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Meeting Minutes for Wednesday, November 24, 2010  
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, Atty Garfinkel, David Gilbert,  David Morris, Kenley Neufeld, Dean Nevins, Kathy O’Connor, Sally Saenger

Members Absent: Gail Reynolds, Jan Schultz, Lou Spaventa

Guest(s): Johan Hammerby (The Channels) 

1.0
Call to Order  

1.1  Public Comments 
Cornelia Alsheimer, Adjunct Faculty Senator, requested Public Comment time because she wanted to report on her experience at a Continuing Education/Adult Ed Curriculum Review Committee meeting, where they review and approve all Continuing Education Division course outlines. Cornelia was concerned that there was no faculty member present and that she thought the Academic Senate might want to have a closer look at this.  Attached is her written report.  There is no discussion on Public Comments and there are no further steering meetings this semester so Tom Garey, as a member the Academic Senate and Steering Committee, recommended/requested that this be on the next Academic Senate Agenda, December 1, 2010.

1.2  Approval of Agenda – so approved w/the addition of item 4.7 

1.3  Approval of Minutes, November 10, 2010

M/S/C To approve the November 10, 2010 meeting minutes (O’Connor/Frankel)
2.0
Information

2.1  Congratulations to the Two SBCC Teams (SBCC++ and SBCC--)  

       and their Coach Dean Nevins, for their Stellar Performance in the ACM - 

       International Collegiate Programming Contest (ICPC) Held November 13
Ignacio Alarcón and the Senators congratulated Dean Nevins with a round of applause. Dean reported proudly that two SBCC teams (++ and --) comprised of 1st and 2nd year student’s in the Computer Science Program and sponsored by the Association of Green Machinery competed in a programming contest and did SBCC and themselves proud. They ranked number 1 and number 2 of all the community colleges in the contest and number 15 over all in the Southern California regionals over such major California schools as CalTech and UCLA. At the same time, they had fun. They now have the “bug” and are looking forward to competing in more of these types of contents.

2.2  Last Senate Meeting for Fall 2010 Semester will be December 1 (Note: Change from

       Regular Meeting Scheduled on Second Week of the Month) 


2.3  Model Transfer Curriculum Available for Input (www.c-id.net)

       Communication Studies, Sociology, Geology, Psychology, Math, Criminal Justice

Ignacio announced that c-id.net is the website for the Transfer Model Curricula that are already available. For example, the Math department has already agreed with the proposed transfer degree. Jack Friedlander added that Jill Stein emailed him after looking over the Sociology model curriculum to say that, with one exception, it fits with their major requirement. Kathy O’Connor added that CAC will have a fast track curriculum process to approve the transfer degrees once they are finalized statewide. If your division/department would want to bring something forward this would be the fast track for a new degree.  The degrees you already have can remain as they are. The Chancellor’s Office will also have a procedure to expedite the approval process. It is recommended that faculty join the list serve of their discipline at the aforementioned site.

2.4  One-week Winter Intersession Institute for Hands-On Training in Human Presence 

       Tools the Week of January 10th–14th ; Application to Jack Deadline: Dec. 3 
Jack announced at this time there are 18 registered and a reminder will be sent out that there is still space available. This is available for adjuncts too. Cornelia added that when she participated she found the workshop to be a very good use of her time and that she learned a lot. She thanked Jack for making this also available to adjunct faculty. 

2.5  Commission on the Future Recommendations 
Ignacio reported that the discussion continues at the state level with Scott Lay.

3.0   
Action 



3.1  Academic Calendar 2011 – 2012 

·  Option 1: Fall Semester Start August 22, End December 10 
·  Option 2: Fall Semester Start August 29, End December 17 
Susan Broderick commented that some of the discussion from last time was on the childcare issue for some faculty.  The feedback from CSEA was that they have childcare issues as well. CSEA has already approved Option 1 and if the Senate approved Option 2 it would need to go back to CSEA. Some of the Sciences, Athletics, Theatre Arts favored the later start date for varied reasons. Atty Garfinkel reported that the Students were in favor of Option 1.  The Academic Senate passed/carried Option 1 as originally presented to the Senate by Allison Curtis, Director of Admissions and Record based on a format and procedure approved a number of years ago by the Academic Senate. The Fall 2011 semester will begin 8-22-2011 and end 12-10-2011.
4.0   

Hearing/Discussion


4.1  Academic Senate Priorities for Partial Restoration of Funding (Continued Discussion)
Executive Vice President Jack Friedlander reported the areas with the most substantial reduction from a high in 2007-2008 to the allocation for this year were Hourly Readers and Travel and Conference. For 07-08 the budgeted amount for Travel and Conference was $252,364 and actual money spent was $191,643. The budget for T&C this year is $111,480. The Hourly Readers budget for 2007-2008 was $90,798 and actual spent was $71,746. What has been budgeted for Hourly Readers this year is $55,486. Kathy O’Connor said that actually we had a Reader budget of around $300,000. Jack said these budgets are all rolled up. The Readers might have been funded through or embedded in multiple sources: Hourly Instructional Aides, Hourly Student Instructional Aides. Esther Frankel added that Dean Alice Scharper would have the actual data. We have to put OIA money into the 2007-2008 figures. Reader funds were also being used for online classes, so to be fair we need to also extract the total OIA amounts from that year. 

Barbara Bell wanted to know if the Travel and Conference numbers were for the whole college. It would be nice to see faculty vs the rest of the college in percentages. Barbara and Gary Carroll also wanted to know where Sabbaticals would fit, given that they were completely cut.

Tom Garey recommended that if we are going to talk about multiple accounts and figures we really need to have that in a handout. Jack said what he needed to do before handing that out is to bust it out based on cost centers. Tom said we don’t need the information based on cost centers. Esther added that all we need is the aggregates. Esther asked if the dollar amount for the reduction in tutoring funds would be available. Somehow her department had lost something there. Jack said CPC had ranked that and it all went to the LRC cost center for Jerry Pike to allocate. Jack said the problem now is a lot of the Gateway tutoring money came from the General Fund.

Kathy O’Connor said we know the original combined Reader/OIA money was about $450,000. We know what we have received this year. Jack added we also know in Tutoring there is over $100,000 shortfall between what we spent for tutoring and the augmentation. Some departments would pay for tutoring from their own cost centers. If they were using their hourly help, it’s hard to know exactly what the reductions were.
Ignacio said that CPC faculty needed to know the Senate’s position about Sabbaticals. Barbara said we know who wants to go and we know they are ready to go and for scheduling purposes that information would need to be ready by the beginning of Spring 2011. Jack added while we don’t have the exact numbers the major areas that were reduced are: Reader/OIA, Travel/Conference, and Tutors and Sabbaticals. We have not discussed an exact figure for restoration at CPC. For a general sense of priority and discussion at CPC, we need to have something, it doesn’t have to be all or nothing. David Morris asked, once CPC has a number, who decides how much goes where? Jack said that would have to go through the consultation process during Spring semester. We are at start of the budget process. Sabbaticals need to be decided now. There will be a fixed amount of money no matter what and whatever number the Senate has decided on for Sabbaticals that money would come off the top of whatever money was available. Dave Morris asked if in the case of Sabbaticals we were going to propose a number, and in the case of the other items we were going to propose a set of priorities? Kathy said we would have to propose a number for the other items too. The rush is about Sabbaticals. The other items can wait.

Esther asked if a dollar amount had been allocated for new requests? Kenley said that would be the discussion for next Spring. Esther suggested that we might want to look at the prioritization of restoration over new and something we might want to discuss here as a group. Jack reiterated  that we are dealing with a finite amount of money for resources. What needs to be discussed here and at CPC are the Program Review requests and whatever else is going out. The deadline is early February. We need to look at everything. Esther thought the Senate should talk at least philosophically about the proportion of money that is going towards restoration as opposed to new initiatives. 

Dean Nevins added the second half of the Sabbatical discussion is how much does a sabbatical cost. The numbers are varied and depend on who is going on sabbatical. Dean believed the increased marginal cost per Sabbatical for an entire year would be approximately $30-45 thousand dollars; while the numbers he has heard about from others is much higher, over $60 thousand.  This makes a significant difference for the discussion. Ignacio added that the Sabbatical restoration figure being suggested is half of what it had been at the highest/maximum level of funding. 

Kathy O’Connor noted that it is nice talking about restoration, when very few colleges in the state are having these discussions. When the new budget comes out, whenever that is, we have to be realistic there may not be much money. We have to give CPC some direction. We know what the issues are. Are we willing to send faculty to CPC to say Sabbaticals are our priority? Gary Carroll said we do have a time crunch and we don’t have the numbers; we might however, be able to set a floor for sabbaticals. Let’s say three for example. Convey to CPC that we are requesting three sabbaticals and then as more numbers become available we can deal with the issue of how we want to apportion. It would give departments a chance to plan. Steve DaVega asked what was the highest ever number of Sabbatical’s taken in one year. The answer was seven. 

David Morris wanted to know if we can account for the huge discrepancy in the cost of a Sabbatical? Dean: the condensed version is the difference would be that you hire adjunct faculty to cover the classes. That’s the only increased marginal cost to the college. Adjunct salaries are roughly $30-40 thousand depending on who is hired. You have a full salary which is an obligation to the college and you have a reduction in the colleges TLU obligation which pays for part of that person’s salary but it is still coming out of the College. Depending on how you look at it you can say it is reduced by the number you are paying for or it is not. David: If that’s true where does $60 thousand come from? 
Jack added the state budget situation is very serious and major cuts are going to have to be made.   Education is almost 40% of the budget.  Jack said that he thought that Gary’s proposal was reasonable and cautious. 

M/S/C To suspend the rules and move Agenda item 4.1 Senate Priorities for Partial Restoration of Funding to Action (Garey/Carroll) 

M/S/C To recommend the request for restoration of three full year Sabbaticals at CPC (Garey/Carroll)  

Cornelia asked to amend the motion to include the average cost for a one year sabbatical.

Dean said we are doing that anyway, Jack said he would be doing that.



4.2  FPDC Proposed Agenda for Inservice 2011 
Ignacio recalled a similar discussion at the Senate a while back about not changing the Thursday morning in service agenda. 

Esther recommended that we go back to the standard inservice format. Kathy O’Connor thought it was a waste of tax payer time to have socializing time built in when we already have a ten minute break and it is a disservice to the Superintendent/President and the Vice President not to hear them at appropriate length. It’s our obligation to understand what is going on at the state level and our only opportunity twice a year. It is embarrassing that they didn’t pay any attention to us at previous discussions.

Jack said some of what he is hearing is that the administration is somehow taking over faculty inservice and that FPDC want to return it to a faculty driven event. What has been forgotten is that when we moved to the 16-week calendar and we went to two full weeks of professional development hours the administration said they would use four of the ten days where everyone could meet together to work on those kinds of functions and the rest of the time would be for faculty to do professional development kinds of functions. The faculty at that point chose to have their individual hours as opposed to structured days where everybody comes together to go to workshops on topics they wanted to learn about. Jack said he thinks that is what got lost when looking at the two (four p/annum) days and the one and a half hours out of those days. [time for the Senate President, IA President, Superintendent/President, Executive Vice President,  to address faculty] Jack added the other thing shared with him was what really took over most of those days are the departments working on Program Reviews, SLOs, and curriculum development. Those are all professional development activities; that work needs to get done and inservice is a good time because everyone gets so busy once school starts. What the FPDC may have forgotten is all the flex hours they have where they are not doing “administrative” tasks.

Tom agreed with the traditional format where we have the business meeting in the morning until about 10:30 a.m. and then Division meetings.  Divisions take back not only what is on their agenda but also any issues that come up during the morning meeting. Esther pointed out the current inservice format creates an opportunity for interdisciplinary and interdepartmental meetings. It’s the only time when you know all faculty members will be available. I don’t want to lose the opportunity to do that. Tom added there will be a lot going on between now and the end of January, with the budget, the state finance situation, and a new Board. Gary Carroll said what he found valuable about our traditional format with the  Superintendent/President, Vice President, Senate President and the I.A. President presentations is ahead of that time, when we get together casually in the morning; something Gary has found incredibly valuable and he doesn’t want that to disappear either. 

M/S/C To suspend the rules and move agenda item 4.2 Proposed Inservice Agenda to Action (O’Connor/Nevins)

M/S/C To maintain the original Thursday inservice schedule with the times previously allotted and to not have this discussion every year; that FPDC is responsible for the Friday workshops and that we love the good job they do with the Friday workshops (O’Connor/Carroll)   

David Morris was reluctant to stuff a recommendation by a Senate committee without hearing from FPDC. Dean added that it is the purpose of committees to bring things forward to the Senate where recommendations are modified, approved, and/or denied all the time. If we want to change their purview we need some discussion with them to have them focus on those issues rather than just saying: adjust the schedule.  Tom explained we also are here to use our best judgment, particularly in these situations. The committee was given some pretty explicit direction from the Senate Steering committee a long time ago and more than once. 

Susan Broderick wanted to point out that while she appreciates and understands the motion that just passed she would like to see the two things in the motion separated. Kathy agreed to amend the motion as follows:

M/S/C To maintain the original Thursday in service format with the previously scheduled allotted times (O’Connor/Carroll) 1 abstention 



4.3  SB 1440 Implementation
Ignacio announced this item would be postponed until Laura Castro can report on the new legislation that will affect all community colleges throughout the state and how it will affect us.


4.4  BP 5120/AP 5120 Dual (Concurrent) Enrollment Policy and Procedures 
Ignacio reported this is a time sensitive issue for Allison Curtis in Admissions and Records and affects spring enrollment. The request is to provide clearer procedures for Dual Enrollment. Allison proposes for those students below college level/students at the Basic Skills level that Dual (Concurrent) Enrollment should not be an option for them. 

Jack read from AP5120 on agenda page 24 “the college will delineate courses which are not available to students eligible to enter 9th grade or higher but who are not enrolled in a regular (public or private) school.”  In other words we have the right to say these courses are not courses that dual enrollment students can take. Kathy said we have that issue with a few of our classes on campus and it is not addressed specifically. Jack explained you can basically block students from some courses. Initially we would say that we do not feel some courses are appropriate for underage students to enroll in and here is a brief rationale. 

Tom added that sometimes the presence of an overly young student disrupts the conduct of the class and impinges on the learning experience of the other students in the class. Jack said it is either all or nothing. Either a student is eligible or not. We cannot do it on a case by case basis. 

Gary Carroll asked if we set an age limit of 16 is it reasonable to ask for their I.D. on the first day of class? And are we saying that on that on the first day of class they have to be 16 not three weeks from then? If students are slipping through the cracks it seems to me the only way to make sure this does not happen would be to card them at the door on the first day. Tom said age information on a student is difficult to find out. 

Esther asked if this was a new policy that applies to the Dual Enrollment classes that we are offering in the high school as well as for students who are coming in from high school to enroll in our courses. Answer: this is not a new policy. Kenley noted there were no changes identified and asked why are we looking at this? 

Ignacio said Allison wanted the senate to have a look at it. The procedures are being separated from the policy. Tom asked, if there were changes? Jack said on agenda page 23 the change is above the Criteria for Appeal section. Our current policy states that students who are a grade lower than 12th grade we put a limit of 9 units that they can enroll in at any given time per semester. What is happening is that more and more excellent students are taking advanced 5 unit classes and then some take more than one class with a combination of classes with 5 and 4 units and some 5 and 3 and 3 units or two 5 unit classes. The change is that the criteria for appeal would be on a case by case basis.                                                                                                                       

Kathy had a question about the percentage of high school students that can be enrolled in a class. You cannot have more than 5%. Kenley said the 5% is based on the total population of a school and is determined school by school. Kathy asked if PE has been singled out. Jack said yes, that would be separate from the dual enrollment percentage limitation set by the state, given that some schools were applying it incorrectly. 



4.5  AP 6900 Bookstore Operation Procedure
Ignacio reported that this is a procedure that has no policy associated with it. Barbara Bell had a concern about the terms in the first bullet of the refund section. She understood why the policy exists. They don’t want someone to buy the book, find it cheaper somewhere else, and return the book bought at our bookstore. Barbara said her problem is when students buy a book accidentally and want to return it and if they are technically not dropping that class they have had problems returning a book. They have to get special permission from the manager and they are intimidated by that. Barbara feels the drop requirement should not be a requirement to return a book. What if they were never enrolled? Stan Bursten suggested students show their class schedule.

Jack said that John Lorelli is right in trying to control the bookstore costs.  They have to purchase the books ahead of time. When they are returned the bookstore gets a fraction of what they paid for the book. It is true that if a student makes a mistake they need to talk to John, and he usually will accept the student’s request. If a student is unhappy, they can appeal and Jack said he often gets involved. Jack said students also shop for classes, they buy the book, then return the book when they can’t enroll in the class. Dave Gilbert explained that he teaches two statistics courses, one online and one on campus and they require different books and said he had never had a student have a problem with the bookstore under this policy as long as they print out their current list of courses. Dave Gilbert didn’t think the bookstore really requires a drop receipt, they just require that the student is no longer enrolled in that one course they purchased the book for. In over six years with over 100 students every semester I have not had a single problem. Atty Garfinkel took issue with what Jack said, about students who buy books and then shop for classes. Students do not buy books when shopping for classes. They don’t buy books until after the drop date the majority of the time. They go to the library, bother Kenley’s people while they are in class just shopping. The cashiers always require a drop receipt unless you know to ask for the manager John Lorelli. Jack said he would talk to John about having the cashiers let students know they need to talk to the manager if a student is having a challenge. Gary Carroll wanted to know why in the first sentence of the Refunds section the two is cubed. Esther asked why the dollar amount for the returned check fee would be in the policy. Jack suggested adding some kind of statement on the website for students to not buy a book until they are enrolled in the class.



4.6  Master Teacher Evaluation Procedure 

Susan Broderick reported the Master Teacher Evaluation had sunset and AP reviewed and discussed such issues as: how often and who should approve, as well as what should be included.  AP decided to maintain the every other year evaluation; keep who would approve: currently it is the EVP and President of the Academic Senate. The changes that were suggested: 1) if someone was denied their Master Teacher Evaluation that Jack gives them a reason in writing and 2) at the discretion of the evaluator an observation can be included. An observation is currently not included in the Master Teacher Evaluation Procedure.
Stan Bursten suggested the last sentence needs to be brought out as a separate point. A separate sentence because as it reads now it implies that a chair’s evaluation will only be included if the evaluation is not satisfactory. 



4.7  To propose a resolution of commendation for Barbara Ben-Horin

Ignacio explained that he wanted to get consensus from the Senate to draft a resolution on her behalf. 

5.0  
Reports 


5.1  EVP Report  (Jack Friedlander)

5.2  President Report


5.3  CPC Liaison Report /IA Liaison Report (Tom Garey)

5.4  Liaison Reports  


5.4.1   Barbara Bell


5.4.2   Susan Broderick

5.4.3   Kenley Neufeld

5.4.4   Kathy O’Connor

5.5  Partnership for Student Success Report (Kenley Neufeld)
6.0
Adjourn

           Minutes 11-24, 2010
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