MPC Academic Senate

September 20, 2007
DRAFT Minutes


I. Opening Business
A.
Call to Order and Roll Call –
· Alfred Hochstaedter, President (FH)
· Mark Clements, Vice-President (MC)
· Stephanie Tetter, Secretary (ST)
· Alan Haffa, COC Chair (AH)
· Anita Johnson, ASCCC Representative  (AJ)
· Marguerite Stark – ABSENT (MS)
· Jamie Dagdigian (JD)
· Heather Faust (HF)
· Debbie Anthony (DA)
· LaRon Johnson (LRJ)
· Susan Joplin (SJ)
· Laura Loop (LL)
· Jonathan Osburg (JO)
· Laurie Buchholz (LB)
· Terria Odom-Wolfer (TOW) - ABSENT
· Jon Mikkelsen (JM)
· ??, ASMPC 
B. Acknowledgement of Visitors
· John Gonzalez, VP Academic Affairs
· Susan Steele, Dean 

· David Clemens

· Paola Gilbert

· David Joplin

· Carl Pohlhammer
C. Comments from Visitors: 
· Carl Pohlhammer spoke to the Senate, asking for support for his candidacy for the MPC Board of Trustees. He was on Senate for many years, and has taught at MPC since the early 1970s. Until recently, he taught Political Science; has also taught in the Gentrain program and history.
D. Approval of Draft minutes of September 6th meeting
· Moved to accept  - AH
· Second - JM
· Passed unanimously, no abstentions 
II. Reports
A. Welcome and President’s report (FH)
· As Senate President, Fred has appointed members to the SLO committee, and they have met. Other members include Robynn Smith, Marianne Ide (sometimes) and Jon Mikkelsen (sometimes).
· Doug reported he had accreditation training and will report on this to the SLO group in the future.

· Basic Skills Initiative: meeting attended by Senators SJ, TOW, LB. Report deferred to later.

 
B. COC Report (ACTION) – (AH)
· Professional Recognition Board (PRB)
· Nominee:
· Debbie Anthony
· Moved (AH) Second (AJ), Passed unanimously
· They still need one more
· CAC 
· Nominee:

· Jon Osburg, Humanities
· Will be taken to COC
C. Ed Center Report 
· Project Team met, maintaining contact between committee and Project Team
· RE-evaluating their goals and objectives

· Issues:

1. Mission: will look at community need, faculty availability

2. Need to look at what it is, who is there, both now and in future

· DA raised question Health & Safety Issue. A letter of concern went to Doug.

1. John G addressed issues

a. Evening safety an issue: Art. St. Laurent will make rounds evenings

b. Marina PD will have space in our portable

c. Art St.L will report on his safety evaluation

d. Issues will be shared with Health & Safety Committee
D. Flex Committee –
· Need to begin planning for Spring Flex (2 days)
1. Departments should be queried for ideas
· Committee: LL, HF, LRJ, LB
· DA: Student Services Dean wants a show of support for Student Services faculty attending Flex

1. MC moved to approve a statement: “All faculty under contract should be able to participate in Flex activities.”

a. Unanimous agreement with 1 abstention (JM)
E. CAC (information item):
· Title 5 increased English and Math requirements to begin Fall 2009. MPC has decided to implement the changes effective early (Fall 08).
· Change from English 111 to English 1A and from Math 261 to Math 263.

· SAT scores no longer accepted for math proficiency.

· Text of CAC recommendation attached.
· Discussion:

1. Concern re impact on graduation rates

2. Should we plan for increased Math support?

3. Do students need to be directed toward more demanding courses?

4. Most students don’t decide early on to go for a certificate rather than a degree

5. John G: don’t take math requirement lightly. Need to gear up for demand for Math 263; surveying to see how many graduates in a given time period would have graduated with the level of math they attained.

6. See Appendix #3.
III. Old Business

A. Board Policy on Academic Freedom

· Town Hall Discussion:
1. Want it to be a presentation by subcommittee and opportunity for them to answer questions

2. Consensus to have the meeting 10/19 at 1:00 or thereabouts following MPCTA meeting in Karas Room.

3. Discussion of committee responses

a. Change mensurable to measurable to avoid confusion

b. Change footnote #11 to #10.

4. Motion to endorse the recommended wording as prepared by the Senate subcommittee (AJ), Second (MC), unanimous approval.

5. Senate agreed to endorse the document with the subcommittee’s responses; see Appendices 1 and 2.
IV. New Business
A. Repeatability of non-credit classes

· AH requested resolution to go to ASCCC to fight to maintain repeatability of non-credit classes. Potential serious impact to Gentrain, Art, PE, others.

· Proposal is to change Title 5 Sec. 58161
· Our mission includes lifelong learning. We need to serve our unique community.

· Part of the concern relates to SLOs. Impact applies to TRIO, ESL, etc.

· AJ: a resolution was brought forth at the 2006 session and affirmed by ASCCC (“to meet needs of student population…”) Fall Plenary will have sessions on this. Area B meeting on 10/19 will be drafting something for the Plenary Session

· Motion (MC) to draft resolution to go to ASCCC, via AJ for Area B meeting. Second (AH), Passed unanimously.

· Committee formed: AH, MC, JD to work on a draft resolution

· Senators should send ideas for resolution (how it might impact their divisions, sample whereases, etc) to MC or AH. 
B. Distance Ed:

· Gail Fail would like a discussion of distance education, both academic and negotiable issues. We need a committee by the end of the semester.

· CAC approved a Distance Ed Mission Statement 5/07. Senate will send this to the proposed Committee.See Appendix #4.
· MPCTA will have 2 members (Gail Fail, Stephanie Tetter); She would like around 6 members total on this committee.

· Issues include compensation, class size, others

· Want concrete, bargainable issues.

V. Agenda Items for future meetings

A. Academic Freedom policy
B. Basic Skills Initiative
Meeting adjourned 4:32 p.m.

Next meeting: October 4th, 2007.
APPENDIX 1 Academic Freedom

Academic Freedom Policy

Process for attaining the highest level of faculty support before we approve it and send it to the PACC, the College Council, and the Board 

-The Academic Senate will consult collegially with the Academic Freedom subcommittee to arrive at the best wording for the final draft.

-The ultimate responsibility for approving a final draft lies with the Academic Senate as a whole.

-The Academic Senate desires feedback from as many different individuals, divisions, or constituents as possible.

-The most current version of the proposed wording will continue to always be posted on the Academic Senate web site.

-This is an important policy. Although it seems academic freedom is being attacked with increasingly greater frequency, we shouldn’t rush this process.

Getting the word out
--The next version of the proposed policy would be presented by senate representatives at their respective division meetings. With the time usually allotted, all that could realistically be accomplished is an explanation of why they should read it and go to the Town Hall meeting to learn more.

--The Executive Committee advocates a Town Hall meeting designed for people to learn about this proposed policy and perhaps some of the recent attacks on academic freedom. It would also be an opportunity for people to ask questions about academic freedom and the wording of the policy. We’ve started to lay the groundwork for an October 19 Town Hall meeting, which would capture participants from an immediately preceding union meeting.

Getting feedback
-Feedback should be sent to any Academic Senate representative. Upon receipt, any comments or suggestions will be made available to all senate representatives and the academic freedom subcommittee. 

-Deadline for comments will be six days after the Town Hall meeting.

-If we get a lot of comments, the Academic Senate Executive Committee will sift through them and make a recommendation for topics or issues to be considered. These will be forwarded to the Academic Senate as a whole and the subcommittee before the next Academic Senate meeting.
-The Academic Senate and the subcommittee will continue to consult collegially on the wording of the document until a consensus on the best wording is reached.

-The responsibility for final approval rests with the Academic Senate.

Proposed Logistics of the Town Hall Meeting
-Academic Senate President will host the meeting and explain why we’re doing it (to attain the highest possible level of faculty support for this document) and the process will be for incorporating feedback. The Subcommittee will present the background of the policy and the wording of the policy however they see fit.

-Questions and Answers: Questions about the process will go the Academic Senate president. Questions about the policy will go to the subcommittee.
Town Hall Academic Freedom Flyer “hooks”

“Do you know what your rights are under our proposed Academic Freedom policy?”

“Do you know what rights your students have under our proposed Academic Freedom policy?”

Appendix 2, Academic Freedom:

Academic Freedom Committee Responses

The Academic Freedom Committee (Dave Clemens, Homer Bosserman, Paola Gilbert, David Joplin, Todd Weber, and Eleanor Morrice) met on September 13, 2007 and discussed all the comments on the proposed academic freedom policy we have received from faculty.  We discussed notes taken at the Academic Senate by Eleanor, some ideas from Homer, then proceeded to work from Fred’s comments since they incorporated the major ideas from Randy Smith, Skip Seibel, and Caroline Carney.     

Fred Hochstaedter’s comments        9/6/07

 
Footnotes. (I believe the Senate endorsed that the subcommittee consider this one. Alan Haffa made the suggestion to just remove the source of the quote for #2, but retain the content of the quote, the name of the person, and the date.) I think the appropriate style and tone for a board policy document is one that stands on its own without the need to direct the reader to footnotes for additional quotes, perspectives, or tangential information, unless they cite the source of quoted material, such as WASC, AAUP, ACE, or perhaps court decisions and/or government documents. I think the material in footnotes 1, 2, 7, and 9 should either be included in the text of the document, if they are considered essential to the content of the policy, or removed. Footnote 2 seems particularly inappropriate because it could easily be interpreted as an insult or snub towards Kirk Avery, a former president of MPC, and should be removed.

Committee’s Response:

Kirk Avery’s name removed.  Other footnotes enhanced, restored, or added with links to originals.  Frederick Crews footnote removed. 

 
Paragraph 4 and teaching methods. (I believe the senate endorsed that the committee look at this one.) Do we really want to say that a teacher’s choice of teaching methodology is not protected under academic freedom, despite what one or more court cases have to say about it? It seems an invitation for student complaints or legal attack. If teacher’s don’t decide on appropriate pedagogy, then who should? If teaching methods are not protected, then what is acceptable and what is not? Stating that teaching methodology is not protected asks more questions than it answers. In my mind this begs for elaboration. “Shouldn’t we have a policy that does not require someone to have to read a lot of additional sources to be able to understand?” (Caroline Carney in her comments; see the web site.) (Alan Haffa also wondered about teaching methods during conversations.) 

Committee’s Response:

As stated during the Academic Senate meeting, 9/6/07, the policy does not establish that teaching method “does not rise to the level of protected speech,” rather it warns faculty that courts have ruled that it does not.  Wording was modified to make this clear. 

 

Paragraph 5 and academic responsibility. (The senate did not endorse any changes here.) That discomfort and offensiveness are “impermissible” grounds on which to base a complaint, goes too far. To me “impermissible” means that students cannot voice a complaint. I think students should always have the right to object to what is going on in their classroom. I would think it is part of their academic freedom. As Caroline Carney suggests, could we say “inadequate” instead (see the web site)? I think what we should be talking about here is a process or procedure for students to make formal complaints and how we select “disinterested peers” to sit on a committee to hear these complaints. 

Committee’s Response:

“Impermissible” does not foreclose complaints but establishes some grounds for complaint as unworkable.  As Eleanor pointed out, students still have avenues for complaints.  The committee feels that the policy should not get into procedural matters, although the Chair feels it would be wise for the Senate to establish a standing academic freedom committee.

Paragraph 6 and course objectives and outcomes. (The senate endorsed that the committee look at this one) I think the first two sentences say it all here. I think to elaborate on the first two sentences limits rather than broadens the freedom of instructors to choose methods of evaluation in their classes. “Attitudinal, behavioral, and/or values laden” criteria could conceivably be reasonable for some courses and disciplines. (Note: Skip Seibel spoke to this issue in an e-mail to the Academic Senate, see the web site.) Bottom line: the decision on how to evaluate a student is the right of the instructor. Period. My opinion: sentences 3 through 6 could be combined to reinforce the idea that evaluation methods, whether they be quantitative or qualitative, subjective or objective, are the right and responsibility of the instructor. Perhaps we should recommend that evaluation criteria be described in the syllabus as further protection against attacks on academic freedom? 

 
Committee’s Response:

The wording which Fred questions is verbatim what was provided by the Creative Arts Division.  The committee honors that division’s strong sentiment and would not support any change unless at the behest of that Division.  The Committee adopted Skip Seibel’s suggested language.
Paragraph 7 and all the different disciplines. (The senate endorsed that the committee look at this one) As noted by Randy Smith (see the website) I think the discussion here about all the different requirements in all the different disciplines muddies more than it resolves. I think providing such distinctions between disciplines opens the doors to attack rather than prevents them. Another example of this theme (I am not asking you to adopt this; it just for illustration purposes) is from the American Council on Education, Statement on Academic Rights and Responsibilities, 2005:

“The validity of academic ideas, theories, arguments and views should be measured against the intellectual standards of relevant academic and professional disciplines.

Application of these intellectual standards does not mean that all ideas have equal merit.

The responsibility to judge the merits of competing academic ideas rests with colleges and universities and is determined by reference to the standards of the academic profession as established by the community of scholars at each institution.” 

 

Committee’s Response:  The Committee went back and forth on this issue.  What the committee wrestled with was trying to anticipate how to define "academic freedom" as broadly as possible for everyone while leaving an escape hatch for teachers in certain disciplines who frequently receive complaints if they don't cover mystical or metaphysical material.  [Paragraph 7] is intended to discourage student complaints by recognizing that different disciplines, because of their content, may sometimes encounter different kinds of academic freedom complaints.  The operative terms in [Paragraph 7] are permissive:  "may" and "choose."  It seemed useful to us to specify the names of disciplines as part of the educative function of the policy so as to alert teachers to the provisions they can use as protection in a potential complaint situation.  The Committee decided that retaining names of disciplines but in the form of examples would afford the greatest protection while allaying faculty concerns about differing protection in different disciplines.  There is no differing of protection, simply different ways the policy can be used should faculty decide to do so.   The Committee also notes that the June 2007 AAUP Reports differentiates among disciplines.
Wording stuff.
 

Paragraph 8. Missing a footnote? In the explanatory report, you mention a footnote to the 1915 AAUP Declaration of Principles. Was this material quoted? Did you decide not to include this footnote?

 
Committee’s Response:  Footnote reinserted

Paragraph 4, sentence 1: Don’t we really want students to learn to evaluate the merits of a variety of arguments or perspectives, rather than choosing between ideas? Something like this maybe: we want students to learn to evaluate the merits of conflicting arguments or perspectives rather than “choose from a representative ‘marketplace of ideas’”. “Choos[ing]” something at the “marketplace” reminds me too much of grocery shopping. Alternatively, should there be a footnote here citing Keyishian v. Board of Regents of the State University of New York (1967) for the “marketplace of ideas” reference? 

Committee’s Response:  Footnote reference to Keyishian inserted and “choose” changed to “experience.”
 

Paragraph 4, sentence 5: Recommend replacing “Education leads students to independence, not to conversion or conformity” with “Education leads students to independent thought, not to conversion or conformity.” (This one is from Caroline Carney.)

 
Committee’s Response:  Done (while noting that the June 2007 AAUP document mentions both “independence” and “independent thought” in a similar context).
Paragraph 4: I don’t see the echo to the AAUP Statement of Professional Ethics (1987), “Professors demonstrate respect for students as individuals and adhere to their proper roles as intellectual guides and counselors,” as cited in the explanatory report. Perhaps this should be made more obvious if we think it is important? Or maybe I just don’t hear echoes very well.

Committee’s Response:  Clarified by added footnote.
 

Paragraph 5, sentence 1: Recommend changing the reference to “students of fixed belief” to “some students”. Students of “fixed belief” seems judgmental to me.

Committee’s Response:  The committee finds value in establishing a dialectic of dynamic vs. fixed.  Fixed belief is not judgmental, simply descriptive.  If students are unable to grant that their belief can be falsified, their stance (which they have a perfect right to maintain) then is a matter of faith rather than an intellectual product.   If they are not amenable to any alteration, they cannot expect to dictate to others.  

 

Paragraph 5, sentence 4: Recommend replacing “Students, however, are assured that they will at all times be evaluated only by how well they master the subject” with “Students, however, will be evaluated only by how well they master the subject”. To “assure” a student of something in board policy sounds condescending to me.

 
Committee’s Response:  Done—Dembrot example and footnote also moved to [Paragraph 5] for unity.

[Paragraph 6]

As noted elsewhere, the Committee incorporated Skip Seibel’s wording:     Evaluation criteria derived from doctrinal principles extraneous to the discipline as well as attitudinal, behavioral, and/or values-laden evaluations unrelated to the course description should never be formulated or applied.  Footnote linking to West Virginia vs. Barnette added.


APPENDIX #3, CAC and graduation requirements


TO: 

Academic Senate

FROM  
Curriculum Advisory Committee

DATE:

September 12, 2007

SUBJECT:
English and Mathematics Graduation Proficiency

CAC and the General Education Requirements Committee recommend the following changes to the English and math proficiencies for graduation (beginning with the 2008—09 catalog):

Competency Requirements

a. Reading and Writing

Completion with a grade of “C” or better of English 1A or of a verified equivalent course successfully completed at another college.

Competency may also be met by achievement of any of the following minimum test scores:

Examination






Score

     Advanced Placement





3, 4, or 5


     CLEP subject exam in English Composition with essay

50 percentile

 NOTE: A college course or Advanced Placement or CLEP scores satisfying this requirement can also be applied to the English Composition Requirement of the MPC General Education Requirements. 

b. Mathematics

This requirement can be satisfied in any of the following ways:

(1) Completion with a grade of “C” or better of MATH 263 (Intermediate Algebra and Coordinate Geometry) or higher math course, or equivalent intermediate algebra or higher course from another university or college.

(2) Credit by Examination will be accepted for MATH 263

(3) Achievement of any of the following minimum scores:

      Examination






Score
      Advanced Placement (AP) Calculus AB or BC


3, 4, or 5

      CLEP subject exam in College Algebra, Calculus or 

50 percentile

             Trigonometry

These recommendations have been reviewed and accepted by both the English and math departments.
APPENDIX 4, Distance Ed Nission Statement adopted by CAC, Spring 2007
Distance Education Mission Statement –  Approved at CAC on May 16, 2007

The primary mission of MPC is to provide relevant educational experiences at the right place and time considering diverse personal and learning needs of our students.  Given the advancements in the use of technology, interactive distance education provides a viable alternative and opportunity for many to reach their educational objectives.  To maintain the integrity and viability of educational programs and courses offered through distance education, it is imperative that our college be vigilant in providing the following:

1. Incentives that encourage the development of quality distance classes, e.g. stipends, grants, reassigned time, reduced class size, load reduction, professional development, etc.

2. Support by a well-qualified technical team.

3. Classes and programs that meet the needs of distance students, utilizing the expertise of faculty and the unique resources and opportunities of the MPC District.

4. Market needs analyses to identify and direct the development and marketing of distance classes and programs.

5. Distance access to appropriate services for students.

6. Programs that offer distance students the opportunity to complete all program course requirements in this format.  This may include programs leading to certificates and/or associate degrees.  Faculty are encouraged to package individual distance courses to offer opportunities for successful program completion.

7. Approval for interactive distance courses based on the content and quality of the course offering and the ability of the course in meeting the needs of the college and students.  Faculty are encouraged to submit distance course proposals to the CAC after consulting with their departments and divisions.  

8. Recognition that distance courses be treated as any other on-campus courses.

9. Commitment to shared governance in the administration of Distance Education.  Distance Education matters will be discussed collaboratively among Administration and Faculty to reach consensus. 
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