Academic Senate
May 6, 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 (arrived after roll)
                      Alexis Copeland—AC (arrived after roll)


Steve Albert –SA (arrived after roll)


Kevin Raskoff--Absent


Jean-Claude Prado—JCP


Chris Calima--CC


Susan Joplin - Absent


Madeleine MacBain – MM 


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

  B. Acknowledgment of visitors

                None

  C. Approval of Draft Minutes from meetings of 04/22/10
                Motion to adopt minutes as written:  AJ.  Second (CC).  Carried unanimously.
II.   Reports

     A. President/SLO Committee Report    
          1.  FH, AJ and DA presented the equivalency expectations to AAAG, and they were well   

               received. AAAG will agendize for further discussion.

               AJ:  Some members of AAAG were surprised by the complexity and seemed to truly be 

                       trying to understand the intricacies of equivalency.  

                     2.  Librarians have outlined the Pro’s and Con’s of having the Library Director be an 

                          administrative position. Please discus with departments/ divisions and bring  

                          feedback to next meeting.     

                B.  COC (MC reporting) 
                      1. For Professional Review Board (PRB), Dave Clemens is willing to serve.  He is a past
                           Allen  Griffin Award winner and sabbatical recipient, creator of the Great Books program. 

                          Motion to approve Dave Clemens for PRB (SW).  Second:  AJ.  Carried unanimously.

                     2.  There is currently one vacancy on the Enrollment Advisory Committee (EAC). After the 

                           summer there will be many committee vacancies to fill.

                          FH:  Alan Hoffa has been invited to the next College Council meeting (approved at last 

                                 Senate meeting).
           C.  Flex Day Committee Report (CC)
                 CC distributed an updated draft schedule for the Fall 2010 flex event:

· ASMPC president has been invited to deliver a 5-minute update.
· Breakout by Elias Kary has been cancelled. In its place, Gary Fuller has been invited to present an update to utilization of faculty health benefits.

· “Tech Petting Zoo” has been added.

· Book picture for “History of White People” is non-descriptive. Open to suggestions for better description of the breakout.

· Theme title suggestions are welcome.

· Happy Hour can be arranged at Islands restaurant patio from 4-7 pm, but their fundraising budget has been reduced.

Discussion:

 FH:  Suggest longer text description of the “History of White People.”

 AJ:   If Gary Fuller’s presentation is not confirmed, suggest an artistic offering such 

         as art gallery show or musical performance.

MM:  The “Writer Across Disciplines”  has no ENSL presenter. I would be willing to 

          present myself if no one is available.
SA:    The new Student Services building (when it is finished in the future) would be 

          a good place for a “happy hour” or the center of a theme.
           D.   ASCCC Report (AJ’s continued report on Spring Plenary Session)  See Appendix.
                  Highlights:
                  1. Keynote address by Brian Murphy emphasized that the extent to which we can maintain the 
                       values and principles in the Master Plan of higher education in California depends on how

                       well we prepare our students.
                  2.  Resolutions encouraged greater participation of adjunct faculty in local and state senate 

                       committees, as the Academic Senate is the voice of all faculty.

                  3.  Continued problems with the ACCJC has prompted a search for other options for 

                       accreditation.

                  4.  Early Childhood Education faculty have voiced concern about a trend in outsourcing  

                       campus child care services to less expensive alternatives, as the child care centers are 

                       also a “lab” for students and not merely a service. 

                  5.  A resolution addressed the negative view of “excessive units”; for many students the extra 

                       classes are not superfluous but are a necessary part of their overall educational pathway.
                  6.  Transfer:  The legislative transfer bill was supported;  one resolution was sent back to the 

                       executive committee [the one calling for a transfer degree for students completing 60                           

                       transferrable units to the college/university where they have applied].

                    A summary of all resolutions is available at the state senate website:  www.asccc.org
                     Discussion:

                       SW:  Where is the transfer bill in the legislative process?

                       AJ:   Has been voted out of committee, back to Assembly, but will not be on place by Fall 

                               2010.

                       FH:  The tone of the plenary session, emphasis on outside influences on educational 

                               outcomes, perhaps invites a focus on accountability for the senate president’s 

                               comments at flex day. Faculty need to be sure to stay at the table in order to

                               influence the future of CA CCCs.

                       SA:   Use caution; may find yourself trapped into supporting measurement.

                       MC:  The whole system is feeling pressure; it’s good to understand where it’s coming from.

          II.  Old Business
A. General Discussion on Faculty Role in Planning Grant Proposals
FH:  There was inadequate faculty input for an informed decision about the BRIC application 

        due to time constraints.  The current system for assuring faculty input is the Senate 

        President’s signature. Is that enough?

MC:  If the grant proposal affects curriculum or instruction, then need faculty input to 

         determine the impact on programs, hidden costs, etc.    
SW:  Need more structure; affected faculty should have input in writing.
.                     SA:  The grant process involves more than just the senate president’s signature; also 

                               administrative signatures, etc. The problem with putting too much process in place is

                               that it may create unintended obstacles to beneficial grants.    
                      MC:  OK to trust the senate president’s judgment about signing, but do need to assure

                               that the right faculty are involved up front; hearing about it after the fact is not helpful 

                               because then there are criteria to live by.
          III.  New Business

A. Board Policy Review
1.  BP and AP 5250 Budget Management  (reading only)

 BP 6500 Property Management (reading only)

 BP 6550 Disposal of Property (reading only)

Motion to send to PACC for continued shared governance review (SA). Second:  SW.

Carried unanimously.
2.  BP 3010 Program Development (First Reading)

FH:   Title change suggested as “Curriculum Development and Review,” as “curriculum” 

         encompasses courses and series of courses, and “Program Review” is something 

         different.

 SW:  “Programs” are a separate entity from “Curriculum” as reviewed by the CAC. CTE 

           programs, for instance, have to meet criteria for justification. The word 
           “Program” should stay in the title; it’s not really referring to “program review.”    
 MM:  “Curriculum” (singular) refers to the activities within a single course; “Curricula” 

           (plural) refers to sequencing of courses.

MC:   The Board relies primarily on the CAC for decisions about curriculum (as an

          equal to the senate), but language should reflect that they work together).  
Consensus to review MOU between Academic Senate and CAC, and to carefully 

consider use of the word “curriculum” 
3.  BP 3105 Pre-Requisites and Co-Requisites
 MM:  Punctuation (add comma after line 2 “co-requisites”) better explains the use of     

          “advisories on recommended preparation for courses.”
SA:   Do individual pre/co-reqs need to be “clearly explained for each course?

FH:   General definition in the schedule and catalog.

SW:  Title 5 definition already states that pre/co-reqs are not to be barriers, but rather 

          are aids to student success; no need to state it explicitly in Board policy, though 

          it is harmless; If the pre/co-req is imposed by transfer restrictions, then no need

          for statistical analysis. Hopefully the senate resolution will influence a change in 

          Title 5 to allow content review as the basis for establishing pre/co-reqs.

B. 2010-11 Goals for the Academic Senate
FH proposed the following senate goals for 2010-2011.  Further discussion to be agendized 5/20/10.
· Discuss how “Academic Excellence” or “Institutional Effectiveness” is

                            defined for MPC.  Perhaps it should be defined as “The Effort to Improve”

                               SA:  We need to better understand the metrics; who is imposing the outcome 

                                        measurements and what are they? Transfer rates? Graduation rates?  
                               MM:  The goals should include transparency about the metrics. Some are at the course 

                                         level, some at the program level, some are institutional.
· Address Accreditation recommendations on SLOs.
                           “Develop and implement a more effective and clearer strategy for integrating SLOs 
                            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.”

  
                            “Complete the process of assessment to guide improvement of student learning” 

                            “Complete the process of identifying course-level SLOs and ensure that student 

                              information is clear, that SLOs are described, and that students receive syllabi 
                              reflective of the identified SLOs

                             “Take steps to ensure that faculty and others directly responsible for student progress 
                              toward achieving stated SLOs have, as a component of their evaluation, effectiveness in 
                              producing those learning outcomes.” (FH will investigate how other colleges have 

                              responded to this standard)
 

· Address Accreditation recommendations on Distance Ed
                            “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.”

                            “Develop clear protocols and strategic goals for distance education learners that meet

                             the institutional outcomes of the college and the ACCJC policy on DE.”

 

· Examine, recommend changes if appropriate, and disseminate information in the 
                              following areas:
· Hiring 
· Full-time tenure track faculty hiring procedure 
· Adjunct hiring procedure 

· Equivalency processes  

· Associated board policies on faculty hiring and equivalency 

· Interview techniques? 

 

· New Faculty Orintation and Mentoring
· Faculty Handbook 

        What should this document include?

                        Information on program review

                        SLOs

                        Basic Skills info

· Board Policy on Faculty Duties (currently includes “checking mailboxes regularly”) 

· Mentoring program 

        Training for mentors

        What information is needed by new faculty members?

 

· Program Review
· Perhaps we could encourage training on how to make the existing process
 as useful as it possibly can be.

                 Adjourned at 4:30 pm
APPENDIX
ASCCC Spring Plenary Report 2010

Resolutions Wrap-up

ACADEMIC SENATE:  Resolutions to encourage greater participation & support for PT faculty


See RES. 1.04, 1.07, 1.08, 1.09

ACCREDITATION:  Debate over how to best communicate with the ACCJC; adopted a strong but more positively worded resolution calling for specific responses to ASCCC concerns – working with other constituent groups – RES. 2.03 passed unanimously – Withdrew more strongly negative NO Confidence resolution

EQUITY & DIVERSITY:  Adopted ASCCC papers on Student Equity issues

ARTICULATION & TRANSFER:  MUCH DEBATE; Fred has provided context, legislative language, and resolutions to you:  RES. 4.07 passed (favors SB1440); RES. 4.03 was sent back to Exec. Comm. to clarify and return

BUDGET & FINANCE:  RES. 5.01 to fund ECE Labs passed

STATE & LEGISLATIVE ISSUES:  Debate over primary “mission” of CCC (offer BA degrees?)  BSI funding and flexibility issues – passed RES. 6.02 with amendments on flexibility and priority of BS funding

CONSULTATION W/CHANCELLOR:  Support for CCC Assess (conditional RES. 7.02) and express frustration with Chancellor’s MOU and lack of process, RES. 7.01 and 7.03

CURRICULUM:  Gen. Ed reciprocity, RES. 9.02, ECE program support, PE program support, lots of concern over Noncredit issues expressed in RES. 9.06, 9.07. 9.08, 9.09

DISCIPLINES LIST:  RES. 10.02 FAILED IN A BIG WAY – ALMOST UNANIMOUS; RES. 10.03 Refer to Exec to review (establish a CTE Teaching AA?) and RES. 10.04 to allow equivalencies we also referred to Exec. for more detail/consequences/research

GENERAL CONCERNS: Several accountability issues, concern with “excess units” tied to Transfer issues

TEXTBOOKS: RES. 20.01 in support of finding economic responses to high text costs

VOCATIONAL: RES. 21.01 Passed to encourage CTE faculty participation in Senate & state organizations

Please see www.asccc.org for complete text of all Spring 2010 resolutions, papers, and Appendices

Spring 2010 Academic Senate for the CA Community Colleges Plenary Report

April 15-17, 2010
San Francisco, CA

The theme for the Spring 2010 Plenary Session was “Changing Climate,” and the focus in Keynote and Breakout sessions was on ways for us to adapt and respond to changing forces and patterns in student demographics and needs, budget considerations, mission for the CCCs, curriculum development, and work with other agencies, organizations, and institutions.

Keynote Presentations

Dr. Brian Murphy, President, De Anza College “CA Community Colleges: Past, Present and Future”

Dr. Murphy’s presentation was a look back at the original design/dream of the CA Master Plan for Higher Education, the current status of that Plan, and challenges to the future.  He reviewed the early hopes and philosophical foundations for the Master Plan, including the belief that the Plan would contribute to the “general advancement of the State and the Public Good.”  The plan was to create an institutional “architecture” for the State, built on the principles of (1) economic growth – the idea that an educated workforce would lead to labor productivity and effectiveness, (2) social peace – that fair access to all Californians would provide shared opportunities and build community, and (3) Democratic Culture – the college system would provide the “preconditions for a true multicultural democracy,” and only a broadly educated community can govern, decide and lead.

In the current climate, several significant shifts have impacted the CCCs.  The major changes in social demographics, resistance by the public to support education as a “public good” (in terms of taxation and political support), increased income gap, and high rates of illiteracy, incarceration, and health quality issues have all put pressure on the CCCs at a time when the financial and political resources have declined.  Another shift in attitude is the focus on privatization in many fields and the view of education as a “commodity.”

Future challenges include the continuing state budget crisis and our ability to examine and imagine new ways for financial support.  There is extraordinary pressure on colleges in terms of “productivity” and completion (ways to measure success), and a debate over local autonomy and statewide expectations.  The national push for ideas like “performance-based funding” will be another pressure on the CCCs.  One of our internal challenges in whether or not we are preparing our students for the future – is our curriculum tied to context and relevance for their lives?  Do students feel empowered by their education?  Will they be prepared to lead – organize – advocate for the “dream” articulated in the original Master Plan?  Are we, faculty and students, prepared to work with the legislature as we move forward?  Do we want to maintain the values and principles in the Master Plan as we “fight for the future” of higher education in California?

 “A Conversation about Prerequisites” with a panel of presenters from a range of college constituent groups

Mark Wade Lieu provided historical context for the discussion about Prerequisites: early debates, the SoCal. Lawsuit, legislative attempts to shape the policies, and research limitations.  He noted that some of the recent institutional effectiveness and BSI discussions led to review of the role Prerequisites play in student success and educational reform.  In Spring 09 ASCCC adopted a resolution in support of “content review” as a basis for prerequisite changes and a Task Force was formed to study the issue.  The goal of the Task Force was to consider changes that would help improve student success, and the focus of the work will/does involve college research data, review of Title 5 language, Board policies, and the ability to identify skills students need to succeed in classes – and how they will gain those skills.  

As we move into “content review” analysis, it will be important to require multiple measures and to monitor changes for disproportionate impact on student populations.  Keep in mind that the goal is to improve student preparation and success, and we may need to have remedies ready for any impact on student experience.  It will also be important to provide training resources to faculty on how to conduct content review.  The possible changes to Title 5 and implementation could happen in the next 10 months.

Breakout Sessions

Session #1: “There is no Equivalent to the Associate Degree” Discussion

The debate over establishing “equivalency” to the Associate Degree in the disciplines that do not require a Master’s degree continued.  Topics explored included role of legislation, concern over credit/noncredit/community service courses and potential shifts from one category to another if the legislature perceives faculty to be “underqualified” for college credit teaching, loose standards on equivalency historically setting a bad precedent, role of professional certification programs in place of college coursework, and a reminder that the ASCCC position is that there must be SOME GE coursework to satisfy an “Equivalency.”  The importance of having a rigorous Equivalency process was reinforced, and again NO to Single Course Equivalency policy position echoed.

Session #2: “Minimum Qualifications Equivalency Training”

The focus in the Equivalency Process is to establish whether or not applicants have the required “minimum qualifications” to enter into the “interview” process – there is nothing in the Equivalency process to suggest that an applicant can “teach” or “serve,” only that the applicant meets the state mandated level of preparation and professional/academic qualifications.  Many confuse the two – 

Wheeler North, ASCCC State Committee member, reports good communication with the Chancellor’s office on Equivalency issues, and while the Board of Governors sets the Title 5 language, there is an expectation that faculty can “self-regulate” on the equivalency and professional review process.  There are Accreditation standards that reflect concerns with faculty qualifications, but the only audits or investigations recorded have been in response to “complaints” filed by students or citizens – this is particularly a problem if a single-course equivalency has been granted.  

The session reinforced key considerations: Equivalency must include some reference to GE requirements, verify subject area knowledge, teaching experience NOT equivalent to Subject area knowledge or graduate coursework, review of “degree title” when courses are comparable, and still working on how “work/professional experience” corresponds to Subject Area knowledge.

Note: single course equivalencies were NEVER considered legal, so someone approved in a single course situation can not be “grandfathered” in –

Session #3: CCC and the “Transfer Degree”

This session reviewed the multiple resolutions pertaining to transfer degrees, and presenters provided information on the Florida State system and the recommendations from Nancy Shulock’s Institute at SacState – all focus on streamlining the transfer process and “awarding” an AATransfer degree as a way to “complete” the CC educational process.  Mostly counseling faculty in attendance – general Q & A about transfer issues.

Session #4: The Future of the CA CC

*See Fred’s detailed notes on this session too

Three Questions set the discussion:  How will things change?






How are others defining our future?






How will we shape our future?

We heard about the CCLC Commission on the Future, the Update to the CA Master Plan, and questions about a return to the “Junior College” model, with the question of some CCs offering BA degrees.

The Shulock Institute puts out yearly reports on CCs – comments on policy issues, underfunding of the CC system, assessment, prereqs, EAP, Transfer issues, and other coordination/ CSU concerns.

Legislative Analysts Office and updated CA Master Plan (see www.lao.gov)

Issues for the LAO include recognizing the higher ed. role in a public agenda to meet statewide goals, strengthen mechanisms for coordination, funding, shared missions and accountability; need to reform the Higher Ed Commission.  The pressure for data accountability and possible “performance-based funding” could come from LAO.

We joined in small group discussions on hopes and challenges for our individual colleges.

Session #4: Transfer and Articulation Breakout

This session explored articulation and transfer issues between HS and CCC, between different CCCs, and from CCC to CSU/UC.  We discussed the Credit By Exam policies, HS agreements, use of EAP, and recurring communication problems between segments and college departments.

Thank you again for the opportunity to represent MPC at the State Plenary Session; I’m happy to report that many of our colleagues were very interested in our MPC programs, policy development, and Senate activities.  Several asked for materials from our Equivalency Committee and others were impressed by our Flex Day leadership and collaborative work across the campus.  Please let me know if you have any questions on Plenary activities, Resolutions, or resources from the ASCCC.

Submitted by Anita Johnson, MPC State Delegate
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