
[bookmark: _xqoyv1ajnfxb]District Academic Senate (DAS) Minutes
Tuesday September 15, 2026 | 3:00-5:00 pm
Los Rios District Office Main Conference Room
Remote Participation Link  Meeting ID: 852 1262 3490  Passcode: losrios
DAS President Lori Petite
[image: ]
ARC President Veronica Lopez
CRC President Lauren Wagner
FLC President Wayne Jensen
SCC President Amy Strimling

							
	

[bookmark: _nneo8w5akbo3]Members Present


DAS
· Lori Petite, President 
· Sarah Lehmann, Secretary 
ARC Academic Senate 
· Veronica Lopez, President 
· Daniel Slutsky, Vice President 
· Mieke San Julian, Secretary 
· Alisa Shubb, Past President 
CRC Academic Senate 
· Lauren Wagner, President 
· Jason Patterson, Vice President 
· Emily Bond, Secretary 
· Scott Crosier, Past President 

FLC Academic Senate 
· Wayne Jensen, President 
· Danielle Beck, Secretary 
· Eric Wada, Past President 

SCC Academic Senate 
· Amy Strimling, President 
· Ilana Johnson, Vice President 
· Nadine Kirkpatrick, Secretary 
· Lori Petite, Past President 
[bookmark: _iik8unvoarv4]Preliminaries
1. Welcome/Call to order at 3:03pm 
2. ARC Land Acknowledgement was read by Daniel Slutsky
3. Approval of Agenda 
· Agenda was approved 
4. Approval of Minutes
· September 1, 2026 minutes were approved 
5. Introduction of guests
· James Crandall, LRCCD NAGPRA Director 
· Susan Griffin 
· Rebecca Goodchild 
· Katie Carbary
· Laura Gillies-Doherty
· Scott Faulds 
· Chris Yanuaria
· Doris (no last name) 
· Michelle Salluzo
6. Public Comment Period (up to 3 minutes per speaker)
· James Crandall pointed out a typo in the NAGPRA policy. 
· Chris Yanuaria shared feedback related to the proposed AI guidelines:
· Opinion that there is no such thing as ethical use of AI information, because it is stolen information processed on stolen land. 
· Surprise expressed that equity issues were not addressed more thoroughly in the document
· Sense that the negative impacts of AI use are understated in the document
· Michelle Salluzo made public comment regarding the proposed AI guidelines: 
· Suggests that the AI guidelines should return to the committee that wrote it and suggest they incorporate the feedback that has been offered by faculty at all four colleges. 
· Wonders how much student input has been included in the document 
7. DAS President’s Report 
· DAS President currently co-chairs the budget committee meeting with VC Mario Rodriguez. Budget update: 
· Los Rios is experiencing unfunded growth, which means we are currently serving more students than we are receiving apportionment for. Los Rios leaders are working with other growth districts to advocate for additional funding from the state. 
· Received update from AVC Kobayashi and Jason Ralphs (Admissions) about the Math placement process. Auto placement via CCC apply has been implemented. References to self-placement have been removed from the website.  
· PREP report. This body may wish to agendize the recent PREP report for discussion in the future. For now, please take a look at it. 
[bookmark: _bxoe2qux5l5d]Information Items 
1. [bookmark: _v71shkzcbf3d]ASCCC:
a. Area A Meeting October 9, 2026 - Zoom  
b. Fall 2026 Plenary November 5-7, 2026 - Redwood City 
i. Reminder that early bird registration ends on Sept 18th 
2. Committee appointments needed for: 
a. Faculty hiring manual revision task force 
3. IBA (Interest-Based Approach) professional development program 
a. This a conflict resolution model that the district used to use
b. DAS President heard from DO-HR that IBA has been redesigned and is ready to relaunch. 
c. The kickoff will be a 4-day event in October. The dates will be Oct 8-9 and 22-23 There are about 20 spots available and HR are particularly interested in feedback from employees who went through the former IBA. They are looking for people who can attend on all four days. 
i. Concern expressed that it will be challenging to find people who are available for all four days of this training. It was noted that a concern about the former IBA process was the intensive time commitment 
4. Reminder about the Brown Act update from general counsel Aly Bivens last DAS meeting. Brown Act bodies and members should all be provided with a copy of the Brown Act. 
a. Request that DAS President coordinate a request to the Los Rios Board that they approve teleconferencing for DAS, the Academic Senates, and all senate subcommittees. 

[bookmark: _5e6iapasgf9r]Consent Items 
(Any member of the DAS may request an item be removed for further discussion and separate action). 
1. None 
[bookmark: _aurv8yt1dxjq]Committee Reports 
(Written reports will be posted to Canvas supporting material section and included in subsequent meeting minutes) 
1. [bookmark: _srytd2hg1ipj]District Curriculum Coordinating Committee (DCCC) – Karl Zoller
· SOCRATES updates: 
i. Discussion of adding American Institutions as a prerequisite 
ii. For noncredit, currently a developer chooses how many times a course can be repeated for credit. This does not apply in noncredit
iii. If someone is building a new program, SOCRATES will not allow you to add uncataloged courses to the program. They have devised a workaround. If you need help with this, please contact your local curriculum chair 
· Question from DAS: does Los Rios currently have a policy and/or regulation related to noncredit? 
i. Karl does not know the answer. 
ii. Opinion expressed that if noncredit continues, we do need language and guidance in our policies & regulations. The curriculum committees could be an ideal space for these discussions to begin 
· Question from DAS: will someone be writing general information for the catalog relating to noncredit? For example, will there be a section in the catalog devoted to explaining what noncredit is? If so, who will write this information? 
i. It was noted that at SCC there is currently a simple overview of noncredit on their website

2. [bookmark: _40nndhu31t5]District Equity & Student Success Committee (DESSC) – Lydia Delgado
· Will discuss R-7252, Academic Renewal, at their next meeting. This is a compliance-related change to Title V

3. [bookmark: _nhumb8fzx0r5]District Educational Technology Committee (DETC) – Kandace Knudson
· No report; first meeting is next week 

4. [bookmark: _dy0kh58y8jpa]Prison & Reentry Education Program Committee (PREP) – Stephanie Karas
· PREP has prepared a substantial report on the current state of PREP
· PREP Committee reviewed the PREP MOU. Reviewed the MOU between Los Rios and CDCR. PREP has grown into a significant academic program, but some of the administrative structures have not grown alongside to support it. 
· PREP has grown beyond simply offering college courses in the prisons 
· Interest in bringing the reality of the PREP program in alignment with the agreement Los Rios signed with CDCR 

5. [bookmark: _1e09a33orot]Instructional Accessibility Committee - Beki Mendell
· No report 

6. [bookmark: _9lbilgfta4ll]District Affordable Learning Materials Committee – Beki Mendell 
· No report

[bookmark: _ws272a5qa04m]Decision Items 
(10-15 minutes per item) 
1. [bookmark: _inc4o9ysflog]Affirm Policy-7910 Recommendation from the NAGPRA Task Force (3rd Reading) 
Background: 
In 2023, LRCCD initiated a review of our facilities to identify tribal remains and artifacts. They put in place a NAGPRA moratorium until a policy was in place. The policy is what we are being asked to affirm today. A NAGPRA task force worked for several months, in consultation with local tribal partners, to write these policies. The task force met with 8 local tribes to hear their comments and feedback, the vast majority of which were integrated into the final policies. It was the tribes’ requests to split the policies into two policies: one to address NAGPRA and one to address human remains outside the scope of NAGPRA.  

Discussion: 
· None 


	Issue: Affirm Policy 7910 NAGPRA 

	ARC
	
	FLC

	Lopez
	y
	
	Jensen
	y

	Slutsky
	y
	
	Lacy
	absent

	San Julien
	y
	
	Beck
	y

	Shubb
	y
	
	Wada
	y

	
	
	
	
	

	CRC
	
	SCC

	Wagner
	y
	
	Strimling 
	y

	Patterson
	y
	
	Johnson
	absent

	Bond
	y
	
	Kirkpatrick
	y

	Crosier
	y
	
	Petite 
	y





2. [bookmark: _a4n7xhuuehu1]Affirm Policy-7920 Human Remains Recommendation from the NAGPRA Task Force (3rd Reading) 

Background 
· Noted that there is a typo in section _____
· Many faculty feel there is a need to use human remains in their teaching, and note that they have a 1st amendment right to do so 

Discussion: 
· Concerns were brought forward from American River College Academic Senate. It was noted that many other human remains policies have a statement about the dignity of human remains. Example from University of Oregon. Some ARC faculty felt strongly that the Los Rios Human Remains policy would be significantly improved by the addition of such a statement. 
· Secondary motion proposed: agree to add a statement about the dignity of human remains to Policy-7920, to be written in the future and vetted by all the colleges 
· SCC has heard similar feedback from their faculty and intend to advance a parallel policy that goes further than the existing policy
· Note from James Crandall that it was an oversight not to include such a statement. When the policies were split, this type of statement was not included but it was not intentional to exclude it 
· Suggestion to affirm this policy with a plan to include a statement on the dignity of human remains, to be written at a later date 
· Concern from SCC that adding an amendment at the request of ARC may be controversial at SCC because their faculty had also wanted to add or adjust language but were told this was not possible  
· Option that there could be an encouragement for colleges to adopt their own best practices for the use of human remains 


	Issue: Affirm Policy-7920 secondary motion: agree to add a statement about the dignity of human remains to Policy-7920, to be written in the future and vetted by all the colleges 

	ARC
	
	FLC

	Lopez
	y
	
	Jensen
	n

	Slutsky
	n
	
	Lacy
	absent

	San Julien
	y
	
	Beck
	n

	Shubb
	y
	
	Wada
	n

	
	
	
	
	

	CRC
	
	SCC

	Wagner
	n
	
	Strimling 
	n

	Patterson
	n
	
	Johnson
	n

	Bond
	n
	
	Kirkpatrick
	n

	Crosier
	n
	
	Petite 
	abstain




Further discussion of primary motion: 
· None 

	Issue: Affirm Policy-7920 as written 

	ARC
	
	FLC

	Lopez
	n
	
	Jensen
	y

	Slutsky
	y
	
	Lacy
	absent

	San Julien
	y
	
	Beck
	y

	Shubb
	n
	
	Wada
	y

	
	
	
	
	

	CRC
	
	SCC

	Wagner
	y
	
	Strimling 
	y

	Patterson
	y
	
	Johnson
	y

	Bond
	y
	
	Kirkpatrick
	n

	Crosier
	y
	
	Petite 
	y





3. [bookmark: _emc43tgxu4wt]DESSC Task Force Proposed Los Rios Artificial Intelligence Guidelines (2nd Reading) 
a. Recommendation to refer to DESSC for review, revision, and recommendation, including coordination with LRCFT

Discussion
· Appreciation expressed to the task force for this tremendous work, which grapples with the biggest change to higher education in many years.
· Noted that these AI guidelines have not been fully vetted by all the colleges. However, there has already been a lot of feedback from faculty as well as a request from LRCFT for more time to review it. 
· Recommendation for DESSC to review and incorporate faculty feedback as well as coordinate with LRCFT to hear their feedback. They could form a new task force to do so. 
· Motion made and seconded to affirm this recommendation 
· Discussion:
· Part of the concern was that the original group did not have LRCFT representation. Would we be reconvening the same task force? A different group? Would there be a union representative in this group if it were to reconvened? 
· A new task force would be formed. We could ask LRCFT for a recommendation on how they would like to be represented in the group 
· Regarding appointments to a potential future task force – could we ask DESSC to refer the appointments to the task force to DAS? 
· Yes, DESSC is a DAS subcommittee and we could make this request 
· Note that DAS can request to assemble a new task force; we do not need to reconvene the specific task force that drafted the original guidelines. 
· Feedback has been shared in various ways: public comments, comments on the document, comments in Senate meetings and DAS meetings. Is this feedback collected in a way that DESSC can find and use all this feedback? 
· Suspicion that the answer is “no.” DAS President is unaware of a single repository for this information but agrees it will be important to collect it
· Noted that there are so many aspects of AI that it is unclear what aspects of AI are being addressed by these guidelines. Is it truly possible to write a set of guidelines that can apply to all of AI? 
· Concern that the guidelines will become obsolete before they are even implemented 
· Request to also send DESSC a copy of a recent CCCCO Guidance Memo related to AI. Please find other AI-related guidance memos at the CCCCO website. It is an enormous and evolving topic, but it could be helpful to focus on the teaching & learning environment and our role as educators 
· Concern that this task is broader in scope than the mission of the DESSC. The conversation was initially about whether DAS wanted to do the work of creating AI guidelines. DESSC came to DAS and requested to do the work. Concern that we may be asking this group to do too many things that are out of their scope as a body. 
· Opinion that AI is generally a hot mess, not just at Los Rios but everywhere across the country. A lot of colleges have large AI-related bureaucratic infrastructure. Should this task become a limited-length committee? This task is humongous. It is more than just a set of guidelines can address. 
· Concerns about process and some of the action items in the guidelines. Concern that the Union has not had adequate opportunity for feedback. Concern that it would not be appropriate for DAS to approve something that is out of step with our Union. 
· Clarification: did this document come as a formal recommendation from DESSC? Or did it come directly from the task force? Concern expressed that the guidelines were not affirmed by DESSC before coming to DAS. 
· It came from the task force, not from DESSC
 


	Issue: Send this back to DESSC with the request to incorporate faculty and LRCFT feedback. 

	ARC
	
	FLC

	Lopez
	y
	
	Jensen
	y

	Slutsky
	y
	
	Lacy
	absent

	San Julien
	y
	
	Beck
	y

	Shubb
	y
	
	Wada
	y

	
	
	
	
	

	CRC
	
	SCC

	Wagner
	y
	
	Strimling 
	y

	Patterson
	abstain
	
	Johnson
	y

	Bond
	y
	
	Kirkpatrick
	y

	Crosier
	y
	
	Petite 
	y




Procedural question: SCC brought this to their senate as a 1st reading. What happens to that first reading? 
Answer: It disappears. There will be a new 1st reading in the future based on the revised document.  


4. [bookmark: _6t49o3lkvefq]Proposal to revise Regulation-2222 (Attendance) (2nd Reading) 
a. Recommendation to refer to DESSC for review, revision, and recommendation 

Background: 
· Revising our attendance regulation has been an ongoing discussion for many years. It has been moved between committees and task groups for at least 7 years. With the increase in online and asynchronous instruction, the question of attendance and how/when to drop no-shows has become more pressing. Recently there has been a very small work group (one faculty and one administrator) working on revising the attendance language; this work had not gone through the DESSC. Subsequently, there was a small ad-hoc group of DAS that had been working on this language, which also included Jason Ralphs and an administrator. 
· In our previous committee structure, this would have been an issue taken up by the district matriculation committee, which has been superseded by DESSC. Sense that this work is in the wheelhouse of DESSC. 
· Chair of DESSC welcomes the task coming back to DESSC and the opportunity to recruit resource people to weigh in. 
· Recommendation that this policy have more eyes on it. 
· Motion made and seconded to refer Regulation-2222 to DESSC 
· Discussion: 
· What about the previous groups that had been convened to review this regulation? 
· The work will go back to DESSC in the form of the most current draft of the regulation 
· The same DAS ad-hoc group could be invited to continue working on this issue as part of the new task force that is convened 
· Note that there has been a significant investment of time by faculty and administrators on this work. 



	Issue: Refer R-2222 back to DESSC

	ARC
	
	FLC

	Lopez
	y
	
	Jensen
	y

	Slutsky
	y
	
	Lacy
	Absent 

	San Julien
	y
	
	Beck
	y

	Shubb
	y
	
	Wada
	y

	
	
	
	
	

	CRC
	
	SCC

	Wagner
	y
	
	Strimling 
	y

	Patterson
	y
	
	Johnson
	y

	Bond
	y
	
	Kirkpatrick
	Absent 

	Crosier
	y
	
	Petite 
	y






5. [bookmark: _412ms31rwfof]Proposal to revise the LRCCD Emergency Closure Distance Education addendum (2nd Reading)
a. Recommendation to refer back to DCCC for review, revision, and recommendation 

Background: 
· During the pandemic, LRCCD added the emergency DE addendum to all curriculum. However, there have since been a number of campus emergencies that have resulted in invoking the DE addendum without appropriate faculty consultation. 
· At the end of Spring 2026, a small group of DAS officers met with Jamey Nye to discuss this issue 
· DO admin are apprehensive about changing the DE addendum and have proposed instead to draft a guidance memo which would clarify the need for administrators to consult with faculty before moving courses to DE in the case of an emergency
· DO amin have a concern that they would not be able to operationalize the proposed addendum as written, because the current phrasing could be interpreted to mean that faculty have the right to weigh in on deciding whether something is an emergency. DO feels that right needs to be exclusively limited to administrators. 
· DAS agrees it is the role and purview of administrators to decide what constitutes an emergency. DAS is only trying to assert the right to be consulted collegially on how/whether to move courses to DE in the case of a declared emergency.  
· Interest in following process. Interest in honoring the work of DAS committees. DCCC has not formally supported this proposal because administrators on the committee did not support it. DAS would not want to be out of step with our own committee. 
· This regulation would need to be approved by the Board. Concern that the Los Rios Board might not support this change to the emergency DE addendum if their designees (the administrators) do not support it 
· Recommendation that this go back to DCCC and ask them to come to an agreement on how to move forward with a resolution they support. For example, they could tweak the language to make the intent of DAS more clear.   
· What happens if DCCC supports the existing proposal without making any changes to it?
· It would come to DAS. We could then support it, and then would go to the Board. The Board would then either accept or reject it. 
· Note that the recommendation would be in a stronger position if we are in alignment with our committee 
· What do admin not support? 
· Deputy Chancellor Nye says they would not be able to operationalize it as it is written 
· What specific aspect do they think they could not operationalize? 
· Opinion that it was based on a misunderstanding of the intention of the language. Administrators say that senate should not be able to weigh in on whether there is an emergency. It was never the intent of DAS that senate would weigh in on whether to declare an emergency.  
· Opinion that it should go back to DCCC so they can clarify the language.  Clarify 1. who has the right to call an emergency and 2. Who needs to weigh in on whether to move to DE in the case of an emergency. Then, DAS can vote on a perfected proposal.
· Admin has written a draft guidance memo as an alternative to revising the DE addendum 
· Caution that recently, CRC passed a resolution without checking that it was something they could actually do; this has caused lots of headaches. Opinion that it is a very good idea to perfect this proposal. 
· Interest in making sure all our resolutions follow process. 


	Issue: Send back to DCCC

	ARC
	
	FLC

	Lopez
	y
	
	Jensen
	y

	Slutsky
	y
	
	Lacy
	absent

	San Julien
	y
	
	Beck
	y

	Shubb
	y
	
	Wada
	y

	
	
	
	
	

	CRC
	
	SCC

	Wagner
	y
	
	Strimling 
	y

	Patterson
	y
	
	Johnson
	y

	Bond
	y
	
	Kirkpatrick
	absent

	Crosier
	y
	
	Petite 
	y




[bookmark: _21gieqjp042a]Discussion 
(10-15 minutes per item) 
1. [bookmark: _waiswi8aw4a0]Course Schedules 
 Discussion regarding how to list courses that are "partially online" but include only limited numbers of in-person class sessions (CRC/SCC).

Background: 
· There is a new federal law relating to distance education and the types of information we need to share with students about DE courses. This new law includes new definitions of distance education terms and concepts, including elements that they consider non instructional. The State Chancellor's Office is still working on a guidance memo on this new law. Many CC districts wait for official guidance before taking action on federal actions. Los Rios is waiting as well. 
· For DE courses, we will now need to tell students upfront whether there are there any:
· synchronous elements,
· on ground elements, 
· proctoring, 
· technology requirements 
· In order to tell students about these requirements, we need to know about the requirements before the schedule comes out, which means we need a way for instructors to report these elements. 
· There are also new changes to the way we report DE courses to the chancellor's office. Now we need to report by session, not by section. For example, for a hybrid class, there will need to be two codes: one for the on ground meetings and one for the online meetings. Therefore, we need to know well ahead of time how many on ground meetings and synchronous sessions there will be for a course so it can be coded properly 
· CCCCO is still reviewing this new law to determine how it will affect various aspects. 
· Given that changes are coming to us in the future, and given that we do offer “partially online” courses, 
· On the online class schedule, the PIOs offices have divided things into “partially online” and “fully online” as a way to help students understand what they are getting into 
· We will need to update Los Rios Policy-7145 in response to these changes 

Discussion: 
· This will impact the class schedule. Many courses have synchronous meetings, either online or on ground, that come in a variety of formats and amounts, such as one proctored test. Will there be a need to do a wholesale redesign of our online class schedule to put those meeting times more clearly in front of our students? 
· This is a concern of faculty who are returning to on ground testing. They are indicating in the schedule that there will need to be, for example, one Saturday meeting, but students are interpreting it as meeting every Saturday and not signing up. On the other hand, if students filter for online classes they may miss classes that are 99% online but just have one in person test.  
· Could there be a separate filter to indicate “mostly online?” 
· Who is in charge of the online Schedule of Classes and what that looks like? 
· We believe it is the communications office. Recommendation to check with VC Gabe Ross and/or VC Manveer Bola 
· There is also an eservices component to the schedule, which is already very confusing. Who controls that aspect? 
· Interest expressed in getting student feedback on what would make these distinctions clear to students 
· Students should be able to filter for “zero on ground meetings” and should be able to filter out proctoring
· There were a new set of DE definitions that came out in the latest Program and Course Approval Handbook (9th ed) but there was such an outpouring of concerns that those definitions are returning for more revisions by the Distance Education & Education Technology Advisory Committee (DEETAC)
· Interest in bringing this topic back for additional discussion at DAS 
[bookmark: _2cebtxgix4a1]College Reports 
(5 minutes per report + 5 minutes for questions)
1. [bookmark: _6da8phttxfa6]ARC
· Would like to hear what the district plans in terms of the IT master plan for Los Rios. What is our plan for reviewing, budgeting for, and supporting instructional technology 
2. [bookmark: _h7bvf4l46p18]CRC
· None
3. [bookmark: _ewxzpftk38fq]FLC
· None
4. [bookmark: _m0khq1s4kcgk]SCC 
· None 
[bookmark: _9gc0uvkee00j]Items from Colleges for District Academic Senate Consideration 
· None 

[bookmark: _vggaq3qwdspy]Future Returning Items:
· Course Schedules and DE 

[bookmark: _4k2spn4ywj81]Upcoming Meetings / Events
· 10/9/2026 ASCCC Area A Meeting https://asccc.org/content/area-a-meeting
· 11/5-11/7/2026 ASCCC Fall 2026 Plenary https://asccc.org/events/2026-fall-plenary-session
· 10/2-10/3/2026 LRCCD Board of Trustees Retreat, District Office
· 10/14/2026 LRCCD Board of Trustees Meeting, Sacramento City College


Meeting adjourned at 5:10pm 


[bookmark: _yd9i2iz3uae5]Land Acknowledgements
Los Rios Community College District Indigenous Land Acknowledgment Statement
 “In the spirit of community and social justice, we acknowledge the land on which our four colleges reside as the traditional homelands of the Nisenan, Maidu, and Miwok tribal nations. These sovereign people have been the caretakers of the health of the rivers, the wildlife, the plant life, and the overall eco-social balance in the greater Sacramento region since time immemorial.
 Despite centuries of genocide and occupation, the Nisenan, Maidu, and Miwok continue as vibrant and resilient tribes and bands, both Federally recognized and unrecognized. Tribal citizens of these nations continue to be an active and important part of our Los Rios college community. We take this opportunity to acknowledge the land and our responsibility to the original peoples, the present-day Nisenan, Maidu, and Miwok tribal nations.”

ARC Indigenous Land Statement
“We acknowledge the land which we occupy today as the traditional home of the Maidu and Miwok tribal nations. These sovereign people have been the caretakers of this land since time immemorial. Despite centuries of genocide and occupation, the Maidu and Miwok continue as vibrant and resilient Federally recognized tribes and bands. We take this opportunity to acknowledge the generations that have gone before as well as the present-day Maidu and Miwok people.”

CRC Land Acknowledgement
“We pause to acknowledge that Cosumnes River College sits on the land of Miwok and Nisenan people. We remember their continued connection to this region and give thanks to them. We offer our respect to their Elders and to all Miwok and Nisenan people of the past and present.”

 FLC Land Acknowledgement
“We respectfully acknowledge the land currently occupied by Folsom Lake College as the traditional home of the sovereign Nisenan, Maidu and Miwok peoples who have a unique and enduring relationship stewarding this land since time immemorial. Despite colonization, occupation and genocide, the Nisenan, Maidu and Miwok people continue and thrive in their resilience and self-determination. We celebrate and recognize our Nisenan, Maidu and Miwok tribal neighbors and honor their sustained existence.”

SCC Land Acknowledgement
“We acknowledge the land currently occupied by Sacramento City College as the traditional home of the Maidu, Miwok and Nisenan people. These sovereign people have been caretakers of the area since time immemorial. Despite centuries of genocide and occupation, the Maidu, Miwok and Nisenan people continue as vibrant and resilient federally recognized and unrecognized tribes, bands, and rancherias. Today, we honor and recognize our Maidu, Miwok and Nisenan tribal neighbors for their contributions as the caretakers of the Sacramento Valley and honor their sustained existence. It is with their blessing and continued guidance that Sacramento City College seeks to provide an accessible, equitable, and supportive institution of learning and experience.”


Voting Template 

	Issue: 

	ARC
	
	FLC

	Lopez
	
	
	Jensen
	

	Slutsky
	
	
	Lacy
	

	San Julien
	
	
	Beck
	

	Shubb
	
	
	Wada
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	SCC

	Wagner
	
	
	Strimling 
	

	Patterson
	
	
	Johnson
	

	Bond
	
	
	Kirkpatrick
	

	Crosier
	
	
	Petite 
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