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CALL TO ORDER The meeting was called to order at 2:19.  The agenda was approved, with Mike Claire’s discussion of the Distance Learning Committee moved up to 2:30.  Meeting notes from Oct. 24 were approved.  
PUBLIC COMMENT Jeremy reported a student has asked for staff parking permits for five students active in governance who attend college and district meetings.  Consensus was to support their request but ask that the students use student parking when possible and not abuse the staff permits.  We will consider the request formally when students are present.

FACULTY APPOINTMENTS Governing Council accepted the following committees.  Adaptive PE screening committee:  Andreas Wolf (Dean, PE), Danita Scott-Taylor (Director, Special Programs), Laura Skaff (DSPS), Carolyn Fiori (Assistive Technology), Mike Schmidt, Randy Wright, Nicole Borg (PE faculty).  The committee has seven members instead of the usual five so that faculty will be in the majority and DSPS is represented.  DSPS funds the position.  Pister Scholarship screening committee:  Jeremy Ball, Rosemary Nurre, and Teresa Morris will review applications for the $20,000 scholarship to UC Santa Cruz, and put forward three names.  Institutional Review Board: John Sewart, Charlene Frontiera, Milla McConnell-Tuite, Kim Meyer, and Carlene Tonini.  The committee will certify that NSF grant proposals do not involve research on human subjects.
NEW BUSINESS – DISTANCE LEARNING COMMITTEE  Vice President of Instruction Mike Claire spoke about the new Distance Learning Committee.  Members congratulated Mike on his selection as CSM’s next president.  Mike called CSM “the kind of college you want to come to, to be president.  I’m so fortunate to be already here.”   

Mike was involved with distance education as Committee on Instruction (COI) chair, and is working with current COI chair Stacey Grasso on the subject.  The Distance Learning Committee is a subcommittee of COI.  Mike said CSM needs an institutional strategic response to distance learning.  He distributed notes of its first meeting, Sept. 28, at which it refined its charge.  It is trying to take a comprehensive, strategic approach to distance ed.  Consistent with past accreditation recommendations, its membership overlaps with related groups.  Diana Bennett is on the District Instructional Technology Council (DITC) and is chair of TAC (the Technology Advisory Committee) which recommends appropriate technologies to serve faculty needs.  TAC assessed the needs for faculty computers and continues to update the specs for those computers.  The Distance Learning Committee is broader.  KCSM General Manager Marilyn Lawrence is a member.  Sandra Stefani Comerford, who heads up CSM’s SLO/Assessment effort, is working with Kathleen Steele on podcasting.  Ron Brown from CIS also represents AFT.  The committee includes adjunct faculty and others not named here.  Students, in particular those on the COI, are invited to serve.  The group would like to hold a forum at which students speak on how they use technologies in their daily lives.

The committee agreed to use the College Council model of facilitation and consensus, with rotating facilitators, and has developed ground rules.  The first meeting set the stage.  Another piece of the model is working well: rather than just brainstorm, which is important, members are given specific tasks.  For example, a number of members volunteered to work on defining distance ed.  The committee also needs a new name.  Faculty observed if we confine discussion to distance ed, and don’t look at how we can use technology as a tool in the classrooms, define different pedagogies and supporting technologies, we are not making full use of the committee.  Chalkboards and overheads are fine for some classes, but there is a need for online courses, and room for in class/on line hybrids.  From program reviews Mike learned some departments, such as biology and chemistry, are using technology beyond PowerPoint.  Some faculty use carts of laptops distributed to students, or probes which allow students to do more with experiments.  Significant tasks include prioritizing and defining the scope of initiatives, and finding links among them and with what instructors are already developing online and in the classroom.  

Points in discussion: Faculty developing online courses would appreciate support services and opportunities for dialogue.  Mike said this should be done on a district-wide basis.  Jing said while faculty are responsible for content, the technology aspects should be done in collaboration with technology people.  Faculty should not be bogged down with fast-changing technology, which inhibits them from doing technology-based course development.  He suggested faculty form support groups by discipline, and follow common technology guidelines in developing courses.  Madeleine said needs vary from discipline to discipline.  She once served with Andres Gonzales and Mark Still on the distance education subcommittee.  Mike asked what do we do around professional development and pedagogy with distance ed.  
Rosemary said Blackboard and WebCT are empty shells.  Filling them is a lot of work, and what is perhaps most difficult is delivering content on a college schedule, with deadlines.  Dealing with incompletes is a problem.  Also, the 18-week semester is very long for an online course.  Students fade; they can’t focus for that length of time.  Rosemary suggested a modular course structure.  Mike said we need to understand and define the intended audience.  Don’t force-fit a model to the audience.  The motto of one online university is “education at the speed of life.”  Madeleine observed we can’t count on online students as a captive audience.  Jeremy asked about the roles of the college vis-à-vis those of the district.  For example, each of the three colleges has a philosophy department.  Should there be only one online version of a course for the whole district?  What about faculty primacy?  Mike said there are differences among the colleges.  Don’t force use of the same textbook.  Look at economies in support services.  Leave content creation to faculty.  Jeremy asked whether, if in the long term distance learning is a big success, there will be a district cadre of courses.  Some Canada students sign up for Jeremy’s online courses.  Madeleine said there are differences in curricula among the colleges.  Jing said distance learning is a different way to deliver a course.  Treat the course as yours and your college’s only.  Canada saw this as a way to fill holes in its curriculum.  The emphasis is distance learning is just a different way to deliver the course.  Follow guidelines and rules and regs, and maintain the integrity of college courses.  Mike said we may agree on course management software but, as with in-class courses, pull material from all over.  Jing Luan said we want to make life easier for faculty who want to do online courses, and we want ideas shared among faculty.    
Mike said conversations are taking place with the curriculum committee, who are the guardians of the curriculum, about packaging online courses toward AA/AS degrees.  Madeleine said we would need a lot of students who are interested and likely to succeed in online courses to justify the cost of having separate online programs for each campus.  Most students who take her online class, shouldn’t.  They see it as requiring little work, therefore a way to take more classes.  Eight to twelve of the students need the flexibility of an online course because of their jobs and kids.  Madeleine would like to see, down the line, more opportunities for students.  Some students register out of curiosity.  Maybe we should make students jump through hoops to enroll.  Mike said we are about best practices in student intake, responsiveness to students, and building in student support and early warning systems.  Do it right.  Ask the tough questions, do the research to be sure it’s working.    Rosemary asked whether the district will say maybe we can’t do all things for all people; maybe some courses are not suited to distance learning while others are very well suited to it.  Will the district make the tough decisions?  Mike said that’s why we have the distance learning committee, to answer these questions.  Jim warned there is potential for tremendous overhead.  Rosemary said currently the school gives virtually no support.  Her online classes are really full, starting at 50-60 and with 35-40 at the end.  If not capped, classes can get huge, which is lucrative in terms of body count but a lot of work.  Jeremy said his online philosophy classes drop from the 50s to the teens.  Rosemary has good students, many with college degrees.  Madeleine said Rosemary’s students have good reason to take the course online.  “I can do this in a way that doesn’t involve really doing it” is not among their reasons.  Mike said the next Distance Learning Committee meeting was to have been Thursday, but he couldn’t get enough people to attend.  There should be a standing meeting date.
Mike reported CSM will get four new faculty hires for next year.  CSM is down to about 45% of district enrollment, so we take a budget hit under the new allocation model.  In each of ESL and English, two strong candidates were found for one position and we hired both.  That involved borrowing against the future. The district is very good at keeping us informed of where we are financially, but our financial situation looking forward is quite uncertain.  We have no idea how many faculty will retire this year.  Mike complemented the faculty for its program review work.  Instructional deans take it seriously, especially for equipment and staffing decisions.  Their discussions of positions began today (Nov. 28.)  Members thanked Mike for attending.
Dan Kaplan expressed regret Mike had to leave for another meeting.  Dan reported that since fall 2001, 55 full time faculty have retired in the district.  At CSM there were 33 such retirements, but only 21 new full time hires.  Full-time faculty are not being replaced with full-time faculty.  This is a reason for low faculty morale, burnout, and fewer and fewer faculty for committee assignments.  Is enough being done?  Dan said 535 classes were cut from district offerings over the last four years.  Henry Villareal told Dan only 35 have been brought back.  Dan learned today the fraction of FLCs in the district taught by full-timers rose from 71% to 72%, but many classes have been cut from the curriculum.  Linda noted architecture, aeronautics and broadcasting have been restored.  Jeremy asked how we can get this kind of information.  He noted our 21 new hires in two years follow several years of hiring freezes.  Teeka James said English could fill five more composition sections but doesn’t have faculty to teach them.  
NEW BUSINESS – DEGREE AUDIT UPDATE  Marsha Ramezane presented updates to degree audit policy, which the district has been developing for about eight years.  Banner is being modified to allow students to access evaluations of where they stand for AA/AS degree and CSU/IGETC requirements.  This is difficult since Banner uses one database for all three colleges.  Implementation has created a need for congruency across the district in terms of how students experience courses at the three campuses.  Students see us not as three colleges, but as three locations to take the classes they need to meet their educational goals.  The Degree Audit Committee made several recommendations resulting from the work of its academic subcommittee, whose faculty from all three campuses identify differences in courses and requirements and work with faculty groups to reach consensus.  The Banner implementation is scheduled for partial launch in spring 2007.  Many community colleges and CSUs in California offer such a service for students.  We’re not in the forefront, but are almost there.  
AP results have been an issue in the district and statewide in recent years.  COI reviewed this at its last meeting.  Degree audit brings one process for AP exam results across the district, bringing the colleges in line with one another.  Our students have been negatively affected by each campus having its own process for applying AP to transcripts.  In the past, each campus assigned a course to high AP exam results.  For example, students earning a 3 or above in the History AP test had courses listed on their transcripts by virtue of their scores, which looked like listings for students who had actually taken those courses.  Future transcripts will not do that, but will give the AP score.  A question is how to use all a student’s work to best benefit to meet educational goals. Eileen said the new document shows the student has fulfilled a CSU area or IGETC requirement, without having taken a CSM course.   The district adopted the CSU process for utilizing AP exams.  Before 1997 there was no uniformity, and it was a big issue in all three California higher education systems.  Students completed AP work but had no idea what it meant.  CSU was the first system to develop a clean, systematic way to apply AP scores.  The CSU Academic Senate, in consultation with ASCCC, developed CSU’s AP policy.  This policy is given in detail in our new catalog.  Faculty with questions about it can contact Marsha.  
GPA calculations are now congruent across the district.  Non-district courses were handled differently at our three schools.  Looking for the law behind the concepts, the Degree Audit Committee went to Ralph Black, state chancellor’s office General Counsel, who made the law clear.  We can’t pick and choose which courses to accept from other institutions.  We must take the complete record, not a piece of it.  The ed code requires students to bring their history with them, but we have no mechanism to tell whether they have.  If they need to use any of it, they must use all of it.

Our course repetition policy in District Rules and Regulations complies with title 5, but our application of has not.  State auditors have told us to comply.  Students have two attempts to successfully complete a course.  Months of discussion with county counsel Tom Casey and state chancellor’s office general counsel Ralph Black led to the conclusion we have erred on the side of students.  A student who gets C or better in a course can’t repeat it.  For a borderline C/D student, a D might be the better choice so the student can repeat the course, particular for required courses like math.  Marsha has emailed faculty about this.  Banner has been modified to comply with policy.  Students won’t get credit for a third attempt.  Internally, we can do what it takes to move students toward competency.  We don’t get apportionment (FTES funding) after a student has attempted a course twice, whether the unsuccessful attempts resulted in D, F, or W.  Jeremy called for a workshop on the nuts and bolts of what we can and can’t do.  Marsha said we should focus on helping students make the right choices.  Jim said there are two ways to define student success: having enough credits for a degree, and learning enough material to have an education.  Marsha said student learning is the ultimate goal.  Linda said when students get C or better, it should be because of what they’ve learned.  
Marsha said a group of counselors is working with the college catalog.  It is hard to read, with accumulated uncorrected errors.  The group is focusing on parts that identify AA/AS degree and certificate requirements, and at how each major is presented. For clarity they are replacing the old narrative form with a new way to present the information.  Marsha and counseling faculty have been developing a grid they want to share with faculty with all our college courses.  The grid identifies the general education, transfer and degree requirements each course meets.  The grid provides a nice tool for both students and faculty.  Faculty can ask why their courses do or do not satisfy various requirements, and check articulation agreements.  The group will add attributes, so faculty can tell students how their course will meet educational goals. Jeremy suggested introducing this at division meetings this spring.  The group also discussed academic renewal policy.  The use of coursework for majors has been modified.  In the past, a student could not apply any one course to two majors, making some double majors impossible.  This is not the practice elsewhere.  COI modified degree requirements so students can use a course for as many majors as they wish, and may earn multiple degrees.
ITS is working on an electronic early alert system convenient for faculty.  Connected to the Websmart roll, it will allow faculty to identify specific areas of academic difficulty, such as homework, attendance, and tests.  This may allow earlier academic intervention.  Jeremy asked for further discussion of this.  For example, will students assume all faculty are using the system, and interpret lack of an alert as a sign the student’s work is satisfactory?
Alain Cousin said restrictions on student involvement in Senate bylaws may be in violation of title 5.  He was concerned about differences among our colleges, and within the CSU and UC systems, in the use of AP scores.  Marsha said a district student whom we awarded five units for Math 251 on the strength of a Calculus AB AP test score was allowed only four quarter units by UC Berkeley.  Alain said another concern is if they don’t take the AP, they won’t accept a lower level course taken after a higher level course.  Linda said students should meet with counselors to determine the use of AP credit.  Marsha said students need to discuss with their transfer school how courses will work for them, beyond meeting general education requirements.  The question of course repetition policy in conjunction with academic renewal is still under discussion, and will probably go to Ralph Black.  Academic renewal will not override course repetition policy.

NEW BUSINESS – CLASSROOM FURNITURE CONCERNS  Teeka James raised a furniture safety issue: the sled chairs in Building 16 are too close together.  In small rooms like 16-153 this poses an emergency hazard, since it is hard to get out of the room.   We wanted furniture which could be moved into different configurations, but the size of the chairs is not working with the dimensions of the room.  We are not accommodating a diversity of teaching approaches, since the chairs must be in rows.   They can’t be arranged for small groups or discussion circles, since there are too many chairs in too small a space.   They may be in violation of the law requiring 20 square feet per chair.  AFT said Teeka should work the process.  Jeremy will bring these issues to the president and VPI, with whom he meets at least monthly.  This needs to be addressed now.
ADJOURNMENT The meeting was adjourned at 4:07 p.m.  The next meeting will be January 23, 2007.












