ACADEMIC SENATE Minutes

May 18, 2004
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Storms, Harrison
X
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X
Uyemura, Evelyn
X
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X
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Widman, Lance
X
Wynne, Michael
X
Ex Officio Attendees: Janet Young
Guests: Ann Collette, Bill Mulrooney, Arvid Spor, Tom Lew

Unless noted otherwise, all page numbers refer to the packet used during the meeting, not the current packet you are reading now.

President’s report – Julie Stewart (henceforth JS)

Pete Marcoux has updated the senate’s website (www.elcamino.edu/academicsenate), and it now contains  updated minutes and constitution versions/drafts.

Current proposals on the table at the state legislature include raising community college fees to $26/unit, or $50/unit fee (“differential fee”) for people with bachelors degrees. However, this may change at any minute.

Bill Mulrooney is here today to continue discussion about the concurrent enrollment policy. The handout distributed reflects changes suggested by the senate and the Council of Deans & Directors.

Arvid Spor will discuss changes and updates to the Master Plan, with updates seen on pages B3-B4. Most of this material is in the May 4 packet (pp. E1-E10). The flowchart in that packet was revised and distributed to the senators. Lance Widman proposed that the senate discuss this after PBC makes a recommendation, because we would see it again after PBC’s recommendation anyway. 

Minutes – approved as written

Educational Policies Report – Chas Cowell

Lisa Raufman brought some information regarding the discussion of calculating athletes’ GPA during the April 20 meeting. It appears that athletes’ GPAs are computed counting all courses, unless the course is repeated, in which case the original grade is not used.

Chas distributed a draft of the new Academic Renewal Policy (Board Policy 4240), for our “first viewing.” Included in this handout is the existing policy, part of Board Policy 6130, which is now getting broken into pieces. We will vote on this draft during our next meeting. The primary changes in the new version are increasing the number of units forgiven/allowed for renewal (from 15 to 24), adding two tiers for renewal eligibility (i.e. tier 1 = higher GPA earned in a short timespan, tier 2 = slightly lower GPA earned over a longer timespan), and allowing some of the forgiven/renewed units to come from other schools. Please get feedback from your department/division. There has been no major response from the deans, yet.

At the next meeting, Chas hopes to have an audit policy to present to us.

Faculty Development – Lisa Raufman

At the next meeting, Lisa will have information about the upcoming Flex day. Also, if you have know of any statewide workshops that should be publicized, please send Lisa that information so she can disseminate it to the campus.

Finance and Special Projects – Lance Widman

On pages A9-10 are PBC minutes, mostly regarding the state budget. The governor has come out with his May revise. Categorical funds, such as matriculation, are proposed to be folded into the base and PBC is discussing how to treat those funds. On pages E5-6 are tentative assumptions about income & expenses for the 2004-2005 budget. David Vakil added that in the May revise is a proposed increase in COLA to 2.4% and that K12 and community colleges got by ok in the May revise. Lisa asked what the handwritten “big increase” next to “growth” meant on page E4. This wasn’t clear. [Editor’s note: I wrote that note based on what was on that page. I wasn’t sure what it meant for ECC. I later determined that the “big increase” was legitimate because this year we received about half as much money for growth as compared to the projected amount in the May revise.]

Legislative Action – Donna Grogan

Donna has received feedback about the constitution. Some suggestions, compiled by JS, appear on page C1.

The Student Equity Advisory Plan Committee, chaired by Leo Middleton, is meeting to update the existing Student Equity Plan, last revised in 1993-1995. The new document will now comply with Title 5 and requirements from the Chancellor’s office. At this point, no changes have been proposed but there will probably be something about this in the next packet (i.e. the one you’re reading now).

Curriculum Committee – Janet Young

Title 5 updates continue and the CCC approved the Distance Education Addendum. May 25th will be the last meeting.

Calendar Committee – Debra Breckheimer & Kris Numrich

The meetings scheduled since the last senate meeting were cancelled with no replacement scheduled yet.

Academic Technology Committee – Pete Marcoux

Mike Wynne reported that the ATC hasn’t met since the last senate meeting.

Unfinished Business

Concurrent Enrollment

Evelyn Uyemura and Doug Marston moved/seconded that the concurrent enrollment plan, written by Bill Mulrooney and appearing on page B1, be accepted. Evelyn then noted that the policy seems incomplete for K10 students, per the last sentence in the 1st paragraph. She asked on what basis is a procedure being devised. Bill Mulrooney responded that the policy states that 11th & 12th graders will automatically be accepted, and that “highly gifted” K10 students may be accepted. The definition of “highly gifted” may vary by division. This flexibility is permitted by law. Doug added that policies can be written either as highly prescriptive or as enabling, which this policy is. Having different requirements for different divisions makes sense for safety reasons. The policy is left open-ended on purpose. He also noted that deans may serve as the “president’s designee” when determining procedures for “highly gifted” students.

An oral vote was taken. The motion passed with 3 nays and no abstentions.

Master Plan update

JS noted that we will vote on this after PBC votes. JS made comments regarding the first paragraph on page B3. She noted that the accreditation team found problems with our policies and procedures regarding the planning cycle. They found a lack of connection between planning and budgeting and there was complexity and much repetition in the process. Such repetition includes duplication of efforts when proposing for P4E, equipment funds, budget augmentations, block grants, annual reports, program review, unit planning guides, and unit action plans. She feels that this complexity is still there. Program review incorporates some of the above ideas and adds new ones such as key performance indicators and goal development.

Arvid Spor responded that many of the repetitive fund requests JS mentioned were no longer done because the funds dried up. He noted that the relevant information can be input into the Q-builder software. As for faculty involvement, he noted that internal & external scanning would involve some faculty as would the planning retreat, both done once every 3 year planning cycle. Success indicators would be written based on what faculty had already provided in places such as program review.

Donna Grogan agreed with JS and felt the process was too complicated. She was concerned that once the dried up funds became available again, the repetitive forms would need to be filled out. Arvid replied that it sounds more complicated than it is. He said that it may sound like a lot, but when the actual process is taken in steps, it’s not so bad. The success indicators can be used for external funding sources, and the percentage (discussed in the 2nd paragraph on page B3) can be used to link planning & budgeting and funding programs that were previously funded by the dried up sources.

Evelyn Uyemura noted that Q-builder seems to be driving the process rather than us driving the program and using Q-builder as a tool. She said we were jumping through hoops to deal with the software. She asked if Q-builder was academic specific. Arvid’s reply was that other academic institutions use the program.

David Vakil disagreed with JS and Donna Grogan and did not share their concerns. He said he felt the proposed planning process was hierarchical, not repetitive and complicated. He felt the idea is that information is input into the software at the bottom and appropriate areas can access the relevant information. Forms can be created based on what is already input into Q-builder, rather than having faculty create many repetitive forms, as was done previously.

Due to time constraints, the discussion about this issue was cut off. Discussed will continue next time.

Earlier in the discussion, JS indicated that the document mentions the accreditation self study planning agenda, and that this agenda should be approved by the senate. This document was created without senate input. She also felt that the overall planning document follows a business model, not one more appropriate for education.

New Business

Constitution/Bylaws

JS discussed several items on page C1, which contains suggested revisions to the proposed constitution and bylaws. Most of these were language cleanups or specified by Robert’s Rules.

JS noted that there was concern about Item #5 in section 2 on page 12 in the constitution (also found on page C13 in the May 4 packet) says “[the Senate and its officers m ay not] unnecessarily exceed the minimum requirements of state regulations, and/or ECC Board of Trustees policies.” Doug Marston explained that this was meant to prevent overzealous interpretation of rules. Unnecessarily exceed Title 5 rules was an example, although what constitutes “unnecessary” isn’t defined, nor are appropriate actions mentioned if excessive action is taken. David Vakil suggested that this section be rewritten to reflect what Doug said, as it is currently unclear.

JS noted that there was also concern about revising the order to the meetings as stated in Bylaws Article V, Section 2.1 (see page C16 in May 4 packet). She feels the current proposal should be left as is so that no senate president can skip one particular area during meetings. Donna added that this was verbatim from Robert’s Rules.

The accepted changes on page C1 will be implemented and the new version will appear in the next packet, at which time we will likely vote.

BP 7120

On page C5, a draft of Board Policy 7120 appears. JS suggested adding “at least” after “shall possess” in the 3rd paragraph because some areas at ECC have stronger requirements for hiring than the state minimum requirements. Doug Marston & Susan Dever moved/seconded the change. Evelyn asked if “affirmative action” is in place anymore (in reference to the end of the 2nd paragraph of the proposed policy). JS noted the new words that are used are “equal employment opportunity” and that our policies are or soon will be changed to reflect the new language. The motion to add “at least” passed.

Board Policy 5500 – Standards of Student Conduct

On page C7 are the standards of student conduct. This information is printed for your information because concerns were recently raised regarding student use of cell phones and scooters on campus. Please give suggestions (and revisions) to JS so she can contact the people writing this policy. Lance suggested adding a statement that would dismiss students who make knowingly false accusations against faculty/staff, as he has seen a fair number of these false accusations in his experience as the union’s grievance officer.

Later discussion pointed out that this document’s status and purpose are unclear. It is apparently a draft that would replace current policy, but that was not clear. At the end of BP 5500, it says it replaces the old conduct policy (apparently BP 5138), but people weren’t sure if that was true.

Lance again strongly encouraged us all to read BP 5138 also. He noted that BP 5500 is a “shell of that.” The proposed policy needs to include more of what is in the current BP 5138. He also suggested we read the relevant portion of our contract.

Motion to Hire a Curriculum Secretary & remove this position from the frozen positions list

Janet Young described the motion on C3, and noted that responsibilities in the curriculum office have increased lately, which is one reason why the curriculum office needs this position to be filled. VP of Academic Affairs Nadine Hata rated this position 1st on her list of classified personnel to be hired. President Fallo decided not to hire this position, but did approve the position Nadine ranked below it. Janet went to speak with him about this and he didn’t seem to think the position was important, that the details this person attends to aren’t critical, and he incorrectly thought that it had previously been filled by student workers.

Janet said that, as curriculum chair, she can see all of the work that is piling up and how CCC has had to slow things down because of this position’s vacancy. She said that slowing down curriculum changes/updates affects all of us.

Tom Lew said that as a dean, a former member of the curriculum committee, and a former member of the faculty, he felt that the curriculum office provides framework for the college. He said that the care and attention to detail in this office is “absolutely essential” and requires an enormous amount of work. He supports this motion and he supported a similar version in 1996. He endorses this motion in both spirit and content.

Evelyn asked what Ann Collette’s job was and if she had a secretary. Ann is the curriculum advisor and currently has 3 employees working part-time on the job that a full-time secretary would do.

Dan Berney asked where this position is in terms of hiring. Janet replied the position is still frozen so we are not even interviewing at this point.

Lance said he would bring this to PBC on Thursday. 

Doug Marston and Donna Grogan moved/seconded that this motion be treated as an emergency motion. This motion passed. The motion itself was then put to a vote and it passed.

Meeting was adjourned at 2pm.

