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Academic Senate 

M I N U T E S

September 27, 2006

3:00 p.m. - BC214

Members Present: Ignacio Alarcon, Blake Barron, Barbara Bell, Eric Borlaug, Susan Broderick, Dixie Budke, Cathie Carroll, Esther Frankel, Jack Friedlander, Tom Garey, David Gilbert, Kelly Lake, Ray Launier, Linda Lowell, Kathy Molloy (Chair), Marcy Moore, Elida Moreno, Kathy O’Connor, Jan Schultz, Sheri Shields, Oscar Zavala 

Member(s) Excused/Absent: Kim Monda 

Guest(s):  Sue Ehrlich, Keith McLellan, Nick Mukhar (The Channels), Marilynn Spaventa

1.1 Call to Order  (3:00-3:05)
1.1 Approval of Minutes – Sept. 13, 2006 

The meeting Minutes for September 13, 2006 were approved with minor correction and without objection.

1.2 Approval of Agenda – so approved

2.0
Information  (3:05-3:15)

2.1 Kathy O’Connor has been reappointed to the State Senate Curriculum Committee and DETAC 

It was announced by President Molloy, that Senator O’Connor was reappointed to the state level committees referenced above. 

2.2 IA Reception scheduled for Oct. 21

The Instructors’ Association reception will be held Saturday, October 21 at Senator O’Connor’s “Road Apple Farm”. Ms. O’Connor added that everyone’s family and pets were also invited.

2.3 Suggestions for disseminating information to Senate and faculty

President Molloy announced that this topic would be brought back to the Academic Senate at the next regular meeting after steering has had an opportunity to review possible options such as iFolder, GroupWise folder, and other useful document management strategies. 

2.4 Fall 2007: Veterans’ Day must be observed on Monday, November 12

Although the Senate voted to observe the holiday on Friday (the holiday fell over the weekend and consensus was that a choice between Friday and Monday was available) the state however, has mandated that the 2007 Veterans’ Day holiday must be observed on Monday, November 12.

Concern was raised by a number of Senators about having two Monday holidays during a semester and if or how missed time could be made up because the state also has a mandate that a class must meet a specified number of hours to be in compliance.  

2.5 Shared Governance document 

The attached document delineates what oversight responsibilities the Academic Senate, through the California legislature, has been given. It is a reminder of the areas that are by law, under the Academic Senates’ purview.   

3.0
Hearing/Discussion  (3:15-4:15)

3.1 Options for enforcement of course prerequisites; credit/no credit selection process: Keith McLellan

PREREQUISITES:

Dean McLellan was at the meeting to inform the Senate about a decision they may want to make affecting the commencement of all prerequisites and their enforcement beginning Fall 2007. Until recently the Banner team was under the impression that the switch to Banner would automatically require the prerequisite enforcement to begin. The consultants have discovered that there is an opportunity to delay the enforcement of all or some prerequisites and could be phased into effect. The current prerequisite enforcement of Math, English and ESL, however, would remain in place at the time Banner goes live. 

The advantages of delaying/phasing in the prerequisites:  

1. Greater opportunity to inform students about the new process and when it will officially be put into place 

2. Fewer risks when going live with online registration for the first time

3. Assurance that no sudden decrease in classroom enrollment would occur

The disadvantages of phasing in prerequisites:

1. Delayed anticipated gains received from student success

Dean McLellan explained that, when the prerequisite enforcement is put into place, a whole new bureaucracy and procedure for evaluating external transcripts would begin. As prerequisites are enforced, all departments would have to agree to one of the options in terms of evaluating external transcripts/equivalent courses as being equivalent to courses at SBCC. 

Traditional process: Articulation has thousands of articulated courses and built them into the comprehensive dataset. For department approval: (example) which Alan Hancock/Santa Monica courses would be considered equivalent to SBCC and nationally those courses not yet articulated or part of the UC/CSU system. 

Students would petition to have a course reviewed to satisfy a prerequisite. According to State Academic Senate process, once the student has filed all the paperwork and petitions, that student would be given the option to pre enroll in a class pending approval or denial of the petition (a 5-10 day process). This occurs at the time of registration before class starts because prerequisites cannot be enforced after a class starts. 

Petition/review process if NOT an articulated course: 

1) Department chair or designee reviews it. 5-10 days depending on the final outcome of the Matriculation committee  

2) Give proxy to transcript analyst when school is not in session

3) Defer the articulation process to the transcript analyst office and process (most schools follow this option)

The decision needs to be made by the end of September. The plan all along was that prerequisite enforcement would be in place. Regardless if no decision is made, prerequisite blocking would go forward at the time Banner is implemented. 

Some Senators were reluctant about making a decision without having the opportunity to get back to their Divisions. The ASB rep would like students to have an opportunity to hear about this choice.

From a counseling point of view it would be very advantageous to hold off – postpone the blocking of prerequisites for another year. It would allow more time to discuss how to enforce the prerequisites once the block is in place. Once the implementation is to take place, it would be desirable to go all enforcement: No phasing in process.

M/S/C To move hearing item 3.1 to Action (O'Connor/Garey) 1 abstention   

M/S/C To defer implementation of all prerequisites until Fall 2008, with the exception of English and Math and ESL (Garey/O'Connor) 1 abstention

The vote does not include the absolute enforcement or phase in enforcement process for Fall 2008.

CREDIT/NO CREDIT

Academic Policies will be reviewing the Credit/No Credit 

· affects/limitations on transfers 

· possible tie-in with Banner where a pop up menu appears

3.2 Revisions to Student Discrimination Policy: Sue Ehrlich

V.P. Sue Ehrlich began with some history: The college needed a step by step process to deal with complaints of unlawful discrimination. The Office of Civil Rights (OCR) required two things of the college: 1) To have a procedure which provided for prompt and equitable resolution of complaints by students and employees alleging discrimination on the basis of sex 2) Accomplish this within 60 days 

The first change was to make it a stand alone document. Some language was added to the Chancellor's letter and the first paragraph language was taken from the OCR letter. HRLA and Ben Partee’s strategy was to separate a policy for students. The policy, attached to the last Agenda and discussed here, went to the Student Senate and was approved.

V.P.HRLA Ehrlich is here to consult with the Senate.  The next step is the companion policy for dealing with employees - faculty and staff. She stated that approval of the student policy does not in any way affect what might be approved for faculty and staff. This would be taken to CPC and would be an appropriate policy for faculty and staff. When the document discusses employees, it means student employees.  

The Senators discussed and questioned the language and definitions of the document such as the meaning of retaliation; discrimination is not defined; if mental disability - emotional and mental illness is covered. Suggestion addition: To make a difference in treatment on the basis other than individual merit. Also questioned, if and where would an instructor's liability would be protected? 

Dr. Ehrlich answered that, for actions that are undertaken in the scope of working for this college, the college indemnifies the employee (faculty member). The college must indemnify you - take on your defense at the college's expense. And we don't define discrimination. It is based on (protected) categories. 

Senators asked about:

· What happens when it's student against student? 

· Filing of complaint(s) – and timely notification to the faculty member

· When a complaint has been made and witness need to be found - it states that one is not allowed to talk to anyone 

· Cross complaints

Training/Education section of document:

Who is responsible for training program and services for students? Sue Ehrlich will work with Dr. Partee on that. Under the law - Sexual Harassment training is being provided to all managers of the college and department chairs. 

A document such as this should apply to all - students and employees and Senate President Molloy was under the impression that the document would ultimately incorporate faculty and staff. This is the preference, and Ms. Ehrlich was asked to incorporate language to include faculty into this document and bring it back to the Academic Senate before CPC makes a decision. 

3.3 Recommended Completion of Department/Unit SLO Plans 

This is being forwarded to the next Agenda for Discussion.

3.4 Request to modify sabbatical leave proposal: Jody Millward 

M/S/C To move Jody Millward’s sabbatical leave modification request to action (Bell/Broderick)

M/S/C To approve Jody Millward’s request to modify the sabbatical leave proposal (Bell/Broderick)
3.5 Senate priorities 

Most Senate priorities have been assigned to appropriate committees.

3.6 Calendar options for Spring 2008 were attached 
Senators were asked to bring this back to their Divisions.
4.0       Action  (4:15-4:30)

4.1
Department Program Review revision

EVP – updated information in the handout are in blue. 4174.2 changed part time to adjunct. The term "Report Summary" was changed to “Program Review Report” because summary implied that there was another report, and this was not the intent; it meant the report should not be lengthy. It now states that the report would be no more than three pages. 4175 fiscal data - define what it is you want to address. 

Senator Broderick commented: 4175 fiscal data - should be "student support"; use existing terminology and take away the example - the term should now be known. Language change 4174.3 C remove subjective language; “appropriate” is different to everyone. Ms. Broderick noted that in two areas 4174.2 and 4174.3 it distinguishes educational support from instructional support and the language is inconsistent. Why would the Support Division be “required”? 

EVP - There are some staff (not faculty) core to the program. 

Senator Garey suggested: add language "all classified staff who render services directly to students must participate." Allowing participation without being penalized.

Senator O’Connor noted that, in some cases it is imperative that classified staff be involved. 

EVP confused should language say "are expected to participate" - Marcy needs clarification on adjuncts. Separate it out by adding "full time faculty members and full time classified employees who render services directly to students are required to participate." That adjunct faculty and part time classified employees are encouraged to participate in that process and use that time for professional development." However, professional development is not offered to part time classified.

Senator Frankel: 4174.3 D #4 provide a response to which statistical data? What is the measure? Someone needs to be below the college norm. 4175.4 Appreciates the list of items however, it doesn't have anything to do with CPP. Leave out the CPP part. 

EVP: the 5% was an arbitrary number. There will be statistical data-TREND DATA -on the department and pulled together over three years. Re CPP: this is part of the program review data and John Romo wanted to have some of the data/measures included in the review.

EVP: Meetings with departments is dependent on when this document is passed. The sooner this is passed, the sooner meetings can be scheduled.

President Molloy: Suggested the EVP could start scheduling appointments. 

This will return as an action item next meeting.

5.0
Reports  (4:30-5:00)

 5.1       President’s Report 

5.2 Liaison Reports

Kelly Lake reported on the following committees:

· Sabbatical Leave received 10 proposals; some from last year and some surprises. There is enough money for 5 requests and all the proposals were for a year.

· Faculty Recognition has two nominees for exemplary non credit programs. They will be bringing their nominee forward to the Senate as soon as all the data has been pulled together.

· Faculty Professional Development – the grant packets have been sent out and are due October 27, 2006, 5 p.m.

· Teaching and Learning has begun the initial review of the Partnership for Student Success Initiative.  

Jan Schultz reported on the Academic Policies committee: 

· AP to review credit/no credit 

· To begin the evaluation and procedures/policy to verify that it is in tandem with the job description 

· AP wanted the Senate to know they are having difficulty securing copies of the most recent and updated copies of existing policies (the EVP suggested that Lana Rose continue her work in this area and Senator Frankel noted that it is essential to develop a document management strategy and maintain a document management system)

Barbara Bell reported on the Planning & Resources committee:

· Final exam schedule – P&R are looking at models for rotation that would be both fair to the faculty and not disadvantageous to students

· No changes are expected to the Final Exam Schedule before next fall because of the Banner Implementation schedule

· Long range capital construction input continues and when the process is complete the information will be brought to the Senate 

Kathy O’Connor reported on the following committees and what they are working on:

· CAC - SLO’s and their implementation and placement

· Matriculation - implementation of Banner

· ITC – adjunct faculty computers   

· COI – online college plan

 5.3
EVP Report

6.0
Adjourn

Minutes-September 27, 2006
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