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Report on the Annual Retreat of the Faculty of 

The California Maritime Academy, January 2009.
Thanks to the generous financial and administrative support of the Office of the Provost, the faculty retreat was sponsored and held at the Gaia Hotel and Spa in American Canyon on January 8th, 2009.  The agenda for the retreat is attached.
The Retreat opened with a Plenary Session and remarks by the following:
Vivienne McClendon, from the Center for Engagement, Teaching and Learning,  announced that she will be distributing a survey that she co-developed with Mindy Drake & Jim Buckley in order to assess areas of faculty research interest & determine potential interdisciplinary connections that will encourage future collaborations.  This survey will be distributed electronically during the first week of the Spring session, and all faculty members are encouraged to complete it.  She also announced the formation of a new Instructional Technology subcommittee of the Information Technology Planning & Advisory Committee (ITPAC) that will examine digital and technology related curriculum matters & encouraged all faculty who would be interested in participating in this group to contact her in the near future. 

The President discussed the contents of an article entitled “High Faculty Morale: What do Exemplary Colleges Do Right” from the publication Change. The article lists the following factors as chiefly contributing to high faculty morale at successful colleges: 1) A distinctive organizational culture; 2) A sense of institutional momentum; 3) Faculty feel a compelling sense of identity within the institution; and 4) There is a high degree of participatory leadership within the institution.  The President then discussed the environment of Cal Maritime in reference to these factors, emphasizing the clearly established and distinctive organizational culture that sets Cal Maritime apart from other institutions in the region and the recent faculty and administrative perceptions related to institutional growth and momentum.  The President reaffirmed his commitment to empowering the role of faculty within the governance of the institution. Along these lines, the President indicated that he would like to encourage the faculty to create additional opportunities for meaningful, in-depth discussion of issues affecting modern academia, and for determining new methods for communicating their collective will on institutional issues to administration. 

The Provost discussed some of the factors necessary for shaping the distinct organizational culture of Cal Maritime in the future in order to maintain its unique status among CSU campuses while empowering our students for success in the new digital age.   Among these factors was a requirement that Cal Maritime foster faculty pioneers in research and creative activities, so that the new ideas we develop as an institution can be integrated into the classroom as well as industry.  The Provost encouraged faculty to reach out to students as partners in the learning process, incorporating them research projects and finding ways to reach students no matter where they are on the scale of knowledge. He noted that it is “one thing to graduate the gifted, but another thing entirely to gift our graduates.”  Additionally, the Provost discussed the need for instruction to increasingly incorporate digital tools and technologies in order to meet the emerging needs of digital learners. As professionals are increasingly called upon to make use of new technologies and to interact with one another through group projects and communicate via digital systems, these needs must be reflected in the tools and techniques we employ within the classroom. The need for the development of information commons which serve students information technology, research resources, and learning needs was discussed, where students, faculty and administration can meet at “information watering holes” to connect over ideas and share tools and resources.  In closing, the Provost asked that the faculty consider best practices for using our current knowledge base to make connections with other disciplines that expand our institutional purpose and impact.

Senate member Stephen Pronchick provided faculty with an overview of the status of the Academic Master Planning Template Committee, which was formed at the beginning of the semester and chaired by Special Consultant to the President Lee Kerschner.  The Committee also included Senate members Sam Pecota and Donna Nincic.  This Committee is preparing to submit a Draft Template for the Academic Master Plan to the Provost for review with in the next week, which will complete its charge. The template document is not intended to be a complete Academic Master Plan, but rather a guiding document which suggests an organizational structure for the actual plan and a list of projects and topics to be included.  Once the draft template is submitted, the Provost will consult with administration and the Academic Senate Executive Committee to approve it. A new Academic Master Planning Committee will then be formed to create an Academic Master Plan, using this document as a template. At that point, a much wider range of campus constituencies will be consulted. The current template is split into 4 parts: 1) Part 1 includes an overview of the purpose of the template document and a proposed structure for the Academic Master Plan; 2) Part 2 includes some options for topics that the committee felt should be included with in the Academic Master Plan, with discussions and recommendations; 3)  Part 3 includes a list and discussion of potential new academic programs that could be discussed with in the Academic Master Plan. However, no recommendations were issued by the Committee; 4) The final section of the report includes a discussion of the potential reorganization of campus programs with related pro and con lists. Again, no Committee recommendations were made in this section.   Senate Member Pronchick noted that the draft Academic Master Plan Template is not currently available for general faculty to view, but that it will be disseminated to the Senate Executive Committee in the near future for review, and will be made available to general faculty after it has undergone a formal review process.

Dean of Sponsored Projects and Extended Learning, Kim McNutt, noted that policies and procedures for faculty engagement in sponsored projects are just beginning to be developed, as his focus has been primarily on extended learning opportunities for the past 18 months. However, he is committed to creating new opportunities for faculty training session in this area and to setting a list of realistic expectations for what his office can do to assist faculty.   Dean McNutt explained that SPEL must be informed of all CMA grants, and that this office works directly with campus auditors and accountants to facilitate the grant process and ensure accuracy of records. For this reason, there is a 10-15% overhead charge from the SPEL office for administering grants.  It was noted that more grant workshops will be offered during the Spring semester, and faculty were encouraged to attend.
After the morning plenary, faculty was evenly divided into four breakout sessions, and these sessions were repeated in the afternoon.  The reports for each session are as follows:
Group A: 
Quality of Professorial Life
The Quality of Professorial Life breakout sessions were organized around three prompts…  The Good, The Bad, and The Ugly.

The Good class of responses was to be those elements of campus life that, collectively, the faculty would like the campus to work hard to retain as operational elements in the life of the faculty.

The Bad class of responses was to be those elements of campus life that, collectively, the faculty would like the campus to work hard to eliminate as operational elements in the life of the faculty.

The Ugly class of responses was to be those elements of campus life that, collectively, the faculty recognize as essential in some form to the life of the campus, but the faculty believe, currently, are in a functional form that cries out for significant modification. 

The Good Included…

(1)
The campus environment, which in-and-of-itself facilitates strong, 
personalized student-faculty and faculty-faculty interactions and 
relationships

(2)
The Office (personal) space we enjoy

(3)
The very effective student/faculty ratios we currently enjoy

(4)
The high quality, hands-on laboratory environments and equipment available to students and faculty in multiple disciplines

(5) 
The ever-improving quality of the physical plant, office space, and 
grounds…  not 
to mention the location of the campus  

(6)
The availability of free beverages and newspapers on the mess deck

The Bad Included…

(1)
The lack of extensive diversity in the ranks of students, faculty and 


Administrative colleagues

(2)
Low faculty compensation…  in both permanent and lecturer classes of 
employment

(3)
Faculty work load - no student assistants available for grading

(4)
Lack of faculty involvement in, and commitment to, shared governance

(5)
Inferior quality of our student’s intellectual abilities and scholastic preparation 

(6)
Disparities in power structure across disciplines leading to differential access to resources

(7)
The response time of Maintenance with respect to faculty requests for assistance

The Ugly included…

(1)
The marginalization of the humanities and, more generally, GE Breadth

(2)
“Packed,” inflexible student schedules

(3)
The degree of ambiguity and inconsistency in the RTP process

(4)
Faculty teaching schedules (primarily timing issues)

(5)
Faculty teaching loads (primarily related to total contact hours for those members of the faculty with many labs in their course loads)

(6)
Access to parking

Although the Quality of Professorial Life sessions had a goal of identifying specific individuals to whom express elements of the Good, Bad, and Ugly should be communicated, it became clear as group process unfolded that, ultimately, it is the President who needs to be in the loop.

Group B:  General Education and the College Experience

The breakout session was very loosely structured in order to optimize discussion and variety of responses.  While the conversation bounced quickly from one idea to the next, both the morning and afternoon sessions covered similar ground, which could be thematically organized under the following three areas.
1.
What knowledge should all of our graduates possess, regardless of major?

· Communication

· Writing

· Field knowledge

· Oral skills

· Technical Writing Skills

· The Arts and Cultural Studies as they relate to global awareness

· Other follow-up questions and issues:

· Is this being achieved?  How?

· How do we evaluate general education skills in major courses?

· What kinds of rubrics are used?


· How can we build in opportunities to practice these skills in technical courses?

2.
A recognized need to reform and develop the General Education Program at CMA

· A desire to develop greater breadth in course offerings; how can our students be given more diverse general education elective options?

· To develop breadth, suggestions included:

· More history, world history

· More literature, variety of literature

· Poetry society 

· School newspaper

· Astronomy

· Leadership seminars

· Student club participation for credit? 

· Study-abroad opportunities for license-track students

· Other suggestions for expanding breadth and depth:

· To grow where possible:  [i.e., a drawing course opens up the fine arts, with minimal costs for studio overhead]

· Themed partner courses offered in same semester from different subject areas (i.e. Lit of Sea and Maritime History)?

· At what point should Gen Ed courses be theme specific? (i.e., Does everything need to be about the sea?)

· Humanities should focus on deeper human connections that transcend ocean themes

· Ideas for incorporating general education objectives into curriculum:

· Interdisciplinary teaching

· Incorporating Gen Ed skills within technical and major-specific coursework

· Assessing student education interest early on at recruitment?

· Can these courses be offered through Open University?

· Cruise – option of independent study courses?

· Significance of bilingual knowledge for global awareness

· Too much rigidity in schedule; but how to change?

· Other follow-up questions, suggestions, and concerns:

· There are limited financial resources to opening new course offerings

· And, large class sizes limit possibilities

· Can we more sharply define the role of “general” education at a “specialized” institution?

· Mixing up how courses are offered: perhaps 1 credit, or 1 ½ credit per semester, and courses taken sequentially, rather than the standard 3 credit course allows for greater flexibility.
· Stagger years in which electives are offered to produce variety

· Difficult to estimate the number of students who need to enroll in Gen Ed requirements in a given semester b/c of transfer patterns

· To place more general education courses in the evening, when students have time

· To remove general education courses in the evening (which marginalizes them)

· Take advantage of visiting faculty adjuncts

· Pre-registration for enrollment management?  

· Better advertisement for enrollment management?

· Team teaching/smaller credit/multi-unit

· Offer “special topics” courses that can be flexible in topic

· Freshmen seminar with mentor professor (1 credit, perhaps)

· Will more courses offered lead to more skills?

· The health of general education requires student buy-in (this starts at recruitment) and faculty commitment (at advising stage and beyond)

3.   Development of the Writing Program at CMA

· Could smaller-unit professional writing classes be made equivalent to the GRE/EGL 300?

· Use writing center for help with grammar

· Marketing and sales as effective communications

Group C: Roundtable on Research Projects

Roundtable Discussion on Scholarship at the Academy

Date: 08 January 2009

Facilitator: Steve Browne

After a brief introduction by the facilitator, the following issues were raised and discussed by attendees:

Issue: What is scholarship?
· “Discovery or extension of pure knowledge”

· “Advancing your field”

· “Research on effective teaching methodology”

· “Student centered applied research”

General consensus: Due to the nature, focus and limitations of the Academy, our scholarship should be focused on the pedagogy of maritime education.

Issue: What are some examples of past, current or potential scholarship at CMA?

· A field trip by an environmental law course to examine the long-term effects of the Cosco Busan collision.

· A maritime textbook written from course notes.

· A study on the effective of memorization on student learning in Rules of the Road (NAU 305)

· Development of maritime specific teaching materials for use in physics and mathematics courses

· Use of the simulation center to teach physics concepts.

· The integration of simulation throughout the curriculum.

Issue: I don’t even know where to start.  Help!

· Seek out a mentor.  Ask a more experienced faculty member for assistance.

· Collaborate.  Work on a group project.

· Take a research methodology course at an area university.

· Turn your course notes into a paper or text.

· Attend an academic conference.

· Read academic and professional journals.

· Brainstorm scholarship ideas with colleagues.

Issue: I was told that my scholarship doesn’t count for RTP because it isn’t maritime related.  Is this true?

· “No, your scholarship doesn’t need to be maritime related.”

· “Yes, it definitely must be maritime focused.”

· “It depends.”

Issues: Grants

· Grant funds may be used to buy release time for scholarship or for extra wages for the faculty member.

· Funded projects could be undertaken by a group of faculty members to reduce workload.

· An example of a grant received at CMA: $24000 from IAMU to develop maritime related resources for the teaching of physics at maritime academies.

Suggestions to improve the quality of scholarship at the Academy

· Faculty development workshops during the semester and breaks

· Presentations by faculty members concerning their scholarship

· Brown bag discussions and brainstorming sessions

· Credit in the RTP process for mentoring

Group D:  Continuing Discussions on Growth
Each of the sessions was well-attended, with between 14 and 22 participants.  The goal of this breakout session was to move beyond the vision of “2029” as articulated at earlier retreats (a college within a university where all students might/ might not be in uniform, go on cruise, be a part of corps, pursue licenses, stand watch, etc) and identify things that would be manifest in all matriculants/graduates at that date.  The guiding questions focused on what would be the “common denominators of a CMA student.”

There was a strong sentiment among participants to maintain our “maritime identity and niche” but to take a broader and more inclusive view of “maritime.”  This would include an appreciation for marine policy, environmental issues, culture, etc…there was also a recognition that graduate programs might attract a significantly different breed of students, but it was agreed that these students would still be interested in maritime issues, since this would be the focus of such programs. 

There was also a desire not to grow too fast or far a field of our mission: we need to maintain difference and distinction.  Cruise, for example, was regarded by some as our defining ritual, and one that is an attraction; the ship is regarded by many as the central variable in any equation centered on future growth. 

There was a definite consensus that we need to “Grow Smart”—growth for its own sake was not what we wanted! (One participant, referencing Grahams comments re: growing pains in the morning convocation, suggested that some growth—like tumors-can be bad!)  

There was a strong emphasis on education (for career and life) as opposed to training (for job or industry)

One of the major points to come from this discussion was a desire to maintain and develop our relationship with industry (IAB) to identify those skills that they desire: integrity, leadership skills, management skills, confidence/competence.  We should broaden this to include grad schools in addition to prospective employers.  Students are to be identified as products, not customers: what product does a consumer (in this case industry/grad school) value and how can we better serve the customer without debasing the product?  Client needs, as represented by our relationship with industry and other post-baccalaureate locales should determine, to a large degree, the skill set we impart to CMA students in 2029. 

There was a stated desire by some programs (engineering, in particular, but MT to some extent as well) to identify ways to streamline programs and make them more efficient. The conversation then turned on how to increase efficiency and efficacy?


Grow EXISTING Programs


Follow the Market—Outcome Oriented


Get Efficient before we get Bigger—increase flexibility in existing programs as opposed to introducing new programs? 

Conversation tuned to current Constraints that Impede Growth: Class Sizes, STCW, Scheduling, Physical Plant, Budget, and Footprint were the ones that cropped up most often.  Those in attendance were in agreement that we should not let such determinants drive the conversation nor mold the direction and future of the institution. 

We also discussed our Comparative Advantages that could be used to facilitate institutional and programmatic growth: world-class facilities, small class sizes, cruise, leadership training, hands-on experiential learning, a planned curriculum (described as “user friendly”), teamwork, cohort/camaraderie.  There was a palpable sense of pride in the programs that we currently deliver, and rightly so…it is understandable, then, that some might view institutional/programmatic growth as eroding what makes CMA so special and compelling.  Growth should be questioned if it comes at the expense of the students—one participant lauded the sense of community and common experience and hoped it would not be lost in a sea of new faces and programs. 

There was also a desire to raise curricular standards and get a better quality of entering student; this applies to both undergraduate and graduate students. They should also be more diverse (as should faculty and administrative hires).

It was agreed that industry and other clients would value in 2029, as they do today, the following skill set from our graduates, irrespective of major: Well-rounded students would have strong communication skills, critical thinking and ethical reasoning skills, and (foreign) language skills.  There was also consensus that we should try to graduate leaders, and not just offer exposure to leadership training. 

We should be able to graduate students who are “job-ready” with a high level of technical competence and hands on training in practical skills.  They would maintain a “command presence” that is already seen in current CMA graduates. International experiences are important, as is the ability to work with a diverse team, but we should explore if cruise is the optimal way to deliver an international experience to all students (would a study abroad experience be better, for example, for certain majors?)

Conversations about graduate programs saw a high level of support, particularly as the economic situation worsens.  Moreover, the presence of graduate programs might attract faculty members who possess a greater level of expertise and commitment to growth. 

Assessment:

The Retreat concluded with an assessment questionnaire.  Most of the feedback was positive.  Faculty found the sessions “helpful,” with “excellent dialogue and feedback.”  There was a “good variety of workshops.”  People found the venue amenable, but the length of the plenary, workshops, and lunch could be refigured. The retreat day conflicted with coast guard exams, and perhaps could be re-scheduled in the future.   For the less-than-positive feedback on the content of the retreat, faculty expressed a concern for “tangible” outcomes to the meetings, and many also expressed a desire for more opportunities across departments for faculty to meet and communicate.  
Conclusion: Recommendations and Proposals:

The Executive Committee of the Academic Senate shall present this report to: 1) the President; 2) the Provost’s Council; 3) the Academic Master Plan Steering Committee;  4) the ad-hoc committee on General Education.  Moreover, this report will be made available to the entire faculty via the Senate’s webpage.  The Executive Committee shall also call for a group to be formed to produce brown-bag discussions on faculty research projects.

