MPC Academic Senate Meeting
DRAFT Minutes
September 2, 2010

I.  Opening Business 

A.  Call to order and roll call

· Alfred Hochstaedter, President (FH)

· Heather Faust, Vice-President (HF) 

· Stephanie Tetter, Secretary (ST) 

· Mark Clements, COC Chair – (MC)

· Anita Johnson, ASCCC Rep (AJ) 

· Steve Albert (SA) 

· Debbie Anthony (DA) 

· Brian Brady (BB)

· Chris Calima (CC)

· Kathleen Clark (KC)

· Alexis Copeland (AC)

· Mila MacBain (MM)

· Sue Hanna (SH)

· Susan Joplin (SJ)

· Susan Walter (SW)
New members welcomed: K. Clark, S. Hanna

Visitors acknowledged: Doug Garrison, John Gonzalez

Announcement of the experiment to hold “paperless” meetings

B. Approval of Draft Minutes from the May 20, 2010 meeting:

Motion to approve: ST


Second: SW


Unanimous w/two abstentions (HF, KC)

II. Reports –

A. President/SLO committee Report 

a. SLO Issues (moved up from original spot later in the agenda):

i.  recommendation to get SLOs onto syllabi, FH suggests this should come from a faculty group, e.g. Senate

1. Note that many divisions have SLOs on syllabi already (Humanities is not 100% there – AJ)

2. What is the issue?

a. Some faculty find SLOs problematic in general and choose to list objections to SLOs on their syllabi rather than the SLOs themselves

b. Distinction between objectives and SLOs? FH: SLOs are fewer and broader

3. Motion that faculty put SLOs on their syllabi – SA

a. Second – SW

b. Discussion: MC notes that in PE, syllabi are method of full disclosure to students, and can say that SLO is a general statement

c. Unanimous w/one abstention (MC)

b. GEOs:

i. Road show last fall. These are outcomes for transfer programs, not CTE programs. We need to implement these.

ii. SLOs going into CurricuNet separately from the official course outline of record. Question: what should be input?

iii. Review of implementation plan

1. Academic Affairs and Senate will contact faculty member who oversees transfer program(s). These individuals are being identified by Michael Gilmartin.
2. The GEO which most closely aligns with it will be identified (e.g. for Geography, Area B, Natural Science GEO might be identified as the program SLO)

3. Faculty will identify and approve the SOLs for the program

4. Academic Affairs will enter them into CurricuNet

5. Faculty can enter additional; minimum of one

6. If faculty ant a different SLO, they are invited to talk to SLO coordinator and they will collaborate on an appropriate course of action

7. Senators should let Divisions know they need to get program SLOs into CurricuNet

8. There is no change in the intent or philosophy, rather a modification to the method.

9. Discussion of MPC as the first two years of an academic program, we cannot control the program at the Junior and senior level(s); the program is what the student is following toward an AA or AS degree.

iv. Consensus: to take this back to Divisions as a way to implement the agreed-upon plan. This is for TRANSFER programs only.

v. Note that Area E and F are for MPC only. 

B. COC Report (ACTION item) (addressed after Flex report and Distance Ed discussion – see below)
 

C. Flex Day Committee Report

· Survey results reviewed

· Agreement to retain keynote faculty speaker tradition in fall

· Speakers received overall positive comments/ratings

· Comments:

· Bathroom breaks needed

· Lunch needs modification

· Variety of topics is good

· Social at the end of the day is a good idea

· Need travel time between sessions

· VPs should have time to make comments about their areas

· Spring good time for tour of new Student Services building

· Need more done on CERT/safety next flex

· Identify survey respondents by admin, faculty, staff

· Reading and writing across curriculum very well-received

· Future:

· Martha Kantor asked, Douglas Ochoa asked, Brian Murphy mentioned.

· Dr. Garrison suggested we look at the relative value of food vs. speakers, noted there was no budget cut for food, just had to actually stay within budget

· Committee:

· Meets Thursdays at 3:30 (alternate Thursdays from Senate general meeting)

· Heather Faust volunteered

· Chris C will solicit for classified member(s)

III. New Business
A. Distance Ed Task Force

a. John Gonzalez asks if his proposal is one we can live with? Shared governance groups need to address this issue institutional mandate to comply with need for a report to ADDJC by 10/15/11/

b. Judee Timm, Coordinator of Distance Education, introduced.

i. She has taught DE for 15 years

ii. Has many concerns, she and John G are on the same page

iii. Her background is more in pedagogy and design  than technology

iv. We need to plan and prioritize steps to be taken

c. John acknowledges work of Senate Task Force on Distance Ed

i. Recommendations went nowhere, no impetus in past to move forward. Now we have the impetus.

d. Q: how does the charge work? Is DE different from F2F in terms of goals, quality assurance, etc?
i. JG: we need to follow the ACCJC DE manual; the needs of DE students are sometimes different and we need to examine whether the protocols have been clarified for faculty teaching DE.

e. JT; DE has the same content and learning outcomes, there are different protocols to get students ready for that environment

i. We need to prepare students AND faculty

ii. Need a process for evaluating faculty who teach DE

1. MC: issues re collective bargaining exist, and whether two groups will work simultaneously or will a single group look at DE?

a. JG: research will be shared, need to examine what other institutions are doing. Likely we will need another group/committee to deal with negotiable issues, but we need to be sure things happen simultaneously and this committee will be the driving force.

f. Q: re meaning of “district components” – this refers to the faculty and technical side and to student services. JG: how do faculty know where to refer students with certain needs? JT: online students need to have the same services and opportunities as F2F.
g. Task force members (faculty)  proposed:

i. Judee Timm

ii. Stephanie Tetter

iii. Steve Albert

iv. Elizabeth Bishop

v. Caroline Carney

vi. Susan Walter

h. Discussion of need for graphics attention from membership, reminder that accessibility is critical. JG: group will follow the example used by Fred as part of writing his portion of the accreditation self-study and bring in experts when needed. Q re MPCTA representation, 2 members are on the MPCTA board. (E. Bishop and C Carney)

i. Need to add one classified and one student

COC Report (ACTION item):

· Distance Ed Task Force:

· Members proposed:

· Judee Timm

· Stephanie Tetter

· Steve Albert

· Elizabeth Bishop

· Caroline Carney

· Susan Walter

· Motion to approve AJ

· Second DA

· Unanimous approval

· Medical Assisting instructor

· Members proposed:

· Gail Fail

· Heather Faust

· Andres Durstenfeld

· James Lawrence

· Stephanie Tetter

· Motion to approve DA

· Second AJ

· Unanimous approval

· Basic Skills Committee 

· Member replacement

· Catherine Webb (new Tech Services Librarian) replacing Bill Easton, Librarian
· Motion to approve contingent on verification of Catherine’s willingness to participate DA

· Second AJ

· Unanimous approval

Senate President Report continued with announcements:

· Senate President FH will attend MPCTA Board meeting tomorrow to be sure Senate and MPCTA are working together for DE and SLOs

· Dr. David Hayes-Bautista of UCLA will be on campus Wed., Sept 15th. A reception will be in the Karas Room 9 – 10 AM, a speech at 10, sponsored by Latino Club, Office of the President and ASMPC

· Jane Patten statewide ASCCC President will be her Thursday and Friday 10/28-29
· 10/28 – extra Senate meeting to talk with her

· Discuss the “big picture” re statewide issues

· Area B meeting here Friday, 10/29.  In Karas Room

· College Council is looking at institutional goals

C. Senate Goals

a. Accreditation recommendations on SLOs and DE underway

b. Evaluation of institutional and program effectiveness underway

c. Hiring process: will be a (lengthy) document for review for next meeting

d. Discussion of “academic excellence” or “institutional effectiveness”

i. Is it defined somewhere?

ii. Useful to discuss meaning of these

iii. FH suggests could be defined or described as “effort to improve” 

1. How do we measure effectiveness?

a. SLOs?

b. Other?

iv. AJ: first we need to define before we can improve, not necessarily has to do with SLOs

v. MC: we need to look not at the end goal but at the process

vi. AJ: we already have agreed on discussion as a goal, it is part of our charge as Academic Senate.

V. Adjournment at 4:35.
VI. Next Meeting Thursday, September 16, 2010.
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