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LAS POSITAS

COLLEGE




Present:
Greg Daubenmire, Fredda Cassidy, Elena Cole, Bob D’Elena, Sudharsan Dwaraknath (ASLPC), Brian Hagopian, Teri Henson, Terry Johnson, Craig Kutil, Christina Lee, Jane McCoy, Stuart McElderry, Barbara Morrissey, Karin Spirn, Mark Tarte, Sarah Thompson, Barbara Zingg

Guest:
Ben Cerasi, LPC Express

1.0

GENERAL BUSINESS



1.1 
Call to Order





Mr. Daubenmire called the meeting to order at 2:34 p.m.  Introductions were made.



1.2 
Approval of Agenda





Mr. Kutil made a motion, seconded by Mr. Tarte, to approve the agenda as written.  




Motion carried unanimously, 15-0




1.3 
Approval of Minutes of May 14, 2008  

Mr. Daubenmire noted the minutes will be tabled to the next meeting; he is currently working on them.




1.4 
Guests





No report
1.5 
Public Comments (This time is reserved for members of the public to address the Academic Senate on matters not already appearing on the agenda.  Please limit comments to three minutes.  In accordance with the Brown Act, the Academic Senate cannot act on these items.)


No comments/concerns were reported.

2.0

ACTION ITEMS

Mr. Daubenmire noted there were no action items at this time.  He does expect there will be items here shortly.  It was explained this section will consist of brief discussion and voting by the Senate body.  
3.0

DISCUSSION ITEMS
 
3.1
Continuing Business 


a.
Faculty Hiring Process
Mr. Daubenmire reported both he and Sarah Thompson are currently in the process of working with Dr. Jones on a faculty hiring prioritization matrix.  Cabrillo College was used an example.  Greg will distribute it to all senators for feedback.  Mr. Daubenmire explained the current procedure of going through the Planning & Budget Committee (PBC) may not be the appropriate forum.  It is being proposed that since the PBC should be directly reporting to the Senate, perhaps a restructure is in order. 
The proposed restructure would consist of a subcommittee of the PBC whose membership would include five (5) deans, five (5) faculty, and one (1) Academic Senate representative.  These would be consensus building members.  Additional members will consist of administrators, whose primary purpose will be advisory only. Ms. McCoy remarked on the connection of overall hiring policies and prioritization, and the need for modification.  
Mr. Daubenmire and Ms. Thompson proceeded to explain the rationale and process (es) behind the matrix.  It was emphasized it is meant to 1.) Reduce subjective information, 2.) Increase objective information.  Dr. Machamer will collect, generate, and assign various weights to the data.  Ranking will occur via the highest number of points.  Dr. Machamer will conduct “fairness” testing on the disciplines.  Ms. Thompson clarified the weights for new program creation/innovation still need to be determined.  She foresees this being a sliding scale.  
Ms. Spirn inquired if a separate matrix for necessity is possible.  This could provide the justification required for new program creation, etc.  Inquires were raised as to whether or not there is a Board approved hiring document.  Mr. Daubenmire reported a revised document was drafted under Melissa Korber’s term in conjunction with Chabot College’s Academic Senate; however, he believes it has only been approved by the colleges; it is uncertain as to its Board approval status.  There is also a Human Resources document of which the approval status is unknown.  Back in the 1980’s, Keith Jolly facilitated the drafting of a hiring policy; its status of approval is not known either.  It was suggested Mr. Jolly be contacted for more information.


b.
Faculty Standards 
Last year Mr. Daubenmire drafted a faculty standards document, which was presented to the Academic Senate in April for review.  It was explained the document language is taken directly from the faculty contract.  Mr. Daubenmire provided copies and requested senators bring it to the attention of their divisions for immediate review and feedback.  He noted this is mostly for the purposes of accreditation.  He would like to see it voted on by the Senate at the next meeting and requested it be added to the agenda as an action item.  It was clarified the Academic Senate will be voting on it, not the divisions.

3.2
New Business 



a.
Explanation of Robert’s Rules, Brown Act and Agenda Format
It was reported that in an effort to streamline the Senate meetings, the agenda has been revised. Verbal reports will no longer be conducted during the main session.  If individuals have items they wish to report on, it will be accommodated in Good of the Order.  Senators were reminded of the Brown Act and Robert’s Rules of Order.  It was clarified that ad hoc committees would not have to follow the aforementioned rules due to the nature of the committees.  Mr. Kutil explained the Academic Senate may call an emergency meeting for very specific reasons and post the agenda within a 24 hour window; otherwise it remains the standard 72 hours prior to the regular meeting.  
Because of the nature of Academic Senate meetings being required to be public meetings, it was noted the agenda and minutes should be posted more publically than on the Intranet (Grapevine) and outside of the Academic Senate office (room 2119).  In the future, these items will be distributed to each division, the LPC Express Newspaper, and on the LPC College website.  
The topic of roll call voting was brought forward.  Mr. Kutil recommended that all action items undertake a roll call vote.  Mr. Daubenmire indicated a roll call vote can be requested at any time but are not always necessary.  However, all resolutions should have a roll call vote.  




b.
Ad hoc Committees
Continuing the dialog from item 3.2a, Mr. Daubenmire spoke briefly about the Academic Senate forming ad hoc committees for items such as awards/events, etc., which has been considered a sub-committee of the Senate.  These committees will form for issues as needed and likewise provide reports.  A lengthy dialog occurred regarding shared governance and committees required to report to the Academic Senate per Title V.  The overall consensus of the Senate body is these committees should be providing on-going, consistent reporting.  It was recommended the Senate compile a listing of committees required to provide regular reporting and those who do not.  



c.
Mutual project – compressed calendar
Mr. Daubenmire opened the discussion by highlighting Dr. Pollard’s remarks during her Convocation speech in which she remarked on a mutual project between the Academic Senate, Classified Senate, and ASLPC.  Mr. Daubenmire proposed the groups can work on Compressed Calendar since it is an issue with ramifications far reaching for those involved.  Mr. Kutil commented on the speech and informed the Senate of its right to choose to undertake the project; it cannot be mandatory, as the Academic Senate functions based on Title V.  Mr. Daubenmire indicated he personally would like to see the Senate(s) and ASLPC take a proactive stance on this issue.  
Concerns were raised regarding the lack of accurate information and rumors pertaining to the Compressed Calendar.  It was suggested that in order to get “everyone on the same page,” a meeting venue such as the last half of Town Meeting should be devoted to it.  It was reported that Chabot’s Academic Senate has no immediate plans to take the issue up.   Inquires were made as to the Faculty Association’s involvement.  Ms. McCoy clarified the union can only look at it from a workplace environment perspective.  It was proposed the Academic Senate begin collecting a list of concerns and present it to administration.  Also of concern is the lack of clarity with regards to who will make the final decision. It is believed it may be the Chancellor; however, at this time, the Academic Senate would like to see campus wide voting take place at both colleges.  Ms. Thompson indicated Banner simulations for individual buildings can be generated with the data put online for everyone to access.  This type of information it is felt would be beneficial for faculty as well as classified staff and students.  The ASLPC was encouraged to look at other educational institutions which have implemented a similar calendar with a pattern the ASLPC is interested in.  In conclusion, it was emphasized that any mutual project the Senate undertakes with regards to this issue has to have a conclusion.  
4.0 
REPORTS



4.1 
Senate President – Greg Daubenmire 
A welcome to all of the Senators to the Academic Senate for the 2008/2009 Academic Year was given.

There are a number of items the Senate should address this year:

1.    The District Equivalency Committee

a. No reporting structure (In particular it does not report to either Senate)
b. Composition (one dean and one faculty member from each college)

c.
Course equivalency rather than discipline equivalency

d.
FSA (Faculty Service Area) process

Comments:  Currently not much is known about this committee and structure at this time.  Greg noted it is his feeling it should be a faculty driven committee rather than a “district” committee.  It is believed deans are making decisions currently.  Mr. Kutil commented on Title V requirements and highlighted there are clear guidelines regarding the role of the Academic Senate in this process.  He also went on to read a section from Empowering Local Senates: Roles and Responsibilities of and Strategies for and Effective Senate ;( Section 87359(B).  It states: 
Waiver of Minimum Qualifications Equivalency
The agreed upon process shall include reasonable procedures to ensure that the governing board relies primarily upon the advice and judgment of the academic senates.  The process shall further require that the governing board provide the academic senates with an opportunity to present its views to the governing board before the board makes a determination.
Greg noted this is an issue the Academic Senate has to prioritize and spearhead. 

2.
CEMC and DEMC (College and District Enrollment Management Committee)

a.
Transparency

b.
Appointments by Faculty Association

c.
Reporting Structure

d.
How decisions are made, what are the criteria on which decisions are made?

e.
“Hits” in the decision making process

Comments:  A question arose as to the purview of the Senate with regards to the CEMC.  It was noted that it is not appropriate to consider it a subcommittee of the Senate since its membership and structure is determined by the Faculty Association.  Mr. Kutil informed everyone that Jason Morris, CEMC Chair, can be asked to provide regular reports but it cannot be required.  Mr. Tarte commented that given the newly revised structure of the Senate’s agenda, subcommittee reporting has been removed as a line item.  These types of reports can be reported under Announcements or Public Comments.  It was determined by the Senate that Greg will provide reports since he attends the meetings.
The issue of the “Hits” list was discussed briefly.  Ms. Cassidy inquired how the list is determined and the availability of options.  The meaningfulness was questioned.  She indicated there is an area on the CEMC spreadsheet that she cannot input data.  Ms. Cole commented on the trial semester in which the CEMC approved the reduction in class size for an English basic skills course.  Ms. McCoy provided a brief historical account as to the creation of the CEMC.  The idea behind it was to generate revenue but not reduce class size.  

3.
Restructure the PBC (Planning and Budget Committee)

a.
Reporting Structure (Does not report to Academic Senate)

b.
Composition of the Committee

c.
Is the PBC the right place for Prioritization of Hiring?

i.
Both Classified and Faculty hires are done in same manner

ii.
Perhaps subcommittees of PBC would better serve these functions

Comments:  A brief discussion regarding the reporting relationship of the PBC occurred.  Mr. Daubenmire indicated Classified staff should also be looking at how they are prioritized.  
Point of Clarification:  Ms. Morrissey inquired if the Senate was discussing a restructure of the PBC or simply a reporting by the PBC.  

Mr. Daubenmire noted a restructure which includes reporting is what he would like to see occur.  Mr. Tarte commented that the whole structure of committees on campus should be reviewed due to the expansion of the college.  Mr. Kutil indicated this falls within the purview of the Academic Senate per the Education Code.  It should be brought back to the jurisdiction of the Senate.
4.
Negotiate a 3rd Wednesday Town Meeting and 1st Wednesday Division Meeting
Comments: A brief discussion ensued regarding potential impactions, especially for the Curriculum Committee.  Other timing issues may be of concern.  It was suggested the idea could be proposed to the divisions for feedback.  Mr. Daubenmire noted he will speak with the Curriculum Committee Chair.
5.
Add our voice to the Planning of Convocation
Comments: Several remarks were voiced expressing concern the Academic Senate has lost its voice in the planning process.  In the future the Senate should play a more active role.  

6.
Add our voice to the process of scheduling Final Exams, perhaps look at alternate schedules.

Comments: A brief discussion ensued.  Overall, concern was expressed that the schedule is set-up through Academic Services rather than the Calendar Committee.  
7.
Receive regular reports from Curriculum

8.
Ensure an environment of Collegiality and Safety for the entire college community

9.
Work with the Classified Senate and ASLPC (Associated Students of LPC) on researching in depth a Compressed Calendar

10.
Investigate the possibility of an International Instructor Exchange Program

11.
Investigate the ramifications to our college and faculty if the District decides to open a center in Dublin

12.
Look at non-payment drop policy
Comments:  An issue was brought forward by a senator regarding early registration and the non-payment drop policy.  Currently it is believed the drop for non-payment occurs after six times.  
Point of Clarification:  Ms. Morrissey suggested Sylvia Rodriguez be contacted to obtain the exact number of days.  

Point of Order:  Mr. McElderry reminded everyone this section is meant for the President’s report only.  Discussion should not be occurring.

Items Mr. Daubenmire would like to see completed by October:
1. Faculty Standards

2. Academic Senate By-Laws

3. Academic Senate Constitution

4. Faculty Prioritization Hiring Process
5. Faculty Hiring Process

6. Negotiate a switch in Town Hall and Division beginning Spring 2009

Longer Term Goals:

1. Equivalency Committee

2. Restructuring PBC

3. Compressed Calendar (Mutual Project)

4. CEMC/DEMC
Ongoing commitments:

1. Collegiality

2. Safety of Faculty

3. Reports from Curriculum

4. Reports from CEMC and DEMC

5. Final Exam Schedule

6. Convocation

7. Dublin Center Expansion

8. International Instructor Exchange

9. LPC Budget Reports – Greg announced that Mr. D’Elena volunteered to assist with review of budget reports.

Greg reminded all that there will only be one Senate meeting in November and December.




4.2  
Treasurer’s Handout   

Mr. Daubenmire explained this section of the agenda is solely to provide a written report. Mr. Hagopian will not be reporting verbally unless necessary. 

Point of Clarification: Mr. D’Elena inquired about the nature of the account; specifically, why the money is in an account that doesn’t appear to be garnering interest.  It was suggested it may be because the Senate is not suppose to earn revenue. Mr. Hagopian invited Mr. D’Elena to assist in researching this.  Senators were encouraged to kindly remind division faculty to donate $25 to the Senate fund.  Checks can be made payable to LPC Academic Senate.         
5.0

GOOD OF THE ORDER


5.1 
Announcements

Mr. Kutil reported he has been approached by faculty and staff regarding the parking situation, specifically that no spaces have been designated for them in the new parking lot H.  Since this is not an issue that falls within the purview of the Academic Senate, it was suggested it might be better served if it is brought to the attention of the College Council.


Ms. Morrissey announced she would like to have Flex Days added to the next agenda as a discussion item.  


Ms. Henson brought forward a concern regarding the handling by administration of a safety issue which occurred recently to a faculty member.  She requested a faculty safety discussion be added to the next agenda.  

Ms. Lee inquired if instructors are still accepting late students into their Fall classes.  If so, please let counseling know.

Academic Senate lead senators for the year were determined.  They are:  Christina Lee, Karin Spirn, Mark Tarte, Brian Hagopian, and Stuart McElderry.  




5.2  
2008/09 Meetings – Second and Fourth Wednesdays




5.3  
Adjournment





Mr. Kutil made a motion, seconded by Mr. Hagopian, to adjourn at 4:10 p.m.




Motion carried unanimously, 15-0

Recording Secretary:  Carie Kincaid
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REGULAR MEETING
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