
 

 
 

8045 East Chapman (714) 628-4831 
Orange, CA 92869  academic_senate@sccollege.edu 
 

Agenda 
15 October 2019 
1:30 – 3:00 p.m. 

Academic Senate Room A-211 
 

I  Welcome 
 
II  Approval of the Minutes 
 
 A 1 October 2019 
  
III Public Comments (2 minute limit per person) 
 
IV AS Executive Board Reports (5 minutes) 
 
V  ASG Report (5 minutes) 
 
VI Discussion Items 

 
A Tenure Process Task Force Report (15 minutes) Members of the Tenure Process 

Task Force will report on results of investigation. 
 

B Smoke and Tobacco Free District (15 minutes) Professor Hoffman will discuss the 
results of the RSCCD Smoking Assessment Data Summary and proposal to make 
Rancho Santiago Community College District smoke, vape and tobacco free. 

 
C Signature Programs – English as a Second Language (15 minutes) Professor 

Quimzon will present the Continuing Education Programs & Services Signature 
Program – English as a Second Language. 

 
VII  Action Items (15 minutes) 
 
Final Reading 

A Resolution F2019.05 – Affirmation of Revisions to the Distance Education 
Collegial Governance Committee Handbook Description and Meeting Time 

 
B Resolution F2019.06 – Affirmation of Revisions to the Planning and 

Institutional Effectiveness Collegial Governance Committee Handbook 
Description 

 
C Resolution F2019.07 - Support for the Request for Authorization to Apply for 

the Veterans’ Student Support Services (TRiO) Grant 
 

VIII Discussion Items Cont.  
 
D Area D Report and Fall Plenary Resolutions (15 minutes) Vice President Taylor 

will report back from the Area D meeting and present the Fall 2019 Plenary 
resolutions. 

 
Santiago Canyon College is an innovative learning community dedicated to intellectual and   personal growth. 
Our purpose is to foster student success and to help students achieve these core outcomes: to learn, to act, to 
communicate and to think critically. We are committed to  maintaining standards of excellence and providing the 
following to our diverse community: courses, certificates, and degrees that are accessible, applicable,  and 
engaging.  (Approved 12/05/17) 
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BP 2410 Board Policies and Administrative Regulations 
Reference: Education Code Section 70902; 
ACCJC Accreditation Standards IV.C.7, IV.D.4, I.B.7, and I.C.5 (formerly IV.B.1.b & e) 

 
The Board may adopt such policies as are authorized by law or determined by the Board to be necessary for the efficient operation 

of the District. Board policies are intended to be statements of intent by the Board on a specific issue within its subject matter jurisdiction. 
The policies have been written to be consistent with provisions of law, but do not encompass all laws relating to District activities. 

All District employees are expected to know of and observe all provisions of law pertinent to their job responsibilities. 
Policies of the Board may be adopted, revised, added to, or amended at any regular board meeting by a majority vote.  Any adoption 

and/or approval of new Board policies or changes to existing Board policies must take place as part of a two meeting approval process. 
The first meeting will be considered the "FIRST READING, INFORMATION ONLY" of the policy or change to existing policy for 
the purpose of review, questions and answers, and other considerations of the recommendation. At the second meeting, it will 
be considered the "SECOND READING, ACTION ITEM." The Board will consider the item for action, which may have been modified 
at either the first or second reading.  If the modification at the second reading is major, as determined by the Board, such a reading will 
be termed a first reading and introduced at a subsequent Board meeting as a second reading.  The Board shall regularly assess its policies 
for effectiveness in fulfilling the District's mission. 

The RSCCD Board of Trustees believes that a major trustee role is to set policy for the District. In setting policy, the Board wants 
to create and work within a participatory environment with respect for students and all employee groups. For developing policies 
regarding the academic and professional matters numbered 1, 2, 3, 5, and 8, the Board will consult collegially with the faculty by relying 
primarily on the advice and judgment of the Academic Senate (per previous agreement with the Senate).* 

For developing policy regarding the other five academic and professional matters, the Board will consult with the faculty through 
the mutual agreement process previously agreed upon. At RSCCD, the mutual agreement process is the use of the shared governance 
structure consisting of councils, committees, and the District Council. Further, representatives of staff and student groups are encouraged 
to work within the established processes to address the issues of the District. 
The Board of Trustees values consensus building; however, it realizes its legal responsibility to make final decisions regarding policy. 
 

*For the following items the Board of Trustees will rely primarily upon the advice of the Academic Senate: 
1) Curriculum, including establishing prerequisites and placing courses within disciplines;  
2)  Degree and certificate requirements;  
3)  Grading policies;  
5)   Standard or policies regarding student preparation and success;  
8)  Policies for faculty professional development activities; 

For the following items, the Board of Trustees will come to mutual agreement with the Academic Senate: 
4) Educational program development;  
6) District and college governance structures, as related to faculty roles;  
7)  Faculty roles and involvement in accreditation processes, including self study and annual reports;  
9) Processes for program review;  
10)  Processes for institutional planning and budget development. 
 

Administrative regulations are to be issued by the Chancellor as statements of method to be used in implementing Board Policy. 
Such administrative regulations shall be consistent with the intent of Board Policy. Administrative regulations may be revised as deemed 
necessary by the Chancellor.  The Board reserves the right to direct revisions of the administrative regulations should they, in the Board's 
judgment, be inconsistent with the Board's own policies. 
Copies of all board policies and administrative regulations shall be readily available to District employees through the District website. 
 

Revised and Retitled:  June 15, 2015 (Previously BP9001 and BP9023) 
 



SCC Academic Senate Minutes – DRAFTv2 
October 1, 2019, 1:30-3:00, A-211 
 
Senators Present 
Chaidez, Maria 
Crabill, Phil 
Cummins, Shawn 
Dahl, Michael 
Danova, Veselka 
Deely, Steve 
Dela-Cusack, Lisa 
Govea, Melissa 
Howell, Scott 
Johnson, Kim 
Kramer, Jessica 
Murphy, Ryan 
Oase, Daniel 
Salcido, Andrew 
Siddiqui, Shereen 
Smith, Mark 
Umali-Kopp, Christine 
Valdos, Yanina 

 
SCC-AS Executive Board Present 
DeCarbo, Michael, President 
Taylor, Mike, Vice President 
Diaz, Darlene, CIC Chair 
Scott, Randy, Secretary/Treasurer (Interim) 
 
Senators Absent 
Chavez, Ricardo 
Graham, Song Le 
Quimzon, Eden 
Sproat, Barbara 
 
ASG Representative 
Tjan, Tristan 
 
Guests 
Aragon, Maricarmen (Student) 
Martin, Linda 
Wagner, Joyce 
 

I. Welcome 
 

II. Approval of the Minutes 
a. 17 September 2019 

 
Approved. Moved by Johnson; seconded by Danova. 
 

III. Public Comments 
 
Senator Dela-Cusack described the upcoming “Joe Geissler: A Celebration of a Life.” This 
memorial celebrates the life and accomplishments of the 2019 Faculty Excellence Award 
Recipient on Thursday, October 17, 2019 in H-106 at 1:30pm and will feature an open 
mike for personal comments from the attendees. 
 

IV. SCC-AS Executive Board Reports 
a. President DeCarbo: The SCC-AS faculty rankings are completed. Individual 

senator rankings are shown below, followed by the senate’s collated, approved, 
ranking. 
 



 
 

 
 
CIC Chair Diaz expressed concern about the #5 ranking of the computer science 
request and the possible affect on programs and certificates if that department 
does not have a full-time faculty. Senator Deely pointed out that the Computer 
Science department currently does have a full-time faculty member, so any 
threat to program/certificate continuance is not imminent. President Decarbo 
described the subsequent faculty hire selection process, pointing out that other 
groups, including management, will review the suggested rankings and make 
adjustments with regard to program continuance and other consequences. 



b. President DeCarbo: The RSCCD Board of Trustees will be holding their October 
14, 2019 board meeting at SCC in H-106 at 4:00 pm. Senators are expected to 
attend, and all faculty are encouraged to attend to show support for SCC. 
 

c. President DeCarbo: October 24, 2019 is the annual “Be in the Spirit of Steve 
Kawa Day.” Faculty, staff, and administration are encouraged to dress in 
Hawaiian shirts, carry a Steve Kawa mask, and have fun. 
 

d. Vice-President Taylor: No report 
 

e. Secretary/Treasurer Scott: The SCC-AS website has been updated with all the 
agendas and minutes available for Fall 2019. 
 

f. CIC Chair Diaz: No Report 
 

V. ASG Report 
Tristan Tjan, ASG Treasurer 

a. ASG 101 was held last week and was attended by about 80 students. 
b. Red Cross Blood Drive in Strenger Plaza is scheduled for October 2, 2019. 
c. ASG will be hosting a reception—with snacks--outside the art gallery before the 

RSCCD Board meeting on October 14, 2019. 
d. On October 31, 2019, ASG is hosting a Halloween event from 10am-2pm. 
e. On November 6 and November 20, 2019, ASG is hosting Vendor Fair from 10am-

2pm. 
 

VI. Summary Reports 
a. Honors 

 
It was discussed at College Council that Summary Reports may now be collected 
and made available by  the Planning & Institutional Effectiveness (PIE) 
committee. 
 

VII. Action Items 
Second Reading 

a. Resolution F2019.04 – Adoption of the Santiago Canyon College’s Definition of 
Student Success 
 
Moved: Danova 
Seconded: Scott 
 
After brief discussion of the proposed definition of student success, Senator 
Smith moved to amend the resolution with either of the two following 
definitions; seconded by Senator Murphy. 
 



(1) Santiago Canyon College views student success as holistic personal 
development through higher education. 
 
To help students achieve their educational aims in a holistic way—and in 
accordance with the Santiago Canyon College institutional learning outcomes of 
Learn, Communicate, Act, and Think—SCC upholds the following principles: 
 
Personal Awareness, Reflection, and Validation 
Academic Flexibility 
Social Interaction through Community Building  
 
and 
 
(2) Santiago Canyon College views student success as holistic personal 
development through higher education. 
To help students achieve their educational aims in a holistic way, SCC upholds the 
following principles: 
 
Personal Awareness, Reflection, and Validation 
Academic Flexibility 
Social Interaction through Community Building 
Santiago Canyon College is an innovative learning community dedicated to intellectual and personal growth. Our purpose 
is to foster student success and to help students achieve these core outcomes: to learn, to act, to communicate and to 
think critically. We are committed to maintaining standards of excellence and providing the following to our diverse 
community: courses, certificates, and degrees that are accessible, applicable, and engaging. (Approved 12/05/17)  
 
 
Under discussion of the amended resolution, senators considered the pros and 
cons of including the Institutional Student Learning Outcomes (ISLO)—Learn, 
Communicate, Think, and Act—with the em-dash, or setting them out in the 
boiler plate mission statement at the end of the definition. The first alternative 
(1) was approved unanimously. 
 
With the amended definition, the resolution passed unanimously, and will be 
forwarded to College Council for potential housing in the Educational Master 
Plan (EMP). 
 

VIII. Discussion Items 
a. Possible Rancho Santiago Community College District Bond. 

 
SCC President Hernandez discussed the possibility of a facilities bond for the 
district. 
 
Guided by the 2011 Master Plan, the RSCCD annual 5-year construction plan, the 
Blazer ADA lawsuit settlement, community support, the potential for public-



private partnerships, and meetings with all constituent groups, President 
Hernandez is proposing student services and student center/instructional 
buildings totaling 89,000 square feet, campus entrance and site ADA 
improvements, a fine and performing arts complex, and upper fields/athletic 
complex. 
 
Based on the assessed valuation tax base, SCC could receive more than 
$211,000,000, depending on the final bond proposal. 
 
President Hernandez’ bond proposal PowerPoint presentation has been posted 
on the agenda and minutes page of the SCC-AS website: 
 
SCC-AS Agenda and Minutes 
 

b. Draft Key and Electronic Access Control Procedure and Test Pilot 
 
RSCCD Assistant Vice Chancellor Carri Matsumoto and Chief Michael Toledo 
explained the draft of proposed key issuance policy. 
 
The need for a consistent key policy was presented from both safety/security 
and financial perspectives. SCC will be moving from an unlocked door policy to a 
locked door policy for ALL rooms. 
 
For a large institution like RSCCD a key hierarchy is the first step. Knowing who 
has access to what buildings/rooms is of critical importance to maintaining 
safety and security. The hierarchy is being developed and presented to 
constituent groups throughout RSCCD with the guiding principle being 
safety/security, not convenience. As a consequence, the responsibility for key 
control will be shifted to District Safety & Security. Chief Toledo pointed out that 
for September 2019, District Safety received over 7,000 calls, close to half of 
which were requests for rooms to be unlocked. The long-term goal is to move to 
an electronic key card entry system, but that is a very expensive proposal that 
will take a significant amount of time to implement. 
 
The new SAC Science building will be the first pilot of the new policy. Access/keys 
will be granted based on the hierarchy, and the default state for all rooms and 
offices will be locked. Many details remain to be hammered out, but changes to 
the current state of key security should be expected. 
 
At SCC, a pilot program will include the D and H buildings. These were chosen 
because one (D) is old and the other (H) is new. 
 
Included in the policy is a fee for lost keys. Assistant Vice Chancellor Matsumoto 
pointed out that the cost of making new keys or rekeying a lock because of lost 

https://www.sccollege.edu/Departments/AcademicSenate/Pages/Agenda-and-Minutes-2019-2020.aspx


keys is not fully covered by these fees. 
 
Senators had a number of questions about adjunct key procedures, faculty key 
access, student room access, key issues for the library, and laboratory access for 
the sciences. Assistant Vice Chancellor Matsumoto wrote down faculty concerns 
and assured the senate that these issues will be addressed before a final policy is 
approved. 
 
The draft Key and Electronic Access Control Procedure has been posted on the 
agenda and minutes page of the SCC-AS website: 
 
SCC-AS Agenda and Minutes 
 
 

 
Meeting adjourned, 3:12 pm. 
Submitted by Randy Scott, Interim Secretary/Treasurer 

https://www.sccollege.edu/Departments/AcademicSenate/Pages/Agenda-and-Minutes-2019-2020.aspx


Tenure Taskforce Summary 

 

Introduction 

The Santiago Canyon College’s tenure faculty evaluation process has not been revised 

in many years. Review and improvement of the current system needs to occur to ensure 

institutional growth and betterment. In response, the tenure taskforce was formed under 

the direction of the Santiago Canyon College Academic Senate. The main focus of the 

taskforce was to review the current tenure and faculty evaluation process and make 

recommendations to the senate. The taskforce was comprised of faculty with one 

faculty member being an executive board member of FARSCCD. 

 

Inquiry and Exploration 

During the initial stages, the taskforce reviewed and compared SCC’s current tenure 

evaluation process, as outlined in Article 8 of the RSCCD contract to other neighboring 

districts. It appeared that there was no standard process with the inclusion of the 

classroom observations and student evaluations. Many of the surrounding districts do 

not include some of the aspects that Santiago Canyon College encompasses such as 

colleague surveys and the self-evaluation. Other differences were how often the faculty 

were evaluated, the scale used to assess faculty and the areas faculty were assessed. 

It also appeared that other districts evaluated more often and provided more specific 

feedback. For example, they would evaluate both in the first and second semester 

teaching and for each area of evaluation, one could note if the probationary faculty was 

“outstanding,” “strong,” “satisfactory,” “needs improvement,” or “unsatisfactory,” noting 

any strengths and weaknesses.  

In addition to researching how other community colleges address tenure and faculty 

evaluation the taskforce conducted a survey in May 2019. The purpose of the survey 

was to gain insight into the faculty’s understanding of and the attitudes towards the 

current tenure evaluation process at Santiago Canyon College and to facilitate feedback 

on how to improve the process. The survey consisted of 9 questions/statements 



presented with a Likert Scale where responses could range from Strongly Disagree to 

Strongly Agree. In addition to the 9 questions the survey also allowed for a respondent’s 

narrative on how to improve the process. Forty-six faculty members responded to the 

initial survey. Table 1 shows the results of the closed-ended questions followed by the 

narratives on how to improve the tenure evaluation process in Table 2.   

 

Table 1 

The purpose of the tenure evaluation of probationary faculty is clear and known. 5.32 

As a peer evaluator, the tenure process criteria used to evaluate is clear and consistent 
for each faculty. 

4.54 

Subsequent classroom observations and evaluations in the Spring semester in the first 
year of tenure review would provide useful information. 

5.13 

The tenure process is clear and consistent across departments and divisions. 
 

3.47 

It would be beneficial to have the administrative summary presented to the 
probationary faculty before the meeting with the supervising administrator. 
 

5.60 

Probationary faculty going through tenure should be nurtured/mentored through the 
process. 
 

6.5 

Peer classroom observations provide useful information during the tenure process. 
 

5.93 

Colleague surveys provide useful information during the tenure process. 
 

4.47 

The self-evaluation is useful during the tenure process. 
 

5.36 

Survey scale values (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = mildly disagree, 4 = neutral,          
5 = mildly agree, 6 = agree and 7 = strongly agree) 
 
 

The results in Table 1 does not show “strong” opinions either way in any of the 

categories with the exception that probationary faculty should be mentored and nurtured 

through the process. The data does also suggest that the faculty may not feel that the 

tenure process is clear and consistent across departments and divisions as well as for 

each probationary faculty member. Although not as significant, another area that was 

identified was whether or not the colleague surveys provide useful information. Finally, 

the results show a tendency among faculty to agree that peer classroom observations, 

student evaluations and the self-evaluation are useful in the tenure evaluation process. 

It was also identified that it would be beneficial for the probationary faculty to view the 

administrative summary prior to meeting with the supervising administrator and/or 

committee.  



Table 2 are narratives provided by the respondents: 

Table 2 
Please provide any comments to help improve our tenure evaluation process: 

 
(This comment is irrelevant to the current topic as it isn’t about the tenure process, but rather 
about post tenure evaluations) 

 
The process needs to be recalibrated - the process is excessive after a certain point - extensive, 

time-consuming three year evaluations years of service is counterproductive. Substandard 
performance should have been caught during the initial tenure process or soon afterwards in a 
subsequent evaluation. As an employee approaches 15+ years, change the process. Minimize 

or suspend need for portfolio, for example. Anything/something to revolutionize/reorganize 
the process, especially for long term faculty. 

 

More feedback by the dean during the process would be helpful. My dean has been incredibly 
supportive but an 'end of spring semester check-in' to make sure there are no issues/concerns 
would be helpful. 

 

The purpose of the process is good but implementation varies widely by dept and individual. 
Too often, the process is superficial and based on emotional or personal reactions rather than 

ability to do a good job for students. The tenure process in reality tends to document whether 
the person is 'liked' by peers or not rather than objective factors. 
 

The tenure process should focus on teaching. New teachers should be required to interact with 
and visit the classrooms of our top teachers. The entire focus should be becoming a better 
teacher. Other assignments and committee work should only be done out of strict necessity. 

We have four years to try and shape a new teacher; the four years should focus strictly on this 
pedagogical endeavor. 

 

I strongly believe that we need to bring back the earlier culture of mentoring and supporting 
nontenured folks around tenure that we used to enjoy here at SCC. This latest “gotcha” culture 
diminishes morale and chips away at our overall community, creating an environment of fear 

and distrust. 
 

The tenure review process is not uniform across the campus or even within a single division. 

Some tenure review committees use the process to nurture/mentor incoming faculty. Others 
use it as an excuse to reign hell upon them, usually because the President didn't choose the 
"preferred" candidate and the committee determined by the Department Chair uses the tenure 

process to get even. Every nontenured faculty person should have access to a tenure process 
ombudsman. This person should be a senior member of the faculty who is not on any tenure 

review committee, but is completely versed in the tenure process and is available to answer 
questions and can step in and act as an intermediary should the tenure review start to be 
abused by either faculty or administration. This person should be appointed by the academic 

senate president and there appointment should be confirmed by a vote of the academic senate. 
The tenure ombudsman could be asked to step in and help out by either the person earning 

tenure, by the faculty on that person's committee, or by the administrator. There duties would 
include answering process questions, mediating disputes and misunderstandings, suggesting 
ways to prevent disputes and misunderstandings from blowing up into complete messes. This 

position would be in addition to the current process not a replacement for it. This ombudsman 



would also be able to document any difficulties or concerns that occur and whether or not the 
nontenured faculty was given fair treatment. That could then become part of their tenure 
review packet. Just some thoughts, because in my opinion the process is neither fair nor just 

and has in multiple instances been abused. 
 

We need to treat our probationary colleagues as fully our colleagues. Too often they have been 

given the impression that they live on a soap bubble. If they displease us - they are gone. We 
need to mentor them instead of relaying some vague threat. 

 

I'm not sure if this is currently available, however, I wish I was given a document that outlines 
the timeline of the tenure review process. Providing the faculty with a 4 year projection 
timeline with check points along the timeline would be beneficial. 

 

The colleague surveys could be a useful tool for faculty to know whether they need to do more 
to engage with the campus community, but they are often used as a way of insulting the 

faculty member being evaluated because the reviewer can hide behind their anonymity. If they 
were very useful, tenured faculty would still do them. 
 

The colleague surveys are pointless. I've received surveys for individuals I hardly know. We 
never have an opportunity to sit in on our peers' classes, so I'm not sure why I would be 
qualified to comment on their teaching. The student evaluations are also problematic. They are 

given early in the semester before students have a chance to know us. The way the process 
currently operates is incredibly stressful. Having a tenured faculty member as a mentor would 
improve the process greatly. I also think it would be great for untenured faculty members to sit 

in on some of the classes of tenured folks who are respected for their teaching. That would be 
way more useful than Faculty Institute. The culture around tenure at SCC needs to change as 

well. We are told during Faculty Institute that we have nothing to fear, but I have heard so 
many warnings from tenured faculty members, e.g. "Don't comment on an issue until after you 
get tenure." This has happened to me more times than I can count and contributes to the 

culture of fear. 
 

The tenure review process is not done consistently from dean to dean, department to 

department, or even college to college. Additionally, the colleague surveys are almost 
meaningless. Since we don't get to decide who fills them out, we are often evaluated by faculty 

with whom we don't regularly work. Answers on the survey are often "I don't know," and these 
answers negatively affect your overall score. If the surveys are going to include "I don't know" 
answers, these should not be counted against the faculty member being evaluated. Also, for the 

dean/colleague observations, some departments announce when the evaluators will be in the 
classroom, some allow the faculty member to pick a day, and some do evaluations as a 

surprise. This inconsistency makes the tenure review process inequitable. Finally, students 
who happen to be absent at the time that student surveys are done do not get a chance to 
submit a survey when they return. I am glad that you are looking at this process. I think that 

whatever processes/procedures are put in place need to be applied equally to all faculty. 
 

Standardization of processes makes Tenure procecess equitable. Not all Administrative staff 

are fair and equitable 
 

Appears to need a great deal of clarification. Recently hired faculty seem to have been taught 
to expect the worst. Very uncomfortable 4 years unnecessarily. 



 

People get tenure who shouldn’t. You can be a mediocre teacher and treat other employees 
poorly as long as you are in a protected class. 

 

In my 14 yrs at SCC and have evaluated numerous faculty thru tenure process, I have found 
that the process is highly inconsistent across depts. next, it is mostly a biased and likeability 
ranking, not a fair and objective assessment of the faculty. Something must be changed to 

change this highly politically charged tenure evaluation process of our new faculty. 
 

Although not useful toward awarding the next immediate contract, Spring evaluations shuld 

automatically be done in the first 2 years of the process. It is difficult to know about all aspects 
of a new faculty in their first 8-12 weeks in campus. Expectations of faculty increase during 
their time here (ex involvement outside of the classroom, both in the department and 

campuswide). The collague surveys are extremely useful as there is much more to how a 
faculty member helps our campus than just teaching. There needs to be consistecy in who 

receives collague surveys should be consistent (ex all department faculty and staff and chairs 
of committees served on). As a numerical rating system is used and averaged adding on more 
and more people, especially those that the person doesn't beceassily work with on a consistent 

basis just dilutes the data. If a person does not anser a question or its "N/A" it should not have 
a score to be averaged in. There should be two options for the 3rd contract; if a faculty 

member has been on an improvement plan, a one year option seems to fit better than an 
automatic 2 years. 
 

I think the issue is that faculty in the probationary process are put in this environment of "fear" 

where faculty are told "wait until you're tenured" or "you're not tenured, yet," which is 
threatening. On the other side, tenured faculty feel they are of hierarchy and sometimes treat 

tenure-track faculty poorly. I have been disappointed in the the probationary process where 
administration is afraid to not tenure someone in addition to tenuring faculty so that the union 
isn't involved. The mentality among peer evaluators and administrators for the tenure-review 

process has to change in order to create a non-fear environment. 
 

Tenure is hard and there should be mentors especially if you are dealing with interim 

Administrators who do not know what they are doing and don't care to learn. The surveys from 
peers can be helpful if there are reasons stated for not so positive reviews. The most important 

part is to have a seasoned colleague next to you who knows the contract, rules, and 
regulations. Support would have been nice. 
 

The timeline for denial of tenure ship (renewal of contract) is not ideal. You have to make this 

decision within the first semester. The tune committee should be given time to make this 
decision at the end of the second semester. The committee does not have the opportunity to 

spend enough time to truly evaluate/assess the candidate during the first semester. 
 

Faculty on tenure committees should have the ability to go over their observation with the 
tenure track instructor before the dean meets wut the tenure track instructor, which is not the 

case in Math and Sciences. It would also be helpful if both tenure track faculty and those on 
tenure committees received release time each semester for the purpose of mentor ship. 1 PHE 

each would be great. 
 



Student Surveys are important. Colleague surveys should include faculty not staff unless all 
departments include both. Portfolio should be online. 

More transparency and consistency is needed. Faculty should have formal mentors who are not 

part of their review committee. The process should be more demystified, but more than the 
culture around tenure should be changed. The way that faculty and administrators talk about 
tenure, even when it’s intended to be humorous, makes it seem like something scary and 

negative. Tenured and untenured folks are pitted against each other due to that culture (the 
hiring committee issue of spring semester, for example, that removed untenured folks from 

hiring). There seems to be a feeling of the tenure process being a “gotcha” situation where 
others are looking for reasons not to award tenure rather than a time of mentoring and 
nurturing. The common advice to untenured faculty is to stay quiet and not reveal anything 

about themselves or stick their nose out until after tenure. This is very toxic and part of the 
culture that needs to be changed. More training of administrators, reviewers, and even peers is 

needed to make the process more equitable and change the college culture from one of fear 
and negativity to one of nurturing and encouragement. 
 

Increase the review period to 5 years, if possible in law 

 

The narratives in Table 2 show that the faculty have some strong opinions on the 

process that were not assessed in the closed-ended questions. The faculty provided 

useful feedback about the current process and how it can be improved. There appears 

to be a theme of needing more mentorship for probationary faculty. There is also a 

general theme that faculty feel that the tenure evaluation process is not standardized 

and that trainings and objective tools for assessment may need to be developed. 

Another identified area was that of colleague surveys and if they are assessing what 

they should be assessing, and if they are bring inappropriately due to their anonymous 

nature. 

Conclusion 

The taskforce has identified that the current tenure process needs to be revisited and 

revised for uniformity, transparency and objectivity. It will be under the purview of the 

Santiago Canyon College’s Academic Senate on how to proceed, as it will need input 

from Santiago Canyon College, Santa Ana College, and under the direction of the union 

to create a process to address all the needs identified. Since the tenure evaluation 

process is a contractual issue the taskforce believes the findings presented should be 

given to FARSCCD to improve the process as they negotiate the contract. In regards to 



the contract and the tenure evaluation process here at SCC, the taskforce respectfully 

recommends the following be considered: 

 The probationary faculty being evaluated should receive and view the 

Administrative Summary Evaluation prior to the meeting (5 or 7 business days) 

which is common practice at other colleges 

 Everyone on the tenure review committee should be present at the meetings with 

the probationary faculty (not just the supervising administrator)  

 The tenure committee should consist of 4 members (one administrator and 3 

faculty members, with one faculty being outside of the discipline if possible) 

 A majority (3 out of 4) must agree on recommendations-not only the supervising 

administrator  

 The administrator's summary should be written by the "dean" not the "assistant 

dean" 

 Have two evaluations in the first year (one in the Fall and one in the Spring) 

 Replace the two-year contract with a one-year contract, with annual employment 

recommendations  

 Option of a possible 5th year if needed 

 If the process continues to use colleague surveys, they should be revised to 

measure peer interaction and cohesion rather than addressing teaching and 

student interactions which are noted in the classroom observations and student 

surveys.  

 Create a new evaluation form with possible scaled responses in various areas 

rather than a general forced choice format such as “meets expectations” or “does 

not meet expectations that can ensure objectivity and have inter-rater reliability  

 Have training on how to evaluate faculty to decrease subjectivity 

 Assign a mentor to each probationary faculty (someone who is not in their 

department nor on their tenure committee) to serve as a resource 

 



 

RSCCD Smoking Assessment Data Summary  
 

   Demographics   

• 27,000 Surveys were sent from RSCCD Research Office in March, 2019 

• Total Responses from admin, staff, faculty and students = (4254) 

• 89% of respondents were students (3808) 

• 4.2% Faculty (182) 

• 5% Staff (212) 

• 0.9% Administrators (38) 

• 61% Female 32% Male  

• 32% 18-24 years old (1,360) 

• SCC (1351)  SAC (2961) OEC (26) CEC (32) 

What we learned 
 
• 10% Are exposed to Second Hand Smoke (SHS) Multiple times or everyday (419) 
• 32% said SHS bothers them a lot (1375) 

• 23% report an health condition including allergy or asthma (974) 

• 64% said the current policy is either not effective or only somewhat effective (2668) 

• 58% said they would Support a 100% Smoke and Tobacco Free District Policy (2465) 

• 25% said they were neutral on S&TFC Policy change (1,096) 

• 16% said they are opposed to a S&TF Policy (680) 

• 68% said would not approach someone to inform of S&TFC policy (2881) 

• 15% said they were likely or very likely to inform of S&TFC Policy (653) 

• 8.6% were everyday users of E-Cigarettes (129) 

• 3.79% were everyday users of combustible cigarettes (56) 

• When asked if they vape, how many vape on campus? 14.5% Yes 85% (235) No (1614) 

• 27% Use THC aka Marijuana in their e-cigarette? Yes (499)       No (1817) 

• 77% have never smoked or VAPED (3133) 

• 8% of those who smoke have attempted to quit for 1 day or longer (325) 

• 34% have attempted to quit 3 or more times (145) 

• 84% were not aware there are smoking cessation resources on campus (3994) 

• 16% are aware of campus based cessation services (634) 

• WE HAVE SOME WORK TO DO! 
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http://extranet.cccco.edu/Portals/1/SSSP/MentalHealthServices/Tobacco-Free%20CCC%20Resolution%20-%202018.doc
http://www.nobutts.org/
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https://cyanonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/CA-College-and-University-Smoke-Tobacco-Free-Policy-Report-Card-2017-2.pdf
https://cyanonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/CA-College-and-University-Smoke-Tobacco-Free-Policy-Report-Card-2017-2.pdf
https://catobaccofreecolleges.org/policy
https://catobaccofreecolleges.org/education
https://catobaccofreecolleges.org/cessation
https://catobaccofreecolleges.org/about
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001Ifa9Jg63XouK0SKVIcwJ-zxp1phyAOgkNL4VhakZNPD6Qfb4_ljBG9WuLdFDJeMGbjQv1ZNG_TkejIeOVefbblvqy-EIwwn633vKiZlrDY1eZqtZgPqZuA6ITzqDcGafBKX2l4Tit9CC8G0URYjSlmSa-mmHuH7AmTKSAvJNj1p44--XuHNolN1ycHkenPw-urqwVQseEBGfkamqjvn6_XBdD3TZzlE0JF8wP1sdwFUh4FomJyjkMY3JwWzdybd-vSuon7RYOKkYZhYE8EgWZA==&c=lBU8jP673wSNijeIjA2JmHJe1R3rcA0hC63vFKV8vv_-h8gmZPgc8g==&ch=3F8MbntzD4vUwRGnc5JSywCj1UpqDFlkmfkOFLlVXL_e0wbk4Ujicw==
http://www.truthinitiative.org/collegegrant
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001Ifa9Jg63XouK0SKVIcwJ-zxp1phyAOgkNL4VhakZNPD6Qfb4_ljBG7B5-t4kOoHXh20afYfUtiYaXBUE6S1-0p7Z5HNDpdG7FqNqFSmSdfZ_MUHPFVBQZZE4PcqnFObuV7sqybgpEqq2g4FehXarHS0oQY0z9d74qYqzq-34rbcFDWETlKRAgzvtfYDOol2u&c=lBU8jP673wSNijeIjA2JmHJe1R3rcA0hC63vFKV8vv_-h8gmZPgc8g==&ch=3F8MbntzD4vUwRGnc5JSywCj1UpqDFlkmfkOFLlVXL_e0wbk4Ujicw==
mailto:Cganley@CCCCO.edu


Attachment 1 
 

Smoke Free & Tobacco Free California Community Colleges Resolution 
 
 
WHEREAS, in the United States of America tobacco use is responsible for about one in 
five deaths annually (i.e., about 480,000 deaths per year, and an estimated 41,000 of these 
tobacco-related deaths are the result of secondhand smoke exposure)1; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Environmental Protection Agency has designated secondhand smoke to 
be a Group A carcinogen, where there is sufficient evidence that the substance causes 
cancer in humans and the Surgeon General has established that there is no safe level of 
second hand smoke exposure2 people with and without medical conditions such as 
asthma, allergies, and other chronic illness experience worsening health outcomes as a 
result of smoke exposure3; and 
 
WHEREAS, tobacco smoke outside of campus buildings can be drawn in through 
ventilation intakes and/or open doors and windows, and students, staff, faculty and guests 
should be able to walk through campus and enter their respective buildings free of 
exposure to tobacco smoke;2 and 
 
WHEREAS, to date 2,106 colleges and universities in the United States alone have 
become tobacco or smoke-free campuses5; and 100% smoke-free campus policies have 
been shown to be an effective intervention in reducing tobacco use among college 
students6; smoking remnants litter campus building entrances and increases the amount of 
time, labor and costs spent cleaning;4 and 
 
WHEREAS, these smoke and tobacco-free policies apply to the use of any lighted or 
heated cigar, cigarette, or pipe, or any other lighted or heated tobacco or plant product 
intended for inhalation, whether natural or synthetic, in any manner or in any form, and 
include the use of an electronic smoking device that creates an aerosol or vapor, in any 
manner or in any form. 
 
THEREFORE, LET IT BE RESOLVED, 
 
THAT the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges urges the adoption 
and implementation of 100% smoke and tobacco-free policies at all 114 California 
Community Colleges and all 72 college districts.  
 
THAT the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges encourages 
campuses to provide tobacco cessation services to students, faculty, and staff and/or refer 
to free services offered by the California Smokers Helpline at 1-800-NOBUTTS and 
www.nobutts.org.  
 
THAT all students, faculty, and staff share in the responsibility for adhering to and 
making this policy successful. 
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THAT the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office support this Resolution 
by making available to college districts model smoke-free campus guidelines, resolutions 
and similar information for adoption by college campuses. 
 
 

 
 
 

Selected References 
 

1.  U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. The Health Consequences of 
Smoking  — 50 Years of Progress A Report of the Surgeon General. US Centers 
Dis Control Prev. 2014. 

2.  Zeise L, Dunn A, Donald J, et al. Respiratory health effects of exposure to 
environmental tobacco smoke. Calif Environ Prot Agency. 2003;8(2):131-139. 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18815714. 

3.  Services H. The Health Consequences of Involuntary Exposure to Tobacco Smoke 
A Report of the Surgeon General. 

4.  Sawdey M, Lindsay RP, Novotny TE. Smoke-free college campuses: no ifs, ands 
or toxic butts. Tob Control. 2011;20. 

5.  American Nonsmokers’ Rights Foundation. Smokefree and Tobacco - Free U . S . 
and Tribal Colleges and Universities. 2018. https://no-smoke.org/at-risk-
places/colleges/. 

6.  Seo D, Macy J, Torabi M, Middlestadt S. The effect of a smoke-free campus 
policy on college students’ smoking behaviors and attitude. Prev Med (Baltim). 
2011;(53):347-352. doi:10.1016/j.ypmed.2011.07.015.  
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8045 East Chapman (714) 628-4831 
Orange, CA 92869  academic_senate@sccollege.edu 
 

Resolution F2019.05 
 
Affirmation of Revisions to the Distance Education Collegial Governance 
Committee Handbook Description and Meeting Time  
 
 
Moved:  Professor 
 
Seconded: Professor 
 
 
Whereas, It is the charge of every committee to review its mission, responsibilities, 
meeting time, and membership statement; 
 
Whereas, The Distance Education Committee has reviewed its mission, 
responsibilities, meeting time, and membership; and 
 
Whereas, Upon review, the Distance Education Committee has recommended 
changes to the mission, responsibilities, meeting time, and membership; 
 
Resolved, That the Academic Senate of Santiago Canyon College recommends to 
College Council the proposed revisions to the Distance Education Committee 
mission, responsibilities, meeting time, and membership Collegial Governance 
Handbook description.  
 
Resolved, The Academic Senate of Santiago Canyon College recommends to 
College Council that the Distance Education Committee meeting be scheduled on 
the meeting matrix on the second Monday of the month from 3:00 p.m. to 4:30 
p.m.. 
 
 
 
 
 
Date Presented: 15 October 2019 
Date Passed:  
 
 
 

 
 
 
Santiago Canyon College is an innovative learning community dedicated to intellectual and   personal growth. 
Our purpose is to foster student success and to help students achieve these core outcomes: to learn, to act, to 
communicate and to think critically. We are committed to  maintaining standards of excellence and providing the 
following to our diverse community: courses, certificates, and degrees that are accessible, applicable,  and 
engaging.  (Approved 12/05/17) 
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DISTANCE EDUCATION PROGRAM COMMITTEE (DEPC) 
 

Approved by College Council 7-14-15 – PROPOSED 10/15/19 Changes in STRIKEOUT and ITALICS 

Mission  
The mission of the Santiago Canyon College Distance Education Program Committee (DEPC) is to steer 
the Distance Education Program and work with the Distance Education Coordinator to establish 
standards, procedures, and policies that contribute to the quality and growth of the program.  
 
Responsibilities  

• Assist the Coordinator in reviewing, creating, and revising distance education standards, 
procedures, and policies.  

• Assist the Coordinator in reviewing and setting program goals/objectives 
• Assist the Coordinator in promoting and publicizing the Distance Education Program  
• Evaluate evolving trends in distance education and construct recommendations for integrating 

effective practices into standards, policies, and/or procedures.  
• Review and make recommendations for program pathways (degrees, certificates, course 

offerings) as compiled by academic divisions  
• Review, make recommendations, and approve Distance Education Addendums before submission 

to the Curriculum and Instruction Council for approval 
• Review and revise expected learning outcomes for the online teaching certificate program 
• Assist with Distance Education website content and design 
• Create and maintain an online teaching community 
• Provide DE Technology and LMS Recommendations 
• Review and make recommendations on state and local DE initiatives and grants. 

 
Co-chairs  
The Distance Education Coordinator and Vice President, Academic Affairs or designee will serve as co-
chairs.  
 
Membership  
Faculty DEPC members will be selected to adequately represent the faculty at large. Members will have 
one live or online synchronous meeting per semester and asynchronous conversations/meetings 
throughout the year.  
 
Membership will include the following members:  
 
Distance Education Program Coordinator (Co-Chair) 
Vice President, Academic Affairs or designee (Co-Chair) 
1 Faculty member from each Division. (6) 
1 At-large Faculty member 
1 Director of Student Information Support  
1 Classified representative (Student Services)  
1 Classified Digital Media Specialist 
1 Student representative 



 

 
 

8045 East Chapman (714) 628-4831 
Orange, CA 92869  academic_senate@sccollege.edu 
 

Resolution F2019.06 
 
Affirmation of Revisions to the Planning and Institutional Effectiveness 
Committee Collegial Governance Handbook Description 
 
 
Moved:  Professor 
 
Seconded: Professor 
 
 
Whereas, It is the charge of every committee to review its mission, responsibilities, 
meeting time, and membership statement; 
 
Whereas, The Planning and Institutional Effectiveness Committee has reviewed its 
mission, responsibilities, meeting time, and membership; and 
 
Whereas, Upon review, the Planning and Institutional Effectiveness Committee has 
recommended changes to the mission, responsibilities, meeting time, and 
membership; 
 
Resolved, That the Academic Senate of Santiago Canyon College recommends to 
College Council the proposed revisions to the Planning and Institutional 
Effectiveness.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Date Presented: 15 October 2019 
Date Passed:  
 
 
 

 
 
 
Santiago Canyon College is an innovative learning community dedicated to intellectual and   personal growth. 
Our purpose is to foster student success and to help students achieve these core outcomes: to learn, to act, to 
communicate and to think critically. We are committed to  maintaining standards of excellence and providing the 
following to our diverse community: courses, certificates, and degrees that are accessible, applicable,  and 
engaging.  (Approved 12/05/17) 
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PLANNING & INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS COMMITTEE 
 
Updated 9/1/15 – PROPOSED 10/2/19 CHANGES in STRIKEOUT and ITALICS 
 
Mission 
As Santiago Canyon College’s central planning committee, the Planning & Institutional Effectiveness 
(PIE) committee is charged with reviewing all requests for resource allocation and making 
recommendations to the College Council. 
 
Responsibilities 

• Review all college planning documents and ensure Ensure that recommendations are consistent 
with those plans 

• Review college-wide resource allocation requests and evaluate them based on how well they 
support the college mission and meet institutional goals  

• Utilize, evaluate, and revise rubrics for resource allocation, expansion, and contraction 
recommendations  

• Review all requests to “Apply for a Grant” and assess short / long term implications including 
financial viability  

• Consult with the Santiago Canyon College Budget Committee to determine available funding for 
PIE prioritized recommendations and refine recommendations based on feedback from the SCC 
Budget Committee 

• Regularly administer a survey to seek input for improvement of planning processes from the 
college community 

• Assess progress toward achieving stated institutional goals 
• Provide annual planning cycle to the college community 

 
 
Chair 
Co-Chairs:  Academic Senate President and One Administrator  
 
Membership 
4 College Vice Presidents or designees 
Assistant Dean of Institutional Effectiveness, Library & Learning Support Services 
3 Classified with 1 from Student Services/Support Services (appointed by CSEA) 
1 Student  
2 Students (one student appointed by ASG and one student approved by ASG). 
Faculty membership: 

Academic Senate President or designee 
Budget Committee Chair or designee 
Curriculum and Instruction Council Chair or designee 
Continuing Education  
Enrollment Management Committee Chair or designee 
Educational Master Plan Committee Chair or designee 
Facilities Committee Chair or designee 
Honors Program Committee Chair or designee 
Library  
Student Services/Support Services Member 
Student Success & Equity Committee Chair or designee 
Technology Committee Chair or designee 



 

 
 

8045 East Chapman (714) 628-4831 
Orange, CA 92869  academic_senate@sccollege.edu 
 

Resolution F2019.07 
 
Support for the Request for Authorization to Apply for the Veterans’ Student 
Support Services (TRiO) Grant 
 
 
Moved:  Professor 
 
Seconded: Professor 
 
 
Whereas, The State of California has committed to the establishment of Veteran 
Resource Centers; 
 
Whereas, Veterans have been identified in the Santiago Canyon College 2019-22 
Equity Plan as a disproportionately impacted student group; and  
 
Whereas, SCC is committed to provide services to those that have served our 
country and the family members that rely on those service members; 
 
Resolved, That the Academic Senate of Santiago Canyon College supports the 
Request for Authorization to Apply for the Veterans’ Student Support Services 
(TRiO) Grant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Date Presented: 15 October 2019 
Date Passed:  
 
 
 

 
 
 
Santiago Canyon College is an innovative learning community dedicated to intellectual and   personal growth. 
Our purpose is to foster student success and to help students achieve these core outcomes: to learn, to act, to 
communicate and to think critically. We are committed to  maintaining standards of excellence and providing the 
following to our diverse community: courses, certificates, and degrees that are accessible, applicable,  and 
engaging.  (Approved 12/05/17) 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO APPLY FOR A GRANT 

If a “letter of intent” by the granting agency is required, you are permitted to submit your “letter of intent” 
prior to completing this process.  However, you MUST complete this process  and request authorization to 
apply for a grant.  When seeking to apply, please complete the following process: 

1. Contact the Vice President for your service area for assistance with establishing whether or not your grant
criteria requires the completion of the “Request for Authorization to Apply for a Grant” form.

CRITERIA: 
Yes  No         
Yes         No         
Yes         No         
Yes         No         
Yes         No         
Yes  No         
Yes  No         

Is the grant funding level more than $100,000? 
Is the grant funding beyond 18 months?  
Is this grant considered more than a one-time funding opportunity? 
Will this grant require institutionalization? 
Will this grant create additional facility/technology needs or impact current facilities? 
Will this grant require any curricular changes?  
Will this grant have impact on any other department (is self-contained)? 

 If you answered YES to any of the questions above, you MUST continue to step 2 and request for
authorization to apply for a grant.

 If you answered NO to ALL of the questions above, please complete the “Grant Information
Worksheet” form (page 6 ONLY).  Please submit a copy of the signed and completed Grant
Information Worksheet Form to the Planning and Institutional Effectiveness (PIE) committee for a
vote.  You will be notified of a decision within five business days.

2. Complete the “Request for Authorization to Apply for a Grant” form.

3. You must email the completed “Request for Authorization to Apply for a Grant” form to the following 
individuals notifying them that you are intending to apply for a grant.  Your request to those indicated with 
an asterisk (*) should include a request to be placed on their next agenda.  Please be available to answer 
questions during their meeting.  Most requests only require one reading if no follow up
questions/information is required.

Academic Senate President*  College Council Co-Chairs* 

Curriculum Committee Chair  Department Chair(s) Impacted by Project 

EMPC Co-Chairs  PIE Co-Chairs* 

RSCCD Research & Grants Office Vice President(s) Impacted by Project 

Dean(s) Impacted by Project 
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SANTIAGO CANYON COLLEGE 

Request for Authorization to Apply for a Grant Form 

GENERAL INFORMATION: 

Project Title:  ________________________________________________ 

Project Initiator: ________________________________________________ 

Project Administrator: ________________________________________________ 

Vice President of Area: ________________________________________________ 

Grantor Agency: ________________________________________________ 

Grantor Agency Proposal Deadline: ________________________________________________ 

Funding Period:   ________________________________________________ 

Was a “letter of intent” required prior to submission? Yes, date:  _________  No  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/PLAN:  (Briefly provide a description of the grant activities and 
intended outcome.) 

Estimated grant amount: ________________________________________________ 

Match required? Yes No 

If yes, what is the match: General Fund Categorical In-Kind  

Match amount:  ______________ 

Indicate Specific Source:  _________________________________________________ 
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FACILITIES REQUIREMENTS:  (Are there any projected facilities requirements such as space?  
How will facility needs be addressed and will there be associated costs?  Please explain.) 

PROJECT PERSONNEL:  (List your anticipated project personnel to be funded by the grant or 
utilized as a match requirement.) 

Position Needed Full/Part-time Hrs. per week/LHE Grant Funded/Match Requirement 

Are there any existing personnel involved in this grant that are working on any other projects?  
If yes, please explain:   

CURRICULUM:  (Will the grant have any impact on curriculum or scheduling of classes?  New, 
revisions, deletions, additional sections, etc.  Please explain.) 
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Identify how your Program Review/DPP supports the need for this grant. 
(Please copy and paste from your department's planning documents) 

Will this project impact other departments/units?   Yes No 

If yes, please list each department, the chair(s) or lead with whom you spoke and 
whether or not the faculty/staff in the department are willing to participate in the 
proposed project.   

Department Name Chair(s)/Department Lead Willing to Participate? Yes/No 

LONG TERM IMPLICATIONS FOR THE COLLEGE/DISTRICT: 

When funding ends, is it required for any aspects or personnel of this project to be 
institutionalized?    Yes  No 

If yes, explain what is required to be institutionalized and the estimated annual cost to 
the general fund. 

  

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE COLLEGE/DISTRICT: 

How does this project relate to the goals and objectives of the Educational Master Plan?   

https://www.sccollege.edu/Departments/AcademicSenate/EMPC/EMPC%20Documents/SCC%202016-2022%20Educational%20Master%20Plan.pdf
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If no, what will happen to this project and the personnel involved? 

FINAL APPROVAL: 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
College President         Date 

Discussion DRAFT Revised 05.02.18 

OPERATIONAL SIGNATURES:  (Obtain signatures in the order below.) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Project Initiator        Date 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Project Administrator        Date 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Vice President         Date 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  

Planning and Institutional Effectiveness (PIE) Recommendation: 

Yes, meeting date:  _______________   No 

Academic Senate Recommendation: 
Yes, meeting date:  _______________   No 

College Council Recommendation: 

Yes, meeting date:  _______________   No 
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Grant Information Worksheet Form 

GENERAL INFORMATION: 

Project Title:  ________________________________________________ 

Project Initiator: ________________________________________________ 

Project Administrator: ________________________________________________ 

Vice President of Area: ________________________________________________ 

Grantor Agency: ________________________________________________ 

Estimated grant amount: ________________________________________________ 
My signature below indicates that I have reviewed the criteria set forth on page 1 of the 
“Instructions to Request for Authorization to Apply for a Grant”. 

___________________________________    _______________________________________ 
Project Initiator    Date   Dept. Chair  Date 
___________________________________    _______________________________________ 
Dean/Project Administrator     Date  Vice President Date 
___________________________________ 
College President    Date 

Copy to:  Planning and Institutional Effectiveness Committee (PIE) 

Grantor Agency Proposal Deadline: ________________________________________________ 

Funding Period:   ________________________________________________ 

Was a “letter of intent” required prior to submission?   Yes, date:  _________   No   

PROJECT DESCRIPTION/PLAN:  Briefly provide a description of the grant activities and intended 
outcome.  Insert hyperlink or include website to the Request For Proposal (RFP) or grant 
information. 



If no, what will happen to this project and the personnel involved? 

The district has implemented a policy of not retaining employees when categorical 
funds are complete. 

tain signatures in the order below.) 

c, - Zt, -J'i

Date 

'f-1<, -/? 

Administrator Date 

Vice President Date 
1/ �/If

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Planning and Institutional Effectiveness (PIE) Recommendation: 

D Yes, meeting date: ______ _ □ No 

Academic Senate Recommendation: 

D Yes, meeting date: ______ _ □ No

College Council Recommendation: 

D Yes, meeting date: ______ _ □ No

FINAL APPROVAL: 

College President Date 

Discussion DRAFT Revised 05.02.18 
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