ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING
April 21, 2011
DRAFT minutes


I. Opening Business

A. Call to order and roll call

Alfred Hochstaedter (President)

Heather Faust (VP)

Stephanie Tetter (Secretary)

Mark Clements (COC) – ABSENT

Anita Johnson, ASCCC rep)

Steve Albert – arrived late; see below

Kathleen Clark – arrived late; see below

Mila MacBain

Nancy Bingaman

Susan Joplin

Brian Brady

Chris Calima – ABSENT

Alexis Copeland – arrive d late; see below

Susan Walter

VISITORS: Steve Morgan, Facilities; Doug Garrison (arrived later, see below) Michael Gilmartin; Jamie Dagdigian

B. Approval of minutes from the April 7, 2011 meeting

Motion to approve – HF

Second – AJ

Approval – unanimous

(Kathleen Clark arrived)

II. Reports

A. President/ SLO Coordinator Report – FH 

Report that at College Council meeting, Alan Haffa withdrew his resolution, as the goals of achieving dialogue on the topic of faculty replacements had been accomplished. 

(AC arrived)

Report that he had attended the first meeting of the resurrected MPC Technology Committee. ST reported that there are efforts to created structure and formalize the actions and processes related to campus technology. The minutes from the committee will be on the MPC intranet. The next meeting is this Friday (and every Friday for the rest of the semester, at least). 

B. COC (possible Action item)

AC reported that there is no confirmation of Elias Kary to the Technology Committee; therefore, no actionable items

C. Flex Day Committee Report

HF reported they are pursuing options for flex day food, as there is not money. Asked for approval of the draft schedule.

Motion to approve – NB

Second – SJ

Approval – unanimous

(SA arrived)

HF asked for a Senate member to join the committee. Currently, membership includes Sunshine Geisler, Heather Faust, Chris Calima, Linda Johnson (Massage Program), and Linda Pridmore. Meetings are on non-Senate meeting Thursdays in the LTC in a study room (arranged by LP). ST will ask Catherine Webb (incoming Senate member) about being on the committee (AJ volunteered to nominate her).

In early stages of discussing flex for spring 2012. The “green/sustainability” theme is being explored. 

Re flex fall 2011, FH has talked to Coach Mike Rasmussen who has agreed to do the keynote. FH reminded Senate that the enthusiasm following Kim Shirley’s presentation to Senate about the PASS program prompted exploration of learning communities as a flex focus. FH feels PE Division has these in place, although they may not necessarily be called “learning communities.” AJ mentioned Nursing as having a natural learning community. Nancy Bingaman will discuss Flex with Sue Hanna. 

FH asked if someone from Senate should go to a PE Division meeting and tell them the Senate’s vision for flex and how much we want them to be part of this process. HF will take the question to the flex group and seek more direction for the next steps to get input from PE, and will ask them to help Senate organize and frame this flex theme. 

D. ASCCC report (AJ) 

AJ and FH attended the spring plenary (“Shift Happens”)

(DG arrived)

There were 3 keynotes, from Judith Eaton (focused on the increased federal role in accreditation), Vincent Tinto (who gave the same speech, with the same jokes, as he gave at MPC last year) and Brian Murphy, President of Foothill- DeAnza (focus on the “Democracy Commitment” initiative). 

She will report on breakouts next meeting.

Resolutions related to repeatability were hot topics:

· with multiple amendments for each

· resounding opposition to SB515 and a 2-tier system

· 9.03, elimination of labeling some courses as “activity” courses was supported, with recommendation that Title 5 eliminate this label, which often is applied in PE and Creative Arts disciplines.

· 2 major repeatability resolutions were voted down, essentially saying the language in Title 5 on repeatability should stand. 

· Decisions will be made by legislators and the Chancellors’ office

· No new positions were taken

· 9.06 became moot

E. Technology Committee Report

As noted above, ST reported that there are efforts to created structure and formalize the actions and processes related to campus technology. The minutes from the committee will be on the MPC intranet. The next meeting is this Friday (and every Friday for the rest of the semester, at least). 

Michael Gilmartin reported he had met with Steve Ma and reviewed the notes from the Tech Committee meeting. Draft bylaws will be reviewed at the next meeting, as well as the members’ responsibilities and committee procedures. Agendas will be distributed in advance of the meeting. MG wants minutes sent to some (e.g. VPAA, VPAS) as well as being posted. There are communication issues and it will be proposed that if a member misses three times in a row without notifying the chair(s), there will be consequences. We are trying to create a formal structure, a clear charge and have clear responsibilities. 

III. Old Business

A. Student Success

a. FH played a clip from the “John and Ken show,” from station KFI in Los Angeles. Scott Lay was on, discussing student success, demonstrating that the topic of success by community college students has clearly become a political topic in mainstream discussions. 

b. FH presented a Prezi on student success

i. There is a laser like focus on completion to the exclusion of all else

ii. Examples shown with dazzling motion

iii. Lumina and Gates Foundations discussed, and we should be aware of their focus

c. FH handout  “Metrics of Student Success” (available on Senate webpage) discussed. 

i. SA asked how can one influence the machine?

ii. NB’s view is there are other ways to measure success, and we do have some say in this

iii. SA asked how does his influence make it possible to use other measurements for success?

iv. AJ mentioned there are five faculty on the Chancellor’s Office task force that is creating statewide metrics related to performance-based funding; it is possible that these 5 can say sometimes it is about other things (e.g. job promotions, enrichment). It is possible those whose only experience is from a 4-year institution don’t understand the population served by community colleges. It needs to be broader in scope than the number of degrees or certificates; students need to be driving this discussion.

v. MM sees there are things we can do at the department level. For example, ENSL has poor numbers, but assessment and placement focus can move students toward success (questions exist such as “who sets the definition of success?” and “what is completion?”)

vi. SJ spoke about her own experience in community college and how it inspired her to be successful later, following time out to have children. By some statistical measurements, her experience would not have been defined as “successful,” despite multiple advanced degrees).

vii. AJ said part of the issue is if students don’t fit the profile of the 4-year model, there is no way to track them post-MPC. 

viii. Jamie Dagdigian (JD) asked why we can’t strive to have students define what success is for THEM? 

III. New Business

A. Prioritizing course sections offered in Fall 2011 and beyond 

FH displayed the document distributed by Michael Gilmartin to AAAG about the process for prioritizing cuts, and asked if it would be useful to have an overarching goal? 

FH had his own handout (“Guiding Principles for Prioritizing Course Sections Offered in Fall 2011 and Onward.” Available on Senate website). The document provides a wide range of options for guiding principles about prioritization of courses that the Senate could recommend.

FH believes that we as faculty members signed up for a job at an institution that offered opportunities to all community members to be able to take courses, and that there is benefit in having diversity in a classroom comprised of members from all facets of the community. 

JD addressed mechanisms for separation of programs, using criteria based on our assumptions of students’ goals is problematic. If we are using the wrong criteria, we risk marginalizing people. We assume some things have lesser value, and label them “supplemental.” Theory and practice are mixed together, and even with good intentions, developing criteria to separate programs can cause problems.

SJ asked if it is possible for multiple tiered payment for courses?

JD says many students are more than willing to pay to be able to take courses taught by instructors with higher qualifications than those that might teach if the subject is offered in a “community” course format. 

NB posed the question if this is what DG was proposing at the last Senate meeting?

AJ pointed out that there are problems in these situations, including issues with minimum qualifications of instructors. This was discussed at the ASCCC plenary.

KC mentioned that community service courses don’t necessarily parallel academic classes. 

JD pointed out the challenge if we take things with academic qualities and convert them to “extra” status. Do we need to look at our mission? Should external pressures make our mission illegitimate? Folks in the arts would be reluctant to recategorize and risk losing the integrity of their programs. 

Here is a risk that economic constraints might result in illegitimization.  He reminded Senate that older people impact younger students, and what we have works really well.

SA asked if we need to produce a “guiding principle” as FH suggests when the MPC mission statement exists?

FH responded that he doesn’t think the “big principle” discussion has happened.

SA sees our mission statement includes 4 components (basic skills, transfer, career/technical, and lifelong learning). 

Discussion followed that perhaps we are reacting to administrative dictates regarding the need to make cuts (the document given to AAAG requests every division to prepare cuts at the 5%, 10% and 15% levels).

HF states it is different for some areas

JD views going down this road is dangerous and we risk pitting victims against victims

SW expressed that as a counselor, she sees that nearly every single class in our catalog can be in either the CTE, basic skills, or GE/transfer categories. Has a concern that there could be discrimination against people without a clear objective.

FH expressed that we need to decide which cohort of students do we want to serve? (serve all with cuts to all, or cut some and have deeper focus on the remaining, which is his preference).

SW wonders how we identify lifelong learners? 

Discussion that we cannot do this based on the courses in which people enroll. There is an issue as the box that a new student checks on their application identifies their status. What if a person already has a degree and they want retraining? Should we exclude people who want to take courses for enrichment? If so, how would they be identified? The method we have does not do this. 

B. Board policy 3110 course repetition

Susan Walter, Anita Johnson, and Mila MacBain worked on the policy. Senate agreed on their contribution (details available on Academic Senate website). FH asked whether the Curriculum Advisory Committee should be specifically mentioned. (In light of the controversy over repeatability – He thinks  there should be an effort to retain decisions about repeatability for faculty primacy because repeatability is an aspect of curriculum. Discussion revolved around trying to interpret what the policy is really about. (Is it about making the decision as to what the repeatability policy should be on specific courses a faculty responsibility, or is it about creating a mechanism presumably headed by A&R about keeping track of how many times a specific student has taken a specific course and how regulations regarding repeatability can be enforced? There was no resolution on this topic. 

 

C. Review of 2010-2011 Academic Senate Goals

Deferred 
Meeting adjourned 4:40 p.m. 
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