LAS POSITAS COLLEGE ACADEMIC SENATE

REGULAR MEETING

Room 1603, Building 1600

January 26, 2011, 2:30 p.m.

1.0 GENERAL BUSINESS (10 minutes)

1.1 Call to Order/Quorum 
Sarah Thompson 2:30 p.m.
1.2 Approval of Agenda 
Approved; 
Sarah Thompson move to amend order
1.3 Approval of Minutes of December 8, 2010

Approved (Motion: Floor female voice; Second: Justin Garoupa)

1.4 Public Comments:

None

2.0 ACTION ITEMS 
2.1 The Senate ratifies the Hiring Prioritization Committee’s Faculty Position Request Form
· Discussion (facilitated, in absence of “cards,” by Ms.  Flores at request of Ms. Thompson)
· Name of the Committee clarified: Faculty Hiring Prioritization Committee

· Does the form reflect only instructional faculty? Should there be section(s) added to address other kinds of faculty “assignments,” such as non-instructional faculty (librarian, counselor, other non-instructional) and/or non-instructional assignments? Should the form include, categorize, the faculty “spread” between instructional and non-instructional assignments? Does the rubric adequately address this? 

· Form says three years, but Ms. Korber was heard to say three “semesters.” Clarification from Ms. Korber that it is three “years” of discipline data.

· Question from Ms. McCoy: Does the description [of the process] include anything that relates to who on the committee makes the decision? Answer (Thompson? Korber?) Process was changed because “by secret ballot” it was voted that the current process is problematic.. Comment by Ms. Korber: Attending the last meeting were five deans, Vice President Luster, and three  faculty (Korber, Carbone, Morrissey) “If those faculty are not in your division, you may want to consider finding a representative [to the committee.] Decision is by consensus, not by vote, as outlined in the policy statement. Committee formation: The committee membership is five deans and representatives from all divisions
· Ms. Korber to “take note” of some of the changes to make it more equitable across the entire faculty, to add in non-instructional responsibilities, and to address not only instructional, but also non-instructional faculty. Ms. Korber to revise the form and send out the draft [to the three of you] to make sure they reflect the discussion.
· MOTION: Those in favor of Melissa taking the form back to the committee with the amended changes and starting this process. 12 YES, 0 NO, 0 Absention. So 12 yes. Motion carried.
· “Thanks so much for your work on that, Melissa. Melissa’s been working on this committee for four years.”

3.0 CONSENT ITEMS 


None
4.0 REPORTS 

4.1 Curriculum Committee 
Ms. Hart reported that there is little to report about curriculum, as the committee has just had its first meeting of Spring Semester.  “Although we had hoped to be further along with the CurricUNET process, we are not. So we continue to work with that that.
 Faculty working on curriculum should continue to “do it the old fashioned way”  until later this semester, when, it is hoped there can be a testing implementation. “But it’s a slower process than we hoped.”
4.2 SLO Committee 
No report

4.3 BaSk Committee 
No report; first meeting of Spring Semester is on February 9, 2011

4.4 DE Committee 
No report; no meeting yet this semester
4.5 Program Review Committee 
Ms. Cole reported that the Program Review Committee has not yet met this semester. As there had been an extensive report at December Town Meeting, the update is that all the program reviews are now in. The evaluations are being wrapped up, and the faculty will have an opportunity to review and respond to the validations by February 14. The committee will be evaluating the process and determining the best way to proceed with the next cycle. The committee meets next week.
4.7 Faculty Association 
Ms. McCoy reported that calendars should be marked for the last Wednesday in March for the FA general meeting for the semester. There will be much to report because of negotiations. She will send out reminders and expressed her hope that many will attend.ane FA I think we can all put on our calendars “right now” the last Wednesday of March for the FA general meeting for the semester. 

4.8 Student Senate 
No report at this time. There will be a new student representative this term (See 4.10 for Student Senate report given during President’s report).
4.9 Treasurer 
· Mr. D’Elena reported that, to date, 30 full-time faculty and 5 adjunct faculty have contributed to the treasury for $915 (on bank statement, with one more unrecorded check for $50 for actual current balance of $965). Comparing with last year when 33 full-time faculty and 9 adjunct faculty contributed $912, the number of persons represented are fewer, but in terms of dollars, people are contributing more than the suggested amount; “this is fantastic.” 
· $51 additional added by Ms. Thompson (see 4.10 Counselor Appreciation Celebration).

· Draft document developed by Mr. D’Elena based on results of Fall Semester survey and Senate meeting discussion (attached for the Record as Appendix) Mr. D’Elena invited comments and/or recommendations for amendment or change. 
4.10 President 
· Before Ms. Thompson moved to the full report, the Student Senate Representative joined the meeting and reported briefly as follows: “I am Lawrence Witkowski, representing the Student Senate, just filling in for today. I’m brand new to the Senate.” The Student Senate participated in Welcome Week during the first week of classes, providing doughnuts and coffee. Planning for Club Day, February 15, 10 a.m. to 2 p.m., is under way, with a Valentine theme.
· Counselor Appreciation Celebration. All but one of the full-time counselors and one adjunct counselor were able to attend, as well as Chancellor Kinnamon, President Lease, and Vice President Jeff Baker.  Mr. Chopra and Ms. Thompson attended representing other faculty. Featuring “a lot of food and drinks,” it was enjoyed by all. The Chancellor paid the check so there was money left ($51 reported in 4.9) over from donations. Ms. Thompson reported that she had received several grateful emails afterward.  On behalf of the Counseling Staff, Mr. Schwarz expressed appreciation: “For the record, we voted to say ‘thank you’ to everyone. It was wonderful…the opportunity to take a few moments, so…thank you. It was greatly appreciated.” 

· Investigation of status of Surgical Technology position at request from MSEPS Division: In order for the program to be accredited, there must be a full-time faculty or actively searching. The position has been open since October, with a single application. “When we start to evaluate this year, nothing is off the table.” 

· Point of clarification regarding two-year timeline for program discontinuance (Mr. Daubenmire) The process includes the ability to expedite at the request of the Senate. The expedited process was used for discontinuance of the Vacuum Technology program, and the timeline can be reduced to as little as two weeks. There needs to be future discussion of the difference between program discontinuance and program hiatus.
· Ms. Thompson made her budget preparation without benefit of notes.

Budget: State budget cuts proposed by Governor Brown project about $400M across the CCC, all levels; growth money is included, but that amount means only that “what they cut from us is slightly less.” The Governor proposes to extend the temporary tax increases, which, if passed, would result in approximately a $7M shortfall for our district. It is possible that it will not pass, and possibly not even reach the ballot, which would result in a shortfall closer to $10-$11M, or, if Proposition 98 is included, could produce up to a $14M shortfall for the district. The LPC share of budget is currently $10M or about 10% of total general budget. [Chancellor Kinnamon and Vice Chancellor Legaspi], who are going to attend the February Town Meeting, anticipate that the taxpayers would not approve the Governor’s tax proposals and project the $10-$11M for the 2011-12 shortfall, “which is probably the harshest cut the district has ever had to take.”  Most districts are “reeling from this, and [Las Positas has] trimmed everything over the past couple years so now we’re looking at actual cuts and possible program reduction. Nothing is off the table.” We are waiting for direction from district, e.g., the process, role of the Senate, workload reduction, reduction of offerings; but this should be done in the “most strategic way possible” to maintain programs, student access, etc.  Ms. Thompson explained her thoughts on strategizing: looking at discipline/program core courses, elective courses; “elective” disciplines (such as hers, Sociology, which has no degree although may be addressed through SB 1440). Ms. Korber asked whether eliminating summer school has been considered, a topic which Ms. Thompson stated could not be reported on or discussed at today’s meeting. Continuing, Ms. Thompson said, “Currently Las Positas has created a bare-bones budget, basically one that opens our doors and keeps us running, sort of a ‘skin of our teeth’ [budget], but we’re waiting for District and Chabot to present a similar type of budget. They may be starting there, but I can’t speak to that, [as] we haven’t had a Chancellor’s Council meeting yet. This is going to be a difficult and sensitive process; not all disciplines will be affected equally. [Reduction must be approached with sensitivity, not behaving unprofessionally. This is a time of mourning for all because it means less access for students to enrich their lives in a variety of ways. 

Ms. Thompson brought her budget presentation to a close, promising to email any “corrections” after the meeting.
· Strategy continues to maintain the 10,000 at Chabot because going under would be a large reduction in district allocation.

· Other strategies may involve workload and require negotiation.

4.11 Faculty Hiring Ad Hoc Committee: 
Ms. Korber reported that it has not met since last month.
4.12 Faculty Hiring Guidelines: 
Some key areas have been identified where “we would like to modify.” In most places there was general agreement. There has been discussion of how many [finalist] candidates can be moved forward.  It has been the district’s practice that we not have just 1. We need to figure some way that if that does happen, we go through certain steps .That’s the main part..Current process (Jane) versus the District…historical documents…one that was approved by the board years ago.

5.0 DISCUSSION OLD BUSINESS


5.1 Senate Administrative Support 
Ms. Thompson reported that she has received an email update from Dr. Luster on for reorganization of support services in Academic Administration that is planned to provide support services to Senate and Staff Development. Her email will be read into Public Comments at the end of the meeting. Some hourly funds are available to be shared between Senate and Staff Development; Jeff Sperry will be providing some support to Staff Development and, for the present, Ms. Konrad will provide some support "at a distance," doing what she can to transcribe the recording so that minutes can be prepared. 
5.2 SB1440 Updates and Strategies (5 minutes, with motion to extend by a minute)

· DegreeWorks is moving forward. With the initial trainer, Steven Bundy, no longer available to provide training, Student Services is seeking another trainer. When a trainer is found, Jeanine Methe will arrange dates for training. Initially, there was the intent for this to be also an outreach to Chabot faculty, but this may not happen at the outset. After the initial implementation for DegreeWorks, there may be more interest on the part of Chabot. However, Las Positas needs to move ahead to alleviate the extreme counseling workload. 
· The issue of creating prioritization numbers is under consideration by the district; however, the Legislative Analyst's Office (LAO) has made a recommendation─very different from current district practice. The LAO suggests prioritization be given for new freshmen without any units, the logic being that, if they were able to get their GE requirements immediately, this would open electives for student in their second year.  The LAO recommendation does not identify different prioritization groups. District practice gives priority to veterans, DSP&S, and several other groups. This is only a recommendation, but it is the opinion of the Statewide Academic Senate that mandates may yet follow. This is very different from our current practice where higher prioritization numbers are given to the students who have earned the most credits; creating an educational plan also confers a higher prioritization. A new student support structure would need to be implemented to get students into the courses they should have. Not having completed prerequisites would be an issue, for example, where students need ENG 1A to get into a GE requirement. The LAO also has recommended that students who repeat courses pay the full cost of their enrollment in that course (currently, students who repeat do not bear the full cost; that would be significantly higher than the per-unit cost for the first time they take it; the college also may not receive apportionment credit for the repeat). These are recommendations, and we do not know who may be interested in taking these forward for implementation. At this time, the stance of the State Chancellor's Office or Board of Governors on these issues is not known. 
· Ms. McCoy:  "It’s imperative that Jeanine become aware of this and that this be resolved one way or the other before we implement wait listing." According to Ms. Thompson, the first discussion between the colleges regarding prioritization will take place "as the first foray into this."
· The Statewide Senate  has communicated  that detailed information on the intersegmental discipline work being done to create  SB1440  degrees will  be released this month, including a calendar for discipline roll-out dates.
· Per Ms. Korber, the Chancellor's Office, through an email from Dean Stephanie Lowe, has indicated that it is working on the guidelines, but has requested that colleges wait to hear from them, rather than contacting them now. Ms. Thompson commented that the Chancellor's Office is "reeling from these  proposed cuts. And, as was proposed in Sacramento last year, and now with Jerry Brown's support, there is thinking to change the census date to  end of semester and paying on completions. The opinion of the Chancellor's Office is that this is incredibly unfair. Things  may be coming a lot faster than we thinking. Political thinking at the top for implementation is not known and, in terms of money, without funding the C-ID process cannot be completed. Las Positas College will have these degrees ready.
5.3 SB1143 Updates and Strategies (5 minutes)

· Ms. Thompson presented to the Board of Trustees last week on SB11443, using the same outline she and Mr. Baker had presented at the Town Meeting in December. The Board expressed significant interest and had many questions about the faculty perspective on the law. This law required the Board of Governors to convene a task force to look at student success, and to make recommendations about how we can change our funding structure to ensure student success. That task force has met and made their recommendations so that part of the compliance with the law has already been met. Their recommendations are to be reported out in March 2012. Because there is no time frame yet for implementation or compliance, Ms. Thompson recommended that the college move forward in a "self-regulating" way. 
6.0 DISCUSSION –NEW BUSINESS

6.1 Proposed Constitutional Changes (10 minutes)
· Ms. Thompson proposed constitutional changes to accommodate the current Las Positas environment: to address reacting to the new laws coming on, the budget crisis, and the need for continuity in the face of LPC new administration (a new president, new vice president, other new administrators. "I would continue to [serve as Senate president] for another year, especially because there is no one "beating on the door."  She reminded that term limits had been imposed to bring "fresh blood" to the senate, but that now, elections now are usually not contested, with few faculty even attending meetngs. Term limits would limit the participation of a number of current senators. With the current LPC environment, some experience and continuity would be beneficial. Along with a constitutional change of term limits, she also recommended moving Senate elections from April to November. There would be "at least a semester" for new officers and senators to transition, and there would be no "panic" at the end of the year. They would "shadow" and know what is coming.
· Ms. McCoy asked whether Ms. Thompson was suggesting that the Senate make this change and that there be no elections this spring, but Ms. Thompson said that a constitutional change would only be done by vote of the faculty. If approved, there would be a new president in November.
· Ms. McCoy also recalled a provision that one had to be on the Senate to run for Senate president. Mr. Daubenmire said he didn't think that had ever passed, but that being Senate president is very different from being a senator. 

· Ms. Flores asked whether there would be reassigned time for the new president during the semester following the November election. Ms. Thompson said that she would see the semester as "keeping abreast" of senate activities, but it could be structured in whatever way the senate would think best.
· Ms. Korber stated that she had mixed feelings about the term limit issue. Some divisions "get used to you being the senator, and that is helpful because you know the issues. But you could be helpful on another committee."

· Mr. Chopra noted that there are ways to handle these issues without having term limits.

· An ad hoc committee to look at the constitutional language and bring back phraseology changes was created, consisting of Craig Kutil and Tiina Hukari, to expand if others are interested.
6.2 Campus Wide Morale Booster – Interconstituent Olympics 

· "In the face of doom and gloom, I made the proposal (with Tiina cheerleading]  at College Council last week that we needed some form of campus wide morale booster and if we could combine it with a fundraiser, we could raise some money, we could save [some service]." Recommendation was to have an interconstituency Olympics─Administration, Classified, Faculty, Students─to train this semester  for an event at the end of the semester. Publicity and prizes (newspaper interviews, tickets, pompoms) would be underwritten by the Foundation, with all proceeds ultimately going to a designated campus service, such as keeping the library open on mornings during summer session, etc. The events would be kept secret until the day of the Olympics─"approached with good humor, they would not be embarrassing." [Dr. Lease] supported this and volunteered to be on the committee. Classified Senate President, Sharon Gach has also volunteered, as well as the Student Senate President. It is a "committee of leaderships." Ms. Thompson reported that extending an invitation to District had been considered, but that has not been decided. 

· Initial reaction has been enthusiastic. Mr. D'Elena commented that it is a "terrific idea"  like the Mash Olympics
· Because [Dr. Lease] is on the Foundation Board, that should give "an edge" to the planning and support.
6.3 DBSG Policy Proposal – Structure of DBSG 

· At last meeting the Senate looked at one part, the overview, of the proposal and has approved that. [What is being presented today] is the subcommittee proposal on the structure of the Budget Study Group itself.  Having compared it with current Board policy, it is not substantially different from the current policy, but it is phrased differently. It is "somewhat clearer…more active…the roles and the functions starting off with verbs instead of bullet points." This will be brought to the DBSG at their February 4th meeting, their  first meeting of the semester, for distribution and discussion.
· Mr. D'Elena asked whether the Senate was permitted to make comment, noting that the first sentence referred to "purpose related to the allocation model"; yet in the listing, not all points refer specifically to the allocation model, and A,B, and F appear actually to be "non-allocation model." He recommended that the wording be changed to state, "and including the allocation model." Ms. Thompson noted that the proposed wording has been taken directly from the Board Policy on the roles and function of the DBSG, which were created in a previous "era," with the subcommittee "rying to merge two documents that aren't concurrent." She will pass on Mr. D'Elena's comments.
· Ms. McCoy stated that she would  take this to the FA meeting. The FA representative to the DBSG is Mr. Level, who, according to Ms. Thompson, would be able to direct FA 

· Ms. Thompson assured the group that she would distribute the revised form as an email to become an action item at the next meeting. Mr. Kutil said that would depend on the extent to which the document was revised and as long as it "is not changed fundamentally."
· There was discussion on a number of points: the "broad" purpose; whether "recommendation to the Chancellor on any matter financial refers only to the allocation model; issues that may be "negotiable"; does the last sentence in 1A refer to collecting data, but not bargaining issues. 
· Any changes recommended will be brought back to the Senate for review.
6.4 Staff Appreciation and Elections Ad Hoc Committees 

· Staff Appreciation Ad Hoc Committee Members: Melissa Korber and Rajeev Chopra. Ms. Korber reported that last May for Staff Appreciation the Senate collected $684, spent $725, but h has not yet been reimbursed for the shortfall of $41 by the President's Office. She recommended that the history be reviewed and this be included in the Treasurer's Guidelines. 
· Elections: Discussion about whether those planning to run were able to serve on the election committee. Ms. McCoy's concern was that an open elective process be guarded, with no fixed slate. Ad Hoc Committee Members: Adeliza Flores and Craig Kutil.
6.5 Title V Changes in Prerequisites – the potential impact 
· Several documents being photocopied for distribution: 1} Academic Senate white paper on student success,  establishing prerequisites through content review. 2) Actual proposed revisions that the BOG are considering. Title 5 language is changing  and proposed to be less restrictive on how prerequisites are created to being more permissive. Colleges would be allowed to continue using what they do or use course content to determine whether there would be merit from having a prerequisite. This would be most difficult where there is not necessarily a sequential pattern. The Statewide Academic Senate is advocating for this change is because they think it will enhance student success. A challenge of having complete open access is that students may not have the training to succeed in  difficult courses.  They may not have the "cultural capital" or experience to know that a course will be challenging for them. This may mar their future opportunities when they get a grade that could keep them out of  the nursing program or from getting the GPA to transfer. This proposal would let the colleges have more control over the way they handle student success. Looking at the state, for example, with the Governor suggesting that the census date be moved, "we immediately have to be more involved in student success and retention." The Board of Governors is moving very quickly  [in support]. The Board of Trustees voted almost unanimously to support, one dissent. The Statewide CCC is reading now, with second reading in March, and providing that there is not a lot of contention, could vote in May. Yet, while that is fast, it is, in some ways, not fast enough if we are to implement into any plan
· Invitation had been extended to Tom Orff, CEMC Chair, to attend today's meeting; Ms. Thompson will attend the next CEMC Meeting. There is a need to look at course reductions and establish criteria for strategizing. {With reduction in FTEF)  anyone interested in implementing prerequisites may not be able to implement as in the past. Where there is open access, a rigorous course can accessed by anyone who can get into it, but implementation of a prerequisite would be an access barrier to up to 50% of potential student, which would limit the scheduling  of that course (could not be offered every semester or not as many sections offered). Faculty should be involved in this discussion. 
· Ms. Thompson remarked on the vocal opposition to the new Title 5 language as expressed at state meetings, which does not appear to be expressed by a "lobbying or constituent" group. However, [the voice of] "our sister college" is among the most vocal. that "they want to do it the old way." 

· LPC will review the new language and compare it with our forms, which say that the discipline faculty look at the courses, rank the measurable outcomes and determine which of them are needed for success in your course. That is the way "we've always done it." Some faculty have asked Amber Macramé to assist in getting success data for them, but that has not been a focus and Amber has not been required to come to Curriculum [Committee]. Although LPC has not required statistical evidence for establishing prerequisites, using content review, this will not be a radical change for the college.
· Mr. Schwarz expressed concern for whether this would restrict access to courses for traditionally underrepresented student groups. Ms. Thompson responded that Board revision addresses those issues, remarking that it is her opinion that students should not have the "right to fail," but that every student should have the "right to succeed." 
· Mr. Chopra noted that, for the first cycle of Program Review, faculty have no data to compare student success data with or without prerequisites.

· Richard Mann, statewide expert on this, will come to our flex day to help us on content review. In a two hour conversation with Ms. Thompson, he pointed out that the first thing to do is review Board Policy. Most use language copied from the "more restrictive Title 5" language.
Tape ends at about 100 minutes. Ms. Hart is going to speak.
7.0 GOOD OF THE ORDER
7.1 Announcements
7.2 2011 Meetings – Second and Fourth Wednesdays – Next Meeting: February 9, 2011
7.3 Adjournment

_________________________________________________

4.9 Appendix (for record) 
LAS POSITAS COLLEGE

ACADEMIC SENATE

GUIDELINES FOR THE TREASURER

Per input and vote from the faculty community, the following guidelines will be in effect for the office of the Treasurer of the Academic Senate:

1. FUNDING THE SENATE – 

a. Yearly contributions to the Senate treasury will be on a voluntary basis and be collected during the fall semester.

b. The suggested contribution will be $25 for full-time faculty and $10 for adjunct faculty.

c. Faculty members are welcome to contribute more than the suggested amounts.

2. USING SENATE FUNDS FOR SCHOLARSHIPS –

a. The Senate will fund two student scholarships of $300 each that will be awarded during the spring semester.  

b. The criteria for selecting scholarship recipients will be determined by the Executive Committee of the Senate.

c. The actual selection process will be by the Scholarship Committee of LPC.

3. USING SENATE FUNDS FOR OTHER PURPOSES – 

a. Funds that remain after the scholarships will be used for the following:

i. To reimburse Senate officers for expenses associated with Senate business.

ii. To provide refreshments for a reception after Flex Day.

iii. To provide stipends to faculty for conferences or other professional activities

b. The criteria for granting of stipends will be developed and communicated by the Executive Committee of the Senate

c. The stipends will be available effective with the fall semester of 2011.

Passed by the Senate:

Revised:

