ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING
March 3, 2011 - Notes

 

I.  Opening Business 

A.  Call to order and roll call

	Alfred Hochstaedter (President)

Heather Faust (VP)

Stephanie Tetter  (Secretary)

Mark Clements (COC Chair)


	Steve Albert

Mila MacBain

Nancy Bingaman

Anita Johnson (ASCCC rep)
	Susan Joplin 

Brian Brady

Alexis Copeland
Susan Walter


ABSENT: Debbie Anthony, Kathleen Clark, Chris Calima
GUEST: Elizabeth Bishop
B. Approval of Draft Minutes from the Feb 17, 2011 meeting (2:30-2:35) – motion to approve, second, unanimous approval
 II. Reports

 A. President/SLO Committee Report (FH)
· Elizabeth Bishop spoke to Senate on behalf of the United Way campaign

· At-large election of Senate members results: Kelly Fletes and Catherine Webb elected “in a landslide.” 

· Other membership news:

· NB temporary representing Nursing just for spring semester

· CC will represent TRIO
· AC will represent Supportive Services

· Mike Torres will represent Student Services (replacing DA)

· Election of officers will be at the next meeting

·  KF and CW will be invited to attend. 

· President: FH willing to run again for Senate President

· VP: HF will be replaced on senate by a tag team of Kevin Raskoff and Andres Durstenfeld.  Her position as Senate VP is open.

· Secretary: ST willing to run for Secretary but not sure if she will be here; would not be devastated if someone else wants to run for Secretary.

· COC Chair: MC willing to run for COC Chair.

· ASCCC: AJ stepping down. Anyone interested should talk to AJ

· Confirmation of Senate “extra” meeting with Foundation May 12th, LF room

B. COC (MC)
· Categorically funded Counseling position funded by First 5 (NOTE: In 1998 voters passed Proposition 10, adding a 50-cent tax to each pack of cigarettes sold to create First 5 California, also known as the California Children and Families Commission)
·  One year, to be renewed. Committee proposed (Larry Walker proposed as administrator):
· LaRon Johnson, Chair

· Alethea DeSoto

· Caroline Carney

· Susan Walter

· NB motion to approve

· ST second

· Unanimous with one abstention (SW)

· College Council: only 2 PT faculty have expressed interest. Is this a concern (they have to meet often, including during summer, and are not paid)?
· Last vacancy we had several FT faculty show interest 

· Non-tenured faculty can be at risk

· May depend on personality and stability of position

· Unsure if applicants are aware of potential downsides

· COC will discuss commitment and risks with candidates and explore further if any FT faculty may also be interested in running.

C. Flex Day  Committee Report (HF)
· Potential keynote speakers for fall 2011 flex:

· K. Raskoff (might be better for spring) – (“green” theme)
· Steve Albert - $

· Dave Clemens – critical thinking focus

· Mike Rasmussen – learning communities focus

· Consensus ranking  after discussion: Coach (or panel of coaches), Albert, Clemens, Raskoff for later

· We have traditionally had a faculty speaker for fall; we can change this

· Committee membership has problems. DA is on leave , Sunshine Geisler will not be here in fall (maternity)
· Meet Thursdays ~3 pm

· Committee will sign thank you notes on behalf of Senate for the spring flex speakers

· Other possible session topics:

· FH: A wide variety of technology topics could be covered, including the new Santa Rosa system which will be used by  faculty (NOT drop-in, led by people who are less IT and more teachers)

· ST: perhaps it would be good to have an initial presentation followed by a session with opportunity for hands-on for those who want/need it. Or at least an overview at the start of a hands-on session, rather than just drop-in availability
· ST: possible distance Ed session?

· Program Reflections

· New VPAA

· Foundation update by Robin Venuti

D. ASCCC Report (AJ)
· Area B meeting coming up

· Plenary session 4/14-4/16

· ACCJC is looking for a faculty member

· Survey of PT faculty coming up, ask AJ to send survey to adjuncts

· “hands Across America” fundraiser supports scholarship endowment 4/17

· Changes to discipline list will happen in spring

· Adding Kinesiology and exercise science to health

· Oral communication to theater arts
· Economics and accounting as an option

· Classics as a new discipline

· Military Studies new (5 CCs have this already)

· Proposed: (recommendation made that Senate reject all 3; all are interdisciplinary , having separate disciplines for these seen as unnecessary and problematic)
· Peace studies

· Sustainability

· Future studies

 III Old Business

 A. SLOs -- What's Next? 
Appendix I shows the ACCJC recommendations and excerpts from the visiting team report that mention SLOs.

SLO Coordinator Fred Hochstaedter presented the following responses to the recommendations for consideration by the Academic Senate. These proposed responses are not direct replies to each recommendation, but rather the wrapping up of unfinished business. Hochstaedter believed that MPC faculty need consensus on these points in order to fully respond to the recommendations.

 “Quality” of Program Reflections? 
The Academic Senate offers no definitions of quality, other than the focus of the dialog should clearly reflect student learning issues. If the administration encounters “concerns” with what is recorded on the program reflection forms, then they should confer with the Academic Senate or other faculty-led group on what to do.
 “Enforcement” of SLO-related issues?
This should be entirely the Administration’s responsibility.
The Academic Senate encourages the Administration to ensure that all programs participate in a Program Reflections dialog by deeming the Program Review Annual Reports incomplete without them.
 Institutional SLOs?
Equate General Education Outcomes (GEOs) with Institutional Outcomes. 
The problem is that students enroll in community college for so many different reasons. Some want to complete a program of study whereas others just want to take classes that interest them. There is no efficient way to establish a set of evaluable institutional SLOs for students who do not engage in our programs and take only random or unrelated courses. Therefore, one possible way to address this requirement is to equate our general education outcomes with the institutional outcomes.
 The SLOs in the Evaluations Question
Recommend to our faculty union that when it comes time to negotiate or discuss faculty evaluation, that there be a clause or question about participating in program review. Since SLOs “live” in program review, and since program review means evaluating the effectiveness of our programs and then using the results for improvement, then participating in program review means that we are participating in this SLO process. In this way, we incorporate SLOs into our evaluations without specifically using the “SLO” word and implying any student success metrics. 

These responses were discussed and accepted by consensus. The Academic Senate preferred not to bring these back to individual divisions for further discussion. 
Notes from the discussion follow:
· Initial discussion

· SA went to CID meeting. For your course to be CID approved, your SLOs must substantially match the standard now.
· FH: CSU and UC currently approve courses for transfer credit. In doing so, they already are looking at the objectives.
· Discussion: the course outline is the “gold standard.” 

· “Enforcement” of SLO-related issues

· This is administration’s responsibility

· Institutional SLOs
· FH proposed equating GEOs with institutional outcomes to address this requirement. The only students we can possible address are those in a specific program, not those who might be taking “random courses.”
· The relationship between program review and SLOs
· Should we call what we do all the time “program review”? Increasing the eminence of program review implies writing the things that we do all the time into our Program Review.  We are addressing the recommendations from ACCJC by identifying the things that we already do!

· NB: Nursing has a mandated annual program review.

· Program Review and faculty evaluation or somewhat intertwined. Department(s) or program(s) that do not teach to their objective could be improved. 

· English classes revised several course outlines around the issue of what research skills are included in certain level English courses.

· General discussion: 

· Consensus: our SLO Coordinator will write the report to reflect MPC’s SLO activity:

· GEOs do equate with institutional outcomes

· Administration will confer with faculty on questions or concerns related to quality

· Administration has the responsibility to enforce SLOs

· Program Review includes the program reflections dialogue, which is related to SLOs (this is what we did at last flex day)

· Program Review language should reflect “a list of things that may include but not be limited to…”

· Action Plans come from these conversations

· Transfer programs have GEOs as their program SLOs (IGETC, CSU, MPC). The “suite” of GEOs are the program’s SLOs.

· It is faculty responsibility to document what we already do, and it is admin’s responsibility to be sure it is done. 

B. Institutional Goals 
· College Council accepted rewording of Institutional Goals. (items in blue below are those that we are currently doing or that we plan to do
Objective 1.1: Investigate ways to articulate “student success” that represents the diverse range of our students’ goals, and retains strong academic integrity and high academic standards. (Continue conversations in the Academic Senate about “student success”. Move this conversation to “productive dialog” that produces some sort of document that articulates how we want to define “student success”.)
 Objective 1.2: Improve student experiences by supporting the quality of instruction and service delivery through

a.       creating a framework for faculty and staff to learn, share ideas, engage in dialog and collaborate. (This is the Program Reflections process)
b.      promoting efforts to  analyze the effectiveness of programs and make improvements based on the results. (This is the elevating the eminence of program review effort)
 Objective 1.3: Develop and prioritize the implementation of an online learning strategic plan that includes institutional support, protocols, and assessment of instruction. (This is the MPC on-line effort led by the Institutional Committee on Distance Education)
Objective 1.4 (a restatement of old Goal #6): Develop and implement ways to 
a. recruit and select the most qualified and most promising faculty and staff.  (These are the efforts to improve both our full time and adjunct hiring processes)
b. train and mentor new faculty and staff so that they most effectively serve students and promote learning. (This could involve reviews of our faculty handbook, mentoring materials and processes, and a “model” syllabus.)
 

IV New Business 

A.  Plus-minus Grading System 
· Informal senate subcommittee members have done some research done into this: 

· local Boards can choose to implement + - system (or not)

· MPC IT says it is not currently possible; revision of the code to allow this is a programming issue, requiring time and funds, and they currently do not have this on their “to-do” list. 
· SA: everything takes time, and suggests we keep this on the agenda as something Senate will continue to pursue. 

· AJ: read a study from 1996, is looking to ASCCC to see what the common practice is in community colleges

· Title 5 language is very specific

· Consensus to keep this on the agenda for the coming year

 B. Student Success – latest LAO report – deferred to next meeting (March 17, 2011)
AJOURNMENT: 4:22 p.m.

Appendix I – ACCJC recommendations and excerpts from the visiting team report (bold highlighting from Fred Hochstaedter)
· Team Recommendations  
· 1. In order to meet the Commission’s 2012 deadline and building upon the progress made in identifying student learning outcomes for nearly all courses, program, certificates and degrees, the team recommends that the college complete the process of assessment to guide improvement of student learning (IIA.1 and IIA.2). 

· 2. In order to meet the Commission’s 2012 deadline, the team recommends the college completes the process of identifying course level student learning outcomes and ensures student information is clear, that SLOs are described, and that students receive syllabi reflective of the identified student learning outcomes (IIA.2 and IIA.6). 

· 3. In order to meet the Commission’s 2012 deadline, the team recommends the college take appropriate steps to ensure that faculty and others directly responsible for student progress toward achieving stated learning outcomes have, as a component of their evaluation, effectiveness in producing those learning outcomes, and that this standard is achieved by the 2012 deadline established by the ACCJC (IIIA.1c). 

· 4. To increase effectiveness of distance education offerings, the team recommends the college follow through with a plan to design an evaluation process and evaluation tool to provide students an opportunity to evaluate the learning experience specific to online courses (IIA.2 and IIB.3a). Further, the team recommends that the Distance Education Task Force develop clear protocols and strategic goals for distance education learners that meet the institutional outcomes of the college and ACCJC policy on distance education (IIA.1, IIA.2 and IIA.6). 

· The team notes and encourages the college to continue to develop and implement a more effective and clearer strategy for integrating student learning outcomes with planning, research and resource allocation efforts. The process should contain an evaluation and improvement component for all educational, academic support, fiscal, technological and human resources. 
· Excerpts from the Visiting Team Report

· The emphasis on student learning is apparent and the college has begun to identify student learning outcomes for courses, career and technical programs and general education requirements. While it is attempting to fulfill its mission of student learning, the college has further work to do in assessing learning outcomes and using assessment results for improving instruction in all college divisions and departments. (p. 16)

· The 2009 changes to the instructional program review template to include reflection documents have the potential to provide future evidence about student learning and learning outcomes, as does the emerging work in Student Services to articulate and assess student learning outcome accomplishments. Campus interviews confirm that the college does not report student learning outcome assessment to a wide audience on campus or to the public. (p. 19)

· The college recently adopted a software program to facilitate the curriculum process. Within that system course level objectives and student learning outcomes are documented independently. Through interviews with faculty in multiple venues, the team found evidence that it is unclear to the faculty at large what the difference is, if any, between course level objectives and course level student learning outcomes. At this point, it is still voluntary whether course level SLOs are included in the students’ course syllabi. Also, the assessment method that faculty choose to use and the results of that assessment are not shared with the institution; rather, they are kept at the faculty member or department level. The program review and action plans may reflect the aggregate results of assessment; however, discrete results need to be shared at the course and program level for quality improvement purposes (IIA.1c, IIA.2a, IIA.2b, and IIA.6). (p. 25)
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