
     Did you know that our Facilities 
Department on campus is responsible 
for all of your maintenance and repair 
work, as well as some minor construc-
tion? For routine requests such as 
painting, mounting pictures, or sham-
pooing carpets, folks should not call 
the facilities office, but should submit a 
written work order request.   
     However, what happens when there 
is an emergency? For power outages, 
floods, sewer back-ups, foul odors, 
heating or air-conditioning problems, 
broken locks and leaky faucets, folks 
need to dial 5555 or 5558. (NOTE: 
For gas smell/leaks, smoke, and  
people stuck in elevators the campus 
police would like you to notify them 
first, and then call facilities). 
     Our very own facilities department 
functions like a private business, com-
plete with experts who know how to 
handle such emergencies. Under the 
leadership and direction of Lew Lewis, 
a trained staff is ready, willing and able 
to serve by maintaining a comfortable, 
safe and beautiful work environ-
ment. Who will rescue you if you are 
stuck in an elevator? It might be Jon 
Zaborac, Mike Nevieus or Patrick 
Shahnazaryan. If the restrooms in the 
San Gabriel building experience a 
sewer back-up and draining problem 

on a Saturday, 
then you’re 
likely to meet 
Al Waterman. 
If that heat/air 
conditioning 
system is down 
and you are too 
hot or cold, then Fred Mo-
jares and Paul Venhuizen 
will be first to respond. 
Whether you teach classes 
early in the morning, late at 
night or on the weekends, 
somebody from facilities is here 
to ensure that the campus is clean and 
that you are able to get into buildings 
and restrooms. Sometimes these facili-
ties people go above and beyond the 
call of duty. Recently the San Rafael 
building had a four-legged furry guest 
with a long tail.  When this guest was 
no longer welcome and met his demise 
in the trap that was set for him, it was 
Louis Garza from the custodial staff 
who arrived with trash bag in hand to 
scoop up the lifeless creature and re-
move him from the building.  
     The facilities staff members take 
great pride in their work and are look-
ing forward to the completion of the 
Allied Health building, because they 
will have a place to keep their tools and 
supplies—a shop of their own. Each 

(Continued on page 11) 
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Chaparral  
     Printed 3 or 4 times per semester, the Chaparral is published by 
and for the entire staff of GCC. Primary funding is by the Glendale 
College Guild, AFT 2276. The newsletter is dedicated to providing 
timely information on the campus community about any issues that 
affect our college, higher education, and/our professional lives. Prose, 
poetry, art work and opinion as well as expository reporting are wel-
come. The pages of Chaparral are open to all faculty, staff, students 
and administrators. Submissions for publication should be word proc-
essed in IBM-compatible Word Perfect, MS Word or ASCII file for-
mat. No anonymous submissions will be published. Please e-mail 
articles to Mona Field (mfield). The deadline for submissions is the 
first working day of each month September through May (except De-
cember and January). If you have announcements you wish printed or 
any questions, contact Mona Field at x5473 or e-mail mfield. 
     The Chaparral Editorial Board is composed of volunteers and is 
open to any college staff members. The current board includes Mona 
Field (editor-in-chief), Susan Cisco (managing editor), Patricia  
Chamroonrat (production manager), Mike Allen, Andra Verstraete and 
Michael Moreau.  

Columnists are Guild President Mike Allen (Roots of Unity),  
Academic Senate President Sid Kolpas (Speaking of the  
Senate), CSEA President Nidal Kobaissi (CSEA Connection),  
Classified Council President Kit Crawford (Classified Council Cor-
ner), Guild 2nd Vice President Phyllis Eckler (Adjunct Junction), and 
Alex Leon (Communications, Marketing, and Foundation). 
 
Disclaimer 
     The editors reserve the right to edit for length, clarity and/or rele-
vance; to publish editorial commentaries; to omit materials which in 
their good-faith judgment is believed to be libelous, obscene and/or 
offensive, or an invasion of privacy. Questions regarding this editorial 
policy may be directed to the editor-in-chief. 
The views expressed in the articles of the Chaparral are solely those 
of the contributing authors.  They do not represent the views of Glen-
dale College or the Guild. 

R O O T S  O F  U N I T Y  
by Mike Allen, Guild President 

A t the last Guild 
membership 
meeting of fall 
semester, 

spirited debate took place 
over the salary deal that had 
been tentatively struck for 
2005-06, and which 
members were trying to 
decide whether to ratify or 
not.  Some members voiced 
their disapproval for a portion of the deal that called for a 
fixed dollar amount to be added to each cell of the full-
timers' salary schedule (schedule A).  It is now known that 
the fixed amount is $3335 per cell, retroactive to July 
2005, but at the time the exact figure was unknown and 
some felt that those on the upper tiers of the schedule 
would be ripped off. 
     It is certainly true that $3335 added to each cell is a 
3.66% raise for those on column V, step 31 and 7.52% for 
those on column I, step 4, and that these two cells 
(effective July 2005) represent the best and worst cells on 
schedule A.  But you will recall that this differing 
percentage raise was intentional, as our study of salaries in 
comparable districts revealed that full-timer salaries at 
Glendale were most lacking on the lower tiers.  This fixed 
dollar approach was a one-time correction that will be 
replaced by a traditional fixed-percentage raise next year, 
and I believe it was with this understanding that the 
package of negotiated items was ratified last year by a 211 
to 8 vote. 

     However, I want to delve a little deeper into the 
numbers (I remain an unrepentant math geek) and examine 
the history of schedule A salaries.  On the chart below, 
you will see salaries at various positions from May '04 
(just before I became Guild president), January '05 (after 
last year's raise was fully implemented), and the new 
figures retroactive to July '05 based on this year's 
raise.  Also, for reference, you will see the corresponding 
figures from July '94. 

     The last row is worth noting.  During the decade 
preceding my becoming Guild president, the ratio between 
the highest salary in schedule A and the lowest grew from 
2.09:1 to 2.24:1.  This was due to the fact that in that 
decade, the percentage raise given to "longevity" steps 
(those higher than step 13) grew from 2% to 3%.  That is, 
after reaching step 13, one now receives a 3% step raise 
every third year rather than a 2% step raise.  Also, a new 

 
(Continued on page 9) 

Date:  7/94 5/04 1/05 7/05 

Worst cell:  28,872  37,526 39,432 47,691 

Column I, Step 4:   32,478  42,212 44,356   47,691 

Column V, Step 8: 45,901  59,660  62,691  66,026 

Best cell: 60,449  84,145 88,420  94,408 

Best to worst ratio: 2.09 to 1 2.24 to 1 2.24 to 1 1.98 to 1 
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S P E A K I N G  O F  T H E  S E N AT E . . .  
by Sid Kolpas, Academic Senate President, and Alice Mecom, SLO Chair 

     The following quotes represent 
opinions that support the relationship 
between good teaching and SLOs.  
The first two quotes represent what 
one would assume all faculty believe, 
including the author of “Rulers”:  

     The title of this article, however, 
represents what many faculty do not 
believe, including the author of 
“Rulers”: 

     Our article aims to show how all 
three quotes are indeed true, and fur-
thermore, it aims to address the con-
cerns about SLOs that have been 
raised throughout our campus and all 

campuses in the California commu-
nity college system. 
     Let’s begin with an overview of 
the SLO philosophy.  Mediocre teach-
ers typically subscribe to a 
"transmission model" of education, in 
which teaching is a matter of trans-
mitting knowledge from the profes-
sor's brain to the students' brains.  
Mediocre teachers may have (one 
would hope) specific student learning 
outcomes, and may even evaluate the 
success of those outcomes.  However, 
they rarely modify their teaching 
based on the degree of success their 
students exhibit on course outcomes; 
if the students did not succeed, it was 
the students’ fault. Outstanding teach-
ers, in contrast, assume a "learning 
model" of education; they constantly 
search to find what their students 
need to learn through formative and 
summative analyses of students’ suc-
cess on the SLOs they’ve formulated 
for their courses.  Thus, they con-
stantly adjust their instruction to meet 
their students’ needs, always respond-
ing to students' failures with efforts to 
find “better” ways to teach. That is, 
outstanding teachers do not subscribe 
to the philosophy that "I put the 

knowledge out there. It's the students' 
job to learn it; if they don’t learn it, 
it’s not my fault.”  Instead, they either 
conduct their own research, or use the 
research results of other educators to 
try to improve instruction. That is, 
good teachers have formulated course 
objectives (student learning out-
comes), continually evaluate students 
to monitor their success in achieving 
those objectives, and modify their 
teaching with the goal of improving 
student success.  Being experts in cur-
riculum and assessment, they fashion 
their own instruments to analyze the 
outcomes they have chosen to moni-
tor.  This philosophy of teaching and 
learning we can all agree upon. How-
ever, we disagree with the “Rulers” 
article’s interpretation of how SLOs 
will affect the teaching/learning  
process.  
     We appreciate the in-depth and 
careful analysis in “Rulers” and wel-
come the dialogue that it sparks.  We 
are sure that many people on campus 

(Continued on page 6) 

In SLO-land 
we are the rulers,  

not the ruled 

Who dares to teach must never 
cease to learn  
~John Cotton Dana 

Don't try to fix the students, 
fix ourselves first.  The good 
teacher makes the poor student 
good and the good student 
superior.   When our students 
fail, we, as teachers, too, have 
failed ~Marva Collins 

In SLO-land we are the rulers, 
not the ruled ~Sid Kolpas 

T his article is written in response to the “Rulers” article in the 
December Chaparral, which voices concern over the WASC 
mandate for the implementation of Student Learning  
Outcomes (SLOs) in our community college system.  
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ADJUNCT JUNCTION  
by Phyllis Eckler, Guild  2nd Vice President  

What is the “60% Law”? 
     The so-called “60% Law” is a part 
of the Education Code (Ed. Code), a 
state law, which stipulates that tempo-
rary workers in community colleges 
may teach only 60% of a full-time 
faculty member’s load. A full-time 
teaching load is the number of in-
class hours that a contract/full-time 
faculty member is required to fulfill 
in order to get a full salary, benefits 
and eventually, tenure. These required 
teaching hours (loads) vary depending 
on the discipline that is being taught 
but they are detailed in Article VI, 
section 4 of our Bargaining Agree-
ment (found at www.glendale.edu/
guild).  If, by mistake, a part-time 
faculty member were to teach more 
than 60% of the hours that a full-timer 
is required to teach and he/she did 
that for more than three semesters, 
state law would require the district to 
give that adjunct teacher a full-time 
contract. 
 
What effect does this law 
have? 
     The 60% law is a district-wide 
limit, meaning that if a district has 
more than one college, an adjunct 
teacher is required to drive outside the 
boundaries of that district to pick up 
other community college teaching 
jobs. Additionally, in some disci-
plines teaching loads (in-class teach-
ing hours) are smaller, which limits 
the actual hours that a part-timer can 
teach (e.g. English composition) in a 
single district. In other disciplines, the 
teaching blocks are designed in such a 
way that an adjunct instructor cannot 
be assigned even a 60% load without 
splitting one of these teaching 

blocks—which is usually not done 
(e.g. math and languages). Because of 
the 60% restriction, division chairs 
constantly have to find and mentor 
new teachers in order to control the 
number of hours of their already 
fully-assigned part-timers. The travel 
costs, in terms of time and fuel, from 
college to college and the difficulty of 
juggling multiple assignments in sev-
eral districts has a detrimental effect 
not only for the adjunct faculty mem-
ber but for the college as a whole. 
Many excellent teachers tire of wait-
ing for a full-time position and soon 
leave for full-time work outside edu-
cation. Those who remain cannot get 
fully involved in campus life, shared 
governance, professional develop-
ment opportunities or special student 
projects. 
 
What is being done to 
change this law? 
     In this year’s legislative session in 
Sacramento, a bill is being proposed 
that would change the 60% limit on 
teaching hours to 80% for each col-
lege (no longer per district). The bill, 
SB847, was written by Senator De-
nise Ducheny. In order to be passed 
into law the bill must get the support 
of a majority of legislators in both the 
senate and the assembly, and finally 
the governor must sign it. 
 
Why is anyone against this 
change in the law? 
     Although this change in the law 
would incur no cost, there are some 
who fear its effect on the status quo. 
Some full-time faculty fear that  
making it easier to hire part-time  
faculty to teach more hours would 

erode tenure 
and kill the 
incentive for 
districts to hire 
more full-
timers, who do much of the govern-
ance work. Some adjunct faculty fear 
that their teaching hours would be 
reduced in order to give the depart-
ment chair’s favorites a full 80% as-
signment. 
     In answer to these concerns, the 
number of new full-time hires is sup-
posed to be decided through the col-
lege budget process. While part-
timers want to see more full-time 
hires (with the hope that they may be 
included in the ranks of tenure-track 
faculty), those who determine the 
number of new positions are adminis-
trators and full-timers. Adding new 
positions is expensive (because of the 
long-term costs of higher salaries and 
benefits for full-time teachers), but 
the will and the money to do it are 
basically out of the hands of part-
timers. For full-time faculty to deny 
part-time faculty an 80% load in order 
to force the hand of administrators 
who are reluctant to hire more full-
timers, is akin to using adjuncts as a 
“whipping boy.” The goal of hiring 
more full-time faculty will not be 
served by any action other than state-
level enforcement of the current 75-
25% ratio expressed in state law 
AB1725. Meanwhile, part-time fac-
ulty should not be penalized. 
Some adjunct instructors fear they 
will lose classes if the limit is raised 
to 80% and others are selected for an 
increased load. This is a doubtful  
scenario. Most part-timers who seek 

(Continued on page 8) 

Why Change the “60% law”? 
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It  happens every year 
but the moment is so 
special, you almost 

wish to save it for posterity.  
     At the end of the fifth annual 
athletic hall of fame banquet and 
ceremony Saturday March 4 at the J. 
Walter Smith Student Center, nobody 
wanted to leave. Athletes and coaches 
who had not seen each other in 20, 30 
or 40 years were swapping stories and 
posing for pictures they would cherish 
forever. They were talking and 

laughing about events that had taken 
place decades earlier, but were so 
vivid it seemed as if they happened 
almost yesterday. 
     It was a reunion and a celebration 
of the things that make Glendale 
College so special to the almost 200 
people who packed the room. Some 
came from as far away as Hawaii, as 
inductees Blanche Donovan and Lon 
Simmons did for this event. Donovan 
was walking with the aid of a cane 
after recent surgery but said, “Nothing 
could have kept me away from being 

here with 
my 
children 
and family 
and my 
extended 
family at 
Glendale 
College.’’  
     Inductee 

Mike 
Haney, a lifelong Glendale resident, 
spoke about his high regard for the 
college and how it helped him mature 
and reach his goal of playing golf for 
USC, where he was an All-American 
in 1973. He also challenged the 
college to find a way to resurrect the 
golf team so that local players could 
get a chance to play at the collegiate 
level as he did. No one was prouder 
of their son than his parents, Bettie 
and George, a Glendale alumnus, who 
attended the college when it was 
known as Tent City in the early 

1930s.  
     But as much as anything else, the 
success of the athletic hall of fame 
has been the catalyst for the creation 
of the athletic endowment fund in 
connection with the dedication of 
Sartoris Field in 2005. The renovated 
athletic field features a synthetic field 
surface as well as an all-weather track 
and a state of the art scoreboard. The 
fund is designed to generate funds for 
athletics that have been lost due to 
budget cuts over the past several 
years. 
     Former head track coach John 
Tansley and the members of the 1980 
men’s and women’s cross country 
teams that won state championships 
that year and were inducted into the 
hall of fame this year, have marveled 
that the facility is a long time coming 
and should do a lot to further 
Glendale College athletics. “If that 
field had been in place when I was 

(Continued on page 7) 

by Alex Leon, Office of Communications, Marketing, and Foundation  

Hall of Fame highlights past, 
present and future of athletics  

2006 Inductees to the Hall of Fame 

GCC’s new state-of-the-art scoreboard 
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by Kit Crawford, Classified Council President 
Classified Council Corner 

T here are great 
changes on the 
GCC horizon. 
Classified employees are 

indebted to the strong leadership of 
Dr. John Davitt, a great supporter of 
our campus staff.  We will all be sad-
dened by his departure in June.  
There will be two events honoring 
this great administrator’s service to 
our college. On May 13, there will be 
a community party at the Universal 
Sheraton Hotel, and on May 25, an 
on-campus event in the Verdugo 
Gym. There will also be a separate 
all-campus event to honor 2005-06 
retirees on June 2. Please watch your 
e-mail for regular updates. 
As this is such an unusual semester 
with so many retirements taking 
place, the Classified Council board 
decided not to hold its end-of-year 
picnic in June, and instead will join 

forces with CSEA and the GCC 
Bookstore to hold a spring classified 
BBQ on May 3.  Dr. Davitt and re-
cipients of Classified Council scholar-
ships and CSEA scholarships will be 
honored. We hope that our Classified 
Council members will start thinking 
about that special student worker who 
is deserving of a scholarship.  The 
criteria are that the student must work 
for a Classified Council member and 
also maintain a good GPA. If you are 
interested in joining the Scholarship 
Committee, please contact Wendy 
Grove. 
     With scholarships in mind, I 
would also like to mention that we are 
running a See’s candy fundraiser until 
the end of March.  All proceeds go to 
our scholarship fund.  The board 
would like to give the students a size-
able scholarship, so please buy that 
candy item even if you are watching 
your waistline. 

On April 22, staff members from 
Glendale College will be walking in 
the Cure Autism Now (CAN) walk. If 
you would like to sign up and join our 
team, please contact Merrilee Ahaus. 
Business Administration instructor 
Bob Cutler will be our featured 
speaker at this month’s Classified 
Council meeting. He will talk about 
job interviewing techniques on March 
23 at noon in LB200.  With many 
classified positions becoming avail-
able, this is an ideal time to brush up 
on your interviewing skills. 
Keep updated with all our news and 
student scholarship information and 
visit our website at 
www.glendale.edu/classifiedcouncil.  

& 

share the sentiments expressed in 
“Rulers.”  However, we respectfully 
disagree with the conclusions reached 
by the author.  We believe that SLOs 
are not only something most of us 
have already been doing, but that they 
present an opportunity for each divi-
sion on campus to improve instruc-
tion, and as a consequence student 
learning. 
     Over the past two years the SLO 
Committee, a task force of the GCC 
Academic Senate, has spent a great 
deal of time thinking of ways to pro-
mote SLOs on our campus and to get 
people involved in using them.  While 
most of us have already been using 
outcomes to monitor our students’ 
success, and to improve our teaching, 
the new Accreditation Standards now 

mandate the SLO approach for each 
community college.  Writing SLOs 
and using them to improve one’s 
teaching is what any good teacher 
would naturally do.  While pre-
written SLOs and pre-written evalua-
tion rubrics have been imposed on the 
K-12 system, we at the community 
college have the opportunity to take 
professional control of our destiny—
to be the ruler and not the ruled. We 
can write our own SLOs based on the 
goals we’ve delineated for our 
courses and programs, decide which 
SLOs we wish to monitor each se-
mester, develop our own evaluation 
instruments, and analyze our own 
data.  As professionals, our data 
analysis should then be used to im-
prove our teaching, and thus our stu-
dents’ success in attaining course out-
comes. What is different now is that 

we are being asked to document this 
process of defining our own students’ 
outcomes and our own rulers.  This 
documentation is what WASC wants 
to see, for it verifies that we are using 
our scholarship and adaptive expertise 
to produce high quality students. 
     We’d like to say a few things in 
response to the “Rulers” article that 
might shed a more positive light on 
the SLO issue.  It seems that “Rulers” 
is concerned about community col-
lege faculty having to follow exter-
nally imposed SLOs and assessment 
rules, such as is the case with K-12 
faculty.  Again, this is not the case 
with community colleges.  We are 
scholars and experts, much like the 
faculty of universities, and WASC 
sees us as such (universities, by the 
way, are also facing the same SLO 

(Continued from page 3) 
SPEAKING OF THE SENATE 

(Continued on page 9) 
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O ver the last two years I’ve 
become very familiar with 
how the governance struc-
ture works at Glendale 

College.  When I first started partici-
pating, I was lost.  It took about a year 
before I became acquainted enough 
with the process to participate ac-
tively and contribute to the decision-
making process.  Now, I think I have 
a much better understanding of what 
goes on.  For the most part, the gov-
ernance process works; it may have 
its glitches, but overall it works.   
     Just like any other structure or de-
cision-making body, governance can 
be manipulated and tweaked to bene-
fit or to hinder programs, people and 
ideas.  I have seen participants shoot 
something down because they have 
personal feelings about a particular 
matter and they use their personal 
experience as a rule of thumb about 
what is right and what is wrong, with-
out any regard for what is best for the 
college or the entity they represent.  
I’ve also watched as grownups yell 

and sometimes lose their cool when 
things don’t go their way.  This is no 
way to represent their constituents 
and is completely unprofessional.  
When the initial legislation was 
passed to enact the governance proc-
ess, I am sure it was not the intention 
of the legislature to create more red 
tape or an avenue for manipulation by 
participants.  It was intended to give 
people affected by administrative and 
academic decisions an opportunity to 
participate in the decision-making 
process and make recommendations 
for the Board of Trustees to consider. 
     I wonder how many times some 
person or some group has made a rec-
ommendation based solely on their 
personal feelings or group agenda that 
ended up having a negative impact on 
our college.  Fortunately, I don’t be-
lieve this happens too often.  I’ve 
seen many colleagues take a stand 
and stop the bickering before it gets 
out of hand.  We owe many thanks to 
these brave participants who put per-
sonal issues aside and make sure that 
the process works to benefit everyone 
at Glendale College. 
     You might be asking, “Why does 
this happen?”  My answer is that it 
happens because we sometimes get 
too involved in winning battles or 
proving guilt, pointing fingers or 
holding grudges. Some of us partici-
pate in self-serving political maneu-
vering and lose sight of what our real 

job is: to serve students by creating an 
atmosphere that nurtures open minds 
and provides objective education.  
However, the biggest problem is the 
lack of participation by the constitu-
ents themselves.  All of us are too 
busy doing the jobs we were hired to 
do, and that leaves very little time to 
participate. 
     As I have watched things unfold 
over the last two years, I’ve had 
mixed feelings about the process.  I 
have no doubt that when things ap-
pear to be going bad, someone will 
almost always step up and make 
things right.  It may not be the easiest 
thing to do, but it’s what must be 
done.  We owe it to our students, our 
institution and ourselves. 
     The governance process is not bad. 
I’m just highlighting what I feel we 
need to do to improve it. In most in-
stances, shared governance has 
proven to be the best method of doing 
business.  Participants should be com-
mended for taking time out of their 
busy schedules to be part of this im-
portant process.  Ultimately, if we 
need to blame someone for bad repre-
sentation on a particular committee, 
we need to look at ourselves and ask 
one simple question… Would the 
result have been different if I had  
participated? & 

CSEA CONNECTION  

by Nidal Kobaissi, CSEA President 

Governance—The good, the bad, and the ugly 

here, I would never have left,” said 
Tansley in a recent visit to the 
college. 
     The attendees at the ceremony and 

banquet were treated to a tour of the 
facility, which includes a replica of 
the hall of fame mural, with 
recognition tiles available for 
purchase at levels from $500 to 
$10,000. The athletic endowment has 

grown to over $200,000 since it was 
established last year; anyone who is 
interested in purchasing a tile can 
contact the Foundation at x5199. & 

(Continued from page 5) 
HALL OF FAME 
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L ast spring, the Governance 
Review Committee recom-
mended a change in the 
language of the Governance 

document, and this change was ap-
proved by the College Executive 
committee. The old language 
read:  After a term is completed the 
member may be replaced or reap-
pointed if there has not been suffi-
cient interest from another person 
to serve. The new language reads:  “It 
is in the interest of the governance 
process to ensure the widest possible 
participation.  Although the impor-
tance of expertise is recognized, rota-
tion is strongly encouraged.  After a 
term is completed the member may be 
replaced or reappointed.” 
     This language was adopted after a 
request for clarification from the 
Guild executive.  The question they 
put to us for clarification was whether 
committee members must be rotated 
off governance committees to make 
room for faculty who have expressed 
an interest in serving on those  

committees.  This raised a number of 
issues which GRC attempted to sort 
out.  We soon saw that there were 
competing rationales for appoint-
ments. 
     The first rationale is obvious.  We 
seek to encourage the widest possible 
participation in campus governance in 
order to promote and sustain a culture 
of shared governance.  A situation 
where committee work remains in-
definitely in the same hands is clearly 
unacceptable.  Further, the value of 
wide participation necessitates that, 
for a while at least, some committee 
members are going to learn by the 
seat of their pants.  The payoff is a 
wider circle of expertise as well as an 
encouragement of future leadership. 
      Of course, experience is also de-
sirable and committee members fre-
quently serve as the institutional 
memory of their committees.  Further, 
the various executives who appoint 
members (the Senate, Guild, and 
CSEA presidents and the Administra-
tion) should be allowed to choose  

individuals who will support the goals 
of their constituents.  In some cases, 
members must be jointly appointed by 
two executives.  This has the effect of 
shrinking the pool of candidates for 
the committee in question.  And fi-
nally, some care has to be taken in the 
mix of personalities on commit-
tees:  no one wants to be caught in a 
situation akin to sharing space with 
two scorpions in a bottle. 
     Ideally, then, executives will 
choose representatives who represent 
a mix of experience and fresh per-
spectives.  An eye should be kept on 
promoting our future leaders while at 
the same time drawing on the exper-
tise of our veterans.  Accordingly, the 
GRC recommended the policy per-
mitting the executives to reappoint at 
their discretion, but added the partici-
patory language to urge the execu-
tives to cast their nets widely.  With 
this in mind, we urge everyone to 
jump into those nets and help govern-
ance thrive. & 

Sharing Shared Governance:  
Jump into the Net  by John Queen, Governance Review Committee 

more classes eventually get them as 
they become available. It is a gradual 
process. If administrators can give 
more assignments to those who are 
already working, it saves them the 
trouble of recruiting, hiring and train-
ing new instructors. An 80% load 
would allow more of a cushion for 
those who need the health coverage 
(which requires a 40% load) offered 
by the district. In times of course cut-
backs the loss of a class would not 
necessarily mean the loss of office 
hours or health benefits. Part-timers 
could more easily achieve one full 
year of STRS service credit without 

teaching every intersession. There are 
definite advantages. 
 
What can I do to help 
SB847? 
     We all need to educate, inform and 
convince our own state legislators that 
this is a change that we want. They 
are very much influenced by support 
resolutions passed by large organiza-
tions (such as our parent union CFT) 
and also by letters they receive from 
their constituents. If this change is 
something that you support, you can 
begin by attending our next Guild 
meeting on Tuesday, March 21 in 
CS177 at noon, when our local will 

be voting on whether to support a 
resolution about this matter at the 
upcoming CFT Convention at the end 
of this month. Having CFT’s lobby-
ing efforts behind this change will go 
a long way in convincing legislators 
that it is the right thing to do. Addi-
tionally, you can write your state leg-
islators or call and express your sup-
port for SB847 (the change in the 
60% law to 80%). You can find your 
legislators’ contact information at 
www.leginfo.ca.gov. Click on “Your 
Legislature” and that will bring you to 
a page where you can simply input 
your zip code. & 

(Continued from page 4) 
ADJUNCT JUNCTION 
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mandate from WASC). We will not 
have to give up any of the scholarly 
freedom we already enjoy.  Let us 
respond to what “Rulers” states  
below: 

      Just like university professors, we 
are  being asked to define our own 
outcomes (SLOs).  And, we are  be-
ing asked to craft our own rulers 
(evaluation procedures).  Because our 
self-defined SLOs will have to be 
done at the division/program level, 
we must communicate with our col-
leagues to decide on the common out-
comes of our programs.  We will then 

come to a scholarly agreement about 
what goals we want our students to 
attain, and how we will evaluate the 
degree to which they have attained 
those goals. Doing this enriches each 

and every one of us; we have much to 
learn from one another.  Good teach-
ing practice does not develop in a 
vacuum. Communicating with one 
another about curriculum and instruc-
tion is what professionals do; the end 
result will be better teaching and thus 
better student learning.  Again, what 

is new here is that our process must 
be documented and made public—to 
students, to employers, to universi-
ties, and to the state.   
     The second concern that the 
“Rulers” article voices is that SLOs 
are misfocused and do not reflect the 
true scholarship and teaching that oc-
curs in the classroom.  Let us address 
another excerpt from “Rulers,” which 
states 

(Continued from page 6) 
SPEAKING OF THE SENATE 

(Continued on page 12) 

step 28 was added to column V during this period.  No 
corresponding improvements occurred at the low end of 
schedule A. 
     With the current year's salary deal, we not only 
improved the lower end relatively more, but the district 
was also very willing to eliminate the first three steps of 
schedule A.  They acknowledged the problem that our 
salary study showed, and also recognized that these steps 
were not frequently used (most faculty hired for full-time 
work these days are fairly experienced).  However, one 
should also remember that a new longevity step 31 was 
added to column V in July '05, so we haven't ignored the 
high end.  In fact, you can see the combined effect of 
these changes better in the chart below: 

(Continued from page 2) 
ROOTS OF UNITY 

% change: 7/94 - 7/05 5/04 - 7/05 

Worst cell:  65.2% 27.1% 

Column I, Step 4:  46.8% 13.0% 

Column V, Step 8:  43.8% 10.7% 

Best cell:  56.2% 12.2% 

     Eliminating the 3 
lowest steps of course had 
a dramatically positive 
effect on what would now 
be the worst cell. 
However, putting that 
aside as an "outlier" we see 
that the % raises for our 
other 3 reference cells are 
comparable.  Over the last 
two rounds of negotiations, 
we have gotten a 13% raise 
for column I, step 4 (what 
is now the worst cell), but 
a 12.2% increase in the 
best cell.  In fact, if anyone 
should be complaining, it 
looks like it should be 
middlers like those on 
column V, step 8 who 
received only a 10.7% over 
the last two years and also 
did slightly worse over the 
entire 11 year period. 
     I guess what I'm trying 

to say is that we are trying 
to look out for the needs of 
all of our members, and we 
have to make "mid-course 
corrections" from time to 
time in order to do 
that.  Hopefully people 
have faith in our internal 
democratic processes to 
make good decisions on 
average, even if that means 
their view winds up on the 
losing end of a vote from 
time to time.  I will 
continue to seek the best 
deal for our membership 
given our many 
constraints, and I always 
welcome your suggestions 
and comments. & 

The ruler of academic research 
grants university professors the 
right to define truth and share 
it because they are the ex-
perts—they discovered and 
framed it with their re-
search.  Their outcomes must 
be self-defined.  Tradition has 
allowed them to craft their own 
ruler. 

SLOs dilute our adaptive exper-
tise by emphasizing outcomes and 
the products of learning over the 
processes of learning.  Defining 
and measuring an outcome does 
not assure that its pedagogical 
underpinnings are understood.  In 
fact, such outcomes are nothing 
more than shallow facades (of 
understanding) that can be used as 
external definitions of teaching 
and learning.  That is not the ruler 
or unit of measurement that best 
serves the scholarship of teaching 
and learning. 
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On  the first Saturday of 
the spring semester, 
thirty students plan-

ning careers in science, health care, 
social services, culinary arts and 
entertainment attended the first ori-
entation meeting for the expanded 
Internship program and began their 
adventure in combining academic 
learning with real-world work ex-
perience.  Thanks to a collaboration 
between  Instructional Services and 
College Services and to the great 
work of Christy Kloezeman  in the 
Business Division, the expanded 
Internship program is off to a great 
start. 
     For many years, the Business 
Division has offered internship 
credit for students doing a variety 
of outside internships—including 

those that are more appropriate to 
other disciplines.  Students ex-
pressed a desire to receive the credit 
associated with their particular field 
of study reflected on their tran-
scripts. 
     The purpose of an internship is 
to provide an opportunity for stu-
dents to integrate their classroom 
learning with a real work environ-
ment. The linkage effectively pre-
pares and develops the students for 
their future careers.  Students have 
the opportunity to earn college 
credit for participation in a paid or 
unpaid work activity. 
     The exciting part of this new 
program is that students can receive 
credit on their transcripts that more 
accurately reflects their work in 
media, physics, biology, sociology, 

architecture, and almost every pro-
gram offered at GCC. The program 
matches students with faculty advi-
sors who can mentor the student, 
work collaboratively with the em-
ployer and the student in develop-
ing learning objectives, evaluate the 
student’s overall experience and 
award credit.  Faculty advisors are 
required to spend five hours per 
semester with each student and can 
earn $200 per student, advising up 
to five students per semester. 
     Faculty who wish to join the list 
of intern advisors are welcome to 
contact Mona Field (faculty coordi-
nator through June);  Jan Swinton, 
Associate Dean, Instructional Ser-
vices/Economic and Workforce 
Development; or Andra Verstraete, 
Director, Student Employment. & 

Building Student Opportunit ies,  
One Internship at a Time 
by Andra Verstraete, Student Employment Director 

Please visit our new website www.glendale.edu/jobplace and click the link to “Internships.” 

Art history instructor Trudi Abram recently 
delivered a well-received paper entitled 
“Remembrance of Things Past: Tourist Photog-
raphy and the Memorial Archive” at the Na-
tional College Art Association conference in 
Boston. Here at home, her son and his wife 
delivered her new twin grandsons, Nathan and 
Spencer Casamassima, born on January 26. The 
boys weighed in at 4l lb. 11 oz. and 4 lb. 13 oz., 
and they’re now at 6 lbs. and thriving.  
 

Mike Allen and his wife Min-Jun Song are the 
proud parents of Max Song Allen, born Novem-
ber 18, 2005, at 22 inches long and 8 lb. 11 oz. 
 

Congratulations to Alen Andriassian (student 
activities coordinator) and Andra Verstraete 
(student employment director), who earned 
their M.P.A. (Master’s, Public Administration) 
from CSUN in December 2005. 
 

English professor and Learning Center director 
Dennis  Doyle has released a new instrumental 
CD of Celtic harp music, Irish Blessings. Also 
featured on the recording are English professor 
Des Kilkeary and political science instructor 
Mark Romano. The CD is available online at 

www.cdbaby.com or locally at The Flowering 
Tree in Montrose.  
 

Stela Fejtek from Instructional Assistance 
Center thanks GCC for support during her re-
cent illness. She has been out since January. 
She writes, “I would like to thank my col-
leagues in the Center for Disabilities and fac-
ulty who have been so supportive and con-
cerned about me. My good wishes go out to all 
of them.” 
 

Noah William Canas de Feldman was born on 
February 27 to Culinary Arts instructor  
Andrew Feldman and his wife, Pilar Canas. 
Noah weighed 7 lb. 3 oz. at birth and joins his 
sister, Keileh. 
 

Tania Verafield, Mona Field’s older daughter, 
will appear in The Playground, a rock drama 
about runaway/homeless teens. The play opens 
March 23 at Deaf West Theatre in North Holly-
wood. For information: 
www.theplaygroundlive.com    
 

Guido and Lourdes Girardi  are the proud 
adoptive parents of a baby girl, Sabrina. She 
was born January 12, weighing in at 7 lb. 4 oz., 
and 19 inches long. Guido and Lourdes report 

that “she is very healthy and has a good disposi-
tion—actually, she’s an angel.” 
 

One of physics professor Rick Guglielmino’s 
students, Shirley Mims, who works as an intern 
at JPL, has been awarded a $1,000 scholarship 
from the CCEIA (California Cooperative Edu-
cation and Internship Association) for her inte-
gration of academic learning and workplace 
activity. 
 

Glady Kabateck’s son, Brian Kabateck, has 
been named one of the top attorneys in South-
ern California, based on a survey of lawyers in 
the region. 
 

Mary Mirch, Health Center director, was 
nominated as Administrator of the Year at the 
ACCCA (Association of California Community 
College Administrators) conference. Her many 
achievements at GCC were listed on the big 
screen for all to see. 
 

From sociology professor J.C. Moore: “I am 
coming back to school after fighting cancer. I’d 
like to say ‘thank you’ to everybody who 
prayed for my fast recovery and wished me 
well.” 
 

(Continued on page 11) 

Milestones  
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member of the facilities team 
will have a designated area to 
perform tasks that currently 
have to be done in other depart-

ments, such as wood-
cutting, tube bend-

ing, pipe cutting, 
and brazing.  

     I often hold  
meetings on 

campus or  
invite busi-
nesses and  

organizations from 

the community to visit our  
college. People remark about 
what a clean and beautiful cam-
pus we have. Lots of the credit 
goes to our facilities department. 
From gardening to cleaning the 
restrooms, these individuals 
work hard every day to ensure 
that we have a comfortable 
place to work.  
     More on facilities and the 
dedicated people who run the 
show in our next issue. & 

(Continued from page 1) 
WHO YOU GONNA CALL? 

The Advanced Technology Division 

of Glendale College 
helped design and build a robot for 
James Monroe High School of North 
Hills, which took first place in the 
local FIRST (For Inspiration and 
Recognition of Science and Tech-
nology) Robotics competition in 
February at Birmingham High 
School in the San Fernando Valley. 

James Monroe competed against 25 
other high schools in winning the 
local event and will now compete in 
the U.S. Regional Championship in 
Las Vegas at the end of March. 
     This was a very rewarding ex-
perience for the Glendale College 
instructors who were involved; 
Aram Ohanis (Machine Technolo-
gies), John Kray (Welding),  

Jennifer Hughes (Electronics), and 
Tom Ferguson (Engineering). 
The four Glendale College instruc-
tors devoted their time and skills 
mentoring, teaching, and exposing 
the students to Design, Engineering, 
Electronics, and Manufacturing. 
This was a great opportunity and 
success for everyone involved.              
                                                 & 

 
 

Suzanne Neufer, workers compensation coordinator, and 
her husband Steve are the proud parents of a new daughter, 
Hailey Nicole Neufer, born January 24 weighing 9 lb. 4 oz. 
Congratulations go as well to Hailey’s grandmother,  
Kathryn Ligon of the Admissions and Records Office. 
 

Academic counselor Lola Taylor welcomes her first  
grandchild, Paola Zapata Lopez, born December 30, 2005, 
weighing 7 lb. 10 oz. and 21 inches long. She is the daughter 
of Lola’s son, Ronald Lopez Ph.D. and Christina Zapata 
M.S.W. 
 

John and Yeimei Wang are the happy grandparents of  
Sandra Doyle, born February 24 in Dallas to Lisa and Matt 
Doyle. Sandra weighed 8 lb. 7 oz. and was 19 ½ inches 
long. &  

(Continued from page 10) 
MILESTONES 
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     In our view, SLOs do not dilute our 
adaptive expertise.  As faculty, we 
should use Participatory Action Research 
(PAR) to improve our teaching.  We 
should adapt to the classroom culture by 
using our scholarship and expertise.  Ob-
viously, that's our job.  But does WASC 
really care how we teach?  How can we 
blame them for putting emphasis on stu-
dent outcomes?  Does WASC care more 
about what we do, or about what our 
students  can do as a result of attending 
our college?  Indeed, our job is the teach-
ing process (the adaptive teaching proc-
ess), and WASC’s job should be to re-
quire SLOs.  We are not necessarily 
happy that SLOs are now mandated by 
WASC, but we believe that they neither 
threaten nor control our teaching.  There-
fore, there is no reason to be insulted by 
the new SLO mandate.   
     A final concern expressed in “Rulers” 
is how to “help invite the future President 
to see us on our terms (with our unit of 
measurement).” If we establish our own 
outcomes and units of measurement, 
framed in the WASC mandated SLO for-
mat, then our new leader will see that we 
are professional faculty who have done 
our jobs.  In terms of SLOs, we are rul-
ers of our own destiny, as it is a faculty-
led process.  The fault ultimately lies not 

in SLOs, but in ourselves if we do not 
take ownership of the process.  Our con-
clusion mirrors the conclusion in 
“Rulers,” which states 

     If you agree with this heartfelt out-
look, and you are concerned about SLOs, 
we urge you to join our SLO Task Force, 
where you can become a leader by shar-
ing your ideas and advocating communi-
cation about outcomes, rulers, and revi-
sions with our own GCC scholars and 
experts!   For more information, contact 
Sid Kolpas, Alice Mecom, or any of your 
colleagues on the SLO Task Force.  &  

(Continued from page 9) 
SPEAKING OF THE SENATE 

I can think of nothing more criti-
cal to my professional livelihood 
as a scholar of teaching and 
learning than to take an active 
role in defining our ruler. 


