Faculty Senate Agenda and Minutes
Thursday, May 6, 2010
3:15 PM to 5:00 PM, Accokeek 221 (Gwynn Room)
1.  Attendance:  Please check-in on the attendance roster. 
In attendance, Senate officers and delegates—Mark Hubley (FO President), Swazette Young (FO Vice President), Eldon Baldwin (at large), Daniel Jones (at large), Alan Mickelson (at large), Vince Cipriani (WDCE), Barbara Sanders (at large), Kathi Linville (Nursing), Rosanne Benn (Learning Foundations), Leon Weaver (Student Services), Laura Ellsworth (Public Safety & Law), Len Sekelick (Liberal Arts), Darlene Antezana (Liberal Arts), Charlie Thomas (IET), Scott Huxel (Math), Nicole Ives (Liberal Arts), Sherry Kinslow (Social Sciences), and Jean McEvoy (Learning Resources).  Guests—Andrea Lex, Clyde Ebenreck, Rik Karlsson, Mike Gavin, and Micheal Emmanuel (student representative).
2.  Review the Agenda for the 5/6/10 meeting.
· Approved

3.  Review the Minutes of the 4/15/10 meeting.
· Approved
4.  Calendar


Spring 2010 important dates


A.  College closed or no classes


i) Presidents’ Day, college closed, Mon. 2/15


ii) Spring Break, college closed, Mon. 3/29—Sun. 4/4

B.   Other important dates


i) Last day to withdraw from 15-week classes, Fri. 4/23


ii) Final exam week, Tue. 5/18—Mon. 5/24


iii) Grades due, Wed. 5/26


iv) Commencement, Thu. 5/27

May important dates


E.  Senate meetings


i) Thu. 5/6, 3:15—5:00 PM, Accokeek 221



ii) Thu. 5/20, 3:15—5:00 PM, Accokeek 221
· Room to be confirmed


F.  Board of Trustees meetings


i) Thu. 5/13, 7:00 PM, Kent 262

G.  College-wide Forum


i) Tue. 5/4, 2:00—3:30 PM, LSC B



ii) Tue. 5/11, 2:00—3:30 PM, LSC B


iii) Tue. 5/18, 2:00—3:30 PM, LSC B


H.  Academic Council


i) Thu. 5/13, 3:00—5:00 PM, CAT 133



ii) Thu. 5/27, 11:00 AM—1:00 PM, location TBA
5.  Attachments

A. Minutes from the 4/15 meeting
B. Faculty Salary and Benefits proposal

C. Draft Philosophy of Education

D. Draft hybrid course guidelines

E. Student dress code proposal
6.  Reports
· All reports were submitted in writing in advance of the meeting.


A.  Senate President

B.  Senate Vice President

C.  Academic Council

D.  Representative from President’s Leadership Team
Report submitted by Eldon Baldwin.  With regard to PLT, I have found it difficult to raise faculty issues in a significant way because I am not the constituency leader.  When we originally started to discuss communication issues that were discussed during a Board retreat, it was sometimes difficult for me to respond to summary comments based on a conversation in which I did not participate.  We talked briefly about including PLT members at future Board retreats, but that did not occur.  When issues are raised during Senate meetings, Mark tends to communicate directly with you, Sandy, or Academic Council as appropriate.  I have tried to share information from PLT with the Senate, and I ask the Senate to suggest PLT agenda items, but we have not yet found an effective way to make that system work.

 

Historically, there have been on-again-off-again attempts to provide an opportunity for the president (or her representative) to meet with all the constituency leaders.  Perhaps PLT would to function more the way you intend if it provides an opportunity for the constituency leaders (not just representatives) to meet with the senior team to discuss particular issues with cross-constituency implications.  In this way, as you and the other VPs communicate with constituency leaders (at least monthly), you could collectively identify appropriate issues to place on the PLT agenda.  In conjunction with this approach, it would also be helpful to develop a more deliberate approach to creating PLT agendas - perhaps announce an anticipated "theme" at least a couple of weeks in advance of the meeting so that the constituency groups could conduct initial discussions in advance of the PLT meeting.

 

I think that part of what needs to be clarified are distinctions between roles and functions of "Senior Team" vs. "Presidents Leadership Team" with regard to both operational and governance matters.  If we cannot clearly describe the difference, then maybe you should simply invite constituency leaders to meet regularly with the senior team.

 

With regard to governance in general, as I mentioned during our meeting on April 21, I am concerned that the various "pieces of governance," as they have evolved over the past few years, are somewhat disjointed and uncoordinated. For instance, I don't believe that any FO business has gone to CWF since creation of the Academic Council, and nor does not appear to be any connection between CWF and PLT.

 

It appears to me that the Committee on Committees is operating under the assumption that CWF is synonymous with college governance.  I like the "idea" of a more open forum discussion ala Brookdale, although I have never observed it and do not fully understand how it works.  I do understand why there is limited college community attendance at CWF and Academic Council meetings.  I find it frustrating to sit a listen to a discussion in which I cannot participate - and the opportunity to comment after the discussion is essentially over does little to alleviate that frustration.  

 

Several people have remarked positively regarding the recent series of meetings (real open forums) that you and Tom conducted to discuss the changes related to Board approval of Hendricks.  I think that format can and should be replicated as a standard feature of college governance:  Before proposals are presented for "governance recommendations," they should be first be shared in an open-forum format, where after a presentation is presented, the floor is opened for questions, comments, debate, etc.

 

You may or may not recall that I have always been attracted to elements of the Valencia governance model:

1. The College Learning Council, co chaired by a faculty leader and the Chief Learning Officer, to attend to the governance of curriculum, teaching and learning.   

2. The College Planning Council, also co chaired by a faculty leader and the Chief Planning Officer, is responsible for strategic planning and annual budgeting, as well as institutional effectiveness accountability. 
It appears to me that we have now arrived at essentially this type of governance organization.  Our Academic Council (AC) matches up very well with Valencia's Learning Council.  I suggest that we redefine CWF as an institutional "planning council" (PC - but I am not concerned with the actual name).  In this way, the AC and PC could co-exist as parallel governance organizations, each with its own charge, bylaws, membership, standing committees, etc.  A separate "Executive Council" could still exist, with equal membership from the AC and PC, for the purpose of receiving new proposals and determining if they should be channeled to either of the two governance councils, or else to an appropriate administrative organization (e.g. HR).  This Executive Council could also assure that proposals for either council are shared with the college community at appropriate times in "open forum" discussions, and that when appropriate, members of the two councils collaborate on proposals of mutual concern.

E.  College-wide Forum



i) Representative from Faculty Organization
Report submitted by Laura Ellsworth.  Most of the meeting was spent discussing the report/ recommendations of the Committee on Committees for restructuring the CWF. It is expected that some motions will be made at the last meeting of the CWF on May 18th to formally recommend some or all of their report to Dr. Dukes.

 

A brief summary:

With the goal in mind of having one governance body for the college which operates transparently, with collegiality and without silo mentality . . .

The Standing Committees of the CWF would be reduced to five: Academic Council, Technology Planning, Budget/Assessment and Strategic Planning, College Life and Culture, and Community Involvement and Outreach. These committees will operate more as work groups, in much the same way as they currently do.

 

The membership of the CWF would be reduced to 15: 3 from ASO (including one member from the Academic Council), 3 from FO (including one department chair, and one who will continue to serve as the elected co-chair of the CWF), 3 from CSO (union and non-union combined), 2 students, 2 Senior Team (one of whom will continue to serve as the appointed co-chair), 1 from Workforce Development and 1 from Student Services.

 

Further recommendations included meeting once a month, and adding meetings as needed; VP's will be assigned to each committee as a resource person; the Executive Council will remain as is but will meet more frequently over the summer in order to plan charges, etc. for the coming academic year.

 

Next Tuesday, May 11 the CWF will also meet. The entire meeting will be a conversation with Chief Walker and Andristine Robinson regarding campus security, crime and student behavior.


ii) Facilities Committee
Report submitted by Rosanne Benn. The facilities meeting took place April 23.  A company was approved to do the signage.  Representatives of this company attended our meeting and showed three designs.  Dr. Dukes has the last say, but the committee liked the most modern of the signs.  Concerns were raised regarding the size of the electronic part of the sign to be erected by the corner of Rt. 202 and Campus Way.  Colors will be chosen later with particular attention paid to how some colors reflect and how they hold up over time.  Signage should be completed before the beginning of the fall semester.


The Transportation, Access, and Parking (TAP) Committee also discussed setting aside some of the parking lot as a cell phone lot, restriping the lots so faculty could have closer access to the buildings, and the travel questionnaire.  The first two ideas were not embraced.  The questionnaire is a work in progress, hopefully to be given at the beginning of the fall semester.  TAP also requested more of the pedestrian crossing signs so there would be one in each direction on each crosswalk.



iii) Human Resources Committee


iv) Budget Advisory Committee


v) Campus Culture Committee


vi) Learning Committee


vii) Technology Steering Committee


viii) Strategic Planning Committee



ix) Assessment Committee

F.  Chairs’ Council
Report submitted by Laura Ellsworth.  Dr. Dunnington - evening sessions will be planned for Dr. Lex to meet with adjuncts for strategic planning; chairs will submit their on-call rotation plans within their divisions for summer; summer chair hours are the same as last year; chairs are urged to ensure that student complaints are initially addressed by the department in an attempt to ensure that the chain of command is followed and that students are not beginning the complaint with the president or VP; chairs are GETTING A RAISE effective this fall!! ($3,500 stipend increased to $5,000.)

 

Dr. Lee met briefly with the group and asked for input on the challenges that Student Services is facing (ie: student behavior.)


G.  Adjunct Faculty


H.  Representative from the Student Governance Board


I.  Other reports

Report submitted by Alan Mickelson.  On May 5 I attended a meeting of the Food Service Committee; briefly the significant items discussed were as follows:

 

The cafeteria is required to have a grease abatement system if it is to continue in operation. Either the college or Thompson's has applied for an extension on the grounds that the college is planning to renovate the cafeteria this summer. (A layout is available.)

 

If the extension is not granted the following outcomes may occur:

1. The cafeteria may stop serving cooked food on May 15th but will continue to serve "Grab and Go" type food.

2. The cafeteria my close on May 15 and serve "Grab and Go" type food in Conference rooms 3 & 4 on May 15.

3. The cafeteria may close on May 15 with the only food service being in the CAT building cafe' on the 3rd floor.

 

Dr. Lee's office will be publishing more information regarding the renovation, summer closings, and the like.

 

There was a student and staff survey in April asking about a whether to have a brand (Checkers) or a non-brand service. The results were insignificant. The college decided against going with a brand name so as to avoid signing a 5-year contract, and to continue serving items that are not on the Checkers menu.

 

The student area in the cafeteria will have a different aesthetic.  There are significant student behavior problems in the cafeteria. The items cited were trashing and damage to the furniture.  There are significant student behavior problems in the student lounge. The problems cited where leaving trash and damage to the rugs from spilled food. The rule is that there is to be no food in the student lounge but that has not been enforced to date.

7.  Old Business

A. Adjunct faculty retreat
· No discussion

B.  Salary and Benefits Committee proposal

· Based upon Senate review of an earlier draft proposal, the committee has prepared a revised proposal.  Mark Hubley indicated that since he had received almost no negative feedback, he did not feel that a faculty referendum was necessary prior to submitting the proposal to the administration.  The Senate concurred, but discussed to whom the proposal should be submitted.  Various alternatives of CWF Executive Committee, HR, VP Knapp and President Dukes were discussed.  Hubley decided to send the proposal to HR with copies to Knapp and Dukes.

· Eldon Baldwin commented that this discussion illustrates how much the governance system is in need of serious attention.  When CWF was formed about 5 years ago, one of the ideas was that all constituency proposals would go to CWF.  The Executive Committee would then forward the proposal to a specific office or committee for review and recommendations.  CWF would also track the progress of each proposal to assure that none were lost or ignored.  It is now five years later, and there have been so many changes to governance processes, that it once again no longer clear to whom proposals should be submitted, and there is no longer a process in place to track the progress of each proposal.
8.  New Business

1. Strategic planning—Andrea Lex

· Lex provided a handout of PowerPoint notes to accompany her presentation regarding the strategic planning process for 2009-2010, and the current draft vision, mission and goals for FY 2011-2013.

· In the final stage of the process, four groups each drafted vision, mission and goal statements.  An editing committee then merged each set of four draft statements into a final set of consensus statements.

· Clyde Ebenreck expressed a preference for the 3rd draft vision statement, in part because of the language “rigorous academic programs.”  Lex responded that while “fine tuning” the current draft statements is appropriate, the wholesale replacement of one statement by another is not appropriate at this point in the process.  Ebenreck and Barbara Sanders agreed to work together in drafting revised language for the vision statement.
· Members of the Senate generally acknowledged that the new draft mission statement is an improvement over the current mission statement which does not even mention “education.”  Baldwin suggested that the drafting process led to a mismatch between genuine priorities of the institution and the consensus wording of the draft mission statement.  The bulk of college revenue is generated by academic affairs enrollments: a significant percentage of the college budget is allocated to full-time faculty salaries; and the large majority of full-time faculty teach academic affairs courses.  The phrase “quality and affordable education” does not adequately reflect the true mission of academic affairs teaching faculty, nor does it reflect how important academic affairs courses are to the operation of the college.

· Rik Karlsson, Hubley, Nicholas Plants, and Mike Gavin will work as a group to draft improved language for the mission statement.

B.  Philosophy of Education
· After reviewing the Philosophy of Education, which was drafted by Academic Council, the Board of Trustees has directed that the new college vision and mission statements replace the “Who we are” and “Our purpose” statements in the philosophy.  Board members also suggest revisions to some of the specific “beliefs” included the philosophy.  Academic Council will be addressing these issues.

B. Hybrid course guidelines

· No discussion

C. Student dress code proposal

· Michel Emanuel (Student Representative to the Senate) clarified that the draft dress code (copy previously shared and discussed) would be submitted to Dr. Lee in hopes that it would be included in the next catalog (or student handbook).  Members of the Senate expressed some general concerns:

· Many teaching faculty do not feel they should become the “enforcers” of a dress code.

· Many teaching faculty are much more concerned with issues of student behavior that are directly linked to learning (study skills, time management, critical thinking, doing homework, coming to class, etc.)
9.  Agenda Items for Upcoming Meetings
A. Priority issue for May 20 meeting is review of Bylaws revisions.

B. Green initiatives on campus, Robert Wallett, Facilities

· Postponed until fall due to lack of time


C.  The need for recipient-of-service evaluations of all college employees
10.  Adjournment
· The meeting adjourned at 5:00 PM.
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