UNAPPROVED

Curriculum Committee

Minutes

Tuesday, January 29, 2008
Yosemite, 205 2:40 PM
Members Present:

B. Adams (Co-chair), M. Adams (Co-chair), P. Bettencourt, G. Boodrookas, R. Cranley, K. Ennis,
M. Garcia, P. Guerra-Schmidt, C. Hudelson-Putnam, L. Lanigan, E. Maki, P. Mendez, C. Mulder,
A. Peek, M. Robles, B. Sanders, B. Sinclair, J. Sola, P. Upton

Members Absent:

S. Agostini, M. Boyd, M. Lynch, Z. Davidson (ASMJC)

Others Present:

J. Beebe, A. Lowry, M. McKinnon, L. Senechal, C. Vaughn

I. APPROVAL OF ORDER OF AGENDA
It was requested that the order of the agenda be changed so that subcommittee reports could take place following approval
of the meeting minutes. The order of the agenda was approved as revised.

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

January 15, 2007

Hearing no request for revision or correction, the meeting minutes of January 15, 2007 were approved as presented.

III. OLD BUSINESS
1.

Minor/Major Changes in Curriculum Process

Brian Sanders

B. Sanders expressed concern that the “major/minor” changes discussion that took place at the last meeting may have
caused confusion; He wanted clarified that when the committee is discussing “Major/Minor changes” and CurricUNET
is discussing “major/minor processes”, that these are different issues. One is about faculty making minor/major
revisions to a document, while the other is about major/minor levels of approval within a process.
2.

Title 5 Compliance Progress
a.

University Preparation Pathway/Career Preparation Pathway
Ruth Cranley
R. Cranley asked the committee to look closely at the two new sets of degree pathways that had been
created (Career & Technical Education and University Preparation) in order to demonstrate compliance with
Title 5. Ruth commented that she believed it important that the committee be fully clear on proposed changes
in the requirements. She thought that the committee may want to formally vote on the proposed changes.
Many issues and influencing variables were discussed as a result.
Proposed changes:
i. To change the range of units applicable to associate degree from 50-399 to 100-299
R. Cranley noted that the University Preparation pathway now only allowed courses numbered
100-299, instead of the previous range of 50-399. She asked “was this the committee’s intent?” B.
Sanders added that to his recollection, there had been no directed discussion to determine whether
this change should take place with the resolution. The committee discussed the issue in great
depth. Many rhetorical questions arose “does the transfer student benefit from non transferable
coursework in courses numbered 50-99 and 300-399?” It was shared that transfer students are
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required a minimum of 60 units of transferable courses prior to transfer, while student may only
transfer 70 units. Concern was expressed for the student, who could be misled by an transfer
associate degree that allowed him or her to complete non-transferable courses. It was clarified that
in recent years, the catalog had an advisory statement informing transfer-oriented students that
they should complete units numbered 100-299. Committee members commented that the new
language was much more direct and clear for students about short and long term expectations.
Area of Emphasis as option on University Preparation, but not Option for Career and
Technical Education Pathway
R. Cranley called attention to another area of the two pathways. She noted that there was no Area
of Emphasis option for the Career and Technical Education pathway. She noted that many schools
and colleges within the UC system do not accept, for example, IGETC, because they want
students to instead use lower-division courses in the major to prepare for upper division courses at
the transfer institution. IGETC requires students to complete too many units which prevent students
from completing what is known as “lower-division major preparation.” R. Cranley expressed
concern that there was not going to be a way for one of these students to earn an Area of
Emphasis. R. Cranley wanted to propose that there be an Area of Emphasis option for students
following on the Career and Technical Education plan.
Removal of MJC-GE as a GE option from University Preparation Pathway
B. Sanders asked rhetorically – if a student has completed CSU-GE or IGETC, hasn’t the student –
in essence – met competency requirements required by Title 5 for associate’s degree? Committee
members confirmed this. He asked that a motion be put on the table.
Motion: (B. Sanders )If a person has completed CSU-GE or IGETC, the individual would have
met Title 5 competencies for reading, writing, and mathematics competencies
Motion failed for lack of a second due to further discussion.
After much discussion, an earlier motion was repeated for clarification and a vote was taken.
M/S/U (R. Cranley/C. Mulder) to approve that completion of the University Preparation
Pathway would demonstrate that the student has met competencies in reading, writing, and
mathematics.
B. Sanders asked that another motion be put on the table.
Motion: Change the drafted to design so that it informs the student that completion of
IGETC or CSU-GE validates the student’s competence in reading, writing, and mathematics.
M/S/C (B. Sanders/P. Bettencourt)
1 Nay
23 Ayes
Award a Certificate of Achievement to students upon completion IGETC or CSU-GE
M. Garcia noted that students would now be able to earn a Certificate of Achievement for full
completion of IGETC or CSU-GE. B. Sanders reported that this was a new component as to
compensate for the removal of the Transfer Studies major.
Include GE Certification Language in the Associate Degree Requirements
In the past, the GE Certification process, a separate process from applying for degree or certificate,
has not been included on the Associate Degree Requirements. They are included on the 20082009 draft.
IGETC: Create consistent, specific Language for UC and CSU Transfer Students
On the drafted IGETC Pattern, there is language for CSU transfer students, to ”follow CSU
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requirements.” It is not consistently listed for UC, e.g “For UC, follow UC requirements.”
Remove option that allows a student to complete an individual breadth pattern for the
campus of choice” from the University Preparation Pathway
K. Bailey reportedly worked with L. Senechal on designing the requirements earlier in the year, and
requested that the option which allows students to complete “Individual Breadth pattern” in order to
fulfill GE requirements be struck from the University Preparation Pathway. B. Sanders added that
“see a UC catalog” be removed as well.
Include Specific GE Requirement language for students headed to private or out-of-state
school for the purpose of evaluating completion of GE for associate degree.
L. Senechal noted that we do not include specific, measurable GE requirements for students
transferring to out-of-state or private institutions. R. Cranley reminded the committee that the
evaluators are using this document to evaluate whether students have met the GE criteria for
associate degree, and not for transfer purposes alone. It was suggested that the document read
“Do you plan to transfer to a private or out-of-state university? See a counselor to help you select
either the CSU-GE or IGETC pattern.”
Include language for students enrolled in high-unit majors because students are negatively
impacted by the high unit requirements of IGETC and CSU-GE
B. Sanders added that he was hoping to see language for “high-unit” majors that the UP Pathway
is not the best pathway for students to follow. He would like to see MJC do a better job of guiding
Associate Degree oriented students in high-unit majors to appropriate preparation for transfer into
baccalaureate degree majors. A. Peek added that the note on the IGETC pattern could work. R.
Cranley observed that there was a list available to students on the Transfer to UC page. B.
Sanders asked that those students be directed to follow the CTE Pathway, also. L. Senechal asked
for clarification, “could such direction be interpreted that the students could complete courses
numbered 50-399.” B. Sanders said yes.
B. Adams called for a motion on unit requirements on the University Preparation Pathway.
(M/S/U): There should a policy that the University Preparation Pathway require that
students take 60 units courses numbered 100-299
M/S/U (B.Sanders/K.Ennis)
Areas of Emphasis
B. Sanders noted that Areas of Emphasis (AOEs) are new, and that MJC still needs to determine
how they should be used and what courses and programs should be developed with AOEs. He
reported however, that K. Bailey had suggested that AOE’s be used on the Career and Technical
Education Pathway to help students in high-unit majors prepare for upper division coursework in
MJC courses. B. Sanders proposed that – if it were to be done that way, it should be restricted so
that a student does not earn too many awards in one area. According to Brian, K. Bailey
commented that AOEs could adequately prepare students for transfer in high-unit majors. For
example, a new AOE in Engineering would be developed to provide students coursework needed
for transfer to a baccalaureate major.
B. Sanders noted that, if a student completes the MJC Associate Degree major in engineering and
IGETC as the GE component for the purpose of transfer, he or she is wasting a great deal of time
in classes that will not apply to the baccalaureate major. L. Senechal pointed the committee’s
attention to the fact that the new UP Pathway publicized that these “AOEs” are to be available in
counseling in August, 2008.
B. Sanders shared K. Bailey’s concerns that many students use the catalog to self-advise, and
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then end up with too many units for transfer. B. Adams said that this information was need for the
MJC Catalog and that it was clear there were two camps on this issue. B. Sanders then suggested
that there might be a need for a third pathway to be implemented in the summer Catalog
addendum.
b.

Skills Recognitions – Update on Conversion Process
for 17 Unit or Fewer Awards

Karen Walters Dunlap

The Instruction Office is working on garnering expedited regional and state approval for certificates 12-17
units so that they can appear on transcripts as Certificates of Achievement. She clarified that no changes will
be made to program requirements in this process. This process applies only to VTEA (technical) programs,
and not to programs like Speech Communications and Shakespeare Academy. B Sanders clarified that – in
the interim – 12-18 unit awards would be included in the catalog as Skills Recognitions L. Senechal reported
that currently all of 1-11 unit certificates are also slated appear in the 2008-2009 catalog as Skills
Recognitions.
c.

Hours of Instruction
CC Leadership
L. Senechal reported that this was on the agenda as an update. B. Sanders asked the committee whether
courses which have discrepancies between hours and units must come through Curriculum immediately for
update, or whether they should come through on scheduled periodic review. K. Walters Dunlap commented
that this was effective immediately. B. Sanders commented that we could identify courses that fall into that
category. He suggested that we identify them and ask them to come through curriculum review in the next
year. B. Sinclair commented that his area has some such courses, and that it would be helpful to get specific
direction from the Curriculum Committee as to how to proceed. K. Walters Dunlap commented that she
would prefer that it be effective immediately. She asked if all classes were changed to 52.5 lab hours, would
then every class be brought through for approval or would a blanket approval serve that process? K. Walters
Dunlap said a blanket approval would be appropriate.

d.

Skills Recognitions: 12 Units or Fewer
Brian Sanders
There are a number of “12 unit or fewer” certificates in the catalog that will no longer be recognized by the
state and will no longer appear on transcripts. Should MJC recognize those certificates? L. Senechal also
noted the “Certificate of Completion” in Culinary Arts that is in the catalog, even though it is conferred by the
instructor, not MJC. K. Walters Dunlap noted that those would be removed. Later, K. Walters Dunlap
mentioned that an inquiry into this would be pursued with the Chancellor’s Office through Instruction. After
much discussion, it was determined that the Skills Recognitions for 12 units or fewer should continue to be
publicized in the 2008-2009 catalog.
B. Adams noted that she would be out of order, in that no motion had ever been made relating to all
R. Cranley’s points on the revised Associate Degree requirements.
M/S/U: (A. Peek, L. Lanigan) Any motion not proposed before pertaining to the University Preparation
Pathway and Career and Technical Education, be proposed for approval now.
Discussion: L. Senechal thanked R. Cranley for her diligent work on finding all of the complications in the
pattern that could pose problems for students or for the Curriculum Committee

e.

Catalog
Letitia Senechal
L. Senechal reported that the first COURSE/PROGRAM proof had been electronically distributed, and that
she had visited IAC to explain the process and its breakdowns. She reiterated that the catalog is manually
generated and therefore errors are rampant. K. Walters Dunlap noted that it’s a roll-over of the previous year,
and that errors should be proofed throughout the entire document. B. Sanders countered that if faculty
members do not like a specific program or course as it appears, they may not change requirements without
CC oversight. L. Senechal cited a revision where the faculty member had changed the language for the
requirements with a new stipulation, and that such changes were not acceptable, either.
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IV. NEW BUSINESS
1.

Curriculum Review Cycle
K. Walters Dunlap
K. Walters Dunlap proposed changes to the MJC curriculum review process. She has observed huge curriculum
agendas in November and that everyone is overwhelmed by the size of curriculum agendas. She added that
curriculum compliance and program review at MJC are not linked, nor holistic at MJC. She mentioned that MJC’s
course-by-course approval process is not helping MJC’s accreditation and that program review should be linked with
curriculum review. She proposed that the committee change to a more programmatic, holistic view of curriculum to
reveal holes that might get missed in a course-by-course process. She added that changing from a course-centered
perspective to a programmatic perspective can be tough. She also shared that the order in which courses should be
reviewed would be important to the revised process, citing math as an example, because of it’s role as a prerequisite
for so many courses an programs. This would necessitate that it be reviewed first.

2.

Expedited Program approval
No discussion

3.

Educational Requirements Committee
K. Walters Dunlap
K. Walters Dunlap introduced the concept of an Educational Requirements Committee, overseen by the Academic
Senate. She mentioned that this committee would be constituted of faculty AND matriculation personnel. This group
would be poised to closely evaluate educational requirements to ensure that they were in the best interest of the
student in both the short term and long term. This group would provide support to faculty on the development of
programs (degrees and certificates). M. Adams asked if this would reduce workload for the CC. B. Adams wanted to
tie program review into curriculum review, and that this would help facilitate that and that combining this would help
alleviate pressures on faculty. K Walters Dunlap suggested that members think about the concept.

4.

Broadness of Degrees for Title 5 Compliance 08-09
B. Sanders
(e.g. Physical Science, Behavioral/Social Science)
B. Sanders noted that there are a number of broad degrees in the catalog that may not be compliant by Title 5. Do we
need to remove it, or create an Area of Emphasis? Examples include AA: Family and Consumer Sciences, AA:
Business and Behavioral Sciences.

5.

Completion of State-Required Forms – Programs, NonCredit, etc.
L. Senechal
L. Senechal reported that in the past few forms were required, but now more are surfacing. Who is responsible for
completing the forms? K Walters Dunlap commented that faculty should complete the required forms, but suggested
that we look at what forms are being considered before taking further action.

M. Adams

V. SUBCOMMITTEES
1.

UPDATE: Special Topics, Experimental, Independent, Work-Experience
Course Development and Approval Guidelines Update

P. Mendez

P. Mendez shared that he and the subcommittee received templates and that the committee would review them. B.
Adams shared that she had visited assist.org and had “sleuthed” out what other schools had done with special topics
courses, and how they were attached to course outlines. She hopes that the subcommittee could use those also.
2.

UPDATE: CurricUNET Implementation

B.Sanders

B. Sanders informed the committee that CurricUNET has the ability to import modules that have been developed for
other colleges. He shared that there would be an all-day Steering Committee meeting (including himself, B. Adams, M.
Adams, L. Senechal, R. Cranley, D. Phillips, and K. Walters Dunlap) on Tuesday, February 5 to look at the initial
version, and that CNET is asking a lot of technical questions. B. Adams added that on a later date, CurricUNET would
like to provide a comprehensive training to many key on campus. She added that CurricUNET has modules in place to
deal with Special Topics.
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3.

UPDATE: Time Limit on Catalog Rights and
R. Cranley
Satisfaction of GE and competency requirements using Baccalaureate or higher degree from regionally
accredited institutions and from Foreign Universities
R. Cranley shared that the subcommittee would meet on Tuesday, February 5, after the CurricUNET meeting. She
added that schedule conflicts are making it challenging for members to meet.

VIII. PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.
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Curriculum Committee

Minutes

Tuesday, March 25, 2008
Yosemite, 205 at 2:40 PM
Members Present:

B. Adams (Co-chair), J. Beebe, P. Bettencourt, G. Boodrookas, K. Ennis, P. Guerra-Schmidt, E. Maki,
C. Mulder, A. Peek, M. Robles, J. Sola, B. Sinclair, B. Sanders, P. Upton

Members Absent:

M. Adams (Co-chair), S. Agostini, M. Boyd, R. Cranley, Z. Davidson (ASMJC), M. Garcia,
C. Hudelson-Putnam, L. Lanigan, M. Lynch, K. Walters Dunlap

Others Present:

S. Fornelli, L. Senechal

I. APPROVAL OF ORDER OF AGENDA
Order of agenda adjusted so that reports and discussion about Old and New Business could take place first to allow
time to make quorum.

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

January 29, 2008
February 12, 2008
March 11, 2008

Review and approval of the January 29 minutes postponed.
February 12 minutes approved.
March 11 minutes approved.

III. NOTIFICATION

page

The committee was notified of the following correction.
FSCI 362

Basic Fire Academy
17
Effective: Summer 2008
Modify: Enrollment Restrictions
Enrollment Restrictions: Changing (P) FSCI 362 to (P) FSCI 301. Maintaining (LOE) Enrollment
limited to those students who have passed a physical agility test OR have a valid CPAT card.
TMI: No TMI requested.
Materials Fee Status: Maintain existing fee of $575
Articulation Status: Not a transfer level course.
General Education Status: Does not fulfill GE requirement.
This course, as approved, had erroneously listed itself as a prerequisite.
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IV. DISCUSSION
The following courses were reviewed by the committee at the March 11, 2008 meeting. The enrollment
restrictions were not voted on separately as is committee policy. These courses reappear here so that
the committee can vote on the enrollment restrictions. Course outlines are not included in this meeting’s
packet. Please refer to the March 11, 2008 agenda for these course outlines.
AUTEC 315

A1: Engine Repair
Effective: Summer 2009
Modify: Enrollment restrictions
Enrollment Restrictions: Maintaining (P) Satisfactory completion of AUTEC 311
TMI Status: Not approved for TMI
Materials Fee Status: Maintaining Materials Fee of $8.35
Articulation Status: Not a transfer-level course.
General Education Status: Does not fulfill GE requirement.
M/S/U to approve restrictions for AUTEC 315 (B. Sinclair)

MACH

212 D,E

Machine Tool Technology 2
4,5
Effective: Summer 2008
Modify: Enrollment restrictions
Enrollment Restrictions: Maintaining (P) Satisfactory completion of MACH 211 or MACH 301
TMI Status: Not approved for TMI
Materials Fee Status: Maintaining Materials Fee of $20.00.
Articulation Status: Transfers to CSU
General Education Status: Does not fulfill GE requirement.
M/S/U to approve restrictions for MACH 212D,E (B. Sinclair)

MACH

223

Advanced CNC Machine Operations
Effective: Summer 2008
Modify: Enrollment restrictions
Enrollment Restrictions: Maintaining (P) Satisfactory completion of MACH 222
TMI Status: Not approved for TMI
Materials Fee Status: Maintaining Materials Fee of $10.00
Articulation Status: Transfers to CSU
General Education Status: Does not fulfill GE requirement.
M/S/U to approve restrictions for MACH 223 (B. Sinclair)

MACH

395 A,B

Advanced Machine Tool Technology Laboratory
1,2
Effective: Summer 2008
Modify: Enrollment restrictions
Enrollment Restrictions: Maintaining (P) Satisfactory completion of MACH 211, MACH 221, MACH
222, or MACH 301
TMI Status: Not approved for TMI
Materials Fee Status: No materials fee required.
Articulation Status: Not a transfer-level course.
General Education Status: Does not fulfill GE requirement.
M/S/U to approve restrictions for MACH 395A,B (B. Sinclair)
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OFADM 232

Advanced Word Processing & Desktop Publishing
3
Effective: Summer 2008
Modify: Enrollment restrictions
Enrollment Restrictions: Maintaining (A) OFADM/CMPSC 231 or prior knowledge of word processing
software
Materials Fee Status: No Materials Fee Required
Articulation Status: Transfers to CSU
General Education Status: Doest not fulfill GE requirement.
M/S/U to approve restrictions for OFADM 232 (B. Sinclair)

OFADM 312

Alphabetic Notetaking
Effective: Summer 2008
Modify: Enrollment restrictions
Enrollment Restrictions: Maintaining (A) Satisfactory completion of OFADM 301
Materials Fee Status: No materials fee required.
Articulation Status: Not a transfer-level course.
General Education Status: Does not fulfill GE requirement
M/S/U to approve restrictions for OFADM 312 (B. Sinclair)

3

V. OLD BUSINESS
1.

Title 5 Compliance Progress
a. Skills Recognitions – Update on Conversion for 17 Unit or Fewer Awards
K. Walters Dunlap
B. Adams reported that K. Walters Dunlap is under the impression that what the committee had decided was
moving forward.
b. Broadness of Degrees – Revised Deadlines and Instructions
B. Sanders
Several degrees that are being revised to meet with State guidelines will need to be approved by the Board of
Trustees in May in order to meet the State’s deadline.
c. Areas of Emphasis
B. Sanders
More discussion is taking place regarding Area’s of Emphasis. B. Sanders asked B. Adams to schedule a meeting
with the two of them and Kim Bailey.
d. Awards Earned in 2008-2009
P. Bettencourt, L. Senechal
Confusion persists about Areas of Emphasis. How are they different from majors? Some differences include:
Majors closely parallel lower division course work at a university. Areas of Emphasis need not. Every course in a
major needs to be offered within a two year time period. An Area of Emphasis would not have this requirement.
An AOE is broader than a major.
B. Sanders suggested that the word “Preparation” be part of all degrees containing an AOE. (e.g. AA: Psychology
Preparation, AA: Science and Mathematics Preparation)
L. Senechal reported that S. Agostini believes that MJC is conferring Transfer Degrees incorrectly. Further that we
would need to reapply for approval, from the State, for every AA degree we offer. B. Sanders and B. Adams
disagreed with this interpretation. B. Sanders will follow up with S. Agostini.
All AOEs will be AA degrees.
AOEs and Production of 08-09 Addendum
L. Senechal
No report.
Curriculum Review Process
K. Walters Dunlap
B. Adams presented a draft of a proposed curriculum review cycle. Good Practices suggests that courses should not
be reviewed piecemeal but programmatically.
Educational Requirements Committee
K. Walters Dunlap
(This item postponed indefinitely)
CurricUNET Training
K. Walters Dunlap
There is no additional information at this time
e.

2.
3.
4.
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VI. NEW BUSINESS
1.
2.

3.

IGETC Update
R. Cranley
Postponed until April 8 meeting
Accreditation, Curriculum and SLOs
P. Bettencourt, L. Senechal
(More) Communication needs to take place between the Curriculum Committee and the SLO committee.
There is not enough time before the next Accreditation Progress Report to include SLOs into all course outlines. There
is, however, time to identify SLOs for all courses and include them on the course syllabus to be kept on file in the
Division Offices. Eventually, the expected outcomes and means of assessment, etc. will be warehoused with all the
other information on course outlines.
Election of Curriculum Co-chair
M. Adams
M. Robles nominated B. Adams for another term as Curriculum Committee Co-chair. There were no other nominations
and the committee unanimously re-elected Barbara to a second term.

VII. SUBCOMMITTEES
1.
2.
3.

UPDATE: Special Topics, Experimental, Independent, Work-Experience
Sub-committee has not met
UPDATE: CurricUNET Implementation
No new information to report
UPDATE: Satisfaction of GE and competency requirements using
course work from foreign universities
No report

P. Mendez
B. Sanders
R. Cranley

VIII. PUBLIC COMMENT
P. Bettencourt reported that it has been suggested that the Curriculum Committee take the lead on identifying SLOs for
the IGETC and CSU-GE patterns. B. Adams will follow up.
Meeting adjourned at 3:40
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