Approved 3-24-2010
Meeting Minutes for Wednesday, March 10, 2010
West Campus BC 214, 3:00 – 5:00 pm   
Members Present: Ignacio Alarcón (President), Armando Arias, Barbara Bell, Cindy Bower, Stan Bursten, Steve DaVega, Monica DiVito, Stephanie Durfor, Esther Frankel, Jack Friedlander, Tom Garey, David Gilbert, Atty Garfinkel, Marcy Moore, David Morris, Kenley Neufeld, Kathy O’Connor, Ana María Ygualt, Oscar Zavala

Members Excused: Gary Carroll, Kathy Molloy, Dean Nevins
Guest(s): Elizabeth Bowman, Zak Estrada (The Channels), Karolyn Hanna, Doug Hersh, Laurie Vasquez
1.0
Call to Order  
1.1  Public Comments – no request received

1.2  Approval of Agenda – so approved with added agenda items 
1.3  Approval of Minutes, February 24, 2010 
M/S/C To approve the February 24, 2010 meeting minutes (Frankel/Bursten) 
2.0
Information

2.1  Faculty Lecture by Bob Gray, March 11 at 2:30 pm, Sports Pavillion
Final announcement: The lecture will take place tomorrow afternoon. 

2.2  Processing of Drops on March 27. This doesn’t give any slack time for instructors who are late submitting drop rosters. Financial Aid adjustments depend on timely submissions of drop rosters
This is a one time situation, due to the timeline for current Banner 8 implementation. It was requested that senators reminded their divisions of this time sensitive information, that our deadline for submitting drop rosters is Friday, March 26.

2.3  Peter MacDougall appointed to Board of Governors by Gov. Schwarzenegger
This appointment is pending State Senate approval, but no hurdles are anticipated.
2.4  Library Summer Hours
Kenley Neufeld announced that he has made a proposal to close the library on Fridays during the summer. He has given his recommendation to Jack Friedlander and has also proposed to take the Friday hours and open an additional evening during the week, thus allowing the library to be open two evenings per week.  Jack Friedlander said that he reviewed this with Andreea Serban this morning and would need some time to think about it. Jack wanted to get a sense from the Senators whether they believed that this would be a disruptive or beneficial decision. Kenley said that there are only six Friday only classes scheduled during the summer. More important than the number of Friday classes, Kathy O’Connor wanted to know what the Friday Library use had been last summer. Kenley said he would get that information to Jack and Andreea to assist in their decision in time for the publication of the printed schedule.

2.5  Committee on Online Instruction Discussion Re Drop Procedures (No Shows/Inactive)
Kenley Neufeld reported that COI division representatives are collecting data on what faculty are doing in terms of  “No Show” drops and the second deadline drops. They will bring this to their next meeting for discussion, to determine what a no show is: if students don’t log in the first day, the first week; if they don’t log in by the second week, etc... The committee felt that it would be a good idea to come up with a consistent practice and a possible recommendation. Kenley requested that faculty with online classes share their online practices with their COI rep.

2.6  Bookstore Items: (a) Bookstore Orders Can Be Completed Online 



       (b) Textbooks Costs and Rental/e-Book Availability Listing on Web Schedule
(a) Online book orders have been available for a while. The announcement was made that if faculty want

to order books online, to call the bookstore and they will help through the process. Jack Friedlander will bring the senate’s recommendation to the bookstore: to furnish faculty with the URL.  If they have a problem with the online book ordering process, then they would call the bookstore for assistance. This may reduce calls to the bookstore.

(b) Fall 2010: Due to legislative action, all costs associated with textbooks will need to be identified and listed next to each section of the class. The new requirement will be used in the online schedule, and does not apply to the printed schedule. The text information listed will be based on book requests received from faculty. The following is an example of the information that will be listed at the course section level in the online schedule for every required book: the title of the textbook and its retail cost; if a book rental is available and the rental cost; if e-book is available and its cost. The goal is to have all required costs associated with a class identified so students can make informed decisions at the time of enrollment.     
2.7  Academic Calendar
This is an opportunity to change the approved calendar with the 4-day President’s Day holiday to have two three day holidays in February 2012. The Student Senate has stated their preference to stay with the approved calendar although the SB School District has approved a calendar with two three-day weekends instead of one four-day weekend in February.
M/S/C To move the Academic Calendar item to action (O’Connor/Frankel)
M/S/C To approve the status quo calendar as previously approved with no change (Garey/Frankel)
3.0
Hearing/Discussion
3.1  Instructional Technology Committee Rankings of Requests for New Equipment 
Laurie Vasquez reported on ITC’s process that resulted in the final new equipment ranked list. Laurie talked about some of the issues the committee faced, and referred to some recommendations that ITC has made for the next ranking cycle. The information can all be found in the detailed handouts. Laurie explained that the original list contained items that were removed before ranking took place. Requested items from IT, the President’s office, Student Services and DTC were removed, and some were sent to P&R. Supplies, routine replacement, repairs and refresh items were also removed and re-categorized, including Clickers and Media-enhanced classrooms.  ITC has recommended the re-classification and/or need for additional categories in the program review template. They also recommend that an internal ranking by department be done and added to the request list before ITC begins the ranking process for all divisions. ITC would like to receive all the information for ranking requests earlier in the process. Jack Friedlander said that in future rounds, having the information sooner should not be a problem. This would be more manageable now that we have gone through the process once. Jack said it would be nice to be able to secure as many of the items that were ranked number “1” on the list. The problem is the exact cost of the ranked items and how far down the number “1” ranked items on the list can we go before the predetermined amount of money is used. 
M/S/C To move the ITC New Equipment request rankings to action (O’Connor/Frankel) 

M/S/C To approve the New Equipment request list as ranked and presented by ITC (O’Connor/Neufeld)

3.2  Committee on Non-Teaching Compensation Recommendations
Karolyn Hanna began with a history on how the committee came about through negotiations between the District and the Instructors’ Association. The objective was to have a systematic way to award faculty who did something for which they received compensation other than a TLU allocation. Some types of non-teaching compensation stipends are department chairs, directors, coordinators, coaches, and lab coordinators. Until 2007 the Office of Educational Programs had funds available to fund the recommendations that went forward from the committee. Those funds have not been available and all recommendations ranked for compensation from CNTC have been put on hold since that time.  Jack Friedlander said that the committee had been doing great work responding to and ranking all the requests that had been submitted for review. Jack Friedlander said that, for this year, as CPC reviews all the different resource rankings and requests, the recommendation from the CNTC will also be considered. Recommendations from CNTC correspond to items that have been on hold since 2007 and the committee would like the Senate CPC reps to bring the recommendation to CPC. If for any reason the recommendations cannot all be funded then begin with funding all 2007 approved requests, then 2008 and so forth or have CNTC make the decision for how to distribute any funding that CPC may have approved. 
M/S/C To move to Action the Non-Teaching recommendations (O’Connor/Frankel)

M/S/C To approve the recommendations of the Committee on Non-Teaching Compensation (O’Connor/Frankel) 

3.3  Committee on Online Instruction Proposal on OIAs Funding
The proposal is a request for the restoration of funds. The handout defines what an OIA is and does; why OIAs are needed and the allocation procedure to request an OIA. Kenley Neufeld said it was an equitable allocation distribution where everyone that asks, gets. Barbara Bell had concerns about item 7 with reference to “assist in the grading of assignments.”  There is the overarching issue of where the money should go when there is not enough money for everything and that for many of us it is more important to try to fund online tutors than online instructional aides. Kathy O’Connor’s commented that this is not how online teachers feel. David Morris said that items 1, 4 and 7 are quite different than what readers do. Kenley Neufeld referred everyone to the paragraph “What is an OIA?” A unique job description was developed for the online environment that became a combination of reader and tutor. The intention was not to have a tutor; nor to have a reader. Items 1 through 9 have been used for years. Doug Hersh explained how the job description and the request form in terms of what is and is not appropriate was developed with COI. The intention of the OIA is not to substitute for the primary instructor. The intention of the OIA is to assist the primary instructor. The intent was to remain within our legal requirements and prevent the OIA from being the first point of contact with students. Several senators expressed their concern about the description of OIA responsibilities being interpreted as the OIA actually doing some of the teaching of the course, based on the item that refers to one of the functions of an OIA being “to prepare course material.”  Jack Friedlander said that this is an important issue and should come back to the Senate. At this time the request could go to CPC as a placeholder. 
3.4  Committee on Teaching and Learning Recommended Guidelines for Readers Allocations
Jack Frielander explained the reason all the details/specifics and constructive feedback are needed is to have the information and process ready and in place when the request for the restoration of reader funds is made at CPC. Elizabeth Bowman reported that per the Senate’s request a Reader Job Description and a Reader Fund Allocation Formula has been added. A list of recommended priorities and examples of meeting or not meeting the reader allocation threshold has also been provided. Some minor changes were made to the Reader Allocation Form. Esther had some questions about the Reader Allocation Threshold Requirements: For item #C it was determined that the sentence was not very clear; for item #D Esther wanted to know how the maximum of 60 hours came about, and if the 10 hours per week refer to hours per course, or per instructor? The consensus was that hours were allocated per instructor. Elizabeth explained the committee reviewed the past 10 years of allocations and that the maximum of 60 hours is a number that would not begin to cover what in the past would have been a normal request.  Reader Allocation Threshold Requirements #C was discussed because of a need for clarification. Stan Bursten suggested that changing assignment to a plural might help. Esther wanted to know if it would be for one course or multiple courses? Kenley Neufeld thought it would be the total per faculty. Kathy O’Connor believed it should be per course. Not every course needs a reader. Stan said it should be construed as the entire faculty work load. Kathy O’Connor said that you would then have to do a form for every class you teach and list every assignment even if you don’t want a reader for that class; that you would have to itemize everything you do in every class in order to get a reader for one class. Elizabeth said that the form states that you submit a form for the section you would like reader funding. Esther/Kathy O. asked what the purpose of item #C was, then? Tom Garey expressed concern that the reader allocation threshold is all defined in the negative; who doesn’t make the threshold rather than who does. Marcy Moore pointed out that if you were teaching two or three sections of the same class you were probably going to have the assignments due the same week. David Morris expressed that there is added difficulty in the paperwork necessary to apply for readers, and that paperwork will have to be reviewed and then responded to by whoever is responsible for the program. That will be enormous when prior to this, one would simply say I would like a reader for a certain number of hours for this class; now whoever deals with this has to determine that I am not giving assignments that require less than 10 hours and that would require the person coordinating the program to know my weekly grading load by my courses. Elizabeth agreed that it is not a weekly form. Kathy O. stated that the form has worked very well. You would fill it out for a particular course and you would be allowed a certain number of hours based on the number of assignments and minutes they total. Stan Bursten suggested the application form incorporate instructors that teach multiple sections of the same course streamlining the process and reducing the paperwork. Kathy O’Connor said the original purpose was per course to keep it cleaner for accounting. Esther Frankel suggested removing the Reader Allocation Threshold Requirements section. Kathy O’Connor would add a statement that, under the current circumstances, we would have no problem limiting the total number of hours that a faculty member might be allocated. Armando Arias stated that if we are discussing the restoration of reader funds we should be discussing and recommending the same for the restoration of funds for tutoring, DSPS, EOPS and OIAs. 
Jack Friedlander explained the process of CPC and their timeline, and how they make their judgment for distributing the as yet unknown amount of money that will be available. Andreea has requested the need for more process details in the case of Readers. Ultimately, the complication is the competing factors of important requests that are being presented at CPC when there are not enough funds available for all. Kenley asked: Should we leave the discussion to CPC for the restoration of the other funds or should the senate put out a statement; should it not be the Senate who decides whether the funds are spent on readers, tutors, OIAs? Kenley read a statement from the motion the P&R Committee passed on this topic: “Restoration of Reader and Online Instructional Aids funds should be a priority over some new facilities and equipment requests. For many divisions the support provided by Readers and OIAs is essential for instructors to continue to design courses with the number and types of assignments that support student success in their discipline.” Jack said that once CPC sees for the first time what all the resource requests are, at that point it would put into play all the consultative bodies, including the Senate. Kathy O’Connor noted that there are some areas the Senate does not have a lot of control over: DSPS, EOPS tutors are not within our framework. Atty Garfinkel said that bringing back readers benefits SLOs and student success and that restoration of Basic Skills funding is at the state level and efforts for restoration should be directed there. 
M/S/C To move agenda item 3.4 to Action (O’Connor/Bursten) 
M/S/C To thank CTL for the work that they have done and to accept CTL’s Report of 3/9/10 on Reader Allocation Guidelines as amended with the Senate’s recommendation for the restoration of funding in the amount of $150,000 and to use Dr. Ullom’s formulas and evaluations for processing, subject to amendment (Morris/O’Connor) 2 abstentions/2 opposed
M/S/C Friendly amendment to remove the entire page titled “Recommendations for Reader Allocation Guidelines Spring 2010” (O’Connor/Frankel) 2 abstentions/2 opposed
Items 3.5, 3.7, 3.8 and 3.9 below postponed:
3.5  Accountability Reporting for Community Colleges (ARCC) Jan/Feb 2010 (pg. 12-17 )

3.6  Placement of Faculty Evaluation Packets Online (for Downloading)
Esther asked if the survey forms would be included as downloadable, and if that meant that departments are responsible for their duplicating.  Jack Friedlander said that this was not the case, the survey forms would still be produced by Institutional Research. Only the information packets regarding procedure for evaluation would be available online.


3.7  AP 4500, AP 4501 (Faculty Job Descriptions) (pg. 18-23) 
3.8  AP 4170A, AP 4170B (Program Review Procedures) (pg. 24-30) 

3.9  Bylaws Revision (Faculty Professional Development Committee, Board Policies  and Procedures Committee Updates) (pg. 31)

4.0 
Reports  


4.1  President Report



4.2  CPC Liaison Report /IA Liaison Report (Tom Garey)


4.3  Liaison Reports  



       4.3.1  Armando Arias; Kenley Neufeld; Kathy O’Connor



4.4  Partnership for Student Success Report (Kathy Molloy)



4.5  EVP Report  (Jack Friedlander) 
5.0  
Action

5.1  P & R ranking recommendations
Note: A) Item #33 from the nursing staff (gold handout/ranked #2) should be removed. B) HVAC system (green handout/ranked#1 priority health criterion) P&R would like the item to remain on list as ranked.

M/S/C To approve the P&R ranked list as amended (Kenley/O’Connor) 1 opposed/1 abstention
6.0        Adjourn

       Minutes 3-10, 2010
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