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LAS POSITAS

COLLEGE




Officers:
Greg Daubenmire, 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, DeRionne Pollard
Absent:
Sudharsan Dwaraknath (ASLPC), Brian Hagopian, Linda Jarrell

1.0

GENERAL BUSINESS



1.1 
Call to Order/Quorum

Mr. Daubenmire convened the meeting at 2:35 p.m.   


Quorum was met.
1.2 Approval of Agenda
Ms. Spirn reported she will not be presenting on item 3.1 Presentation, as the agenda notes.  The presentation will not take 20 minutes but rather more on the order of 5 minutes.  Additional explanation will be provided later in the discussion.  


Motion (Kutil):  To approve the agenda with amendment as noted.


MSC (D’Elena):  Motion carried; unanimous. 

1.3 Approval of Minutes of February 25, 2009  
Ms. Henson requested a correction on page 7.  Under math proficiency discussion, Courses removed from the acceptable list should also include 65B, and 55A for clarification.  All courses removed should be reflected as: 65A, 65B, 50, 55A, 71, 74 and Business Math 55.  

Ms. Lee requested a correction on page 2.  Division feedback should indicate discussion and approval by consensus of the military waiver and granting procedures.  

Motion (Kutil): To approve the draft February 25, 2009 minutes with corrections as noted.


MSC (D’Elena): Motion carried; unanimous.




1.4 
Guests

Dr. Jones and Dr. Machamer were present to provide a presentation on Program Review.  Other observers present included Dr. Ely, Dr. Manwell, and Dr. Pollard.  
1.5
Public Forum


Nothing reported.  
2.0
ACTION ITEMS
2.1  
Faculty Hiring Process – Mr. Daubenmire reported minor revisions have been made to the 1991 Board approved document.  These changes consist of Title V language changes and formatting.  This document, once approved, will be used for Spring hires.  It will be up to the Senate to work with the Board/District should it desire an entirely new document that reflects our philosophy for use in the future.  It was requested the proposed revised document be taken back to divisions for feedback with a Senate vote occurring at the March 25th meeting.  For information, Mr. Daubenmire provided everyone documents which highlight various comparisons in hiring process and procedures between each entity.   

Mr. Kutil noted he would like to see the ad-hoc committee start immediately to begin the process of re-aligning these procedures and policies.  It was suggested the May 2006 LPC approved document may be a starting point for this.  It was emphasized the need for a clear, concise, written understanding of the process by all parties, to include the District Office is necessary.  A brief discussion ensued regarding the appropriate vetting venue and processes for matters such as this.  It was noted that while administrative feedback/input is desired, it is not the main body by which approval is made. 


An inquiry regarding the timeline and determination of process clarification was raised; noting there are many considerations and the process must be inclusive with joint meetings between the ad-hoc committee and administrators occurring.  It is also expected there will need to be joint meetings with Chabot’s Academic Senate President.  Mr. Daubenmire indicated he foresees reaching a point where the governing body’s at all three institutions (LPC, Chabot, District) are in concurrence.  The ad-hoc committee members will meet with District personnel to determine the various Title V language changes, etc.  Ms. Thompson noted her vision of the proposed process is:
1. Obtain legal language from District/Board.

2. Communicate all parties’ concerns. (First set of input)

3. Ad-hoc committee meets with administrators and possibly Chancellor.

3A.
Approval of document is garnered by both Academic Senates

4. Approved document is presented to Board.

Overall it was determined a much deeper discussion regarding the interpretation and clarification of Senate responsibilities and roles are needed.   Dr. Pollard commented that she would like to start this process off by seeing a mutual inclusion between all parties.  It was requested senators continue to receive periodic updates as this process moves forward.  Mr. Daubenmire clarified the only item the Senate will be voting on at the next meeting will be the revised 1991 Board approved document; which is applicable to Spring hiring only.  
Prior to a motion to move the document forward, it was suggested the ad-hoc committee obtain a “hot list” of legal compliance items to serve as a checklist.  
A motion was not made; however, Mr. Daubenmire asked for consensus on moving the proposed, revised document forward to divisions with a vote to occur in the Senate on the 25th.  It was unanimously approved.  In closing, Mr. Kutil requested a list of concerns/comments be compiled at the division meetings and forwarded to all senators.   Ms. McCoy and Ms. Zingg volunteered to serve on the ad-hoc committee.  Contact Greg Daubenmire if you are interested in serving on the committee.  He will obtain a copy of the most recent Chabot Academic Senate approved document for review.  

2.2
Math Proficiency – Motion (Henson): To approve the Mathematics Proficiency document as presented.  MSC (Kutil): Motion carried unanimously.  It will be forwarded to Dr. Jones, Dr. Pollard and Pam Luster. 
2.3 DE Recommendation – A brief discussion ensued regarding training resources currently available to faculty and what, if any, timeline existed for providing Blackboard training to new faculty.  

Point of Order (Kutil): Too many side conversations are occurring, follow Robert’s Rules of Order.  

Motion (Kutil): To approve the proposed DE Recommendation regarding Blackboard, Copyright, and Accessibility. 

MSC (McElderry): Motion carried with two abstentions.  The approved document will be forwarded to Dr. Jones, Dr. Pollard, Pamela Luster, and Jane McCoy for the DE Committee.  

3.0

PRESENTATION
 
3.1
Conversation Meter and Bio-Reaction (K. Sprin) – Ms. Spirn briefly reported that after discussions with Dale Boercker, who has gone through this learning program, and Greg Daubenmire, it was determined to be a better topic for an Academic Senate “training day” or broader campus presentation.  It was clarified the topic is meant to provide effective communication strategies.  It was suggested it may be something to present at division meetings. 
4.0 REPORT

4.1 Program Review (Laurel Jones, Amber Machamer) – Dr. Machamer began by briefly explaining the template, noting it is largely unchanged but does consist of feedback provided by the last taskforce.  Copies of the draft document were distributed for review.  There are four (4) sections: Program Description & Relationships, Program Function & Analysis, Assessment & Recommendations, and Action Plan (Program Review Data Base).  Throughout the document asterisks and plus signs are evident; these denote resources/information provided to faculty (*) and items either the faculty member or division can provide (+).   
Dr. Jones spoke about the timelines and indicated the cycle will begin in the Fall.  There are a couple missing pieces; a tickler file for dean signatures.  It is anticipated this will be done shortly, and a housing area for completed reviews.  In an effort to assist faculty in this process, a tutorial has been created titled Program Review Training Manual – “A Guide to Thinking Through Your Program Review Process.”  It is still a draft but it is hoped it can be approved by the Senate.  It was noted it may be put into a streaming video format as well.
Concern was raised regarding language on page 12. The last sentence states “dean’s review must be a part of the process and requires a signature. The concern expressed is this could lead to the process turning into an administrative one in which faculty involvement is lost.  
There was a discussion regarding the incorporation of technology changes.  Dr. Jones recommended we look at software both in how it can be built into the process, as well as on an institutional level.  She continued by highlighting and explaining several additional documents.  A copy of the WASC rubric for evaluating institutional effectiveness was highlighted.  It was clarified this is what the accreditation assessment plan is looking at.  One of the goals of the LPC process is to be able to locate and incorporate resources for various disciplines/programs.  It is hoped this process will provide a “connective” piece between the wants/needs of programs and the institutional master plan and [institutional] budget planning process.  It was noted the college goals have been outlined in the recent memo by Dr. Pollard (copies were distributed).  
In conclusion a brief conversation ensued regarding the role of adjuncts in the process.  Dr. Jones indicated she is not totally comfortable with financing them at this point.  An inquiry regarding the original task force members arose.  Concern was expressed there are redundancies in the template.  Mr. Daubenmire explained the history of the previous taskforce and the work generated.  He noted the recent taskforce comprised of Laurel Jones, Cynthia Ross, Rajeev Chopra, Nan Ho, and himself.  Unfortunately, due to scheduling conflicts, Rajeev and Nan were not able to meet on a regular basis; however, they were kept informed.  The next step is for the Academic Senate to review, take back to divisions for feedback, and move forward.  Dr. Jones noted the taskforce will be reviewing all aspects of the proposed process for ways in which to streamline.  For additional information contact Greg or Laurel.  
5.0

DISCUSSION ITEMS




5.1
Program Review – Mr. Daubenmire noted this was intended to be the discussion time following Dr. Jones’ presentation; however, most of the significant discussion occurred already under item #4.1 and due to time constraints, the meeting must move forward.  It is anticipated additional discussion time will be provided.  



5.2
Faculty Hiring Process Ad-hoc Committee – Refer to comments/discussion under item 2.1.



5.3
Basic Skills Committee (Sarah Thompson) – Ms. Thompson recently met with Angella VenJohn to outline general goals.  Two (2) primary impediments confronting the creation of a successful program were noted as:
1. [Lack of] guidance and support 

2. High attrition rates in Basic Skills

To combat these issues, it was suggested support “embedded” courses be created.  For example, a current 3-unit course can be converted to a 4-unit course, with the one unit credited for study skills.   
This it is proposed will give faculty teaching the load the opportunity to determine and address study skills deficiencies. 
A brief survey was distributed with the request it be taken back to divisions for feedback and the question asked, “What courses with tutoring would students still do poorly at?”   Faculty interested in participating in the creation of standardized curriculum across the classes should contact Sarah.  It was noted Articulation and the Curriculum Committee should be involved in the discussions.  Ms. Thompson noted an alternative proposal is the possibility of having a 1-unit “embedded” counselor involved.  Ms. Cassidy suggested Scott Vigallon be contacted to create a Zoomerang survey, which can provide more accurate surveying.  
It was thought there may already be a previous model which could be used as a starting point.  It was requested the survey results from division feedback be submitted for review at the March 25th Senate meeting.  Ms. Morrissey and Ms. Henson commented on potential articulation concerns/issues that will need to carefully be looked at.  Secondly the question arose as to how will we ensure basic skills students only enroll in these “embedded” courses?  Basic skills students already tend to have complicated schedules.  Ms. Cole suggested other models be looked at to identify basic skills students (define what it means, advocate for training in that area.)  
In conclusion, it was noted the Basic Skills Committee is not an “official” committee as of yet.    




5.4
Committees 2009-10 – A timeline for selecting committee/taskforce faculty appointees were discussed.  It was decided it should be determined at the April 15th division meetings and reported back to the Academic Senate on April 22nd.



5.5
Office Allocation – A copy of the current process was distributed.  Concern was expressed that current language does not include Academic Senate involvement.  Dr. Jones indicated the document should probably be re-written.  Her office can supply a listing of all available offices should the Senate request it.  
6.0

REPORTS




6.1
Senate President – Greg Daubenmire – No written report provided. 



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. McCoy requested a counselor be present at the next division meetings.
· It was requested Greg draft and distribute division talking points to include:
· College goals
· Program Review documents
· Military veterans waiver and 3 elective units proposal (separated)
· Waitlist - It was later determined it would be better to delay this until Chabot College acts upon it; since it has been brought forward in their Academic Senate.
· 2009-10 Committee/Taskforce faculty appointee determination
· Faculty Hiring Process document – revised 1991 Board of Trustees document for Spring hiring’s.
· Office allocation document – propose it be re-written/obtain feedback
· Basic Skills Survey (proposed and commented on by Sarah Thompson)
· It was reported nominations for all Academic Senate election positions have been secured.  Ms. McCoy noted she has a nomination she would like to include.  It was clarified there is currently not a specific nomination form to complete.  Interested individuals are encouraged to complete a personal statement and submit it to the Academic Senate Office, Room 2119 or to Greg Daubenmire, Academic Senate President.  

7.2
2008/09 Meeting – Second and Fourth Wednesdays – Next meeting: March 25th

7.3
Adjournment – No further business was raised.  



Motion (Kutil): To adjourn at 4:38 P.M.



MSC (Tarte): Motion carried; unanimous
Recording Secretary: Carie Kincaid

Approved: March 25, 2009
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