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LAS POSITAS

COLLEGE




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

Guests:
Dale Boercker, Lauren Hasten, Christina McCandless, Asia Silva, Todd Steffan
Absent:
Fredda Cassidy, Sudharsan Dwaraknath (ASLPC), Linda Jarrell, Jane McCoy, Barbara Morrissey
1.0

GENERAL BUSINESS



1.1 
Call to Order/Quorum

Ms. Thompson convened the meeting at 2:38 p.m.   


Quorum was met.
1.2 Approval of Agenda

Motion (Lee):  To approve the agenda as written.


MSC: Tarte


Mr. Kutil requested the agenda be amended to add item #4.5, Staff Appreciation funding. 


Motion (Kutil) to amend the agenda and add item #4.5.  MSC: (D’Elena): Motion carried; unanimous 


1.3 Approval of Minutes of March 25, 2009  

Motion (Tarte): To approve the draft March 25, 2009 minutes as written.

Dr. McElderry requested clarification as to who Linda Jarrell is.  It was explained that she is the part-time faculty member previously assigned to the Senate.  

MSC (D’Elena): Motion carried; unanimous



1.4 
Public Comments
Ms. Christina McCandless and Ms. Asia Silva addressed the Senate and spoke of their military careers and training.  Each highlighted various aspects of the training they received in bootcamp, as well as beyond in their careers.  Both strongly advocated in favor of passing the 3-credits and waiver for veterans.  
1.5
Guest Speaker – Lauren Hasten, SLO Coordinator

Ms. Hasten reported on two (2) items:

1. SLO Video Contest- Flyers will be distributed to mailboxes shortly promoting the activity.  The SLO Committee would like to place a black and white ad (quarter page, 6” x 6”) in the Express Newspaper to help with promotion.  The cost is $149.06 and they would like to have the Senate fund it, if possible.  Other venues are being sought for financial assistance as well.
2. Recently Ms. Hasten distributed an email to all faculty with an attached March Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges [ACCJC] report.  The report provides policy clarifications, and is more specific in regards to the type and format of the data and information being sought.  The LPC SLO Committee is not happy with the document mainly because:

- 
It states we [LPC] must put SLO’s on course syllabi.



  -
SLO’s must now be on all course outlines of record.

The purpose of Ms. Hasten’s visit today is to inform senators of this as well as seek feedback on what our response to the ACCJC is going to be.  Ms. Hasten would recommend a campus wide dialogue occur.  It was reported the SLO Committee has crafted three (3) options for consideration:
· Move forward and “go” with what the ACCJC states.

· Decide we are not going to do it; provide clearly stated reasoning.

· Eventually move in that direction; indicate we are in a “reflection period.”  (SLO Committee preference)
In conclusion it was noted that many colleges statewide are having similar issues with some being on probation.  Probation is not necessarily a “bad” thing.  It may provide for additional time, etc. to work through the process LPC would like to follow.  WASC will be conducting site visits in October.
2.0
ACTION ITEMS
2.1
Office Allocation Document
Motion (Zingg): To approve the revised office allocation document. MSC: (Kutil): Motion carried; 7 yes, 2 No, 0 Abstain
Mr. D’Elena inquired about the previous process.  Mr. Daubenmire provided a brief historical perspective highlighting past problems with fairness, seniority, and shared space.  It was felt that due to these types of concerns, it should be a faculty driven process.  Mr. D’Elena reported BCAT is not in favor; it appears to be more of an administrative function.  Dr. McElderry commented on 10 + 1 responsibilities and advocated for consistency in process. Mr. Daubenmire remarked on the importance of collegiality.  It was suggested perhaps this may be a function of the Facilities Committee.  Mr. Kutil inquired if the matter required tabling.  In conclusion, a vote was taken on the proposed motion.  The revised document is approved.  
2.2 3 Credits for Military Veterans
A motion was made to approve the granting of 3-units/credits to military veterans.  Ms. Lee requested a roll call vote be taken.  The outcome is as follows:


	Senator
	YES
	NO
	ABSTAIN
	ABSENT

	
	
	
	
	

	Fredda Cassidy


	
	
	
	X

	
	
	
	
	

	Elena Cole


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Bob D’Elena


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Brian Hagopian


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Teri Henson


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Craig Kutil


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Christina Lee


	X
	
	
	

	




	
	
	
	

	Jane McCoy


	
	
	
	X

	
	
	
	
	

	Stuart McElderry


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Barbara Morrissey


	
	
	
	X

	
	
	
	
	

	Karin Spirn


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Mark Tarte


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Sarah Thompson


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Barbara Zingg


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



During the discussion portion, inquiries regarding ACE transcripts and the current process for veterans submitting paperwork were brought forward.  

Point of Clarification (Henson) – Current discussion is on the 3-units and not waiver, correct?  Response: yes.


The DD214 process was highlighted.  Ms. Lee noted from a counseling perspective, not all veterans come in with transcripts, but rather with additional documents which list Health, PE, etc.  She went on to note that most CSU’s award units based on the DD214 (some up to 9 units).   

2.3 Waiver for Military Veterans 
A motion (Henson) was made to approve the granting of a waiver for Wellness GE requirement (Areas of Health and PE) for AA Degree OR Waiver of Physical Education GE requirement for AS Degree.  A lengthy discussion ensued.  Mr. Tarte highlighted the current and past GI Bill structures; noting that the training a veteran receives in basic training far exceeds what they will get at any college.  Ms. Thompson spoke out against the waiver noting she felt compelled to vote in this manner since the majority of her division was opposed to it.  The division felt the waiver was not equivalent.  Ms. Lee reported the main focus of the waiver is to hopefully allow veterans easier access to meeting their financial aid requirements through such programs as the GI Bill and VA benefits.  She went further to note that the CSU system is currently granting at least 3-units for showing a DD214.  
Several senators noted they are conflicted, as the focus in basic training is not specifically to train the individual in health, but rather for combat.  It is understandable that a PE waiver may be appropriate; however, a Health waiver may not be.  A brief discussion regarding pedagogy occurred.  Dr. McElderry noted the health faculty are not questioning the PE waiver, but are opposed to a Health waiver since other considerations such as the instruction of relaxation techniques, etc. which is encompassed in the Health and Wellness program will be able to be waived.  These skills are more than likely not provided to individuals in basic training.  For example, the ability to counsel and assist veterans with post traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) is expected to increase significantly.  Mr. Tarte remarked that he took an unscientific poll of a small group of student veterans and 90% indicated they would not benefit by taking a health class, which is why they go to the VA Hospital.  Mr. Tarte also reminded everyone that the majority of veterans do not see combat, they may be in “the zone,” however they fulfill support roles.  
Mr. D’Elena inquired what the next step in the process will be if this should pass, since Chabot has not passed it.  The response was that it will be forwarded onto the District Curriculum Council (DCC).  Ms. Henson made a motion to amend her original motion.  The proposed amendment is to “divide” the original motion as follows:
Motion (Henson):  To approve a waiver of Physical Education (PE) requirements, but not in the area of Wellness.  MSC: no second.  Motion failed.

It was requested the original motion be re-read.  Ms. Lee requested a roll call vote be taken.  The outcome is as follows:
Motion (Henson): To approve the granting of a waiver for Wellness GE requirement (Areas of Health and PE) for AA Degree OR Waiver of Physical Education GE requirement for AS Degree.

MSC: (Tarte); Motion carried; 8 yes, 3 no, 3 abstain

	Senator
	YES
	NO
	ABSTAIN
	ABSENT

	
	
	
	
	

	Fredda Cassidy


	
	
	
	X

	
	
	
	
	

	Elena Cole


	
	X
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Bob D’Elena


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Brian Hagopian


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Teri Henson


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Craig Kutil


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Christina Lee


	X
	
	
	

	




	
	
	
	

	Jane McCoy


	
	
	
	X

	
	
	
	
	

	Stuart McElderry


	
	X
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Barbara Morrissey


	
	
	
	X

	
	
	
	
	

	Karin Spirn


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Mark Tarte


	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Sarah Thompson


	
	X
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Barbara Zingg


	X
	
	
	


3.0

CONTINUING BUSINESS
 
3.1
Program Review   


Ms. Henson distributed two documents for review.  The first highlights recommendations, the second, a report to the Senate reviewing the program review proposal presented to the Senate on March 11, 2009.  A taskforce convened per and email distributed by Greg Daubenmire.  It was felt more could be accomplished as a group rather than individually.   Acting as an ad-hoc subcommittee of the Senate, the group met and reviewed the program review proposal.  The recommendations are as follows (taken directly from document titled Recommendations: Review of Program Review Task Force, April 22, 2009):
· We strongly recommend that the Academic Senate allow the work of this group to continue by formally convening it as an ad hoc subcommittee of the Academic Senate.  Its charge: to begin work as soon as possible on formulating the program review process to be followed in academic year 2009-2010, with the goal of making recommendations to the Academic Senate in the fall of 2009 regarding the 2009-2010 program review.

· We strongly recommend the formation of an ad hoc subcommittee of the Academic Senate to begin work as soon as possible on the creation of a Program Review Committee.  The committee should be established in the academic year 2009-2010.  The immediate task before this subcommittee will be to research best practices with regard to program review and program review committees.  For this purpose we strongly recommend the ASCCC white paper “Program Review:  Setting a Standard” as a primary resource.


Everyone was encouraged to read through the reports.  Additional areas where changes and/or concerns are evident or required upon subcommittee review are:

· Template and data piece

· Linkage to planning and budget,

· How is prioritization determined?
· How will it be used?

· Is it applicable to just academics?

· What is definition of a discipline?  

· Who will be in charge of Program Review?
· Timeline concern

· Validation

· Connection with SLO’s

Ms. Thompson suggested this data is important and might be a good topic to explore on a Flex Day.  Community involvement may be something to consider.  Mr. Tarte commented that he sits on the SLO Committee and they have wrestled with the definition of a program.  He would like to see a consistent definition applied to all campus committees.  In conclusion it was reported Program Review is one of the 10 + 1 responsibilities and should be a faculty driven process.  It was determined the current ad-hoc committee will officially be an ad-hoc committee, not a taskforce, of the Academic Senate.  

Ms. Spirn noted there are institutional/administrative/college tasks that have to be done on a yearly basis; perhaps, a committee should be formed or combined with this group to look at these types of tasks.  Ms. Henson concluded by indicating it is anticipated the process will mostly be mapped out in the Fall; however, it can be started this semester.  Section 1, 2, and 3 can be done in the Fall.  She indicated action plans should not be done until a process can be determined and implemented.  Additionally, one later task will be to look at what a Program Review Committee should look like.  Ms. Henson and the other ad-hoc subcommittee members were thanked for their work.  Others members include: Nan Ho, Elena Cole, Greg Daubenmire, Marilyn Marquis, Paul Torres, Barbara Morrissey, Zina Rosen Simon, Barbara Zingg.  
3.2 Governance Structure 
Motion (Thompson): Table matter. MSC: (Tarte): Motion carried; unanimous. Mr. Kutil noted all campus committees are being asked to review their governance/reporting structures by the College Council.  He will be working over the Summer to review these as well; paying close attention to those that currently report to the Senate and those that maybe should.


3.3
Basic Skills 
Ms. Thompson provided copies of the proposed Basic Skills Committee shared governance/reporting worksheet.  It was requested this be an action item at the next regular Senate meeting.  Any feedback can be forwarded to Ms. Thompson.
3.4 2009-10 Committee Assignments 
Motion (Thompson): To table matter.  MSC: (McElderry): Motion carried; unanimous.
4.0 DISCUSSION ITEMS/NEW BUSINESS
4.1 Liberal Arts Degree 


Motion (Kutil): To table matter.  MSC: (Henson): Motion carried; unanimous.
Mr. Kutil explained the Senate already voted and approved this a couple months ago.  It is not necessary to re-vote when the two areas affected don’t have substantial changes.  It is the state Systems Office that is not accepting these areas.  
4.2 SLO Funding
The SLO Committee, as stated earlier, would like to solicit funds in the amount of $149.06 to take out a quarter (6”x6”) page, black and white ad in the Express Newspaper to encourage submittals for the SLO video contest.  The [SLO] Committee is seeking funds through various other sources as well.  Several senators voiced their skepticism at spending funds on this type of thing. Others felt the idea of a video contest “trivializes” an important matter.  Ms. Thompson requested the matter be discussed among colleagues.  It will be an action item at the May 6th special Senate meeting. 
4.3 Senate Representation for Social Sciences
It was reported that Social Science will split from PE/Health and be folded into the BCAT division temporarily until a dean can be hired. It may only be for a semester; however, it could be longer.  The question of senate representation next year was brought forward.  Ms. Thompson noted that in effort to be fair, Social Science would like to request it be treated as a separate division and receive the appropriate number of representatives as outlined in the Constitution and Bylaws.  Mr. D’Elena indicated the Constitution states the ratio and numbers already, can this be arbitrarily changed?  It was noted the Bylaws can be amended next year.  It was clarified this request will only affect the Senate, not any committees that report to the Senate.  It was requested this matter be taken back and discussed with colleagues.  It will be an action item at the May 13th meeting.  
4.4 Proposed Vision Statement/Strategic Goals




It was reported Dr. Pollard would like to take this document to the Board of Trustees at the May meeting.  Feedback is being solicited by all committees; however, the 



Academic Senate appears to be the last group to provide this.  It is not certain if the Classified Senate has approved it.  



Several senators voiced their dismay and concern with the language.  They would like to see it wordsmithed.  It was suggested that a special meeting of the Senate be called after the Town Meeting on May 6th.  It is anticipated those individuals who would like changes made will provide their language proposals for discussion and approval.  Although not an ideal time to meet, by consensus it was agreed to.  In conclusion, it was clarified the purpose of the document is for accreditation. 



 It should consist of goals that speak to all of us. There are concerns it is lacking “connections” and is yet another example of “top down” documentation and process.  


4.5
Staff Appreciation Funding



It was determined the amount the Senate will fund this event needs to be determined and voted on.  It is believed there is approximately $600 available.  Should the Senate vote to approve the SLO Committee request for $149.06, the amount for use for Staff Appreciation will be less.  Other funding sources are being sought as well.  By consensus, it was determined this item will be voted on at the special Senate meeting on May 6th, as will the vote for funding the SLO Committee request. 
5.0

REPORTS



5.1
Senate President – Greg Daubenmire – No report



5.2
Treasurer’s Handout – Brian Hagopian – A handout was distributed prior to the meeting.  For more information, contact Brian.

6.0

GOOD OF THE ORDER



6.1
Announcements – No announcements


6.2
2008/09 Meetings – Second and Fourth Wednesdays – Next meeting: May 6, 2009 (special meeting)


6.3
Adjournment
(D’Elena) Motion to adjourn at 4:30 P.M., MSC: (Lee); Motion carried unanimous
Recording Secretary: Carie Kincaid
Approved: May 13, 2009
Handouts:  Draft March 25 Minutes, Revised Office Space Distribution Process, Proposed Vision Statement/Strategic Goals – 2/19/09, BASK College Governance Worksheet, Accreditation Notes – Where Do Course SLO’s Live? USAF Air University Accreditation, ACE Military Guide Course Exhibit, Military Waiver Proposal – Explanation & Rationale, Program Introduction Presentation to Academic Senate Health Sciences, April 22, 2009 (L. Jones), Program Review Recommendations and Report to the Academic Senate, April 22, 2009 
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Motion (Tarte): To approve the granting of 3-units/credits toward AA/AS Degree to Military Veterans.


MSC: (Zingg); Motion carried; 11 yes, 0 no, 3 abstain

















