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THE FACULTY ROLE

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to articulate a

set of recomrmendations in the formof prin-

ciples that can be applied by | ocal academ c

senates as they create and inprove their
local planning and budget processes. The paper il-
lustrates these principles through the use of asingle
nodel, and readers should keep in nind that it is
the principl es, and not the nodel enployed toillus-
trate them that constitutes the heart of the paper,
as the principles have the potential to be adapted
to alnost any canpus, whatever its size and cul -
ture, whereas the specific nodel nay have nore |im
ited wility. !

The paper specifies the role of academc senates in
t he devel opnent of pl anni ng and budget processes,
based upon Title 5 853200 (c) (10), and the inter -
pretation of Regul ation agreed upon by the Acadenic
Senate and the Community ol | ege League of Cali -
fornia. According to this agreenent, academic sen-
ates are understood to have authority wth respect
to the devel oprent of planning and budget pro-
cesses, but not with respect to the specific plans
and budgets that are the products of these processes.
It is recormended that acadenic senates reviewthe
specific plans and budgets of their colleges and dis-
tricts, not wth an eye to vetoi ng the products them
selves, but rather wth a viewto initiating a revi-
sion of the processes shoul d they not be eventuat-
ing in products that pronote an education of the
hi ghest quality for students.

The gui di ng princi pl e behi nd the reconmendat i ons
in the paper is that, in an academic context, the
best planning wll be bottomup in nature. That is,
it is assuned that the faculty, functioning through
their departnents, wll be best able to decide what

1 The Acadenic Senate would like to thank Bl Bradl ey
of Gossnont ol I ege for sharing his work on this nodel
and the principles it supports.
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is needed in order best to performtheir jobs. It is
concei vabl e that acadenic senates coul d gi ve them
selves alarger roleinthe processes thensel ves t han
in fact is reconmended herein, exercising, for ex-
anpl e, oversight functions wth reference to depart-
nent pl ans and budgets. Instead, it is recommended
that academc senates devel op processes that rec-
ogni ze the autonony of discipline faculty in these
areas. The principle at work here is that the appro-
priate rol e of acadenic senates, whether at the state
or thelocal level, is to enpover faculty, not to con
trol them

G al the sorts of planning that go on in col l eges
and districts, the paper focuses on academc or in-
structional planning and the budgeting that sup-
ports the acadenic plans. It is suggested that the
nost basi ¢ node of planning is short-term annual
pl anni ng, and that academ c naster plans becone
vital docunents to the degree that they are regu-
larly updated with reference to the trends and prob-
lens that emerge in annual plans. The paper al so
deal s with the issues in pl anni ng and budgeti ng pe-
culiar tomlti-collegedistricts, and concl udes wth
brief sections on facilities and technol ogy pl anni ng.

As the Acadenic Senate’s first paper on the subj ect
of planning and budgeting, this paper attenpts to
lay a foundation for good practices in these areas.
It is anticipated that future papers will concentrate
on nodel s of good practices and on strategies for
their inplenentation. As this work proceeds, no
doubt the principles articulated here wll be refined
and revised and wll nove ever closer to a state of
uni versal applicability. In the neantine, they
should, if treated in a spirit creative adaptation,
serve as useful guides to acadenic senates as they
grappl e with the conpl exities of planning and bud-

geting.
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INTRODUCTION

If one searches the archives of the Academic Sen-
ate, one finds papers on virtually every area of aca-
denic and professional concernto faculty, with one
maj or exception—and that is planning and budget -
ing. This paper is intended as a first step toward
filling that vad

The paper was initiated through breakouts in two
successive years at Acadenic Senate plenary ses-
sions, the second of which generated resol ution 5.07
F99:

Therefore be it resol ved that the Academic Sen-
ate for the Galifornia Gonmunity ol | eges di -
rect the Executive Coomittee to research best
practices in planni ng and budgeti ng processes
and to devel op and present a paper at a future
pl enary sessi on highlighting these practices wth
recomnmendati ons for | ocal acadenic senates.

ne can only speculate as to the dearth of atten-
tion to planning and budgeting in Senate literature.
Grtainly, there has been no lack of faculty inter -
est—pl enary sessi on breakouts have been well at-
tended, as have workshops at the Sunmer Leader -
ship Institute. DO scussions wth faculty disclose, as
mght be expected, that the power of the purse is
often jeal ously guarded, and that those in posses-
sion of that power are sonetines loath to share it
with their constituencies. Faculty report finding
thensel ves | ocked out of significant participation
in planning and, especially, budgeting, and often
find thensel ves subject to unsatisfactory policies,
per haps nai vel y agreed to by their acadenic senates
in days inmmediately post-ABl725. Fortunately,
there are sone very successful nodel s of faculty in-
vol venent in these critical areas.

In what follows, the Academic Senate wll articu-
late both the legal and the educational grounds for
faculty involvenent in planning and budget pro-
cesses, Wl advocate the re-opening of policy dis-
cussi ons wher e i nadequat e guar ant ees of parti ci pa-
tion exist, and wll delineate guidelines for the de-
vel opnent of sound policies, |ooking often to suc-
cessful efforts wthinthe system Fnally, the paper
wll illustrate how in a practical sense, those prin
ciples mght nanifest thensel ves; the generic ap-
proach or nodel herein is only one of many that a

college or district mght enpl oy, dependi ng upon the
culture of the canpus. Subsequent papers in this
series wll attenpt to offer and anal yze ot her actual
practices of planning and budgeting. Wat is cru-
cial to renenber throughout this paper is that the
nodel and the concrete exanpl es that arise fromit
areonly illustrative: it is the principles behind the
nodel that are the focus of this paper.

THE LEGAL GROUNDS FOR
FACULTY INVOLVEMENT

The legal basis for faculty invol venent in planning
and budget processes is fairly straightforward. The
intent language of ABL725 nade it clear that the
bill was designed to bring the coomunity col | eges
into full partnership with their four -year
post secondary counterparts, and that a key to this
woul d be the strengthening of acadenic senates,
giving thema ngjor role in col | ege governance. This
commtnent translated into Education Code as a
nmandate for acadenmic senate prinacy in areas of
curricul umand professional standards. To inple-
nment this nandate, the Board of Governors speci -
fied inTitle5 853200, the ten acadenic and pro
fessional areas in which local boards nust confer
collegially with the acadenic senate in devel opi ng
policy. The tenth itemon this list is the devel op-
nent of institutional planning and budget processes.
Because there was some controversy regarding the
authority of acadenic senates with respect to spe-
cific budget expenditures and planning details, the
Academ ¢ Senate and the Community Col | ege League
of Glifornia (G1Q included aclarificationintheir
docunent, Participating BEfectivelyinDstrict and Ql -
| ege Governance. There, the Senate and the OOLC
expr essed agreenent that the acadenm c senates’ au-
thority extended only to the devel opnent of plan-
ni ng and budget processes, and not to the specifics
of the plans and budgets thensel ves.

10. QUESTION Anot her one of the el even ar -
eas of academic and professional nmatters is
“processes for institutional planning and bud-
get devel opnent.” Does this regulation relate
to the institutional plans and budgets them
selves, or only to the process by which plans
and budget s are devel oped for presentation to
t he boar d?
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ANSVR The regulation relates only to the pro-
cess. The acadenmic senate is to be consulted
collegialy in shaping the processes used for
devel opi ng the plans and budgets to be acted
upon by t he governi ng board. The board i s not
requiredtoeither “rely prinarily” onthe senate' s
recomendati ons or reach nutual agreenent
with the senate on the pl ans and budgets t hem
sel ves.

d course, this distinction woul d assune greater or
| esser significance depending on the rol e of the aca-
deniic senat e specified in the processes to which the
senate and the governing board jointly agreed.

THE EDUCATIONAL
GROUNDS FOR FACULTY
INVOLVEMENT?Z

The educational basis for faculty authority in plan-
ni ng and budget processes i s nowhere nade explicit
incode or regulation, althoughit is clearly presup-
posed by those. It is critica toarticulate this foun
dational assunption, for resistance to the faculty
role inthese areas wll no doubt vary in proportion
to the recognition that the nandate found in Title
5 constitutes sound educational policy.

A recent experience on one California community
col l ege canpus points up the assunption anong
nany adnministrators that faculty have little to con-
tribute to planning and budget processes, and af -
fords an occasion to discuss why this perspective
m ght be ni st aken.

The canpus in question was engaged in a radical
restructuring of its planning and budget processes.
I'n a nenorandumfromthe adm ni stration, depart-
nment chairs were directed to participate i n what was
identifiedas a“pilot” of one aspect of the newstruc-
ture. The acadenic senate objected that such a pi-
lot was premat ure citing Title5 853200(c) (10), which
requires consul tation wth the acadeni ¢ senates on
pl anning and budget processes. In this particul ar
district, collegia consultation on these issues takes
the form of reaching nutual agreenent. The con-

2Thi s section of the paper was originally published as an
article, “Panning and Budget: The Wsdom of Title 5,”
in the Senate Rostrum Gctober, 1999.
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sensus of the academic senate was that the new
procedures were insufficiently devel oped to be pi-
loted yet and, as there was thus no mutual agree-
nent, the senate officers requested a delay. Uon
receipt of the acadenic senate’s response, a top-
level administrator sent the followng statenent to
a senate officer:

“As far as the senate and ‘ mutual agreenent’:
The senat e has good representation on the F an-
ning and Budget GConmittee, including co-chair -
ing the group, and | think that they shoul d be
the ones to carry the senate’s position on the
process to the Pl anni ng and Budget Comrmittee
and express their views through the voting pro-
cess there.not in a forum[i.e., the senate]
where those with less infornation and back-
ground di sagree on a natter that af fects C3EA
the Qassified Senate, the Supervisory/ Gonfi -
dentia group, and the Admnistrators’ Associa-
tion. | see curriculumand programrevi ew as
clearly an acadenic senate responsi bility, but
not being the body who allows or disallows a
process to proceed that has a broader inpact
on a broader body of individuals. It woul d not
be fair for one cohort on canpus to have the
vet o power over the whol e institution.”

The first part of this statement is interesting be-
cause it points up the crucia significance of the
“collegial consultation” requirenent in Title5 The
second part raises the question of why pl anni ng and
budget processes are consi dered academ c and pro-
fessional matters in the first place.

Note first, then, the suggestion that the academc
senate position should be expressed through the
votes of its nenbers on the Pl anning and Budget
Grmittee. The administrator is correct that the
acadenic senate has “good representation” on the
committee: in addition to the co-chair, there are
three other senators. But there are al so 22 ot her
non-senate nenbers on the coomittee, giving the
acadenic senate representatives just 15%of the vote
on any issue. Oh the other hand, there are el even
admni strators on the commttee—ever 40% of the
vote!

The need for collegial consultation is clear. If the
acadenic senat e voi ce on academ ¢ and pr of essi onal
i ssues were restrictedtoits votes on the coomttee,
the faculty's expertise could be systenatically ig-
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nored in favor of the opinions of those farther from
the cl assroom

Another interesting assunption inthis first part of
the adnmini strator’s response i s that the coomttee’s
menbers will be better inforned than the acaden c
senate onthe nattersit treats. The wi sdomof Title 5
liesinits recognitionthat thisis not the case when
those natters are acadenic and prof essional in na-
ture. @ course, the admnistrator is correct if all
that is neant is that the comittee nenbers will
have been privy to the full discussion surroundi ng
any issue. This sinply highlights the inportance of
the responsi bility of acadenic senate representatives
on the coomttee to report fully and accurately to
the senate body, in order that the acadenic senate
mght nake fully i nforned deci si ons.

The second part of the administrator’s statenent
chal l enges the conclusion of the Board of Qover -
nors that planni ng and budget processes are i ndeed
academ c and professional matters. Is this correct?
Shoul d the nature of these processes be det er nmi ned
by the naj ority vote of canpus “cohorts” or interest
groups, whatever their proportional representation
on the coomittee? Don't the classified staff know
best what sorts of processes wll best enabl e them
to do their jobs, and simlarly for the other “co-
horts” naned? At the very least, shouldn’t budget
and pl anni ng processes be the product of mutual
agreenent anong dl canpus groups?

In response to the | ast question, it shoul d be noted
that acadenic senate endorsenent of a process is
not a guarantee that the process wll be instituted;
it israher that the absence of acadenic senate en-
dorsenent guarantees, in nost cases, that the new
process will not go forward. ® Ohe would certainly
expect that all affected canpus constituenci es woul d
have input into the devel opnent of new pl anni ng
and budget processes and that their views woul d be

3STitle 5, 853203(d)(2) says that when nutual agreenent
is not achieved, “existing policy shall remain in effect
unl ess continuing wth such policy exposes the district
to lega liability or causes substantial fiscal hardship.”

4 Section 51023(5)(a) gives staff the right to “participate
effectivel y” in such decisions and 51023.5.a. 6 says that
their views shall be given “reasonabl e consideration.”
Sections 51023(7)(a) and 51023(7)(a)(3) assert the same
prerogatives on the part of students.

gi ven reasonabl e consideration, as is indeed nan-
dated by Title 54 Infact, if changes wer e pr oposed
to planning and budget processes which affected
staf f and students—as they al nost certainl'y woul d—
and wer e brought to the governing board for approval
w thout input fromthose constituencies, the affected
groups woul d be fully within their rights to denand
that no action be taken by the board until that
om ssion was rectified.

Wiy, though, shoul d the acadenic senate have “veto
power” over proposed “processes for institutional
pl anning and budget devel opnent ?”—ahich is to
ask, agai n, why these shoul d be consi dered acadeni c
and pr of essional matters. The answer, of course, lies
in the kind of institution for which the planning
and budgeting are bei ng done. Community col | eges
are academc institutions, whose “prinmary
m ssion.i.s the provision of rigorous, high quality
degree and certificate curriculain|lower divisionarts
and sciences and in vocational and occupati onal
fidds.”® In declaring pl anni ng processes to be sub-
ject to collegia consultation, the Board of Qover -
nors clearly intended to ensure that institutional
pl anni ng woul d al ways renai n focused on the goal
of providing quality instruction to students. S ni-
larly wth respect to budget processes: these, too,
need to affirma “students first” approach to al |l oca-
tions and expenditures. Title 5recognizes that the
faculty, as the “cohort” nost directly responsible
for the delivery of quality instruction, is therefore
al so the group whi ch, through its acadenic senates,
has the responsi bility of assuring that pl anni ng and
budget processes have a consistently acadenic fo-
Cus.

The chal | enges for faculty here are consi derabl e. Hw
does a | ocal acadenic senate desi gn processes that
guarantee a focus on high quality instruction? Hw
do acadenic senates that have been | ocked out of
the devel opnent of planning and budget processes
on their canpuses assert their prerogatives under
Title 5?2 And how does the |ocal acadenic senate
ensure an on-going role for itself, wth clear report-

SThis is the original AB 1725 |anguage, intended as an
amendnent to the California Education Code,
866701(b)(1). In the 1999 Education (ode, the quality
of teaching and prograns in postsecondary institutions
is the subject of 866010(2)(b), and the substance of
comunity college prograns is treated in 866010(4)(a).



THE FACULTY ROLE

ing responsibilities of its nenbers to avoid plan-
ning and/ or budget commttees that nove ahead
unchecked and t hus per haps unresponsive to al | but
their own parochial interests? These are questions
that will be addressed in what foll ows. Wat is clear
tothis point isthat avita faculty presence is nec-
essary as a check against forgetting what it is we
do.

THE RELATION OF PLANNING
TO BUDGETING

The first principle of all planning and budget pro-
cesses i s that planni ng shoul d drive budgeti ng, and
not vice versa. As obvious as this stricture nay seem
itsinplications are profound. It neans, for exanpl e,
that processes nust be carefully constructed so as
to elicit bold and honest statenents of real needs,
even when t hose needs may appear, fr oma budget -
ary standpoint, to be “unrealistic.” If, in the plan
ni ng phases, people limt their aspirations to what
isfiscally possibleinthe short term they are al | ow
ing the budget to drive planning, and-since the
budget is al nost guaranteed to be nedi ocre—they
are settling for nediocre goals. Fanning nust al-
vays be for the first-rate, evenin the face of a sec-
ond- or third-rate fiscal allocation. Acollege shoul d
always be inthe position, for exanple, totell aleg
islator exactly what it could acconplish were its
allocationto be increased to a nore nearly adequat e
led.

Al though pl anni ng has prinacy, it cannot be di vorced
frombudgeting. For even when the inpl enentation
of a plan does not involve the outlay of funds, it
w |l neverthel ess involve a consunption of re-
sources, and the allocation of resources is budget-
ing inits broadest sense. For exanple, as part of a
faculty devel opnent plan, faculty night decide to
institute a book club, which neets at regular inter -
val s to discuss agreed-upon texts. Athough inple-
nenting this plan nay not require any funding by
the college, college resources wll be consuned in
the formof a neeting room electricity, etc.

The col | ege di scussed i n the exanpl e of the | ast sec-
tion performed both the planning and the budget
functions in one comttee, the Pl anni ng and Bud-
get Cormittee. Qher colleges have two separate

IN PLANNING AND BUDGETING

commttees for planning and for budgeting. In such
cases, it is critical to recognize both the intinate
rel ationship of the two functions, as well as the pri-
macy of planning, and to ensure that the budget
conmittee’s work is that of neeting the fiscal de-
nands of a prior plan, and not the reverse.

THE UR-PLAN®

Ml leges are required by lawto do a great deal of
pl anning. The Education Gode calls for a conpre-
hensi ve plan, a natriculation plan, a district capi-
tal construction five-year plan, and a human devel -
opnent resour ces plan. Title5requires an academ c
nmaster plan and long-range facilities naster plan,
a faculty and staff diversity plan, a natricul ation
plan, a student equity plan, and a transfer center
plan. Additionally, the legislative budget |anguage
for categorical funds wll often include the require-
nent of a plan as a condition for receiving the funds,
as was the case wth TP funding and its require-
nent for a technol ogy pl an.

For the purposes of this paper the enphasis wll be
on acadenic plans. Acadenic naster plans in par -
ticular are often created in a flurry of activity and
then put on shelves to gather dust. The Acadenic
Senate believes that naster plans should be vital,
living docunents, and that planning shoul d be an
ongoing activity. Initialy, therefore, the focus here
wll be on short-term annual, planning, wth the
connection to master planning being drawn only
laer. The r-Ran is the annual plan.

The guiding principle in all that follows is that, in
an acadenic context, the best planning will be bot-
tomupinnature. Inother words, it is assuned that
the people on the front lines, the faculty, function-
ing through their departnents (and for that natter
the staff), wll be best abl e to decide what is needed
in order best to performtheir jobs. Therefore the
pl anni ng that precedes the annual budget naking
process should begin with the subnmission of an-
nual plans fromindividual departnents. In these

5The German prefix, “or-,” has no precise equivalent in
English, but neans, roughly, “prinal or prinordial,” and
hence al so “absol utely basic, fundamental.”
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pl ans, departnents need to specify their goals, ob-
jectives, and action plans for the next year, noting
whenever budgetary augrmentations wll be neces-
sary to inplenent the plans. If a departnent finds
itself requesting an augnentation for the sane item
year after year, thenit is clear that the departnent’s
base budget should be augnented by an armount
sufficient to cover such a recurring expense. Requests
for augnentations should be just that: nonies
needed i n excess of what the departnent nornally
requires to doits work.

Any revision of a college’ s planni ng and budget pro-
cesses, then, should begin with a review of depart-
nents’ base budgets and a | ook at the recent his-
tory of annual augnentation requests. Adjustnents
shoul d then be nade in order that all departnents
begin their participation in the new processes on
an equal footing, that is, wth base budgets suffi-
cient to cover all usual expenses. Departnent base
budgets should then be subject to annual growh
and QA increases, and a full reviewof base bud-
gets, inthe light of a history of expenditures since
the last review enrollnent trends, and so forth
shoul d be carried out with rel ative frequency, which
istosay onthe order of every three to five years.

The Academ ¢ Senat e does not recommend zero bas-
ing of departnent budgets.’ The annual justifica-
tion, in advance, of all usual expenditures is ex-
traordinarily labor -intensive (thisis particularly the
case wth supply budgets) and, inthe context of fair
and equi t abl e pl anni ng and budget procedures, there
wll be little, if any, notivation or opportunity to
msrepresent a departnent’s fiscal needs. In short,
if thereis afelt need for zero basing, this is prob-
ably a synptomof faulty planning and budget pro-
cesses, and it woul d be better to tur n canpus ener -
giesintothe creative i nprovenent of those processes
than i nto the drudgery associ ated w th zero basi ng.

7Zero basing is the practice of reducing allocations to
zero at the begi nning of each fiscal period, and requiring
that budget allocations be based on a detail ed proj ection
and justification of expenditures. In other words, each
departnent nust build its budget for the comng year
froma starting point of $0, thus naking every dollar in
its budget essentially an augnentation request. The
alternative is for departnents to begin wth a base budget
allocation that covers all usual expenditures, and then
to petition for augnentations to cover projected
expendi tures beyond the base.

THE DEPARTMENT PLAN

Ref erence has al ready been nmade to depart nment
plans enploying the jargon of what is often called
‘strategic planning,” that is, interns of goal s, objec-
tives, and action plans. For those unfanmiliar with
thisjargon, a brief explanationis in order. Astate
nent of a goal is the nost general statenent of what
is to be acconpl i shed; basically, it stakes out a broad
area of concern. (pjectives state the specific things
to be acconpl i shed w t hin each general area of con-
cern. Action plans state exactly howthose obj ectives
are to be acconpl i shed.

Mbst col leges and districts today have forml at ed
vision and mission statenents. In the interest of
creating sound planning procedures, it would be
worthwhile to tease out of these statenents—er to
create fromscratch—a list of “institutional core
val ues,” which coul d then serve as the goal s fa dl
planning. Such a list mght |ook like the foll ow ng,
which was in fact extracted fromone college’s an-
nual strategic plan:

1 Mintain educational excellence;
2 Qustain a high quality and diverse staff;

3. Provide high quality instructional prograns and
appropriate technol ogi es, support services and
staff to achieve educational goal s;

4. Pronote clinate that enhances diversity, collabo-
ration, effectiveness, and student success;

5 Renai n a visible, engaged, and responsi bl e | eader
within the wi der commnity;

6. ldentify and neet internal standards of account-
aility;

7. Enhance staff understandi ng of and i nvol venent
in the budgeting process;

8 Provide and nai ntai n an environnent that is safe,
functional, attractive, accessible, and ecol ogically
sound.

This list is easy to criticize, both for its onissions
(there is nothing, for exanple, about student eg-
uity) and for, perhaps, including too much in single
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goal s (nunbers 3, 4 and 8, for instance, coul d each
be broken down into several separate goals). Nor
was this list designed specificaly to guide future
| ong-r ange pl anni ng endeavors. The poi nt, however,
isthat such alist coul d be devel oped to serve as the
“general areas of concern” to guide all planning ef-
forts. In the devel oprent of such a list of core val -
ues/institutional goals, it wuld be critical to
achieve input and, ultimately, consensus onthe |ist
fromal | canpus constituencies. Wth an agreed upon
set of institutional core values as universal goal s,
departnent plans can focus on objectives and ac-
tion plans, stating which institutional goals are
advanced by each departnental objective.

To illustrate, suppose the Mathenatics depart nent
includes inits plan a proposal to send its full-tine
nenbers to a conference on diversity, involving a
budget augrentation of $15,000. The departnent
states that its objective is “to increase awareness of
diversity,” and that this advances “core val ues” num
bers 2 and 4 on the |ist above. The departnent states
that the antici pated outcone of fufillingthis do
jective wll be that “Instructors wll be nore sensi-
tive to student needs, and wll function nore effec-
tively on hiring comittees.” The departnent pro-
poses two activities(action plans) tofufill the dyjec-
tive. In its budget augnentation request, the de-
partnent might describe the first of these action
plans on a standard three-part formas foll ows:

Description of proposed activity and how
activity neets institutional core val ues:

We want to send all 15 full-tine nenbers of
the departnent to a Dversity Qonference in
Qlando, Horida in Novenber. The cost per
person i s $1,000, whi ch we consi der extrenely
reasonabl e for a three-day conference, includ-
ing airfare, roomand neal s, and conference
registration. Qur departnent has |ong been
wlling torespond to the denand for increased
awar eness of diversity, but has not known how
to go about this. This conference seens to us
an excellent place to start, and wll be com
binedwthafollowupactivity inthe spring (see
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is attached.) W are certain that an intensive
focus on diversity wll contribute to G e Val ue
4, “Pronote a clinmate that enhances diversity,
col | aboration, effectiveness, and student suc-
cess,” as our faculty wll have an increased
awareness of both student needs and their
potentia contributions. W ar e asosuretha our
faculty wll becone nore effective on hiring com
mittees, andwl| contribute tothe val ue of susta n-
ing“ahighqudity, dversestaf f” (GreVdue?2).

P ease itemze the steps that wll be
taken within the department or program
to acconplish this activity:

1) Register for Oversity Gonference; 2) Atend
confer ence; 3) Each departnent nenber, upon
returning fromconference, will wite a report
giving her/his inpressions of the highlights/
| essons of the conference experience; 4) Awork-
shop wi || be hel d on canpus within three weeks
of the conference, in which departnent nem
bers share their inpressions and prepare to
draft anindividual action plan for howthey in-
tend to translate the | essons of the conference
intotheir own classroons and conmttees; 5) A
retreat wll be held off canpus inthe spring, at
whi ch departnent nenbers will discuss the
successes and failures of their action plans,
and di f fer ences these have nade in their inter -
actions wth students and in their commttee
vork, especially on hiring coomttees. (This |ast
step i s proposed departnent Activity #2.)

P ease state the anticipated outcones of
the successful conpletion of this activity:

We believe that this series of activities wll get
our departnent “up to speed” on diversity is-
sues and awareness wthin the space of two
senesters, and mght well turn out to be a nodel
for other departnents. V& anticipatethat rda
tionships with students will be inproved, |ead-
ing toincreased retention and student success.
We also think that this programw || take us
closer totranslating our institutional conmt-
nent to affirnative actionin hiring froman ab-
stract principletoaconcrete reality.

Activity #2). W have r esear ched this confer -
ence, evaluating its potentia against a set of
standards refl ecting our departnental needs in
this area, and are persuaded that this activity
has the greatest potential to neet our require-
nents. (Alist of conferences eval uated, the stan-
dards used, and the departnent’s final ranki ngs

Inplicit inthis illustration is that the departnent
is not only denonstrating that the proposed activ-
ity advances institutional core values, but that it is
al so addressing, inits descriptions and supporting
docunentation, clear and explicit criteria by which
its proposal wll be assessed.
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BUDGET TAXONOMY AND
RELATED CRITERIA

Wien action pl ans have a price tag—that is, when,
as in our exanpl e, they involve requests for budget
augnent ati ons—they wll fall into one or nore cat-
egories of budget requests. Budget committees
night be organi zed i nt o subcommittees whi ch eval u-
ate each type of request. For instance, there night
be a subcommittee i n each of the areas of staffing,
facilities, equi pnent, conputers, staff devel opnent,
and reassigned tine/special projects. The action
plan in the exanpl e woul d no doubt fall under the
headi ng of “staff devel opnent.” Qher activities
mght fall under multiple headings. For instance,
a proposal to add a new conputer lab would in-
volve facilities, equipnent, and possibly staffing,
in addition to conputers.

Perhaps the nost critical feature of the sort of
bottom up planning and budget process being
described here is that each request for re-
sources wll be evaluated according to explicit
criteriato which all participants in the process
have agreed in advance, after a formal process
of discussion and review |f the staffing subcom
mttee creates its own eval uation criteria in isola
tion, those requesting newstaff positions nay well
feel that their requests are being judged by irrel-
evant, or worse, unfair, standards. If thereistobe
buy-in to the planning and budget process, there
nust be buy-in to the criteria by whi ch budget re-
quests are eval uated. There is no way around this.
Giterianust be clear and rel evant, and as detail ed
and specific as possible. If a request is to be as-
sessed agai hst a set of criteria, andis to be given a
score of 1 to 4, say, on each criterion, then for
each criterion there should be a breakdown stat-
ing the standards for a score of 4, a score of 3, etc.
on that criterion. ® There may need to be different
sets of criteriawthinasingle category for requests
originating in different divisions of the college.
There nay, for exanple be different standards for
staf fing requests, dependi ng on whether these are
for staff ininstructional services, student services,
or busi ness services. However conplex it may be to
set up such a systemin the first place, the payoff

8 A sanpl e scoring sheet is displayed in Appendix A

wll be enormous, not only in buy-in to the pro-
cess, but in ease of performing the eval uations.
Gven clear and thoroughly articulated criteria, and
requests witten to those criteria, it ought not be
necessary to restrict evaluators to those wth ex-
pertise in the particular area; application of clear
standar ds shoul d be as strai ghtforward as pl aci ng
round pegs in round hol es.

GUIDELINES FOR
DEPARTMENT PLANNING

In establishing their objectives and action plans for
the coning year, departnents shoul d strive to focus
on the four or five itens where there is the nost
urgent need and which would nake the greatest
contribution to student success. As nentioned ear -
lier, cost should not be an object. If what is needed
nost is a dedi cated conputer |ab, then that shoul d
be ranked as the departnent’s top priority. A good
pl anni ng and budget syst em shoul d be structured
to accommodat e “big ticket” itens through progres-
si ve phase-ins or funding set-asides that enabl e the
full funding of projects wthin a reasonable tine
frane. Several departnents may wish to go in to-
gether on a project, an eventuality that shoul d be
anticipated in the fornulation of evaluation crite-
ria. Qne assunes that the | arger the nunber of de-
partnents nmaki ng the request, the larger the num
ber of students positively affected, and hence the
greater the likelihood of the project bei ng funded.

The eval uati on procedure shoul d gi ve consi derabl e
veight to the departnent’s priorities, such that each
departnent’ s top priority, should it require a bud-
get augnentation, has a strong chance of being
funded. This will nean that departnents nust rank
the activities specified in their action plans, and
there can be no ties; that is, no two activities can
have the sane ranking. Qherw se, the notion of
wei ghting according to priority is rendered nean-
i ngl ess.

Mbst departnents probably have | ong-range pl ans
that have been incorporated into their institutional
naster plan. If not, departnents shoul d map out
their own long-range pl ans, as a guide to what they
hope to achieve over the periods of the next, say,
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three to fifteen years. Such departnental “naster
pl ans” should not be straight jackets; they shoul d
be flexible in the face of change and advances in
knowl edge, such as changes i n student denograph-
ics, additions of new nenbers to the departnent,
or research into effective instructional nodalities.
n the other hand, if a departnent’s annual plan
departs in sone significant way fromits | ong-range
obj ectives, there should be a clear rationale for the
departure and a correl ative revisionto the | ong-range
plan. It isinthisway, through critical reflection on
changi ng conditions and their rel ation to | ong-range
obj ectives, that master plans—both departnental
and institutional -becone vital docunents and in-
telligent guides to the future.

Note, finally, that annual departnent plans need
to be witten down whether or not they involve re-
quests for budget augnentations, and a detailed
assessnent of the departnent’s success in achi ev-
ing last year’'s obj ectives shoul d constitute the pref-
ace to each new annual plan. nly thus will plan-
ni ng becone a neans of taki ng conscious control of
the process of serving students, and wll enable the
ener gence and el aboration of best practices.

QQUALITY CONTROL AND
SYNTHESIS: THE NEXT
STEPS

Once drafted, the departnent pl ans need to be sub-
mtted to the ar ea manager, often a division dean.
The nanager’s role is twofold: quality control and
synthesis. The nanager checks the departnent’s
obj ectives and action plans to see that they accord
wthinstitutional core val ues, with the departnent’s
own long-range plan, with any nmandates fromthe
departnent’s nost recent programreview or state
or federal agencies, and with the department’s as-
sessnent of its successes and failures wth respect
to achieving the prior year’s objectives. The nan-
ager shoul d function as the departnent’s advocat e,
working wth the faculty to devel op the strongest
possible plan, wth the highest potential for suc-
cessful outconmes, and with the strongest potential
for the funding of departnent priorities.
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The manager shoul d al so revi ew departnent pl ans
with a view to the possible synthesis of comon
elenents in the plans of different departnents. For
exanpl e, the dean of nathematics and sciences
mght notice that three other departnents in her
area besides Mithenatics are proposing activities
centering on diversity awareness. She might then
bring those departnents together and propose the
submssion of a joint proposal that would satisfy
the objectives of all the departnents while being
nore cost effective than pursuing themseparately.

If quality control and synthesis are valued at the
divisionlevel, they wll al so be val uabl e at the next
hi gher level as well, which would be at the | evel of
canpus-w de i nstructional services. This suggests
that each broad division of the col | ege—nstruc-
tional services, business services, and student ser -
vi ces—shoul d have a master planning conmttee
to revi ewdepartnent plans coning fromw thin that
service area. The functions of the Instructional
Services Master P anning Cormittee, for exanpl e,
woul d be:

* To check departnent plans for consistency wth
institutional core val ues;

¢ To look for additional opportunities for synthe-
si s beyond t hose observed at the divisional |evel;

¢ To nake note of emerging trends and probl ens
inthe departnental plans, and i ncorporate these
inarevision of the instructional services por -
tion of the institutional naster plan; and

¢ To route all requests for budget augnentations
to the appropriate budget subconmttees for
eval uation and/ or comment.

Such naster planning conmttees fromeach col -
lege service area need not be large. The Instruc-
tional Services Master Planning Cormittee, for
exanpl e, night consist of the vice president of in-
struction, an instructional dean, and two or three
faculty menbers appointed by the academ c sen-
ate. In organizing the work of institutional plan-
ni ng and budgeti ng, care shoul d be taken to spawn
a mnimum of “Noah’s Ark” commttees, that is,
commttees conposed of two representatives from
every constituency in the canpus universe. Such
commttees are oftenreferred to as “shar ed gover -
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nance commttees,” and their unnecessary prolif-
eration gives substance to the often-heard com
plaint that shared governance i s sl owand unw el dy.
The principl es for organi zi ng the workl oad of pl an-
ni ng and budgeti ng shoul d be:

* PHace the “shared governance” (or “Noah’s Ark”)
committee(s) only at the top of the process;

* Assign the shared governance commttee(s) the
rol e of synthesizing the final reports and recom
nmendati ons com ng from subcomm ttees;

* Keep all subcomittees snall, wth only enough
neners to efficiently performtheir linited, pre-
defined functions; and

* Dstribute the workload among all comittees
and subcomm ttees such that each group has a
nanageabl e share of the total work to be done.
Vol unteering to serve on a canpus conmittee
shoul d never require that one acquire a second
lifetine to acconplish one’ s tasks.

A this point, it would be well to pause and note
that the nodel planning and budgeting structure
that is energing here assunes, inits details, the
organi zati onal structure conmon to a | arge or ne-
diumsized college, and night not reflect the ac-
tual structures of these or, especially, of snaller
co leges. The point that needs to be made, then,
isthat it is not the nodel itself, but the prin-
cipl es behind the nodel that are i nportant here.
Afull statenent of these principles wll necessar -
ilybereserved for later. The principles articul ated
to this point are these:

* PFanning should drive budgeting, never the re-

VEr se;

* Hanning shoul d al ways be for the first-rate, even
inthe face of second- or third-rate budget all o
cations;

* PAanning, coupled with a critical assessnent of
successes and failures, is a neans of taki ng con-
scious control of the process of serving students,
and enabl es the energence and el aboration of
best practi ces;

* HAanning, in an acadenic context, should be a
bottomup process, that trusts to the expertise

of faculty to deternine what is needed to serve
students nost effectively;

¢ Budget requests should be eval uated in accor -
dance wth explicit, detailed criteria that have
been agreed to in advance by the affected con-
sti t uenci es;

* Awng the criteria for evaluating requests, the
requesting departnent’s priority ranking of the
activity for which the request is being nade
shoul d be gi ven special, positive, consideration;

* The eval uation of budget requests must be per -
ceived as fair and inpartial in order to encourage
the expression of real needs in the planning pro-
Cess;

* The bulk of the work of planning and budgeti ng
should be done by small, efficient subcommit-
tees. ne or two larger “shared governance com
mttees” (either a single planning and budget com
mttee, or two conmttees, one for planni ng and
one for budgeting) should exist only at the top of
the process, and shoul d performthe function of
synthesi zing the i nput fromthe snal | er subcom
mttees; and

* The workl oad of planning and budgeting shoul d
be distributed anong al | commttees and subcom
mttees such that each group has a nanageabl e
share of the total work to be done.

The Academic Senate believes that all of these prin-
ciples are applicabl e to the processes of col | ege pl an-
ning and budgeting and can be adapted to and in-
corporated into the structures of any col | ege, what -
ever its size or existing organi zational structure.

EVALUATION AND RANKING
OF BUDGET REQUESTS

Once departnental annual pl ans have been form-
lated, reviewed, and strengthened, those activities
(action plans) requiring budget augnentations are
routed to the subcommittees charged wth eval uat -
ing requests in those budget categories. As nen-
tioned earlier, these subcormittees need not be
large, nor need they be staffed excl usi vel y wth peopl e

10
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with special expertise. The prior devel opnent of ex-
plicit, detailed criteria should render the eval uation
of requests relatively straightforwvard. Qh one ne-
diumto-large canpus, for exanple, the Facilities
subcommittee was a “Noah’s Ark” conmittee com
posed of fourteen representatives. The acadenic sen-
ate recommended, after the devel opnent of clear
criteria for assessing facilities requests, that the
nenber shi p be reduced to seven: one student, two
faculty, two administrators, and two classified, with
each constituency appointing those it felt best quali-
fied through its representative organi zati on—n the
case of faculty, the academc senate. A snaller col -
lege would no doubt want to reduce that nunber
still further.

Snilarly, at the sane institution, the staffing
subcommittee was al so conposed of fourteen repre-
sentatives. Saffing decisions were highly politicized
and routinely contentious. Follow ng the devel op-
nent of explicit, detailed standar ds, however, the
acadeni c senate recomrended that the subcommit-
tee be pared down to six nenbers: the vice presi-
dents of instruction and student services, two fac-
ul ty appoi nted by the acadenic senate, and two non-
certificated personnel appointed by the classified
senat e.

Qher colleges wll choose to approach the eval ua-
tion of budget requests differently. Qe college's
acadenic senate, for instance, feels that only fac-
ulty should be involved in assessing and ranking
the requests for faculty hires, and brings all such
requests to the entire academc senate. After the
witten requests are reviewed, departnent represen-
tatives cone before the academ c senate and nake
a presentation, and respond to questions fromthe
senators. The requests are then ranked by the aca-
demc senate and forwarded to the budget commt-
tee. For the culture of this canpus, faculty feel that
this systemworks extrenely well, with a nmni num
of political maneuvering and contention. Regard-
|l ess of the specifics adopted by an acadenic senate,
at the heart of the process is a set of clearly articu-
lated criteria to which the faculty have subscribed
i n advance.

Action plans wll often invol ve budget requests that
fall into nore than one category. A request for a
new faculty hire, for exanple, wll not only invol ve

1
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the staffing coomttee, but alsofacilities (If the hire
is nade, wll there be office space availabl e?), the
equi prent committee (WII there be furniture for
the office?), and the conputing coomttee (WII a
conputer be available for the new hire?). In such
cases, the Instructional Services Master H anning
Gmittee might route the request to the staffing
conmmttee for evaluation, and to the other commt -
tees sinply for cooment on the rel evant questions.
In other cases, such as the request for a dedicated
conputer lab, the Instructional Services Mster
M anning Conmittee mght route the request to the
conputing, facilities, and equi prent conmttees for
eval uation by each. In such cases, it wll be neces-
sary to have a systemfor arriving at a conposite
score reflecting the evaluations of the three com
mttees. In al cases, it wll be necessary to factor
intothe final score for the proposal the departnent’s
priority ranking of the request.

THE COLLEGE PLANNING
AND BUDGET COMMITTEE(S)

Once budget requests have been eval uated and
ranked, they shoul d be forwarded to the col | ege bud-
get comnmittee. ® Because there nmay be several sub-
committees involved in the eval uation of a project,
and because in all cases it wll be necessary to fac-
tor into the final score for the proposal the
departnent’s priority ranking of the request, there
is probably the need for the eval uations to go back
through an i nt er nedi ary—such as the I nstructi onal
Services Master P anning Cormittee—for the cal -
cul ation of conposite scores, as well as for recom
nendi ng the consolidation of sone proposals, be-
fore the ranked requests are forwarded for final con-
si deration. *°

Recal | also that the Instructional Services Mster
P anning Cormittee is charged wth conposing a
report on planning inthe instructional services area,
focusi ng on energi ng trends and probl emareas evi -

9As the illustrative nodel is sonewhat conplex, a
flowchart of the entire process is displayed in Appendix
B.

A sanple Instructional Master Pl anning Conmttee
score sheet is displayed in Appendix C
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dent in the departrments’ annual plans, and naki ng
recomendations for changes to the instructional
servi ces conponent of the institutional naster plan.
The col | ege pl anning conmittee, for its part, wll be
recei ving such reports fromeach na or division of
the col | ege, say, instructional services, student ser -
vi ces, and busi ness services. The pl anni ng conmit -
tee wll then synthesize these into an institutional
pl anning report, making recomrendations for
changes to the institutional nmaster plan where ap-
propriate. It is critical that canpus constituencies
revi ew t hese recommendations. It nmay be assured
that proposed obj ectives and action plans w il posi-
tively advance the institution’s goal s. Hwever, there
nay certainly be sins of onmission in the form of
goals left to languish, wth no proposed activities
desi gned to advance them For the faculty, the aca-
demc senate nust review and critique the recom
nendations of the planning coomittee to ensure
that there are no gaps in the college’'s progress to-
vard serving students wth an educati on of the high-
est possible quality. Note that the point of the cri-
tigue is not to correct or ater the current year’'s
pl anni ng reconmendat i ons. Thi s woul d be contrary
to the Acadenmic Senate and QOL.C s interpretation
of the acadenic senate’ s authority as extendi ng only
to planning processes and not to the plans them
selves. Any critique of planning recommenda-
tions, therefore, is done with an eye toward a
possi bl e need to revise the planning process it-
self so as to produce nore satisfactory results in
the future.

The synthesi zi ng function of the budget committee
wll take various forns depending on policies that
have been established for the allocation of funds.
(It should be kept in mind that the discussion at
hand i s focused on budget augnentations. There has
been a brief discussion of base budgets for depart-
nents, and this will be suppl enented shortly by a
nore general attention to base budgets for the col -
lege as a whole.) It is theoretically possihbl e-and
even plausi bl eto take all of the proposed activi-
ties and neld theminto a single ranked list, wth
their places in the ranking determned by their com
posite scores (the conposite of scores assigned by
each commttee eval uating the proposal conbi ned
wi th the score deternined by the departnent’s own
priority for the proposal ). Watever the theoretical
plausibility of such a strategy, it is unlikely to find

nany advocates, as it wll strike nost as too nuch
like mxing appl es and al ligators. The presence on a
ranked |ist of arequest for a newfaculty hire i nme-
diatel y above or bel owa request for newfurnitureis
sinply counterintuitive. It is, however, the sinplest
nodel , and any alter nati ve may be seen as a depar -
ture fromthis one. Oh this nost sinple nodel, all
proposal s woul d be arrayed on a single ranked |ist,
and each proposal woul d be funded, beginning at
the top and continuing until all avail abl e augnen-
tation funds were committed.

Looki ng toward a nore |ikely scenario, perhaps the
college allocates its general funds in a 60:30:10 ra-
tio, 60%to instructional services, 30%to student
servi ces, and 10%t o busi ness services. This policy
nmght then carry over into the distribution of aug-
nmentation funds, with the result that the three
streans of requests coning to the budget comit -
tee fromthe three service areas woul d be kept sepa-
rate. Further, it islikdy that there wll be a desire
to keep the different categories of requests separate
fromone another-staffing, from conputers, from
facilities, etc. There wll therefore need to be sone
principle for deternmining, for exanple, of instruc-
tional services’ 60%of the augnentation funds, how
much goes to staffing, how much to facilities, and
soon Avery sinple principle would be to all ocate
to each category the percentage of the requests in
that category relative to the total of al requests.
For exanpl e, suppose that the total of all requests
ininstructional services was $1, 000, 000. Suppose
further that the total requests for staffing in in
structional services was $300,000. This woul d re-
sul't in an allocation of 30%of availabl e augnent a-
tion funds in instructional services to requests for
staffing. If the availabl e augnentation funds for in-
structional services were $500, 000, then $150, 000
would be allocated for staffing—+he equival ent of
approximately three full-tine facul ty positions. This
si npl e nodel woul d—and shoul d—be conplicated
by considerations, especially inthe area of staffing,
of the requirenents to neet mai ntenance of effort
standards, 5-year plans for reaching the 75:25 ratio
of full- to part-time faculty, accreditation recom
nmendat i ons, and so on.

The Acadenic Senate i s not advocating any particu-
lar allocation nodel. Wat is essential is that the
nodel to be enployed be specified in the witten

12
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statenment of budget processes negotiated between
the governing board and the acadenmic senate. It is
also inportant that a neasure of flexibility be in-
corporated into the nodel so that the college can
respond t o changi ng ci r cunst ances and needs. Vaia
tions on or nodifications of the adopted nodel, when
introduced, nust be the product of collegia con-
sultation between the academc senate and the
boar d.

Wth reference to base budgets, all that has been
said regarding nodel s for allocating augnentation
funds applies equally here. It is inportant that the
nodel used for distributing general funds through-
out the college be specified in the witten budget
policy. There shoul d be explicit standards for estab-
lishing the base budgets of departnents, and peri-
odi ¢ revi ews of base budgets enpl oyi ng t hose stan-
dar ds.

It was suggested earlier that if an acadenic depart-
nent finds itself requesting an augnentation for
the sane itemor activity year after year, thenit is
clear that the departnent’s base budget shoul d be
augnent ed by an anount sufficient to cover such a
recurring expense. VW are nowin a position toin
troduce appropriate qualifications to that observa-
tion. If the proposed activity were an annual retreat
for “bonding at the beach,” it is clear that (1) the
criteria for evaluating such ‘staff devel opnent’ ac-
tivities shoul d preclude this one frombei ng funded;
and (2) that the standards for establishing base bud-
gets should simlarly prevent the inclusion of this
iteminthe departnent’ s normal “costs of doi ng busi -
ness.” If, on the other hand, the proposed activity
were state-nandat ed attendance at an annual train-
ing semnar, it should neet both sets of standar ds.

As with the recommendati ons of the planning com
mttee, so, too, there should be review by canpus
constituencies of the budget cormittee’ s recomen-
dations. Again, the acadenic senate wll want to
review and critique the recommendations of the
budget committee to ensure that noney is being
directed toward serving students with an educati on
of the highest possible quality. If this is not the
case, the acadenic senate may concl ude that a re-
vi sion of planni ng and budget pr ocesses is in or der,
and wi || approach the governing board with a pro-
posal to conmence a review of this area. As was
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noted earlier with reference to pl anni ng, any cri -
tique of current budget recomrendations by the
academc senate is perforned with an eye to-
ward revising the budget process, and not with
the intent of reversing the current recommen-
dati ons.

Fnally, the final recomendati ons on pl anni ng and
budgeting wll be forwarded to the president, ulti-
nately to be carried to the board. Witten policy
should call for the president to bring back to the
planning or budget commttee for further discus-
sion any recomendations the president does not
intend to pursue.

Witten policy should also state that either the
gover ni ng board or the acadenic senate caninitiate
a review and revi sion of existing planning and bud-
get processes. As there is nothing inlawor regul a-
tion requiring governing boards to re-open consul -
tation on matters to which acadenm c senates have
already assented, it is inperative that this right be
established in local policy. For acadenic senates
that wsh to re-engage in consultation but are be-
ing rebuffed by their boards, the keys wll be the
careful docunentation and public airing of the in-
adequaci es of existing policy, coupledwth brute per -
sistence. In extrene cases, academc senates nay
have to present their docunentation to an accred-
iting teamin order to elicit an accreditation recom
nendation that will bring pressure on the board.

MULTI-COLLEGE DISTRICTS

From a faculty perspective, the ultimate
desi deratumw th respect to budgeting in a nulti-
college district is the achi evenent of an equitable
allocation formula. The ains of such aformila wll
be:

* that no col |l ege recei ves significantly nore or |ess
in fundi ng per FTES than any ot her unl ess there
are sound and evi dent reasons for the disparity
(such as the existence of inherently high-cost
prograns at one col | ege and not at anot her); and

* that funding of the district officeis fair and rea
sonabl e, reflecting the costs of the services pro-
vided to the coll eges by the district, and no nore.
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If any college wthinadistrict is receiving a dispro
portionate amount of the revenues, the reasons for
that need to be examined, and the formul a adj usted
to remove the disparity in a reasonable period of
tine. Sall colleges, for exanple, wll generally re-
ceive an extra funding “bunp” to conpensate for
the fact that their enrollnents are insufficient to
cover costs. In Title 5 858704(e), on pr ogram based
funding standards, an enrol | nent of 5,000 FTES is
recogni zed as the point at which the “snall col | ege
factor” ceases to apply. Wthin a nulti-college dis-
trict, then, colleges wth lower enrollnents coul d
be pl aced on a schedul e, based on enrol | nent growth
predictions, wth the snall college factor progres-
sively reduced to zero over a deterninate nunber of
years.

ne of the nore denoralizing, and perhaps perni-
cious, features of funding in nulti-college districts
is the customof funding the district “off the top,”
that is, fundingintheir entirety all of the district’s
anticipated costs, and leaving the colleges to deal
with any shortfall, which is often acconplished by
cutting back on class offerings. In structuring dis-
trict budget processes, academ c senates shoul d
advocate for a “students first” approach, or one which
first “funds the class schedule.” In such a process,
funds are allocated first tothe colleges, and the dis-
trict then charges the colleges back for its services
in order to cover its costs. If one looks only at an
al | ocati on spreadsheet, there woul d seemto be little
difference between the “off the top” and the “stu-
dents first” approaches. The “off the top” spread-
sheet wll show the district office’s portion sub-
tracted fromthe total district revenues, followed by
the bal ance distributed to the colleges, generally in
proportiontotheir enrol I nents. The “students first”
spreadsheet will show the total district revenues
disbursed to the colleges in proportion to their en-
rollnents, followed by a subtraction from each
colegesalocationfor its share of thedistrict office's
allocation. The amounts finally allocated to the dis-
trict office and to the colleges wll be the sane in
both cases. Wiat then is the difference?

The difference is at |east psychol ogical, but shoul d
be nore than that. The “students first” nodel indi-
cates an acceptance within the district of the view
that the district exists to serve the colleges intheir
prinary function, and not vice versa. It inplies—

and it would be ideal to nake this explicit in wit-
ten policy-that, when revenues are |ess than an-
ticipated, budget cutting wll occur first at the dis-
trict office, and only as a last resort in the class
schedul es of the col | eges.

Mor eover, once the district is viewed in appropriate
perspective as providing services to the colleges, it
becones cl ear that the col | eges shoul d subj ect those
services to regul ar review assessing their adequacy
and cost effectiveness. Dstricts wll frequently jus-
tify the centralization of services onthe ground that
they provide an “econony of scale.” Wen exam
ined cl osel y, however, potential “econonies of scal €”
are often | ost in burgeoni ng bureaucracies or in un-
acceptable inefficiency. If, for exanple, a central -
i zed hunan resources office is constantly mispl ac-
ing applicants’ files and has a response tine nea-
sured in weeks, it mght in fact be far nore cost
effective to | ocate a human resources of fi ce on each
canpus. In any event, academc senates in nulti-
college districts should nake regul ar review and
eval uation of district services a feature of planning
and budget policy.

Dstrict-level planning comittees may serve a va-
riety of districtwde planning functions, including
the review of individual college naster plans, with
an eye to effecting an occasi onal cost-saving syn-
thesis. The Acadenic Senate recommends that great
care be taken to ensure that projects initiated by
district planning conmttees truly serve, and are
desired by, al of the colleges in the district, and
that they not sinply siphon of f much-needed funds
fromthe individual colleges into sonethi ng which
none of them left to their own devices, woul d have
chosen for thensel ves. Ostrict planning commit-
tees nmay legitinately deal with districtw de needs,
such as technol ogy infrastructure, and with plans
to expand to new centers or canpuses. Again, how
ever, @ ocesses should be instituted by local aca-
demic senates that are “bottomup” in nature, en-
suring that district-level plans reflect the needs and
desires of the individual colleges. Wth reference to
district master plans, they should be nulti-
chaptered, wth each chapter consisting of the nas-
ter plan of one of the district colleges, plus a chap-
ter or chapters reflecting the products of the dis-
trict planning conmittee.
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FACILITIES AND TECHNOLOGY
PLANS

The bottomup approach to planning and budget -
ing advanced here has obvious inplications for fa-
cilities and technol ogy planning. Processes for fa-
cilities planning nust ensure that plans reflect the
real needs of faculty. To this end, facilities plan
ning should invol ve extensive interviews wth de-
partnents, and review and sign-off on the plan by
the acadenic senate. Notice that this recomrmenda-
tionis adeparture fromthat made with reference to
instructional plans, where it was proposed that aca-
denic senates reviewthe plans only with an eye to
the need for future revision of the process. Facili-
ties plans are a different natter; they usually in-
volve large one-tine outlays of capital, and their
products are literally “cast in stone” and are hence
irreversible. It is reasonable to require, then, that
acadenic senates sign off onthe planitself, certify-
ing that the proposed plan is a logical product of
t he speci fied processes.

Technol ogy pl anni ng often ends, unfortunately, wth
those w th technical expertise inposing restrictions
on hardware pl atforns and software avail abl e to fac-
ulty. The Acadenmi ¢ Senate reconmends that each
| ocal acadenmc senate have an Instructional Com
puting Cormittee, charged with the tasks of:

* Determning the technol ogy needs of each in-
structional departnent;

* Formulating an instructional conputing plan for
the col | ege based on departnent needs;

* Establishing procedures for departnents to re-
quest funding for technol ogy;

¢ Establishing criteria, approved through the aca-
denic senate, for eval uating fundi ng requests;

¢ Bval uating and ranki ng departnent requests; and

* Working wth district infor nati on systens to see
that instructional conputing needs are satisfied.

If the Gaphic Design Departrment needs Silicon
@ aphi cs workstations, the Art Departnent needs
Macs, and Conputer |Information Science Depart-
nent needs personal conputers, and each needs t he
sof tware sel ected by faculty for purposes of instruc-
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tion, these choices should not be trunped by an
Infornati on Systens Departrnent focused on stan-
dardi zation. Proactive instructional technol ogy
pl anni ng by the acadenic senate, and bringing In-
formati on Systens Departnent into the process so
they are fully apprised of faculty needs, can prevent
such conflicts and result in optinal service to stu-
dent s.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO
LOcAL SENATES

The Acadenic Senate for California Comunity Col -
| eges recommends that |ocal acadenic senates ex-
@cisetheir authority under Title 5 853200(c)(10) to
devel op i nstitutional planning and budget processes
incollegia consultationwth their governi ng boards,
this authority bei ng grounded i n the recognition that
the faculty will ensure that planni ng and budgeting
in our comunity coll eges remai ns focused on the
goal of providing quality instruction to students.
The Acadenic Senate urges | ocal academ c senates
to incorporate the followng principles into their
pl anni ng and budget processes:

¢ Hanning should drive budgeting, never the re-

Ver se;

* Hanning shoul d al ways be for the first-rate, even
in the face of second- or third-rate budget allo-
cations;

* HAanning, coupled with a critical assessnent of
successes and failures, is a neans of taking con-
scious control of the process of serving students,
and enabl es t he energence and el aborati on of best
practi ces;

¢ Panning, in an academc context, should be a
bottomup process, that trusts to the expertise
of faculty to deternine what is needed to serve
students nost effectively;

* Budget requests should be evaluated in accor -
dance wth explicit, detailed criteria that have
been agreed to in advance by the affected con-
sti t uenci es;

* Awng the criteria for evaluating requests, the
requesting departnent’s priority ranking of the
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activity for which the request is bei ng nade shoul d
be gi ven special, positive, consideration;

The eval uation of budget requests rmust be per -
ceived as fair and inpartial in order to encourage
the expression of real needs in the planning pro-
Cess;

The bul k of the work of planning and budgeting
should be done by small, efficient subcommit-
tees. ne or two larger “shared governance com
mttees” (either a single planning and budget com
mttee, or two conmttees, one for planni ng and
one for budgeting) should exist only at the top of
the process, and shoul d performthe function of
synthesi zing the i nput fromthe snal | er subcom
mttees;

The wor kl oad of pl anni ng and budgeting shoul d
be distributed anong al | commttees and subcom
mttees such that each group has a nanageabl e
share of the total work to be done;

Proposed changes to the instituti onal master plan
shoul d be the result of observing trends and prob-
lens reflected in the annual pl ans of departnents;

The al l ocation nodel s used in the distribution of
general funds and in the funding of augnenta-
tion requests should be specified in the witten
budget processes devel oped by t he governi ng board
incollegial consultation with the academc sen-
ate. Variations on the adopted nodel s, when in-
troduced, shoul d be the product of collegia con-
sultation between the acadenic senate and the
boar d;

Sandards for establishing base budgets of de-
partnents shoul d be specified in witten budget
policy, and should be enployed in periodic re-
views of base budgets;

Fi nal recommendati ons of the planni ng and bud-
get coomttee(s) shoul d be reviewed by the aca-
demc senate, as well as by other canpus con-
sti t uenci es;

If the acadenmic senate finds that existing plan-
ni ng and budget processes are not issuing in rec-
ommendations that result in serving students
with an education of the highest possible qual -
ity, the acadenic senate should initiate appro-
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priate changes to existing planning and budget
pr ocesses;

Witten policy shoul d specify that revision of the
pl anni ng and budget processes can be initiated
by either the governing board or the acadenic sen-
ae

Witten policy should specify that the college
president shall bring back to the planning and
budget committee(s) for further discussion any
recommendat i ons the president does not intend
to pursue;

Acadenic senates in multi-college districts shoul d
specify in witten policy that the district budget
allocation formul a shal | be equitabl e wth respect
to each calege in the district;

Mil ti-college districts should take a “students
first” approach to budgeting, such that, when rev-
enues are | ess than anti ci pated, the cl ass sched-
ules of the colleges are the last to suffer cuts;

Gentralized services offered by district offices in
mul ti-college districts shoul d be subject to regu-
lar reviewand eval uati on by the col | eges;

Dstrict-level planning conmittees shoul d be con-
strained to initiate only such projects as are of
service to, and are desired by, all of the colleges
inthe district.

Dstrict naster plans in milti-college districts
shoul d be conposed of the naster plans of the
individual colleges, plus the products of district-
level planning;

Facilities planning shoul d invol ve extensive in-
terviews with departnents, and revi ew and si gn-
off on the plan by the acadenic senate, certifying
that the proposed planis alogica product of the
speci fi ed processes; and

Local acadenic senates shoul d have instructi onal
conputing commttees, which draft the college's
instructional conputing plan, and which work
with district information systens to ensure that
faculty are provided with the hardware and soft-
vware they need to carry on high quality instruc-
tion.
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ADDENDUM . .

* The acadenic senate that has responsibility for
The fol l owing two principl es were added by amend- hiring criteria, policies, and processes, should
nent to Resolution 17.01 at the Fall 2001 P enary have a principal role in hiring and allocation of
Sessi on: FTE, and prinary responsibility for devel opi ng

priorities for facuty hiring.
* The academic senate shoul d take responsibility

for ensuring that collegewde priorities and pro-
grans (such as general education as well as new
prograns) are addressed i n the pl anni ng and bud-
get processes; and
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APPENDIX A

STAFFING COMMITTEE

COMMITTEE MEMBER #1

DEPARTMENT

DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY PRIORITY #

ASSIGNED WEIGHT

CRITERION #1 8.00
CRITERION #2 20.00
CRITERION #3 5.00
CRITERION #4 25.00
CRITERION #5 16.00
CRITERION #6 10.00
CRITERION #7 10.00
CRITERION #8 6.00
100.00

COMMITTEE MEMBER RANKING FORM

ENG
3

MEASUREMENT SCORE
x2
X4
x3
X4
x3
x2
x2

X4

CompPOSITE CRITERIA SCORE:

CRITERIA SCORES
=0.1600
=0.8000
=0.1500
=1.0000
=0.4800
=0.2000
=0.2000

=0.2400

3.2300

NOTE THAT THE PROCESS INVOLVES RATING THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY USING 8 WEIGHTED

CRITERIA, AND THAT THE EVALUATOR IS ASSIGNING THE PROPOSAL A SCORE (“MEASUREMENT

SCORE”) OF 1 TO 4 ON EACH CRITERION. IT IS ASSUMED THAT EACH CRITERION IS CLEAR AND

PRECISE, HAS BEEN AGREED TO BY AFFECTED CONSTITUENCIES, AND THAT THERE IS AN ELABO-

RATION, FOR EACH CRITERION, OF THE STANDARDS REQUIRED TO RECEIVE A SCORE OF 4, OF 3,

AND SO ON.

SCORES BY INDIVIDUAL COMMITTEE MEMBERS ARE COMBINED ON A FORM SUCH AS THE FOLLOW-

ING:

STAFFING COMMITTEE

DEPARTMENT
DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY PRIORITY #

ComMmpPOSITE CRITERIA SCORES:

CoMMITTEE COMPOSITE SCORE FORM

ENG
3

CoMMITTEE COMPOSITE SCORE:

MEMBER MEMBER MEMBER MEMBER MEMBER MEMBER
1 2 3 4 5 6
3.23 2.47 4.00 2.60 3.50 2.40
3.03
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APPENDIX B

THE FACULTY ROLE IN PLANNING AND BUDGETING

PRESIDENT T PLANNING & BUDGET
COMMITTEE

STAFF
DEVELOPMENT

BUSINESS
SERVICES APPROPRIATE BUSINESS SERVICES

DEPART- MANAGER(S) MASTER PLANNING
COMMITTEE

STAFFIING

MENTS

TECHNOLOGY|

PLANS & BUDGET
REQUESTS TO PLANNING
& BUDGET COMMITTEE

STUDENT SERVICES
MASTER PLANNING
COMMITTEE

STUDENT
SERVICES
DEPART-
MENTS

APPROPRIATE

I
®

MANAGER(S)

FACILITIES

INSTRUC-
TIONAL
COMPUTING

ACADEMIC
SERVICES
DEPART-
MENTS

INSTRUCTIONAL
— INSTRUCTIONAL — SERVICES MASTER
DEANS PLANNING COMMITTEE

EQUIPMENT

ROUTE BUDGET REQUESTS TO
EVALUATION SUBCOMMITTEES
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APPENDIX C

INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES OVERALL COMPOSITE SCORE FORM
MASTER PLANNING COMMITTEE

DEPARTMENT ENG
DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY PRIORITY # 3
COMMITTEE/

CATEGORY INITIAL DEPARTMENT MODIFIED WEIGHTED

WEIGHT CoMPOSITE WEIGHT CoMPOSITE

% SCORE % SCORES
DEPARTMENT COMPOSITE SCORE 40.00 3.0000 40.0000 =1.2000
FACILITITES COMPOSITE SCORE 10.00 0.0000 0.000D0 =0.0000
STAFFING COMPOSITE SCORE 10.00 3.0300 60.0000 =1.8180
EQuIiPMENT ETC COMPOSITE SCORE 10.00 0.0000 0.0000 =0.0000
ICC CoMPOSITE SCORE 10.00 0.0000 0.0000 =0.0000
STAFF DEVELOPMENT COMPOSITE SCORE 10.00 0.0000 0.0000 =0.0000
REASSIGNED TIME/SPECIAL PROJ. COMP. SCORE 10.00 0.0000 0.0000 =0.0000

100.00 100.00

OVERALL COMPOSITE SCORE: 3.0180

NOTE THAT THIS ACTIVITY WAS ONLY EVALUATED BY THE STAFFING COMMITTEE; THEREFORE,
THE CALCULATION OF THE OVERALL COMPOSITE SCORE IS A FUNCTION ONLY OF THE SCORE
ASSIGNED BY THE STAFFING COMMITTEE, AND THE SCORE THAT RESULTS FROM THE

DEPARTMENT’S RANKING OF THIS PROPOSAL AS ITS THIRD PRIORITY.
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