
Approved February 23, 2011

Meeting Minutes for Wednesday, February 9, 2011  
BC 214, 3:00 – 5:00 pm   
Members Present: Ignacio Alarcón (President), Cornelia Alsheimer, Barbara Bell, Cindy Bower, Susan Broderick, Stan Bursten, Angel Cardenas, Gary Carroll, Steve DaVega, Stephanie Durfor, Esther Frankel, Jack Friedlander, Tom Garey, David Gilbert, David Morris, Kenley Neufeld, Dean Nevins, Kathy O’Connor, Gail Reynolds, Jan Schultz, Lou Spaventa, Zuma Vallejo-Howard (Student Rep)
Members Absent:  Sally Saenger

Guest(s): Marsha Croninger, Johan Hammerby (The Channels), Kathy Molloy, Kim Monda, Bronwen Moore, Alice Scharper, Marilynn Spaventa, Laurie Vasquez
1.0 Call to Order  
1.1 Public Comments – no request received
1.2 Approval of Agenda – so approved with added agenda item 2.2
1.3 Approval of Minutes:  

(a)
11-24-2010

M/S/C To approve meeting minutes of November 24, 2010 (Carroll/Nevins)

(b)
12-01-2010 (with attachment)


M/S/C To approve meeting minutes of December 1, 2010 w/adjusted language (Garey/Frankel) 

(c)
12-15-2010 (with attachments) 

M/S/C To approve meeting minutes of December 15, 2010 (Bursten/Nevins) 6 abstentions 

2.0 Information
2.1  Feedback by Chairs About Article 12 of SBCC-Instructors’ Association Collective Bargaining   
       Agreement (Discussion on February 23) (Lynne Stark and Chairs Invited to Attend) 

President Ignacio Alarcón explained that several department chairs were at the last Senate Steering Committee meeting to talk about Article 12.  It was decided to invite chairs and Lynne Stark to attend and discuss this with the entire Senate.  Because Lynne could not attend the meeting today, the discussion has been postponed until the February 23 Academic Senate meeting. Ignacio made a request to the members of the I.A. negotiation team, in particular to Cornelia; he asked that they not press forward on this item in negotiations until there is consultation and some resolution with department chairs. Ignacio added that it would help to know what the I.A. is proposing to the District and to make that information/version available to chairs.  Esther Frankel asked if there is some information, update, or status report that she could pass on to chairs so they could have input before having to attend the next Senate meeting. Tom Garey responded that the problem here is that the first thing that happens in negotiations is that both sides agree not to talk outside of the negotiations and added that it would be up to Cornelia Alsheimer and Lynne Stark to decide/determine what is appropriate to pass on to chairs and what is not. 

Cornelia Alsheimer expressed that she has been listening very carefully to the concerns of the department chairs, in particular to Bronwen Moore’s, and that they are reworking the proposal in order to make sure that those concerns are taken care of.  Ignacio reiterated that this is the reason why he requested that department chairs be allowed to see the I.A.’s proposal. Cornelia and Jack said they would check with everyone at Friday’s negotiation meeting to find out if there are any objections to making the proposal available to department chairs. 
       2.2  Impact of Governor’s Proposed Budge on SBCC (handout) 
Ignacio explained that the handout came from the Fiscal Committee and then CPC. It identifies three possible reduction scenarios and how this would affect the SBCC General Fund. The scenarios are found in the last three columns of the handout and are based on the Governor’s proposed budget. The best possible scenario is a cut of nearly $4mil if the extension of taxes is placed on the ballot if it passes in June.  We will not know until mid March 12 if the legislature decides to place the tax extensions on the ballot. The outcome won’t be known until the June election and many believe that the ballot proposal would not pass. The next two scenarios are if the tax extension fails and there is minimum Prop 98 funding to the worst scenario, where both the extension fails and Prop 98 is suspended, resulting in either almost $7mil to over $10mil respectively in reduced funding. All estimates have included the $10 per unit increase in enrollment fees.  Jack Friedlander added that Scott Lay believes a budget deal will be worked out prior to the March 12 ballot deadline. Jack also said the System is not really fighting the cuts that the Governor is proposing, but rather to have a workload reduction. This is very significant in terms of our discussions later about College priorities. Ignacio added that the chair of the Fiscal committee has requested that all governance groups need to start discussing college-wide priorities. Ignacio suggested that reviewing the mission of the college; reviewing the thirteen budget principles and deciding which of these principles are most important can be a start. 
Executive Vice President Jack Friedlander explained that what the State is saying to everyone is that the priorities for community colleges are, transfer; basic skills; and career technical education. Everything else should be lower priority, and there might be close monitoring of how districts are managing their scheduling and enrollment patterns to assure that there will be an adherence to those priorities. The most likely way that they are going to cut our budget next year is through a workload reduction, in the form of a reduction in our base FTEs.  This means that we will have worse than a zero sum gain. We will be dealing with a reduced base of FTEs compared to this year, so we’ll have to decide what our priorities are, what gets offered and what does not. That holds for both Credit and Non Credit; we are one college. Maybe the best thing we could do today is to talk about what questions need to be asked/answered when Senators go back to their divisions. What are the key policy questions to help guide these discussions as we go forward. We have already gone out on the credit side for the TLU allocations for Summer and Fall 2011.  After talking with Andreea Serban this morning, we are not planning to ask for more cuts between now and fall.
Kenley Neufeld added Senators should take this back to their Divisions to help guide the CPC faculty reps at future meetings. To explore the three possible scenarios and, in light of the budget priorities identified by the state, if we were to cut a million dollars next year where could/should/ would we choose to make those cuts based on priorities for faculty at SBCC.  Dean Nevins said that the state is signaling, not directing, if they don’t see large scale compliance there will be legislation. What kind of information would you need to help foster the discussion? What do you all need to know to have a sensible discussion? Tom Garey said that the proposal about the budget scenarios is to spread out the cuts over three years. Because of actions relative to the Continuing Education curriculum we are now paying a subsidy this year, which hopefully will only be this year, of approximately $320,000 for the PCW’s (Parent Child Workshops). This goes to the question of where do we want to put priorities and what things are important, not just to us but to the institution, to the community, and ultimately to the state. 

Jan Schultz wanted clarification on what kind of input CPC faculty reps would need.  It sounded to her like they would rather hear input on what could/should be cut and then she heard the question being asked about what are your priorities. She explained that for the Sciences they are lobbying heavily for a commitment to the reinstatement of readers, tutors, Gateway, and that there is no place to make further cuts.
Jack said that divisions will need to identify the absolute core classes that students must have to complete a certificate/degree or transfer and basic skills courses they must have. Jan asked if Jack was referring to priorities for classes and not services. Jack said it would be both. We want to have appropriate support for those students to succeed. We are looking at a shrinking pool of money and when we streamline the breadth of the course offerings we need to look at what sections our students must have. We will be offering less and we will be held more and more accountable for our outcomes.  Nobody cares if they make cuts to our budget, we are still accountable.  We need to ask ourselves: what do we need to get students to succeed. This is where Jan’s question comes in about overall priorities. Tom Garey said that we have over $30mil in reserves.  One of the things we have to ask ourselves is how much in reserves do we need to have?  Kenley reminded everyone that tutors and readers are in program reviews and that they are being considered this year. 
David Morris asked if there is any feedback on the probability that we are going to get legislation related to outcome-based financing; is that really serious or just a threat? Jack said that in the future, either at the federal or state level, no one knows.  As of now, Jack said he wouldn’t expect anything to happen next year in that area. Kathy O’Connor wanted to remind and encourage departments about the SB 1440 degrees. We need to get them ready and approved for this year. 
Ignacio said that there would be two more discussions held on this topic, on February 23 and March 9.  We need to work towards some kind of statement from faculty regarding how we see college priorities a statement we can take to the Board. 
       2.3  Ignacio welcomed and introduced Zuma Vallejo-Howard, the new student representative. Senators 

welcomed him to the Academic Senate. Zuma mentioned that he is looking forward to his participation 

on the Academic Senate, and that he is currently the Student Senate V.P. of Finance.   

3.0 Hearing/Discussion
3.1   Title V Grant Implementation (Kathy Molloy Attends)
Kathy Molloy reported on the Title V grant progress by identifying in the handout some of the incentives that they are going to be able to provide to those students participating in the Express to Success Program. They are working with Karen Sophiea on a draft brochure to market/identify the requirements for participation.  They have been working with counselors to determine how to work with the Learning Communities. Kathy added we have a wealth of experience on our campus and a whole lot of work has been done to come up with a really strong model to pilot.  Kathy said that thanks to Jack Friedlander, ECC6 will be the center to house the Express to Success student support services from where they will do intake and process students plus support them throughout their progress. 

There will be seven English and English Skills communities. Four of the seven are going to be called emergent classes rather than accelerated classes. They will get students through two levels in one semester. Mathematics will have three learning communities and ESL is planning to offer two. There may be up to twelve learning communities up and running this fall. Please refer to the handout that identifies all the combinations of English and math courses that should be available.
Jan began with kudos for Math. She knows students who participated in the immersion program and have said it was wonderful. A suggestion in terms of accelerated courses:  the start and end times are taking up three blocks when they would only have to take up two; Jan has found students were not able to enroll in other electives. While speeding up in one area they are being slowed down in another. Kathy, Esther, and Jack said that these students are not supposed to be taking any other classes.  The three blocks represent a full schedule/full load for those students. 

Marsha Wright, from EOPS, has expressed that they have students who work 40 hours a week and go to class two days a week no matter what.  If you give them a load that is doable plus additional hours outside of class with the support services we think this is their best shot. EOPS and TAP are going to send out a letter to students that says: “Congratulations, you are eligible to join” and then identify the learning community that they are eligible for. Kathy Molloy added Express for Success is for a targeted group of people, and that this is a great way to let them know about it.

In conclusion, Kathy wanted to remind everyone that this is a pilot. A lot of research has been done and will continue to be done and we will learn what works and make adjustments. For example: the legality issue of using the word “priority” was questioned and cannot be used when referencing registration for these learning communities. They are working on alternatives and on all details with regard to the registration of the Express to Success students. Lou Spaventa asked how the denomination “Express to Success Program” had come about.  Kathy said that after a few weeks of Jack calling it like this, and that was the name used in the Title V Grant application, it had gained acceptance as its name. 
3.1  Replacement of Janet Shapiro’s and Henry Reed’s Positions in DSPS 
M/S/C To move agenda item 3.1 replacement request to Action (Carroll/Garey)
M/S/C To approve the DSPS replacement positions for both Janet Shapiro and Henry Reed (Nevins/Carroll)
3.2  Deferral of Replacement of Janie Guillermo’s Position in ADN Department
Stephanie Durfor explained that with the recent curriculum changes they have made to the program they are requesting a deferral for one year in the hiring of this position. 
3.3  Rankings of Program Review Requests (Planning & Resources/Instructional Technology Committees) 
Planning and Resources Committee

Kim Monda reported that P&R ranked four different spreadsheets: Facilities, Equipment, Staff, and Other.  Kim explained that in addition to the ranked items, there are some other things to consider and they are identified in the report that was handed out. 
Cornelia Alsheimer asked about the Program Review requests made by Continuing Education because she did not see their requests listed on any of the P&R spreadsheets. Kim explained that Continuing Education is not under Educational Programs purview and that their requests are submitted to CPC using Continuing Education processes and procedures. Cornelia wanted to know if that meant that there were two different pots of money? The answer was: no, it is all one single source. Jack explained that P&R does not rank anything outside of Educational Programs which is defined as Instructional Programs and Faculty-Led Student Services. Kim added that, for example, P&R did not rank Business Services or Non-Faculty Led Student Services.  They will do their own ranking and submit their requests to CPC. It is at the CPC level where it is determined how much the college has to fund requests. 

Susan Broderick needed clarification on whether P&R ranked specific building allocation/space allocation and development requests. Kim explained that there is another tab on the spreadsheet for new space requests and that sometime during the spring semester P&R will coordinate and assess those requests. Susan asked if there is a charge to a committee to assess the space needs? Jack explained that last fall we completed the interim Educational Master Plan.  What we will need to do is develop our next Educational Master Plan in conjunction with the new College Plan. In fact, the EMP should be informing the new College Plan. The Educational Master Plan identifies your educational needs and if you have the facilities to support them. If not, what is it going to take to get there? That information becomes part of the overall educational plan, college plan and college priorities going forward especially as we look at space for Instructional Programs and Student Services, if these are the programs we want to have and we want to grow. Do we have the appropriate space allocated to support what we need to have now and where our future growth objective and development is going. Jack added that this would be something Andreea and he would be visiting at CPC next month.

Kim explained that space is limited on the spreadsheet and the full description of all requests, large and small, are available online. Many of the facility requests were for work orders, for which there is a different budget. At some point we may want to review the work order process such as what to do when, what is most urgent, etc. One good thing about Program Review is that it sunshines all of the expenses with the different requests from across the college. 

On the Equipment spreadsheet, Kim suggested that the commercial food processor requested by the School of Culinary Arts be moved up in place of one item ranked #1 (the chemistry melting point device) that has been funded by other means. 

On the Staff spreadsheet, Kim said that there was some confusion about the Tutors and Readers. Alice Scharper explained that the LRC tutorial budget has been fully restored.  She added that there is some distinction between LRC’s and other tutorial budgets. Kim added that there are eight tutor requests on the spreadsheet.  Alice offered that she would send them to Jerry Pike.  

P&R was told not to rank requests for permanent positions.  Jan Schultz expressed that she wanted to make a statement at the Senate level. There are some staff needs that were identified years ago, that are even more critical since, never looked at the bigger level of the priorities of the college. This relates directly to the equipment requests. We are looking at a lot of new equipment and ranking those requests, after hearing that we are going to have cut a lot of money next year, and make some choices that involve readers, tutors, classes and so forth.  Jan said she was having a hard time with these new equipment numbers. Although I would love to replace my equipment, just because of the budget I am not asking for new equipment. It just seems odd that there are some needs that are very critical.  If you ask for a whole lot of hourlies you might get them, but if you ask for what you really need it’s not even ranked, plus there is all this huge amount of money for new equipment. Kenley responded that the priority requests are health and safety related needs. Jan said that it’s all thrown out there.  This is a bigger discussion. We are being asked to look at this as opposed to the bigger picture of what are the bigger priorities. 

Jack said the reason why permanent staff is not being ranked is because they become ongoing costs.  We would add an obligation to an individual at a time when we might have to cut anywhere from $4 to $10 million from the college budget. You have more flexibility with equipment that lasts a long time; you want to preserve your infrastructure to make sure that students are in an environment that is adequately maintained. 

Kim agreed that it does feel weird to be spending money on new things at this time, but there are arguments for doing that. Tom Garey and Esther Frankel agreed that Jan’s concerns are something that should be brought back as priorities to be discussed. 

Kathy O’Connor reminded everyone that just because we have these lists does not mean that we are spending the money. The bottom line is that we may not be doing any of this. However, it is part of our responsibility as faculty to look at our overall needs and rank those requests to the best of our ability. Jan explained that this is why she believed the permanent staff requests should be ranked. 

On the “Other” spreadsheet, the recommendation from the Committee on Non-Teaching Compensation is finally a ranked item, and number two on the list. Barbara Bell asked about the Travel and Conference amount and if it was based on current requests or if it was an estimate on what the requests might be? Kim and Kenley said the requests are for next year and that they were sent in by departments. Barbara said that in the past there has been a specific allocation per department.  For the English department it has been about $1200 for the whole department. In this budget crisis most have decided not to go anywhere, because it is not worth asking and you would have to pay $1000 or more of out of pocket. Barbara wanted to know more specifics about the Travel and Conference money.  Kim said there were 24 departments that submitted Travel and Conference requests. Jack explained it will be a scarce resource.  If Travel and Conference is approved for augmentation money, then the deans work with their chairs to identify the best way to allocate the limited amount each department would receive. 

David Morris suggested that if we set up rules for Program Review and we say: do not include Readers and OIAs;  we are not going to approve Travel and Conferences so please do not put it in your Program Review, then anybody who does that ought to be discounted.  The requests ought to be stricken completely.  It is not appropriate to consider them. We have some departments saying: “maybe if we put it in Program Review we will get it.”  If we’re going to put it in a pot and the deans are going to distribute it then that should be the way it is for all departments. It shouldn’t be some departments get the money because they put it in the Program Review, because they were told not to. Jack said because the requests are going through Educational Programs and not individual departments, the outcome will be what Dave has said.  This is how we have done it in the past.  We decide what is a reasonable amount that is available, not first come - first served.  Jack added that what P&R has done helps to guide him, to know what to put in for Educational Programs resource requests. Kim believed that what may be important in having departments put in all requests would be to have one place that everyone can look to see where/what the needs are. If we don’t put all requests into something like the Program Review there won’t be a record anywhere to access and identify those needs. 

M/S/C To move all P&R Ranked items to Action (Neufeld/O’Connor) 1 abstention
M/S/C To approve the recommended P&R ranked items for Facilities requests; Equipment requests; Staff requests; Other requests (1-4 identified on page 3 of the P&R handout) (Broderick/O’Connor)
Instructional Technology Committee
Laurie Vasquez, Chair of the committee, presented the ITC ranked requests to the Senate and provided a handout.  Clickers are not a high priority.  Jack explained that we are looking at clickers more holistically.  Technology has changed, and when a student buys a clicker it is registered to that student. Students would buy a clicker at the bookstore and use it for all their classes that use clickers.  Then, they could sell clicker back to the bookstore. Once a standard clicker has been chosen, the company would replace all existing clickers at no cost. 
M/S/C To move the ITC ranking recommendations to Action (O’Connor/Bursten) 1 abstention
M/S/C To approve the ITC items Hardware and Software request as ranked and presented by ITC (O’Connor/Nevins) 3 abstentions

Ignacio expressed thanks to Kim and Laurie and their respective committees for the huge amount of work that the committees had put in, with a very tight deadline.

3.4  Department Chairperson Eligibility – Compliance with Nepotism Policy (Jan Schultz)
Ignacio said this would be on the next agenda, and to please read the agenda attachment with Jan’s recommendations. 
4.0  Reports
No other reports were heard.
5.0  Adjourn
           Minutes 02-09, 2011
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