ASCCC Fall Plenary 2008, Los Angeles, CA

Celebrating Participatory Governance: Twenty Years after AB 1725

Report from Anita Johnson, MPC ASCCC Delegate

The theme of “shared governance” was explored through many breakout sessions and keynote presentations, with a consistent focus on the twin concepts of responsibility and opportunity for faculty leadership.  Establishing and preserving quality in curriculum, faculty development, instructional approaches and meeting student needs was another theme running through the discussions and sessions.  As with other State Senate events, there were many avenues for the exchange of ideas and shared stories of success and frustration.

Breakouts Attended:

One:
ACCJC + AB1725 ^ Curriculum: A Chemical Reaction

This session alleviated some “myths” about the ACCJC and the focus for many Accred. site teams, but the presenters did emphasize the central and primary role of faculty in establishing the quality of an institution.  There was discussion about SLOs and the range of development levels across the state, and a report that the ACCJC acknowledges that many colleges are still setting up SLO formats and assessment models.  At this point, the presenters forcefully reminded us, NO COLLEGE has gone on “Warning” or “Probation” status because of SLO-related concerns.  Several reminders to carefully review the link between Planning, Resource Allocation and Program Review, and a clear indication that the ACCJC folks are looking for evidence of genuine dialog on the college campus.

One result of the dialog was the prevailing view that SLOs should NOT be attached to the Course Outline of Record, and the Curriculum Committee should NOT be in a position to review and “approve” SLOs.  The Course Outlines are key documents, and there should be an indication that faculty are fully aware of the objectives and details in the COR.  The classroom curriculum should be tied to the COR, and as faculty it is our responsibility to fulfill the “promise” made in the text of the COR – for our IGETC partners, our students, and the public.
Two:  Minimum Qualifications for Faculty: A Discussion of What Is and What Might Be

The discussion in this session examined the Ed. Code and shared governance responsibilities for maintaining high standards for qualified instructors.  The group was encouraged to regularly review the Disciplines List to be sure that the state guidelines for Min. Quals. reflected the trends in each discipline.  The faculty are responsible for defining the qualities needed in departmental and disciplinary faculty and while the college Boards approve hiring decisions, the burden is on faculty to be confident in the qualifications required.  The goal at every college is to “hire the best” and be able to provide lots of class offerings.  This can be a challenge for some colleges, and the State Senate has a Working Group examining the issues over hiring difficulties.  The ASCCC is on record, along with the 2003 Systems Office Legal Advisory in opposing the practice of approving “single course equivalencies.”  A survey on Min. Quals and Equivalency was done in Spring 2008 and results were reported.  Themes that emerged included (1) rural/remote colleges have limited access to MQ faculty, (2) Certain disciplines are especially challenging: Math, PE, Arts, CTE, (3) Meeting faculty needs in specialized subfields can be difficult and (4) Questions raised about recognizing CTE faculty who have licensing or certification in their field but lack academic preparation.  According the survey, 76% of colleges do NOT allow for any “Single Course Equivalencies,” 13% DO, and 10% have tried to create some “middle” or alternative categories to handle hiring challenges.  There is some discussion about creating an even more stringent set of qualifications for the Non-Masters list, requiring a B.A. in a discipline along with professional work in a field.
Three:  Equivalency to Min. Qualifications: Proposing Solutions

This follow-up session to the prior breakout session addressed the question of establishing appropriate and acceptable “equivalency” to minimum qualifications based on a combination of academic work and professional experience/expertise in a field.  I described the current process and forms for MPC and many found the details very helpful and effective in delineating our expectations from candidates.
Four:  BSI: Your Senate’s Role

The question of why the college Academic senate was involved in “signing off” or approving the BSI plan triggered this session on the Senate role.  The focus here was again on the “shared governance” concept and on the sense that faculty have a key role in determining how basic skills students are identified and the best ways to meet their learning needs.  There was lots of opportunity for small groups to compare notes on the BSI programs on their individual campuses.  It was clear from the discussion that many colleges are involved in difficult “negotiations” over the leadership of BSI and the disbursement of funds.  The ASCCC firmly believes that faculty must be in a strong position to direct and supervise BSI programs and recommend an official tie to BSI groups, as Standing committees of the local senate or at least having substantial Senate faculty representation and regular reports to the Senate.
Five:  Got Grade Inflation?  (actually Whose Grade is it Anyway?)

The debate over “grades” was generated in part because of some SLO and accountability discussions that seem to undermine the power/strength of the grades established by faculty.  There was discussion about Validity, Reliability, Transparency, and Effectiveness of Grading.  Some recommendations about grading practices include being authentic, respecting learning styles, considering “real world” applications of content, recognizing “alignment” issues, and providing fair and reasonable criteria.  There was encouragement for continued local campus discussion of the link between SLOs and grades, criteria, use of Rubrics, course/program alignment, discipline standards and expectations, and the issues of validity and reliability.
General Sessions:

Thursday noon

Keynote: N. Bischof and J. Lightman “Celebrating/Valuing the Legacy of AB1725”


The two speakers provided a historical perspective on CA CCs before AB1725 and changes and opportunities because of AB1725.  Early challenges for the “young” Senate included defending the concept of academic tenure for CC faculty, dealing with the Board of Governors as partners, and establishing Minimum Qualifications for faculty.  This last item was related to an earlier practice that left all hiring decisions to administration; the establishment of the ASCCC and AB1725 moved faculty in a key role in hiring and evaluations (Bischof ).  Lightman, Exec. Director of  FACC, focused on the intersection of “education and politics,” and the lobbying efforts of FACC in addressing concerns and needs of the educational community at the legislative level.  He discussed changes in the “agenda” for the ASCCC and faculty at large, shifting from hiring, contract, funding, and support issues to recognition of legislative role in supporting teaching and learning (BSI as example of recent trends).
State of the Senate Report: Mark Wade Lieu 


The Senate President identified goals and priorities for the ASCCC, including the following: Coordinate more intersegmental conversation;
Review & strengthen degree requirements; Discuss grading criteria and placement issues; American Diploma Program: opportunity or challenge; Reporting details: ARCC and “coding” of BS classes; Faculty moving into Admin. Roles: why/why not?; Importance of the role of ASCCC with ACCJC
Thursday Late Afternoon

Keynote: “Launching the Journey towards Equity: Umoja Community”


This afternoon event was a marvelous and inspiring presentation on a variety of Umoja Community student support programs at four different CCs; lively and enthusiastic student presentation.  MPC’s Debbie Anthony is involved in statewide discussion of Umoja programs and could be contacted for more details.
Friday noon

Keynote: Bill Scroggins, “Ten CEO Myths and Why They Are All True,” CEO, Sequoias

Scroggins described the CEO perspective on Shared Governance and College Success; the value of faculty input, community and constituency relations and clear communication.
Friday Late Afternoon

Keynote: P.Perry, Systems Ofc, & R. Pacheco, Barstow College, “Making ARCC and 

Other Data Work for You”

Entertaining (really!) presentation of the many ways data are collected and sliced and diced to provide colleges with helpful info on our college constituencies and success.  Perry reported on more accurate tracking of CC graduates and reports a 51% success rate overall.
