Approved 11-24-2010
Meeting Minutes for Wednesday, November 10, 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, Gail Reynolds, Sally Saenger, Jan Schultz, Lou Spaventa

Guest(s): Christopher Bates, Johan Hammerby (The Channels), Kathy Molloy 

1.0 Call to Order
1.1. Public Comments – no request received
1.2. Approval of Agenda – so approved with added agenda items 2.3, 2.4, 2.5 and 5.5

1.3. Approval of Minutes, October 27, 2010 & Senate President handout 
M/S/C Move to approve the October 27, 2010 meeting minutes with requested changes (Nevins/Bursten)

2.0 Information
2.1. Student Senate of California Community Colleges General Assembly October 29-31 
               (Atty Garfinkel, Omar Espinoza, Ion Buga and Chloe Di Zhu attended)

Atty reported that every semester the Student Senates meet for a General Assembly. A constitutional amendment proposed by the SBCC Student Senate (and drafted by Atty) passed by 2/3’s vote. It had to do with the actual structure of the Student Senate. There will no longer be the ‘at large’ senators. The ten ‘at large’ positions have been turned into a third regional senator position.    
2.2. Title V Grant “Express to Success” Implementation Plan (Kathy Molloy) w/ “Project Abstract” handout

Kathy Molloy reported on some of the relevant portions of the Title V grant and the three components are listed in the handout. The first is the Learning Communities: accelerated English and math and ESL immersion.  This is something that some faculty at the College were already been involved with before receiving the grant. Then there is the Student Support for outreach component, tracking students to monitor and intervene at appropriate times. The last component is to get more grants, something Jack Friedlander will be more involved in.

Kathy talked about the reason for the grant, what our statistics are and why we got it: academic problems; institutional management problems; increased demand for data; and the limited fiscal resources and facilities. The academic problems are identified in the graph which shows how we lose students as they go through the process/the sequence and don’t go on.  They may succeed in their course but they fail to continue. This is a pattern nationwide, not just at SBCC. The problem even has a name: “the leaky pipeline.”
A coordination team has been established.  Meetings are open and we welcome anyone who would like to join. There is a steering meeting held every two weeks on Monday in A125 from 12:30–2:00 p.m. The coordination group is really going to be doing the bulk of the work establishing workgroups with widespread representation from all areas and is open to anyone. If anyone is really interested, an important meeting to go to would be the one on Friday, Dec. 3, at 2:30 pm., in A218C.  Each of the seven different workgroups will be reporting on what they are proposing.   

Kathy Molloy said the schools that have done the acceleration piece do not screen out for anything other than students knowing what they are getting into and have agreed to the set parameters such as enrollment in certain other classes and registering with a recommended maximum number of units. One of the things other schools have found is that it is important to also look at the needs of students other than academic needs such as financial support and other types of support.  This is what our Title V grant intends to address.
2.3. SBCC Foundation CEO/Director, Barbara Ben-Horin
Ignacio Alarcón reported that Barbara Ben-Horin, SBCC Foundation CEO has tended her resignation and will be stepping down effective January 7, 2011. This is a huge loss for the College.  Barbara has been an incredibly effective Foundation CEO, who has made a point of becoming intimately knowledgeable of programs at the College.
2.4. Reception for the outgoing Board of Trustee members
Ignacio announced there will be a reception at the Campus Center on November 18, from 2:30 to 3:30 p.m., for the outgoing Board of Trustees members. 

2.5. Challenge from the Allan Hancock Academic Senate and Student Senate
Atty Garfinkel, Student Senate President, said she had received a text message from the Allan

Hancock Student Senate President announcing that both the Allan Hancock Academic Senate and the Student Senate challenge SBCC to a chili cook off at one of the baseball games in the upcoming season.  Kathy O’Connor said that we will surely defeat them again.
3.0 Reports 

3.1. President Report
3.2. CPC Liaison Report /IA Liaison Report (Tom Garey)
Tom Garey reported there was a presentation at the last College Planning Council by Joe Sullivan with discussion, on budget issues such as revisions and state apportionment and how it affects us for the coming year. The optimistic state budget includes the 2.2% growth money which may be in jeopardy as there are reports of increased state deficits above the initial $19b. Tom said that if we were to get the growth money, our state apportionment of revenue for this year would only be $174,000 less than the actual for 2009.  

There was discussion about our base allocation.  The funding model put in place a couple of years ago has every campus getting a base allocation that purportedly covers the basic cost of doing business. Ours is $6.6 million for the coming year, based on an FTES rate of 15,000-20,000 funded FTES. What we need to keep an eye on is the base, our actual base. The budget is based on 15,571 FTES. Tom said this is just 571 FTES above the 15,000 threshold. If we dropped under 15,000 FTES for some reason, that could have a significant impact on the base funding. No one seems to think that it is a serious worry given the high enrollment demand we are experiencing. 
There was discussion about FON (Full-time faculty obligation number) compliance. That is not an issue for SBCC. Our current FON is 240.4. For the last two years, the Full Time Faculty Obligation number has been waived. Some interesting questions come up: what will happen when the waiver is lifted; how much time would the college have to make up the large deficit and be in compliance? 

There have been changes in the state allocation for categorical programs – money has been shuffled and there is a net loss of about $45,000 funding for year end actual.  Some categorical programs such as CalWorks, CARE and EOPS have been bumped up and the grant for Adult Basic Ed and the DSPS grant, credit and non credit matriculation, staff diversity and temporary assistance for needy families when they were all lumped together the net loss was about $169,000. There will be discussions about moving towards exercising flexibility with the categorical funds.

Jack added that revised allocations have been received since CPC last met. The reason we had reductions in all those areas is because the System added a center or college; all colleges subsidize new centers or colleges. The System has added two centers and the categorical funding is now spread among 112 rather than 110 colleges and centers.     

CPC is expecting input from college-wide consultation regarding the Equal Opportunity Employment Plan.

3.3. Liaison Reports  
3.3.1. Barbara Bell
Barbara Bell reported the only news from the Faculty Recognition Committee was that the Exemplary Award nomination was sent out this week.  

The Sabbatical Committee is on hold, but Darin Garard expressed again that they would be ready to act if a decision was made to bring back restoration of funding for sabbaticals.
FPDC reviewed the feedback they received from the in service survey and are thinking carefully about what they are going to do for Spring in service. No major changes are going to be made.  A lot of the concerns had to do with time limits; getting people to finish within their time frame at the same time giving everyone a chance to speak.  Ignacio reminded Barbara that early in the semester, Dixie Budke had come to the Steering Committee, and that she heard how we wouldn’t want major changes in the in service format on Thursday morning.
CTL have still not received the ISLO data. Jack said the data is available now and he would make sure that chair Elizabeth Bowman gets that information. 

About the class size discussion taking place at CAC, Barbara Bell read a communication from Elizabeth Bowman, chair of the Committee on Teaching and Learning.  Elizabeth explained: “since several department heads have been asked to discuss class size for input to CAC, the CTL committee members discussed the class size issue in general and from the perspective of their respective discipline. Given the significance of class size to both teaching and learning CTL is interested to understand the task is CAC related to this matter and to learn the outcome of their discussion.” 

3.3.2. Susan Broderick
Susan Broderick reported that Allison Curtis had given the same presentation to AP on “Late Adds (After 9th Week) Challenges and Impact on College” that she brought to the last Senate meeting. AP addressed the issue after their discussion by making a motion and passing the recommendation that the deadline for late adds would be set at 4 weeks.   

AP has no further charges specifically from the Senate so they are going to begin looking at faculty evaluations. A subcommittee lead by Art Olguin will be reviewing the entire Faculty Evaluation policy and highlight such areas as the deans involvement in the evaluation process; each of the performance criteria on the checklist; and the core questions for evaluation.

Scholastic Standards had the same presentation from Allison and following the presentation they have also reached an agreement and voted to approve that late adds should be set at 4 weeks. 

3.3.3. Kenley Neufeld
Kenley reported that the Planning & Resources Committee have begun their review of the Program Review spreadsheet. The “Equipment Requests” were the first to be reviewed. “Facilities Requests” will be next and P&R will probably only look over the “Other Requests” spreadsheet. There were initially 161 items on the Equipment Requests spreadsheet. After removing all requests for under $500; replacement item requests; items that belonged to a different category (e.g. hardware/software); or requests that were out of P&R’s domain (e.g. Business Services) P&R ended up with 51 items. A final review will take place before they are ranked to make sure that all remaining items are “new” requests, and in the right category. 

Items that were removed fell under three categories: IT requests for computer equipment or software; Five of the 161 requests should actually go on the December spreadsheet as routine or non routine requests. The items identified for removal will remain on the Program Review spreadsheet. They are items P&R removed because they would not be ranked. Items under $500 were pulled.  Replacement items should all go on the December spreadsheet for anything you currently own (chairs, kiln, …)
Using a similar process, P&R will look through the Facilities requests at the next meeting. 

Based on a conversation today with CPC faculty representatives and Andreea, P&R will send all the information to Robert Else who will maintain a master spreadsheet of Program Request information.       

Next year the previously separate replacement template (for routine/non routine items) will be added to the Program Review. The reason the routine and non routine items were kept separate and not in the original Program Review spreadsheet is because they are items that should be automatically covered. They are part of your overall operation as a department and do not need to be ranked. The Program Review was designed to add new things to augment what you are currently doing. However, it seems like a good idea to have a template for both new and replacement items. It keeps everything in one place during a time when the department chair mindset is on the needs for their area.
3.3.4. Kathy O’Connor
Kathy reported that Matriculation, 1) Discussed increasing orientation; if students should be required to go through orientation and to also have orientation for continuing students so they can understand matriculation. 2) Discussed that the prerequisite enforcement early deadline is ten days prior to the start of school for prerequisite challenges and department chairs have to approve them. 3) Discussed: The computer literacy requirement – an issue that was considered at CAC several years ago and after reviewing the COMP division reps research CAC concluded that we should have a computer literacy assessment of some type. The COMP department came up with the solution a long time ago and it all happened at the same time Information Competency started. 4) There was a discussion about a really good two-page handout on “Steps to Enrollment for ESL Students” which made the process more user friendly and easier to understand. Kathy said we could use something similar for all students. 5) Also discussed was the early alert system – students are not getting early enough feedback. Maybe the Senate could invite Matt Lorenzen to give a presentation on the early alert system.    
6) Matric discussed the wait list issue: wait lists were not included in the Schedule of Classes and you needed to ask to have a wait list for your class. It was a programming glitch and many did not know that. Wait lists can be added until classes begin. 

CAC continues to discuss the class size issue and Kathy said she hoped that any misconceptions about why this was being requested have been cleared up. The curriculum deadline for Spring 2011 will be January 20 for new and modified courses offered Summer and Fall. Please note: Departments need to add data that did not get loaded into curricUNET. Esther requested that a checklist be sent to Department chairs about what data needs to be added to the system.  

3.4. Partnership for Student Success Report 
Kathy Molloy reported that Robert Else and Melanie Rogers attended the PSS steering meeting again. Now that the Gateway data is in, once Sheila Wiley, Jerry Pike and Alice Scharper have had a chance to review it, a report should be available at the beginning of the spring 2011 semester.   
The Partnership has looked at proposals from a variety of groups and for Gateway, Sheila Wiley has asked for some reserve/carryover funds from last year to expand the hours in the Basic Skills Writing classes. There is a real need especially at this time of the semester. Dixie Budke’s Basic Skills task force is off and running for the fourth semester and they are doing even bigger and better things even with the small amount of money they are being funded. The Academic Achievement Zone is also being funded for additional tutoring and a stipend for Paula Congleton, something that was never in place. 
Because Title V provides for learning communities, another hopeful is to increase all of the Gateway tutorial support and outside support beginning this year for all of the classes. The moving target is how much money we have. It may mean fewer sections and we are talking about asking people to present a plan for how they are using their Gateway tutor. The initial concept was to get a tutor who had successfully taken your class because they would know what is expected from your class vs general tutoring without that connection. We want to clean that up and refocus the whole program and move back to the old model as much as possible. The money is the issue. If the last report is true we should have more money and our first priority would be to put that money back into Gateway and other tutoring programs. 
3.5. EVP Report  (Jack Friedlander)
Jack reported that today the Legislative Analyst Office announced that the state was in the hole about $23-25 billion and the analyst is recommending that any increase based on Prop 98 not be given.  That would include the 2.2% for enrollment growth (which is really partial restoration). 

Jack also reported that one of the goals he would like to propose is to develop an accelerated degree/transfer program. Students would join and ensure that they have as a goal a degree and/or transfer. The goal is to complete their degree and/or transfer in two years or less. They would be joining a program as part of a cohort, following their educational plans and our advice. 

Jack would like to have faculty help him with this and asked the senators to send him the names of people interested in participating. He specifically had not written anything about the plan because he wanted the group to formulate the idea rather than having it come from him. He will send out an email and describe briefly what he would like to achieve with the accelerated degree/transfer program. 
On classroom utilization, Jack said that Karen Sophiea had given him the completed report that identifies when classrooms were being used and when they were not. There were large classrooms sitting empty during prime time and all day Friday. There are slots vacant Monday through Thursday. What Jack saw from the report was some possible help for our problems. What he intends to do now is complete the analysis. 
4.0 Action
4.1. Equal Employment Opportunity Plan

Comments:  The only issue that some people may have is the membership of the committee.  On page 7 of the document the term “sexual orientation” is not listed.  Atty Garfinkel said that if sexual orientation is to be added, to also consider adding the term “gender identity.”  The use of the term “religious beliefs”, or “spiritual beliefs” vs “beliefs” was also discussed without resolve. A consultation with Sue Ehrlich, VP of Human Resources and Legal Affairs was recommended
Ignacio said he would bring the comments to the next BPAP committee meeting for discussion.

5.0 Hearing/Discussion
5.1. Faculty Feedback to Students
Susan Broderick reported that she had consulted with Academic Counseling about the issue of timely feedback for students, using the example, timely feedback in order for the student to have time to assess/contemplate their situation and be able to drop prior to the drop deadline. She learned the issue did not come from the Academic Counselors as it was presented, but from the dean of the area. This is more relevant to students on academic probation. Susan said it was a good opportunity for the Academic Counselors to have a dialog about what this means; and, what is it our students are trying to tell them. It is important that students get feedback early enough prior to the drop date because of: financial aid, athletics, medical insurance and other situations. Counselors are not hearing that instructors are not providing enough opportunity to see how the student is doing in their courses. The counselors discussed: how we provide feedback; what kind of feedback are students looking for; what is the kind of feedback that we can provide for our students so they understand what is expected of them in the class; how can we use tools for self assessment; how can we teach students so that they know what is measured while in class; how does the student feel they are doing in the class; how have you done on your tests and papers; and have you talked to your instructor?  The key issue is that students need to talk to their instructor.  Atty Garfinkel expressed that there is also lack of adequate information from academic counselors to students.  Many times, students are led to follow a plan that doesn’t really work, and by the time they find out, they have wasted significant amounts of time.  Atty said that there were some very good counselors, but that many others don’t seem to be well informed and do not serve students well with accurate information.
5.2. Instructors’ Association Request Regarding Adjunct Faculty Evaluations 
Christopher Bates said he had been encouraged by his dean to talk to the Academic Senate about adjunct faculty evaluations. He is hoping that the Academic Senate would encourage chairs to follow the procedures of evaluation because it is pedagogically sound to finish an evaluation process within the same semester and to finish the process before the last day of instruction. It is relatively common within large departments (Christopher was not sure about smaller ones) that the evaluation procedures are not completed within the semester. This is becoming more and more important because of Article 12 relative to adjuncts rehire rights.  A successful evaluation of those adjuncts that are doing well and an informative evaluation of those that are not doing well are both important. When an adjunct instructor is evaluated in the spring and they don’t receive their report until almost four months later, we have a problem.  The problem is not only pedagogical. As grievance officer I have to represent the rights of that person. If evaluation procedures have not been followed consistently on campus then for that particular case I would be in a hard space and I would think that person’s rights probably are not honored. The chairs and institution could be in a bad spot. You may have an adjunct that is not doing well, whose evaluation comes through late, then at the least I would encourage us to do the evaluation again, and then you’re set back at least another semester. It is problematic and consistently done on this campus. Christopher would appreciate it if the Academic Senate could let the chairs know how important this is, and then maybe we could tighten this up.

Jack Friedlander mentioned that what Christopher is reporting is very important. What happens now is that we have a database that tracks adjunct faculty evaluations. The deans send out at the beginning of the semester the names of the adjuncts that are to be evaluated. Where it gets backed up at times is at the typing the written comments, especially if there is no support staff. We have experimented doing evaluations online and we do not get a very good response rate. 

Barbara Bell commented that the list of adjunct faculty to be evaluated is not always accurate. Having access to the list prior to the semester would be helpful. Jan Schulz said that a master list of those to be evaluated could be given out during in service. It would make the planning and coordinating easier. At her department/division meeting no one leaves until everyone is signed up and everyone knows what they need to do. It also gives the chair some time to look over the list for accuracy. Jack said starting Spring 2011 semester this would be done.

5.3. Academic Senate Priorities for Partial Restoration of Funding (Continued Discussion)
Ignacio reported that Dean Nevins, Jack Friedlander and he met with Joe Sullivan about the budget cuts information the Senate had requested. The information that was provided was not unusable. Within the next few days Jack said he would enlist the help of deans and chairs to get better information that can be brought to the next Senate meeting.  

Jan Schultz questioned Ignacio about having a meeting on November 24.  The schedule that she had didn’t include this meeting. Ignacio said that the Senate would meet on November 24, since there were at least a couple of items that needed to be acted on. Jan Schultz said that she had already made plans and would not be attending the November 24th meeting.
Kathy O’Connor reminded everyone that what is urgent is what we are recommending for this year, if anything, plus sabbaticals. For next year’s budget we still have some time.
Tom Garey said he had understood, from being told on numerous occasions by Andreea Serban at CPC that Leslie Griffin was keeping a detailed accounting of all the cuts that have been made. Jack responded that Leslie has kept a detailed list of what was cut last year, but not prior years. Kenley Neufeld said we were told there was a spreadsheet that included all items that had been cut, from over two or three years ago, wherever we did the cuts and that we could use that spreadsheet to frame our discussion at the Senate for where we might ask for restoration. It wasn’t just about tutors; it was for information on cuts that were made in any/every area. 

5.4. Master Teacher Evaluation Procedure (and AP minutes from Oct. 21)
No discussion held. Hold for next agenda.
5.5. Academic Calendar 2011-2012 – handout
Ignacio handed out the roll over of the calendar that follows the principles previously agreed upon by the Senate several years ago. When the district high schools end on Friday, Summer school begins the following Monday. The Spring semester always begins after MLK Holiday.

Jan Schultz said the academic calendar begins one day earlier every fall. When do we reset it and move it back? These last few years, we have had only one week of instruction after Thanksgiving, and this is a real problem. Historically, spring break started the first week in April and now spring break ends before April. 

Ignacio asked senators to bring the calendar and calendar options to their divisions for consultation. Tthe options are: 1) To keep calendar the way it is proposed, starting Fall semester on August 22 and ending on December 10; or 2) Begin Fall semester on August 29 (one week later) and end on December 17.  Action regarding this will be taken at the November 24 meeting.
6.0 Adjourn

Minutes 11-10-2010
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