LAS POSITAS COLLEGE 
ACADEMIC SENATE

REGULAR MEETING

Room 4129, Mertes Arts Building 
February 9, 2011, 2:30 p.m.

1.0 GENERAL BUSINESS (10 minutes)

1.1 Call to Order/Quorum

1.2 Approval of Agenda

Reorder agenda for presentation of Dr. Orf, CEMC Chair.
1.3 Approval of Minutes of December 8, 2010 and January 11, 2011: None
1.4 Public Comments: None
2.0 ACTION ITEMS: None
3.0 CONSENT ITEMS:
None
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/DEMC: Dr. Thomas Orf
· CEMC met on February 4, following DEMC me. At DEMC, [the Chancellor] presented the cuts that would happen assuming that the Governor's tax proposal would pass. FTEF would be reduced from 411 to 389, a difference of 22 FTEF. Currently, in reality we are working from 406, including lab load from district. A reduction from 411 FTE to 389 FTE is approximately 120 sections. This is the best case scenario and if the tax proposal does not pass, the reduction may be double, or even triple, those numbers. It was said at the DEMC that we should [cancel] summer.  The Chabot president was passionate about keeping summer school. Nothing has been voted on. 
· CEMC proposes to go ahead with summer school and reduce Fall and Spring. Waiting to take action to see whether the tax proposal passes would make all cuts in spring term. Dr. Orf reported that he had been "adamant" that, unlike in the past where "a lot of the cuts were done by percentage," this would not be done this time. The Chancellor's Office has directed that the community colleges [focus on keeping] Basic Skills, Transfer, and CTE. "A lot of the students we are getting in the future will be…different from those in the past. They will be higher caliber. [They will have a greater] demand for transfer and degree programs." 
· Dr. Orf recommended preparation for even deeper cuts. From the current 406 FTE, this is a 16 FTE reduction, but we have no actual guarantee that the district will pay for the lab load. 
· An emergency  DEMC meeting is planned for February 23, and the CEMC will meet on February 25.
· We could choose to reduce summer school, but would not cancel unless it were a district-wide decision. [Dr. Barbarena's] reason for keeping summer is that some of the student populations  are dependent on summer school, e.g., veterans, who have to take a face-to-face class to qualify for their benefits, according to Dr. Luster. Dr. Orf predicted that this summer session would be "our own students" not, as historically, CSU and UC students.

· At the DEMC meeting where the impacts of reductions were discussed, Ms. Thompson had questioned [the Chancellor] "point blank" about whether there will be layoffs at the college, "and he looked at me and said yes."

· Ms. Boercker asked whether the faculty were to meet with their deans and what "level" of reductions they should plan for. Dr. Orf said that, yes, they would meet with their deans, and they should plan for, perhaps, a two-level cut, with a third, deeper-level, possible.  "This is going to hit everybody. The deans were not given the directive to cut everyone equally." Ms. Boercker asked whether the "CEMC is the policing body" and would decide on what is equitable. Dr. Orf responded that the CEMC would vote on the recommendations that come forward from the faculty through the deans. [CEMC did not put forth set criteria]. To faculty from whom he has already received emails, he has recommended only that they talk to their deans. "[but] I do want to know exactly what got cut. I don’t want to see just the number. "

· Ms. Thompson called attention to today's agenda item (an approximately one-hour discussion scheduled) on developing criteria to be disseminated for working with discipline faculty.  On behalf of the CEMC, Dr. Orf stated support for doing that. To Mr. Garoupa's  question about whether productivity was an issue, especially since some courses that need to be protected may not be as productive,  Dr. Orf expressed his opinion that because "the numbers are so high [the Chancellor] is not concerned with productivity.  I think in [his] mind he wants to minimize the number of people who are going to be cut."  The other district concern is maintaining the 10,000 FTES for Chabot because their target takes them below that.  If they do go below, there is one year to remedy that. Dr. Orf also pledged that at DEMC he will work to keep [LPC from being disproportionately impacted].
4.7 Faculty Association--Ms. McCoy
The FA has filed an unfair labor practice suit regarding an issue of the FA being denied their rights to represent someone. Also, of concern is the outsourcing of instruction through Ed 2 Go, offering courses being developed outside the college and taught through Community Ed. The FA is concerned that our website supports this. A reminder that "March 30 is our general meeting, and we will have a lot to talk about" [as FA and District are currently in negotiations].
4.8 Student Senate

Ms. Cherry Bogue, new student representative, reported that the students are rehearsing for the talent show tomorrow. March 9 will be sexual awareness day. Club Day will be Wednesday, February 16 from 11-2. Plans are underway for the legislative day in Sacramento, March 14, when the students will march "trying to show California that community colleges, and colleges in general, do matter and we need all the money we can get."
4.9 Treasurer:  Mr. D'Elena

Mr. D'Elena reported the receipt of an additional $50 today.

4.10 President : Ms. Thompson

· At yesterday's Chancellor’s Council, [the Chancellor] said there is an updated version of the Free Speech policy, and he would email us, but it hasn’t come yet. There was a detailed letter from legal counsel commenting on feedback received (redacted for FA feedback that will be taken to negotiations), but Senate response--even though we responded first--was not included. However, the Chancellor did assure me that that our points were put forward and will appear in the actual document. There is movement there.

· The LPC "Triad" (PBC, College Council, Institutional Effectiveness Committee) has drafted a document to lay out responsibilities and interactions of the different groups ("to figure out what the arrows mean").  PBC discussed modifying groups, how to modify the PBC to meet the college needs for resource and budgeting and a more strategic relationship with DBSG.  [We are] getting closer to a working model, rather than just a diagram. Much of the discussion, not only at PBC but in the Triad group is how to more effectively use the PBC as a feeder into the DBSG. Currently they are very separate, with, in fact, different constituency (fewer than half are on both committees). The idea is to create more strategic linkage between PBC and DBSG, and, also to between CEMC and DEMC and LPC Curriculum Committee and DCC. Discussion about changing the name of the PBC has resulted in consideration of "all kinds of acronyms" (the last was RAD, for Research Allocation Development). [Revised charge would be] communication of college priorities to the different spending sources  and keeping track of how the different funding sources are spending money so there would be a college overview of how/where our resources are going.

· The Chancellor plans to give a regular presentation on the budget every Friday of [Board meeting weeks]. Ms. McCoy noted that most people would not be as available on a Friday, as another day. Ms. Thompson said that the rationale appears to be practicality, since Friday is often the only day when people can schedule an extra meeting. [The Chancellor and Lorenzo Legaspi] plan also to regularly attend the Town Meeting at LPC and the College Hour at Chabot.

· On April 5, Ms. Thompson will present to the Board of Trustees on the new prerequisite language in Title 5. As that will be after the March 31 Flex Day, she will be able to update the Board on how faculty are responding to the changes. 
· On March 31, there will be a workshop on prerequisites, featuring Richard Mahon, Academic Senate Area D representative and principal author of the Statewide Academic Senate white paper on content-based prerequisites. He will be helpful to us because he helped author the new Title 5 language.
4.11 Faculty Hiring Ad Hoc Committee: Ms. McCoy
Ms. McCoy reported that, despite anticipation of a meeting "very soon," there has been no date set.
4.12 Hiring Prioritization Committee: Ms. Korber
Ms. Korber received very good feedback on the draft she sent out after the last meeting. Changes have been forwarded to the committee through [Dr. Luster).  She distributed a draft of the "improved" form, resulting from the feedback received, and she thanked those who had contributed suggestions.  Next meeting date has not been set.

4.13 Elections Ad Hoc Committee: Ms. Flores
The Elections Committee has developed a timeline. The candidates are to be presented at the "3rd from last" Senate meeting, April 13, but, because most of the election period this year would fall during Spring Break, the committee has decided to extend the election period so that the winning candidates can be presented at the last Senate meeting, May 11. Approved by consensus.
4.14 Staff Appreciation Ad Hoc Committee: Ms. Korber
The committee has not met yet, but will meet soon.
4.15 Constitutional Amendments Ad Hoc Committee: Mr. Kutil
The committee will meet after the Presidential Search activities of next week.
4.16 DBSG: Ms. Thompson
· While the Chancellor did not give a direct answer about “the safety of everyone's” employment at last Town Meeting, he stated at DBSG last Friday that there will be March 15 notices. This is extremely disturbing and unsettling, particularly in the way in which we contractually reduce. Ms. Thompson spoke with him after the meeting, and he reaffirmed that we will see staff reduction and staff rotations. Those decisions have not been completed yet and "trickled down."
· Regarding the directive to look at the Allocation Model received as an Accreditation recommendation to the colleges and adequately responded to by both colleges, [Dr. Barbarena] thought it might not be appropriate for the group to "awaken the sleeping giant." [Dr. Lease] supported the need to further address the budget model and that this should go forward as there is still work to be done. So the DBSG will proceed, although there is a "bifurcated" idea of what we are going to be doing going forward.
· Most of the monies allocated are taken off the top, leaving only about 11% to be distributed through the model. LPC receives less than Chabot gets per FTES, and that is a problem “because it wakes just as much money to run a biology lab at LPC as at Chabot." That will be looked at. Also, it has become an issue of how they take faculty and administrative salaries off this top because when someone is hired at a different center, the [amount of money available for distribution through the model] essentially shrinks. LPC is particularly sensitive because we have not been doing a lot of hiring last few years.

5.0 DISCUSSION OLD BUSINESS


5.1 SB1440 Updates and Strategies 
Ms. Thompson, Andrea Alvarado, Michael Schwarz, LaVaughn Hart, and Martha Konrad met to look at the process and timelines for the SB1440 degrees. Ms. Alvarado is the point person on the C-ID project and, based on her articulation work with CSU, has offered to work with discipline faculty to get their process started in terms of the TMC model curriculum as the C-ID discipline development expands. Faculty requesting the degree should complete the paperwork, and Ms. Hart has amended the curriculum forms to include the AA-TMC and the AS-TMC degrees, which will not need an extensive justification. Our Curriculum Committee will move ahead on the assumption that the State will streamline the process as much as possible. [Dr. Luster] has cautioned that the full process should be considered, including IT support.  So far the two LPC degrees closest to being ready are Psychology and Sociology. The State would also be able to proceed with Communication Studies. Steven Bundy will continue as DegreeWorks trainer, and that process is moving forward. 

5.2 SB1143 Updates and Strategies
There has been no change from the governor in terms of his recommendation to move the census date, but there has been vigorous protest activity from the State Chancellor's Office, the Statewide Academic Senate, and other advocacy that this would be a "kicking us while we are down" approach. The Student Success Task Force has met for a second time, but there is no update or "epiphany." 

5.3 Title V Changes in Prerequisites 

The Board of Governors will have second reading in March. At this meeting they will review the feedback. There are those advocating and those opposing the proposed changes. This will be covered at the Flex Day workshop. Ms. Hart has reviewed our local Board Policy on prerequisites and, as it is extremely "vague," should not present problems in implementing any changes. 

5.4 Campus Wide Morale Booster – Interconstituent Olympics

· Date is April 16, easy to remember, from noon to 4. Jim Gioia will be faculty referee. Organizers and referees will meet next Tuesday to go forward with planning and proposal for the Foundation underwriting. The faculty team so far is only four people: Melissa Korber, Elizabeth Hopkins, Stuart McElderry, Sarah Thompson. Other faculty should be emailed and encouraged to participate. All administrators are participating.  Ms. Thompson said that was some "discomfort" in approaching adjunct faculty because of the time commitment and possible approval required. Teams are limited to 20.  [Dr. Gioia] is working on the event--some are known, some will be "mystery" events. The gym, soccer field, and swimming pool have been reserved; there will be concessions, prizes, fans, and cheers. "The whole district will be there; there will be fun and we need to laugh."  
· Volunteering for the faculty team at this meeting: Dr. Orf and Mr. D'Elena.

6.0 DISCUSSION –NEW BUSINESS

6.1 Identifying our Core – Models for Guiding the CEM reductions 
· Ms. Thompson explained her belief that the enormity of the situation calls for a “best faith effort” to going forward as individuals and as a community. The draft under consideration proposes to reduce programs while preserving their core, identifying program flexibilities and recommending strategies for dealing with those flexibilities. Creating this draft, although representational, has been “imperfect” and not the ideal way of how to move forward; and, there should be consensus about how to move forward strategically.
· Transfer: Initiated by [Ms. Thompson], assisted by [Ms. Alvarado, Mr. Schwarz], and CEMC. 
· CTE: Headed up by [Dr. Weaver], who contacted every CTE head for feedback and input. She also created the “Plus factors” for CTE at the bottom which also may apply to other models. 

· Basic Skills (not including the transfer portion of these disciplines): [Ms. Henson, Dr. Spirn, Ms. Hukari, and Mr. Brickman]—Using the criteria outlined, English, Math, and ESL developed different models, but “in the same spirit.”

· Student Services: With a very small number of courses, they created a model for their priorities.

· Email from Zina Rosen-Simon has been included.

· Foundation Semester: not included, but is a program that may need to be considered for the future.

· Discussion:
--Mr. Garoupa: The college as a whole has always prioritized access over completion. In an environment of reduced access, the college should see a responsibility to “preserve, even prioritize,” the ability of current students to finish what they have done.
--Ms. McCoy: For example, history would be in transfer.  Are we to prioritize each course we offer and assign them priority numbers? 

--Ms. Korber: Mass Communications is part of both academic and CTE. Using the models, she had discovered that some courses that can be “saved” (higher priority) under CTE are ranked lower under academic. What she did not like about the CTE model was that there was no ability to prioritize a class as an “identity piece” or providing “service to the community.”  Also of interest was that, when the division had reduced offerings in a prior semester, the result was very similar to that which would be produced by this model.  She advocated for more faculty flexibility to classify their own courses through conversation with adjuncts and community. Ms. Thompson noted that these models are “recommendations and not dictates” and there will always be things that are “externalities” which should be considered between the deans and disciplines. --Ms. Korber, however, felt that, “on a large level,” these should be expressed with more flexibility.
--Dr. Ruys: To follow up on [Jane’s] question, and will there be a user’s guide for faculty?

--Ms. McCoy: And what if your discipline does not have a major? Ms. Thompson responded that, during this next two-week period, she has requested that Andrea Alvarado be assured of some release time to look at the CSU lower-level requirements for all discipline majors so she can assist faculty and deans with TMC possibilities. She has also asked the deans to forward a schedule of their meetings so that Ms. Alvarado can do her analyses in priority order. 
--Mr. Chopra: I see it as a guideline, with [a place] to explain why this course was saved as a need to the program.
--Ms. Boercker: What if math courses are required for Engineering or for major prep? Ms. Thompson proposed to expand the transfer section to include prerequisites or major.
--Mr. Garoupa: This is the initial step; what is the second step since we may not hit “that number in the initial ways”? Ms. Thompson stated that, in conversation with [Dr. Luster], about how the community would react, “the best part of people comes out when we realize the real dire situation we are in and even though we may not meet that goal, when people truly realize [how dire the situation is] it is our best chance for getting to be as honest and discipline with themselves. Dr. Orf observed that, in his history at LPC, we have never faced this extensive a reduction, and, in conversation with Bob Kratochvil, this is extreme in the community colleges.
--Ms. Flores: [While not necessarily major specific], students take related disciplines, for example, students take chemistry because they are biology majors. She asked whether this exercise was to be expanded to colleagues in related or impacted disciplines. Ms. Thompson stated that she envisions this model as “a tool for evaluating each course, measuring the flexibility of each course, identifying what the flexibilities are, and taking that into account with creating Enrollment Management plans within your discipline. When other disciplines are affected, it’s really important that the dean who has the oversight of all the sciences is active as well, a dean-discipline collaboration.
--Ms. McCoy: Will faculty have assistance in knowing how their courses transfer, e.g., American Institutions for UC? Mr. Schwarz responded that local campus requirements were not specifically discussed for this transfer model (local options are not part of the TMC model curricula). These “tiers” were proposed to identify courses in terms of the levels of transfer they can fill in the TMC curriculum. Transferability alone would be a lower level. Faculty can contact Ms. Alvarado for assistance.
--Dr. Ruys: Why are fill rates not under consideration in this model? Ms. Henson: In Basic Skills we immediately realized that there is not one level and, though ESL is categorized as Basic Skills, it is a very different population. Math is a proficiency requirement and we need to make sure through the Math X program we have accessibility for our students. It is more important for people to get through the lower-level for transfer than the upper level. It is the needs of the discipline and the student, more than the fill rate.
--Mr. Kutil: Not every division is going to get the same amount to cut. Who will determine what the division will cut? Ms. Thompson: That’s not the process at this time, “best faith for all.” Mr. Kutil: We will meet with our deans, and then what happens? Dr. Luster: Yes, the deans and I will get together and look at “all the great work that’s been done” and come back to the CEMC with decisions informed by this process. Mr. Chopra: Even though I do like the process from the ground up, there has to be some kind of criteria about the process as a whole. Ms. Thompson: These models have emerged in this incredibly brief period in order to have as much information as possible to make these necessary reductions. This will help with the decisions we have no make. Other colleges faced this much sooner than we did (some people showed up to work and were told that their program had been eliminated “today”). 
--Dr. Luster: This information will result in whole new discipline plans to be brought by the deans to the CEMC. 

--Ms. Boercker: Do we plan for several levels of reduction? Could we devote some of the division meetings next week to this? Mr. Kutil: Maybe the VP could direct the deans to put this on the agenda. 

--Mr. Schwarz: Assuming that this use of the model is to prioritize for budget priorities, the model lends itself well to creating a ranking of classes. Ms. Thompson: For the social sciences, many courses are electives, and discipline priorities are not necessarily applicable to all disciplines.

--Mr. Smyth: PE has already “been attacked from all sides over the last several cuts; how we do this for all PE activities? Ms. Thompson: PE (Kinesiology) has the additional pressure of being targeted by the Chancellor’s office as a program that has to be reduced. She recommended that the PE department use as much as this model can assist, “but you have unusual externalities [shared by] no other disciplines except maybe music and art that are also being targeted.”
--Mr. Chopra expressed concern about how the scenarios would be handled in the final decisions by the deans. Ms. Thompson said faculty would need to make their recommendations and then “cheer each other on.” She asked whether faculty would recommend planning for three levels of cuts and then when all the enrollment cuts are known, the decisions would not come as a surprise and the impetus to cut could be met. Ms. Korber said that [defining levels of reductions] seems to happen naturally. Summer school has also not been decided; for example, could one school have summer session and not the other? Would both be required to cancel if one wanted to? 

--In extended discussion, Ms. Flores asked what would happen if the number of courses recommended in the A, B, C plans were to exceed the predicted 65-80; would the faculty be allowed to say which sections are to be cut? Ms. Thompson said that is the reason why the deans will meet with faculty first. 
--Mr. D’Elena asked, “Assuming we all agree to use these models, what is the next step when we leave this room?” Ms. Thompson’s response was that it “goes to CEMC, DEMC, and then we wait and see what happens; our involvement as a body for this particular step will be over. CEMC gets it on February 25 when our next meeting happens. [Dr. Orf] will tell us what happens.”
--Ms. McCoy: What happens when a discipline “loses a particular type of class, for example, and online course developed and taught only by a part-timer. There is no place in the matrix where that is identified. Ms. Thompson: the CTE developed Plus Factors that would help identify things not easily captured in the model. Ms. McCoy: If we put this as a Plus Factor and lose the class, how can we get it back?
--Mr. Schwarz: If we cut an entire summer program, that would be destructive for student transfer and should include discussion of prerequisites so that students can complete their goals.

--Ms. Flores: How do we give instructions to the faculty? Ms. Thompson: [This is a] recommendation, but a recommendation for how we cut strategically, rather than across the board. I’ve been talking with Tom [Orf] quite a bit about models like this, and it is my assumption that he will put this forward to discipline faculty and to deans as ‘the recommended process for how we do program reduction.’ We [the Senate] are a recommending body.”
· Ms. Thompson asked for guidance on how to proceed:

--Do we recommend three levels of cuts or leave that language out for now?

--Do we add “unique service/face” to the community as a Plus Factor?

--Should we use the plus factors as general and not attached only to CTE because some of those things, e.g., load factor, efficiency of program, transfer, face of the community could be across the board? (Note: “face of the community” was not included in the list of CTE plus factors.)
--Should I take out three of the plus factors and put them in the introduction as something that all could address?

· Conclusion: 
--use the current draft;

--leave out language on “levels” of cuts for now; 
-- keep “Plus Factors” unique to CTE model (they may still be accessed by others); 
Discussion will be encouraged in terms of program flexibilities and uniqueness (face of community can be addressed here). 

Programs that do not have majors should schedule their appointments with deans early so the deans can alert [Ms. Alvarado].
7.0 GOOD OF THE ORDER

7.1 Announcements

7.2 2011 Meetings – Second and Fourth Wednesdays – 
Next Meeting: February 23, 2011
7.3 Adjournment: 4:30 p.m.
