MPC Academic Senate Meeting
DRAFT Minutes
February 17, 2011

I.  Opening Business 
A.  Call to order and roll call

· Alfred Hochstaedter, President (FH)

· Heather Faust, Vice-President (HF) - ABSENT 

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

· Anita Johnson, ASCCC Rep (AJ) 

· Steve Albert (SA) 

· Debbie Anthony (DA) - ABSENT

· Brian Brady (BB)

· Chris Calima (CC)

· Kathleen Clark (KC)

· Alexis Copeland (AC)

· Mila MacBain (MM)

· Nancy Bingaman (NB)
· Susan Joplin (SJ)

· Susan Walter (SW)

Visitors: 
· Michael Gilmartin, Dean

· Doug Garrison, Superintendent-President

· Steve Ma, VP of Administrative Services

· Carsbia Anderson, VP Student Services (arrived later)

B. Approval of Draft Minutes from the 12/2 meeting
· Motion to approve (KC)

· Second (AC)

· Approval – unanimous 

II. Reports –

A. President/SLO committee Report 

· Election of Senators coming up. 
· Physical Science Division will continue to be represented by Fred. 
· Other divisions that should undergo the election process for their Senators:
· Student Services
· Supportive Services
· College Readiness/TRIO
· Re the ASCCC intent to look at issues/regulations that are universally problematic, Mila’s concern re such an issue will be submitted.
· College Council is reviewing institutional goals. #1 is Senate’s purview.
· Want to establish goals without value statements
· Want goals that can be reached within 3 years
·  In goal #1, objective 1.2 will be re-done
· In goal #6, parts of it will be incorporated into goal #1.
· There will be a preamble that will mention some of our values, e.g. diversity, hiring the best etc.
· Fred drafting the revision; should it go to the Senate Exec committee for review when ready?
· SA trusts exec comm.
· ST does but feels it is somewhat self-serving to say so
· AJ asks if additional objectives will be included
· SA asked is program review is incorporated into 1.2.b; will this lead us down the path of a more successful program review process?
· FH states we should recognize what we do as faculty all the time
· SA: exec. Comm. Review is adequate
· Consensus on this process
· PASS report
· SA: had hoped for more qualitative discussion, felt assumptions were made about students. 
B. COC Report (Possible ACTION item)

· Technology Sustainability Task force

· This was brought up for approval of proposed members (faculty) at the last meeting, but FH deferred it for further discussion with administration

· There is agreement that the numbers of computers on campus is unsustainable, question is who will do the work of analysis/recommendation

· Steve Ma comments:

· He ha an affinity for technology (an important part of his background), question is how things are refreshed and supported

· Our current plan is not sustainable especially in the current economic climate

· Prior years there was 250K for tech refreshment, this year 170K, that won’t go far

· Criteria for refreshment:

· Use some funds for equipment related to technology (e.g. probes in Physical Science), this question of what is appropriate to refresh with these funds becomes fuzzy

· Bond funds can be used in limited ways

· Tech is more than computers and infrastructure, it is also is support

· Questions/Discussion

· What is the role of the technology committee?

· Cascading? If a lab is used 30% of the time, how do we maximize resources during the other 70% of the time?

· Many labs are in disrepair

· ST: Technology Assessment/Plan: there is an assumption that this document is the guide, but its review via shared governance is unclear. 

· Tech refreshment document that purports to spell out the process does not reflect what really happens.

· ST: the TCO referenced is based on 2003 data/situation

· MM: read the tech assessment/plan. It is outdated. Will decisions be based on this outdated document?

· FH: is the tech committee in need of fixing? If so, it should be fixed

· The Senate could ask the Tech committee to meet and ask members (faculty) for renewed commitment

· Facilities Committee is a good model

· MC: there is a hole in shared governance, needs to be revitalized or somehow made vital

· Tech committee is a subcommittee of College Council

· A timeline might give the tech committee a chance to reinvent themselves

· Questions about the funding recommendations

· SM: this is an opportunity to look at things with a sharper focus

· ST: the timeline in the draft charge for the task force is unrealistic, although it states the study should be done prior to the budget process, things are too far along for that to be met

· SM: timeline may need to be extended

· SM: first step is to survey departments; this will help define how we proceed?

· SA: what is our role?

· FH: he was approached with the task force; felt it paralleled the tech committee. Rather than appoint faculty to a task force, the exec council of the Senate had a lively discussion that resulted in a recommendation to have the tech committee do this work. Senate wants transparent functional committees.

· AC: discussion of the process used for allocation of resources. When there is money, decisions get made differently (in other places)

· MM: the Basic Skills task force is getting things done, where the BS committee was unable to do so

· AJ: perhaps a smaller group could focus on the sustainability issues

· SM: does not disagree with Senate on many levels, and is willing to commit some time to this, although the budget issues are quite time-consuming. Technology is a critical part of instruction.

· Thee are touch choices ahead

· There needs to be an awareness that labs don’t belong to a particular department or division.

· SM will get back to Senate. 

 

C. Flex Day Committee Report

· Chris Calima updated the Senate on Flex. 

· Overall, positive response, with 88 responses to survey. 

· Want more classified participation

· Session on medical benefits was a challenge due to scheduling

· Future focus possibly PE

· Suggestion to let people use fitness center for a session

· Big hits:

· Zumba

· Gardening

· Into the Fire
D. ASCCC Report: 
· cid.net, need to review sample model curriculum. SA is going to a meeting in San Jose later this month on this for econ.

· Area B meeting 3/25 at DeAnza

· Workshops are listed on the ASCCC website

· If anyone has ideas for a resolution, should get it to Senate to discuss before the Area B meeting

· AJ has guides on how to put something into resolution format.

III. Old Business
A.  SLOs – what’s next?

· Deferred

IV. New Business

A. Resolution supporting expeditious approval of 1440 transfer degrees
· This was debated at fall plenary session

· Carsbia is on a statewide committee

· If a major is not offered at the nearest CSU (geographically) the next nearest can be considered.

· A resolution would be appreciated

· Could go to board earliest March

· AJ: ASCCC has already taken a position, by agreement Senate recommends that the Board approve it

· FH: will include in his report to the Board that Senate recommends approval.

B. Plus-minus grading

· CA: in years past, the problem was related to IT.

· Sharon Coniglio will provide history, CA will also talk to IT

· SA – wants the discussion about it, not just the report that it didn’t work before so we aren’t doing it now

· If IT says it is possible, we can work toward implementation. If it isn’t possible, what are the next steps?

· SW: there are ramifications re IGETC, and other issues (this came up when Susan talked to Vera C)

· SW: how many community colleges use plus and minus?

· SA will research

· AJ: ASCCC would likely know that, she will check on which committee might know that

C. Student Success: latest LAO report

· Census date modification: should we focus on retention or encourage student to drop?

· What does student success mean? Is it just staying in a program?

· MC: will there be adequate resources: Students are coming poorly prepared, basic and life skills are low, and without proper assessment, it is difficult to address issues. LAO is looking more at how to spend $X and get numbers through programs

· There is not funding for students who are properly assessed, counseled, etc. Next priority is high school students who have complete matriculation requirements, still no funding

· DG: 

· Thinks it is unlikely census date will be changed now. 

· It is a political issue, everything is related to trying to find ways to give access to limited resources

· Issue is access vs. success

· Task force is in place to look at stateside assessment

· Move to non-discipline-based prerequisites.

· MPC is at a fork in the road: who gets in? Who can afford classes

· There are questions about the uniformity of curriculum

· His guess is a possible move to reinvestment of funds toward success.

V. Adjournment – 4:17 p.m. 

VI. Next Meeting:
3/3/11
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