What is your opinion on Admin now being added to this process?	
· It’s a positive step.
· Found it very helpful.
· I don't see any improvement. 
· I think the process is based on favoritism and popularity, not based on LHE demand based on need.
· A department shows LHE to support the growth of the department but denied without rationale.
· I do not agree with that 
· I always think it's problematic when a process that rightly belongs within faculty purview is suddenly shared with administration. I do believe we can work with admin on sharing accurate data trends to make informed decisions, but the issue of 'pet projects' for admin as well as where administrators support faculty or not based on subjective issues can be a concern in these spaces and can distort the conversation. 
· No opinion as I am not aware of who resides on the review committee. 
· As someone who did not participate in deliberations, it's not clear to me if they had too much sway, but in principle I don't see why admin would not be an integral part of this process.
· not sure
· They shouldn't be involved at this stage. 
· I appreciated the inclusion of Administrators in the process.  Listening to faculty dialogue and inquire about the department needs was incredibly insightful and helps this process be truly participatory and inclusive.  In a time of limited resources, communication between all groups is essential to help plan and understand needs.  
· I think it's good, as long as the power of ranking still resides heavily with faculty. 
· I believe it gave the process greater value.
· I’m open to admin being part of the faculty prioritization process—at the end of the day, faculty work closely with them and report to them, so it makes sense that they’d have a voice in the conversation. That said, I think it’s really important that faculty continue to lead this process.
Faculty are the ones who understand the instructional needs, student impact, and how these hires affect programs long-term. Admin input can definitely add value, especially when thinking about things like workload, planning, and department dynamics, but it shouldn’t replace or outweigh faculty voices. If it’s a true collaboration with transparency and respect for the roles we each play, I think it can work well.

What is your opinion on how requests for multiple positions by one department should be handled?	
· Replacement requests should have their own process entirely; Each request should have its own form
· Each request should have its own form
· All requests from a department should be in one form; Only requests for identical positions by a department should be in the same form (Meaning, a department requesting two Professors of the same discipline); Replacement requests should have their own process entirely
· Each request should have its own form; Replacement requests should have their own process entirely; Only requests for identical positions by a department should be in the same form (Meaning, a department requesting two Professors of the same discipline)
· Replacement requests should have their own process entirely; Only requests for identical positions by a department should be in the same form (Meaning, a department requesting two Professors of the same discipline)
· Each request should have its own form
· Only requests for identical positions by a department should be in the same form (Meaning, a department requesting two Professors of the same discipline); Replacement requests should have their own process entirely
· Each request should have its own form; Replacement requests should have their own process entirely
· Only requests for identical positions by a department should be in the same form (Meaning, a department requesting two Professors of the same discipline)
· Only requests for identical positions by a department should be in the same form (Meaning, a department requesting two Professors of the same discipline)
· Each request should have its own form
· All requests from a department should be in one form; Replacement requests should have their own process entirely
· Replacement requests should have their own process entirely; Only requests for identical positions by a department should be in the same form (Meaning, a department requesting two Professors of the same discipline)

Please provide any feedback you have about the application form for requesting a new position.  (Please cite any weaknesses and/or strengths; areas you struggled to answer; areas you felt missing...	
· Small departments might be at a disadvantage since they do not have a lot of growth.
· Concern that the inequity between non-credit full-time positions (which have "coordinator" titles) are receiving "coordination time" which is greater than that of many Dept. Chairs LHE; the teaching load they then carry then does not make much impact to addressing the issue for which they indicate the need. Additionally, while it is growing area, they should be a separate prioritization list (on its own) as non-credit do not count toward the 75/25.
· Administration does not read the application rationale.
· Administration already knows who they want to hire before applications are submitted.
· Administration tells department chairs in advance that they should submit because admin wants to hire in their area.
· Presentations of applications is a waste of time.
· Some complete the form better than others.
· Credit, Non-Credit, Faculty, Counseling are all competing for few slots available for hiring. This is not fair.
· What's the point of having a separate replacement request form if it is still being asked about during the new faculty request process.”
· Basically, I have no idea if I should have used this form or a replacement form. Mostly because my administrator asked me to do both for the exact same position. 
· I don't know if it’s possible, but there needs to be a way pending retirements are treated so disciplines don't have gaps without any full-time faculty.
· "My recommendations: If departments/divisions will submit multiple requests for faculty (especially two faculty of same discipline) a rank order of preference/need would be incredibly helpful.  This rank of preference/need would help inform the entire voting members of the need.  The rank order should also include the necessary data required to substantiate the request.  If the data does not support the request, a rationale should be included. It felt out of place for a committee to vote for a rank in areas where that information was not provided.
· I valued the time each group (faculty and admin) reviewed the position results separately and then came together as a group.  My recommendation would be to have each group submit a rank when we meet together to compare and contrast.  The group did this organically, but prior notification would be valuable."
· I think the form is comprehensive and complete. No suggestions here. 
· The form is inclusive yet it’s hard to compare position that are for teaching faculty and non-teaching faculty.
· When I attempted to access the form through the provided link, it said “access denied,” so I wasn’t able to review it in detail. From what I remember from the application, I felt it was a bit cumbersome and time-consuming—though that may be necessary given the scope of the request. Still, I think there’s room to simplify some of the data sections to make it easier for departments to complete while still capturing the essential information.

What is your opinion on the use of data and how data is being used to determine prioritization?	
· Good
· There is a bias toward growth while smaller programs, when they lose a full-time faculty member, become more vulnerable and less sustainable when one person is now carrying a load that is greater than the LHE they are earning. This is typically addressed in program review; if that qualitative data can be encompassed, it would be helpful.
· If the department data shows the need and ability to support additional full-time faculty, why does admin deny every year?
· Data is better recently, but the district data is still not showing true numbers.
· Admin is not considering the data like they should be.
· Doesn't paint the whole picture
· I was not invited to attend this process in-person this year so I cannot speak to this. 
· Data should only be part of the determining factor if applicable.
· As stated in the comment above, can data be forward looking at all.  If a discipline is going to lose a full-time faculty member, looking at previous years, numbers don't seem terribly relevant.  
· Data is important to use and should be a key factor, but it shouldn't be the only/most important factor. Also, data should be more specifically explained, its origins and uses.
· Faculty felt the data requirements did not meet their needs or were unavailable or accurate.
· I'm all about data being used to demonstrate need for a faculty position. So yes, I love it!
· The use of data is great, the bd part of it is that the data for no -credit continues to be lacking or non-existent.
· The data was definitely helpful in guiding our decisions, but I do think it could have been presented in a more simplified way. It felt a bit overwhelming at first and was difficult to analyze, especially for those of us who don’t work with that kind of data regularly. I don’t have specific suggestions since this isn’t my area of expertise, but streamlining the format or highlighting key takeaways could make it easier to interpret and apply during the prioritization process.

What is your opinion on Department presentations now being a Q&A; the impact of a Q&A versus a presentation?	
· A presentation is better.
· Helpful, please keep it
· Department presentations are a waste of time.
· Q&A is better than presentations.
· Presentations are a waste of time.
· Presenters do not follow the time limit rules. No more presentations. Q&A is better, but whole process is awful.
· Preferred the presentation because the questions cannot possibly paint the entire picture
· I didn't participate in the previous version, but the Q & A seemed appropriate.
· Q & A don’t always work as some participants do not know what questions to ask
· I prefer both. A short presentation, followed by a chance for Q&A.
· Q&A is valuable to fill the gaps or inquiries from reviewing the applications.  I prefer Q&A rather than presentation.
· The Q&A allowed for clarification which many times was needed. The presentations were subject to the knowledge of the presenter and their ability to present.
· I think shifting department presentations to a Q&A format has been really helpful. It gave us a chance to ask direct questions and clarify anything that may have been confusing or unclear from the forms. Sometimes what’s written doesn’t capture the full picture, and having the space for dialogue made it easier to understand the true needs of each department. I would absolutely continue with the Q&A format moving forward—it brought more insight and helped us make more informed decisions.

Any adjustments you would like to see made to the rubric for evaluating priority? You can find the form by copying and pasting the following link into a browser: https://rsccd.sharepoint.com/:w:/s...	
· Ranking for credit, non-credit, counseling, faculty - should not be the same process competing against each other.
· Overall, I think the rubric provides a solid framework for evaluating and prioritizing faculty hires, especially with the inclusion of multiple perspectives like fill rates, accreditation, and difficulty recruiting adjuncts. It gives us a more well-rounded view of department needs.
That said, I do think the rubric can feel a bit overwhelming, especially for newer senators or those unfamiliar with some of the terminology or data references. It might help to simplify or streamline certain sections—perhaps by grouping similar criteria together or providing a one-page summary or visual guide for quick reference during ranking discussions. At first, I struggled with navigating all the categories and subcategories at once, it was a lot to digest. 

Do you have any additional concerns not covered in these questions about the ranking process, or any opinions on how time could be better spent during the process?
· Ranking for credit, non-credit, counseling, faculty - should not be the same process competing against each other.
· One area I think could improve the process is offering a brief refresher or training session on the rubric and overall ranking procedure before we dive in. Even just a quick overview could go a long way in making sure everyone—especially newer senators—feels more confident and prepared.
It would help set the stage, reduce confusion, and make the whole process run more smoothly. With the amount of information we’re expected to review, that little extra structure upfront could make a big difference.




🟩 General Consensus Summary – Faculty Hiring Prioritization Process
🧩 Involvement of Administration
· Mixed but leaning cautious: Faculty are open to Admin involvement if it's collaborative and data-driven, not top-down.
· There is concern about favoritism, lack of transparency, and erosion of faculty control.
· Many support Admin having a voice, but decision-making should remain faculty-led.
Notes: 
Need rationale required from Cabinet and Dr. Nery as to why certain replacements were rejected and why high-ranked positions weren’t funded. Will aid with requests for replacements.  Should admin priorities be given prior to the process?
Needs to remain faculty led.  Admin’s feedback should come from data-driven reasoning; Reconciling of the two ranks and if they differ, why?
Can faculty select the admin being asked to be a part of the process, relating to the needs of that year; could they serve in more of an advisory role for the faculty process, rather than their rank affecting the faculty rank. Would this require an early understanding of what requests would be made in any given year?
Rules needed for how they are chosen and are involved. Currently, admin are chosen by the College President.
Outcome needs: Purposeful selection and rules; Admin should be there legitimizing our process and support faculty/departmental needs, in a consulting role and offering their larger institutional views; providing rationale for differences in ranking 

🗂️ Handling Multiple Position Requests
· Strong consensus:
· Each position request should be submitted individually, unless they are identical roles (e.g., two professors in the same discipline).
· Check a box for multiple positions, and type of request: new, repeated, or replacement.
· In cases where multiple discipline experts are needed in one area, department should pre-rank the need.  
· This also goes for identical positions, as to why multiples are needed, what specialties will they add. 
· State whether you have submitted for this position before and how many times/when.
· Replacement positions should have a separate process and form.
· Ranked outside of the other requests
· Should be pre-ranked by area as well

📝 Application Form
· Concerns about clarity and consistency:
· Confusion about when to use the new position form vs. replacement form.
· Smaller departments and non-credit programs feel at a disadvantage.
· Unequal recognition of coordination roles and LHEs.
· Some find the form comprehensive, but others feel it fails to capture the full context behind each request.
· Needs to be simplified.

📊 Use of Data
· Data is valued, but concerns persist around:
· Accuracy, relevance (especially for non-credit programs), and clarity.
· Overreliance on past numbers without considering upcoming retirements or strategic needs.
· Perceived disconnect between data presented and final administrative decisions.
· Streamlining the format or highlighting key takeaways from data are needed to make it easier to interpret and apply during the prioritization process, particularly for faculty who are not as versed in using and interpreting data. 
Determining qualitative vs quantitative rankings.
Automate ranking of quantitative data – could Research run the report of departments putting forth a position.  (Faculty commit by the end of Spring and Research pulls during the summer to ready for Fall.)
Exceptions for specific departments (i.e., Library, Counseling) whose data varies from the standard needs some adjustments.

💬 Q&A vs. Presentations
· Preference for Q&A: Seen as more efficient, targeted, and equitable.
· However, some advocate for a hybrid approach (brief presentation followed by Q&A).
· Presentations are viewed as uneven and overly dependent on presenter skills, so a move from this is positive.
· Overall, what’s written didn’t always capture the full picture; having the space for dialogue made it easier to understand the true needs of each department. The Q&A format brought more insight and helped Senators make more informed decisions.

📋 Rubric & Prioritization Process
· Rubric is generally appreciated and provides a solid framework for evaluating and prioritizing faculty hires. It gives us a well-rounded view of department needs; however...
· Many object to grouping credit, non-credit, counseling, and faculty positions into the same ranking process.
· There's concern over equity and fairness when these different roles compete for limited slots.
· The rubric can feel a bit overwhelming, especially for newer senators or those unfamiliar with some of the terminology or data references. 
· It would be helpful to simplify or streamline sections—perhaps by grouping similar criteria together or providing a one-page summary or visual guide for quick reference during ranking discussion

⚠️ Additional Concerns
· Transparency issues: Some believe decisions are made before the process even begins.
· Lack of clarity around certain procedural elements.
· Time use and process structure could be improved for efficiency and fairness.
· An area that could be improve is offering a brief refresher or training session on the rubric and overall ranking procedure. More structure upfront could make a big difference.

