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Dr. Cecilia Lopez
Associate Director
North Central Association of Colleges and Schools
30 North LaSalle Street  Suite 2400

Chicago, Illinois 60602-2504
Dear Dr. Lopez,

This will serve to follow-up on our telephone conversation regarding my
request to schedule a Focused Visit to Glendale Community College early
this spring semester. AsIindicated, there have been several issues raised
by the Faculty Senate that warrant an external review. I have discussed
this request with President Pollack and while she favors waiting and
including these faculty concerns in the self study report now underway in
preparation for a comprehensive visit in 2001-2002, she is agreeable to
moving ahead and addressing them as soon as possible.

Enclosed please find correspondence which describe the issues that have
surfaced. Dr. Pollack in her memo (Attachment IV) suggests that a review
of Criterion Five and Two, plus GIR’s # 6 and # 7 may cover the areas of
conéern identified in this information. Please let me know if we need to
[prow ide you with anythmg additional.
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cc: Dr. Tessa Martinez Pollack
President
Glendale Community College

Attachments:
L October 6, 1999 Letter from GCC Faculty.
II.  January 4,2000 Response to Faculty concerns,
III.  January 18,2000 Letter from Gene Eastin
IV.  February 2,2000 Memo Options for NCA Review



October 6, 1999

Dear Dr. Cardenas and Members of the MCCCD Governing Board:

The Glendale Community College Faculty Senate would like to inform you
of a serious breakdown in communication and shared governance between the
college administration and the faculty. Listed below are numerous descriptions
of incidents in which faculty proposals and requests, submitted in writing, have
gone unacknowledged, and decisions in which facuity should reasonably have
had input have been made unilaterally by the administration. The
unacknowledged proposals represent almost all Senate initiatives of the last few
years. The decisions made without faculty input are, in some cases, violations of
the Residential Faculty Policies.

l. Unacknowledged Written Senate Submissions

A.

Campus Reorganization Plan - After a strong, adverse reaction from
department chairpersons to an initial, administration-produced
reorganization plan; faculty, and the Senate in particular, were invited
to provide input. The Senate produced and submitted a plan that was
never acknowledged. The administration plan was implemented.

. Budget Data Request - Accounting faculty along with a faculty member

of the campus budget committee formulated a list of data that would be
useful to faculty members on future budget committees. The written
request went unacknowledged.

. Afternoon College Proposal - The Senate presented a proposal to

increase afternoon enroliment in the College. The proposal went
unacknowledged.

Proposed College Plan - A plan was proposed at the end of March
1999. Questions were addressed to the Senate by the college
President about the plan, which were promptly answered. There was
no acknowledgement of the answers or plan until mid-September, and
only after the Senate President actively lobbied the college President
for a response.

Request for GCC's Financial Commitment to the Kellogg Grant
Proposal - This request has gone unacknowledged.

Computer Fee Proposals - Both the department chairpersons and the
campus computer committee were requested to propose plans
concerning how students would be assessed computer usage fees.
Both groups submitted proposals. Ultimately, the Budget Committee,
at the urging of the Dean of Administrative Services, allocated funds
for universal student access without a computer usage fee. The
faculty proposals were ignored.



Decisions Made in Which Faculty Should Have Had Input.

A. Closing of the Library - The decision to close the College Library for
renovations without providing an alternative location, at least, for the
reference portion of the library materials, clearly has implications for
instructional delivery. This decision was made in the face of facuity
opposition.

B. Resubmission of the Kellogg Grant Proposal - Concern about previous
grant proposals had resulted in the creation of a grant process
requiring the campus community be informed of grant proposals before
submission. The summer 1999 submission of the Kellogg grant
prooosal was not announced in any fashion. Faculty learned of the
resubmission only when the Senate President inquired about its status.
This was clearly a violation of the spirit of the new grant proposal
process.

C. Revision of the Budget Process - In April 1999 a revision of the
composition of the membership of the campus Budget Committee was
announced. The revision significantly reduced faculty participation on
the committee. A similar revision had been announced a year and a
half earlier, and in response to faculty concerns, a Budget Process
Committee was formed to propose a different composition. While the
Budget Process Committee's recommendations were not accepted in
toto, there was agreement to limited changes and to reconvening the
Budget Process Committee in the case future revisions were to be
considered. The April 1999 announced revision violated the process
that had been agreed upon a year earlier.

D. Seiection of Faculty Members of the NCA Steering Committee - The
Senate President should have chosen, with Senate approval, at least
some of the members of the NCA Steering Committee. Instead, the
administration chose the faculty members to serve on the committee.

E. Selection of faculty members on Facilities Manager Hiring Committee -
The Senate President did not select the faculty representatives on the
Facilities Manager Hiring Committee, as required by the Residential
Faculty Policies.

These examples are contrary to the American Association of University
Professors principles concerning college government. As expressed in
AAUP Policy Documents & Reports, 1995, p.177, the Association has
"emphasiz[ed] the importance of faculty involvement in personnel
decisions, selection of administrators, preparation of the budget, and
determination of educational policies". Furthermore, these examples
stand in contradiction to the NCA criteria for accreditation. Among these
criteria is the requirement that there be "integrity in our practices and
relationships.” The GCC Senate believes that the GCC administration is
not in compliance with these principles or criterion.




For these reasons the GCC Senate decided to advise the Board of our
intention to inform the NCA of these problems.

Sincerely,

. /’) \
jovvw—.; l'\//\' )‘-”“ !
\( mes Reed, Ph.D.

Presidant, Glendale Community College Faculty Senate on behalf and as
directed by the Senate

cc. Carol Bernstein, President AAUP Arizona State Conference
Jim Richardson, President AAUP



Maricopa County Community College District
Chancellor's Office

Date:  January 13, 2000
To: Governing Board Members

From: Raul Cérdenasztjg//

Re: Dr. Pollack's Response to Glendale Community Collge
Faculty Senate Correspondence

Attached is the response from Dr. Tessa Martinez Pollack regarding the e

concerns raised by the Faculty Senate in their December 6, 1999

correspondence to you and me. I'm currently reviewing her responses

and considering options on how to best address the matter, including
requesting a focus visit by a North Central team to review the concerns raised by
faculty. I hope we can bring closure to these matters once and for all.

I will keep you informed of the direction I plan to take as soon as I have had an
opportunity to discuss it with President Pollack.

Thanks.

cc: Dr. Jim Reed
President
GCC Faculty Senate

Dr. Tessa Martinez Pollack
President
Glendale Community College
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INTEROFPFICE MEMORANDTUM

Date: 04-Jan-2000 11:34am MST
From: Tessa Martinez Pollack
POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ
Dept: GCC Admin
Tel No: 623.845.3010
TO: Raul Cardenas ( CARDENAS, RAUL‘AT Al AT DIST )
CC: Tessa Martinez Pollack ( POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ )

Subject: 1/4/00 Response: GCC Faculty Senate Correspondence (10/6/99)

This information is in response to the letter dated October 6, 1999 that the
GCC Faculty Senate wrote to you and the Governing Board. Thank you for

sharing a copy with me during the week of December 6 and for giving me the
opportunity to respond.

The content of the Faculty Senate’s letter to you and the Board is grossly and
irresponsibly misinformed. I will elaborate broadly and specifically and make

equally important closing comments that I especially wish to bring to your
attention.

To provide you the courtesy of first review of this response, I have not
copied the Board, the GCC Faculty Senate, or any others. I would, therefore,
request that you share this response with the Governing Board and the
President of the GCC Senate at your earliest convenience.

GENERAL COMMENTS

First, the letter misrepresents the facts to you, to the Governing Board, and
apparently has the potential of equally egregious misrepresentations to the
North Central Association of Colleges and Schools. The allegations are most
regrettable especially as we prepare for the most rigorous self-study that
Glendale Community College has ever undertaken. Indeed, large numbers of
faculty and staff are working to make this self-study one of our best.

Second, the letter makes sweeping allegations without details or facts that
make it difficult to respond. Where I cannot respond because of the absence
of detail, I have stated so.

Third, I wish to re-state that I do not fault the Faculty Senate President for
the contents of the letter. I understand he was directed to send the letter
after a 5-4 vote of the Senate and despite his objections to the inaccuracy of
its content. On the contrary, I wish to state that the Faculty Senate
President has made a herculean effort both to advocate for faculty issues as

2

well as to enable faculty participation in key college directions. His &

leadership has been most productive for the climate and results that we are
continuing to realize in this academic year.

SPECIFIC RESPONSES

The following responses are provided as presented in the order of the Senate
letter. I have attached only key supporting materials in the interest of
brevity. I can provide additional supporting materials upon reguest.



Some of these events occurred and were already addressed over two years ago.
In a few instances where I have been unable to locate supporting materials, I
have relied on my or staff recollections and have identified them as such.
The Senate’s allegations, as they appear in the October 6, 1999 letter, are

bolded.

I.

My responses follow directly beneath each of their allegations.

Unacknowledged Written Senate Submissions

A,

Campus Re-organization Plan - After a strong, adverse reaction from
department chairpersons to an initial, administration-produced
reorganization plan; faculty, and the Senate in particular, were
invited to provide input. The Senate produced and submitted a plan
that was never acknowledged. The administration plan was implemented.

RESPONSE:

1.

Re-organization of the college is a management decision. It is not a
provision of the RFP. Furthermore, GIR #11 of NCA states that
"...faculty has a significant role in developing and evaluating all of
the institution’s educational programs." It does NOT require the
involvement of the Faculty Senate in financial matters nor in
formulating the organizational structure of the college.

Even so, I and other college administrators spent almost two years
from conceptual to proposal to implementation phases of
re-organization to solicit and facilitate participation from all
corners of the campus, by individuals as well as groups. The Senate
was involved in significant ways but especially by their participation
on the President’s Executive Committee (PEC) where much of the
discussion and deliberation on the re-organization occurred.

The President of the Faculty Senate at that time was Freddie Anttila.
Early in discussions, she stated that the Senate desired "no change
[in the organizational structure]." Later, a Subcommittee of the PEC,
led by the Chair of the Department Chairs Council, gathered input from
individuals and groups college-wide who wished to submit a
recommendation. The Senate could have submitted recommendations at
this time. (See ATTACHMENTS: PEC Minutes, November 14, 1997, Item

2. and all of its parts and PEC Minutes, November 21, 1997, Item
l.c.).

President Anttila chose not to participate in the PEC Subcommittee and
designated faculty member, Mike McKinley, to serve (See ATTACHMENTS:
PEC Minutes, October 31, 1597, Item 4. and PEC Minutes, November 14,
1997, Item 2. and all of its parts). The deadline for individuals or
groups to submit feedback to the Subcommittee was December 8, 1997
(See ATTACHMENT, PEC Minutes, November 21, 1997, Item l1l.c.) The
Senate, to my recollection, did not submit any recommendations by the
deadline. If they had, the Subcommittee would have considered them.

In November 1987, the Senate voted for a moratorium on
re-organization. (See ATTACHMENT, Anttila to Pollack, January 28,
1998 and its attachments).

At the conclusion of the PEC Subcommittee’s work on December 12, 1957,
the PEC Subcommittee stated that they could not come to consensus, and
that "The subcommittee does not feel comfortable making a
recommendation to PEC. The subcommittee feels that the
re-organization is ultimately the president’s decision and that the
President should consider these new comments along with the former



10.

11.

ones. All new comments have been forwarded to the President for
review. (See ATTACHMENT, December 12, 1997 PEC Minutes, Item 3.)
I reviewed all comments forwarded.

On January 22, 1998, the Senate formed a subcommittee to look at the
organization of the college (See ATTACHMENT Item VI.C., Unapproved

Senate Minutes of January 22, 1998, provided as attachment by Anttila
on January 28, 1998). '

Owing to the impending end of the academic year, to the long-overdue
action on re-organization, and to the absence of a response from the
Senate Subcommittee formed in January, on May 4, 1998, I announced the
re-organization and how it was to be implemented to the entire college
(See ATTACHMENT dated May 4, 1998.).

The Senate did not formally provide re-organization recommendations
until May 12. 1998, six months after the PEC Subcommittee’s original
call for input and almost five months after the formation of the
Senate Subcommittee on re-organization. (See ATTACHMENT, Reed to
Pollack, May 12, 1938).

On May 14, 1998, I formally acknowledged and respoﬁded at great length
to the Senate about its recommendations (See ATTACHMENT May 14, 1998).

To conclude, the Senate was given ample opportunities for involvement
in re-organization, and their contributions were acknowledged as
demonstrated here. Further, per GIR #11 of NCA, the faculty is
intensely involved in committees and processes related to other
matters that can be rigorously demonstrated throughout our
institutional process.

Budget Data Request - Accounting faculty along with a faculty member of
the campus budget committee formulated a list of data that would be useful

to faculty members on future budget committees. The written request went
unacknowledged.

RESPONSE:

1.

Gay Garesche, an Economics faculty member and member of the Faculty
Senate, presented a list of budget/expenditure data requests to the
Dean of Administrative Services. The Dean met with Ms. Garesche and
reviewed the data request with her. The information that Ms. Garesche
requested was not available through District and college databases.
Ms. Garesche was informed of this by the Dean.

The Dean still has the list and hopes that such data could eventually
be available from the OGF report system. The retrieval of historical
data will remain a challenge since OGF does not access the old FRS
records. The Dean has no record of a similar written request being
made by an Accounting faculty member.

Afternoon College Proposal - The Senate presented a proposal to increase
afternoon enrollment in the College. The proposal went unacknowledged.

RESPONSE:

1.

The Senate’s letter to you does not specify when the Senate sent
the proposal forward nor does it mention to whom it was sent.

However, last year Gay Garesche and two other faculty members



approached the Dean of Instruction about their ideas for an Afternoon
College. The group was interested in offering classes that would
potentially attract high-achieving high school students who were
available to take college classes during the afternoon. They also
mentioned the potential need for scholarships or reduced tuition for
afternoon classes.

As a follow-up to that conversation, Ms. Garesche attended a
Department Chair meeting to describe the ideas to the Department
Chairs. Department Chairs, in conjunction with residential faculty
members within their departments, are responsible for scheduling
classes for an Afternoon College.

GCC already offers a substantial mix of general educational and high-
demand computer classes during the afternoon session. Administration
welcomed the Senate’s interest to enhance the mix of offerings.

On October 28, 1999, as a follow-up to the concept I had heard
discussed, I inquired with District about the possibility of a tuition
discount for an Afternoon College. The inquiry, response, and
notification to the Senate President are all attached (See ATTACHMENTS
of October 28, 1999; October 29, 1999; November 1, 1999, 3:14 p.m.;
November 1, 1999, 3:19 p.m.).

A one-page Afternoon College Proposal was distributed by Gay

Garesche at the November 30, 1999, Budget Development Committee (BDC)
meeting. It was not received by the Budget Development Committee last
year nor does the Dean of Administrative Services have record of
receiving it prior to that time. As recorded in the BDC minutes, the
proposal will be discussed during the spring 2000 meetings of the BDC.
Both the Senate President and Senator Gay Garesche sit on the BDC. As
representatives of the Senate, their role is to keep the Senate
apprised of BDC discussions.

Finally, please direct your attention to my request of the Senate for
increased communication on matters of respective interest including
the Afternoon College (See ATTACHMENT November 1, 1999, 3:19 p.m.).
The Senate has been unresponsive to this request for communication on
matters that, presumably, are of interest to them.

Proposed College Plan - A plan was proposed at the end of March 19989.
Questions were addressed to the Senate by the college President about the
plan, which were promptly answered. There was no acknowledgment of the
answers or plan until mid-September, and only after the Senate President
actively lobbied the college President for a response.

RESPONSE:

Following is a more accurate depiction of the timeframes and activity
on the development of a college plan proposal:

1.

A College Plan proposal was reguested of Senate President Freddie
Anttila almost a year or more before it was first submitted in or
about April 1899595.

As noted in the Senate’s letter sent to you and the Board, I asked for
clar.fication of aspects of the proposed plan. I received those
clarifications in a document dated May 2, 1999 at which time it became
evident that we may have been reviewing an incomplete or incorrect
version of the proposal. I acknowledged receipt of the responses and



Chyert-

asked for a correct, complete version of the proposal. On or about
May 6, 1999, I and the Dean began review of the corrected version
provided by the Senate.

3. On May 13, 1999 (See ATTACHMENTS of May 13, 1999 at 10:19 a.m. and
12:33 p.m.), Senate President Reed and I agreed that the semester was
drawing too close to an end and that faculty schedules were too hectic
for a meeting to bring closure to the College Plan Proposal
(Commencement was occurring the following evening.).

4., On June 10, 1999 (See ATTACHMENT of June 10, 1999), I contacted Senate
President Reed and suggested we begin to plan the time and process for
a fall meeting of the appropriate Senate representatives.

5. On August 25, 1999, Senate President Reed stated that he was
beginning to gather the faculty members’ schedules to convene a
meeting. Coordinating a meeting around busy faculty schedules proved
difficult, and there were also differences among the Senate members as
to who was composing the group of Senate representatives (See
ATTACHMENT dated September 1, 1999 and its attachment.). The first
meeting took place on September 22, 1999. Other meetings and delays
can be documented.

6. As recently as November 22, 1999, I communicated with the four members
of the Faculty Senate who have been in discussion with me about the
propcsed College Plan. I clearly specified the outstanding issues and
provided the rationale for my not approving selected items of their
college plan proposal. There has been no response as of this date for

a followup meeting to confer on those issues (See ATTACHMENTS dated
November 22, 1999 and November 23, 1999.).

Request for GCC’s Financial Commitment to the Kellogg Grant Proposal -
this request has gone unacknowledged.

RESPONSE:

1. Absent further information on when or to whom this request was made,
I am unable to comment. '

2. Nonetheless, the first item of business upon return to the 1999-2000
academic year was to provide the Senate President with a copy of the
full details of the work done over the summer on the revision of the
grant by community partners. I indicated to him that the community
coalition had to submit revisions to the W.K. Kellogg Foundation by a
July 15 deadline.

3. In accordance with the College grants development process, the
proposal was placed on the first possible agenda of the PEC, and
copies were also distributed there (See ATTACHMENT PEC Agenda,
September 17, 1999, Item F.2.b.). The President’s Assistant also
recollects that several individuals came by to pick up a copy.
Additionally, a copy of the proposal was placed in the Media Center as
had been customary with various versions of this proposal. The
proposal, dated July 15, 1999, discloses a complete itemization of the
college’s participation.

Computer Fee Prorposals - Both the department chairpersons and the campus
computer committee were requested to propose plans concerning how students
would be assessed computer usage fees. Both groups submitted proposals.
Ultimately, the Budget Committee, at the urging of the Dean of



II.

Administrative Services, allocated funds for universal student access
without a computer usage fee. The faculty proposals were ignored.

RESPONSE:

1. Various proposals relating to college computer/technology course fees
have been reviewed over the last several years. The College
Technology Committee (CTC) (open to all members of the GCC community)
created a Subcommittee that studied the issue and made recommendations
for several years. The Department Chairs also examined several of the
proposals provided by the CTC and made recommendations as well.
Faculty were involved in all aspects of the course fee discussions
either in leadership roles in the CTC, as Department Chairs, and as
leaders within the GCC Information Services structure.

2. There was no consensus on the approach because of differing
philosophies about charging fees to students. In addition, when
faculty began to realize that:

a. the library would be closed during 1999-2000;

b. that ALL students would need access to our technology resources in
place of the on-campus library;

c. that there was no way to deny a student access to these
library/technology resources;

d. that the college had no authority to levy a course fee on all class
sections;

then:

the need to provide "universal access" to our technology emerged.
Consequently, a proposal was developed with a good deal of CTC faculty
involvement to eliminate the fees completely (See ATTACHMENT, April
13, 1999, Universal Access Proposal) for a two-year pilot pericd.

3. This proposal was reviewed and was presented to the Budget Development
Committee. The debate over computer usage course fees was
increasingly divisive within the college faculty ranks. The Dean of
Administrative Services was only one of other advocates for the
proposal and only one of many members of the BDC. The propocsal was
endorsed by the Budget Development Committee on which four (4)
faculty served: the Faculty Senate President, a Faculty Senate
President Appointee (accounting faculty member), and two (2)
Department Chairs.

4. Faculty proposals were considered throughout the long study process.
In the absence of specific references, it is not clear what is
meant by "the faculty proposals were ignored." To my and the Dean
of Administrative Services’ knowledge, no formal recommendations from
the Senate were received.

Decisions Made in Which Faculty Should Have Had Input.

Closing of the Library - The decision to close the College Library for
renovations without providing an alternative location, at least, for the
reference portion of the library materials, clearly has implications for
instructional delivery. This decision was made in the face of faculty
opposition.

RESPONSE:



1. The decision to close the library for one year was made by the library
planning team which included library faculty. Phasing the
remodeling of the library was rejected, because it extended the
construction time.

2. An intergovernmental agreement was developed with the Glendale Public
Library (GPL), located approximately 2 blocks and 10 walking minutes,
from the campus. We recognized that if our library was not open, our
students would go there for some of their needs. We felt a
responsibility to help GPL handle the impact.

3. The planning team also determined that the year could be used by the
library faculty and staff to experiment with new approaches to library
services in a technology-intensive environment. Thus, arrangements
were made to move, where possible, items to an electronic reserve
desk, to provide space and support in HTC-2 for librarians with the
basic reference tools, for other staff in HTC-1 for interlibrary
loan, and for training of the staff in the HTC'’s to assist students
who need help with library functions.

4. By the time that the opposition to the closure surfaced, the
construction bid documents had been built based on the assumption of a
vacated structure. If the project was to stay on schedule, the
closing needed to stay as the planning team had recommended.

Resubmission of the Kellogg Grant Proposal - Concern about previous grant
proposals had resulted in the creation of a grant process requiring the
campus community be informed of grant proposals before submission. The
summer 1999 submission of the Kellogg grant proposal was not announced in
any fashion. Faculty learned of the resubmission only when the Senate
President inquired about its status. This was clearly a violation of the
spirit of the new grant proposal process.

RESPONSE:

1. The grants development process was developed and finalized long after
the first grant proposal was submitted to the W.K. Kellogg Foundation.
The Los Vecinos/The Neighbors Coalition from the community was working
to meet a summer deadline to revise that proposal to the W.K. Kellogg
Foundation.

2. In the summer, most faculty are gone. PEC meetings are also generally
not held in the summer. Hence, in the spirit of the grants
development process that is referenced, the revised proposal was
shared at the first possible meeting of the academic year on September
17, 1999. There were no objections or concerns voiced. See response
also under Section E., Roman Numeral I.

Revision of the Budget Process - In April 1999 a revision of the
composition of the membership of the campus Budget Committee was
announced. The revision significantly reduced faculty participation on
the committee. A similar revision had been announced a year and a half
earlier, and in response to faculty concerns, a Budget Process Committee
was formed to propose a different composition. While the Budget Process
Committee’s recommendations were not accepted in toto, there was agreement
to limited changes and to reconvening the Budget Process Committee in the
case future revisions were to be coasidered. The April 1999 announced
revision vioclated the process that had been agreed upon a year earlier.



RESPONSE:

1. The revision of the budget development processes for this campus has
involved faculty throughout the process. The changes "announced" in
April 1999 reflected the recommendations of the Budget Development
Committee (BDC). There is/was confusion on the process that had been

agreed upon during the prior year’s deliberations. This confusion was
addressed during meetings this fall.

2. The number of faculty involved in the current process exceeds what the
college has experienced in the past. During January/February 2000, an
evaluation of the process will again be conducted. Changes will be
recommended, and the appropriate reviews of those recommendations will

be conducted. Faculty do and will continue to have input into these
processes.

Selection of Facilty Members of the NCA Steering Committee - The Senate
President should have chosen, with Senate approval, at least some of the
members of the NCA Steering Committee. Instead, the administration chose
the faculty members to serve on the committee.

RESPONSE:

1. The North Central Association specifies that "People chosen for the
Steering Committee should be recognized leaders who can command the
respect of the institution’s various constituencies...." and that "The
institution’s Executive Officer should make these appointments, in
consultation with the Self-Study Coordinator, so that a broadly
representative Steering Committee, including significant faculty
involvement, can receive the cooperation necessary to carry out its
task." This was done.

2. The present NCA Steering Team has a total of 17 members/ 12 of whom

are faculty including four Senate members, one of whom is the official
representative of the Senate.

Selection of Faculty Members on Facilities Manager Hiring Committee - The
Senate President did not select the faculty representatives on the

Facilities Manager Hiring Committee, as required by the Residential
Faculty Policies.

RESPONSE:

1. Apparently, the Senate has chosen to interpret section 2.11.2.1 of
the RFP in one fashion; we have interpreted it in another. The
Section reads:

The College Senate Faculty President will recommend faculty
to serve on screening committees for college ADMINISTRATIVE
personnel [emphasis added].

2. The Senate has interpreted that to mean all MAT personnel. Since MAT
includes management, administrative, and technical personnel, the

college interprets "administrative" as Dean-level (MAT IX) positions
and above.

3. In actuality, a faculty member (a Department Chair) did serve on
the committee for the Facilities Manager, MAT V - level pcsition.
However, he was not recommended by the Faculty Senate President; he



was invited to serve by the committee chair.

4. Clarification on this section of the RFP should be provided
by the Legal Department. I understand that other employee groups are
lobbying for inclusion of similar language into their policies.

CLOSING COMMENTS

The Senate’s letter cites American Association of University Professors (AAUP)

principles and NCA criteria regarding its allegations. The Board has not
recognized AAUP.

The Senate’s reference to NCA Criteria Five, specifically that "The
institution demonstrates integrity in its practices and relationships," has
great legitimacy. Compliance with Criteria Five is of concern to me and
should be to the Chancellor and to the Board in the context of the Senate’s
allegations. NCA text follows:

By integrity, the Commission means that an institution adheres both to
the civil laws and to the code of ethics commonly accepted by the
academic community. Such values are reflected by an institution’s

o expression of the ethical values it has adopted through institutional
policies and procedures, made public in its public documents and
contractual arrangements;

O assurance that its practices are consistent with its publicly stated
policies;

0 expectation that members of its constituencies (administration,
faculty, and students) observe the tenets of academic honesty;

o practice of full disclosure in its dealings with members of the
institution and its publics;

o operation, without conflict of interest, at the board, administrative,
and faculty levels;

o 1living up to commitments it makes in all its public representations.

[Source: The NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition,
09/97, page 57]

The GCC Faculty Senate raises a serious concern regarding integrity in the
practices and relationships of the institution as defined by NCA above.

I concur with their concern. Evidence provided in this response or
elsewhere shows:

1. Reckless and questionably-motivated contents in the letter sent
to you and the Board by the GCC Faculty Senate

2. Abuse of the communication process with frivolous allegations by
the GCC Faculty Senate despite the Senate President’s objection
to the Senate regarding the lack of veracity in the letter

3. The recent fining of the Maricopa Community College Faculty
Association, of which the GCC Senate is a member, in connection
with the campaign of a Governing Board Member of the Maricopa
Community College District who is also a former faculty member of
Glendale Community College



These conditions clearly demonstrate non-compliance with Criteria Five
and warrant the attention of the North Central Association of Colleges
and Schools.



GLENDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
President’s Executive Committee

November 14, 1997

MINUTES

PRESENT: Tessa Martinez Pollack, Joyce Elsner, Jean Ann Abel, Alberto Sanchez,
Mary Lou Bayless, Mike McKinley, Freddie Anttila, Ann Brandt-Williams, Pat
Brodie, Socorro Meek, Mike Murphy, Regis Della-Calce, Jim Hernandez, Pam
Jorranstad for Linda Hawbaker ‘

ABSENT: Linda Hawbaker

1.

STANDING ITEMS
a. New Committees - No new committees were announced.
b. Employee, Retention, Achievement - No report

INFORMATION: Joyce Elsner, Ann Brandt-Williams, Mike McKinley

Update from Re-Organization Sub-committee - The sub-committee composed of
Joyce Elsner, Ann Brandt-Williams, Mike McKinley thoroughly reviewed all
input. The sub-committee reviewed criteria that the Deans and President
had used during their initial deliberations. The criteria stressed that
any reorganization should provide a focus on instruction, distribute work
load, allow for achievement, and provide a high level of service.

The sub-committee read all input, categorized it, and sorted out the
themes. In some cases, the comments did not relate to reorganization but
to other peripheral matters unrelated to organizational structure.

Following that review, the sub-committee drafted another version of the
chart that would address the major concerns, that would provide additional
clarification, and that would allow the college to move forward and improve
upon some of its current practices. The result of their efforts was a
chart labeled "Draft #21/Revised 11/12/97." The highlights include the
following items:

a. Where the earlier chart had stated "Effective January 1998," the

wording was changed to read "Implementation Phased January through June
19%88."

Rationale: This wording better reflects the original intent. It is
recognized that a change in organization cannot occur overnight and
that there are always portions of an organization that continue to
evolve. The sub-committee’s intent with this word change is to reflect
a gradual change over the course of the spring semester with the goal
to have it in place by midyear.

b. The units, other than the deans, that report to the President
(Institutional Effectiveness, Marketing and Public Relations, and the
Athletic Director) were re-drawn to better reflect their overall



position in relation to the deans. A question had been asked about why
the Athletic Director was reporting to the President. The feeling was
that athletics was such a complex area that it best remain close to the
president.

As mentioned earlier, the sub-committee tried to deal with the major
areas of consensus first. In general, the major areas of concern cited
by the respondents related to the Dean of Instruction and the Associate
Deans. Common themes cited about this area included the desire for all
department chairs to report to the dean and that two associate deans
were not needed. After much discussion, it was felt that if all
departments reported to one dean, there would still be a need for an
assoclate dean to help carry the overall workload.

Draft #21 shows one Dean of Instruction, fifteen (15) instructional
departments reporting to the Dean, and one (1) Associate Dean. The
Associate Dean would be responsible for initiatives that crossed many
departments. General Education and Basic Skills are cited and are
meant to convey the programs that this person would support and
coordinate. With these two, for example, the Associate Dean may look
at the way General Education courses are scheduled and ensure that a
student who wants to take the transfer block of courses would be able
to do so (within a semester, two semesters, three semesters or more).
The present structure does not easily facilitate this across discipline
scheduling and coordination.

In addition, the Associate Dean would provide leadership for the
non-credit programs of the Institute and Special Interest. While these
are separately funded, they can be a "feeder" or test area for new
courses and new programs. By having them under the umbrella of
"instruction," the hope is that they can be used in this way more
often. '

The Honors program, faculty-designed and student-focused, remains in
this area with general supervision provided by the Associate Dean.
This Associate dean would also provide support for those faculty who
wished to do more with other instructional initiatives, such as,
Learning Communities, Service Learning and International Education.

The Dean on the left side of the chart was re-named to Dean of Students
and New Directions. The words "Community Service" were dropped from
the title.

Rationale: This change was intended to better reflect the emphasis of
this position. New directions and initial implementation refers to the
work that must be done to create and implement courses, programs and
services at new sites and new partnerships. The UCC
(University-College Center) at ASU-West and the current work on "GCC
North" demonstrate the types of activities that are needed to move us
in new directions of the Strategic Issues. The success of the UCC is
the result of good work by many people, but someone needed to be the
point-person to be sure that all of the right people were involved in
planning and in implementation. The planning for "GCC North" (the
acreage on Happy Valley Road that will be operated as an extension of



the campus) is another example in process. People are being brought
together to think about the site, about what program(s) could or should
be offered there, about the type of facilities we will need to deliver
that programs, and about the partnerships that might be needed to
deliver the program desired. Again, someone needs to take the
leadership and be a "rainmaker" with new initiatives. The
responsibility was lodged with this position.

f. The line that is drawn between the Dean of Students and New Directions
and the Dean of Instruction is an important one. That line is meant to
convey that programs initially "incubated" by the Dean of Students and
New Directions would move over to the Dean of Instruction and
Department Chairs to institutionalize and continue.

The line also indicates that new directions will be built with the Dean
of Instruction and the Department Chairs so that the transition to part
of the ongoing operation can be a smooth one.

g. The programs and services listed under the Associate Dean for
Enrollment Services and the Associate Dean for Student Life were
reviewed. In general, Enrollment Services focuses on services the
potential student needs ("life before enrollment"), while Student Life
focuses on services that support the students after they have enrolled.
These are not clear-cut distinctions as many of our programs have
multiple tasks of outreach, enrollment and retention support.

The sub-committee tried to look at the major work of units as listed to
see if they met the "before" or "after" enrollment emphasis. Comments
about the placement of the Counseling Department were made, but when
one looked at the work of the Counseling Department, the majority of
their efforts dealt with student support and retention, and while they
also taught courses, many of those courses, too, focused on retention
strategies. Plus, the counseling department has not expressed any
concern so it was left with Student Life.

h. Questions were also raised about the placement of ACE+, but again,
while it is involved with instruction, the instruction is the
responsibility of the instructional department. The program’s main
emphasis is on the retention of the student through support services.
The staff works closely with the department chairs to ensure that
courses of interest to these students are provided.

i. The LAC/Literacy Center was another program that received comments. It
was placed where it was because it was felt that the major area of
their work was retention and tutoring of students. While many faculty
are involved in providing tutoring, the faculty involvement was not as
strong as, say, the Honors Program, which remained under the umbrella
of instruction. Again, with distribution of workload, it seemed
appropriate where placed. The issue of the Literacy Center may need
further discussion as it can be/is a feeder to our below-100 courses,
and right now LAC and LC are linked primarily because of physical
location.

The sub-committee decided that, since the Department Chairs were scheduled



to meet the day before the PEC, -this draft should be shared with them. Ann
Brandt-Williams did so. She reported that the reaction was varied and
consensus was not reached.

Michael McKinley commented that the need for some reorganization was a
theme that had appeared in the Interim Advisory Committee work and in the
work of the Strategic Planning Committee. He noted that organizations
evolve and continue to do so.

Socorro Meek invited Joyce Elsner to attend the PSA meeting on November 20
to explain the changes on the new chart. Joyce indicated that she is
available to talk to departments and/or answer any guestions.

In summary, all the feedback received was reviewed thoroughly. Tessa and
deans will begin sharing the new chart during the department meetings. All
feedback will be due back to Joyce Elsner, Ann Brandt-Williams or Mike
McKinley by Monday, December 1. A revised recommendation to PEC will be
presented on December 5.

Tessa expressed appreciation to all who submitted feedback on the
re-organization and to the PEC sub-committee who had the difficult task of
considering and organizing it.

DECISION: Tessa Martinez Pollack

Feedback on Employee Recognition Program - The proposed employee
recognition program was approved. Tessa presented Scott Kozak’s request to
expand the charge to include "frivolity and fun," and it was approved. The
PEC wishes to extend thanks and appreciation to the Employee Recognition
Committee for its hard work.

INFORMATION: Ann Brandt-Williams

Department Chair Update '

a. John Griggs and Bruce Thomas will participate on the Enrollment Study
Group.

b. Ann will forward to Tessa a summary of community work being done by
individual departments.

c. Departments will be sending to Ann their ideas on whether testing
should be in one area or various areas on campus.

d. Ann shared with the Chairs the most recent version of the
re-organizational chart. The Chairs will be sharing the chart with
their departments and giving feedback to Ann. The department chairs
requested that Tessa review all the re-organization comments.

INFORMATION: Jean Ann Abel

Holiday Recess and January 2 Coverage - Jean Ann indicated that the
Chancellor granted an additional half-day of winter recess on the morning
of December 24, 1997. She indicated that we do return on January 2 and
that all departments should be staffed. Please get word to your
appropriate dean if phones will be forwarded to a "cluster."

Next Meeting - Friday, November 21, 9:00a.m.




GLENDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
President’s Executive Committee

November 21, 1997
MINUTES

PRESENT: Tessa Martinez Pollack, Joyce Elsner, Alberto Sanchez, Mary Lou
Bayless, Freddie Anttila, Mike McKinley, Ann Brandt-Williams, Mike Murphy,
Linda Hawbaker, Regis Della-Calce, Pat Brodie, Don Jensen-Bobadilla for Socorro
Meek ‘

ABSENT: Jean Ann Abel, Jim Hernandez, Socorro Meek

1. STANDING ITEMS:
a. New Committees to Announce - Mike Murphy has received a good response
from the employees who were asked to participate on the steering committee
to plan the event to promote Fall, 1998 registration.

b. Enrollment, Retention, and Achievement Update - Mary Lou reported that
the Enrollment Study Group (ESG) sent a letter to Tessa outlining concerns
relating to the additional charges from PEC (see PEC minutes dated
10/10/97). Mary Lou Bayless will bring it to PEC at a later date.

c. Rumor Control/Clarification - This is clarification on the PEC minutes
dated 11/14/97. All members of the PEC will distribute DRAFT 21 of the
re-organization chart to their respective groups with a note indicating
that feedback/input is due back to Joyce Elsner, Ann Brandt-Williams, or
Mike McKinley.

Monday, December 8: Re-organization feedback due.

As before, input can be kept anonymous. Tessa has reviewed all feedback
received to-date. She will review new re-organization feedback as well.

A revised recommendation on re-organization will be presented by the
sub-committee to PEC on December 12. PEC will act on the recommendation.
PEC defined consensus as:

- Everyone has spoken.

- There is discussion and exchange of ideas.

- Comments have been recorded.

- The recommendation reflects a direction that has received suitable
deliberation.

d. Employee Group Reports -
Don Jensen-Bobadilla reported that PSA has its own web page. The

website address is http://gcunix.gc.maricopa.edu:80/PSA/ It can also
be found on the GCC home page under Programs/Departments with a link
entitled Professional Staff Association. The links and information on



this web site include our Professional Staff Policy Manual; GCC PSA
Bylaws; meeting schedule; list of current officers; and links to
various PSA related committees. Joyce Elsner attended the last PSA
meeting and answered questions in relation to the re-organization

chart. PSA has adopted Phoenix Childrens Hospital as their community
service project.

Pat Brodie reported that there are 30 MAT members on campus.
Participation has increased since meetings are being scheduled during
the lunch hour. Gene Eastin attended the last meeting, and Linda
Rosenthal is scheduled for the December 1 meeting.

Freddie Anttila reported that Tessa attended the Faculty Senate meeting
on November 20.

INFORMATION: Regis Della-Calce

Budget Process Review Update - Regis reported that a draft budget process
model is scheduled to be completed December 9. The model will link
budgeting to the strategic planning process and provide a more holistic
approach to the budget process. The first draft model will be submitted to
the committees represented by team members (including the current budget
team) for feedback. The revised (if necessary) draft model will be brought
to PEC in February for the PEC approval process. The new budget process
should be ready for implementation in April.

INFORMATION: Tessa Martinez Pollack

Developing Grants Procedure - Joyce Elsner and Alberto Sanchez have been
working on a procedure for developing grants. Tessa suspended introduction
of the "straw model" to PEC in favor of the development of a process by PEC
membership. It was felt that a varied group of stakeholders should work on
the development of the grants procedure including Institutional
Effectiveness and the Strategic Planning (Operational Planning)
sub-committee. The following individuals will work on developing the
grants procedure: Freddie Anttila, Jean Ann Abel, and Linda Hawbaker.

This group may decide that others should be added. Linda Hawbaker will
identify someone from the Strategic Planning Operational Planning
sub-committee to participate.

INFORMATION: Tessa Martinez Pollack

December 24 and January 2 - The Chancellor granted all employees an
additional half day on December 24. The campus will be open on Friday,
January 2 and the first four Saturdays in January for registration.

Supervisors will need to work out fair staff scheduling that meets College
needs on January 2.



The PEC Minutes of 10/31/97 were re-typed on 12/15/99 from a hard copy because
the original was not saved in an A-1 folder.

Glendale Community College
President’s Executive Committee
October 31, 1997

MINUTES

PRESENT: Tessa Martinez Pollack, Joyce Elsner, Jean Ann Abel, Alberto
Sanchez, Mary Lou Bayless, Freddie Anttila, Mike McKinley, Ann
Brandt-Williams, Socorro Meek, Pat Brodie, Linda Hawbaker, Regis Della-Calce,
Mike Murphy

ABSENT: Jim Hernandez

1.

STANDING ITEMS
New Committees - The purpose of this item is to introduce new committees
on campus, as well as to propose that an ad hoc/select committee be
formally designated as a committee for inclusion as a Committee and
Professional Assignment request. An ad hoc/select committee requesting to
become a designated committee must:

a. Relate directly to the mission of GCC.

b. Not overlap with work of an already exiting committee.

c. Specify a charge, meeting schedule, records.
No new committees were announced.

Employee, Retention, Achievement - Mary Lou will report following the next
meeting of the Enrollment Study Group.

INTRODUCTION: Scott Kozak and Cookie Horne
Update from the Employee Recognition Committee - This committee, with
representation from all employee groups, solicited from all employees
ideas for a comprehensive Employee Recognition Program. The following
minor modifications were suggested:

a. Add the word "team" to Employee of the Year Award so that it reads

"Employee/Team. "

b. Add Service to Students to the Gauchos Pride certificate.

c. Add Going the Extra Mile to the Gauchos Pride certificate.

d. Include retiree recognition to the program.

Employee group leaders will take the report to their respective areas and
bring comments and suggestions back to the November 14 PEC meeting.

Scott Kozak will discuss with Donna Murchland and Freddie Anttila that this
committee become a standing committee. Monitoring and implementation are
the keys to a successful Employee Recognition Program.

DECISION: Mary Lou Bayless

Selling of Catalogs - A consensus was reached on the selling of catalogs.



INTRODUCTION - Tessa Martinez Pollack

Considering Feedback on Re-Organization - PEC collected input, in different
shapes and forms. Freddie Anttila or Mike McKinley, Ann Brandt-Williams,
and Joyce Elsner will organize possible categories (e.g., questions,
concerns, recommendations) keeping names of input anonymous. If any PEC
member discussed re-organization issues with faculty and staff, please
summarize the discussion (keeping names anonymous) and forward comments to
Joyce Elsner.

The organized responses will be presented at the November 14 PEC meeting.

The implementation date of January 1998 is a proposed date of
implementation rather than completion date.

OTHER

The first tuition due date has been extended to January 8 to do reporting
the Hope Scholarship/Tax Benefit. Letter will be mailed to all students
who registered after October 29 have been given the January 8 due date.

GCC received three "Best of the West" awards. The awards were given for
the Soleri Amphitheater, University College Center partnership, and ACE
Plus in conjunction with the City of Surprise.

Tessa indicated that various situations have brought us to a point of great
stress in the College. She has requested to meet with the executive team
of the Faculty Senate. She has also requested to meet with the other
employee groups and departments as well. The first step is recognizing and
identifying the problems and then determining if we want to fix it.

Next Meeting - Friday, November 14 at 9:00 a.m. in the ACR
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INTEROFVFICE MEMORANDTUM

Date: 28-Jan-1998 11:07am MST
From: Freddie Anttila
ANTTILA, FREDDIE
Dept: English
Tel No: 435-3629
TO: Tessa Martinez Pollack ( POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ )

CC: Mary Lou Bayless
CC: Joyce Elsner
CC: Alberto Sanchez
CC: Jean Ann Abel
CC: Gay Garesche

BAYLESS, MARY LOU )
ELSNER, JOYCE )
SANCHEZ, ALBERTO )
ABEL, JEAN ANN )
GARESCHE, GAY )

Subject: RE: Meeting Notes of January 26, 1998

The Faculty Senate has not proposed a new reorganization of the college. Our
discussion in Senate was to support the moratorium that was passed at the Nov.
20th meeting. We did, however, form a committee to look at the organization of
the college. This committee could be charged to look at the organization of
the college in a number of ways, not exclusively at the reporting structure or
lines of responsibility. I hope that this clarifies the rumor. I am curious
as to how this rumor was spread, given that the unapproved minutes of the
Senate had not been distributed at the time of our meeting. The attached
minutes do not reflect the discussion that took place with regard to 0ld
Business, item C. The title Faculty Driven Reorganization reflects the way the
topic was listed on the agenda, as requested by the person who introduced the
item, it does not reflect the actual motion as was passed.

Thanks for asking,

Freddie
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INTEROFPFICE MEMORANDTUM

Date: 27-Jan-1998 02:42pm MST
From: Betty Hufford

HUFFORD, BETTY AT Al AT GC
Dept:
Tel No:

TO: Distribution to 199 addressees.

Subject: UNAPPROVED Minutes of January 22, 1998

Attached for your consideration are the latest faculty senate minutes (the
unapproved edition) .



UNAPPROVED :
GLENDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE SENATE MINUTES
FOR JANUARY 22, 1998

IT.

IIT.

Iv.

VI.

CALL TO ORDER - President Anttila called the official meeting to order
at 2:40 in the Council Chambers.

PRESENT - Vice President Gay Garesche, Senators Carmela Arnoldt, Larry
Bohlender, Rod Brooker, Jim Daugherty, Paul DePippo, Marilyn Hoffs, Mike
Holtfrerich, Betty Hufford, Pam Joraanstad, Hannes Kvaran, Phil Moloso,
Joann Pell, Jim Reed, and Linda Smith

ABSENT - Pat Haas and Michael Petrowsky

VISITORS - Included but were not limited to Juan Gurule, Margaret
Hawks, Jeanne Saint-Amour, and Lyle Walcott

ADDITIONS/CORRECTIONS TO THE MINUTES - Phil Moloso moved, and

Linda Smith seconded approval of the minutes of December 11 with
corrections. PASSED.

Pam Joraanstad moved, and Jim Daugherty seconded that the expanded
summary of discussion with Dr. Pollack be approved with one addition.
PASSED.

ADDITIONS/CORRECTIONS TO THE AGENDA - Jim Daugherty added a Meet and
Confer report as point C under information. Marilyn Hoffs moved, and
Carmela Arnoldt seconded that the modified agenda be approved. PASSED.

TREASURER’S REPORT - Marilyn Hoffs reported $12,236 in savings and
$294 in checking. GCC membership stands at 148.5. She had received
thank you notes from the families of Sylvia Meixner and Joe Terrell
for Senate donations in their names. Betty Hufford moved, and Phil
Moloso seconded acceptance of the report. PASSED.

STUDENT INTERIM -- No students were present.
OLD BUSINESS

A. BUDGET REVIEW PROCESS
Rod Brooker reported that the revised budget process was now in
the "tweaking" stage and should be available for all faculty to
peruse by mid-February. This model will be delivered to Dean
Elsner. President Anttila suggested that senate should officially
review the process when it is available.

B. DOCUMENT TO MOVE ON
Joann Pell moved, and Betty Hufford seconded acceptance of a
document delineating problems in communication, morale, systems, and
community relations which led to the lack of confidence vote. This
document would be sent to Dr. Pollack; the president in concert with
the faculty senate would develop a means for discussing progress.
After lengthy discussion and many friendly amendments, senate PASSED
the motion in principle, pending a review of finalized wording via



A-1. Gay Garesche voted NO.

Phil Moloso moved, and Gay Gareshe seconded that the finalized
statement be forwarded to other appropriate parties, such as
the chancellor, the governing board, and the @gc distribution
list. The resolution PASSED; Marilyn Hoffs abstained.

C. FACULTY DRIVEN REORGANIZATION PLAN
Joann Pell moved, and Jim Daugherty seconded that a committee
composed of faculty senate volunteers investigate campus
organization. PASSED; Marilyn Hoffs abstained.
The volunteer committee of Jim Daugherty, Pam Joraanstad, Joann
Pell, Jim Reed, and Linda Smith was approved by acclamation.

D. CO-ENROLLMENT
Gay Garesche reported that the Executive Council committee to
gather information on the pervasiveness of co-enrollment had
finished the task; the committee’s report will
be available soon. However, the committee has dissolved, and
an executive council committee to act on the information is
unlikely. Two proposals might fill this gap. One, Garesche
announced that the next GCC convocation on quality would address
this subject. Two, she moved, and Pam Joraanstad seconded that the
GCC senate form a committee on co-enrollment. PASSED.
Senators Brooker, Garesche, and Joraanstad volunteered to serve;
Al Shipley and Margaret Hawks (who initially brought this item to
the attention of senate) will also be invited to join the committee.

Paul DePippo moved, and Betty Hufford seconded that Dean Sanchez,
who has been working on issues of quality and control with
co-enrollment, be asked to present at the convocation. Dr. Pollack
and the deans would be invited for informational purposes. PASSED.

VII. NEW BUSINESS
A. CONSTITUTIONAL REVISION
Phil Moloso delineated several areas of the constitution that needed
clarification or change. Then he moved, and Marilyn Hoffs seconded
that senate authorize Phil Moloso and Betty Hufford to frame
enabling language for constitutional changes to be considered at the
February meeting. PASSED.

B. RFP ON WWW
Since district is no longer distributing printed copies to all
faculty, departments should watch that their paper budgets do not
go to printing the RFP.

VIII. INFORMATION

A. AAUP/Faculty Association
The move to disaffiliate has been tabled at Executive Council, but
President Anttila expects it to resurrect. She has been supporting
the association but is open to response from faculty at large.



B. Legislative Report
President Anttila reported that the Whistleblower Law is likely
to pass. Its main feature is provision to go to state personnel for
mediation rather than the current internal process. The governance
law may also pass. Mail or e-mail your legislator to support these
bills.

C. Meet and Confer Report
Jim Daugherty reported that the employee alliance had presented
well-supported proposals to CFAC and had been generally well
received. Improved retrenchment language is likely to be TAed
(tentatively approved) at the next meeting. The movement in
professional growth is to keep the policy but not the procedures
in the RFP; policies still must be approved by the faculty Executive
Council. The faculty evaluation plan is likely to be approved.
Probationary faculty reform may fly.

IX. NEXT MEETING
The next meeting is February 26 at 2:30.
X. ADJOURNMENT

Jim Reed moved to adjourn, and Marilyn Hoffs seconded.
PASSED. The meeting was adjourned at 5:25

Respectfully submitted,
Betty Hufford, Secretary



GLENDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
President’s Executive Committee

December 12, 1997

MINUTES

PRESENT: Joyce Elsner Acting President for Tessa Martinez Pollack, Jean Ann
Abel, Alberto Sanchez, Mary Lou Bayless, Freddie Anttila, Mike McKinley,
Ann Brandt-Williams, Fernando Camou, Linda Hawbaker, Regis Della-Calce, Mike
Murphy, Pat Brodie, Jim Hernandez, Don Jensen-Bobadilla for Socorro Meek

ABSENT: Tessa Martinez Pollack, Socorro Meek
GUESTS: Steve Williams, Fernando Camou

1. WELCOME: Fernando Camou was welcomed as the new PEC representative of the
Department Chairs Council. Ann Brandt-Williams was thanked for her
contributions to PEC during the fall semester.

2. STANDING ITEMS:

a. New Committees - Linda Hawbaker announced that she has asked several
department chairs to serve as an ad hoc committee and advise her of
information that should appear on the IE web page.

Jean Ann Abel announced that she and several faculty are meeting at ASU
West on January 8 to discuss 2+2 oppportunities. Anyone interested in
attending the meeting should contact Jean Ann at 5-3155.

Freddie indicated that the Employee Recognition Committee will be
submitting paperwork to be recognized as a permanent committee.

b. Enrollment, Retention, and Achievement - No report. Joyce Elsner
announced that spring enrollment is down.

c. Rumor Control/Clarification - Faculty in the 02 building will not be
moving to the LA building.

d. Grants Development Update - Diana Dias is working with a district-wide
team on a grant from AACC/Microsoft. If the grant requires matching
dollars, Carl Perkins dollars and release time for faculty will be used.

Steve Williams announced that GCC, PC, and SMCC in conjunction with ASU
West have been awarded an NIH grant. Ten (10) students from GCC need to be
identified for participation in this program. The grant aims to create a
bridge program for minority students to complete a baccalaureate degree in
the Life Sciences at ASU West and to direct the students into biomedical
research careers. The minority students targeted by NIH are Hispanic,
African American, Native American, and Pacific Islander. Anyone who knows
of a minority student who has a 3.0 GPA or better and has an interest in a



biomedical career, should contact Steve Williams at 5-3621.

e. Employee Group Reports - Don Jensen-Bobadilla reported that PSA is
collecting information for the Collaborative Policy Development (CPD)
meeting. This is the new term for meet and confer. He also reported that
PSA collected over $5000 in toys for the Phoenix Childrens Hospital.

Jim Hernandez reported that Crafts Collaborative Policy recommendations
were approved by the Governing Board at the last Board meeting. The next
years process now begins.

Pat Brodie - No report from MAT.

Freddie Anttila reported that the Faculty Senate met with the Arizona
Hispanic Forum. The Faculty Senate has donated funds for a party and gifts
for the children of the parents attending our classes in El Mirage.

INFORMATION AND DECISION

Re-Organization - The re-organization subcommittee reviewed all the
additional comments submitted. The subcommittee does not feel comfortable
making a recommendation to PEC. The subcommittee feels that the
re-organization is ultimately the president’s decision and that the
president should consider these new comments along with the former ones.
All new comments have been forwarded to the President for review.

Other - No PEC meeting scheduled for Friday, December 19.
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INTEROFVFTICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 04-May-1998 05:05pm MST
From: Tessa Martinez Pollack

POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ
Dept: GCC Admin

Tel No: 435-3010

TO: Via System List GC ( SUBSCRIBERS: AT Al AT GC )

Subject: Staffing of the College

Throughout many discussions and input periods regarding the organizational
structure of the College, there has been agreement on one point: we all seek
a structure that supports academic quality, students, and the continued growth
and development of the College for a changing community. I thank all of you
who participated in the processes, discussions, and contribution of feedback
for your level of care and interest.

Today, I have taken the following actions:

1. Jean Ann Abel and Alberto Sanchez will begin the transition of moving the
on-campus Dean of Instruction duties to Jean Ann. Alberto and Jean Ann
will continue to work as a team to support instructional initiatives.

2. Alberto Sanchez will focus on the Northwest Center, the UCC, other campus
sites, and education partnerships in a transition to duties as the Dean
for Educational Services.

3. Two posting requests for Associate Deans have been sent to the District
Office. The Associate Deans will work with both Dean Abel and Dean
Sanchez.

4. Donna Murchland has been re-assigned to serve as Associate Dean of Student
Life. She will assume administrative responsibility for Disabled Student
Resources, the Learning Assistance Center, Career Services, Job Placement,
and Re-entry Services.

To begin the phase-in of these staffing changes, I have requested that the
following occur: ‘

1. Dean Abel and Dean Sanchez will meet with all of the instructional
departments.

2. Dean Elsner and Donna Murchland will meet with departments where there
will be changes in reporting relationships in a few of the program areas.

Early on, I shared with you some of my priorities in a management decision
regarding the organizational structure and staffing of the College. They
were:

o that we be able to develop a more efficient focal point for the support of
instruction;

o that we be able to move in the direction of the same focal point for the
: support of students services;



o * that we be able to develop a more balanced work load across a dangerously
lean administrative structure; and others.

I believe that these staffing arrangements achieve those priorities. I thank
you for helping me to shape some adjustments that have been incorporated. The
Deans and I look forward to your continued participation and cooperation for a
continuously evolving structure as the demands on our college may require.
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INTEROFPFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 12-May-1998 11:45pm MST
From: Jim Reed
REED, JIM
Dept: Communications
Tel No: (43) 53631
TO: Tessa Martinez Pollack ( POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ )

Subject: GCC Reorganization

Dr. Pollack:

The Faculty Senate has spent a great deal of time discussing numerous revisions

of GCC’s organizational structure. At our April 23 meeting we agreed upon the
following:

1. That we add a Dean of Instruction rather than two Associate
Deans.

2. That we have a Director of Student Life rather than an Associate
Dean.

I have put a model of this plan in your office for your consideration. The
Senate requests that you suspend your reorganization plan pending a review of
the Faculty Senate’s Proposal. Our rationale favoring a fourth Dean in
preference to two Associate Deans is:

1. Dean would be less expensive than multiple Associate Deans.

A

2. A Dean maintains GCC’s non-hiearchical structure.
A Dean can take a higher profile role in our community.
A

Dean does not demand time for supervision/delegation.

5. A Dean would allow instructional departments to be divided among

two Deans rather than have all instructional departments reporting
to one Dean.

6. A Dean would accommodate NCA requirements that there be a Dean
of Instruction responsible for curriculum.

A portion of our UNNAPROVED MINUTES from the May 7 meeting follows:

"Phil M. moved, accepting Michael P’s. friendly amendment, and Gay

G. seconded, that the Senate, on behalf of the entire Glendale Faculty,
opposes the addition of the two new associate deans to GCC’'s
Administration, favoring instead the faculty'’'s reorganization plan
prepared recently for President Pollack. The Senate requests that

Dr. Pollack suspend her reorganization plan pending a review of the
Faculty Senate proposal. Discussion followed. Passed. Marilyn Hoffs
voted No."

The Senate thanks you for your consideration in this matter.



»

Cordially,

Jim Reed, Senate President
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 14-May-1998 01:24pm MST

From: Tessa Martinez Pollack
POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ

Dept: GCC Admin

Tel No: 435-3010

TO: Distribution to 22 addressees.
Subject: Changes in College Staffing

This is to respond to each of your two messages attached. Let me thank you
and other members of your Senate’s sub-committee who worked with the Deans to
obtain a better understanding of organizational and staffing needs so that we

can provide the type of service that students need and faculty and staff
deserve. ‘

RE: SENATE RECOMMENDATIONS
First, I will respond to each of the Senate’s recommendations:
1. That we add a Dean of Instruction rather than two Associate Deans
I cannot agree with this recommendation. Now, let me explain why ---

a. The addition of another Dean maintains the current fractionalization
of our most important enterprise at the college, instruction. One of
the keys to effective organizational design is the coordination of
key functions. We need more coordinated support for programs that
have both transfer and occupational aspects (e.g., Psychology,
Sociology, HPER, Art). We are growing in our need for more of that
coordination between general education and occupational programs as
well as in some labor intensive NCA processes such as Institutional
Effectiveness, Program Review, and College-wide Academic Achievement.

b. There are other areas in which faculty need a cohesive approach and
integrated support for emerging themes of instruction (e.g.,
Integrated Learning Communities, Multiple Intelligences, the infusion
of diversity into the curriculum, writing across the curriculum).

c. The addition of a Dean does not address one of the top priorities
related to workloads. Whether or not we choose to use any college
within the system or outside of it as a reference, it would be
unreasonable for me to expect any human (or superhuman) being to
attend to the coordination of instruction described above with
any level of quality in its growth and support. The communication
tasks, alone, from e-mail to meetings are mammoth.

Additionally, I have decided in the last two days to post these two support
positions as Senior Associate Deans. These positions more adequately reflect
the breadth and depth of responsibilities that the work above requires.
Posting these two positions at the Senior Associate level rather than the
Associlate Dean level was accommodated in the 1998-1999 budget. An important
outcome of this is that the salary level of the Senior Associate Dean may
also attract more faculty applicants in the pool. I believe that this is a
plus and addresses some of the input that I received regarding administrative



opportunities for faculty.

Regarding the Senate rationale, let me hasten to add that I am aware

of and share concerns for leanness and hierarchy in structures. One of the
reasons, I deferred refilling Dean Staten’s vacated position was in the
interest of being lean. The trade-off to address the workload issue

is some elongation to the structure. However, I believe that the net effect
will be better service and support. I am confidant that the Dean of
Instruction will be able to work closely with the Department Chairs to define
functions that require her direct supervision and functions where the Senior
Associate Deans can lend support.

2. That we have a Director of Student Life rather than an Associate
Dean

I cannot agree with this recommendation. This position will also be
reclassified as a Senior Associate Dean. Like the positions above, it
was accommodated in the budget building process and will not affect the
1998-1999 budget. Here, I would also like to explain why the adjustment is
necessary ---

a. The current breadth and depth of responsibilities of this position
require it. Again, regardless of the reference to a college in or
out of the system, the duties being performed in that position
currently command that placement in our District employment
classification structure.

b. The Senior Associate Dean for Enrollment Serviceg is a parallel
position, meaning that the Student Life duties are comparable in
depth and breadth to that in Enrollment Services. If we do not
classify this position in a parallel fashion, we are not acting in
accord with good business practices.

RE: PLACEMENT OF COUNSELING

Second, this is to respond to your attached al on the reporting of Counseling.
My al of May 4, 1998 (Staffing of the College) is also attached. It does not
suggest nor have I decided anything as yet regarding the reporting of
Counseling anywhere else other than where it is reporting now. As I also said
there, I am keeping a view toward the continuing evolution of the
organizational structure. The Counseling Department has done some outstanding
work as part of the Student Success Council, and I will want them to take that
promising work into consideration in continuing decisions. Regardless, I would
hope that we do not confuse issues of function (i.e., Where will Counselors
best serve students as part of the Student Success model?) with classification
(i.e., Counselors are, by RFP, faculty regardless of where they report.).

Finally, Jim, I am, again, most appreciative of the diligent work done by the
Senate sub-committee. The Deans and I are very interested in the inverted
organizational model that you have proposed. We would like to continue to work
with you in reflecting the staffing changes as noted above and as they continue
to evolve in an organizational chart of the same type. The sub-committee gave
us a head start on a chart that will need to be in place by the time of the NCA
visit.
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INTEROFVFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 01-Nov-1999 03:19pm MST
From: Tessa Martinez Pollack
POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ
Dept: GCC Admin
Tel No: 623.845.3010
TO: Jim Reed ( REED, JIM )

CC: Jean Ann Abel
CC: Joyce Elsner
CC: Alberto Sanchez
CC: Christine Hall
CC: Randy Kimmens
CC: Mary Lou Massal
CC: Donna Murchland
CC: Roxie Helbert

ABEL, JEAN ANN )
ELSNER, JOYCE )
SANCHEZ, ALBERTO )
HALL, CHRISTINE )
KIMMENS, RANDY )
MASSAL, MARY LOU )
MURCHLAND, DONNA )
HELBERT, ROXIE )

Subject: Attached E-mail RE: Afternoon College

Jim, sorry I missed you last week: 1lots to talk about, and tough to line up
our schedules. The attached on Afternoon College was one of the topics.

On a broader but related topic, I am feeling a deficit of communication to and
fro on matters that are of respective concern to the Senate and me. At the
beginning of the semester, I felt that you and I were briefing each other,
but, as semesters and schedules go, we’ve not really maintained the effort.

The group on the College Plan is a good example of an opportunity in which we
have been able to establish communication on that particular topic. However,
I think that we need a means to brief, discuss, inform, and so on on broader
topics and interests that may not always present themselves in something so
structured as PEC or a particular activity (i.e., such as the development of
the College Plan). Additionally, if we had a pre-arranged time for standing
meetings, we could have taken up topics like the College Plan which, as you
know, continues to be difficult to schedule.

What do you think of creating some spot on the calendar where you and Senate
leadership or some group of your design meet regularly with me and the Deans
on any topics that may need to be shared or discussed. Let me hear from you
if you’'re interested so that I may coordinate calendars.
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDTUM

Date: 28-0ct-1999 06:28pm MST
From: Tessa Martinez Pollack
POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ
Dept: GCC Admin
Tel No: 623.845.3010
TO: Rufus Glasper ( GLASPER, RUFUS AT Al AT DIST )
CC: Raul Cardenas ( CARDENAS, RAUL AT Al AT DIST )

Subject: Afternoon College

Rufus, I understand that some time back there was an Afternoon College tuition
discount that was later discontinued. What is the history of this? I’'m sure
that there were adjustments that needed to be made to address the offsets of
the discounts. However, could this be a discussion for FAC?

Such an arrangement is of great interest to GCC and I would imagine would be
to the larger colleges. It certainly beats adding new buildings, new parking
lots, etc. when ATRA and others (our own Board) might potentially challenge us
on a 38% (or thereabouts) use of our buildings.
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INTEROFFTICE MEMORANDTUM

Date: 29-0ct-1999 03:09pm MST
From: Rufus Glasper
GLASPER, RUFUS AT Al AT DIST

Dept: Business Services

Tel No: 731-8555
TO: Tessa Martinez Pollack ( POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ AT Al AT GC
CC: Rufus Glasper ( GLASPER, RUFUS AT Al AT DIST )
CC: Raul Cardenas ( CARDENAS, RAUL AT Al AT DIST )

Subject: RE: Afternoon College
Tessa,

The initiator of the Afternoon Program was Mesa College. The rate of tuition
was (1f I can remember indexed at 2/3 of full tuition). The program lasted a
few years but received mixed reviews from the colleges. Not all colleges
participated and when offfered--the reduced tuition did not appear to increase
the number od student in sufficient numbers to warrant the cost of faculty,
etc. Additionally, when the program was eliminated district-wide revenues
continued to increase. We are not sure of the relationship.

The topic is a good one...maybe its time has come to try again....If you would
like I will ask Jack Twithchell or Larry the master designers to research their
files for stuff to share...please advise...thx rg
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INTEROFPFVFTICE MEMORANDTUM

Date: 01-Nov-1999 03:14pm MST
From: Tessa Martinez Pollack
POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ
Dept: GCC Admin
Tel No: 623.845.3010
TO: Rufus Glasper ( GLASPER, RUFUS AT Al AT DIST )
CC: Raul Cardenas ( CARDENAS, RAUL AT Al AT DIST )
CC: Rufus Glasper ( GLASPER, RUFUS AT Al AT DIST )
CC: Tessa Martinez Pollack ( POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ AT Al AT GC

Subject: RE: Afternoon College

Yes. I think Afternoon College needs to be placed back on the table. As I
understand it, there may have been some tactical scheduling errors that the
colleges made when it was piloted. We would need campus enrollment experts and
DI’'s to be part of the conversation so that we address the programmatic side
as well as the fiscal side.
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INTEROFPFICE MEMORANDTUM

Date: 13-May-1999 10:1%am MST
From: Tessa Martinez Pollack
POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ
Dept: GCC Admin
Tel No: 623.845.3010
TO: Jim Reed ( REED, JIM )

CC: Roxie Helbert
CC: Jean Ann Abel
CC: Alberto Sanchez
CC: Joyce Elsner

HELBERT, ROXIE )
ABEL, JEAN ANN )
SANCHEZ, ALBERTO )
ELSNER, JOYCE )

Subject: College Plan

Jim, I need some advice. I have been trying to move my reviews of the college
plan and response as soon as you have provided them. I know that you and the
Senate have done the same. Yet, here we are upon the close of the semester,
and we have not been able to bring closure to it. Where do you want to go
from here? Shall we plan to meet over the summer or wait until the Fall to
continue the journey?
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INTEROFPFICE

TO: Tessa Martinez Pollack
CC: Joyce Elsner

CC: Alberto Sanchez

CC: Jean Ann Abel

CC: Roxie Helbert

Subject: RE: College Plan

Dear Dr. Pollack:

MEMORANDTUM

Date:
From:

Dept:

Tel No:

13-May-1999 12:33pm MST
Jim Reed

REED, JIM
Communication/Faculty Presiden
(43) 53631

( POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ )

ELSNER, JOYCE )
SANCHEZ, ALBERTO )
ABEL, JEAN ANN )
HELBERT, ROXIE )

I believe that we need to move ahead on the College Plan. But, it’s a very
crowded week for us to add anything else to the plate. So I’1ll be in touch
with you and several of the Senate members at the beginning of next week.

See you tomorrow evening,

Jim
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INTEROFVFICE MEMORANDTUM

Date: 10-Jun-1999 11l:16am MST
From: Tessa Martinez Pollack
POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ
Dept: GCC Admin
Tel No: 623.845.3010
TO: Jim Reed ( REED, JIM )

Subject: Suggestion for Finalizing the College Plan

Jim, summer is moving swiftly through GCC, and I thought I would get us both
talking again about finalizing the College Plan. Here are my best thoughts on
a process subject to discussion with you. It’s a place to start for
organizing the dialogue.

Let me hear your reactions to it or whether you’d rather wait on reviewing the
suggested process with your colleagues when they are all back. We probably
don’t want to stretch this out too much beyond a Fall, 1999 completion. Take
care, drop by, call, or send a postcard...!



Proposed Process for Adopting a College Plan

The goal: to reach agreement on the content of the college plan as per RFP

D.1.1

The timeframe for reaching agreement: Close of Fall, 1999

The process:

The Senate President and the College President will decide
on a process and the membership of the College Plan Team.

As the proposed process, the team will:

1.

2.

Review the currently existing college plan.

Develop a working document that aligns the currently
existing college plan and the proposed college plan to
facilitate discussion and examination of the differences.

Discuss the working document and specify rationales
where there are differences between the existing and
proposed college plans.

Draft alternative proposals for consideration where there
are areas of disagreement.

Retain the language of the existing college plan in those
areas where agreement cannot be reached.

Submit the final proposed college plan to the President for
approval. :
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 01-Sep-1999% 02:43pm MST
From: Roxie Helbert
HELBERT, ROXIE
Dept: GCC President’s Office
Tel No: 623.845.3012
TO: Tessa Martinez Pollack ( POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ )
TO: Jim Reed ( REED, JIM )

Subject: FYI re College Plan Meeting
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INTEROFVPFTICE MEMORANDTUM

Date: 01-Sep-1999 02:11pm MST
From: Gay Garesche

GARESCHE, GAY
Dept: GCC Social Science

Tel No: 623.845.3701

TO: Roxie Helbert ( HELBERT, ROXIE )

Subject: RE: College Plan Meeting

Roxie - Bob Albury is the other individual that the Senate chose to meet with
Dr. Pollack. Jim Daugherty was not chosen for this committee. I would like to
see the meeting include only those who the Senate chose. Perhaps if we had a
longer lead time on this meeting, this error could have been more gracefully
corrected.

Please pass this comment along to Presidents Pollack and Reed. I don’'t
know how to select a portion of a distribution list for an a-1 response.

Thanks,

Gay



The PEC Minutes of 10/31/97 were re-created on 5/15/99 from a hard copy
because the original was not saved in an A-1 folder.

Glendale Community College

President’s Executive Committee
Administration Conference Room
September 17, 1999

12:00 - 1:00 p.m.

(Minutes Approved via A-1)
Meeting 12

Present: Jean Ann Abel, Regis Della-Calce, Joyce Elsner, John Griggs,
Christine Hall, Linda Hawbaker, Pam Joraanstad, Randy Kimmens, Scott Kozak,
Mary Lou Massal, Donna Murchland, Debra Palok, Tessa Martinez Pollack, Jim
Reed, Alberto Sanchez, Patricia Vogel.

Guest: Mark Ferris representing Alice Estrada

Minutes:

A. Introductions Tessa Martinez Pollack
Committee members introduced themselves. An orientation for the new
members to the roles, responsibilities, and protocols of PEC was
deferred until the next meeting in order to get to the topics
(especially parking) on the agenda.

Tessa attended the President’s Summit on September 15. The meeting
was comprised of all of Arizona’s community college and university
presidents. Some of the topics included a need for more
collaboration; general education; dual enrollment; and what the new
Arizona population means to community college and university roles.
Governor Hull is creating a Task Force on Higher Education that would
include three Chancellors (one from MCCD, one Pima Community College
District, and one from the rural community colleges), three university
Presidents, a representative from the University of Phoenix, and four
representatives from the private sector. She stated that she will be
increasing her involvement in statewide issues and organizations given
the importance of emerging issues.

B. Review of Ground Rules

C. Proposed changes to Agenda/Approval of Agenda
D. Recommendations (Old Business)

E. First Consideration (New Business)



F.

Standing Items :

1.

2.
3. C
a.

4.

5.

Rumor Control/Clarification

Grants

a. NSF ACEPT Grant Funding from ASU Jean Ann Abel
GCC did not apply for this grant, but Bob Thompson, three

faculty (including part-time faculty) attended a seminar at ASU

during the summer. After attending, Bob was offered $10,000
from an ASU NSF grant that can be used for equipment,
supplies, and temporary help.

b. Los Vecinos/The Neighbors Coalition Grant Tessa Pollack
The third revision to the grant was submitted to W.K. Kellogg
Foundation by the Coalition of which the college is a member.
The changes from the former proposals include: (1) in-kind
increases by organizations involved in the partnership; (2)
greater involvement from the banking community, (3) an
Invitational Summit in collaboration with the Maricopa
Foundation and WKKF where the project could serve as a model
for socio-economic development, as well as to stimulate a more
philanthropic culture in the West Valley.

GCC students have already been involved in landscaping and
immunization projects in the community. The experience has
been of mutual benefit to students and the community. It was
suggested that community involvement such as these should be
made public on A-1 and the legislative brochure.

c. Child Care Grant Alberto Sanchez

The Governing Board accepted an intergovernmental agreement for

$78,247 between GCC and the Arizona Department of Economic
Security/Child Care Administration (DES/CCA) for the term of
July 1, 1999 through June 30, 2000, to conduct the GCC/DES
Academic Training Program.

ollege Committees

Jim Reed and Alberto Sanchez will recommend to Tessa Pollack
the charge for a Grants Development Committee. It will not
hamper the grants development process but provide a plan for
securing external resources especially pertinent to the
Strategic Plan.

Mary Lou will be bring forth recommendations to form two
committees: America Reads-America Challenge Committee and
Opportunity Scholarship Committee. She will work with Jim to
bring the new committees to PEC for approval.

Alberto mentioned a need for a Grants Resources Committee and
will work with Jim to bring the new committee to PEC for
approval.

Issue Bin (add, alter, screen, schedule)

Information and announcements
a. Parking Update Debra Palok/Joyce Elsner



GCC took a proactive approach by adding 700 new spaces knowing
that 500 existing spaces would be lost because of construction.
It costs $550 - $600 per lighted parking space.

Most complaints about parking have been in regards to finding a
parking space and the distance the available parking spaces are
from classrooms. There have also been complaints from faculty
regarding students parking in employee parking spaces.

Ideas and comments included:

Could hire temps for directing traffic to available parking

More signage

Provide parking map with warning or ticket

Signs on Orange Grove are perpendicular to curb

Higher penalties for parking in employee spaces (fees are set
by the Governing Board)

Remind students when registering that parking is congested
during the beginning of the semester

Add parking information in newsletter

Practice more forgiveness

Figure out how to address distance issue

Inform that we lost parking spaces here but added there

Could handle more growth if more classes offered in afternoon

Update the master plan to lay foundation for next bond cycle

Parking garages (paid by parking fees)

Update map for pathways because of construction

Shuttle? No budget or plans for shuttle

Visitors parking full for visitors, etc.

Warning tickets seemed to disappear earlier this year

Warning ticket created stain on car seat

Incentives for travel by bus and car pools

Student questioned why the employees don’'t park further out as
employees at the malls do

Explore shuttle service between ASU West and GCC

Lease parking across the street during first weeks of semester

Pay premium for reserved parking

ACTION: Send suggestions to Debra. She will brief PEC about
the additional things that Safety will do to help prepare for
next time. Debra will bring the number of employee parking
spaces to the next meeting.

NCA Alberto Sanchez
NCA will be coming to GCC for the accreditation visit in a
couple years. The NCA Steering team, comprised of Jean Ann
Abel, Joyce Elsner, Alberto Sanchez, John Griggs, Linda
Hawbaker, David Raffaelle, Regis Della-Calce, Tessa Pollack,
and Johnette Williams, are organizing the planning of the NCA
document. The co-chairs are Jean Ann Abel for instruction,
Alberto Sanchez for student services, and Johnette Williams for
faculty. The team viewed models of several different colleges
and decided to incorporate elements of Sinclair Community
College’s model which has three phases: 1) description phase,
2) evaluation phase, and 3) planning phase. The Steering Team



will oversee the process. There are five accreditation
criteria with a team for each. The writing should be done by
the end of next year.

c. Faculty will be hosting an Octoberfest. Date and time will be
announced later.

NEXT MEETING
October 8, 1999 from 12:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m. in the ACR

UPCOMING AGENDAS OR GUESTS

a. Marketing Update Trish Vogel

b. Early Warning System Donna Murchland
c. Evaluation of PEP Grant Mary Jane Onnen
d. Action Planning Resources Donna Murchland
e. Role and Scope of PEC Tessa Pollack



What follows will be distributed in hard copy at the meeting this afternoon,
but I thought you might appreciate a preview of this agenda item:

GLENDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Administrative Services

Date: April 13, 1999

To: Budget Development Committee

From: Joyce Elsner

Subject: Universal Access to Technology for Students

Background

Over the past year, a great deal of discussion revolved around the concept of
providing "universal access" for all students to the Instructional Palette.
The College Technology Committee (CTC) and the Department Chairs Council
examined various funding models that focused on assessing a course fee on ALL
sections offered on campus.

The discussions were ably led and produced a recommendation to assess $1 per
section for those courses that were 1 credit or less and to charge $2.25 per
section for all others. The recommendation was endorsed by the CTC and
received a majority vote of the Department Chairs Council.

Authority for assessing such a fee seemed to be included in the definition
provided the colleges. A position paper on the issue was developed and
circulated to the Administrative Services Group, the Deans of Instruction, the
Deans of Students, and the Administrative Councils of the ten colleges.
Support for the approach varied from college to college. Each wanted to be
sure that assessment of such a fee would be a college decision and not a
district mandate.

Ultimately, the issue of the course fee on all sections in support of
technology moved to the district-wide Financial Advisory Committee (FAC) where,
after discussions at two meetings, it was tabled. FAC was just not able to
deal with the issue at that time. Thus, GCC had not received validation of its
authority to move forward with the total assessment approach.

Simultaneously, the timeline for the remodeling of the library was revealed,
and it became apparent that without a functioning library on campus, much would
need to be done to create electronic library resources for students. If our
library were evolving to a "cybrary" for next year, all students would need
access to the Palette where the electronic resources would reside.

Where we are now




- Without clear support to assess an "all sections" fee from the
district-powers-that-be, and

- Recognizing that there was not universal shave universal access if
our students are to use our electronic library resources, and

- Recognizing that we have never charged for library services,

We must fund universal access to the Instructional Palette with our own
operational dollars.

Proposed Budget for 1999-2000 and 2000-2001

Recent financial data for 1998-99 shows that we have spent and encumbered
$152,000 and have collected $163,000 through existing TUF fees. Thus, for this
year, we appear to be in budget. The revenue data is somewhat corrupted as it
also reflects dollars collected to date for summer school and/or fall semester.
We also have yet to expend funds in support of the rest of this semester and
there will also be needs for the summer session.

The "all sections" fee that had been endorsed for the college was projected to

produce a total of $293,000, with an estimate of $117,000 per semester plus the
summer sessions.

Based upon our past experience and facing the potential of increased student
use for next year, the proposed budget for next year of $200,000 is
recommended. The budget will cover:

Toner

Paper

Student network supplies (connectors, cables, basic software, standard
suite of tools and selected options, storage)

Emergency, temporary help for the student network

There are carry-forward dollars in the existing technology user fee account
that will make up the difference between the two amounts for the pilot period.

The actual expenditures in the various categories would be monitored closely so
that an accurate report could be prepared based on real expenditures.

A commitment of this amount for a two- (2) year pilot period is recommended.
In this way, there would be a full-yearUs experience with actual expenditures
prior to submission of the 2001-2002 budget request. We would be better able
to assess the impact of the "technology fee-free" experiment.

Where would the dollars come from?

It is a fair question. Throughout the fall semester, we had been saying that
assessing the technology course fees on all sections was Tabsolutely criticalU
for the survival of the program. Now, we are saying that we can fund it though
our operational dollars. What has changed?

The change is GROWTH. If we had not realized the enrollment growth this year,
the item would not be on the table for discussion. There would not be any



additional dollars for distribution. This proposal could not be considered.

Course Fees Would Still Be Needed in Selected Programs

Universal access would not include expenditures for software beyond the basic
Palette needs. Expensive software programs that are used by relatively few
(200-250) students (e.g., CAD, Computer Graphics, and selected high-end
Business applications, etc.) would still need to be funded by separate course
fees for their instructional program.

Implications for Implementation

When adopted, the staff would need to determine processes for:

Refunding dollars already collected

Deleting TUF fees from the course sections

Validating processes to add student accounts and provide the
necessary support

Monitoring capacity and usage across the campus

In addition to the mechanics of the two "technology fee-free" years, we can
also begin developing the strategies to assess the effectiveness of this
approach for students and for services. Evaluation processes will need to be
developed to determine the impact on learners, on faculty, on staff, on library
and student services.

These implications are manageable within the time available to be ready for the
summer sessions. This approach will also move the overall discussion of
technology and learning to the "uses and benefits" mode. We can leave the
"to-course-fee or not-to-course- fee" discussions behind us. We have learned
that they are divisive and unproductive. The pilot will enable us to focus on
learners and learning.

Next Steps

The recommendation of the Budget Development Committee will be forwarded to the
President for consideration.
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INTEROFFTICE MEMORANDTUM

Date: 22-Nov-1999 04:59pm MST
From: Tessa Martinez Pollack
POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ
Dept: GCC Admin
Tel No: 623.845.3010
TO: Jim Reed { REED, JIM )

CC: Robert Albury,

CC: Gay Garesche

CC: Michael Holtfrerich
CC: Jean Ann Abel

CC: Roxie Helbert

ALBURY, ROBERT )
GARESCHE, GAY )
HOLTFRERICH, MICHAEL )
ABEL, JEAN ANN )
HELBERT, ROXIE )

e e e

Subject: College Plan Revisions

Jim, I loocked at the revisions delivered to me last Tuesday. I thought that
I'd give you some feedback on remaining concerns:

1. Item 10 on page 2 and 3

This is complicated for those occasions if and when a President must
remove a Department Chair. I can think of occasions in which it would
not be possible to even suggest that there are "legal issues." I am
consulting with Legal as we discussed.

2. Item V on page 7 and 8

This also is complicated in contrast to the process proposed for the
original creation of the plan. Perhaps we have a mutual, periodic review
of the college plan that still conforms to the RFP D.1.1. process under
which it was created. A President must approve the college plan

whether it'’s brand new or modified.

Roxie is away all of this week, and I will not be here after Tuesday. Esme is
available if you want to work with her on the calendar for a group meeting.
Please let me, Esme, or Roxie (when she returns) know how you want to pick it
up after Thanksgiving.

This has been a fine group to work with. Thanks to all of you and to Mike
whom I gather has been the scribe for our work. Happy Thanksgiving to all of
you.
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INTEROFPFICE MEMORANDTUM

Date: 23-Nov-1999 01:48pm MST
From: Jim Reed
REED, JIM
Dept: Communication/Faculty Presiden
Tel No: (43) 53631
TO: Tessa Martinez Pollack ( POLLACK, TESSA MARTINEZ )

HELBERT, ROXIE )

ABEL, JEAN ANN )
HOLTFRERICH, MICHAEL )
GARESCHE, GAY )
ALBURY, ROBERT )

CC: Roxie Helbert

CC: Jean Ann Abel

CC: Michael Holtfrerich
CC: Gay Garesche

CC: Robert Albury,

Subject: RE: College Plan Revisions

Tessa,

I'1l talk to my colleagues and see how their schedules are for the week
we return. Looks to me like we’re almost there. Meetings are starting

to take over my life. :)

Jim
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A/ . REGEIVED

Jamary 18, 2000 AR\l
SN i
TO: Rall Cirdenas A ~
v . . \ Srecneaux OTICE
FROM: ‘<gene Eastin

[ have read Dr. Polla'ck's response @ the GCC Faoulty Senate, 2ud [ am nor only sxwemely
outrazed, but also deeply offended by her remarks sbour me near the end of her closing
commests,

am

The irrelevancy of her sawment concerning my campaign is astomishing and surely
escapes no one.

1 amm filled with alarm and diemay that she uses i ber third picce of "evideace® © impugn
my honor and dignity while ] am president of the Governing Bozrd of MCCCD.

In the first place, the Faculyy PAC is en entirely sepearate and independent endity fom the
Faculty Associstion. In the second place 2nd based on her respanse, she knows absohutcly
nothing about the inicacies ané details of my cempsign finances, nar these of the Faoulry
Politica] Action commiites (FACPAC). Neither doas she know abcut the pardculars of
the situation the: she descrices ss *a terious ooncern regarding integrity

I find it personally appalling that she would dare w involve my campaign and that of the
Faculty PAC in her long-ruming dispiute with the GCC faculty when there is pot the
slightest shred of evidence 1o comeot ore with the other,

Seen from my perspectve, it is my opinion that Dr. Pollack's comment is reckless,
anagonistic end lacking in the kind of judgment thzt T would expest from a college
president, If anything, it bas created 2 perception in my mind thay GCC probably necds
riew leadership.

Dr. Cardenss, [ am so resencfil of this heedlass raference that I want a wrizen apo’og)
from Dr. Pollack followed by the eimmination of &t r:f:rencc'o me 20d my carcpaign in
her memorandum. .

In conclusian, you should kmaw that I am seading 2 copy of this l=tzer 0 &l persons and
orgziizations rpentioned © her coxmments. 1 sm assuming of course, and in all :’mness.
that every person aud argaaization mentioned has 2 copy of T her comments.

:Z;Z 2,

Gene E
?":sda.x of the Gov e:'.mg Board

TOTA_ F.O1
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Subject: Options (revised) for NCA Review
Date: Wed, 02 Feb 2000 11:20:25 -0800
From: Tessa Pollack <tessa pollack @ gemail. maricopa.edu>
Organizatigrn: gee
o: R . , ,

ricopa.ed

"BACKGROUND
As you know, the Faculty Senate of Glendale Community College (GCC) wrote to you and the Governing Board alleging GCC's non-compliance with
accreditation Criterion Five of the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools (NCA). I responded to you on January 4, 2000 regarding those
allegations. In that response, I concurred with the GCC Faculty Senate’s position of non-compliance due to conditions cited in my response. Further, 1
stated that conditions at GCC warrant the attention of NCA.

This response is to recommend to you options for an NCA review 1o serve the best interests of the college. This response also addresses Board President
Gene Eastin’s letter to you dated January 18, 2000 (ATTACHMENT A) as his comments therein are related to the January 4 document.

GENERAL COMMENTS
In reviewing my January 4, 2000 response, it is possible that, inadvenently, 1 failed to distinguish between he representative organization of the college
faculty and the political action organi.ation of the district faculty. If that is so, I acknowledge the error.  Not knowing with whom you or Mr. Eastin have
shared the response, | hope that you and he will share this clarification as well. This clarification in no way affects either the GCC Faculty Senate’s
allegations of non-compliance nor my request for NCA's attention to GCC's compliance with Criterion Five.
Mr. Eastin states in his January 18 ietter that I am unfamiliar with the details of his campaign finances and those of the Faculty Political Action Committee
(FACPAC). He is correct. Those matters are not my concern. Because Criterion Five addresses the integrity of an institution's practices and relationships,
those details may be of interest to NCA's Commission on Institutions of Higher Education. It is ultimately for NCA to determine whether the GCC Facully
Senate's allegations, the complex set of conditions (represented in part by ltems 1. and 2. on page 9 of my January 4 response), in combination with practices
and relauonships (represented in part by Item 3. of my January 4 response) affect institutional integrity and compliance with Criterion Five.
OPTIONS
One option that may be available is for you to request a Focused Evaluation. Following is the description of a Focused Evaluation:
Focused evaluations are another form of Commission oversight; they occur between comprehensive evaluations and examine only certain
aspects of an institution. Focused evaluations are not primarily concerned with determining whether an institution fulfills the Criteria for
ccreditation. Instead they are meant o review specific developments and changes at an institution or to follow up on concerns identified
by a previous evaluation process [NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 13] (ATTACHMENT
B).
The NCA-CIHE Handbook further describes a possible necd for Commission monitoring when there is an:
Existence of highly publicized and divisive controversies among the governing board, administration, and/or faculty [NCA-CIHE Handbook
of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 163] (ATTACHMENT C).
An alternate option to requesting direct NCA involvement through a Focused Evaluation is to conduct a review of these issues within GCC's on-going
self-study process. The coltege has begun preparing for its next comprehensive NCA evaluation scheduled for 2001-2002.
Whether you decide to pursue a Chancellor-requested Focused Evaluation or an integration of this review within GCC's on-going NCA preparations, |
recommend that the following aspects of NCA's Criterion Five serve as a focus:
By integrity, the Commission means that an institution adheres both to the civil laws and to the code of ethics commonly accepted by the
academic community. Such values are reflected by an institution's integrity
[text omitted]
e expectation that members of its constituencies (administration, faculty, and studenis) observe the tenets of academic honesty;
[text omitted]
® operation, without conflict of interest, at the board, administrative, and faculty levels;

{text omitted)

[NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 57) (ATTACHMENT D).
I also recommend the following aspects of NCA's Criterion Two as a focus:
In developing the patiern of evidence supporting Criterion Two, the Commussion suggests the breadth of evaluation that it considers

appiopriate 10 it [as partially listed below].

a) governance by a board consisting of informed people who understand their responsibilities, function in accordance with stated board
policies, and have the resolve necessary 10 preserve the institution's integrity.

IMAP-//domail.maricopa.sdu?teen>UID>INBCX>505
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b) effective administration through well-defined and understood organizational structures, policies, and procedures.
¢) qualified and experienced administrative, personnel who oversee institutional activities and exercise appropriate responsibility for them.

d) systemns of governance that provide dependable information to the institution's constituencies and, as appropriate, involve them in the
decision-making processes [NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 39] (ATTACHMENT E).

Importantly, the NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation also notes that:

Since each GIR {General Institutional Requirement] deals with issues evaluated in greater breadth and depth under the Criteria, it is
important that both institutions and Consultant-Evaluators understand the relationship between the threshold requirements of the GIR's and
the higher expectations embodied in the Criteria [NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 27]
(ATTACHMENT F).

It is my recommendation, therefore, that the review acknowledge the relationship that NCA specifies between GIR #6 and GIR #7 as the broader contexts of
Criterion Five and Criterion Two [NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 27] (ATTACHMENT F). GIR #6 states:

GIR #6:

Its governing board includes public members and is sufficiently autonomous from the administration and ownership to assure the integrity
of the institution.

Although every governing board will be concerned primarily with the integrity and academic quality of the institution for which it is
responsible, it also has an obligation to assure that the institution serves the public interest. The Commission expects, therefore, that each
governing board will have “public members,” people who can make decisions free of any personal or financial interests that might be
atfected. Moreover, the Commission expects that a governing board, while conscious of the interests of a variety of constituencies, has
structures and personnel that make it capable of decision-making free from undue influence of governmental bodies, supporting bodies, and
employees [NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 20] (ATTACHMENT G).

GIR #7:
It has an executive officer designated by the governing board to provide administrative leadership for the institution.

The Commission requires that the governing board designate a person who leads the institution and who coordinates the day-by-day
running of it. Typically that person is the president. No matter what the title, that person must hold appropriate authority to carry out the
broad policies established by the governing board. [NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Ediuon, September 1997, page 21]
(ATTACHMENT H).

The thrust of Criterion Five is on ethics, policies, and actual practices and relationships. Therefore, it is my recornmendation that the review refer 1o the
"Board Members Code of Conduct” policy (ATTACHMENT I, adopted by the MCCD Governing Board on September 24, 1999), and other policy pertinent
to the Board's role to study for consistency between policy and practice and relationships.

To Mr. Eastin's point of my leadership of the college, I want to emphatically state that, per the job description of the Maricopa College Presidents (JDD 103
38/1) (ATTACHMENT J), the President is the responsible agent for the college. It is my duty to preside as President with a view for the total operation of
the college including the maintenance of a positive working climate and high morale. I am also obligated, per my duiies, to inform the Chancellor about
major or unusual developments of the college such as those described in my response of January 4, 2000, prompted by the GCC Faculty Senate’s
allegations.

ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS

GCC is at a critical point of its growth and development. It must open itself to the pursuit of learnings about its practices and refationships - not only for
their real and perceived effect on the GCC campus operation but on Districl-wide policy, structures, and processes as well. There are advantages and
disadvantages to each option.

Integration of Review

Currently, GCC has a self-study structure composed of excellent faculty and staff whose participation continues to broaden and deepen. Under this option,
GCC could integrate a review of these issues within the on-going Self-Study plans and processes. This would enable Self-Study Teams to focus on the
issues, 1o build the issues into the work load, and hopefully to assure robust participation for outcomes that serve the college and students. A major
disadvantage is the prolonged time until these pressing issues could be addressed by the Study Teams. Another disadvantage is whether individuals would
feel free to lead in a study of the issues without fear of retaliation or retribution.

valuati
The Focused Evaluation has been described in a preceding section. A Focused Evaluation would provide more immediate attention. It will also make use of
an objective team external to the college and District that could take a view of the issues from without.
CLOSING

Under either option, my recommendation is to advance these issues, with all records referenced or generated to-date, 10 the Self-Swudy Tri-Chairs and
appropriate Self-Study Teams or to NCA for inclusion in their reviews.

Finally, Mr. Eastin expresses strong reactions in his letter of January 18, 2000. It is my hope that he, in his new role as MCCD Governing Board President,
and I, in my role as President of Glendale Community College, will welcome this as an opportunity for GCC to review issues over which he has expressed

IMAP://domail. maricopa.edu?tetch>UID>INBOX>905
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concern, non-compliance issues that the GCC Senate alleges in their letter to you and the Board, and issues that [ raise in my January 4 résponse and herein.
Until we participate in a rigorous and honest review of the issues, GCC will continue to be deterred from critical strategic directions and especially from
important work in service to students. Most importantly, I, you, and the Board must provide the college community with absolute assurance and actions that
demonstrate that this review can proceed honestly without fear of retribution.

I hope to hear from you as soon as possible so that we proceed to appropriately charge the Self-Study Teams or to request NCA for assistance on a Focused
Evaluation.

I have appended (and will fax) the following attachments:

ATTACHMENT A: Gene Eastin's letter dated 1/18/2000
ATTACHMENT B: Focused Evaluations NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 13].

ATTACHMENT C: Relationships with Swudents/Faculty/Administration/Governing Body [NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition,
September 1997, page 163]

ATTACHMENT D: Criterion Five [NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 57]
ATTACHMENT E: Criterion Two NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 39}

ATTACHMENT F: Relationship Between the GIRs and the Criteria Evaluations NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition,
September 1997, page 27}

ATTACHMENT G: GIR #6 [NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 20]
ATTACHMENT H: GIR #7 [NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation, Second Edition, September 1997, page 21)
ATTACHMENT I: Board Members Code of Conduct [www.dist.maricopa.eduw/gvpolicy/policies/govprocess.html]
ATTACHMENT J: Maricopa College President Job Description (JDD 103 38/1)

You may also want to refer to the NCA-CIHE Handbook of Accreditation in its entirety. Please let me know if 1 may be of assistance.

IMAP ;0omail.mancopa. 80y ?letch>UID»>|INBOX>5905
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RECEIVED

Jameary 18, 2000 .
JAN 18 2000
TO: Radl Cirderas i :
v . Shmicnaeu<E OCTICE
FROM: ‘~gene Eastin

[ have read Dr. Polla;:k's response © the GCC Froulty Senate, 2ud I am not only =xtremely
outrazed, bwt also deeply offended by her remarks shout me near the end of her closing
comments. .

The irrelevancy of her swwment conceming my eampaign is astomishing and surely
escapes no one.

1 am flled with alerm and dismay that she uses 1 her third piece of "evidence® © impugn
my honor and dignity while [ am president of the Goveming Board of MCCCD.

In the fisst place, the Faculsy PAC is an entively seperate and independent entty fom the
Faculty Associgtion. In the second place znd based on her respanse, she knows absohutely
nothing about the intricacies and deteils of my campsaign finances, nor those of the Faculty
Politica] Actios commictee (FACPAC). Neither doas spe know abcut the partzulars of
the situation that she descrices as "a serious eoncern regarding tegrity ™

1 find it personally appalimg that she would dare w involve my campaign and that of the
Faculty PAC in her long-ruzming dispute with the GCC faculty whena there is por the
slightest shred of evidence 1o comest are with the other.

Seen fram my p«sae::uvc, it is my opinion that Dr. Pollack's comment is reckless,
amagonistic ead lacking In the kind of judgment thet I would expest from a college
presidenr. If anything, it bas created 2 perception @n my mind that GCC probably needs
rew leadership.

Dr. Cardanas, [ am 5o resencfil of this heediass reference thar ] want 3 wrizen apo’ogy
- from Dr. Pollack followed by the eifmination of tat r:fcrencc :0 me 2ad my fampaign in
her memarandum. :

In conclusion, you shauld know that I am ssading 2 copy of this leter w sli persons and
orprmizations roentioped b her soxmeents. 1 sm assuming of cowrse, and in all fzm-ss.
that every person end argaaization mentored has a copy of her comuments.

7 Er

Gene Eastin
Presidemt of the Gov e:'-.n:g Baard

TOTA_ F. 01
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ATTACHMENT B

ion with the Commission 12

Evaluations

Focused evatuations are another form of Commission oversight. they occur between comprehensive
evaluations and examine only cenain aspects of an institution. Focused evaluations are not primarily
concerned with determining whether an institution fulfills the Criteria for Accreditation. Instead they are meant
to review specific developments and changes at an institution or 10 follow up on concerns identified by a

previous evaluation process.

The Commission may cal! for a focused evaluation as part of its accrediting action. Such actions are recorded
or the institution’s Statement of Affiliation Status. In addition, either the Commussion or the Commission staff
may schedule a focused evaluation based upon Commission poficies concerning institutional change (see
Chapter 12). In either case. focused evaluations require a report focused on the issues. but do not require a
complete Institutional self-study. Focused evaluauons, in unique situations. may lead 0 a recommendation

ior Probation or withdrawal of affiliation.

Z Institutional Annual Reports

In the spring of each year. the Commission sends each affiliated institution an Institutional Annug! Report form.
The Commission considers the Annual Report to be such a significant monitoring ool that failure to supply it may

invite sancuons.

The Institutiona! Annual Report requests information about enroliment. about changes in degree offerings.
and ebout contractual arrangements, ltinctudes the Annual Seport of Off-Campus Offerings, which requests
derailed information about alt off-campus operations. The Annual Report is structured around the Recgrd of
Status and Scope (RSS). The Commission staff reviews the reports to ensure that institutional operations
centinue to comply with Commission policies and are within the affillation status of the instiwtion.
Inconsistencies between activities reported and the current RSS may lead 1o the initiation of the Commission’s
change process (see Chapter 12). An institution’s most recently comoleted Annual Report form is incfuded
in the materials sent to Evaluation Teams from the Commission office. Information from the Annual Reportis

essential to the publication of the Commission’s directory of affiliated institutions.

— Payment of Dues and Fees

e

Payment of dues and fees is an obligation of affiliation. The Commission bills affillated institutions for annual
dues that are payable on receipt of the billing and are not refundable. The Commission bills the institution ior
ali evaluation processes. Paymentis due prior ta the evaluation. The Commission reserves the rignt io withdraw
the affiliation of an institution that. after due notice. fails to meet its financial obligations.

SANCTIONS

From ume to time. the Commission may apply sanctions againstits affiliated institutions. Currently, the Commission
has two sanctions: Memorandum for the Record and Probation,

~ Memorandum for the Record

The Memorandum for the Record is the sanction applied to an institution that initiates a change without
receiving prior Commission approval, The policy states:

s A ———— S—— S—
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Chapter 12 Insututional Change
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ATTACHMENT C

163

Approval Process

Reiationships with Other Institutions/Group continued . Required
Merging of the affiliated iastiwtion and an entily not accredited by a regional
institutional accrediting association. (1.C.2a.5.) On-Site Visit

Changing instiwtional affiliation with a sponsoring organizauon (e.g.. changing
uenominsational affiligtion). (.C.2¢.1.)

* Staff Recammendation.
. Evaluators’ Panel,
or On-Site Visit

Changing ownership, contro!. and/ar the legal status of the institution. {1.C.3.1.)

On-Site Review Afrer
Initiation (visit within
six months)'

Transferring 10 a new entity the accredited statuses of two or moce regionally
accredited enuties. (.C.3.2.)

¢ —

On-Site Review After
Inittation (visit within
one year)'

Merging two or more regionally acsredited entities. or the absorption of a regionally
accredited entity by another. (.C.3.3.)

On-Site Review After
lnitiagon (visit within
one year)'

Notification of sanctions applied by governmental agencies, (.C.5.3.)

Might require

Public sanctions agplied by other institutional or professional accrediting
assoctatons. (.CS.5)

Commission monitoring?

Might require
Commission monntaring?®

Relationships with Students/Faculty/Administration/Governing Body

Changing. after significant planning. the character and nature of the student
bedy. (.C.2b.5)

Evaluators' Panel or
On-Site Visit

Absorbing unanticipated but sigrificant changes in the character and nature of the
student body {&.G.. assuming oversignt for programs orphaned by 3 closing
mamunon) (0.C2c3)

Steff Recommendation.
Evaluators’ Panel,
or On-Site Visit

bngmhvant unanncipated reduc(mn in program offering, facuity. and/or
2nroliment. (1.C.5.2.)

Might require
Commission monitoring®

the ydmmmrauon and/or the faculty. (LC5.0.)

Existence of mthy puolicized and divisive controversies among the governing ooarc, Might -equire

Commission monitonng?

Financial and Ethical Maners

financia! sucit reports thal raise serious concarns about Hinancial viability or
finencial management pracuces. (L.C.5.6.)

Might require
Commission monitoring’

Qecluring linancial exigency. (.C.4.2)

Staff Regort to the
Commission?

Dectaring bankruptey., {(1.C4.1)

Serious iagal. financiai, or ethical investigations. (.C.5.6.)

- - ———

Staff Regort 10 the
Commission?

Might require
Commission monitoring’

- —— —

Announeing closure of an institution (1.C.8.3)

Disasters that jeapardize the institution’s physical infrastructure. (1.C.5.6)

Stoif Report i the
Comunission?

Might require
Commission momtonng*

— . vo—

Senocns misreoresentation to stugents and the public. (1.C.5.7.}

Might raquire
Commission monitoring?

. . - e, S — -
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ATTACHMENT D
57

o Because nrepiaced its chief academic officer. an insutution did not acwally implement the assessment
program it so carefuily planned, Moreover, academic pianning now appears to be driven iargeiy by the
desire to institute “niche” programs that wifl offser the decline in traditional students. Yet each new
“niche” program appears to have assessment of student learning integreted into program design and
evaiyauon. Seeing that the instituyon understands and fs committed 10 assessment in these new
orograms and aoprecigung the work that wentinto the designed but never-implemented assessment
program. the team recommends a monitoring report on assessmentin two years, The text of the repon
sates that i the report does not provide dependable avidence that the assessment program s

operaung, a focused visit on assessment should be conducted.

———P- FOCUS ON CRITERICN FIVE

~
-

“The insututfon demonstrates integrity in its practices and refationships.”

Commission Meaning of “Integrity™

The higher education community has often assumed that because of its traditiona! commitment to the pursuit
of truth. its institutional behavior is beyond reproach and that the public should trust in this. But institutions
of igher education are as vuinerable to error as are all other social institutions, During the past decade. some
widely-reported iapses in insututional integrity have brought into new focus the relstionship between

institutional integrity and institutional accreditation.

By integrity. the Commission mezns that an (nstitution adheres both to the civil Jaws and to the code of ethics
commoniy acceptad by the academic community. Such values are refiected by an institution's

O expression of the ethical values it has adepted through institutional policies and procedures,
made public in its public documents and contractual arrangements:

O assurance that its practices are consistent with its publicly stated policies:;

—3p- O expectation that members of its constituencies (sdministration, faculty. and students) observe

the tenets of academic honesty:

<2

practice cf full gisclosure in its dealings with members of the insutution and its publics:

——Pp- O operation. without conflict of interest at the board. administrative, and faculty levels;

(]

O iiving up 10 commitments it makes in all its public representations.

The Commission recognizes that an institution’s history, tradition, and mission may shape its panticular
policies and practices. Consequently. the Commission does not prescribe any single set of principles to be
followec by all institutions, it does expect each member institution to have 2 body of ethical values to which
it subscrives and which inform institutionai pollcies and procedures and guide institutlonal practices and

relationships.

Commission Meaning of “Practices and Relationships™

“Practices an relationships” implies a distinction between policies and procedures—between what the
institution states in writing and its actions—how the institution actually carries out its activities as an

educational and business organization.

NCA-CIHE

Handbook of Accreditation 2nd ed. 09/57
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ATTACHMENT E

Chapter 4. The Critenis for Accreditation

38

—

= Pattern of Evidence Supporting This Criterion

The institutional self-study process and its subsequent report should review & broad variety of maners. In
developing the pattern of evidence supporting Criterion Two, the Commission suggests the breadth

of evaluation that it considers appropriate to it

3

govemance: by: a: board: consisting. of informed: people who. understand: their responsibilities,

functior in accordancewittrstated: board: poiicies;. and: Irave the:resoive: necessaryte-preserve.
- the:institutions.integeity..

effective administration through well-defined and understwsod organizational structures. poli-
cies. and procedures.

qualified and- experienced administrative personnel wha oversee institutional activities and
exercise appropriate responsibllity for them.

systems of governance that provide dependable information to the institution’s constituencies
and. as appropriate. involve them in the decision-making processes.

faculty with educational credentials that testify t0 appropriate preparation for the courses they
teach.

a sufficient number of students enrolled 1o meet the institution’s stated educationsl purposes.
provision of services that afford all admitted students the opportunity to succeed.

a physical plant that supports effective teaching and learning.

conscientious efforts 1o provide students with a safe and healthy environment

academic resources and equipment (e.g., libraries. electronic services and products. learning
resource centers, laboratories and studios. computers) adequate to suppon the institution’s

purposes.

a pattern of financial expenditures that shows the commitment to provide both the environment
and the human rasources necessary for effective teaching and learning.

management of financial resources to maximize the institution’s capability 1o meet its purposas.

Other Types of Evidence Appropriate for This Criterion

Institutions of higher education accredited by the Commission have some common purposes. However. mast
institutions di¥fer from one another encugh that they must use other types of evidence t0 demonstrate that

they meet this critenon.

Some =.@mpiss.

A

Aninstituton nas expenencad afts among the trustess. the President. and faculty. Institutionst zfions
10 develcp new avenuas fof ntra-institutionai Ccmmunicatcn might be impornant evicence that the
institution 1s commitied 1o fosiering mere eifective organizetional communication sireciures.
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Chspter 3. The General Institutions! Requirements

GiR ! contirued. ..

acuvities as well 2s 10 their qualty. ft is necessary that the institution’s mission
siatement be adapted formalty by the insttulion’s governing board and be made
availabie to the pubiic at large. particularly Lo prospective students.

2. ltis 2 degree-granting

Thraugh his requirement, the Commussion limits affliation to degree-granting

‘ insutution. instittions. While an affiliatec institution might offer certificates and diploma
programs. the Commission expects an appropriate academic focus on s
degree programs.

Authorization

3. 1t has legal authorization
10 grant its degrees, and it
meets all the legal
reguirements 1o operate
as an institwuon of nigher
education wherever it
congucts s activites.

3. The General Institutional Requirements

An nsutunon of igner education, no matter in which state(s) wis located. mus:
nold appropriate State (anG, in a few cases, federal} authority to exist ang to
grant its gegress. Al of the Commission's activities prasume the legality of the
nsituton and s coerations. Therefore, before an insttuuon can affiiate witn
the Commission—and oefore the Commission can extend an institution’s
affilizted status 1o inCiude new sies In New states—i mMus: have assurancs that
the instiwunion hoids all appropriate legal authonzations tor s higher education
acuvities.

& It has legal documents
1o confirm its status:
not-for-profit, for-orofit,
or public,

115 essential that the Commission, 2s well as the pubiic 2t large. understend
cleariy the corporate nature of an insutution. Because that nature is confirmed
oy iegai documents. the Commission requires that those gocuments exist and
are avaiisble for review,

Governance

5. Ik inasa governing board that
possesses and exercises
necessary legai power to
esiabiish ang review basic
poiicies that govern the
insuution.

Corporate ¢charters. state legisiauon. cr federal charters typicslly outline the
casic autherity helc oy insttutons’ governing boards. The Commission i0oks 1o
\hose gocumenis anc [0 the subsequernt bylaws establisned by the institution
10 gelermine whnetner the governing boarc DOSsesses approoriate power. Inthe
minuies of the board the Commission seeks evidence ihat the bosra carries out
its authority. Governing beards should estadlish policies 1o direc: the institution.
Boarcs should meet frequenty enough ang be sc stuctured that they possess
sSunG knowledge Lpon which 1o estabiish and review those policies.

— €. Its governing board includes
pubiic members and is
. sufficiently autcnomous from
e tne administration and
o ownership to assure the
: integrity of the institution.

Although every governing poarG will be concemed primarily with the integrity
and 2csdemic quaiity of the insttution for which itis responsible, it also has an
ooligation {0 assure that the instituton serves the public interest The Comemis-
SIon exects. the: efore. thai each gaverning board wili Rave “pubiic members.”
people wino ¢an make decisions free of eny personal or iinancial interests tha:
rignt be affectec. Moreaver. tne Commission expects iniai 3 governing board,
whiie conscious of the interests of 8 variety of consttuencies, has structures and
personnel that make it capebie of desision-maidng frae from undue influence
of governmentai bedies. supporting bodies, and empioyess.
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7. ithes an executive
officer designated by the
governing board (0 provide
agministrative leadership
for the instiwution.

The Commussion sequires that the governing doary designate & person wno
leads the insutution and who coordinates the day-Dy-day running of it. Tvpiceally
ihat person is the president. No matter wnat the ttle. that persan myst noid
appropriate guthonly to Carry out the oroad policies established by the govern-

ing board.

8. Its governing board
authorizes the institution’s
athiliation with the
Commission.

'n affiliging with the Commussion. an iNstitution enters a relaucnship :hat «
agrees (0 honor The governing board must de knowledgestle about :nar
refgtionsnic and must approve. dy fermal 2ction. the InStuuoN's entry ini¢ .

Faculty

8. It employs a faculty that
has earned irom accredited
institutions the gegrees
appropriate 1o the ievel of
instruction offereg by the
institution,

This GiR describes the threshoid educational recuirements for arn sutuvon's
facuity. In thus requirement. iaculty inCiudes S0t fuil -ime 2nG part-ame facuity
Ail of gn instiution’s facully. Doth Nese 304 NoMe CaMEUsies) nG nese at
other nSLCIONAL sites. are :ncluced i uCCing s requirament

Typicaily. this mesns that:

most (i.e. at least two-thirds to three-
quarters) of the faculty hsve earned.

in an Instituion wncse highest
degree programs are significantly

or predominantly at the:

from accredtted instautions:

- associate’s level

- bachelor's or graduate degrees

- bachélor's level

= graduate degrees

~ doctoral degrees

— graduate level

However. 3avErSi UNer Tactlors mav!Ieas S leamI¢ conciuce Wat nis SR s met,
Pzrucyiariy when jCGING INSHILUCAS :A SF 4OSlyiNgG 1Or tantisaey. 3 team migh;
sansicer whether the :nsiLicn 3 Secumen( ife Iolowing GIrJINNs.
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iewars higher fegrogs—ina hoers 113, QUSINeSS “SChrHCy. NG
VRC-Growing number of Otner heics! neic gracudie Jegises. o
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ATTACHMENT I

Policy Title:
Baard Members' Code of Conduct

The Board expeets of [tself us a whole and uf its members cthival and professional conduct. This commitment includes proper use of
authority and sppropriate decorum in group and individual behavier when acting as Board Members.

J. Buard Members must represent unconflicted loyalty to the interests of the ownership. This accountability supersedes any
contlicting loyalty such as that to advocacy or increst groups and membership on other Boards and staffs. This accountability
supersedes the personal interest of any Board Member acting as an individual consumer of the orgunization’s services.

2. Bourd Mcmbers must avoid any conflict of interest with respect w their fiduciary responsibility.

A. There must be no self-dealing or any conduct of private business or personal services hetween any Roard member and
the organizaton except as pracedurally controlled 0 assure openness, competitive oppertunity and cqual access (o
“inside" information.

B. Board Members mast not use their positions to vbtain employment in the organization for themselves, family membears
or close associates.

3. Bulzm; Members may not attempt to exercise individual authorlty over the orgunization except as explicitly set forth in Bourd
pohicies.

A. Board Members' iateraction with the Chancellor or with staff must recognize the lack of authority in any individual Board
Member or group of Bourd Members except as noted above in these governaace policies.

B. Board members' interaction with the public, press or other eatities must reeognize the sume limitation and the similar
inability of any Beard member or Board Members to spaak for the Board.

C. Board members will make no judgments of the Chancellor or sl performance cxcept as that performance is assessed
against explicit Board policies by the officiul process.
4, Board Members must deal posidvely with cach other, including the use of open and honest comrnunicaton.
5. Bouard Members will provide the oppontunity for open and honest communication with their internal and external communities.

6. Bourd members will be reunbursed at the same rates as district employecs for mileage incurred for authorized travel or for
necessary expenses incurred while on district business at conferences or professional meatings.

7. Goveniing Baard members, thair spousas and dependent children muy participate in the District's heulth, accident lite and

disability insuronce plans if they pay the tull armount of the premium(s). Board members are subject W the same guidelines and
pardiriéters as other insurance cligible employees,

Board members who participate in the above plans may continug to participate after leaving the Roard if

I. the member served at least six consecutive years on the Board, and

2. the Board member pays the full premium.
The surviving spouse and/or dependent child of a Board member or former Board members may continue to participate in the
plan it

1. they were covered ander the Board member's plan, and

2. they pay the {ull premiom.

Itis strictly prohibited for the District 1o expend any district funds to subsidize the participution of any Buard member, spouse or
dependent in thix program.

Adopied 0972499
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ATTACHMENT J

YARTCOPA COMMUNITY COLLEGEZ DISTRICT
JOB DESCRL2TION

Toous, College Presideat GRaDE: .-:C

LOCATION:

Job Summary
ot bl ccondall

Serves as ctine chief officer of the assigned college and the resgoasi
for he total operation of the coilege witiia tde poilcias snd »
dicecrad by zhe Joverziag 3card or (hancellor.

Seoce

Toe Coilage Prasident 2as fuil authority co administer and panage the co!

.
ey
-

s .
to waizh assigmed aod participatas in policy and operacional decerminicion -
the Distzicz. Wor: aczs Laclude admfaisctrarers, Isculty, scudencs, stass
Goveraing Board and the pubdiic.

-

Sucervisisn R2ceived

This position rsports direcily to the Chancellior and operales withia Discri.s
poliicies.

Severvision Ixzercisad

truccional and operacisnu

The Coliege 2Zresident, chreough subovrdinate s
Te i iv gned collags.

i
admiaiszracors, di icies of the ass

n
¢
)

X

Xepresentactive Jucles

Jizects the implemencarion of District policies and sprograms o os
ogersfiona. aad educlztional gsctivizies of the a2ssiznec collagz; olizs
organizas, and acdminiscars the ac:tivictlies of <he chizf officer’s offi:a
cavalops and racowmencs college long and sdorT tera goais and cbisscivas
orzanizatisnas. 3STucture and stsiliag complement; oversess Ih

sersoanel f£or che sollage; develops and racommends Cle osilage

limiTsrions ascadilisaed dy the Goverzing 3oasrd or Chamesilor,

azproved Hudger; sarves oOn commiltaes saé  councils @s  directed v e
Governling 3doars soiieciss and procedura2s and oV fhe Chznesilor; esctabitishes ang
=aiatzians & climatz which encourages fhe daevelspmen: and cezanzion 2%
zompet2nl pfersoafel, Algh level of morale. 2nd achiavemens of che cooilefa':
z0als; i2fscrm=s asd comsulis wach cthe Chancellor regardiag the stactus of aay
za‘or or unusual develoomencs of zha college: promoles an iacsgratad efisc: '
wizh ccher disctier z2nd collage admiaisctecors and starfi, oversesinsg Ine
soordiinacion of i 2 acrivities; malnatains effactive

izgar- and iacce-=olleg
workiag rvcelatcioss wizh the Zfseulity, szuc
imstizusions; develops pudliic relacions g

e A

4
communizy; cerforms veliated Jullies ss assi

v
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ATTACHMENT J (2)

2 I NAL ZINAL

ege Presideat

{acwladge and Apiliziles

commuzizy college educactional philosophy and top mspagsment
adminiscracive. jraczices and procedures; coilege cursiouls
and ipactruccional programs;

Laowiedge of:

work d{pderendently, wmaking decisions based upcn Goverainrs

Apility co: ing
Scard and Chancellor policies; diracr all aczivizias or
assizned collage cperations througn subordizace
admiaiscrators; establisn cooperative rteiazionshins in 3
auizi—cultural communiiy and with scafd, Zsculty, scudencs
acd others contacred in the course of a;sizﬁa;
sespoasipilities; ccmmunicace effectively crally apd ia

Tizing, and amakz efZecrive zudlic presearstions.

Trainizg and Ixperience

Any combizazion of education, traianing, and experience that provides zhae
required xnowledgze znd apilitles. An exampie of chis would be a Msscar's
degre2 Irom anm accre=dited instituctlon; a doctorate degree s preferrad:
axTaasive axperi2nce 2s an administzator in ar educational iascizution,

Scecizl Conditions of Imployment

Working Coudiclions

“aze aod Salary Managar data

This clszss specilizaticn 1s facsaded o iandicace the dasis zazura o]

2ilocatad to zhe cel:ss and axampies of {7plcal dulies zhat zsv Snsd.
izhin Che class gperiorm all of he

{z does wnot lzpi7 zhsct all pesitions i
ducles lisza24, nor cces it necassarily il
assizumad,

ressibie duties that 2av hHe
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