District Compressed Calendar Task Force Meeting
May 14, 2009
3:00pm
District Board Room

Present:  Cañada College:  Monica Malamud, Patty Dilko, Kathy Smith, Lorraine Barrales-Ramirez;  Skyline College: Joe Morello, Leigh Anne Sippel, Adolfo Leiva;  CSM: David Locke;   District:  Jing Luan, Marilyn McBride, Virginia Rosales, Joyce Feimer
I. Leigh Anne Sippel volunteered to be note-taker, and Marilyn McBride volunteered to be timekeeper.  
II. Approval of minutes from March 19, 2009.  Minutes were approved.

III. Review of timeline.  
a. At the last meeting, the timeline was adjusted to reflect a more accurate past and proposed pathway; Timeline Version 3.
i. There will be a board study session in the fall where this topic and the timeline will be reviewed again.  Joyce: Upgrade of Banner & GoLive will be coming up in Fall, and these timelines do not seem to be reasonable considering the process of updating the systems.  
ii. Version 4 will be drafted to reflect the following:

October 2008 – Established Taskforce

October 2008 to March 2008 – Taskforce met to gather data, discuss scope, division of labor, and develop goals and work plans

March 2009 to May 2009 – Taskforce established seven workgroups

June to August 2009 – Administration with the assistance of staff in the three Instruction Offices develop the “master calendar” model that will be used to develop the “mock schedules”

September – December 2009 – The three colleges develop “mock schedules” based on 2011-2012 facilities

Fall 2009 – Board Study Session
September – December 2009 – Workgroups analyze internal and external data and report to the Taskforce

February – March 2010 – Taskforce develops final recommendations

April 2010 –Taskforce presents findings to the Chancellors Council

b. The task force agrees that we need to have a mock schedule in order to be able to move forward.  How to do it?  

i. Should Jose, Ada, and Maria (respectively at their own colleges) look at the mock schedule issue?  Joe: They have not been directed to do so yet because it wasn’t clear whether to request them to do so after the last meeting.

ii. What is involved in creating a mock schedule?  Is it going to be a mock schedule based on future facilities we will have or what we have now?  Patty:  we should consider facilities that will be available, so probably Fall 2011.  

iii. Are all 3 colleges developing mock schedules individually?  David:  different colleges will have different approaches, so it should be individual.
iv. Who should make the mock schedules?  Joe:  We should ask the 3 instructional offices before we agree to any timeline.  We’re looking at space, schedule, and people, and it needs the VPI level of involvement. Kathy: Cañada does not have a VPI right now and that will delay the process.  David & Marilyn: This task will fall to the deans since they are the ones who make the schedules.  
v. Joyce:  Banner is an enormous consideration in developing a schedule because of the timelines and process involved.
vi. The leadership of this task force will approach the appropriate entities to see how feasible it would be to develop a master calendar over the summer.  Then, in fall, with the results of the survey to aid us, we will have more information to be able to look at this issue.
ACTION: The leadership of this task force will approach the appropriate entities to see how feasible it would be to develop a mock schedule over the summer
vii. Adolfo:  Most districts who have done this have taken at least 2 years to conduct this process; adding this level of complexity may require having a more flexible end date of this process. 
IV. Discuss survey questions from Skyline’s survey and gauge Cañada and CSM interest in similar surveys.

a. Jing thanked the Skyline team for their work on developing and implementing their campus survey.

b. Joyce:  The survey ended up in the spam folders of a lot of staff/faculty emails, but it is not because of the district’s spamcop: it happens when people have their smccd emails forwarded to other systems like AOL, which has very sophisticated anti-spam software.
c. Do other colleges want to conduct the survey as well?  David:  CSM would find it a useful tool and will try to administer the survey before the end of this term.  Monika & Patty:  it makes sense to offer the same survey so that the data is similar and easier to compare.  Jing: can we please not share the results until all 3 colleges have conducted the surveys?  Patty and David will spearhead the efforts at their respective colleges.
ACTION: Patty and David will work with researchers and others on their campuses to implement the similar survey before term ends.
d. We will also need to get feedback from students.  Virginia: wants to ask the student senates and all 3 Student Activities Coordinators to send reps from each school.  Jing: Could we also ask the 3 campus researchers to draft a student survey that could be ready to go when that process happens?  We will pursue this for summer.
ACTION: Work with researchers and students of the three campuses over the summer to develop a student survey for fall deployment.
V. Identify workgroups and assign responsibilities for handling the feasibility study topics.  Members were assigned to workgroups.
a. Logistics (LOG):  This workgroup will examine optimal course and semester scheduling, considering room utilization, apportionment, mock schedules, evening programs, intersession and summer schedules, and effects on district off-campus programs:
i. David Locke (CSM)
ii. Patty Dilko (Cañ)

iii. Jing Luan (DO)

b. Financial (FIN):  This workgroup will examine the fiscal impact of a compressed calendar on revenue and expenditures.
i. Joe Morello (Sky)

ii. Charles Jones (CSM)
iii. Kathy Blackwood (DO)

c. Student Learning And Success (SLS): This workgroup will look at issues related to student success, persistence, and retention using general research findings and surveys of other colleges who have converted to a compressed calendar.
i. Leigh Anne Sippel (Sky)

ii. Adolfo Leiva (Sky)

iii. David Locke (CSM)

iv. Tania Beliz (CSM)

v. Virginia Medrano Rosales (Student trustee)

vi. Monica Malamud (Cañ)
d. Instructional Programs (INP): This workgroup looks at the effects of the calendar on instructional programs using Title V guidelines and impacts on teaching, learning, and compliance.
i. Leigh Anne Sippel (Sky)
ii. Tania Beliz (CSM)

iii. Patty Dilko (Cañ)

iv. One VPI

v. Jing Luan (DO)
e. Student Services (STS):  This workgroup reviews information from colleges that have converted and examines effect on student services such as A&R, bookstores, Financial Aid, student life, etc.
i. Kathy Smith (Cañ)

ii. Lorraine Barrales-Ramirez (Cañ) 
iii. Sue Lorenzo (Sky)

iv. Adolfo Leiva (Sky)

v. Teresa Morris (CSM)
vi. One VPSS

f. Facilities and Operations (FOP): This workgroup collects information on the impact on instructional support services, especially issues of “down time” for facilities maintenance and IT maintenance and upgrades.
i. Joe Morello (Sky)

ii. Kathy Smith (Cañ)
iii. Charlene Fronteira (CSM)

iv. Joyce Feimer (DO)

g. Contract (CON):  This workgroup identifies items that need to be negotiated within the labor contracts including AFT, CSEA, AFSME, etc. 
i. Lorraine Barrales-Ramirez (Cañ)
ii. Monica Malamud (Cañ)
iii. Charles Jones (CSM)

iv. Charlene Fronteira (CSM)

v. Harry Joel or designee
VI. Membership confirmation:  members indicated their intent to continue serving on this committee (except Marilyn McBride, who is retiring!)
VII. Deciding on 2009-10 meetings
a. Consideration of changing day from Thursday to the fourth Monday of every month in the board room.  
b. Starting August 31st (which is a fifth Monday, but is the 3rd week of classes, so a better start date. 

c. Time:  2:15 to 4:15 pm

VIII.  Meeting was adjourned at 4:31pm.  These minutes are respectfully submitted by Leigh Anne Sippel.

