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PRESIDENT’S CABINET MEETING
Friday, February 10, 2012
Conversational Lunch – 12 Noon – CCI 130


ATTENDEES
President's Cabinet:  President Schaffer, Carol Hoglund, Marlene Tignor, Stan Torvik, Grant Wilson, Peggie Kresl-Hotz, Lisa Murphy, and Tony Reyes
College Council:  Kim Adams, Jennifer Anderson, Misty Heil (ASG), Meghan Kelly, Jason Larimore (ASG), Alex Matthews, John Sanford, Jodi Weppner

ESSC:  Melissa Gallant, Christine Sowards

Faculty Senate:  Rob Benning, Mary Guthrie, Cindy Henning, Liz Jackson, Dave Marcum, Kathy Snyder, Ron Pulse, Jeff Shmidl, Ami Wangeline, Brian Wilson
Institutional Research:  Ann Murray

Budget:  Jayne Myrick

Budget Process Advisory Committee:  Trina Kilty, Arlene Lester, Melissa McAllister, Dana McCammon
I. 
Shared Governance @ LCCC

President Schaffer prefaced the conversation explaining that from a meeting with the College Council on January 27th he learned that perhaps a wider representation would be more prudent for addressing the global issues and decisions brought to a shared governance body.  As a starting point, President Schaffer distributed a draft document that addressed “Shared Governance Defined,” “Major Decisions Defined,” and “Membership.” (attached)  He also provided a proposed concept for a “Continuous Improvement Model at LCCC.”  To help assist the discussion, he then asked the participants three questions:
1) Do you want shared governance?

2) Do you generally agree with the types of decisions for shared governance?

3) What do you foresee the membership and makeup of the shared governance group to be?

The following are input, questions, and responses from participants and do not represent final decisions or directives. 
· Have you [President Schaffer] seen this work?

· President Schaffer – Shared governance was introduced at the campus from which he came over a five-year period and it worked well.  The persons who knew the background and history tended to take on the decision discussions, but after more and more time, other members began to take on a more active role.  The College’s shared governance group would pilot the process on LCCC campus.  This membership of this share governance group, as with others, would likely feel more comfortable making decisions as the group becomes more informed.  
· A successful shared governance system requires joint commitment and diligence.  Shared governance could work quite well on the LCCC campus.  Groups with constituencies in place should represent those constituencies.  
· Shared governance groups do not consider labor and employment issues.  
· President's Cabinet definitely needs to be a part of the group, and President Schaffer should be the group’s chairman and should run the meetings.  
· Because the mission of the shared governance group will be different than that of the College Council, whose primary role is campus communication, a whole new group should make up the shared governance membership.  

· The shared governance group’s suggested membership could include representatives from groups based on function; i.e., faculty, staff, administrator, and student, and ex officio members representing institutional research and budget.  A trustee member could also be considered. 
· Casper College uses a College Council model.

· In lieu of creating a different College Council structure, consideration could be given to an entirely new representative membership.  Membership selection could be left to the representative groups or a uniform selection method for choosing members could be established.
· The membership will need to be expanded.  The membership should error on the side of inclusiveness rather than restrictiveness.  A larger group would bring more expertise and life experience to the decision making process.
· The group’s function will need to be defined by a set of rules or guidelines to prevent, for example, filibustering or the same subject being re-visited over and over again.  The decisions for which the shared governance group is responsible and how the group determines consensus; i.e., by majority vote, will also need to be defined.
· President's Cabinet’s role would be essentially the same as it is now.  They are the experts who can provide the information needed for the group to hold responsible deliberations and make decisions for which they would be accountable. 
· Where applicable, President Schaffer would take a shared governance decision to the Board. 

· One concern is that some members of the shared governance group might filibuster; therefore, thwarting any decision.  Will President Schaffer then intervene and force a decision?
· Decisions need to be made based on student needs.

· Can members represent anybody since they are all on the same team or just their constituents?

· The question of whether staff should be offered release time for serving on the shared governance group will be sensitive to staff.  
· The College Council has been more of a recommending body.  The former Faculty-Staff Welfare Committee operated somewhat like a shared governance body, so such is not completely foreign to the College’s history.
· The College Council membership includes representatives from five campus groups—administrators, faculty, professional staff, classified staff, and students—who are trying to have a voice on College issues and decisions.  

· College Council serves as a clearinghouse for bringing forth concerns but is not a decision making body.

· Current College Council members representing faculty, staff, and administrators were elected by their peer groups by means of a snap survey; the student representatives were selected by students.  

· The College Council was designed specifically to move toward shared governance.  Some faculty have a different opinion about whether this was the original intent. 

In conclusion President Schaffer asked if the group’s consensus was in favor of implementing a shared governance process to which he heard yes.  He recognized more conversation needs to be held concerning the membership structure and encouraged each representative to return to their constituent group and talk about the process.  President Schaffer also offered to draft the principal document under which the shared governance group would function.  Those in attendance concurred they would be comfortable with President Schaffer’s drafting the document as a place to start.  President Schaffer asked that constituent groups prepare their responses to the draft document and email their consensus to him.  President Schaffer will also work with the faculty on membership concerns.  Administrators and staff do not have the same concerns about the College Council representation or how that representation would transfer to a shared governance body.  
Respectfully submitted,

Vicki Boreing

