Monterey Peninsula College
Academic Senate meeting, October 28, 2010
The MPC Academic Senate meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. by Pres. Fred Hochstaedter.

Present at the meeting: Heather Faust, Kathleen Clark, Chris Calima, Susan Walter, Brian Brady, Mila McBain, Debbie Anthony, Steve Albert, Alfred Hochstaedter, Anita Johnson

Guests: Elizabeth Harrington, Doug Garrison, Sharon Colton

The Minutes from the 10/21/2010 meeting are not yet ready to review and approve.

President’s Report: Fred briefly reviewed the continuing work on Institutional Goals in collaboration with the college council; he also noted that there is more work to be done and there may be conversation in the future about institutional learning outcomes. He also reminded Academic Senate representatives that dialog about the full-time faculty hiring process would continue at the November 4 meeting. At this meeting, specific suggestions for improvement of the wording of the process would be considered.
COC: No report or action at this time

ASCCC:  AJ reported on more details for the Fall Plenary.  English Dept. Faculty have asked AJ to attend the Plenary workshop on Accelerated/Embedded Basic Skills. Others may like to hear more about SB1440 and Content Review/Prerequisite processes.  DA and SW raised questions about changes to Title 5, policies on “double-counting,” and consequences for the transfer degree for non-CSU transfer students.  AJ presented a new resolution to be discussed at the Area B meeting on 10/29 about adding Art History to the Disciplines List.

The Senate took a brief break before reconvening to hear from Jane Patton, ASCCC President.

FH asked Jane to comment on why outside groups (thinktanks, foundations, etc.) feel like the CCC (CA community colleges) need to be “fixed” and how we find ourselves at a place where these groups are making the CCCs a priority –

Jane noted that legislators want to address “problems” with legislation, and she discussed the tension between our “Open Access” ideals and the problems with a full range of students at various levels of preparation who may not “meet” success or completion rates the legislators are looking for.  The push for accountability/outcomes is a nationwide trend, and can be traced back to the Dept. of Education focus on No Child Left Behind and the use of “business” models to “measure” success in schools.  Jane recommended the recent AAUP publication Academe and their coverage of the push for “assessment” and accountability.  For the immediate future, CCC will be trying to work with SB 1143 (Metrics for success) and SB 1440 (Transfer degree) legislation as we respond to the calls for accountability statewide. A link to the September-October issue of Academe is here:
http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/pubsres/academe/2010/SO/ 
The next question posed to Jane Patton was for clarification on the outside groups that are showing great interest in the CCC system.  Jane listed Irvine, Gates, Lumina, and Nancy Shulock’s center as funding/research sources that can be well–intentioned and can be good partners, but we must remember that there are always strings attached to the funding and some groups may have their own agenda/priorities which may not match up with an educational institution’s primary mission.  The groups often have different patterns or expectations for educational leadership and may not understand the faculty role in a shared governance system.  One possible push from the outside groups may be to return to a “Junior college” model rather than keeping to the broader scope of the community college idea.  It will be important for us to continue to reflect on the philosophical mission of the community colleges.
Jane commented briefly on the ACCJC and the fact that only in the Western Region of the U.S. are the community colleges reviewed in a different manner than other higher education institutions.

MPC Senators had a few questions and observations at this point:
** Need for concrete and pragmatic information/resources at ASCCC events

** Questions about options for faculty; what happens if we reject the SLO model?

Jane reviewed the SLO debate statewide and offered her view that the SLOs are here to stay and the best we can do now is try to “own” them and make the SLO dialogue beneficial.
Jane gave a PowerPoint presentation on the SB 1440 Transfer degree legislation (available on MPC Senate website).  Questions were raised about students NOT wanting priority for a local CSU campus and concerns about non-CSU transfer students (UC bound, for instance).  Jane noted that CCC transfer rates could be one way to consider our CCC “accountability” – ways to measure “success” for students.

The Senate meeting technically adjourned at 4:30 p.m. but a few folks stayed on to talk about the RP groups in California (made up of CCC research staff – sometimes classified support staff and sometimes administrators).  The RP folks have often done great research for the colleges, but at times they may start to “direct” curriculum or try to define academic qualities that should be faculty roles/tasks.  The RP group tends to focus on assessment, primarily quantitative measures.

The MPC Senate thanked Jane Patton for her time and our opportunity to learn more about the shared statewide concerns.

Minutes submitted by Anita Johnson
