Academic Senate
November 5, 2009
  DRAFT Minutes


I. Opening Business


A. Called to Order 2:45 PM
                Roll Call:


Alfred Hochstaedter, President- FH


Heather Faust, Vice President - HF


Laura Loop, Secretary--LL


Anita Johnson, ASCCC Representative – AJ
                      Alexis Copeland—AC


Steve Albert -SA


Debbie Anthony – ABSENT


Jean-Claude Prado--ABSENT


Chris Calima--CC


Susan Joplin - ABSENT


 Mark Clements – MC (arrived after roll)


 Madeleine MacBain – MM 


Marguerite Stark –MS
                      Stephanie Tetter—ASBENT
                      Susan Walter--SW

B. Acknowledgment of visitors

                Dave Clemens, Doug Garrison, Sharon Colton, Bob Otter, Barbara Lee

C. Approval of Draft Minutes from meeting of 10/22/09
               Motion to adopt minutes as recorded:  HF          
                     Second:  SW
                     Carried with one abstention (FH).
II.   Reports

A. President/SLO/CAC Report  (HF presiding)  
                   1.    The accreditation visiting team will be on campus March 8-11, 2010. Senators are asked 

                           to schedule time for a meeting with the team (approx. 30 minutes) between 2:30 and 

                           4:30 pm on Tuesday March 9th. 

                   2.     Visit to Las Positas College as part of the team was a very worthwhile experience. 

                            a. FH was able to learn a great deal about the college in 2-3 days; highly recommends 

                                that faculty consider serving on a visiting team. Can submit name to Doug Garrison 

                                who will submit to ACCJC.  It did involve considerable work in reading the self –study 

                                and in asking questions on campus.  

                           b.  The SLO interpretations by the team were reasonable, not rigid.

                   Discussion:

                   AJ:  Does the ACCJC accept the team’s report? Or is it combined with some independent 

                           assessment?  Is there a commissioner on the team?
                   FH:  The team’s recommendations are documented in a huge written report before the
                           team leaves, which goes to the commission.  Recommendations could include reaffirming 

                           accreditation, asking for a mid-year report, placing on probation, etc. The campus receives a  

                           broad oral report from the team chair before it leaves.  Not sure how often the ACCJC

                            changes the recommendations.   

                   DG:  No way to know how often the recommendations are changed because they are

                            confidential; only the ACCJC outcome is made public. There are only 17 commissioners, 

                            so while a commissioner may be on a visiting team, it isn’t required.

                    SA:   Do you and the SLO committee worry about standardization as a result of SLOs?  I am 

                            concerned about curriculum that is standardized around a particular bank of standardized 

                            test questions. 
                    FH:   My hope is that all faculty worry about it. I believe that the best defense against  

                            standardization is to write the SLOs and assessments ourselves and interact with our 

                            peers about student learning. If we don’t do it, then someone else will do it for us, 

                            and that would be our worst nightmare.             

                   3.  Senate meetings on 11/19 and 12/3 will include GEO and SLO discussions; hope to remove 

                        “DRAFT” from the GEO document.  Social Science GEOs are now being voted on.  
           B.    COC (MC reporting)   
                    No report. 
           C.  Flex Day Committee Report (LL, HF)  
                   1.  LL distributed the “close-to-final” draft of the Spring flex event on 1-27 & 1-28-10. The 

                        committee is still meeting about the structure of the panel discussion on day 2.  The hope is to 

                        obtain senate approval today for the flex schedule (available on academic senate website).
                        Discussion:

                        FH:  We need help from all senators to elicit participation from all departments/divisions 

                                 in the Program Reflections session.  Description will be included in the brochure.

                        AJ:   We all need to discuss the purpose of the session ahead of time with our individual                           

                                departments/divisions (to carve out that time for the distinct purpose of discussing  

                                program outcomes within our division).

                        Motion to approve the flex schedule as proposed by the Flex Scheduling Committee (HF). 

                        Second: AJ.  Carried unanimously.
           D.  ASCCC Report  (AJ)  
                 AJ attended the Area B meeting at the College of San Mateo on October 30th .

1.  Federal stimulus funds (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) may soon become available to community colleges. The hope is that some of the categorical programs that suffered budget cuts will be aided. Know that the funds must be spent within 3 days of the time they are received.
2. State senate president (Jane Patton) reported that a meeting was held with ACCJC representatives, Chancellor’s Office, and CEOs of CCCs to discuss concerns about heavy handed sanctions made by the ACCJC against California community colleges.  There was no resolution of the perception that the attitude of the ACCJC has been overly punitive, and no concession on the part of the ACCJC.  Union reps and administrators have also voiced

concerns.
3. All faculty should be aware of the influence of outside organizations on higher education initiatives designed to enhance community college programs, but that operate by their own processes. Corporations (for instance) may solicit a few faculty to participate in a 

 program, and then begin to claim that they have wide faculty  support.  This practice is 

 more common in large metropolitan areas, but faculty should understand that the picture

 is bigger than just their individual programs.

4. The plenary session is coming up Nov. 12-14 in Ontario, CA.  A keynote session will be presented by Rachel Levinson, counsel to the American Association of University Professors (AAUP);  there will also be a session on the faculty role in institutional research.
5. Breakout sessions include the AA as minimum preparation for all CC faculty; pre-requisites; the 50% Law; and Institutional Development Programs and the future of community colleges.

6. There will be a resolution about the Transfer Degree as a modification to AB 440 which

      sought to change Title V language requiring an area of emphasis for graduation.  The      

      resolution (which was supported at Plenary) will eliminate the local Board-mandated

      requirements (such as PE, service learning, etc.) but retain the area of emphasis, allowing 
      faculty to continue to determine how degrees are awarded.  (The original AB 440 was               

      rebuked by state senate because the requirements would be made less rigorous for transfer 

      than for the terminal AA degree).
      SW:  The only course that would be affected at MPC is Library 50 (the information 

               competency requirement).  

7.  The resolutions concerning the 50% Law are either to abolish altogether, modify it to

  exclude librarians and counselors, or to change it to 54% and include librarians and 

  counselors. It was clear at the Plenary that no one wanted to abolish the law; that was

  just a conversation starter. The greatest support was for increasing it to 54% and

  including counselors and librarians.  The resolution, if passed, would go on to a state

  council and then eventually to the Board of Governors.

 SA:  Social Sciences is very opposed to abolishing the law. The minimal percentage of 

         funding for instructional faculty should stay in place.

FH:   It’s important that we continue to discuss this law at our departments and divisions.  

8.  Please see session descriptions at the state senate website www.asccc.org  and send

comments to AJ.

           E.  Distance Education Task Force Report  (SA)  

                 1.  The task force met on 10/29/09. This first discussion item was the direction for distance 
                      education at MPC, e.g. should we offer a greater percentage of online classes?  Mission and 

                      vision should drive that decision and faculty should lead.  

                      FH:  If greater than 50% of courses that lead to a degree or certificate are taken online, it 

                              signals a need for substantive change and the commission needs to review it.

                 2.  A need was identified to have a point person (paid position) to be a resource for and 

                      review the development of all online courses.

                      MM:  We have a tech who helps us extensively; this is already being done informally.

                      SA:   The idea is to have a general approach that is somewhat uniform or predictable  

                               for MPC.
                      FH:   There is a huge pedagogical component to online education.  We want to identify 

                               good practices. 
                 3.  The next step is to meet with Sharon Colton to be updated about student access; and 

                      also to share samples of online classes.

            III.  New Business

                  Informational Presentation from Mary E. Cain, Esq.

                  Monterey attorney Mary Cain, whose specialties include copyright and intellectual property, 

                  provided an informational session about internet use and network use policies. 

                  Some highlights:
· Laws regarding the internet are constantly evolving. It’s a good idea to review related college polices at least annually and any time a major court decision is rendered relevant to internet use.

· A signature on a computer and network use policy can measure that someone agrees, 

but not that they understand.

· Best to define “computer resources” in a policy.
· The Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 (federal) requires colleges to inform

 students on an annual basis of potential civil and criminal liabilities for illegal use of protected software.

· “Fair Use” exceptions to copyrighted material may include Face-to-Face, Distance Education, First Sale Doctrine and Library and Archives. Upon challenge, a 4-part test 
for  “fair use’ may be applied, including the significance of the material copied and 
whether the person reasonably believed the use was fair.  Safer to provide electronic 
links to the material than to provide the actual material online.

· The “TEACH” act permits educators to digitize works, but does not allow “guest” 
visitors; must be limited to those enrolled in the class with some control over downstream distribution.
· The default rule about a reasonable expectation for privacy is that the district/institution 

owns the hardware and so content is discoverable.  That doesn’t mean that surveillance power should be abused, and self-governance polices can be put into place to support academic freedom that would communicate that there is no reasonable expectation to privacy except to the extent that policy allows. (e.g. email is not monitored unless under force of law).
       Adjourned at 4:32 pm
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