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Fred Hochstaedter

Fred Hochstaedter, Lynn Iwamoto, and Elizabeth Harrington attended the ASCCC’s (Academic Senate for California Community Colleges) Curriculum Institute July 10-12, 2008 in Redwood City. The institute touched on virtually all aspects of curriculum from the COR (Course Outline of Record), implications for BSI (Basic Skills Initiative), to SLOs (Student Learning Outcomes) and Accreditation. A predominant theme running through the entire meeting was the new changes to Title 5 regarding Curriculum. 

Stephanie Low

Lynn, Elizabeth, and I had dinner on Thursday with Stephanie Low. Stephanie is a specialist in the Chancellor’s Office in charge of approving or denying those courses and programs that need chancellor’s office approval. She is also active on the Curriculum Chair’s list serve and is very supportive of, and works closely with curriculum committee chairs. She is very nice, rational, and supportive. It was wonderful to meet her because we can now connect a face to a name and can more easily contact her when a question arises. Stephanie took part in many of the general session presentations, but more on that below.

Lori Gaskin and Single Course Equivalency
I introduced myself to Lori Gaskin (CIO at Lake Tahoe Community College) and asked about progress in the joint CIO-ASCCC committee working on single course equivalencies. We became aware of this small committee back in Fall 07 when we received an e-mail from her asking us to complete a survey gauging interest in the subject of single-course equivalencies. At that time we asked to participate on the small committee but she and Mark Wade Leiu (ASCCC Pres) preferred to keep the committee smaller. At this time, there is nothing to report other than they’re working on it. MPC faculty are probably in the minority on this one, because most community colleges are from more urban areas where the selection of masters-level potential teachers is greater. Lori promised that there would be something to talk about at the Fall Plenary. 

Title 5 

I learned a bit more about Title 5. Title 5 is a set of regulations designed to provide guidelines on how to implement the law, which is the Ed Code. Long-standing regulations of Title 5 are now being enforced more diligently. This is forcing many colleges to closely look at their curricula and send revisions to the CO (Chancellor’s Office). This change is probably part of a state-wide and national climate of increased accountability requirements. On top of this are a whole slew of changes to Title 5 that must be contended with. Title 5 regulations are reviewed and revised by the “consultation council” which is composed by representatives from the Chancellor’s Office and community college groups including representation from administrators, faculty, classified staff, and students. The ASCCC has one of the strongest faculty voices, mainly, I think, because of the strong participation in their plenary sessions.
Title 5 -- Areas of Emphasis
The “Area of Emphasis” is partially a result of the Chancellor’s Office beginning to more stringently enforce long-standing title 5 regulations. Title 5 has always required that the AA degree include both GE and a series of courses that comprised a major or area of concentration. This requirement provided for both a “breadth” and a “depth” to the learning or knowledge that comprised an AA degree. I get the feeling that this philosophy has been agreed upon by all parties for a long time, and has been supported by the ASCCC. On the other hand, many colleges implemented a “university studies” major that enabled students to acquire the GE units plus an additional 18 units. This plan did not satisfy the requirement that the AA degree contain some area of concentration, or major, but it did satisfy the needs of those students who knew they wanted to transfer but didn’t yet know exactly what they wanted to major in at the transfer institution.

As a compromise, the “Area of Emphasis” was developed. This is a negotiated compromise between the need to have an area of concentration and need to have general transfer degree for those students who have not yet selected a specific major. The differences and similarities between the major and the area of emphasis are outlined below. Three Area of Emphasis proposals that were approved were included in a handout. This should be interesting; MPC needs to get started defining some of these for our general education students.
	
	Major
	Area of Emphasis

	Components in common
	1) A minimum of 18 semester units

2) Courses are derived from a single discipline or related disciplines

3) Comprises lower division coursework that prepares students for a field of study or a specific major at UC or CSU

4) By Fall 2009 a grade of C or better in *all* courses required for the major or Area of Emphasis (NOT a C average)

	Components that differ
	-Students take a list of required courses that all students must complete
-If the degree is transfer-oriented, then the major will prepare students for a specific baccalaureate major

-lower-division requirements of a specific major at UC or CSU
	-Students choose from a lists of courses that provide  pattern of learning experiences
-A broader group of courses than the major

-May be as broad as “social sciences” or theme-based interdisciplinary grouping of courses


Title 5 – Repeatability

No news on the repeatability of noncredit courses. Spoke with the Michelle Pilati, who is the ASCCC point person on this issue. She serves on the ASCCC curriculum committee, and more importantly, on the committee (SAC?) that consults with the chancellor’s office and the department of finance. She reports that they are currently working with the Chancellor’s office on collecting data and try to analyze the data on what kind of repetition is actually taking place. Hopefully more news will be forthcoming at the Fall Plenary. I did talk to Michelle a bit about our Gentrain program. If the various title 5 regulations are interpreted in the strictest manner of how I think they were intended, I don’t think the Gentrain courses fit in any of the noncredit categories, including older adult. Michelle’s opinion, after I told her about the course content, thought they were either general education classes, which is exactly what they were originally intended as, or community service courses. It will be interesting to see how the Chancellor’s office responds to our request for approval as a noncredit course.


I also participated in a conversation with Michelle Pilati and a group of Curriculum Committee folks from another college who were grappling with the repeatability issue of for-credit PE courses. They were talking about the “family” of for credit courses. Word from Michelle was that students could take courses within the “family” of courses a total of 4 (or 6?) times. Note that this is not 4 times each class, but 4 times within the “family”. So, if the family is beginning swimming, intermediate swimming, and advanced swimming, a student could take beginning swimming once, intermediate swimming twice, and advanced swimming once for a total of four times. 

Title 5 – Raising of Degree Standards.
This is a long-standing issue that has been discussed and debated over many years. Basically, the English and Math courses that students must pass to obtain an AA degree are “Freshman Composition” and Intermediate Algebra, respectively. Freshman Composition is transferable to CSU and UC, whereas Intermediate Algebra is not. The change in the math requirement comes from a long-standing imbalance where the AA degree requirement in Math was not at a higher level than for the high school graduation requirement.
Alternative Courses: Title 5 allows for “alternative courses” to satisfy the graduation requirements. The BSI website lists examples of alternative courses that community colleges are using to meet the graduation requirements and as support for students to attain these standards:
http://www.cccbsi.org/resources#Title5
SLOs and Accreditation
As part of my laser-like focus on SLOs and Accreditation these days, I attended the two sessions that dealt directly with accreditation and SLOs. In no particular order, here are some of the things I learned or verified.

The ASCCC definition of an SLO is currently being updated. I’m waiting on the edge of my seat to see what it will say when it finally comes out. The anticipation is greater than that for the new I-phone.
I asked Janet Fulks about Institutional SLOs at a college (like MPC) where we can verify that a very large proportion of the students are life-long learners and a relatively small proportion are traditional transfer students. What should we do about institutional SLOs for the life-long learner students? Janet’s answer was that the SLO movement is coming from the feds and that they’re most interested in the traditional transfer-based student. Therefore, concentrate on the GE SLOs. 

I asked about the relationship between institutional SLOs and GE SLOs. It seems that at most schools and in most people’s minds that institutional SLOs are becoming synonymous, or very closely aligned, with GE SLOS. For these reasons, it is best to concentrate on GE SLOs first.
I asked about what colleges were doing with all their course level SLOs. Janet told us that a lot of colleges were going to some sort of data base, especially the larger ones. She noted that the smaller schools just couldn’t afford to do this. CurricUNet has promise for this. She also mentioned another she liked (can’t remember the name) that was very student centered. Students could enter their names and download SLOs for all the courses they wanted to take, as well as evaluations of their attainment of SLOs in courses that they had already taken that they could give to potential employers.
I asked about keeping the course-level SLO assessments at the individual instructor or department level. Janet seemed OK with this. Stimulating dialog is always the important thing.
I learned that at Cabrillo and Bakersfield, ALL the transfer programs have the same program-level SLOs: the GE SLOs. The purpose of all these programs is the same: to get students to transfer, therefore the outcomes should and can be the same. This is a very interesting idea that I hope we can make work.
ACCJC Objective and COR Objective: same word, different meaning
From presentations and conversations at the breakouts, I verified for myself that much of the confusion over objectives vs SLOs comes from the difference in definition of the word “objective” between the COR and the ACCJC. At various times the *difference* between the COR’s objectives and the ACCJC’s SLOs were emphasized, whereas at other times the *similarity* between the COR’s objectives and the ACCJC’s SLOs were emphasized. This table summarizes how the COR’s objective correlates to the ACCJC’s objective and the ACCJC’s SLO:
	Relationships between COR Objective and ACCJC Objectives and ACCJC SLOs

	
	Title 5 definition of “Objective”
	ACCJC definitions of “SLO” and “Objective”

	Narrow in scope……………………………..Broad in scope

Lower level thinking…………......higher level thinking

Many in number…………………………….few in number


	Title 5 Objective
-emphasizes higher-level thinking skills

-ASCCC emphasizes that it describe students can *do*

-evaluation required elsewhere in the COR

-can be detailed

-can be many (although ASCCC recommends <10)


	ACCJC SLO

-over-arching

-should be relatively few, <4

-emphasizes higher-level thinking skills

-emphasizes what students can *do*

-emphasizes realistic assessment or evaluation

ACCJC Objective

-the individual parts that support the SLO

-detailed

-can be many

-lower-level thinking skills OK

-assessment and evaluation not emphasized


Accreditation Standard IIA6 states “In every class section students receive a course syllabus that specifies learning objectives consistent with those in the institution’s officially approved course outline.” Note that it doesn’t say “SLOs”. Janet has asked the ACCJC folks if this was a “mistake” and if they really meant to say “SLOs” instead of “learning objectives”. She has not gotten an answer yet.


The Accreditation teams are reportedly looking for SLOs on course syllabi. 


John Nixon, President of MtSAC and a member of the ACCJC commission said that the evaluating teams were also looking for the SLOs in the COR as well. But it doesn’t say this anywhere in the standards and the ASCCC has recommended for years that the SLOs NOT go in the COR.


In one of the sessions Janet provided a very nice handout that paralleled the key sections of the accreditation standards with the complementary sections of Title 5. They essentially say the same thing. These deal mostly with Program review and GE program/philosophy. Each college must have a GE philosophy and must write down the GE philosophy—the rationale by which any course is considered for GE.


I learned about some interesting ideas about how to assess the GE SLOs. AT Mira Costa College for the English and/or communication SLOs students turn in two copies of a final written paper, one with their name on it and one anonymously. The one with the name is graded in the normal way, the anonymous one is collected and put in a box and comingled with other courses that address the same GE SLO. Then random samples of the anonymous ones in the box are read and evaluated to determine overall student attainment of this GE SLO.

At Cabrillo, each department or division assesses one of the Core Four each semester during the six years between program review. I gathered that each of the departments or divisions was free to assess the SLO in whatever way they thought most appropriate.

Lastly, the annual ACCJC report is causing lots of acrimony. It turns out that this report was a negotiated compromise between the ACCJC and the Dept of Education. The Dept of Ed wanted full descriptions of student attainment of SLOs in each class reported to the IPEDS (Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System; http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/). This more extensive report would have been even more burdensome. The ACCJC was able to negotiate the less extensive report we’re now being asked to submit.

BSI

The next action plan will be due October 15. This seems very soon to me, but others in the room, especially the administrators, didn’t seems too worried about this. They said they’d just update their previous one. The roots of the BSI is in the raising of the AA degree requirements. The state has recognized that many students will need more help and support in achieving the newly raised standards, and has thus funded the BSI. BSI finding is now categorical, which means that it is harder to cut.
General Session: The Associate Degree—A Panel Discussion
This was very good. Panelists were Carol Bogue-Feinour (Chancellor’s Office, Academic Affiars), Lori Gaskin (VP Academic Affairs at Lake Tahoe CC), Michelle Pilati (ASCCC), and Stephanie Low (curriculum specialist at the Chancellor’s office). Some of the information from this session has been identified above under the Title 5 headings. But there was also a lot of very succinct descriptions of the value and meaning of the Associate Degree and GE. I thought I’d share some of those here.


On the philosophy for the associate degree: 

Title 5, section 55061: “The awarding of an Associate Degree is intended to represent more than an accumulation of units. It is to…lead students through patterns of learning experiences designed to develop certain capabilities and insights.” 
Not from Title 5: “In addition to general education, the major or area of emphasis gives the student sufficient depth in a field of knowledge to contribute to lifetime interest.”

On General Education:

“[It is] Designed to introduce students to the variety of means through which people comprehend the modern world”

“[It] Reflects the conviction of colleges that those who receive their degrees must possess in common certain basic principles, concepts and methodologies both unique to and shared by the various disciplines.”

“College-educated persons must be able to use this knowledge when evaluating and appreciating the physical environment, culture, and society in which they live. Most importantly, General Education should lead to better self-understanding.”
