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Learning for Success

 
  
MEETING TYPE:         Date:  11/19/02 
     x Staff  
          Starting Time: 2 p.m. 
      Product/Project 
          Ending Time: 4 p.m. 
      Special 
          Place:  SU-18 
 
CHAIR:  Sherrill Amador   MEMBERS: Arguello, Barkley, Barton, Bedford, Bishop, Cater, 

Davis, Dimmick, Dolan, Drinan, Engleman, Fukunaga, Galli, Giese, 
Halttunen, Lutz, Madrigal, Melena, Millet, Miyamoto, Owens, Patton, 
Smith, Weimer    

RECORDER: Barbara Baldridge   GUESTS:  Wallenius, Wilson 
 
       Desired 
Order of Agenda Items      Outcome   Resources Used Time Allotted 
 
 
A. MINUTES – NOVEMBER 5, 2002 Decision  2 min.  
 
B. ACTION ITEMS/SECOND READING   50 min. 
 1. Proposed BP 4225 – Course Repetition 
  (to replace BP 413) (Minimum  
  Conditions) Discussion/Decision Handout 
 2. Propsed BP 5120 – Transfer Center 
  (Minimum Conditions) Discussion/Decision Handout 
 3. Proposed BP 5050 – Counseling and 
  Matriculation (to replace BP 401) 
  (Minimum Conditions) Discussion/Decision Handout 
 4. BP 7120 – Recruitment and Retention  
  (to replace BP 174 and BP 26) Discussion/Decision Handout 
 5. BP 3420 – Unlawful Discrimination 
  (to replace BP 101) (Compliance) Discussion/Decision Handout 
 6. Matriculation and Transfer Advisory 
  Committee Discussion/Decision Handout 
 7. Counseling Reorganization Plan Discussion/Decision Handout 
 8. Recommended Faculty Positions for 
  2003-04 (Diane Lutz, Joe Madrigal) Discussion/Decision Handout 
      
C. DISCUSSION ITEMS/FIRST READING   50 min. 
 1. Institutional Review Process Discussion 
  (Mike Rourke) 
 2. Proposed Increase in Planetarium Fees 
  (Mike Rourke) Discussion 
 3. Proposed Financial Aid Advisory and  
  Appeals Committee (Mary San Agustin) Discussion Handout 
 4. Change in SPC Membership Discussion Handout 
 5. Proposed Technology Planning Council 
  (Michael Arguello) Discussion Handout 
 6. CCLC Policy Manual Numbering Discussion Handout 
 7. Proposed BP 2510 – Participation in Local 
  Decision-Making (Minimum Conditions) Discussion Handout 
 8. Project 8 Update Information 
 9. Proposed Reorganization of 
  Enrollment Services (Herman Lee) Discussion Handout 
 10. CalWORKs Program (Mary Ann Drinan) Discussion 
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D. REPORTS OF PLANNING COUNCILS   10 min. 
 1. Administrative Services Planning Council – Jerry Patton 
 2. Human Resource Services Planning Council – Jack Miyamoto 
 3. Instructional Services Planning Council – Diane Lutz 
 4. Student Services Planning Council – Joe Madrigal 
 
E. REPORTS OF CONSTITUENCIES   10 min. 
 1. Administrative Association – Mollie Smith 
 2. Associated Student Government – Sean Weimer 
 3. Confidential/Supervisory Team - Jo Anne Giese 
 4. CCE/AFT – Mike Dimmick  
 5. Faculty Senate - Chris Barkley 
 6. PFF/AFT – Mary Ann Drinan 
 7. The Faculty – Nancy Galli 
 
F. OTHER ITEMS 
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November 19, 2002 
 
The regular meeting of the Palomar College Strategic Planning Council was held on Tuesday, November 19, 2002, 
in SU-18.  The meeting was called to order at 2:00 p.m. by Dr. Sherrill L. Amador. 
 
Roll Call 
Members Present:  Amador, Arguello, Barkley, Barton, Bedford, Davis, Dolan, Drinan, Engleman, Fukunaga, Galli, 
Giese, Halttunen, Lutz, Madrigal, Melena, Miyamoto, Owens, Patton, Smith, Weimer   
 
Members Absent:  Bishop, Cater, Dimmick 
 
Guests Present:  Barbara Baldridge, Herman Lee, Mike Rourke, Mary San Agustin, Anne Voth (for Cater), Darla 
Wilson, John Woods 
 
A. MINUTES 
 
 MSC  Barkley, Halttunen 
  
 The minutes of the meeting of November 5, 2002, were approved as corrected. 
 
B. ACTION ITEMS/SECOND READING 
 
 1. Proposed BP 4225 – Course Repetition (to replace BP 413) 
 
  Item postponed until the December 3 meeting to allow the Faculty Senate additional time to discuss the 

matter.  (Exhibit B-1) 
 
 2. Proposed BP 5120 – Transfer Center 
 
  Item postponed until the December 3 meeting to allow the Faculty Senate additional time to discuss the 

matter.  (Exhibit B-2) 
 
 3. Proposed BP 5050 – Counseling and Matriculation (to replace BP 401) 
 
  Item postponed until the December 3 meeting to allow the Faculty Senate additional time to discuss the 

matter.  (Exhibit B-3) 
 
 7. Counseling Reorganization Plan 
 
  Chris Barkley reported that the Faculty Senate had discussed the Counseling Reorganization Plan (Exhibit 

B-7) briefly but took no action.  Dr. Amador noted that on reorganization, there is no recommendation; the 
groups will have the right to offer feedback, discussion, and input.  Ms. Barkley stated that the Senate has 
also requested that we put a moratorium on reorganizations until they have had a chance to discuss them. 
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  Dr. Amador discussed reorganization in general.  The people who are most affected by reorganization are 

the ones who should have the most input in the process.  Lynda Halttunen was asked to describe the 
process used in gathering input from the persons affected by this reorganization.  Ms. Halttunen noted that 
the discussion has been underway since April, 2002.  The Chair and Directors in the Counseling area 
crafted the rationale and job description.  It went to the Counseling Department and received nearly 
unanimous approval.  After it went to the SSPC for information, it went back to the Counseling 
Department for additional changes.  It then went back to SSPC for the second reading and was approved.  
At this point, all but one person in the Counseling Department is in favor of it.  Dr. Amador asked Ms. 
Halttunen to discuss the impact of moving this reorganization forward or not moving it forward will have 
on students.  Ms. Halttunen stated that there are three areas where Counselors are supervising classified 
staff.  In most of those cases, the classified employees are working without supervision, especially from 
May to August when faculty are not here and during semester and spring breaks.  Counselors work a six-
hour day, and classified staff work at least an 8½-hour day.  The supervisory work being done by faculty 
could be done by a supervisor as it is lower-level administrative, non-professional work, such as evaluating 
staff, setting up schedules for staff, or dealing with budgets and reports.  There would be a Counselor in the 
Career Center who would be the professional with expertise in career counseling.  Two full-time 
Counselors would be assigned to the Transfer Center.  All of the professional activities that would need to 
occur would be done by Counselors in those areas, such as attending meetings.  They would bring 
information from those meetings back to the department.  Students would be better served if we had a 
supervisor who would cover the front desk, the Transfer Center, and the Career Center because we could 
do some cross-training with the classified staff.  If the classified staff were combined under one supervisor, 
we would have more efficient utilization of our resources. 

 
  Chris Barkley expressed the Senate’s concern that the Director of the Transfer Center should be a 

Counselor.  Diane Lutz pointed out that there is no statutory requirement that the Transfer Center Director 
be a Counselor.  Joe Madrigal stated that he feels that the approved process has been followed meticulously 
in this matter through the appropriate department, SSPC, and now to SPC.  Kathy Davis and Brian 
Engleman asked about the amount of input from classified staff in this matter and whether or not duties of 
the staff would be realigned along with the reorganization.  Dr. Amador pointed out that the Faculty Senate 
selected the members to serve on the councils.  It is the responsibility of those members, as things move 
along, to take the information to their constituent groups.  Otherwise, there would be no point in having 
constituent representation on those councils.  When people sit on committees and councils, they must be 
the conduit back to the groups they represent.  When a Counselor serves as the Director of the Transfer 
Center, the professional is doing administrative tasks instead of spending time helping students.  As we 
know we do not have enough Counselors for the number of students we serve and we are not doing as well 
as we should on numbers of transfers, that is where we should have the professional spending his/her time.   

 
  Mary Ann Drinan asked that the councils give their reports to SPC so that members might communicate 

back to their constituencies.  Dr. Amador noted that the members of those councils are supposed to be 
reporting back to their constituencies themselves.  Mr. Madrigal asked Ms. Barkley to inform the 
representatives on the various councils as to their roles in reporting back to their constituencies.  Ms. 
Barkley agreed to do so. 

 
  Following lengthy discussion, it was agreed to give the Faculty Senate and the CCE two more weeks to 

make its comments on this matter.  If we delay any longer, it will have a negative impact on students.  This 
matter will appear for action on the agenda for the December 3 SPC meeting. 

 
  Ms. Barkley asked that high-priority items on today’s agenda be identified so that she will be certain the 

Senate has an opportunity to act on them before the semester break.  Dr. Amador indicated the following 
items on today’s agenda must be acted upon by SPC no later than December 3:  B-1, B-2, B-3, B-6, B-7, 
C-7, and C-9. 

 
 6. Matriculation and Transfer Advisory Committee 
 
  Following discussion, it was agreed to give the Faculty Senate two more weeks to make its comments on 

the Matriculation and Transfer Advisory Committee (Exhibit B-6).  It will appear for action on the agenda 
for the December 3 SPC meeting. 
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 5. BP 3420 – Unlawful Discrimination (to replace BP 101) 
 
  Dr. Miyamoto presented BP 3420 for action with revisions as suggested at the last meeting.  Ms. Barkley 

presented additional revisions as suggested by the Senate. 
 
  MSC Barkley, Galli to accept BP 3420 as presented, including the revisions made by the Faculty Senate.  

(Exhibit B-5)  Dr. Miyamoto will verify that the revisions noted are those that Ms. Barkley reported orally 
to the group before the policy is taken to the Board for approval on December 10. 

 
 4. BP 7120 - Recruitment and Selection (to replace BP 174 and BP 26) 
 
  It was noted that the Recruitment and Selection Policy 7120 (Exhibit B-4) has been under discussion for at 

least three months and has been on the SPC agenda five times.  The Confidential and Supervisory Team 
has been included in the last paragraph.  At the request of the Faculty Senate, the statements indicating that 
the Board elects to rely primarily upon the advice and judgment of the Faculty Senate on Academic and 
Professional Matters and that Faculty Hiring is an Academic and Professional Matter have been added. 

 
  Chris Barkley stated that the Senate has taken a stand that they do not want to have a new board policy that 

would supercede BP 174 because the hiring policy and procedures now in place within the policy involve 
the selection committee makeup.  They do not have that in their procedures.  Ms. Barkley also stated that if 
the new policy takes away the old BP 174, they could recruit and interview, but they would have no 
selection committee until the Senate is able to come up with new procedures that are acceptable to faculty.  
The other reason is that they sent out both the policy and procedures for the faculty poll, and the vote came 
back “no” by a two-to-one margin.  So the Senate has not approved this policy.  Dr. Amador noted that 
there would be no hiring until all of this is settled.  Ms. Barkley stated that she had spoken to the leaders of 
the other groups and that none of them indicated there was any hurry to approve the policy.  At this time, 
Mollie Smith indicated that she had told Ms. Barkley that it would be a problem to hold up hiring for 
administrators, and that would be the outcome of tabling this.   

 
  Dr. Miyamoto stated that we could approve the new policy with the understanding of maintaining the old 

procedures until new procedures have been adopted.  He is, however, concerned that there is no District 
representative serving as a facilitator on hiring committees ensuring that we have equal process for every 
applicant.  Ms. Barkley reminded Dr. Miyamoto that it is the responsibility of his office to ensure that 
every member of a hiring committee is well trained so that everyone on the committee should be looking 
out for the best interests of the District. 

 
  Following lengthy discussion, it was MSC Barkley, Galli to table this matter. 
 
 8. Recommended Faculty Positions for 2003-04 
 
  Diane Lutz noted that the positions presented at the last meeting (Exhibit B-8) were those that the 

Instructional Planning Council had approved.  Since then, Mr. Madrigal has indicated that there is a need 
for two positions in Athletics/Physical Education.  As she has not had an opportunity to take this to the 
Deans and IPC, she requested that this matter be postponed to the December 3 meeting. 

 
C. DISCUSSION ITEMS/FIRST READING 
 
 1. Institutional Review Process 
 
  Dr. Mike Rourke reported that the Institutional Review Committee has decided to suspend its review of 

programs for the remainder of this year.  They have contacted all the departments that were scheduled for 
review this year and notified them that the committee is going to try to realign its process with the strategic 
planning model this year.  If a department wished to go ahead with their self-study, the committee will 
review it in the spring.  If they chose not to do so, their review will be delayed until the process has been 
revised. 
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  Mary Ann Drinan asked which set of accreditation standards will be used.  Dr. Rourke stated that the 

committee hasn’t looked at any specific standards at this point.  They have been looking at some of the 
possible things they might use as standards.  He distributed a handout (Exhibit C-1) of potential standards 
for institutional review.  The new ACCJC Standards might be utilized in selecting institutional review 
standards.  Dr. Amador added that we must also determine where the institutional review process fits in 
with strategic planning.  In other words, what happens to the recommendations after they are made?  
Where is the most appropriate place to get action on the recommendations?  The issue of student learning 
goes across the four new institutional accreditation standards.  Having the student learning piece is 
important. 

 
 2. Proposed Increase in Planetarium Fees 
 
  Dr. Rourke discussed a proposed increase in planetarium show fees (Exhibit C-2).  The costs associated 

with ongoing operation of the program and replacement and repair of the equipment continue to rise, and it 
is necessary to increase the fees charged to make up for the increase in costs.  This matter will appear for 
action on the agenda for the December 3 SPC meeting and will be taken to the Governing Board for 
approval in January. 

 
 3. Proposed Financial Aid Advisory and Appeals Committee 
 
  Mary San Agustin presented a request to create a Financial Aid Advisory and Appeals Committee (Exhibit 

C-3).  Brian Engleman raised a point that the committee was both advising and making decisions in the 
request as written.  Following lengthy discussion, it was suggested that the last sentence be revised to read 
as follows:  “Furthermore, the committee reviews and makes recommendations to the Dean of Student 
Support Services on written/oral appeals submitted by a student regarding his/her financial aid status (i.e., 
academic progress, student loan denials, and projected year income).”  This matter will be brought back for 
action at the December 17 meeting. 

 
 4. Change in SPC Membership 
 
  Dr. Amador presented a request to change the membership of SPC by adding the President of the 

Confidential/Supervisory Team and the Chief Advancement Officer/VP Foundation and deleting the Past 
President of the Administrative Association. (Exhibit C-4)  This matter will be brought back for action at 
the December 17 meeting. 

 
 5. Proposed Technology Planning Council 
 
  Mike Arguello presented a request to create a Technology Planning Council. (Exhibit C-5) He discussed 

the history of the Technology Committee and its perceived need to become a planning council.  Kathy 
Davis noted that the other councils are chaired by Vice Presidents, but the proposed Technology Planning 
Council would be chaired by the Academic Technology Group Coordinator.  She felt it should remain a 
committee.  The majority of the members are from the academic area; therefore, it appears to be more of an 
academic technology committee, rather than a District technology committee.  She stated that to do this 
now when a decision has not been made on how technology is going to be organized would be premature.  
When a Vice President is named, or whatever title is given to the new technology leader, let that person 
determine the makeup of his/her council.  Diane Lutz stated that she agrees with Ms. Davis’ comments.  
Ms. Lutz stated that she spoke to Neil Bruington, Chair of the Computer Coordinating Committee, and 
there is a need for that committee and the Technology Committee to get together and decide who is going 
to do what.  The charges of the two committees overlap tremendously.  Ms. Lutz feels that the roles must 
be defined and this must be clarified before SPC is asked to act on this matter.  Mr. Arguello stated that the 
Technology Committee is now working with the Computer Coordinating Committee to implement some of 
the suggestions that have been made.  Ms. Davis noted that the academic and administrative portions of 
technology must work together because I.S. has the hardware that runs the network.  Jerry Patton stated 
that he thinks we should wait to see what our technology structure is going to look like before creating 
such a council.  If the structure is not going to change, he feels the VPs of Instruction and Administrative 
Services should be the ones driving it, and if it is going to be a council, it should be at the VP level.  Dr. 
Amador noted that the chair of the committee is not able to implement anything institutional-wide that 
comes out of the committee.  This may be “putting the cart before the horse.”  SPC members were asked to 
share this request with their constituencies and bring feedback to the December 17 meeting. 
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 6. CCLC Policy Manual Numbering 
 
  Dr. Amador presented the numbering format utilized by the CCLC for policies in their sample policy 

manual.  They are as follows: 
 
   1000s The District 
   2000s Board of Trustees 
   3000s General Institution 
   4000s Academic Affairs 
   5000s Student Services 
   6000s Business and Fiscal Affairs 
   7000s Human Resources 
 
  Mary Ann Drinan asked how many districts use the CCLC policy manual and was told that 30+ districts 

have subscribed to the CCLC’s policy and procedure service.  Ms. Drinan also asked about the makeup of 
CCLC.  The Community College League of California is a nonprofit public benefit corporation whose 
voluntary membership consists of the 72 local community college districts in California. It was formed as 
the result of a merger of the California Association of Community Colleges, the California Community 
College Trustees, and the Chief Executive Officers of the California Community Colleges.  Within the 
League are two major organizations which share a common mission, staff, and fiscal resources:  the 
California Community College Trustees (CCCT) and the Chief Executive Officers of the California 
Community Colleges (CEOCCC).  In addition, three other organizations are affiliated with the League: the 
Association of California Community College Administrators (ACCCA); the California Student 
Association of the Community Colleges (CalSACC); and the California Community College Classified 
Senate (CCCCS). 

 
  It was noted that the policies that are being recommended to comply with minimum conditions were 

selected from the Education Code and Title 5.  Failure to comply with these minimum conditions will 
affect our funding.  More importantly, it is good practice for a district to have the policies they should 
have, based upon what the Code is saying. 

 
 7. Proposed BP 2510 – Participation in Local Decision-Making 
 
  Dr. Amador presented this policy, noting that it is necessary in order to meet minimum conditions as 

directed by the Chancellor’s Office.  We were out of compliance in that we did not address in Board Policy 
that students are to participate in decision-making, although we have been practicing it for a long time.  
This matter will appear for action on the agenda for the December 3 meeting, 

 
 8. Project 8 Update 
 
  Dr. Amador presented an update to the group on the training for the implementation of PeopleSoft Version 

8.  We are attempting to do a much more deliberate process than has been done in the past.  Don Sullins is 
the Project 8 Director.  It will take about 1½ years to implement all the modules.  This time, we are not 
going to re-write the software to make it “fit” into the way Palomar College has always done things.  Doing 
that has caused so many patches that every time there is a change, it causes a major staff-intensive 
workload to fix it.  Everyone who has gone through training has been given permission to look at his/her 
area and look at their processes, because those processes of humans are what the computer does 
electronically.  If you have a bad process, it is not a good idea to re-write the whole software to fit that bad 
process.  Instead, we want to see if there is a better way to do things; then use the richness of the software 
to implement it.  As we do not have a VP of Technology, Dr. Amador is dealing with Project 8 herself.  We 
need to start this now.  We don’t have the luxury of not doing it as events are going to overtake us, and we 
have extended the existing contract for maintenance through August, 2003.  Our goal is to have as much as 
possible done by that point so that we will be able to have the maintenance on the new system. 
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  Mary Ann Drinan asked about the costs of PeopleSoft this year in terms of the costs of the module and 

consultants.  Dr. Amador agreed to get those figures for a future meeting.  The way we are doing it now is 
going to cost us a lot less than if we didn’t do anything and were out of service on the maintenance 
contract.  Through some of our in-house processes, we are saving funds.  When the initial contract with 
PeopleSoft was put in place, Mr. Patton set aside funds to be ready as each revision comes up, because he 
knows that this happens in every district, no matter what software is being utilized.  We absolutely must be 
up to date on student financials and payroll and cannot afford to have the system not operating properly.  
Ms. Drinan stated that she has heard that $13 million seems to be a minimum cost for those colleges and 
universities that have fully implemented PeopleSoft and have it working.  She asked if we were close to 
that figure.  Mr. Patton stated that before we start implementing Version 8, we are probably between $7 
and $8 million.  Technology is so pervasive now, it is a major portion of what we do. 

 
 9. Proposed Reorganization of Enrollment Services 
 
  The Council was asked to review the written material provided (Exhibit C-9) and be prepared with 

feedback at the next meeting.  It is important that this organization be in place as soon as possible so that 
appropriate personnel may be hired. 

 
  Non-Agenda Item:  Annual Implementation Plan 
 
  Copies of the Annual Implementation Plan with the November, 2002, progress reports were distributed to 

Council members, who were asked to review them prior to the December 3 meeting. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Due to the lateness of the hour, the remainder of the agenda was postponed until the next meeting, and the meeting 
was adjourned at 4 p.m. 
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