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Meeting Minutes for Wednesday, December 1, 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, Esther Frankel, Jack Friedlander, Tom Garey, Atty Garfinkel, David Gilbert,  David Morris, Kenley Neufeld, Dean Nevins (via BAT phone), Kathy O’Connor, Gail Reynolds, Jan Schultz, Sally Saenger, Lou Spaventa
Members Absent: Steve DaVega, Stephanie Durfor,
Guest(s): Ofelia Arellano, Paul Bishop, Johan Hammerby (The Channels), Bronwen Moore, Bonnie Schaffner
1.0
Call to Order  



1.1  Public Comments
A request was received from Mathematics Professor Bronwen Moore.
Professor Moore, the new mathematics department chair, wanted to make Senate aware of the struggles that the math department and the IA have had together in interpreting and understanding the rehire rights. Bronwen realizes there is some contention about the adjunct faculty rehire rights procedure.  She has read the rehire rights and thought they were reasonable in the way she read them. She believes there has been some mismanagement of informing department chairs of what rehire rights they need to adhere to. Bronwen was at the meeting with department chairs of last spring when Lynne Stark said: “if you haven’t heard from us yet your rehire rights have been approved.” One of our chairs mentioned then that she was informed retroactively that her department’s rehire rights were not approved, only after someone grieved against her. That is now the exact position I have been put in; and it has gone to grievance. First I was adhering to my department’s rehire rights. Then Lynne Stark sent me an email saying you must adhere to this other one, which upset me at first but then I read it and I thought it seemed reasonable. It said very clearly that the department chair has the responsibility to identify who should be matched to which course and that there is a lot of criteria that need to be considered, such as scope and recency.  There is a whole list of these criteria.  According to this document, only if there are two equally qualified members then we would consider seniority. I agree with that but that is not what is happening. I also agree that the department chair, when possible, should try to get similar TLU load for the part timers. But nowhere in document does it say that the department chair should be held to giving an adjunct faculty member exact equal load each semester.  This was confirmed to me by both Lynne Stark and Christopher Bates. But now, what has actually happened, I have a very senior adjunct faculty who is saying: “you’ve given me eight TLUs; I want nine, and according to the rehire rights I should get nine.” Bronwen attended a meeting with the Executive Vice President Jack Friedlander and an IA representative. Bronwen was dismayed that by then the IA representative was absolutely adamant that this adjunct faculty member should get nine TLUs, and not eight, without any regard to the intricacies of scheduling in our department. Specifically, we have very few five-unit courses. Most of our courses are four-unit courses. A high level five-unit course, which this part timer has much experience teaching, was no longer available this coming semester. If I were to honor the nine TLUs that she insists that she is entitled to, I would have to be forced to give her a five-unit course, or a combination of other lower level three-unit courses.  I was facing the reality that I would have to take a course away from instructors who are very experienced or had other background that I felt may have been the appropriate choice.  I would have to give it to this adjunct faculty who, according to our records, has in thirty years taught this course only once. It may be true that she probably taught similar courses in years before when the numbers were different.  Our students’needs  have changed and the curriculum has changed. Bronwen is not upset with the District, she is grateful to the District because at least they have clearly informed her without a doubt that the way the rehire rights are written right now, if a grievance comes such as the one I have experienced, the IA will probably ask for equal TLUs and the administration would have to support it. Last week, an email was sent to the adjunct faculty, who filed the grievance, guaranteeing her that in the fall that she will have nine TLUs. Bronwen repeated that she is not upset with Jack.  He made it clear that it is a contractual issue.  As things stand now, and how the rehire rights for adjunct faculty are interpreted, the District goes with the IA’s interpretation and  I am obligated to equal load for senior adjuncts each semester. And scheduling has to be just based on seniority.  I am bringing this to Senate because our Executive Vice President has said that this is a faculty issue, and that the faculty and the IA need to get together to clear this issue up. There is a lot of ambiguity, a lot misunderstanding and a lot of miscommunication. Another purpose was to disseminate this information so that we are all aware of what is going on. Bronwen is hopeful that as this issue is on negotiations, it will be cleared up.  Ignacio told Bronwen that he would bring up this item to the first Steering Committee meeting in the spring, to discuss placing it on Senate’s agenda.


1.2  Approval of Agenda – so approved with added item 3.5
2.0   

Action 



2.1  Resolution of Appreciation and Gratitude for Distinguished Service of 


       Barbara Ben-Horin as Executive Director of the Foundation for SBCC

Ignacio reported that he in collaboration with Stephanie Davis from the Foundation wrote the Resolution for Barbara Ben-Horin. The final version to be attached to the Minutes.

M/S/C To approve the Barbara Ben-Horin Distinguished Service Resolution with recommended language change (O’Connor/Schultz) 

3.0   

Hearing/Discussion



3.1  BP 5120/AP 5120 Dual (Concurrent) Enrollment Policy and Procedures 

There are not many changes in the document; the most significant change in the document is in the first sentence. David Morris stated that although none of the information he was about to communicate applied directly to the policy on Dual Enrollment Students, he wanted to give everyone some information: 1) Students enrolled in a high school cannot be required to purchase a textbook other than the one provided for them by the School District. You cannot make them buy a textbook that you would like them to use. You need to find an equivalent or some way of doing that.  2) If you are setting up a dual enrollment course the high school students’ grades posted online have to be blocked; their grades cannot be accessible to parents. 

Jan Schultz stated that just saying high school students didn’t seem enough. She would like to see the words “SBCC District” added in front of high school students. Final consensus/recommendation: to add the word/language “California” before “high school student” with the stipulation/caveat that BP5120/AP5120 would come back to the Academic Senate if there is something in the Ed code that would prevent the inclusion of the recommended language/word addition.

M/S/C To move the Agenda item 3.1 BP/AP 5120 to Action (Morris/O’Connor)

M/S/C To approve BP5120/AP 5120 Dual (Concurrent) Enrollment Policy and Procedures with the added language “California” before “high school student” (Bursten/Nevins) 



3.2  Proposed Migration of Campus email from Groupwise to Gmail

Paul Bishop reported they are not replacing Groupwise. They are replacing Pipeline email with Gmail and Google Apps. There are a lot of nice features in Gmail and Google Apps plus it is free and with no implementation costs. Per client Gmail provides 7 gigs of storage and you can request more. They also provide/allow for 250 mb per email attachment. The program offers many collaboration features and supports all platforms and mobile clients. ITC and DTC have been discussion about this change for sometime. The integration should be seamless and should occur sometime Summer 2011. In the ‘Enterprise’ edition there should not be any advertisements. If you are interested in being in the early adopter/test group for this changeover please contact Paul Bishop. 



3.3  Continuing Education Curriculum Review Committee 

Cornelia Alsheimer thanked the Senators for putting this on the Agenda. At the last meeting you heard and you also had a chance to read what my experience was when I attended a meeting of the Curriculum Review Committee, which does the review of the course outlines for Continuing Education classes. The committee’s name used to be Curriculum Oversight Committee.  I am not sure when it changed its name.  I went again to a meeting yesterday where I learned an awful lot of new things. The Curriculum Review Committee, as it is called now, was approving course outlines of Continuing Ed courses.  One of the reasons I was very concerned is that there is very little faculty input in this Committee. I was now suddenly told yesterday that this committee actually does not even do approvals.  However, all the paperwork I have, like old minutes or emails or forms which were given out by Continuing Ed, it all says that CRC actually is approving course outlines. I’m a little confused about that and maybe the ladies who are here can help clarify that. The other concern was, as I mentioned last time, the way in which faculty members, contract full-time faculty members, tenured faculty members were treated at this meeting by the Dean of Continuing Education.

Ofelia Arellano, Vice President of Continuing Education, thanked the Senate for allowing her to provide an overview. She explained that she would like to give everyone a brief historical overview of how curriculum has been reviewed and forwarded to CAC. She said she went through all the archives and wanted to start with 2005. Continuing Education didn’t really have a curriculum review committee. In the past, the Santa Barbara Citizens Continuing Ed Advisory Council, which are all community members and still exists, reviewed and approved curriculum for Continuing Education. There was no faculty representation. They primarily dealt with course title changes.  The procedure then was to send everything to CAC, and ultimately to the Board for approval. In 2007 we started receiving enhanced funding for short term certificates. The Continuing Education Administration created the Student Learning Outcomes team, and this was the team that reviewed primarily the enhanced and some non- enhanced courses and course outlines for review. In January 2008 the Student Learning Outcomes team began meeting on a regular basis to review and approve courses. In August of 2008 they decided to change their name to the Curriculum Oversight Committee and this committee consisted of the Vice President, two faculty members (appointed by the Vice President), a dean, and a classified administrative assistant who was the recorder. During the last couple of years we have started to look and review this curriculum review structure and decided to change the name again to the Curriculum Review Committee. And Cornelia is right that we did refer to our actions as approval of the reviewed courses. We really want to change this language, because we are not the approval committee.  The college’s Curriculum Advisory Committee, CAC, would be the only committee that approves courses. Our committee reviews course outlines. The VP is not part of the current membership of the CRC committee. Dean Bonnie Schaffner chairs the committee and we have our four directors who also serve as department chairs. We also have Claudia Johnson, who is an adjunct instructor, and who also serves as liaison to the Curriculum Advisory Committee. We have also invited one of our full time faculty members teaching in the Parent Education area. We have also received interest from Bonnie Blakely in coming to review our curriculum review process as well. We do acknowledge that we want more faculty participation; the challenge is that our part time Continuing Education instructor’s do not have a requirement to serve on committees, etc. We are looking at a budget resource a stipend that we could use for faculty. The Directors work with each faculty to review course outlines and to provide edits. Then it comes to the Curriculum Review Committee for additional review and edits, as Cornelia saw yesterday. Ofelia continued: We are committed to more faculty representation. Curriculum review in Continuing Ed for a lot of our faculty is a very new process. We actually were able to schedule a lot of workshops and Kathy O’Connor provided training to our faculty on numerous occasions in terms of how to write a course outline to meet the state guidelines. We have ten state funded non-credit categories. There are very specific guidelines as to what needs to be included in those course outlines for review and approval. This is a new process for faculty, working on a comprehensive review of all of our curriculum, which is approximately 2700 courses with about 600 being active courses.  We need to work with CAC and go through the CAC process, which is the body responsible for approval for the whole College, including Continuing Education. 

Kathy O’Connor added that over the 25 years she has been either Chair or Vice Chair of the Curriculum Advisory Committee and it has been a struggle to get Continuing Ed to bring us anything. We couldn’t even get them to give us a schedule of new courses before they offered the courses. It has been a battle for years. Jack and everybody knows this and we just put up with it. Finally when the new enhanced programs were approved by the state they had to come through us.  Pablo Buckelew had to bring those to us. We never saw any classes, just those that were in the program. Some of you may know the story and some may not but we have been offering classes that have never even been through the state approval process. In the last two years that process is being cleaned up.  We started last year to review CE courses. I have done several workshops with large groups of faculty and they are doing their course outlines working with their directors. The outlines are not being done for them. They are actually sitting there writing course outlines. This is the way it should have been done from the beginning. The reason why it is so problematic now is that there is a 600-course backlog of stuff that has never been approved. Any state-funded course has to come through our Curriculum Advisory Committee and approved by the Board. That is the process we are currently following.

Jan Schultz asked if the Curriculum Review Committee acts as middle man in this process, deciding which recommendations go to CAC? Ofelia responded with a “yes.” Jan continued saying that by state law, curriculum is number one of the “Ten plus One.” Curriculum is entirely a faculty purview.  Jan said that she understood that it may be difficult to get faculty involved. Jan commented: here [at Continuing Ed] we have a committee chaired by a dean and formerly by a Vice President reviewing the material with or without faculty present and then submitting to CAC. It seems like a very big filter and not happening 100% at the faculty level.

Tom Garey asked why can’t a faculty member in Continuing Ed, similar to the way it is done with credit, create a course outline and propose it to CAC?  Obviously a dean’s endorsement would be needed, but without having to go through this intermediary committee, which is not a faculty committee, and which is apparently revising course outlines to suit whatever agenda is current.
Sally Saenger said that she thanked Tom for his input. She said that she fully agreed and was very concerned about not having enough faculty input. We work with our directors fairly well and those that are not that familiar with doing course outlines have had Kathy O’Connor show them how to do it. That is what they are working on, to help directors update course outlines. We have course outlines, I’m sorry to have to disagree with Kathy, but we do have course outlines. Mine was signed by LeBaron Woodward.  There are approved course outlines. We do not need to redo those until we do a program review. Many courses are approved.  There are some that aren’t and need course outlines. Some need updating but we as faculty feel that we can work with our deans or our directors. That’s fairly easy; we’ve gone back and forth on email. The process was taken out of our hands and maybe not adjusted.  I’ve seen hours change. I’ve had things come back to me with wording saying that I shouldn’t teach it in a specific way, that’s not the pedagogy I want in there. It can be very frustrating. I’ve been teaching in Continuing Education 29 years, as a part-time instructor, of course. We have worked on this and have created course outlines for a while. There was a process before and it doesn’t seem to be in compliance with what is expected now from the Chancellor’s Office.  I agree we do need to clean things up but we don’t need to take the instructors out of the important part of the process.
Esther Frankel mentioned that she worked at Adult Ed for six years and that she was, what was called at the time, a programmer. She reported to a director and viewed herself very much like a department chair. She said she was responsible for writing the curriculum for her area, which was Computer Applications. The director didn’t really understand much about what we were teaching or the classes that we were proposing. We would typically meet with the faculty and come up with ideas for classes. Then the programmer would be the person responsible for writing up the curriculum. Esther said that she felt very strongly that someone who doesn’t teach in an area would not be the right kind of person to write up or even make changes to curriculum. If you still have that mechanism at Adult Ed, those individuals might be good people to draw on for this Curriculum Review Committee. Those are people who seem a bit more involved with writing, just like department chairs here are involved with writing curriculum.  If you are looking for faculty members, that might be a good place to go.  Esther said she encouraged Continuing Education administration to include faculty members in process. She said that she bristled at the idea that a dean changes wording or something.  As much as I love my dean -  I have a great dean -  she doesn’t know anything about what we teach. Esther asked if this committee has ever rejected a class? Dean Bonnie Schaffner answered no, we don’t.  Dean Schaffner said that you have to realize we’re not changing content. If we put through some of the courses outlines as they come to us, they would not only be rejected by CAC, they would also be rejected by the state because they are not in the correct format. What we do is edit. We fix the format. We make sure that the objectives are specific.  For example, take the courses for Older Adults. The objectives have to follow what the state says, what the objectives are such is the case of courses for Older Adults. This is a new process. The directors are working more and more with the instructors to try to get them to understand how to do this. And all the content is basically what the instructor says it should be. Our directors are teachers. I have been teaching for years. Many of those subject areas I have taught. So, it’s not that we do not understand what is going on. We do. At this point we have also a budget problem. If we have faculty on the committee, we have to have a budget to pay them. At this point we have an instructor who is full-time and we have Claudia Johnson. We are working very hard to fix this; to get more faculty input. If we had faculty coming for every course outline, how long do you think it would take to get through? Esther Frankel said that that was exactly the process that we follow on the Credit side. Bonnie Schaffner said she knew this, and that is the direction they want to take. We had to first get a process. We now have a format, and a process. We know where we’re going and we know the direction and now we can really get faculty involved in this.

Cornelia asked who the full-time faculty member involved in this was? Bonnie and Ofelia said that Ellen Stoddard was, that an invitation was extended to her some time ago. Ofelia said that Continuing Education has four full time faculty members that could be on the committee. Cornelia continued by saying she totally appreciated Dean Schaffner for being so versatile in her teaching experience. Cornelia attended the last meeting where eight or nine courses were approved and they were all different subjects. A science class, culinary classes, a dance class, a PE class, psychology classes. Cornelia said that she totally appreciated that you [Bonnie] know a lot about all these subjects. However, I would really appreciate if there was more faculty input. Again, at that meeting last week there was no faculty member of those disciplines present. In almost all those eight or nine course outlines there were changes made to maximum number of students, to SLOs, to course objectives, and to course descriptions. Then it was asked if each course was approved, and the directors and dean said yes and then it was marked as approved by CRC.  The next step was to go to the Vice President and in the case of the fee-based courses they were supposed to go directly to the Board.  Nowhere was there any consideration if a faculty member was actually okay with an increase of maximum number of students from 25 to 35.  This is something where the faculty member is the expert, and unfortunately not an administrator. Cornelia wanted to emphasize that at the Curriculum Review Committee meeting, a strong impression was given to everybody, and I assume even to their own members that they were approving courses. They were giving this impression also to CAC. I have an email where the CAC chair, when discussing the Parent Child Workshops course outlines to be approved by CAC, stated that they only wanted to have the program directors and administrators of Continuing Ed there.  They did not expressly invite a single one of the four faculty members who actually teach this class. Bonnie Schaffner said that they were all there. Cornelia responded that she was shocked by this assertion.  She repeated that she had this email here, that anyone can see it, and that she was not making things up. She said that she had written documentation of everything she had said. There is personal email of staff members and I have to protect those staff members. I’m seriously concerned about how things were handled. On the other side I very much appreciate Dr. Arellano is signaling that they are going to invite a full-time faculty member to be a member of CRC, which is not the case at the moment. It hasn’t been yesterday and it hasn’t been last week. I totally appreciate that there is a move in the right direction and I would like to see more of that. In the curriculum process we need to have more faculty involved. Cornelia said that she had never seen anything like this in her life, the way faculty was treated last week and that she was totally shocked. People who worked on these course outlines, who gave their faculty input, who have the expertise were shouted at because the outline didn’t have the right number of hours that the administration wanted to have. This is true and there are witnesses. There was even a Board of Trustees member who was present at that meeting, Sally Saenger was also present, and I was present. We heard how these tenure track faculty members, who did their best and put in hours of work in their course outlines, were treated. It was shocking.

Kathy O’Connor said that we were not going to solve this issue here. She said that what we should do is let Ofelia and Bonnie and faculty over there come up with a [representative] committee. It is a real problem when you have all adjuncts. We have a problem here getting our faculty to understand how to do curriculum, show up at meetings and do things correctly. It’s complicated. About the Parent Child Workshop classes, when they came to CAC, all the faculty were there.  Any of the faculty in Continuing Ed that bring courses to us are welcome to attend CAC. We would like them to come. We like to have people come and help us. We do have all the disciplines represented on CAC and we go through every class, we give them a full faculty review. I don’t know what Randy said in his email but all four faculty of the Parent Child Workshops showed up.  We had a dialogue and thought the courses were fine.  The state didn’t approve them. So now we’re back to the drawing board again. This is a very complex issue now with the Chancellor’s Office because they are extremely picky about what they are accepting and not accepting. We can approve something and it won’t get approved at the Chancellor’s Office. Kenley added that it was important to recognize the complexity that Kathy is highlighting and I appreciate the efforts and direction that Continuing Education is working on. To be honest, I’ve often not given enough attention to the Continuing Education side of the house and now that the state is shining the light on it we do have a very strong ethic of the Ten plus One model where faculty drive curriculum.  It is essential for your program to succeed, for all of us, that the faculty are involved at the very beginning and throughout the process. My question: Would you be willing to share the forms that you are distributing? There was an indication that the forms aren’t being completed correctly or that they are coming through with different forms. Is there a standardized form? Ofelia and Bonnie said that there was such a form. Kathy O’Connor added that it is almost exactly like the credit form. Kenley asked if in their Program Review they had requested funding to pay stipends to participants on the committee?  As a member of the Planning &Resources Committee, I would look for such a request.  Ofelia and Bonnie said that they had included such a request in their Program Review.
Atty Garfinkel suggested that they look at how the Board Policies and Administrative Procedures Committee is set up. You could create a flow chart to see who does what and where everything goes. Ignacio added that it would be important to change some of the language e.g. the word ‘approval’ because what they do is not truly approval.  Bonnie Schaffner explained the kind of changes they have made; for example, we know we need words that are measurable in objectives and outcomes. We do not change content, we do not change what the instructor teaches. We know what CAC requires. Angel Cardenas added that we are not going to solve this here. We are credit and full-time and we still have big problems with people participating and in our case it is mandatory. You have to acknowledge that you cannot have the same expectations from part-time faculty that you do from full-time faculty. Throughout the curriculum process you do need to consult with the faculty and this takes time. There needs to be some compensation for faculty to participate. Jan added that it is a monumental job, but back to the Ten plus One, just because something is difficult you don’t side-step the process stipulated by law.

Cornelia acknowledged that Claudia Johnson is doing a great job and that she is a wonderful resource.  This has made a difference, especially at the meeting yesterday. It is my understanding that she is being compensated in some way. We could do that with other adjunct faculty as well. Cornelia wanted to thank everyone for being allowed to raise this awareness. 



3.4  Academic Senate California Community Colleges Plenary Summary

Kathy O’Connor reported on the 2010 Fall state Academic Senate Plenary session highlights. 

      SB 1440

All faculty should access www.c-id.net (2008-2011 course identification number system) Funded by a California Community College Chancellor’s Office Grant. Once you access the site please register with the list serve for your discipline and as the degrees become available you will get an email notification to review the proposals and make comments. This site also identifies important features e.g. content and objectives that are being reviewed for the common descriptors.  For SBCC Faculty: there is a Spring 2011 Feb. 28 deadline in curlicue for our local curriculum approval process to submit NEW/MODIFIED PROGRAM(s).  
      PREREQUISITE VALIDATION

This is about to change and it is a good thing. The Board of Governors will hopefully approve the new content review for prerequisites, a change in Title 5. We would not have to use statistical analyses to validate prerequisites and co requisites. The warning discussed at the Plenary about this is to make sure that it is a thoughtful process; that we don’t start implementing prerequisites and co requisites without carefully looking at the consequences.  Hopefully there will be a paper presented at the Spring 2011 Plenary on guidance as to how to revise our content review system.  A suggestion for us would be to discuss the consequences of implementing math and English requisites in non-English and math courses. Where this would be appropriate and where it would hurt students. 

Barbara Bell asked how this change works for a department if they wanted to have a prerequisite or co requisite. Kathy responded that instead of doing the statistics, a content review validation would be done. What we do now is to look at course objectives and match/compare course objectives between two courses.  If more of the checks fall on one side or the other determines whether it is a prerequisite or co requisite and if more of the checks fall on the other side it is an advisory. English and math have their own forms that outline their specific objectives. A tricky piece is: are we going to involve assignments and/or evaluations or let it stay with the objectives.



3.5  Request to add sections from the Office of Educational Programs
Executive Vice President Jack Friedlander reported that we are still in priority registration where new students have not even had a chance to enroll yet, and multiple classes are already closing. Last week and the week before he was getting calls from counselors, deans and chairs saying that we have essential classes that students must have to graduate or fulfill requirements. We have a lot of pressure to add sections. Knowing what the budget situation is, knowing that we are not getting paid for any more students if we added sections and weighting that against students’needs as individuals, I didn’t really want to just say: “tough.”  Jack said that he had communicated to President Serban about this challenge. She asked Jack to compare a list of what deans, chairs, faculty and counselors felt were critical sections that they felt needed to be added. At CPC yesterday, there were a number of concerns raised about the size of the request. Since then, Jack has pared the list down, and this is what he is bringing today. What was presented yesterday didn’t have payroll costs. The average TLU cost per hourly with payroll costs is $1752.  On the last page of the handout there is a list of certain positions in this year’s budget that won’t be expended for that purpose. Those savings could be used to pay for this extraordinary request.

The argument for additional sections is: these are classes that students must have. The argument against it is: we are already over cap and the state will not pay us for these courses.  It would be something we are absorbing. What will happen next summer, fall, spring when we are back in this mode again, of paying for students that need access to courses they need without getting reimbursed? I could make that argument. It’s a good argument. Students are in the situation that they need the class now; they can’t move on as a consequence of not having these sections. Will life go on without adding them? Yes. In trying to be student-oriented we try to balance our reality and the state’s reality. Last year most colleges, like us, were over cap so they were serving more students than what they were being paid for. When the Department of Finance calculated the total cost of education, to determine what we should charge out of state and international students, they calculated the total FTES that was generated, and not what was funded. Therefore, we got paid less. I’ve tried to present very briefly both sides of this. There is no right answer.  This is a philosophical question that we have to address.

Esther commented on the list provided and said that she had asked a couple of her colleagues where the list came from. Every one said, didn’t your dean contact you on Monday? I said no. I don’t think every one has had an opportunity to provide input. I know three of our five CIS 101s are closed already and this is a requirement for business students to transfer to CSUs. I don’t know if I would have asked, I just want to know where the list came from and why we only had a day to provide input. Jack explained that he met with Andreea the Wednesday before Thanksgiving. Our last opportunity to present this to CPC was yesterday. Jack sent out emails to the deans and counselors, some were on vacation, he said he needed this by 8 a.m. Tuesday. He needed to know if this was something he should pursue or not. Since presenting the list at CPC yesterday, December 1. The list has been pared down from what was presented. 

Tom Garey said that the motion to defer this at CPC was made by the Senate representatives because we had no idea of the will of the Senate. Tom stated that altruistically I would love to see us offer every student space in class but there are some serious concerns about devaluing the value of our FTEs, which could come back very easily and bite us when budget time’s change. Tom said a question was raised by Kim Monda. We know the budgetary crisis we are facing is in part due to political malfeasance in Sacramento. As long as there is no political will coming from the public to fix that problem it will not get fixed. There will not be political will until people start hurting. That is an unfortunate way to look at it but there is some credence to the argument. Much of this is based on budget dollars that are deferred by having empty positions. That is one-time money and we would be giving TLUs to departments now and then take them back. We are just kicking the can down the road like Sacramento is doing. Those are some of the arguments and I’m not weighting one against the other. 

Atty Garfinkel reported that she has called an emergency executive meeting of the Student Senate to discuss this as well in order to have a consensus for CPC. Another discussion ASB will be having: do we really have the money to be doing this and will it end up hurting course offerings later on? 

Jan Schultz expressed her concern was the process.  Some didn’t hear about it and did not have an opportunity to respond. Another concern is that these are all self-reported so there is no real evaluation of what the critical needs are of the college. If we have a little extra money let’s add TLUs to departments that have historically been cut badly or always overenrolled. Kim also said yesterday that as we continue to serve more students there is no more additional support services for these students. This is not built into the budget, there will be no additional support services, tutoring, readers or counseling.  Most of us have already taken more students last fall and spring and continue to do so. Before I even think about going for this I want to know exactly what is being pulled off the table to pay for this. I want to know where the money would come from. 

Kenley said he was uncomfortable with taking money out of the reserves when there might be areas where we might more wisely spend our money and as long as nobody knows we are bleeding they are not going to worry about it. The state sees us teaching students for less money; then they will say you can teach more students for less money. The public isn’t going to be upset because they are still getting into classes.

Jack ended by saying that what he has heard today and yesterday, and given the time constraints, if we do not do it now we are not going to do it. We don’t know what will happen for fall. Fall is a separate conversation.  Jack said that he was getting a sense of discomfort about the request for a variety of reasons and a lack of support, so he will not pursue it.  I am hearing not to ask Andreea to go forward with this at CPC. I can argue just the way you did. I just felt it was my responsibility to bring this to you because counselors are dealing directly with the students’ needs and requests.  

5.0
Adjourn

Minutes 12-01- 2010
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