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ASCCC Spring Plenary Report 2010

Resolutions Wrap-up

ACADEMIC SENATE:  Resolutions to encourage greater participation & support for PT faculty


See RES. 1.04, 1.07, 1.08, 1.09

ACCREDITATION:  Debate over how to best communicate with the ACCJC; adopted a strong but more positively worded resolution calling for specific responses to ASCCC concerns – working with other constituent groups – RES. 2.03 passed unanimously – Withdrew more strongly negative NO Confidence resolution

EQUITY & DIVERSITY:  Adopted ASCCC papers on Student Equity issues
ARTICULATION & TRANSFER:  MUCH DEBATE; Fred has provided context, legislative language, and resolutions to you:  RES. 4.07 passed (favors SB1440); RES. 4.03 was sent back to Exec. Comm. to clarify and return

BUDGET & FINANCE:  RES. 5.01 to fund ECE Labs passed

STATE & LEGISLATIVE ISSUES:  Debate over primary “mission” of CCC (offer BA degrees?)  BSI funding and flexibility issues – passed RES. 6.02 with amendments on flexibility and priority of BS funding
CONSULTATION W/CHANCELLOR:  Support for CCC Assess (conditional RES. 7.02) and express frustration with Chancellor’s MOU and lack of process, RES. 7.01 and 7.03

CURRICULUM:  Gen. Ed reciprocity, RES. 9.02, ECE program support, PE program support, lots of concern over Noncredit issues expressed in RES. 9.06, 9.07. 9.08, 9.09
DISCIPLINES LIST:  RES. 10.02 FAILED IN A BIG WAY – ALMOST UNANIMOUS; RES. 10.03 Refer to Exec to review (establish a CTE Teaching AA?) and RES. 10.04 to allow equivalencies we also referred to Exec. for more detail/consequences/research
GENERAL CONCERNS: Several accountability issues, concern with “excess units” tied to Transfer issues

TEXTBOOKS: RES. 20.01 in support of finding economic responses to high text costs

VOCATIONAL: RES. 21.01 Passed to encourage CTE faculty participation in Senate & state organizations
Please see www.asccc.org for complete text of all Spring 2010 resolutions, papers, and Appendices
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The theme for the Spring 2010 Plenary Session was “Changing Climate,” and the focus in Keynote and Breakout sessions was on ways for us to adapt and respond to changing forces and patterns in student demographics and needs, budget considerations, mission for the CCCs, curriculum development, and work with other agencies, organizations, and institutions.

Keynote Presentations

Dr. Brian Murphy, President, De Anza College “CA Community Colleges: Past, Present and Future”

Dr. Murphy’s presentation was a look back at the original design/dream of the CA Master Plan for Higher Education, the current status of that Plan, and challenges to the future.  He reviewed the early hopes and philosophical foundations for the Master Plan, including the belief that the Plan would contribute to the “general advancement of the State and the Public Good.”  The plan was to create an institutional “architecture” for the State, built on the principles of (1) economic growth – the idea that an educated workforce would lead to labor productivity and effectiveness, (2) social peace – that fair access to all Californians would provide shared opportunities and build community, and (3) Democratic Culture – the college system would provide the “preconditions for a true multicultural democracy,” and only a broadly educated community can govern, decide and lead.
In the current climate, several significant shifts have impacted the CCCs.  The major changes in social demographics, resistance by the public to support education as a “public good” (in terms of taxation and political support), increased income gap, and high rates of illiteracy, incarceration, and health quality issues have all put pressure on the CCCs at a time when the financial and political resources have declined.  Another shift in attitude is the focus on privatization in many fields and the view of education as a “commodity.”

Future challenges include the continuing state budget crisis and our ability to examine and imagine new ways for financial support.  There is extraordinary pressure on colleges in terms of “productivity” and completion (ways to measure success), and a debate over local autonomy and statewide expectations.  The national push for ideas like “performance-based funding” will be another pressure on the CCCs.  One of our internal challenges in whether or not we are preparing our students for the future – is our curriculum tied to context and relevance for their lives?  Do students feel empowered by their education?  Will they be prepared to lead – organize – advocate for the “dream” articulated in the original Master Plan?  Are we, faculty and students, prepared to work with the legislature as we move forward?  Do we want to maintain the values and principles in the Master Plan as we “fight for the future” of higher education in California?

 “A Conversation about Prerequisites” with a panel of presenters from a range of college constituent groups

Mark Wade Lieu provided historical context for the discussion about Prerequisites: early debates, the SoCal. Lawsuit, legislative attempts to shape the policies, and research limitations.  He noted that some of the recent institutional effectiveness and BSI discussions led to review of the role Prerequisites play in student success and educational reform.  In Spring 09 ASCCC adopted a resolution in support of “content review” as a basis for prerequisite changes and a Task Force was formed to study the issue.  The goal of the Task Force was to consider changes that would help improve student success, and the focus of the work will/does involve college research data, review of Title 5 language, Board policies, and the ability to identify skills students need to succeed in classes – and how they will gain those skills.  
As we move into “content review” analysis, it will be important to require multiple measures and to monitor changes for disproportionate impact on student populations.  Keep in mind that the goal is to improve student preparation and success, and we may need to have remedies ready for any impact on student experience.  It will also be important to provide training resources to faculty on how to conduct content review.  The possible changes to Title 5 and implementation could happen in the next 10 months.

Breakout Sessions

Session #1: “There is no Equivalent to the Associate Degree” Discussion

The debate over establishing “equivalency” to the Associate Degree in the disciplines that do not require a Master’s degree continued.  Topics explored included role of legislation, concern over credit/noncredit/community service courses and potential shifts from one category to another if the legislature perceives faculty to be “underqualified” for college credit teaching, loose standards on equivalency historically setting a bad precedent, role of professional certification programs in place of college coursework, and a reminder that the ASCCC position is that there must be SOME GE coursework to satisfy an “Equivalency.”  The importance of having a rigorous Equivalency process was reinforced, and again NO to Single Course Equivalency policy position echoed.

Session #2: “Minimum Qualifications Equivalency Training”

The focus in the Equivalency Process is to establish whether or not applicants have the required “minimum qualifications” to enter into the “interview” process – there is nothing in the Equivalency process to suggest that an applicant can “teach” or “serve,” only that the applicant meets the state mandated level of preparation and professional/academic qualifications.  Many confuse the two – 

Wheeler North, ASCCC State Committee member, reports good communication with the Chancellor’s office on Equivalency issues, and while the Board of Governors sets the Title 5 language, there is an expectation that faculty can “self-regulate” on the equivalency and professional review process.  There are Accreditation standards that reflect concerns with faculty qualifications, but the only audits or investigations recorded have been in response to “complaints” filed by students or citizens – this is particularly a problem if a single-course equivalency has been granted.  

The session reinforced key considerations: Equivalency must include some reference to GE requirements, verify subject area knowledge, teaching experience NOT equivalent to Subject area knowledge or graduate coursework, review of “degree title” when courses are comparable, and still working on how “work/professional experience” corresponds to Subject Area knowledge.

Note: single course equivalencies were NEVER considered legal, so someone approved in a single course situation can not be “grandfathered” in –

Session #3: CCC and the “Transfer Degree”

This session reviewed the multiple resolutions pertaining to transfer degrees, and presenters provided information on the Florida State system and the recommendations from Nancy Shulock’s Institute at SacState – all focus on streamlining the transfer process and “awarding” an AATransfer degree as a way to “complete” the CC educational process.  Mostly counseling faculty in attendance – general Q & A about transfer issues.

Session #4: The Future of the CA CC
*See Fred’s detailed notes on this session too

Three Questions set the discussion:  How will things change?






How are others defining our future?






How will we shape our future?

We heard about the CCLC Commission on the Future, the Update to the CA Master Plan, and questions about a return to the “Junior College” model, with the question of some CCs offering BA degrees.

The Shulock Institute puts out yearly reports on CCs – comments on policy issues, underfunding of the CC system, assessment, prereqs, EAP, Transfer issues, and other coordination/ CSU concerns.

Legislative Analysts Office and updated CA Master Plan (see www.lao.gov)

Issues for the LAO include recognizing the higher ed. role in a public agenda to meet statewide goals, strengthen mechanisms for coordination, funding, shared missions and accountability; need to reform the Higher Ed Commission.  The pressure for data accountability and possible “performance-based funding” could come from LAO.

We joined in small group discussions on hopes and challenges for our individual colleges.

Session #4: Transfer and Articulation Breakout

This session explored articulation and transfer issues between HS and CCC, between different CCCs, and from CCC to CSU/UC.  We discussed the Credit By Exam policies, HS agreements, use of EAP, and recurring communication problems between segments and college departments.

Thank you again for the opportunity to represent MPC at the State Plenary Session; I’m happy to report that many of our colleagues were very interested in our MPC programs, policy development, and Senate activities.  Several asked for materials from our Equivalency Committee and others were impressed by our Flex Day leadership and collaborative work across the campus.  Please let me know if you have any questions on Plenary activities, Resolutions, or resources from the ASCCC.

Submitted by Anita Johnson, MPC State Delegate

