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.  M o s t  o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  i t e m s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  

original appeal were not related to the MSJC Constitution and did not fall under the purview of 

the Ju di c i a r y  C o m m i t t e e .  T h e  S enate agreed that item 3 (voting occurred by secret ballot) did 

occur and agreed that it was against a more recent interpretation of Brown Act than is in the 



councils. This interpretation does not fit with the language of the constitution or with the prior 
practices of the Senate. 

Secondly, concurrence does not mean agreement. The statement does not require that the Site 
Councils approve of an item before it can go to the Executive Senate. We take the use of the 
word concurrence to mean that the Site Councils must have both heard the item and taken a vote 
on the item. Then their decision can be used as advisory to the Executive Senate. 

Based on this the Judiciary Committee does not support the appeal of the Math Department.   

As an additional note, the Judiciary Committee feels strongly that these events have 
demonstrated the need for the Constitution of the Academic Senate to be revised. There are 
several areas where the language of the constitution is unclear and confusing and some areas 
(e.g. the use of Secret Ballots) that are in direct opposition to the Brown Act. We strongly advise 
the Senate to complete a revision of the Constitution by the end of Academic Year 2018-19. 


