Academic Senate
April 8, 2010
   DRAFT Minutes


I. Opening Business


A. Called to Order 2:45 PM
                Roll Call:


Alfred Hochstaedter, President- FH


Debbie Anthony, Interim Vice President - Absent


Laura Loop, Secretary--LL


Anita Johnson, ASCCC Representative – AJ 
                      Mark Clements, COC Chair –MC
                      Alexis Copeland—Absent


Steve Albert -Absent


Kevin Raskoff--KR


Jean-Claude Prado—JCP 


Chris Calima--CC


Susan Joplin - SJ


Madeleine MacBain – MM 


Brian Brady–BB
                      Stephanie Tetter—ST
                      Susan Walter--SW

B. Acknowledgment of visitors

                Caroline Carney, John Gonzales, Kathleen Clark, Deborah Ruiz, Bernie Abbott, Merry 

                Dennehy

C. Approval of Draft Minutes from meetings of 03/09/10
                Motion to adopt minutes as written (ST).   Second:  KR
                     Carried with two abstentions:  MC, BB 
II.   Reports

     A. President/SLO Committee Report    
          1.  FH: The text of the Accreditation report by Dr. Francisco Rodriguez was distributed. 

               SLO recommendations are not specific, especially regarding faculty evaluations: 

               “The College should 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 
                (III.A.1.c).”
                           Will await the written report by ACCJC in late June or early July.
                    Discussion:

· KR:  Does the recommendation merely mean that faculty must have SLOs as part of their course, or is it more involved?
· SJ:  It asks for evaluation of the effectiveness of faculty in producing the outcomes.
· FH:  The commission may interpret as needing to have something in faculty evaluations that addresses SLOs. No one can support the statement as it is currently written, as too many variables affecting actual student performance.
· AJ:  There is opportunity for collegial consultation between the senate and the faculty union on this issue. Method of faculty evaluation is a contractual issue.

· MC:  Faculty evaluation is part of the collective bargaining process. The ACCJC realizes that it overstepped its boundaries here and has started to soften its approach recently.

· John Gonzales:  Remember that visiting team members are faculty and administrators from campuses just like ours, dealing with the same issues.  They may have great suggestions.

           B.    COC  
                   No report.
           C.  Flex Day Committee Report (LL reporting)
                 Flex committee continues to work on the events for next Fall and Spring.  A preliminary list 

                 of sessions was distributed, including tech drop-in all afternoon and several BSI-related 

                 breakouts with a BSI-related general session.  Suggestions for faculty keynote speakers 

                 are sought, and Kevin Raskoff has drafted an Email for ALLUSER distribution to solicit    

                 names.
           D.   ASCCC Report (AJ reporting)
                  1. The Area B meeting was held on 3/26 in preparation for the State Plenary session in April. 

                      Highlights:
a. State Senate President Jane Patton discussed developing a working relationship with Chancellor Jack Scott who has made some decisions without appropriate consultation

 with the senate.
b. State senate institutes will be held in upcoming months and are excellent opportunities

for faculty to learn more about Diversity, Curriculum, SLOs.

c. With current budget reductions, CSUs and UCs are depending on community colleges

 to conduct all remedial course work. This presents opportunities and challenges.

d. Visiting teams have been more positive in the past year, but a contentious relationship continues between California community colleges and the ACCJC.

                 2.  FH:  MPC will host the Area B meeting in Fall 2010.  Would like to schedule that meeting on 

                      a Friday following a senate meeting and invite someone to our meeting that represents 

                      the state senate.  We could learn more about how the state senate interacts with the 

                      legislature. 

                 3.  The Associate degree for transfer will be a heavily debated issue with 3 resolutions for
                      vote:  (as summarized by Santa Rosa Junior College Academic Senate)

a.  Resolution 4.01 proposes Title 5 language that would require colleges “to offer a
  transfer associate degree that consists of a minimum of 18 semester units in a major 
  or area of emphasis as locally defined, a transfer general education pattern
 (e.g.., IGETC or  CSU GE), and a minimum of 60 transferable semester units”. 
 There would be no change with regard to local graduation requirements.
b. Resolution 4.02 proposes language that implements SB 1440.  Colleges
      “would be permitted to award an associate degree in a major or area of emphasis 

‘for transfer’ (e.g., “Psychology for Transfer”) to students who complete at least 
60 transferable semester units including a minimum of 18 semester units in a major
or area of emphasis that meet the requirements of transfer institutions and a 
transfer general education pattern, and require the colleges that choose to offer 
such a degree do not impose any additional local graduation requirements.”

c. Resolution 4.03, as amended, proposes Title 5 language that would “allow 
college  districts to award an associate degree to California Community College 

students who have become fully prepared for transfer to a university; such degree is 
to be based on their having completed at least 60 transferable units and the general education and lower division major preparation (as posted in ASSIST) required by the university to which they have applied, in the major they have designated on their application, and to the extent that their college’s course offerings and articulation allow”. 
In addition, the ASCC would “recommend a policy to local senates whose colleges offer this degree not to exceed the lower-division major requirements at the universities and 
to refrain from adding any additional local general education or graduation 
requirements”.

                    Discussion:

                    SW:  Displayed a sample articulation agreement by major for UC and IGETC consistent 

                             with course data from the ASSIST tool; MPC already implements Resolution 4.01.

                             It’s not clear which transfer institution(s) or patterns are referenced in Resolution 4.02, 

                             making it difficult to define the requirements of the transfer degree. The only local 

                             requirement MPC has is the information competency, so that part is not an 

                             overwhelming problem.  Resolution 4.03 opens the door to complete confusion, as
                             the transfer degree would need to specifically match the requirements of the transferring     

                             institution to which the student has applied (including private institutions). These 
                             requirements vary widely. (See example from Santa Clara University School of
                            Business & Administration). How would we track where the student has applied? 

                            And if not accepted, the degree may be useless.   
                            The goal seems to be to cut down on the number of courses needed to transfer; to 

                            make more students transfer-ready.  But associate degrees are suitable for occupational           

                            programs, not transfer level majors.
                    FH:  The transfer degree proposal is an example of the Ed Code (law) versus Title 5 
                            (interpretation of the Ed Code), which can be changed by consultation with the 
                            Chancellor and the Board of Governors. The powerful issue is allowing legislators rather  

                            than faculty to determine specific degree requirements. Many people believe that 
                            community colleges provide access, but do not have a high enough return of success,
                            and they want something done about it. Seems like there are serious problems with    

                            transferring due to the maze of variations at 4-year schools, but the community colleges 
                            are being asked to fix it.
                      4.  The resolution to require the AA degree as the minimum qualification for teaching in 

                           non-master’s disciplines will also be discussed.   Although it’s not likely to pass, it 

                           could impact future hiring in those disciplines.

                           (Discussion continued below under Equivalency Committee Report.) 
          F.  Equivalency Committee Report
                FH distributed the comparison table:  “MPC Equivalency:  A Summary of Expectations.”                         
.                  (See Appendix).  Is it ready for distribution?
                   AJ:  The Title 5 language is ambiguous as currently written for those disciplines that do not 

                           require a masters degree.  Some interpret it to mean that there is room for equivalency to 
                           the minimum qualifications, and some do not. A new state senate resolution calls for 
                           explicitly allowing equivalencies.

                  SW:  For non-Master’s disciplines, it’s still unclear which GE courses are required.

                  FH:   The word “some” has been removed as too ambiguous; but there needs to be room for 

                           judgment on the part of the equivalency committee in order to interpret the applicability 

                           of widely varying resumes, portfolios, transcripts, etc.  

                  JCP:  Seems most reasonable to wait until the resolution settles at the state level before 

                           disseminating to colleagues.

                  FH:   The state will not likely act very quickly, and it would help our own equivalency 

                           committee to start discussing these guidelines with division chairs who most often

                           deal with potential applicants.

                   Motion to present  “MPC Equivalency:  A Summary of Expectations” to AAAG (KR).

                   Second:  SW.   Carried unanimously.                         
          III.  New Business
A. Board Policy Review:  BP 6600 Capital Construction
KR:  Is there any change from previous policy?

MC:  This is a new policy that takes language from the 2000 series and applies specifically to capital construction.

Motion to approve BP 6600 as written (ST).  Second:  MC.  Carried unanimously.

B. Library Director  (presented out of order from agenda)
1.  ST presented a power point slide show summarizing the challenges facing the library as detailed in the library’s Program Review.  The library offers Information Literacy courses as a graduation requirement, Genealogy courses and general library services.  
2. Due to a combination of factors including lack of a director (for 3 years), and an increase in demand for services, the workload of librarians and library staff has dramatically increased. The numbers of reference transactions and circulated items has increased many fold since 2004, as has computer usage.  Yet 40% of the computers are outdated and there is an inadequate computer supply during peak times.  Despite increased demand, budget constraints have resulted in reducing library hours by 9 per week.
3. Among the results of ongoing staffing deficiencies:  no community outreach such as arts and lecture series, inability to provide access to special collections, risk of burnout among the librarians.
4. Some physical problems include broken lamps and water damage in the new library building.       
(The full Library Program Review can be found on the senate web page:  http://www.mpcfaculty.net/senate/4-8-10/Agenda4-8-10.htm
                    Discussion:

                    Caroline Carney:  (served on Library Support Team)  Analogy can be made to a 

                           neglected child.  The library has dire staffing and physical issues. It’s not that no one 

                           cares or no one is listening; two failed searches have been conducted for a director.  

                           Yet no solution has been found. 

                     ST/Deborah Ruiz:  A consultant recommended a year-round administrative supervisor 

                           (as opposed to a faculty position without a year-round contract) as the library              

                           director. A similar model works well at Sierra College.

                   KR:  How has the library remained so functional with the dire problems described?

                   Kathleen Clark:  The calmness of the library is misleading; the slide show just presented 

                           should be shared with the entire campus as a way to begin a discussion.  

                   Deborah Ruiz/Bernie Abbott/ST:  We have dynamite classified staff and adjunct faculty. 

                          The 3 of us have shared the responsibilities of director in addition our full time 

                           librarian responsibilities.  We have also proposed a division structure to John 

                          Gonzales as an interim solution.  Because leadership would change every 3 years, 
                          this is not optimal as a long-term solution. We believe that the long term solution is  

                          an administrative position for director, due to the year-round nature of library services 
                          in support of all courses, and the salary could attract qualified and serious 
                          candidates.  
                  JCP:  What does John Gonzales feel about the library’s dilemma?

                  John Gonzales:  It’s a painful situation. The library desperately needs leadership and 

                           updated technology. We could not move forward with the recommendations of the 

                           consultant due to the economy. We could use a point person in the interim 

                           as suggested by the librarians.

                 JCP:  Could we propose a temporary library fee to produce revenue for the library?

                 ST:    Library services should remain free to students, but I could support a fee for 

                           community members.  

                 FH:   Can the senate support the idea of having a library director at the level of an 

                          associate dean to oversee library services and physical structure (excluding learning 

                          centers within the library currently overseen by faculty)?

                 KR:   Need more information in order to have an informed opinion, e.g. list of pros and 

                          cons.  Are there people opposed to having the director as an administrative position?

                 ST:   Yes, there is opposition.      

                 SW:  Need to understand the differences in responsibilities, compensation, etc.

                 FH:   The main argument opposing an administrative position is the need for a faculty 
                          member to protect academic freedom.

                 Deborah Ruiz:  Librarians recommend that the director should be an MLS.  That way, even 

                          as an administrator, that person will understand the value of protecting academic 

                          freedom. Faculty librarians will also continue to protect against censorship.  

                 AJ:   Where would a recommendation from the senate go? What power would it carry?

                 FH:   Senate president sits on College Council and can advocate for a director. The more 

                          people on campus who know about the perils of the library, the more likely something 

                          will be done.

                 MC:  The structure of division chairship allows for faculty empowerment, yet interim    

                          solutions tend to become permanent and then cannot be sustained. Need to consider 

                          carefully.

                 John Gonzales:  The division chairs saw the same slide show presentation at AAAG. Will 

                            have extensive discussion about faculty versus administrative position. 

                   Consensus to request a list of “Pros and Cons” from the librarians about the library 

                   director as an administrative position, and to take the information back to individual 

                   departments/divisions for further discussion. 
                 Adjourned at 4:40 pm
APPENDIX

                 MPC Equivalency

                 A summary of Expectations
	
	Full Equivalency to

Minimum Qualifications
	Specific Courses Equivalency

	

	General Considerations

	
	
	

	Person responsible for most of the application paperwork
	The applicant
	The department or division chair

	
	
	

	Courses the instructor can teach
	All in the discipline
	Only those specified on the application

	
	
	

	Additional requirements
	None
	Must demonstrate that a search for a fully qualified or equivalent candidate was not successful

	
	
	

	Discipline or major part of the degree
	Full Equivalency according to the “Minimum Qualifications Handbook”
	Expertise more narrowly focused than implied by the minimum qualifications

	

	For disciplines that require a Masters degree or equivalent

	
	
	

	The GE part of the degree
	Completion of a GE program at the Associates or Bachelors level
	Completion of a GE program at the Associates or Bachelors level

	

	For disciplines that require an Associate degree (Associate + 6 yrs exp. or Bachelors + 2yrs exp.)

	
	
	

	Expectations for the

GE part of the degree
	Completion of, or full equivalency to the GE part of the degree
	Completion of, or full equivalency to the GE part of the degree

	
	
	

	Methods to obtain equivalency to the GE part of the degree
	GE courses plus or minus professional experience
	GE courses plus or minus professional experience
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