LAS POSITAS COLLEGE ACADEMIC SENATE

REGULAR MEETING

Room 4129, Mertes Arts Building (note change in location)
August 24, 2011, 2:30 p.m.

Present: Brenda Weak, Justin Garoupa, Debbie Fields, Stuart McElderry, Sarah Thompson, Tina Inzerilla, Melissa Korber, Rajeev Chopra, Mike Schwarz, Geoff Smyth, Cynthia Keune, Elena Cole, Jeremiah Bodnar
Absent: none
Guests: Rajinder Samra 
1.0 GENERAL BUSINESS  
1.1 Call to Order/Quorum at 2:35 pm
1.2 Approval of Agenda MSC (Inzerilla/Garoupa)
Amendment to the agenda of consent items: 3.1 will need to be pulled for today because of a correction needed to be made and tabled until next meeting approved unanimously
1.3 Approval of Minutes of May 25 MSC (Garoupa/Inzerilla) approved 3 abstentions.
1.4 Public Comments: 1) sent by email from Jane McCoy: states Groupwise has been very problematic since the beginning of the semester this impacts everyone greatly causing not only frustration but an inability to communicate effectively. I would like the technology committee and John Gonder originally brought up this issue, to review keeping Groupwise and changing over to gmail which has 24/7 support. Ms. Thompson’s response we will send that forward. 2) Dr. Rajinder Samra, research director stated: I am very excited to be here. About my background: I spent 10 years at Chabot, doing research and taught part-time psychology. I look forward to working with everyone this academic year and in the future. Mr. Garoupa responded: the English department reveres your work and welcomes you to LPC Ms. Thompson responded: happy to have you here.


2.0 ACTION ITEMS 
None
3.0 CONSENT ITEMS 

Ms. Thompson said there is a difference between consent items and actions items. The action items are something that require the entire body of the senate to approve to move forward. The consent items are those items that the Senate President is given purview to decisions on or appoint people to and then you consent to those appointments make items if there is an issue and the senate disagrees then the consent item is voted down.

3.1 Bob D’Elena, Gliberto Victoria, Christina Lee and Angella Ven John will serve on the General Counselor Hiring Committee. Tabled see 1.2 above.
3.2 Jeremiah Bodnar, Angella Ven John and Michael Schwartz will serve on the Articulation Counselor Hiring Committee. 
3.3 Melissa Korber and Paul Torres will serve on the VPAS Hiring Committee. In addition Jane Mccoy will sit on the committee to represent the FA. 
3.2 and 3.3 MSC (Weak/Chopra). Approved unanimously.

4.0 REPORTS – If committee chair did not attend Ms. Thompson will give the report.

4.1 Curriculum Committee – 
· Ms. Thompson reported they met Monday, there will be structural changes in committee because they will be bombarded with a lot of tasks. The tasks are: 1) traditional review of new curriculum and new programs, 2) plus SB 1440 degrees will increase this year. May have as many as 20 to approve by the end of the year. The curriculum committee struggled with getting the two degrees through last year. 3) Changes in title 5 for pre-requisites and the colleges are supposed to respond to those  changes by creating pre-requisite plans and creating student success plans. 4) working on perfecting the technical review process. 6) Bringing Curricunet online. Mr. Bodnar, curriculum chair, continued: At the first curriculum meeting: 1) gave everyone the new direction to what the curriculum committee will be doing, 2) gave standalone course training to approve the courses before going to chancellor, 3) discussed the Curriculum institute, 4) SB 1440 updates, 5) repeat/repetition, 6) pre-requisites, and 7) student success. All of the items are different but puts pressure on the committee from different perspectives. Started discussions about creating individual task forces within the committee that focus on specific aspects like: how are pre-requisites implemented where the institutional researcher may be needed to validate the effect of the pre-requisites. Pass policy by working with Academic Senate. Talked about how to specialize because a lot on the curriculum plate.
4.2 SLO Committee   – 
· Ms. Thompson reported: They will be going to start having joint meetings with program review committee, to be discussed in 4.5 (below)
4.3 BaSK Committee   – 
· Ms. Thompson reported the committee is meeting now update expected next Senate meeting
4.4 DE Committee   –  No report
4.5 Program Review Committee   – 
· Ms. Cole reported the committee has not met yet, may meet on Monday or after Labor Day. Ms. Cole and Ms. Henson met with SLO Chair, Dr. Grow first joint meeting together will be in September for the first hour of the meeting and will be working on the connection between the two committees which is an accreditation mandate. Ms. Cole and Ms. Henson had the opportunity to meet with administration, Dr. Samra, Ms Thompson for 2 ½ hours to discuss how program review can be used in meaningful ways for planning and resource allocation. Accreditation mandate and a promise program review committee made to faculty. Filling in with new administrators. Ms. Thompson has been very helpful. Next step will be to bring committee chairs together that have resource planning to see how program reviews can be used. Ms. Thompson agreed to speak with new president for time at town hall meeting. Faculty hiring prioritization committee created a great document that tied in the program review. Classified positions and IE requests also tied in program review. Efforts have begun to be made but a long way to go to fill the mandate. First order of committee business to see if we need to do an update of program reviews this year. If so, how will it look and be used are some of the questions to be explored. Talk about why at some point. Important to talk with Dr. Samra about what is possible on the data front. Need data to make an update worthwhile.
4.6 CEMC  - No report
4.7 Faculty Association   – 
· Next general FA meeting on negotions Weds. Aug. 31
4.8 Student Senate   – No representive
4.9 Treasurer   – 
· Mr. Chopra distributed year end summary and bank statement. Activity summaries are different for both statements. He reported the bank balance on the monthly report as of June 14 was 1589.59. There are two checks outstanding. The ending bank balance is $989.59. The yearly report shows the opening balance is 1259.59 and the ending balance is $989.59 difference is we paid 2 scholarships from last year. Going to raise funds for senate from faculty, $25 full-time and $10 part-time. Received 2 checks so far for $25 each. We’re going to do something new and make a budget for all of the categories this year. Going to use historic data from last year to see how much we need to collect and which categories we tend to spend it. All of the categories have been approved by the Senate because of the survey done last year. Some discretion given to the eboard for $25 or $50 as a reward or stipend. Will get the budget going by the 2nd meeting in September and plans to present at town hall.
4.10 President 
· Ms. Thompson reported We need to have someone replace John Ruys for Marty Nash’s untenured review committee. Send email to your division to see if there is a volunteer. He’s going into his 3rd year. Anyone who volunteers doesn’t have to do anything this year but will next year. 
· Dr. Walthers, Ms. Maloney, Ms. Colea, Ms. Thompson, Ms. Henson, Dr. Grow, and Mr. Vigallon met to talk about making program review at forefront of planning and budgeting and allocation and how to do that. Fantastic meeting. Dr. Walthers could only stay an hour. A lot of great ideas to address challenges. Working group came up with need a mini-retreat for the committee chairs who are responsible for planning and allocating to come up with a consistent way to use program review. Use the second hour of town hall on Sept. 7 and go into the evening as a retreat. Brought up with Dr. Walthers and he thought it was a good idea and would like to set out the goals. He said the timing is appropriate and we need to get started on this. Ms. Thompson is going to request because we had agreed to spend money on senate activities to integrate program review to allocation. Request $40 for pizza for the meeting as a working dinner. Next meeting it will be a request for approval. 
· This week, Ms. Maloney, Ms. Inzerilla, and Mr. Stefan will interview people for staff development position. Ms. Thompson recused herself because normally she would serve but did not feel it appropriate. Ms. Inzerilla is replacing her. 
· Budget: everyone was happy in May that it was not going to be as bad but that was a brief respite. All forecasts have fallen short. Expectation is we will face a cut to general apportionment of about 2.3 percent in January. From Dr. Legaspi’s presentation Tier 1 and 2, now we are already into Tier 3 cuts. $46 a unit plus significant reduction in the budget. Scott Lay leads CCLC, Community College League of California, representative of presidents, CEOs, and chancellors. He is recommending the colleges should already make the cuts for Spring. He says don’t wait for Christmas miracle. We don’t know if our chancellor is heeding that. The enrollment management committee has not met yet. We will have to reduce more classes. It means we will have to have another round of model building working with CEMC to see how it will take place. Other colleges cut summers with initial workload reduction, we have the advantage and we didn’t. So we have the option to cut summer classes. More to face, see how aggressively District decides to follow Scott Lay’s advice. State academic senate plenary takes place in November in Southern California. Dr. Lease preserved Senate funding to go to plenary. Vice President Baker and Ms. Thompson will go. Very productive last year to have Vice President Baker go in the fall and Dr. Luster go in the spring. They can create strategies collaboratively. 
4.11 Hiring Prioritization Committee   – 
· Ms. Korber reported they haven’t met but will probably need to meet because a lot of people retired. Ms. Thompson said one counseling position was number one on the hiring prioritization list. Main reason hired two counselors is because counseling was going to implode and District asked because of SERP where is the critical mass, what will stop functioning. Dr. Lease said counseling will stop functioning. We were given the two positions from the District. Ms. Korber: she will take the lead on setting up a meeting with Ms. Maloney. Division representatives should carry on from last year and should be there unless they retired.
4.12 DBSG   – 
· Ms. Thompson reported DBSG hasn’t met, they will meet on the first Friday in September. One thing coming out of District is the budgets set last year, the essential needs budgets are being honored this year by district as our budget. They are not allocating based on the allocation model. Going to be a creating college-wide budget by what we need which is phenomenal. We are facing the challenges that we don’t have the money for everything we need and so what will we do about that.
5.0 DISCUSSION OLD BUSINESS


None
6.0 DISCUSSION –NEW BUSINESS

Overall introduction to the topics. One of the challenges we face as faculty is that our job through the contract has not changed much over 15 years. We are supposed to teach, hold office hours, and serve on committees. External tasks that have been added that are not part of our contract but are a part of managing programs and managing the college. Mandated by accreditation to do SLOs and more extensive program review. From the state: 1440 degrees that brings along curriculum changes looking at CIDs; we have changes in pre-requisites requires a pre-requisite model and changes within disciplines; student success committee, have to create macro and micro student success plans within our own disciplines; discipline plans have also been added. All of the above has been added and is not part of our contract. Vaguely alluded to and the FA is making sure they are not specifically added to the contract. These did not come all at once. They came at different times with different mandates. We do them separately with different processes and paperwork. Give to different committees and administrators. Amount of administrative work is overwhelming because there are a lot of small discipline programs at Las Positas. For example, Ms. Thompson as a single person department has to do everything. Start thinking about this year: instead of having all of these processes as silos look at how to merge the processes, make them more connected and streamline the administrative tasks that have to do with our accountability. As we start in our different discussions these are the things that need to be thought about, discussed and brought back to our divisions. Today coming out of discussions Ms. Thompson will be proposing some recommendations on how to merge some of these. Any kind of feedback about the feasibility and this is what we should have in mind. Already we’re asking faculty to reduce classes, cutting sections, taking more adds. It is not a very uplifting environment to teach in. You know when you squeeze in a lot of students you do not have a lot of 1 on 1 contact with them. Must be a way to streamline and we need to think about how.

6.1 Prerequisite/ Student Success Plan 
· Senate talked about this about 1 ½ hours about this last meeting. A brief overview: in March of last year the prerequisite language in Title V was changed to where content review was added as a methodology for implementing a prerequisite. Content review is done by looking at the rigor of the course, not by looking at statistical analyses and having to prove that mathematically the course needs a prerequisite. This process allows you to go through the course outline and identify the level of rigor that would indicate the appropriate prerequisite for the course. Content review is a multi-layered process. Prior to this it was extremely difficult to get an external prerequisite for a course. For example, Ms. Thompson’s globalization class reading is too difficult for most basic skills students but did not have an outlet to require English 104 but now possibility is there for external prerequisites. There is one caveat is if we allow for external prerequisites but we have to provide a balanced course offering. This means we must make sure there is enough prerequisite classes offered. In our example there have to have enough English 104 sections offered for the students impacted. Most of the research shows this is about a 2 year process until things balance out. This way students catch up. Can offer prerequisites if it increases student success. In order to offer a balanced approach this is not a discipline by discipline process. In addition they are emphasizing in Title V: you have to do an assessment of impact on the implementation of a prerequisite plan to make sure it is not disproportionately impacting at risk students. Mr. Chopra asked can you explain the balance part? Ms. Thompson responded for example, if I implemented the requirement of 104 for all sociology courses that would reduce enrollment by about 50 percent. First thing I would have to do is reduce the number of course offerings of sociology courses. To make sure 50 percent not eligible for sociology have access to take Eng 104. Because of the way priorities numbers work now the students coming into college for the first time can’t get into their writing classes because they are filled with students that are procrastinating. Eng 104 classes hard to get into because other students are taking the courses. Incoming freshman can’t get into English courses. We would have to do a major shift in enrollment management. Other implications, Mr. Bodnar mentioned productivity is down. Most prerequisite classes are capped classes. This is how title V has changed and expects colleges to respond and have overall prerequisite plans and student success plans. Mr. Bodnar: the language says every student that cannot get into a course must have an opportunity to get into the prerequisite course. There must be some courses that do not require prerequisites so the students can progress to their degree. Ms. Thompson responded that’s why it goes hand in hand with student success plans. It must be done together and can’t be done in isolation. It is a huge task and our funding will most likely be tied to how well we do this. Mr. Schwarz asks: to what degree does Chabot have to be part of the discussions? Ms. Thompson responded: Chabot does not have to be a part of the discussion. We can have completely different rubrics. Banner knows sociology 6 is the same as Chabot’s Sociology 2. Our board policy on prerequisites is so vague that we can go forward with our own prerequisite plan. Chabot has the most vocal opponents about the changes in Title V and will probably not do anything. Mr. Bodnar stated: political speaking, the curriculum chair at Chabot wants to go in the opposite direction. Ms. Thompson responded: Chabot wants to be the norm/standard so LPC should do what they do. Our board policy supports that Ms. Korber said: there are many classes that have recommended but not required prerequisite. Can they still be recommended, is that an option? Mr. Bodnar responded: thinks same onus of responsibility falls on faculty for advisories if that’s enough for student success that should be enough. Ms. Korber said: Using advisories will lead to student success and will give the college some outs. Dr. Samra commented: at Chabot they did prerequisite analysis, required by CSU’s for intermediate algebra for micro and macro economic courses. I didn’t have to do the prerequisite analysis but did it to see how enrollments would drop. Another important part is how it will affect enrollments. Based on history, Econ 1 and 2 were only going to be half filled. Now that students looking for classes, anything they can find, the classes are now filling but slowly. Last fall is when the prerequisites were going into place. Only because of the current situation, cutting so many sections, students had nowhere else to go. The threshold for allowing a course to have a prerequisite was established about 10 years ago. It was a consultation between coordinator of research and the president at the time. If the student had a prerequisite they had to be twice as successful as if the course did not have a prerequisite. Not sure how they came up with this. Mr. Schwarz asked: if we have more advisories than prerequisites will every person will have to review the advisories. Offer a balancing of advisories or grandfathering of existing ones? Mr. Bodnar said: Don’t have to do proof of existing prerequisites just new prerequisites. The language says the student has to be highly unlikely to succeed if they don’t have the prerequisites. Ms. Thompson said: there was a white paper written by the previous chair of the academic senate curriculum committee and he was the co-author of title V was Richard Mahon. He gave the presentation on flex day for prerequisites. The white paper outlines three different ways a college can make a prerequisite plan. 1) Discipline by discipline (not recommended because its difficult to make balanced course offering). Also in most in line with value of academic freedom. Doesn’t help to increase student success 2) ripping the band aid off - choosing courses most students need to transfer to meet the prerequisite classes. 3) ideal way = overall prerequisite plan for the college. Identify certain criteria then recommend attach prerequisite to course. Mr. Bodnar mentioned the guidelines for prerequisites and would take a lot of discussion with our English and math faculty participating. They need to say a student needs to reach this level of (math or reading) competency to do well in the class. A challenge Richard Mahon brought up is that we don’t want our prerequisites to be more rigourous than the CSU. In English 1A students write research papers. Most students going to a CSU test into our equivalent of English 104. If we require English 1A for our research classes we would be more difficult than the CSUs. May want to make the perquisite English 104 to be equivalent to the CSUs. There is a lot to think about.  At our next flex day, a lot of time for discussing the prerequisite macro plan should be the focus. In the meanwhile, Mr. Bodnar and Ms. Thompson discussed doing little pilots. How do we merge some of the processes together? Different disciplines will bringing forward 1440 degrees. These degrees will be prioritized by the CSUs. The way CSUs are proposing 1440 degrees is students are given a GPA bump up. 2-3 years before everyone has the bump. In disciplines, for students interest to have 1440 this year. Painful to create 1440 degree. Could combine creating a 1440 degree and create a student success plan. Which courses need to come first and which need to come later. Where are the prerequisites needed. In addition have pressure from accreditation to do program level SLOs. For transfer implement paperwork for program level slos. Get it all done at once. Goes to all of the committees at once. SLO committee can have a goal of going to have program level outcomes for disciplines that have 1440 degrees. Ms. Korber asked: isn’t the broadest thing program review, aren’t the others more specific. Ms. Cole responded, SLOs are a way to study, they are a tool to study effects some of these other things. Program review is a way to houses the information because it houses what happens with curriculum, what happens with SLOs and what your doing with your program in general. If we can look at program review as a place to capture information. SLOs are an approach, this is Ms. Cole’s opinion. Talking about outcomes. Ms. Korber: we might have to do program review update to put in the information. Ms Cole responded: program reviews capture what’s happening. The program review committee needs to meet and Dr. Samra needs to say what is reasonable. We have a midterm report coming up so we have to explain rationally why we decided not to, but if we see a good rationale for it we will do it. Ms Thompson: question for everyone: creating an overarching process to create a student success plan will take time. We should start discussions. Will it be helpful to see a few pilots to see how these things will look and if so we have two 1440 degrees, math and sociology. Math has internal prerequisites. Two degrees most impacted by a prerequisite plan. Ms Thompson: will provide an example of what the paperwork will look like to see if it’s a good idea to merge it. May be too much at once. Mr Schwarz asked: the paperwork itself or the outcome? Ms. Thompson: what will the sociology prerequisite plan look like and already has program level outcomes. Mr. Schwarz: Streamlining the process makes sense. My Smyth: will we have to present to our disciplines? Ms. Thompson: yes. Ms. Cole: Streamlining student learning outcomes and student success is practical and raises a very important question, how are the students doing when they achieve a degree? What are the outcomes? What if they don’t’ merge? We can propose is a reasonable approach. What are the real questions to answer about how students are doing. A model for how to merge them make a lot of sense. SLOs are a tool that can be used to explore questions that are meaningful to the discipline faculty. We need to be able to ask questions of the SLO process. SLOs are continuous one question leads to others. Mr. Garoupa: Conflicts may be a good thing to document. Program and college level reviews they need to be documented more if they are allowed to clash in ways that lead to resolution. Mr. Bodnar: if tie student success to 1440 degrees, there is a limit to the number of 1440 degrees. Groups that refuse to get together may be left out of process. 10 or 12 disciplines is the total number now that can create a 1440 degree. Supposed to keep expanding if supported politically. There is not a set number of degrees required for next year. How many faculty will rebel against the creation of the 1440 degree? If forced to do it there will be resistance. Ms. Fields replied: aren’t other colleges resisting the 1440 degree? We’re in compliance and less than 10 percent of the colleges are in compliance. that is not a lot colleges that reported and complied with 1440 degrees. Mr. Schwarz: the limitation is not the creation of the 1440 degrees that is the problem it’s process of chancellor’s process has to streamline approval for curriculum. Anyone can develop a 1440 degree and submit it but it may not get looked at. Legislation will not restrict developing a 1440 degree. TMC will get priority review. Ms. Cole: San Francisco Chronicle mentioned transfer degrees and what community colleges and UC’s are going through. Ms. Thompson said: I believe apportionment may be tied to it. 1 ½ years ago every district signed a letter to the state saying they would comply with the transfer degree law providing it was not tied to apportionment. It’s an unfunded mandate. Ms. Korber: complying is never going to hurt us, may help us and students. Mr. Schwarz: representing transfer, it’s a tool counselor’s can use. Not having transfer degrees may put students at a disadvantage. Ms. Thompson: In your divisions, would you like to see how combined process will look at and see a hard copy. Answer: yes, Mr. Bodnar and Ms. Thompson will work on it.
6.2 SLO revisited/ SLO-Program Review/ SLO-Curriculum links 

· Ms Thompson said: The reason why we need to revisit how we do SLOs is because we showed accreditation a lot spreadsheets and we got through. This will not work for the next accreditation visit. Now we are supposed to be having discussions and implementing changes. We are supposed to be using a process that reveals to us how well we are teaching. Right now there’s a lot of pressure because of we have midterm report next year. My big concern is the pressure for the midterm report will lead to trying to figure our way through the midterm report. I would like to encourage a different way of thinking. The midterm report cannot put sanctions on us. 2015 is next accreditation cycle. We need to step back from 2015 and say starting today and ending in 2015 how can we get at spirit and effectiveness of the mandate of creating SLOs that are meaningful and effective for the different disciplines. We have tied our success to the software we bought. There is not a lot of buy in. Some disciplines have abandoned eLumen, English and Math said this is not working. Need to start having a discussion about what will work best for each discipline in terms of looking at how we evaluate and determine how well we are doing as teachers. If we are really going to be in a cycle of continuous improvement. We need to get to a methodology that will work for all disciplines. Ms. Cole: there was an understanding at the institutional level, we needed consistency in how we reported SLOs for example the 5 point spread. English decided last year to do their own thing. Maybe Psychology needed something different because of APA. If we are really looking at this discipline by discipline we are very diverse. Why tie our hands with consistency unless something useful will be produced. So far hasn’t seen anything useful. From program review perspective, there is some reporting out that we need to do in a consistent way. There has to be a way to capture the work consistently because it is easier to look at for the institutional level, across disciplines, or around core competencies. The only report heard about was there was too much focus on critical thinking across the college. eLumen is useful to some areas. They should continue using it. If they could capture meaningful data and meeting … Ms. Thompson: cycle of continuous improvement. Ms. Cole: need way to capture consistently the data. Hoping by working with the SLO committee we can look at capturing data consistently at an institution level. An institution is a collection of programs. At that level for administration what do we need to show them. It could be captured in other ways that will make SLOs useful. Ms Thompson: The program reviews show how to report out SLOs. We don’t need institutional level spreadsheets. We need program review to take the lead in terms of guiding us through the discussions about what the SLOs mean. Program review is the house for SLOs. Mr. Schwarz: it’s important to differentiate between evaluation of teaching and assessment for purposes of improvement. They are two different things. It would help faculty embrace this more if it was assessment for the purpose of improvement versus evaluation for accountability. Thought accreditation should view it that way too. Ms. Keune: there’s the part beyond eLumen we captured all of the stuff then what will we do. That’s the important part, algebra students can’t do linear equations. See what’s happening and  what are we doing about it. For accreditation, we see what it happening and we are making plans. Is that in eLumen? Ms. Thompson replied: program review is capturing it why we are merging the committees. Ms Keune: people think SLO’s are eLumen but elumen is just a way to capture data. Ms. Korber: after the training last week from Mr. Vigallon eLumen looked slightly better and has definitely improved enough to write two program level SLOs during the workshop. eLumen can still be a tool continue. Looks at what is done individually. eLumen does have a purpose. Mr. Chopra: eLumen is one tool to assess what we are doing. At the end of the day we have to analyze either a number or a letter. Have to find a way to understand what the data means when we do SLOs. There is a trend here of why things didn’t work out and that was the discussion that went into program review. How colleges look at it with different standards. Ms. Thompson: we created core competencies in a vacuum. Core competencies should be an evaluation of the SLOs. Mr. Chopra: SLO’s are how well we are doing in the classroom. Need to see how we’ll analyze it in depth and see the effectiveness of it. Ms Thompson: this is one of our tasks this year. Let’s ignore midterm report be willing to be dinged on the midterm report and focus on creating a system of indicators to help us improve what we do and have a positive impact on students. Mr. Schwarz: agrees with that and success stories with SLOs have nothing to do with eLumen. Maybe we start some discussions about successes with SLOs and we can heal the damage eLumen caused. Ms. Thompson: great idea.
6.3 Proposed September 7 Retreat 

· Ms. Thompson reported: We discussed in the breakout group a solution to getting allocating and planning committees to use program review similarly. It’s a radical proposal: everyone should read program reviews. Every time you make a request to receive a piece of equipment or a faculty member or more FTES, or anything you request. You have to attach your program review and a cover sheet with what you’re asking for and where in the program review you can see the validation for it. We will become a college community that becomes proficient at reading program reviews. We start to understand them a lot better and it goes through an organic evaluation process. If you have a program review that is BS, and you start not getting the equipment you need, then they need to present a more honest program review. There might be a way to streamline a lot of the paperwork. Instructional Equipment has a lot more required paperwork. You have to write a lot of paragraphs for justification purposes. If you wrote a thoughtful program review, it’s already in there. There isn’t any reason any discipline or faculty member requesting equipment should have to rewrite what they have already written. We should be accustomed as a community to reading program reviews and understanding them. Ms. Cole: the challenge will be program reviews were set up as a self-study and set up to be flexible. A lot of feedback in the past program review cycle that there is redundancy, and the only way that was accomplished was that everyone did not follow the same format. There are development forms and were discovering how they were going to be used. It was the chicken or egg thing: we had to do the program review before we knew the audience so we will do better the next time by figuring out the audience this year. Maintenance forms may not be needed anymore because development forms are about resource allocation and can be attached and we can start making them better and avoiding redundancy. Ms. Henson and I have talked that requests are embedded in it. Maybe the updates are to the development forms based on changes and what was received and SLO data. Maybe that’s the update, don’t worry about the self study the part where we reflect but look at what’s needed going forward. The development forms could be attached. What will people do to navigate through the cumbersome forms. Make forms more vital for processes. Need to stop cutting and pasting everywhere. Request forms might shrink because on everything is on the development form. We are going to discuss this in the program review committee. We are going to affect each other because the development forms are going to work well. Ms. Thompson: the goal this year, also coming from Dr. Walthers, all allocation will be based on program review. The more adept we become at reading program reviews the better we will be at making planning and allocating decisions. You can go from committee to committee and not need to be trained on how to read a program review. You can apply different criteria to a different committee. Ms. Korber: it seems like a great idea. Ms. Cole: one challenge is the data piece. We need to start figuring out what criteria should these be read by. The criteria will become the grading sheet for writing program reviews. Hard work to create rubrics together, not any easier but needs to be data driven. The data falls on Dr. Samra and he’s all alone. On Sept. 7 I’m going to ask the committees what data is needed because we are going to be making better arguments. We’ll put a lot of pressure on him/his office, something to be aware of. We need to go with the best data depending on the committee you are on. What is the best evidence for the argument? That’s the way it should be but haven’t worked that way because we haven’t had the data. SLO’s could be used as the data. If it was useful it could be part of the rubric. Ms Thompson: hopefully Sept. 7th retreat will be successful and will provide consensus.
· Motion to table 6,.4 and 6.5 MSC: Chopra/Korber, motion passed
6.4 Making an Annual Budget for the Senate (tabled)

6.5 Accreditation Cycle – Faculty Roles (tabled)

6.6 Staff Development Reorganization Proposal (10 minutes)

· Ms. Thompson: At the senate meeting at convocation, my recommendation to the faculty we reorganize where does staff development falls in the government structure. We separate the committee into two: faculty professional development and classified professional development both become subcommittees of their respective senates. The reason for this recommendation/proposal is because there is no formal relationship in our governance structure between staff development and the senate it creates governance problems. Staff development is one of the 10+1’s, a mutually agreed area. Every policy and process we should be negotiating with the president’s office to come up with a solution. Currently Senate has no influence on flex days, college days, with creating processes for staff development, for setting priorities, etc. There have been several occurrences over the past two years where faculty has come to Senate to complain about staff development but there was formal process only informal to resolve the issues. There was no official place, legally, for the staff development chair because most of the issues were supposed to be agreed upon by the Senate and the president’s office. Second, unlike classified and admin, we are contractually obligated to have flex, to professionally develop. We have to do it even if there is no money. It’s important for accountability. Mr. Todd Stefan, who is currently the classified senate president is on board and would like to see classified staff development be handled only by classified. The previous president The previous president Ms. Sharon Gach also agreed. Ms. Thompson and Mr. Stefan are meeting tomorrow to write proposal for college council to separate the committee into two. The reassigned time will be associated with the faculty professional development committee because it has administrative duties attached to the role which there aren’t in the classified professional development committee. Flex days have to be planned and coordinated with the different committees and with the Senate. Faculty has received the majority of the funding, There is $7,500 for staff development this year. There will be some availability for conferences. Ms. Thompson and Mr. Stefan met with Ms. Maloney and Dr. Walthers and the president wanted a proposal at the first college council meeting. Interesting process if we change staff development. First, we need to vote on it. Because it is a change in process it is something that needs to be approved by the senate. Talk to divisions to make sure that faculty support this. Then it will be up to president and us to make the change. We will need to have a vote in here, next meeting or the following meeting. Which do you prefer? We have to hire the staff development chair and whoever is in that position may have to be in a transitory position. They may start with one structure and then change to the different structure. This is only the 10+1 area that is not a senate subcommittee. What do you think? Mr. Schwarz: for the record the 10+1 says: policies for faculty professional development activities. Ms. Thompson: can anyone see resistance to this? Ms. Korber: since classified and administration seems to be on board, there doesn’t seem any reason for resistance from faculty, it seems like a natural move. Money divided at the presidential level. They will divide between faculty and classified. They will still administrate the budgets in the same way. The staff development chair will start to come to Senate meetings and jointly plan flex days. Ms. Korber: the only contractual part of this is the flex days. When I was president of senate I planned the flex days. Ms. Thompson: depends on who the chair of the committee is at the time. Ms. Fields: it is not part of the contract. President uses money to dictate what goes on at flex days. Ms. Thompson: do we vote at next meeting or following. Consensus from meeting: will be voted on at next meeting. 
7.0 GOOD OF THE ORDER

7.1 Mr. Chopra: is town hall still going to be 2 hours or will it be one hour for the president and one hour for faculty? Ms. Thompson: the president has given faculty the second hour for the first town hall meeting. Mr. Chopra: we had made the recommendation before with the past presidents and since he is new, the second hour could be for something else. Ms Thompson: it doesn’t have to be 2 hours. Ms. Cole: for all of this big stuff have to be discussed. Only time to discuss cross-disciplinary issues is during the town hall time frame. Mr. Chopra: need them for ongoing discussions. Ms. Thompson: have to recognize the president  started the 2nd week in August. The president greatly appreciates efficiency and may be amenable to working town hall.
7.2 2011 Meetings – Second and Fourth Wednesdays – Next Meeting: September 14, 2011
7.3 Adjournment Schwarz/Chopra. Adjourned at 4:20 pm.
