ECC Academic Senate Minutes

May 7, 2013
Unless noted otherwise, all page numbers refer to the packet used during the meeting, not the current packet you are reading now.

Academic Senate President Gold called the fifth Academic Senate meeting of the Spring 2013 semester to order on May 7, 2013 at 12:36pm. The meeting was held in the Alondra Room.
Approval of last Minutes:
[See pgs. 7-11 of packet] for minutes of the April 2, 2013 meeting.  As there were no changes to the minutes, they were approved as written.
OFFICER REPORTS
Since we had such a full agenda, President Gold asked that there be no officer reports this week.  L. Widman asked that if any officers had something to include in the minutes they email them to C. Jeffries.
Academic Senate President’s report – Christina Gold (CG)

CG had a few announcements to make.  The Calendar Committee is looking for a Senate rep.  V. Palacios indicated interest, but said he does have a class on Tuesday afternoons, but he could possibly come for half the meeting.  No one else expressed any interest, so V. Palacios may possibly still attend for half the meeting.

CG turned our attention to the College Council minutes on page 12 and announced that BP 4225 – Course Repetition and BP/AP 4260 – Prerequisites and Co-Requisites will go to the Board of Trustees in May.  Other policies and procedures will be looked at during this meeting and future meetings.

Pgs. 66-70 of the packet include AP 5055 - Enrollment Priorities which was unanimously passed by the Enrollment Management Committee.  There will be a change with in-district new student registration since they will now get priority over continuing students that are not part of a special group if they complete their assessment, orientation and educational planning.  

Pages 71-96 include the latest Program Review Template.  Any feedback can be sent to Janet Young.  

Pages 97-106 include the draft of the Employee Technology Survey.  Any changes or additional questions can be sent to Pete Marcoux or Irene Graff.

Pages 107-110 contain the current draft of BP/AP 4021 – Program Discontinuance which has gone through numerous drafts, but is getting much closer to being a finished product.  Feedback can be forwarded to M. Winfree.
VP – Compton Educational Center report – Michael Odanaka (MO)

No report.
Curriculum Committee report – Jenny Simon (JS)
No report.
VP – Educational Policies – Merriel Winfree (MW)
No report.

Co-VPs – Faculty Development – Moon Ichinaga and Claudia Striepe (MI and CS)
No report.
VP- Finance – Lance Widman (LW)
LW did send in a written report to C. Jeffries as follows:
pp. 16-20, 3/21 PBC Minutes:  Discussed information presented regarding ACCJC Institutional Standards and rubric for evaluating institutional effectiveness, reviewed proposed Planning and Budget Calendar.

pp. 21-22, 4/18 PBC Minutes:  Received an update regarding the 5/10 Planning Summit, Accreditation Calendar.
VP – Academic Technology – Pete Marcoux (PM)
No report.
VP – Instructional Effectiveness – Janet Young (JY)
No report.

NEW BUSINESS

Officer/Executive Committee Nominations

The Senate Constitution describing the duties of the officers and secretary can be found on pages 25-27.  The terms for each position are for two years except for the position of president being voted on now which is for president-elect.  That person will hold the position of president-elect for one year and work alongside CG for a year prior to taking over as president for two years.  That person will receive 10% reassigned time during that year.  There can be co-vice presidents also for Faculty Development since this has how it has been conducted in the past and each person will receive 10% reassigned time.  K. McLaughlin asked if a person being nominated for a position has to be on the Senate.  The answer was yes, but a way of working around that is if someone within the nominee’s division resigns their position then the president can appoint a replacement at which time they can be nominated for an officer’s position.  Nominations were then conducted for the following positions:
· VP Ed Policies – M. Winfree nominated A. Martinez from the Math Division.  A. Martinez came in late to the meeting, so wasn’t there at the time to accept the nomination, but she did so later when she arrived.

· Co- VP Faculty Development – C. Striepe has one year left, but M. Ichinaga’s position is up.  M. Ichinaga nominated Kristie Daniel-Digregorio who has been an active member of the committee.  K. Daniel-Digregorio is currently not a Senate member of the Behavioral and Social Sciences Division, so she will need to replace someone who may choose to resign.

· VP Finance and Special Projects – C. Jeffries nominated Lance Widman and he accepted the nomination.

· VP Institutional Effectiveness – P. Marcoux nominated Janet Young and she accepted the nomination.

· Secretary – M. Winfree nominated Chris Jeffries and she accepted the nomination.

Another round of nominations will be conducted at the next meeting.

CG asked to reorder the agenda at this time and there were no objections.

BP 4030 Academic Freedom – pgs. 34-38. This is a revision to a policy that was written in 2006.  It includes a statement recommended by the Association of American University Professors and the Academic Senate of California Community Colleges.  This statement extends academic freedom to “matters related to professional duties and the functioning of the college,” in addition to the protections for academic freedom in instruction, research and scholarship.  This policy was recently approved by the Deans and the VPAA.  It was decided to table this policy for now because the Federation wants more time to look at it.  M. Colunga who represents the Federation felt it was part of our contract and collective bargaining, so the Union wanted more time to discuss it.  Specifically they want to look at who decides what is “relevant,” “pertinent,” and “appropriate” as can be found in the third paragraph on page 34.  A. Ahmadpour wants to make sure the campus is informed and educated on the issue and that it shouldn’t be rushed.  L. Widman suggested it could be discussed at a flex workshop in the fall.  He also noted that Academic Freedom can be found in the faculty contract under Article 5.  M. Odanaka wondered why it was not brought to the Union first.  CG said it just came to Ed Policies recently and that this was to be the first reading, but it will be tabled for now.  
BP 4255 Student Progress Early Alert and Referrals – page 28.  This policy was written in 1995 and not revised since.  It is no longer legally required; however, early alert is a good practice to encourage student success.  It was recently approved by the Deans and the VPAA.  E. Pratt wondered if we have it as a policy how can it be enforced and if can’t be enforced then maybe it should be eliminated.  P. Marcoux wondered if it could be a contractual item.  G. Castro explained that even though it is not widely used any longer, Counseling still goes out to Division Council meetings at the beginning of the year to hand out forms and explain their use and purpose.  C. Wells felt that students receive this feedback when they get grades.  S. Jackson asked for clarification and G. Castro explained that it’s a way to help stop students from going on probation.  CG felt that we could either expand the policy and develop some procedures for it or eliminate it.  Either way, it can be brought back to Ed Policies.  F. Arce recommended just eliminating it.  J. Nishime said we can have procedures without a policy.  It will be brought back for a second reading and we shall see where it goes from there.
BP/AP 4025 Philosophy for Associated Degree and General Education – pages 29-33.  This policy was adopted in 2002 and has not been revised since.  It has been under revision and development for a year and a half.  This version is primarily Title 5 language with revisions for smoother reading.  The procedure is new.  This policy/procedure was recently approved by the Deans and the VPAA.  It will be brought back for a second reading at the next meeting.
INFORMATION ITEMS – DISCUSSION

“Making Decisions at El Camino College.” – pages 39-65.  This document resulted from extensive conversations in College Council about collegial consultation, which was sparked by the Senate’s passage of the Resolution of No Confidence in Collegial Consultation and the informational presentation by the ASCCC/CCLC in spring 2012.  It was initially authored by a consultation task force that included the Academic Senate President.  It has been carefully revised by College Council and is being presented here for faculty feedback.  CG gave a history of how this document came about and explained that the goal of the resolution of no confidence in collegial consultation was to alert the campus and the administration of the problem and to fix it.  Page four of the document describes the philosophy and practices El Camino College strives to attain during the decision-making process.  Outlined is the process in which decisions come out of the collegial consultation committees along with an assurance that committee members can speak and express themselves without insult or reprisal.  It further goes on to describe what happens with the recommendations and specifically if the President chooses not to accept them how now there must be a written response as to why the recommendations were not accepted.  Page seven describes the role of the individual groups on campus such as administrators, faculty, and classified staff.  The expectations of the committees are described on page 11 along with a requirement of the chairs to annually provide an orientation for the members of the committee, review the committee’s purpose statement, purview and goals, conduct a self evaluation to determine the committee’s effectiveness and to review the “How Decisions are Made At El Camino College” document.  
CG then asked for feedback from the Senate.  A. Martinez asked if a recommendation will only go to the Board if the president approves it and the answer was yes because the Board has given this designation to the president.  L. Widman explained that other recommendations not brought to the Board can be expressed during the public comment time of the meeting.  A. Martinez also asked if whether providing a response in a timely manner meant that administration would provide the response before the Board meeting which the item was discussed.  P. Marcoux asked if BP 2510 was new because it appeared to look different than the one that passed during his tenure as Senate president.  Specifically he didn’t recall the policy including a staff section.  F. Arce said he believed it was the same policy, but that it just may have been formatted differently.  After checking on the website, P. Marcoux announced that it was the same policy.  M. Ichinaga questioned if whether what had transpired the previous year with the Calendar Committee would have been a good test of the validity of this document.  In other words, would this document have impacted the decision?  CG explained that the document clarifies that the Calendar Committee is only a recommending body and that all recommendations are not necessarily adhered to.  C. Wells pointed out that he would hope this document would be utilized at every level and specifically when deans are not accepting recommendations from Division Councils.  CG acknowledged that many of us will fear that this is just words on paper and we all have different opinions as to if things are really changing on campus and that maybe the College Climate Survey that is out right now will tell us more.  She feels that it is the responsibility of the Senate and all faculty to make sure we enforce what is in this document.  J. Nishime clarified that not every committee is under the purview of college consultation and that written responses are only required of collegial consultation committees.  L. Widman referenced a document that was written clear back in 1992 regarding collegial consultation that he helped write and which eventually was hijacked by Sam Schauerman and his Total Quality Management (TQM) model.  He went on to explain that shared governance is what you make of it and it’s the people that make the process work.  LW looked back at the vote of no confidence and pointed out how passionate we were about the issues that we brought forward, but felt this document had none of that passion.  Instead it is the people that make it work.  He went on to further comment about a reference on page five of the document to committee minutes as being a form of communication.  In his opinion, the College Council minutes do not meet that standard nor do the minutes of the Board of Trustees.  M. Colunga stated that this is an agreement that both sides are trying to work out and it will involve give and take from both ends and a need to be respectful and collegial to each other.  S. Jackson asked if on page 22 of the document if the Associated Students section refers to all students or the organization itself which is representative of the entire student body.  It was determined that this was a typo and the word Organization should be capitalized.  P. Marcoux applauded all those that had worked on the document.  M. Odanaka asked why on page 26 the Compton Center was not mentioned and it was explained that this policy was created before the partnership.
ADJOURN

The meeting adjourned at 1:49pm.
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