Approved 3-10-2010

Meeting Minutes for Wednesday, February 24, 2010 
West Campus BC 214, 3:00 – 5:00 pm   
Members Present: Ignacio Alarcón (President), Barbara Bell, Cindy Bower, Stan Bursten, Gary Carroll, Steve DaVega, Monica DiVito, Stephanie Durfor, Esther Frankel, Jack Friedlander, David Gilbert, Atty Garfinkel, Kathy Molloy, Marcy Moore, David Morris, Kenley Neufeld, Dean Nevins, Kathy O’Connor, Ana María Ygualt, Oscar Zavala

Members Excused: Armando Arias, Tom Garey,
Guest(s): Elizabeth Bowman, Ray Launier, Kim Monda, Jan Schultz, Marilynn Spaventa
1.0
Call to Order  


1.1  Public Comments – no requests were received



1.2  Approval of Agenda – so approved with added agenda item 3.6


1.3  Approval of Minutes, February 10, 2010 
M/S/C To approve the February 10, 2010 meeting minutes (Frankel/Nevins) 
2.0
Information


2.1  Nick Arnold Recipient of the State Academic Senate 2009-2010 


       Stanback-Stroud Diversity Award
Ignacio Alarcón announced that Nick Arnold had won the Stanback-Stroud Diversity Award. The award is only ten years old and already two faculty from SBCC have won (Manou Eskandari won it a few years ago). We are one of only two colleges (Butte College is the other) with faculty who have won the award twice. Nick will be receiving his award at the April statewide Academic Senate Plenary; the award includes $5,000.


2.2  Priority Registration Periods Will Be Extended to Allow More Time for 

       Continuing Students

Beginning Summer 2010, priority registration for summer session for continuing students will be extended from two days to approximately two weeks. 



2.3  Course Adds, Drops, Withdrawals Policy and Procedures BP 5075 and AP 5075


       (alignment with Title 5)
The attached documents are the updated versions identifying the changes that were made to meet Title 5 requirements.



2.4  Online Human Presence Workshop (FPDC) March 5, 9:00 – 12:00 
Dixie Budke will be sending out information about the hands on workshop that will take place at several locations. Please look for the detailed announcement. 

3.0
Hearing/Discussion


3.1  Faculty Professional Development Committee Activities Spring 2010 (Dixie Budke)
Ignacio reported on the recommendations made by FPDC that are in the handout. He mentioned that in item 1.a regarding speakers for the Thursday morning session, the Instructors’ Association president should also be included. Ignacio called attention to items 1.b and 1.c, where it states that a departmental plan for professional development should be submitted; something that in recent years had been decided not to be a requirement. Questions were raised about the reasons the committee wanted to change the practice. Ignacio said some committee members think departmental work-related activities do not qualify as professional development. It was one of the reasons why he had attended a committee meeting during the fall semester; to have a discussion about this.  Kathy O’Connor said she understood the object of 1.b to be that if you were not going to participate in workshops, what is it that you are going to do? There needs to be an understanding of what is appropriate for professional development activities. 

David Morris stated that Faculty Professional Development hours have been based on the honor system and with this proposal we would be going in the other direction.  Esther Frankel suggested since faculty already inputs Flex information why not recommend that faculty give a more detailed account of what they did when they enter the information in the database? Kenley Neufeld said there does not seem to be a problem with accountability. Why has FPDC recommended this?

Jack Friedlander, on the item about preregistration for the scheduled workshops, said that workshops take a lot of time and effort to develop and pre-registration would help determine if there is a demand for the workshop or not. 

David Morris reminded everyone that if people are not contributing or attending, the department suffers. This needs to be a self monitoring situation, not a scrutiny by the College/FPDC.
Kathy O’Connor thought the FPDC functions/responsibilities/charges identified in the Bylaws need to be rewritten.  Ignacio said that he would communicate to Dixie Budke, FPDC Chair, the concerns expressed, and that he would invite her to attend the next Steering Committee meeting.  



3.2  Planning and Resources Committee Recommendations on Program Review Requests 


for New Resources (Kim Monda) handouts: 1) P&R’s report on New Resource Requests; 



2) Final Facilities request ballot; grand total: $265,000 (green); 3) Equipment request (gold) 

Kim Monda explained the facilities and equipment requests for new item rankings were from the updated October 15, 2009 program review templates. P&R had been instructed not to rank “faculty/staff/other” requests. For tracking purposes the item numbers were taken from the original spreadsheet (the typos are not from P&R; the information came directly from the originator’s request).

P&R has requested that the revised timeline followed this year be adopted by CPC for the next program review and ranking process. The revised timeline for building the budget made it possible for the P&R division reps to consult with each of their divisions, an essential step in order to make informed ranking decisions. All departments were consulted and their requested items were ranked based on the following pre-determined set of college-wide criteria and in order of importance: 1) Health and Safety; 2) State, federal regulatory requirements including accreditation standards, Ed code, Title 5, others; 3) Essential for the operation of the unit; 4) To help achieve objectives of the College Plan; 5) Emerging critical needs of the college not identified in the College Plan; 6) Efficiency and effectiveness of the college unit to reduce costs or generate new revenue.  

Kenley Neufeld mentioned that the Executive Committee and P&R’s ranking of the requested items are very close. The Earth and Planetary request (item #54) has already been completed. Items #49 and #50 are classroom improvement funds.
Jack Friedlander explained EC’s process and the ranking criteria used to complete requests: “1” means urgent to be completed in 2010-2011; “2” means it can wait another year 2011-2012; and “3” that it can wait three years or more.  Jack said that items #49 and #50, although classroom improvement items, should be ranked. The rationale for EC to not include the HVAC system in their ranking was the cost and that more completion time information was needed. The best goal would be that there is enough money to fund all items ranked #1.  Kathy Molloy said she would like to commend P&R for their work. This is a good reminder of why we should pay attention to our committees’ work and recommendations. They have spent a lot of time and energy doing the work and we should respect what they have to say.    

Kim Monda said the rankings for equipment were even more complicated because there are so many more possible funding sources. Some items came through ITC because they did not want to do the ranking on those items and they are identified with a lower case i-after the item number. There were others that P&R sent to ITC to be ranked. P&R would want the system to be flexible enough to make sure people have the opportunity to have their requested items ranked.

Kathy O’Connor said DTC/ITC needs to develop a protocol for other types of computer related technology items such as camcorders, LCD TV’s, etc.

Kim Monda reported on the recommendation/resolution from P&R on Readers and OIAs funding. P&R was concerned about ranking all the new items while some restoration items have been taken off the table. Budget Principle 13 addresses restoration of funds that have been cut. These items won’t get on the table unless the Senate passes a resolution. P&R has recommended that the $150,000 for Readers and $130,000 for OIAs be included in the discussions for the 2010-11 budget.

Jack Friedlander said, with respect to Readers, that President Andreea Serban has said she has every intent to take this into account in the budget development process. She is waiting for the analysis, report, and proposal requested from Committee on Teaching and Learning. With respect to OIAs we now have a distance education workgroup and one of the charges is to assess the infrastructure and the needed support.

Esther Frankel said this is an important faculty issue and gives the CPC faculty representatives a reflection of what is important; that Readers and OIA budgets should be restored.

Kathy O’Connor said that we have the same request process/procedure in place for OIAs as we do for Readers. OIAs are just as important. COI could bring something to the Senate.

David Morris said it is significant that, if funds are restored, how they are restored: one time only or as a line item. What we need to do, if we can get them restored and regardless of the amount, is that they be made a line item in the budget and ongoing rather than having them be an issue every year. 

Kathy O’Connor asked Kim Monda about the Reassigned Time issue which had been discussed with her. Kim said that this was not discussed in committee, that it was only a conversation after the regular P&R meeting. Kathy went on to explain that this is not a controversial heated issue. She had been on the Reassigned Time committee since its start. There are some items they have deliberated over and the Executive Vice President cannot simply augment/add money to the pot; a mechanism is needed for that. There is no place in the program reviews for this. 



3.3  Committee on Teaching and Learning Recommendations about Guidelines



       for Readers Allocations (Contingent upon Funding) (Elizabeth Bowman - handout)
Ignacio reminded the Senate that in the fall CTL was asked to review the guidelines for reader allocations in case there is funding after President Serban said the reader allocations request could be included as part of the budget discussions. 

Elizabeth Bowman reported the committee had just completed its discussion on the issue Friday last. The handout identifies the background and findings process and why CTL has recommended the restoration of reader funding and the guidelines/procedures for the request/approval process. The recommendation is made with full cognizance of the many programs supporting student success. There are survey results available if anyone would like to review them. The Department Chair manual includes recently approved reader allocation guidelines. There is room in the guidelines to include adjunct faculty and some have received readers in the past.

Jack Friedlander suggested that the final analysis should include the definition of what readers can/cannot do or what readers do/do not do. Given the scarcity of funds there is no specificity identified, no criteria for what to take into account; where/what the priorities should be and on what basis the allocations/funds distribution would be made. If you made your recommendation by attaching a narrative to the criteria you would strengthen the proposal. The proposal needs to be usable to allocate funds with some order of importance of the criteria.
Elizabeth Bowman said the reader application form already has much room for specificity.

Kathy O’Connor said there was an approved point system that would correspond to the request for readers and should be attached to the application form.

Dean Nevins asked if readers provide a higher level of feedback on assignments to students? Ray Launier said that it is quite diverse from one department to the next. For some, there are lengthy papers; in the case of others, readers only look at homework assignments, such as in math. The feedback has a qualitative narrative to it that provides good feedback/guidance as opposed to simply giving a grade. It helps students understand the core content of the material. Dean Nevins said if we were having graders teach the material/giving feedback on the material, we have a problem since readers do not necessarily have the minimum qualifications. Kathy O’Connor said that readers are not teaching, so minimum qualifications are not an issue. Dean responded that if readers are giving feedback and illustrating concepts, they are teaching. Ray Launier said that in the case of his department, faculty have developed detailed assessment rubrics for various assignments, and their readers use those guidelines. Faculty guides that process. Dean Nevins said that this should also be explicitly mentioned in the recommendations.

Esther Frankel asked who or what committee would determine a reader allocation? Currently it is Alice Scharper. Kathy O’Connor explained that originally there was a reader request committee and all the requests received never exceeded the amount of funding that was available. 

Jack Friedlander said that what happens now is that whenever requests exceed the funding available the hours are reduced. Kenley Neufeld said that whether it is the dean or a committee we need some clear criteria on how the funds, if/when available, are allocated. 

Kathy O’Connor said that we need to get funding first. We can have a statement along the lines of, the Senate in consultation with the administration and/or committee will determine allocations when funding is available. Kim Monda said that she felt if most decisions about process and procedure were made in advance, we would have a better chance to get reader funding approved. Kenley Neufeld agreed it would be a stronger case at CPC if we had everything in place. Ignacio said the Senate would have a better chance for the allocation than to just ask for restoration of the same amount from the most recent years. Ignacio said that some items, in his mind, needed to be revised. For example, in the existing guidelines, it states that unused funds can be shared by faculty, and he thought that this was not really a good practice. Gary Carroll said he thought that it was a very good practice, and he gave and example of his lab classes with multiple instructors, where that flexibility is important to have. Ignacio said that what he was referring to were cases like his own, when he would consistently get a readers allocation that he never used. He didn’t think it would be good planning process to just assign his unused allocation to someone else in his department.
David Morris asked how, in the absence of more specificity can priorities be set if there is a conflict or inadequate funds to cover a request? We could identify what a reader does and probably assemble that fairly quickly. I think it would be worthwhile to accept CTL’s recommendation in principle. 

Elizabeth Bowman said that she was confident CTL could address the issues presented and come back to the Senate with greater specificity. There are so many variables in what students and teachers need.

Jack Friedlander said that what is needed is to make the strongest case possible. Criteria need to be clearly explained with the application form. It is necessary to identify what trumps what. It is important to build in some quality control and specificity based on the basic criteria. Dean Nevins said that he strongly supported what Jack had stated. Dr. Serban made clear that we need data and process information. If we do not have a solid presentation, this will come back to us. 



3.4  Adjunct Faculty Assignments and Overloads (Marcy Moore)

Marcy reported that she had received communication from an adjunct faculty who was concerned and upset about departments cutting back on adjunct loads when some full time contract faculty are teaching overloads. These are difficult economic times and we are cutting back on classes. Marcy did not think this was a Senate issue from the feedback she had received. She learned that it is a department issue. One of the recommendations she received was that the Academic Senate could pass a non-binding recommendation to encourage departments whenever possible to try not to cut the load of the adjunct. Several senators expressed that this would not be appropriate, that this is a department issue. Kathy O’Connor emphasized chairs already look to cut adjunct loads as little as possible. Kenley Neufeld said that he seemed to remember the Instructors Association had a position with respect to this regard. Ignacio said the only thing that had come from the IA was an article written by Homer Arrington in the newsletter, where he made a plea to full-time faculty not to teach overloads when adjuncts were losing their assignments.



3.5  Faculty Professional Development Procedure AP 4560 
The change is to reflect what occurs with the Educational Support faculty. The paragraph states all faculty need to attend Flex activities and that statement did not apply to Educational Support faculty when there is no assurance that there is enough coverage of their responsibilities, at a time of high demand by students.


3.6  The Calendar 2010-2011: The School District announced they would have two 3-day weekends instead of one 4-day weekend in February. We have an opportunity to approve our calendar for February with one 4-day weekend or two 3-day weekends. If the two 3-day option is chosen one would begin with a Friday off and the other 3-day weekend would have the Monday off.  Ignacio stated this would also be going to the Student Senate. There is still time to decide at our next Senate meeting which configuration would be preferred. Kathy O’Connor requested to have a calendar attached to the agenda.
Kathy O’Connor addressed the item of online classes and drop/add dates. One of her online classes had a twenty-day period during which the class showed as still open to enrollment. Before this period was over, she had already administered a mid term in the class. She felt that this could be discussed at COI.  Jack Friedlander said he’d bring this up to Allison. Kenley said he would look at it before COI meets. The information item 2.3 from Allison is also related to what Kathy just brought up.
4.0 
Reports 



4.1  President Report



4.2  CPC Liaison Report /IA Liaison Report (Dean Nevins for Tom Garey)
Dean Nevins reported there was a discussion about how to combine all the rankings from the different groups. Not just from Academic Senate subcommittee recommendations but also the recommendations from classified staff. How should/are all these weighted, because they lay across different areas. CSEA for the first time will undertake a process similar to the Academic Senate where they will look and rank the items.  


4.3  Liaison Reports  



       4.3.1  Armando Arias 


       4.3.2  Kenley Neufeld
AP is reviewing the copyright policy, Moodle faculty evaluation and standards and they have approved one salary class transfer. Kenley reminded everyone that, tomorrow at the Board of Trustees meeting, 13 of our colleagues would be receiving advancement to tenure approval. Before the March Board meeting there will be a recognition event of the newly tenured faculty. 


       4.3.3  Kathy O’Connor
ITC will be ranking requests this Friday. They are looking at the District Technology provisioning policy and what it states about not providing computers to off campus faculty. 
Matriculation reviewed the online orientation for Moodle.

CAC has gone live with curricUNET. There are still tweaks to be made; things are moving along. It will be another year before we have totally clean data.  


4.4  Partnership for Student Success Report (Kathy Molloy)
Speaking to the restoration of funds, Kathy Molloy reported that her hope is, for approval and support when CPC comes forward with the recommendation from PSS to restore funding and make it a line item in the budget. Kathy reported that Gateway has received $22,500 through one person’s donation to the Foundation and the money has been used to add 14 new sections this Spring and will be used to add some sections for Summer 2010. PSS has been working to get the Year 3 evaluation off the ground and with Melanie Roger’s return the last piece from Gateway should be ready soon. The statistics from Math, the Writing Center and the Athletic Achievement Zone are ready. PSS is also hoping that Robert Else and/or Melanie Rogers will take a roll similar to the one Darla Cooper had with their steering committee. 


4.5  EVP Report  (Jack Friedlander)
5.0
Action



5.1  Program Review Procedures Modifications AP 4170 A,  AP 4170 B  
M/S/C To approve the new and replacement faculty procedures and updated templates (O’Connor/Bursten)

6.0
Adjourn

            Agenda 2-24, 2010
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