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Date: 
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Attendance:  
Debbie Budd, Betty Inclan, Krista Johns, Eileen White, Kerry Compton, Linda Berry, Rebecca Kenney, May Chen, Donald Moore, Karolyn van Putten, Allene Young, Jenny Lowood, Bob Grill, Scott Albright, Debbie Weintraub, Evelyn Lord, Tina Vasconcellos, Tae-Soon Park, Paula Coil, Pieter de Haan,  Sonja Franeta, Pat Jameson, Trulie Thompson, Anita Black, Evelyn Lord
Co-Chairs:

Debbie Budd, Anita Black
Facilitators:  
Inger Stark, Tina Vasconcellos  [Joseph Bielanski-volunteers to take notes on wall pads]
Note Taker:   
Pat Jameson
Guests:   

Joseph Bielanski, Michael Orkin, Laura Bollentino, Joe Doyle, Shirley Coaston, Helene Maxwell, Linda Sanford, Bob Barr, Lee Marrs, Shirley Fogarino, Maurice Jones, Joshua Boatright 
Absent:

Brenda Lewis, David Reed, Rona Young, Inger Stark, Eric Gravenberg
	Agenda Item
	Discussion
	Follow-up Action
	DECISIONS
(Shared Agreement /Resolved or Unresolved?)

	Meeting Called to Order
	8:37 a.m. by Chair Debbie Budd.  

	
	

	I. Introductions

· Review agenda

· Review committee’s focus, annual time-line, and relationship to PBC

· Review and approve minutes (and summary) from October 15, 2010 meeting


	Overview of this meeting’s agenda.  

Agenda review, and review of draft Minutes and draft Summary of Minutes from the Oct. 15, 2010 DEC meeting.

MOVED (LBC) & SECONDED (SF) TO APPROVE MINUTES and MINUTES SUMMARY.  PASSED (13 for; 0 opposed; w/2 abstentions).  
[A few corrections were given after the meeting, to be incorporated in final version of Oct. 15, 2010 Minutes.]

	
	MOVED & SECONDED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES & SUMMARY OF THE LAST DEC MEETING.  
PASSED.



	II. Full-time Faculty Hiring Prioritization

· Discuss

· Review FON – Faculty Obligation Number

· Review data and comparisons on current full-time faculty distribution by campus

· Review campus processes and submission of requests

· Develop a Recommendation to Planning and Budget Council  (meets today at 10:30) of:

1) Criteria to be used for distribution of new full-time positions

2) This committee’s recommendation for distribution of new positions


	It looks like we may be able to hire 18-21 new faculty for 2011-12.  The State is allowing a percentage still on the required Faculty Obligation Number (FON).
We’re being funded for 18,950; next year it may be 20,100.  

The PBI website has all back-up for the faculty hiring list requests, as the amount of paper that accompanies the requests is too voluminous to hand out here.

Q about counselors and librarians counting for FON; Yes, they do.

Our goal today is to talk about the process at each college, and then about the lists of position requests that have been submitted.

Q about whether categorically-funded positions needed to be listed along with other faculty requests.  COA did not include a categorically-funded position as they felt it was a separate category.  

Q about positions which have been filled with Long Term Subs (LTS’s); should they be listed or automatically filled.  They need to be listed.
COA:

COA started using a new budget & planning process last year;  this was prompted by the Accreditation Team visit.  It worked well.  Their annual program updates and unit plans were completed by September.  Priorities were then set.  Their Planning & Budgeting Committee met 3 times.  Meetings were held w/the Classified Council.  The Faculty Senate met and prioritized their faculty requests.  The President took those recommendations and made a final list.  Sometimes there were double meetings held, everyone worked hard, and their process worked well.

BCC:  

BCC’s process is repeated annually and tweaked as needed.  The departments review their program reviews & unit plans; their Council reviews all the info and data.  Requests are brought forwarded; they are vetted with the Department Chairs Council; lists are tweaked; then presented to their Roundtable (their Planning & Budgeting Council); this was also vetted with the Classified Senate.  The criteria for faculty last year had a lot to do with productivity.  Now that productivity levels are great, they also included productivity with 10% above and below their targets.  Their Council then set their priorities.

MERRITT:

Merritt College Program Directors prioritized their list.  The back-up data has to include “justifications” based on Merrritt’s 7-pt criteria.  This is the same way they’ve done this the past few years.  This is brought to their Department Chairs and Program Directors; discussed; and voted on there.  Their prioritized list then goes to the Faculty Senate; the Vice President of Instruction can tweak it, which she did (switched two positions); then the recommendations go to the President.
There was discussion at their Council of Department Chairs and Program Directors (CDCPD) and they felt they needed to have a discussion about anticipated vacancies coming up this year.  

LANEY:

At Laney, a Faculty Prioritization Committee was called; they went over last years’ requests.  They looked at the number of faculty who had retired last year and asked for their departments to provide justifications and added this to last year’s list.  There was some movement of positions from last year’s list.  This list was based on strong rational for need and not having any full-time faculty in the department.  They listed their instructional support (Student Services) positions separately.  

It was pointed out that 3 of the 4 Colleges have included business faculty with accounting speciality, so this should be taken more seriously if shown at most colleges.  We need to have this area covered, although the need may be somewhat hidden.

Laney plans to go back and reconvene in late January/early February to revisit their list to see if anything needs to be adjusted.

VCES Budd thanks everyone for doing so much work.  Pat Jameson matched all listed positions with our Master Faculty Vacancy List, that she maintains.
We need to take into account how the State fiscal crisis has kept us from being full-service colleges for some time.  The question arose of whether we need to look at shifting resources, so we have, e.g., Political Science at one of the colleges, if we have a need overall, and it’s not high on any college’s list.  Should there be some method of consideration, e.g., Nurses at Merritt, if a number retired and weren’t filled, would we kill the program rather than hire new faculty.

Some present noticed the need for counselors and librarians and CTE faculty overall, and asked:  how are we as a District going to solve our overall problem.

Q about whether we are talking about retirements or vacancies (including resignations).

A  we don’t need to talk about this; what we’re talking about is an allocation model, which will be further discussed at the PBI Council, which meets right after this meeting.  

Things brought up by others is fully discussed at BCC when coming up with their priorities.  The State CCCCO has created the FON system.  We agreed before that the District would come up with the number of positions to be filled; the Colleges would decide which of their priorities would be filled within the allocation number.

We’ve talked about student success and retention and have implemented districtwide discipline meetings.  Perhaps we need to say the first counselor hired should be a solely online counselor to deal with the increased online component of our instruction.  

With the BI tool, plus Jo Ann Phillips, Sheryl Queen, Michael Orkin and Bob Barr, we may be eligible for a grant that’s available in research.

[VCES Budd hands out a data sheet.]  

If we were to say that we get 18-21 positions, and we gave most of these to BCC and Laney College, this would change the percentages, but there would still be big complaints.

VCES Budd goes over other scenarios of numbers of faculty hired at special colleges.  This shows data over the district depending on which colleges get what numbers of new faculty.  Most scenarios have BCC and Laney getting most of the positions, with Merritt and COA getting a couple each.

It was noted that these scenarios could mean shutting down some CTE disciplines;   it’s like asking a parent which kid  they want to sacrifice.

We’ve spent exhorbitant amounts of time talking about moving faculty to other colleges, and only 1 faculty got moved.

This data and these scenarios are just to get the discussion started, but they do reflect some reality of need and equity.
Some feel we need to separate the need of BCC for parity/equity AND the need for all Peralta colleges to hire new faculty.

Others feel what’s happening in our district is not reflected in the number the district submits to the State re our FON number.  We want to get to a level playing field.  

Some are shocked at the percentages.  They want to argue for BCC and LC to have parity, but to be fair also.  For example, Laney cannot do what they want to do without hiring full-time faculty.

To reach the structural change we need, we need new faculty who help us with student success.

All agreed that this is a difficult discussion.

A COA faculty member doesn’t feel one college should be penalized with less new faculty because other colleges don’t have enough, due to factors beyond their control. or by past mistakes.  

This may be the elephant in the room, but it may side-track us to get into this line of thought.

What we’re seeing is a huge opportunity for us as a district; if we can go forward, this will be real cultural change.

BCC has felt like the poor step-child forever.  
The data that Michael Orkin and the District has given the Vice Presidents and Deans is acknowledged and much appreciated.  

It is not clear  what the term “parity” means in terms of this discussion.

Parity hear means some equity in terms of hiring full-time faculty.

It will be emotionally very difficult for any college to not receive any or many new faculty for which they have been waiting so long.  

Whatever we decide as an allocation model, we don’t want to have to go through this discussion 5 years down the road.

When we talk about parity with the data in front of us, it tends to get a little skewed.  This data deals with cost and productivity only.  At COA and MC, we have the oldest faculty, which are at the top of the faculty pay scales.  This is not a factor we designed, but is reality.  A Merritt faculty member says that being the 2nd biggest college and getting almost nothing, disturbs her extremely.

This data given out does not include counselors, librarians, etc., but it pretty much mirrors the data for teaching faculty.  The cost does skew the data, but we’re aware of this.

Laney generates a significant portion of the FTES and the funds that come to Peralta.  When we look at what we feel should come back to the college, we feel it doesn’t come back in the proportion it should.

The age factor and the cost is what got us in the position we’re in.  COA has the lowest percentage of counselors to students in the district.  There were six contract faculty at BCC before they got a building, then everything changed.  The extra positions given to BCC have stopped.  

She hopes they can look at what needs to be done, and not as punishing colleges (that don’t get as much as they want and need).

The fact is brought up that some colleges need their CTE positions for accreditation purposes.  If we have 18 positions, and give 7 to BCC and 6 to LC, and 3 to the others, or 8 to BCC, 7 to LC, then 2 to each other; that still leaves several more positions to bring in DSPS and other positions, etc.
We need to come up with a criteria to use, and our final recommendation that will go to the PBC at 10:30am today.

It was suggested that we take DSPS and CTE mandated necessary positions off the top, then go to the rest.
BCC has been running two independent programs, web design and digital culture, for 4-10 years, without a full-time instructor.  

Program Review/Unit Plan and impact of loss of program should be two criteria to consider.

While CTE safety is critical, when you make the argument that the program will be shut down due to safety issues so that program/position should go to the top, you need to bring in proof.

How are the numbers being decided without discussion on criteria?
Maybe we come up with a weighted criteria, but it is not an easy discussion.

To have an allocation model that moves forward and distributes the funds to the college equitably, the first criteria should be an equitable distribution of faculty based on full-time to part-time that moves us to parity, within two years.
An additional criteria should be that those CTE programs that are required for accreditation, if the program is viable, should not even be on the list.

We are not prioritizing within this body.

If we have non-instructional positions that are funded, we should be allowed to hire.

In Fall of 2009, Merritt had 54 full-time faculty with 52 adjunct  We need to look at the impact of our decisions for other colleges, if more were given to two colleges to bring “parity.”

At each of our colleges, we must have the faculty to teach our courses.  We don’t have equity at BCC or Laney, but we need to serve our students at all four colleges.  We should use student learning outcomes, our college missions, and our program reviews to drive out decisions.  
Michael Orkin is thanked again for the huge improvement in data.  The Accreditation Team recently saw a huge improvement at COA.
We can achieve parity by shifting resources, based on data.  We work for Peralta, not each college.

Proposal is that we continue this discussion beyond this meeting.  

MOTION:   FOR THE NEXT TWO TO THREE YEARS, WE PRIORITIZE HIRING OF NEW FACULTY BASED ON AN EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF FULL-TIME TO PART-TIME FACULTY;  FOR THIS YEAR THAT WE ALLOT 7 TO BCC, 7 TO LANEY, 2 TO MERRITT, AND 2 TO COA, DECIDED AT THE COLLEGES, WITH 3 MORE TO BE CONSIDERED ON FURTHER EXIGENCY CRITERIA JUSTIFICATIONS.

AB:  Friendly Amendment:  WE CONDUCT A STUDY TO LOOK AT FACULTY RESOURCES WHICH HAVE A HUGE IMPACT (I.E., RELEASE TIME), THAT ARE OUTSIDE THE CLASSROOM.  Rel.Time faculty is a big factor.

RK:  Friendly Amendment:  To give 6, 6, 3 3  (9 FOR; 11 OPPOSED; 2 ABSTENTIONS).  DID NOT PASS.
Origi. MOTION:  VOTE:  12 FOR; 7 NOS; 2 ABSENTIONS.  PASSED.

Our CTE programs are regionally developed.  

We could leave 3 additional positions that may be up to the Chancellor to decide for exigency justifications.

So, what about 6, 6, 2, 2, and the rest up for further justification.

LBC:  Friendly amendment:  If a program is under threat of dissolving, it should be taken off the list.
VCES Budd thanks everyone for a vibrant difficult discussion and civil decision.
We need to talk more about structural changes.  Go to the PBI website.

Bob Barr passes out two documents from the PBI website that everyone should look out.  They address equity, success, and access.

	We need to come up with a criteria to use, and our final recommendation that will go to the PBC at 10:30am today.

To have an allocation model that moves forward and distributes the funds to the college equitably, the first criteria should be an equitable distribution of faculty based on full-time to part-time that moves us to parity, within two years.
An additional criteria should be that those CTE programs that are required for accreditation, if the program is viable, should not even be on the list.

We should use student learning outcomes, our college missions, and our program reviews to drive out decisions.  

We can achieve parity by shifting resources, based on data.  We work for Peralta, not each college.

Proposal is that we continue this discussion beyond this meeting.  


	MOTION:  THAT 
1)  FOR THE NEXT TWO TO THREE YEARS, WE PRIORITIZE HIRING OF NEW FACULTY BASED ON AN EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF FULL-TIME TO PART-TIME FACULTY; 

2)  FOR THIS YEAR, THAT WE ALLOT THE FOLLOWING NUMBER OF POSITIONS (TO BE DECIDED AT THE COLLEGES), TO THE COLLEGES AS FOLLOW:  7 TO BCC, 7 TO LANEY, 2 TO MERRITT, AND 2 TO COA, WITH THE POSSIBILITY OF 3 MORE POSITIONS TO BE CONSIDERED ON FURTHER EXIGENCY JUSTIFICATIONS;  AND THAT

3)  WE CONDUCT A STUDY TO LOOK AT FACULTY RESOURCES WHICH HAVE A HUGE IMPACT (I.E., RELEASE TIME), THAT ARE OUTSIDE THE CLASSROOM.  
MOTION VOTE:  12 FOR; 7 AGAINST;  with 2 ABSENTIONS.  MOTION PASSED.


	III. Update on Summer Session Plans 
	[Not enough time to discuss as the Faculty Hiring Priorities discussion went too long.]  Tabled to the next DEC meeting.

	
	

	IV. Plan Education Committee’s December & February Projects -

Possibilities:

· Come to December Meeting with one idea for Structural Change

· Continued review of annual updates and prioritization of requests

· Review of districtwide discipline/program meetings – develop consolidation recommendations and support innovative programs (accelerated, developmental education, basic skills, etc.)

· Assessment Summit


	[Not enough time to discuss as the Faculty Hiring Priorities discussion went too long.]  Tabled to the next DEC meeting.

	
	

	V. Future Topics

	Summer Session Plans; Ed Committee’s next projects.
	  
	

	Adjournment

	Meeting adjourned at 10:42 a.m. by Chair Debbie Budd.
	
	

	Next meeting: 

	December 10, 2010,  8:30am - 10:30am; D.O. Board Room 
	
	


Minutes taken by Pat Jameson
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