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September 27, 2007
 2:30 – 3:30 p.m., Room 1603
Present:   
Amanda Bowman-Moore, Frances DeNisco, Sudharsan Dwarakrath, 

William Eddy, Diana Kleinschmidt, Carmen McCauley, Elizabeth Noyes, 

Jennifer Ortiz, Connie Reding, Marilyn Riddle, Carolyn Smutny, Heidi Ulrech
Guests:

Laurel Jones, Amber Machamer
1.
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:40 p.m.   

2.
Approval of May 24, 2007 Minutes

A motion was asked for to approve the minutes as written.     
Motion:  
To approve the minutes of May 24, 2007 as written.
MSC: 
C. McCauley/C. Smutny


Approved-unanimous

3.   Welcome/Agenda

Everyone was welcomed and at the request of Dr. Jones, introductions were made.  Several items of importance:

1.
Appreciation was given to those who have volunteered to serve on the various campus committees/taskforces.  There are two (2) openings on the Planning and Budget Committee yet to be filled.   Contact Frances for more information.

2.
A request was put forth to consider joining the Fall Flex Day subcommittee. 

3.
The meetings are now scheduled to be one hour.

4.
Fundraising ideas are needed.

 The agenda was approved as written.
4.   Goals for the Year
The following goals were proposed for the year:

· Promotion of a positive learning/working environment to include acknowledging the importance of Classified staff in their role(s) and contributions to the college. 

· Evaluate and determine the roles and responsibilities of officers and senators. Continue the restructuring and redefinition of various Classified Senate Bylaws and the Constitution.

· Re-Evaluate alignment of senator divisions. Possibly change from a specific building to a "mixed" division of Classified located throughout the campus.  

· Promote and help create a Campus community in this exceptional year of change on our campus in the 2007-2008 year.

Frances asked for a motion to approve the goals as stated.  


Motion: 
The Classified Senate 2007-08 goals are approved as stated.

MSC:
C. Reding/C. McCauley




Approved – unanimous

5.
Presentation of Budget

A handout highlighting the proposed (draft) 2007-08 budget was distributed.  It was noted that $2000 from Staff Development for Flex Days was budgeted in; however, to date, this amount has not been approved by Staff Development.  Historically this is the amount the Classified Senate has been funded for this activity.  It is anticipated Staff Development will approve the allocation of this funding shortly.  A motion was asked for to approve the proposed draft 2007-08 budget as written.


Motion:
The Classified Senate approves the proposed draft 2007-08 budget as written.


MSC:
C. Smutney/D. Kleinshmidt





Approved - unanimous   
6.
Classified Spring Flex Day Discussion and Vote

Frances spoke about an opportunity Classified staff potentially have to partner with the faculty senate and participate in a joint Flex Day activity on accreditation in the spring.  Traditionally, the Classified Senate has used a portion of its Staff Development allocation to plan its own Flex Day activity.   Dr. Jones provided some clarification and noted she had initially reported on this at the last Staff Development meeting.  She went on to report that the faculty flex day in the spring (February 14) is devoted to accreditation and is mandatory for faculty.  It was her thought that since all groups need to participate and provide feedback in this process, it could be streamlined if Classified Staff could also use that date as well.  Her intent; to give funding back to the Classified Senate by not using the full amount provided by Staff Development (which could be used at a later date); since the Office of Academic Services is funding the February activity.  It was indicated the Classified Senate is free to choose not to participate; however, it was noted there is a good possibility of resource issues in the spring.  As a compromise, Dr. Jones indicated the spring Flex Day could be scheduled during spring break, which would greatly assist with the resource concerns, but then the February date would also be mandatory for classified staff.  

Frances inquired if this is something the Classified Senate wanted to get behind and participate in and then look to planning the Flex Day during spring break.  By consensus, it was agreed to.   It was reported that planning for the fall Flex Day is underway.  William Eddy announced that ideas are need for the afternoon activities.  Frances noted the morning is scheduled with guest speakers from another college.  One activity suggested was teambuilding.  Contact Carolyn Smutny, William Eddy, or Frances DeNisco with ideas or comments. 
7.
Accreditation Focus Group Discussion – Amber Machamer, Laurel Jones

Dr. Machamer and Dr. Jones attended the meeting to have a discussion about accreditation and Student Learning Outcomes (SLO).  Dr. Jones briefly highlighted the four (4) accreditation standards:



1.
Institutional Mission and Effectiveness



2.
Student Learning Programs and Services



3.
Resources



4.
Leadership and Governance


She went on to note the steering committee is comprised of Amber Machamer, Maureen O’Herin, Bob Kratochvil, and herself.   Classified are encouraged to actively participate on the standards, as well as Classified are serving as co-chairs.  There are two (2) themes woven into the accreditation process; SLO’s and Dialogue.  Feedback is being sought on both.  Dr. Machamer provided several handouts and spoke about the SLO model.  She explained we have chosen a course embedded model with all data eventually being stored within the eLumen software program.  The goal of this process is to be able to capture learning when, where, and how it happens.  The question was put forth how classified staff have or see a connection with SLO’s, both at an institutional level and individually.  Also, what response will the Classified Senate as a campus group have to the resulting data?  Several comments were made indicating many classified staff probably doesn’t have a true understanding of their role in this process, as they are not creating rubrics, etc.  On the other hand, it was noted there are many levels of instruction, not all of which are faculty driven.  Some individuals interpreted the classified role as being on a “more hidden” level. Ms. Reding commented on the role of customer service and explained it is for faculty/administrators as much as for students.  Overall it was felt classified staff require more clarity of their roles in the SLO process in order to see “the connection.”  

The second topic of discussion was on dialogue and whether or not the Classified Senate felt they have the ability to dialogue and be heard on campus.  Dr. Machamer read a definition of dialogue.  Dr. Jones noted this portion of the discussion centers around the expression of viewpoints and information in an area of trust that may or may not be being heard.  The following questions were posed:


1.
How does your committee participate in campus-wide dialogue?  When and where does it happen?





Response:  It was thought at times formal dialogue is encouraged and maybe more so in specific groups, but in reality it is more of an “if you want too, you can” environment.  The senate meets to discuss items of importance but overall it seems if there is a “campus voice,” it is occurring in more individual areas.  Concern was noted that at times the campus perception appears to be one which doesn’t’ view classified staff as leaders, especially on committees.  It was felt that an intention to dialogue may be there, but it is unclear if it truly happens.  It was highlighted that many classified staff don’t work full-time loads and therefore are not provided the resources by which to actively participate in many dialoguing venues.  Nor do they belong to a division where they can have the opportunities to gain valuable information, as well as understand campus processes.  At times, there is a perception of division among faculty and classified.


2.
Are there opportunities for fair/equal representation in dialogue both campus-wide and on your committee?





Response:  Yes; however, many are not taken advantage of.  This is probably due to the fact that most classified have to work a 40-hour week and have a set amount of time to get their responsibilities completed.  Unfortunately, this doesn’t allow for the flexibility needed to take on additional responsibilities that may come along with participating on committees and/or taskforces.  Much of it centers on how classified positions are currently structured.  


3.
Does your committee include information that comes from a community dialogue?  Does that affect the decisions?





Response: Yes.  In the past, various committee reports/minutes were consolidated onto one report and distributed at the Senate meetings.  However, Frances is currently working to streamline the process.  It was suggested that more student feedback/reporting could be utilized.  


4.
To what extent is campus change a result of dialogue?





Response:  New buildings, Writing Center/ILC, Smoking Policy were provided as examples of where dialogue has brought about change.  It was also noted that it (dialogue) contributes to “outside” change within our community as well.  At times; however, the perception is that pre-decisions on various levels have already been made, and then feedback is sought.

Everyone was thanked for their feedback and insights.  

8.
Good of the Order

There will be a district budget workshop on Tuesday, October 2nd after the Board meeting.  All are welcome to attend.  Todd Steffan can be contacted for more information.
9.
Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 3:40 p.m.
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