MPC Academic Senate Meeting
DRAFT Minutes
October 21, 2010

I.  Opening Business The meeting was opened with a moment of silence and a remembrance of David Barber, our HR staff person who passed away this week.

A.  Call to order and roll call

· Alfred Hochstaedter, President (FH)

· Heather Faust, Vice-President (HF) 

· Stephanie Tetter, Secretary (ST) -late
· Mark Clements, COC Chair – (MC)

· Anita Johnson, ASCCC Rep (AJ) 

· Steve Albert (SA) 

· Debbie Anthony (DA) 

· Brian Brady (BB)

· Chris Calima (CC)

· Kathleen Clark (KC)

· Alexis Copeland (AC)

· Mila MacBain (MM)

· Sue Hanna (SH)

· Susan Joplin (SJ)

· Susan Walter (SW)
Visitor: John Gonzalez, visitor

B. Approval of Draft Minutes from the 9/16 and 10/7 meetings:
The minutes from the Sept. 16 and Oct. 7 meetings were discussed; MC moved to approve, KC seconded the motion; the motion to approve carried, with 3 abstentions.

II. Reports –

A. President/SLO committee Report 

FH summed up the recent College Council activities and stated that the focus had been on the review and setting of Institutional Goals; he mentioned that Alan Haffa was doing an excellent job leading the College Council through a thorough and thoughtful process on the goals.
B. COC Report (Possible ACTION item)

No action or business from COC this week

 

C. Flex Day Committee Report

Chris Calima updated the Senate on the plans for the Keynote speaker for spring 2011; at this point the committee is waiting to hear on funding possibilities for Dave Cullen (who has been contacted). 

If the funding does not allow for us to bring Cullen to campus, other local resource people are being considered.  Julie Packard is one name that has been mentioned.  The committee is still researching the options for providing food for the Flex event.  Steve Albert mentioned that the Social Sciences Division said there was no need for food to be provided.  CC said the committee’s goal is to have a tentative schedule ready to review at the next Senate meeting.  They are planning to identify “point people” from Divisions and service areas to lead SLO review sessions at Flex Days.  Some notes on follow-up discussion:

DA: Student Services is not interested in having an SLO activity during Flex Days

FH: Physical Sciences wants time to review SLOs during Flex because it is difficult to find time together for discussion later in the semester

KC: If we include SLO discussion in our Flex Days schedule we show MPC commitment to SLOs, and that will help us to be in accord with Accreditation guidelines.

There was some discussion about scheduling; when would it be best to set the SLO discussion times?  Before or after the Presidents’ talks?  On the 1st or 2nd day of Flex?  How much time should be set aside?  Current tentative plan would be for Day One morning session to include Presidents and SLO sessions; Day Two would include Keynote and Panel. 

The Flex committee will continue to consider the scheduling options to present next time.  There was consensus on having “point people” to set up locations and lead their group SLO discussions.  FH will follow up on request for funds for Cullen with the Administration.

D. ASCCC Report: 
AJ reviewed the theme and workshop options for the Fall Plenary (set for 11/11) and asked for feedback on suggested workshop participation.  Resolutions information is available at the ASCCC website, and AJ asked for input and expertise on any resolutions.  Most proposed resolutions are directed at issues related to the Transfer legislation.  There are resolutions about Financial Aid policies, curriculum and credit issues, a call for colleges to review/revise their Academic Freedom policies which AJ noted MPC had recently accomplished, a resolution on Library issues (which the Library faculty supports), and a few concerning enrollment issues and non-resident students.  AJ reminded the Senate about the meeting on 10/28 with ASCCC President Jane Patton, and invited all to drop in on the Area B meeting, happening here on 10/29.

III. Old Business

A. Process for faculty hiring:

a. Review of hiring chart (see Appendix A) – prepared by FH

i. Under #2, The initial draft of a job announcement is critical; there are items further down in the process that are affected by this step. (all subsequent steps stem from this one)
1. SA addressed the importance of the job announcement; the discussion of the job announcement could influence questions to be asked, advertising plan, and weighting and rating

2. Suggestion to delete the bullet points and replace with a flowchart
ii. Under #4 Discussion of sending three names forward. 

1. Doug G is still considering this
iii. #5 discussion of what constitutes monitored groups (covered in last meeting)
iv. #6 criteria for screening and ratings: Emphasize that these criteria in the procedure are minimums; each committee can decide how to weight them, and on additional criteria

v. .#7 what information to consider: Re “ ensure that no candidate is overlooked” on page 12: modification to be considered 
1. Discussion of reference letters

a. KC prior people on the committee were allowed to write letters about a finalist to the President.

b. Clarification that no committee member can write a letter as part of the review process, but a letter can be written solely for the President’s review.

vi. #9: Clarification requested and received as to Senate approval in the case where the college EEO officer decides another person needs to be added to be the committee’s EEO representative.

1. The committee chair recommends members to the Senate. Usually the EEO representative is selected by the college EEO officer from among the committee members selected. 

2. The EEO officer can work with the committee chair to find another person to be the committee EEO member, if necessary.

vii. #10 Discussion as to what happens to the “eligibility” of potential EEO reps three years after they’ve been trained, and whether they can be retrained and do it for another three years? 

1. Clarification that they can serve 3 more years as an EEO representative, with required retraining. 

viii. #11: discussion of as to whether only qualitative ranking should be used as the committee evaluates the interviews and demonstrations.

1. Change “rating” to “ranking”

2. Quantitative rating is only for initial comparison, and then each committee member puts them in order (ranking them). At that point it is qualitative rather than quantitative

b. Discussions

i. Advertising (page 6 of draft)

1. Question as to role of EEO Advisory Committee in the ongoing development of activities to build diverse pools of applicants. 

a. HR presents the advertising plan to the committee; EEO Advisory Committee is welcome to provide input.

b. DA pointed out that the hiring committee doesn’t have time to go out and look for candidates

c. MC: EEO entails many responsibilities, and he is concerned that if there is a rush to meet deadlines, that things get overlooked. Things need to happen sooner rather than later.
2.  Next steps: Consensus that Senate is close to sharing it as it is with these changes (referenced above). 
3. Discussion about costs and expenses for advertising. There are many free venues that are not necessarily reliable. We use Chronicle of Higher Education regularly, which is very expensive. 

a. DA feels what we are doing isn’t working, and wonders where we institute change. Example referenced: English openings; we need to change where we advertise.

i. FH requests specific suggested changed for wording, all will be considered

ii. Requests should be sent before next Senate meeting (11/4)

B. Institutional Goals for 2010-11
a. FH: The overall goal is to improve academic excellence. When he prepared the new document (on Senate website), he considered the attributes of high quality academic institutions. 

i. Faculty teach, counsel,  review quality of programs (either formally or informally)

1. The avenue for reviewing quality is Program Review

a. its eminence should be elevated

b. It should be recognized as something we do regularly, and something that everyone does.

c. Annual updates should be given more vitality to make them central to general planning

d. This is much of what we do

ii. FH: documents should be examined and potentially revised, and they  “should be integrated with a thread of commonality”

1. Hiring Process

2. Mentoring

3. Descriptions of faculty duties

b. MM: noted that adjunct faculty need to be integrated, cited example that time is spent each semester doing the written reflections, and no one looks at them. 

i. FH: MPC does well with our adjunct faculty compared to the rest of CA community colleges; however we need to make part-time faculty integral to what goes into Program Review.

c. SA: noted he appreciates the effort to articulate goals, wonders what is the objective of this document? Is it about quantifying what we do, or improving it? Feels teaching is the most important segment on the chart, not that others are insignificant
i. FH: teaching and programs are essential. We need to look at, evaluate and consider improvements. There is often a negative connotation to Program Review. It needs to be more than an every-6-year activity resulting in a document that no one reads.

d. AJ pointed out that we need to be clear that this is part of the College Council’s review of institutional goals for the next 3 years for the entire college. This is clearly in the Senate’s purview and therefore the Senate was charged with coming up with a goal as part of the overall institutional goal of academic excellence. SA noted he was somewhat appeased by her explanation.

e. FH: The Senate will be involved in doing these things, ultimately in collaboration with AAAG. The accreditation standards have good ideas that are not necessarily well articulated.

f. SA feels it seems narrow to focus on instructional faculty.

g. MC sees this as leading to creating “boxes.” We ought to be cautious of direction from ACCJC, as it can be shortsighted. Everyone cannot go into the same boxes, and some who don’t fit may be discarded, and programs may be discontinued.

h. MM wondered how things fit with student-centered learning. 

i. MC: We should be cautious to avoid going down the road that has had a negative impact on K-12 education. 

j. Agreement that FH and SA could talk for weeks on this topic, discussion is a good thing, the Senate will work on improving the document and how we might articulate the goal that it is all about student work.
k. AJ wants Senate to be sure we are not just focusing on process. It isn’t enough to elevate Program Review without talking about Academic Excellence. 
l. FH: we should look at what else might be involved in Academic Excellence? We should consider ideas for a goal surrounding academic excellence.  

IV. New Business
V. Adjournment – 4:31 p.m. 
VI. Next Meeting:
a.  Special Meeting 10/28/10
b. Next regular meeting 11/4/10.
Appendix A

Faculty Hiring Procedure: Proposed response to comments. Revisions are in italics.
	
	Comment
	Proposed Response

	1
	What about the mention of the size of applicant pool and qualifications that might exclude some and limit the pool? Example of library need to have job announcement spell out the need for an ALA-accredited Masters’ degree related.

(Academic Senate 9-16-10)


	On Page 5, Position Announcement, add the italicized language:

“Language that accurately describes the position, but does not inappropriately limit the potential pool of qualified individuals.”

	2
	The initial draft of a job announcement is critical; there are items further down in the process that are affected by this step. (all subsequent steps stem from this one)

(Academic Senate 9-16-10)


	Added a sixth step under “Initial Steps” (p. 5):

6. “Engage in substantive dialog about several decisions that will heavily influence entire selection process:

· The wording of the job announcement

· The criteria and weighting to be used to rate the paper applications

· The criteria and weighting to be used to rate the interview and demonstration”

See below – added 10-21-10


	3
	Paper screening rating and interview rating

Creativity not mentioned

Commitment to ongoing development missing

(Academic Senate 9-16-10) 
	Revised third bullet in “Demonstration” (p. 12) to read:

· The committee is to shall rate the demonstration on criteria developed by the committee, which should include at least the following: knowledge of the subject, skill in presenting  information, skill in making the topic interesting,  sensitivity to students, and ability to involve students in the learning process. 

Revised the wording for the “Final Ranking” (p. 12) section:

The following minimum criteria shall be used:
· Ability to teach, counsel, and/or perform other expected duties.

· Etc….

Wording that already exists:

P. 10 (paper screening): “Criteria decided upon by the committee”

p. 11 (interview): “Questions along with characteristics of desired answers must be composed by the committee…”

	4
	Discussion of sending three names forward. Might we exclude the word “extraordinary?” 

(Academic Senate 9-16-10)


	Leave as is.

This paragraph was the result of two weeks of ongoing discussion and careful crafting. Ask Doug to explain during the Academic Senate meeting.

	5
	What are “monitored groups” 
(Academic Senate 9-16-10)


	We’ve invited Barbara Lee to attend the 10-7-10 Academic Senate meeting to explain “monitored groups”. This term is mentioned in Title 5, section 53004, which is reprinted below. Once we understand “monitored groups” we can add appropriate language.



	6
	Questions about the criteria to use during paper screening rating and during the interview rating.

(Academic Senate 9-16-10 and Debra Ruiz)
	See #3

Emphasize that these criteria in the procedure are minimums; each committee can decide how to weight them, and on additional criteria.

In paper screening, the procedure already states, “assign a numerical score to each of the criteria decided upon by the committee. Such position-related  information may include the following:



	7
	Questions about what information to consider during the final ranking of candidates

(Debra Ruiz)
	Revised # 2 under “Final Ranking” (p. 12)

1. Discussion of the candidates’ strengths and weaknesses shall include all available information garnered through the screening process and ensure that no candidate is overlooked.

	8
	Comments about distinguishing between faculty who teach and those who provide services (introduction)

(Debra Ruiz)
	Revised first paragraph of “Introduction” (p. 3) to read:

The Monterey Peninsula College hiring procedures are designed to follow the intent of AB1725, ensuring that MPC will select teachers  faculty who can teach, and who are experts in the subject matter of their curriculum  discipline, and counselors, librarians, and other instructional and student services faculty  and who can   will foster community college effectiveness. And who are experts in the subject matter of their specialty. 


	9


	What is the role of the Academic Senate if the EEO Officer chooses a faculty member NOT on the committee to be the EEO Representative? Should this new committee member be approved by the Academic Senate, or not? Although to my knowledge this has never happened, current practice says that the Academic Senate DOES NOT approve the new EEO Rep. The rationale is that confidential personnel matters may impact the selection of the EEO Rep; the Academic Senate would have no knowledge of this potentially confidential information. The current language in the proposed procedure DOES have the Academic Senate approving the new EEO Rep.

(Debbie Anthony) 
	Although possible revision to the “Selection Committee Membership” could occur, consultation with the original committee recommends leaving this section as is (p. 4):

If none of the committee members are selected by the EEO officer to serve as the EEO representative, the committee chair shall work with the EEO officer to select another faculty member to serve as a committee member and the EEO representative. The new member is appointed to the committee via normal Academic Senate processes.
  

	10.
	What happens to the “eligibility” of potential EEO reps three years after they’ve been trained? Can they be retrained and do it for another three years?

(Debbie Anthony)
	The short answer is “yes, they can serve another three years, but they must be retrained in order to do so.”

Proposed revision to clarify “EEO Representative Training” (p. 8):

The training qualifies a faculty member to serve as an EEO representative for a period of three years. At the end of the three year period, faculty members must be retrained to serve another three years; there is no limit to the number of times a faculty member can undergo EEO Representative training.

	11
	Only qualitative ranking should be used as the committee evaluates the interviews and demonstrations.

(Hazel Ross, who also submitted specific language changes—posted on the agenda)
	The committee went over this issue extensively. The proposed language emphasizes a shift to qualitative discussion and exclusively ranking candidates once the interviews are over. The rating in these sections refers to individual committee members recording their impressions of each candidate’s performance in a way that can easily be compared to others’ impressions. 

Recommended revision: change the name of the section from “Final Rating” to “Final Ranking” to emphasize the greater importance of ranking, rather than rating, the candidates on this step, once the committee convenes to discuss which candidates to forward as finalists.




This image could go in the “Initial Steps”, and be used to emphasize the importance of paying a lot of attention to the Position Announcement












§ 53001. Definitions.
(f)(1) Ethnic Minorities. "Ethnic minorities" means American Indians or Alaskan natives, Asians or Pacific Islanders, Blacks/African-Americans, and Hispanics/Latinos.

(2) Ethnic Group Identification. "Ethnic group identification" means an individual's identification in one or more of the ethnic groups reported to the Chancellor pursuant to section 53004. These groups shall be more specifically defined by the Chancellor consistent with state and federal law.
§ 53004. District Evaluation and Report to Chancellor.

(a) Each district shall annually survey its employees and shall monitor applicants for employment on an ongoing basis in order to evaluate the implementation of its equal employment opportunity plan and to provide data needed for the analyses required by sections 53003, 53006, 53023, and 53024. Each district shall annually report to the Chancellor, in a manner prescribed by the Chancellor, the results of its annual survey of employees at each college in the district. Each employee shall be reported so that he or she may be identified as belonging to one of the following seven job categories:

(1) executive/administrative/managerial;

(2) faculty and other instructional staff;

(3) professional nonfaculty;

(4) secretarial/clerical;

(5) technical and paraprofessional;

(6) skilled crafts; and

(7) service and maintenance.


(b) For purposes of the survey and report required pursuant to subsection (a) of this section, each applicant or employee shall be afforded the opportunity to identify his or her gender, ethnic group identification and, if applicable, his or her disability. A person may designate multiple ethnic groups with which he or she identifies, but shall be counted in only one ethnic group for reporting purposes. Chinese, Japanese, Filipinos, Koreans, Vietnamese, Asian Indians, Hawaiians, Guamanians, Samoans, Laotians, and Cambodians are to be counted and reported as part of the Asian/Pacific Islander group as well as in separate subcategories. However, in determining whether additional steps are necessary to ensure that monitored groups have not been excluded on an impermissible basis, analysis of the separate subgroups is not necessary.
Importance of the Position Announcement








Advertising Plan








Attention to the Position Announcement early in the process provides…








Screening Focus








…increased focus and insight on…








The Position Announcement





This is the description of the position. It describes the requisite knowledge, skills, and abilities of the successful candidate, as well as clarifying the application process.





Interview Questions








...discussions and decisions that occur later in the process








Weighting for Rating








Basis for Discussion
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