Office of Institutional Effectiveness

PASADENA Survey Results
CITY(OLLEGE y

March 2016

2016 Budget Retreat Survey Results

The Budget Retreat survey was distributed to fifty-two (52) individuals who had attended the Budget Retreat on Febru-
ary 5, 2016 via email. Thirty-Seven (37) individuals responded providing a response rate of 71%.

In general, responses to the Budget Retreat and the Integrated Planning Model were positive. There is still concern
among the 37 that respondents that the Integrated Planning Model is not transparent, with 46% indicating that they
were “unsure” if the model was transparent.

Q1. | have a better understanding of the Asillustrated in Q1, 86% of the
complexity of the college's budget process respondents felt that they ob-
because of the information presented at the tained a better understanding of
retreat. the complexities of the college’s

budgeting process because of
information presented at the
Retreat. This does not confirm
that they completely under-
stand the college’s budgeting
process but at least the retreat
was able to provide information
that lead to further understand-
ing. The college needs to con-
tinue to provide timely and
comprehensive information on
budget development and re-

Q2.1 felt | was able to participate meaningfully in the source allocation decisions.

alignment of the prioritized budget requests with the
college's strategic planning initiatives.
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In Q2 respondents we asked if
they felt they were able to par-
ticipate meaningfully in the
alignment of the budget re-
guests with the college’s strate-
gic planning initiatives. Alt-
ML RE 29.7% hough a majority indicated they
felt they did (54%) this is not an
orswamm— overwhelming endorsement of
the process and needs further

’ ' ' consideration for the next cycle.
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Q3.1 think the college's Integrated Planning
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Q4.1 have a better understanding of my role in
the integrated planning process because of the
information provided at the budget retreat.

Q5. | know more now about how the college
allocates fiscal resources than | did before the
retreat.

Model is transparent.
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Q3 is the most problematic be-
cause less than have of the re-
spondent indicated that they felt
the Integrated Planning Model
was transparent. Transparency
and an Accreditation recommen-
dation were the primary factors
leading to the revised Integrated
Planning Model. Thus the col-
lege has work to do to address
the perceived and real transpar-
ency of the model.

Q4 addresses respondents un-
derstanding of their role in the
integrated planning process
based on information received
at the budget retreat. Although
a majority (64%) felt they did
have a better understanding of
their role in integrated planning
process, it is important to re-
member that the college em-
ployees around 800 fulltime em-
ployees that all need to have a
comprehensive understanding
of their role in integrated plan-
ning. The 2016 Budget retreat
was a good start but the college
needs to continue to communi-
cate the role of all employees in
the integrated planning process.

Q5 addresses respondents
knowledge of how the college
allocates fiscal resources. Again
a majority (59%), felt they knew
more about resource allocation
because of the retreat which is
positive but illustrates the col-
lege’s need to continue to be
transparent in resource alloca-
tion and provide additional op-
portunities for campus constitu-
ents to be engaged in the inte-
grated planning process.

The next two pages contain the
responses to the open-ended



Q6. Please provide suggestions on how you think the budget retreat could be improved.

There was not enough time to go through all of the requests.

Provide 3 one page summary sheetwith main ideas, players, contactinformation, etc..

|thought the prioritization process was good but not enough time was allotted. [fthe task does not depend on us finishing the work, then how much is the
allocation really going to depend on the engagement of that group?

Provide more time to complete and debrief regarding the budget sheets.

| apologize but| missed the morning session which probably laid the groundwork for the rest of the event, which is why | answered the way | did. | thoughtthe
afternoon activity to look atthe requests through different lenses was interesting, although | wandered ifthe information gathered would really help inform the
decision-making atthe nextlevel.

| am not able to make any suggestions for improvement for the budget retreat

Nat sure how the work done at retreat will be used - as aloose 'quide’ for the next phase, or as hard numbers and information. Also, I'd like to know when we will
see the results ofthe ratings and compare itto what came before the retreat in terms of rating and what comes after the retreat in terms of allocation of funds (ie:
what projects gotfunded).

Spend more time during the prioritization breakout session and less time team building to ensure all requests are reviewed.

Iwould have liked a better definition of how we were supposed to score the items. The hardest was Institutional Effectiveness, were we supposedto score it on
what recommendations the Accreditation team gave, on what we think will make PCC a more effective instituion or on something else.

The other suggestion would be to give each 3-group section a third of the budget requests and have us rotate between those, instead of us trying to read
everything.

The prioritization exercise was good as an exercise, butwas an incomplete process as there was not enough time for everyone to participate in the
prioritization of all lists. |would be uncomfortable with the results being used in this year's prioriization process.

Would like to see the exercise become part of future process, though, as itforces us to look beyond our own areas (dare | say "silos") to truly understand the
institution as a whole, and the needs we face.

The budget retreat should focus on information rather than having the participants, who have litlle or no expertise on the requested items, to prioritize. Hours
have been spent by faculty and managers prioritizing the requests. Itis very dificult, if notimpassible, for people to do it "on the fly" in that manner. The
requests have already been prioritized repeatedly, and | am not sure that what happened atthe retreat added much value. |think it did help to educate people,
though. on the types of requests that were submitted.

Be more brief

| am a manager. so while | think the retreat was very helpful in many ways. where | disagree is aboutlearning "mare” than | already knew.

Include same info as in am session, but more condensed.
Clearer instructions on how we are to evaluate the budget requests. Our group did not understand the directions and mis-prioriized the first two 'lenses".
f we gave 'points' for FLEX credit, this could be included and more faculty would attend.

Some of the information sessions were rather long... helpful but long. (I'm looking atyou, Paul Jarrell) Also, | feel like we spent a lot of time hearing from the
Administration but no time from the faculty perspective. Maybe in future there's a bigger role for faculty to play? | know Stephanie Fleming kicked things off, but
thatwas about it

Since we don'tyet know the outcome of the budget requests itis difficultto judge "how the college (will) allocate fiscal resources” orwhat my role is. ltwas clear
that more is requested than is available, but we don'tknow how budget retreat input will be utilized.

There were some items on the spreadsheets thatwere under $1,000; seemed like we spent a ot oftime discussing some small requests and were not able to
finish the sheet Could there be a Dollar threshold that needs to be met before they get on the spreadsheets? Or could the spreadsheets be sorted high to low?

Kudas to the facilitators for organizing such a well-run workshop. Topics were well presented and facilitators were all very approachable.

The excercise on looking atthe budget request using various lens was a bit daunting and overwhelming.

The toughestwas the community engagement lens. We did need more ime and more explanation onthat one. We ended up assigning a lot of zeores since
we were not clear of our task.

However, the workshop was one ofthe best| have attended lately. We need to get more faculty involved with the process.

Thank you.

Formatwas too long and tiring. Reduce number of ratations to evaluate processes.
Directions, attimes, were unclear as to what to do or the role ofthe leads.

[thought it was a great meeting. Everyone was very active in the conversation. | didn't see many people on their personal devices as the topics were givenina
very unigue way that made the audience stay engaged at all imes. Maybe breaking it into two day not all in one day.

| appreciate the enrollment management discussion, butwould like to understand the entire budget development process rather than narrow focus on income.
Expenses in addition to faculty salaries and benefits need to be considered and presented in an honest and complete way.

did notfinish ranl-cmg This activity may needto be reevaluated for nexwear Also, at eachtable not all the suppomng documents were available. Everytable
needed all the same material for consistency in decision making.

Would have like to participate with all the tables and lenses.

Silk purse out of a sow's ear. | think itwent well.

| would be better to have time allotted for every group to complete the prioritization process.

Perhaps two days instead of one... Iwould have liked to have had more time to digestthe information from the marning session before attempting to do the
budget ranking in the afternoon... and, | was tired by the time the afternoon rolled around ;)




Q7. Please provide suggestions on how you think the integrated planning process could be improved.

Provide a one page diagram with main players/parts of process

Budget2 .0 should be areview ofthe collective answers/priorifization 3 and the actual amounts that are going to be submitted to the Trustees. A review process would
identify if the first review got it right Forthose areas that don't align, a variance explanation should be created. Afinal check off should be part of this group's
responsibility.

Anew scoring rubric needs to be developed. The 3 'lenses' thatwe used are great, but the subpoint language constrains allocation. For example, the Student Equity
and Access lens should give many resource requests scores of 3, but2[3 of the subpaints require that the request promote or lead to community engagement (and
then there was a Community Engagement lens). Why do we need this represented 3x? One could imagine that some ofthe requests might lead indirectly to community
engagement, but many of the requests did not directly lead to community engagement, which necessitated a low score.

maintain as much as fransparency as possible.

Clearly defining what s budgeted and additional request, including capital project request and instructional equipment in the priontization process while also
considering request deferred from the previous year is essential to planning.

There were some issues with the rubric. | think there needs to be more inputfrom faculty on how items are prioritized.

Make the various decisions about priorifizations at the different levels transparent

Do notfry to have a large group reprioritize what has been priorifized several imes.

Have program review writers think about initiatives that do not require resources.

Make program review writers aware of the strategic plan on which their priorifies will be evaluated.
Allow the various groups/committees (e.g., Technology) to have a greater say in whatis prioritized high.

(Give Bob Miller more time,

A solid core of each constituent group is needed, especially representation by Faculty from all areas of campus, so experts are available to justify or explain specific
requests.
A balance of representatives from each area requesting funds would be ideal.

I think the sorted lists hadn't quite gelled yet Some items felt very small-bore for college-wide consideration, while others were very big-ticket Ifthe whole college is
going to be involved in this process, let's make the questions we're answering relevantto the entire college - not so much "Should this program receive funding for this
pet project” but "Should the college be pursuing this program at all"

| also think the purpose and end use of the list should have been made clearer to those who had the task offiling it out Some programs included items that they said
were required to keep the program operating. Leaving those funding decisions up to the committee in that budget retreat seems to give the committee the rightto
decide ifthe program continues or not, and that didn't seem fo be the point of the exercise. (Orwas it?)

| also think the scoring rubric didn'tline up very well with the items on the lists. Some items included relevant information about underserved populations and access,
but others leftthat out Alsc, "Insfitutional Effectiveness” as a funding guideline was prefty weak - none ofthe facilities/repair items scored very well on that guideline,
butthey seemed to have value as a college investment

We'llwork this all outin time, | assume. In general it's been a very inclusive, all-college process, and | knowthat's a good thing.

ltwould be helpful to know how programs prioritized their requests and what other resources they have available.
ltwas difficultto know if requests are for on-going activities or one-time. Some ofthe items are clearly being funded now (.. T of R band costs).
Some descriptions did not include adequate information (e.g. request for supplies with no indication of the purpose or how much they already get for supplies)

Taskstream isn't the friendliest software, butI'm not sure there's anything better outthere.

Shorter ime frame or break session into two smaller 1.2 days.

This first one was a great start |felt as | understood more of how we do things at our college. Itwas very good o have the upper management, classified, and faculty
involved inthe planning process.

The visual models are nice, butwe needto have processes writen so that everyone understands whatthey are and implements them in the same way. Then, when
problems are identified, we'll know what to look for and can change the "instructions."

Iffaculty are to play a meaningful role in budget development, we need to be given time for this.

| do think we are making steps in the right direction.

| am getting a befter understanding of the process finally by repeated presentations and the group work my program did together. The fraining from David Colley prior
to our program planning was valuable-this training needs to be confinued.

Would like to see requests include more information and coincide with the rubric. Maybe the authors need to go through the same exercises to understand how the
process works and what the committees are looking for.

Planning process needs to be revised... this yearwas out of control.

Find ways to streamline the enfire process so thatitis more efficient and flows easier throughout the full cycle.

Faculty should gettraining on how budget decisions are made, so thatwhen they request money in their annual Updates to Program Review, they understand the
criteria upon which their requestwill be judged.




