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Review of Charge

The Chancellor’s Working Group (CWG) reviewed the charge statement: 

“Recommend an integrated set of committee charges, compositions, and reporting relationships for final adoption as an administrative procedure of the District. 

“The goal is to create an effective and efficient process for structured collaboration leading to sound decisions on district-wide matters. 

“The CWG will initially address four district wide committees (SPPAC, DWEMPC, Budget Advisory, Facilities). The charge may be extended to address other district wide committees.” (Chancellor’s Working Group Charge, January 22, 2009). 
In response to the charge statement, the group discussed the need for specificity regarding compositions and charges but also stressed that developing an implementable proposal was key. Joseph strongly recommended that the CWG not spend too much time haggling over compositional issues because the stakeholders have in the past spent a lot of time and energy on composition and never gotten to the point of getting effective committees. The group agreed that ensuring the proposal is implemented is a key goal and brainstormed strategies to achieve this:

· Develop clear and specific documentation of our proposal.

· Conduct careful vetting with our respective groups in February.

· Document the recommendation as an administrative procedure.

· Stress that under AB 1725 faculty are entitled to effective participation in decision making. 

· Conduct broad communication to the grassroots throughout Peralta and repeat the message in many forums and venues. 

· Ensure management understanding and buy-in since they are key in supporting and/or chairing the committees.

· Include safeguards, such as requiring written responses for recommendations that are not followed as required in AB1725

· Base our work in the concepts found in 1725 – this can be more of a reminder than new territory. 

· Ensure accountability for the implementation of the consultative steps of the recommendation; need to develop an accountability mechanism (possibly a signoff by the colleges)

· Provide training and support to the administrations who chair or support committees

· Provide training and support to all  members of the college community because everyone shares responsibility for making this work. 

· Create a shared governance primer

· Consider having fewer better organized district wide meetings at key milestones

Proposal Development

The group discussed the current charges of committees and some past history about how SPPAC was formed. The group discussed that SPPAC is too large to be effective and that it is desirable that the size of any overarching committee allow it to actively work on assessing issues and developing recommendations. The group should not be solely an information exchange and reporting body. 

Then the group moved to discussing possible future options that would meet the charge of coming up with an integrated system of committees that effectively provide recommendations to the Chancellor. The committee discussed several overall principles for the design of the committee advisory system:

· The advisory committees should have clear authority and responsibility for making recommendations that feed directly into decision-making

· The strategic plan sets the overall vision and the overarching “road map” of high-level issues that the other subject-matter committees should work on. 

· The higher level review and recommendation committees should have “interlocking” membership from the subject-matter committees (e.g., facilities, budget, education, etc.)

Initial Working Concept

This is a very preliminary summary of the initial working concept for the proposal. This reflects a brainstorming concept. As of the date of this summary, these concepts have not been reviewed in writing by the committee and several issues have not achieve group consensus. 

Create a High-Level Advisory Committee

The basic concept is to create an effective group as the “last stop” shared governance body to make recommendations to the chancellor on major issues of district wide importance. Its main charge is to help ensure that the main planning and resource decision-making processes – which are primarily conducted at the Colleges – are coordinated and aligned for the greatest benefit of students and the community. Therefore, it has responsibility for ensuring that the following fundamental principles guide the colleges and the district office:

1. The Colleges are the primary venues for educational and resource planning.

2. The Colleges need to have a way to coordinate especially if they put forward competing proposals, e.g., several graphics proposals, biotech etc. 

3. There needs to be an effective integrated advisory system that provides the “integration overlay” for college planning.

4. Its important to agree ahead of time on common planning parameters and procedures for resolving conflicts so everyone is playing by the same rules

Group Parameters

The group would be smaller than SPPAC and have well-defined representative membership. DWEMPC and SPPAC would be disbanded at a date certain and some of their functions transferred to the new group. 

Charge

The CWG identified the following as potential elements of the charge of the group:

· Strategic Plan development and implementation oversight;

· Policy review and recommendation (both Board policy and administrative policy, i.e., major administrative decisions)

· College Educational Master Plan synthesis and integration. This group would advise the Chancellor in the case where two or more colleges propose conflicting or overlapping plans and cannot come to a collaborative solution through the standard collaborative planning processes.

· Common planning parameters and methodologies

· Integration of planning and decision-making among colleges; across district planning processes; and between the college and district levels of planning and decisionmaking.

· Accountability for follow-through on recommendations: 1) recommendation implemented including any modifications 2) recommendation not implemented and the reasons for it not being implemented

· Accountability and for follow-through on process steps: Did constituencies, colleges, district service centers, committees, etc., perform the agreed upon steps in the process: 1) reporting back to constituencies and obtaining responses; 2) conducting planning processes using the agreed-upon methods and parameters. 

Specific Features of the Group—Areas of Preliminary Consensus

The following items were generally agreed to but have not been specifically endorsed by the CWG.

· Provide specific accountability measures for recommendations and for follow-through on the process by all constituencies

· Committee members have to represent their constituencies by reporting back rigorously and bringing forward concerns and proposals etc.

· Constituency groups should select their representatives; this needs to happen with a lot of college representation, i.e., not just be district-wide constituency groups appointing.

· There should be fewer meetings that are timed to achieve specific milestones in the advisory/decision-making process

· The high level committee should have interlocking membership to the subject committees, e.g., facilities, budget, education, technology committees. 

· The committee needs to be very well supported, i.e., a district secretary to take minutes

· Minutes should be posted

Specific Features of the Group—Areas Requiring Further Discussion

The CWG indicated that the following items need further discussion:

· Role of the chancellor on the committee

· Representation of classified staff

· Overall composition and size of the committee

· Idea that 50% of committee is faculty
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