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COLLEGE COUNCIL 
RECORD OF MEETING 

October 1, 2010, Manzanita Conference Room 
 
Committee Members Present:   Lonnie Blansit, Nancy Bull, Brian DeMoss, Robert Divinagracia 
(ASCC Representative), Scott Etter (ASCC President), Dennis Gervin, Richard Jones, Raelene 
Juarez, Michael Perez, Mike Torok, Gene Womble 
 
Committee Members Not Present: Elissa Creighton, Brian Greene, Wendy Hesse, Craig Johnston 
 
Guest(s): Anne Cavagnaro, Alexandra Campbell, Coni Chavez (recorder), Judy Lanchester, Beccie 
Michael, Kathy Schultz 
 
1. Approval of the minutes for the September 10, 2010 meeting of the College Council 
It was moved, seconded (Dennis Gervin/Brian DeMoss) and approved that the minutes of the 
September 10, 2010 meeting of the College Council be accepted as submitted. 
 
2. Review Columbia College Council Constitution 
College Council members reviewed the College Council Constitution, below, at their September 
2010 meeting.  A recommendation was brought forward from the Accreditation Standard IV 
Committee to make a revision to Article III, Section 3. as noted below (insert the word “review” 
between “budget” and “committee”).  It was moved, seconded (Dennis Gervin/Mike Torok) and 
approved to accept the revision and update the College Council Constitution. 
 

Updated and approved by College Council October 2010  
Reaffirmed by the College Council September 2009 

Updated and approved by College Council October 1998  
 
 

COLLEGE COUNCIL CONSTITUTION 
 

Article I – Title 
 
The organization shall be the Columbia College Council. 
 

Article II – Purpose 
 
The Columbia College Council is an organization through which the collegial governance system of the 
College is coordinated. 
 
The council provides consensus recommendations to the College President on matters of College-wide 
interest and concern, and through the College President and representatives to the District Council for 
matters of District-wide concern and interest. 
 

Article III – Functions 
 
The basic function of the Columbia College Council shall be to serve as: 
 

1. the oversight body for the development and coordination of strategic institutional planning 
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2. the oversight and reviewing body for institutional documents or processes  

 
3. the budget review committee 

 
4. the initiating and responding body to or from the District Council on issues of College or District-

wide interest 
 

Article IV – Membership 
 
The membership of the College Council shall be composed of: 
 

• the President  
• four leadership team members 
• four faculty members 
• four classified members 
• four students 

 
Article V – Terms 

 
The terms of leadership team members shall be determined by the College President in consultation with 
the Leadership Team.  
 
The terms of the faculty members shall be as determined by the Academic Senate. The terms of three 
classified members shall be as determined by the Classified Senate, and one classified member by CSEA. 
 
The terms of the student members shall be determined by the Student Senate. 
 

Article VI – Meetings 
 
The College Council shall conduct regularly scheduled meetings and an annual retreat. 
 

Article VII – Rules 
 
The business of the Council shall be conducted through consensus building, and will follow the Principles 
of Collegial Governance. 
 
  
3. Review Columbia College Principles of Collegial Governance 
College Council members reviewed the College Council Principles of Collegial Governance at 
their September 2010 meeting.  A request was made to draft language for addition to the principles 
that addresses the responsibility of each constituency representative for dialogue and two-way 
communication with their constituency groups.  The proposed revisions, incorporating that 
language, as well as other suggestions were presented as noted below.  It was agreed by consensus 
to take the recommended revisions under consideration and revisit the matter at the November 
2010 meeting for a second reading. 
 

Updated and approved by College Council October 2010  
Reaffirmed by College Council September 2009 

Updated and approved by College Council October 2005 
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PRINCIPLES OF COLLEGIAL GOVERNANCE 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
As administrators, faculty, staff, and students at Columbia College, we recognize our common interest in 
the success and well being of the Yosemite Community College District, Columbia College, and its 
students.  In order to insure its success we all share the responsibility of acting jointly so that the College 
speaks to the District and the community with one voice, maintains stability and continuity, and effectively 
fulfills its stated mission. 
 
JOINT EFFORT 
 
We recognize that in order to insure a joint effort, each of the College components (administration, faculty, 
staff, and student body) must have an initiating capacity and decision-making participation in the important 
areas of College and District deliberations and action.  Differences in the weight of each component’s voice 
will necessarily differ according to the responsibility assumed by the component in the implementation of 
the decision at hand (i.e., the Student Services Office and Senate for matriculation procedures, the student 
body and the Student Services Office for student government concerns, etc.). 
 
The forum for discussion and final recommendations for College action or initiating recommendations or 
reactions to District Council shall be the Columbia College Council. 
 
The President should rarely have to exercise his/her power of review or make final adverse decisions since 
this collegial decision-making process recognizes the variety of skills within the institution and is based 
upon mutual trust and respect.  Any adverse decision made by the President should be communicated in 
writing with specific reasons to the members of the Council. 
 
All constituent groups and individuals must recognize that outside bodies and agencies having jurisdiction 
over the Yosemite Community College District and/or the College will, at times, set limits on the time 
available for action.  At such times, every effort will be made to communicate with or through the College 
Council, but the ultimate responsibility for responding lies with administration and must be met.  In such 
cases where time does not allow lengthy consideration, action taken will be communicated to the College 
Council. 
 
DELINEATION OF RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
The President (CEO).  The  President, under direction of the YCCD Chancellor, is primarily responsible 
for: 
 

a. Holding the ultimate administrative responsibility for the operations of the College. 
 

b. Insuring the standards and procedures in operational use to conform to established Board Policy 
and administrative procedures. 

 
c. Serving as chief college planning officer. 

 
d. Serving as chief college fiscal officer. 

 
e. Serving as chief spokesperson to Yosemite Community College District. 

 



College Council Record of Meeting • October 1, 2010 
Page 4 of 13 

f. Nurturing the College/community relationships. 
 

g. Chairing the Columbia College Council. 
 
The Administration. The administrative staff is primarily responsible for: 
 

a. The leadership within his/her constituent group. 
 

b. Providing management support to the College President for the implementation of all policies and 
procedures; management of an operational budget, keeping current on issues, regulations, laws, and 
trends within their areas of responsibility. 

 
c. Representing their constituent groups in College Council (as appropriate), and other committees 

within the College and District. 
 
The Faculty.  The faculty is primarily responsible for: 
 

a. Defining, implementing, and evaluation evaluating curriculum. 
 

b. Strengthening scholarship and teaching. 
 

c. Evaluating peers within the established District and College procedures. 
 

d. Participating actively, through College Council representatives, in recommending College 
procedures and procedural changes. 

 
e. Participating in District negotiations through YFA, as determined by YFA. 

 
f. Insuring, through the Staff Development Committee, the quality of faculty development activities. 

 
g. Participating in YCCD and College committees as appropriate. 

 
The Classified Staff. The classified staff is primarily responsible for:  
 

a. Insuring the high quality of student, instructional, and administrative support services. 
 

b. Insuring the quality of physical plant and grounds maintenance. 
 

c. Participating in the decision-making processes through representatives at the College Council. 
 

d. Participating in the negotiations with YCCD through the local CSEA unit, as determined by that 
unit. 

 
e. Developing continuing in-service training opportunities for classified staff through the Staff 

Development Committee. 
 

f. Participating in YCCD and College committees as appropriate. 
 
The Student Body. The student body is primarily responsible for: 
 

a. Insuring the existence and health of a valid system of representative student government. 
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b. Providing feedback to the College regarding concerns and issues of instructional, student services, 
or administrative nature. 

 
c. Accepting responsibility for the establishment and maintenance of co-curricular programs. 

 
d. Participating in College Council through its representatives. 

 
Areas of Shared Responsibility:  Areas in which all institutional components share a primary 
responsibility are: 
 

a. Accepting responsibility for the establishment and maintenance of a positive learning and working 
environment. 

 
b. Strategic institutional planning (through College Council). 

 
c. Facilities usage (through the Facilities Committee). 

 
d. Developing Reviewing the College Budget (through College Council). 

 
e. Review/Recommend staffing priorities (through College Council, Academic Senate and President’s 

Council). 
 

f. Reviewing programs and services. 
 

g. Promoting an effective working relationship between all segments of the College and between the 
College and Yosemite Community College District. 
 

h. For participatory and collegial governance to function effectively, it is necessary that constituent 
representatives on any and all committees take responsibility for communicating with the group 
they represent the substance of the actions, discussions, and recommendations of the committees on 
which they serve.  Likewise, they must take responsibility for representing to the committees the 
recommendations of their constituencies. 

 
 
4. Columbia College Program/Services Reduction Process 
At the April 2010 meeting of the College Council, the following motion was made and carried. 
 

“ It was moved, seconded (Gene Womble/Dennis Gervin) and approved with all in favor 
that the College Council recommend the Columbia College Program/Services Reduction 
Process be reviewed and/or changed based on the discussion points above.” 

 
At the September 2010 meeting of the College Council, Raelene Juarez, Academic Senate 
President, distributed the recommended changes to the Columbia College Program/Services 
Reduction Process (below), dated August 26, 2010.  Further, at that meeting, she reported the 
document had been adopted by the Academic Senate with the revisions noted and asked College 
Council members to review the document and bring back recommendations to the October College 
Council meeting. 
 
Discussion was held at the October 2010 meeting as to the importance, if any, the college budget 
plays in the program/services reduction process.  The revision written into the document (below) 
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with regard to budget states, “monetary savings shall not be a criterion used for the reduction or 
discontinuance of any college programs or services.”  It was suggested that while the budget does 
not and should not drive the process, in some cases the budget may be a consideration.  An 
example was given where two programs had come through the process and all else was equal, at 
that time the budget may be considered.  Along those lines, it was advised that writing an 
“absolute” action into a policy, such as this, would not allow for future flexibility.  Suggestions 
were made for wording that would allow for flexibility and still stay true to the intent of the budget 
not being the sole determining criterion—“shall not be the primary criterion,” etc.  Based on this 
discussion, Academic Senate President Juarez was asked to re-evaluate the revision discussed 
above with the Academic Senate and revisit the matter at the November 2010 meeting of the 
College Council. 
 
 

COLUMBIA COLLEGE 
PROGRAM/SERVICES REDUCTION PROCESS  

 
1. BACKGROUND AND UNDERLYING CONCEPTS 

 
Columbia College recognizes that curriculum and services must be responsive to the needs of the 
students and community.  As those needs change, the content and organization of educational 
programs and services must undergo annual review for appropriateness and efficiency, including 
both qualitative and quantitative measures. 
 
This process is based on the following guiding principles:  
 

 Fundamental in this process is the clear understanding that monetary savings to the 
College and District shall not be a the sole determining criterion used for the reduction 
or discontinuance of any college programs or services;  

 
 Upon the declaration of a “State of Extreme Financial Hardship”, reductions in programs 

and/or services become an issue of collective bargaining and outside the purview of those 
processes as defined in section 3 items A through F of this policy.  In the event of such a 
declaration by the Board of Trustees of a “State of Extreme Financial Hardship”, College 
administration, including Division Deans shall and must employ the Quantitative and 
Qualitative Criteria (as defined within Section 2, Quantitative and Qualitative Criteria), 
under which any such recommendations in program and/or service reductions are to be 
made.  The Quantitative and Qualitative Criteria remains an integral and binding component 
of this policy. Monetary savings to the College and District shall not be a the sole 
determining criterion used for the reduction or discontinuance of any college programs 
or services; 

 
 The expressed intent of this process is the provision for improvement of a Program and/or 

Service through a defined criteria-based review process that allows for redirection, 
reconfiguration and/or redesign. 

 
 If there is mutual agreement between the affected faculty/staff of a program and the 

administration, and when and only if students will not be adversely affected (refer to Section 
3, paragraph E), the processes herein need not go into effect; 

 
 Program and/or Service reduction or discontinuance are both an academic and professional 
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matter involving local academic senates, and insofar as the procedure impacts employment, 
it is a matter of collective bargaining in all cases. 

 
 Qualitative as well as quantitative data must be considered during the review process.  

Qualitative data is less statistical and includes vital academic considerations such as 
effects on students, balancing the college curriculum, education and budget planning, 
and the teaching and learning process. 

 
This process shall concern itself solely with program performance according to the criteria set forth 
within this document.  If this process is invoked, or if a program is to be reduced or discontinued based 
on mutual faculty/administrator agreement, the YFA and/or CSEA will be notified immediately, to 
resolve the issues of collective bargaining. 

 
2. Quantitative and Qualitative Criteria: 

(Items are not presented in any order of priority) 
 

 Relationship to District/College mission;  
 Local community need;  
 Impact on community if program or service is reduced or discontinued; 
 Impact on physical environment if program or service is reduced or discontinued; 
 Impact on cultural environment if program or service is reduced or discontinued; 
 Impact to other programs and/or services; 
 Impact on students (Is it essential for student success?); 
 Advisory Board recommendations (Vocational Programs); 
 Issues of regional coordination for Vocational Programs; 
 Projected industry need based on Labor Market Information (Vocational Programs); 
 Issues related to outside and/or legal mandates regarding programs and/or services; 
 Quality of the breadth and depth of the curriculum and/or services including; 

 Number of new certificates created over past 6 semesters (Arts & Sciences); 
 Number of new courses created over past 6 semesters (Arts & Sciences); 
 Number of new degrees created over past 6 semesters (Arts & Sciences); 

 Student success rates including: 
 Number of Transfer Students over the past 6 semesters (Arts & Sciences); 
 Retention and completion rates over the past 6 semesters; 
 Employment rates; 

 How does the program articulate with universities and institutions?; 
 How is the program perceived by employing business and industry?; 
 Student satisfaction with program; 
 Enrollment or usage efficiency;  
 Review for insufficient frequency of course section offerings; 
 Review of class offerings (times, dates, availability to students, etc.); 
 Cost of program / FTES; 
 Cost and availability of support services;  
 Direct facilities costs (includes cost-to-benefit analysis) 

 
These criteria shall be considered in all Reductions to Programs and/or Services. 

3. PROCESS 

A.  The Program Reduction Criteria worksheet will be reviewed, updated, and/or validated annually 
by the College Council.  
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B.  This extensive process will go into effect when the Division Dean in consultation with program 
faculty and/or staff, using the criteria listed above, have determined that a program or service is in 
jeopardy. Department/program/discipline members and the administrator working directly with the 
program/service will identify the qualitative and quantitative criteria that apply to the specific 
program/service and then do a preliminary analysis based on those criteria.  Formal notice of the 
decision, including the factors used to make the determination, will be sent to the President of the 
Academic Senate, the Chair of the Curriculum Committee, the YFA and CSEA campus 
representatives, the Student Services Dean, Vice President of Student Learning and the College 
President. 

C.  The department/discipline will then work internally for one semester to review program/service goals 
and attempt to ameliorate the situation. Ongoing documentation in the form of a mutually agreed upon 
improvement plan shall be required. The program improvement plan will be sent to the President of the 
Academic Senate, Division Dean, the Chair of the Curriculum Committee, the YFA and CSEA 
campus representatives, the Student Services Dean, Vice President of Student Learning and the 
College President.  In the event that agreement cannot be reached, a Program Reduction Review 
Committee (PRRC) as described below will convene to develop a program improvement plan.  The 
membership of this committee will include the President-elect of the Academic Senate, the Chair of 
the Curriculum Committee, the affected faculty and/or staff, the Division Dean or his/her designee, 
the Student Services Dean, and one faculty member chosen by the Academic Senate. 

D.  After one semester of program improvement implementation, the Division Dean and the President of 
the Academic Senate will convene/re-convene the Program Reduction Review Committee (PRRC). 
The PRRC will evaluate progress made on the program improvement plan. The charge of the 
Program Reduction Review Committee (PRRC) is to make a recommendation to the Vice President 
of Student Learning and the College President. 

E.  If it is determined by the Program Reduction Review Committee, by an absolute majority, that the 
program should be reduced or discontinued, the PRRC recommendation shall be forwarded to the 
Academic and Classified Senates.  Any such recommendation shall include a phase-out period to 
ensure that: 
 

 All students in the program(s) have the opportunity to complete the program(s);  
 Student’s catalog rights are protected;   
 The YFA may resolve contractual issues for faculty in the affected program.  

 
F.  These recommendations shall then be forwarded to the Vice President of Student Learning and the 

College President for action. 
 
5. YCCD Strategic Plan 
It was reported that the District’s Strategic Plan is in need of review and updating; specifically, the 
Vision 2010 piece.  Thus, the District Council will be accepting feedback from the College 
Council and district constituency groups.  Dr. Jones asked that College Council members solicit 
feedback from their constituencies and be prepared to discuss the document at the November 2010 
meeting. 
 
6. Grant Review Subcommittee 
At the September 2010 College Council meeting, a subcommittee was formed to “explore 
mechanisms to better integrate the grants and development processes into the college planning 
processes.”  The subcommittee provided the handout below to College Council members 



College Council Record of Meeting • October 1, 2010 
Page 9 of 13 

documenting their work thus far.  Discussion was held with regard to the next steps for the 
subcommittee, how a quick turn-around on a grant submission might be accomplished, and that the 
decision to pursue a grant will ultimately be made by the College President—who will make such 
a decision using the information and recommendation(s) obtained through this process.  The 
subcommittee will continue their work and bring back recommendation(s) in November with 
additional detail. 
 
College Council Grants and Development sub-committee 

Report for October 1, 2010 
 
Classified Senate: Lonnie Blansit 
Academic Senate: Raelene Juarez 
Associated Students: Robert Divinagracia 
Administration: Dennis Gervin 
 
 
Charge: 

 
1) To explore mechanisms to better integrate the grants and development processes into the college 

planning processes 
 

 
Questions: 

1) Is this a taskforce, or a standing committee? 
2) What criteria should be reported back to the College Council? 
3) How often should information be reported back to College Council? 
4) How will this work during the summer? 

 
 

Discussion on Possible Actions or Directions: 
 

 Suggestions on criteria that would require a report back to College Council: 
 

a) Grants or Development that effect permanent staffing at Columbia College 
 
i) Is the position in the programs Unit Plan? 
ii) Is the programs Unit Plan current and up-to-date? 
iii) Has a proposal for this position been drafted and submitted to its respective Hiring 

Prioritization Process? 
iv) Has a proposal for this position been reviewed as part of the regular Hiring 

Prioritization Process for its respective area? 
 

b) Grants or Development that is not directed at an existing project within the 
program’s Unit Plan 
 
i) Is there data or other program review information that supports the need for such 

resources 
ii) Are there alternative or existing resources directed towards this project 
iii) Is this a high priority need? 

 
 Procedural Issues and discussion 

 
A) Issues concerning potential delay of grant proposal submission 

 
1) Waiting for a College Council recommendation could slow or eliminate the submission of a 

grant proposal 
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i) Local Grants and Development forms could be filled out in advance by programs 

seeking external resources that effect staffing 
 

ii) Programs could be encouraged to work in advance to identify opportunities to fund 
existing Unit Plan project activities that effect permanent staff positions.  Such 
programs would be encouraged to submit Faculty or Classified Hiring Proposals as 
soon as possible. 

 
iii) Programs that carry out advanced planning would have the benefit of immediate 

submission of grant proposals 
 

2) A ‘last minute’ grant proposal that did not fulfill any or all of the criteria reviewed by the 
committee could still potentially be approved by the College Council.   

 
i) This would likely one case-by-case, but would ensure a process to address a critically 

important or valuable opportunity that did not have enough time to meet all criteria. 
 

B) Potential Benefits and Liabilities: 
 

1) This has the potential to make the acquisition of grants (or other external resources) more 
cumbersome and less responsive. To prevent this from occurring, programs would need to 
develop a culture of advance planning; this would mean additional staff time, which is a 
challenge. 
 

2) The incorporation of Grants and Development into the integrated planning processes 
reduces confusion and conflicting activities associated with the acquisition of new faculty 
and staff positions. 
 

3) This has the potential to help foster a culture of planning, and advanced planning. 
 
 

C) Next Steps 
 

Develop a sequential process if directed to do so by College Council 
 

 
7. Other Item(s) 

a. YCCD Board Policy Changes – Dr. Jones reported that an email had been forwarded to 
College Council members with the DRAFT changes recommended by the district 
Policies and Procedures Review Committee.  Dr. Jones asked College Council 
members to review the recommendations and solicit feedback from their constituencies 
for discussion at the November 5 meeting of the College Council.  With the original 
email from the Policies and Procedures Committee requesting feedback by November 
3, Dr. Jones indicated it would be appreciated if members would send substantial 
change recommendations ahead of the November 5 College Council meeting. 

 
b. BRIC TAP – It was reported that the Bridging Research, Information, & Cultures 

Initiative-Technical Assistance Program (BRIC TAP) visit is scheduled to occur on 
October 11 and 12.  The team has asked to meet with the college’s “master planning 
committee” and so Council members were queried as to their availability on October 12 
at 11:30 am for a special College Council meeting.  It was agreed that the President’s 
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Office would send out a meeting invitation with the knowledge that while Council 
members would make every effort to attend, some may not be able to join the meeting. 

 
c. YCCD Board Meeting – Council members were informed that the YCCD Board 

meeting on October 13, 2010 will be held at Columbia College in the Manzanita 
Building Rotunda.  All members were encouraged to attend and invite their 
constituencies to attend. 

 
d. Safety Report – Mike Perez reported that the Safety Committee is looking for a new 

member.  Additionally, the annual safety and fire safety report is available on the 
College’s website and is expected to be printed in early November. 

 
e. Parking Fee Proposal and Transit Proposal – Mike Perez reported that discussions 

regarding a Tuolumne County transit proposal are continuing. 
 
f. YCCD Board Candidates’ Forum – Dr. Richard Jones reported that ASCC leadership 

will host a YCCD Board of Trustees candidates’ forum on Friday, October 15 at 7:00 
pm in the Dogwood Forum.  He stated that all are invited to attend. 

 
8. Accreditation Steering Committee 
College Council members were emailed links to the evidence matrices and standards committee’s 
meeting minutes in advance of the meeting and were asked to review the information prior to the 
presentations scheduled for Standard I, Mission and Institutional Effectiveness and Standard IV, 
Governance.  In that email, and at the October meeting, Dr. Gervin advised the Council that in 
their “role as the Accreditation Steering Committee we will begin meeting with the co-chairs from 
the various Standards Committees. The purpose of these sessions are for you to interact with the 
Standard Committee co-chairs and for you to validate and feel comfortable with the processes, 
committee structures and supporting evidence that each committee has accumulated over the past 
months.” 

a. Governance – Anne Cavagnaro, Standard IV Committee Co-Chair, presented 
information briefly describing Standard IVA (generally, campus governance) and 
IVB (generally, how district decision-making processes unfold).  She further 
described how the committee parsed each piece of the standard.  Responsibility for 
IVA was assumed by the larger number of committee members and then each piece 
was assigned to committee member(s) to work on in subcommittee fashion.  
Responsibility for IVB was assumed primarily by Joan Smith and Nick 
Stavrianoudakis.  For Standard IVB it was reported that the group took a kind of 
“reverse engineered” approach to the standard and started with the narrative and 
then pulled out the evidence in a separate document.  The committee held regular 
meetings to discuss the progress of each piece and hear feedback. College Council 
members were interested in planning agendas that may have been developed.  Ms. 
Cavagnaro indicated that planning agendas had been identified in some areas and 
gave the example of the recent discussion regarding integration of the grants review 
process with the college’s strategic planning processes.  She acknowledged that the 
College Council had already begun investigating ways to address this planning 
agenda and ventured that by the time the self study is completed it may or may not 
be cited, as it may be resolved.  Ms. Cavagnaro confirmed that other planning 
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agendas were identified and would be included in the Standard IV narrative should 
they continue to be relevant. 
 

b. Mission and Institutional Effectiveness – Kathy Schultz, Standard I Committee Co-
Chair, presented information briefly describing Standard I (IA, generally stated, 
addresses the mission and IB, generally stated, addresses institutional 
effectiveness).  She invited the other committee members to provide input 
throughout her presentation as well.  Ms. Schultz described the process by which 
the Standard I committee took to address the standard.  She shared that the entire 
committee took on the responsibility of the entire standard and went through the 
matrix and pieces of the standard one-by-one as a group.  It was reported that the 
standard committee held regular meetings.  Further, the committee was involved in 
the flex day activity where they presented the matrix at a meeting open college-
wide meeting and incorporated feedback from that meeting into their evidence 
collection and ultimately into their narrative.  They intend to continue to add 
evidence and text to the narrative as appropriate; specifically, referencing the staff 
and student surveys. 

 
9. Budget Update 
Mike Perez reported that at the September 2010 meeting of the College Council a DRAFT budget 
was presented that reported a $200,000 un-reconciled datatel entry issue.  He reported that the 
issue had been 80% resolved with approximately $43,000 remaining as an issue.  Further, he 
reported that he expects the remaining issue will be resolved by the November meeting of the 
College Council and will bring back to the Council additional  budget information for their review. 
 
10.  Facilities Update 
Mike Perez reported that the Facilities Committee is continuing to look into the matter of adding 
free speech bulletin boards on campus.  He confirmed that the committee is building the 
recommendation(s) using the directions and guidelines provided by the College Council at their 
April 2010 meeting as well as the time, place, and manner policy. 
 
Dr. Richard Jones reported that the college-wide Facilities Master Plan Update Forum held on 
September 24 was facilitated by outside consultants and served to develop a list of facilities 
projects.  All projects identified will be going forward to be discussed at another forum scheduled 
for October 22, 2010.  He reported that he expected the October 22 forum to be facilitated by he 
and Dr. Dennis Gervin and that information from that meeting will go forward to a Master 
Planning Committee (MPC) 2020, still to be formed.  Dr. Jones reported that he envisions the 
MPC 2020 would eventually look at the Educational Master Plan and Facilities Master Plan 
documents. 
 

a. Student Center – Judy Lanchester, Interim Campus Manager, reported that student 
leadership had unanimously agreed to proceed with phase one of the Student Center 
remodel in one of the portable buildings vacated by the child development program.  
Further, she reported that the construction would begin in one week and a half and 
would include space for a conference room, outside bar-b-que, kitchen, storage, 
information technology functions, student leadership office, and garden, from 
which food crops would be donated to the local food bank. 



College Council Record of Meeting • October 1, 2010 
Page 13 of 13 

 
Ms. Lanchester went on to report that the Sugar Pine Building construction is running 
approximately 2 weeks late and a fall opening is anticipated.  She reported that plans to replace an 
in-kind wood bridge over the water flow from the lake in front of the Manzanita building are 
underway.  Lastly, Ms. Lanchester reported that a water tank on campus is leaking to the point of 
needing critical repair.  The district has committed to fund the replacement of the water tank 
during the summer of 2011. 
 
 
11. Senate Reports/Updates 

a. Classified Senate – Nancy Bull, Classified Senate President, reported that the Senate met 
last Friday and discussed College Council agenda items.  Two hot button topics discussed 
at their meeting were the Student Center relocation and the CSEA’s recommendation 
regarding the YCCD Board of Trustee candidate. 
 

b. CSEA – No report. 
 

c. Academic Senate – Raelene Juarez, Academic Senate President, reported that the Senate 
met last Friday and a resolution went through a second reading regarding the Student 
Center.  Further, the Senate is currently reviewing their constitution and bylaws and 
expects the task to be complete next spring.  She reported that faculty hiring proposals are 
due today and that Twyla Olsen had been named as adjunct faculty representative for the 
Academic Senate.  Lastly, Ms. Juarez reported that the Senate is reviewing curriculum and 
appeals processes. 
 

d. Leadership Team Advisory Council – Brian DeMoss, reported on behalf of the LTAC that 
the next meeting is scheduled for October 20, 2010 and that the group is continuing to 
work on new leadership team member training.  Dr. Richard Jones reported that funds are 
available for leadership development from a donation made by Tom Van Gronigan. 
 

e. YFA – The YFA Vice President representing Columbia College, Gene Womble, reported 
that negotiations for the 2010-2011 year have begun—the contract is open and “interests” 
have been developed as part of the Interest Based Bargaining process. 
 

f. Student Senate – ASCC President, Scott Etter reported that students are being appointed as 
lead on many upcoming activities such as the food drive, blood drive, door decorating 
contest, holiday party for the children enrolled in the child development program, holiday 
giving tree, and fundraiser for Eileen Cupit’s granddaughter.  He reported that Senate 
leadership is also reviewing their constitution and bylaws. 
 
 

 


