




ACADEMIC  SENATE

         Compton Community College District

         


                        MINUTES


        Thursday,  March 5, 2009 1:00 p.m. Board Room

Senators present: (14)

Jerome Evans, Chris Halligan, Michael Odanaka, Fred Lamm, Shemiran Lazar, 

Ahmad Manzoor, Leonard Clark, Darwin Smith, Shirley Thomas, Art Flemming,

Estina Pratt, Eugene Benson, Thomas Norton, Saul Panski.

Administrators: (5)

Dr. Lawrence Cox, Dr. Jane Harmon, Dr. Susan Dever, Mr. Keith Curry, Ms. Rachelle Sasser.

Visitors: (4)

Chelvi Subramaniam, Toni Wasserberger, Aurora Cortez-Perez, David Maruyama.

I.
Call to Order

The Academic Senate meeting was called to order at  1:04 p.m.,

by Saul Panski.

II.
The agenda was approved in a motion of Eugene Benson,

seconded by Estina Pratt.

III.
The minutes of the Academic Senate’s last meeting were deferred

IV.
Reports

a.
President’s Report

Accreditation Steering Committee and Subcommittees

El Camino is instituting an Accreditation Steering Committee and wants participation on the part of  Center faculty. There will be an oversight committee and subcommittees dealing with each recommendation of the Commission.   As the ECC President was serving on the Steering Committee, Panski asked if the body wished for him to serve on the Steering Committee as well.  It was the sense of the Senate, as voiced by the body, that he do so.

Smith urged Compton faculty to serve on as many ECC committees as possible.

The first meeting of the Steering Committee will take place on March 10th.

In addition, Panski discussed the need to have Compton faculty serve on each subcommittee.   The following faculty were recommended and the group concurred:

#1   Program review, planning, and budgeting- Chelvi Subramaniam

#2   SLOS- David Maruyama

#3   Curriculum—William Keig

#4   Distance Education—Ruth Roach

#6   Fiscal management—Art Flemming

ECC Planning Summit

iSubramaniam asked about the Planning Summit, to be held on March 13th, and asked why invitees received such short notice, particularly since the letter of invitation from Dr. Fallo was dated 2/24.    There was also discussion as to who from Compton had been invited to participate.   Dr. Harmon indicated that the Compton cabinet had made recommendations as to who should be invited to participate.

Panski urged participation at this meeting, as it dealt with one of the central accreditation recommendations, i.e., the need to link planning and budgeting.

Flemming added that since we are participating in the development of the ECC Master Plan, we need to be part of this overall planning effort.

Panski reminded the group that it is essential that ECC be removed from warning status as soon as possible and to ensure that ECC’s accreditation status negatively impacted in any way by the partnership.  He stressed that for us the    partnership is the only game in town.  

SLOS

Maruyama indicated that he had attended a meeting of the ALC Committee at ECC and was distressed that some in attendance expressed a desire to challenge the Commission’s insistence that SLOs be included on course outlines.  Some were opposed to even including them  on course syllabi.  Dr. Harmon indicated that she would discuss this mater with Dr. Jaffe and with the members of the FCMAT team during their impending visit.

. 

Panski added that the ECC Accreditation Steering Committee also included ECC faculty member Evelyn Uyemura and Compton Center’s Dr. Dever.

Panski indicated that the problem with the ECC curriculum was significant, that 65% of the courses had not been revised in the last six years and 35% had not been revised in ten to fifteen years.

Compton Center Curriculum Advisory Committee

Dr. Harmon added that the Center was re-establishing its own Curriculum Advisory Committee, which would hold its first meeting on March 12, 2009. At this meeting the group would adopt its mission statement.  Janet Young, ECC Curriculum Chair, would also be conducting a workshop on the course review process.   Panski added that this committee would address FCMAT concerns and also provide us with a mechanism by which to provide input to the ECC DCC’s, as CEC Curriculum Advisory Committee representatives would also serve as representatives to the ECC Divisional Curriculum Committees.


Program Review Process

Smith asked Dr. Harmon to distribute the schedule for discipline program reviews to the entire Senate so that Center faculty could prepare for participation in the process.

Panski stated that there are approximately eleven disciplines undergoing the program review process at this time, and that the Division Chairs were aware of which these area.   He indicated that program review would ultimately serve as a mechanism to be used for the expansion or possible reduction of offerings at the Center.   He also urged Center faculty to participate in the discipline program review process on the main campus so that they would be better informed when developing the Center program review.

Panski also asked for volunteers to serve on the ECC Program Review Committee.  He indicated that two faculty members, who had expressed an interest in serving, had class conflicts which precluded them from doing so.
Subramaniam indicated that she might consider serving, depending upon committee meeting times.


. 

College Council

Panski indicated that Professor Moore was now representing  Compton Center on the ECC College Council, chaired by Dr. Fallo.   This group meets once a week,  on Monday afternoons.

Marketing Task Force

Panski indicated that Dr. Landsberger had also asked the Senate and Union to nominate faculty members to serve on a Marketing Task Force that he was planning to establish as soon as possible.    The committee would consist of between 10 and 15 people all together.   Dr. Van Neil expressed an interest in serving.

Several faculty members complained about what they perceived to be a lack of advertising for the Center.

Report from Faculty Representative to the Board

None

Report from Senate Rep to Consultative Council

Smith indicated that the Committee was scheduled to meet the following week.  Panski indicated that additional Board policies related to Business Affairs were on the agenda for approval.

Report from Student Representative

Panski reiterated that the ASB has still not designated a student to represent it at Senate meetings.

Left out Student Rep.: not told whom they want to be this.   

VI. Action Items

The Chair asked the group to hear the action items prior to discussion items.  The members concurred.

Administrative Evaluation Policy

Panski stressed that this policy had been discussed by the body last year but never formally adopted.  He added that Dr. Landsberger had clearly indicated that in his view the evaluation process was not designed to be punitive but to be positive and reinforcing .

Sasser indicated that this policy applied to all administrators with the exception of the Provost, and that it too consisted of basic and comprehensive evaluations similar to the process utilized for faculty.

Clark asked how this process would be applied to interim administrators and was told that it would not.  Sasser indicated that the only interim positions at this time are those of the CBO and the Administative Dean of Academic Affairs.

Lamm asked that the document be changed to indicate that faculty members appointed to evlaution teams be confirmed by the “Faculty Council” and not the “Chair of the Council.” “Instruction.” 

Lamm also asked what was meant by th term “supervising manager” and was told that this would be the manager to whom an administrator directly reports.

Pratt asked that the line dealing with appointment by the union be clarified to indicated “classified union.”

Darwin asked what was mean by “external” appointees and was told that this was non-specific but could be administrators from other institutions.   Harmon added that it could be someone from a state organization.   It was also pointed out that while there was no specific provision for students to be appointed to administrative evaluation teams, this option remained open.

Because of the need to implement the administrative evaluation process as soon as possible, Panski asked for a waiving of the first reading.   The first reading was waived  on a motion by Lamm/seconded by Smith.  The policy was adopted, with discussed revisions,  on a motion by Lamm/seconded by Halligan.

V.  Discussion Items

FCMAT

Dr. Harmon stated that the next FCMAT academic affairs site visit would take place on March 16-18 and would consist of two administrators with strong California community college backgrounds, one of whom was a respected colleague of the Commission’s Executive Director.

Harmon also explained that the District was approaching FCMAT with a new format and assigned responsibilities, which would certainly help result in improved scores)

There was discussion about moving the scheduled Senate meeting of 3/19/09 to 3/17/09 so that the FCMAT members could attend.

Learning Resource Center

Dr. Dever and Fred Sturner were asked by Panski to answer two questions:

1.  when will we be moving in?

2.  what programs, services, and labs will be housed there?

Don Roach urged that the math/science lab not be moved from its current location.

Sturner could not provide a date certain for occupancy and Dever said that no final decisions had been made as to which specific labs will be housed in the building.

Panski stated that there was a need to know which programs and services will be housed in the LRC so that staffing considerations can be incorporated into the 09-010 budget.


Dr. Dever distributed a handout listing types of uses which might go into the LRC.

Remarks by the Provost

Dr. Cox, who entered the room a few minutes earlier, rose and addressed the group.  He indicated that it was critical to open the LRC and it was his hope that we would be able to move into the building next academic year.  We will need to wait until we are ready to actually open the building before we make final decisions as to who and what goes in there.   He stressed that he would defer to committees and listen to faculty concerns.  However, some compromises will need to be made

Dr. Cox continued that consultants work by the hour but it is not they who will make the decisions relative to the LRC but the Center.  He added that the Senate would be informed as soon as there was a clearer deadline for occupancy.

notion.  

Panski responded by saying that there were certainly some legitimate reasons why the timeline for the LRC has slipped but suggested it might be helpful for administration to explain what those reasons have been.

Dr.Cox then added that the  FCMAT visits have been going very well and we expect improvement in scores.  He discussed how a consultant had rearranged the methodology by which the District would henceforth respond to FCMAT, a plan that clearly indicated who was responsible for a specific area of concern.  He added that the business area and the Provost/ Special Trustee were the areas with the most items to address.   

Dr. Cox expressed the hope that with our improving scores we might not need to utilize FCMAT within eighteen months time; this would entail two or three more visits.   This would also translated into a $500,000 savings to the District per year.

Dr. Cox concluded that he would be holding a Faculty Meeting on Wednesday, March 11, 2009, at 12:30 p.m.. and stated that to date we had received positive news about the budget as well.   He said that things are looking up, congratulated faculty on their contributions to the Center, and urged everyone to make sure that we retain students.  

VI  Action Items ( Part 2)

Non-Credit Matriculation Plan

The body return to action items, addressed by Dean Curry.


Dean Curry presented the group with the 2009-2010 academic calendar, as an informational item.    Wasserberger added that ECC had already sketched out the academic calendar through 2012 and that the calendar maintained Compton’s two 5 week summer sessions.   She added that ECC had undertaken an IR study to see if there was a difference in academic performance between students enrolled in ECC’s one six week summer session and Compton’s two five week sessions.  She indicated that no discernible difference was evident.
Curry discussed the Non-Credit Matriculation Plan and outlined some of the efforts undertaken with ESL faculty to develop a non-credit program.  He briefly discussed the plan submitted to the body for approval and what he hoped to accomplish with funding.  He thanked DC Subramaniam and the ESL faculty for their input into the plan.   

Subramaniam expressed her concern that an adjunct counselor was listed as Coordinator.  She recommended that a full-time faculty member be designated.  Curry said this could be revised at a later date.    

The contact person was changed to Dean Curry.   The Non-Credit Matriculation Plan was approved on a motion by Manzoor/seconded by Halligan.

Panski suggested we consider adding non-credit courses in physical education and the fine arts, particularly for seniors.    Lamm asked if we could incorporate a GED preparation program into this plan.


Smith added that we should consider re-establishing classes in correctional facilities, as was formerly the case.

Lazar suggested that we add non-credit classes in a variety of areas to meet the needs of our students;  Panski stressed that any such courses would need approval at the ECC DCC level.

Maruyama stated that non-credit courses are a good vehicle by which students can adjust to a postsecondary educational setting, as a bridge to the regular curriculum.
VII.  Adjournment

Norton moved. Halligan seconded a motion to adjourn.  Meeting adjourned at 2:59 p.m.

