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	Gavilan College Academic Senate

Tuesday, March 29th, 2016 from 2:30 – 4:00 p.m.
 Mayock House 


MINUTES
ATTENDANCE

A. Rosette, L. Tenney, B. Arteaga, J. Lango, D. Perez, E. Venable, S. Lawrence, J. Maringer-Cantu, D. Achterman, J. Hooper, J. Grohol, R. Lee, S. Dharia
GUESTS

F. Lozano, S. Flores, K. Rose, K. Moberg, S. Turner
I Opening Items:  


(5)
A) Call to order at 2:35 pm
B) Welcome and Roll Call

C) Approval of Minutes:  March 15, 2016
MSC (B. Arteaga/J. Lango). Vote: unanimous. Approved as presented.
One correction-page 2: E. Venable-Non-credit curriculum is all lab and LEH is .6 as stipulated in the contract.

D) Approval of Agenda

MSC (J. Lango/J. Grohol). Vote: unanimous Approved as presented.
II Public Commentary: 


(5)

This portion of the meeting is for members of the public to address the senate.  No actions will be taken.  Each individual is limited to one minute.

III Reports:
(5)
Academic Senate President




A. Rosette gave a brief report. The reorganization, administratively, is moving forward as it was approved by Presidents Council. The topic of the sheriff on campus or not has not been approved. 
IV Information: 
A) Faculty of the Year Recognition (5)
This year’s Faculty of the Year and nominees will be recognized and congratulated by the Academic Senate.  2015-2016 Faculty of the Year:  Enrique Luna (FT), Leticia Palacios (PT).  Nominees: Nicole Cisneros (FT), Nikki Dequin (FT), Liz Falvey (PT) and Craig Mosher (PT).
Awards will be presented at the end of the year dinner. A. Rosette discussed the idea of a faculty contribution for employee of the month. It was suggested to the senate that the nominees for Faculty of the Year be nominated for employee of the month as well as the creation of a list of faculty to be nominated each month and then submitted as Faculty of the Year for 2017. J. Lango pointed out that Faculty of the Year and Employee of the Month has different criteria. A. Rosette suggested a Faculty of the Month that would have a higher standard and then submit those for Faculty of the Year. It was asked if some of the Faculty of the Year nominees be suggested for Employee of the Month for April, May, June and July. The senate agreed to use the Faculty of the Year nominees for Employee of the Month in an alphabetical order. 
J. Lango pointed out that the requirements for Faculty of the Year is community service, government involvement on campus and being nominated. The committee is looking for what the faculty has done on campus as well as off campus. It was suggested that the mode of nominating a faculty of the month would be using the faculty of the year criteria. J. Lango pointed out that this idea would have to be discussed with the committee. 
B. Arteaga suggested that the task be split between the senators so each month a senator would seek out an employee of the month. This will be discussed in further detail over the summer.

V Action:

none
VI Discussion:
1. Grants Process Modification (BP/AP 3280) (35)
a. Update on current Title V grant (D. Achterman) (5)

D. Achterman gave a PowerPoint overview of the Title V grant. The overarching goal is to increase student success, retention and transfer rates. It was asked if there were stipends available to perform the extra duties. D. Achterman pointed out that the majority of the grant funds is for staff and there are funds for those who participate. More information can be found online at http://www.gavilan.edu/titleV2015/
b. Analyze current Title V application process (15)

D. Actherman gave information on the pitfalls and successes of the grant. Due to the lack of time working under Title V, since October 2015, not much information can be given. One challenge is that the people who wrote the grant are not the people who are implementing the grant. This creates a bit of disconnect between the writing and implementation of the grant.
F. Lozano gave an overview of the process of the grant, which came through the Grants Council, an Ad Hoc committee that has dissolved. A. Rosette asked how the grant writer knows what the campus needs. F. Lozano responded that it was from multiple input sources on campus. The flow of the grant goes from the grant writer, who recommends grants, then given to the Grants Council which decides to pursue it or not. It then gets written and after that gets submitted after input. K. Rose added that the campus is notified when it is eligible to apply for a grant and the grant writers know the grant cycles and could build on the previous grant. 
c. Finalize Grant Modification recommendations (15)

J. Grohol informed the senate that the Social Science Chair asked that a formal contract be constructed so faculty will have extra protection and get paid accordingly.

B. Lawn reminded the senate that this has been a topic of discussion in the past for senate. The question asked was if there was the same level of engagement for the rest of the college as there are for the grants. A. Rosette pointed out that this is in the evaluation process in the Grant Modification recommendations.

R. Lee suggested that the grant not be evaluated by the Institutional Effectiveness Committee (IEC) since grants are not programs. Instead, the academic programs receiving grant funding should be evaluated. A. Rosette asked how the language can be changed to put the responsibility on the programs. It was suggested that a simple question be added to the IEC Report that states if the program receives grant funding and then to justify the funding.

D. Achterman suggested that the Academic Senate could have an application process to look at the criteria and as a group validate the priority of the grants.  The idea is to think of the grant in an institutional way and bringing the faculty in on the process. If this is done, a lot of questions and purposes can be resolved at the Academic Senate. A. Rosette pointed out that the implementation part of the recommendation should cover this part or can be changed. 
A. Rosette asked for input and recommendations to the language. D. Achterman pointed out that in terms of implementation, there needs to be specific processes brought forward to discuss. A. Rosette added that the hiring process is not happening and should be placed in the recommendations. S. Lawrence asked how long an average hiring committee takes which could push the grant back in terms of time. This piece needs to be manageable. J. Maringer wanted to add Key Issues to Address in the evaluation process. R. Lee asked that a minimum amount be added to bypass the form, such as less than $25,000 which would be at the discretion of the department. This will be added and senators should take it to the departments. J. Hooper asked that department/program support should be included without personal being involved. 
D. Achterman pointed out that there are struggles in the implementation process and the senate should have more input and participation. 

A. Rosette voiced that the hope is to get approval of this document in April. Minor modifications will be made and sent out to the senators to share with their departments.
2. Bylaws Modification (35)

A. Rosette discussed the bylaw modifications. The Academic Senate over the last two years has been working on readjusting and modifying the senate bylaws. He asked the senate to consider looking at the academic structure and having a president and two vice-presidents for senate. The overarching idea is that the two vice-presidents would be the major connection to the institutional committees and be able to provide the senate with real-time updates. This will strengthen senate communication, which has become fragmented. 
a. Review current bylaw modification recommendations for Curriculum and Faculty Staff Development committees (5)

S. Turner gave an overview of the Faculty Staff Development committee. When the committee reviewed the recommendations, they didn’t see any problems. The thought of having two-year terms brought concern since it takes a year to learn the process. A. Rosette pointed out that there was a misinterpretation to term-lengths and term-limits. S. Turner pointed out that there was not a lot of interest for the chair of the committee to attend the senate meetings. A. Rosette responded that the point is to strengthen the ties to the committees. D. Achterman asked for clarification on the term-limits and the wording of ‘stay out’. A. Rosette clarified that this recommendation was seen at other colleges. It was asked that ex-officio be deleted since the person can be a voting member. D. Achterman also pointed out some language issues, such as preside versus attend. 
E. Venable reported that the Curriculum Committee’s recommendation to having a senator attend the meetings was included. The other pieces are more appropriate to GCFA and belong in the contract. A question was asked about the Student Learning Outcome Liaison which is currently vacant. The Committee feels strongly that they are at the front end of student learning outcomes but they are not involved in assessing SLOs. A. Rosette pointed out that these recommendations were of the Tech Committee, which is a sub-committee of the Curriculum Committee. The Curriculum Committee is waiting for the Academic Senate’s updates. A. Rosette clarified that the SLO Liaison would work closely with the Curriculum Committee as a resource and would sit on the committee as an ex-officio. 
It was pointed out that the committees have minutes that should eliminate the monthly reporting. J. Grohol asked if adjunct on the committee could chair the committee. A. Rosette responded that this is a GCFA issue but he has been working on the compensation issue. 

B. Lawn pointed out that the first part of addressing the 10+1 in point six is perfect but the second part needs to be examined because cross-over does occur. A. Rosette pointed out that this will be discussed further during the summer. The idea is to look at some of the committees and see if the smaller committees can be combined.
R. Lee suggested including language that increases the expansion of the faculty to be more inclusive. A. Rosette responded that this is under discussion with staff development.
Proposed recommendations should be sent to the ad hoc committee working on the bylaws. A. Rosette encouraged senators to seek out other faculty who may be interested in the chairmanship for both committees. 

b. Discuss current Academic Senate bylaws and organization structure (15)

Discussion will continue throughout the summer.
c. Finalize recommended bylaw changes for Curriculum and Faculty Staff Development committees (15)
Will be presented at next senate meeting for action.
VII Closing Items:  



1) Open Forum:  (time permitting)
None.
2) Items for next agenda by 2:00 p.m. on April 12th, 2016
3) Next meeting: Tuesday, April 19th, 2016 from 2:30-4:00p.m. 
VIII Adjournment by consensus at 4:05 pm.
MSC (J. Lango/D. Achterman).
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