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Ex Officio Attendees: Janet Young
Guests: Ann Collette, Arvid Spor, Bill Mulrooney, Tom Jackson

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

Minutes from both of the previous two meetings were approved as written

President’s report – Julie Stewart (henceforth JS)

Please bring the previous two packets (i.e. for 4/6 & 4/20 and the packet for 5/4) to the next meeting on May 18.

Today we will review the planning & budgeting portion of the new master plan. Arvid Spor will address this, as well as distribute some corrections to pages E7 & E9.

The student government has proposed instituting a mandatory orientation counseling session, as seen on page E16. The proposal is a good one but expensive. JS wished the students luck.

On page E17 are descriptions for how to change the minimum job qualifications for academic areas. We are beginning this 3-year cycle now, so if you want to suggest minimum qualification changes for your area, please read that material and take the indicated actions. A timeline is given on E19 and a form to fill out on E20. The state senate must receive your input before October 29, 2004.

Bill Mulrooney (BM henceforth) will now discuss the concurrent enrollment policy, beginning on pages B1/B2. He also distributed a handout with revisions to page B2. Arvid Spor will then discuss the next section of the proposed master plan.

New Business

Proposed Concurrent Enrollment Policy

BM noted that SB 338, which addresses concurrent enrollment, became effective on January 1, 2004, and that our current methods are cause for concern. Different divisions have different rules for concurrently enrolling K-12 students in our classes, as seen on page B13. This point is also  discussed in question 12 on B8, which indicates that criteria can vary from class to class as well as from one division to another. BM stated that we need to have one policy for the campus. SB 338 does not state how to restrict K12 concurrent enrollment, but it does specify what criteria/limits we may use.

We need more consistency in our policy because our current methods are confusing and hard to enforce. We also need to set up an appeals policy, in case students/parents wish to enroll a student despite the policy we adopt. This appeals process would likely be done through the division dean or dean’s designee.

Many concerns that were brought up during discussion. Some departments have safety concerns, so an age restriction seems appropriate. BM said that most divisions currently allow 11th & 12th graders, so our policy would probably restrict enrollment to these grades, and younger students can file appeals. Two other concerns were that our computers do not have internet filters on them (like K12 computers) and some classes have adult content, but the age restriction would mostly handle this. Susie Dever and Jacquie Thompson later elaborated on a need for some kind of age restriction for library and computer-use reasons. The last major concern was whether students would receive high school or college credit for their classes taken here. Currently, the students choose this, but, according to BM, the policy might want to dictate one way or the other. One other effect: International, non-immigrant students would have to pay out-of-state tuition, rather than having fees waived as is currently done for high school students.

Some changes that were discussed to BM’s revision handout (revising page B2) were to add “or President’s designee” to the 1st sentence of the 2nd paragraph. In the preceding sentence, regarding who can appeal, BM suggested changing “pre-high school students” to “11th and 12th grade students” or whatever age group is appropriate according to the age restrictions set forth in the Policy. Currently, a couple hundred students appeal for concurrent enrollment each year, and most of these are in the Fine Arts area.

One change from the version on B2 and BM’s handout was the removal of the last sentence: “Students will be given college credit for all completed college coursework.” BM suggested he would be content to restore that sentence.

Chas Cowell noted that this is a very general policy, and only refers to the Ed Code. The Ed Code, both here and in general, is written (intentionally) broadly, allowing schools to make choices. The proposed policy doesn’t select from the choices made available in the Ed Code, so this proposal does not clarify much. Chas suggests rewriting this policy that specifies ranges and values for the options we are allotted by the Ed Code. Doug Marston concurred.

BM also pointed out that due to the way DataTel works, once a K12 student enrolls in one class here, they can enroll in any other course whose prerequisites they meet. This is an unintentional glitch in DataTel, but it has occurred and we cannot de-enroll these students unless they don’t meet pre-requisites. Chas noted that on page B7, question 8 clarifies this, and we can forbid K12 students once they are caught, according to the new rules.

Debra Breckheimer asked why we would choose to enroll K12 students now, when we are far over cap, at the same time we are turning away college students. She suggested added a statement to the policy that refers to seat availability. Brent Isaacs noted that question 14 on page B9 says that we can put such a limitation in our policy and would also like us to do so.

BM pointed out that during the Summer 2004 term, a new priority for summer registration will be tried and perhaps implemented in Fall 2004 if successful. Currently all K12 students are treated as “new” students. In the new priority, the top tier would be continuing students, the 2nd tier would be new & returning college students, and the 3rd tier would be K12 students. K12 students are in the 3rd tier in part because their registration requires more maintenance (e.g. handling parents).

Doug Marston/Chas Cowell moved/seconded tabling this motion until it can be rewritten to take our feedback into account. The motion passed. The new version will (presumably) appear in the packet you are reading now, and in the meantime the old concurrent enrollment policy remains in effect. Since summer registration begins in June, we should have time to implement any changes by then.

Master Plan – planning and budgeting section

A correction to page E7 (the strategic planning process flowchart) was distributed, and this correction now includes the Academic Senate in the planning/budgeting process. A correction to the “Recommendations” portion of page E9 was also distributed. The latter correction adds a statement establishing a percentage of the budget for funding the highest ranked action plans. Lance Widman and David Vakil suggested that this recommendation should be heard by the Planning and Budget Committee before we vote on it.

JS had some concerns about the amount of planning effort required of faculty if there is a 3-yr planning cycle and an off-year planning cycle. In particular, with the implementation of annual planning and Program Review, there will be a lot of wasteful time spent, and inputting some of this material into the Q-builder software will remove the heart of the documents, such as specific faculty recommendations. Arvid responded that in the past, separate work was done compiling accreditation, unit goals, success indicators, etc. By combining things into Q-builder, materials can be cut and paste into accreditation reports, strategic plans, and program review. The idea of Q-builder was to reduce, not increase, time spent on these activities. David Vakil asked what faculty will do annually. Arvid replied that nothing would be done annually. The planning cycle is 3 years and the academic Program Review cycle is 6 years. During the off-year, material can be revised if there are changes or additions, but the old material could be re-used. Some divisions may choose to revise annually, but that is not necessary. JS claimed that page E6 seems to contradict this.

Doug Marston noted that even the newly revised flowchart distributed has an unclosed loop between PBC, College council, and other groups. JS also noted that the Senate “Reviews and Comments” and doesn’t “Review and Revise.” Lance asked where Program Review was on this flowchart; it appears in the “Internal Scanning” in the lower left. 

Dan Berney asked how Action Plans and Forms A and B fit into this picture. Arvid replied that Forms A & B went into the master plan, and the Action Plans will go into Q-builder, which is more specific than Forms A & B.

The final revised versions of this material will appear in the next packet and we will vote on this material then.

Educational Policies Report – Chas Cowell

There has not been an Ed Policies meeting since the last senate meeting. The Ed Policies committee continues to work on and solicit input about Academic Standards, Academic Renewal, Academic Probation, and grading policies. See the catalog for our current policies. The committee is also addressing the auditing policy, and one possibility considered is to not have any audits. Some areas use audits a lot – Chas would like input from these areas.

At the recent statewide IMPAC meeting, students with majors and transferring students were the focus. One idea discussed was what kind of roadblocks affect a seamless transfer. Also, the idea of implementing a SciGETC for science majors, instead of relying on IGETC criteria was discussed. The idea is to get science majors into science and math majors classes before transferring. CSU and UC are leaning towards accepting the SciGETC idea.

Faculty Development – Lisa Raufman

There are two flex days in August, before school starts. The optional day will be August 26 and will focus on technology (e.g. Blackboard, Web publishing – perhaps via OmniUpdate, etc.) The mandatory Flex day will be August 27.

Lisa asked if any senators had training for writing “Student Learning Outcomes” in the new Program Review. JS noted that course outlines will suffice for that. Lisa also noted that she is in contact with the College Curriculum Committee about how to implement Student Learning Outcomes lingo into new curricula.

Finance and Special Projects – Lance Widman

At the recent Council of Deans, Barb Perez and Bobbi Villalobos made some recommendations to the Academic Technology Committee and the College Technology Committee. Lance didn’t elaborate.

He also noted that our current enrollment appears to be about 1000 FTES above cap, and reminded us that the school does not get paid for these students. It is not doing the college any good, right now, to add students beyond the normal class sizes. This increased enrollment is particularly hard on support services and tutoring, which are already hampered by budget cuts. Unfortunately, faculty are not getting and guidance from the administration on how to handle this increased enrollment.

David Vakil asked what other schools’ enrollments are like and what effect our increased enrollment would have on offering Winter Intersession. No information was provided at the Dean’s council about either of these. Elaine Cannon asked what effect student attrition has on cap. Lance said this was unclear, but no suggestions on managing this were discussed.

Ken Gaines asked if the deferred UC/CSU students were discussed. Lance replied that this was discussed and letters would be going out soon and we will soon have an idea about the effect on ECC. Lyman Hong asked if there was funding for these deferred UC/CSU students. Lance replied that there isn’t yet, and these students would have fee waivers and priority registration. All of this is unclear right now – more will be known after the governor’s May revise.

Susan Dever pointed out that fees may rise to $26/unit compared to the current $18/unit (and $11/unit a year ago). There may also be a differential fee for students that already have a bachelors degree. Lisa Raufman said that the Board of Governors did recently vote against implementing this differential fee.

Legislative Action – Donna Grogan

Donna was not here. At this meeting, we were planning to discuss the new constitution but time constraints did not permit this. Comments and changes have been received – please send others to Donna Grogan and JS.

Curriculum Committee – Janet Young

Title 5 updates continue.

Calendar Committee – Debra Breckheimer & Kris Numrich

The April 30 meeting was rescheduled to May 13 at 1pm in the Stadium Room. The focus will be finals week and Winter Intersession. President Fallo is expected to attend.

Academic Technology Committee – Pete Marcoux

ATC finalized the software list and relevant numbers. Joe Georges sent an email to the faculty listserv announcing that Blackboard is now the course management system for distance education and perhaps traditional classes as well. Training will be provided for current WebCT users.

ATC is putting together a proposal and questionnaire to give to the deans, regarding faculty laptops.

Susan Dever noted that OmniUpdate training will begin. OmniUpdate is the web-page publishing service that will allow us to make quick and easy changes to web pages from any internet-enabled location.

Pete believes that the technology activities on Flex Day should be on the mandatory day.

Unfinished Business

No action has taken place on the unlawful discrimination policy. Angela Simon will soon meet with Leo Middleton to discuss this.

Pete Marcoux  pointed out that on page E15 is a form written by Karen Forney about student conduct. This form was taken from the language in the catalog on student conduct and serves as a way to warn students, in writing, that they are violating certain rules. Unfortunately, the draft in the packet was not current – the deans made some suggestions and those are not present. Kate Beley asked if the form could be revised for counselors to include offices and services as well as classes. Pete responded that the Student Conduct Policy only applies to the classrooms. Doug Marston noted that Board Policy 5138 would apply to counseling and other areas, and the sanction is the same as the Student Conduct Policy. Susan Dever suggested pooling all related policies and creating a unified form. Lance suggested looking at the catalog, where Board Policy 5138 appears, as well as our contract in Article VIII, section 10 regarding “worksite environment.” He advised us to become aware of our rights and obligations, as well as those of the students. Arvid pointed out that there is a newer version of Board Policy 5138 floating around the school that has not been adopted by the Board. Jeff Dinnsdale wrote it, and Pat Caldwell’s office may have it. Lance added that we may not want to officially endorse such a policy, but rather distribute the form as an information item.

Sonya Thompson added that students think there is no enforcement of cell phone use policies. Pete noted that the form Karen wrote was born from exactly this issue. Suggestions to cut down on cell phone use included putting a written statement in teacher’s course outlines/syllabi and to announce this policy during class.

Announcements

Steve Nothern announced that ECC’s fire helmet is on display in the library.

Meeting was adjourned at 2pm.

