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Meeting Minutes for Wednesday, September 8, 2010 
West Campus, BC 214, 3:00 – 5:00 pm   
Members Present: Ignacio Alarcón (President), Barbara Bell, Cindy Bower, Susan Broderick, Angel Cardenas, Gary Carroll, Steve DaVega, Stephanie Durfor, Esther Frankel, Jack Friedlander, Tom Garey, Atty Garfinkel, David Gilbert,  Kathy Molloy, David Morris, Kenley Neufeld, Dean Nevins, Kathy O’Connor, Gail Reynolds, Jan Schultz, Lou Spaventa

Members Excused: Stan Bursten
Guest(s): Cornelia Alsheimer, from The Channels: Johan Hammerby and Kyle Rokes, Debbie Mackie, Bronwen Moore, Alice Scharper

1.0
Call to Order  

1.1  Public Comments – no request received

1.2  Approval of Agenda – so approved w/added agenda items 2.2 and 3.9 and 4.3.4 

1.3  Approval of Minutes, July 14, 2010 

       M/S/C To approve the July 14, 2010 meeting minutes (Carroll/Frankel)
2.0
Information


2.1  Curriculum Advisory Committee to Take on Discussion on 

       Criteria for Establishing Class Size Limits

After the new and modified course hearings have been completed to meet the Schedule of Classes deadline, Kathy O’Connor announced that the committee will begin its discussion on how class size limits are established based on pedagogical criteria.  

2.2  Program Review deadline
Ignacio announced that October 4, 2010 is the next deadline for updates to the Program Review. 
3.0
Hearing/Discussion

3.1  Adjunct Faculty Representative at Senate Election

Ignacio announced that there are three candidates for the Academic Senate Adjunct Faculty Representative position. The candidates are: Cornelia Alsheimer, Geordie Armstrong, and Paul McDowell. The election results should be available before the next Senate meeting. 

3.2  Readers Funds Allocation Recommendations from Workgroup

Jan Schulz reported that the ad hoc committee had the specific task of formulating a fair and transparent procedure for allocating the reader funds designated for the 2010-2011 academic year. The allotment is a total of $115,000. The ad hoc committee consulted with the Academic Senate at the summer retreat and as a result the form is now open to all tenured, adjunct and tenure track faculty. The OIA and Readers have been combined into one fund. The reader component is supported whether you teach online or face to face. There is a TLU adjustment made to account for the fact that teachers are expected to grade as part of their load. The multiplier should possibly be revisited when additional funding is available; there has been some feedback from faculty and this would need to be open to consultation outside. Approximately 90 forms were submitted and a few were representing co-taught courses. After subtracting the TLU load multiplier there was a grand total of $498,441 in requests. The applications were carefully reviewed for errors and some applications were redone. Eighty instructors had requested a total of less than a $1000.00 each; where some requested significantly less and all requests, surprisingly, were made regardless of class size. The handout provides additional details.  

To best serve the whole equitably with the limited amount of resources the committee is recommending that an individual request be capped at 1000 hours. This would allow each applicant to receive 28% of their qualifying reader request. Without the cap each applicant would receive 23%, leaving no reserves in the fund for any unexpected overruns. The committee firmly believes that instructors answered the survey honestly and fairly. We do not feel the people that are asking for an exceptional amount are padding their request. We feel they have pedagogical models that require an extraordinary amount of grading. The committee would like the Senate to consider to request that Reader funds be restored fully.  

M/S/C To move the Reader/OIA Fund Allocation Recommendation to action (Nevins/O’Connor)
M/S/C To approve the Reader/OIA Fund Allocation Recommendation with a cap of 1000 hours per teacher and each applicant will receive 28% of their qualifying reader request hours (Frankel/Nevins)


3.3  Senate Priorities for Partial Restoration of Funding

Ignacio reported the Senate will hear today that there are already some proposals for the partial restoration of funding in several areas in the CPC report. We need to discuss what the Senate priorities would be for partial restoration of funding.  Kathy O’Connor wanted a clarification on two issues: 1) the big discussion about restoration for the next fiscal year 2) can we also have a discussion about restoration for this year? Jack Friedlander said that what was discussed at CPC was what Executive Committee took to CPC, restoration for the overall budget for this year. There is still time to have a discussion about restoration for this year and, by all means, we should have that discussion. 
Kenley Neufeld proposed that for next year that the Partnership for Student Success  would like to have a line item in the budget in the amount of $208,000 so they won’t have to go begging every year for this amount. The funding for PSS this year is a one-time funding. Jack said he had spoken with Andreea about this and her commitment is the money (over $400,000). This will come from a variety of funding sources and it will be there, but she is not prepared at this time to commit any more general fund dollars. The commitment is that we will find the money to continue the PSS funding every year. 

Esther Frankel asked if this is the place to ask for an increase to the allocation for Reader funds. She also wanted to consider additional restoration to the Tutoring funds for this year. Jan Schultz said that in addition to the increased allocation for Reader funds for this year, she would like to propose that this be reestablished as an ongoing line item. Jack clarified that the money that is being recommended for restoration is for ongoing funds. Esther said that there are no Reader funds listed because the Reader money we are getting this year is not from the general fund and she was in support of Jan’s proposal. Jack said Esther is correct; that as of now there is no provision for ongoing District funding for Readers. Barbara Bell added that this is just like PSS, although there is ‘an agreement’. Kathy O’Connor thought PSS was already given an agreed upon line item. Jack said Andreea put it in with funding from different sources. Kenley added that he respected and understood what Jack had said about PSS but he is bringing this to the Senate from the PSS leadership. Kenley is not sure if there is a miscommunication between the PSS leadership and the administration but PSS asked him to bring this forward. Ignacio said we have an established commitment for PSS. Kenley said he understood the ‘commitment’ and a commitment is great, it’s wonderful but it still needs to be asked for. Because he is on the committee he was asked by the PSS leadership to request that it be given a line item so they don’t have to ask for these monies every year. Ignacio responded that a line item doesn’t mean it is going to be funded, and that we have had a commitment to PSS from the Administration since late 2009. 
Gary Carroll asked: where are we on the restoration of funding to the Categorical Programs? The Categoricals were hit very hard. Jack said that we need to wait for the final budget from the state. The federal money the state got was used to backfill what was cut for this year. 

Esther Frankel wanted to know if Sabbaticals would also be something to consider. Kathy O’Connor would like to make a recommendation that we add Sabbaticals to next year’s restoration. The question is at what level? We need to decide if it should be at a percentage. Dean Nevins said as far as funding goes he would like to talk about full-year Sabbaticals. Typically we’ve funded five or six and the dollar amount does change depending on who is going. Tom Garey said there are two numbers to consider: 1) Board Policy percent (5% of faculty on Sabbatical), and 2) the number to be funded. 

Lou Spaventa said that he thought that it was also important to request the restoration of salaries for Readers and Tutors, as well as the number of readers and tutors. Esther reminded everyone that there has also been an ongoing nominal request from the Committee on Non-Teaching Compensation that has not been funded recently. 

The Senate discussed which restorations are to be requested and at what level the restoration requests are to be made so Jack could present this information at the Board Study Session.

3.4  Innovation Fund Proposed by President Serban 

Ignacio reported that this is something Andreea first discussed at the summer Senate, based on suggestions that came up from her meetings with divisions during the spring. We need to have two more volunteers in addition to Dean Nevins, Kenley Neufeld and Ignacio who would want to work on this with some managers. This initiative would start with the MacDougall Excellence funds, and the proposed workgroup would elaborate recommendations about process for it. Dean Nevins wanted to remind everyone that these are specific funds not related to other budget issues we’ve been discussing, since they are not related to General Fund. Esther Frankel said that this had come up at her division meeting with Andreea. They talked to her about having difficulty with launching new curriculum initiatives, as an example. At the time Andreea mentioned that maybe we could use money from the Foundation to support those types of initiatives/needs on a one-time basis. Kenley asked Esther if she was volunteering to serve in workgroup, and Esther declined. Ignacio requested that anyone interested in being part of the workgroup contacts him. 

3.5  Academic Renewal (Debbie Mackie/Counseling)
Debbie Mackie began with an overview of the state guidelines for academic renewal. The proposal under discussion requests to change the criteria to meet the ability to take advantage of Academic Renewal without having to repeat a course. There is strong support for this proposal in Counseling, EOPS, DSPS and the Transfer Center. GPA is the number one criterion for students who intend to transfer. Academic Renewal is one option for a student to clean their GPA eliminating courses that they should not repeat because they are no longer applicable to their educational goals. Based on the feedback from the last Senate meeting in the spring, the proposal has been refined.  Debbie has prepared a handout that explains the new proposal compared to the current policy, addressing four sections for comparison between the two. 
Several senators expressed the same concerns they did when this was presented last spring, when several of them had a problem with cherry picking courses for deletion.  This  amounts to GPA inflation.  Several senators had a problem with the number of courses/grades that can be wiped out. 

Debbie said that students need to be in good academic standing, and show that they have turned around their performance. She said that this was the reason why she provided the Senate with some case studies. David Gilbert wanted to address some specifics in one of the case studies. He said that this particular example didn’t indicate good performance, in his mind. Susan Broderick said that the Academic Policies Committee deliberated on this at great length and that this was deliberated at the Academic Senate last spring, with additional modifications being done to proposal based on feedback from the Senate. 

M/S/C To move the proposed Academic Renewal Policy to action (Broderick/Nevins) 
(Motion was tied 6-6; President broke the tie)

M/S/C To approve the proposed Academic Renewal Policy with the addition that the student must meet with an academic counselor and complete a Student Educational Plan (Broderick/Durfor) 

(Motion was tied 6-6-3; President broke the tie)


3.6  Review of Draft of SLO Cycle Completion Schedule

To be reviewed at the  next meeting.


3.7  Evaluation of Participatory Governance at SBCC/Academic Senate Results 
Ignacio asked the Senators to please review the documentation for the next meeting. It would not be reproduced again for the agenda.


       3.8  Classroom Assignments 

Jack Friedlander reported there was a problem this semester that he hoped would not happen again. There were a few sections scheduled for which we didn’t have a classroom. They were scheduled with the designation ‘Needs Room’. The classrooms we found for them were not adequate. Going forward, starting Spring 2011, when we don’t have a room for a class we can offer it as a stand-by but we will not open it until such time that we have an adequate classroom for it.

       3.9  Radiography and Cosmetology and CIM positions 
Jack Friedlander reported that there are three full-time vacant positions this year. Each has a unique reason why going out for a tenure-track faculty position that starts in Spring 2011 would be best. The Cancer Information Management became vacant last fall. The one-year temporary contract was hired in January of last year for Spring-Fall 2010. We couldn’t find an hourly to cover all of the specialized areas. This temporary contract will end this semester. The Cosmetology position is vacant due to a late resignation and although we found a one-semester temporary Esthetician, what is really needed is a full-time Cosmetologist. For the Radiography position, a full-time faculty member is needed. Currently, a single full-time faculty has to teach an enormous overload to cover the core courses in the program. The data supports that all three of these positions are critical to the operation of the department. These will be brought back as an action item for the next Senate meeting with supporting data.
4.0
Reports 


4.1  President Report


4.2  CPC Liaison Report /IA Liaison Report (Tom Garey)
Tom Garey reported from the “Unrestricted General Fund” handout, that items 6, 7 and 8 were for Counseling, the Tutorial Program and restoration of hours of operation in Student Services: Assessment, Admissions, and Cashiers. Item 10 is a targeted reduction of TLU cuts for spring. Barbara Bell asked if the Tutorial Program included Gateway, the Writing Center and the Achievement Zone. Jack Friedlander explained that there is already a commitment to fund PSS for this year. The proposed restoration is for money that was cut for general tutoring, and not PSS money. Jack explained that item 9 referred to the Fall TLU allocation. The money that is being requested is for adjunct faculty needed to replace faculty who are on medical leave and that was not in his original budget. Item 10 was referred to an underestimation of the average hourly cost of all adjuncts. Kenley Neufeld added that the restoration of items 6, 7 ad 8 makes the allocation ongoing. Susan Broderick wanted to acknowledge that the Student Senate has supported item 4, to use last year’s health fees to fund for one year only to pay for a student health counselor. Jack added that, subject to Board approval, $83,000 is also being restored to Travel and Conference budget of $117,000, for at total of $200,000. At this point, we don’t yet know the relative size of the allocation to the different areas that comes from this.
4.3  Liaison Reports  


       4.3.1  Barbara Bell

       4.3.2  Kenley Neufeld


       4.3.3  Kathy O’Connor

       4.3.4  Susan Broderick

4.4  Partnership for Student Success Report 


4.5  EVP Report  (Jack Friedlander)
5.0
Adjourn
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