REDWOODS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
Meeting of the
Academic Standards and Policies Committee
• Eureka: 7351 Tompkins Hill Road, FM 107
3:00 PM

AGENDA

1. Call to Order
2. Introductions and Public Comment: Members of the audience are invited to make
comments regarding any subject appropriate to the Academic Standards and Policies
Committee.
3. Discussion Items
3.1. Faculty Prioritization Rubric
3.1.1 Faculty Prioritization Rubric – September 10, 2019 Draft
3.1.2 Faculty Prioritization Rubric – May 10, 2019 Draft
3.1.3 https://public.tableau.com/profile/joseph.hays#!/vizhome/FacultyStaffi
ngPrioritization2019-2020/CourseList
3.1.4 Emily Wright – Emailed Input
4. Announcements/Open Forum
5. Adjournment

Public Notice—Nondiscrimination:
College of the Redwoods does not discriminate on the basis of ethnicity, religion, age, gender, sexual orientation, color or disability
in any of its programs or activities. College of the Redwoods is committed to providing reasonable accommodations for persons
with disabilities. Upon request this publication will be made available in alternate formats. Please contact Academic Senate
Support, 7351 Tompkins Hill Road, Eureka, CA 95501, (707) 476-4259, Office Hours: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. M-F. Hours vary
based on meeting times.

Next Meeting
September 27, 2019

AGENDA ITEM: 3.1.1

New Faculty Position Request/ Faculty Prioritization Rubric
Instructions:
If requesting a position, 1) please choose the appropriate priority level and enter the relevant raw data from the IR supplied dataset into the space provided for Criteria 1-3, and
for each, respond the prompt in the box provided, 2) please choose the appropriate priority level for Criteria 4-5 based on the prompts provided, and then explain your choice
in the box provided.
If reviewing a request, 1) please assign a whole number value to each criterion after consideration of any special circumstances that have been described, 2) total your score for
Criteria 1-5.

Low priority, 0-2 points
CRITERION 1
Percentage of courses
taught/services provided in the
department/program by fulltime faculty
A shortage of full-time faculty may limit
a department/program’s ability to meet
program, institutional, and site
responsibilities such as committee
work, program oversight, program
review, etc.

Instructional programs: More than
60% of the sections in the
department/program are taught by
full-time faculty members.

Non-Instructional: More than 60%
of work hours are provided by fulltime faculty.

Medium priority, 3-5 points
Instructional programs: 30-60% of the
sections in the department/ program are
taught by full-time faculty members.

Non-Instructional: 30-60% of work
hours are provided by full-time faculty.

High priority, 6-8 points
Instructional programs: Less than 30%
of the sections in the
department/program are taught by fulltime faculty members, or a minimum
number of full-time faculty is required
for accreditation or licensing of a
program.

Non-Instructional Units: Less than 30% of
work hours are provided by full-time
faculty.

DATA: % FT Faculty TLU

Please explain any special circumstances not reflected in the data reported above such as recent/upcoming retirements, reduced sections or services due to low staffing,
location specific needs versus district-wide needs, routine full-time faculty overloads, etc.
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Low priority, 0-2 points
CRITERION 2
Documentation of unmet
institutional need.
Documentation of unmet student
demand will be determined by
different data in different areas. In
instructional programs, efficiency
and/or fill-rate data are relevant. For
librarians and counselors, ratios of
students served to full-time faculty
are relevant. For LD Specialists,
numbers of unserved students
requesting services are relevant.

Medium priority, 3-5 points

Instructional programs: Section fillrates in the department/program are
less than 70% and FTES/FTEF is
less than 22. The
department/program does not have
any unmet institutional needs.

Instructional programs: Section fillrates in the department/program are
more than 70% and/or FTES/FTEF
more than 22.

Librarian: The number of FTEF is
more than 60% of the Title 5 Section
58724 recommendation (3.0 faculty
librarians, including full-time and
part-time, per 1,001 to 3,000 FTES).

Librarian: The number of FTEF is 30%
to 60% of the Title 5 Section 58724
recommendation.

High priority, 6-8 points
Instructional programs: Section fill-rates in
the department/program are more than
80% and/or FTES/FTEF more than 24.
Librarian: The number of FTEF is less
than 30% of the Title 5 Section 58724
recommendation.

Counseling: The ratio of counselor
FTEs to student head count on a
given campus within a given
department is at an acceptable level
to meet need, and there are no other
data that suggest unmet student
need.

Counseling: The ratio of counselor FTEs
to student head count on a given
campus within a given department is
below acceptable levels, and there are
no other data that suggests unmet
student need.

Counseling: The ratio of counselor FTEs
to student head count on a given campus
within a given department is significantly
below acceptable levels, and/or there are
other qualitative or quantitative data that
suggest unmet student need.

LD Specialist: less than 10% of
students requesting services do not
receive services in a timely fashion.

LD Specialist: 10% to 40% of students
requesting services do not receive
services in a timely fashion.

LD Specialist: More than 40% of students
requesting services do not receive
services in a timely fashion.

DATA: Fill rates and FTES/FTEF

Please explain any special circumstances not reflected in the data above such as potential alternative sources of funding for faculty hires, high-need courses offered
infrequently because of staffing issues, chronic under-filling of required courses, or location-specific fill-rate expectations (e.g. Eureka versus Del Norte fill rates).
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Low priority, 0-2 points
CRITERION 3
Difficulty in recruiting qualified
part-time faculty to address the
staffing needs of the
department/ program.

Instructional programs: All
required course offerings can be
scheduled. No course offerings
are negatively affected by
associate faculty availability.

Certain disciplines or sites may find it
especially challenging to solve their
staffing needs through associate
faculty.

Instructional programs: Some
required course offerings cannot be
scheduled in a manner that meets
student needs. Some course
offerings or section offerings are
negatively affected by associate
faculty availability.
List the specific required courses that
have been affected, and how
frequently and recently they have been
offered.

Non-instructional programs: All
services can be provided. No
services are negatively affected
by associate faculty availability.

DATA: Courses required for degrees, frequency
and recency of specific course offerings, # of
students completing programs in recent years.
Use site specific data if relevant.

Medium priority, 3-5 points

High priority, 6-8 points
Instructional programs: Critical courses
required for degrees are unable to be
offered due to lack of associate faculty
availability. Program viability is at risk due
to associate faculty availability, and/or the
program is negatively affected by the
resources being invested in the training of
each new hire. Full-time faculty may
routinely teach overloads.
List the specific required courses that
have been affected, how frequently and
recently they have been offered, and the
degrees affected by this scarcity,

Non-instructional programs: Some
services are negatively affected by
associate faculty availability or the
ability to retain current associate
faculty

Non-instructional programs: Critical services
are not available due to an inadequate
number of qualified associate faculty who
remain in their position. The program is
negatively affected by the resources being
invested in each new hire.

List the specific services that have
been affected, and how frequently and
recently they have been offered.

List the specific services that have been
affected, and how frequently and recently
they have been offered.

Please explain the constraints on Associate Faculty hiring that are creating the shortcomings in course offerings, service offerings, and/or degree completions, above.
Also, describe the likely impact of reduced services or lower degree completions on the College or greater community.
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Low priority, 0-2 points
CRITERION 4
Area of Specialty
A need for specialty instructional
areas or specialty service areas
exists and cannot be met by current
faculty expertise.

Current faculty in the
department have the necessary
expertise to successfully fulfill
community needs, program
initiatives, and/or enable student
success.

Medium priority, 3-5 points

High priority, 6-8 points

Not all instructional areas or special
services are offered to successfully fulfill
community needs, program initiatives,
and/or enable student success.
However, faculty development is
planned and/or being provided that could
temporarily meet perceived demand.

Not all instructional areas or special
services are offered. No faculty
development is planned or being provided
or is feasible. Failure to provide expertise
in the needed area would significantly
impact the program’s ability to successfully
fulfill community needs, program initiatives,
and/or enable student success.

Please list instructional areas or
special services impacted:

Please list specific licenses, certificates
and/or degrees that are currently
unable to be offered or will soon be
unable to be offered due to
shortcomings in specialty areas.

QUALITATIVE
Please either 1) describe how faculty development initiative may mitigate need and for what duration this is feasible, or 2) describe how the absence of specific licenses,
certificates and/or degrees will impact the College and greater community.

Page 4 of 5

AGENDA ITEM: 3.1.1

CRITERION 5 –
Other Considerations

0 to 8 points

Please describe any factors not captured by the Criteria 1-4 above, such as oversight of facilities or equipment, Program Viability Committee recommendations,
community workforce needs, or the need for expertise in subject matter that reflects the needs and interests of underrepresented and marginalized populations.

Reviewer Comments/ Questions:

Reviewer Total Score
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Faculty Staﬃng Priorities Committee
Rubric for Evaluation of Requests for Faculty Growth Positions
Instructions: Assign a whole number value for each criterion, considering both the raw data and any special circumstances explained below.
Low Priority =
0-2 points

Medium Priority =
3-5 point

CRITERION 1
Percentage of courses
taught/services provided in the
department/ program by full-time
faculty

Instructional programs: More
than 60% of the sections in the
department/program are taught
by full-time faculty members.

Instructional programs: 30-60% of
the sections in the department/
program are taught by full-time
faculty members.

A shortage of full-time faculty may limit a
department/program’s ability to meet
program, institutional, and site
responsibilities such as committee work,
program oversight, program review, etc.

Non-Instructional: More than
60% of work hours are
provided by full- time faculty.

Non-Instructional: 30-60% of
work hours are provided by fulltime faculty.

High Priority =
6-8 points
Instructional programs: Less than 30% of
the sections in the department/program are
taught by full-time faculty members, or a
minimum number of full-time faculty is
required for accreditation or licensing of a
program.
Non-Instructional Units: Less than 30% of
work hours are provided by full- time faculty.

Please explain any special circumstances that are affecting the data above, such as recent/upcoming retirements, reduced sections or services due to low staffing, location specific
needs versus district-wide needs, routine full-time faculty overloads.
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Low Priority =
0-2 points
CRITERION 2
Documentation of unmet
institutional need.
Documentation of unmet student
demand will be determined by different
data in different areas. In instructional
programs, efficiency and/or fill-rate data
are relevant. For librarians and
counselors, ratios of students served to
full-time faculty are relevant. For LD
Specialists, numbers of unserved
students requesting services are
relevant.

Instructional programs: Section
fill-rates in the
department/program are less
than 70% and or FTES/FTEF is
less than 22. The department/
program does not have any
unmet institutional needs.
Librarian: The number of FTEF is
more than 60% of the Title 5
Section 58724 recommendation
(3.0 faculty librarians, including
full-time and part-time, per 1,001
to 3,000 FTES).
Counseling: The ratio of
counselor FTEs to student head
count on a given campus within a
given department is stable, and
there are no other data that
suggests unmet student need.
LD Specialist: less than 10% of
students requesting services do
not receive services in a timely
fashion.

Medium Priority =
3-5 point
Instructional programs: Section
fill-rates in the
department/program are more
than 70% and/or FTES/FTEF
more than 22.
Librarian: The number of FTEF is
30% to 60% of the Title 5 Section
58724 recommendation.
Counseling: The ratio of
counselor FTEs to student head
count on a given campus within a
given department has decreased,
and there are no other data that
suggests unmet student need.

High Priority =
6-8 points
Instructional programs: Section fill-rates in the
department/program are more than 80%
and/or FTES/FTEF more than 24.
Librarian: The number of FTEF is less than
30% of the Title 5 Section 58724
recommendation.
Counseling: The ratio of counselor FTEs to
student head count on a given campus within
a given department has decreased, and/or
there are other qualitative or quantitative data
that suggest unmet student need.
LD Specialist: more than 40% of students
requesting services do not receive services in
a timely fashion.

LD Specialist: 10% to 40% of
students requesting services do
not receive services in a timely
fashion.

Please explain any special circumstances that are affecting the data above, such as potential alternative sources of funding for faculty hires, high-need courses that are offered
infrequently because of staffing issues or courses required for multiple degrees that are offered regularly but are chronically under-filled, location-specific fill-rate expectations (e.g.
Eureka versus Del Norte fill rates)
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Low Priority =
0-2 points
CRITERION 3
Difficulty in recruiting qualified
part-time faculty to address the
staffing needs of the department/
program.
Some disciplines or geographic locations
may find it especially challenging to solve
their staffing needs through associate
faculty.

Instructional programs: All
required course offerings
can be scheduled. No
course offerings are
negatively affected by
associate faculty
availability.
Non-instructional
programs: All services
can be provided. No
services are negatively
affected by associate
faculty availability.

Medium Priority =
3-5 point
Instructional programs:
Some required course
offerings cannot be
scheduled in a manner that
meets student needs. Some
course offerings or section
offerings are negatively
affected by associate faculty
availability. Please list
courses that are affected.
Non-instructional programs:
Some services are
negatively affected by
associate faculty availability
or the ability to retain
current associate faculty.
Please list services that are
affected.

High Priority =
6-8 points
Instructional programs: Critical courses
required for degrees are unable to be
offered due to lack of associate faculty
availability. Program viability is at risk due
to associate faculty availability. The
program is negatively affected by the
resources being invested in the training
of each new hire. Full-time faculty may
routinely teach overloads. Please
describe the ways in which your program
is at risk.
Non-instructional programs: Critical services
are not available due to an inadequate
number of qualified associate faculty who
remain in their position. The program is
negatively affected by the resources being
invested in each new hire. Please describe
the ways in which your program and services
are affected.
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Low Priority =
0-2 points
CRITERION 4
Area of Specialty
A need for specialty instructional areas
or specialty service areas exists and
cannot be met by current faculty
expertise.

Current faculty in the
department have the
necessary expertise to
support student success
in all areas.

Medium Priority =
3-5 point
Faculty development could
provide the expertise to meet
perceived demand.

High Priority =
6-8 points
Failure to provide expertise in the needed
area would significantly impact the
program’s ability to successfully fulfill
community needs, program initiatives,
and/or student success.

CRITERION 5 – 0 to 8 points
Other Considerations

Please describe any factors not captured by the criteria one through four above, such as oversight of facilities or equipment, Program Viability Committee
recommendations, community work force needs, or need for expertise in subject matter that reflects the needs and interests of underrepresented and
marginalized populations.
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Hi Karen,
Unfortunately, I will be out of town and won't be able to make it to the meeting on Sept. 13, but I've
looked at Joe's data visualization tool a little bit and would like to share my thoughts.
1) Criterion 1 and the law of small/large numbers: When I first opened the link to the tools it was on
Addiction Studies by default. This brought my attention to the fact that programs/departments come in
many different sizes and I am concerned that Criterion 1 might be too susceptible to
department/program size and that it might be very difficult for large programs (e.g. math) to ever score
high priority in this category. In simulations it might be interesting to compare something like Addiction
Studies to pre-tripple-hire math. I wonder if we might want to increase the percentage threshold of the
high priority bin, so that it might capture all departments with a high need and not just departments that
are statistical outliers by nature of their small size.
2) Criterion 1 and 2: objective or subjective? As the rubric stands now there is a subjective section to
criterion 1 (and 2). I find this confusing and I fear that it's existence gives the the prioritization
committee the opportunity to assign a score in these categories based on their personal biases rather
than on objective measures, which seems to defy the purpose of having these criteria in the first place. I
think the subjective measures need to be included, but I think that they should be separate criteria and
criteria 1 and 2 should be completely objective.
I realize that this might make it harder for departments to replace retiring faculty without a few years lag.
Initially I was really worried about that, but then I thought about what actually happened in that lag in
botany/environmental science, which is that an associate faculty member got the opportunity to develop
her skills in teaching those classes and thereby strengthen her candidacy for the full-time position. From
the perspective of associate faculty advocating for a pathway to full-time positions, that was a win.
3) Criterion 5: Needs and Interests of Underrepresented and Marginalized Populations: The language
"need for expertise in subject matter that reflects the needs and interests of underrepresented and
marginalized populations" makes me a bit uncomfortable, because it implies that certain subjects (e.g.
Native American Studies) are more likely to reflect the needs of underrepresented and marginalized
populations than, say, English, Fine Art or STEM classes. I believe that the way to increase
underrepresented student participation in the areas of study in which they are underrepresented (such as
STEM fields) is to actively fight the notion that certain groups should study certain subjects. I think the
goal for the college should be that ALL departments "reflect the needs and interests of underrepresented
and marginalized populations".
I understand that this language was well intentioned, but I simply don't think that we should attempt to
address diversity at all in the prioritization process. I think it would be appropriate in the faculty search
process to give some preference to candidates who have expertise in working with underrepresented and
marginalized groups, but I fear that our attempts to include our concerns about diversity into the
prioritization process might have unintended, possibly undesirable consequences.
4) Geology: I brought up geology a lot last spring because it's what I'm familiar with. I just want to be
clear that I don't actually think that geology is ready for a full-time position. There isn't a full-time load
worth of demand for geology classes (at least until Mark retires, since he teaches the online load). Also,
for me that's a good thing. My current situation is pretty ideal, in that I get to essentially run my own
program, but I don't have to deal with the workload and stress of a full-time position.
Thanks for taking the time to read my thoughts. Feel free to share some or all of them with the rest of
the committee as you see fit.
-Emily
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