Academic Senate for California Community Colleges (ASCCC) Plenary Session April 15-17, 2010

Fred Hochstaedter
I went to the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges (ASCCC) Plenary session April 15-17, 2010. This report details some of the information communicated in the breakout sessions. I also have all my notes, if needed.
Breakout: There is No Equivalent to the Associate Degree
This resolution was overwhelmingly defeated on the last day of the meeting. Faculty members needed the flexibility of hiring experts in the field for their CTE programs.

I learned more about the rationale for this resolution. It was originally brought forward in Spring 2009 and referred to the ASCCC for research. The exec committee produced a pros and cons document that served as the appendix for this resolution, available on the ASCCC website. 
http://www.asccc.org/Events/sessions/spring2010/materials.html 

This resolution was only intended to affect the two non-masters degree areas. In part, it is an effort to pre-empt legislation. In questions of credit vs non-credit and community services courses, equivalency is being used as a way to “attack” courses that some in the legislature believe belong in the community service or non-credit areas. To make courses “community service”, the politicians can go after the qualifications of the instructors. If they don’t have the full minimum qualifications or the clear equivalent, they can go after those courses aas not worthy of being a credit course. It was indicated at the session that Art and PE would be the first to be hit. A strong equivalency policy is the best protection against this. If we don’t do something, the legislature will.

The definition of eminence has been pulled from Title 5.

Evaluating equivalency applications is problematic, inconsistent, and time consuming. More guidance is thought to me needed from the ASCCC.

There is a need to distinguish ourselves from the trade schools
As with many of the issues before the ASCCC, the question is whether we are going to police ourselves, or put ourselves at risk of having others police us.

At the end of the day, it is the GE portion of the AA degree that is problematical. Some people clearly don’t care about the GE portion of the AA degree for CTE instructors. “Give me somebody who can fix a car, not somebody who has taken an ethnic studies class.”

On the other hand, there is a credibility issue. Can you stand in front of a class and teach a class if you don’t have the degree the students are working towards?

There was a lot of talk at the session about “provisional equivalency”, a way to give applicants who are not fully qualified a probation period during which they could teach until they attained the full qualifications. I’m sure there are a variety of legal opinions on this.
What would have happened if this resolution had been approved? 

It would have gone through the consultation process. If successful, and updated wording to Title 5 had been crafted, it would have gone to the Board of Governors and then the Department of Finance. If the Department of Finance thought it would cost anything, they have the ability to over-ride it. It would go into effect in two or three years, minimum.
Questions from the Audience:
Q: Can GE be met only by coursework? 
A: Chancellor’s office just wants to know that we have a process.

Q: Should there be a difference between adjuncts and full-time? 
A: If an adjunct receives equivalency to teach a few courses, could they then apply for a full time job and claim that they are fully qualified? This addresses one of the problems with MPC’s policy of granting equivalency to teach specific courses to adjuncts.
There also could be issues of a distinction in ability/stature/expertise between adjuncts and full-time faculty.
Breakout: BRIC, CLASS, EAP, and ALC: Establishing the Senate Role in Data-Driven Decision-Making 

ALC Accelerated Learning College, now called the Accelerated Student Success Initiative

BRIC Bridging Research, Information, Culture

CLASS California Leadership Alliance for Student Success

EAP Early Assessment Program

The main point was that we need to think carefully about the impact of these initiatives. Everyone is trying to monitor us. What is driving this? What should we do? What should we tell our colleges?
There are similarities and differences between the initiatives; we should understand them before determining a course of action. One key question for all of the initiatives is the role of faculty and the distribution of responsibilities. 
ALC Accelerated Learning College, now called the Accelerated Student Success Initiative

This is a piece of legislation (AB 2542), and thus a little difficult to track because of changes in legislation. Its goal was to improve student retention and completion through relief and *flexibility* of codes and regulations, such as
· MQs for tutoring coordinators

· Removing barriers to prereqs –Wants teachers to be able to decide upon prereqs themselves.
· matriculaiton requirements

· colleges to self-certify transfer courses

· Increased funding for success*
*This looks like performance based funding, and is the main reason to oppose.
http://info.sen.ca.gov/pub/09-10/bill/asm/ab_2501-2550/ab_2542_bill_20100219_introduced.html
Here are the first few lines of the bill as of 4-20-2010 (emphasis mine):

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

  SECTION 1.  Article 7 (commencing with Section 72700) is added to

Chapter 6 of Part 45 of Division 7 of Title 3 of the Education Code,

to read:

      Article 7.  Accelerating Student Success College Initiative of

2010

   72700.  This article shall be known, and may be cited as, the

Accelerating Student Success College Initiative of 2010.

   72701.  It is the intent of the Legislature, in enacting this

article, to provide an opportunity for up to five colleges, after

being recognized by the Chancellor of the California Community

Colleges as accelerating student success colleges, to apply for

relief from requirements in various sections of this code and

regulations in Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations as a

method to accomplish all of the following:

   (a) Improve student success.

   (b) Encourage flexibility for college leaders and faculty to

accomplish existing state objectives in statutes and regulations from

which relief is being sought relating to community colleges.

   (c) Hold the colleges accountable for meeting measurable student

outcomes, and to provide the colleges with a method to change from a

rule-based to a performance-based accountability system.

   (d) Provide for funding based on student completion of educational

courses and programs rather than class attendance at the third week

of enrollment.

Originally, the sponsers wanted relief from the 50% law, but this no longer appears in the bill
Apparently, Gavilan President Steve Kinsella wanted to do this. Senate investigated what it meant for each department. All components decided that this program was not going to be helpful. Kinsella decided not to go forward with it.

The ASCCC is currently trying to decide whether to “strongly oppose” or “oppose” this legislation. To “strongly oppose” means that they would write letters.

The main argument against: “You don’t do performance based funding on a system that is underfunded.”
BRIC Bridging Research, Information, Culture

 Presented by Rob Johnstone, Research guy from Skyline, and heavily involved with the RP Group.
This is not legislation. The idea is that each college chosen for this program will gain assistance in the following:
Developing actionable data

Interpreting data through discussion

Facilitating dialog by employing facilitation skills

Integrating data into institutional processes

Building an Inquiry-based practice

The rationale is that individual faculty members are far removed from big, institutional metrics. The point of BRIC is to enable faculty to use this kind of data in a better way, or to use different data that is more applicable to the individual faculty member. It was described as a ground-up project, or a practitioner level project. They want to advocate faculty members talking to each other and using data from which they can decide to take action. This is called “actionable data”. 
A notable quote was “we do think we can make this into something that is useful and not totally BS”

Other goals included the following:

1. Work on making the work of IR folks more streamlined and efficient.

-Encourages more practitioner-level work, consulting and engaging in conversations about student success.

2. Statewide Professional Development

-Modularized inquiry guides, webinars, conference presentations, voice-over power points—all tools to support the evolution of cultures of inquiry. 

3. Technical Assistance Program (TAP)

-Tailored technical assistance for 15 colleges, including site visits, and after-visit support.

-50 colleges applied, indicating that it was popular.
TAP guiding principles
1. Focus on student learning and success

2. Respect

3. Facilitate, Don’t Dictate

4. Guide Discussions

5. Practice Reflective Listening

6. Be Flexible and Fluid

7. Encourage Widespread Engagement

8. Share the Vision

9. Be Fearless About Change

10. KISS – Keep it simple and Supportive

Another notable quote: “Research is a fundamentally interventionist activity.” Unfortunately, I can’t quite remember exactly what was meant by this. 
Ian Walton said, “This may help you with accreditation, but is designed to be much more useful.”
Audience member: “This is what the ACCJC was trying to do, but they screwed it up. The language is different here.”
It looked like they were talking about carefully tracking specific cohorts of basic skills students. Only 6-12% of student 3 levels below graduation ever graduate. The idea is to look at these issues even more carefully at the individual course level.
One example given was looking at pass rates for different GE courses and comparing the pass rate to a yoga class. They found that the pass rates were very similar. Conclusion was that maybe it’s not about English, Math, or anything like that, but perhaps it’s more about life and general college skills. Duh. 
CLASS California Leadership Alliance for Student Success

Presented by Michelle Grimes-Hillman
I couldn’t find a web site for CLASS. Does this mean they really don’t exist? I did find a powerpoint presentation given to the Community College League of California’s Commission on the Future:

http://www.ccleague.org/Files/public/cotf-february-kaymcclenney.pdf
This is an effort led by Kay and Byron McClenny from the University of Texas. It targets board members and high-level administrators. I did find the website for the Community College Leadership Program with which the McClenny’s are associated. Its website says that it is the oldest doctoral program for degrees in community college leadership:
http://edadmin.edb.utexas.edu/cclp/
Key Points:
· About leadership in colleges

· COEs and trustees lead work

· Create clear and focused agenda to establish policy advocacy and identify strategies in support of the student success agenda

· Improvement for students across all groups

· Specified student outcomes (for example, successful course completion, persistence, certificate/degree attainment and transfer).

· Clearly requires broad participation, commitment and leadership by the faculty.

· It also requires leadership and support by local Presidents and Board of Trustees.

They hold institutes where they bring info to the trustees. Here is an example presentation:
http://www.ccleague.org/Files/public/cotf-february-kaymcclenney.pdf
Part of what happens is that the McClenney’s make site visit and make recommendations. They are strong advocates of the “Florida model” and the “Texas model”. I’m not sure what these are, but need to find out.
Janet Fulks says that “the McClenny’s *do* have an agenda. They believe that you can only measure success by transfers and degrees, and assume that any student that doesn’t make it through is because of bad teaching.”
From the powerpoint presentation referenced above: 

Participating colleges include:

· Cabrillo College

· Chaffey College

· College of the Sequoias

· Gavilan College

· Grossmont-Cuyamaca Community College District

· Hartnell College

· Kern Community College District

· Long Beach City College

· Los Rios Community College District

· Mt. San Antonio College

· North Orange County Community College District

· San Jose/Evergreen Community College District
More from the same presentation:

Incentives for Colleges:

· Reward colleges for successful course completions

· Fund achievement of momentum points

· Provide funding bonuses for colleges that achieve or surpass (in California) a 5.33% annual increase in completions and for colleges that improve outcomes while closing achievement gaps across student groups

· Allow colleges to use categorical funds to bring to scale strategies that evidence shows will improve outcomes. 

Incentives for Students:

· Abolish late registration

· Reduce the period for no-penalty drops and refunds

· Fund course completion: e.t., weight state and local financial aid for course/semester completion

· Provide free and/or aid incentives for continuous enrollment (including summers)

· Establish automatic admission and guaranteed transfer policies (FL, NC, soon VA) for students who complete the AA or AS degree.

Lots more in this presentation. Check it out.

EAP Early Assessment Program

Presented by Ian Walton
EAP was mostly skipped because of time. EAP is not a placement test, but nor has it been able to produce data that EAP is able to predict success.

From the EAP website:

The Early Assessment Program (EAP) is a collaborative effort among the State Board of Education (SBE), the California Department of Education (CDE) and the California State University (CSU). The program was established to provide opportunities for students to measure their readiness for college-level English and mathematics in their junior year of high school, and to facilitate opportunities for them to improve their skills during their senior year. The goal of the EAP program is to have California high school graduates enter the CSU fully prepared to begin college-level study.
http://www.calstate.edu/eap/
At the website, one can download test results for CA high school districts and sort them by various demographic parameters.
Breakout: Accreditation
Note that the appendix B for the Spring 2010 resolutions has extensive documentation about previous resolutions and correspondence between the Consultation Council and the ACCJC that support the Spring 2010 resolution asking for a vote of no confidence in the leadership of the ACCJC. 
http://www.asccc.org/Events/sessions/spring2010/materials.html
I already knew quite a bit about accreditation, so I didn’t learn quite as much in this very informative breakout. A good review of all the different players did clarify for me how and why the ACCJC is being squeezed by the federal department of education.

First we reviewed that the goal of accreditation is to ensure that the education provided by institutions of higher education meets acceptable levels of quality.
There are lots of other players that play some role in accreditation.
· Department of Education and the Secretary of Education
· National Advisory Committee on Institutional Quality and Integrity (NACIQI)

· Integrated Postsecondary Ed Data System (IPEDS)

· Council for Higher Ed Accred (CHEA)

· Seven Regional Accrediting Commissions

We reviewed that accreditation has become a major issue because of politics and the accountability movement. 
My notes on this part are sort of scrambled, but it seems that during the Bush administration, the plan was for the Secretary of Education to put some sort of assessment results into IPEDS (The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System). A series of events resulted in Congress blocking the Education Department from issuing accreditation regulations on SLOs and for assessing accrediting agencies in 2007. But then NACIQI somehow gave SLOs to the accrediting commissions. ACCJC was slammed by NACIQI for not enforcing the 2-year rule. ACCJC claims that this is why so many colleges are on sanction. 
The Higher Ed act will be renewed in 2013. This is one reason the ACCJC deadline for SLOs is 2012. 
The Obama administration has gotten even more interested in what’s going on in accrediting agencies. They are concerned about the “for profits” that rely on federal funding and distance education. Thus we have the new directives regarding authenticating students in DE. My notes say that there are renewed fears that a draft of the Department of Education’s “Guide to the Accrediting Agency Recognition Process” is too prescriptive and goes beyond the law. 

Steve Bruckman, general counsel for the Chancellor’s Office, joined Leslie Kawaguchi in leading this session. He described reading boxes of reports for every meeting. Yikes. Steve also serves on the consultation council, which is responsible for reviewing Title 5 changes. 
Leslie: The high rate of warnings/probation (~30%) is the result of the slap by NAQICI about the 2-year rule. 
Bruckman: 30% is a high estimate; should be lower.

Q from audience: How can visiting team figure things out in only three days? 
A: this is the way that the commission has decided that this is the most efficient way, considering all issues.

Audience comment: Faculty unwilling to serve on visiting teams because they do want to be an accomplice of the Commission, particularly in the cases where the commission does not follow the visiting team’s recommendations.
Bruckmann thinks this situation is relatively rare.

It was further revealed that ALL of the constituencies are hesitant to participate in visiting team (I can’t recall how this was revealed). 
There was also a good discussion of the objections to the ACCJC taking such a compliance approach to the standards. The standards ask questions that are not black and white, but the responses are rather a shade of gray. The ACCJC, however, looks at as if the college either attains the college or it doesn’t. There is a wide perspective out there, which I now understand better, that this just doesn’t work. You can’t ask a question that can evoke a range of subjective responses, and expect a black and white, we-make-it-or-we-don’t answer. Furthermore, the punitive nature of the “warnings” and “probation” are different as well. In other parts of the country, and with WASC, terms such as “follow-up visit” or something that inspires more of an improvement tone is used. 

The punitive nature has to do with the wording of “warnings” and “probation”. In other areas of the country, or with WASC, the terms used are “follow up visit” or something similar. Heads of other accrediting agency are advocating for an improvement model. This issue is proscriptive.  
Bruckman says that some institutions are currently achieving proficiency in the SLO area.
We also talked about the resolutions that would be voted upon on Saturday. Barbara Beno is aware that no confidence resolution is out there. The best thing to do would be to give ASCCC President Jane Patton the most leeway to maneuver with all of the other groups. No confidence is one of many steps. We’re not necessarily there yet.

General Session: Prerequisites and Co-requisites
The changing of the rules to establish prerequisites seems to be charging along. The idea is to require only content review, and not statistical evidence when establishing prerequisites for courses. The intellectual resolve to make this change has come from a lot of talk over the years. Some notable events included the Nancy Shulock papers “Rules of the Game” (2007) and “It Could Happen” (2008), both of which, I believe, suggested more appropriate prerequisites for all courses, to ensure adequate student preparation for college courses. The Legislative Analyst Office’s (LAO) “Back to Basics” (2008) was also a player in this. Part of the problem is how difficult it currently is to establish prerequisites in non-sequential courses.
The revised language in Title 5 section 55003… 

· is permissive 

· requires course-by-course and program-by-program validation
· requires multiple measures and monitoring for disproportionate impact

· seeks to improve student success

It is thought that it will follow a schedule something like the following: 

· T5 55003 Review by SACC: Jan-Feb-March 2010
· Consultation Council, April 15, 2010 (occurred the morning of the meeting)
· Webinars: April 22,26,27,29 (These were advertised over the e-mail as I wrote this summary)
· Conversation with MALDEF (Mexican American Legal Defense & Education Fund): late April

· Board of Govs: May/July?

· Curriculum Institute: Early July, release of “prerequisites revisited”; the Curriculum Institute has a pre-session focused on prerequisites
Challenges include the following:
· Multiple measures

· Capacity

· Basic Skills Sections

· Research Capacity

· Disproportionate  impact – must monitor and address as gaps appear
· Training: need for system wide support and accountability with regard to faculty training

Breakout: The Future
This was a very interesting breakout that just went too fast for me to absorb everything. The leadership of the ASCCC is trying to be more proactive and less reactive when dealing with issues. Jane Patton, President of the ASCCC, said that the ASCCC is historically reactive, but that it now wants to be more proactive. 
Several different issues, or pressures, on the community colleges were discussed.
1) Commission on the future. Mark Wade Lieu
This is a group organized by the Community College League of California (CCLC). It contains 33 members—mostly CIOs and trustees—but only 3 are faculty and one student. Mark Wade Lieu is one of them, but none are appointments of the ASCCC. Nancy Shulock is one of them.

Two of three meetings have already occurred; one meeting remains in the future. Mark said that some sort of performance based funding would almost certainly be one of the recommendations. Also included will probably be some sort of incentivizing for student progress benchmarks and something on student preparation. All ideas are getting debated in this very diverse group. The recommendations will go to the consultation council.

2) Legislature and Master Plan

Brian Murphy was the big keynote speaker and did a great job summarizing what was envisioned with the master plan for higher education in California during the 1960s. It differentiated the roles and missions of UC, CSU, and the CCC. As Brian Murphy said in his keynote, that vision has largely been lost now, or has migrated. Big worry is that if the CCCs go back to *only* preparing students for transfer, then we have pushed out the students who are the most needy. “Education for a multicultural democracy” was one of the primary visions of the plan. Now there is a fear that the values and vision of the master plan are being eroded at every turn.
Master Plan for Higher Education in California:
http://www.ucop.edu/acadinit/mastplan/mp.htm
3) Nancy Shulock and others. Michele Pilati
This is a powerful group that includes researchers like Nancy Shulock from the Institute for Higher Education Leadership and Policy (iHELP; catchy, eh?).
http://www.csus.edu/ihelp/
These groups have the ear of the legislators, and are very powerful. They have ideas that come back again and again. 
One of the main points, however, is that some of the ideas put forth by these groups are good and some are bad. Just have to look at each one. 

Examples of “good” recommendations:

· Increase the readiness of students

· Increase broad access

· Increase completion rates

· Advocates that CCCs are underfunded

· Make it easier to enact prerequisites (note that this one is happening)

Examples of “bad” recommendations

· Performance or completion based funding

Examples of “controversial recommendations

· Standardization of GEs (I guess partially there with IGETC)

· Guaranteed transfer (this one is happening)

4) Legislative Analyst Office (LAO)
http://www.lao.ca.gov/laoapp/laomenus/sections/lao_sectionpage.aspx?catid=4 

This is a very powerful group that is advisory to the legislature. Some of their concerns include:
· Mission Creep

· Atrophy of transfer function.

· Need for a comprehensive plan
· Advocate for performance based funding

We then broke into small groups and discussed some aspects of the following questions. We didn’t get very far.
· Question 1: The CA community colleges have expanded their individual missions, as permitted by Ed Code, to serve a variety of needs in each community. Given the fiscal situation of the state today and for the foreseeable future, are these various missions sustainable locally? Are they sustainable system-wide? What is in the best interest of the state?
· Question 2: The Master plan clearly delineates the roles and functions of the higher education segments in CA. Various options for how the Master Plan might be modified are currently begin discussed. If you were able to re-think the roles and functions of the community colleges, creating a new vision for the future, what would our community colleges look like?

· Question 3: State funding for the community college system has fluctuated greatly in recent years. Given that stability, not to mention significant augmentations, in funding is unlikely for the foreseeable futre, what steps might the system and individual districts/colleges pursue with regards to apportionment and revenue generation?

Breakout: Data 
This was a very strange breakout. I’ve got a hard copy of the powerpoint. I thought the breakout was going to be about the various kinds of data that are available for faculty to use. Instead it was about how to talk about data. The main point was to make a story out of the data and tell the story. Presenter was Greg Stoup, Director of Planning and Research for Canada College.
Some of the tidbits:

· Don’t wait for baseline data to act

· Data probably won’t tell you exactly what to do; use your intuition

· Tell a story

· Only need a possible explanation of the data to support your story.

In retrospect, I can’t say that this presentation really sits well with me. It seemed to devalue the usefulness of the data that we may use. 

One interesting thing he did show on one of his powerpoints is that student success and retention are unchanged over the last 20 years. What does this tell us about the usefulness of this kind of data? It says that it might not be all that useful. 

I just can’t get my head around the main points of this breakout.

Respectfully submitted,

Fred Hochstaedter

April 21, 2010

