Ventura College Academic Senate

Thursday, March 3, 2011
Campus Center Conference Room
I. Call to Order

This meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m. The following senate members were present:

Chen, Albert - Social Sciences & Humanities
Drake, Ken - Career and Technical Education

Gardner, Ty- Math & Sciences

Guillen, Guadalupe - Student Services
Haines, Robbie - Math & Sciences

Kolesnik, Alex - Math & Sciences


Lange, Cari – Senate Secretary

Mitchell, Nancy – Career and Technical Education

Morris, Terry – Health, Physical Education & Athletics

        Muñoz, Paula – Student Services
Parker, Jennifer- Career and Technical Education

Pauley, Mark- Senate Treasurer/ Curriculum Co-chair
Pollack, Deborah - Senate Vice-president
Reynolds, Andrea - Social Sciences & Humanities
Schoenrock, Kathryn - Communication & Learning Resources

Sezzi, Peter – Senate President

The following guests were present:


       Algiers, Kammy - Math & Sciences

       Calote, Robin- Ventura College President 

              Hernandez, Kyla - Associated Student Body VP

       Keebler, David – VP, Business Services

       Ortega, Monse - Associated Student Body Representative

       Penuela, Alan - Career and Technical Education
II. Public Comments
There were no public comments at this time.

III. Approval of minutes

a. February 17, 2011

Motion to approve the minutes from the previous Academic Senate meeting was made by Pauley, seconded by Drake, and unanimously carried. Guillen, Chen, and Schoenrock were not present for this vote. 

IV. Acknowledgement of Guests

a. Robin Calote & David Keebler 

Calote and Keebler were present to present the Academic Senate with the new Integrated Planning/Program Review/Resource Allocation model.
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In the Integrated Planning Model the top three tiers are areas that will be addressed every three to ten years as noted, and the lower tiers will be addressed annually. 

The College Planning Council will be largely composed of faculty members and will function similarly to the existing Program Review Committee. It was suggested that this committee could serve in lieu of the Staffing Priorities Committee.

Within the tiers for annual review, the College Planning Parameters will be based on projected budget and refined when a finalized budget is approved. 

The next tier, the Program Review and Planning stage will occur ever fall semester and be based upon SLOs, student retention and student success evaluation and prioritization at the division level. To address the many questions and some concerns regarding this process, Calote emphasized that the process is faculty driven, not merely an exercise for the department deans and chairs. In order to facilitate faculty involvement, Calote agreed to send e-mail reminders to all faculty about timelines for involvement. 


At the Prioritize Initiatives level there must be a rubric developed to identify which programs are most viable and which ones need to be modified in some manner. Concern was expressed by the Senate that there may not be a way to capture the data to show what is “viable” and “valuable” within the community enhancement and remediation courses. Both Calote and Sezzi assured that this process was meant to do just that, protect what we as a college deem to be most important to our community. However, we must define what that is so that we can account for it. Essentially, we were told that we may not just maintain our current course of inertia, we must aid in the development of a rubric that will assist in course viability assessment. This rubric needs to be predominantly based on the Data Collection and Analysis of Program SLOs and Effectiveness Indicators. 

The Program Review Model is the manner in which programs will be evaluated in terms of how successfully they align within the College’s Integrated Planning Model and allow for program modification. When implemented, the Program Review process will be the means by which programs are granted access to resources. Keebler and Callahan are working on populating a database which will allow faculty to access the statistics they need to complete the documentation portion of annual program review. Keebler informed us that under this new program review model, equipment and educational supplies will be purchased in accordance to their lifecycle, rather than by the current, less structured, means of allocating such funds. Overall, this model is meant to make the program review process more meaningful and focused on how, as faculty, we can improve our educational programs because we can worry less about if we will get necessary funding to replace old, outdated, or broken equipment. 

Calote and Keebler were thanked for presenting the Senate with these proposed models and for answering our questions regarding some of the more nuanced aspects. After they left the room, substantive discussion took place regarding the validity of these processes, the sustainability of a program assessment rubric, how the data will be collected and disseminated, how bond measures would work into these models, and the formation of the College Planning Council.

The Senate will review and vote on a more finalized version of these models at the next Senate meeting on March 24, 2011. 


Pollack motioned that the Senate approve the formation of a task force consisting of volunteers Sezzi, Pauley, and Parker to begin drafting a program assessment rubric. Haines seconded the motion which then unanimously carried.


Sezzi recommended that the Academic Senate, along with a few additional members at large, serve as the College Planning Council for this semester due to the truncated timeline. This recommendation was not formally voted on, however, after discussion, it was agreed that this is likely the only viable solution at this point in time. 

V. Announcements
a. VCF/Osher/Senate Endowed Scholarship

Sezzi mentioned the Ventura College Foundation and Osher Foundation matching grant available for the Academic Senate endowed scholarship. Our goal is to raise $2000 by the end of this fiscal year (and hopefully no later than mid-May) that can be turned into a $6000 scholarship that can turn out a $1000 scholarship for future Ventura College students in perpetuity.   

b. Faculty member position on WASC


Sezzi asked to be informed of any potentially interested individuals.

c. Faculty Satisfaction Survey


The survey will be open after spring break. 

d. Proficiency Awards


We are in the process of documenting how many proficiency awards we grant and how we grant them. At a future Senate meeting the proposed new process will be presented.
VI. Study Sessions
a. Enrollment Priorities


This item was tabled as Sezzi will have the data of our current FTES and headcount at the next Senate meeting. 

VII. President’s Report
a. Administrative Council report

The summer session schedule will be released March 8th and the fall 2011 schedule will be released march 21st. 

b. Consultation Council report 
c. DCHR, DTRW, DCSL 

Due to time constraints, no reports were given on these meetings.
VIII. Campus Committee reports
a. Curriculum Committee report
i. SB 1440 Degrees

The first few degrees asked to meet state compliancy have been showing progress in this area. Psychology was the first approved SB 1440 degree by our Curriculum Committtee.
b. Student Learning Outcomes Oversight Group report


Because of time constraints, Schoenrock motioned to move this agenda item to immediately follow discussion of the Integrated Planning/Program Review/Resource Allocation models. Parker seconded and all approved.


Schoenrock informed the Senate that through discussion within the Language Arts department, they have concluded that they do not support the pedagogy using assessing summative SLOs at a formative stage. Schoenrock also informed the Senate the results of a ballot in her department: the Language Arts department will be assessing their SLOs at both a formative and summative stage this semester. Chen from Social Sciences agreed, and disclosed that his department has also been having discussions with similar conclusions.  Sezzi also reported that other faculty have contacted him with the same concerns.

Sezzi was pleased to hear that departments are engaging in such discourse, as that is what this process is actually all about. Gardner defended the process as needing both formative and summative assessments and asserted that this semester’s timeline is indeed early in this semester but by having it at this point in the semester, we, as faculty, will have more data available by which we can make changes to the classes in which we are presently teaching in order to improve student learning this semester.  He further contended that in the future the assessment timeline will be much more flexible. 
c. Budget Resource Council (formerly Campus Resource Council) report


The BRC discussed the new Integrated Planning/Program Review/Resource Allocation model at their last meeting.
d. Task Force on Learning Communities report


Eight faculty members have been fully funded to attend the seminar this summer at Evergreen College in Washington State.

IX. Action Items
a. AP 5040 Student Records, Directory Information and Privacy (First Reading)

It was motioned by Guillen that this item be moved to a second reading at the next Senate meeting. Haines seconded and the motion unanimously passed. 
X. Adjournment
This meeting was adjourned at 3:29 p.m.
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