ASCCC Spring Plenary Report 2011

April 14-15, 2011, Millbrae CA

Theme: Shift Happens
The Spring 2011 ASCCC Plenary focused on the challenges and shifts to community colleges in a time of budget shortages and oversight issues.  Lots of discussion centered on ideas of student success, accountability, and the role of government/legislatures in shaping policy for higher education.

Keynote Sessions

Judith Eaton, President, Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA)

“The Future of Accreditation”

Judith Eaton emphasized the delicate and changing balance between different interested parties in the accreditation and quality discussions related to higher education in the U. S.   Federal policy and decision-making now has a much greater impact at the local level than in past years.  Growth in regulatory actions, based on Financial Aid and Accreditation concerns, along with a focus on standards, policies and practices has shifted authority from local/state control to pressure for “compliance” with Federal agencies and directives.

Eaton provided a brief historical overview on recent changes: she noted the impact of the Higher Ed ReAuthorization Act in 2008 as a starting point for shifting priorities, and then a focus shift with the Obama administration Dept. of Ed. and the 2020 Goals for Completion Rates.  In the current budget crisis climate, there has been a perceptual shift to looking at the economic value of an education and examining the economic “returns” on government investment in education.  In 2009-2010 new rules and guidelines were written, to further define and develop the Higher Ed Reauthorization Act, reflecting an expanded role for Dept. of Ed and congress.
One issue that has heightened the concerns at the national level has been the criticism of the ForProfit colleges; their problems have generated questions and concerns about the accreditation process and funding models, and in response to the problems, a greater focus has shifted to compliance to Federal rules.  The “compliance” model runs counter to the ideals of the current Accreditation process, which is based on collegial peer review and quality improvement.  The national conversation about higher education has now shifted from “what do colleges do well and how can colleges maintain quality and improve?” to “what are colleges required to do to comply with Federal oversight requirements?” – a troubling shift to Eaton and others nationwide.  She offered a few specific options for CA community colleges as we look to the future, but her overall conclusion is that Federal involvement in the accreditation and oversight will only increase in the foreseeable future.

State of the ASCCC Report, Jane Patton, ASCCC President

Jane Patton opened her remarks saying that we need both “headlights” to look into the future and a rearview mirror to recall and remember the past as we seek ways to handle the many shifts happening in higher education.  She returned to the ideals of the CA Master Plan for Higher Education and the concept that we all “benefit from all our students participating” in educational experiences.  The goal of “Open Access” is not as highly valued as before, and now the concern with “completion” as a measure of success dominates the discussion.  She noted that the public and our government institutions are not satisfied with our accomplishments or patterns from the past; the focus now is on “producing” degrees and rewarding success in “completion.”

Looking ahead to the future, Jane Patton sees shifts in funding patterns (to some form of performance based funding), a narrowing of our CCC mission, curriculum development and changes to reflect new priorities, questioning the place of “Adult Education” within the whole CA educational system (with us, with K-12, new model?), changing demographics in our student populations, shifts in pedagogy with new options & “delivery models” along with collaboration and innovation required, continued pressure with a focus on “outcomes” which often reflect “marketplace values” – to see the student as a consumer/customer in some ways.

Goals and Realities for the next year: Keep academic senates strong at the local and state level; continue positive and productive work with CSU and UC, especially on Transfer degrees, figure out how to continue to offer “more with less” as the ASCCC faces 20% budget cut (which will result in fewer committees, less travel, etc.) but hope to continue to offer full range of programs and resources.
Second Keynote session

Vincent Tinto, Syracuse University

“Student Success in the Classroom”
Tinto’s presentation was very similar to the presentation he offered at our MPC Flex Days a few years back – even some of the same jokes (!).  He discussed the need for follow-up on at-risk students and provides suggestions for success support systems (Early Warning systems, etc.), and he directed the Plenary participants to discuss his ideas in small groups.  Unfortunately I have to report that the small group I met with had experienced mixed and disappointing results in trying out some success strategies Tinto recommended, and we all agreed that in the current financial situation, few colleges were able to provide the resources he recommended.

Third Keynote session
 Panel Discussion: “Civic Engagement; not just for students”
Brian Murphy, Pres., De Anza College, John McDowell, Pres., FACCC, Jane Patton, Pres., ASCCC
Brian Murphy started off the session by returning to the ideals of the California Master Plan for Higher Education, which in a recent revision was focused on the value of education leading to a multicultural democracy.  His view is that one of our goals in the CCC is to encourage and prepare students for active participation in their civic/democratic life.  He wants the ASCCC to endorse and participate in a nationwide coalition of community college systems dedicated to democracy and to find ways for each college to teach/encourage students to be engaged in “democratic practices.”  Murphy emphasized that the project will require institutional dedication and will provide hope for the future.
John McDowell addressed the current negative tone in the public discourse about education and educators, and he suggested the pressure from the “for Profit” sector and the economic link to all education was part of the problem.  He found it ironic that many colleges have enjoyed successful bond projects, but now CA communities are unwilling to fund the programs that should be happening in the new buildings, stadiums and centers built with bond funds.  McDowell is concerned about the students who will be turned away in the current budget situation, and wonders how we can motivate students to “fight” for their right to an affordable education.

In closing, Brian Murphy again called for support of the “Democracy Commitment” program and noted that the CC initiative is tied to a similar nationwide program in 4 year colleges.  There will be a national meeting to get the program started in June 2011; the goal is for more than 100 community college presidents and chancellors to sign on to the program.  Follow-up note: the resolution in support of ASCCC endorsement of the Democracy Commitment passed in session.
BREAK-OUT SESSIONS REPORTS; please see resources and powerpoints for sessions on the ASCCC website for the Spring Plenary at www.asccc.org .
Breakout Session #1  “Hot Topics in Distance Education”

There is a new ASCCC state committee on DE, which will focus on Accreditation, Title 5, Senate/Union topics, Effective Practices and CMS Selection issues related to DE.  There is current legislation on DE, AB 851 which is specifically concerned with completion rates in DE courses.  There are new DE Accessibility guidelines (Jan. 2011), and legislative and LAO pressure to look at DE options like accelerated programs and “all online” programs (like the Western Governors U – which the ASCCC considered in a resolution and voted to oppose).  Lots of discussion about Fed. Dept. of Ed/Fin. Aid oversight of DE courses & programs and we should expect stricter accountability for “attendance” records for DE courses.  There have been many outrageous scams using DE courses/programs to collect $$$$ for courses with “shell” students.  Colleges caught up in the scams are required to refund millions because of the problems.
Breakout Session #2  “Recreating ‘Recreational’ Programs”
This session focused on faculty development of revised language and understanding for “recreational” courses (typically in PE and Creative Arts) by articulating the academic and professional elements of the courses; research on occupations tied to PE and Creative Arts coursework; collaboration between traditional transfer programs, CTE and PE/Arts curriculum development (tie PE to medical prep fields, Outdoor “activity” courses to science, etc.).  Focus on better education and PR with Boards and the public about the overall value of the “recreational” courses in a full college program.  Lots of resources available – see materials from Los Rios College. (Note: Los Rios changed PE to Kinesiology for department and discipline name)
Breakout Session #3  “Missions: Impossible!”
In this session we had a wide-ranging discussion of the multiple pressures and needs associated with the community colleges; talked about the “outside” thinktank & foundation groups defining the CCC, along with legislative pressures.  We debated issues of “open access,” student success, adding BA degrees, relations with “for Profit” colleges, remediation, placement, etc.
Breakout Session #4  “Hot Topics in Curriculum: Update from SACC”

Changes on the way and areas likely to see change were discussed in this session, including details on Title 5 changes to Noncredit regulations, Curriculum inventory, Repeatability issues, Prerequisites process and review, DE oversight by Fed. Agencies, increase likely in “community service” offerings, Program and Course Approval handbook updated, and details on Transfer process (AB 1440 actions).  See the powerpoint at the ASCCC website for lots more information.
Breakout Session #5  “Title 5: What’s Changed and What Might Change”

For this session, details are also available on the ASCCC website.  Many of the issues discussed in the previous Curriculum session were reviewed here, such as (1) Repetition and Withdrawal policies, (2) Repeatability & activity courses, (3) Cap on total units, (4) change in Withdrawal dates, (5) statewide placement process, and (6) Priority registration.
RESOLUTIONS RESULTS AND WRAP-UP

For details and text on specific resolutions, please go to the www.asccc.org website and follow links to “Past Events” and the Spring 2011 Plenary resources.  The resolutions are grouped by category and I’ve tried to highlight trends and issues reflected in the resolutions.

Diversity Issues

There were several resolutions passed which provided support for LGBT students throughout the CCC system.

Budget/Finance

Resolutions 5.01 and 5.02 were both concerned with legislative debates over “student success” and the options for “performance based funding” models.  The resolutions reflect a need for full faculty participation in determining “student success” metrics AND the need for students to be accountable and active in their own success.

State Issues
Resolution 6.01 was in support of keeping CCC fees as low as possible statewide, and Resolution 6.04 was passed in support of developing a statewide “etranscript” program to assist students enrolled throughout the CCC system.  There was also extensive discussion on the current AB 515, which is pushing for CREDIT INSTRUCTION PROVIDED AS FEE-FOR-SERVICE PROGRAMS.  This is NOT the same as the model for Community Service Non-credit course offerings.  The Senate voted to OPPOSE AB 515, which made the two resolutions (6.07 and 6.08) in support of AB 515 moot.

Curriculum Issues

The major debate in the Curriculum area had to do with Title 5 changes to “activity” courses and repeatability policies.  There was a resolution (9.07) to delay the debate and any decisions until the Fall 2011 plenary; the resolution failed (mostly because it seemed that we do not have any time to wait on establishing a position – the Consultation Council, BOG and Legislature are moving ahead on related issues).  We did pass Res. 9.03 to eliminate the “activity” label for any courses and refer all courses to appropriate disciplines to determine repeatability.  There were a series of resolutions calling for specific limits and guidelines to change Title 5 on repeatability; even with long, complicated amendments and discussion, all the resolutions failed.  A resolution to maintain the status quo (current Title 5 language) was considered moot because of the passage of 9.03 which did recommend a change to Title 5.  Where does the debate situate the ASCCC?  We are on record as supporting repeatability options as currently described in Title 5, with the only change having to do with the specific set of courses listed as “activity” courses (which will now, possibly, need curriculum review and revision to indicate their course content and justification for repeatability).  (I think - ;-) – but don’t quote me on that!).
Another curriculum issue that was vigorously debated had to do with “Accelerated Learning” programs attached to Basic Skills courses; one Resolution (9.10) called for study and “careful consideration” before adoption of Accel. Programs, and another, (9.11) was very much in favor of adding “Accel. Programs” and recommended prof . development and curriculum revision to reflect the inclusion of Accel. Programs.  Resolution 9.11 was defeated as being too prescriptive.  Also in this curriculum category, we passed a number of resolutions related to research and support for PE and athletic program development (see Res. 9.13, 9.14, 9.16 & 9.17).
DISCIPLINES LIST

There were a number of changes to the Min. Quals. for a variety of disciplines which will be reflected in the next official posting of the Min. Quals. for faculty (see Resolutions beginning with 10.01 for details).

GENERAL CONCERNS

Resolution 13.02 refers to research needed to determine best hiring practices for faculty/staff in tutoring and supplemental learning centers (a concern voiced by MPC faculty).  The ASCCC passed Res. 13.03 in support of the nationwide initiative known as “the Democracy Commitment.”  We also went on record opposed to the possibility of a “Western Governors University” in CA (an all online, all adjunct HE model – recommended for consideration by the LAO & some legislators).

MATRICULATION

The ASCCC passed Res. 18.02 recommending that colleges adopt a Drop/Withdrawal policy that puts the withdrawal date at the 50% point in the course, with a provision for some students to petition for a W up to 75% through the course based on documented, extenuating circumstances.  A related resolution, 18.03, asked for data to be gathered about the reasons students are dropping to help inform colleges on issues that we could address which may help students persist and succeed.  Res. 18.05 also passed, recommending a limit on “repetitions” and “W’s” for courses (and it is likely that the Consultation Council will issue a Title 5 change to set the limit at 3 for any single course).
There were many many more resolutions passed throughout the long voting day, so please review the results on the www.asccc.org website and let me know if you have any questions or would like more information about the debate over the resolutions.

It has been an honor and a pleasure to represent Monterey Peninsula College at the ASCCC Plenary Sessions.  Thank you for the opportunity to participate, on MPC’s behalf, in the lively and important discussions happening at the state level; I appreciate your trust in me and have genuinely enjoyed the involvement.  I hope other MPC Senators will consider active engagement at the ASCCC state level, at Plenary sessions or with one of the many committees.

Respectfully submitted,

Anita Johnson, MPC Senate Delegate to the ASCCC
