
Notes ACCT meeting, November 8,  
 
Agenda: 
 

1. Data Collection Update  
2. Report from CCCI Conference  (California Community College Independents)  
3. Discussion of Spreadsheet format 
4. Discussion of expanding data collection beyond CCCI members 
5. Next two Meeting times  
 

Barbara Croteau reported that she was waiting for the remainder of the data before she 
completed the spreadsheet.  She suggested that the quantitative data and the “yes” “no” 
responses be collected in separate columns accompanied by any relevant narratives.  All 
agreed to this proposal and will work to formulate the key items as bullet points for 
column headings.  Barbara requested the completed data from each member be 
completed in the next week or so.   
 
There was a discussion of whether we should include other colleges besides the CCCI 
members.  It was noted that two of the independent members were not responding to date 
(Ohlone and Chabot-Las Positas). If other colleges were included, they probably should 
come from the bay area.  (Ted Crowell agreed to contact College of San Mateo in the 
regard).  
 
Mike Starkey and Ted Crowell reported their findings at the CCCI conference.  Make 
will send is collected data on to Barbara Croteau. 
 
Terry Ehret raised a question about how to handle part-time representation across sites. 
For example, part-time teachers make up the majority of the faculty at Petaluma, but 
currently there is no part-time Council member from Petaluma. Others noted that there is 
a Vice President from Petaluma on the AFA Council, but this does not address the 
question of voting representation. Because of the current voting procedures, Petaluma's 
part time teachers don't have the opportunity to vote for this representative. 
 
The discussion turned to voting privileges from members in the districts reviewed.  It was 
generally the case that once a member there were no further restrictions on who voted, 
i.e. load or years with the district did not appear to be a factor.  Based on this, it was 
suggested that this fact simply be entered as a narrative.  
 
Returning to the organization on the spreadsheet, the group narrowed it down to the 
following items. 1) Representation ratio on the Council or similar body. 2) Whether 
representation was determined at large or by defined units, e.g. disciplines,  location etc.  
3) The level of majority required for various votes, e.g. simple majority or 2/3 and if so 
on which votes. 4) Representation ratio smaller governing units, e.g. Cabinet members, 
Executive Boards, etc. 5) Whether any of the ratios were determined by Constitution/By 
Laws or simply as they occurred.  
 



Barbara Croteau and Terry Ehret prepared a final draft of the above and circulated it 
during the meeting.  Barbara will follow up with an e-mail to the committee members. 
 
The discussion ended with recognition of the urgency of the committee’s work and the 
outside faculty pressure to come to some set of recommendations.  There was also a 
discussion of the appreciation of conditions as a unique factor for those who actually live 
the conditions (one needs to experience X to fully appreciate the conditions of X or the 
“walk in X’s shoes” principle).  
 
There was a (somewhat confused) agreement on the next meeting: November 29 with a 
final meeting if needed December 6.   
 
 


