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Minutes of the Faculty Senate

MEETING
Date	2017-12-15
Call	☐ regular	☒ special	(Special Meeting with CMI Administrators)
Site	Board of Regents Conference Room, Wūlka Campus
Remote Sites	Polycom Room, Arrak Campus
Chair	Nik Willson, Developmental Education – Faculty Senate President	
Recording	Dr. Jaerin Chung, Liberal Arts – Faculty Senate Secretary/Treasurer
Record status	☒ draft	☐ official
"The Faculty Senate adopts these Minutes as a true record of this meeting."

FACULTY  
Total Present: 24 (24) – Didn’t meet the Quorum
	Attended
	Apologized

	Dep
	Name
	Name (E: Excused)

	Adjunct
	
	Boyd, Barbara                    Page, Alvin
Canonigo, Rosalinda        Romain, Martin 
Cristobal Wilfred              Silk, Mary
Enriquez, Vincent             Teshome, Frehiwot
Korean, Rosina                  Vila, Cheryl

	Business
	Teshome, Seyoum
	Kendall-Lekka, Meitaka

	Dev. Education
	Enriquez, Emiliana
Wilson, Nikolas
	
	Bojos, Rosalie                     Ishiguro, Amanda
Cameron, Morgan             Krawczyk, Ewa (E) 
Cooke, Richard                  Manase, Manase
Corpuz, Michael                Maitokana, Gade
Di Lella, Joseph (E)           Savu, Silipa
Hazzard, Andrea                Seru, Jennifer 
Williams, Amanda

	Elem. Edu
	Perkins, Pamela                     Soje, Gabriel
	Castano, Luciana               Koroi, Rosie

	GED/ABE
	
	Andrew, Mothy
Herkinos, Tone
Ientaake, Moarieta
Jacklick, Charles
	Olter, Werter
Philimon, Anel
Jarom, John
Kuilamu, Viliame

	LA
	Chung, Jaerin                           Switaj, Elizabeth
Heath, Rachelle D.                  Van Auken, Mary
	Carroll, John
Goto, Sayaka (E)
Jenyo, Folake
	Maupin, Mary (E)
Newman, Richard (E)
Wilbanks, David

	M. Studies
	
	Alik, Wilbert                         Lajar, Hermon

	Nursing
	
	Bohanny, Walton
Peter, Florence
	Sumaoang, Moses

	Library
	
	

	STEM
	Alfonso, Edward
Baleikorocau, Wasiki
Canonigo, Ernest T.
Frandsen, Cassandra
Hackrott, Serena
	Sumaoang, Rosalinda
Vila, Curtis
Williams, Ed
	

	Unassigned
	7
	Brechtefeld, Mazimilliam    Still Villi, John
Zachaias, Jude



PROCEEDINGS
Call to Order
2:05

Meeting Starts, as Nish announced the opening statement. 

· Dr. Nish explained pretty much about the private situation available and stated her opposition, to be engaged with Don Hess in public.

· Since the litigation related with one of our previous employees, Don Hess, it is necessary to have an open discussion about the litigation; Today’s meeting will be a Question and Answer Session, based on the email shared by Mr. Stevens. 

FS President Nikolas Wilson opens the session through his statement
· Concern/Statement: We requested the meeting, not the common ground agreement on the necessity of the meeting.
 
Question: Why the announcement wasn’t shared? 
Question: Just Don Hess? or Also Janet Hess?
Answer: It is an incredible Important Question and it is not an issue. 

Any individual limits on having an access with Don Hess, otherwise the individual might have a chance to have some “disadvantage” (Nish/Stevenson). 
· Question: Is it only the official meeting? or personal meeting? 
· Answer: Personal event/issue related communication is absolutely fine. The 
   Dividing line is about the college’s business related issue. 

Question: We have never done it like this case before 
· Answer: Actually, It was second time; the previous case was similar also. 

Question: What expectation does the CMI and the college have from the situation 
					 with Don Hess?

· Answer: Exercise the good judgement. based on the case by case, including 
   the community conference or something else. 

Question: major concern is that most of employees cannot guarantee the safety due
to our own judgement. and we don’t know what is the “boundary”.
 
· Answer: Get the conversation with the College, about the circumstance, first 
     before going to the meeting. 

Question: What if my “good judgement” is different with the college? Who judge the
“line”?
· Answer: Pretty much same as the previous answer.


Question: Any Example? 
· Answer: Any Public meeting, engaged with Don Hess. 


Using CMI email account can be another cause of the conflict (Dr. Nish)
· Answer: using the CMI.edu should be addressed for the business purpose. 
    and it is against the college IT policy. 

· Answer: Use more personal email account. 

Question: What if we didn’t know he attended the meeting? 
· Answer: Keep doing whatever you primarily purposed. Just don’t 
   communicate with him privately for the public purpose (Dr. Nish). 


Question/Comment: After the first “case”, of Martin Romain, there are so many 
scary rumors; it threats our working circumstance of CMI. And the FS members feel the necessity of the clarification of the proactive status for the future. 

· Answer: there are a lot of confidential which the admin can’t share. 
   Admits the limitation about the ability to share the news. Then   
   explained the situation: there is no pre-”communication”. 
			              Dr. Nish stated It as not an “usual” case. 
		
· Answer: We need to talk about “what else we should to do” to not to be
   happened again. 


Question: Can you clarify the term of “business”? What if we discuss about the 
class size or numbers of the class? Is it school’s business?
		
· Answer: Can’t be defined it in this point. Use our “Good Judgement” (Dr. Nish). 

Question: School failed to build our “confidence”. We think that the Admin’s work is not showing us “trust” or “confidence”. 

-     Answer (Question): Is there anything else we can do?
· Suggestion: Communication/Openness/non-ignorance



14. Statement: There is no any open conversation or any gesture, of the admins, with 
    the Faculty Senate, including the litigation case and replacement test.

· Answer: Next semester will be the “chance” or “opportunity” to open the 
 conversation. 
· Statement: Also we want to talk about PMS and its evaluation process/standard. 

15. Question: Anything else? (Admin)

16. Request: We can make our out own list of request, for the college future. 

17. Statement: Admin’s effort, to improve the communication issue, will be addressed anytime soon. 

18. Suggestion: Consultant? 

19. The suggestion proposed by the FS

· Idea 1: Skip the couple of channels, and have a direct communication with 
		      students. 
· Answer: Admins showed their positive feedback on the request of the 
			 			     Classroom. 
· Idea 2: invite one of the FS representatives, at the college senior member 
					college meeting. 
·  Answer: We’ll consider it in our future. 

20. Statement: We are keep losing our good colleagues/teachers.
·    Answer: the Admin already discussed with the related individuals. 

21. Statement: the deadline for PMS judgement, including Rewards. 
· Answer: It will be started and conducted from next week.
· Discussion: the deadline was the end of November; it’s not done 

(Note: Statement: The Administrators of CMI noted that “All the FS members were required to complete their PMS evaluation by November; or there must be a certain disadvantages”. After the dead line of the PMS evaluation submission, the CMI administrators noted the evaluation back in a certain time, but the admin failed to meet the noted deadline). 


22. Statement: Announcing the disciplinary action is such a demoralized action.

(My thought: FS members tried to express their sympathy on the poor performance of the Admin at the college; the administrators are struggling to answer the question/request).
23. Statement: the coming summer will be the most sad days in the college history, cause a lot of faculties will leave, unless the admin keep insisting showing the poor leadership. 

24. Statement: What is all this conversation about? (the whole conversation moves to the discussion about our concerns, from the letter from David Strauss)

· Answer: Nish and Stevens oppose to be exposed in the conversation
   about the legal action, the lawyer stated (My thought: Seems like even the Admin has their own “communication” issue.) 

25. Request: we should know what exactly happens with the issue? it’s already on the table. 

26. Request: we should know what exactly happens with the issue? it’s already on the table.
· Answer (Question): so What exactly the President and the FS president 
said?
· Answer: Nick failed to recall the letter/conversation. 

27. Statement again: we need to review the documentation before having a full opening statement about the case. 

28. Statement: the problem is the “offensive” language and wording choice; it gives us another oppressed feeling and negativity, on the admins. 

29. Statement: “disagreement” should be a post to antagonize each other, but it is the environment in the college of the CMI. 

30. Discussion goes to “can we invite the most representative individual” at the meeting with the FS directly?

31. Concerns: the environment is not fulfilled our demand on the direct meeting. 

32. Statement: they are willing to apologize if there is something they found wrong. 

33. Announcement: Amy Ishiguro resigns her position of the CMI 101 Coordinator; we don’t have the CMI 101 Coordinator. 

34. Statement: Dr. Nish apologized for the poor performance on the communication. 

35. Final statement of mine: Seems the meeting was held to discuss about the litigation case, against Don and Janet Hess; it turned out to the meeting of the disappointment representation by the FS members, to the CMI Administrators. 

36. [bookmark: _GoBack]Meeting Adjournes at 3:10. 

