Academic Senate
August 27, 2009
  DRAFT Minutes

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—AC
		Steve Albert -SA
		Debbie Anthony – DA
		Jean-Claude Prado--JCP
		Chris Calima--CC
		Susan Joplin - SJ
		 Mark Clements - MC
		Jonathan Osburg – JO 
		Marguerite Stark – ABSENT
                      Deborah Ruiz--DR

	B. Acknowledgment of visitors
                Douglas Garrison, John Gonzales, Cark Pohlhammer

               Board member Carl Pohlhammer distributed briefcases collected by his 
               late wife Anita Arellano who served as the ASCCC representative for 
               MPC for 10 years.   
               
		
	C. Approval of Draft Minutes from meeting of 06/04/09
               Motion to accept minutes as recorded:  MC          
                     Second:  HF
                     Carries with the following abstentions: JCP, JO, SJ

II.   Reports
	A. President/SLO/CAC Report (FH)    
               1.  The flex subcommittee was acknowledged for planning an event that was      
                     well received and well attended. Special thanks to all of the faculty. 
                     presenters.
         2.   Academic Senate Representatives:  Welcome Steve Albert from       
               Social Sciences.  An At-Large seat is currently vacant due to Lauren               
               Michel’s resignation.  3 faculty members have expressed interest 
               (Madeleine MacBain, Brian Brady, Susan Walker).  
                Discussion:
a. AJ agreed to check with ESL faculty to be sure that they are aware that 
two candidates from their area are running.  The bylaws do not prohibit multiple 
candidates from the same area.
b. LL will create a ballot for electronic distribution as well as paper distribution.
 Faculty members can submit votes at the reference desk in the library.  
 Results will be tabulated by Friday Sep. 4th.
                 3.  Academic Senate travel and conference budget has been cut 45%  
                     to $1780. Need to decide how to spend.  Discussion:
                     FH:  We have traditionally used the funds to send our ASCCC rep 
                             to 2 plenary sessions, and one senator to the leadership 
                             institute in the summer.  Each conference costs roughly $1000.  
                             There are no scholarship funds.
                    HF:  Since plenary sessions are a priority, seems there is not much 
                             to decide.
                    AJ:    We could delete the workshops in the Fall and just attend the 
                             voting on issues, or perhaps send 2 faculty members only on 
                             voting day; we could also delete the Spring event where 
                             elections are the main activity.  There may be creative ways to 
                            stretch the funding.
                    DA:  We could submit a proposal that the ASCCC to broadcast the 
                            plenary session by teleconference and thereby eliminate one 
                            day.
                   Consensus for executive committee to discuss and make a 
                   recommendation.

           B.    COC 
                   1.  College Council has a vacancy for which the following faculty have 
                        volunteered to serve:  Richard Abend (ESL), Carolyn Hansen (World 
                        Languages/ASL), Alan Haffa (Social Sciences/Humanities), Nancy 
                        Goehring (Business), Alethea DeSoto (Counseling/Matriculation), 
                        Michael Torres (Counseling).        
                        COC recommends a candidate form Business or Social Sciences 
                        because these areas have not been represented; also recommend 
                        enhanced diversity (most of College Council is male).
                        FH:  Remember that the goal of College Council is not to have a 
                                representative from every area (only 7 faculty members total), but 
                                to “wear the MPC hat.”
                        CC:  There are many points to consider and COC often knows little 
                                about the faculty who volunteer. But I know that Alethea is 
                                diverse in background and is able to represent both MPC and  
                                Student Services. 
                       DA:  The only concern I have is her newness to this Campus; in the   
                                wake of budget issues coming, College Council will need a 
                                volunteer who is experienced in the issues facing MPC.
                      DR:  Her newness may result in less bias and cynicism.
                      AJ:   Humanities faculty would serve eagerly;  A new faculty member 
                              may be problematic, but Alethea does have experience from 
                              Cabrilo; It could also be important to include someone with business 
                              skills during these times. 
                       FH:  Tenure is not required for College Council, but may be viewed as 
                               beneficial. 
                      JCP:  Nancy has 25-30 years of experience.

                      Consensus to vote by individual secret ballot.  Nancy Goerhing received 
                      the most votes.  

                      CC:  In the near future it would be good to document an established    
                              voting procedure when there are more volunteers than openings for  
                              a committee; that way we can be transparent in the way the  
                              decision is made.
                      FH:  Requested that COC propose a procedure to the full senate at a   
                               future meeting.
                     JCP:  Described policy at another college where a list of all faculty was 
                               reviewed for committee membership as part of their contract. 
                               Administration enforced with letter of reprimand if faculty did not 
                               serve as required.
                     FH:    Updated COC Handbook could be used in that way.

                  2.  Debbie Anthony was approved unanimously to represent counseling on 
                       the BSI committee.
	 
              C.  Flex Day Committee Report (LL, HF)  
                   1.  Senators are asked to consider volunteering for the flex subcommittee          
                        in the capacity of chair, as LL’s term expires Spring, 2010.  LL and HF 
                        will continue planning for the Spring event and are happy to mentor any 
                        new volunteers. 
                    2. Ideas for keynote speaker are needed; the time is short for Spring 
                        planning.
a. FH;  Patrick Perry from the Chancellor’s Office may be available to speak 
about the use of data in analyzing student needs and in organizational 
planning.   
b. Other presenters that have already volunteered for breakouts:  Bill Jones 
(40 years of experience in assessing learning styles), and Bonnie Bufkin 
(to arrange a crisis management workshop).


   III. Old Business  
                Accreditation Self Study First Reading
                Discussion:
                 FH:   We are looking for anything that is untrue, delusional or grossly inconsistent. 
                           Does it tell the MPC story?
                          Recommendations of substance need to made quickly, as our second reading 
                        will take place on 9/10, then College Council has a second reading week of 9/17, 
                        and then the self-study will be on the agenda of 2 board meetings.
               CC:  There are few negatives; we meet every expectation-??  Seems there should be    
                       more disclosure of the steps we need to take in weak areas, plans.
          FH:  If we meet the standard, there is no need for a plan. We do have some plans.
          John Gonzales:  If we make a plan, we need to report the progress of the plan in the 
                  spirit of continuous quality improvement.  We have added plans in few places 
                  where we look to improve.
         Doug Garrison:  The plans are not “wish lists.”  We don’t want to have a huge number 
                  plans.  With the tone of the commission, we need to actually do what’s in our plan. 
                  The 2004 self study contained an onerous number of plans that were not acted    
                  upon and it became problematic to demonstrate continuous review.
         FH:   Maybe the reader should be led more directly to the plan through the Evaluation 
                  section.  e.g  Plans were formulated in relationship to SLOs because we are 
                  approaching proficiency but not there yet.
         AJ:   The self study was written in the Spring before budget details were known.  How 
                 will  we address information that is now inaccurate, e.g. the creation of the dean    
                 position described in IVA, which now cannot be filled due to budget constraints?
        Doug Garrison:   The visiting team will receive both the original self study and an 
                  addendum describing the updates.  All colleges have had to make changes due to 
                  financial constraints. It’s good to have the original document represent our    
                  standard, which is more accurate than what we were forced to do as a result of the 
                  budget crisis.
       John Gonzales:  The self study was written based on our reality in the Spring. We need to 
                 update it in an addendum to address reorganization, e.g. Not hiring an Dean of  
                 Economic Development and Off-Campus Programs.
            DR:    Regarding the flow of the document, I found the study hard to follow because the 
                      evidence is linked electronically.  Will the team read it electronically?  Awkward.
            FH:    The team gets both a hard copy and electronic version.  And all the evidence will be 
                      categorized by standard in hard copy in a designated room for easy access.
                      The Noel-Lovittz student surveys could use more elaboration as to how the results 
                      compare with other colleges.
             AJ:    Standard IIB tells the MPC story but the description is vague in places. E.g.   
                      Section 3, “MPC focuses time and energy on research…”   Hard to pin down what 
                      that means.
                 Standard IIIC is straightforward and informative.
                 Standard IVA is not clear in how the budget and resource allocation process 
                 reflects shared governance.  Specifically, Section 2b (in IVA) reads as though all of                       
                 the committees mentioned are part of the Academic Senate. It doesn’t accurately 
                 describe how the groups work together.  It also only addresses the Academic 
                  Senate in the Evaluation.  (Section 2b standard:  “The institution relies on faculty, 
                  its academic senate or other faculty structures, the curriculum committee, and 
                  academic administrators for recommendations about student learning and 
                  services”.

         MC:   Because there is so much redundancy in the standards, IVA is more of a  
                   synopsis,  and assumes that the reader is already familiar with the descriptions in 
                   previous standards.
             John Gonzales:  That is accurate. IVA is intended to be a synopsis, a “taste” of how shared 
                       governance works on campus, but shared governance itself and resource allocation is 
                       addressed in detail in Standard 1B.  IVA is intended to show how everyone can have
                       input in campus discussions.
             FH:    What feedback does the senate have about the diagram in IVA p.8 (Figure 4A.3)  MPC’s 
                       Leadership:  The Flow of Ideas and recommendations?”
             SA:    People read diagrams from the bottom up. Larger boxes are more significant. If SLO’s
                       are critical, they should have a box. It’s also good for clarity to have the populace listed 
                       at the bottom of the diagram.
             DA:    Where is MPCTA included in the diagram?
             FH:    Diagram intended to represent leadership flow of ideas and recommendations,
                       not contractual issues.
             AJ:    It’s not clear in the diagram how an individual faculty member might introduce an idea.    
             MC:   A picture is worth 1000 words—diagram needs an edit!
             AJ:    IVA is hard to follow in general. It doesn’t describe the structure of the governing board 
                      so much as it does the characterization (“excellent”).  It’s hard not to mesh “evaluation” 
                      with  “description.”
            MC:    Governing Board structure is in IVB, but for clarity good to add to IVA.
            DR:    IVA is very general, e.g. “We have a new college president.”  Need to add specific 
                       content, like hired in 2005, how many students served, etc.
            FH:    We have consensus that IVA needs attention.    
            
            Motion:  The Academic Senate recommends that Standard IVA of the self study is expanded to 
                          better clarify the faculty role by 
                         a) revising the flow diagram on 8 to reflect those it serves;
                         b) providing greater detail in the description of Section1;  and
                         c)  revising the description of Section 2b to accurately reflect the hierarchy of shared 
                             governance groups in the institutions reliance on faculty recommendations
                        (MC).  Second:  HF.
                        Carried unanimously.
       
            FH:   Please send all comments ASAP to Fred with specific standard and page # of the
                     document.  Time is critical!
                     Standard IIA (begins p. 13) is very well written in response to SLOs as part of faculty 
                     evaluations.
            LL:    Senate Leadership Institute breakout session about Accreditation described that 
                     SLOs are not  to be used in a comparative or punitive manner against individuals.
                     Can include an item on faculty evaluation: “Did you evaluate SLOs in your class” 
                     and can be done as part of self-eval.     
           FH:    The standards are interpreted differently by colleges because they are written 
                     Inconsistently.
           MC:   There are places in the self study that say SLO’s will be placed in Program Review, 
                      and places that say they are in Program Review. Different messages.
           
                             We need to do a word a search for consistency; the structure is in place and
                             now we need to put it in practice. 
                     AJ:   State conferences emphasize that the dialog is important.
                     SA:   Will faculty members be asked to produce their SLOs for the visiting team to read?
                              Do we know a percentage of faculty that have completed them?
                     FH:   We don’t have a repository of completed SLOs; faculty did so on a voluntary basis 
                              and kept in their departments/divisions.   It’s unlikely that individual faculty members 
                              would be asked for their SLO documentation.
                     Doug Garrison:  The important message is that we have a method for assessing SLOs
                              at MPC and that we dialog about them.    
                     FH:    Goal for next senate meeting is to endorse the self study in its entirety, with attention 
                                given to revisions in IVA.



        IV.  New Business
              (Academic Senate Goals for 09-10, and Guidelines for Faculty Evaluations deferred)

             


             Adjourned at 4:38 pm
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Laura Loop, Senate Secretary

