Academic Senate
September 10, 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--ABSENT


Susan Joplin - SJ


 Mark Clements – MC  (arrived after roll)


 Madeleine MacBain – MM 


Marguerite Stark – MS
                      Deborah Ruiz—DR / Stephanie Tetter—ST
                      Susan Walter--SW

B. Acknowledgment of visitors

                John Gonzales
               President welcomed new At-Large senators Madeleine (Mila) MacBain, and Susan Walter.

.   

C. Approval of Draft Minutes from meeting of 08/27/09

               Motion to accept minutes as recorded:  DR          
                     Second:  SJ
                     Carries with the following abstentions:  ST, MS, MM, SW
II.   Reports

A. President/SLO/CAC Report (FH)    
               1.  FH attended an accreditation visiting team training in Oakland on Sep. 9th.  The chair     

                    of the team provided firm direction about the main purpose of the visit is: to see 

                    whether the processes described in the self study are being used.  e.g How do you    

                  participate in Program Review?  How do you propose and revise curricula? How                  

                  do you use student learning  outcome results in assessing effectiveness? How    

                  do you participate in the resource allocation  process?  "Follow the money    

                   backwards"
             2.   Team leader Doug Houston, President of Lassen College in Susanville delineated 
                   clear teaks for each member pending a visit to Las Positas College where FH 

                   will participate on the accreditation team.
             3.    ACCJC provides good fundamental ideas on how to judge the quality of an 
                    academic institution, e.g.

a. Peer Review

b. Solid information about student learning should inform or form the rationale for decisions  (like student achievement and SLOs)
c. Program Review should provide self evaluation of quality and effectiveness, 

and be a fundamental place where student achievement and SLO assessment information is used

d. Student learning is always central to planning and resource allocation decisions
                        4.  However, ACCJC has not executed these major themes in a clear and effective     

                             manner.  e.g.  
a. Repetitiveness and organization of standards
b. Rubrics without a clear connection to  standards
c. Power-point presentations and newsletters that communicate slightly different messages 
d. Visiting teams that have as many different opinions, perspectives, and complaints as we do
                       Discussion:

                       AJ:    How many classroom faculty are on the team?

                       FH:    Not sure because my training occurred separately from the rest; but I am the 

                                 only faculty member on my team.  Faculty members are highly encouraged to 

                                 volunteer by submitting name to Doug Garrison who then forwards to ACCJC    

                                 for consideration.

                       JCP:  I participated once and really liked it. There were 4-5 faculty members on my 

                                 team and we had real conflicts in writing the report. I learned a great deal.
                       5.  Board Policy:  Computer and Network Use Policy

                             Has been drafted and submitted for a friendly first look by senate, not as part of 

                             the PACC process. It combines and updates two existing policies (Internet  
                             Network Use, and Electronic Mail).  The draft policy has been forwarded by 

                             executive committee (for feedback within one week) to the Distance Ed Task  

                             Force and the Academic Freedom committee.  Plan is to discuss at the next 
                             Senate meeting (9/24) with comments from those committees.
           B.    COC 
                   No report.
           C.  Flex Day Committee Report (LL, HF)  
                   1.  Senators are again 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.   Please ask for volunteers in departments/divisions. 

                        We meet on the Thursday opposite senate meetings at 4 pm in the faculty lounge

                         upstairs in the library.  Any faulty staff or faculty member is welcome to help plan 

                         the events.   

                    2. Ideas for theme are needed. AJ suggested a theme “What does it mean to be a 
                        Community college, how has it changed?”   May be the perfect platform to give
                         meaning to the accreditation self-study and to inspire data driven decision
                         making on campus. Hopefully, Patrick Perry of the Chancellor’s Office will be 
                         available to provide a  keynote speech. 

                        DA:   We should ask COC to contact faculty members who were not recently 

                                 elected to College Council or at-Large senate seats, but who wished to serve. 

                                 They may want to participate on flex committee.

   III. Old Business  
                Accreditation Self Study Second Reading

                Discussion:
                 DA:   There was discussion on SSAG about process—will there be opportunity for more 

                           input for self-study?  Student Services faculty are just now submitting changes for  

                           Standard  IIB.  It is heavily weighted with departments that do independent counseling
                           (like categorical programs) for a smaller number of students.
           SW:    We have sent comments to Larry Walker for IIB only. There are some omissions
                      pertaining to the role and function of the counseling department.  e.g TRIO and 

                      EOPS are mentioned, but in-reach and outreach of the general counseling 

                      department is not stated.  IIB by itself does not reflect the role of general   

                      counseling.
            FH:    There is time for addendums, but the question is whether the omission causes  

                      us to not fully meet the standard.  

            JCP:  Should this not have been found a while ago?
            DA:    Yes, but with the new dean and the fact we’ve only looked at the document last 

                       week, there was a delay.

            AJ:     Another question is whether it tells the MPC story.  The document does not 

                      appear to adequately reflect the breadth of cooperation and coordination in the 

                      role of the general counselors.  Also, we were to re-visit the organizational                     

                      diagrams in Standard IVA)   

           (Vice President HF presided momentarily while FH located electronic diagram updates)                        
                 SA     What is the extent of the revision that Counseling would like to see? Major?  Just a 

                            paragraph?
                 DA:     Just an inclusion of the role of general counselors.

                 MC:    While we need to stop revisions somewhere, and last week would have been a better 

                            time,  if we the document does not accurately reflect who we are and what we do, 

                            the visiting team will find it.  

                JCP:    In my visiting team experience, we spent 8 hours on one paragraph about counseling, 

                            asking the same 2-3 questions of many people.  It’s very important to students. If the 

                            self-study is inaccurate it will be a weakness.
                FH:      College Council is the group that will make recommendations to the President,
                           who in turn takes then to the Board. Advisory groups give advice to the College 

                           Council We need to decide if we can endorse the self study or not from the faculty  

                           perspective. Counseling can send recommendations directly to College Council, 

                          which will complete a second reading next week. 

                    (FH again presiding).
                    FH:   Diagram of the Administration Organizational Chart and  MPC's Leadership:
                            The Flow of Ideas and Recommendations MPC  were projected for viewing.  
                             See Appendix. Other diagrams? Admin Org Chart—is it in the self-study?? 
                     Discussion:

                     AJ:   It’s hard to track the function of the PVP in relationship to shared governance                                               

                             groups in the structural diagram.
                     FH:  It is addressed in the text only, in reference to the Budget Planning and 

                             Allocation Process.   Without agendas and minutes available to demonstrate its
                             function, hard to place in the diagram.

                     SW: The organizational chart is temporary?  Reflects how things were envisioned,  

                              not as they are (e.g. dean position for Economic Development). An addendum 

                              should correct—“As of Spring 2010…”   


           ST:  Agree; need to clarify title or correct the diagram.

                      HF:  Could simplify by deleting the names.

                      FH:   The visiting team needs names to know who to request at meetings.  Agree 

                               that an addendum should provide info  “as of Spring 2010…”  The self-study
                               will go to the Board of Trustees for the October and November meetings.
                      DR:   As previously mentioned, the visiting team may want to read the self-study in

                                print form, and the links are unwieldy.
                      MC:   And some of the links don’t work.

                      JCP:  Place on CD or flash drive so that there is no need to click links or type in URLs.

                      FH:    The format will be made as easy to read as possible for the visiting team.

                      Motion:  The Academic Senate approves the Accreditation Self-Study with continued

                                    faculty and staff input as needed (DA).  Second:  JCP.

                                    Carries with the following abstentions:  MM, SW.  

        IV.  New Business
A. Academic Senate Goals for 2009-2010
FH:  As we contemplate goals for the 09-10 academic year, what stays with us from 

        the self-study we just completed?

Discussion:

 SA:  The general feeling that one needs to be reflective on one’s teaching; a 

         personalization of the process; an underlying tremor that percolated into my own 
         processes.
AJ:    The ACCJC themes emphasize that dialog is important. It’s valuable to talk to 

          colleagues about what we do.  I would hope that we will take the initiative to keep 
          the conversation going.   e.g…how other disciplines developed their GEOs.
MC:   The ACCJC language is confusing, but to me the importance of a standard is 

          what the student gets out of it.

 FH:   We’ve seen a shift from a focus on teaching to a focus on learning.

SW:    We need to remember the intangibles, like goal direction, self-confidence, etc.

JCP:   I’m interested in what; happens to students after MPC… the long term effects at

           4-year institutions and in the workplace.
FH:     As an author of Standard 1B (Improving Institutional Effectiveness),  I found

           “excellence” to be a constant goal. We want to funnel what we define as excellent

            into our goals.  Institutional goals are due again in 2010. We know that peer review
            is at the heart of excellence.  
 DA:    We need to keep in mind the needs of students in our hiring practices; new areas 

            of instruction; like where is the hot place to study English now, so we can better
            counsel our students.
JCP:    We need to consider the possibility of student dorms as an opportunity for growth 

            and revenue.

 SA:     We can also profile the online environment as a place to go to school.  The 

            possibilities  are very underdeveloped.

                    SW:    The world changes rapidly, but our programs do not.   e.g. We could explore CTE 

                               programs in green economy as an opportunity for job preparation.

                    FH:     Sadly, our Dean of Economic Development position s vacant due to budget-driven 

                               downsizing.

                    MM:    I am putting together a program with the Automotive Tech dept. for ESL students. 

                               We can create green programs using federal stimulus money without the dean 

                               position.

                    AJ:      We cannot allocate dollars to programs, but we can as the senate talk about how to 

                               create an environment where new partnerships are developed.

                   FH:      It is within our purview to pursue a policy for Program Development. Suggest that 

                               the executive committee focus on goals/objectives to propose.
                   AJ:      New senators may benefit from reviewing the goal/objectives from 2008-2009 as 

                               they are reported in the annual report (available on the senate website).

                    MC:     Need to remember to balance the measurables with the intangibles; the dialog is 

                                 important in creating behaviors that achieve objectives.
B.  Noel-Levitz Results (Rosaleen Ryan, Director of Institutional Research)
· Results from the Spring ’09 Noel-Levitz student surveys were made available to the 

 self-study component authors. The document can be found at the Office of Institutional Research website.  http://www.mpc.edu/institutionalresearch/Documents/Monterey%20Peninsula%20College%20vs%20California%20Comparison%20-%205-2009.html
· Items were scored on a scale form 1-7. Can sort the results by item, by importance,
 satisfaction, etc.   MPC results were compared with those of 12-13 other colleges.   
· A higher gap number represents a challenge (high importance and low satisfaction 

                    and/or large performance gap).  
· A negative “mean difference” indicates a more negative student response than average.  650 students responded out of 1300 sampled.  While the selected sample was representative of the student population, those returned were more from younger students.

· 3 asterisks indicate the most statistically significant items, but the 
       idea of “benchmarks” is overstated because we were compared to only 12-14 
       other colleges. 

Discussion:

 FH:  Did anything jump out as needing action?
 Rosaleen:  Overall our students seem satisfied, parking aside. The results provide 

           a source of evidence for the self-study, but also a useful starting point for                     

           departments and divisions to design more specific surveys.

FH:  Did the survey confirm anything for you?  Gap numbers that are significant?

Rosaleen:  It confirmed that the quality of our offerings is satisfying to students, key to 

          Standard II. There are so many asterisks (for statistical significance) because 

         of the sample size.

JCP:  Is there anything we should look at as teaching faculty?

Rosaleen:  Look at the challenges.

MC:  Academic advising comes up in several items as a challenge.  We may want to

         look at how we orient students, and who we have defined as an advisor.

ST:   Did the return sample deviate in any other ways besides age from the intended   

         sample?

Rosaleen:  There were few vocational and technical student surveys returned.

FH:  How should we use the data in the planning process?  Do we want to look at more 

         subsets of the data?

SA:   We should use the data in planning, but not be driven by it. Maybe 8% reliance!
MC:   Will we do the survey again?

Rosaleen:  The original intention was to repeat during a later semester for comparison,

         but it’s costly.
 AJ:  We may want to focus on the CTE programs. Perhaps we would have had 

        different results.

MM:  The survey was too complicated for ESL students, and also many who require 

         Supportive Services.

FH:   Consensus to use the date in the future as one source in developing goals and 

         programs.

             Adjourned at 4:37 pm
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