ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING
DRAFT Minutes
October 20, 2011 

 I.  Opening Business 

A.  Call to order and roll call – Meeting held at Marina Ed Center
· Alfred Hochstaedter, President  (AH)
· Kathleen Clark, Vice President and ASCCC Representative  (KC)
· Mark Clements, COC – (MC)

· Stephanie Tetter, Secretary (ST)

· Alexis Copeland – (AC) arrived after minutes approved
· Anita Johnson (AJ)
· Brian Brady (BB)

· Catherine Webb (CW) - ABSENT
· Chris Calima – (CC)

· Jamie Dagdigian/Robynn Smith –  RS present (RS)
· Kelly Fletes (KF)

· Kevin Raskoff/ Andres Durstenfeld – AD present (AD)

· Mike Torres (MT)
· Steve Albert  (SA)
· Sue Hanna (SH) - ABSENT
· Susan Joplin  (SJ) - ABSENT
Guests: 
· FH welcomed Denise Moss, a Doctoral student at UCSC, whose Ed.D. thesis topic is “Effective Practices in Shared Governance Surrounding Program Review.”
· Doug Garrison, President  (arrived during III A)

· Marty Johnson, interim VPAA (arrived during III A)

B. Approval of Minutes from October 13, 2011 – 
Corrections: 

· Page 2, Section II.A. under “Educational Master Plan,” second bullet parenthetical should read (not to write the plan)

· Page 7, under “…Task Force on Student Success,”  parenthetical should read (NOTE: AD was part of this effort)

· Motion to approve with corrections (AD)

· Second (KC)

· Approval –unanimous , with one abstention (CC) 
 II. Reports

A. President/SLO Coordinator/Committee report:

· College Council
· In an information item regarding reorganization of the Facilities area, it was revealed that administration is recommending to the board that the Director of Facilities Position should be eliminated. Board to act on Tuesday afternoon.  

· Dr. Sharon Colton made a presentation about the technology that MPC plans to implement at Marina, in the LTC, and in the new Student Services building. ST noted thin clients are not yet in the library. 

· Board of Trustees

· FH will be collaborating with Doug to give a presentation to the board about the Chancellor's Office Student Success Task Force Draft Recommendations.

· Plans to keep it at a philosophical level and explain what is important to faculty members. Some ideas:

· College is different than high school. What makes it different? How do these recommendations impact those differences?

· Opposed to a strict, required, student Ed Plan that comes early in the educational career (and that causes a loss of funding for courses not in the Ed Plan).

· Opposition to performance-based, or completions-based funding,  "alternative funding mechanisms" with strings attached, and student success score cards

· Note: today we will discuss repetition vs. repeatability (see chart in FH Notes on Senate Website. At the ASCCC Plenary, repeatability will be discussed. 

· AAAG
· AAAG will vote on faculty position prioritization next Wednesday.

 

· ASCCC SLO Committee
· Regional SLO meeting will not be at MPC October 29 (delayed for planning purposes until late November or possibly 2012).

· MPC SLO Committee
·  Committee (FH, Marty Johnson, Grace Anongchanya-Calima, Diane Boynton) is at the stage where there is a draft plan for addressing ACCJC recommendations 1-3. See “Old Business” below.
B. COC – 
· Chair MC reported much activity contacting faculty who have been less active in committee participation over the past two years. Awaiting responses; some declined.

· Scholarship Committee

· Motion to approve Susan Joplin as representative to the Scholarship Committee – ST

· Second: AJ

· Unanimous

C. Flex Day Committee Report (KC, KF)
·  Flex Day spring 2012:
· FH has contacted Doug G and Robin V (Foundation) re issue of refreshments for Flex. List of topics requested for presentation and suggested for others to present distributed

III Old Business – 
A. Accreditation Response Plan on Recommendations 1 – 3

a. 3 recommendations:

i. #1: our efforts focused on Program Review Reflections efforts

ii. #2: SLOs are now required to be on syllabi

iii. #3: recommendation to put a phrase about program review in evaluation materials 

1. RS: we were clearly promised SLOs would never be part of the evaluation process. Since the recommendation is meaningless, she is OK with it despite being opposed to it.  Everyone participates in Program 
Review, so if you are a faculty member in a Division, you do this. It was either disingenuous from the start, or it has changed.
2. MC: The Senate made a recommendation to MPCTA to look at evaluations. ACCJC overstepped the line, as it is not within their purview to mandate this.

3. SA: Did the SLO committee find other responses from other schools about this? 

4. FH: As SLO Coordinator,  FH did a non-exhaustive search and SLO language exists in some of them (maybe 5 examples with SLO-specific language in them). It is best to stay away from evaluating based on how students do.
5. AD: why is there a concern about SLOs in evaluation?

6. SA: possible concern that we could get to a place where perhaps only students with high likelihood of success might be accepted into a class
7. FH: We are responding to the intent, trying to improve student learning as one measure of the quality of our programs. The document will go through shared governance; Senate needs a second reading.

8. RS: It sounds less onerous when stated verbally than it does in writing; suggests adding language stating that the Senate doesn’t support tying the faculty evaluation process to the success of our students

9. FH: could add that we object to the letter of this and don’t support being judged by student attainment of measured goals.

10. KC: motion to send the draft document, with the addition noted above, through the shared governance process

11. RS: 2nd
12. Unanimous approval

B. Goals and Objectives for 2011-12

a. Discussion:

i. Suggestion to incorporate a goal related to Senate participating in rewriting of Education Master Plan, suggesting we participate in the development of the new plan. AJ eager to participate.

ii. What about mentoring? (consensus that some portion of this is extant)

iii. Question about asking PE to participate in looking at learning communities (we asked; they declined)

iv. ICDE: DG asked should further dialog include discussion of the role/scope/intent of distance education at MPC? (Discussion about relationship of Senate and ICDE and wish to avoid duplicative effort) 
Motion to approve goals as presented and agreed upon (available on Senate website): SA
Second: RS

Approval: unanimous

C. Subcommittees (“point people”) (NOTE: complete list on website):

1. Distance Ed: ST, SA

2. Technology: CW, AC

3. Student Services: MT, KF, CC

IV New Business (note Education Master Plan moved to first item)
A. The MPC Educational Master Plan: what does it mean?

a. A subcommittee of AAAG drafted a PLAN to address the need to rewrite the plan, to be a 5-year plan

b. MJ distributed a flowchart identifying the integration of program review, reflections, and annual updates into the Master Plan, from which the Tech Plan, Human Resources and Student Equity plan are formed. 

c. AD: he worked on the last one (2003?). Student Success discussion would affect the Plan; we need to consider how we address this.

d. RS suggested adding a rectangle to the flowchart so it doesn’t visually present the idea that the Plan is driven solely by reflections and Program Review.

e. SA asked what criteria would be used to determine our direction, to which DG responded that sometimes we just have to base our planning on the info we have at any given time, and know we may need to change direction. Looking at how to distribute resources, we need to articulate what we are doing. With a current zero-sum game and a looming negative sum game, students WILL keep coming, and we need to respond. Need input from faculty 

f. Discussion followed as to who weighs the priorities and who write the plan. MJ stated the plan has to be a “living: document, and we need to be able to respond to ongoing changes, e.g. things that come up such as the “Student Success” recommendations which seem likely to go into effect at some level. 

g. Discussion as to how Senate wants to be involved, how a recommendation from Senate should be presented to the VPAA, and suggesting to AAAG that we take things such as Marina into account. Agreement that adding another box that would represent “wild cards” (e.g. task forces) would address the concerns about being able to respond to changing directions/mandates.
B. Chancellor’s Task Force on Student Success

a. DG summarized the mandate from legislature to improve certain things, and the subsequent formation of the task force that compiled the recommendations under discussion. Chancellor Jack Scott strongly endorses the recommendations; DG has concerns

b. MC is concerned, as student athletes are known to be successful, despite these recommendations’ view of PE/activity classes

c. ST concerned about issues related to data migration and technology (e.g. a goal of a statewide system is terrific, but the realities of data stored in proprietary formats presents significant challenges, that would be costly to address)

d. RS suggested we could phrase our responses in ways such as “possibly a good idea, but…” so that we heed the advice to “tread softly” in responding

e. FH very concerned about completion-based funding.

f. CC expressed concern for support, funding and accountability. Those who drafted the recommendations had good intentions, but this represents a big shift. Asks what about Basic Skills students, and the need to declare in their 2nd term, when they are likely not even getting to have college-level proficiency in subjects

g. KC given charts with comments and recommendations from Senators. Some expressed they were not able to open the document from the website; some will send information to her later

h. Discussion of “Recommendations Regarding Repeatability” and the resolution that passed at the spring 2011 Plenary session regarding repeatability for “Activity” courses.

i. RS has many issues with the document.
j. FH discussed the world he would LIKE to live in, and the world as it exists in CA today; this document represents a proposed recommendation from the ASCCC to the Consultation Council/BOG. ASCCC delegates will vote on the proposed recommendation at the ASCCC Plenary in early November. We need to look at how to keep the institution functional.
k. RS asked if Visual and Performing Arts and PE are important, what is meant in the document by “existing curricular options”? This is equivalent to what the situation would be if a Basic Skills level student would be prohibited from advancing to be able to take a literature course, on the basis of having taken a certain number of courses in the area of English. 

l. AD expressed that in Biology, students are given the fundamentals in our courses and those with the interest can go on to more advanced study of the subject at a 4-year institution, so the same could be true for an art program (they could be exposed to the fundamentals here and then go on to other schools that are geared more toward delivering instruction in the more advanced aspects of art. 

m. RS noted that if this were the pattern at MPC, our students would be unprepared with portfolios to transfer to art schools. 

n. MC discussed the cost of escalating health care, and that costs are being paid anyway, so saving money in this way is illogical. 

o. AD noted we cannot be all things to all people, and that we cannot serve a big part of the community, as our resources are already spread too thin. If we are protecting program, we are disenfranchising people, and we need to assert a list of our priorities. 

p. RS noted it is important to look at what activity in the arts does for students who have nothing else. Arts can save their lives, and often the take art courses then get interested in academic endeavors and end up getting a degree due to their start in the arts. Our role is partly to support those students. 

q. MC noted 32% is students in Adaptive PE were injured in the workplace.

r. KC stated she will be voting on issues on 11/3 , which is the date of the next Senate meeting, so input/feedback should be sent to her before this date. 

Future agenda items: 

Board Policy 3040 (Community Service Programs)

MPC Basic Skills 
Meeting adjourned 4:35 p.m. 
Stephanie Tetter, Senate Secretary
10/21/11
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