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	Gavilan College Academic Senate

Tuesday, December 1, 2015 from 2:30 – 4:30 p.m.
 Mayock House 


MINUTES
ATTENDANCE

B. Lawn, G. Cribb, L. Tenney, D. Perez, L. Burgman, D. Achterman, N. Andrade, J. Hooper
GUESTS
R. Brown, K. Rose, E. Cervantes, F. Lopez,, S. Sweeney, D. DiDenti, F. Lozano, A. Ratto, S. Carr, D. Klein, K. Campbell, and E. Talavera (minutes recorder)

I. Opening Items:  


(5)
A. Call to order at 2:44 pm.
B. Welcome and Roll Call led by the senate president.
C. Approval of Minutes of November 17, 2015
MSC (D. Achterman/L. Burgman). Vote: unanimous.
D. Approval of Agenda
MSC (D. Achterman/D. Perez)
II. Public Commentary: 


(5)

None
III. Reports: (all 3-minute)

(25)
A. Updates:  (15)
a. ASGC
No report
b. College President
Not present
c. Vice President of Instruction
K. Rose reminded the senate on the all-campus forum, “The Winds of Change” on Monday, December 7, 2015 at 1 pm to discuss the upcoming changes on campus. There is also a need to create a standing Accreditation committee. Many of the members who wrote the mid-term report stayed on for the committee. The senate will be updated.
d. Senate President (5)
B. Lawn updated senate that there was no election for upcoming officers. This is B. Lawn’s third year and she thanked senators past and present for their attendance and support. The role of senate president is heavy since this is the only position that is paid and the local senate mandate to speak for faculty is on the senate. It’s a job where you learn and grow. The senate needs to continue to fight against impatience and other issues to preserve the space that the Academic senate occupies. 
B. Lawn thanked E. Talavera for recording the minutes.
e. Senators (5)  
None.
IV. New Business:



(65)
A. Equity Plan  (Eddie Cervantes/Kathleen Moberg)



We will consider approval of the Equity Plan for 2015-16.  





Action (15)

E. Cervantes reviewed the Equity Plan, which is state mandated. The senators pointed out editing errors, which will be corrected. K. Rose stated that this is a conversation that will happen on campus since this document is a living document. The campus will have to identify local indicators that may not be on the state list. B. Lawn pointed out that the transition underway with the ESL Credit program and the non-credit program brought light to inequities. It’s a difficult situation to answer questions to templates and at the same time looking at the local issues at hand.
A motion was made to consider approval of the Equity Plan.

MSC (D. Achterman/L. Tenney). Vote: unanimous. The motion carries.
B. Noncredit Committee Recommendations (Debbie Klein)



The Senate will consider the committee recommendations.



Action (10)

D. Klein thanked the senate for having the committee present. The efforts have been focused on the noncredit ESL program. The last year there have been resources poured in to the noncredit side. The next step is to get the administration and board to fund the ESL Credit program while the noncredit program is being developed and linked to the credit program. 
D. Achterman asked how the senate would know that faculty professionalism is being acknowledged. D. Klein pointed out that professionalism is not being acknowledged when decisions are made without input from affected departments. D. Achterman pointed out that it is easy to say ‘we acknowledge your professionalism’ which needs to be concrete. K. Campbell and D. Klein added that the rest of the recommendation gives more structure to faculty professionalism. 
D. Achterman asked what fully supporting the existing collaboration would look like. D. Klein answered that the committee would collaborate with one another. D. Achterman wanted the recommendation to be more specific. D. Klein answered that the recommendations are written after other recommendations that are present. If certain decisions are made without collaboration then the recommendations could be pointed to as reminders that the recommendations were not followed. 
K. Rose thanked the committee for coming together in this topic. The resolutions spark opportunities for continuing dialogue. In terms of low-enrolled courses, the college has considered to support low-enrolled credit and noncredit ESL courses for many years. There has been collaboration to make sure the programs go forward because the students are present. K. Rose is open to discuss the issues behind number 1, 2, and 3 under Resolved. The Academic Senate urges the college administration and the Board of Trustees to support the following recommendations from the Noncredit Committee. D. Klein clarified that the point is to continue collaboration with administration. B. Lawn pointed out that this is general and it’s nice to up the ante and state that faculty needs to be seated at the table and be part of the decision at all times. 
A motion was made to consider approval of the Noncredit Committee Recommendations.

MSC (D. Pérez/L. Burgman). Vote: Yes-unanimous. The motion carries.
C. College Hour Recommendations (Bea Lawn)



We will consider a draft of a Senate resolution on College Hour.



Information (10)

B. Lawn passed out copies of the resolution. The senate has been considering how College Hour came into being and discussed the situation of College Hour on campus. These draft recommendations were prepared from discussion at the last senate meeting. K. Rose commented that College Hour began as a student driven request supported by faculty. She asked if this document allows room for the student group to work with Academic Senate since College Hour is student-driven. There should be language where senate will strengthen College Hour in terms of content. B. Lawn suggests that including student collaboration added to the document would strengthen the document. B. Lawn asked that the senators take this draft to their departments for input and suggestions. 
D. Reorganization Proposal  (Bea Lawn)


We will consider its recommendations regarding the Reorganization Proposal of 


departments/divisions put forth by the Office of Instruction.



Discussion (30)

The English Department recommended not combining English since it already is a cohesive group that is already large. They suggested smaller division meetings. The other specific is that the Writing Center not be moved outside the English department. J. Hooper read a statement from K. Warren on this topic. The English department supports the direction of the Math department.
The DRC had a question if the DRC would still be housed under Student Services. F. Lopez gave history on the original reorganization and how the DRC obtained a department chair. DRC is not on the new proposal.
The Fine Arts department asked for more clarity on how the reorganization would equalize FTES and how programs fit. The other point is what would be the cost for a new dean.
The ESL Department asked if ESL is in a state of flux and may retain a credit and noncredit segment, why ESL is being separated out. Another concern was what the synergy was behind Learning Support services. One question, globally, was that some department integration is forced and placed together to coexist which wasn’t a smooth integration which caused headaches. The question raised was how this proposal would address the concern of programs working together. Overall, what are the factors taken into account to make the program matches and divisions.  
The Kinesiology and Athletics department agreed with the Health Science move from Allied Health into Kinesiology. 
The Library and Counseling departments had similar comments as others.

B. Lawn asked about the reasoning behind departments needing new oversight. K. Rose replied that there are three deans which carry a heavy load to make sure the campus is in compliance. In terms of department development, there is a need for more oversight to help support ongoing progression in a program. The idea is to provide more opportunities to get dean input and support and create academic leadership.
D. Achterman responded that the number of deans and the amount of faculty is unbalanced. 
B. Lawn asked the reasoning for the Library being placed under the Office of Instruction instead of reporting to a dean like the other programs. K. Rose responded that her door is open to all faculty. The Library felt bounced around and this provided a stable housing since it is a pivotal service to the whole campus and needs special support. D. Achterman agreed with K. Rose’s sentiment.
J. Maringer pointed out that it didn’t make sense to for Kinesiology to have its own dean with greater resources. K. Rose responded that it is different because you still need to factor in the intercollegiate aspect. The proposal only shows the academic side. The department has a strong breadth that is broad based. 
B. Lawn suggested that the senate can frame the conversation when this topic is brought up again in terms of what works and what challenges do departments have in terms of the proposal. Given that there will be a transition in leadership, it’s good to see the Office of Instruction’s plan. B. Lawn asked that suggestions be sent to broaden and/or narrow the conversation.
V. Closing Items:  


(5)

A. Open Forum

D. Achterman announced that LRNA course was proposed in the Curriculum Committee. It would be housed under the LRNA discipline, which is a new discipline. This generated a lot of conversation and the senate needs to be aware of this conversation. 

B. Announcements: 
None
C. Items for next agenda: January 26, 2016 by 2:00 p.m.
D. Next meeting: February 2, 2016 at 2:30 (unless otherwise decided) 
E. Adjournment by consensus at 4:14 pm.
MSC (J. Hooper/D. Achterman).
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