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Planning
and Budget:
The Wisdom
of Title 5
•  by Hoke Simpson, Vice President

A recent experience on one of
our California community college
campuses points up the assumption
among many administrators that fac-
ulty have little to contribute to plan-
ning and budget processes. Unfortu-
nately, these are areas from which
faculty have often been locked out
in the past, but in which they in fact
have vital interests.

The campus in question here—
whose name shall be withheld—is
engaged in a radical restructuring of
its planning and budget processes.
In a memo from the administration,
department chairs were directed to
participate in what was identified as
a “pilot” of one aspect of the new
structure. The senate objected that
such a pilot was premature, citing
Title 5, §53200.c.10, which requires
consultation with the senates on
planning and budget processes. In
this particular district, collegial con-
sultation on these issues takes the
form of reaching mutual agreement.
The consensus of the senate was that
the new procedures were insuffi-
ciently developed to be piloted yet
and, as there was thus no mutual
See “Planning” on Page 10

No Accounting for
Partnership • by Linda Collins

Now in its second year, the
Partnership for Excellence program
continues to generate considerable
controversy.  In some districts colle-
gial and collaborative approaches
have worked to direct funds to much
needed improvements in instruction
and student services that address the
five areas for increased student out-
comes.  However, in other districts,
faculty report that Partnership funds
have not even made it to the colleg-
es, much less to the students.

The Partnership for Excellence
is an “accountability program” with
no fiscal accountability. The program
was sold to the Legislature and the
Governor’s Office as a means for in-
fusing additional money into the sys-
tem in exchange for systemwide im-
provement on several quantifiable
“student outcomes” measures. How-
ever, there are no real guidelines, and
only minimal reporting require-
ments for the actual expenditures of
dollars.  As a result many districts
are not using the money to meet Part-
nership goals.

Make no mistake: there is a real
danger to our system here. The Chan-
cellor has committed us to a course
of action, failing which we will go
to district-specific performance
based funding, an “outcome” which,
even the Chancellor’s Office admits,
would be disastrous. If the Partner-

ship goals can be met within a frame-
work of academic integrity, then
new money is going to have to be
expended in pursuit of those goals.
In fact, on at least two of them, our
prospects for success are dismal;
both numbers of transfers and basic
skills indicators are down after the
first year of Partnership. And, if we
fail, who will be blamed? We can-
not afford a cavalier attitude toward
the expenditure of Partnership dol-
lars. Yet that is what we’re finding.

Reviewing expenditures re-
ported by their districts, faculty find
that in many cases, districts are re-
porting already allocated expenses
as Partnership investments.  Thus,
replacement positions for retiring
faculty, ongoing transfer initiatives
or basic skills programs, and other
routine college operations already
funded in the district budget are be-
ing reported as Partnership expen-
ditures.  While technically not pro-
hibited, these supplanted expendi-
tures do not represent increased or
enhanced services to students and
will not move the system toward the
increased goal attainment required
in the legislation.

  And, apparently, anything
goes.  Paying down deficits, paying
off Certificates of Participation
(COPS), relocation of portables,
building new fences around the
See “Partnership” on Page 8
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Teaching: A Call for Renewal
and Rededication

The community colleges repre-
sent the best hope for legions of Cal-
ifornians whose economic fortunes
and personal efficacy will rest on
their ability to secure ever-increasing
levels of sophistication with regard
to processing information and apply-
ing critical judgment in their work
and everyday lives.  Beyond that, the
community colleges are the space for
literate public discourse in a multi-
plicity of communities across the
state. The close of the century pre-
sents an opportunity for reflection on
the state of the community colleges.
As we reflect, we cannot but help
register concern, even as we turn
hopefully toward the future.

At our Fall 1998 Plenary
Session, the adopted paper  entitled
The Future of California Community
Colleges: A Faculty Perspective
(available on our website,
www.academicsenate.cc.ca.us). In
the paper, the Academic Senate com-
mitted itself to a vision of the colleg-
es as teaching institutions par excel-
lence.  Re-embracing our teaching
mission means re-embracing the
teaching profession, broadly defined,
and dedicating ourselves to a high-

er level of professional service to our
students.

To accomplish those aims, we
need to rebuild.  Our institutions
and our profession are both in need
of repair. The largest system of high-
er education in the nation emerges
from this decade among the most
underfunded per student. It is
staffed by a growing number of part
time, adjunct faculty who do not en-
joy the protections of due process or
tenure. Full-time faculty teach high-
er loads to larger classes than in the
rest of the nation, (2005 Task Force
Report) and carry increasing respon-
sibilities for institutional mainte-
nance as the part-time ranks swell.
The system is under attack by a
growing number of outside commis-
sions and special bodies who pro-
nounce it inept or dysfunctional, and
the system is expected to expand its
activities to include welfare reform
and economic development. Our
colleges are misunderstood by many
who see the transfer mission to the
exclusion of serving the vast majori-
ty of our students who visit us to
shore up their job qualifications, at-
tain a certificate in a particular voca-

tional area, or catch up on education-
al needs unmet at earlier times in
their lives.  The rehabilitation of our
institutions will require leaders
whose starting point is pride in our
accomplishments, and who build on
that pride to inspire confidence in the
public, support in the Legislature,
and ongoing aspiration for excel-
lence in the colleges themselves.

Our profession, too, is in need
of rehabilitation.  If we are to replace
the mushrooming retirements and
expand as well as diversify our
ranks to meet the demands of  “Tid-
al Wave II,” we will need to attend
to teaching as a profession. If we are
to draw more people into the pro-
fession to serve the coming genera-
tions of Californians, both the spirit
and the reality of an honored profes-
sion must be established.  Norton
Grubb of UC Berkeley, in his book
Honored but Invisible: An Inside
Look at Teaching in Community Col-
leges (New York: Routledge, 1999),
notes that while the community col-
leges were established as teaching
colleges, in too many cases there is
not much there for teachers.  Based

See “Teaching”on next page
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on extensive interviews and class-
room observations in community
colleges (primarily but not only in
California) Grubb concludes that
institutional support for teaching is
absent in the majority of community
colleges.

AB1725 envisioned the basis of
faculty expertise as twofold: their
knowledge as discipline experts and
their experience as classroom teach-
ers. While the reform legislation not-
ed that community college faculty
were no less in need of intellectual
nourishment than their four-year
partners, that vision of professional
development opportunities for fac-
ulty remains stalled.  The ongoing
increases in professional develop-
ment funds never materialized and
have remained woefully low since
the inception of the fund in the late
1980’s. With barely enough to cover
a conference here or there, little at-
tention has been focused, in recent
years, on funding the needs of in-
structors to maintain currency in
their disciplines or recency in occu-
pational developments and technol-
ogies.  Little material support has
been available to encourage vibran-
cy and creativity in curriculum and
program design or to enable faculty
to be well-schooled in pedagogy
and the arts of teaching. Without
ongoing resources—and time—for
academic renewal and opportunities
for engaged dialogue and commu-
nities of practice centered on teach-
ing, faculty efforts to improve in-
struction and related services tend to
remain episodic and individual,
rather than sustained and systemic.

Funds alone, however, will not
do the job. We, as faculty, must take
the initiative and let ourselves be-
lieve, as perhaps we once did when
our careers began, that teaching is not
an isolated activity, to be mastered
through a process of trial and error.
We must commit ourselves to the

view that to teach is to belong to a
community whose members share a
common purpose and where there is
an ongoing concern with mutual sup-
port in the improvement of instruc-
tion and related support services.
Only if we create a culture of teach-
ing excellence will increased fund-
ing make a difference in the quality
of what we do.

As Grubb points out, in all too
many colleges, where the culture of
instructional improvement is absent,
the flexible calendar days envisioned
in AB1725 have devolved into man-
datory flex days involving meaning-
less and tedious group sermons on
the need to produce more with less
or harangues by outside consultants
on yet some new project which den-
igrates teaching. Faculty are fre-
quently told to experiment with new
approaches to pedagogy and stu-
dent learning, but, according to
Grubb, are rarely supported when
these new approaches require more
resources.  Creating communities of
learners in blocked classes, team
teaching in interdisciplinary con-
texts, case management approaches
to counseling and student services
linked more directly to instruction,
more time on task and reading and
writing across the curriculum, great-
er student-faculty interaction—all
have been linked to enhanced stu-
dent achievement and satisfaction in
the educational literature.  But these
have in common an increased re-
source base—more hours of faculty
time with fewer students in richer
educational contexts.

It is critical that we take advan-
tage of the current opportunities to
advocate for the best educational
practices.  That advocacy must be at
both the local and statewide level.
Local   academic senates have the
tools to  insist upon the role of in-
formed   educational expertise in
planning and budgeting processes,
in educational program develop-

“Teaching” from previous page ment, program review, and ap-
proaches to student preparation and
success.  Academic senates are re-
sponsible for policies and processes
for hiring new faculty and for curric-
ulum development and approval
processes.  Rebuilding our profes-
sion means taking hold of these tools
to forge better approaches, honed to
the diverse educational needs of stu-
dents and the communities we serve.
It means rediscovering the impetus
for teaching, that passion that drew
us into our fields and convinced us
to make the community colleges our
institutional homes.

At the state level, the recent
establishment of the Joint Commit-
tee to Review the Master Plan for Ed-
ucation, including K-12 as well as
higher education, provides an
opportunity for faculty to articulate
a vision of community college
education re-centered on our teach-
ing mission and organized to ensure
that excellent teaching is the institu-
tional priority of each college and the
system as a whole.  Moreover, the
recent economic recovery provides
the possibility of more funding for
public education and a window of
opportunity to restore and to
improve our colleges.

Faculty can take a leadership
role in raising the issues and con-
cerns regarding the direction of our
colleges. Our concerns are those of
our students and of the state as a
whole.  How can we foster humane
and effective education for our stu-
dents? Engaged teaching requires
engaged advocacy—at both the col-
lege and the state level.  The com-
munity college movement in Califor-
nia has been about noble ends.  It’s
up to each of us to ensure that move-
ment—and its bright promise of a
democratic future for ever more Cal-
ifornians—is kept alive and vibrant.



4 SenateRostrum

Technology for Teaching Institute
• by Ian Walton, Institute Co-Coordinator

Online Track attendees get
one-on-one instruction

The Academic Senate for Cali-
fornia Community Colleges and the
@ONE Training Project co-sponsored
the second annual Technology for
Teaching Institute June 13 through 18,
1999 at California State University,
Monterey Bay.  Over 90 participants
from all around the state formed a
cohesive and enthusiastic group un-
der the leadership of co-coordinators
Ric Matthews and Ian Walton and the
masterful organization of Julie Ad-
ams.

Unlike the previous year when
some participants attended only a
three-day portion, this year everyone
attended an intensive five-day track.
Many participants reported that this
format provided a more coherent
experience and fostered a better feel-
ing of group participation.

Participants pre-enrolled for
one of five different tracks, described
as follows:

Beginning Track:  to create an ad-
equate comfort level with the
use of the basic office suite for
instruction, including an intro-
duction to web pages.

Multimedia Track: to enhance cam-
pus and online instruction by
adding audio and video to
course material.

Trainer Track: to establish a state-
wide network of campus re-
source people with common
technology skills and ap-
proaches.

On-line Track: to learn the skills
necessary to establish and con-
duct online courses using vari-
ous course management tools.

Web Supplement Track: to create
a website that enhances and en-
riches existing courses by put-
ting course material online.

Each day opened with a gener-
al session, including one lively en-
counter with the upcoming Mi-
crosoft Office 2000 release.  The gen-
eral session was followed by one
morning and two afternoon hands-
on workshop sessions.  An open lab
was available for evening work for
those who just couldn’t get enough.
The final general session featured an
exciting “show and tell” to demon-
strate work from each track.  There
was also a daily online news bulle-
tin, much of which can still be
viewed on the Academic Senate
website at: http://

www.academicsenate.cc.ca.us/
TechInstitute/thedaily.html

The location, facilities and staff
at Monterey Bay continued to be ex-
cellent.  Most participants stayed in
the campus dormitories, ate in the
cafeteria and enoyed an assortment
of evening extracurricular activities
together, including volleyball, mov-
ies, dancing and Celtic music.  The
hands-on labs provided a       com-
fortable learning and teaching envi-
ronment.  As in the      previous year,
faculty consisted of volunteers from
the Academic Senate and from the
@ONE Project.

Planning is already under way
for a similar Technology Institute in
June 2000.  It will again be held at
CSU Monterey Bay from June 4
through 9, so watch  for registration
information in early spring, and set
aside some of your academic senate
or staff development funds in order
to attend.

Institute attendees enjoy an
evening of singing

Beginning Track attendees work
together on posting web-based

course outline
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Beginning Track
attendees busy at work

Multimedia Track attendees
during hands-on instruction

Instutitue attendees take a break

Ian Walton takes
time out from

Web Supplement
Track to pose

Online Track attendee deep in thought

Institute attendees enjoy
sharing a meal

Past President Bill Scroggins
honored at the Technology

Institute with the
golden apple award

Web Supplememt Track attendees get
help from Bill Scroggins
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AB 420: A Shaky Beginning, or a
Dismal Conclusion?

While many issues regarding
the use of part-time faculty need
attention, the funding of office
hours is among the most pressing.
Students have the right to expect
access to their professors, regard-
less of the employment status of
the person assigned to teach the
particular course section in which
they enroll.  Assembly Bill 420
(Wildman), recently signed by
Governor Davis, addresses that
need.  Now faculty who teach even
one course are eligible for reim-
bursement for holding office hours.
But, this is locally negotiable. Sim-
ilarly, while health benefits for
part-time faculty are now ad-
dressed and extended in the legis-
lation, these, too, are to be locally
bargained.  Without a significant
infusion of funds to make the leg-
islation possible, health benefits
will remain a chimera for many.

As passed, AB 420 addresses
significant issues, but is a shadow
of its original self.  The initial bill
was more sweeping; it aimed to
address the systemic inequities of
part-time faculty employment
through instituting seniority in re-
hiring preferences and pro rata
pay, along with benefits and office
hours.  The bill was sponsored
and/or supported by all major fac-
ulty groups including the unions
(CCA/CTA, CCC/CFT, and the
independents), the Faculty Associ-
ation of California Community
Colleges, and the California Part-
time Faculty Association.  The Ac-
ademic Senate endorsed the edu-
cational concepts embodied in the
bill at the Spring 1999 Plenary Ses-
sion.  The bill engendered a fire-
storm of opposition from admin-

• by Linda Collins, President

istrative groups, most particular-
ly the Community College League
of California (representing the
trustees and CEOs) and other ad-
ministrative organizations.  The
Chancellor and the Board of Gov-
ernors initially took an “opposed”
position, though softened that to
“neutral” when the employment
provisions related to rehiring and
equal pay were removed from the
bill. The final version of the bill re-
quires the California Post Second-
ary Education Commission to con-
duct an extensive study of part-
time faculty employment in the
community colleges and report its
findings to the Legislature by late
Spring 2000.

In the meantime, the Chancel-
lor and League both indicate that
instituting rolling contracts is an
option they want to explore. Such
rollover contracts, where part-time
faculty are hired on a two- or
three-year basis, could provide
some employment stability, but at
the risk of undermining rather than
extending tenure, and institution-
alizing a second tier of academic
employees whose employment
conditions keep them vulnerable
to fears of retaliation.  This is what
our leaders are proposing as an al-
ternative to the move toward pro
rata pay originally in AB 420.  Far
from shoring up our institutions
and our profession, such approach-
es would further fracture our
teaching community.  Rather than
improving the educational climate,
such approaches further jeopar-
dize the right of students to an ed-
ucational environment of open ac-
ademic inquiry and sound profes-
sional assessment of their work.

A far sounder educational
approach would be to reach the
75/25 ratio of full- to part-time
faculty (as a percent of instruction)
at all of our colleges, while im-
proving the overall professional
conditions of part-time faculty,
would be a far sounder education-
al approach.

Student
Leadership
Institute
• by Nancy Silva

CalSACC, CCCSAA, CCLC,
and the Academic Senate all col-
laborated this year to sponsor
the first Student Leadership In-
stitute, held at CSU Monterey
Bay on June 6 - 9, 1999. The In-
stitute was designed to include
general sessions and facilitated
small group breakouts. Topics
for discussion included time
management, leadership styles,
ethics, team building, dealing
with conflict, the role of the stu-
dent on college committees, and
building relationships. Students
enjoyed the information given at
sessions as well as the ability to
network and talk to other stu-
dent leaders from around the
state.

Student participants agreed
that the Institute provided valu-
able information to new student
senate leaders. A second Student
Leadership Institute is being
planned for June 5 - 8, 2000.
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Developing California’s Plan for
Perkins III • by Dennis Smith, Treasurer

Development of the State’s
plan for the Carl D. Perkins Vo-
cational and Technical Education
Act of 1998 (Perkins III) got un-
derway in August when mem-
bers of the Field Review Com-
mittee met in Sacramento for an
orientation to key issues.  The
committee included six faculty
members representing the Aca-
demic Senate: Jim Casteau, Lar-
ry Dutto, Loretta Hernandez,
Ellen Ligons, Diana Paque, and
Dennis Smith.  Acting as project
monitor is the Policy Analysis
for California Education (PACE),
under the co-direction of former
California Community College
Chancellor Gerald Hayward.
Several distinguished speakers
provided an overview of impor-
tant provisions of Perkins III and
suggested essential principles to
include in the State’s plan for its
implementation.

Chancellor Thomas Nuss-
baum was on hand to welcome
participants and highlight the
value of the community college’s
role in career education.  Former
Chancellor Hayward followed
by stressing the importance of
serving the best interests of stu-
dents who expect us to provide
pathways to a desirable career.
He indicated that another goal is
to maximize our use of federal
dollars according to Perkins III
criteria.

David Stern, Director of the
National Center for Research in
Vocational Education (NCRVE),
at UC Berkeley, stated the im-
portance of keeping career op-
tions of our students open – both
during and after high school.
Perkins III contains provisions

designed to accomplish this ob-
jective including criteria that
prescribe outcome-based fund-
ing for accountability; articula-
tion between K-12 and post-sec-
ondary institutions; and integra-
tion among developmental, oc-
cupational, and general educa-
tion programs.  Stern identified
other criteria in the areas of ex-
ternal integration with the re-
gional employers’ community
and internal integration of aca-
demic and career counseling.

W. Norton Grubb, also from
UC Berkeley’s NCRVE, focused
on improving post-secondary
occupational education through
integration of academic, devel-
opmental, and occupational ed-
ucation – three areas that in
many institutions remain sepa-
rate from one another.

Grubb shared with the com-
mittee his five principles for suc-
cessful occupational education
programs: (1) having a sense of
the local labor market, (2) using
appropriate curriculum and
pedagogy, (3) providing resourc-
es and destinations for students,
(4) providing ancillary services
for students, such as child care,
tutoring, and learning resource
centers, and (5) creating an insti-
tutional self awareness for con-
tinuous quality improvement.

Finally, Gary Hoachlander,
President of MPR Associates and
author of Toward a New Frame-
work of Industrial Programs for
Vocational Education, focused
on outcome-based funding com-
ponents of Perkins III.  He dis-
cussed the need for building lo-
cal capacity for using data, not
just reporting it, and the need to

link accountability systems to
program improvement in curric-
ulum, instruction, and student
services.

The new law has the look
and feel of an expanded and
more sophisticated federal ver-
sion of the California Communi-
ty Colleges’ Partnership for Ex-
cellence fund.  States and eligi-
ble recipients will begin using
1999-2000 baseline data to estab-
lish “performance targets” and
will thereafter receive “rewards
and sanctions” based on out-
comes relative to those targets.

Perkins III and the state’s
implementation plan will have a
significant effect on funding for
all programs in community col-
leges for years to come. You can
learn how this act will affect your
college by attending the fall ses-
sion breakouts designed to give
you more detailed information.
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track, fixing the pool and expand-
ing to neighboring military bases
are among the actual expenditures
faculty are reporting for Partner-
ship funds.  How these projects
will contribute to enhanced stu-
dent success is evidently immate-
rial. In some districts, “flexibility”
and “local control” have become
proxies for “whatever the CEO
wants.” Such outright flaunting of
the Legislature’s intentions to fos-
ter student success breeds cyni-
cism. In these districts faculty are
enjoined to improve student out-
comes without being given new
tools or resources with which to do
so.

The emphasis on outcomes,
or ends, in the Partnership
program, without a corresponding
attention to the means, represents
a real threat to academic integrity.
For the program is sure to trans-
late into pressures to “make goal,”
but without the accompanying
investments of time and funds, the
only sure way to increase student
achievement rates is to “play the
numbers game.”

In September, Chancellor
Nussbaum requested that each dis-
trict estimate the share of increase
each college could expect to con-
tribute on each measure by 2005;
districts were asked to report on
their local goals by November 17,
1999. Districts have been asked to
estimate whether their progress on
each goal could be expected to be
“Slow at first, but then more
rapid,” “Same each year,” or
“gradually increasing.”  No guid-
ance or technical assistance was
provided as to how to estimate this
potential progress, and the
districts were instructed to pre-
tend that full funding of Partner-
ship as well as growth and COLA
would be provided.  No matter

“Partnership” from Page 1 that these assumptions have al-
ready proven unfounded given
this year’s     budget. The Chancel-
lor did not discuss the move to es-
tablish local goals with the Con-
sultation Council prior to issuing
the letter.  Previous recommenda-
tions of consultation and the work
of the task force on contingent
funding were not reflected in the
wording of the request.  The
instructions included no language
to indicate that the targets should
represent real, value-added gains
in student preparation and
achievement. The instructions did
not suggest safeguards against
playing with numbers, inflation of
grades or reduction of academic
rigor, the generation of meaning-
less certificates or reduced degree
requirements, or the changing of
administrative counting practices
to achieve cosmetic numerical in-
creases.  The letter did not mention
that bringing all students up to a
comparable level of achievement
should be a priority in this year of
the Board’s declared commitment
to diversity.  The letter did not is-
sue warnings about shifting stu-
dent demographics or the recruit-
ment of already more prepared
students to make the district or col-
lege appear more successful. There
was no recommendation that col-
leges should carefully consider
their commitment to the overall
mission, their curriculum balance,
and their mix of programs.  The
only stated concern was making
goal, using already questionable
assumptions.

Faculty are not the only ones
concerned about the implementa-
tion of Partnership.  Many local
administrators—CIOs, deans, in-
stitutional researchers— have reg-
istered concerns as well; some
have been very vocal in the current
task force on contingent funding.

Recently, a chancellor at a large
district wrote Chancellor Nuss-
baum of his concerns regarding the
lack of “bottom-up” involvement
in the setting of goals and the po-
tential for demoralization and cyn-
icism in the current approach.
Members of the Board of Gover-
nors have also expressed concern
over the lack of monitoring and the
continued implementation contro-
versies.  Board members asked
questions in their most recent
meeting, and many appear genu-
inely concerned about the issue of
fiscal accountability.

Until recently, efforts on the
part of the Academic Senate for
California Community Colleges to
get the attention of the Chancel-
lor’s Office on this issue had been
largely dismissed.  We have been
told that after all, the first year of
funding came late, and there was
pent-up demand given the lean-
ness of our allocations in the last
decades. When pressed, members
of the Chancellor’s Office have as-
serted that the program is an in-
vestment strategy, designed to in-
crease the funds for the overall sys-
tem in exchange for increases in
student outcomes. Examination of
Partnership budget language re-
veals the weakness.  While there
is clear legislative intent that mon-
ey should be directed to educa-
tional programs and services to en-
hance students’ educational expe-
rience, no categorical imperative
instructs districts to actually so
direct the money. As an argument,
“not technically breaking the law”
might work in court, but it hardly
bodes well for the integrity of our
system.  It is certainly not a stu-
dent-centered response.  Nor will
it move us collectively toward the
goal attainment necessary to fore-
stall the move to contingent fund-
ing based on college performance
See “Partnership” on next page



1999 October  9

after the third year of Partnership
funds.

While the Partnership
budget language leaves room for
debate, Title 5 language does not.
Processes for institutional plan-
ning and budget development, as
well as standards and policies for
student preparation and success,
are matters under the purview of
the local academic senate. Thus,
districts that do not follow exist-
ing processes or engage in colle-
gial consultation regarding Part-
nership processes are in violation
of Title 5. Students and staff also
have the right to effective partici-
pation (by Title 5) in the decision-
making process with regard to
Partnership.

 Local senates have reported
numerous potential Title 5 viola-
tions to the Academic Senate. In a
September 9 responses to the Con-
tra Costa District Academic
Senate’s report of infractions,
Chancellor Nussbaum stated that
districts may act contrary to the rec-
ommendation of the senate, or
without mutual agreement, “only
after a good faith effort . . . “ to con-
sult with the senate on the part of
the district.  Yet, in many cases,
local CEOs appear to be acting
without any consultation at all, cit-
ing the need to act in the summer
or the urgency of district obliga-
tions, or they simply remain silent
in the face of faculty entreaties for
consultation.  Even where consul-
tation has occurred, it appears
many district administrations have
taken sizable shares off the top of
the Partnership allocation prior to
consultation and distribution to
the colleges.

The Academic Senate has
asked for local senate sign-off on
the plans and reports for Partner-
ship to verify that appropriate con-
sultation processes have been

“Partnership” from previous page

followed.  If we are to work togeth-
er and forestall contingent fund-
ing, this mechanism can serve to
bring the necessary parties togeth-
er and generate “buy-in.”  Districts
doing things “right” should have
no problem with this requirement,
and those having difficulty can be
identified for assistance.  Upcom-
ing meetings in consultation and
with the CEO group are scheduled
to address concerns.  We have suc-
ceeded in getting the Chancellor
and the system’s attention.  We
hope that ways to work out the
problems are possible.

The Academic Senate has
challenged the Chancellor’s Office
to fulfill its obligation for compli-
ance monitoring.  If this is to be the
system’s accountability program,
then the Chancellor’s Office must
be accountable as well for the im-
plementation of the program
which it designed and which it
passed over the continued objec-
tions of many faculty and staff in
the system.  The reputation of the
system is at stake—we must not
shortchange students by encourag-
ing districts to make progress on
the indicators on the cheap.

But we have to help. Chancel-
lor Nussbaum has asked for spe-
cifics. So if you have a specific
problem with the way the Partner-
ship processes have been handled
in your district, please write to us
immediately and let us know your
concerns.  If you believe Title 5
violations have occurred regarding
consultation on processes for Part-
nership, you can write directly to
the Chancellor and copy the Aca-
demic Senate.  In either case,
please act immediately.

Exemplary
Awards to
Outstanding
Programs
• by Mark Snowhite, Chair,
Standards and Practices

At its September meeting, the
Board of Governors honored six pro-
grams from community colleges
across the State. These programs
were submitted as exceptional by
local senates to the Academic Sen-
ate and ranked by a selection of
readers representing community
college faculty, students, and ad-
ministrators.

American River College’s Bea-
con-Peer-Assisted Learning Pro-
gram and Foothill College’s Pass
the Torch program garnered the two
$4000 cash prizes as the two high-
est ranking programs.  Honors also
went to the next four highest rank-
ing programs: Crafton Hills Col-
lege’s EMT-Paramedic Program,
Cuya-maca’s Success program, San
Mateo’s Accelerated Training Pro-
gram, and Santa Barbara City Col-
lege’s Study Abroad program.

The Board of Governors   es-
tablished the annual Exemplary
Award in 1991 to recognize out-
standing programs in the state’s
public community colleges. This
year’s awards were funded by the
Foundation for California Commu-
nity Colleges.

For more information about
each of this year’s winning pro-
grams, visit the Academic Senate
website at:

(www.academicsenate.cc.ca.us)
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agreement, the senate officers re-
quested a delay. Upon receipt of the
senate’s response, the vice president
for instruction sent the following E-
mail to a senate officer:

“As far as the senate and
‘mutual agreement’: The sen-
ate has good representation
on the Planning and Budget
Committee, including co-
chairing the group, and I
think that they should be the
ones to carry the senate’s po-
sition on the process to the
Planning and Budget Com-
mittee and express their
views through the voting pro-
cess there….not in a forum
[i.e., the senate] where those
with less information and
background disagree on a
matter that affects CSEA, the
Classified Senate, the Super-
visory/Confidential group,
and the Administrators’ Asso-
ciation. I see curriculum and
program review as clearly an
academic senate responsibil-
ity, but not being the body
who allows or disallows a
process to proceed that has a
broader impact on a broader
body of individuals. It would
not be fair for one cohort on
campus to have the veto pow-
er over the whole institu-
tion.”

The first part of this E-mail is
interesting because it points up the
crucial significance of the “collegial
consultation” requirement in Title 5.
The second part raises the question
of why planning and budget pro-
cesses are considered academic and
professional matters in the first
place.

Note first, then, the vice presi-
dent’s suggestion that the senate po-
sition should be expressed through
the votes of its members on the Plan-

See “Planning”  from page 1 ning and Budget Committee. The
vice president is  correct that the sen-
ate has “good representation” on the
committee: in addition to the
co-chair, there are three other sena-
tors. But there are also 22 other non-
senate members on the committee,
giving the senate representatives
less than 20% of the vote on any
issue. On the other hand, there are
eleven administrators on the com-
mittee—almost 50% of the vote!

Could the need for collegial
consultation be any clearer? If the
senate voice on academic and pro-
fessional issues were restricted to its
votes on the committee, the faculty’s
expertise could be systematically ig-
nored in favor of the opinions of
those farther from the classroom.

Another interesting assump-
tion in this first part of the vice pres-
ident’s response is that the commit-
tee’s members will be better in-
formed than the senate on the mat-
ters it treats. The wisdom of Title 5
lies in its recognition that this is not
the case when those matters are aca-
demic and professional in nature.

The second part of the E-mail
challenges the conclusion of the
Board of Governors that planning
and budget processes are indeed ac-
ademic and professional matters. Is
the vice president right? Should the
nature of these processes be deter-
mined by the majority vote of cam-
pus “cohorts” or interest groups,
whatever their proportional repre-
sentation on the committee? Doesn’t
the classified staff know best what
sorts of processes will best enable
them to do their jobs, and similarly
for the other “cohorts” named by the
vice president? At the very least,
shouldn’t budget and planning pro-
cesses be the product of mutual
agreement among all campus
groups?

In response to the last question,
it should be noted that senate en-
dorsement of a process is not a guar-

antee that the process will be insti-
tuted; it is rather that the absence of
senate endorsement guarantees that
the new process will not go for-
ward.1  One would certainly expect
that all affected campus constituen-
cies would have input into the de-
velopment of new planning and
budget processes and that their
views would be given reasonable
consideration, as is indeed mandat-
ed by Title 5.2

Why, though, should the senate
have “veto power” over proposed
“processes for institutional planning
and budget development?”—which
is to ask, again, why these should be
considered academic and profes-
sional matters. The answer, of
course, lies in the kind of institution
for which the planning and budget-
ing are being done. Community col-
leges are academic institutions,
whose “primary mission…is the
provision of rigorous, high quality
degree and certificate curricula in
lower division arts and sciences and
in vocational and occupational
fields.”3  In declaring planning pro-
cesses to be subject to collegial con-
sultation, the Board of Governors
clearly intended to ensure that insti-
tutional planning would always
remain focused on the goal of
providing quality instruction to
students. Similarly with respect to
budget processes: these, too, need to
affirm a “students first” approach to
allocations and expenditures. Title 5
recognizes that the faculty, as the “co-
hort” most directly responsible for
the delivery of quality instruction,
is therefore also the group which,
through its academic senates, has the
responsibility of assuring that plan-
ning and budget processes have a
consistently academic focus.

The challenges for faculty here
are considerable. How does one de-
sign processes which guarantee a fo-
cus on high quality instruction? And
See “Planning” on next page
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Board of
Governors
Nominations

Local senates have received
applications for nominations of
faculty to serve on the Board of
Governors. The Executive Com-
mittee will make final selections
and submit names to the Gover-
nor’s office after it has inter-
viewedcandidates  screened by
the Standards and Practices
Committee.

Candidates must have had
some local academic senate lead-
ership experience and knowl-
edge of college governance. In
addition, they must be able to
demonstrate some leadership
experience at the state level,
preferably with the Academic
Senate. Experience with disci-
pline-related organizations and
unions will also be considered.
Those who have been nominat-
ed before may re-apply.

Nominations must be re-
ceived in the Academic Senate
Office by October 29.

how do faculty who have been
locked out of the development of
planning and budget processes on
their campuses assert their preroga-
tives under Title 5? At last Fall’s Ple-
nary Session, representatives of
Napa Valley College opened the dis-
cussion of the critical role of faculty
in planning and budgeting with a
presentation of the excellent model
developed at their college. This Fall,
the discussion will continue with the
presentation of another model, a
work in progress that will serve as
a touchstone for a survey and dis-
cussion of the progress and prob-
lems on campuses throughout the
state. As the fact of the vice presi-
dent’s E-mail makes clear, a vital fac-
ulty presence is necessary as a check
against forgetting what it is we do.

1 Title 5, §53203.d.2 says that
when mutual agreement is not
achieved, “existing policy shall re-
main in effect unless continuing
with such policy exposes the dis-
trict to legal liability or causes sub-
stantial fiscal hardship.”

2 Title 5 §51023.5.a gives staff
the right to “participate effective-
ly” in such decisions and
§51023.5.a.6 says that their views
shall be given “reasonable consid-
eration.” §§51023.7.a and
51023.7.a.3 assert the same prerog-
atives on the part of students.

3 This is the original AB 1725
language, intended as an amend-
ment to the California Education
Code, §66701.b.1. In the 1999 Edu-
cation Code, the quality of teach-
ing and programs in postsecond-
ary institutions is the subject of
§66010.2.b, and the substance of
community college programs is
treated in §66010.4.a.

“Planning”  from previous page Faculty
Leadership
Institute
• by Nancy Silva

The 1999 Faculty Leadership
Institute was held at the Westin Ho-
tel, Horton Plaza, in downtown San
Diego on June 24 - 26, 1999. In atten-
dance were sixty-two community
college faculty participants, includ-
ing new senate presidents and many
other seasoned senate leaders. The
Institute focused on the develop-
ment and application of effective
leadership skills. Participants were
provided information on the roles
and responsibilities of faculty lead-
ers. Other goals of the Institute in-
cluded providing information on
how to build and maintain relations
with other constituent groups, de-
veloping skills for personal and pro-
fessional coping, and providing di-
rection on how to create and main-
tain networks of support.

The Institute also provided
valuable information to new senate
leaders about their responsibilities
defined in AB 1725 and Title 5 and
prepared them for the challenge of
senate leadership.

Participants were provided
with a variety of breakout, covering
topics such as understanding the
budget process, implementation of
the Action Plan to Diversity, review
of participatory governance, how
technology can assist local senates,
strategies for faculty involvement,
understanding the Brown Act, the
role of the senate in good hiring prac-
tices, running effective meetings,
communication and relationship
building, and the new technical as-
sistance process. In addition, inter-
net training was provided through-
out the Institute in the resource
room.
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Over 100 faculty members, ar-
ticulation officers, curriculum deans
and vice-presidents attended the
first annual Academic Senate Curric-
ulum Institute held on July 28 - 30,
1999, at the Disneyland Pacific
Hotel. The goal of the Curriculum
Institute was to provide resources to
colleges to run effective curriculum
committees, plan curriculum and
programs, and write integrated
course outlines as suggested in the
many statewide Academic Senate
documents on curriculum. Partici-
pants were asked to bring to the
Institute curriculum success stories,
curriculum dilemmas and samples
of course outlines.

Diane Glow, San Diego Mira-
mar, started the hands-on workshop
with an explanation of how to write
course outlines in which course
objectives, course content, student
assignments, and methods of evalu-
ation are aligned.  Action verbs
using Bloom’s Taxonomy in writing
objectives that span from mastery of
knowledge to demonstration of
critical thinking skills were ex-
plained.

Bill Scroggins discussed a pot-
pourri of curriculum issues, includ-
ing effective curriculum process,
prerequisites, distance vs. tradition-
al education, and the curriculum
process.  John Nixon, CIO at Santa
Ana College, joined Bill in a discus-
sion of Tech Prep and joint
programs with high schools, includ-
ing the issue of granting college
credit for high school courses.

Jolayne Service, from the Chan-
cellor’s Office of the CSU system
discussed the process of getting a
course evaluated for fulfilling
IGETC and CSU GE Breadth

Senate’s First Annual
Curriculum Institute
•  by Beverly Shue, Chair, Curriculum Committe

requirements. Bob Stafford, San
Bernardino Valley College, dis-
cussed the articulation process and
general concerns articulation officers
face. Lois Yamakoshi, Los Medanos
College, explained her work on the
community college articulation
project (CCAN). She showed how
the CCAN matrix works to identify
comparable math courses at differ-
ent colleges.

Loretta Hernandez, Laney
College, discussed some of the
curriculum issues in writing up
courses for occupational programs,
including the requirement to address
SCANS criteria.  Ophelia Clark,
City College of San Francisco,
contributed valuable information on
vocational curriculum issues.
Beverly Shue, Los Angeles Harbor
College, used a sample course
outline form from her college to
show how to include SCANS
competencies in vocational courses.

Jane Sneed and Vivian Ikeda,
City College of San Francisco,
discussed specific curriculum issues
in writing up courses for ESL and
Basic Skills, and Sandra Erickson,
City College of San Francisco,
presented information on the
TIMMS  report. Craig Justice,
Chaffey College, discussed the
Zero-Unit Lab to meet CalWORKs
requirements.

Finally, the Curriculum Insti-
tute included a presentation by Ric
Matthews, San Diego Miramar, on
teaching a course by linking two
sites.  In the end, the participants
walked away with a binder of cur-
riculum resources, sample course
outlines, and success stories — and
a headful of curriculum facts.

Important Dates
to

Remember

Call for
HaywardAwards

December 6, 1999
Due February 16, 2000

Call for Forum
Submissions

December 13, 1999

Call for Laroche
January 25, 2000

Due March 5, 2000

Call for Exemplary
Awards

February 18, 2000
Due April 19, 2000

Spring Area
Meetings

March 24 - 25, 2000

2000 Spring Plenary
Session

April 13-15, 2000
San Francisco Airport

Westin

2000 Student
Leadership Institute

June 5 - 8, 2000

2000 Technology for
Teaching Institute

June 4 - 9, 2000

2000 Faculty
Leadership Institute

June 22 - 25, 2000


