MPA Fac/Staff Meeting

February 5, 2007

Present: 
J. Bantz; C. Cooper; M. McGhee; J. Kaszynski. N. Rinehart; A. Gould; 
L. Geri; C. King

Absent: 
B. Davies, M. McCanna, A. Parker

I. Announcements
· Admissions update.
· Tribal decisions – now that Tribal cohort #s are close to “build to FTEs,” demand for concentration courses is exceeding space in the courses – going to close registration to non-tribal students in concentration courses.  Going to be open to admitting small group of tribal students off-year; not going to advertise or promote.
· Newsletter – at Ann Mary’s office; publication depends on everyone else’s schedule

· Events – Feb 23; Alumni Breakfast; Tribal Tax Symposium; need to start talking about graduation (student speaker?).
· Marketing/working with Ann Mary’s shop and with RJ Burke in alumni relations

· Jayne – updated us on writing assistant’s work; she’s going to do some general “good writing” publications; demand is lower this term; do we want her to come into classes?  Let her know.  She’ll share her plan for the next year with us all soon.

II. Admissions Process Review (Amy, Joan & Mary)
Amy asked us to review the document submitted and provide feedback to her and the group on how to change the admission evaluation form.  She and Larry intend to change the form for this review process (starting Feb 15).  Amy and/or Larry will be asking everyone for input into the revised version of the form, over the next few days.
Amy asked:  What are we looking for in MPA applicants?  What criteria do we want to use to evaluate applicants?
Nita:  goal of public service; not interested in applicants who are just looking to bide their time.  Demonstration of high scholastic ability.

Jayne: add some evaluation category in the admissions process around writing skills.
Joan: need better criteria on the form upon which they base yes/no decisions.  Application and admission evaluation forms need to be the same.

Mary – catalog in late stage; any changes, do it soon.  On form, we ask for relevant work experience but we don’t say that in our recruiting material.

Joan – real desire – truly diverse learning community (across sectors, nationalities, race, etc.).

Larry – ultimate hurdle – is this person capable of succeeding in graduate school.  Ultimately, we need to provide our judgment.  

Criteria (per conversation):  

· can you write an essay that follows instructions; reasonable skill at topic selection, writing, analysis, critical thinking, use of sources, essay argumentation, maturity. 

· Previous academic work reflects an acceptable level of achievement.  This is very much judgment as it is related to quality of undergrad institution, how long since they did undergrad, course of study in undergrad, etc.

· In addition to assessing academic activity, assess what they are doing since.

· Recommendations may tell you they are competent. Some measure of validity of letters of recommendation and/or different system of eval.
· Do you want an MPA or an MBA or something else?

· Express an interest in, or ongoing commitment to, public service.  Making positive change; making a better world.
· Contribution toward broader diversity of learning community.

· Personality problem that disrupts learning community.

· Be open to a wide variety of people and approaches to why they are here.

Larry – suggest that we don’t clutter evaluation form too much; make policy as part of our faculty handbook; training before admissions/evaluation process.

III. Curriculum Discussion (continued)
Reviewed handout.

Impact on students – 12 fewer elective credits.

Problematic for Tribal to go to 6 credits – tribal students would have no electives.

Larry – step back to the most basic point; one the reasons we brought this up in the first place was because we had a chronic underage of FTEs, not meeting our goals – if we are meeting FTEs, should we do it, absent substantial curricular contributions.

Amy – why are we having conversation today:  in Amy’s chats with Walter/Laura – pushing it from a budget/FTE perspective.  Legislative/HEC Board FTE = 10 credits.  Full time MPA/financial aid = 8 credits.  From a budgeting perspective, we are shooting ourselves in the foot with regard to how we get counted – we have the bodies, we have the strain on our staff, but we are not getting counted.  

Larry – that’s been part of the conversation for several years now.  Part of the problem internally is that MIT has a model with 16 credits; MIT has always looked stellar; MPA is looking more than respectable; MES isn’t looking so great.

Is there a way to do this w/o being destructive:

Are these separate discussions?

1) How help students move to 10 credits?

2) How do we energize Core?

Do we need to make a structural change; make a policy change.  Could change our 8 credits (anachronism from old model) requirement to 10 credits.

Reasons to change Core – already doing high level of work; why not give folks 6 credits.  If we are already doing the work, how change Core to 6 credits w/o negative effects.

If we are already doing the work, why not just change the numbers?  Not convinced we are doing all that much more work in Core than in electives.

More of a social construction; emphasis – what if we just changed the word/emphasis?
So much ripple effect to increasing Core – can we build to 10 by more high demand 2 credit courses taught by adjuncts?

Many roads to get to 10 credits – Larry has been reading about other campuses – add these short course, off-session, unusual, exciting topics, current.  

Conversation ensued about hiring, scheduling, etc.

Summer demand will go down if we move to 10 credits/quarter, demand for Summer will go down.  Need to move some of the “fun” summer topics into 2 credit classes (from summer).  Any way to average out the 10 credits/quarter over the year (probably not)?
