ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING

DRAFT Minutes
May 19, 2011 

 I.  Opening Business 

A.  Call to order and roll call

· Alfred Hochstaedter, President

· Heather Faust, Vice President

· Anita Johnson, ASCCC

· Mark Clements, COC – ABSENT 
· Kathleen Clark 
· Steve Albert – arrived after approval of minutes
· Mila MacBain 
· Chris Calima

· Nancy Bingaman - ABSENT
· Susan Joplin  
· Brian Brady

· Susan Walter

· Alexis Copeland - arrived after approval of minutes
	
	
	


Guests: Kelly Fletes, Doug Garrison, Judee Timm

B. Approval of Minutes from May 5, 2011 – AJ commented that the minutes re the ASCCC plenary session were brief re the acceptance of military studies and rejection of peace studies.  ST noted some typos were corrected; FH has posted the corrected version.
· Motion to approve (KC)

· Second (SJ)

· Approval – unanimous 
 II. Reports

A. President/SLO Coordinator report:

· Welcome to Kelly Fletes, who will officially be on Senate starting in fall

· Acknowledgment of senators leaving after this meeting (MM, HF, SW, NB). Thanks and succulent plants were given, along with expression of how much the work on Board policies will be missed, as excellent work was consistently done.
· The Institutional Committee on Distance Education has asked Senate to review the draft response to the accreditation report. Later in the meeting, Dr. Judee Timm, Distance Ed Coordinator, spoke about the report and the work of the committee. Those comments are included here.

· ICDE has been meeting all year; a working committee
· Long-term plan for DE developed (presented to Senate previously).

· Follow-up report prepared, shared with Senate and will go to other shared governance committees. 

· Judee thanked Senate for earlier suggestion re reporting line for DE
· Response to Accreditation Recommendation #4 has two parts

· Related to evaluation of learning experiences

· Issues using Class Climate which requires MPC student email addresses, which our students don’t tend to use

· Emails sent to each student last semester, response still dismal so the faculty evaluation method needs work/improvement
· New Course approval process

· Working with  CAC

· CAC subcommittee will review course proposals for DE and hybrid courses in the future

· SLO information provided by FH, for which Judee expressed thanks

· Workshops being held generally monthly. This will continue at a minimum of once per month.

· The iLearn website has been cleaned up; in future, will not be “iLearn” but will be “MPC Online” with dual URLS through fall semester

· Living Room classes are being phased out

· Access to financial aid information is being worked on (technical issues being explored by IT)

· Protocols and goals for DE

· Cost center has been approved by College Council

· Next year, ICDE will be advisory to the Distance Ed Center, and function as a recommending body

· Bylaws will be developed

· Student and Staff Development sessions will be held, all are encouraged to come to DE Coordinator or ICDE with a need (there is a budget for staff development)

· DE faculty handbook being updated

· Online modules being developed (“Quick Start” for students and for faculty, two separate series of topics)

· Contractual language needs to be developed and included in the faculty contract

· Will need additional funding

· Standards for online review and peer evaluation will be developed

· SA asked that the Senate be asked to review whatever is put together for online faculty. Judee, as a past Senate president, totally agrees with this.

B. COC – 
· Kelly Fletes and Kathleen Clark have agreed to serve on Flex committee

· Motion to approve (AJ)

· Second (ST)

· Approval: unanimous

· College Council: regarding the vacancy on College Council cause by the impending retirement of Nancy Goehring, COC had been waiting for word from Jonathan Osburg, who had previously been interested in participating on CC. After discussion about approving his appointment assuming he was still interested, possibly having COC select someone, or other options, after checking w/Jon, is was determined he was no longer interested. Agreement that FH would send a message soliciting interest from interested faculty, names will be forwarded to COC. Approval can be made over summer if needed. (FH expects to have names to COC within a week)
C. Flex Day Committee Report (HF. CC)
· HF reported on  plans for Flex Fall 2011 and Spring 2012
· Schedule for fall should be posted
· Comments/feedback on dreary look of fall flex schedule

· Gathering data on locations for reflections discussions
· ST reported questions as to placement of Santa Rosa session within the Presidents’ address time slot

· Looking at options for format of town hall session
· Spring flex planning:

· CC went to talk to PE about information re spring flex; looking for more ideas re learning communities. 

· Gathering ideas for sessions for spring 12 flex
D. ASCCC Report (AJ)
· AJ reminded Senate that statewide ASCCC committees are good things, and information is available on the ASCCC website.

· 6 new transfer TMC degrees have been approved. The cid.net website has curriculum for review in various areas. 

III Old Business
 

A.  Student Success  

· FH: SA had asked following the Prezi, “how can we make a difference?”

· AJ: would like to investigate ways to involve students in how they define their own success (facilitate dialog with student organizations, encourage them to be proactive). A statewide student success task force exists, we can communicate with them about the multiple measures of success (it would help them).

· FH: has attended SLO group at ASCCC (both virtually and in person), including a session that dealt with the multiple measures of success. The statewide Senate thinks this (performance-based funding) is a “big, important issue.”

· SW: there are options for the reasons why people attend that cannot be quantified by checkboxes as on the current application forms; we have to look at other means of success other than whether a student met the “goal” they established by checking a box at the time of initial application.

· D. Garrison: there is a disconnect between the entry and exit in the system, and the move from what has existed for years (“open access”) brings up a  fundamental question that has to be dealt with. This year, 300+ degrees will be awarded and 500+ students will transfer to 4-year institutions, but there is no statewide method to measure the “success” of the students who transfer without attaining a degree. We get no credit for this, and there is a real issue trying to convert this to dollars. We have to look at the infrastructure and accountability and how they do not match.
· AJ: related story of her (older) student who came to work for job skills to help at her current employment. She is now applying to 4-year schools out of state, and there is no possible way to track this type of progress that is truly success. 

· SA: suggested a pre-emptive ad campaign (“look at how successful we are”). It is a highly political argument; wonders if this accountability argument will happen regardless of who is in power in Sacramento? 

· FH: this is bigger than one person

· SW: students might come to improve job skills, and they do so and thus are “successful” by having accomplished their goals. 

· CC: K-12 and universities have clear goals and measurements (degrees). Community colleges don’t have that same clear measurement of “success.”

· FH asked if, in his Board Report, and other places where he speaks, whether he should emphasize this as an issue?

· SA noted the complexity of the issue, and he and FH discussed there are essentially 13 “goals” to choose from on our application form, that there appear to be metrics coming our way, and the issue of incentivized funding is looming. It is important for people to hear about the inextricable linking of funding and the politicization that goes along with that. 

· After imploring Senate to tell him what to do, it was agreed that groups are doing their thing, the Senate and MPC have complex goals re student success, and people should be wary of reports in this area done by people outside the community college framework. 
B.
2010-2011 Goals and Objectives

· The 2010-11 draft annual report was reviewed. Discussion revealed consensus that it accurately reflects the activity of the past year. 

· Motion to approve AJ

· Second SW

· Approval Unanimous

C. 
FTES Prioritization 

· FH reminded Senate that, as President, he is trying to frame a discussion by having Senators go to Divisions and return with feedback on the topic. Wanted us to keep in mind HF’s comment that whatever we say (or not), we should do so consciously.

· ST: wondered why this was back on the agenda, as we had agreed on a resolution in support of the concept that Senate supports faculty primacy in decision-making, and believes faculty should be at the table for discussions re cuts. 

· KC: recalled that Senate was to return to respective divisions for feedback on this issue. Business Division met and discussed, and is emphatic that Senate should “support our programs; Senate should oversee what AAAG is doing.” 

· ST: asked if “our programs” means those in the Business Division, or ALL MPC programs?

· AJ: Humanities hasn’t met as a Division, but she reports faculty have high trust in the Division Chairs and they want to be sure we meet students’’ needs. Cuts should happen in ways that students can complete their programs. Example of consequences is that cuts in matriculation that lessened the assessment of students being placed into English courses affects the demand for developmental English classes. 

· Discussion points:

· Are we really supporting out students/programs?

· We don’t have enough funds

· The bigger question is if/when cuts come, how will we support every single program? We can’t. 

· It is not possible to support all our existing programs.

 IV. New business
A. Faculty Handbook – section on SLOs

· Link to sample/example SLOs suggested

· SA feels overall it is all right, but asked if we really want to mention “everyone’s’ worst nightmare” when discussing this.
· Although FH said yes, AJ expressed a similar reaction, sensing that it sets the faculty handbook language in a way that suggests a nightmare scenario. While this language might make sense in 2010, perhaps it might not make sense in a few years

· SJ suggested we modify it to be more factual and less opinion-based

· Consensus to keep this idea but to soften it

· SA motion to approve, with softened language referencing the potential impact of having others determine our actions related to development and implementation of policies etc. related to SLOs

· HF – second

· Approval unanimous

Offers of refreshments made. Meeting adjourned 4:36 p.m. 
Stephanie Tetter, Senate Secretary
5/19/11 
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