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LAS POSITAS COLLEGE 

ACADEMIC SENATE

Room 4129, Mertes Arts Building

April 27, 2011, 2:30 p.m.

Present: 
Bob D'Elena, Craig Kutil, Sarah Thompson, Sherry Bogue, Greg Daubenmire, Melissa Korber, Justin Garoupa, Jane McCoy, Tina Inzerilla, Michael Schwarz, Rajeev Chopra, Deborah Bauer, Adeliza Flores, Toby Bielawski
Absent: 
Dale Boercker, Geoff Smyth, Rina Santos

Guests: 

Pamela Luster, Amber Machamer, Jeannine Methe, Stacey Followill
Record:

Martha Konrad, Academic Services Assistant

1.0 GENERAL BUSINESS 

1.1 Call to Order/Quorum at 2:33 pm
1.2 Approval of Agenda (Kutil/D’Elena)
Agenda reordered to accommodate guest presentations.  (Kutil/D’Elena)
1.3 Approval of Minutes of April 13: Tabled. (D’Elena/Kutil).
1.4 Public Comments: None

RE-ORDERED AGENDA (See 1.2)

4.16 Special Report – Waitlist Ad Hoc Committee: Ms. Methe gave a special presentation on the new Wait List process, being piloted in a selected class sections this summer. The Wait List process will then not be used in fall, giving time to work through “what works” and to train all adjunct and full-time faculty for full implementation in Spring 2012. Representative courses taught by full-time faculty were selected for summer, to see how it would work in different types of classes, not including courses with prerequisites or corequisites, and including only one crosslisted course, ANAT 1(to see how it would work). Approximately 30 percent of the summer courses are involved in the pilot. The default Wait List capacity for summer is set at 25, but when the program goes live, faculty may set and select their own section capacity in consultation with their deans. Basically the process is that, when a section closes at limit, the wait list kicks in. Wait lists are term based and CRN controlled. If a student wants to register into a wait list class, the student will receive a prompt giving the student the option to go on the wait list or not. On a first come, first served priority, students will be placed on the list. (Ms. McCoy explained the difference between this registration priority number and the matriculation priority based on number of units and registration date.)  Counselor and committee member Ms. Morrissey was helpful in writing the protocols for meeting prerequisites, overlap time limitations, not doing multiple waitlists for the same course, and other registration considerations. Student online registration units will be capped at 15 (originally set at 18), with summer limited at 12. Wait list criteria will be identical at both colleges. Students can only be on one wait list for the summer (that may be changed later). When the student tries to register into a wait listed class section and, if the class is closed, the student can register onto the wait list; when the wait list is full, the student will not be able to add on. The student is automatically informed that there is a wait list for this class, and the student will be clearly informed of options so there will be no confusion. If a registered student drops from the course, the student at the top of the wait list will receive an email giving 72 hours to register into the course. If that student has not registered in the 72 hours, an email goes to the student next in line. The student has step-by-step instructions and will be clearly informed. For the summer trial, faculty cannot adjust the wait list capacity even if they have been assigned a larger room and could take more students. Faculty will still be able to add students the first day of instruction. The roster includes the names of the wait-listed students as well as those registered into the class so that faculty know this on the first day of instruction and can give add numbers based on priority. As usual, when faculty print their rosters before the first day of instruction, add authorization numbers will be given to the class and the wait list will be frozen. 48 hours before the first day, students will be notified to go to the class, or, if the class is an online section, faculty will be notified to add the students. Add numbers can be emailed to students. Students don’t disappear off the wait list until the 72 hours are expired, and when they come close to 48 hours, they receive a forewarning that after 72 hours, they will be dropped from the wait list. Faculty will receive training in more detail during Fall Semester, and, thanks to Ms. Methe, there is also a “tip sheet.” On behalf of the Senate, Ms. Thompson expressed appreciation to the committee for all their efforts in implementing this district wide.  Ms. Methe credited the assistance and expertise of Ms. Stacey Followill in making all this happen.
4.17 Guest Report – Accreditation Cycle: Dr. Luster

Dr. Luster explained the Accreditation timeline as the College's attempt to keep the Accreditation Cycle a continuous process, not an “event every six years.” This timeline is for the 2015 Accreditation, with a Mid-Term Report required in Fall 2012 as a result of the 2009 Accreditation. A Mid-Term Committee will be convened in Fall 2011 to begin work on the report. A small group (Jeff Sperry, Amber Machamer, Elizabeth Noyes, Martha Konrad, Pam Luster) are working to to archive the 2009 Accreditation documents and to link in those documents and websites that will be needed for 2015. The Mid-Term Report will address the recommendations and planning agendas of the Accreditation Report, and will report on our progress toward meeting them. Colleges have different options of how to write their reports, i.e., have multiple authors with one or more per standard; have one person, or several, take on the entire report, etc. Las Positas is already making progress toward the report because our planning agendas and our progress toward them have been woven into our Strategic Plan and Program Reviews.  Dr. Luster asked the Senate for their thoughts about the level of faculty involvement in the process although she said she could not at this time give specifics about reassigned time. She suggested that, as people are familiar with the WIKI, the WIKI might again be used again. The timeline would bring a group together in the fall to look at the planning agendas and progress and begin the report. With the report completed in Spring 2012, brought to constituent groups for review and calling a special College Council meeting in August, “when people are fresh,” to review and approve the report, to be sent to the Board for approval and then to the Commission for their visit in Fall 2012.  As she explained the timeline, “There are a thousand steps behind each of these boxes and a lot of activities.” After the Mid-Term Report, the focus will shift to the Accreditation Report and the team visit in Fall 2015. The institutional survey will occur in Spring 2013; the Accreditation Report will be written in Fall 2014 and be vetted in Spring 2015. The report will be sent to the Commission, and they will visit in Fall 2015. By creating this timeline, we are attempting “to keep this as a regular part of how we do business.


Led by Ms. Thompson, the Senate discussed faculty involvement: Do we want to appoint a group in the fall that will move forward to 2015? Should we appoint a faculty member who would dedicate their energies to the Accreditation process, working with the ALO? Should we create a Senate subcommittee, where the membership of the committee would be consistent even if the members of the committee change? This advance planning would create consistency and avoid “panic 18 months before the report is due.” Mr. Kutil supported moving forward on this discussion. Ms. Korber said that, while she is generally in favor of consistency, she would support an open process to everyone as there may be others interested [beside Senate members]. Ms. McCoy wondered whether the ALO might ever be a faculty member, but Dr. Luster said that the Accreditation guidelines identify this to be the function of the Vice President. The group briefly discussed how previous Accreditation reports had been handled. In the past different methods have been used for gathering information, writing and editing the report. Ms. Thompson commented on the increasing coordination required as the College grows, again citing the value of having discussion early when it is not an emergency. Accreditation, as Ms. McCoy noted, is a faculty obligation, with no faculty asked to take this task on “as a full load”; considerable release time and support are part of the process. Ms. Thompson recommended that the Senate continue this discussion "to ensure that continuity, longevity, consistency, and quality are part of the process and that things carry forward each time." Ms. Korber thought an Academic Senate subcommittee could be created without adding significantly to the Senate structure, but also thought this should be considered with the role of the Institutional Effectiveness Committee.  Dr. Luster reminded that College Council leads as the Accreditation Steering Committee, and, as she brings plans forward to the President, she wants to include the faculty perspective. From the greater faculty perspective, the consideration would be whether to establish a person for each standard, or more than one person and to ask how does the Senate relate to Accreditation? How do they want to be involved overall? Dr. Luster also reminded that we do not yet know the level of resources that can be made available, but this is the time to get everything integrated into the institutional process. It is helpful that the 2012 Mid-term Report will not be so “large an endeavor” as the full report in 2015. Some recommendations will require more work than others. A district group has been convened to respond to district recommendations, including the allocation model. As Dr. Luster said, “we’ve addressed the hard ones already, but we still have to ‘do them well’ or show that we have addressed them."  She thought it would be important for the faculty beginning in Fall 2011 to stay on at least to the end of Spring 2012 and, ideally, to continue to Fall 2013. Mr. D’Elena asked whether there were plans to have an Accreditation working Flex Day in Fall 2012; Dr. Luster said that would be her recommendation. Mr. Daubenmire suggested five members on the committee: one for each standard and two members for Standard Two; he recommended that before someone leaves, another person would come on to keep the continuity.  Mr. Kutil asked why we do not address only the changes in the writing, and there is a lot of cut and paste, Ms. McCoy observed. Dr. Luster said that the Commission asks us to look and evaluate, but not to “rewrite everything.” Ms. Korber recommended asking for past chairs for their feedback.  Dr. Machamer said that evaluation and feedback of past Accreditations have been given to the College Council and are already incorporated into the process. Ms. Thompson said that she will talk with Dr. Ruys to see about staff development possibilities, including whether this topic can be addressed on the College Flex Day he is planning in the fall. Dr. Luster said some of this can be done as part of the College Day afternoon and by that time we should know about available resources. Ms. McCoy has heard that some faculty do not think Flex Day should be devoted to working on Accreditation, but should be more for staff development.  Mr. Chopra recommended that, if this is being considered for a Flex Day activity, subgroups, rather than individuals, write together and avoid overlap and redundancy. Mr. Daubenmire connected Accreditation and staff development in his experience as a way to learn “something about the way the college works and how to get information he didn’t know.” Dr. Luster supported Senate leadership involvement, particularly on Standard Three, and said having the right mix of people is key. She thanked the group for bringing up a “lot of food for thought,” and hoped that the Senate would continue the discussion next year. 

2.0 ACTION ITEMS 

2.1 IEC Model, Cycle and Timeline

Moved (Kutil) and seconded (D’Elena) to approve the newly created IEC Model, Cycle and Timeline. Approved, with one abstention. 
2.2 Approval of Ballot for Constitutional Changes

Discussion: Ms. McCoy noted that the ballot indicates that the election would be moved from spring to fall, without specification of election date, and also recommended that rationales be included on the ballot. Ms. Korber reported that her division had no reservations about the ballot itself, although they felt that moving the election far forward to provide more time for “shadowing” was of limited value.  Mr. D’Elena corrected an error (5 years for Measure B) and Ms. McCoy recommended using “Track Changes” on the corrected ballot so that people will know “what is different.” Ms. McCoy suggested that the ballot item #1 be “tweaked” and the vote be taken before the end of the semester because of the term limit issue. Mr. Chopra said he understood why continuity would be a good reason to change or eliminate term limits, but wondered why it should be necessary to do that when the constitution includes a “failsafe.” Ms. Korber expressed similar thoughts. Regarding election timing, February or March were thought good (for limited “shadowing”) and December not a good idea because longer “shadowing” time might also create problems.  Many organizations, Mr. Daubenmire pointed out, have president, past president and president elect on their board for continuity though there may be potential for conflict. Mr. Kutil observed that term limits do not appear necessary as there are not that many people who wish to “take a turn.” As Mr. Garoupa pointed out, both situations create implications, and "it is just which implications are preferred," Ms. Thompson asked whether the group wished to vote on this ballot or to table to rewrite the ballot.
MSC (McCoy/D’Elena) to table 2.2 to next year.  Continuing consideration of election timing (December? February or March? Does selection of teaching assignments for ensuing academic year enter into faculty decision to consider being on Senate and influence election timing?), removal of term limits (for continuity), annotating the ballot to include rationales for items on the ballot (show what the changes are and why).
2.3 Recognition of President

Ms. Thompson was asked to leave the room for agenda 2.3. Mr. D’Elena requested a  vote to present a $100 gift certificate to Ms. Thompson, with a recommendation that the amount not be increased as time is too short for another vote.  MSC (McCoy/Chopra) to present a $100 gift certificate to Ms. Thompson in recognition of her leadership. Mr. D’Elena has purchased a Wonder Woman doll, which would be presented to Ms. Thompson, along with the gift certificate and remarks about the "Wonder Woman" she is in her leadership. Senators volunteered contributions to Mr. D'Elena toward the purchase. 
3.0 CONSENT ITEMS 

3.1 Presidential Hiring Committee. Ms. Thompson has agreed to replace Mr. Kutil on the Presidential Hiring Committee. MSC (McCoy/Chopra) to appoint Ms. Thompson to the Presidential Hiring Committee to replace Mr. Kutil.

4.0 REPORTS 

4.1 Curriculum Committee: No report

4.2 SLO Committee: No report
4.3 BaSK Committee: No report
4.4 DE Committee: No report
4.5 Program Review Committee: No report
4.6 CEMC: This Friday’s meeting has been rescheduled to next week because of a District-wide budget meeting.
4.7 Faculty Association:  Ms. McCoy reported great turnout at the General meeting and encouraged people to vote.
4.8 Student Senate: Ms. Bogue reported that the students have held their elections and “good people won…; we’ll see how next year goes.” The recent Olympics, won by administrators, was enjoyed by the students. Students were rooting for faculty and termed it “a nice competition.”
4.9 Treasurer: Mr. D’Elena reported that $902 has been collected to date for Staff Appreciation. In the last two years $1,400 and $1,200 have been spent, respectively, for the event, with the deficit or portion of the deficit made up by the President’s Office. Staff Development has also contributed.  It is anticipated that expenses can again be covered without a vote to pay out of the treasury;  and Ms. Korber suggested that another collection be held, if necessary.
4.10 President’s Report: 

· Highlights of Plenary Session:  The 1143 Student Success Committee must have their recommendation to the state BOG by November so there will be no opportunity for another Plenary to address concerns: “we can be grateful there is good leadership at the top” [at State Senate] and there has been good discussion. The BOG will vote in January and report in March. Being discussed: priority registration for incoming freshmen who commit to being full time students; implementing accelerated learning statewide; establishing  performance-based funding built on the Washington model (“reduces base apportionment by 15% and you earn it back through student success, i.e., the number of passing grades you have”); repeatability reform (planned for implementation as early as this summer). That there will not be another Plenary reduces the faculty’s ability to negotiate these short timelines. Repeatability is an issue because the LAO has recommended that only majors be allowed to repeat in disciplines such as PE, arts and journalism, but tracking who is a major is difficult to do. To handle the issue of repeatability in terms of non-success, incremental increase in the cost of the class as students repeat is being advocated. The committee also wants to move the withdrawal date forward in the term. At Plenary there was extreme controversy regarding accelerated learning, with one resolution urging caution because, other than the CCRC reports, supporting data is not peer reviewed. The other resolution, which Chabot supports, was for immediate implementation across the state. The resolution to use caution passed. Such decisions do not necessarily operate in the best interests of students. With the attempt, for example, of using STATWAY, the math acceleration program, to collapse five semesters of pre-collegiate math into one semester, 90 percent of the content is eliminated and only the math necessary to pass statistics taught, i.e., teaching to the test. This is being supported as being “cheaper” and is attracting a lot of attention at the statewide level as the “answer to our problems.” Several other new pieces of legislation are also being crafted: having community colleges offer baccalaureate classes is back; having extension classes on a fee-based system (teaching what we teach, but more expensive to take them, and promoting inequity);  concurrent enrollment  (one, to make the last year of high school the first year of college and one, to keeping high school and college levels distinct). Ms. Thompson said it had been good to have Dr. Luster in attendance to hear the same information and the responses. 

· Outcome of discussion regarding Senate support for next year:  Dr. Luster has recommended that an iPad be purchased and a transcription app installed to use technology to help replace administrative support  next year.

· Board of Trustees Meeting: 
—In a letter, Mr. Gelles has expressed his appreciation to Ms. Thompson and Mr. Baker for their recent presentation on upcoming legislation. 
—It was learned that, using the Bond, District has purchased a new building, near Dublin BART, which appears to be intended for international student housing dorms. 
—The SERP can be implemented; 35 people took the offer.  The list of those who took the SERP remains confidential until fully approved by the Board of Trustees. 
—In personnel, there have been three position deletions--two from LPC , one from Chabot, as ECD grants have been lost. There have been five hirings: two at Las Positas and three at District (M&O positions). 
—Las Positas had sent forward curriculum for approval at this meeting, and  Trustee Vechiarelli pulled the item to voice his concern about increasing curriculum divergence between the colleges, citing the issue of Las Positas numbering their parallel Math courses differently from Chabot’s, e.g., LPC MATH 42 and Chabot 42A and LPC MATH 43 and Chabot 43A.  Dr. Luster responded to Mr. Vecchiarelli’s concern that curriculum is in the faculty purview, and, while differences can be confusing to students, students often go to different colleges with different curriculum, and counselors and Banner can handle the differences.
4.11 Faculty Hiring Ad Hoc Committee: Ms. McCoy reported that there will be a meeting on May 24.
4.12 Hiring Prioritization Committee: Ms. Korber reported on the April 15 meeting. Faculty were “pretty well presented.” Brian Hagopian and Janice Noble were allowed to vote although they were unable to attend, a situation that had not been covered in the process. Nine positions were presented for consideration. All positions had been posted for review, were presented at the meeting, and discussed before the vote was taken. The group prioritized general counselor#1; anatomy #2; theater arts #3 (see attachment at end for all rankings). Most were replacement positions; a Business position was new and one biology position has never been filled although it has been posted twice. The group has made no plans to meet again in the fall unless a need arises connected with the SERP or the FON.  That two counselor positions were ranked among the top four was attributed to the reduced funding for part-time counseling,  with full-time faculty having to absorb all the load, after having lost several full-time faculty in this and last year's SERP. The rankings showed agreement and consistency. For the chart (at end of document) individual members are identified with letters—the committee decided to vote by name, but to report out without names. Ms. Korber had argued for transparency, but her conclusion was that “It was very helpful to have the whole college perspective there.”
4.13 Elections Ad Hoc Committee—No report
4.14 Staff Appreciation Ad Hoc Committee: Ms. Korber asked for opinions on the food samples and reported that everything is ready for the occasion. 

4.15 DBSG:Ms. Thompson reported that there will be no DBSG meeting this Friday. This week executives from the four centers will meet to work on the budget. They will delay as long as possible to implement the worst case scenario, but are discussing what it would look like. The “all cuts” budget would only be implemented if Proposition 98 were suspended (which must be done before July 1, but could be done as late as June 30).
5.0 DISCUSSION OLD BUSINESS: Ms. Thompson noted that there had been a lot of information presented at today’s meeting, and, with the May 11 meeting time being given to the Staff Appreciation celebration, she recommended a motion to table to May 25. MSC to table 5.1; 5.2; 5.3; 6.1; 6.2; 6.4 to May 25 (Kutil/D’Elena).


5.1 SB1440 and SB1143 Updates and Strategies : Tabled
5.2 Campus Wide Morale Booster – Inter-Constituency Olympics: Tabled
5.3 Budget Update : Tabled
6.0 DISCUSSION –NEW BUSINESS

6.1 Prerequisite/ Student Success Plan : Tabled
6.2 Making an Annual Budget for the Senate: Tabled
6.3 Accreditation Cycle--Faculty Roles: See 4.17
6.4 Plenary Outcomes and New Legislation Discussion: Tabled
6.5 Senate Awards for Excellence in Teaching and Service: No nominations were received for Excellence in Teaching awards. Ms. Thompson reported that two faculty will "be surprised" with service awards: Teri Henson, nominated by Greg Daubenmire, and LaVaughn Hart, nominated by the E-Board. These and other Senate awards, including the President’s “Pineapple Award,”  will be presented at next week’s 10-20-30 Celebration.
7.0 GOOD OF THE ORDER

· Following up on an item from the President's Report, Ms. McCoy expressed concern about the lack of discussion about the District purchase of the building in Dublin for international student housing.  Mr. Garoupa reported that it had been announced at the DBSG meeting as "revenue generating."  Ms. Thompson said that the building had become available very suddenly and the District had identified it for purchase with the Bond.
· Mr. Chopra said he wanted to share that “some optimism is there," that a professional society of which he is a member has customarily been a large donor to the Republican caucus, and this year, they are giving their donation with a restriction that “they should get their act together and restore funding to education."
7.1 Announcements

· Ms. Korber reported that there will be a club event, fundraiser tournament Saturday on the soccer field.  A waiver has been obtained to have a children’s game. A first-time event, all are invited to help out. 

7.2 2011 Meetings – Second and Fourth Wednesdays – Next Meeting: May 25, 2011

7.3 Adjournment: MSC (McCoy/Kutil) to adjourn (111 minutes from beginning of tape)

Attachment: 

Faculty Prioritization Rankings (lowest total  =  highest priority)

	
	POSITION
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	TOTAL

	1
	Counselor─General
	2
	2
	1
	4
	1
	2
	1
	3
	1
	17

	2.
	Biology/Anatomy Faculty
	  1 
	  1 
	  2 
	  2 
	  3 
	  3 
	  3 
	  1 
	  2 
	18

	3.
	Theater Arts Faculty
	  7 
	  5 
	  3 
	  1 
	  2 
	  1 
	  2 
	  5 
	  4 
	30

	4.
	Counselor--Matriculation
	  8 
	  4 
	  4 
	  8 
	  4 
	  4 
	  4 
	  8 
	  5 
	49


	5.
	Biology/Botany Faculty
	  9 
	  3 
	  5 
	  6 
	  6 
	  5 
	  6 
	  7 
	  3 
	50

	6.
	English Faculty
	  5 
	  7 
	  8 
	  3 
	  5 
	  8 
	  7 
	  2 
	  6 
	51

	7.
	Music Faculty
	  4 
	  6 
	  6 
	  5 
	  8 
	  7 
	  5 
	  6 
	  7 
	54

	8.
	Physical Education/Coach
	  6 
	  8 
	  7 
	  7 
	  9 
	  6 
	  8 
	  4 
	  8 
	63

	9.
	Business Faculty
	  3 
	  9 
	  9 
	  9 
	  7 
	  9 
	  9 
	  9 
	  9 
	73


