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Campus Development Committee – March 1, 2012                                        UNADOPTED

       GLENDALE COMMUNITY COLLEGE

CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT 
MINUTES

March 1, 2012
12:30 P.M. – 1:30 P.M.
HS 214
The Campus Development Committee meeting was called to order at 12:35 p.m. by the Chair, Dan Padilla.
Present:  Dan Padilla – Chairperson; Tina Andersen-Wahlberg (admin); Susie Chin – Guild; Byron Delto – Joint Faculty; 
Guido Girardi – Resource;  Jon Gold – Senate/Guild; Frankie Strong (CSEA; Fay Henson (CSEA); Ron Nakasone (Admin/Resource); Samir Abou Rass (proxy for Gary Montecuollo - Admin.); Lee Miller Parks - Joint Faculty;
Rick Perez (Admin.); Mary Mirch (proxy for Alfred Ramirez – Admin); Paul Schlossman – Admin; Yvette Ybarra – Senate;  
Lucy Agazaryan (VP – ASGCC); Micaela Cardenas (ASGCC); Neven Nathan (ASGCC); Shoji Takeshima (NTD/Resource)
Absent: Jill Lewis – Admin/Resource (for I.S.); Donna Voogt (Admin.); Jim Spencer (NTD/Resource)   
                                                                                                                                                                                                        Guest: Brenda Jones (Library); Beth Pflueger (Music Dept.)
APPROVAL OF MINUTES –   February 2, 2012
It was MSC to approve the minutes of February 2, 2012.  Motion passed without opposition (Delto/Rick).
NEW BUSINESS:

1. Add on item: SMP (Strategic Master Plan) In Its Shortest Form                                              Dan Padilla/Chair 
	Dan (Chair) referred to the SMP on top of the Agenda items list for the Campus Development Committee and expressed concern that they do not reflect the current updated role that this committee plays on campus.  

Rick: These are the old goals.  Should refer to the new Educational Master Plan and highlight the goals that pertain to Campus Development.  Should also update the Mission Statement in the Blue List.
Motion to remove the SMP old goals.  MSC (Rick/Frankie).  Motion passed without opposition.
Dan: would like to add what the current goals of this committee are as well as the object and purpose of this committee and how it fits in the Master Plan campus wide.  Wants the object and focus of this committee to be clear.  To also update the Cabinet website with the same verbiage.
For next meeting (April) - to amend the agenda SMP and put the new Master Plan Goals that pertain to this Committee's focus and object and include what this committee is supposed to be doing.
	         Outcome
Motion: To remove the SMP old goals. 
Action: replace the old SMP with an updated SMP goals



OLD BUSINESS: 
1. Scope of Secondary Effects – Discussion after Facilities Master Plan T.F. makes recommendation

                                                        a) Allocation of Space in New Bldg.  b) Identification of Vacated Space  

                                                        c) Allocation of Net New Space Process          (Items a/b/c follow-up in future)

	Mary Mirch: It is confusing to her the secondary effects being discussed which result from the College/ Lab Services building.  Understands the concept but would like to have a campus-wide discussion about the secondary effects and should that be through this Committee or some other mechanism?

Ideas collected were from 10 years ago.  Are they realistic today? Things have changed dramatically 
since.  For ex. the computer labs (after recent break-in) should be placed in a more centralized location to be better secured.  
Rick: although secondary effects involve vacated space, should look at the bigger picture of enough space, combining labs etc. Should have a discussion campus-wide.

Dan: this Committee's function is to help provide the campus and the departments/programs with the needed space, remodeling - for the programs that are brought to this committee and other needs such as beautification of campus etc.  Have to have a plan to accommodate programs and needs.  The plan (according to Dan's understanding) has to come from other committees and submitted to Campus Dev. Committee to decide when and how the plan will be executed.

Guido:  Techmo - catch all lab was discussed previously. The 2nd floor of SR will be emptied and used for secondary effects.  Previously discussed using as classrooms, but the floor might not support that, and that the space as well as A/C would not be sufficient to place all those computers (200) in the computer lab. 
Mary: This was an old plan and a wasteful way of using space especially with today's technology.   Should make the space tech ready and have some computers in an open area that would not require the A/C changes, would still be set-up electronically, be called a lab, and be used for group work vs. individual work.  We are now piloting in the labs the thin clients vs. desk tops.

Then IT has to upgrade one server which is available.  These are some of the many changes that have happened since the plans and discussions years ago.  Our classrooms have to be lab-convertible as far as technology.  Plans made 10 years ago are not realistic any more.  We don't want to change the plans at the State level because we don't want to be pulled off.  But we have to be realistic going into the future.

1st floor of the College/Lab Services blgs. is designed with those specific goals in mind.  It has under floor A/C to allow quick changes according to new tech and new needs.
Dan:  thinks the thin clients will be a success. Allows for easy care.  Heat load drops drastically.  Having big A/C is not as drastic an issue as was years ago.
Mary:  Doing a study by giving a group of students tablets instead of laptops. Do an evaluation to the effectiveness of both.

Tina: 1) thin clients should be made 508 compliant.  Tablets now are not accessible.  Need keyboard access and screen reading. Thin clients do not have the sound card and the ability to run the client software.
         2) how are we going to coordinate the plan, who is making the decisions?
Dan:  We need to receive clear directions from different programs as to their needs in space and other so that we can work on planning (where to place them and what it will cost).
Samir (GCC Police). 1)  Safety in Computers: need to place cameras in labs.  Look into door locks, security cameras, surveillance.  This needs to be done campus-wide.  Computers are so much smaller now and people can walk away hiding them under their coat. Need to have controllable locks.  The fire issue.  Need to put this on the agenda for future discussion .

2) Building Identifiers: Swat team and Fire Department don't know where the buildings are and how to identify them.  Need some kind of identifier on buildings so that anyone can identify each building.
Samir to bring suggestions on above two items at next meeting for discussion and decision/action.

Roofs should be marked for choppers.

Ron: Secondary effects: need to identify our current needs.  We had done some work previously identifying the needs.  Are we scrapping all previous efforts and starting with a clean slate?
This Committee’s members need a summary of previous efforts identifying space needs for secondary effects so that they can review and identify additional or revised needs.  
Dan believes that information should be given to the different departments under Facilities Master Plan Task Force for review and revision.
Guido reminded that this Committee got a list of needs for secondary effects from the Administrative Services, from Student Services but never got anything from the College Instructional Services (which has a difficult task because of changing technologies, FTE projections etc.).

Dan believes that the recommendations we got previously were not complete nor updated.  A revised list should be submitted to the Master Planning Task Force first for review, then sent to this Committee.

Mary:  Need to see what was submitted so far (not to throw away all previous lists/surveys).  There was a different concept in the old times.  For example the original design of the College/Lab Services building was the one stop where students can get information on Student Services in one building and not have to go from one location/bldg to another.  Now the question arises of why not having an Instructional one stop?  This is a conceptual shift nothing to do with financing or the State.
The previous lists may have identified needs, space or rooms but this may not fit the direction we are going today.
Does this Committee answer the questions of who gets what?  This Committee does not have equal representation. Need representation from each area.

The Facilities Master Plan Task Force is a subcommittee of the Campus Dev. Committee.  Most of its members are also members of this committee.  Members were "appointed" to the Task Force.  Discussed issues such as Measure G, College/Lab building, secondary effects, Program Review.
Action: send out to all members the secondary effects list/surveys submitted to this committee, so far.
Schlossman:  We should not make this a complicated venture.  The way the Secondary effects plan worked before was that the Student Services group, College Services group, Managers (Rick Perez' group) talked to their staff, came up with their ideas, came up through Cabinet and this is how the Student Services plan came about.  Also went to Facilities Master Plan.  Larry Serot summarized the outcome and prepared a proposal list.  It was never finalized and Instructional Services never submitted their plan.
Mary Mirch has a concern of how to bring in the needs of programs (secondary effects) and look at the big picture vs. the individual needs of each department.

Schlossman:  historically, when there was money, this Committee decided on priorities, which projects within the Master Plan will be completed and how the money is going to be divvied up.
Ron:  the role of this Committee is to submit "recommendations" and not final decisions.  Then it goes up to Governance (Admin. Executive Committee).

Tina: get all information (from previous lists/surveys) here, submit them and bring in all division chairs for update, review, and ask that all requests be submitted to this Committee.

If there are missing parts, members of this Committee to bring them up.


	Outcome
Outcome
Action: put an agenda item to discuss locks on computer lab doors and safety

Action: Samir to bring suggestions at next meeting
Outcome
Action: previous lists/surveys of space needs for secondary effects to be e-mailed to members of this Committee


2.  Follow-up Discussion about the 2012 Revised FPP for Aviation Arts Modernization             Shoji Takeshima (NTD)  

3.  Follow-up Discussion about Additional Library Space for District's Five Year Plan Priority Shoji Takeshima (NTD)                                                                                                                                                                 Brenda Jones (Library)
	Library: Hand out (1 page) of 2nd floor Library.  Dark shaded area is the present Library space - 11,000 sq. feet.  There is some room to expand. 
Follow-up on the perceived GCC need for more Library space.  Based on the 5-year plan and Cap Load ratios that were submitted to the State that showed that the Library space was at 61% so there is a shortfall of 39% based on the current enrollment and WSCH.  Came up with a formula that equated to 30,000 sq. feet.  Current 5-year Plan, which is updated yearly, and as the College grows, so does  the need for library space.  Do we want to add a Library project?
Brenda: Jim Spencer had two questions:

1) The current 5-Year Plan has a proposed Library space in ACTC.  Do we leave that in the plan? yes
2) Do we add to the Plan on the Main Campus as additional sq. footage? yes
The original plan of the Library was designed to have room to expand into the lower level. The 10,000 sq. feet is far short of our current needs (30,000 sq. feet).  The request for space at ACTC is for 10,000 sq. feet which will require more building and the acquisition of more land at ACTC. The Program Review documents show the need for additional space for the Library.
The student usage of the Library has increased by 18% in the last couple of years.  In a survey, 85% of students say they use the Library, in the Student View Survey 88% of students say they use the library.  One issue is staffing.  Having it in the 5-Year Plan does not mean we will do it.  It is work in progress.  It's a place holder. The 5-year Plan basically says that the Library has a need for expansion.  Shows an estimate of how much it will cost. Don't need details yet, those will come at the next level, at the IPP and FPP level.  Also look at other options and locations on campus.  

Ron:  what will happen to the classrooms in the Library when the expansion happens?

Guido: reiterated the importance and timeliness of prioritizing the secondary effects.  In a previous meeting mentioned the vacated 2nd floor of SR and the potential for a plan B.
Mary:  AA Building and the Music Dept. expansion:  The proposal that went to the State was submitted by one person in the Division.  Things have changed for ex. what we are expected to do for CTE (Career Tech Education) and space requirement.  This is all locked at the State level and if we do any changes now, we will go to the bottom of the list.  Mary would like to avoid doing a project that does not fit in the overall plan for the future.  We are lucky that we will be able to make some changes/redesign in the College/Lab Services bldg. and not have to go through State approval or change the scope of the project.  But in other projects, we may not be able to do changes.  Some Departments have certain agendas and we should not go that route.  Should look at the overall picture.
Motion: that we put the expansion of the Library into the 5-Year Facilities Master Plan as a place holder.  MSC Rick/Ybarra. No one opposed.
For clarification - a place holder does not mean that it will be done, it means it is a viable project.
There is already a plan in place for ACTC.  This discussion is for the main campus.  Keep in mind that the total sq. footage is 30,000.
The Blue List (portion pertaining to the Campus Dev. Committee) to be distributed to members.

Brenda: the 5-Year Plan is due July 1st, 2012, There should be a first and second reading prior to that at the Board of Trustees.
Recap: Need a list of secondary effects. Need them prioritized.  Jim Spencer needs decisions made by April meeting.  Send recommendations to Admin. Executive Committee.
Jim Spencer needs to bring a prioritized list of projects to the next meeting.  This will be the focus of our April 2012 meeting.  After discussion all approved except Mary Mirch/proxy for Alfred Ramirez (abstained).

	          Outcome
Motion: to put the expansion of the Library into the 5-Year Facilities Master Plan as a place holder.
       Outcome
Action: Jim Spencer to bring list of prioritized projects at next meeting.


4. Follow-up on Status of Getting Parking Meters on Campus                                                       Jon Gold/PE

	Postponed to next meeting.


	           Outcome



NEW BUSINESS:

2.  Installation of Display Boards (ASGCC)                        Lucy Agazaryan (VP/Admin-Associated Students of GCC)
	Submitted a one page hand out for proposed  3 locations of display boards (two in the parking structure and one in the tower) as well as a one page showing  bulletin board specifications.
The purpose of the bulletin boards is to get information to students (ex.AS upcoming events etc.).

Locations:

1) Parking Tower: 1st floor, between two elevators 
2) Parking Structure: 2nd floor on the right side of elevator 

3) Parking Structure: 1st floor - between two elevators - landing.

To use plexiglass – high impact plastic or shutter proof glass.  No etching tiles.
Motion to approve location of 3 bulletin boards.  MSC (Andersen/Schlossman).  No one opposed.


	         Outcome
Motion:  to approve location of (3) bulletin boards


OTHER: 

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 1:35 P.M.
Respectfully submitted by Margaret Nadir, Facilities            
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