
Professional Development Committee 
January 23, 2013 
Room 430 
 
Members: Grace Curcio, Fr. Jack Izzo, SJ (for Gillian Clements), Kaitlin Shorrock (for Deirdre 
McGovern), Rob Hickox, Brian Kelly, Patrick Lannan, Nora Miller, Paul Molinelli, Carole Nickolai, 
Patrick Ruff, Charlie Stanley 
Guest: Eric Castro 
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The meeting began with a prayer. 
 
Creating Online Courses – Paul asked the committee to consider how and to what extent 
we, as a school, should be preparing ourselves to design online courses. SI currently is a 
member school of the Bay Area Catholic School Online Consortium (BACSOC), as well as the 
national Jesuit Virtual Learning Academy (JVLA). Some of our students have taken JVLA 
courses in the past, and a number of our students are currently taking AP Computer Science 
through the BACSOC, since we no longer offer this course. Comments and questions raised by 
the committee: 

• Discussed the importance of establishing our own “ground rules” about creating and 
delivering online courses. We need to remain clear that such courses are NOT intended 
to replace current courses, sections, or teachers.  

• To what extent can and should some of us be educating ourselves in the proper design 
of these courses? We may want to offer one or more courses through BACSOC, 
especially if we have inadequate enrollment for a course we might otherwise offer, 
since we could enroll students from partnering schools.  

• When they get to college, all students will be expected to take some online courses, or 
parts of some courses (blended online courses). Many high schools are requiring that 
students take at least one online course before graduating, and five state departments 
of education have made similar requirements.  

• This could be a good way to offer courses that we don’t have enough students for, like 
online AP Computer Science course our students currently take from the local online 
consortium (BACSOC). 

• Would teaching an online course be a part of a faculty member’s teaching load? This is 
handled differently at different schools. At some schools, online courses are paid by 
stipend (in addition to one’s regular teaching load), at some schools it’s part of faculty 
member’s teaching load. A lot depends on the number of students taking the course. 

• We don’t know how many of our faculty would be interested in designing/teaching an 
online course (or how many students would be interested in taking an online course). 
Some faculty have expressed an interest in learning more about the design of good 
online instruction  

• Could we consider designing these courses for those who can’t afford a school like 
ours, sort of like a Jesuit school GED? Agreed that this is more the purview of the 
JVLA. 

• We need to understand how the presence of online courses will play out for students 
into college application arena, how it might strengthen or weaken a a student’s 
application. 

• Discussed differences between BACSOC and JVLA courses. For example, most local 
consortium courses (BACSOC) are UC approved, while JVLA courses are not. 

• Agreed that we would continue discussing this topic. We’ll move forward by trying to 
support faculty who express an interest in learning how to design online learning 
environments for our students.  

 
 
February 19th In-service – Paul asked the committee to provide additional feedback on the 
draft plan created by members of this group last December.  

 
• This plan included time in the morning to meet in small interdisciplinary groups of 

approximately 10 faculty each, ideally with a common grade-level focus (i.e., those 



who teach frosh, sophs, juniors, seniors). The purpose would be to share surprises, 
challenges, and adjustments to our new schedule.  

• The rest of the morning and early afternoon would be dedicated to working in level 
groups, with time provided for Level A and Level B working sessions. During this time 
faculty could evaluate, refine, and plan. The primary questions raised by committee 
members related to the purpose and helpfulness of the interdisciplinary group session 
as well as the length and purpose of the level work sessions.  

• The Committee first discussed the value purpose of the first “interdisciplinary” session. 
While it could be interesting, will it really be helpful to our faculty? Could this first 
session help the schedule evaluation committee? 

• Interdisciplinary group discussion could be helpful for teachers at levels who teach 
same-age students, a way to discuss common developmental challenges being faced 
at the freshman, sophomore, junior, senior level. 

• Several members described what they’d be able to accomplish with extended time 
with their level partners. For some, this might time might be used to map out the next 
few units, to make further adjustments in light of how the fall semester unfolded. For 
others, this might be a time to use last semester’s results to plan for Fall ’13. 

• Committee members agreed that the interdisciplinary group session is not worth the 
time. We should leave more time for our level work. Departments have had sufficient 
time to debrief our experiences of the new schedule, and we’re not in a position right 
now to evaluate the schedule. 

• Regarding Level A and B groups: We need to be clear about those with only one level 
should meet during first slot. This will be especially important if we’re going to provide 
some informal tech sharing opportunities during the afternoon “Level B” meeting 
session. Paul will determine which faculty might be available at this time to share iPad 
strategies and other tech tips with their colleagues in an informal setting. 

• Since there will be no interdisciplinary groups, the committee discussed whether lunch 
time could be used for this kind of sharing.  

• Perhaps we can have lunch in our retreat groups? It could be a nice opportunity to 
simply continue these conversations. No agenda, just community-building. 

• We would need round tables for lunch. Perhaps we could designate one person per 
table to facilitate.  

• Paul will get back to the committee next week with a revised agenda. 
 

Meeting adjourned. 

Next Meeting: February 27 


