
 
2. Planning Handbook 
 
Edward Karpp and Peggy Renner will meet to update the draft Planning Handbook. This document should include 
a flow chart of the planning and budgeting process. The plan is to send it to planners, program review committee 
members, and TOPs managers at the beginning of Spring 2009. The committee agreed that it should also be sent 
to the self study standard chairs. 
 
The web address of the Strategic Master Plan, and other planning documents such as the Planning Booklet, was 
discussed and there was some confusion. The URL <http://www.glendale.edu/planning> has an old version of the 
SMP. The current web address is <http://www.glendale.edu/masterplan>. Jill Lewis will contact Patricia 
Chamroonrat and ask her to remove the outdated plan and web address. 
 
3. Data (Poorna Pal) 
 
Poorna Pal distributed data that he has collected and analyzed. The first part of his analysis compares GCC’s 
efficiency with statewide numbers, based on data available at the Chancellor’s Office web site. Poorna noted that 
GCC’s efficiency is higher than average and information like this can be used to promote the college. The second 
part of the analysis looks at internal GCC data, comparing programs. Poorna looked at correlations between 
different measures and concluded that most measures are not strongly correlated, except for retention and 
success rates. He hypothesized that the lack of strong patterns where the efficiency measure is included might be 
due to GCC’s relatively high efficiency and little room to improve. 
 
The committee discussed the appropriate forum for talking about the data. The program review committee has 
suggested that the budget committee discuss the program information. The committee discussed the linkage 
between data (including program review data), budgeting, planning, and program review. Peggy reminded the 
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committee of the one-page survey she conducted in Fall 2007 whose purpose was to have programs update their 
educational plans. We need a planning process that begins earlier, in the Fall rather than right before budget 
requests are due in the Spring. Even without much funding available, we can start planning early each year and 
identify potential requests from the programs. Roger Bowerman mentioned that there is a disconnect: programs 
do program review, but divisions make budget requests. Peggy said that each division needs time to sit down and 
collaborate to request resources. 
 
Jill Lewis and Poorna Pal are going to the next Senate meeting (Thursday, December 4) to discuss changing the 
6-year program review cycle to a 5-year cycle. Peggy said that senators should take the program review timeline 
to their divisions and ask about budget augmentations to request for the next cycle. Regarding updating the 
educational master plan at the program level, the Strategic Master Plan says that a Team A subcommittee will 
become an EMP Task Force, made up primarily of division chairs. 
 
The committee discussed the idea of a flex day, or “Planning Day” for departments to update their plans, talk 
about budget requests, and deal with SLOs. Jill and Poorna will take this idea to the Senate on Thursday. Roger 
mentioned that it would be good to have one flex day in the Fall and one in the Spring. Rick Perez asked if this 
Planning Day would replace the current Institute Day. Roger said that it should. Jill said that the Senate will 
discuss it when the idea is brought to them. 
 
4. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee is scheduled for Monday, January 5, 2009 at 
12:00 noon in SF 100A. However, this is the first day back during the Winter intersession, so it might not be a 
good day to meet. Edward Karpp will send an email asking the committee if it is willing to meet on the first day 
back. 
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Item Action 

Before the meeting began, there was some discussion about inviting Arnel Pascua, 
Associate Vice President of Information Technology Services, to join the Dialogue 
Committee. The original committee membership included Dave Roswell as acting Dean of 
ITS but because his position reported to the Vice President of Administrative Services, Larry 
Serot took responsibility for the technology planning aspect of the Dialogue Committee. The 
new Associate VP position reports to the Superintendent/President, however, so the 
committee felt it was appropriate to invite Arnel to become a member of the Dialogue 
Committee. Edward Karpp will invite him for the next meeting on March 2. 
 

E. Karpp will 
invite Arnel 
Pascua to the 
next IPDC 
meeting. 

 
1. Faculty/Staff Survey 
 
The results of the Fall 2008 faculty/staff survey were published online as Campus Views 
2008. The committee discussed how to use survey results in planning and decision making. 
Peggy Renner mentioned that she assigned Team B to look at the results for planning 
purposes. The results can also be used as the accreditation self study is written; Poorna Pal 
reminded the committee that he originally suggested several survey questions as a result of 
working on his standard for the self study. Poorna brought up some of the negative results in 
the survey, including opinions about the budget process. Ron Nakasone said that the TOPs 
managers are probably familiar with the budget process, but he doesn’t know if information 
about the process filters down to lower levels. Another somewhat negative result involved 
administrator and manager opinions about support for distance education. Faculty members 
had higher opinions of support for distance education than administrators. It is possible that 
administrators want more distance education but faculty members are satisfied with the 
amount of distance education currently available. The college should ask students if they 
want or need more distance education. Discussion turned to getting a better response rate 
for the faculty/staff survey. Jill Lewis suggested asking the Senate and CSEA to send out a 
reminder email after the initial email soliciting survey responses. She also said that bringing 
up the survey at standing committee meetings would be helpful. 
 

 
 
 
E. Karpp will add 
a question to the 
Spring 2009 
student survey 
about distance 
education. 
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2. ARCC Indicators 
 
ARCC is Accountability Reporting for the Community Colleges. ARCC indicators from the 
2008 ARCC report were presented to the Board on December 15, 2008. Edward Karpp 
asked the committee for their opinions about how to incorporate the ARCC indicators into 
planning. The committee suggested using ARCC measures in the accreditation self study. 
There was some discussion of using them in the Strategic Master Planning process. 
Committee members wanted more information about the ARCC measures themselves, so 
that information will be sent out. Peggy Renner said that Pasadena City College frequently 
uses success measures in their advertising. Discussion turned to using the ARCC indicators 
in marketing materials. The committee will discuss more about the ARCC indicators at the 
next meeting. 

 
 
 
E. Karpp will 
email a link to the 
ARCC report to 
IPDC members to 
inform discussion 
at the next IPDC 
meeting. 

 
3. Linking Resources to Planning and Performance 
 
Poorna Pal wanted to discuss the linkage between planning and resource allocation. He 
believes that a new Educational Master Plan might come out of program review in a few 
years if the current process of programs updating plans through program review works on a 
consistent basis. He asked about budget augmentation request forms, which are due March 
6. He is aware that requests are evaluated for their linkage to the SMP goals and to program 
review documents but he asked where the requests go next. Peggy Renner said that a 
subcommittee of Team A gives data and evaluations for each budget augmentation request 
to the standing governance committees. This is the third year that the process has been in 
place. Peggy asked whether the standing committees, when they rank the priority of the 
requests, look at the evaluations from the Team A subcommittee and from the Program 
Review Committee. Dawn Lindsay said that we could separate the requests into four groups, 
with the first group being “yes/yes” – yes from Team A that the request matches SMP goals 
and yes from the Program Review Committee that the request is supported by the latest 
program review document. The other three groups would be “yes/no,” “no/yes,” and “no/no.” 
Only the “yes/yes” requests could be sent to the standing committees for prioritization. Jill 
Lewis said that it is a little more complicated because sometimes the Program Review 
Committee’s evaluation results in “not applicable” because the most recent program review 
document is too old, or for other possible reasons, and it would not be fair to eliminate all 
requests that aren’t explicitly related to a program review document. Peggy asked if the 
Budget Committee uses the information about SMP goals and program review plans when 
they make the final prioritization. She also brought up the concept of “must dos” and the 
committee agreed that must dos should have a more rigorous definition, which the Budget 
Committee is working on. Dawn asked if the Likert scale rankings could be used as the tie to 
the SMP. Maybe only goals related to the top 3 goals rated by Team A should be considered. 

 

 
4. Mission Statement Posters 
 
Peggy showed the committee two color drafts of possible posters showing the college 
mission statement. These are to be posted around the main campus and the Garfield 
campus. Some committee members preferred the blue poster and some preferred the green 
one. There were suggestions to use another photo at the top of the poster. Several 
committee members thought it would be good to put the mission statement on a banner but 
the banners hanging around campus might be too narrow for the mission statement to be 
readable. 

 

 
5. Planning Handbook 
 
Edward and Peggy plan to meet again about the Planning Handbook, which is scheduled to 
be printed and distributed at the beginning of the Spring semester. Peggy has created a grid 
of assignments for the vice presidents which shows the objectives and strategies of the SMP 
and to whom each is assigned. This should be incorporated into the Planning Handbook as 
the process by which implementation of the SMP is assigned. 
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6. Planning Day 
 
The idea of a planning day, a mandatory flex day to be used for program planning and work 
on student learning outcomes, was mentioned at an earlier IPDC meeting. Peggy Renner has 
been talking about this idea to different constituencies. There is probably no support for the 
idea from the Guild; if it is made mandatory, it is a contractual issue. Others Peggy has talked 
to have been supportive of the idea. Jill suggested going to the Guild Executive Committee 
and the Senate Executive Committee on a one-on-one basis rather than at a meeting. Then 
there might be more support at a Guild or Senate meeting. Peggy thought that it might be 
part of flex week, but that gets more participation from adjunct faculty members than full-
timers. It might be made part of institute day, but people are not happy with institute day as it 
is now. It would probably have to be changed to incorporate a planning day. The committee 
discussed the fact that the college has a lot of work to do on the student learning outcomes 
assessment cycle and a Planning Day would be one way to set aside time to do that work. 

 

 
7. Vision Statement 
 
Alfred Ramirez brought up the question of a vision statement. There has been some concern 
voiced at meetings that the college does not have a vision. The committee discussed where 
a vision statement should come from. Is it the responsibility of Team A? Previously, we had 
discussed drafting a vision statement to go to Team B and Team A. Jill volunteered to find 
other colleges’ vision statements and bring them back to the next IPDC meeting. 

 
 
 
J. Lewis will bring 
examples of 
vision statements 
to an IPDC 
meeting. 

 
 
8. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee is scheduled for Monday, March 2, 2009 at 
12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
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Members Present 

Edward Karpp (chair) Administration Institutional Research & Planning 

Alfred Ramirez Administration Continuing & Community Education 

Peggy Renner Faculty Planning Coordinator 

Rick Perez Administration VP, Student Services 

Alice Mecom Faculty SLO Coordinator 

Poorna Pal Faculty Program Review Coordinator 

Ron Nakasone Administration VP, Administrative Services 

   

   

Members Absent 

Vicki Nicholson Administration Human Resources 

Karen Holden-Ferkich Administration Assoc. VP, Continuing & Community Ed. 

John Queen Faculty Accreditation Chair 

Jill Lewis Administration Instructional Program Manager 

Dawn Lindsay Administration VP, Instructional Services 

Arnel Pascua Administration Assoc. VP, Information Technology 

 
 

Item Action 

At the last meeting, Edward Karpp said he would invite Arnel Pascua to join the committee. 
He did invite Arnel, but Arnel was not available for this meeting due to a site visit for the 
Peoplesoft implementation. 
 
Before the meeting began, Poorna Pal introduced a new summary sheet for each program 
going through program review. This will be part of the new online version of the program 
review document. Poorna also shared a redesign of the flowchart depicting the program 
review cycle from the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges. Poorna’s 
new version, based on an ACCJC PowerPoint presentation, fits everything into one page. 
 

 

 
1. Filtering Budget Requests by Linkage with SMP & Program Review 
 
At the Program Review Committee meeting on February 24, that committee discussed the 
idea of filtering budget augmentation requests so that requests not linked to the Strategic 
Master Plan and program review plans would not be forwarded to the standing committees to 
be prioritized. Ron Nakasone said that this might work for the three top priorities (the three 
Annual Goals for 2009-2010) but that it would be unfair for programs that have not gone 
through program review recently. Poorna Pal said that the new online program review system 
would solve the problem, but Peggy Renner said that there is a timing issue and the online 
system is not available now, when budget requests are going to be prioritized. Ron said that 
the governance committees should be instructed to use the top three goals when they are 
prioritizing requests. Peggy said that only requests related to SMP goals 1, 6, and 10 (the top 
three priorities) should go to the governance committees to be prioritized. 
 
The committee discussed the idea of having Peggy, Poorna, and Jill go through the requests 
after they are evaluated by the Program Review Committee and the subcommittee of Team 
A, then put the requests that address both SMP goals 1, 6, and/or 10 and program review 
plans at the top, followed by requests that address SMP goals but not program review plans. 
The rest of the requests would be ineligible. The list of requests would then go to Ron, who 
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would send the eligible ones to the governance committees. However, the Budget Committee 
should still see all requests so they can define which are “must dos.” 
 
Rick Perez asked whether next year all faculty and staff will understand this process. The 
committee answered probably not. The budget process should be publicized so more people 
understand it. 
 

 
2. Planning Day/Mandatory Flex for SLOs, Program Review, Planning 
 
Alice Mecom has been conducting a survey about SLOs. Her results show that most people 
don’t have time to do SLOs and assessment. How do we find the time and prove that there is 
institutional support for performing these important activities? Alice asked other colleges 
about their flex requirements and found there were a lot of different approaches to using SLO 
work for meeting flex requirements. Alice and the SLO Committee will write a letter to the 
Guild to request mandatory flex time for SLOAC work. Planning and program review also 
need time set aside so they should be part of the same letter. This must be negotiated if it is 
a mandatory obligation. It’s necessary to show the Guild that people feel it is important. 
Peggy met with Dawn and asked if this could be a mutual reopener in negotiations, and 
Dawn said yes. 
 

 
 
 
A. Mecom will 
write a letter to 
the Guild asking 
for mandatory flex 
time for SLOAC 
work 

 
3. Vision Statement 
 
There was some discussion of a proposed vision statement that Poorna Pal drafted: “We 
seek to be the community’s preferred choice for transfer, career and technical education.” 
there was discussion about what people want from a vision statement. Peggy Renner said 
that some people want to be told what our vision is. After some discussion, the draft was 
changed to “We seek to be the community’s preferred choice for its 21

st
 century educational 

needs.” This draft will be taken to the Team A meeting this semester. First, it will be brought 
to the Team B meeting on March 17. 
 

 
 
 
The draft vision 
statement will be 
taken to Team B 
and Team A 

 
 
4. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee is scheduled for Monday, April 6, 2009 at 
12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
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Members Present 

Edward Karpp (chair) Administration Institutional Research & Planning 

Alfred Ramirez Administration Continuing & Community Education 

Peggy Renner Faculty Planning Coordinator 

Alice Mecom Faculty SLO Coordinator 

Poorna Pal Faculty Program Review Coordinator 

Ron Nakasone Administration VP, Administrative Services 

Arnel Pascua Administration Assoc. VP, Information Technology 

Jill Lewis Administration Instructional Program Manager 

Dawn Lindsay Administration VP, Instructional Services 

   

Members Absent 

Vicki Nicholson Administration Human Resources 

Karen Holden-Ferkich Administration Assoc. VP, Continuing & Community Ed. 

John Queen Faculty Accreditation Chair 

Rick Perez Administration VP, Student Services 

 
 

Item Action 

 
1. Filtering Budget Requests by Linkage with SMP & Program Review 
 
The committee discussed the screening process for budget augmentation requests. Peggy 
Renner said that she has summaries from two Team A subcommittees, each consisting of 
three people. The subcommittees were asked to look at each budget augmentation request 
and determine whether it met goals 1, 6, or 10 of the Strategic Master Plan, which were set 
by Team A and the Superintendent/President as the Annual Goals for budgeting for 2009-
2010. Many requests did not address any of the three Annual Goals. Some issues came up 
during the process, such as how to treat requests for released time or supplies. Should these 
kinds of requests go through the Team A subcommittee? Other requests were for health and 
safety or required by maintenance contracts. Ron Nakasone said that some of the budget 
augmentation requests would be considered must-dos by the Budget Committee, which 
makes the must-do designation. 
 
The next step of the process is to send the goals that did meet SMP goals 1, 6, or 10 to the 
Program Review Committee so they can be evaluated according to the programs’ 
documents. 
 
Peggy suggested that a group should revise the budget process to apply the 
screening/linkage process better in future years. Members of the Budget Committee should 
be asked to be on a group revising the process. 
 
The committee discussed the different processes for requesting funding. Arnel Pascua said 
that a budget manual is necessary so people can understand the different budget processes. 
The committee discussed adding a section to the Planning Handbook describing the different 
processes. It was agreed that the next Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee will include 
further discussion of the budget processes and how to disseminate information about making 
different kinds of budget requests. 
 
The following processes were identified, along with the committees and/or people 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Discuss further 
the idea of a task 
force to look at 
the budget 
process 
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responsible for prioritizing requests. Peggy Renner will work on getting details about several 
of the processes for the next meeting. 
 
• Budget augmentation requests (Budget Committee, with information from Team A 

subcommittee and Program Review committee) 
• Rooms and facilities (Campus Development Committee) 
• Full-time instructional faculty (IHAC) 
• Student services faculty (SSHAC) 
• Classified staff (CHAC) 
• Instructional equipment (Instructional Services area – Dawn Lindsay, Ron Harlan) 
• Career and technical education program enhancement/Perkins funding 
• Lottery funds 
• Partnership for Excellence/PFE funds (Academic Senate) 
• Released time positions (RTEP Committee) 
• Basic skills funds (Foundational Skills Committee) 
• Staff development 
 
 

 
 
 
Add a 
placeholder page 
in the Planning 
Handbook this 
year; add details 
about budget 
processes in next 
year’s Planning 
Handbook 
 

 
2. Planning Day/Mandatory Flex Day for SLOs, Program Review, Planning 
 
Alice Mecom said that she sent a letter about a mandatory flex day for SLOs to the Guild but 
has not received a response yet. 
 

 

 
3. Vision Statement 
 
Peggy Renner said that a subcommittee of Team B is going to look at several drafts of the 
vision statement that were discussed at the last Team B meeting. 
 

 

 
4. Updates 
 
Dawn Lindsay gave an update about the Educational Master Plan. She mentioned the Grace 
Mitchell proposal (an external consulting firm has been asked to make a proposal to create 
an EMP document which would cover noncredit and credit educational programs) to John 
Queen, but he had not been aware of the request or the proposal. Peggy Renner said that 
the creation of an EMP is in SMP goal 3 and it might not be necessary to use an external firm 
to write the document. Peggy has a document from Grace Mitchell for another college and 
we have most of the information internally. The information we do not have relates to detailed 
external scanning. This includes demographics in our service area, competition by 
geographical area (the LACCD has plans to put facilities in Atwater, Burbank, and 
Sunland/Tujunga), participation rates, and issues about the market for online students. 
Poorna Pal said that it is necessary for someone external to do an external scan because of 
objectivity. 

 

 
 
5. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee is scheduled for Monday, May 6, 2009 at 
12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
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Members Present 

Edward Karpp (chair) Administration Institutional Research & Planning 

Rick Perez Administration VP, Student Services 

Peggy Renner Faculty Planning Coordinator 

Alice Mecom Faculty SLO Coordinator 

Poorna Pal Faculty Program Review Coordinator 

Ron Nakasone Administration VP, Administrative Services 

   

Members Absent 

Vicki Nicholson Administration Human Resources 

Karen Holden-Ferkich Administration Assoc. VP, Continuing & Community Ed. 

John Queen Faculty Accreditation Chair 

Alfred Ramirez Administration Continuing & Community Education 

Arnel Pascua Administration Assoc. VP, Information Technology 

Jill Lewis Administration Instructional Program Manager 

Dawn Lindsay Administration VP, Instructional Services 

 
 

Item Action 

 
1. Planning Handbook 
 
The final version of the Planning Handbook for 2008-2009 was printed and distributed. This is 
the first edition that has been sent out to all TOPs managers as well as members of Team A, 
Team B, and the Budget Committee. 
 

 

 
2. Description of Budget Processes 
 
The committee discussed developing the section in the Planning Handbook that identifies the 
different budget processes and sources of funds. A grants process was designed by a 
committee that evaluated grants, but the process was never put into place. Ron Nakasone 
said that there is a sign-off sheet that people who want to apply for grants must send to the 
Superintendent/President for a signature. Poorna Pal asked how much of the college budget 
is from grants. Ron Nakasone estimated that the total between grants and categorical 
programs is between 20% and 25% of the college budget. The committee discussed indirect 
costs of grants. Ron Nakasone said that the college uses 4% of the total grant amount in 
grant applications for indirect costs, but the actual amount spent is about 43%. If grant 
applications asked for 43% in indirect costs, it would hurt the college’s chances of receiving 
the grants. Ron is trying to increase the percentage from 4%. 
 
Currently, a grants coordinator position is being hired as a temporary professional expert with 
a maximum of 900 hours in a year. There are no stipends available for faculty members to 
write their own grants. 
 
Regarding the budget processes, Peggy Renner asked if the Budget Committee should be 
involved in defining the different budget processes. Should the Dialogue Committee and 
Team B be mapping the current processes or changing the processes so there is only one 
path for requesting funds? Because of different time cycles and deadlines, it would be difficult 
to develop only one process. 
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Alice Mecom said that the SLOAC process needs funds but she does not know how to 
request funds. There should be a way to show people how to get what they need. For 
example, a web site that says “Do you need...” and lists instructional equipment, support for 
your teaching, a part-time faculty member, etc., then points people to the appropriate budget 
request process. There is a disconnect between faculty members, including adjuncts, and 
division chairs in knowledge about budget processes and what people should ask for. A web 
site with information about budget pathways, timetables, processes and protocols (e.g., go 
through your division chair), and acceptable uses of funds would be very helpful. Peggy 
Renner said that it would also be helpful in tying all budget processes to planning, program 
review, and student learning outcomes. The next Dialogue Committee meeting will be a 
brainstorming session to try to mock up a web site with relevant information about budget 
pathways. 
 

 
 
3. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee is scheduled for Monday, June 1, 2009 at 
12:00 noon in SF 100A. 
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Members Present 

Edward Karpp (chair) Administration Institutional Research & Planning 

Rick Perez Administration VP, Student Services 

Peggy Renner Faculty Planning Coordinator 

Alice Mecom Faculty SLO Coordinator 

Poorna Pal Faculty Program Review Coordinator 

Jill Lewis Administration Instructional Program Manager 

Alfred Ramirez Administration Continuing & Community Education 

   

Members Absent 

Vicki Nicholson Administration Human Resources 

Karen Holden-Ferkich Administration Assoc. VP, Continuing & Community Ed. 

John Queen Faculty Accreditation Chair 

Arnel Pascua Administration Assoc. VP, Information Technology 

Dawn Lindsay Administration VP, Instructional Services 

Ron Nakasone Administration VP, Administrative Services 

 
 

Item Action 

 
1. Annual Reporting 
 
The committee discussed the idea of a collegewide annual report based on the student 
services annual reports that Nancy Knight organized and that Rick Perez brought back. The 
collegewide annual report was discussed at accreditation steering committee meetings and 
at the Team B meeting on May 19. Peggy Renner said that the last Team A meeting (May 
12) had people give verbal reports about progress toward meeting the Strategic Master Plan 
goals. This was successful, and an annual report might be a way to formalize it. Peggy asked 
a question about timing. If the report is done in the Spring, can units plan for the next year 
over the Summer? Should the annual report be done during the Spring semester or over the 
Summer? Jill Lewis said that program review is not complete until the end of Spring and 
could not report by May. She pointed out that annual reporting would help the college make 
its cycle of improvement clear. 
 
Peggy said that Team A is a campuswide group but that discussions about what needs to be 
improved have to start at the work level. The committee discussed whether annual reporting 
should happen at the Vice President level. The VP’s would come out and say what is crucial 
to accomplish in their area in the coming year. Peggy said that this could help inform the 
prioritization of annual goals in the Fall. Poorna Pal said that the Vice Presidents and 
Associate Vice Presidents should be asked the same set of questions to identify 1) 
anticipated goals from the previous year or previous plans, 2) accomplished goals, and 3) 
future plans. Peggy said that at some colleges the President sets the priorities for the year. 
When Dr. Davitt was President, he would get the goals for the year across at Faculty Institute 
at the beginning of the academic year. Peggy asked how the Board of Trustees would fit into 
this annual reporting and setting goals. 
 
The committee agreed that annual reporting is a good idea. The crucial issue is how to make 
it happen. The committee identified six areas whose high-level reports should be included in 
an annual report: 1) Instruction, 2) Student Services, 3) Administrative Services, 4) IT, 5) HR, 
and 6) Continuing Education/Community Services/Professional Development Center. Rick 
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Perez said that it would help to keep it simple. Identify major accomplishments, major 
challenges, and plans for the next year or two. Peggy asked if it would be as easy for 
instruction as it sounds like it would be for student services. How do the divisions fit? The 
committee discussed having the VP/AVP figure out how to structure the dialogue and 
manage the process, so it could work differently in different areas. 
 
Alfred Ramirez asked what the main purpose would be. Peggy said that it would improve 
linkage for the setting of annual goals. She asked if something like this, which might be 
considered top-down, would fit into our primarily bottom-up culture. Alice Mecom said that 
something like this would help people connect the dots and see the connections between the 
different things they are being asked to do, like the student learning outcomes assessment 
cycle, program review, planning, and budget requests. 
 
Peggy said that Faculty Institute Day should be used to go over this. The Campus Executive 
Committee decides what is covered during Institute. This reporting could also be covered at 
Classified Institute. The committee also discussed assigning this idea to the Planning 
Coordinating Committee, which has not yet met. 
 

2. Planning Coordinating Committee 
 
(This item was number 3 on the agenda but the committee discussed it second because of 
the relationship with the previous topic.) 
 
The committee had questions about the new Planning Coordinating Committee. One 
question was when the PCC will start to meet. Peggy spoke with John Queen and he said 
that Senate and Guild appointments will be made, but there is no deadline for assigning 
people to the committee. The makeup of the PCC has been defined but constituency 
representatives have not yet been assigned. Peggy said that the PCC should start as soon 
as possible. Rick said that it was discussed in Campus Exec and it will start in September. Its 
first assignment will be to develop a mission statement. 
 
The committee discussed the idea that it (the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee) will 
be dissolved and the PCC will replace it. Most or all of the IPDC members will be on the 
PCC, along with some other constituency representatives. The IPDC plans to meet over the 
Summer, and these meetings can get things ready for the PCC to start. Peggy asked if the 
IPDC can ask the Vice Presidents and Associate Vice Presidents can start working on annual 
reporting in time for Institute. The IPDC has no authority to make decisions or assign work; its 
purpose is discussion and dialogue. Alice said that the IPDC can come up with a list of 
recommendations for what the PCC should do. 
 
The committee discussed recommendations for the PCC as well as questions to ask Dawn 
Lindsay, who was not on campus for the IPDC meeting. The committee came up with the 
following list of questions to ask Dawn in her current capacity as Vice President in charge of 
the planning process (current through the end of June). 
 
• When will the PCC start meeting? Should it start earlier than September to help with 

annual reporting and linkage? 
• When will appointments to the PCC be made? 
• How can we use Institute Day to present annual reporting? 
• Who will chair the PCC? 
• Who would be in charge of annual reporting, if it is implemented? 
• Would the IPDC dissolve and its membership move on to the PCC? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Action: 
 
Edward Karpp will 
send this list of 
questions out to 
the IPDC for 
feedback, then 
send the “official” 
list of questions to 
Dawn Lindsay. 

3. Budget Processes 
 
Alice Mecom handed out a web page mockup she put together to structure information about 
the different college budget processes. The top of the mockup showed one option, a list of 
possible uses a requestor would have for funding. The bottom of the mockup showed another 
option, a table listing all of the budget processes. Alfred said that these processes should 
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already be well known, but they are not. Chairs should let faculty know how they can request 
funding for things they need. Some divisions do this but others do not. 
 
Peggy said we should talk about our needs before the January/February requests for budget 
augmentations go out. Ideas for requests should be the topic in the Fall at the division level 
so each division can decide what it should ask for for next year. Division chairs need to know 
where to go based on their needs. Should this issue of clarifying the budget processes go to 
the Vice President in charge of planning or should Ron Nakasone be asked to take care of 
this, or should it go to the PCC? The committee did not decide where it should be forwarded. 
 
Peggy had a question about how budget prioritization was done this year. She was told that 
the prioritization of budget augmentation requests was confusing. Some requests were 
prioritized by the standing governance committees that were screened out by the Team A 
subcommittee which matched requests with the top three annual goals. Part of the reason 
was that requests not matching the annual goals were kept on the lists sent to the standing 
committee chairs but they were stricken out. Peggy will talk with Ron Nakasone to make sure 
that requests not matching the annual goals are not included in the lists sent to the standing 
committees. This is another example of the cycle of improvement as we learn from each year 
how to improve the linkage between planning and budgeting. 
 

4. Program Review Update 
 
Poorna passed out a document with a new set of program-level data. His report categorized 
each instructional program according to high, low, or average success rates and retention 
rates and looked at efficiency measures as well. The committee discussed how to use this 
information. It related to enrollment management and other issues, and improving retention, 
success, and efficiency could help during the current budget crisis. Poorna will continue to 
work on the data and think about how best to use the information in his reports. 
 

 

 
5. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Institutional Planning Dialogue Committee is scheduled for Monday, July 6, 2009 at 12:00 
noon in SF 100A. 
 
 
 


