Academic Senate
October 2, 2008

Draft Minutes


I. Opening Business


A. Call to Order and Roll Call



Alfred Hochstaedter, President- FH



Heather Faust, Vice President - HF


Laura Loop, Secretary--LL


Anita Johnson, ASCCC Representative – AJ

                      Alexis Copeland—AC

                      Jamie Dagdigian--ABSENT



Alan Haffa -AH



Debbie Anthony – DA (after role)


Lauren Michel--LM


Jon Mikkelsen – JM



Chris Calima--CC


Susan Joplin - SJ



 Mark Clements - MC


Jonathan Osburg - ABSENT


Marguerite Stark – MS (after role)
                      Stephanie Tetter—ST

B. Acknowledgment of visitors

                Doug Garrison (DG);  John Gonzalez (JG); Gail Fail and Laurie 

                Franklin joined after agenda item.                      

C. Approval of Draft Minutes from meeting of 9/18/08
                Motion (MC) to accept minutes.

                     Second:  HF

                     Carries with one abstention (ST). 
II.
Reports


A. President/SLO/CAC Committee reports

                1.  Since SLOs are such an important part of our accreditation efforts, 
                     Fred will give presentation to the board at the November board 
                     meeting. The main point of the presentation will be for the board to 
                     understand why this issue has been so difficult for MPC. To ensure 
                     that a broad perspective on SLOs is offered to the Board,  invited 
                     Dave Clemens to join him.
2. A board policy is needed for Email, Internet and electronic 

communications. COC will look into creating a committee; Dave Clemens will likely be interested from the viewpoint of academic freedom issues.

a. ST:  Is there a current policy that is NOT a board policy?
b. FH:  The exiting policy is dated prior to the year 2000 and needs a critical review.


B. ASCCC Report
                1. AJ reported that the Region B meeting will be held Oct. 24th  to 

                    review resolutions and work pending for the Autumn Plenary 

                    Session (which is scheduled Nov 6-8, 2008). 
                [2.Motion to reorder the agenda to begin Accreditation Reports at or  

                    near 4 pm to allow adequate time—AJ.   Second (ST). Carries 
                    unanimously.].


C. COC

     1.  MC distributed Committee on Committees Report  with two  

                     Committees to be approved:
a. TRIO/Learning Assistance Instructor Hiring Committee:  Grace Anongchanya, Sandra Washington, Chris Calima, Kelly Fletes. Motion to approve as listed:  AH. Second (AJ).  Discussion:

1. Chris Calima clarified that Sandra is a 

                                      Counselor/Coordinator for the Upward Bound Program, 

                                      and Kelly is an EOPS Counselor.

2. FH:  Should we consider the addition of instructional 

      faculty? Should we ask COC to draft a policy about 

      including faculty outside of the department/division?  
3. AH:  COC has considered in the past; has not been the  

precedent.

4. AJ:  Previous discussion that the stated desire is to have faculty from an outside department/division on the hiring committee, but not always practical.

5. MC:  This committee has some urgency in that it is a replacement position needed.   
6. Consensus to agendize a discussion about the need for a policy re: faculty outside of dept/division on hiring committees..

7. Motion to approve hiring committee carries with one abstention (CC).

b. Education Center Project Team:  Bill Hobbs replacing Sepp Gamper. Motion to approve:  AH. Second (HF).  Carried unanimously.

c. Dean of Liberal Arts Screening Committee:  Chris Calima. Motion to approve: AH. Second (ST). Carries unanimously.

d. MC reports there are still vacancies on Curriculum Advisory Committee (CAC) and on the Education Center Project Team (Learning Center).          


D. Flex Day Committee Report

               1.  LL distributed a rough draft of the proposed activities for Spring flex 

                    events Jan. 28 and 29, 2009.
2. Basic Skills Committee (BSI) will be hosting most of Day 1. They have identified a keynote speaker (Vincent Tinto of Syracuse University School of Education).  More to be explained about a “speed dating” activity designed to get better acquainted with services available on campus.  There are provisions for a general session on SLOs and a tech stream on Day 2.
3. Flex Scheduling Committee always welcomes ideas; usual meeting time is Thursdays opposite Senate (2nd and 4th) at 4 pm. Or Email any committee member with ideas/feedback (LL, HF, JO, DA).


E. Accreditation Reports (presented last on agenda)
              1.   Standard IIA (lnstructional Programs)
                    a.  Handouts were distributed:  Accreditation Self-Study Overview          

                         Standard IIA Instructional Programs and Standard IIA 

                         Documents:  Evidence.  AJ and Michael Gilmartin are co-chairs 

                         for Standard IIA.
b. AJ:  SLO’s appear on nearly every line of this standard. The standard is essentially about how programs are developed, how they are evaluated for quality, how relevant they are to our student population, the ease by which students enter and progress.

One of the ways we ensure quality is by faculty-driven committees. Anita, did you mention specific committees here?
c. AJ:  Note that standard IIA2c,d,e requires analysis of the rigor, breadth, depth, sequencing in programs and how credit is awarded. The work of the BSI committee will be valuable in demonstrating whether students are appropriately placed in courses.  Catalogs and syllabi may not be aligned with ACCJC expectations.  SLO assessment forms will provide key pieces of data for evidence. Please send any other helpful tools to AJ or to Michael Gilmartin.
d. JM/FH:  Evidence listed for Standard IIA provides the ways we meet the standard. Suggest we also list the ways we don’t meet the standard. 

e. HF:  What about using the word “recommendations”  in a separate column rather than focusing only what has been done or not done?
f. FH:  ACCJC wants to see an honest appraisal of the positive and negative findings; then at some point we need to place it in the most positive light.
g. JM: Evidence documents could present multiple solutions to the problems identified.
Standard IV  (Leadership and Governance)  
a. FH distributed the MPC Accreditation Self-Study Standard 4.
b. MC:  “Student learning” is distinguished from “student achievement.”  Learning happens without the outcome happening (e.g. basic skills, Enrollment Advisory Committee discussions), AND we need the outcomes too.
c. FH:  We need to make sure the dialog happening on campus gets to the Board and makes it into their minutes.
d. JG:  The way that course information gets to the Board is through a list of course numbers and catalog descriptions.  Course records and outlines are not sent, but the Board retains the right to ask for those documents.

e. MC (?):  Areas of concern in meeting Standard IV include the need for more input about how the SLO process will progress through shared governance to the point of evaluation. At this time there is only campus-wide awareness, but not evaluation. Secondly, the Board policy manual is not complete and not easily located. It could be a mater of public complaint.
III. Old Business (presented out of order on the agenda, immediately following Flex Day report)
A. SLO Assessment form   APPENDIX A  (Vice President Heather Faust presiding during this portion of the meeting).
1. FH:  As SLO coordinator, proposes that Academic Senate accept the form as a pilot project to begin assessment of course SLOs. Delightful and fruitful conversations were had at both Creative Arts and Social Sciences division meetings. Social Sciences requested to create their own form for assessment.
2. AH:  Flexibility in the way in which individual faculty members demonstrate student learning is appreciated. A statement added to the current form that an alternate form is acceptable would serve the purpose.

3. CC:  Who will evaluate the pilot project?

                      4.   FH:  The responses to the forms will be evaluated by the SLO 

                            committee in order to create a form, probably placed in 

                            program review, that is palatable to the faculty.
5.   Motion:  The Academic Senate approves the SLO Assessment 
      Form as a pilot project with the amendment that faculty may 
      create their own form to assess student learning and that the
      SLO committee will draft a report at the completion of the   

      pilot.(AJ). Second: MC.   Discussion:

a. AH: The process is moving fast; individual faculty may not be 
     able to meet with entire department/division to create a form 
     and so should have the option to create individually.

b. FH:  Dialog among faculty of a given area is what is desired.
c. AJ:  It would be arduous for the SLO committee to collate results on many different forms;  Common concerns among faculty who teach like courses would best be captured on a common form. 

d. After discussion, motion carries unanimously.

B. Faculty Hire Prioritization Process  APPENDIX B  (President Fred Hochstaedter resumes presiding)  
                1.   FH:  The excecutive committee discussed the Faculty Position 
                      Selection  Administrative Procedure.  Items of support and concern  

                      are listed.  (Appendix B).  We have already agreed to items #1-3 at 

                      the last Senate meeting. 
                2.   CC: Concerned that Student Services positions are prioritized by 

                      Academic Affairs Advisory Group (AAAG). The relationship is      

                      collegial but Student Services should be prioritizing their own 

                      positions.

3. DA:  Student Services faculty have representation on AAAG, but  

      not in the same way because there are no Division Chairs (e.g. 

      EOPS, TRIO, Counselors, Support Services).  SSAG includes 

      managers, faculty and classified staff.  There is no mechanism for   

      “faculty only” decisions in SSAG.  Student Services contract is 

       under consideration and part of the discussion is to whether have 

       division chairs.
4. MC:  Additional confusion in setting priorities is created when    

      positions have categorical funding, and worse when there is a 

      combination of district and categorical funding. 

5. AH:  Questions that the procedure should address: What should be the proper representation of Student Services faculty on AAAG relative to the number of positions?  Are faculty positions defined by the source of funding, or by some other criteria embraced as valuable by the college as a whole?

6. ST:  If there are parallel processes for prioritization in place at SSAG and AAAG, at what point do they come together?  What does SSAG want to happen?  Could it be resolved by a joint discussion by the two groups?

7. MC:  College Council is the group that represents the vision of the entire campus; shared governance process calls for this group to make recommendations to the president. AAAG and SSAG are just two of many advisory groups on campus; advisory groups are not the mechanism for recommendations to the president.

8. CC: What was the process before for faculty hiring priorities?

a. FH:  Somehow a function of AAAG, but not well defined or known to most faculty.

b. MC:  AAAG actions not always transparent.

c. ST: Consensus was reached but not always the outcome.

9. FH:  Should we send the response drafted by the executive committee (Appendix B) to John Anderson to take to AAAG? Should it include a reaffirmation that College Council is the body to make recommendations?

             10.  Motion:  The Academic Senate sends items #1-2 (Appendix B) in   

                     support of  the Faculty Position Selection  Administrative Procedure.  

                     The senate also sends items #3-7 as feedback about the      

                      procedure, as well as a statement of reaffirmation of College 
                     Council as the body empowered through shared governance to 
                     make recommendations to the president  (AH).  Second: MC.  
                     Carries unanimously.
C.   Distance Education

1. The executive committee made recommendations in response to both The Distance Education Mission Statement approved by CAC and the recommendations of the joint senate and MPCTA committee on Distance Ed. The executive committee’s recommendations are contained in APPENDIX C.
2. ST:  If the CAC are “enforcers” of distance ed courses, at what point is the quality ensured?

3. FH:  At the time of course approval. 

4. Gail Fail:  Since the Academic Senate and CAC both work on academic issues, sometimes contract issues inevitably arise. Negotiators need to hear from distance education instructors what contract language would prevent inequities (e.g. Should an instructor who actually develops an online course be compensated with the same stipend as on who uses a canned course from the publisher? Could faculty teach entire loads as distance ed and not even live in the state?)

5. FH:  Best for union reps to seek advice from a Distance Ed committee.

6. Gail Fail:  Would like to be invited to such a group, not to be a member.

7. MC:  Distance Ed committee could create a “tickler file” as it does its work to identify contract issues that should be referred to the union (compensation, load composition, etc.)

8. ST:  Thinks the college definitely needs a distance education committee.

9. Laura Franklin: What is the difference between item #1 and item #6 (APPENDIX C)?
10. AJ:  There may be other incentives for online teaching besides money.

11. JM: It should be explicitly stated in the charge of a distance ed committee to train and prepare students for online learning. Probably covered in item #D1d.

12. Motion: To accept he executive committee recommendations (APPENDIX C) as the plan of action on distance education recommendations (DA).  Second: ST.  Carries unanimously.

13. Motion:  To charge the COC to work with the Dean of Economic Development and Off Campus Programs (Laura Franklin) in creating a Distance Education Committee to address the outlined issues (ST). Second: DA.  Carries unanimously.
Adjourned at 4:48 pm
APPENDIX A

Student Learning & Pedagogical Challenges and Choices
To be completed for each class at the end of each semester
http://www.mpcfaculty.net/senate/slo.htm
Why fill out this form?

It is an effort to promote dialog among faculty about what MPC students should be able to do as they exit our courses. The Academic Senate asks that you use this form to promote this dialog. We hope that, as a result of using this form, conversations will develop between instructors who teach within disciplines, in related disciplines, in courses that are sequential within a program, and across MPC. We hope the conversations reveal greater insight into student achievement of faculty-designed objectives and outcomes and ultimately lead to improvement in student learning. The value is in the dialog.

The Academic Senate considers the use of this form a “pilot project” for the first two semesters. Part I, with specific class records and information, is for faculty record-keeping purposes only. To preserve anonymity, it should stay with the instructor. Part II, with the four questions about student achievement of SLOs, is intended for both record keeping and encouraging dialog with colleagues. The Academic Senate would like to collect samples of the second page from a variety of faculty members willing to share on a voluntary basis. The information will be anonymously shared so that other faculty members might learn from their colleagues’ efforts and hopefully stimulate further dialog about student learning.

Remember, for our accreditation self study and site visit, evidence is required to show that MPC is evaluating student attainment of SLOs. Examples of Part II, shared on a voluntary and anonymous basis, will help provide this evidence. In addition, completion of Part II will signal that assessment of course SLOs has occurred for our yearly report to the accrediting agency.

Part 1: Course Information

	Instructor Name:

	
	Date:
	


	Course number : 

	
	Course Name:
	

	Semester:

	
	Section:
	


Student Learning & Pedagogical Challenges and Choices
To be completed for each class at the end of each semester

Part 2: Assessment of Student Attainment

	Student Learning Outcomes (upon successful completion of this class, students will have demonstrated the ability to….):


	


	Assessment Methods (there should be one or more for each SLO):

	


	1. Did the students enrolled in this class appear adequately prepared and/or correctly placed? Please explain.

	

	2. Please evaluate your students’ level of attainment of this course’s SLOs. Use whatever methods are best suited for your course, making sure that the results are comparable from semester to semester.

	

	3. Did you make any substantial pedagogical changes this semester? Please indicate the role that student attainment of your SLOs played in the development of these changes.  

	

	4. Do you intend to make any substantial pedagogical changes when teaching this class in future? If so, what changes do you intend to make, and why will you make them?

	


APPENDIX B
Faculty Hiring Prioritization Process

John Anderson came at our first meeting of the year and presented AAAG’s initial stab at a faculty position prioritization process. He indicated that this is a first stab at this subject and that they’d like some feedback. I don’t view this as a “first reading” or anything like that. I view this as an opportunity to provide feedback as this administrative procedure evolves.

The proposed process is here:

http://www.mpcfaculty.net/senate/9-18-08/agenda9-18-08.htm
The executive committee discussed this briefly. We’ve come up with the following feedback for the AAAG group working on this process. What does the rest of the Academic Senate think?

1) For an unmodified replacement position, we fully support an absolute minimum of paperwork, forms, and required justification as long as the Program Discontinuance policy has not been initiated and the annual updates to the Program Review reveal that the program has strong and consistent FTES and makes viable contributions to the curriculum. We suggest adding language that strongly roots this process into the Program Review and Program Discontinuance policy. We support the procedure that these positions are NOT ranked relative to one another.

2) For New positions, Modified Replacements, and Partial Replacements, we suggest language that firmly roots the justification for these positions in the Program Review process, including annual updates to the Program Reviews. We believe the need for new positions or modified or partial replacements should not be a surprise when faculty members retire or leave, but rather these needs or goals should have been communicated to the college community through the Program Review process. We don’t mean to imply that each division should be able to anticipate a specific faculty member leaving, but divisions should be able to identify through the Program Review process the *goal* to address the problems or shortcomings that they perceive. The modified replacement (+partial replacement?) then becomes an objective or means to address these goals.

3) For New positions, is AAAG suggesting that AAAG prioritize both academic affairs AND student services positions with only a senior administrator from student services at the table? Is this what we want?  If this is the case, wouldn’t some joint review group composed of SSAG and AAAG members, or some independent group, like the College Council, or related to College Council, be a better group to prioritize these faculty positions. Or is SSAG undergoing a similar, simultaneous process? We’d like some clarification here.

4) Section IIB, with all of the categories referred to by letter rather than name, is difficult to read. I’m not sure I’m really understanding it. Should we ask for clarification?

5a) Full Modfied Replacements. The Academic Senate agrees with AAAG (I think) that these are the most difficult positions to deal with. In some cases it might beg the question of whether these programs should have entered the program discontinuance process. We again think that problems with (and possible solutions for) these programs should be well known before the question of replacing a position comes up. The problem, of course, is that the health of a program is often intimately tied to the vitality of the person running it. Nevertheless, if the college, through the program review and program discontinuance processes, makes the decision to continue with a *program*, then when the faculty member leaves, his or her replacement should be nearly as high priority as a full unmodified replacement. 

5b) Shouldn’t some degree of modification be allowed, and perhaps even expected and encouraged, for every replacement of a faculty position?

6) For Full Unmodified Replacements, Full Modified Replacements, and Partial Replacements, is AAAG suggesting that AAAG prioritize both academic affairs and student services positions with only a senior administrator from student services at the table? Is this what we want?  If this is the case, wouldn’t some joint review group composed of SSAG and AAAG members, or some independent group, like the College Council, be a better group to prioritize these faculty positions. Or is SSAG undergoing a similar, simultaneous process? We’d like some clarification here.

7) Partial replacements. The term is confusing to me. Do they really mean a partial position turning into a full position? Should it be called a “partially new position”? Or does this refer to any position that was previously spread between two or more areas, like with Lincoln Curtis’ recent retirement? Do areas that have partial positions incur special risk of not getting their partial position replaced when somebody leaves? Are we “discriminating” against partial positions? Should we ask for clarification here?

8) Are we achieving greater clarity or lesser clarity by including the modified replacements and partial replacements?

APPENDIX C

Suggestions for Distance Education
Academic Senate Meeting
October 2, 2008
The Executive Committee suggests that the Academic Senate do four things in response to the two sets of recommendations that we have received. These recommendations are in the spirit of CAC recommendation #9 (a commitment to shared governance in the administration of distance education), and Academic Senate/MPCTA recommendation #8 (develop a DE plan and manual).
A.      Acknowledge the work of both the CAC group and the Academic Senate/MPCTA group and endorse further dialog.

B.      Encourage the MPCTA to take on those issues that are clearly negotiable and the responsibility of the union. These include the following Academic Senate/MPCTA recommendations 
1. Appropriate compensation for designing an on-line course (Rec. #1) 

2. Appropriate load factor for an on-line course (Rec. #2) 

3. Proprietary rights (Rec. #4) 

4. Evaluation of distance ed instructors/classes (Rec. #9) 

5. Article 15.12.1—Presence on Campus (Rec. #10) 

6. Possible incentives for the development of DE courses (CAC Rec. #1)
C.      Encourage communication and collaborative efforts with the CAC as they develop processes and procedures to deal with DE courses. The CAC will be the ones that implement and/or “enforce” many of the processes and procedures developed for Distance Education. In large part, it is the CAC that will ensure the rigor of the DE curriculum. Specifically, the CAC should
1. Ensure academic rigor and currency of curriculum (Senate/MPCTA Rec. #5) 

2. Recognize the differences and similarities of DE courses and develop appropriate forms and processes as appropriate (CAC Rec. #7 & 8)
D.      Create an ad-hoc Academic Senate/CAC task force. The “task force” will have specific tasks to complete, after which we will reassess the need for the continuing work of the committee.  The task force will include the Dean of Economic Development and Off-Campus Programs and will work with her or make specific recommendations to her in efforts to complete the following tasks. This list comprises the faculty perspective on what needs to be done in DE at MPC.
1. Develop a Distance Education Plan that investigates the implications of increased use of DE at MPC. The DE plan should address the following areas: 

a. How to provide high quality support and training for a potentially increased number of DE instructors (CAC Rec. #2) 

b. Research into the needs of prospective DE students so that we know which programs are appropriate for DE course development and how to market/promote these efforts (CAC Rec. #3, 4, & 6; Senate/MPCTA Rec. #8) 

c. Research into the effect of DE on the FTES of existing face-to-face courses (Senate/MPCTA Rec. #7) 

d. Research into the needs of current DE students in terms of the appropriate services that these students could obtain at a distance (CAC Rec. #5)
2. Review and revise or add to, if necessary, the Distance Education Manual so that it includes sections about 
a. class sizes, which should be set based on pedagogical considerations rather than historical norms (Senate/MPCTA Rec. #3) 

b. standards of academic rigor and currency of curriculum (Rec. #5) 

c. integrity of testing and assessment (Rec. #6, and recent letter from ACCJC) 

d. examples of successful pedagogical techniques for distance education (Rec. #5) 

e. information about training on the technology used for distance education courses
f. information about technological support for distance education instruction (CAC Rec. #2)
3. Present to the Academic Senate appropriate sections of the Distance Education Manual so that they may be vetted by the faculty. Appropriate sections are those that deal with academic and professional matters, and will include new sections, revised sections, and old sections that have never been vetted in the past.  
4. Review any existing Board Policy on DE to see if it needs revision. If it needs revision, take appropriate steps to send it through the shared governance board policy review process.
5. Ensure that MPC is in compliance, or plan ways to achieve compliance, with the Ed Code and Title 5 regulations, and ACCJC standards concerning distance education.

6. Bring any major changes in process and/or policy to the Academic Senate for approval.

7. Bring any difficult to resolve issues to the Academic Senate, or appropriate shared government committee, for further dialog and direction.
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