



Hunter College

Senate Strategic Planning Committee 

Meeting Minutes: May 26, 2010

Committee Members

Members Present: Philip Alcabes, Cristina Alfar, Eija Ayravainen, Barbara Barone, Elizabeth Beaujour, Sarah Bonner, Sandra Clarkson, Jacqueline Mondros, Kinte Morgan, Andrew Polsky, Vita Rabinowitz, Richard Stapleford, Bill Sweeney, Patricia Woodard, Len Zinnanti 

Consultants: Anthony Knerr, John Braunstein (Anthony Knerr & Associates)

Proceedings

Meeting called to order at 11:03 a.m.
I. 
Approval of Old Minutes

Richard Stapleford (RS) asked for amendments to the draft minutes of the May 5 meeting. The following amendments were suggested:
a. Under “Consultants,” change “Anthony Knerr and Associates” to “Anthony Knerr & Associates.”  (Substitution of an ampersand for the word, “and.”)
b. In III, change “Working Hypothesis” to “Working Hypotheses” (pluralization) in both the header and first sentence.
RS motioned to approve the amended minutes. Motion passed.

II. Update on Status of AKA’s Hunter Interviews

Anthony Knerr (AK) and John Braunstein (JB) reported that they will have completed most of the first and second-round interviews by the end of the week.  They will be sharing a list of those interviewed with the Committee shortly.  Members of the committee proposed two additional interviews, with Barbara Sproul, head of the Religion Program and chair of the Master Plan Committee, and with Janet Robertson, in the office of the Dean of Arts & Sciences. 
III. Discussion of “Six Early Working Hypotheses” and “Some Possible Early Actions Hunter Might Undertake” Documents

AK and JB presented two documents built on the basis of ideas heard in their interviews and in discussion with the SSPC.  The first, “Six Early Working Hypotheses,” presented hypotheses about Hunter and its future direction.  The second, “Some Possible Early Actions Hunter Might Undertake,” shared initiatives that might be implemented over the coming academic year to demonstrate prompt, tangible results from the planning process and create momentum for and potentially buy-in to the emerging strategic plan.  
Discussion of the first document focused on:
· The need to explore separately some concepts that are combined in the document (e.g., liberal arts and the professional schools; graduate education and research).
· The key elements of a Hunter liberal arts education.

· Hunter’s emphasis on the “doing” or “performing” of knowledge.

· The fundamental distinction that must be made between first-time and transfer students at Hunter, and the need to obtain data about how these segments differ.

· That Hunter provides access to experiences (e.g., internships, jobs, study abroad) during their education for many students who otherwise wouldn’t have access to such experiences because of cost or simply unfamiliarity.
· The need for structural recommendations the SSPC may wish to make to flow out of the goals established in the strategic plan rather than organizational, process or policy changes themselves being the focus of the plan.

JB asked the Committee to reflect further on the hypotheses listed and the specific questions posed for each, and to email AKA with further thoughts and suggestions.

Reactions and discussion of “Some Possible Early Actions Hunter Might Undertake” included:

· Ideas #1, 2, 5 and 8 are each in some way already underway, although the purposes and future uses of Roosevelt House, discussed in idea #5, are still not clear to the College community let alone the general public.

· It is really the student cafeteria that will be renovated this summer (requiring the faculty dining room to be open for students), not the faculty dining room.

· It would raise Hunter’s profile in the community if it were possible to make the faculty dining room a pleasant location for the public in hours it wouldn’t be in high use by faculty.  One might imagine members of the community coming for a glass of wine before taking in a performance at the Danny Kaye Playhouse.

· Adjuncts in particular should be encouraged to become involved in faculty development, with Hunter perhaps establishing a fund to pay them to attend.

IV. Discussion of Hunter’s 2010-11 PMP Submission
Vita Rabinowitz explained the process by which CUNY requests responses to the goals and targets it describes in the PMP and the process by which Hunter prepares its response.

· The big goals remain more or less the same year to year; however, some are given more weight by the Chancellor than others, for instance, retention & graduation rates, fundraising and grant funding received.

· 80th Street analyzes the responses of the colleges, comparing them to themselves (i.e., their progress over time) and to each other, ranking them in quintiles.  These evaluations inform the Chancellor’s evaluations of the presidents and the “supplementary money” that Hunter receives from CUNY.

Vita will share the completed PMP response with the SSPC, and it is likely that the 2011-12 response, a year from now, will be heavily influenced by the strategic plan that will be complete by then.
V. Plan and Schedule for Summer Meetings

There will be fewer but longer meetings during the summer.  The SSPC will meet next on:

· June 23rd from 10:00 am to 1:00 pm and then on,

· July 28th from 1:00 – 4:00 pm.

AKA will be back to the Committee with plans for these sessions, which may include Task Force reports or more structured responses to exercises or other materials AKA would share in advance.  The goal is to have, by Labor Day, a solid analytic base on which to begin shaping quickly the central priorities for Hunter’s strategic plan.

Richard Stapleton noted that Committee members will soon receive a template asking for preferences of days of the week for meetings during the fall term.  The fall schedule will be established based on these responses.

VI. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 12:52 pm.

Minutes submitted by John Braunstein, Anthony Knerr & Associates.
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