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—ABSENT
                      Jamie Dagdigian--ABSENT
		Alan Haffa -AH
		Debbie Anthony – DA 
		Lauren Michel—LM (arrived after role)
		Jean-Claude Prado--ABSENT
		Chris Calima--ABSENT
		Susan Joplin - SJ
		 Mark Clements - ABSENT
		Jonathan Osburg – ABSENT
		Marguerite Stark – MS
                      Deborah Ruiz--DR

	B. Acknowledgment of visitors
                (Caroline Carney, Barbara Lee, Sharon Colton, Gail Fail arrived after 
                  visitor acknowledgement).
               
		
	C. Approval of Draft Minutes from meeting of 03/19/09
               Motion to accept minutes as recorded:  AH          
                     Second:  HF
                     Carries unanimously.

II.	Reports
	A.  President/SLO/CAC Committee Report (FH)
               1.  Retreat dates have been set for discussion about the Career and    
                    Technical Education programs (CTE) reorganization.  They will be held 
                    on Fridays April 24th (1-5 pm) and May 22nd (12-5 pm with lunch).  They 
                    are open to anyone with interest.  Gail Fail is organizing the agenda.
              2.   Susan Steele’s ad hoc group has met about the Faculty Position 
                    Prioritization process, and asked for clarification of the senate  
                    recommendation made at the last senate meeting: 
           “The senate recommends that a joint faculty committee  
           of AAAG and SSAG, with one representative from every area, 
           prepare a recommendation for the process of prioritization of 
                           faculty hiring.”
                    After clarification by senate president, the ad hoc group agreed that the 
                    committee charged to do the first prioritization will be composed of AAAG 
                         members, adding instructional aspects of SSAG with full voting 
                         privileges.  Susan Steele will write the proposal and the senate will     
                         have opportunity to review it at a later date.
                    3.  Senate meeting schedule will be revised as follows:
· Next regular meeting (after Spring break) Thurs. April 23rd 
· No meeting on April 16th or 30th 
· Fall 2009 meetings on 2nd and 4th Thursdays during September and October, with no meeting on the 5th Thursday in October
· Return to 1st and 3rd Thursdays from November 2009 forward. 
                   

           B.     COC (FH for MC)
                   1.  Recommend Sarah Mawhirter for the Basic Skills Initiative (BSI)  
                        Committee as non-BSI instructional faculty (AJ).  Second: DA. Motion 
                        carries unanimously.
                   2.  College Council needs a faculty replacement for Bill Jones.  FH will 
                        send an ALLUSER to solicit nominations. Keep in mind that Dave 
                        Joplin has been interested in serving in the past. COC to check with 
                         him.
                   3.   The Education Center Planning Team will need 2-3 replacements for 
                         retired faculty or faculty who have left the committee. 

		 
C.  Flex Day Committee Report (LL)   Vice President Heather Faust  presiding
1.  The search continues for a faculty keynote speaker. One of the    
     nominees is currently considering.
2.  Ideas are especially needed for the breakout format for accreditation     
     sessions.   FH is thinking about organizing by the “sticky” points, like          
     SLOs.   DA suggests that online education may another “sticky” point. 
3.  Flex Scheduling Committee next meets on Tuesday 4/14 at 2:30 in the 
     Library lounge (upstairs).   All faculty and staff are welcome.   

D. ASCCC Report (AJ)  (See “Overview of proposed resolutions for Spring 2009 State Academic Plenary”  Full text available at www.asccc.org)
1.  The area B meeting took place at Napa Valley College on Mar. 27th.  MPC 
      will host the meeting in Fall 2010.
2.  Many concerns were shared abut budgets, accreditation.  Many executive     
     positions up for re-election have multiple candidates.
3.  Discussion about streamlining requirements for transfer, such as the way        
     Advanced Placement scores are handled.
4.  A state senate resolution calls for changing Title V regulation to allow  
     faculty to assign course prerequisites based on “course content review” of 
     entry skills, rather than strictly requiring in-depth statistical analysis for 
   validation.  It provides for a challenge process for students who believe they 
   have met the course entry requirements without the specific prerequisite    
   course(s), and for institutional research about the effect of the prerequisite 
   course(s).  Controversy exists in the possibility of creating unnecessary 
   barriers for students, versus ensuring preparedness for the course work and 
   ultimately success.  AJ seeks faculty input about whether to vote in favor or     
  against  this resolution.  Discussion:
  SJ:  Difficult to decide, feels split. Students need to be ready, but also 
         deserve the opportunity to try.
 DA:  Changing prerequisites may result in unintended consequences to 
         articulation agreements with other schools.
 AJ:  Some argue that it’s worth the effort to undergo internal processes (such 
        as CAC review) and articulation changes in order to expedite 
        prerequisites that work.
AH:  To abstain from the vote is to surrender the outcome to fate. It’s best to 
         trust faculty colleagues to know what’s needed to be successful in the 
         class. Even if an added prerequisite results in reduced enrollment, that’s 
         something the faculty member will need to consider.        
FH:   Agrees with AH. We should make the process of adding a prerequisite 
         easier.  It would still require internal review by CAC.
DA:   Clarifies that the resolution does not refer to course advisories. Students     
         must complete a formal challenge to waive a course prerequisite; there is 
         no cost.  
Consensus for ASCCC delegate to vote in favor of Resolution #9.02, S09 Communication and Computation Prerequisite Validation through Content 
Review  (with the Area B amendment), supporting a change in Title V to allow the assignment of course prerequisites based on course content review

5.  No Equivalent to the Associate Degree for Minimum Qualifications      
     (Resolution #10.01, S09).  There are many strong feelings about this 
     resolution.
    DA:  Math and English are usually the barrier to degree versus certificate 
            completion. Some AA degrees allow life experience to take the place of 
            the general education requirements.

III. New Business  
A.  Accreditation Standards
1. IIIC Technology Resources (Sharon Colton)
a. In summary, we meet every standard.
b. An item of concern may be that old student records are backed up on tapes and on a server in Pleasanton. Our server needs updating, but won’t happen until after survey (April 2010).
c. We lack a formal vibrant training process for tech needs, but there is always one on one assistance available via IT, and the library has assisted with student training.  We have used flex days as a vehicle for training.
Discussion:
AH:  The student record system is antiquated; we need a way for      
         instructors to input grades autonomously and for students to 
         be able to see them.  Regarding training needs, there is too 
         much responsibility placed on one person; need better       
         training for students. Program was not working at one of the 
         flex offerings.
Sharon Colton:  Students can see their final grade on mysite. In the  
        future, faculty will be able to enter their own grades in the 
        Santa Rosa system.
DR:  Is there anything in the faculty or student surveys pertaining to 
        IT?
FH/Caroline Carney:  Student survey results (about 100 classes) are not tallied yet.
(See p. 3 of Standard IIIC narrative for faculty survey results:  “88% agreed or somewhat agreed that the technology at MPC enhances teaching and achievement of student learning, and 78% agrees or somewhat agreed that I have adequate technology to meet my work needs.”)
Sharon Colton:  We are continually improving the website. Single 
        sign-on will by costly; if there are not funds to achieve it then 
        our own IT will do.  
DA:  Technology poses inconsistencies for advising purposes, e.g., 
         How to get oriented to an online class. IT committee is 
         grappling with these concerns.
Sharon Colton:  Refer that issue to Laura Franklin as well.
HF:  Is there anything the senate can contribute to the self-study of 
        Standard IIIC; anything that would not allow us to meet the 
        standard?
Sharon Colton:  No; we meet the standards. Student survey results 
        will be helpful to include when available.

2. IIIA  Human Resources (Caroline Carney and Barbara Lee)
a.  Most of the standard is met, although the faculty hiring process   
 has been in the process of updating for 3 years. The areas of  greatest concern are the SLO piece of faculty evaluation and the ethics policy (which is currently in PACC and will be available for review soon). 
Discussion:
AJ:  See p. 3 of full draft self-study for Standard IIIA:  “Student 
       learning outcomes are now a component of official course 
       outlines and are considered during Department and Division 
      Program reviews.”  The ASCCC recommends that SLOs are 
     not an integral part of the official COR (Course Outline of 
     Record). At MPC, we have followed this advice and asked that 
     the SLOs in fact be attached to the COR so that we can then 
     un-attach it after all the signatures happen but before the COR 
     becomes public record.
Caroline Carney:  Will change the statement.
AH:   Regarding the responsibility for student progress, SLO 
         discussion has been limited beyond the course level where 
         faculty have obvious responsibility. What dialog has occurred 
         re: the responsibilities of “others” , of the college as a whole, 
         for student learning in AA programs? …e.g. “the student will 
         participate in a vibrant culture of learning..”  HR has a part in 
         that outcome.
Caroline Carney:  We know that academic faculty can provide 
        evidence of  responsibility for SLOs, student services faculty 
        also; not as clear about administrative side.
Barbara Lee:  The role of HR, for instance, is very small, and how 
       would it be measured?
AJ:   The full time: part time faculty ratio goal of 75/25 has not been 
        addressed in the self-study. We are at 55% full time and 45% 
        part time.
Barbara Lee:  We have met (and exceeded) our state mandated 
       Faculty Obligation Number (FON), which is designed to help 
       us eventually achieve that ratio. It accounts for instruction time; 
       not merely head count.  FON number is part of the discussion 
       when positions are posted.
DA:  How do we address a plan to actually achieve that ratio if we 
        are asked?
FH:  We use the state guidelines as our approach to achieving the 
        goal. We have our own measures and timelines.
AH:  We want a strong statement by Administration that we are 
        committed to the 75/25 goal; it now looks like we do the bare 
        minimum to satisfy a state mandate.
HF:  Need to continue senate business at this time, but please 
        keep the SLO part of faculty evaluations in mind for future 
        discussion.
  
3.  IVA Leadership and Governance  (Gail Fail)
a. We essentially meet the standard, with some concern about subcomponent #5:  “The role of leadership and the institution’s governance and decision-making structures and processes are regularly evaluated to assure their integrity and effectiveness.”  The College Council has substituted the annual report for an evaluation. Will ask College Council chair to address how it has met its goals.
Further discussion:
HF: Subcomponent  #3 indicates that we could do better in 
       encouraging student participation in shared governance 
       process. What have we done to reach out?
Gail Fail:  Will ask Carsbia Anderson for a list of groups that have 
       student participation.

B. Board Policy Review  Equal Opportunity Plan (President Fred Hochstaedter  resumes presiding). 
Policy presented by HR director Barbara Lee, and by Elliot Roberts, community member, ACLU representative, and long time MPC faculty member.
1. Short background:  Colleges must have as a minimum condition for state funding an EEOP plan. Much of it is Title V-specific. The Chancellor’s Office is required to provide a model plan. The Equal Employment Opportunity Advisory Committee (EEOAC) is also mandated by Title V. It meets 6-9 times per year. MPC is one of the few colleges to have completed or even started a plan. The state does not yet have availability data for all sections of the plan.
Discussion about the  Analysis of the EEOP Plan (See Appendix) completed/conducted  by AH and addressed by B. Lee/E. Roberts: 
Item #I   Q) Goals for Persons with Disabilities
A) The timeline depends on availability data from the state, which is pending.  The message is basically to try harder; Prop 209 makes it illegal to do targeted recruiting. 
Item #II   Q) Significantly Underrepresented Groups
A) Language is derived directly from Title V.
Item #III   Q) Target dates 
A) are based on Title V language.
Item #IV   Q) Composition of EEOAC committee. Seems logical to have 
                     more faculty representation?  
A) EEOAC is advisory only; does not hire or hear appeals, does not have stand alone authority.  Composition was based on Title V and then augmented to be more permissive than restrictive. Since inception of the EEOAC with its current composition,  there has been an increase in diversity from 13% to 22%.
                Q) Quorum of 4 out of 15 seems too low. 
                A) Quorums of 25% are common in committees outside of 
                     MPC. Remember that faculty will still have opportunity to 
                     review recommendations once they leave the committee;  
                     if quorum is set too high, business will never get done 
                     due to lack of attendance. 
                   Agendize for future senate meeting further discussion about 
                   EEAOC committee composition with regard to 
                   faculty/classified, and definition of quorum. 
Item #V   Q) Multiracial categories not addressed
A) Again directly from Title V language, but new census data may permit multiracial category
                Item #VI   Q) Stages of the hiring process are not individually analyzed 
                                     to determine where obstacles to diversity lie (e.g. With the 
                                     screening committees? With the choices made by 
                                     Administration?)
A) Such analysis would require arduous scrutiny of the applicant pool and would not recommend making it part of the plan.
Agendize Item VI for further senate discussion.  
           Component 14:   
                      Q) Measures suggested to address ineffectiveness in 
                          attracting a diverse pool of applicants; a diversity recruiter 
                          would be most effective.  
A) If funding permits, then a diversity recruiter could be effective. But remember that we must recruit broadly. We have limited resources; the cost of the proposed activities (speakers, listservs, nationwide advertising) is less than a dedicated recruiter.



Adjourned at 4:45 pm






















APPENDIX
Analysis of MPC EEOP Plan:
I. Definition (h): “h)	Goals for Persons with Disabilities:  a statement that the District will strive to attract and hire additional qualified persons with a disability in order to achieve the level of projected representation for that group by a target date established by taking into account the expected turnover in the workforce and the availability of persons with disabilities who are qualified to perform a particular job.  Goals are not “quotas” or rigid proportions.”
Analysis: Is this a new legal obligation?  The language of “goals” versus “quotas” is really a semantic one.  Are we legally obligated to develop “goals”?  Recruiting underrepresented groups and ensuring that they and all applicants are treated fairly is one thing, having “goals” is another.  What happens if “goals” are not met? 

II. (0): “Significantly Underrepresented Group:  any monitored group for which the percentage of persons from that group employed by the District in any job category listed in section 53004(a) is below eighty percent (80%) of the projected representation for that group in the job category in question.”
Analysis: Is 80% legally mandated?  What method is being used to calculate “projected representation”?

III. Calls for very definite Timelines, but these are not included.  Consequences of failing to meet timelines and deadlines also not indicated. 
“p)	Target Date:  a point in time by which the District Plans to meet an established goal for persons with disabilities and thereby achieve projected representation in a particular job category.  

q)	Timetable:  a set of specific annual hiring objectives that will lead to meeting a goal for persons with a disability by a projected target date.”

IV. Composition of EEOC Committee: The committee shall include a diverse membership whenever possible.  A substantial good faith effort to maintain a diverse membership is expected.  If the District has been unable to meet this requirement, it will document that efforts were made to recruit advisory committee members who are members of monitored groups.  The committee must have at least three (3) community members but no more than seven (7), and at least one (1) faculty member, one (1) classified, one (1) MSC member, and the EEO Officer who shall chair the committee.  ASMPC shall be invited to appoint no more than two (2) student representatives.  The total membership shall not exceed 15.  Community representatives shall represent organizations that have a priority interest in equal employment opportunity and the fair treatment of all.  A quorum is four (4) or more members. The Equal Employment Opportunity Advisory Committee shall hold a minimum of four (4) meetings per fiscal year.  When appropriate, the advisory committee shall make recommendations to the Governing Board, the Chief Executive Officer, the Equal Employment Opportunity Officer, and/or any other appropriate MPC entity it deems necessary. 
Analysis: First, the bolded statements are very weak.  There should be no question that this committee shall be diverse.  If the language about goals is troubling because it is too strong this is troubling because it is so weak.  Second, the makeup of this committee is unusual.  There is only one faculty member, the same as classified, yet there are two students and three to seven community members?  Third, the membership description is too vague—there should be precise representation.  Fourth, the quorum number is too low.  A committee that could include 15 people should not reach quorum with only four of its members. 

I would recommend: three community members, two faculty, one student, one MSC, the EEO Officer (also management). A committee of 8 and a required quorum of 5.  One could argue that for such a sensitive committee that including a student is not appropriate, and this is my feeling. In my experience, students on committees like this tend to be manipulated by other powerful personalities and interests.  I know that my point of view will be offensive to some, which is why I would recommend one student.  I would also recommend that the college commit to ensuring that every underrepresented minority or protected class have at least one individual on this committee.
V. Multi-racial categories and identification: “For purposes of the survey and report each applicant or employee will be afforded the opportunity to voluntarily identify her or his gender, ethnic group identification and, if applicable, her or his disability.  Persons may designate as many ethnicities as they identify with, but shall be counted in only one ethnic group for reporting purposes.”
Not sure why we would force someone who is multi-racial to “be counted in one ethnic group for reporting purposes”?  The reality is that America is becoming multi-racial and our reporting and our EEOC plan needs to take this into account.  Unless this is a legally binding requirement I think there should be a “multi-racial” category and that it should be considered in our reporting and in our plan.  Why do we want to force “round” pegs into “square” slots?  It’s offensive, really.

VI. The plan of looking at applicant pools and comparing that to hires is worthwhile, but it would be as compelling and worthwhile to look at two other aspects of hiring: First, what is the demographic makeup of the people who get to the interview stage? (You cannot get a job if you don’t make it through the first cut and get an interview.) Second, what is the demographic make-up of those recommended to President for consideration?  By only looking at the end result, the hire, should we discover a large discrepancy between the diversity of the pool and the diversity of our hires, we still don’t know where the problem lies.  Is it because our interview pool is not diverse?  Or is it because the finalists are not diverse?  Or is it because the administration is not making final choices that reflect the full diversity of the pool?  Also, we should be comparing the diversity of our total pool to the projected diversity of the market for a given position, as determined by Chancellor’s office.  This will tell us if we are just not doing a good job of attracting a diverse pool to begin with.
VII. There are quite a few aspects of the plan that are not identified yet; specifically, what the goals are and what methods will be used to address any perceived underrepresentation (“components 11, 12, 13).  Will these be brought back to the campus for comment before they are approved and implemented and incorporated into this plan?  If not, then this should be approved until they are.  
Component 14:  Other Measures Necessary to Further Equal Employment Opportunity.” Most of what is in this component is fluff that really won’t do much.  I would propose that if the college is serious about diversity that they hire a full-time diversity recruiter.  This person would be tasked with going to job fairs, conferences, and visiting universities that produce a large number of minority PhDs and representing MPC and urging potential applicants to apply.  You could take all the money spent in the other categories in component 14 and put it into a good recruiter and it will do more than everything else in this plan.  The truth is we cannot hire people simply because of their status, nor should we, nor would anyone want that.  The only real way to improve our diversity is by investing in recruitment to improve the diversity of our applicant pools.  Dialogues, workshops, minority guest speakers, none of that really does anything and just funnels money to high paid consultants and speakers. 
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