SCC Academic Senate Minutes – Approved November 29, 2011
Senate Business Meeting November 15, 2011
Senators present:
Morrie Barembaum
Doug Deaver
Michael DeCarbo
Steven Deeley
Elizabeth Elchlepp
Jim Granitto
Jim Isbell
Danielle Martino
Evangiline Mathews
Mary Mettler
Craig Nance
Andy Salcido
Randy Scott

Jolene Shields
Barbara Sproat
Melinda Womack
Non-Voting Members
CIC
None Present
ASG Representatives
Rachel Bulosan
Guest(s):
Alex Taber
Joe Yorba

Call to Order
I Order of the Agenda
Professor Evett asked to begin with the Educational Vision Task Force
President Barembaum postponed SLO Program Assessment
VI
A
1
2
3
4

5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Discussion Items
Educational Vision Task Force (Vision, Core, Values) (Appendix 1 – EVT)
Professor Evett discussed the formation and evolution of the Educational Vision Task Force.
She presented the “SCC Faculty Vision and Core Values Statements 2011” document
prepared by the Task Force.
She discussed the merits of the document and how it will be able to guide the Program
decision-making process.
Professor Taber spoke as to why the document should be placed in the EMP. He stated that
the EMP committee is striving for the EMP to be forward-looking, rather than a place to
house Department information.
Professor Evett stated that the Task Force hopes that the Faculty Vision will inspire other
bodies at the College to create a vision for their representative group.
Professor DeCarbo stated that the Task Force discovered very similar documents are used at
many other Colleges.
President Barembaum stated that he does not see this as a vision statement, but rather a
mission statement.
Professor Taber responded with the analogy that when someone wishes to improve their
body, that is the vision, whereas the mission is the method by which the vision is visualized.
Professor Evett stated that the vision language does not preclude the fact that the Faculty
have been acting in such a way, rather that we want to continue to act in such a manner.
Professor Barembaum stated that this is a mission statement; that it is something we are
already doing. He thought that there would be a vision for the college to grow into.
Professor Taber responded that this is a Faculty Vision and that it is not within our purview
to tell other representative groups how they should be formed or operate.

SCC Academic Senate Minutes – Approved November 29, 2011
Senate Business Meeting November 15, 2011
12 President Barembaum said that the Board told us to create a pathway to restoration; do we
want to be a transfer institution, a basic skills, etc. This is what President Barembaum believe
the Task Force should have created.
13 Professor Evett said this reflects the concentric circles, and that it does delineate and express
how we want to move forward. It will serve as the tool to allow us to move forward.
14 Professor Nance stated that at the last Joint Chairs meetings, an enrollment management
strategy committee was discussed and if it forms, it may be in conflict with the work of the
Task Force.
15 Professor DeCarbo responded that he does not see that the two are mutually exclusive. Why
can’t the chairs use the EVTF document to influence their decisions? He then used Turn-ItIn as an example of how the Vision statement can serve as a filter and that it does perform
the function of concentric circles.
16 Professor Evett said this is a Vision, that was our goal and that is what we have created: a
vision and a vision statement; whether the Board or other groups wish to use this tool, that is
up to them; but we were charged to create a Faculty Vision.
17 Professor DeCarbo said that the document allows for direction and can allow for growth, that
there are many benefits for adopting the document and absolutely no disadvantages.
18 Professor Womack said that it can be a tool for the creation of programs and the return of lost
Programs as well as a template to rejecting the creation of programs.
19 Professor Shekarabi said that this is a comprehensive tool for returning to normal, whenever
“normal” might return.
20 Professor Martino said that the only thing she sees not addressed is the encouragement of
Transfer, or Degrees, or Certification.
21 Professor Evett said this was not specifically addressed, however the Vision encourages
students to apply what they have learned, for whatever purpose that brought them into the
community college system.
22 Professor Sproat asked if the members of the Senate believe that the Task Force achieved the
Task it was charged with.
23 Professor Evett read the charge of the Task Force: “to review the current educational vision
and the relation of Programs and grants to the vision.” We determined that there was not a
Vision and therefore we created a Vision so that Programs and grants could relate to that
vision.
II Approval of Minutes
A November 1, 2011
Professor Womack moved to approve
Professor Isbell provided the second
The minutes are approved with one dissent
III Public Comments
1 Professor Evett presented a card to be signed for Craig Rutan.
2 Professor Womack said that she attended the Board meeting last night and spoke highly of
Professor Nance’s address to the Board.
3 Professor Evett said that President Vazquez also highly approved of Professor Nance’s
address.
4 Professor Sproat also added her appreciation to Professor Nance.
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5
6
7

Professor Isbell announced that a memorial for Wanda Wright will be held at 10:30 Friday,
November 15, 2011
Professor Shekarbi passed out programs for the Spring Flex week. (Appendix 2 – Flex)
President Barembaum announced the upcoming Budget Forums.

IV ASG Report – Rachel Bulosan
1 Announced that the Town Hall was a great success.
2 Announced that Dia de los Muertos was a great success as well.
3 Reported that November 17 is the great American Smoke Out and there will be support
booths in the A/B quad.
4 Announced that on November 17 from 6 – 9 p.m., in D120, ASG will be showing “The
Eleventh Hour.”
5 Announced that the Stress Free Zone will be in the A/B quad and Strenger Plaza during
Finals Week.
6 Reported that committees are forming for the Battle of the Bands, Book Run and the
Dodgeball Tourney.
V Action Item
A Resolution F2011.5: In support of Revisions to the “Request for Authorization to Apply
for a Grant” form. (Appendix 3 – Resolution F2011.4)
During Discussion
Professor Evett said that President Vazquez agreed to the signature line for the Senate President.
Professor Martino asked if there should be concern if a Chair signs off as willing to be part of the
grant and later is not able to do so.
Professor Nance asked if the Senate would sign off on a grant if the Department Chair did not?
Professor Evett responded that the Chair could say no and come and speak to the Senate before
obtaining a Senate signature; the form ensures that all possible parties to a grant have a say.
Professor Nance moved to adopt
Professor Womack provided the second.
The document is adopted without dissent.
VI Discussion Items
A Educational Vision Task Force (Vision, Core, Values)
Moved to the beginning of the meeting
B Senate Plenary
1 President Barembaum discussed how revisions to recommendations from the Task Force
needed to be made.
2 Professor Martino discussed the many fights presented in the Student Success Task Force
recommendations. (Appendix 4 - Student Success)
3 Professor Womack said there are weekly updates at http://studentsuccess.ideascale.com/
4 Professor Martino stated that at Plenary during a discussion of institutional effectiveness,
many schools are striving to make program planning and budget transparent. One suggestion
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is an end of the year “here’s where our money went” report that details how money was spent
across the campus.
5 President Barembaum discussed that during discussion of curriculum it was suggested that
faculty do not always have to agree with one another and can say no to requests..
6 Professor Shields stated that she was grateful the Adult Education component was removed
from the SS Task Force, but was concerned that it was being rewritten.
7 Professor Shields stated that she was hopeful that Adult Education would be taken on by the
community colleges instead of K-12.
C SLO Assessment Program
Postponed
D Meeting Times
1 Professor Nance stated that if we do reduce the time, the Senate must be more mindful of
time limits during discussion.
2 Professor Womack asked why we needed to end the meeting soon.
3 Professor Mettler responded that the Counselors have 3:00 obligations and that she
personally believes the Senate can achieve all of the items within ninety minutes.
4 President Barembaum announced meeting times will appear as an action item at the next
Senate Business Meeting.
E Disaster Drills
1 Vice President Mora asked for any discussion about designating that the third Thursday of
October and February be established as the ongoing dates for disaster preparedness drills.
2 Concerns about Holidays were raised, that perhaps it should alternate each semester.
3 Would this happen mornings and evenings?
4 What of the Instructors impacted every Thursday, every semester?
F 2012-13 Calendar
1 Summer dates will begin June 18
2 Fall 2012 may begin a week later than Fall 2011 if the draft calendar is approved.
VIII Reports Discussion
A Curriculum – President Barembaum
1 All Faculty are strongly urged to log onto Curricunet and review all items for approval.
2 Psychology, Math and Physics Transfer degrees.
B SAC Senate Report
1 No report given
C Technology – Professor Scott
1 No report given
D Facilities – Craig Nance
1 The parking lot will be painted once it is completed.
2 The MNO Building is still experiencing many problems.
3 The Gym is slated for completion Spring 2012 and the Humanities Spring 2013.
E College Council – President Barembaum
1 No report given
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F President’s Report – President Barembaum
1 No report given

Professor Nance moved to adjourn
Professor Evett seconded the adjournment.
The meeting is adjourned without dissent.
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F2011.6 Resolution in support of adopting the “SCC Faculty Vision and Core Values Statements”
Whereas, SCC faculty are called on to give input into important decisions, especially in times of budget
variability;
Whereas, we wish our decision making processes to be transparent and reflect the vision of the faculty;
Whereas, the “SCC Faculty Vision and Core Values Statements” was written after a year and a half of
investigation and discussion, which took into account the results of two faculty surveys and suggestions
from Senate;
Resolved, That the Academic Senate of Santiago Canyon College adopt the “SCC Faculty Vision and Core
Values Statements” document, include it in the EMP book, and incorporate this vision and these values
into our decision making processes; and
Resolved, That the Academic Senate of Santiago Canyon College strongly encourage other faculty
decision-making bodies to utilize this document.

SCC Faculty Vision and Core Values Statements 2011
Respectfully Submitted by the Educational Vision Task Force: R. Adams, M. DeCarbo, C. Evett
(Chair), A. Taber, J. Wagner, and J. Yorba

SCC Faculty Educational Vision
Santiago Canyon College Faculty will continue to champion a respectful, reflective, and
responsible academic environment that encourages personal accountability and professional
growth through a free and open exchange of independent thoughts and ideas. We will serve as
instructional leaders who inspire students using dynamic approaches that challenge them to
achieve excellence in their educational pursuits. Moreover, we will foster a collaborative
climate through our active involvement in participatory governance utilizing transparent,
honest, and constructive discourse.

SCC Faculty Core Values
Our core values are the guiding principles upon which our educational vision is founded.
Furthermore, these values direct us in our decision-making processes and serve to encourage
and support us as we strive to achieve our vision for the well-being of the Santiago Canyon
College Community.
Accountability
SCC Faculty Members possess a high regard for personal, relational, and institutional
responsibility; in conjunction, Faculty act with integrity and transparency when confronted with
decisions, conflicts, or results.
We will
•
•
•
•
•

fulfill contractual obligations and meet community needs.
encourage student performance that reflects an honest, diligent, and engaged
effort.
wisely utilize human, physical, and technological resources.
promote and utilize Student Services.
take responsibility for our roles in the decision making processes.

Personal and Professional Growth
SCC Faculty Members embrace dynamic life-long educational pursuits; this implies active,
constant exploration of diverse learning opportunities that enhance and emulate whole
professional and personal lives, resulting in a healthy college community.

We will
•
•
•
•
•

explore creative and innovative ways to advance the mission of the college.
engage in meaningful, respectful and purposeful dialogue and assessment.
encourage an environment that promotes enthusiasm for lifelong learning.
maintain currency with academic trends and professional needs.
investigate “best practices” to enhance student learning.

Excellence in Educational Pursuits
SCC Faculty Members demonstrate the highest academic standards, respecting the importance
of both theoretical and applied knowledge; through robust and rigorous curricula and
programs, we encourage and celebrate student voices.
We will:
•
•
•
•
•

set, communicate, and maintain the highest educational standards.
engage in ongoing cycles of effective program and outcomes assessment.
foster an environment where students critically analyze and evaluate information,
concepts, and alternative viewpoints.
provide students opportunities to apply what they have learned.
enthusiastically mentor students to embrace academic challenges and enjoy the process
of growing beyond perceived limits.

Participatory Governance
SCC Faculty Members participate in the leadership and governance of the College; this requires
honoring and dignifying the opinions of others while accepting that differences will naturally
inspire productive debate.
We will
•
•
•
•
•

allow for all Faculty to fulfill their contractual obligations by providing the opportunity to
serve on committees.
clearly articulate the channels and processes of communication within the governance
framework.
communicate with one another in a manner that allows respectful, open, and
productive dialogue in all aspects of college life.
make public and transparent the decisions made within the governance framework.
welcome and encourage student, staff, and administrative participation in the
governance process.
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Santiago Canyon College
Academic Senate
8045 East Chapman
Orange, CA 92869

(714) 628-4831
FAX (714) 532-2055

SENATORS

Resolution F2011.5

Business and Career
Education
Deeley, Steve, 2012
Salcido, Andrew, 2013

Resolution in Support of Recommending and Following the Faculty
Revised “Request for Authorization to Apply for a Grant”

Continuing Education
(OEC)
Shields, Jolene, 2013
Counseling & Student
Services
Baldizon-Rios, Nena, 2013
Mettler, Mary 2012
Humanities and Social
Sciences
Deaver, Doug, 2012
Elchlepp, Elizabeth, 2013
Granitto, James, 2013
Isbell, James, 2013
Shekarabi, Nooshan, 2012
Fine & Performing Arts
and Communication
Womack, Melinda, 2013
Library
Sproat, Barbara, 2012
Mathematics and
Sciences
Cummins, Shawn, 2013
Hovanitz, Eric, 2012
Martino, Danny, 2013
Nance, Craig 2012
Scott, Randy, 2013
Adjunct
Matthews, Evangline, 2012

Moved:
Seconded:
Whereas, The additional items on the faculty revised “Request for Authorization
to Apply for a Grant” document will better inform faculty representatives on
Santiago Canyon College’s College Council so that they are better equipped
when grant related items are called for a vote; and,
Whereas, The “Request for Authorization to Apply for a Grant” document can
help to improve communication with Santiago Canyon College faculty who will
be or will potentially be involved with a given grant; and,
Whereas, The additional items on the faculty revised “Request for Authorization
to Apply for a Grant” document will be an additional avenue to illustrate how
planning determines budgeting;
Resolved, That the Academic Senate of Santiago Canyon College support the
faculty revised “Request for Authorization to Apply for a Grant” document and
recommend the faculty revised document to College Council; and
Resolved, That the Academic Senate of Santiago Canyon College strongly
encourage the Santiago Canyon College community to follow the guidelines
outlined in the document.
Date Presented: 14 November 2011
Date Approved:

OFFICERS
President
Barembaum, Morrie, 2012
Vice President
Evett, Corinna, 2012
Secretary/Treasurer
DeCarbo, Michael, 2012
Curriculum
Rutan, Craig - Chair

Santiago Canyon College is an innovative learning community dedicated to intellectual
and personal growth. Our purpose is to foster student success and to help students
achieve these core outcomes: to learn, act, communicate and think critically. We are
committed to maintaining standards of excellence and providing an accessible, a
transferable, and an engaging education to a diverse community. (Approved 4/12/2011)
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Appendix 4 - Student Success

President
Michelle Pilati
Rio Hondo College
Vice President
Beth Smith
Grossmont College
Secretary
David Morse
Long Beach City College
Treasurer
Wheeler North
San Diego Miramar College
Area A Representative
Julie Bruno
Sierra College
Area B Representative
Jon Drinnon
Merritt College
Area C Representative
Lesley Kawaguchi
Santa Monica College
Area D Representative
Stephanie Dumont
Golden West College
North Representative
Dan Crump
American River College
North Representative
Dolores Davison
Foothill College
South Representative
Kevin Bontenbal
Cuesta College
South Representative
Michelle Grimes-Hillman
Mt. San Antonio College
Representative at Large
Dianna Chiabotti
Napa Valley College
Representative at Large
Phil Smith
American River College
Julie Adams, CAE
Executive Director

November 14, 2011
Dear Senate President,
Subject: Student Success Task Force Recommendations
I wanted to share some notes from last Wednesday’s (November 9, 2011) Student Success Task Force
(SSTF) meeting. The meeting began with a review of the feedback provided on the website, as well as
the emails and letters received. A copy of the summary of the feedback is attached to this message –
and available on the Senate’s 1143 page. Following this, SSTF members and Chancellor’s Office staff
who had made presentations reported on the feedback received at those events. The majority of the
feedback received was consistent with what we heard at Plenary, and there was little, if any,
unqualified support expressed. A summary of the Academic Senate positions was also provided (and
is attached).
Categorical Consolidation - Removed
Prior to the meeting recommendations 8.1 (consolidation of the categoricals) and 4.1 (tying course
offerings to education plans, de-funding all noncredit outside of career development or college
preparatory (CDCP), restricting state support to courses in a student’s education plan) had been
identified as topics to begin with. After a brief discussion, it was decided that 8.1. would be modified
to encourage collaboration between categorical programs (“de-siloing”) and the proposal to
consolidate would be removed. It was stated that any gains achieved from the proposed consolidation
were not great enough to justify the effort involved in achieving this. The goal is to get all areas of the
college to work together and focus on student success – a goal we all can agree on.
De-Fund Non-CDCP Noncredit - Removed
The discussion of 4.1 began with a proposal to modify the recommendation related to noncredit. One
member asserted that statute should not be amended to defund any noncredit area and offered to
revise this recommendation. It was not clear what the final language would be, but it was clear that
the drastic action of ceasing to fund all non-CDCP noncredit will no longer be a component of the
recommendations.
Differential Funding for Courses Not in a Student’s Education Plan - Removed
As the SSTF members discussed 4.1 it was apparent that the language could be read a number of
ways. It was not clear what tying apportionment to student educational plans would really mean and
how it would be monitored. It was proposed that funding could be limited to courses that exist in a
“program of study”. But it was then noted that this would not permit the introduction of stand-alone
courses or the development of new programs. While it was not clear how this issue was resolved, the
recommendation to require student to pay “full freight” for courses not in their education plan was
removed. The concept of permitting the mixing of community service and credit remained; the
expectation is that this will be modified to be consistent with the Academic Senate’s proposal to
permit community members to register for courses, pay full cost, and not earn credit.
Chapter 1
The discussion about this chapter focused on the importance and value of working with K-12 and the
interest in seeing K-12 standards raised.
Chapter 2
The need for faculty involvement in selection of an assessment and any matriculation-related
technology was noted. A discussion about cut scores ensued. It was not clear what the final decision
was – but the proposal to have a common cut score for the first “college-level” course resonated with
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some members. The reason for varied leveling of courses below college level seemed to resonate with all members.
The Chancellor stated that common assessment had to be mandated and that to not do so was unfair to students. In
summarizing the decisions made about 2.1, the Chair stated that the language would reinforce the role of faculty and
that common assessment would be mandated. The issue of a common cut score was left undecided. Technical issues
were discussed for the rest of Chapter 2, with no major changes made.
Chapter 3
The general concerns with all elements of Chapter 3 were discussed. No substantive changes were made.
Chapter 5
As written, Chapter 5 includes ESL as “basic skills”. The concerns expressed about this were noted and the language
will be revised. Given that the Academic Senate and others support the California Community College’s (CCC)
“taking over” adult education, it was suggested that this might be a recommendation. One member expressed
concern about this, questioning whether or not the CCCs were any better at adult education than K-12 and
questioning the wisdom of taking something on that might ultimately be an unfunded mandate. It was not clear how
this would be addressed in the next iteration of the recommendations.
Chapter 6
There was a brief discussion of Chapter 6 and a reminder of the commitments made at the Academic Senate Plenary
Session. The bullets under both recommendation 6.1 and 6.2 that would give the Board of Governors or the
Chancellor’s Office the authority to mandate activities for Flex Days was removed in favor of a statement that the
Chancellor’s Office could recommend and encourage a focus for flex activities.
Chapter 7
There was little discussion of this chapter.
Alternative Funding – Language to be Modified
Recommendation 8.3 was described as “enormously divisive”. Despite the unqualified opposition of some groups, a
proposal to somehow modify the language of this recommendation was discussed. The concept was to not have a
new funding formula, but to have a “hold harmless” mechanism for colleges that opt to engage in innovation that
might reduce the usual apportionment received. It was not clear what this would mean or how it would work. After a
vote on this contentious issue that supported keeping this ill-defined proposal in the recommendations, one supporter
suggested that it should be revisited due to its contentious nature. To this observer, it was not clear how this was
different from 8.2 – which provides funds to support innovation.
The day began with some clear “wins” and ended with what appears to be a loss, but one that will hopefully be
revisited and modified into a recommendation that does not clearly create a divide. It was not clear when a revised
document would be available for review.
I hope this extract from my 11 pages of notes provides enough detail for you to have a sense of what transpired. If
you have any questions or concerns, please visit the 1143 page of the Academic Senate website
(http://www.asccc.org/1143) and post them there.
Best wishes to all as we enter the holiday season,

Michelle Pilati, Ph.D.
President
Attachments

Summary of ASCCC Positions on the California Community Colleges Task Force on Student Success Draft Recommendations
This document summarizes the ASCCC positions that pertain to the draft recommendations of the CCC Task Force on Student Success
(dated September 30, 2011). Formal ASCCC positions are adopted by resolution. Resolutions are referenced by the term (F = fall, S =
spring) and year of adoption, and a number (XX.XX). Complete resolutions are available at www.asccc.org.
The following positions relate to the recommendations in general terms:
F11 13.07 Implementation of Student Success Task Force Recommendations: Support a phased approach to any implementation of
the SSTF recommendations that controls for multiple variables and leads to validated conclusions about the effectiveness of the
recommendations.
*F11 13.13 Reporting of How Feedback on Student Success Task Force Draft Recommendations was Addressed: ASCCC requests that
the SSTF formally communicate to the field how the feedback received through the vetting process on the recommendations has
been addressed.
F11 13. 15 Endorse CCCI Response to Student Success Task Force Recommendations
*F11 13. 18 Objection to the Language of the Student Success Task Force Report: ASCCC urges the SSTF to use language that
acknowledges and respects the expertise and experience of community college faculty in planning for curriculum and
instruction based on our students’ best interests and characteristics.
*F11 19.04 Full-Time Faculty and Student Success: SSTF should Include a recommendation to increase the number of full time
faculty.
*Adopted by acclamation.
Chapter 1. Increase College and Career Readiness
1.1. Collaborate with K-12 to jointly develop common core standards for college and career readiness.
Comments: Current HS graduation standards are currently well-below college readiness standards. It is uncertain what role K-12
assessments will play in the future. Faculty primacy must guide the establishment of standards.
F11 15.01 Faculty Primacy in Alignment of Standards with K-12: calls to study the common core standards and insists on faculty primacy in
determining standards.
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Chapter 2. Strengthen Support for Entering Students
2.1.Develop and implement common centralized diagnostic assessments.
The ASCCC supports the development of a centralized assessment option with locally established multiple measures and cut scores.
F11 13.03 Support Centralized Assessment Instrument with Local Cut Scores for Placement: ASCCC maintains the importance of
faculty primacy with respect to the use of assessment for placement scores and the application of multiple measures, supports
the establishment of a centralized standard assessment as an option provided there is a local determination of cut scores for
placement, and encourages local academic senates to support selection of this assessment option for local use.
2.2. Require students to participate in diagnostic assessment, orientation and the development of an educational plan.
While existing positions support this in concept, they note the challenge of providing such services without adequate funding to do so.
S11 5.02 Incentives to Encourage Student Behaviors for Success: data indicate that participating in such incentives as educational
planning, early assessment, and attending college full time can positively affect success
F11 8.02 Faculty Advisors: ASCCC will investigate existing programs in California community colleges in which counseling faculty
train faculty hired in other discipline areas as faculty advisors and report by the Fall 2012 Plenary Session on the potential of such
programs to help meet the needs of California community college students.
2.3 Develop and use technology applications to better guide students in educational process.
ASCCC supports E-Transcripts and the use of degree audits, but expresses concern regarding the impact of centralized technology
projects and asserts the role of the Academic Senate (especially counseling faculty) in determinations to be made about matriculationrelated technological applications.
F00 11.08 No support for centralized technology projects until reviewed for educational policy implications and effects on
students.
11.01 F11 Consultation Regarding Technology Tools Impacting Student Services: “..oppose implementing any centralized electronic
education plans, degree audits, or other technological tools, without the direct involvement of the Academic Senate, with a
specific reliance on counseling faculty, to determine the appropriateness and utility of the system.”
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2.4 Require students showing a lack of college readiness to participate in support resources.
ASCCC supports providing student success courses for all who can benefit.
2.5 Require students to declare a program of study early in their academic careers
ASCCC has no formal position on the declaration of a “program of study”. There is, however, concern about the “high stakes” nature of
declaring a program of study and/or establishing an education plan as established in the draft recommendations.
Chapter 3. Incentivize Successful Student Behaviors
3.1. Adopt system wide enrollment priorities reflecting core mission of community colleges.
ASCCC opposes this recommendation until it has been determined that the proposed enrollment priorities will not have a negative
disproportionate impact.
F11 13.11 Student Success Task Force Recommendations: Priority Enrollment: Request that recommendation 3.1 of the SSTF not
move forward until the potential impact on traditionally underserved and under-performing populations has been thoroughly
researched and it has been determined that there will be no disproportionate negative impact on these populations.
F11 13.14 Earned-Unit Limitations for Registration Priority Concerns: “urge colleges and policy-makers to ensure that community
college students who are legitimately engaged in programs or coursework appropriate to the California community
college mission are able to maintain registration priority without undue burden”.
3.2. Require students receiving Board of Governors fee waivers to meet various conditions and requirements.
ASCCC has some concerns about this recommendation, but could support it provided there are appropriate protections in place.
F10 6.01 Evaluation and Revision of Financial Aid Systems: urge state and federal officials to evaluate and revise the current
financial aid system in order to incentivize more productive and academically sound behavior by students
F11 7.02 Modification to the Requirements of the Board of Governors (BOG) Fee Waiver: work with the CCCCO to define appropriate
conditions that would allow students to continue receiving a BOG waiver based on satisfactory academic progress.
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F11 7.05 Implementation of Potential Board of Governors Waiver Change: “prior to deeming students ineligible to receive a Board of
Governors fee waiver the college will implement an intervention plan to allow the student to meet satisfactory progress
standards within a reasonable time.” Colleges should have an intervention plan & sufficient funding for intervention.
3.3. Provide students opportunity to consider attending full time.
ASCCC has no direct position, but does support incentivizing successful student behaviors.
3.4. Require students to begin addressing Basic Skills deficiencies in their first year.
While ASCCC does not have positions directly related to this topic, our established support for incentivizing effective student behaviors
would suggest that we would favor this in concept. The impact of adjusting course offerings to accomplish this is a given. Colleges that are
revisiting their use of prerequisites may already be, effectively, implementing this recommendation.
Chapter 4. Align Course Offering to Meet Student Needs
4.1. Focus course offerings and schedules on needs of students.
While student educational plans may provide useful information when determining a college’s course offerings, the concept of a “high
stakes” educational plan and a classroom of students who are and are not “state-supported” is strongly opposed (although it is supported
when the class is a mix of state-supported credit students and fee-supported community service students who do not earn credit). It was
noted that this creates a system where students who have the resources can take whatever courses they want, while those who do not will
be limited to the courses delineated in an ed plan. In addition, ASCCC opposes the elimination of non-CDCP noncredit courses. ASCCC
does support a determination of what courses should and should not be credit, in addition to fully funding the CDCP noncredit areas.
ASCCC urges the SSTF to include the March 2005 Board of Governors’ noncredit funding proposal in their recommendations.
9.02 F11 Defining Credit and Noncredit Basic Skills and Basic Skills Apportionment: ASCCC will explore the appropriate division of
credit and noncredit basic skills classes, supports funding noncredit CDCP classes at apportionment rates commensurate with
the March 2005 Board of Governors’ recommendations; and urges the SSTF to include the March 2005 Board of Governors’
noncredit funding proposal in their recommendations.
F11 13.04 Course Development and Enrollment Priorities: “urge local academic senates to ensure that course development and
enrollment management are appropriately determined by documented educational need and further refined by fiscal
considerations.”

4

Chapter 5. Improve the Education of Basic Skills Students
5.1. Support the development of alternatives to traditional basic skills curriculum.
ASCCC has always supported curricular innovation including alternatives to traditional pedagogy. Colleges are using basic skills funding
already to improve basic skills instruction – it is not clear how this differs from the status quo. It is also not clear how BSI dollars would both
be used here – and as a part of 8.1/8.2.
5.2. Develop comprehensive strategy for addressing basic skills education in California.
ASCCC supports assigning all of adult education to the CCCs, “but only if sufficient funding to address this mission is provided.” (F11 6.03)
Furthermore, it is ASCCC’s position that input from ESL faculty is needed.
F11 6.04 Removal of ESL Students from Student Success Task Force Recommendations: Seek ESL faculty input & inform SSTF of
differences between ESL & basic skills.
Chapter 6. Revitalize and ReEnvision Professional Development
6.1. Create a continuum of mandatory professional development opportunities.
Professional development is within the purview of the academic senate and faculty are best equipped to make any determination with
respect to the appropriateness of professional development activities.
F11 19.03 Uphold Local Control of Professional Development Activities
6.2. Direct professional development resources toward improving basic skills instruction and support services. (Also see 6.1)
Faculty are open to reviewing the Title 5 regulations regarding the use of professional development as a means of improving basic skills
instruction.
F11 19.07 Review of Title 5 Regulations Pertaining to Professional Development: “develop a definition of faculty professional
development and clarify the types of activities that would satisfy faculty professional development and bring this definition back for
approval at Fall Plenary 2012”, support the use of faculty professional development as a means of improving instruction,
particularly with respect to meeting the needs of basic skills students, and assert the primacy of faculty in determining what
faculty professional development activities are most appropriate”.
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Chapter 7. Enable Efficient Statewide Leadership & Increase Coordination Among Colleges
7.1. Develop and support a strong community college system office.
The ability of the CO to “promulgate Title 5 regulations without first obtaining approval from the Department of Finance” is problematic
and ASCCC opposes the proposed funding revisions for the CO. (F11 5.02).
7.2. Set local student success goals consistent with statewide goals.
7.3. Implement student success score card.
ASCCC supports accountability but opposes the use of simplistic accountability measures of student success (F10 6.05).
7.4. Develop and support a longitudinal student record system.
Chapter 8. Align Resources with Student Success Recommendations
8.1. Consolidate select categorical programs.
ASCCC has always opposed categorical consolidation.
8.2. Invest in the new Student Success Initiative fund.
Although ASCCC supports common assessment, we could not support the Student Success Initiative (SSI) as currently proposed due to
its ties to common assessment and the “score card”. If these ties were removed and the SSI were, effectively, a fund to restore categorical
programs, ASCCC could support it.. ASCCC has a position supporting the use of new dollars to be dedicated to categoricals.
8.3. Promote flexibility and innovation in basic skills through alternative funding mechanism.
The ASCCC opposes this recommendation. Recommendation 8.3 is as form of performance-based funding, presumes common curriculum
statewide, and creates problematic incentives.
8.4. Do not implement outcome‐ based funding.
ASCCC opposes any form of outcome-based funding.
6

Chancellor’s Task Force on Student Success
Summary of Community Comments | November 2, 2011
Data Sources
IdeaScale
167 Ideas, 320 Comments, 4,740 votes

Email
93 messages

1,063 registered users
Faculty: 27%
Administrators: 7%
Staff: 9%
Students: 28%
Community members: 29%

Acquired Brain Injury Program topic: 70%
Other topics: 30%
Four were formal letters from organizations or
interest groups.

Most usage has been since October 5

Summary
The recommendation to consolidate categorical funding received the highest number of
comments. Several communities—namely those supporting CalWORKs, Acquired Brain Injury
programs, and foster parent training—rallied scores of supporters to submit hundreds of
emails, personal narratives, policy analyses, and votes on IdeaScale. Proponents argue that
these programs are tied to government funding sources and play critical roles in large public
health and social welfare programs. Eliminating them could both unravel safety nets and cost
millions of dollars in fines and lost funding.
Many commenters expressed confusion over which programs would be consolidated and how
they were chosen. They requested that this information be clarified in the next draft of the
recommendations. Other consolidated funding concerns addressed negative impacts on
financial aid staffing, elimination of child care centers that are part of childhood development
programs, and dismantling of apprenticeship programs.
There was also considerable comment on eliminating non‐credit and continuing education from
the core community college mission. Seniors and people who have taken citizenship classes
were the most vocal constituencies, but many others expressed concern about narrowing
colleges’ priorities. Another thread in the comments was how we define success—whether
personal growth was being eliminated as a measure or if we will limit the time horizon in which
we measure success. One recommendation was to gather employment data, as this may
capture positive benefits for students who do not complete programs or courses.
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An important clarification was submitted by the ESL community, who were concerned that
credit ESL classes were lumped in with developmental courses or with personal enrichment
options in the recommendations, which risks eliminating highly successful programs serving
students who are simultaneously pursuing degrees/certificates and fluency in English.
The area that seemed to draw the most nuanced critique regarded how we can strengthen
support for entering students. Themes included:
• Questioning whether students’ fluency with cell phones would translate into the ability
to use online educational planning tools
• How students can select a program of study without career advising
• How well the recommendations address students’ needs to build life skills and college
knowledge
• Whether there are sufficient funds for counselors or to train paraprofessionals
• How educational plans can be revised over time
There were two areas that drew praise: increasing alignment with K‐12 and making students
more accountable through enrollment priorities, putting conditions on financial aid, and
charging differential fees. However, many expressed concern that charging differential fees
would eliminate low‐income students’ abilities to explore areas of interest.
Two groups asked to be able to shape implementation planning: CalWORKs and financial aid
professionals.

Comments on Specific Recommendations
Chapter 1: Increase College and Career Readiness
1.1. Collaborate with K‐12 to jointly develop common core standards for college and career
readiness.
A comment supporting this alignment generated 21 positive votes. Another poster argued the
problem needs to be addressed in K‐8 first, with 13 people agreeing.
Chapter 2: Strengthen Support for Entering Students
2.1. Develop and implement common centralized diagnostic assessments.
One poster had numerous implementation questions, largely concerned about how we would
afford to implement more tests.
Another poster argued that colleges should use the progress of ESL students to validate
placement testing and that assessment scores should be centrally kept so students don’t have
to be retested. This idea got 8 positive votes.
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A third poster worried that common assessment would not address local needs and could
eliminate the matriculation act.
A student posted that this is a bad idea—unnecessary for returning students going to
community colleges for career advancement purposes. 4 people agreed.
2.2. Require students to participate in diagnostic assessment, orientation and the development
of an educational plan.
Two posts highlighted the importance of qualified counselors to this recommendation, with 46
positive votes. Comments showed that many posters felt that some issues can be handled by
those with less training, but particularly for mental health issues, a professional counselor is
vital.
A counselor emailed saying that there if we cannot provide more qualified counselors, the
recommendations need to address how we will handle training paraprofessionals. A poster
shared a similar sentiment, and several posts alluded to the barrier created by the 50% law in
hiring sufficient numbers of counselors. Another poster worried that the de‐categorization of
funding would make it even harder to fulfill counseling needs, with 11 supportive votes, and an
email raised concerns about insufficient funding to support this recommendation.
2.3. Develop and use technology applications to better guide students in educational process.
Three posts noted that the recommendation assumes that students are digital natives, but
questioned this reality (with 8 positive votes). In particular, they questioned whether using
technology for entertainment means that students will be able to use it for educational
planning, particularly for students with poor understanding of English or grade school reading
levels. One poster recommended that training on how to use educational planning technology
be included in the mandatory student success courses. This idea generated 18 supportive votes.
Two posters expressed skepticism that this type of support could be provided via technology,
especially for students that don’t have a clear sense of what they want. This idea garnered 21
supportive votes. Three posts and an email further clarified this issue by noting that educational
plans require more than determining required courses. A key component to counseling is
building life skills and college knowledge—something that technology may not be able to
replicate, particularly for students coming from poverty (19 positive votes). One counselor
recommended looking at student athlete programs as a model for comprehensive support that
generates strong outcomes.
2.4. Require students showing a lack of college readiness to participate in support resources.
One poster recommended that these support resources should include health‐related support.
Eight people supported this idea.
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2.5. Require students to declare a program of study early in their academic careers
Two posters argued that before students can determine a program of study, they need career
information—particularly as K‐12 offers little career counseling (8 supportive votes). One of the
posters also noted that this type of advice works best when aligned with clear programs of
study within the college. Nine people supported this concept.
Chapter 3: Incentivize Successful Student Behaviors
Most positive comments about the recommendations were directed to this section. Four
comments and an email supported the creation of enrollment priorities and applying conditions
to financial aid, which garnered 10 supportive votes. A similar post on the site encouraged
students to take responsibility for their education, which garnered 21 supportive votes. Several
people had ideas for ways to extend student responsibility such as instituting a fee for dropping
a class or basing registration priority on GPA.
However, there was significant concern about eliminating non‐credit and continuing education
as priority areas. Two posters whey were concerned that the recommendations are only
defining success based on graduation, transfer, and certificates. They argued non‐credit courses
such as DSPS, older adult, and parenting classes should still be considered core to the CCC
mission. These comments received 268 positive votes. A poster who made repeated comments
that teaching crafts or hobbies was a poor use of state funds got 94 negative votes. One email
expressed concern that CTE programs were not sufficiently addressed in the recommendations.
3.1. Adopt system‐wide enrollment priorities reflecting core mission of community colleges.
The County Welfare Directors Association of California sent a letter opposing consolidation of
categorical funding for CalWORKs and Foster Care (see below). They also singled out this
section and requested to serve on the implementation group to address how to prioritize
CalWORKs student enrollment (particularly since these students are on a 12 month clock). They
felt that their concerns were also relevant to sections 2 and 4. The Western Center on Law and
Poverty sent a similar letter, which was also posted to IdeaScale (with 65 positive votes).
An email from a faculty member worried that limiting repeatability would mean that classes
that gradually build skills—such as speech—would not have sufficient enrollments to continue.
A counselor expressed concern that the 100 unit cap would discriminate against re‐entry
students such as those who already have a bachelor’s degree.
An email from another faculty member indicated that students may take a decade to complete
and was concerned that the recommendations would make it harder to support people who
don’t follow a straight path through college.
3.2. Require students receiving Board of Governors fee waivers to meet various conditions and
requirements.
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A poster requested that financial aid professionals be included in the shaping of any legislation
in this arena, given that there are many complex federal and state regulations that must be
taken into account. Five people supported this idea.
Another poster offered a detailed critique that assessed how federal requirements could be
tailored to the context of BOG fee wavers, including calling into question the use of satisfactory
academic progress as a measure, due to considerations about completing courses (as opposed
to grades).
3.3. Provide students the opportunity to consider attending full time.
One poster worried that this would make it harder for low‐income and part‐time students to
attend.
3.4. Require students to begin addressing Basic Skills deficiencies in their first year.
A few posters made reference to this being a good idea in general, as part of larger statements.
Chapter 4: Align Course Offering to Meet Student Needs
4.1. Focus course offerings and schedules on needs of students.
A poster worried that students would not be allowed to explore if they have to pay extra for
courses that are not in their educational plan. One commenter noted that, under this
structure, affluent students could afford to explore and poor students would not. Similar emails
came from three people and 34 people voted that they shared this concern. One counselor
emailed that there does not appear to be the opportunity to revise educational plans along the
way and noted that the recommendations do not address how the process of updating plans
would be facilitated.
Many people wrote in to discourage the elimination of funding for specific non‐credit courses
that are not associated with career development and college participation, including:
Courses for Seniors
One person posted repeatedly to argue that California can no longer afford to provide this type
of education for seniors and accused faculty of leading a campaign to protect their jobs.
Numerous people—both students and faculty—replied on both the site (three comments with
260 positive votes) and via email (3 messages) with arguments that:
•

Seniors pay taxes, are the ones who vote for the bonds to improve community colleges,
and deserve to be served
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•
•

Opportunities to educate seniors on health issues and to stimulate brain function are
essential to keeping our growing senior population healthy
Non‐credit courses are inexpensive to offer because community organizations partner
with colleges to host these classes

A community college trustee countered that continuing education classes should be fee‐based
so that credit programs can be sustained.
Acquired Brain Injury (ABI) Programs
It is clear that students in acquired brain injury programs were given instructions on how to
access the site and post comments (we received 80 comments and 665 votes in favor of saving
ABI categorical funding), plus 65 emails were sent directly on this topic (roughly 50% from ABI‐
related service providers, 25% from ABI students/families, 10% from college representatives,
and 15% unidentified). While many used a form letter, others wrote movingly about their
personal experiences. Writers noted that community college‐based programs are critical for
people with brain injuries (particularly veterans) to get into college or the workforce, and that
without these programs, people are more likely to have medical and social problems that are
expensive to the state and devastating to those affected.
Citizenship classes
One post with 48 supportive votes and two emails made the case for the importance of
citizenship classes.
Chapter 5: Improve the Education of Basic Skills Students
5.1. Support the development of alternatives to traditional basic skills curriculum
There were no comments on this recommendation.
5.2. Develop a comprehensive strategy for addressing basic skill education in California.
The Los Rios CCD ESL faculty submitted a letter that spells out concerns including regarding
lumping credit ESL programs with remedial education including: research studies on basic skills
that shaped this recommendations are not based on ESL credit courses; there is a difference
between remediation and teaching a language as part of a credential‐directed program; given
that the needs of various language speakers vary, a uniform statewide program does not make
sense; and ESL programs are highly successful and managed by highly qualified faculty. There
were repeated posts that reiterated this idea on the site. 152 people voted to support this idea.
One faculty member emailed, expressing concern that K‐12 was not taking enough
responsibility for graduating students who are not ready for college.
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Another poster felt that the recommendations were pushing us away from students who are
not academically prepared and asserted that the recommendations put all of the responsibility
on students rather than educators. Three people agreed.
Chapter 6: Revitalize and Re‐Envision Professional Development
There was only one comment on this topic: a poster wrote that no other profession pays for
professional development and so this should not be covered by the state. 31 people disagreed.
6.1. Create a continuum of mandatory professional development opportunities.
6.2. Direct professional development resources toward improving basic skills instruction and
support services.
Chapter 7: Enable Efficient Statewide Leadership & Increase Coordination Among
Colleges
7.1. Develop and support a strong community college system office.
One poster expressed concerns that the CCCO doesn’t understand local contexts sufficiently
and will have more power than local governance. In particularly, the poster was concerned that
non‐credit programs would be decimated. Two people disagreed.
7.2. Set local student success goals consistent with statewide goals.
There were no comments on this recommendation.
7.3. Implement a student success score card.
A comment urged us to include getting a job as a success measure as a way to capture students
who gain benefits from taking only a few courses (or even partial courses). An email from a CTE
department coordinator suggested that colleges require a culminating learning portfolio.
7.4. Develop and support a longitudinal student record system.
There were no comments on this recommendation.
Chapter 8: Align Resources with Student Success Recommendations
In addition to comments regarding protecting specific programs detailed below, there seemed
to be confusion about which programs would be affected by consolidating categorical
programs. In particular five posts had questions about DSPS and EOPS and the rationale for
selecting specific programs (all of these expressed support for categorical programs, with 131
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affirmative votes). One poster questioned whether this recommendation would really generate
a cost savings.
8.1. Consolidate select categorical programs.
CalWORKs
As noted above, the County Welfare Directors Association of California (CWDA) sent a letter
opposing consolidation of categorical funding for CalWORKs and foster care. They argued that
this action would impact the state’s ability to meet the federal work participation rate for
CalWORKs, thus creating federal penalties and putting families at risk of losing welfare benefits.
A letter from the Western Center on Law and Poverty (WCLP)’s letter provided more
background on the likelihood of penalties and the way that community college‐based classes
have been used as a linchpin in the state’s Welfare to Work programs. They noted the irony of
the Task Force raising concern about how consolidated funding in the K‐12 system has pushed
students from adult education into the community colleges, and worried that this
recommendation would push people out of the system altogether.
Twenty‐five posts, ranging from policy analyses to passionate testimonials from single mothers,
about the importance of saving CalWORKs generated 958 supportive votes and many
comments. We also received two emails from CalWORKs coordinators describing their
successes and an email from a county social services department echoing CWDA’s letter.
Foster Care
The Sonoma County Human Services Department emailed to oppose making foster care funding
flexible, noting that the state could lose $5 million in federal matching funds and that the state
relies on community colleges to provide mandatory training to foster parents.
The 62 Foster and Kinship Care Education (FKCE) programs in the CCCs wrote a similar letter to
urge that this program not be eliminated, with many specific details on the programs structure,
cost‐effectiveness, and federal funding and requirements status.
Thirteen posts and two emails about the importance of saving foster care training yielded 37
comments on the value of the program and generated 951 supportive votes. A foster care
trainer emailed with alternative funding ideas including making these classes be part of child
development programs as a credit course or redirecting funding to nonprofits to provide
training.

Financial Aid
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Two posts (with 9 supportive votes) and an email raised that concern that flexible funding
would allow colleges to redirect BFAP funding from financial aid staffing to other issues. Given
the high rate of students on financial aid, they were concerned that this would make it harder
for low income students to enroll.
Apprenticeships
The general counsel for the California Apprenticeship Coordinators Association filed a letter
opposing the consolidation of funding for apprenticeship programs (Montoya Funding),
explaining that it is cost‐effective, essential for economic growth, and provides a vital link with
employers (particularly in construction). An email from a CTE faculty member cautioned that
combining funding could have unintended consequences on RSI funding for apprenticeship
programs and encouraged the Chancellor’s Office to examine how these funds might be
affected.
Campus Child Care Centers
Two posts with 46 positive votes noted that money is currently allocated to laboratory schools
for early childhood education programs, which could be lost as part of consolidating funding.
8.2. Invest in the new Student Support Initiative.
There were no comments on this recommendation.
8.3. Promote flexibility and innovation in basic skills through alternative funding mechanism.
There were no comments on this recommendation.
8.4. Do not implement outcome‐based funding at this time.
There were no comments on this recommendation.
Other Comments
Two people emailed, concerned that there was no evidence to back up the recommendations
such as footnotes or examples of where these concepts have been successfully applied.
Two posters wondered why so much of the plan focuses on student services and the front door
and so little on instruction.
There were a handful of posts expressing anti‐union sentiments, concerns that faculty get pay
and benefits that are too generous, frustration that faculty only have to work a limited number
of hours, and arguments that colleges have excessive administrative overhead. One poster
recommended that faculty salaries be determined by their success rates. Other posts advocated
that the mission of the colleges be scaled back to transfer‐related functions and to emphasize
Comments on the Chancellor’s Student Success Task Force Recommendations | November 2, 2011 | Page 9

workforce‐specific skills over the arts and humanities. These comments were met with many
negative votes.
There were several posts and votes on the quality of part‐time faculty, the impact of freeway
flyers on college costs, and differential treatment that part‐timers may receive. These
exchanges revealed strong feelings both in support of part‐timers and questioning the ability of
adjunct faculty to support student success.
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