Academic Senate Special Meeting

October 1, 2008

3:00 pm-4:15 p.m.

Ka Lama 103

Present: Kerry Holokai, Ron Smith, Karyn Sanring, Rose Feliciano, Perrin Talugral, Venjie Bumanglag, Karl Bailey, Tamara Ignatio, Tim Marmack, Debbie Winkler, Robin Murphy, Bert Kikuchi, Kathy Fletcher, David Grooms, Rosie Vierra, Diane Meyer, Kulamanu Ishihara, Ryan Daniels, Eric Engh, Bob Wehrman, Teresa Shurilla, Malia Johnson, Nancy Johnson, Daniel Kruse, Mark Hoffman, Robert Santos, Marge Kelm, Dawn Augustin, Dorothy Tolliver, Jan Moore, Carol Petith-Zbiciak, Dean Louie, Doris Casey, Elaine Yamashita, Debra Nakama, Robyn Klein, Shane Payba, Lee Stein, Lisa Deneen, Richard Hill, Ipolani Pu, Lorelle Peros, Laura Lees, Shelly Denkinger, Mary Farmer, Kahele Dukelow, Shyela Stephens, Jennifer Egami, Julie Powers, Colleen Shishido, Mikahala Helm, Chris Speere, Elisabeth Reader, Craig Gardner, Bruce Butler, Margaret Christensen, Molli Fleming, Sally Irwin, Vinnie Linares, Sharane Gomes, Madilyn Witt, Renée Riley, Elisabeth Armstrong, and Michele Katsutani.

Meeting called to order 3:02p.m.

Michele Katsutani presented the following background to the special Academic Senate meeting: 

· Two weeks ago, the ATP for Applied Engineering was presented by the Curriculum Committee to the Senate. Senate voted to not move the ATP forward because of concerns about the impact of adding additional degrees.  

Discussion: It was added that the ATP was presented at the Chief Academic Officers meeting where similar issues were raised and there was a similar response. 

Michele Katsutani continued the following background information:

· A faculty member emailed campus-wide to discuss this issue further and seek next steps.

· As chair of the Academic Senate, she then emailed a campus-wide email asking if the campus wanted to hold a special meeting. Because of the responses, she scheduled the special meeting.

· The Retention and Persistence resolution approved at the last senate meeting was presented to administration. The administration was reluctant to sign off on the resolution; the resolution has not moved further. It was also pointed out that the resolution was not posted anywhere (it is stipulated in charter that a resolution be posted for five academic days). Now the resolution is posted and can be discussed. 

· The Lack of Transparency resolution has been introduced by Vinnie Linares. 

· An unofficial survey, not a senate survey, was emailed out to ask what we think the campus future should become: 4-year versus 2-year commissions. 

The agenda today is to come to a consensus about our next steps. The senate will decide if it wants to move the lack of transparency resolution forward to the administration. 

The Lack of Transparency resolution was presented.

“Whereas there has been a continued lack of transparency about the focus and intent of the MCC Administration as concerns 4 year degrees and their overall budgetary-personnel impact upon the College’s current, diverse operations, 

Be it resolved that through secret ballot, the faculty vote to express a no confidence in the current processes of governance used to date by the MCC Administration to vet any and all issues about additional 4-year degrees.”

Discussion: 
· Mark Slattery sent an email with thorough lessons learned from UH Hilo and Hawaii Community College history. Take a look at this email.

Points questioning the resolution included the following:

· We need to state exactly what we want from our administration in clear language that is not so broad. This resolution is broad and subject to wide misinterpretation. 

· The no confidence statement can only be interpreted negatively. If we vote for this resolution, it will be interpreted that we do not have confidence in Clyde and Suzette. 

· If we support this resolution, it might hurt us. 

· The language of this resolution is too extreme.

Points supporting the resolution included the following:

· The resolution has nothing to do with four year degrees, the Science Building, or attacking individuals. The resolution has to do with the issue of shared governance. We want to voice that we are displeased with the process. 

· There are people outside of MCC campus waiting to see how our campus will respond to this issue. 

· The intended outcome of this resolution is a change in attitude and process by the people who are pushing the four-degrees. The resolution asks the process to stop, talk, and renegotiate. 

· We have tried to get information and get a dialogue going. Last spring we gave a list of questions to the administration and look at the way they were answered. We returned the list of questions and they will not be written down, but delivered. 

· The decision has already been made about the four-year institution. How do we get the respect and ability to contribute to this discussion? 

· There’s fear that if we act that we will be harmed somehow. 

Points about feeling informed throughout the process included the following:

· Many of us feel that we need more information to be able to contribute to the discussion about the direction that the campus will go in our future. 

· In the past eight years, there have been many meetings and discussions about the four-year degree question. Yes, in the past year, there have been several issues that have moved more quickly and without as much discussion. We’re all so busy that we often don’t attend the meetings, but there have been meetings. 

· According to the email survey today, 30% of the responders stated they did not feel they have enough information. 

· There was no process that anyone in this room had access to for programs such as Sustainable Science degree and Marine Science Program. These have direct impacts on our departments—we will have to hire these instructors, house these instructors, and develop the curriculum for these programs. These degrees have come from above.

· Part of the reason of that you have not heard about these degrees is the scheduling of the process. 

· This is one of the good aspects of these issues—everyone is discussing these issues around campus.

Other points included the following:

· There was a meeting where Clyde stated the Legislature gave us two positions for those degrees. Would we be foolish enough to then say we don’t want those positions? We take what we can get. 

· The big question here is not particular degrees, but do we have the resources to support additional degrees? Is this the time right now to add them? Does it make more sense to partner with already established four-year institutions already? Will our 2year programs survive with 4year programs?

· We should support the next step of these ATPs that have been transparent and have had shared governance. 

· We have a four-year degree. In what way has our campus already expanded to meet these needs?

· When ABIT degree came about, we had lots of discussion about these issues of culture, resources, and so on. 

· What are people’s specific fears about becoming a four-year degree? 

· In 2001-2002, we stated the need for a science building if we have more degrees. We still don’t have the building. These degrees cannot be supported without a new science building. We don’t have enough classrooms to teach the classes we have; we don’t have offices for additional instructors. 

Lisa Sepa called the question. The majority voted against. The discussion continued.

Discussion continued: 

· The resolution will stop the discussion. 

· We can add to the resolution. The intent of the resolution is not harsh, but to show we want to have shared governance. 

· We’re in a good position to get our message across time wise. There’s a BOR meeting coming up. During the reorganization issue, we sat with Clyde and had really specific conversations about what we wanted. I think we should state very clearly what we want. 

· This debate should not be about individuals, but it should be how people should be accountable for their behavior in relation to our faculty. 

· Let’s work together and consider what it takes to run our college well. What will it take to make our students sucessful.  What are the resources we presently have?  How can we share information to work together. 

Vinnie Linares stated he will withdraw the resolution if the body comes up with a resolution that speaks directly to these issues. 

It was agreed Michele Katsutani would create a committee to re-word the resolution by Monday.
