Academic Senate
November 6, 2008

Draft Minutes


I. Opening Business


A. Called to Order at 2:50 pm by Vice President Heather Faust

                Roll Call:


Alfred Hochstaedter, President- FH


Heather Faust, Vice President - HF


Laura Loop, Secretary--LL


Anita Johnson, ASCCC Representative – ABSENT
                      Alexis Copeland—ABSENT
                      Jamie Dagdigian--ABSENT



Alan Haffa -ABSENT


Debbie Anthony – ABSENT 


Lauren Michel--ABSENT


Jon Mikkelsen – JM



Chris Calima--CC


Susan Joplin - SJ


 Mark Clements - MC


Jonathan Osburg - JO


Marguerite Stark – ABSENT
                      Stephanie Tetter—ST

B. Acknowledgment of visitors

                David Clemens, Paola Gilbert, Susan Steele, Sharon Colton, Tom 

                Rebold, Bernie Abbott, Deborah Ruiz, Douglas Garrison, John  

                Gonzales                

C. Approval of Draft Minutes from meeting of 10/30/08
                Motion (ST) to accept minutes.          
                     Second:  HF
                     Carries with one abstention (SJ). 

                 Motion to add to agenda a draft presentation to the Board of Trustees  

                 by President Fred Hochstaedter re:  Student Learning Outcomes at 

                 MPC (MC). Second:  ST.  Carries unanimously.
II.
Reports

A. COC
               1.  Fashion Design FT Hiring Committee
                    Faculty includes Gary Fuller (chair). Sunshine Giesler, Paul Lee, Mary   

                    Nelson, LaRon Johnson.

2. Medical Assistant FT Hiring Committee

Faculty includes Gail Fail (chair), Heather Faust, Andres Durstenfeld, Linda Bruno, Mike Torres, LaRon Johnson

3. Motion to accept committees as presented (SJ). Second: JO.  Carries unanimously.

B. Flex Day Committee Report
1. LL distributed an updated draft of the Spring Flex schedule (January 28 and 29, 2009).  APPENDIX A.

2. Keynote, BSI events and all other breakout presenters are confirmed. Locations are being arranged.

3. FH requests a short break between the “Student Panel” and the 10 am  “Happy Hour” session (to be renamed). Also requests that all lecture forums are made available for the morning.

C. BSI Report

1.   SJ distributed the Expenditure Plan Template, ESL/Basic Skills 

      Expenditure Plan as an information-only report.  The money   

      allocations represent basic general categories; they do not define 

      concrete activities.

                       2.   Discussion:

                             a.  FH:  Reported that the he asked the BSI committee to tell  

                                  the Academic Senate President when  an appropriate  

                                  amount of collegial dialog has taken place about the  

                                  expenditure report.

                             b. MC:  Given the deadline for submitting the plan, the current 

       information item is adequate.

                            Consensus by the senate that this proposed communication by  

                            the BSI committee to the senate president supports shared                

                            governance.
D. Accreditation Reports

1. Standard IIIC, Technology Resources 

a. Sharon Colton and Tom Rebold distributed a summary of the self-study report Standard III, Component C—Technology Resources. 

b. There is redundancy in some of the components; the summary identifies how the institution makes use of technology resources. A survey and the IT Program Review will provide additional information in the next several weeks.
c. Discussion:

1) FH:  How are technology needs identified?

2) Sharon Colton:  A variety of ways, including AAAG and SSAG meetings, statewide recommendations, meetings with lab techs,  funding opportunities, dialog with ASMPC, review of individual action plans for technology refreshment.

3) Sharon Colton:  Technology strengths include the updated website that will improve communication between departments; a commitment to energy savings and consolidation of server resources; support for distance learning platforms through the consortium with DeAnza College, Humboldt State and others; and an emphasis in the last two years on backing up data via reliable electronic systems off campus.
4) Sharon Colton:  Ongoing training in tech applications has been most successful during flex events and by working with departments as a whole.  Individual class sessions have been poorly attended.  We need to improve in our mechanism for evaluating the effectiveness of upgrades and training.
5) FH:  There is widespread frustration about the slowness of computers. The reality is that more money is needed to upgrade to newer computers. Are there any remarks about technology that are not connected to funding and should be added to the IT Program Review? 

6) MC:  Timing of tech classes frequently conflicts with teaching schedules; Software upgrades added to old computers slow them down even more.

7) Sharon Colton:  Security updates are necessary even if computers are slow. A wireless estimate is a planning item. 

8) JM:  Suggests that the survey previously mentioned  should include wireless and training needs.   

9) Susan Steele:  Suggests that website needs professional filter to ensure that MPC has a single voice as an institution.

2. Standard IIC, Library and Learning Support Services

a. Bernie Abbott and Deborah Ruiz distributed a self-study     

      report Standard II:  Student Learning Programs and    

      Services.
b. Many faculty members contributed to the report (Marilyn Wilcox, Susan Joplin, Deb Schulte-Hacker, Laurie Buchholz and others).
c. Insufficient staffing and budget are recurrent issues in meeting the components of the standard.

d. Discussion:

1) MC:  It might be helpful to add that the Distance Ed Task Force will be looking at the equity of services to distance education and Ed Center students (p. 7 of report).  The standard shows how connected library services are to basic skills and student learning. We increased the library’s physical space without increasing the staff, and students are having a hard time getting the assistance they need.
2) Deborah Ruiz:  Clarifies that security issues occur several times per semester to several times per week (p. 8 of report).
3) Carolyn Hanson (visiting to hear this Accreditation Standard report): There is currently insufficient staffing to accommodate the required hours per week for students in the language lab. Of the 8 languages offered, only 3 have full time faculty and the rest have adjunct only. Materials are provided by a classified staff member and are not adequate to meet the need. National conferences in San Antonio and Northern California stress the need for language labs. Another paradigm may offer alternative ways to provide a “lab”
by consolidating space and hours with other learning labs on campus.

4) FH:  Are there any Title V regulations that apply?
5) John Gonzales:  There is a difference between the accreditation self-study and program review self-studies. Title V requirements and Ed Code will not be the focus of the accrediting body. The dialog and assessment is good, but we now need to address the questions in the accreditation guide.  

6) Bernie Abbott:  There will be more to the final report, including what we do well. The self-study group wanted to focus first on areas that need improvement.
7) CC:  Is TRIO addressed elsewhere in the standards?

8) Bernie Abbott:  TRIO is addressed in Standard IIB (Student Support Services)

9)  FH: More money and more staffing would help us to meet the standard components better, but are there any findings that don’t have to do with funding (e.g. process, framework, etc).

10)   Bernie Abbott/Deborah Ruiz: The Ed Center grew     

        faster than the services could keep up. Susan Steele 

        has been a great resource as interim dean.

11)   ST:  Some of the components are closely tied to the    

       technology standard.

12)  JM:  Self study should reflect the process by which the      

       findings came to be, not just what’s right or wrong. It’s  

       fair to say that the library and learning support 

       services are driven by student needs.  
III. New Business 
A. PRB Bylaws and Guidelines (presented out of order on agenda, following Accreditation Standard IIIC) 
1. Susan Steele distributed the Professional Recognition Board Bylaws and Guidelines. (APPENDIX B).
2. The guidelines and the sabbatical application will be available online.
3. Discussion:

a. MC:  Will the final ranking of the applications be what is presented to the president?

b. Susan Steele: The ranking along with the top recommendation(s) will be given to the president.

c. ST/FH:  The procedure is well done. Represents over a year of hard work in clarifying the process.

d. Consensus approval of the PRB Bylaws and Guidelines as presented.

B. Draft of Board Presentation re:  Student Learning Outcomes

1. FH presented a powerpoint draft Student Learning Outcomes:  Why the Controversy?  The presentation is intended for the Board of Trustees meeting on November 25.

2. The Board needs to sign off on the accreditation self-study, and since SLOs are such an integral part of it, the Board needs to understand why there has been faculty resistance to accept them.
3. A few key points:

a. There has been a fundamental shift in focus from instructors’ teaching to students’ learning.

b. Our union relates SLOs to “No Child Left Behind” standardization; the ACCJC views SLOs as an opportunity for faculty to set the standards for student learning.

c. There is fear among the faculty that SLOs will be used for evaluations.

d. Many faculty believe we already do what SLOs imply, and so the creation of additional statements/assessments are redundant and uncompensated.

e. The ACCJC has not provided clarity about how to implement SLOs throughout the institution; There is also a lack of experienced leadership at MPC to integrate SLOs across all courses, programs and institutionally.

f. FH has invited Dave Clemens to join him for the presentation so that all viewpoints are represented.

                          4.  Discussion:  (quorum lost during this discussion)
                                a.  MC:  CTA point of view is that we already do what is 

                                     being asked of us with SLOs.  When we write course 

                                     objectives (which all courses have, and we evaluate our 

                                     students using current methods) we meet the same intent 

                                     using a different term. The ACCJC didn’t include senates 

                                     when they took their position. The issue is not over “good” 

                                     versus “bad”;  Its that we already do it.
b. FH:  And therefore the argument can be made that writing SLOs is not a burden.

c. JM:  The Board presentation should emphasize that “we already do it”  with bigger impact than some of the other arguments (e.g. workload or fears about evaluation). Board members may not be familiar with what teachers do in the everyday world and may not understand our reluctance. But they are likely to understand duplication.
d. SJ:  Why are we equating SLOs with objectives?  We have established that they are different; SLOs are overarching statements that embrace the objectives.

e. MC:  One value of SLOs is that they can go beyond the course level.   E.g.: what the student can do upon completion of an entire program.

f. SJ to FH:  What is the objective in making a presentation to the Board?

g. FH:  The Board needs to know why we haven’t jumped on these SLOs; why we have hesitated when they are so heavily emphasized in the accreditation standards, and that progress has not gone smoothly.
h. MC:  There is an assumption that “SLOs” are in the best interest of students; as if not having “SLOs”  is not good. We don’t want to present ourselves as being so polarized; the process does happen even if we use a different term. There should be concern about the vagueness of the guidelines.
i. Douglas Garrison:  The Board is unlikely to appreciate the subtleties of SLO integration. But they may be alarmed by the dichotomy portrayed among the faculty.  I prefer to view SLOs as a cup half full; an opportunity to define student learning on behalf of our institution.  It may be better to stress the continuum of opinions rather than the dichotomy.
j. David Clemens:  What will the Board be able to do with the information? We need to comply for accreditation, so what can we really expect them to do?
k. FH:  We would expect them to read the self-study with a more informed eye; perhaps to find some value in the SLO process.

l. HF:  The last slide conveys a negative opinion. What we think about SLOs is less important than what we’re doing about them. Can we include an update about our progress in moving forward? 

m. FH:  The idea was to give the Board background; maybe they should be a little alarmed.

n. Douglas Garrison: Insight about the complexity of SLOs is not really about debating their value; we were never asked. The presentation doesn’t reflect how we are addressing them in our self-study.

o. John Gonzales:  Has concern about the intent of the Board presentation. Focus on SLO debate is a small portion of the larger picture of institutional commitment to student learning.
Adjourned at 5:00 pm
APPENDIX A      Flex Day Planning Draft Spring 2009

	Day One
	
	Day Two

	Time
	Activity
	Time
	Activity

	8:30 - 9:00
	BREAKFAST
	8:30 - 9:00
	BREAKFAST

	9:00 - 10:00
	Presidents’ addresses

	9:00 - 10:00
	Student Panel

	10:00 - 10:15
	BREAK
	10:00 – 11:00
	Happy hour with Sarah, Elias, and Kevin

	10:15 - 11:15
	KEYNOTE (Vincent Tinto)

Campus closed for full attendance
	11:00 – 11:30
	Speed Dating Activity

	11:15 - 12:15
	Keynote Follow-Up Discussion
	11:30 - 12:30
	Math Learning Center
	ESSC 
	Supportive Services
	Library
	TRiO

	12:15 – 1:15
	LUNCH
	12:30-1:15
	LUNCH

	1:15 – 2:15
	Faculty session

with Tinto: Part 1
	Jennifer Fletcher from CSUMB
	Tech worksession: 

Drop in with questions about Moodle or MySite
	
	

	2:15 – 2:30
	BREAK
	
	1:15 - 2:15
	Reading Center 
	ESL Center
	Women’s Programs
	Academic Support
	Counseling/Financial Aid

	2:30-3:30
	Faculty Session

with Tinto: Part 2
	Karen E. “Colliding Forces” or “How to Engage Students”
	
	2:15 – 2:30
	BREAK

	
	
	
	
	2:30 - 3:30
	Breakout: 

Susan J. on Reading
	Nursing simulator demonstration
	Bond update


APPENDIX B

Professional Recognition Board

1. Purpose:  The Professional Recognition Board (PRB) reviews sabbatical applications and nominations for the Allen Griffin Teaching Award and makes recommendations to the President.  

2. Membership:  The membership includes one administrator and five faculty members.  The administrator is appointed by the President; the faculty members are appointed by the Academic Senate and should be as widely representative of the faculty as possible.   Faculty members serve three year terms.  Terms are staggered: Year one sees one member replaced; year two, two members replaced; year three, two members replace; year four, one member replaced, etc.  Members may not be reappointed at the end of their term.

3. Structure:  The administrator serves as a co-chair of the PRB.  At the beginning of the board’s work in the fall, the faculty members elect the other co-chair.  The faculty co-chair serves a one-year term.

4. Confidentiality:  The deliberations of the PRB are confidential.  Members of the PRB will not discuss any aspect of their deliberations with MPC colleagues or with the applicants themselves.  In addition, members of the PRB will not share: (1) the names of sabbatical applicants, (2) the content of their applications, (3) the names of the nominees for the Allen Griffin Teaching Award, or (4) the content of the nominations.  Finally, members of the PRB will not offer personal advice or counsel to individuals seeking to write a sabbatical application or a nomination for the Allen Griffin Teaching Award.

5. Sabbaticals

a. Timeline:   Article 8.15.9.1 of the 2007-2010 MPCTA agreement states:

Sabbatical leave applications shall be submitted to the Professional Recognition Board (PRB) by October 1 of the academic year preceding the academic year in which the leave is to be taken. 
The administrator on the PRB will remind faculty members of the deadline at least two weeks in advance.   Application forms will be available on-line and in the office of the administrative co-chair.

The PRB will receive sabbatical applications in the office of the administrative co-chair.

b.
Criteria: The application form and the announcement will include the criteria by which applications will be evaluated.  These criteria are:

1) Benefit to the College’s programs and students

2) Relevance and importance to the faculty member’s assignment

3) Need for a sabbatical to accomplish goal(s)

4) Clear and achievable objectives

The four criteria are equally weighted.

c. Principles and Procedures:  Within the following parameters, each PRB will establish its working procedures at the first meeting of the academic year.  

1) Scoring must be based on the information in the application. 

No committee member may provide additional information about

an applicant or advocate for or against an applicant based on

knowledge not included in the application packet. This does not preclude PRB members from bringing their knowledge and experience to bear on the scoring process or from helping other PRB members understand an application.

2) Each member will score all applications prior to the meeting where the decision will be made and will rank the applicants according to their relative scores (from 1 to N).

3) Members’ scores and rankings will be anonymous.

4) The ranking of applications will take place at a meeting of the PRB 

i. All members must be present.

ii. Each member will bring a completed scoring sheet and a ranking of applicants based on the scores.

iii. An initial committee ranking will be computed based on the members’ individual rankings.

iv. The committee will review and discuss the results of the initial ranking. This discussion will allow PRB members to explain their rankings and to understand the basis of major differences in rankings, should there be such.  A second ballot may be taken. 

d. Reporting: The PRB co-chairs will inform the president of the results of the board’s deliberations.  The report will include the names of all applicants, their relative rankings, and a brief summary of the process.   .

6. Allen Griffin Teaching Award

a. Definition: The Allen Griffin Teaching Award is an annual award funded by the Community Foundation for Monterey County to reward and stimulate outstanding teaching. 

b. Eligibility:  The Allen Griffin Award winner must be a full-time classroom teacher with at least three years of classroom teaching experience who has taught for the past two years at MPC.  Previous award winners are not eligible.

c. Timeline: MPC’s selection of its Allen Griffin Award winner is due at the Community Foundation in early March.  The PRB will request nominations in early November with a deadline in early December.  

d. Nominations:  Nominations should present evidence that the nominee has demonstrated sustained excellence in classroom teaching and has had a positive impact beyond the classroom at MPC, in his/her profession, and in his/her community.  

e. Selection:  By majority vote, the PRB will determine whether each of the nominees meets the standard of sustained classroom excellence and positive impact.  Each member of the PRB will rank those nominees who meet the threshold and a final ranking will be computed from the individual rankings.   The PRB may determine not to recommend anyone to the president. 
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