ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING

DRAFT Minutes
September 22, 2011 

 I.  Opening Business 

A.  Call to order and roll call

· Alfred Hochstaedter, President and ASCCC Representative  - ABSENT (AH)
· Kathleen Clark, Vice President (KC)
· Mark Clements, COC – ABSENT (MC)
· Stephanie Tetter, Secretary (ST)

· Alexis Copeland – ABSENT (AC)

· Anita Johnson (AJ)
· Brian Brady (BB)
· Catherine Webb (CW)

· Chris Calima – ABSENT (CC)
· Jamie Dagdigian/Robynn Smith – ABSENT (JD or RS)
· Kelly Fletes (KF)

· Kevin Raskoff/ Andres Durstenfeld – KR present (KR)

· Mike Torres (MT)
· Steve Albert  (SA)
· Sue Hanna (SH)

· Susan Joplin  (SJ)
Guests: Robert Savukinas
ST thanked KC for taking minutes to cover for ST’s family emergency. KC thanked AJ for her assistance. KF noted that her name was not on the agenda. 
B. Approval of Minutes from September 8, 2011 – KC noted there was a problem with the minutes, as some items were missing, including some COC action items. KC moved to defer approval of minutes to the 10/6 meeting to allow time for revision.
· Motion to approve (KC)

· Second (KR)

· Approval – unanimous 
 II. Reports

A. President/SLO Coordinator report:

· KC had hoped Dr. Garrison would be present to hear about the angst among faculty over technology issues. Discussion:

·  FH Notes indicated AAAG wants the Technology Committee to go through AAAG rather than directly to College Council.
· Options to address problems might include a survey or a “top-down” review done by Administration with hope for reorganization

· Major concern: technology at MPC is not user-friendly

· KC is concerned with possible lack of response to survey

· ST thinks we need to identify the specific issues, to get a handle on the problems that can be addressed

· AJ would like a campus-wide discussion of technology; issues including program and curriculum development are impeded by our technology. Impact on faculty academic and professional lives, so it is appropriate for Senate to address these issues.

· KR: a survey would need to be broad, as there are problems ranging from hardware to attitude and service issues.

· CW: there are two distinct things to address: interface issues and infrastructure issues

· ST: likes AJ’s reference to a campus-wide discussion to get broadest response

· SA: survey is not the best approach. One element could be a letter from a Division such as Life Science

· AJ: issue is how as faculty we deal with students, possible Administrative Services staff have their own issues, related or not to those of faculty

· SA: an IT person could go to each Division

· ST: why?

· SH: a multi-pronged approach is needed. There are many layers to the problem – let’s do it all.

· KR: some areas with problems don’t have the avenue for assessing the issues, e.g. ASMPC. There is concern about having one or more focus groups: who participates? Senate can be more directly involved with this.

· SA: what about the “top-down” approach?

· ST: extensive list of questions/issues/problems brought to IT by AAAG. <?> asked if there was already a start at identifying the issues. ST will provide list of questions that AAAG brought to IT last year (appendix to minutes)

· KR: the only ones who would respond to a survey would be those for whom technology isn’t working, but likes the idea of a survey (AJ noted those who had broken technology would not be able to respond). We need to identify problems, categorize them.

· AJ would like us to consider possibilities as well as problems. Much can be done with program development, curriculum design. IT staff could be participants playing on the same team as faculty, rather than being “Maytag Repairmen” waiting for a call.

· SH notes if she is in a dark room, she want to focus on getting the lights turned on, more than look at the possibilities for methods of illumination.

· ST asked where we were; noting we were in the President’s Notes section, collective agreement to come back to this topic as part of discussion of goals
· SLOs:
· FH writing article for Rostrum
· FH and Marty have discussed possibility of MPC hosting regional SLO meeting to train SLO coordinators and other interested people re SLOs.
B. COC – 

As all members of COC are absent, no actions or report.

C. Flex Day Committee Report (KC, KF)
· Ideas for Flex Day spring 2012:
· List of topics requested for presentation and suggested for others to present distributed

· Deadline for submission of ideas 10/7/11.

· Spring speaker not selected. 

· Need someone free. 

· B. Lee suggested EEOAC diversity presentation; meeting with EEOAC committee today, so likely some more info on this soon.

· Food: no funds

· Workshops/sessions for all staff, not only faculty. Noted that new member of Flex committee is Carla Robinson.
III Old Business - None
 

IV New Business

A. Review of Bylaws and General Procedures

FH suggests we review bylaws. ST asked if binder still distributed (includes COC directory, bylaws, other documents). KC noted these are likely all on Senate website. 

B.
2011-2012 Goals and Objectives

· A review of items brought back by Senators from meetings in their respective areas is summarized below.
· Physical Science:

·  tech refreshment

· Class site/my site / etc.
· Support for websites to support instruction

· Ability to investigate how students are doing in other classes

· KR: do we have the right to that information?

· AJ related a story about a student for whom AJ’s having this information would have been beneficial

· SH: Nursing knows all of this (cohort)

· AJ: it is a student success issue; goal could be student success or communicating with students at risk.

· Math: how do students move through the sequence?
· KR notes Institutional Research office can help with this; has been done for PASS program

· MT: has been done for enrollment advisory group

· KR: goal could be to track students through programs to assess completion and success.

· AJ: English Dept. tries to do this by seeing if students are placed correctly by assessment tests. (did they succeed in the class into which they were placed? It is all part of Student Success).

· Life Science:

· Dealing with the lackluster tenure evaluation process

· FSAs

· Technology/IT (notes most items are small)

· Institutional Goals

· Printed Schedules

· SIS training for all, including online training for adjuncts not on campus

· Minimum Qualifications: notes example of Environmental Science, under BIOL, person could meet MQs technically but not be qualified to teach that subject

· Prioritization of programs at MPC

· Who decides?

· How is decision made?

· Requests for new faculty

· How is this done?

· Social Science (SA)

· Address topic of + and – grading

· Volunteers to head up subcommittee

· Would like to show statewide status, go to divisions for their response, move as faculty

· KR: what is the issue?

· SA: it’s a big institution, this used to be prohibited

· ST: weren’t we told it was an IT issue?

· AJ: new SIS can do it; it has to go to Board
· MT; need to look outside MPC and see how students are affected by this, for example in the transfer process

· AJ: statewide meetings have covered this, studies exist.

· KC suggest MT join SA on this effort

· Technology
· Mac vs. PC

· Unsure of other issues re tech; will ask Division

· Educational Plan – 

· SS faculty don’t know what this is, and MJ is working on one. 
· Another Senator noted this is a revision to a 2003 document. 
· Counseling (KF)

· Technology

· Student Portal

· Email

· Logins

· It is important to bridge  the gap between teaching faculty and Student Services Faculty in order to assist students who are struggling with academic progress. We need to make sure instructors are aware of A&R deadlines, class rosters drops, and possibly drop dead dates for financial aid purposes. With new policies coming into effect students will not be allowed to re-take courses after the 3rd attempt (even W’s) and since not all students see a counselor or read the MPC catalog this could cause a big problem for them. 
· Counseling (MT)

· Printed schedules

· Humanities (AJ)

· + and – grading

· Faculty evaluation process

· SLOs

· Technology

· MySite, ClassSite

· Distance Ed-related 

· Issues related to federal guidelines re dropping online students 

· KF noted problems with LIBR 50, it’s a graduation requirement, students get dropped and counseling deals with problems including many appeals

· MT: new rule allows on 3 attempts at a class. We could lose FTES. If students drop in first 2 weeks, doesn’t apply as there is no grade of record. Change is from 4 to an initial attempt and 2 repeats (total 3)

· AJ: a big topic at State Senate meetings, there is a state mandate

· MT: how do we get this information to students? We need a campus-wide effort. They find out when they are blocked from registering if they have already had the max number of attempts.

· KR suggests including information in syllabi

· SA: goal to inform faculty of these issues?

· Library (CW)

· Service to Ed Center in Marina

· How to provide it?

· Communication

· Resources

· Distance Ed quality issues

· Problems due to lack of consistency

· Discussion of % of courses taught on ClassSite vs. iLearn/Moodle

· ST: many courses taught using Course Packs. Students confused as there are some classes with publisher site/course packs, some in MPC Online, some on Class Site, some on instructor’s own website. A single “portal” should exist, from which faculty could link to other site (other than MPC Online/Moodle) if they wish.

· SJ: all Humanities faculty have stopped using MySite/Class Site. Too many problems.

· Technology Issues

· Library is unable to move forward on ANYTHING, as our technology is a barrier

· Network issues/infrastructure

· Interface

· Nursing (SH)

· Nursing’s main issue is who is involved in how discussions unfold. Who is or is not there to help inform discussions involving a division. 

· They say “if you aren’t at the table, you are on the menu.” Examples:

· IC building where Nursing teaches classes is to be demolished in 1 year. They are not involved in planning

· Parking decisions made in their region of campus; staff spaces to be eliminated. Their staff just happened to see it as the painting was being done.

· Technology: use iLearn, have multiple instructor teaching a single course, creates issues

· Creative Arts (KC from RS)

· Nonrepeatability of courses (agreement from PE and Dance)

· Business (KC)

· Technology

· Articulation process  - making faculty more knowledgeable in the process

· Scholarships/Internships:

· KC and KF working together on looking at the scholarship award process which seems to result in small group of students getting most of the awards

· KF wants more teaching faculty on the Scholarship Committee

· KR: lack of transparency re scholarship award process

· Moe discussion of technology issues, attempting to define a goal:

· Agreement a general lack of user-centeredness on campus, involving both faculty and students 

· Decisions are made for technology deployment that don’t seem to be done with attention to users

· Who’s involved in discussions re technology. Example of thin clients

· Lack of usability testing for new things to be used by faculty and students

· AJ asks about effect on library of students in MPC Online classes having questions about the technology (bookstore didn’t order her books, so she posted 3 weeks of lessons, etc. as PDFs, and students accessed via Moodle. Many many questions resulted). CW and ST note their job is to be available to answer students’ questions, and that ITD and student workers in that area have been very helpful to students, also noted currently several weeks with that office not being open due to extended vacation. 

· End product of looking at technology could be a benefit to IT, could work in their favor
B. Subcommittee or “point people”

a. People need to identify goals they want to work on

b. We need a Board Review committee to fill role formerly held by Susan Walter and Mila McBain 

Kevin noted this is his last Senate meeting; Andres Durstenfeld will attend to represent Life Science. 

Motion to adjourn: SH

Second: KR

Unanimous.  Meeting adjourned 4:29 p.m. 
Stephanie Tetter, Senate Secretary
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