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(Approved) Minutes

November 14, 2007, Room 2470
2:30 – 4:30 p.m.

Present:


Officers:

Greg Daubenmire (President), Christine Acacio (Vice-President), Brian Hagopian (Treasurer), Karin Spirn (Secretary)
Senators:
Chad Ellingsworth, Justin Garoupa, Teri Henson, Tiina Hukari, Melissa Korber, Craig Kutil, Christina Lee, Jane McCoy, Scott Miner, Sarah Thompson, 

Gilberto Victoria, Lisa Weaver
ASLPC Rep:
Dana Takiguchi
ABSENT/EXCUSED:
David Everett, Scott Miner
1.
CALL TO ORDER: Greg Daubenmire called the meeting to order at 2:35 p.m. 

2.
ESTABLISHMENT OF QUORUM


Quorum was established.

3.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Mr. Daubenmire noted the agenda would be suspended to allow Brian Hagopian to present his report out of order.  Also, Dr. Amber Machamer and Jim Gioia were expected to attend and provide brief presentations.  Mr. Takiguchi (ASLPC) inquired if the ASLPC had been contacted about inclusion in the drafting of the college mission statement.  It was noted Cynthia Ross would be the contact for this.  By consensus the order of the agenda was suspended.  
4.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
(C. Kutil/J. Garoupa) to approve the minutes of October 24, 2007 as written.  Approved with 12 Yes, 0 No, 2 Abstentions.
5.  
REPORTS

Senate President - Mr. Daubenmire provided several highlights from his written report as follows:

· The funding for the Basic Skills Initiative (BSI) was signed by the Governor.  Las Positas College will receive $144,234 and Chabot will receive $239,164.  The learning task force met on Tuesday, November 6, 2007 to discuss the next steps in the process and set dates for future meetings.  The deadline for submitting the paperwork for receiving the funding is May 1, 2008.
· The Presidential forums took place last week o Thursday and Friday November 8th and 9th.  The four finalists are Dr. Carlos Campo, Dr. Mark Zacovic, Dr. DeRionne Pollard, and Dr. Lori Gaskin.  The forums were taped and the tapes will be made available for those who were unable to attend.  The Board will receive the Chancellor’s recommendation at the next board meeting on December 11, 2007.  

· Las Positas College has begun the process of exploring a compressed calendar.  Ron Travernick, Vice-President of Student Services at Ohlone College, was invited to speak at the November 7 Town Meeting.  Ohlone College has recently made the change to a compressed calendar and he spoke to the effects this has had on Ohlone. 

· The Chancellor has taken 450 FTES from last summer to apply to the previous calendar year.  Chabot gave 201 FTES from their summer.  The 450 FTES amounts to approximately 75% of our summer.  This is an attempt to capture a portion of the $80 million dollars in growth funds left over in the previous calendar year.  With the predicted downturn in the economy it is safe to assume that these dollars for FTES are worth more now than they will be in the future.
Vice President – Ms. Acacio submitted a written report upon conclusion of the meeting.  It read as follows:  

Senior Parents Night: over 600 people attended compared to 500 last year.  Any feedback or suggestions can be given to Counseling Division.  

Secretary – No report.
 Treasurer – Mr. Hagopian reported the Classified Senate has agreed to work in conjunction with the Academic Senate on an LPC cookbook.  Refer to the flyer distributed for additional information.  Recent deposits have been made into the Senate Fund. The balance is $1425.90; there is still approximately $100 to deposit.  The LPC tax I.D. number has been obtained from Ms. Acacio.  

ASLPC – No report.  
Faculty Association – No report.
CEMC/DEMC – No report.  
Student Learning Outcomes (SLO) – No report.  
Curriculum – No report. 
Student Success – Copies of the September meeting minutes were distributed for review.

Distance Education – No report.   
6.    PUBLIC FORUM

Ms. Henson brought forward a concern regarding the review process currently in place for the class schedules.  Several significant errors within the current Spring schedule have been found after publication.  This brings to light a real concern about the proofreading/editing process in place.  It was emphasized that a better review process is needed as soon as possible.  It is unclear why these types of errors appear to keep reoccurring since it (schedule) is suppose to be going through various proofreads prior to printing.  Ms. Henson noted she has been informed that students should be referred to the LPC website, as it is suppose to be maintained with the most up-to-date information.  This works for those students who may use computers frequently; however, many still refer to the printed schedules. Counselors noted they refer students to the online schedule first.  Ms. Henson would like to see an addendum published by the Office of Academic Services as soon as possible. It was requested this be added to the agenda with a possible resolution to be drafted by Ms. Henson.
7.   UNFINISHED BUSINESS
A.   Faculty Symposium – Last year $75 was approved for expenditure on this event.  Ms. Hukari proposed it be increased to $100 this year.

(McCoy/Weaver) to increase the amount of funding for this event from $75 to $100.  Approved: unanimous.

B. 
Compressed Calendar – Mr. Daubenmire reported the Classified Senate has begun discussions.  In the interest of working together to obtain information, it was suggested Judy Martinez, Classified Senate Union Representative, attend the next Academic Senate meeting to discuss the Classified perspective.  Ms. Korber suggested a pro/con sheet could be drafted to better assist in the dissemination of information.  Mr. Daubenmire indicated he would like to be pro-active in this issue.  He would like the Senate to hear from other constituencies, including the ASLPC.  
C.
Faculty Hiring Process- Mr. Daubemire reported he has been assured the faculty hiring process will be vetted through the Senate before going out onto the web.  Ms. Korber noted her concern pertains to the previous suggestion that the approved LPC/Chabot document be “folded” into the larger 21-page District document.  This is not favorable; the Senate should be sure to keep this on its radar.  Mr. Daubenmire noted the approved LPC/Chabot document, which Ms. Korber and Keith Jolly previously worked on has been forwarded to Mary Anne Gularte.  He will continue to follow-up with her.  
D.
Process for Requesting Scholarships (action item) – Mr. Daubenmire referred everyone to an example of a draft resolution he created prior to the meeting.  Everyone was asked to review it and decide if it was something the Senate wanted to use or pursue.  Upon review, it was suggested the term “kept” be added in the last paragraph.  It should read:  Resolved: The process should be kept simple and transparent.  

(McCoy/Kutil) to accept the resolution with amendment as noted.  Approval: unanimous.

8.
NEW BUSINESS
A.  
Curricu-net (DCC demonstration) – Due to a lack of time this was not discussed and   was postponed to the next meeting.  
B. 
Borrowing FTES to Capture State Funds – Mr. Daubenmire reported he attended the recent CEMC meeting where this topic was brought forward by Dr. Jones.  The District is looking to capture state funds (approximately $80 million available statewide) from last year.  It is being proposed by the Chancellor that both colleges borrow FTES from the summer to do this.  This means LPC will borrow approximately 450 summer FTES and apply it to the previous year.  It is the District’s belief there is greater funding in that year than what it would be worth next year.  It is being assumed LPC will continue to grow to recapture it.  There are no guarantees LPC will see any of the funding.  Mr. Kutil noted this means LPC will be “in the hole” $2.7 million.  

Senators voiced displeasure with the lack of communication.  It is clear there was not a transparent process in place.  It was clarified the 450 FTES was not a negotiated amount between Mr. Kratochvil and Chancellor Kinnamon; it has not gone to Board.  It was noted Chabot was tasked to give 201 FTES from their summer.  
Several senators indicated they are very uncomfortable with a borrowing cycle.  

Mr. Daubenmire provided a brief background and noted that technically we are allowed to borrow several summers in a row; he does not encourage this though.  Ms. McCoy requested Mr. Daubenmire bring the concerns regarding finances to the Chancellor.  It was noted that during Convocation back in August, a “rosey” budget forecast was provided by the Chancellor.  
In addition, it was questioned as to why the District continually tasks the college to undertake levels of planning when directives such as this are put forward without harvesting feedback by the college.  It was stated the Chancellor recently became aware of this additional funding, and due to timelines had to make a decision.  Overall the State is projecting approximately ten (10) percent cuts next year.  In conclusion, there was a brief discussion about meeting base; specifically, the impacts we face by not having summer to assist.  It was requested this matter be kept on the agenda with the possibility of drafting a resolution.
C. 
LPC Mission Statement (Jim Gioia) – Mr. Gioia spoke about the history and drafting of the college mission statement.  Copies of the current (subcommittee) LPC mission statement were distributed for review.  It was explained three (3) components of the statement are required:
1. Learning Outcomes

2. Accessibility

3. Inclusion

 The subcommittee version was briefly compared to the current catalog statement.  Ms. Korber noted there are several spelling/grammar corrections, which she has previously brought forward.  She would like to see more open discussions occurring and proposed the subcommittee draft be taken to divisions for further feedback.  Mr. Gioia indicated this was acceptable; however, his goal is to see it sent out to “reflect on the intent” rather than merely “word-smith” it.   Reflections should be obtained first; any necessary word-smithing can occur afterwards.  
It is anticipated there will be ample opportunities for dialogue before it is finalized.  There will more than likely be focus groups reviewing it as well.  There was a brief discussion about accreditation requirements.  It was noted evidence does have to be presented which shows dialogue occurred.  It is anticipated information pertaining to this will be on Blackboard.  Ms. McCoy suggested the information move to divisions first; Blackboard should not be used in lieu of going to the divisions.  
Mr. Gioia indicated his vision is a multi-pronged approach.  He made it clear this statement does not replace the values statement.  The mission statement is supposed to be re-visited annually. 
It was suggested that guiding questions be included below the statement for the division meeting, as part of the information gathering process.  An example suggested was:
1. What do you think this reflects or doesn’t reflect?

Mr. Gioia indicated he will send out a list of questions.  In the meantime, forward all questions/concerns to him.  

D.
Senate Resolution on Tutorial Center – Mr. Daubenmire presented a draft example resolution created prior to the meeting.  As with the other draft resolution he presented (Scholarship), he inquired if this was something the Senate wanted to do or use.  Everyone was encouraged to review it and provide feedback.  It is anticipated this could be acted upon at the next meeting.  It is his feeling that a resolution of some kind is necessary.  It was also clarified that for future reference it will be referred to as a Process for Requesting Space Resolution, as the Senate wanted to be clear there is no issue with the Tutorial Center.  
E.
SLO/Dialogue Focus Group Discussion - Dr. Machamer spoke about the process and proposed model for SLO’s.  A course embedded model has been chosen.   The goal is to look at various levels and try to capture evidence.  The data will be aggregated via the eLumen software.  It was noted the model is not set in stone; but rather a starting point.  The challenge is how it will get embedded into the institutional/resource mechanisms.  
Several senators indicated vigilance throughout the process must be maintained so as not to impair programs.  There are fears SLO’s may be heading into a “gray” area, which may become punitive in nature.  Many would like to see the process become more of a motivational force; used as a positive tool.  Examples of other college’s models were requested.  Foothill College was provided as an example (model) of assessment of critical thinking across the board.   
Several concerns were brought forward with the proposed model.  Some felt it may lead to possible pressures to lower standards.  Others expressed concerns with how the data will be utilized; while others felt it is a tool to improve “what we do,” and should support each other on it.   It was noted the original intent was to be evaluative in nature; the fears people have are realistic and justified.  Several senators indicated their concerns about what happens outside of the classroom; the burden of the outcome is on instructors.  Others responded to this by noting instructors shouldn’t necessarily be looking at “what I could do differently,” but rather “what could be done differently.”   It was noted in some cases, it may actually be acceptable if a student outcome is not achieved; it might be better to look at consistency over a period of time and review trends/data. 
Almost all agreed there is a lack of connection between faculty and the “next level.”  Specifically, where is it, what are the controls, and how does the cycle work at the institutional level?  Dr. Machamer spoke about the accreditation aspect.  She indicated the accreditation team wants to see that data is being used; they will not necessarily be looking at the exact data.  
A rubric has been created by the accreditation team as a guide to demonstrate understanding at the course level.  Dr. Machamer will forward the rubric to Carie Kincaid for distribution to Senate members.  It was noted one of the missing pieces currently in this process is the lack of embedding in the program review process.  
There was a brief discussion about campus dialoguing.  Dr. Machamer read a definition of dialogue.  Many senators felt dialogue was valuable and does occur in the Senate; however, there is still room for improvement.  Overall it was felt there are many fair opportunities to dialogue but some inequity still does exist; possibly with Classified and student perspectives.  It was emphasized that effective communication opportunities are very important and should be promoted.  Mr. Takiguchi (ASLPC) noted at times it seems students are forgotten when feedback and input is being sought in various committees and taskforces.  He would like to see more inclusionary encouragement of students in focus groups, and involvement in the various campus processes.  One senator commented and provided his perspective as a non-tenured faculty member.  He noted at times there is the appearance of being “spoken over,” or one is labeled “confrontational” for expressing a differing opinion.  He would like to see more opportunities to express oneself without being labeled.  It was noted Classified staff should have opportunities and encouragement to dialogue as well.  
Several ideas on how the college can better encourage dialogue were brought forward:


1.  More honesty, especially about SLO’s.


2.  Try to look through different colored lenses.


3.  Celebrate what we do.


4.  Inspire people

5.  Provide informational events such as the Developmental Education Conference last year; but, allow it to be open to everyone who wants to attend; not just a select group of individuals.  Campus events should be inclusionary.  If not, it leads to a break in collegiality.
6.  Listen for meaningful dialogue and change.  Have to an “ear” for it.
7.
Reduce the “mystery” behind so many of the district and campus processes.

8.  More decision making transparency should be encouraged and implemented.

9.  Everyone should try to “listen loudly.”

In conclusion, Dr. Machamer was thanked for her presentation.

9.
SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS

A.
Reassigned Time – No report. 
B.
Priority/Waitlist – This subcommittee has wrapped up its work and recommended holding off on pursuing the matter until the District moves forward.  There will be no further reports until this happens. 

C.
Bylaws and Constitution revise – No report. 


D.
Equivalency Committee Taskforce – No report.


E.
Reading Room Taskforce – No report.
10.
GOOD OF THE ORDER

No report.

11.
ADJOURNMENT


The meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m.[image: image1.png]
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