Academic Senate
September 24, 2009
  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 – ABSENT
                      Alexis Copeland—ABSENT


Steve Albert -SA


Debbie Anthony – DA


Jean-Claude Prado--JCP


Chris Calima--ABSENT


Susan Joplin - SJ


 Mark Clements – MC  


 Madeleine MacBain – MM 


Marguerite Stark – MS
                      Stephanie Tetter—ST
                      Susan Walter--SW

B. Acknowledgment of visitors

                John Gonzales

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

               Motion to adopt minutes as recorded:  HF          
                     Second:  ST
                     Carried unanimously.
II.   Reports

A. President/SLO/CAC Report (FH)  Vice President HF presiding  
               1.  SLO Coordinator FH presented the DRAFT Timeline for Further Development of    

                     Instructional SLO Assessment at MPC, as endorsed by the SLO committee to 
                     demonstrate a plan for continuous quality improvement.  
a. Plan is to vet the GEOs this year per the expertise of individual faculty who write and discus them within departments/divisions. 
b. CTE Programs often have tangible program SLOs by virtue of external accreditation criteria.  
c. We need to go further with SLOs and Assessment in Program Reflections (as part of Program Review).
d. The schedule follows that of current Program Review.

                        2. Discussion:

                             ST:  What is meant by “biennial” and “Program Reflections dialog?” 

                             FH:   “Biennial” evaluation is intended to occur every other year.  “Program 

                                       Reflections dialog” refers to the latter of the two forms designed to document  

                                       student learning:  Instructor Reflections on Student Learning  and  Program 

                                       Reflections on Student Learning.  The dialog  among faculty within the 

                                       department/division is to be summarized here as part of program review. 
                             SA:  Are senators being asked to present the timeline to our divisions?  It’s general 

                                     enough  to be usable, but the conversation that is more important is how SLOs 

                                     will be used.  Not sure I could answer those kinds of questions.

                            HF:   Do we want to make a recommendation as the senate to remove the word 

                                     “DRAFT?”
                   MC:   Some faculty may struggle with the definition of “assessment,” and may react to 

                            feeling coerced, or to the perception of standardization similar to “No Child Left 

                            Behind.”   A “draft” may be a better place to begin.
                   SJ:    That is a good reason to be as transparent as possible and bring to our 

                            divisions.

                   HF:   Is the SLO committee willing to present the timeline to departments/divisions, 

                            and entertain the possible questions that arise about SLOs in general?

                   FH:   I’m pleased to come to any division. Department; widespread dialog and 

                            distribution serves SLO purposes very well.

                   DA:   Would like to extend the invitation to Student Services, which has no division 

                            structure.

                   HF:   Do we want to accept the invitation on behalf of our divisions/departments? We 

                            can start with each senator discussing at own division and seeking an invitation 

                            for SLO committee to present in person. FH can let us know if we need to talk 

                            more to our divisions about the invitation.  Life Science would welcome a   

                            presentation in the near future as the first on the timeline.
                   Motion:  The senate requests that the SLO Committee present the DRAFT SLO 

                                  Timeline to departments/divisions to explain, discuss and answer questions 

                                  about the use of SLOs at MPC (MC).  Second:  SJ.  Carried unanimously.
                  SW/DA:  Counseling is not listed on the timeline, but there are PERS courses 
                          (personal development) taught by counseling faculty that have general 

                          education outcomes.  Is it not mandatory to complete SLOs and assessments 
                          for these courses?
                  FH:   There was no intention to specifically exclude Counseling. A stumbling point

                           is the definition of “program,” as the current program review cycles were used 

                           as the basis for the timeline, and so reflects Academic Affairs. 

                           Perhaps we should suggest to Student Services that the SLO process is inserted 

                           into program review.  Larry Walker has been supportive.

                 HF:    Seems like Counseling’s GEOs for personal development courses would fit

                                     into the middle column for General Education Outcomes.

                          MC:    This is the very conversation that needs to occur in departments/divisions.

                          Motion:  The senate recommends that Student Services find a way to integrate the SLO 
                                         process into Program Review (ST).  Second:  MC.  Carried with the following 
                                        abstentions:  JCP, MM.   
           B.    COC (MC)   President FH again presiding.
                   1.  Recommend that Tuyen Nguyen is appointed to the Equal Employment Opportunity 

                        Advisory Committee (EEOAC), replacing Mark Clements. (MC). Second: DA.  Carried  

                        unanimously.
                2.    The Professional Recognition Board (PRB) is seeking  a replacement for Caroline Carney

                       whose term expires in 2009. This committee chooses Allen Griffin award recipients, ranks 

                       sabbatical requests and distributes MPC Kudos.   Meeting times vary.

                3.    Basic Skills Committee (BSI) is seeking two non-basic skills faculty to serve. They meet

                       on Friday afternoons.

                4.    Flex subcommittee of the senate is seeking at least two faculty members before the end 

                       of this term.  Meetings are on the Thursday afternoons opposite senate meetings, 

                       but can be negotiated.

                5.   Those faculty who recently volunteered to serve on College Council but who were

                       not selected for that one available seat were Emailed to invite their participation on the 

                       above committees.

                6.    FH suggested that COC (if possible) also ask faculty who volunteered for the PRB last year

                       but were not selected.

           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. Any faculty or 
                        faculty member is welcome to help plan the events.   

                    2.  The emerging theme is “What does it mean to be a Community College… in Monterey, CA
                         in 2010?  Vice Chancellor Patrick Perry ha agreed to present the keynote speech 
                         on the second day (Jan 28th).   He has a dynamic way of presenting data as it can be used to 
                         better understand the demographics and trends/need of the community. 

                   3.   Other breakouts may include a panel discussion by UC/CSU reps related to helping to give

                         our students a competitive edge in transferring to impacted institutions; job markets

                         in the current economic climate as perceived by an AMBAG representative; response to

                         a campus shooter or other crisis; reflections on student learning styles by Bill Jones; a 
                         voice of Monterey heard in the works of faculty writers; tech tutorials.
   III. Old Business  
                Academic Senate Goals  (Consensus to discuss out of order on the agenda)
                FH:   distributed a Draft of Academic Senate Goals and Objectives.
· In order to be a strong  organization we all need to be willing to commit time outside of meetings.
·  One important goal is to appoint a senator to thoroughly review board policies that are due for review and to prepare talking points for senate discussion. This saves others time and facilitates an informed discussion at senate meetings.

· Equivalency  considerations are another priority as it is often difficult to find qualified 
                           faculty members in a rural area.

· The flex committee needs volunteers this semester so that they are ready to assume 

                           leadership of the senate-driven planning of flex events for Fall 2010.

· If we could select a theme for the senate this year, defining academic excellence would

                            be a good choice.
                   Discussion:
                   MM:  I think goal #11(Advisories and Prerequisites) should be goal #1. It’s the reason I 

                            wanted to be a senator; there are many problems with the current situation and it

                            impacts students at all academic levels. 

                   MC:  11 goals is a lot; some are really objectives or activities rather the goals. We can 

                            think about ways to consolidate them.

                   FH:   Goals definitely need to be polished. We’ll pursue volunteers as for the priority activities 

                            as the semester progresses.

        IV.  New Business
A.  Academic Senate Bylaws Revision  (Consensus to discuss out of order on the agenda)
 FH:  The recent “at large” election of senators generated a request by CC to visit our 

         bylaws to ensure that the procedure is written. The COC has drafted an 
         addendum to the bylaws:

                                    Election procedure (II, 2c, 2d):

                                   The Secretary of the Senate shall create a ballot for e-mail distribution                            

                                    which includes the names of the nominees, deadlines for voting, and the 

                                    location of the official senate ballot box.  Hard copies of the ballots shall 

                                   be made available at the ballot box. The secretary shall collect the 

                                   ballots.  The official count of the ballots shall be tallied by a pre-

                                   determined faculty or staff member who is not a member of the senate.  

                                  The results will be announced at the senate meeting by the secretary.

   Discussion:

   ST:   What about voting by Email?

   MC:  Ballots returned by Email will not have anonymity. The ballot can be sent by     

            ALLUSER email but printed and returned by faculty to the ballot box or boxes.  

   SW:  The ALLUSER list includes classified staff and administrators.  And is there 

            concern about stuffing the ballot box?
   LL:    There were a total of 9 votes cast for the at-large election last year, and 33 this      

            year.  Paper ballots were initialed. 

   FH:   IT does not have a “faculty-only” mailing list, and it would be onerous to create 
            one.  I choose to trust that my colleagues will honor the process and cast only 
            one ballot.
   MC:   We could use the CTA list which almost includes all faculty, but excludes 
            non-union faculty or  those without email.  We could also adopt the CTA process 
            of using an external envelope  that is signed by the faculty member if we want to 
            go that far.
   SA:   We could distribute ballots at division meetings. I also trust my colleagues to cast 

            one vote appropriately.
   FH:   We have a consensus that using a ballot box (or more than one) in a defined 

            location is enough; no need for extra measures like signed outside envelopes.  

            The second issue is whether to accept Emailed ballots. If an ALLUSER goes

            out with a ballot, the ballot will be returned as a reply to the Email even if the 

            direction is to deliver it to the ballot box. Can we accept Emailed ballots?
   ST:   The low number of paper ballots in recent elections shows that faculty are 

            not voting; having an Email option would probably increase participation.

   DA:   It’s also a long way to go (to the library) to deliver a ballot. 
   LL:    Need to clarify how the “predetermined faculty member who is not a member

            of the senate” will receive Emailed ballots to count—forwarded by the president to 
            that person directly, or first to the secretary then to that person.
   HF:   We could try dropping the ballot at the website for tallying instead.
   ST:   Library does not have the tech resources to manage the questions that 

            would arise.

   MC:  We should direct faculty to send the ballot back as a reply; if it is sent as a 

            separate message it may be missed in the president’s Email and never counted.
   DA:   We need to investigate an Email list of faculty through HR.

   FH:   Agreed to investigate the above with Barbara Lee.
SW:  The language doesn’t specify that Email ballots will be accepted.  
SJ:    Doesn’t prohibit Emailed ballots either.

Motion: The senate accepts the proposed change in bylaws for election procedure 

with a request that COC change the wording to specifically acknowledge that Email

 ballots will be accepted and will be forwarded by the president directly to the appointed 

 non-senate faculty member (SJ).  Second: SW.  Carried unanimously. 

MC:   A second revision of the bylaws addresses the unusual circumstance when 

         there are more qualified faculty willing to serve on a committee than there are
         open positions,  and COC is unable to make a clear recommendation to the senate:

         COC Election Procedure:
                                    In situations where more than one faculty member is seeking nomination 

                                    to a committee, COC is unable to make a single recommendation to the 

                                   senate, and the senate is unable to make a single confirmation, the COC 

                                   Chair shall prepare a ballot with the nominees’ names and a vote shall be 

                                   taken.  The ballots will be collected and tallied by the Secretary of the 

                                   Senate. 
                           SW:  The senate votes for the committee members?

                           MC:   Only when the COC is unable to make a recommendation because there are

                                     more qualified faculty willing to serve than there are positions available. The 

                                     senate has the responsibility of approving faculty for committees.

                           HF:    Senate became aware of a need to clarify the process when there were 

                                     several faculty willing to serve on College Council this semester, but only one
                                     spot was open.
                           FH:    It’s important that the process is clearly stated. Suggest these changes:

                                     In situations where more than one faculty member is seeking nomination 

                                     to a committee by the senate, COC is unable to make a single recommendation to               

                                     the senate, and the senate is unable to make a single confirmation reach 
                                    consensus, the COC Chair shall prepare a ballot with the nominees’ names and a 
                                    vote shall be taken.  The ballots will be collected and tallied by the Secretary of the 

                                    Senate. 
                                    COC is asked to revise the statement as discussed and insert into the exact 

                                    section of the bylaws where it should reside.
B.  Proposed Computer and Network Use Policy
(John Gonzales:  Clarified that the “policy” is an administrative regulation.)
Sharon Colton distributed an updated/revised (09-10-09) version AP 3720 Monterey Peninsula College Computer and Network Use.  (Note that senators were previously 

given a version dated 8/4/09 and same was reviewed by the Academic Freedom and the Technology committees).

 Summary:
· Combines previous policies about Email and Network Use. 
derived primarily for a standard policy by (lawfirm) Liebert & Cassidy. 
Cabrillo also adapted the standard policy.  MPC’s version has been 
discussed within IT, with instructional technologists, by ASAG and AAAG.  
· The older policies were poorly understood and frequently violated. 

A looming concern is the new Santa Rosa system which operates on an 

easy windows platform, and so unsecured computer workstations can be 

accessed by unauthorized users/students unless there is a strict policy 

about logging off.  There is liability to the college and to the person 

logged in.

· The college district owns the computer and email system, and the 
assumption is that they are used for college business. Occasional 

personal use is OK, but never for illegal purposes. Even legal software downloaded for illegal purposes is prohibited. (e.g. sharing music or video files illegally).
· Previous policies did not include students; this policy includes.

· Emails (even if deleted by the user) remain archived on the server for

 1 year and can be retrieved if legitimate public request is made. IT does

  not screen Emails, but college has the right to retrieve if needed. “My    

  Documents” are also backed up for one year.

                            Discussion:

                            ST:  A subpoena is required if the FBI requests Emails??

                            Sharon Colton:  Emails would only be released through lawful means.

                            MM:  Is the purpose of the document for enforcement or to cover our interests as a 

                                     college?  How do we define college resources, e.g. students using wireless 

                                    access?
                            Sharon Colton:  Designed to protect our interests; “college resources” refer, 

                                    for example,  to the library in general, ilearn.
                            SA:  Does the document expand “fair use” definitions beyond music and video files, 

                                    to what media a faculty member may use in an online course?
                           Sharon Colton: Fair use is better defined in a different document.       
                           MM:  Does the college have an intellectual property agreement?

                           Sharon Colton:  There is an agreement with the union that a faculty member may 

                                     use an online course created by another faculty for a limited time (e.g. leave of 

                                     absence and someone needs to cover); and that the faculty member who created 

                                     it may take it with them when they leave the college.    
                           FH:    Senators should look carefully at comments by Dave Clemens of the Academic 

                                     Freedom committee. e.g. Section II.G.1takes a harsh tone about no expectation
                                     of privacy, monitoring use of all college network and computer resources, etc. 
                                     One might extend that to listening in on phone calls;  surveillance of the type of 
                                     research an instructor might do concerning a controversial or even illegal activity 

                                     (hate crimes, marijuana use, for instance).         
                           Sharon Colton:  Researching marijuana use is not illegal; only illegal activities are 

                                      prohibited.
                           FH:     The revised document (09-10-09 version) will be forwarded to the Academic  

                                      Freedom committee. It may be wise to suggest legal consultation by a firm other 
                                      than Liebert & Cassidy for a second opinion from the perspective of faculty.    
Adjourned at 4:41 pm
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