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Academic Senate

M I N U T E S
June 15, 2009
3:00 – 5:00 pm   BC 214
Members Present: Ignacio Alarcón (Chair), Barbara Bell, Cindy Bower, Stan Bursten, Gary Carroll, Esther Frankel, Jack Friedlander, Tom Garey, David Gilbert, Marcy Moore, David Morris, Dean Nevins, Kathy O’Connor, Lou Spaventa, Oscar Zavala

Members Excused: Armando Arias, Steve Davega, Stephanie Durfor, Emily Harrington, Kathy Molloy, Kenley Neufeld, Ana María Ygualt
Guests: Homer Arrington, Peter Haslund, Judy Meyer (for Kim Monda), Jerry Pike, Alice Scharper, Lynne Stark, Sheila Wiley
1.0 Call to Order  

1.1      Approval of Agenda. So approved.



1.2      Approval of Minutes, May 13, 2009

M/S/C To approve the Academic Senate meeting Minutes of May 13, 2009 

(Nevins/Frankel) 2 abstentions 
2.0 Information 

2.1
Academic Integrity Policy and Faculty Job Descriptions will be up for approval at 


the Board of Trustees Meeting, June 25.

Ignacio Alarcón reported that both items would be on the June 25, 2008 Board ofTrustees 

Agenda. Before being put on the BOT agenda, the Academic Integrity policy was reviewed at the 

Board Study Session where one minor recommendation to the policy language was made: to 

change “defraud” to “deceive.” 
3.0
Action


3.1
Faculty Evaluation Forms:


Definition: Contract means Probationary or Temporary Contract Faculty. 

(a) Faculty Responsibilities Checklists (Inclusion of item regarding SLOs on course syllabi.) 

Please see Faculty Job Descriptions from May 2006 (pg. 7 – 12), May 2009 (pg. 13 – 18) (#2)  The

goal has been to have checklists parallel and in agreement with the job descriptions. At our last
 
meeting there were some questions about requiring the SLOs to be included in the course syllabus.

After research, Ignacio found that this item has been included as part of the Faculty job descriptions 

by the Academic Senate at least as far back as 2006. The Senate is being asked to modify the 

checkists to include the item about SLOs on syllabi. This is in agreement with the faculty job 

descriptions. This would be: “1. Responsibilities to Students or Clients:” Item “d.”    




Recommended Corrections/Changes: Gary Carroll suggested to substitute “Returns grades on time” 

by “Submits grades on time” in all the checklists, as well as “Returns drop and census rosters on 

time” by “Submits drop and census rosters on time.” It was also suggested to change 

“text orders” to “textbook orders.” 

M/S/C To approve Agenda item 3.1 (a) as amended (O’Connor/Nevins) 



(b) Faculty Evaluation Summary Forms



     (i)  Contract/Regular Faculty (breakdown of criteria)


     (ii) Adjunct Faculty (per Instructors’ Association request) 

Esther Frankel referred to Agenda’s page 24, about the five elements under “Satisfactory”: how
 
would we use the form/what is the intent? That is, how do we distinguish between satisfactory and 

needs improvement if we are to check items in the five performance criteria areas?




Jack Friedlander said that he was under the impression that in order to receive a “Satisfactory” one

would need to have received a check for each of the five performance criteria listed. If not all five
 
were checked, identify/list which of the five under “needs improvement”. Esther said that it would 

make more sense to have the five performance criteria under “Needs Improvement.” 



Marcy Moore expressed that the instructions are confusing: “Please check each  criterion, as 

needed” sounds like a “Needs improvement and check” rather than “Satisfactory.”




Jack Friedlander said that he thought that first question that needs to be resolved is if in order to 

have a satisfactory evaluation does a faculty member have to have satisfactory performance under 

each of the five criteria.



Kathy O’Connor suggested to add under “Satisfactory” a statement saying that a satisfactory 

evaluation means that the faculty being evaluated meets each of the five criteria.


Dean Nevins said that he didn’t see the need to list those five categories when you already have 

“Satisfactory”, “Needs Improvement” and “Substandard” listed? If someone needs improvement in
 
one of the criteria, or is substandard, this would be included in the plan for improvement.



Oscar Zavala said that he saw value in that we would identify the criterion that is not being met. It 

is possible one could be satisfactory in all but one. Dean said that in that case the evaluation would 

not be “Satisfactory” and would then fall under “Needs Improvement” or “Substandard.”. 



Oscar asked if one doesn’t get a “Satisfactory,”  without the criteria how would you delineate that? 

Dean said that in that case the required plan for improvement would address the specific area(s) 

where improvement is needed. 




Kathy O’Connor said that we could just have the criteria listed is to clarify/identify what 

satisfactory means.


Esther Frankel mentioned that in the Regular Faculty summary case, under “Needs Improvement” 

there is a process identified. This is not the case for the Adjunct Faculty summary. Ignacio said that 

this is something that he means to ask the Academic Policies Committee to develop. As of now, the 

Evaluation Procedures do not establish a process for Adjunct Faculty if their evaluation is under 

“Needs Improvement.”



Gary Carroll asked why the word “Committee” is used above the signature list on the summary 

form? It was suggested to use the heading “Approvals” instead.


Tom Garey asked if it was urgent to approve these at this meeting. Ignacio said that Beverly 

Schwamm needs them soon so she can finalize packets for use in the Fall. Kathy O’Connor 

requested to have corrected copies that will go on evaluation packets at the next meeting.



M/S/C To approve the evaluation forms found on agenda pages 23, 24, 25, 25a 

with recommended changes to be made accordingly (Zavala/Nevins)

4.0
Hearing/Discussion

4.1
Board Policy 2343 (Emeritus Status) (pg. 26 – 30)

Peter Haslund, in his new role as Professor Emeritus, stated he is attempting to make a larger

argument for the need to change the culture of the college, not just the policy. The current culture
 
implies that professors on emeritus status are roughly the equivalent of discarded professors. That
 
can be seriously detrimental, not only to those in this category but also for the college. The policy
 
states the whole purpose of emeritus status is to have a continued relationship between the retired 

faculty member and the college; but there is little else in the policy or in what we say about 

emeritus faculty that is consistent with that notion. 


In his paper “Emeritus Status: a Question of Meaning” Peter identified the problem and provided 

some examples of how emeritus faculty can be more helpful, useful and engaged. He is requesting
 
the help of the Academic Senate to shape the process and policy.


Kathy O’Connor said that she had always believed that more should/could be done to keep in
 
contact with retired faculty and to invite them to events, etc. There seems to two issues: 1) the 

earning/bestowing of the emeritus title and 2) who/how would the emeritus group be spearheaded 

when the title has been received. It could be similar to the state senate process. That’s the easy part.
 
The real difficulty is how to engage them once they have retired.

Peter Haslund said that he will explore the feasibility of a group. 


Tom Garey expressed that the recommendation for emeritus status should be from one’s peers

through the Academic Senate and then to the Board of Trustees.


Peter Haslund commented that he would prefer any alteration of the present pro forma process. 

Ignacio mentioned that at the state senate they are discussing the possibility of having emeritus 

faculty be eligible to serve on accreditation team site visits, for example.

Kathy O’Connor recommended that this is forwarded to the Faculty Recognition committee so they
 
do some research/draw up some recommendations. 

4.2
Board Policy 2490 (Academic Title Policy) (pg. 31 – 33) (Not addressed)

4.3
Tentative Budget 2009-2010
On agenda page 38 is the latest budget proposal for SBCC and it is based on the Governor’s May 14 revision. It is an unbalanced budget at this time with a tentative negative ending balance of  $6.2m. Then on agenda pages 36-37 if you subtract the one time solutions the result is that SBCC needs to cut over $5.7 million from the 2009-2010 expenditures. A balanced budget will need to be presented to the Board of Trustees for their approval no later than their September Board meeting. The one-time expenditure reductions being proposed can be found on agenda page 39.

Jack Friedlander said that at the Legislature discussions are heating up and Scott Lay has reported that they would not continue to press to have colleges reimbursed at the non credit rate for P.E. activity courses. They are also talking about a workload reduction of 4% of FTES, and that priority would be given to Basic Sills, Transfer, and Career Tech education courses. If the workload reduction were to transpire SBCC would have to take a substantial cut in our Fall 2009 and Spring 2010 sections.  Currently our summer unit count is up over 18% and for the fall enrollment is up about 40%. Jack reminded everyone that there have been no decisions made on anything; there have been only discussions. 


(a) Assumptions (based on Governor’s May 14 Revise) (pg. 34 – 37)


(b) Tentative budget (by September, adopted budget will need to be balanced) (pg. 38)


(c) Expense Reductions Discussion (pg. 39)

(d) Revenue Generation Proposals (pg. 40)

4.4
Academic Senate Plans/Recommendations about Budget
At this point, Ignacio invited Jerry Pike to do his report on the Partnership for Student 
Success, representing Kathy Molloy. Kathy sent out a communication via email, and the senators received this also as a handout. Kathy is away for a statewide Basic Skills Initiative meeting.
Jerry reported the 50% cut to the tutorial budget actually represents an even greater cut than what is indicated. There was the proposed 70% reduction for the Spring 2009 allocation (then backfilled by 50%) resulting in a net 20% Spring 2009 reduction. The Foundation has raised $145,000 one time only and specifically to supplement the reduced tutorial allocation for Gateway this year. 
The budget crisis has allowed us to focus on what really matters. A priority is to keep the Gateway Center open for Fall 2009. 

The Gateway matrix will remain the same and instead of funding all courses that we can in departments we will limit it to the first course in the department’s sequence. We will also work on capturing student enrollment as non-credit apportionment when students receive tutoring in the Writing and Gateway Centers.
Stan Bursten asked why not apply this priority to the higher level classes within a department where students would require the most help?

Esther Frankel inquired about the possibility of sharing tutors for some period of time the tutors and Gateway center for the PD 100 courses where there are 30 sections. This is not listed as a priority offering.
Jerry said that we’ve used that model effectively with the sciences.

Lou Spaventa asked if the budget represents the reduction in hourly pay?  Jerry said that it didn’t.
With all of the work that has been put into the Partnership we would like to keep it alive (despite the cuts.) Our proposal is in keeping with the spirit of what the Senate intended and that is to provide basic skills support to classes across the curriculum not just traditional basic skills classes.

A discussion followed about possible actions that will be helpful in this financial crisis. 

· Faculty can be enormously helpful in supplementing the diminished availability of resources for the Tutorial Labs. In the Math department, this has been tried this semester. This doesn’t only help with supplementing the tutors, but improves the quality of the lab

· Where possible, raise caps of enrollment in classes.
· In the specific situation of Counseling, we could explore the possibility
of requiring students to enroll in a 1-unit group counseling class, to address the diminished capacity for individual counseling.

About the revenue generation proposals, particularly the one that refers to raising the cap on international students, several senators insisted on the fact that additional services and classes need to be guaranteed for these students. 

Other ideas worth pursuing may be to combine functions/integrate services e.g. Career Center and Transfer Center if possible. A big help would be to have online assessment.
Marcy Moore asked about cutting classes, will that be up to each department? And will the percentage be the same for each department or will it depend on enrollment?

Jack Friedlander said that the cuts are not supposed to be one size fits all. It depends on the area. Basic Skills are a priority and won’t be asked to cut much of anything in that area. We’ll give departments a target to identify, a reasonable amount of TLUs, up to possibly 6%, to cut and see how close they can come to that target based on what we’ve used as criteria.
Barbara Bell asked what the criteria. Have we already established criteria? 

Jack said that what we know is that we need to cut 4% outside of the Basic Skills, Career Tech and Transfer education areas. Many of these decisions need to be made before the fall and there just isn’t that much time. We will give departments the flexibility to make their own decisions. 

Esther Frankel mentioned that there are other equally important financial statements that go along with the income statement e.g. the balance sheet. Has there been any discussion about what sits in those funds? The balance sheet contains funds that represent long-term savings and when long term plans are assessed/reassessed, goals may need to change.

Jack Friedlander said that it is to be hoped that we will have more information by the next Senate meeting.

Oscar Zavala reiterated that it is important that the Senate realize the impact this is having in the Educational Support area. We took a major hit last year. We have the same situation that Jerry is talking about. It is becoming clear that a lot of our adjunct may not be around. These are trained people. We have a huge investment in our adjunct. That is going to create a lot of hardship for us. And then, we have an increase in enrollment. We really need some priorities. We need to know what our priorities are: are they our transfer students; are they our international students; are they our Basic Skills students? We have been available to everyone and we may not be able to do that going forward. Students are going to be served by going to groups and workshops and offer more services via online. I believe this diminishes the quality of what we do. I like the fact that Jack has been meeting with the Dean of Support Services about the impact that it will have and the toll it will take and that business will have to be done very differently than it has been done. We are impacted by prerequisites. Is there any possibility of supending prerequisites for the next few years? We also get impacted by dual enrollment students. We may have to say we cannot see high school students anymore. We need to come up with some priorities and stay with them; to think outside of our regular routine. 

Kathy O’Connor clarified that there are some legal issues with what Oscar proposes. We are going to have to make a serious decision. Are we going to give up services or take a pay cut? If that happened, we could have it stipulated to have a portion of that money put back in to remedy the cuts to tutoring and other services. We need to discuss the potential gain to all of us if we take a small cut to each of us. David Morris asked if this was legal. Can we say we are taking a pay cut but designate where the money goes?

Jack Friedlander said that compensation is a negotiated item. What would happen if there were a reduction in compensation? That could help mitigate the amount of money we would have to cut in each of these areas. 

David Morris said that K-12 are charging more fees for services for things that used to be free. How much flexibility do we have to charge fees for services e.g. for lab services? Have we maxed out all fee options? What about withholding more money when students pull out of their courses e.g. they would not get as much back if/when the student withdraws from the course? 

Jack responded that we have discussed and have made some of those changes. One of the proposals discussed at the state level is to give colleges some room to maneuver within the regulations, one of which prohibits charging a fee for technology support. 

Marcy Moore asked about how much support there is in Sacramento to increase enrollment fees? It was expressed that this is one of the definite possibilities in next year’s budget.
Ignacio reminded everyone that the Summer meeting will be on July 15. 
5.0
Reports  
5.1 
President’s Report
5.2
CPC Liaison Report
5.3
Liaison Reports

5.4
EVP Report

6.0
Adjourn
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