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ATAC MEETING SUMMARY

4/11/02, San Jose Fairmont Hotel

Co-Chair Jackie Kegley opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m.

Members Present: David Ernst, Gary Hammerstrom, Cheryl Weigand, and Cher Thomas (staff) Chancellor's Office; Jacquelyn Kegley, Rod Hersberger, and George Hibbard, Bakersfield; Mike Parker, Fullerton; Marshelle Thobaben, Humboldt; Dan Bardenhagen, Monterey Bay; Vicki Casella, San Francisco; Bethany Shifflett, San Jose; Sandy Parsons, San Marcos; and Mark Thompson, Stanislaus.

Others Present: Joe Grimes substituting for Paul Zingg, SLO; Patricia Cuocco, Gerry Hanley, Chancellor's Office.

Welcome and Introductions:  Kegley welcomed the ATAC members, substitutes and guests and reviewed the agenda.  Kegley noted that tonight’s meeting is an opportunity to meet face-to-face before the conference tomorrow.  But we also want to continue moving ahead with reports from the task forces formed around the two issues identified at the last teleconference.
Review of Academic Technology Planning Conference Agenda:  Thomas reviewed the agenda of the conference, which will take place April 12-13.  All campuses are sending teams.  There are approximately 250 people registered for the conference.  Kegley and Scott McNall will give opening remarks.   There will be two keynote speakers on the future of technology, concurrent sessions on promising practices, and discussions among and between the campus teams.

Update on President’s Retreat on Technology:  Ernst reported that the presidents think it is now time for the CSU to move ahead and invest in academic technology.  The outcome of this conference will help inform their decisions.

Update from Task Force #1:  Thobaben reported that she had collected all of the recent Academic Senate resolutions on academic technology and the old California Virtual University Taskforce’s operating principles.  The current task force members are currently reviewing these.

Shifflett reported that she has identified three organizational models for complete online degree programs: (1) Centralized—the CSU offers degrees. Discipline core teams from across the system work on courses, requirements, and transferability of courses.  The campus offering a course gets the FTEs.  The degree comes from the CSU, no single campus. (2) Mixed organizational model.  Have CSU offer GE online courses.  GE Committee OKs courses and the FTEs go to the campus offering the courses.  (3) Campus based organization (or campus collaborations).  CO may provide resources for start up, but all of the organization is centered at the campus.  Other issues that need to be considered are library resources and student services.  It was noted that one shouldn’t underestimate the administrative difficulties of supporting an online degree program.  It would be expected that students could transfer into an online program and that the online and class-based courses would be equivalent.  Discussion was lively. It was agreed that ATAC members need to think about which courses or programs would work online, the conditions under which programs should be put online, and how these decision are made.

Update from Task Force #2:  Thompson discussed the process of making recommendations.  It is most important that academic technology be counted in the RTP process.  Currently it is tenured faculty who experiment and incorporate technology into their teaching.  Removing barriers can be an incentive.  As web course packages improve, it makes it easier for faculty to go online.  Intrinsic motivation is also important and the things that motivate faculty aren’t different for technology than for other things that faculty do.  The Community Service Learning model supports adding components and starting small.

Next Steps:  

· Collect information on institutions and systems that are currently offering online degrees, and it would be best to talk personally to staff. Kentucky, South Carolina, and the Western Co-op would be good places to start.  We need to make sure that systemwide programs are researched as well.

· Collect information on what is happening on CSU campuses in self-support as well as state-supported programs.

· Collect information on future trends.  

· Build on campus plans that develop out of the conference.

· Schedule a post-conference meeting to plan the ATAC agenda for the next year based on an analysis of the results of the conference.   

Co-Chair Kegley adjourned the meeting at 9:00 p.m.

The next meeting will be scheduled during the conference. 
