Academic Senate
September 18, 2008

Draft Minutes


I. Opening Business


A. Call to Order and Roll Call



Alfred Hochstaedter, President- FH



Heather Faust, Vice President - HF


Laura Loop, Secretary--LL


Anita Johnson, ASCCC Representative – AJ

                      Alexis Copeland—AC

                      Jamie Dagdigian--ABSENT



Alan Haffa -AH



Debbie Anthony – DA 


Lauren Michel--LM


Jon Mikkelsen – JM



Chris Calima--CC


Susan Joplin - SJ



 Mark Clements - MC


Jonathan Osburg - JO



Marguerite Stark – MS

                      Stephanie Tetter—ABSENT

B. Acknowledgment of visitors

                Dr. Garrison (DG) and Dr. Gonzalez (JG) joined after agenda item.                      

C. Approval of Draft Minutes from meeting of 9/04/08
                1.  Date for new faculty reception corrected to 9/19.
                2.  JM withdrew comment related to Old Business, Faculty Hire      

                    Prioritization Process.
                3. Motion (AH) to accept amended minutes.

                     Second:  HF

                     Carries unanimously. 
II.
Reports


A. President/SLO/CAC Committee reports

                No report.   SLO Assessment Form is on the agenda.

B. ASCCC Report
                No report. Update for Plenary session at next meeting.

C. COC

     1.  MC distributed Committee on Committee Recommendations with 2  

                     parts listing faculty nominations:  Committees, and Faculty 

                     Evaluations.  Future recommendations from COC will be presented 

                     in this format.
2. Professional Recognition Board:  Committee members are having  difficulty trying to find a time to meet. Consensus is afternoon. First task is to draft bylaws.  Tina Rondez nominated. Motion to accept (FH), Second: AH. Carries unanimously.
3. Dean of Liberal Arts:  No librarian is available to participate.  The only available representative from Social Sciences/Creative arts participated on the previous committee, but JG would like a whole new committee because of unresolved meeting time conflicts. Proposed members:  Marilyn Wilcox, Diane Boynton, Elizabeth Bishop.
a. JG agreed to accept committee as is.

b. Motion to accept (AH).  Second: AJ.  Carries with one opposed (DA).
4. Facilities Committee:  Kathleen Rozman to replace Steve Ruth. Motion to accept (AH). Second: HF.  Carries with one abstention (JM)

5.   CAC:  Proposed membership:   LaRon Johnson, John Osburg, 

      Paola Gilbert. Motion to accept (AJ). Second:  HF.  Carries with one 

      abstention (JO).

5. FH expresses concern that approval of all Faculty Evaluation committees will be overly time consuming for the senate. Perhaps COC could be empowered to approve, or faculty could approach senate if there are disputes. 

a. MC:  Faculty members have recourse to senate review if appeal is  desired.

b. JM:  Motion to delete Faculty Evaluations from the regular 
      COC report and instead rely on the faculty prerogative to 
      exercise contractual right to senate review if desired.   
      Second:  AH.  Carries unanimously.   
          (Item # IV New Business discussed at this time…see below). 

D. Flex Day Committee Report

               1.  Flex survey results were distributed.  Mostly positive comments 
                     from participants. 
a. Some logistical areas for improvement will be discussed with staff development committee, and feedback about parking passes (incidental comments on the flex survey) will be shared with Administration.
b. Tech session topics were valued but delivery did not meet faculty needs for intense hands-on training.  Stephanie Tetter has joined flex committee and is willing to work on enhancing future tech sessions to better meet faculty needs.
2.  Spring planning has just begun. Basic Skills Committee will plan 

       most of Day 1 (Jan. 28th, 2009) with a keynote speaker and many 

       short interactive sessions. More details to be shared at a future 

       meeting. Ideas for Day 2 (Jan. 29th , 2009) include demonstration 

       of the human simulators in the nursing department, a bond update 

       and more tech sessions. Ideas from faculty and staff are always   

       welcome. The flex scheduling committee meets on the Thursdays    

       opposite senate (2nd and 4th) at 4 pm in PS106.


E. Accreditation Report (Vice President Heather Faust presiding 

                                                     during this portion of the meeting) 
               1.  Introductory comments by FH. Referenced the Guide to Evaluating    

                    Institutions, August 2007. Emphasized that the 1990’s emphasis on 

                    evidence of student achievement (e.g. course completion dates, 

                    graduation rates, transfer rates, etc.) has been shifted to a focus on 

                    outcomes. The basis for accreditation will be what students have 

                    learned, how it is measured and the dialog that it generates

              2.   Standard IIB (Student Support Services) was presented by Eric 
                    Ogata and Larry Walker.
                    a.  Handout was distributed listing committee members, constituent    

                         groups and departments involved in the self-study of Component 

                         IIB Student Support Services.

b. There is overlap between the four standards and consistency is important. The self study is an opportunity (rather than just a responsibility) to say what we do well, what we can improve and to get the help we need.    
c. Committee members were familiarized with the mpcfaculty.net accreditation website which has examples form other campus self-studies. Committee recognized the need to dialog with constituencies and to seek input from the entire campus.
d. The committee is confident that the evaluation questions can be answered well; no gaping holes.

1) Lots of work to do to actually put together document and provide evidence. (See salmon-colored handout with specific questions to answer.)
2) Examples of evidence:  “What college-wide discussions have occurred about how student access, progress, learning and success are consistently supported?”( Enrollment Advisory Committee minutes and agendas.

e. AJ:  Asks for clarification of the distinction between counseling and advising. 

1) AH:  Counseling at some colleges includes personal growth and mental health.

2) Larry Walker: No clear distinction between the terms at MPC. Only certificated counselors perform “personal, academic and career counseling.” All are trained for short term crisis intervention, but if more involved then students are referred to appropriate services including MFCC interns in Student Heath Services.  Counselors are not trained to conduct psychiatric evaluation or treatment.
3) Eric Ogata:  Title V does not require counselors to provide mental health services.

4) DA:  Counselors have education and training, degrees in the discipline.  

f. FH:  Standard B.3.a. calls for equitable access to all students. How does the night student who works all day gain access to student services that are only available during the day?

1) Larry Walker: Each department/program should conduct a needs assessment of its student population to determine 
      whether there are unmet needs. Then resources may be 
      allocated through budgetary processes.
g. JG:  Mandate is for continuous learning model guided by data-driven decisions. Please comment on how we meet Standard B.4 (“The institution evaluates student support services to ensure their adequacy in meeting identified student needs. Evaluation of these services provides evidence that they contribute to the achievement of student learning outcomes. The institution uses the results of these evaluations as the basis for improvement.”)

1) Larry Walker:  Program Review is the mechanism by which the evidence is provided. Use of SLO’s by each area demonstrates continuous improvement.

2) MC:  Student Services has created SLO’s. They will show up in the Program Review cycle.

3) Eric Ogata:  provided handout (green) of the self-study on component IIB completed so far.  Feedback can be sent to Eric directly. 
2. Standard I (Institutional Mission and Effectiveness)  was presented by FH on behalf of the committee which also includes Rosaleen Ryan and Brenda Kalina. Accreditation Survey Standard 1 was distributed.   Standard I, Component A and Standard I, Component B were distributed, consisting of ACCJC individual standards and the committee’s evaluation of each. FH:
a. Component 1A is straightforward and is addressed by listing the student populations MPC serves. 
1) Note that Part 3 is dependent on the MPC Planning and Resource Allocation Process. That standard is “mostly” met because the current mission statement will not be evaluated for effectiveness for 3 years (just approved by the Board in July 2008).

2) Part 4 includes the words “not always explicitly” to underscore that as we do our daily business, student learning is always on the forefront.

b. Component 1B speaks directly  to how the institution uses 

       student learning outcomes
to collect and communicate 

       results, allocate resources and evaluate the effectiveness.
1) FH:  We don’t fully meet the standard. We have only this year developed a pilot program to assess course level SLOs.

2) AJ:  Bullet #4 “We don’t make changes to support student learning….” is a statement that does not reflect the existing ongoing efforts of faculty/programs to improve; the use of  “SLO language” is what we have not been doing. 

3) FH:  Interprets the standard to mean concrete SLO’s at the institutional level (e.g. GE, transfer). While we do make changes in student learning processes all the time at the course level, this standard requires evidence at the institutional level. Do we have any?

4) JM: We lack a uniform standard if that’s the requirement.

5) HF: Is working on the self-study of another standard. Assessment is required at the individual, program and institutional level. While we have a long way to go to meet the intent at all levels, we are making progress.

6) MC: Disagrees with bullet #4 (see above).  The semantics are not more important than intent. We do make changes to improve student learning (e.g. we assess that a handicapped individual is able to physically attend classes and so has been retained…that is the outcome). The ways that outcome are defined can be seen in Program Review; Outside groups should not be telling us how to define outcomes for our student population.   

III. Old Business (President Fred Hochstaedter resumes presiding over   

      meeting at 4:25 pm to allow guest presentation).
A. SLO Assessment form (second reading)—deferred to future meeting

B. Faculty Hire Prioritization Process  
1. John Anderson (JA) represented AAAG and is seeking feedback about the proposed Faculty Position Selection Administrative Procedure.”
2. FH read some of the recommendations of senate executive committee:

a.  For an unmodified replacement position, we fully support an 
     absolute minimum of paperwork, forms, and required 
     justification as long as the Program Discontinuance policy 
     has not been initiated and the annual updates to the 
     Program Review reveal that the program has strong and 
     consistent FTES and makes viable contributions to the 
     curriculum. 

b.  For New positions, Modified Replacements, and Partial 
     Replacements, we suggest language that firmly roots the 
     justification for these positions in the Program Review 
     process, including annual updates to the Program Reviews. 
     We believe the need for new positions or modified or partial 
     replacements should not be a surprise when faculty 
     members retire or leave, but rather these needs or goals 
     should have been communicated to the college community 
     through the Program Review process. 
c.  For New positions, is AAAG suggesting that AAAG prioritize 
     both academic affairs AND student services positions with 
     only a senior administrator from student services at the 
     table? Wouldn’t some joint review group composed of SSAG 
     and AAAG members, or some independent group, like the   

     College Council, or related to College Council, be a better 
     group to prioritize these faculty positions?

1) John Anderson: The committee hoped to outline a process that was fair to Student Services faculty. There are 3 members from AAAG who are also on SSAG, so representation was addressed. However, the larger question is why there are two separate groups deciding hiring priorities for “academic” versus “student services” faculty.

2) AC: Why would AAAG prioritize student services positions? Some are categorically funded, some fall out of the regular academic cycle. Seems that SSAG should have its own parallel process. 

3) DA: SSAG has little actual faculty representation; mostly directors, managers and classified staff.

4) MC:  Compliments the AAAG subcommittee that drafted this procedure for trying to assure appropriate representation for all faculty groups. Should the procedure only apply to positions funded by the district? (i.e. not for those positions  funded by categorical funds).
3. Consensus that senators will discuss the proposed procedure with divisions to solicit feedback.  It will be placed on a future 
                           agenda so that the senate as a whole can offer a position.

IV. New Business  
A. Distance Education

1. The Distance Education Mission Statement (approved by CAC) and the recommendations of the MPCTA committee on Distance Ed were distributed.
2. Documents illustrate the many issues and the many groups  involved in distance education discussions. Some issues are overall goals, some are contractual in nature, and some are truly academic and professional matters that should be debated in the senate.

a. FH:  Should we spend a lot of time discussing the issues, or should we send to CAC to begin sorting out?
b. DA:  Can we give our new dean (Laura Franklin) an opportunity to present her understanding of the current issues?  Motion to table for now.  Second:  CC

c. Further discussion by FH:  Absolutely we want the dean
to present her point of view and that’s the main reason to defer the discussion. Will place on agenda for next meeting with representation from CAC (JO), Laura Franklin and Gail Fail.

                      3.   Motion to defer until next meeting carries unanimously. 

B. Academic Freedom Committee      

1. The Humanities Division has requested that the Senate create an Academic Freedom committee. 

a. Executive committee recommends that the COC further investigate with the Humanities Division and create a draft of such a committee for future discussion by the senate.

b. JM:  Add to the COC charge the purpose of such a committee and whether or not it should exist.

2. Motion to charge COC with drafting the potential purpose and composition of a committee on Academic Freedom (FH). Second: AH.  Passed unanimously. 
Adjourned at 4:45 pm
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