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LAS POSITAS

COLLEGE




Officers:
Greg Daubenmire, Brian Hagopian, Craig Kutil, Sarah Thompson
Senators:
Fredda Cassidy, Elena Cole, Bob D’Elena, Teri Henson, Christina Lee, 
Jane McCoy,
Stuart McElderry, Barbara Morrissey, Karin Spirn, Mark Tarte, Barbara Zingg

Guests:
Neal Ely, Laurel Jones, Amber Machamer, Philip Manwell, Janice Noble, 

John Williams
Absent:
Linda Jarrell

1.0

GENERAL BUSINESS



1.1 
Call to Order/Quorum

Mr. Daubenmire convened the meeting at 2:38 p.m.   


Quorum was met.
1.2 Approval of Agenda
Mr. Daubenmire reported an amendment to add the revised 1991 Hiring Process document as an action item was necessary.  It was determined the item can be acted upon since it has been noted in previous minutes.  It will require a 2/3 majority.  


Motion (D’Elena):  To approve the agenda with amendment as noted.


MSC (Hagopian):  Motion carried; unanimous. 

1.3 Approval of Minutes of March 11, 2009  
Ms. McCoy reported she and Barbara Zingg have volunteered for the ad-hoc faculty hiring committee, not Barbara Morrissey.  

Motion (Kutil): To approve the draft March 11, 2009 minutes with corrections as noted.


MSC (McElderry): Motion carried; one abstention



1.4 
Guests

Dr. Jones and Dr. Machamer were present to provide a report on the Dublin Hub.  Other observers present included Dr. Ely, Dr. Manwell, Dr. Noble, John Williams. 
1.5
Public Forum


Nothing reported.  
2.0
ACTION ITEMS
2.1 Waiver for Military Veterans– (Kutil/Tarte) to act on the waiver for military veterans.  Ms. McCoy requested the motion be tabled due to a lack of discussion time within her division meeting.  Concern was voiced regarding how many times this issue keeps being raised on the agenda; it needs to come to completion.  
Point of Clarification (Kutil) – Motion should have been stated “move to approve” rather than “act on.”  

Mr. D’Elena noted his division did discuss the issue; he is not in favor of tabling the motion. Ms. Thompson responded by indicating there is still a large amount of confusion within her division regarding the ACE program Barbara Morrissey previously spoke on, as well as with how to come into alignment with Chabot College; which currently only gives 3-units, not a [PE] waiver.  She recommended it be forwarded to the DCC (District Curriculum Council) as part of their charge.    Dr. McElderry indicated his support for moving it to the DCC for exploration and the hope of gaining a better understanding of offerings between the two colleges.  Mr. Tarte clarified the ACE Program requirements and process; highlighting the units on the DD214 are only from basic training.  It was explained that ACE is the accrediting body for each military branch; they do not issue transcripts.  Our current process is to honor what is listed.  It was noted guidelines are needed since a uniform opinion on this campus doesn’t appear to be able to be reached prior to moving it back to the DCC (where it originated from.)  Ms. Lee remarked that she is currently a member of the DCC and is unsure of the benefits of “giving it back,” perhaps it should be acted upon by the Senate first.  Counseling has discussed the issue and is in favor of acting upon it.  
Ms. McCoy emphasized concern that the will of her division is not known at this time; therefore, it shouldn’t be acted upon.  The division would like more discussion time to include a visit by a counselor.

Point of Clarification (Tarte) – Lisa Everett was present at the first Senate meeting this was discussed and presented detailed information regarding the ACE Program.

Also noted was that basic training far exceeds anything a college student will get in a “regular” college PE/Health program.  
A brief discussion ensued regarding whether or not consensus was required to table the original motion.  Mr. Kutil indicated it was not necessary.  (Hagopian/D’Elena) called the question and asked for a vote on Ms. McCoy’s motion to table discussion:
Motion (McCoy):  To table the military veteran waiver discussion to allow for more division discussion time.  Voting outcome: 6 yes, 6 no, 1 abstain.  

A brief discussion ensued regarding parliamentary procedure and which motion(s) are being voted on and discussed.  In conclusion, Ms. Henson proposed a motion to table the discussion; however it must come up for a Senate vote at the next meeting on April 22nd.   Ms. McCoy indicated she is in favor of this motion.  Everyone was kindly reminded to be respectful of each other.  (Lee/Hagopian) to approve Ms. Henson’s proposed motion.  Voting outcome: 7 yes, 6 No, 0 abstain.  Motion carried.



2.2
Granting of 3-units for Military Veterans – In light of the previous conversation and the same concerns, Ms. McCoy proposed this matter be tabled to allow for further division discussion time.  It was determined the same motion Ms. Henson proposed at the conclusion of the previous discussion was applicable to this.  (McCoy/McElderry) to table the discussion; however, it must come up for a Senate vote at the next meeting on April 22nd.  Voting outcome: 7 yes, 6 no, 0 abstain.  Motion carried.
2.3 Faculty Hiring Prioritization Process – Ms. Thompson provided a brief explanation of the proposed revisions to the documents as outlined and discussed in the February Senate meetings.  
Motion (Thompson): To approve and accept the revised Faculty Hiring Prioritization Process documents.

MSC (McElderry): Motion carried unanimously 
2.4 Revised 1991 BOT Approved Hiring Process – Mr. Daubenmire reminded everyone the changes to the document are minor and mainly involve Title V language updates.  The Senate can continue to work on a document for the future.
Motion (McElderry): To approve and accept the revised 1991 Board of Trustees Hiring Process document for use until another mutually agreed upon document can be drafted.
MSC (Thompson): Motion carried unanimously
3.0

CONTINUING BUSINESS
 
3.1
Program Review - Mr. Daubenmire indicated he wasn’t sure why this was on the agenda. The only item he had to report was that next Monday or Tuesday a group of readers will gather and bring items to the administration as needed.  The readers are: Nan Ho, Teri Henson, Greg Daubenmire, Barbara Morrissey, Elena Cole and Mike Sato, Jonathan Brickman, Jeremiah Bodnar, and Paul Torres have expressed an interest.  It is anticipated a report may be able to be brought to the Senate in April.  There are issues and potential modifications expected to occur; however, it is not entirely clear what the process for this will be.  Greg is hopeful more will be known once the group meets next week.   
3.2 Hiring Process Committee Structure – Mr. Daubenmire couldn’t recall why this was on the agenda.  Ms. Thompson reminded him he was to inquire with the Chancellor and Chabot Senate President for feedback on the proposed structure.  Mr. Daubenmire noted he did provide our proposed process to both parties and both appeared “okay” with it.  He is still waiting to hear from Ming Lun-Ho regarding a meeting date/time for the faculty hiring subcommittee to meet with them.  
3.3 Basic Skills Ad-hoc Committee – Ms. Thompson reported the committee will have its second meeting tomorrow.  During the first meeting, the goal was to craft a mission statement to be approved by the Senate (handout).  Committee structure/composition, reporting processes and guidelines need to be determined.
Mr. Daubenmire informed all there is a college shared governance committee worksheet, created under Melissa Korber’s term that should be completed for this purpose.     
3.4 Office Allocation – Mr. Daubenmire highlighted the current office allocation process.  He made minor changes to the document, mostly involving purview since it is the responsibility of the Academic Senate to allocate office space.  He will contact staff both via email and mail when space becomes available.  If a particular office is requested by more than one individual, it will be based on seniority.  Additionally, faculty who has to share space will be notified of who will be partnered with them.
Mr. D’Elena inquired if this will be an action item at the April 22nd meeting.  He would like to take it back to his division for feedback since it is a process change.  Mr. Daubenmire noted it will be an action item.
3.5 College Goals – Feedback on Dr. Pollard’s memo regarding college goals and vision was provided.  It was suggested on page 4; item #4 should be #1.  Mr. Kutil reported his division was confused and wanted clarification on the difference between a mission, values, goals, and vision statement.  Clarity regarding “pathways,” contacts, etc. is needed.  The overall purpose of the memo was questioned.  
(Thompson/Kutil) to extend the discussion time.  Approved unanimously.  

Mr. Tarte inquired if a proposed timeline to finalize all of this is known.  Concern was expressed we keep “spinning our wheels” on these types of matters, which all end up being somewhat repetitive in nature and very time consuming.  Ms. Jones clarified that a mission statement had to be done as part of accreditation.  The intent of this document is to present for feedback goals for the College Council, which will assist with overall institutional planning.  Ms. Machamer noted the intent is not to have the document wordsmithed, but rather, to gain feedback and promote dialog.  It was brought to Greg’s attention that the version provided has been updated by the College Council.  For example, item #6 was broken into two statements.  Greg indicated he will contact Jennifer Adams for the latest version and email it all, including Carie Kincaid.  It was announced the College Council selected the first bullet, page 3 overwhelmingly. 
It was reported that due to a lack of division time for discussion on this item, specific divisions were not able to address it.  Ms. McCoy noted she speaks for her division and the division wants to ensure it has the full-time allowed for senate business.   Currently this is not occurring.  She would like to see the Senate address this on a future agenda.  
Point of Order (McElderry) – The conversation is off-topic.  

(Thompson/McElderry) – To end the discussion.  Motion carried unanimously.  
3.6 2009-10 Committees – It was reported that at least one division did not have an opportunity to discuss this matter during their division meeting.  Concerns were expressed with timing, and whether or not the Social Science and Wellness Division will be transferred and housed by May.
Dr. Jones reported the division should know “all the information” by April.  It was unclear if division meetings are going to occur in May. 
If so, Mr. Daubenmire recommended the divisions take this matter up then.  Dr. Ely reported his division intends on meeting.  Dr. McElderry suggested that due to so many unknowns, the assigning process should remain as is, with an attempt to change the process next year.  Ms. Thompson highlighted the reasons and benefits of committee assigning in May; noting it will give senators the opportunity to call upon individuals during the summer as well as facilitate a possible Senate training/retreat.  
The allotted time for discussion expired. Ms. Thompson motioned to extend the discussion time; seconded by Ms. McCoy. Motion failed (5 yes, 6 No, 0 abstain).  Discussion was terminated.  
4.0 REPORT



4.1
Dublin Hub (Laurel Jones) – Dr. Jones indicated she would like to have dialogue and inter-active feedback on the “communication loop” between the Senate and administrators.  She explained that in the context of the Dublin Hub issue, administrators have concerns regarding the Senate approved resolution, and the expectation of communication on “both sides.”  She would like to see a “bridge” of communication between both groups as administrators are here as a unit to assist and provide feedback as much as possible.  



The history and intention of the “WAMU” (Dublin Hub) site was highlighted.  Dr. Jones indicated in an effort to obtain additional classroom space, the idea was presented to the DEMC and CEMC first, secondly, a memo was drafted and distributed to the deans asking them to take the information to the divisions.  At the time, it wasn’t viewed as a Senate issue, but rather one of scheduling.  Dr. Jones has (and had) weekly meetings (debriefs) with the Senate president and has recently asked to meet with the E-Board too.  It is her hope that her blog report will be able to effectively answer questions and provide current information to all.  Closing the communication loop is extremely important; administrators felt “blindsided” by the resolution but are hopeful actions such as this won’t reach such a point in the future if both parties work on opening lines of communication.  



Ms. Thompson noted the Dublin Hub was the item on the agenda and not a discussion on communication; therefore, if there is anything to report on the Dublin Hub, it should be discussed.




Additional discussion continued pertaining to whether or not one division meeting a month is sufficient time to dialogue various matters and whether it is the most appropriate venue to vet information.  




Mr. Kutil reminded everyone that the Brown Act must be followed and discussion must remain on the Dublin Hub since it was on the agenda.




Dr. McElderry provided his perspective, noting that the Senate felt “blind-sided,” as no one ever came to provide information or gain feedback.  Senate input was not considered important.  Faculty was not consulted when they should have been; an overall breakdown in effective leadership appears to have happened.  




Additional discussion ensued regarding off-site classes and enrollments. 




Dr. Jones commented that her interpretation (as part of the shared governance process) was to go to the CEMC since it was a scheduling matter rather than a program based issue.  She never thought to bring it to the Senate.  Ms. Cassidy commented on previous off-site classes/sites LPC has used, noting they appeared to be fairly successful.  She also recommended looking at other methods to communicate rather than by face to face.  There are many technological techniques to consider.  




(Thompson/D’Elena) to continue the discussion time.  Motion carried.




Mr. Tarte commented on the lack of consistent, uniform information being distributed to faculty/staff.  Additionally, he noted potential security concerns with the site and inquired if they had been taken into consideration when the planning was being done.  Dr. Jones indicated the intent was to move forward and offer classes where there wasn’t a disproportionate amount of students.  She consulted with Keith Jolly and Ruth Hanna, who have taught at off-site locations in the past for their feedback.  She is concerned there are too many rumors and would like the Senate’s input on how best to circulate consistent, accurate information, is it via the blog?  It was suggested the Town Meeting may be a venue; however, it may mean going back to two hour meetings.   



Dr. Ely commented on his concerns regarding the perceived lack of consistent information.  He finds it “troubling” that the Senate/faculty feels they did not receive adequate information from the administrative team.  




In conclusion, it was felt there are issues regarding the transmission of information on campus.  Dr. Jones indicated the outcome she would like to see, and have faculty input on, are ways in which to accomplish this so her office also receives accurate information.  It is hoped a system can be in place for the Fall.  




Point of Order (Kutil) – This is an open-ended conversation, it can resume at a later date as an agenda item.




Discussion ended.
5.0

DISCUSSION ITEMS




5.1
Dublin Hub – Refer to comments under section 4.1.



5.2
Statewide Plenary Session – Mr. Daubenmire reported he will be attending the Spring Plenary Session in April as well as the Region B meeting on Friday.  Senators were provided a copy of the proposed resolutions and encouraged to review them and pass along any pertinent information to colleagues.  Ms. Lee commented on resolution 4.01 S09 Adopt and Publicize California Community College General Education Advanced Placement (CCC GE AP) List and Template. Her division is in support of this resolution. 




Mr. Daubenmire reported there is a resolution (9.09 S09) regarding the adoption of Program Review: Setting a Standard.  Ms. Henson reported there is a resolution (20.01 S09) regarding the G.I. Bill and veterans.  Considering the Senate is currently discussing this issue, it may behoove faculty to review it.  All feedback should be directed to Greg.  He will report (via email) on the Area B meeting prior to the next Senate meeting.  
5.3 Governance Structure – Mr. Daubenmire reported that during Melissa Korber’s Senate term, a survey was drafted and distributed to all committees asking them to look at their structure and make any changes/updates. 
This task is set to begin once again through the College Council and Academic Senate.  It is an attempt to make sure each committee’s structure is relevant.  Mr. Kutil commented that all subcommittees of the Senate will need to have their structures reviewed/approved by the Senate. 



5.4
Minimum Equivalencies/FSA – Ms. Morrissey reported this is currently a district committee comprised of two deans and two faculty members (one from each college.)  She proposed the Senate look at the current structure and consider setting up a committee on this campus which would oversee these matters.  If a dispute should occur, then it can be forwarded to the district committee.  It was reported the Chabot Senate is discussing a different process.  It was clarified this is a shared governance issue.  It was requested the topic be brought forward at the next Senate meeting on April 22nd.  In the meantime, Mr. Daubenmire proposed looking at Program Review too.  



5.5
Staff Appreciation – Mr. Daubenmire reported he would like to gather volunteers to assist him with this event.  On a similar note, it has been proposed that a retiree tea be sponsored by the Senate as a way in which to honor LPC retirees.  Greg envisions this as a separate event.  Dr. Jones indicated her office is willing to co-sponsor and assist in funding the tea.  Mr. D’Elena reporting for Mr. Hagopian noted that due to recent activity in the Senate account, the balance remaining to date for use is $758.00.  Greg will distribute an email seeking support.  Ms. Thompson suggested he contact the Campus Climate group for possible support and/or ideas.
6.0

REPORTS




6.1
Senate President – Greg Daubenmire – No report 



6.2
Treasurer’s Handout – Brian Hagopian – A handout was distributed prior to the meeting.  For more information, contact Brian.
7.0

GOOD OF THE ORDER




7.1
Announcements

· Ms. Morrissey reported the Staff Development Committee will now report to the Vice President of Academic Services.   She reminded the Senate there is a shared governance process and any change in the reporting structure must follow specific processes.  Also, the CAH for the coordinator has been increased, which means the position must now be opened to applicants.  A job description has been drafted by Academic Services and distributed to the committee for feedback.  It is anticipated this will be posted shortly.  In conclusion, Dr. Pollard has put forward a proposal for Staff Development based upon the feedback and data presented to her in December.  This proposal will be discussed at the upcoming Staff Development meeting on April 13th.  

7.2
2008/09 Meeting – Second and Fourth Wednesdays – Next meeting: April 22nd
7.3
Adjournment – No further business was raised.  



Motion (Kutil): To adjourn at 4:40 P.M.



MSC (Tarte): Motion carried; unanimous

Recording Secretary: Carie Kincaid
Approved: April 22, 2009
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