Minutes for the Academic Senate Meeting
Friday, September 12, 2008
Ka‘a‘ike 105

1:30pm-3:30 pm

Present: Mark Hoffman, Maggie Bruck, Joyce Yamada, Rosie Vierra, Lisa Deneen, Tim Marmack, Daniel Kruse, Dorothy Pyle, Kahele Dukelow, Carol Petith-Zbiciak, Kate Acks, Leinani Sakamoto, Colleen Shishido, Eric Engh, Jennifer Owen, Elisabeth Armstrong, Ellen Peterson, Alf Wolf, Cyrilla Pascual, Robert Wehrman, Mike Takemoto, Emerson Timmins, Teresa Shurilla, Bobby Santos, Renée Riley, Mikahala Helm, Kari Luna, Kristi Ishikawa, Kī‘ope Raymond, Jill Fitzpatrick, Lillian Mangum, Vinnie Linares, Laura Lees, Carlton Atay, David Grooms, Crystal Alberto, Lisa Sepa, Donna Harbin, BK. Griesemer, Elaine Yamashita, Margaret Christensen, Mary Farmer, Steven Farmer, Jan Moore, Lorelle Peros, Kathy Fletcher, Elisabeth Reader, Jung Park, Julie Powers, Linda Fujitani, Kathleen Hagan, Gayle Early, Kulamanu Ishihara, Mark Slattery, Becky Speere, Nancy Johnson, Cindy Foreman,  Shane Payba, Ben Guerrero, and Michele Katsutani
I. Called to order at 1:45p.m.

II. Minutes for 8/22/08 were approved.
BK Griesemer reported MCC Today will feature the MCC Bookstore, Joanne Doelle with College for Kids, and Noble Grape. If anyone has ideas for future shows please contact her.
V. 
Standing Committee Reports 

· Curriculum

BK. Griesemer presented the curriculum committee’s request for senate is to vote on supporting for continued planning of two ATPs (BAS in Applied Engineering Technology and BAS in Applied Ocean Sciences). 
· The curriculum committee unanimously voted to support continued  planning in both programs.
· The curriculum committee’s role is to look at the merit of the program in light of curriculum and instruction and the college’s mission. 
· According to the E.201 Approval of New Academic Programs and Review of Provisional Academic Program, the final approval for an ATP is with the Chancellor of the unit (see ATP section C.2). A proposal for a new program would go through the same channels: author, department, curriculum committee (simultaneously with V.C. of Academic Affairs and Chancellor) and then to the President and BOR. A  provisional program cycle equals the number of years students are normally expected to take to complete the program (e.g., four years for the baccalaureate and four to five years for doctoral degrees).Then there is a process to determine if the program is to become permanent or not. 
Mark Hoffman, author of the applied engineering program, added the following:

· Resources for the program are soft money. 
· We have two tenure-track positions to support the upper-division 

· We’ve been working with the Institute of Science and Engineers from Santa Cruz. We’ve also been working with the Institute of Astronomy at the new building in Pukalani to donate laboratory space and equipment. So, at program level we have some support, although we’re lacking lab space. We don’t necessarily have counselors or academic support, but there is soft money that might be able to help with this through the probationary period. The timeline is rapid, but doable. 

Discussion: 
· Is it realistic to plan without definite administrative and financial support secured? 
· We have positions for a non-existing program. What happens with these positions until the program is established? 
· If this program is approved, we must go to the four-year commission and we are no longer a two-year institution. We need to first ask the bigger question of budget, positions, support, and commissions before addressing this ATP. When are we going to address this larger issue? 

· It would be helpful to reframe this issue. 
· We discussed this issue of 4-year versus 2-year as a group before. Let’s look at the minutes at previous discussions about this issue.  We had the smart growth resolution. 
· Do we have a say in whether or not MCC adds another 4-year degree. Is it worth the discussion?  This is one way of pushing the bigger questions. 
· This is a shared governance issue. As a senate, we need to make a statement here. 
· The curriculum committee has seriously looked at these ATPs. The curriculum committee is telling the senate that there is enough information to look at the ATPs, not asking us to support it necessarily, but that the curriculum aspect looks good.  
· If the two tenure-track positions are funded by general funds from the legislature, the process as it is stated in the ATP approval process has been violated. 
· If we are indeed allowed to stay in both commissions, this needs to be presented in writing. There’s also a question of resources: who’s going to write both reports? How will we pay the two fees? We have to think about the impact. 
· There have been committees, which have since dissolved, to look at these issues. 
· ABIT went through the senate several years ago because the senate embraced the growth. We embrace 4-year degrees, but we’re concerned about our resources. Do we really understand the requirements that we would have to meet under the senior commission? Library, counselors, career services, and so on. With the current economic situation, we have to understand that if we say yes to these programs, we will probably have to get the funding to support these new programs with the funding we already have. 
· The question brought to the senate by the curriculum committee is about continuing to plan and the ATPs, not about moving commissions. 
Mark Hoffman added the following:

· Tenure-track positions were brought into look at the Optics at the AS level. 
· In addition to WASC senior and/or junior accreditation, this new program would also have to be accredited by another agency that is related to engineering. 
· ECET has been very successful with extramural funding over the past several years and looking towards those resources for support. 
· We’ve been looking at the Santa Cruz model to see what the upper division would look like. 
· The ATP is coming from ECET, from faculty.

Discussion: 
· Can we hire a consultant to help us determine and assess just what we would have to do to move into the senior commission. 
· ABIT was originally funded by extramural funds and now, 7-8 years later is being funded by general funds. 
· Accreditors will not allow a program to be supported with soft money. At the last accreditors visit, it was clear that if we have a second 4-year degree, we would have to go to senior commission and that in our current stage, we would not be accredited.
· The frustration is that this second program came out of nowhere. 
Kate Acks moved to table the issue as presented by the curriculum committee. Cyrilla Pascual seconded the motion.
Discussion:
·  We don’t want a “no” vote to seem as though we’re not supporting ECET’s work; however, I’m not ready to vote yes or no at this time. 
· Tabling the issue might enable the decision to be made elsewhere. To be silent is also irresponsible. 
· If we table this issue, we need to have really clear ideas about what it would take for us to feel comfortable to move it forward. 
The motion to table the issue did not pass. 
Dorothy Pyle moved that although the senate recognizes and appreciates all the work done by the ECET committee on this ATP and appreciates the work of the curriculum committee in reviewing and bringing this forward, the senate cannot support this new program until questions about resources and the requirements of the senior commission are answered. 
Vinnie Linares seconded the motion. 

Discussion:  
· Can we add a timeline to this resolution? 
· It is appropriate for the senate to approve the ATP and then as a separate motion list a series of questions that should be answered for any ATP. 
· Approving the ATP would agree with this process, which has not been legal. 

· It’s clear that there’s emotional concern and feelings of being threatened with the idea of going to the senior commission.
Bob Wehrman called the question and Vinnie Linares seconded. The motion to end discussion and vote on the previous motion passed.
The above motion presented by Dorothy Pyle passed with two nays. 
The senate requested that Michele Katsutani take the issue to the Executive Committee and come back to the senate with a strategy for the next step. 
Mark Hoffman moved for an identical motion for the Ocean Science ATP that is before the senate. Vinnie Linares seconded the motion.

The motion carried with four nays. 
III. Pai Ka Mana update

Kari Luna reported Pai Ka Mana is a federally funded program that focuses on meeting the needs of disabled, first-generation, and/or low-income students. They offer several resources such as laptops, tutoring, and financial assistance to students in the program. Pai Ka Mana is still looking for 14 more students. Priority goes to Liberal Arts students, but all students can be served. Feel free to email Kari Luna (kariluna@hawaii.edu) with referrals or have her come present to your class. 

IV. Unfinished Business
· Michele Katsutani reported the new Mental Health Counselor starts next week Tuesday. He comes from Lahainaluna High School with lots of experience. For now his title is “counselor.” 
V. Standing Committees continued
· Policy and Procedures committee:

Vinnie Linares reported the following:

1) The Applied Research Guidelines, which were distributed at the last senate meeting, discusses research and teaching expectations for 4-year faculty. The committee felt this document is a bit top-heavy, requiring too much administrative approval, but the committee felt this document is not much of a concern for our campus. Please review the guidelines and send feedback to the P&P committee. The Union will also review and follow up on the guidelines.

Discussion: At MCC, ABIT faculty members are hired as CC faculty and still have the 5/4 load. 

2) Look for Survey Monkey emails that will ask for your feedback on the forgiveness policy (a policy that allows students to ask for forgiveness for low grades) and a credit policy (a policy that would allow a student to earn credit by examination or allow a student to earn credit from work completed earlier).
3) The way the P&P committee works is an issue comes forward to the committee, the issue is discussed, brought back to departments, brought to the Executive Committee, and then brought to the senate for vote.
· Assessment

Jan Moore reported during First Week there were several Assessment Workshops. Handouts from the workshop are available.  

Two projects will be undertaken this year to “close the loop.” One is the continuation of the Pilot Project for programs, which Jan Moore will be leading.  In Spring semester Jan will have one course re-assigned time to work as the Co-Assessment Coordinator.  The other is the Assignment Alignment Project which will close the loop by showing how assignments in courses align with program and general education SLOs and how they are assessed and the information used to assist and assess students and to adjust courses and programs.  These both were outlined in the talk the Assessment Coordinator gave during faculty week.  Copies are available from BK via email or in paper copy. More information will be forth coming on both projects. 
VII. Announcements

Jan Moore reported the Academic Grievance Procedure has been revised:

· Titles have been changed to match VCAA and numbers were matched.

· “5. Students may choose to have an advocate of their choice with him or her throughout the process.” Was added under section IV.A.

· “Upon expiration of the time provided for resolving the complaint, the VCAA shall inform the student in writing of his or her disposition of the complaint.” Added under section IV.B.
VI.     Ad Hoc Committee 
· Teaching Improvement Committee: 

Renee Riley reported the following:

· There will be once-a-month professional development activities (named Launa‘ike which means coming together of knowledge and experiences): 
· Friday, October 17, 10:30am-11:45am (topic: the challenging student)
· Friday, November 21, 10:30am-11:45am (topic: multiple intelligences)

· The new name for the Teaching Improvement Committee (TIC) is the Inspired Teaching Committee (ITC, pronounced it-see).
· Social Committee: Ellen Peterson invited senate members to join the committee. 
· Safety and Plan Procedures: 
Elaine Yamashita reported signs with emergency contact information have been posted around campus. Emails with meeting times for the committee will be emailed. 

IV. Unfinished Business continued

Michele Katsutani presented Bruce Butler’s report:

“As a result of the evaluations, the following recommendations were made at the P&P committee meeting: 

· Standardize the survey for each administrator.

· Include a summary of the job description.

· Use the same survey for an extended time. Possibly having an evaluation every 18 months so that we have an opportunity to look at trends and to have administrators respond to issues that continue to appear.

· Ask the administrator for a written explanation as to the reasons the issue continues to appear and the steps to be taken toward the resolutions.”

VI. New Business

· Retention and Persistence resolution

Elaine Yamashita presented the following resolution: 
“Whereas, “retention”, “persistence” and “completion” are terms that have several different definitions in the UH system with subsequent different data-gathering bases, and

Whereas, “retention” and “persistence” and “completion” have a complex array of issues, including accurate data, how to handle exceptions (e.g. “incomplete” grades), the potential of grade inflation, the potential lowering of standards, the issues beyond instructor control that cause a student to drop out, the impact of “F/NC” vs. “N” grade, the student goals for themselves (could be one course), and

Whereas, instructors understand the importance of analyzing and using retention data to improve teaching practices,

Therefore, the Academic Senate of Maui Community College asks the MCC Administration:

1.  To provide a clear definition of the terms “retention”,“persistence” and “completion” and assure that the data that is gathered is aligned with the definition, and

2. The data will be shared with all appropriate parties only for the purposes of reflection and as additional information to improve teaching.  Benchmarks will not be set for retention, persistence, and completion as individual student and discipline/course situations vary so widely.

3. Retention, persistence, and completion data will not be used as a measure for tenure and promotion documents.”
Discussion: 
· Thank you for bringing this up. It has been discovered there is no common definition of these terms. 
· The department chairs just received a proposed definition list of each of those terms. 
· There are faculty members who are facing contract renewals and are facing this issue of retention without knowing how to respond. 
· Email Steve Kameda and Tressy Aheong to remove students who have never attended a single class. 
· Some students sign up for classes just to qualify for insurance and dropping them would negatively impact the students. 
· How will this resolution affect faculty who are up right now for contract renewal? 
Vinnie Linares moved to accept the resolution. Bob Wehrman seconded. 
The motion passed with two nays. 

VII. Announcements

· BOR will be at MCC on October 23, 2008.
· The next Academic Senate meeting will be October 10, 2008 from 1:30pm-3:30pm in Ka‘a‘ike 105.
· Heavy Duty shredders have been purchased, and there’s at least one in KaLama building.

· The next Liberal Arts meeting is Friday, September 19 at noon in KaLama 104. Topic: discuss additional SLOs and the program map.
· Mark Hoffman reported Clyde Sakamoto would like to address the list of questions behind postponing the ATP and the resolution. 
Discussion: Vinnie Linares added that the very same questions given to the Chancellor before and were not thoroughly answered, need to be answered.
It was determined Michele Katsutani will bring this issue to the Executive Committee for discussion and next steps. 
Meeting adjourned 3:29 pm

