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SBCC Academic Senate Meeting Minutes for Wednesday, November 18th, 2009          

West Campus, BC 214, 3:00 – 5:00 pm   
Members Present: Ignacio Alarcón (President), Armando Arias, Barbara Bell, Cindy Bower, Stan Bursten, Stephanie Durfor, Esther Frankel, Jack Friedlander, Tom Garey, David Gilbert, Kathy Molloy, Marcy Moore, David Morris, Kenley Neufeld, Dean Nevins, Kathy O’Connor, Lou Spaventa, Ana María Ygualt, Oscar Zavala

Member(s) Excused: Gary Carroll, Steve Davega, Emily Harrington
Guest(s): Priscilla Butler, Debbie Mackie, Jerry Pike, Francisco Rodríguez, Kyle Rokes (The Channels), Sheila Wiley, Sonia Zuñiga-Lomelí
1.0
Call to Order  

       1.1  Public Comments – no request(s) received

       1.2  Approval of Agenda – so approved w/added agenda item

       1.3  Approval of Minutes, November 4, 2009 
               M/S/C To approve Academic Senate meeting minutes for 11-4-09 (Zavala/Nevins) 2
               abstentions
2.0    Information

       2.1  Committee on Online Instruction’s Resolution Regarding Course Release 

Kenley Neufeld, chair of COI, announced that a resolution had been passed and agreed to by the Committee on Online Instruction about when courses would be made available to students in Moodle. The official opening for Moodle for students would be 8 a.m. on the first day of the semester. Faculty have the option of releasing their course up to one week earlier. 

       2.2  Proposed renumeration/separation into policy and procedure of BP 1500 et seq. (Faculty Job Descriptions, Department Chair Responsibilities, Substitute Faculty Responsibilities, Guidelines for Faculty Service to the College, Office Hours for Adjunct Faculty.) The proposed renumbering is BP 4500, AP 4500 et seq. Academic Policies Committee has revised and approved. Ignacio Alarcón reported the policies are items already approved and will be going to the next study session of the Board of Trustees.
       2.3
Distance Education Workgroup 
Ignacio Alarcón announced the first meeting for the workgroup will be Friday, November 20, 2009. The workgroup has three main tasks: 1) Equivalent services for distance education courses; 
2) Necessary infrastructure for the expansion of online offerings including web-cast courses; 
3) Planning Agendas related to Distance Education in the Institutional Self-Study.        
3.0   Reports 

3.1  President Report

      Ignacio reported that one of the most discussed items at the recent Plenary of the state Academic

       Senate was the position of the Senate regarding the 50% Law. The proposals for resolutions 

      asking to modify the 50% Law were not approved, and the Senate only reiterated their position 

      from several years ago, that says that there could be a modification of the 50% Law to include 

      Counselors, Librarians and Health Services faculty if the percent was increased at a rate 

      commensurate with the practice at colleges. 
3.2  CPC Liaison Report /IA Liaison Report
       Tom Garey reported that there had been no CPC meeting since the last Senate report. 

3.3  Liaison Reports  



 3.3.1  Armando Arias


  
FPDC – Ignacio met with the committee to discuss the Inservice agenda and to ask

  that the format for the Thursday morning agenda remain the same. The committee had a 

  meeting scheduled November 19 and a vote on this issue should be taken at that time. 



   
CTL – Had a reading and writing practices presentation. A readers use survey went |


   out today to those that have used readers in the past.


   
FRC – See agenda item 4.1 below.



  3.3.2  Kenley Neufeld


            P&R – Is currently reviewing the Facilities resource requests, the first of three 

 documents, from the Program Review resource request to identify which items are to be 
ranked. The Division reps from P&R were asked to speak to all their department chairs to 
determine which items should be considered for ranking and based on the following criteria 
from CPC: 1) Health and safety; 2) Needed to meet state, federal and regulatory 

requirements, including accreditation standards, Ed Code, Title 5 and others; 3) Essential for 

the operation of the unit;  4) Needed to help achieve objectives in the College Plan 2008-11;

5) Meet an emerging, critical need of the College not identified in the College Plan 2008-11; 

6) Improve efficiency and effectiveness of the unit or of the College and/or reduce costs  

and/or generate new revenues.



AP – See agenda item 4.3 below.


Facilities/Safety/Security/Parking – There is a concern that faculty members do not 

know where their specific evacuation locations are nor the procedures for waiting for the ‘all-

clear’ to reenter an evacuated building. Every building and every floor has a designated 

safety marshal. The safety marshal plan was established November, 2007.  Tom Garey 

mentioned that the emergency preparedness plan has never been distributed to faculty. Does 

anyone know who their safety marshal is?  Some senators that are also department chairs 

commented that they have never received this information. This type of information needs to 

be posted in classrooms. Emergency lights to view/read the information would be needed.

Stan Bursten said that it is necessary to have some faculty training on what to do at the 

instant an emergency occurs. Jack Friedlander said that he would follow up on these 

concerns.  


3.3.3    Kathy O’Connor




COI – There have been some very interesting demonstrations at COI.



ITC – Did not meet, the documentation for ranking was not yet available. ITC


 reviewed their criteria for ranking tech initiatives. Please check with your division rep to 


 make sure that your replacement/refresh (every five years) information at ITC is updated. 



CAC – The CurricUNET workgroup will meet Monday, November 23. If all 


goes according to plan, CurricUNET will go live the following week. The connection 


between Pipeline and 
CurricUNET should be completed soon to allow for a single sign on. 


Reminder: The plan is to have all Curriculum items for Summer 2010 and Fall 2010, 


submitted through CurricUNET. About Course SLOs: after this semester all new SLOs or 


SLO revisions will be entered into CurricUNET and then CurricUNET will feed eLumen 


creating a single point of entry for SLOs. This will also be an expedient way to have SLOs 


reviewed by the SLO Steering Committee. Additions or changes to SLOs will go directly to


the SLO Steering Committee.  Additions or modifications to SLOs 
do not need to go 


through the curriculum process. The SLO Steering Committee would review and approve 


anything having to do with SLOs. Jack Friedlander said that the reporting/entering of SLO 


scores will be done via eLumen



Matriculation – Reviewed the budget items and are making some recommendations. 


Also see EVP Report agenda item 3.5 below. 

3.4  Partnership for Student Success Report (Kathy Molloy)  See agenda item 4.2 below.

3.5  EVP Report  

      Jack Friedlander reported: 1) The BOG has waived the FTFO obligation for 2010-2011. They
are not holding us accountable for any growth and with the workload reduction we will be expected to generate fewer FTES. For now, nothing has changed for the replacement positions and we are continuing with them.    

2) Routine and periodical non-annual replacement requests are due December 1. This would be for equipment that was funded through Fund 41 and going away next year. The information received would allow CPC to get an idea of what funding needs to be allocated for ongoing (routine) and set aside each year for a number of years for future 
needs (periodical non-annual).

      3) The College Foundation has received a large charitable remaining trust for over $1.2 million 
      in unrestricted funds.  Jack reported how these funds will be used.  Last year, the Osher 
      Foundation gave the Foundation for California Community Colleges money to be distributed to 
      California’s Community College students based on a college’s FTES to support scholarship 
      programs for educational expenses such as text books, lab fees, uniforms and transportation. 
      This gift had a challenge for matching funds that each college raised up to a certain amount. 
      With this support SBCC established sixteen $1,000 scholarships in perpetuity. A) The 
      Foundation for SBCC and President Serban have decided to use a large portion of this charitable 
      trust as the funding match for the CCC Foundation Scholarship Program established through the 
      Osher gift. This would bring the total number of new $1,000 scholarships to 61, beginning next 
      year. To ensure that the money would be ongoing, the Osher Foundation stated they would make 
      up the difference if a college’s investments went down. B) The balance of the charitable trust,

      other than the Foundation for SBCC administrative charge of 5%, would be put into a President’s 
      Student Success Initiative fund to be used as ongoing project support for student success 
      initiatives and to be approved yearly by the Foundation Board.
      4) At the next CPC meeting discussion will begin on categorical programs DSPS/EOPS/CARE. 
      A very detailed accounting will be provided on what funding they have had in the past and what 
      money is left, given the cuts that they have experienced. Going into next year we won’t have 
      the one-time federal backfill or carryover money that they had this year. This will have a very 
      significant impact on these programs. There will be difficult decisions to be made. The approach 
      should not be categorical vs non categorical priorities. These are college-wide functions with 
      direct service to students, and as such they are college-wide priorities.
      5) Spring priority registration: no further cuts in sections are planned. All the cuts to sections 
      were made before registration began so students would not be registering in a class that would 
      not be offered. Regular minimum class size policy will be followed. 
      6) The interim Educational Master Plan draft has been completed. After reading the Program 
      Reviews Jack took the large concepts/issues and summarized nine or eleven major issues that 
      need to be taken into account when we develop the new College Plan as it pertains to 
      facilities-related resources we need to support existing and desired direction of Educational 
      Programs, Student Services, Credit and Non Credit. 
4.0  Hearing/Discussion
       4.1  Faculty Recognition Committee Recommendation for ASCCC’s Stanback-Stroud Diversity 
              Award Nominee.  The committee has recommended Nick Arnold to be the nominee, for the
       second year in a row. Ignacio mentioned that the Faculty Recognition Committee considered 
       Nick’s candidacy last year to be a very strong one, and decided to recommend him again. Ignacio
mentioned that Nick continues to be extremely active on behalf of underserved students through his work with SACNAS, the UCSB Summer Nanosystems Institute for community college students, and the SBCC MESA Center.

       M/S/C To move the FRC Stanback-Stroud Diversity Award nomination to Action (Oscar/Frankel)

       M/S/C To approve the nomination of Nick Arnold as the SBCC Stanback-Stroud Diversity 
       Award nominee (Kenley/Molloy) 
      4.2  Gateway to Success Program’s Guidelines for Designation of Gateway Courses   
      Kathy Molloy expressed that given the budget limitations that we have, and with the hope to have 
      some stable funding, at least a minimum amount that can be relied on, we wanted to discuss 
      where we started with this initiative and what it was originally planned for. It was originally 
      started to address the equity issues and the SBCC Board of Trustees wanted us to take a look at 
      serving students coming to the college underprepared in reading, writing and math. When we got 
      the Basic Skills money we were able to expand the program into not just the first semester of 
      classes, where many students enrolled whether they had taken the basic skills classes or not, we 
      were able to go into the first and sometimes the second year. There is a need for instructional 
      aides in some of these classes and we would really like to see the tutoring budget restored so that 
      we could continue some of this tutoring. However, with a reduced budget we had to look at the
      initial mission and we have decided to put a statement together that states what we are targeting: 
      “The Gateway to Success Program provides class-based tutors to assist students with foundational 
      skills in math and English reading and writing.  In assigning Gateway tutors, priority will be 
      given to basic skills classes, ESL classes, and department designated, first course in sequence 
      college level classes.  These college level courses are ones that are required for degrees or 
      transfer.  Allocation formulas may be increased according to need or reduced when resources can 
      be combined or shared.” The last sentence acknowledges different models, e.g. Personal 
      Development courses where we can use a certain number of tutorial hours to work with students 
      from several classes. 
      Esther Frankel said that she would like to make explicit that Gateway tutors can be used in 
      Personal Development classes, because in these classes our understanding of what Basic Skills 
      means is not the same that is used by the state.  



    Ana María said that she would like to voice the request of the School of Modern Languages to 
     have the tutor/instructional aide help continue in the beginning foreign language classes. She 
     acknowledged her colleagues in the School of Modern Languages present at the meeting, and 
     invited their input. Francisco Rodríguez said that the message the School of Modern Languages 
     received is that we were not aligned with the Gateway/PSS principles. We would like to avoid 
     going from what we had to nothing. Zuñiga-Lomelí mentioned that the use of Gateway tutors in 
     the foreign language classes had been very beneficial, especially in those very difficult classes

     such as Chinese, Arabic and Japanese.
     Oscar Zavala said that he was concerned about making such a judgment about some courses.

     Ignacio said that the problem, as he saw it, was that with a reduced budget, priorities needed to

     be established regarding those courses that could “make or break” a student’s progress. Oscar 

     said that he didn’t see this clearly reflected in the statement proposed, and that it might be 
     necessary to actually spell out which specific courses would be eligible for Gateway tutors.
     Kathy Molloy said that the discussions were good although painful with the budget cuts. 
     They have allowed us to identify the core functions of PSS and the priority will be the Gateway 
     sections. These are general principles and there are limited resources. At the next meeting the 
     Academic Senate could possibly endorse this. The statement does not imply there is not a need in 
     the School of Modern Languages offerings and others. Over 100 Gateway classes have been cut.  
4.3  Board Policy and Procedures on Academic Renewal BP/AP 4240 

  Debbie Mackie presented the changes being proposed for BP/AP Policy 4240:
    1)  Currently our policy says that a student can disregard two consecutive semesters plus a  
    summer. What is being revised: two consecutive semesters plus a summer or a maximum of 15 
    units. Rationale: Students may have intermittent health problems and their issues may not occur 
    over two consecutive semesters but they are limited to two consecutive semesters. Many colleges 
    allow up to 30 units, the maximum that Title 5 establishes. Proposal: We are asking for a 
    maximum of 15 units that could be disregarded when a student becomes eligible.
    2) Currently students are required to wait two years to be eligible for academic renewal. For many 
    schools it is one year. Title 5 allows colleges to establish their own time. This time could be as 
    short as one semester. Our proposal is to require a one-year wait. Rationale: this is critical for 
    transfer admissions because students apply in late fall for admission the following fall. Transfer 

    admissions are made long in advance, and for academic renewal to be of benefit to a student, one 

    year wait seems appropriate, as opposed to two years, which would make this benefit almost

    impossible for a transfer student that is eligible. This change would allow a student to clean up 
    their GPA at the time the admissions decisions are being made by the UCs and Cal State. 

3) Currently, students need to have 24 units with a 2.5 GPA or 30 units with a 2.0 GPA. The proposal is to change this to 12 units with a 3.0 GPA, 15 units with a 2.5 GPA or 20 units with a 2.0 GPA. Rationale: This gives students who earn a high GPA a chance to be eligible for academic renewal earlier and fits in with changing the required waiting time change.

4) Currently, a student is eligible for academic renewal if an entire semester GPA is below 2.0. So, if they did well in a couple of classes, and typically if they take a high unit class and receive a D or F, they can’t get rid of the course if their entire GPA was not below 2.0. There is nothing in Title 5 that sas it has to be below a 2.0 for the entire semester. The proposal is to change this to state that only the substandard grade, not the entire semester be sub standard (below 2.0.) Rationale: The substandard grade normally occurs due to poor academic planning by enrolling in a higher level course that they should never have enrolled in. Note: Most often a student will repeat a substandard or failed class if that is their goal or major. What we want to provide is for a student record to disregard a substandard grade that is no longer in their educational plans.

Kathy O’Connor said that she liked everything until the picking and choosing after only a year.  The policy was meant for a student with significant issues and after time and effort and work a whole semester could be forgiven. To be able to pick and choose after one year, that a student just doesn’t want to have this specific course to show on their transcript is a concern. That was not the intent of academic renewal.
Esther Frankel asked what conditions need to be met by a student to petition to have a course removed? Can any student petition or does it need to be a proven emergency or medical condition? Debbie Mackie said that they need to meet the specific guidelines. Also, if a student meets the Academic Renewal requirements the petition would not go through Scholastic Standards Committee. 

Kathy O’Connor said that she would prefer if the criterion for eligibility was changed to “20 units with a C or higher in every class”, and not only a GPA higher than 2.0.
Dean Nevins said that it would be important to add a statement to be included at the beginning of the policy that details the reason and purpose of the Academic Renewal Policy and why you are allowed to apply for it. Dean also said that in his opinion, picking and choosing courses for academic renewal would be fine, if it serves the student’s ultimate educational goals. 
Debbie Mackie emphasized that Academic Renewal can be used one time only, and that the initial proposal was to allow for 30 units of academic renewal. The discussions at the Academic Policies 
Committee caused the proposal to be modified and allowing the request for 15 units instead.

Marcy Moore said that it would be helpful if we could look at some typical examples of the possible application of the Academic Renewal Policy.

David Morris said that he would appreciate hearing the turning point in the Academic Policies committee debate that brought about the proposal to be endorsed. A bulleted list/discussion points stating what moved AP towards the decision to move forward for approval of this policy.

Kenley Neufeld said that there was considerable discussion at the Academic Policies Committee before the proposal was forwarded to the Senate. The policy is not an easy one to navigate. The change is primarily for the transfer student. In comparison to other institutions, SBCC has the most stringent policy. It is to be noted that most members of the Academic Policies Committee started looking at this policy with several of the concerns that have been expressed by Senators. 

Tom Garey asked that at next meeting we should have both the current and proposed policy in fair copy available and a copy of the actual Academic Renewal petition. 

5.0  Action

      5.1  Academic Senate Bylaws Revision

    No vote taken. Suggestion: Just like in the case of the Academic Renewal Policy, it would
     be helpful to have fair copy of recommended changes and current Bylaws for review and reading 
     to be held over a number of meetings. Kathy O’Connor said that there was no need to rush this,
     and that our Bylaws are an important document. David Morris asked how many pages we were 
     talking about. Ignacio said that the whole document was about 30 pages. Jack Friedlander said that 
     it would be advisable to take the document in sections, and not in one single session.


6.0 Adjourn

            Minutes 11-18, 2009
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