Modesto Junior College

College Council Meeting Minutes
October 25, 2010
Present:  
Mike Adams, Julie Berg, Tobin Clarke for George Boodrookas, Wendy Griffiths-Bender, Gaither Loewenstein, Adrienne Peek, Joan Van Kuren, Karen Walters Dunlap, Barbara Wells, Adam Webber (ASMJC), Sam Pierstorff (Faculty Consultant to the Board)
Absent:
George Boodrookas, Jillian Daly, Rosanne Faughn, Bob Nadell, Gary Whitfield 
Guests:
Wendy Byrd, Darron Lewis (ASMJC)
	Business


1.  Review of Minutes

	Action Item


The minutes of October 11, 2010 were accepted as written.
2.  Review of Agenda

Additional item:  Optional $5 student benefit fee
PRESIDENT’S OFFICE
3.  Optional $5 Student Benefit Fee
Gaither Loewenstein reported meeting with the counselors a couple weeks ago.  At the meeting, a counselor asked him if he was aware that the college has an optional benefits fee and in order to get a refund, the student has to pay the fee and then fill out a form in the business office to get a refund.  Gaither feels that it is unduly burdensome for the students. 
Bob Nadell has indicated that this issue was discussed at College Council in the past and because of Datatel, it could not be set up to exercise the waiver.  Apparently, this is not the case; the system can be set to allow students to exercise an option just the way they do the parking fee.  If the college goes to a system where students can opt out, there would most certainly be a reduction in revenue for that fee which would result in a drop of services that are now paid for through that fee.  Gaither used the program assistant (80%) replacement position as an example, if the funds were insufficient to fund the position.  He added that it appears it is a trade-off between a current practice vs. taking the high road and put it on as a check off, knowing the college is going to take a hit.
Wendy Byrd added: There is really a need to have a co-advisor for west campus and this position is paid for out of student funds, is not something new, and is legal.  The negative check off is also legal and Wendy has not heard one student complain.  Student government has three bodies that meet regularly and the minutes of these meetings reflect that there has not been one single complaint about the fee.  In fact, they (ASMJC) love it and the benefits they get.  
Wendy explained in detail the benefits ranging from scantrons, phone calls, pencils, copies, faxes, apartment rentals, restaurants, automotive, banking, electronics, hair and beauty, health and many more.  The negative check off option is used and approved by the state Chancellor’s Office.  There is clear notification that students can fill in a waiver form.  The money is reinvested into the college and would place the burden back on the college if the students did not receive it.  She described some of the activities paid for by the fund.  A student would save over $300 for a $5 card, if they took advantage of the savings the card offers.  The number one thing in the CCSSE survey was the benefit card.  She showed a list of different ways the money is reinvested such as cram night, homecoming, and the MAPS project.  Future investment plans are the fireside lounge, east campus cafeteria and student center remodeling.  The ASMJC funding went from $15,000 to $180,000 with the implementation of the benefit fee.  The fee is also collected in this same way at other colleges.  
Gaither responded that there is no question that the current practice is legal and raises a significant amount of money and that the money is well spent and creates significant benefits for students and staff.  The question has to do with ethical veracity as the fee is automatically assessed.  Some counselors feel it places too much of a burden on the student.  

Wendy reported that she is working 65 hours a week because the Program Assistant position has not been replaced.  She felt that the students do not feel the $5 fee is a burden on students and not that big of an issue at all compared to other issues with getting classes.

Sam Pierstorff added that maybe information could be a little more publicized so they can see more easily that they can fill out a waiver.  He also suggested a hyperlink with a second page listing options and a marketing campaign on both ends. 
Adam Webber said that a lot of students were saying they do not know about options.  Joan Van Kuren suggested an uncheck box.  Gaither stated that an accessible opt out is needed.  Darron Lewis cautioned that we need to be careful not to encourage not paying the $5.  Sam Pierstorff suggested a stronger effort for students to learn about savings from getting those benefits.

Wendy stated that if there is no relief from having that position replaced, then adjustments will have to be made.  

Tobin Clarke said she could check with Gina Rose to see what can be done with checking or unchecking and having a link.

Wendy suggested leaving it as is.  Julie Berg suggested a presentation to the counselors.  Joan Van Kuren added that she would not like to see a drop in funding and thought a presentation to counselors would be beneficial.  Tobin Clark wanted the fee to stay the same and felt it is a very good program for the students and they do not need to pay it and to just leave it as is.
Sam Pierstorff added that he does not agree that we cannot have a gradual change.  He suggested an option for a learn more hyperlink and printable waiver.  He thinks more marketing of the program to learn they can waive money and have a three year review would be beneficial.  He pointed out that 1,400 students are reading information and doing a waiver.  

Adrienne Peek said that she is kind of torn.  From one perspective it is very easy for someone who reads in English.  She added on the other hand, we have lots of students who do not read in English and for them anything you do does not tell them anything.  
Mike Adams added that he does not like the idea of making money off people unethically.  People being harmed by this are hypothetical (that there might be some people harmed).  He suggested leaving it alone until it is known if some people are really being harmed.
Wendy suggested surveying the students or a registration guide stating what the fee is.  

Barbara Wells stated that she is not sure that all students clearly know what they are doing when opting in or out.  She thinks the immediate problem is what do we do with the program assistant position.  She is also impressed with the numbers presented and the fact that nothing has been heard from students complaining.  She added that it makes sense that we cannot meet the needs of every single student and are the vast majority of our students able to understand?

Gaither stated that his concern is that it is not entirely above board the way this is being done.  Should the funding go away, the college general fund would have to pick that position up.

Adam Webber responded that without the position, it is a strain to the office and an incredible amount of stress.  The strain is on the students who end up running the office some of the time.  He felt that not having the position would not be fair now that these programs that are supposed to take place at least until May.  He added that there is no one in the office now and Wendy is having to take him away from his other duties.
	Action Item


The College Council did not recommend a change in practice.  Gaither Loewenstein will make a decision on replacing the program assistant position based on the information he has heard.  Wendy will schedule an appointment with the Dean of Counseling to share information.

4.  Ethnics/Civility Discussion

The agenda item was tabled until the next meeting when Jillian Daly can be present.

INSTRUCTION
5.  Accreditation/Institutional Effectiveness (AIE) Committee Update
No report
6.  Enrollment

Karen Walters Dunlap reported that there is no update.
7.  Report from Institutional Effectiveness congruency with Mission Statement and   

     SLOs

This item was tabled to the next meeting.

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

7.  Budget Base Discussion
Gaither Loewenstein stated that he is genuinely concerned about the college budget situation.  He requested that members go back to their constituents and talk about the base budget and to what extent do we keep going down the road not talking about the money we need to open these new buildings.  He requested a formal statement from constituent groups that answers the question, do you want us to look at the base or not? He added that these are professional and academic matters when you talk about possibly having to eliminate positions, these are also by nature, bargaining issues.
8.  Planning & Budget Committee (PBC)

The staffing priority lists are due to Gaither Loewenstein this Friday.  It is anticipated that he will forward the lists to the college community this Friday as well.  There will be a hearing on these positions on November 5th in the Little Theatre from 10:00 to noon for anyone to join.  He is attempting to identify money to fund high priorities.
9.  Measure E/Facilities/Capital Construction 
There was no specific report as projects are currently moving along as anticipated.  
CONSTITUENT REPORTS
Academic Senate

No report.
YFA

Wendy Griffiths-Bender reported that there will be a special meeting with reps regarding accreditation.  Sam Pierstorff reported that a group took the District Strategic Plan at Columbia and broke up into groups to review.
CSEA

Julie Berg reported that nominations for officers was done at the last meeting.
IAC

Karen Walters Dunlap reported that IAC finished faculty prioritization and had a very good group of people and it was very collegial.  IAC talked about YFA negotiation, focused on a paper for assessment with a work date in January, and preparing for program mapping.
Student Services  
No report.
ASMJC 
No report.
ANNOUNCEMENTS

Karen Walters Dunlap reported that Macbeth was very good and encouraged every to attend.  Karen added that the vendor fair was very good and well attended.  Wendy Griffiths-Bender reported that there was an article in her local newspaper about MJC. 

FUTURE AGENDA
1. Report from Institutional Effectiveness congruency with mission statement and SLOs 
ADJOURNMENT
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