ROCK PROPOSALS

Biology Subdivision

December 4, 2006

I. CURRICULUM RENEWAL 
Rock Introduction

1.  Briefly describe the rock

Write Student Learning Outcomes and begin assessment cycles.  Rewrite course outlines for all courses.  Develop methods to increase student success, student engagement and learning, and use surveys or assessments to determine student knowledge/preparedness upon exiting course. 
2.  Impetus for wanting to study the rock

All course outlines are outdated and need to have Student Learning Outcomes.

3.  Casual discussion of rock 

Meetings to write SLO’s were begun last year. Some courses have completed SLO’s with rubrics while others don’t have SLO’s.

4. 
Difficult, murky, thorny, intractable issues regarding the rock

Course outlines can not be written in isolation.  Outcomes of one course are prerequisites for other courses.  Time to meet and accomplish these tasks is a major issue.

5. 
What we need to learn

What is the percentage of students currently succeeding in a given course?  What are the retention rates as students progress through a program?  What outcomes in prerequisite classes are necessary for success in subsequent classes?
6.
Provisional goals/outcomes of inquiry 

Develop new course outlines that will increase student success by improving student learning skills and focusing on learning-centered activities.  Increase student retention by helping students learn the content and skills necessary for success as they move through a program.

Rock Criteria

1.
Relation to student pathway across disciplines or areas

Chemistry is an important part of the health science, biology majors, and biotech programs.  
2.
Collaboration with other faculty/staff/ administrators

Writing new course outlines will require coordination with other faculty within each program.  In August, the biology faculty met with Laurie Dokter and Donna Gibson to discuss results of their PFE-supported project and to begin to develop ways to increase student success and pathways for students in the biology major and health science programs. 
3.
Direct study of and engagement with Chabot students and/or their 
work

We need to begin to assess student work, develop SLO’s, and continue with assessment cycles.
4.
Direct bearing on student learning 

We hope to improve student learning and increase success rates and retention.
II. ADJUNCT COORDINATION

Rock Introduction

1. Briefly describe the rock 

Many biology sections are taught by adjunct faculty.  Many of the adjunct faculty do an excellent job and often attend meetings, help with lab materials, etc. without reimbursement.  However, there are difficulties in hiring, mentoring, and evaluating adjunct faculty. Consequently, their students may not have the same experience as students with full time instructors. 
2. 
Impetus for wanting to study the rock 

Currently, there is no organized system in place for creating a pool of applicants and conducting interviews in a timely manner. Adjuncts are often hired at the last minute without adequate participation by biology faculty.  Communication between full time and adjunct faculty is often difficult.
3. 
Casual discussion of rock

Full time faculty often complain that adjuncts are leaving messes, not following outlines, and letting classes out early, etc.  On the other hand, adjuncts complain that they are not adequately trained, can’t find supplies and materials, etc.

4. 
Difficult, murky, thorny, intractable issues regarding the rock

Evaluations center on lectures, but many other criteria important in determining whether a person is a good instructor are ignored.  For example, adjunct participation in meetings and other activities without any compensation should be factored into the evaluation format.  Full time faculty must participate in hiring, training, supervising, mentoring and evaluating many adjuncts without any compensation.
5. 
What we need to learn

Are our current practices in hiring, mentoring, and evaluating adjunct faculty adequate?  Are we adequately conferring our expectations/requirements to the adjunct faculty and communicating sufficiently with them to make sure the expectations are being met?  

Do students of adjunct faculty have success and retention rates similar to those of other students?

6. 
Provisional goals/outcomes of inquiry

Create a better system for advertising for adjuncts, preparing and training them, and monitoring their work.  Determine whether students of adjunct faculty are achieving outcomes as well as other students.

Rock Criteria

1. Relation to student pathway across disciplines or areas

If students are not successful in a particular course, their ability to continue and complete a program may be compromised.  If there is inconsistency in courses taught by full time faculty vs. adjuncts, students may not achieve outcomes, have similar experience, or be prepared for other courses.

2. Collaboration with other faculty/staff/ administrators

Cooperation between the dean, full time faculty, and adjunct faculty is 

essential.

3. 
Direct study of and engagement with Chabot students and/or their 

work    Direct bearing on student learning 
Improving communication, hiring, mentoring, and evaluating adjunct faculty will improve their ability to teach students effectively.  We can assure greater consistency for students.

III. EFFECTIVE SCHEDULING OF CLASS OFFERINGS 
Rock Introduction

1.
Briefly describe the rock

Preparing Health Science majors for the Nursing Program (and to some degree Dental Hygiene) is driving the biology curriculum.  Each semester we add more sections to try to meet the demand.  The administration has formed an alliance with Ohlone College to begin a biotech program at Chabot and has also been in discussions regarding establishment of an Environmental Science program.

We have several good classes that are no longer offered because of the pressure to teach more and more and more Biology 31, Anatomy, Physiology, and Microbiology sections.  We feel that non-majors and to some extent Biology majors are neglected and the whole biology program is losing its diversity. 
2.
Impetus for wanting to study the rock

Development of new programs and addition of more sections each semester puts a strain on the faculty, lab technicians, budget, equipment, and laboratories.
3. Casual discussion of rock

The administration added several new sections to the Spring 2007 schedule (Biology 31, Anatomy,  Physiology, and Microbiology) over the objections of biology faculty.  While we understand the need to increase enrollment and meet student demand, we feel the additional courses will put a strain on our ability to maintain quality.  More adjuncts will be hired to teach additional sections, but the full time faculty don't have time to train, mentor. and evaluate them.  There is insufficient lab technician support to prepare more labs.  The budget for supplies and materials is inadequate and will need to be stretched to provide supplies for additional sections.
4.
Difficult, murky, thorny, intractable issues regarding the rock

Administrators don’t listen when we counsel against adding sections without enough support.  The new proposed programs are being driven by administrators rather than faculty.
5.
What we need to learn

Why do so many of our health sciences students take physiology and microbiology at Merritt?  How can we keep them here? Are we taking Biology majors students and microbiology students away form Las Positas? (Or is it Las Positas taking students away from us?)  If so, does it matter? Should we be concerned about the number of students we turn away in A&P and micro?  How can we ease the bottleneck of students waiting for courses? Is the real bottleneck nursing?  

Why is our non-majors offering so small?  Are we adequately serving this group of students?  

How will the Biotech program and proposed Environmental Science program impact the department?  Are we prepared for the changes?

What are the future staffing needs for the department?  Are we making the best use of our current faculty and staff?
6.
Provisional goals/outcomes of inquiry

Develop a rational method for effective scheduling of biology courses and planning for the future.

Rock Criteria

1. Relation to student pathway across disciplines or areas

It is important to offer an adequate number of sections to help meet demand for health science majors and to reduce schedule conflicts for all students.  However, the quality of instruction must be maintained.  
2. Collaboration with other faculty/staff/ administrators

Administrators must work biology faculty as well as chemistry, math and physics faculty to plan and develop programs that will help students complete programs and finish their studies
3.
Direct study of and engagement with Chabot students and/or their 
work 
Direct bearing on student learning 

Coordination between administrators and faculty should create streamlined programs with an adequate number of sections to meet student needs, but maintain quality of instruction.

IV. FUNDING AND FACILITIES

Rock Introduction

1.
Briefly describe the rock

Physical Environment

The biology building was built forty years ago in an era without computers or modern technology.  Prep rooms and storage spaces were designed for very different types of materials and lab exercises and no longer function for modern labs. Ventilation systems are inadequate and may pose health risks.  

Biology labs are not interchangeable.  Specific equipment and facilities are required to teach particular types of biology courses.  The number of sections that must be offered in a specific lab is putting a strain on scheduling.   The addition of the new Biotechnology program hasn’t been well planned.  Adding many new pieces of equipment to existing labs will

make it difficult to find adequate storage and teach existing courses.

Presenting lectures with a projector is difficult because of the lighting system and poorly placed screens.  Many, if not most instructors, use Power Point presentations, but only two of seven rooms have a computer/projector cart.  All other instructors must order a cart from Media Services.  Most rooms are not yet wired for internet access.  Computers are placed in areas that are not designed for computer use.  They are on carts or are placed on lab tables and counters that are used for dissection and other laboratory activities.

Supplies are scattered throughout the building.  There is no inventory available for instructors, so they may not know what items are available or where they are located.  Many chemicals, stains, and other equipment are out of date and no longer work.

Staff

Many full time faculty prepare most or all of their lab exercises for their sections and sections taught by adjuncts.  Inadequate support from lab technicians is due to an unwillingness/inability to perform tasks for which they’ve been hired or to lack of time.

Budget

For many years, the supply budget for Biology has remained at $20,000/year.  

During that time, the number of sections offered has almost doubled and the cost of supplies has increased.  Various promises and proposals have been made to augment the budget, but each year we deal with uncertainty regarding funding.  Tracking expenditures has been very difficult and has resulted in loss of some funds which should have been spent.  A $20,000 supply budget for the 2005-2006 academic year provided $10.10/student.  That year, LPC spent $22.42 per biology student.  
2.
Impetus for wanting to study the rock

Lack of adequate funding, lab tech support, and the daily difficulties of trying to teach in outdated facilities.
3.
Casual discussion of rock

The budget and lack of supply money has been a constant concern for faculty for many years.  We are unable to do many lab exercises that would increase student engagement and enhance learning because they are too costly.  Instructors often pay for materials themselves or scrounge for plant specimens, algae, soil organisms and other materials in our back yards.  Instructors often are unable to certain types of exercises because they require a great deal of preparation.
4.
Difficult, murky, thorny, intractable issues regarding the rock

The administration seems to view biology as the “golden goose” which can increase enrollment, but fails to recognize the fact that we can’t teach labs with smoke and mirrors.  We need an adequate budget that is automatically increased every time an additional section is scheduled.  We need modern facilities and equipment especially if new “high-tech” courses are to be offered.
5.
What we need to learn

What supplies do we have and where are they located? How low is our supply budget compared to the national average and Bay Area average? What is planned for renovating building 2100?  What can M &O do in the interim to make rooms more user friendly (lighting, screen placement, internet connections)?  What are the criteria for evaluating lab technicians?  What support can faculty reasonably expect?
6.
Provisional goals/outcomes of inquiry

· Improve the physical environment of building 2100.

· Inventory and organize supplies so they are more accessible.

· Hire adequately trained lab technicians for a sufficient number of hours.

· Develop a consistent method for adequately funding biology labs and automatically increase funding if sections are added.  

Rock Criteria

1. Relation to student pathway across disciplines or areas

Student success, retention, and completion of a program is tied to the quality of courses in biology, chemistry, and other courses.  It’s essential to have adequate facilities and funding to meet their needs.

2.
Collaboration with other faculty/staff/ administrators


Administrators need to work with us rather than making unilateral 
decisions.

3.
Direct study of and engagement with Chabot students and/or their 
work   Direct bearing on student learning

Better, more modern labs and lab exercises would directly impact student engagement and learning.  Students are being prepared to transfer to other institutions or advanced programs.  They require access to modern equipment and experience in the use of modern technology.
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