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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:
Alyssa Domer, LPC Express, Lauren Hasten
1.0

GENERAL BUSINESS



1.1 
Call to Order


Mr. Daubenmire called the meeting to order at 2:35 p.m.  Linda Jarrell was introduced as the adjunct representative.  Mr. Daubenmire proposed Craig Kutil be Senate Parliamentarian.  By consensus it was approved.



1.2 
Approval of Agenda


Mr. Daubenmire reported Lauren Hasten will join the Senate meeting at 3:00 p.m. for an SLO report.  He requested the agenda be amended to add her report under Section 1.4; Guests.


Ms. McCoy made a motion, seconded by Mr. Hagopian, to approve the agenda as written.  




Motion carried unanimously, 16-0




1.3 
Approval of Minutes of August 27, 2008  

Mr. Daubenmire reported he neglected to bring the May 14 minutes and will bring them to the next meeting.  In the meantime, the August 27 minutes can be approved.

Dr. McElderry made a motion, seconded by Ms. Thompson, to approve the minutes as written.


Mr. Hagopian reported a clarification on page 5, section 12.  It should be changed to six (6) times.


Mr. D’Elena indicated his name was mis-spelled on page 6, section 4.2.


The motion was amended to reflect the corrections as noted.  Motion carried unanimously, 16-0.




1.4 
Guests


Lauren Hasten attended the meeting to provide a brief SLO report.  She indicated there are there are three (3) main issues the SLO Committee wanted to bring forward to the Academic Senate:
1. The deadline for the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) is October 2009.  During this visit they (WASC) will be looking for data and evidence pertaining to SLO’s and their communication college wide.  Ms. Hasten emphasized the need to start dialogue with students so they understand what they are and what they do.  WASC may tour the campus and randomly inquire of students if they are knowledgably informed as to what SLO’s are, and what is expected within each of the courses they are enrolled; therefore, it is imperative faculty communicate this with their students.  
2. Last year was productive for the committee; however, much more still remains to be completed prior to the visit.  Ms. Hasten noted that over the last two years, LPC has offered 794 courses but to date only 273 have at least one (1) SLO written.  This is equivalent to only 34.8 percent and must be improved upon or the college can face warnings and penalties.  Ms. Hasten would like to see the percentage improve to a minimum of 70-80 percent.  She volunteered to assist anyone, both full-time and adjunct to enter the data into Elumen; which only takes 10-20 minutes on average.  She is also willing to train faculty to be “trainers.”   It was emphasized adjuncts need to be engaged in this process for the courses they teach since it may be many of their courses which have not been entered.   Ms. McCoy commented on payment for adjuncts.
3. It was clarified that for every course “on the books,” at least one SLO has to be completed at the course level, not program level.  There are no plans to assess program level outcomes.   It was noted we have to start closing the loop for the WASC visit.  Ms. Hasten is working on offering SLO assistance as part of the upcoming faculty flex day on October 7.

A brief conversation ensued and several inquiries and concerns were raised:
1. Is assessment in the rubric included?

Ms. Hasten:  No, it is up to the faculty.  The reporting scale in Elumen indicates the term “rubric;” however, it is not the best terminology.  



2.
Has the SLO Steering Committee had dialogue with the Faculty Association regarding the concerns pertaining to academic freedom?




Ms. Hasten:  She personally has not.  It is not within her purview, she is the Chair of the committee and responsible for making sure the WASC guidelines are met.



3.
Should adjuncts assess courses they are teaching for Full-time faculty?




Ms. Hasten:  It is up to the faculty member whether or not they want an adjunct to assess.


Point of Order – Dr. McElderry noted this is supposed to be a report only, not a discussion.



Ms. Hasten commented that the more courses we can show have been assessed; the better it is for the WASC visit.  Several inquires pertaining to what the best method to communicate SLO’s to students was discussed.  It was suggested students might be tested in class.  For faculty it was proposed it be added as part of the orientation process.  


Point of Order – Mr. Kutil noted this is a report, not a discussion.  No discussion should be occurring at this point.  Only clarifications of the report may be asked.


Ms. Hasten clarified the difference between a course syllabus/outline and an SLO.  An SLO is what the student should have learned after taking the course.  She went on to clarify that data/input is also different than assessment.  Assessment is a “rotating cycle,” whereas the data is what needs to be “put on the books.”  She would like to see the data spreadsheet completed more.  All questions, comments and concerns can be forwarded to Ms. Hasten.
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


2.1  
Faculty Standards Statement

Mr. Daubenmire reported he has met with the Faculty Association regarding the proposed document, of which no concerns were raised.  The document has been taken back to divisions for review and comment.  


Mr. Kutil made a motion, seconded by Ms. Thompson to approve the document as written.  


The floor was opened to discussion.  Dr. McElderry reporting for his division noted concerns regarding the language in several areas.  Specifically, wording such as “in here in,” this makes it sound more contractual rather than a statement.  Secondly, as the faculty contract changes, this document will have to be changed too.  Is the Senate willing to keep track of the changes?  Mr. Daubenmire indicated it is a document that should be re-visited always; he doesn’t foresee an issue.  No additional feedback was provided.

The motion was restated and a vote taken.  The motion carried: 11 approve, 4 opposed, 1 abstention.   


3.0

DISCUSSION ITEMS
 
3.1
Continuing Business 


a.
Faculty Hiring Process
Mr. Daubenmire highlighted the LPC and Chabot College Senate approved hiring process document, which was previously distributed to all senators.  His goal is to bring it forward at the Chancellor’s Council.  Charlotte Lofft from the Faculty Association has been invited to the September 24 meeting to provide their perspective. Mr. Kutil reminded everyone that as part of the 10+1, the Academic Senate does not have to consult with the Faculty Association; hiring processes fall within the purview of the Academic Senate.  Initially, Mr. Daubenmire requested the document be taken back to divisions for additional feedback; however, he was reminded that the document has already been approved by both college senates and therefore, should be able to be acted upon immediately.  A consensus vote was taken on whether to move it forward.  It was approved.  Mr. Daubenmire indicated senators should let their divisions know.


b.
Prioritization Matrix 
The proposed matrices and process was discussed.  Each section of the matrix was explained (Sociology was used as an example):
	Division:  
	 
	IV
	 
	 
	
	Total Points:
	45.00

	Position Requested:   
	Sociology
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	1.  FTEF taught by Adjunct (15 points maximum)
	 
	 
	 
	Points:
	 

	(All Adjunct + OL – Reassigned Time – Leave Replacement + Resignation/Retirement)
	
	 
	4.00

	(If FTEF is less than 1 use 0 points)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Fall 2008
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	  Adjunct            
	OL
	RT
	LR
	RR
	Total
	
	
	 

	1.40
	0.20
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	1.60
	Calculate FTEF to nearest 0.01

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	If FTEF is less than 1, then use 0 points

	 
	
	
	
	
	X 2.5
	If FTEF is at least 1, then Multiply by 2.5

	 
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	Then round to nearest whole number

	 
	
	
	
	Points = 
	4
	but not to exceed 15 points 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2.  Demand (15 points maximum)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Points:
	 

	a) Growth in WSCH ( −15 to 15 points)
	
	
	
	
	 
	15.00

	(Spring 2008 WSCH less the Average WSCH for Spring of 2007, 2006, 2005, 2004
	
	
	
	 

	Divided by the Average WSCH for Spring of 2007,2006,2005, 2004)
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Growth

	Fall 2008
	1,614.00
	−
	1361.25
	=
	252.75
	÷
	1361.25
	18.57%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Spring 2008
	1,408.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Fall 2007
	1,473.00
	
	b)  Calculate to nearest whole percent
	
	 

	Spring 2007
	1,182.00
	
	Each 1% growth = + 1 point … not to exceed 15 points
	
	 

	Fall 2006
	1,382.00
	
	Each 1% decline = − 1 point … not to exceed − 15 points
	
	 

	4-Year Average
	1,361.25
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	Points = 
	19
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3. Percentage of fill at census ( 0 to 15 points)
	 
	 
	 
	Points:
	 

	(SP'08 + FA'07 + SP'07 + FA'06 Enrollment at Census divided by number of seats available)
	
	 
	6.00

	 
	Enrolled*
	Seats*
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Spring 08
	460
	495
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Fall 07
	491
	540
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Spring 07
	394
	540
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Fall 06
	452
	541
	
	
	
	Under 77.0% = 0 points
	 

	Totals
	1797
	2116
	Percent =
	84.9%
	
	77.0% to 84.0% = 3 points
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	84.1% to 90.0% = 6 points
	 

	* Notes regarding any exceptions  
	
	Points =
	6
	
	90.1% to 93.0% = 9 points
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	93.1% to 97.0% = 12 points
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	97.1% and above = 15 points
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4.  WSCH/FTEF at Census (15 points maximum)
	 
	 
	 
	Points:
	 

	(WSCH divided by FTEF rounded to nearest whole number)
	
	
	
	 
	12.00

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Fall 2008
	
	
	
	
	
	Under 464 = 0 points
	 

	WSCH
	1,614.00
	
	WSCH/FTEF
	=
	621
	464 to 503 = 3 points
	 

	FTEF
	2.6
	
	
	
	
	504 to 553 = 6 points
	 

	 
	
	
	
	Points = 
	12
	554 to 596 = 9 points
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	597 to 635 = 12 points
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	636 and above = 15 points
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 


	5.  Unavailability of ADJUNCT Faculty ( 0, 5 or 10 points)
	 
	 
	Points:
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	0.00

	a)  10 points if class cancellation occurs due to unavailability of Adjunct or of temporary contract faculty in past 12 months
	 

	     (Unavailability of Adjunct must be documented by Personnel)
	
	
	
	
	 

	b)  5 points for "difficulty" finding available and qualified Adjunct as evidenced by 2 or more searches per academic year
	 

	     (formally advertised with search and selection committee discussion of potential candidates)
	
	
	 

	6.  One person department (-5 or 0 or 5 points)
	 
	 
	 
	Points:
	 

	   a.  -5 if hired a new position within last two years
	
	
	
	 
	5.00

	    b.   5 if qualified for a position for two consecutive years
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7.  Ratio of Adjunct FTEF to Total FTEF (0 to 10 points)
	 
	 
	Points:
	 

	Adjunct FTEF
	Total FTEF
	Ratio
	Points
	
	
	
	 
	3.00

	1.60
	2.6
	0.62
	3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Mr. Daubenmire went on to explain the matrix will not be the only criteria process hiring will be based upon.  Referring to a handout titled “ Faculty Positions Selection Process,” the selection process will include many more elements.  Faculty Positions selection is the process whereby each division determines and prioritizes new and replacement full-time faculty positions.  This document describes the information used in awarding new and replacement full-time faculty positions.  The Faculty Position Request Forms include a weighted Prioritization Matrix along with some non-weighted criteria.  The FHPC (Faculty Hiring Prioritization Committee) will use the non-weighted criteria along with the Prioritization Matrix to prioritize, by consensus, the new and replacement faculty positions.  The recommendation will be passed onto the PBC (Planning and Budget Committee) for review and sent on as a recommendation to the President.

The full-time faculty hiring process consists of three (3) segments: Supporting Criteria, Time-line, and Emergency & Retirement Replacement.  The proposed process is as follows:

· The first step in the process is to complete the Faculty Position Request Form and submit it to the division dean by the date indicated in the time-line section. 
· Segment One (1): Criteria will consist of the completion of several questions.  All answers are to be related to the discipline(s) in which the position is being requested.  
· Segment Two (2): Since hiring faculty on a timely basis is essential, the proposed time-line allows for the awarding of positions at the earliest possible date.  The proposed time-line is as follows:

· The Faculty Position Request Forms are due in the division office on Friday of the 2nd week of October.  This will allow for all requests to be reviewed by the division at the October meeting.  These requests will be discussed and ranked by the division and the rankings along with the Faculty Position Request Forms will be forwarded to the FHPC.  
· The FHPC will meet the last week of October review the Faculty Position Request Forms and rank the requests.

· The PBC will meet the 1st week in November to review the rankings.
· All requesters will be notified of the rankings by the PBC.

· All positions will be awarded at the earliest possible date, preferably no later than the 1st week of December.

· Segment Three (3): Emergency replacement refers to the situation where a full-time position is vacated unexpectedly. Emergency and retirement replacements require the following to happen:
· The Faculty Position Request Form must be completed and submitted to the FHPC through the division.

· The FHPC will call an emergency meeting when the request is received.

· The FHPC will consider re-ranking the positions to place this request within the rankings.

· The requester will be notified by the PBC.



It was noted that Replacement positions do not have to be filled for the Fall Semester if the position becomes vacant within 45 faculty duty days from the end of the previous spring primary term (Title V, Section 53307).


It was clarified the Faculty Hiring Prioritization Sub-Committee (FHPC) will report to the PBC.  The proposed membership of the sub-committee will consist of:

· A Chair – selected by Committee vote

· Five (5) academic deans

· Five (5) Faculty, one from each division

· Ex-Officio members

· Academic Senate President or designee

· Vice President of Academic Services

· Vice President of Student Services

· Classified member (1)

· Student (1)

· Director of Institutional Research

A brief discussion ensued regarding the proposed membership.  It was suggested the CEMC chair may need to be added.  Additional structure concerns brought forward consisted of the following:  too many administrators, “top heavy,” “mis-shapen,” and voting.  Dr. McElderry inquired why classified and students would be included in the membership; would they have a vote?  Mr. Daubenmire indicated he foresees voting occurring by consensus; however, there is nothing that says it couldn’t be voting.  It is his opinion that consensus voting allows for more transparency.  He remarked classified and students are included for their perspective, they would not have voting privileges.  
Ms. Thompson added a historical/shared governance perspective and suggested the sub-committee can be set-up in such a way that one meeting is held for all members to attend and review items, afterwards, a second meeting can take place with the voting membership.  Mr. Kutil remarked that he too believes the proposed membership structure to be too “administrator heavy.”  Mr. Tarte added that being a recent member of the PBC, he prefers the 
proposed structure and process since currently there is no structured voting guideline in place.  Ms. Henson inquired if the process was to occur all “in paper” or can faculty appear before the sub-committee to justify there submittal?  She is concerned there may be a conflict of interest if a faculty who 
is on the sub-committee also submits a request.  Mr. Daubenmire noted they are attempting to make the process as objective as possible.  
Ms. Jarrell suggested perhaps an additional sub-committee might be formed to look at faculty placement in the context of organizations.  A brief discussion occurred regarding adjuncts, release time, and sabbatical replacement in the process.  Currently the matrices do not reflect release time but should.  It was also indicated that any overload a full-time faculty member has to take on due to the unavailability of adjuncts should be included.   Mr. Daubenmire remarked that both he and Ms. Thompson are still fine tuning the spreadsheet so nothing is “written in blood” at this time.   Ms. Cole commented that the proposed process brings integrity to the whole process.  She inquired if the meeting minutes from the FHPC can be forwarded to Dr. Pollard.  In conclusion, Mr. Kutil asked that Mr. Daubenmire compile and distribute a brief write-up for each section to take to the division meetings. 


c.
Senate By-laws and Constitution
Mr. Kutil briefly went through the revised By-laws and Constitution, noting minor changes since the last meeting.  The By-laws were reviewed first; the changes are:
· Section 4, Page 3: Standing committees which fall under the Academic Senate are required to follow the Brown Act, ad hoc committees do not.  Appointments are made by the Academic Senate President with the concurrence of a majority of the senators present.  

Dr. McElderry requested clarification regarding Article I, Section 2, page 1 and Article II, Section 3, Page 1.  It was also clarified that the term “operating rules” as stated in Article II, Section 7, Page 2 refers to the sections on the prior page.  

Modifications to the Constitution:

· Article II, Section 2(a.): re-numbering/order

· Article II, Section 2(c.): Mr. Kutil noted the language was taken out of Title V regarding the mutual agreement between the Board of Trustees and the Academic Senate on specific items.  Ms. Morrissey strongly suggested the Board Policy be checked prior to approving the document.  The Academic Senate should make every attempt not to re-write Board Policy; the Board has options within Title V which need to be factored in.  Mr. Kutil thanked Ms. Morrissey for her suggestion and indicated he will research it.  
· Article III, Section 2(b.): It was determined this statement should be modified to refer to the By-laws for the actual ratio.  Also, the statement, “Each Division shall be entitled,” should be modified to replace the term “shall be.”  

· Article VI, Section 1: Remove the term “twice” and replace with “second and fourth Wednesday, as the academic calendar permits.”

· Article VII, Section 2: Correct minor typing errors. 

In conclusion, Dr. McElderry referring to the By-laws inquired if the heading for Article II should be changed from the term “Conduct” to “Operating Rules” in an effort to be consistent.  Mr. Kutil asked senators to take the By-laws back to divisions for one more round of feedback.  Mr. Daubenmire indicated this will be an action item at the September 24 meeting.  The Constitution will not be acted upon as of yet.   

3.2
New Business 



a.
General Education Criteria
It was reported that issues regarding the General Education criteria have surfaced within the Curriculum Committee; specifically, whether courses fit the criteria.  The committee is requesting the Academic Senate provide feedback to assist in alleviating the confusion surrounding the issue. The question put forth by the committee is whether or not the current LPC requirements should be supported or should an alternate proposal be put forward?  Ms. Henson provided a brief historical perspective.  Mr. Daubenmire noted he will investigate the concern; in the meantime, he indicated the matter should be tabled.
Mr. Kutil made a motion, seconded by Ms. Thompson, to table the matter.  Motion carried unanimously, 15-0.



b.
Formation of Ad Hoc Committees
Dr. McElderry made a motion, seconded by Mr. Tarte to table item until next meeting.  Motion carried unanimously 15-0.



c.
Faculty Flex Day(s)
Dr. McElderry made a motion, seconded by Mr. Tarte to table item until next meeting.  Motion carried unanimously 15-0.



d.
Faculty Safety
Dr. McElderry made a motion, seconded by Mr. Tarte to table item until next meeting.  Motion carried unanimously 15-0.
4.0 
REPORTS



4.1 
Senate President – Greg Daubenmire 




Mr. Daubenmire provided a handout which consisted of the following:



1.  CEMC August 29th Meeting Report:
As of 8/24/08 FTES at LPC   3110  

As of 8/28/08 FTES at LPC 3205

Fill rate 85% and productivity 510 = WSCH/FTEF

Summer Roll back 484 of 666 FTES leaving 182 for Fall and Spring.

3205 + 182 equals 3387 of 7200 FTES requested of LPC for the 08/09 academic year, leaving 3813 FTES needed for Spring and part of next Summer.
We will be adding more classes to the Summer Schedule and changing to a five day schedule, the idea is to add high productive courses to the schedule.  It is expected that DE courses will also be added to the schedule.
Summer will be done early September 19th (before Fall and Spring of 2009/2010), programs should submit their summer schedule before the end of September for review by the CEMC September 26th.

Expected state supported growth is 2% which translates to approximately 144 FTES

           


 A dollar value was placed on each FTES:

              

1 FTES for credit = $ 4700

              

1 FTES for non-credit = $ 3133.33

Jason Morris presented a new spread sheet to help the disciplines with their Summer, Fall and Spring schedules. 

It was suggested that the CEMC look at retention data.  By improving retention enrollments would increase, there would be an increase in higher level courses.  The CEMC agreed to take it on as a focus in the Spring.

2.  PBC September 4th Meeting Report:
Jim Gioia will continue as Chair this semester, the committee will look at the suggestion of a co-chair (or chair-elect) that will take over in the Spring.

It was suggested that all Divisions meet in January to rank equipment requests, and that these requests be discussed and ranked in February meeting.  It was decided last year to have two equipment requests per year; there will be an opportunity to request equipment during the Fall Semester.  A rubric will be created this fall by Jim Gioia, Bob Kratochvil and Dr. Pollard to more equitably prioritize instructional equipment requests.

There was a discussion about the mission statement, it will be presented during an upcoming town hall and vetted by the college community.

It was decided that the entire Accreditation self-study should not go before the PBC but rather the Presidents council; instead the Planning Agendas will be reviewed by the PBC.

There was a short discussion on how data collected by Amber Machamer might be made more available to the college community; this information could then be used in their planning.

There was a discussion of the budget, LPC had a $500,000 shortfall and Chabot had a $1,400,000 shortfall both of which were covered by the District.  Bob K. and President Pollard are trying to renegotiate the allocation model from the District, perhaps the shortfall amount may have been in our initial budget and the district would not have had to bail us out?
It was announced that the Anatomy position for Biology will go forward, the hiring will take place during the Spring and the position will start in the Fall.

3. Board Meeting Budget Workshop September 2nd.
The State Budget is not finalized, the district will continue paying faculty, staff and expenses using Bond Monies (this is legal) the bond funds will be reimbursed when the State Budget is finalized.



4.2  
Treasurer’s Handout   

Copies of the report were provided prior to, and at the meeting to all senators.  Contact Brian Hagopian with questions or concerns.      
5.0

GOOD OF THE ORDER


5.1 
Announcements

Mr. Kutil explained why discussions are not supposed to occur during reports.  He emphasized it is not meant to keep discussion from occurring at the meeting; however, sections such as Public Comments or Good of the Order are meant to be used for this purpose.  Reports are supposed to strictly be reports, clarifications may be asked only.  



5.2  
2008/09 Meetings – Second and Fourth Wednesdays





Next meeting is September 24




5.3  
Adjournment





Mr. Hagopian made a motion, seconded by Mr. Tarte, to adjourn at 4:33 p.m.




Motion carried unanimously, 15-0

Recording Secretary:  Carie Kincaid

�
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