
 

 
 

ENGLISH CLUSTER MEETING MINUTES 
10/19/2016 

12:20-???? p.m. 
BA 204 

 
ITEM 1. Presentation from General Education Assessment Liaisons Ana Porro and Tracy 

Ciucci 
 
Discussion: There was a short and informative presentation to just make sure cluster members all know 

who liaisons are. 
 
Data/data source:  N/A 
 
Action: N/A 
 
 
ITEM 2. Approval of previous minutes (March 24, 2016, August 19, 2016, and September 30, 

2016) 
 
 
Discussion: Art Brockway clarified Robert’s Rules of Order.  A Motion was made to accept the 

minutes and seconded.  Minutes were accepted by acclamation. 
 
Data/data source:  Previous minutes. 
 
Action: A Motion was made to accept the minutes and seconded.  Minutes were accepted by 

acclamation. 
 
 
ITEM 3. Discussion of Cluster Governance meeting on September 30, 2016 
 
 
Discussion: Chair Clouse briefly discussed the events of the September 30 meeting on cluster 

governance. 
 
Data/data source:  Minutes of September 30 meetings 
 
Action: None 
 



ITEM 4. Discussion of creation of smaller “super cluster” (as outlined previously in email from 
L. Clouse) 

 
 
Discussion: Chair Clouse introduced the topic of each campus having representatives to a smaller 

cluster grouping.  Several cluster members suggested that other clusters are equally 
contentious, but Clouse clarified that the concerns of administration are English cluster’s 
inability to reach consensus.  She explained the concept in detail, wherein ideas would be 
generated on each campus, the elected representatives would bring the issues to “super 
cluster” for discussion, and representatives would return to campus and explain the policy 
to their own campus colleagues.  Voting on issues would take place online, following the 
procedure already in place.  This would also free up other cluster members to work on 
cluster subcommittees. 

 Chris Schmersahl pointed out that a vote on such a proposal would require a two-thirds 
majority of the entire cluster, regardless of the quorum.  Discussion ensued. 

 Patti Osterman sought clarification of the structure of the super cluster regarding motions.  
Pat Tierney stated that initial motions and proposals would be brought to the super cluster.  
Tracy Klass suggested that, after ideas were brought to the super cluster and negotiation 
was necessary, the individuals involved would work together to compromise and make a 
formal motion. 

 Brockway spoke against this proposal on the grounds that the “super cluster” would 
essentially silence the voices of those who are not in the super cluster, and that cluster 
already violates the established rules of order on a consistent basis.  He listed some of the 
ways cluster breaks the rules of order on the board. 

 Osterman pointed out that, in the past, there have been super cluster-like organizations that 
fall apart because the larger cluster could not reach agreement.  Discussion ensued, varying 
between support for Robert’s Rules of Order and disagreement. 

 Mary Pernal argued in favor of online voting.  Discussion ensued.  Elizabeth Wilber 
pointed out that participation could be a problem with online voting, and cluster may not 
achieve a quorum.  Robin Fiedler questioned how administration would manage cluster 
members who are not “present” to vote online and do not follow the policy mandated by 
cluster, and Dean Sheila Scott-Lubin provided clarification.  Discussion ensued. 

 Mark Gatlin suggested amending the recommendation to include a “term limit” for 
representatives.  Wilber questioned why the number of representatives was three per 
campus, and there was discussion of making it two representatives per campus.  Clouse 
asked for volunteers to revise the language of the proposal.  Schmersahl suggested adding 
a cluster position to enforce rules of parliamentary procedure before the administration 
forces the cluster to accept outside “enforcement” and to reach a conclusion today to salve 
administrative concerns.  Missy Stonecipher argued that it is necessary for us to 
demonstrate cluster governance to the administration. 

 Brockway introduced a motion to recommit the cluster to following Robert’s Rules of 
Order.  Zach Stewart seconded.  Discussion ensued.  Schmersahl amended the motion to 
include cluster training on Robert’s Rules, and Brockway and Stewart agreed.  Osterman 
discussed the difference between workshops and meetings, and requested that 
administration provide topics up for discussion by the cluster two weeks prior to meetings. 

 Discussion ended and the motion was voted on and passed. 
 Brockway, Fiedler, Stonecipher, Tierney, Clouse, and Osterman agreed to work on the 

“super cluster” idea for the future. 
  
 
Data/data source:  Suggested “Super Cluster” process 
 



Action: The motion “We as a cluster, recommit to following Parliamentary procedure and as a 
cluster formulate a presentation on proper rules of order for group meetings” passed by 
acclamation. 

 
ITEM 5. Discussion of responses/answers to questions generated on September 30 from Dr. 

Yohe 
 
 
Discussion: Cluster members had asked about administrative oversight of (and potential disciplinary 

action against) cluster members who do not follow cluster policy.  Chair Clouse explained 
Dr. Yohe’s position that he prefers that the cluster create the policy, then receive approval 
from the Dean’s Council before the policy is officially enacted.  In response to a question 
by Fiedler, Dean Scott-Lubin explained that administrative reaction to policy breaches are 
reactive, not proactive, and that administration is not specifically looking for policy 
breaches. 

 Osterman praised administration for increased attention to certain issues. 
 Wilber discussed the lack of continuity between syllabi and courses as taught by different 

professors.  Brahlek questioned ever hearing back from the Dean’s Council about what 
official policies are.  Brockway pointed out the lack of institutional knowledge within the 
cluster and that we need documentation and a handbook to provide consistency for new 
members of cluster.  Rachel McDermott discussed the ability to change course outcomes 
on syllabi.  Fine clarified that cluster is a recommending body, and that the decisions 
reached in cluster and approved by the Deans’ Council do become official college policy.  
Discussion ensued. 

 
Data/data source:  N/A 
  
Action: N/A 
 
ITEM 6. Presentation of Boca Pilot Project Study 
 
 
Discussion: Africa Fine discussed the unified, consistent ENC1101 course being used on the Boca 

Raton campus.  The result was a 4.1 percent increase in passing grades and a 2.9 decrease 
in withdrawal rates in 2014-2015.  Overall, the majority of instructors saw significant 
improvements in student success.  Rachel McDermott and Tracy Klass explained how the 
course is structured but still provides flexibility for instructors. 

 
Data/data source:  Boca Raton Campus ENC1101 results 
  
Action: N/A 
 
 
ITEM 7. A possible plan for future pilots 
 
 
Discussion: Chair Clouse introduced the points of how future pilots should be introduced to avoid the 

controversies associated with the Boca ENC1101 program, including that new pilots must 
be discussed with the cluster, that they must be offered on multiple campuses, and the 
results of the pilot must be shared with the cluster before it could be formally discussed 
with administration.  Discussion ensued. 



 Schmersall sought clarification about what pilots needed to be brought to cluster.  
Brockway voiced approval of the third point, and questioned the necessity of the first 
point.  Fine brought up the potential conflict of refusing to discuss a pilot with a dean 
because cluster has not yet been informed. 

 Stewart motioned to table the discussion until the next cluster meeting, while a committee 
works out more suitable language.  Fine seconded.  Motion passed by acclamation.  
Committee volunteers included Richard Shepardson and Bruce Beck. 

 
Data/data source:  N/A 
  
Action: The motion “The cluster will table this discussion until the next cluster meeting, while a 

committee works out more suitable language” passed by acclamation.  Richard Shepardson 
and Bruce Beck volunteered to be on the committee. 

 
ITEM 8. Discussion of General Assessment Questions 
 
 
Discussion: Chair Clouse introduced discussion of the need for a consistent general assessment for 

English classes across the district.  Discussion ensued.  Fiedler pointed out that there needs 
to be a different gen ed assessment for each English course, not one generic assignment.  It 
was suggested that the cluster should conduct a survey to see what consist requirements we 
should institute for the gen ed assessment.  Clouse asked everyone present to send her the 
prompts used for the gen ed assessment so that she could gain insight into the consistencies 
that already exist.  Steve Brahlek and Laura Clouse volunteered to work as a committee on 
the gen ed assessment. 

 
Data/data source:  N/A 
 
Action: None taken 
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