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			Message from the President 

			April 2020

			The articles in this issue of the Rostrum were largely written prior to the global pandemic, shelter in place, and the redirection of immediate efforts to provide remote instruction and services to support students and communities. At this time, no one is certain when or how colleges will return to primarily face-to-face service, and that uncertainty is exerting a painful pressure on the community colleges system’s ability to plan for a variety of contingencies. However, in the face of this uncertainty, the values and dedication of faculty are clear. 

			This issue of the Rostrum brings into focus the ASCCC’s dedication to faculty diversity as a key transformational component of colleges’ ability to serve all students and communities, the implementation efforts for guided pathways to critically examine processes at the college and state level with an eye to improving service, and the commitment to faculty voice in governance and the role of faculty to lead the colleges forward.  

			Focusing on the big picture is difficult when faculty are striving to meet the needs of their students during a global crisis. However, the ability to pull back to the larger frame of equity, diversity, and inclusion, of measured and reasoned faculty voices in governance to ensure quality and service, and of dedication to transformational change to address the needs of the state and its communities are key to the path forward. What will happen with this global pandemic may be unclear, but what is clear to me is that the system and its faculty are strong enough, adaptable enough, and driven enough to see the colleges through it.  And during this crisis, the faculty’s dedication to values of educational excellence, equity, and inclusion and most of all to students is abundantly clear.  

			I hope this issue of the Rostrum provides useful context on the path forward and finds each of you safe and well.  

			— John Stanskas, ASCCC President

		

	
		
			Mission Creep or Mission Critical?  Baccalaureate Degrees at the California Community Colleges

			by Dolores Davison, ASCCC Vice President

			The Academic Senate for California Community Colleges (ASCCC) opposed the creation of baccalaureate degrees in the community colleges for nearly a decade, with opposition on record through resolutions starting in the spring of 2010. At that time, faculty leaders were concerned that the state was already in a position of budget cuts and that expanding the mission to include baccalaureate degrees would overtax the system and lead to monies being spent outside of the stated CCC mission of basic skills, transfer, and workforce. The ASCCC continued to oppose the creation of community college baccalaureate degrees in California with its resolutions around Senator Marty Block’s Senate Bill 850 in 2014, which called for the creation of a pilot around 15 baccalaureate degree programs to be offered at different colleges throughout the state. Block’s bill did not allow for duplication of programs currently offered at the California State University or University of California systems, and districts were restricted to a single program.  Once the bill was signed into law in September 2014, the ASCCC went to work to ensure that the programs had support from the Academic Senate in academic and professional matters, including not only course development and program review but also areas such as accreditation and faculty roles within budgeting processes.

			Block’s bill also called for two reports from the Legislative Analyst’s Office, one to be sent to the legislature by July 2018 focused on an interim evaluation of the programs and a second to be sent to legislature by July 2022. After the 2018 report, the 2022 report was moved to February 2020, a full two and a half years earlier than the previously required report. That second report, which was released in January 2020, found both positive and negative issues around the CCC baccalaureate programs. Many of the concerns expressed, including areas such as graduation rates and total enrollment, must be viewed through a careful lens. For example, some programs that enrolled their first sets of students in 2017 have only graduated one cohort, and so their graduation rates would logically be lower than what they predicted when initially creating the programs, especially since the initial completion rates were based on the assumption that the report would be generated in the summer of 2022 rather than the winter of 2020. The positives noted in the report, including the rigor of the programs and the rates of completion for almost half of the colleges, were in some ways overshadowed by the overall tone and emphasis on the negatives of the report.  

			Prior to the report being published, the delegates at the ASCCC Fall 2019 Plenary Session were presented with two resolutions around baccalaureate programs in the system. The first, Resolution 6.01 F19, asked the delegates to reverse their previously held position opposing community college baccalaureate degrees. Because this resolution was a reversal of a previous position taken by the ASCCC delegates, it required a 2/3 majority to pass, which it received. The resolution also asked for the term “pilot” to be taken out of the descriptions of these programs going forward; that section also passed, with a normal majority vote. The second resolution, 6.02 F19, asked that the legislature pass legislation to allow for the expansion of the current baccalaureate program, with a particular emphasis given to programs in allied health. The Covid-19 crisis has demonstrated how desperately the state needs additional trained allied health personnel; additional baccalaureate programs across the board, including programs that might be duplicative of those offered by the CSU, are necessary to ensure that California can meet the demands of its communities and the populations. For students that are place-bound due to family restrictions or other issues and for whom there is no local public four-year university, choices often come down to a for-profit or a private institution, neither of which is economically feasible for many students. In some areas, CSU programs have multi-year waiting lists for acceptance, further disenfranchising students seeking to transfer from the community college system.

			Several California state senators, led by Senator Jerry Hill, have crafted a bill that removes the pilot designation from the current baccalaureate degrees and allows for expansion of the baccalaureate degree option to other colleges and districts (SB 874, Hill, as of 17 March 2020).  Unfortunately, the bill continues to call for non-duplication of programs within the CSU and UC systems, which would preclude colleges in the CCC system from offering nursing baccalaureates. Given the high demand, the population being served by the current baccalaureate programs including students who are place-bound, and the rigor that the Legislative Analyst’s Office clearly indicated exists in the current programs, the ASCCC will likely support SB 874 with a request to amend in order to allow for duplication of programs that currently exist at systems of public postsecondary education in California.  

			Currently, more than half of the community college systems in the United States offer baccalaureate degrees, with Arizona’s House of Representatives agreeing to vote on a bill allowing baccalaureate degrees at the community colleges in that state after a constitutional review of the bill, which is slated to begin in March 2020. Momentum is clearly on the side of expanding baccalaureate degrees in California community colleges; such degrees are no longer an issue of mission creep but rather an issue of a mission-critical set of programs that colleges will be able to offer at a lower cost and to a greater diversity of students than extant programs do. The ASCCC looks forward to continuing this conversation with system stakeholders including the Chancellor’s Office, with employers, and with the legislators in both houses.

		

	
		
			How Have Statewide Resources Been Invested in the Design and Implementation of Guided Pathways and What Does That Mean for Your College?

			by Julie Bruno, ASCCC Guided Pathways Task Force Lead

			Janet Fulks, ASCCC Guided Pathways Task Force Lead

			and Ginni May, ASCCC Guided Pathways Task Force Chair

			The California Community Colleges system is in its third year of implementing guided pathways, and the state has invested a significant amount of money to support the effort at both the college and state levels. Some people are wondering where the money has gone, if it has made a difference, and what happens when it runs out. These issues lead to two important questions that faculty should ask:

			
					How did your college spend the money it received for implementing guided pathways in the first three years?

					How will your college use its guided pathways allocation in the next two years? 

			

			If faculty do not know the answers to these questions, they should begin investigating. 

			During the first three years of implementing guided pathways, colleges received substantial funding. Unfortunately, some colleges may be in for quite a shock in the next two years, as years four and five are significantly different. Guided pathways funding was also used at the system level to support colleges and districts in their implementation. Some additional questions for consideration are as follows:

			
					How is statewide support for guided pathways being funded? 

					How was the money spent to support colleges and districts? Are funding allocations meeting the legislative standards? 

					What happens when the money runs out?

			

			To date, obtaining information on where and how the money was spent as well as an analysis of the effectiveness of the spending is proving to be difficult; however, concrete information on the price tag at the state level is available, although what has been provided is collapsed into large categories rather than details.

			This article will include a brief review of the initial California Community Colleges Guided Pathways Grant Program funds—also known as the California Community Colleges Award Program or Guided Pathways Award Program—provided by the legislature, the distribution formula created by the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO), an early review of the college expenditures, an update on the funds expended by the CCCCO for state level support, and what colleges can expect in the future. 

			While many people have been asking about the Guided Pathways Grant Program Budget and statewide strategy, this article is written in response to the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges Resolution S19 05.02 Guided Pathways Budget Development. Specifically, the ASCCC has been directed by the delegates to do the following:

			
					Urge local senates to ensure collegial and transparent guided pathways budget development;

					Work with system partners to ensure collegiality and transparency in local guided pathways budget development processes;

					Make available information regarding how statewide resources have been invested in the design and implementation of guided pathways.The 2017-18 California State Budget provided $150 million in one-time funding— allocated over five years—to California community colleges that committed to implementing a guided pathways framework. Initially, participation in the program was voluntary; however, all 114 colleges eventually signed on to the program, particularly when they were informed that College Promise dollars would only be available to those students attending colleges that were participating in the CCC Guided Pathways Grant Program, a requirement added to AB 19 (Santiago, 2017) between July 3 and September 8 of 2017. Participating colleges committed to integrating other funding resources to redesign academic pathways and support services. The goals for the redesign were threefold: to promote better course-taking decisions, minimize achievement gaps, and increase the number of students who earn a certificate or degree. The CCCCO and the California Community Colleges Board of Governors were responsible for distributing the funding from the Guided Pathways Grant Program using a formula. As allowed in legislation, 10% or $15M from the award was used by the CCCCO, leaving $135M allocated by the following formula: 35% of the funds based on the college’s total FTES, 45% of the funds based on the total number of Pell grants awarded, and 20% distributed equally to all colleges, with each college being allocated at least $500,000. The total allocation has been spread over five years as follows: 25% in year 1, 30% in year 2, 25% in year 3, 10% in year 4, and 10% in year 5. The CCCCO guaranteed that colleges would have ample time to plan and expend the awards thoughtfully and effectively. In order to receive the funding, colleges were required to attend an Institutional Effectiveness Planning Initiative Workshop, complete a guided pathways self--assessment, and submit a workplan.1


			

			Initially, colleges submitted a self-assessment describing how first-year allocations were expended, and plans were reviewed by a group formed by the CCCCO that included faculty represetntatives. In a June 2018 Research and Planning Group study, these plans indicated the following College Allocation Phase I Funding Highlights:2

			
					Total one-time allocation for CCC GP by State of California: $150M 

					Phase I allocation by CCCCO to CCC: approximately $34M 

					CCC allocations of CCC GP awards: 	Instructional Salaries = $11,547,508 
	Other Operating Expenses and Services = $8,417,213 
	Non-instructional Salaries = $6,422,236
	Employees Benefits = $3,466,361 



			

			In support of the guided pathways effort, the ASCCC has focused on governance, transparency, and implementation to help colleges use the funding and plan wisely through webinars, regional meetings and workshops, breakouts at statewide conferences, and local college technical visits. Access to these presentations is readily available at the ASCCC Guided Pathways Canvas, ASCCC Guided Pathways Resources, and ASCCC Guided Pathways Task Force webpages. 

			To date, based on approximate numbers provided to the ASCCC Guided Pathways Task Force from the CCCCO, $108,000,000, or 80% or the total, has been allocated in the first three years to the 114 colleges. Colleges should note that the funding drops significantly for each of the last two years; the total allocation pattern as not changed. The lower amounts in the last two years may have a significant impact on many of the salaried and reassigned positions established by colleges. For example, some colleges have indicated that funds from the Guided Pathways Grant Program were shifted to implement AB705, a small component of the guided pathways work that relates to a single metric: throughput in English and mathematics. Concerns are now arising that while for many students this single metric indicated success for the college, other students never “entered a path” or are now off-path with no support or alternatives to actually begin to work toward their educational goals that go beyond mathematics, English, and English as a Second Language.

			In addition, $15M of the $150M from the Guided Pathways Grant Program funds were expended by the CCCCO for indirect support to the colleges from 2018 through the end of 2020. Funds have been drawn from both the Institutional Effectiveness Partnership Initiative (IEPI), and the Student Equity and Achievement Program totaling approximately $40M, with approximate amounts spent for the following:

			
					Technology, Communication, and Outreach (approximately $16M), 

					Technical Assistance and Professional Development (approximately $18M),

					Staffing such as consultants, employees and advisors (approximately $16M), and

			

			Projects and Events such as Multiple Measures Assessment Project and College Roadtrip (approximately $5M).3

			These statewide investments by the CCCCO represent an additional $55M. The ASCCC has requested data on the effectiveness of strategies such as the events sponsored by the IEPI, the work of the seventeen Guided Pathways Regional Coordinators, the Vision Resource Center, and other specific components that appear to be associated with the Guided Pathways Grant Program. Researchers from the EdInsights Center at CSU Sacramento attend Guided Pathways Advisory Committee meetings and function as external evaluators to assess the effectiveness of state level strategies. 

			EdInsights has also visited colleges and solicited specific input on the value of these expenditures by interviewing college personnel; however, not all of the results have yet been reported. Some of the initial conclusions from EdInsights research include the following:

			
					Widespread general awareness of GP, but variation in depth of understanding across college constituencies. 

					Widespread establishment of college-level governance structures to lead GP efforts. 

					Variation in efforts to cultivate collaboration and engagement across college constituencies. 

					Majority of colleges in early stages of GP design and planning process. 

					Desire to include more student voices in GP design and planning process. 

					Common GP implementation challenges identified across colleges. 

					Mixed perceptions about existing CCCCO supports for GP efforts. 

			

			Many interviewees found the non-CCCCO professional development offerings most useful, praising Leading from the Middle, ASCCC GP workshops, and the GP Demonstration Project Institutes. Feedback about the utility of guided pathways supports provided through the CCCCO was mixed. Those in leadership positions were familiar with the Regional Coordinators, the Vision Resource Center, and the CCCCO GP workshops sponsored through the IEPI but had varying levels of engagement with these resources (Tan, C., Moore, C, & Schanger, C., 2019).

			The $55M represents an enormous investment that some in the system argue could have been used more effectively if it had been allocated to the colleges for use in local implementation efforts. 

			Many questions remain about the future of guided pathways implementation, such as the following:

			
					Have the guided pathways funds been spent effectively? 

					Are colleges prepared for the sharp decrease in local funding?

					What happens when the funding runs out? 

			

			The ASCCC will continue to ask questions and report to the field as information becomes available. In the meantime, local academic senates should continue to ask questions. Communities are counting on their colleges to ensure that money is spent wisely in a relentless effort to improve students’ educational experiences and help them to reach their educational goals. 

			Resources:

			SB 85. (2017). Retrived from http://cccgp.cccco.edu/Portals/0/SB85_2017-2018%28pgs_26-31%29.pdf

			Tan, C., Moore, C, & Schanger, C. (2019, June). Implementing Guided Pathways in the California Community Colleges: Preliminary Findings from Spring 2019 College Visits.

			

			
				
					1	 Further information on these requirements is available at http://cccgp.cccco.edu/FAQ.

				

				
					2	 Further information on this study is available at http://cccgp.cccco.edu/Portals/0/Work-Plan-Analysis-7_5_18-ADA.pdf

				

				
					3	 Guided Pathways Budget Summary from CCCCO, February 27, 2020

				

			

		

	
		
			Noncredit Instruction in Guided Pathways Efforts

			by Cheryl Aschenbach, ASCCC Curriculum Committee Chair

			Nili Kirschner, ASCCC Curriculum Committee, Woodland Community College

			Ginni May, ASCCC Guided Pathways Task Force Chair

			and Dana Miho, ASCCC Guided Pathways Task Force, Mt. San Antonio College

			With the implementation of the California Community Colleges Guided Pathways Grant Program and AB 705 (Irwin, 2017), faculty requests increased statewide, asking for direction on how to effectively incorporate noncredit instruction to meet the educational needs of diverse student populations. In response, the delegates to the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges (ASCCC) Spring 2018 Plenary Session passed Resolution S18 17.01, Noncredit Instruction in Guided Pathways Efforts. This resolution called for the ASCCC to provide professional development on career development and college preparation (CDCP) noncredit instruction in support of college guided pathways efforts. Venues for such professional development often include Rostrum articles, conference presentations, position papers, webinars, and local academic senate visits.

			Initially, this resolution was addressed in the 2019 ASCCC position paper Noncredit Instruction: Opportunity and Challenge. That paper consists of comprehensive and valuable requirements, examples, and recommendations for colleges to consider when implementing or expanding noncredit offerings. The paper also calls for the inclusion of noncredit instruction in the guided pathways efforts as follows:

			Credit and noncredit programs should work together to provide students, instructors, and counselors with a clear understanding of all of the career and academic pathways available at the college…students who are on a pathway to a credit career technical certificate, an associate degree, or transfer should be presented with the support options noncredit can offer to build basic skills at no cost to the students without affecting their financial aid status when such support is beneficial. (Academic Senate for California Community Colleges, 2019, p.18)

			Noncredit instruction has a long history in the California Community Colleges and provides pathways for adult learners who need more preparation for college-level coursework, are returning to school, are unemployed and seeking employment, or are employed and seeking career advancement, as well as for English language learners so that they can successfully complete their college education and enter or advance in the workforce. CDCP noncredit instruction, which is often understated as an onboarding process, contributes significantly and directly to the four-pillar model of guided pathways.

			Noncredit Basics

			Noncredit instruction is limited to the following areas according to Education Code §84757:

			
					Parenting, including parent cooperative preschools, classes in child growth and development and parent-child relationships.

					Elementary and secondary basic skills and other courses and classes such as remedial academic courses or classes in reading, mathematics, and language arts.

					English as a second language.

					Classes and courses for immigrants eligible for educational services in citizenship, English as a second language, and work force preparation classes in the basic skills of speaking, listening, reading, writing, mathematics, decision making and problem solving skills, and other classes required for preparation to participate in job-specific technical training.

					Education programs for persons with substantial disabilities.

					Short-term vocational programs with high employment potential.

					Education programs for older adults.

					Education programs for home economics.

					Health and safety education.

			

			Of the nine allowable areas of noncredit, four qualify for CDCP funding according to Title 5 §55151: numbers 2, 3, 7, and 4 except for citizenship classes. Such courses are funded at the same apportionment level as credit courses per SB 860 (2014), now codified in California Education Code §84750.5(d)(4)(A)(i), provided they are included with at least one other course in a certificate of completion or a certificate of competency. Noncredit courses that are part of CDCP certificate programs prepare students to obtain employment or to transition into college-level credit courses and programs. A certificate of competency is a sequence of noncredit courses that prepares students to transition into coursework that leads to a credit certificate, an associate degree, or transfer to a baccalaureate institution. A certificate of completion is a set of noncredit courses that prepares students to progress in a career pathway or take degree applicable credit courses, leading to improved employability and job opportunities (California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office, 2019). 

			CDCP noncredit instruction serves as an essential pathway for underprepared students to enter and successfully complete college-level credit academic and career programs. These courses can also serve as an entry point for students from traditionally underserved and underrepresented populations who might not otherwise consider college a possibility. 

			English and Mathematics Pathways

			Noncredit support courses for English and mathematics can be offered in coordination with credit transfer-level courses. Colleges should consider whether support is primarily needed for the duration of a course or whether specific topics should be covered at specific points in a course at which students struggle.  

			“Mirrored” noncredit support courses can be used to accommodate students who do not need or want the credit version of a support course. Mirrored courses are approved through the curriculum process in noncredit and in credit. The course outlines of record for the two courses should be the same in regard to description, objectives, learning outcomes, and assignments. The two courses are then offered and taught together at the same time, in the same place, and with the same instructor. While this mirrored approach requires instructors to separately record attendance and grades for the two sections, students may not be aware of any difference between who is enrolled in the credit course and who is enrolled in the noncredit course. Such courses cover topics that are below transfer-level English and mathematics; hence, they fit into the noncredit category for basic skills.

			Short-term noncredit academic intervention courses for English and mathematics can be offered to prepare students who plan on enrolling in transfer-level English or mathematics but do not feel ready and to provide a safety net for those who dropped from these transfer- level courses to help them stay on their educational path. For example, Mt. San Antonio College offers three noncredit courses monthly specifically for this purpose: Math Preparation for Statistic Success, Math Preparation for Business, Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (BSTEM) Success, and English Preparation for College Success.

			Noncredit/Credit CTE Pathways

			Some colleges have moved fundamental skill-building courses into noncredit. At Woodland Community College, for example, the business department made this change for Introduction to Computing and Introduction to Computer Keyboarding. These two courses are linked in a CDCP certificate of completion for business computer applications basics. This practice supports workforce development but also supports students who may be taking credit classes in business or any other discipline that has an advisory of computer skills.

			Similarly, Mt. San Antonio College offers a noncredit support course that is embedded in the CDCP certificate of completion for emergency medical technician (EMT), which leads to credit career technical education certificates including paramedic, fire technology, and fire officer. This competency-based course is a contextualized reading and writing course including research paper writing skills, is part of the basic EMT curriculum, and is mandated as part of paramedic training. It was developed in collaboration with credit public safety faculty.

			As another example, Mt. San Antonio College offers a short-term competency-based noncredit pre-nursing support course. This course was developed in collaboration with nursing faculty in order to prepare students for the Health Education Systems Incorporated assessment test, which is part of the application process for the associate degree in nursing program. The course covers a contextualized math skills review including algebra and statistics along with anatomy basics, medical terminology, study skills, reading textbooks, and writing skills review.

			Vocational English as a Second Language / Integrated Education and Training for English Language Learners

			Integrated education and training (IET) has recently become an integral part of noncredit ESL instruction per Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) Title II Criteria. The IET model combines language instruction with workforce preparation—the English literacy and civics objectives, as defined in WIOA Section 243—and workforce training; it requires that students enrolled in a noncredit ESL course concurrently enroll in a noncredit or credit CTE course in order to increase the students’ educational and career advancement. The IET delivery model utilizes team teaching where career technical education and ESL faculty co-teach in the same classroom or where they alternatingly teach in two different classrooms.

			As part of the Vocational English as a Second Language (VESL) program, Mt. San Antonio College offers accounting and healthcare career pathways that satisfy WIOA requirements for IETs. For the accounting IET, the program simultaneously offers a contextualized ESL course for accounting and a financial and database management course that will lead to the CDCP certificate of completion for financial and database management. As for the healthcare IET, VESL offers an ESL course for health professionals as part of the in-home support services (IHSS) program, which leads to the IHSS Certificate, also a CDCP certificate of completion. For both pathways and IETs, an English literacy and civics objective is integrated into the curriculum of each ESL course.

			As colleges work on planning and implementing institutional guided pathways redesign, noncredit is an important option that can support all tenets of guided pathways efforts, which are often characterized in a Four Pillar Model:

			Pillar 1 (Clarify the Path): CDCP noncredit instruction serves as an essential pathway for underprepared students to enter and successfully complete college-level credit academic and career programs.

			Pillar 2 (Enter the Path): CDCP pathways can be incorporated into the college’s guided self-placement or onboarding processes to help students enter into a pathway in which evidence shows a student will be most successful.

			Pillar 3 (Stay on the Path): Noncredit courses can provide support in basic skills at no cost to students without affecting their financial aid status, particularly for transfer level mathematics and English courses in the wake of AB 705.

			Pillar 4 (Ensure Learning):  Noncredit courses can aid students in building confidence in their own abilities to succeed, ensure student learning is able to take place, and provide a foundation to meet students’ own transfer goals.

			While noncredit instruction can be used to support guided pathways efforts in all of the ways described above, colleges will likely need additional information and resources as they further their pathways implementation. To meet this anticipated need and in response to ASCCC Resolution S18 17.01, in January 2020 the ASCCC Guided Pathways Task Force formed a small workgroup in partnership with representatives from the ASCCC Curriculum Committee and the ASCCC Noncredit and Basic Skills Committee. The work of this group will be to provide additional guidance to colleges through future Rostrum articles, webinars, and presentations at various ASCCC events such as the Career and Noncredit Education Institute and the Curriculum Institute. 

			Resources

			Academic Senate for California Community Colleges. (2019, Spring) Noncredit Instruction: Opportunity and Challenge. Retrieved from the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges website: https://www.asccc.org/sites/default/files/Noncredit_Instruction.pdf

			California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office. (2019). Program and Course Approval Handbook. 7th Edition.  Retrieved from the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office website: https://www.cccco.edu/-/media/CCCCO-Website/Reports/CCCCO_Report_Program_Course_Approval-web-102819.ashx?la=en&hash=8E54C44CB97423B024D18C7AB13C456F91FB03E3

		

	
		
			Faculty Involvement in the Student Equity and Achievement Program

			by Jessica Ayo-Alabi, ASCCC Equity and Diversity Action Committee, Orange Coast College

			The ASCCC Equity and Diversity Action Committee hopes that “closing the gap” does not become cliché, yet the phrase is seen and heard much more often in recent years. While many people have been pointing at equity gaps for some time, common language did not always exist around what it meant to close equity gaps. In a short two years, local community colleges’ guided pathways initiatives and implementation plans to bring their redesigns to scale, will be integrated into the Student Equity and Achievement (SEA) Program. A central part of implementing guided pathways over the past three years has been to ensure that pathways are student-centered and faculty-led because instruction and student success are at the center of all four of the guided pathways pillars. Many of the 114 California community colleges have their SEA Programs housed under the purview of Student Services, which may be because of the plethora of services this area typically provides for students throughout their academic journey. In addition, most of the disproportionately impacted students identified by the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office are eligible for and supported by various categorical programs under Student Services, including financial aid or other support services. When equity funds were first allocated and many professional development trainings and support activities were planned for students throughout the state, student services and student affairs professionals, who tend to have extensive equity training in their backgrounds, were the logical choice to facilitate much of this work.

			When “Integration 1.0” requirements came from the Chancellor›s Office in 2016, requiring Basic Skills, Student Success and Support Program (SSSP), and Equity plans and funds to be combined, a very different scenario was created. Certainly, counseling faculty had always been closely tied to categorical programs, SSSP, and other matriculation and retention services, but basic skills faculty in math, English, and ESL approached their support of students from a very different point of reference in instruction. Combined fund allocations did not necessarily combine the work that each group was doing, and soon thereafter the Chancellor’s Office introduced the Student Equity and Achievement Program. This program has sometimes been referred to as “Integration 2.0,” which also includes the implementation of AB 705 and considerations related to the new Student-Centered Funding Formula, all which claim to focus on closing equity gaps. This iteration included the guided pathways framework, eliminated basic skills as a separate funding stream, and localized expenditure decisions, all of which made sense in light of the cascade of new legislation and changes confronting community colleges all at once. The year 2022 promises to be dynamic and innovative as the third iteration of the SEA Program is ushered in and integrates guided pathways with Equity, SSSP, and Basic Skills.  

			Research exists that can assist with including faculty involvement in SEA Program development. For example, according to a recent Community College Equity Assessment Lab study, examples of practices that involve faculty that specifically support men of color, could include:   

			Promising practices for men of color include: (a) implementing early alert systems, (b) providing high-impact professional development for faculty and staff, (c) ensuring a higher representation of full-time faculty in developmental education, (d) increasing support for part-time faculty, (e) integrating equity goals and efforts into institutional strategic plans, (f) hiring educators with a proven commitment to underserved students, and (g) engaging college educators in collective sense- making around student equity issues and concerns. (Harris et. al., 2017)  

			Several other studies support these findings but do not specifically address faculty’s role in SEA Program decision making. 

			Faculty’s role in equity efforts has been a frequent topic at meetings of the ASCCC Equity and Diversity Action Committee, but the issue is complex, dense, and diverse from campus to campus. Informally, the committee had conversations with faculty at the ASCCC’s Curriculum Institute, Accreditation Institute, Fall Plenary, Guided Pathways Regional Workshops, Guided Pathways Task Force Meetings, and the Guided Pathways webinar chatroom. These conversations focused on faculty involvement from the perspectives of academic senates, committees, counseling, professional development, and campus involvement. Few discussions about instruction specifically addressed equity or closing equity gaps. Very interesting patterns began to develop in these conversations, so the committee decided to poll various groups—such as the Research and Planning Group Leading from the Middle Listserv, A2MEND participants, and ASCCC committee and task force members—to confirm the preliminary patterns. This process would help to set the stage for designing a formal ASCCC study on the intersection of faculty and equity.  

			Four specific categories began to develop through these conversations. The committee labeled the first pattern “inconsistent” faculty involvement. This designation came from conversations that expressed that few instructional faculty are formally involved or show interest in equity. Student services managers and staff, including counseling faculty, are primarily involved in the SEA Program. In this scenario, the same few faculty always show up to equity discussions and meetings and volunteer to participate in professional development. The second pattern was called “collaborative” faculty involvement. These discussions spoke of balance and shared decision-making and leadership and often included of a team of faculty, administrators, institutional researchers, and program staff working together collaboratively. The third pattern that developed was called “tug of war” faculty involvement. This pattern is the most tenuous, as it refers to reports that Student Services has purview over the SEA Program and develops the Student Equity Plan with unofficial support from some faculty, but faculty have voiced that they would like more institutionalized involvement and purview. The final pattern that developed was called the “senate purview.” This pattern was the easiest to see because an academic senate president was often the person who reported that senate had purview over the SEA Program. In the senate purview pattern, instructional faculty were most formally involved in equity decision-making. 

			Instead of settling the matter of faculty involvement in the SEA Program, these preliminary findings only raised more important questions. Now that California community colleges are being funded more intentionally with the goal of closing equity gaps and the community college system has designed metrics that the colleges must use to demonstrate compliance, greater continuity has been created regarding the aims of the system. However, many questions remain, including the following: 

			
					What official role are faculty playing in equity and the SEA Programs on their campuses?  

					Do counseling faculty and instructional faculty have different roles when it comes to equity?  

					Since Basic Skills, SSSP, and Equity funds have been combined, have faculty become involved merely to continue working on the same programs while using the same resources but from a new funding stream? 

					Have instructional faculty joined SSSP onboarding teams and student services committees to create a new structure of involvement? 

					Was equity always under faculty purview so the change made little difference other than combining three faculty-coordinated programs?  

			

			The answers to these questions will reveal the localized differences regarding how colleges are approaching the closure of equity gaps and to what extent is an equity lens being used to examine the more radical changes such as the new Student-Centered Funding Formula and AB705. What is obvious is that a formal study of the role of faculty in the Student Equity and Achievement Program is critical to understanding how colleges will continue moving forward focused on student success.
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			Strengthening the Counseling Voice for Guided Pathways

			by My-Linh Nguyen, Cuyamaca College

			Note: The following article is not an official statement of the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges. The article is intended to engender discussion and consideration by local colleges.

			Two years ago, guided pathways was at the door of Cuyamaca College, and while it had been on the doorstep for some time, the faculty realized that the door really needed to be opened. Guided pathways was making its way into the college regardless, and faculty needed to understand how that would change things, specifically in counseling. This situation led the Cuyamaca Counseling Department to embark on an inquiry journey, starting with a survey the department disbursed in May 2018. At the time of the Rostrum article “The Transformation of Counseling Along Guided Pathways Sidelines” in October 2018,1 the department was at such beginning stages that the survey results were incredibly valuable to calming nerves and growing into the first layer of understanding what work lay ahead. 

			For the 2018 survey, counselors at colleges further along in their guided pathways work recommended four areas to focus on in early stages: 

			
					Counselor Involvement

					Timing and Planning

					Organized Guided Pathways Design Teams

					Research, Consultations and Discussions

			

			Cuyamaca College had just begun to formulate into organized guided pathways design teams and took every opportunity to involve counselors where possible. With that structure in place, the counselors quietly continued their research and discussions in-house because they knew that they, like the college, would be going through a transformation. 

			Staying with the notion that counseling is undoubtedly going to transform alongside guided pathways and being aware of the reality that sometimes decisions and changes can be made top down, the counseling department felt that any vision of a new guided pathways counseling model from the department would be best backed by inquiry first. Over the course of that following year, a colleague and I, both members of the department, went further into the inquiry phase and visited several California community colleges where counseling within student success teams was already being implemented. Conducting the case study visits and meetings really allowed us to go beyond what we originally had surveyed and dig deeper into design and function. We purposely looked at a campus similar to ours in size and student population. We looked locally at program model elements of interest, such as how student peer mentors could be used as a staffing resource. We had to examine elements and roles that we had a firm opinion on already but still needed to learn more about so that we could support conclusions as to why such practices may or may not be a good fit for our department. As we looked at various models at other colleges, we saw common positions in addition to the counseling faculty, such as instructional faculty, classified support roles, and student peer mentors. The possibility of including these positions has been shared with the college to open discussions for design. 

			While Cuyamaca’s counselors were envious of the staffing and resources that some counseling departments had, they did not waste time feeling sorry for themselves; rather, they utilized this information to support why they would need such resources in order to implement the kind of robust guided pathways counseling services they would want. They examined the roles that counselors played in the case study models and then utilized that information to help form a vision of what Cuyamaca’s should look like. Beyond identifying the specific functions of a counselor’s role in a Guided Pathways Student Success Team, the department created a visual crosswalk of the counselor functions against the four pillars of guided pathways. By creating this structure, the counselors could show how valuable their role is in helping a student under each pillar on the student journey. Developing this information together as a department was a huge accomplishment in laying a foundation and opening up discussions within the college about what potential positions the model would include and the need to define those roles mindfully when that time comes.  

			
				
					[image: ]
				

			

			While Cuyamaca as a college has yet to develop a student success team model, the counselors have a firm grasp on what they feel their role would be within that student success team while allowing them to stay true to their discipline. They are the content experts for their profession as counselors and should be able to define how they are going to transform. 

			Cuyamaca College is still in the discovery and design phases of guided pathways, giving the counseling department time to share out what it has learned from its inquiry research to various groups on campus and speak about how counselors envision their role in guided pathways and student success teams. In comparison to instruction and administrative groups, the voice of the counselors in numbers is small, but having informed voices produces larger sound. Cuyamaca’s counselors have been fortunate to have a dean that is supportive of the department having time to conduct such inquiry. This opportunity has allowed the counseling department to feel more united and more prepared to participate in conversations about the changes that the college as a whole wants to make and to be informed as to how counselors could realistically transform themselves alongside it. The counselors now have less fear that change is coming because they have a better understanding of what support and resources are needed to embrace those changes. 

			Two years ago, the direction of the Cuyamaca Counseling Department in light of guided pathways was uncertain. Today, the department feels confident that it took the right approach in preparing for next steps when the time for further implementation comes. Change takes time, and sometimes taking advantage of that time can allow for better preparation and can in the end be a blessing.

			

			
				
					1	 See Nguyen, My-Linh. (2018, October). “The Transformation of Counseling Along Guided Pathways Sidelines.” Rostrum. Retrieved from the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges website at https://www.asccc.org/content/transformation-counseling-along-guided-pathways-sidelines.

				

			

		

	
		
			AB 705: Unintended Impacts on Classes and Faculty

			by David Morse, Long Beach City College

			Note: The following article is not an official statement of the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges. The article is intended to engender discussion and consideration by local colleges.

			Assembly Bill 705 (Irwin, 2017) dramatically changed the student assessment and placement system used in the California Community Colleges for English, mathematics, and English as a second language, as the implementation of the bill has shifted the primary basis for placement to students’ high school performance. Early data analysis shows that since the implementation of the placement requirements mandated by AB 705 through guidelines developed by the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO) and the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges (ASCCC), larger numbers of students have been able to enroll in and complete transfer-level English and mathematics (Smith 2019), as the new placement system has minimized or eliminated the use of remedial or college preparatory classes and now allows students who would previously have been placed into such classes to enter directly into transfer-level. However, the same research also shows that while the raw numbers of students passing transfer-level English and math courses have increased, success rates have actually decreased slightly, especially for students of color (Smith, 2019). Simply put, while more students are passing the transfer-level courses, more are also failing, and therefore voices of concern about of the implementation of AB 705 have generally focused on the potentially negative impacts of the new placement system on underprepared students in need of remediation.

			However, the student placement system created by AB 705 and the implementation guidelines published by the CCCCO may have unintended and undesired effects not only on underprepared students but on all students who are enrolled in transfer-level coursework in English and mathematics. When many of the students in a course are underprepared and need remediation but now must have their needs addressed in a transferrable course, the ways in which an instructor approaches and teaches the class may be impacted. The AB 705 implementation may have in many cases encouraged instructional innovation and experimentation that has led to positive curricular changes, but it may also have produced some less desirable consequences.

			Jeff Burdick, a full-time faculty member in English at Clovis College, has seen such impacts. Burdick notes that “I’m currently teaching a self-placed 1A+ class [a freshman composition course with additional support], where about half the students are re-entry students and chose the assistance because they were aware of their deficiencies. The class works very well for them, and I have no doubt they will finish this semester ready for future classes.” However, Burdick adds,

			But, they really aren’t getting the full university-level 1A experience because we spend much of our time teaching those “soft” skills that are necessary for the success of the other half of students: time management, basic thinking and idea-generation strategies, focus, etc. And, particularly, we are spending much more time on reading and retention strategies than we would in a regular 1A class where a few class sessions are sufficient to bring them up to the level of college annotations and retention necessary. That’s also true of grammar and usage. 

			The result, according to Burdick, is that “I’ve had to shorten the research papers and diminish rhetorical analysis assignments; discussions are less rich and involved.” Of course, Burdick still teaches to and fulfills the requirements of the course outline of record, as all faculty are required to do. However, the course outline is a minimum, and the richness provided by a faculty member’s ability to individualize the course and to fully and enthusiastically engage students may be sacrificed due to the additional demands of addressing remedial needs that were not previously a primary aspect of transfer classes.

			A part-time faculty member in southern California—who asked that her comments remain anonymous—noted a similar experience to that described by Burdick:

			When I am planning my freshman composition classes, I plan the semester under the assumption that students will know basic skills and terminology—thesis statements, how to construct a basic body paragraph, annotation, MLA format. But what I am finding is that I have to go back and re-teach some of those basics and catch people up. While I am always more than happy to help students be successful, I will say that I feel this frustrates other students who did come in with the skills they need. For example, this semester we began with rhetorical analysis. After reading the first essays, I will be doing a whole day of re-teaching essay basics because I fear that if I do not take the time to do it now, the underprepared students will only sink lower. Meanwhile, the prepared students who are eager to read, analyze, and discuss the engaging texts I spent months painstakingly selecting will have to wait. To sum it all up, it is not fair to either group of students. 

			When the class has to slow down to cover material that students previously would have been expected to know, as this instructor points out, the more prepared students are not allowed to progress in the same way they might have in the past, and thus, even though the instructor attempts to uphold standards and follow the course outline, the content and instruction of the class is altered significantly.

			Faculty in the mathematics discipline have encountered similar issues. A math professor in the Los Rios District offers the following comment:

			I taught a liberal arts mathematics class and its support course. It was difficult to teach a course for such a diverse range of abilities and impossible to get most up to speed with all of their deficiencies in just a 2-unit course (the support course). The questions from the students in the support course often dominated class discussion, which limited the depth of the liberal arts course. That is, instead of learning about the beauty of mathematics, the fully prepared students heard boring explanations about arithmetic. I also worry this may destroy math education for our weakest and most vulnerable students by removing the classes they most need.

			As with the English faculty, this math instructor is working to accommodate the needs of all students in the class. However, faced with such a wide range of student preparation, the instructor is forced to dedicate extra time to issues that previously were not a focus in the course. As a result, the faculty member expresses concern regarding the depth in which the material can be covered, and the experience of all of the students in the class may be impacted.

			Each of the 114 accredited colleges in the California Community Colleges system has its own unique student populations and will therefore encounter different results, and thus individual faculty members will have different experiences. Not all faculty agree that they have seen these negative impacts in their classrooms. Lisa Fitzgerald, an English professor at Long Beach City College, notes, “I’m not apt to say that our transfer-level course has really been changed since the implementation of AB 705 in that the student learning outcomes are the same, and students must still demonstrate proficiency in those areas in order to pass the class.” She also notes that many of the changes to the ways she teaches the class have been positive and have benefited students.  

			However, Fitzgerald does raise another issue with the changes to student placement under the AB 705 implementation guidelines: the impact on faculty. “I have found that with the implementation of AB 705, I must work much harder than I may have in the past to teach in this new manner,” she says. “A lighter course load or smaller class sizes could help tremendously to offset some of the fatigue caused by the new way that I teach, which can be exhausting. Responding to multi-level students who are in the same class takes significantly more time and effort, yet all students are given the opportunity to learn, and I don’t see those who are more prepared suffering.” This sense of fatigue has also been noted by other faculty who have always worked hard to serve all of their students but must now stretch themselves even thinner to accommodate their many students who need remediation but are not in classes that are primarily focused on providing it.

			Other faculty in English, mathematics, and ESL have raised additional issues. Composition courses, for example, often require students to work in groups, and some faculty have noted an impact on more prepared students who have to adjust to or compensate for too many underprepared students in such a setting. Others have suggested that faculty in disciplines outside of English and math may have become frustrated with the essential elimination of English and math prerequisites and therefore changed assignments such that although the course outline’s requirements are still met, students do so with less writing or computation. While the degree to which such impacts may be occurring will vary college to college and even among faculty within a college, these issues must be considered in assessing the full effects of the AB 705 implementation.

			Changes that have taken place due to the implementation of AB 705 have certainly, in some cases, been positive. Many faculty would agree that the sequences of pre-transfer courses in English, mathematics, and ESL needed to be shortened and that the new placement system has forced them to consider new and innovative approaches to their teaching. Yet in spite of these potentially positive aspects, difficulties have also arisen in terms of the impact on the curriculum and faculty workload and fatigue. For these reasons and others, further study and ultimately adjustment of the California Community Colleges placement process of issues such as curriculum structure and class sizes are needed to ensure that the positive aspects of the new system are preserved without negatively impacting the content of the courses or the faculty who teach them.
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			Best Practices for Student Involvement in the Student Equity and Achievement Plan and Implementation

			by Mayra Cruz, ASCCC Equity and Diversity Action Committee Chair

			and Karla Kirk, ASCCC Equity and Diversity Action Committee, Fresno City College

			An equitable system requires that students get what they need, when they need it. As Herbert Kohl stated, “Young people don’t care what you know until they know you care” (Easton-Brooks, 2019, p.45). Decades of research have shown that faculty, staff, and administrators must be armored with the practices to engage students in the classroom and outside of the classroom in meaningful ways. Dr. Jeff Duncan-Andrade (2020) articulates the three most effective practices:

			 1.  Relationships: understanding, proximity, caring, and empathy of faculty for students.

			 2.  Relevance: culturally relevant and community responsive content to incorporate into andragogy.

			 3.  Responsibility: support needed for faculty, others, and the system to achieve self-actualization.

			The interplay of these practices must center faculty to do better in engaging students in the equity movement on campus and in the development and implementation of each college’s Student Equity and Achievement Plan.   

			In an evaluation of the barriers that exist for community college students that are disproportionally impacted in areas of achievement and success measures, the voice of those impacted students is essential. While data clearly indicates that gaps exist, the students who are falling into those gaps can provide the clearest perspective of the barriers they face. One of the most efficient ways to serve students is to ask them what they need, both in resources and mentoring support.

			The nature of the community college can create challenges in finding and sustaining informed student voices to participate in planning and evaluation that occurs over years. Student leadership must be encouraged and nurtured so that students can speak to the holistic community college student experience, but often students who step into roles of leadership and participation are nearing the end of their time at the community college. Local academic senates can lead in identifying students who are willing to participate in institutional planning and creating and maintaining a validating space for the student voice. 

			The connections with students should begin from the moment they apply to the college. Institutions should consider what their outreach looks like as well as the ways in which they are organized to build and sustain a community of learning, care, and resources for each student enrolled. The college outreach program becomes the instrument for early engagement of students.    

			The following suggestions offer good practices for connecting with students involved on the campus:

			
					Student Government:  The student government is a constituency on community college campuses and is granted “effective participation” opportunities in developing the recommendations to leadership on policies and procedures that have or will have “significant effect on students” as enumerated in Title 5 §51023.7 4b. Local academic senates can work to create collaboration with the student government body by establishing a standing agenda item related to updates and reports from students.

					Student Academic Clubs and Honor Societies:  California community college academic clubs and honor societies, such as Alpha Gamma Sigma, promote academic success and service to and within their communities. Students who participate in campus clubs gain access to development opportunities that will benefit their career pathways as well as provide them with personal, social, and community service and enhance their overall college experience (Chen, 2019). Faculty support through club advising is critical in providing these types of opportunities for students.

					Student Focus Groups:  Academic senates can connect with student resource programs that serve disproportionately impacted student populations on campus, such as EOPS, Puente, and Umoja programs, to identify students with lived experiences that can provide qualitative data that corresponds with quantitative campus data from the Student Equity and Achievement Plan.

			

			In addition, local academic senates can create and maintain a space for the voice of the students. The following best practices may be helpful in achieving this goal:

			
					Agendize an update or report from student government as a standing item at academic senate meetings.

					Coordinate with student government leadership to ensure that student participation in committee work does not conflict with class attendance.

					Create a space that is validating to student voices in order to promote effective student participation.

					Keep the student body informed about the significance of work as a campus effort to promote engagement by students.

					Include students in the annual evaluation of the Student Equity and Achievement Plan in an intentional way that considers the students’ perspectives on the closing of achievement gaps.

			

			Creating opportunities for the success of students and their engagement in an equity - driven system is a primary professional responsibility. The actualization of Student Equity and Achievement Plans depends on the involvement and engagement of those most impacted, the students.    
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			The Mystery Behind “B +,” or Why SLO Assessment Matters

			by Nita Gopal, Modesto Junior College 

			Jarek Janio, Santa Ana College

			and Karen Wong, Skyline College 

			Note: The following article is not an official statement of the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges. The article is intended to engender discussion and consideration by local colleges.

			Consider the following scenario: Two distinct concepts are taught in a course. One involves the theoretical underpinnings and the other is practice within the field of study. The theory is covered during the lecture when the professor explains the thinking that has gone into the subject and its evolution, and the practical aspect of the course is covered during the lab, where students get to put into practice what they have learned. For example, an ESL instructor could explain in a lecture format the rules of grammar and teach students the syntax that governs the structure of a sentence in a particular tense. At the end of the lecture, he or she could give students a short quiz to see to what extent they understood the concepts taught to them. Then, the instructor could put students in groups to practice the rules that were explained and at the end of the activity ask them to roleplay a dialogue. At that point, the instructor, together with the students in the class, could observe how grammatical rules are applied and to what extent individual students have mastered the skills. 

			Faculty might attempt the same process in any of their courses. They can identify the theory and practice parts of the course and name them in terms of what it is that students in the class will be able to do once they learn these two distinct concepts. For example, as a result of the lecture, students will be able to evaluate the historical trends in the discipline, and as a result of the lab students will be able to analyze the practical implications of the concepts taught, in their daily lives, as practitioners in the given field of study. 

			As readers may have realized by now, this scenario is a process of SLO design and assessment. 

			At the end of such work, grading is going to take place. A given student might excel in the theoretical part of the course, passing a multiple-choice test with 97%, yet score only 73% on the practical application. The average of the two scores gives 85%, which could qualify the student for a B+ in that instructors defined grading scale. However, without breaking down the success rates of individual SLOs in theory and practice, an overall grade of B+ does not really tell to what extent the student has acquired one skill over the other. The grade does not, and by design, cannot give any information about the extent to which the student has acquired the theoretical understanding of the course and how well he or she can apply the theory into practice.

			In classroom instruction, professors are responsible for the content of their courses but may feel that they are off the hook once grades are issued. They may believe that they have done their jobs: they taught, they assessed, and they graded. A B+ grade is high enough for them to rest assured that students will do just fine moving forward and away from their classrooms. The problem is that the grade does not tell the whole story: the student may not have made the connection between theory and practice, perhaps because something is missing from the way that the course content was delivered. Professors should want to know what the students still need to learn. While faculty can also consider attendance, classroom participation, and extra credit, none of these activities truly supports the conviction that the student has learned anything in the classroom. Learning can be inferred but is shrouded in mystery hiding behind a B+.

			Faculty members of a department might love to indulge in the analysis of the SLO assessment data with colleagues to see the trends in academic attainment of the theoretical and practical skills of the course. Students might do well in theory because they already possess reading and study skills they acquired in previous courses, but they might fail in practice because they really do not understand how to apply the theories. Faculty should want to know what professional development the department needs to impact learning or what resources are needed to facilitate learning. 

			Faculty leaders responsible for student transfer would also want to know what skills students take away from classes when they move on to a four-year university. If a professor at a four-year school asks what the students can do, faculty want to be sure that the students can clearly answer that they can move seamlessly between theory and practice in their field of study. They want to be sure that a B+ will guarantee that the students have the foundation to succeed. 

			The same can be said of future employers. A B+ means little to them. At the time of a job interview, students need to be able to clearly articulate the competencies they have attained in the classroom that are relevant to the position for which they are applying. As such, students may list the following key skills on their resumes: critical thinking, problem solving, and small group leadership, among others. While these skills may be covered under the B+ umbrella, even students do not know to what extent they really mastered the skills. 

			The issue is that certain GPAs qualify students for enrollment in certain courses, but those grades may or may not translate into actual competencies. A key responsibility as educators is to ensure that all can arrive at a consensus of what the core knowledge, skills, and attitudes or mindsets are and the criteria by which to evaluate student work, to move from quantifying via a GPA to articulating via SLOs. Course completion does not guarantee nor is it the best suited measure of student learning. Colleges have a long way ahead if assessment of what students can do will guide the discussion for the benefit of students.

		

	
		
			Affirming Our Voice: The 2020 ASCCC Part-Time Institute

			by Andrew M. Wesley, ASCCC Part-Time Committee, Solano Community College

			The 2020 ASCCC Part-Time Institute was held between January 23 and 25 at the Napa Valley Marriott Hotel and Spa. This institute was the fourth annual event, the last two being co-sponsored by the California Community Colleges’ Success Network (3CSN). Since its inaugural year, the institute has been paid in full for all attendees, the funds for the last two years having been provided by 3CSN. The theme of this year’s institute was “Affirming Our Voice.”

			Following the second annual event in the summer of 2018, “Supporting Part-Time Faculty for Student Success,” the institute survey resulted in four areas of focus: onboarding, curricular guidance in content areas, integrating in the college culture, and professional development. Though these areas are extremely important and should continually be addressed throughout the community college system, they all have in common the apparent lack of institutions’ attention to the needs of part-time faculty. More often than not, the collective voice of part-time faculty goes unheard and in extreme cases is completely silent throughout the community college system. 

			The 2019-20 ASCCC Part-Time Committee felt it needed to address these issues in a far more provocative fashion. Centered on the ASCCC’s three main goals for 2019-20, the committee created a program that was designed not only to educate and inform, but more importantly, to provide spaces for open dialogue among the part-time faculty present. The question was how best to approach this theme. The committee spent a considerable amount of time discussing how to create a safe space in which all the participants would feel free even to have a voice, let alone affirm one.  The committee members knew that the topics they were going to develop for the various breakout sessions would be provocative in the sense that many of them could have easily turned negative; therefore, the members were always looking at each session through the lens of building trust among attendees. They asked questions such as how often part-time faculty hold back their voice in collegial situations, how often part-time faculty feel uncomfortable to speak up, and how the Part-Time Institute could help facilitate the ability for these individuals to be able to speak their truth to power.  Ultimately, the overall question was how the Part-Time Institute could leave the participants with a sense of validation and belonging.  The result was a myriad of dialogues intended to be productive, constructive, meaningful, honest, difficult, vexatious, and above all necessary. 

			The three general sessions focused on a wide range of topics: “From Job Announcement to Interview – Overview of Resources, Applications, and the Hiring Process” presented by ASCCC, “Finding Your Why” presented by 3CSN, and “Affirming Our Voice: The Dilemma” presented by the ASCCC Part-Time Committee.

			The four sets of breakout sessions were grouped according to the following topics: guided pathways, faculty governance, affirming our voice, and faculty diversification. Each session was crafted to address each of the four main themes and broached a myriad of topics with titles such as “Navigating Student Learning Outcomes as a Part Time Faculty Member,” “Segregation of People with Disabilities,” “Developing Proactive Methods to Mentor Minority Students to Enhance Their Learning Experience and Success Via Guided Pathways,” and “Tokenism: Are You the Elephant in the Room?”

			As is customary for such an event, the ASCCC sent out an electronic survey to all participants following the completion of the conference. The ultimate goal of the survey was to seek suggestions to improve and evolve the institute as the years’ progress. The survey asked seventeen questions, with many allowing for qualitative responses. Additionally, a final qualitative section asked for suggestions for improvement as the ASCCC moves forward. Out of the roughly 150 participants at the institute, forty-one completed the survey. The following is a summary of the results1:

			Question 1: How likely is it that you would recommend attending the Part-Time Faculty Institute to your colleagues?

			
					83% (34 participants) indicated they would indeed recommend this conference to colleagues.

			

			Question 2: Overall, how would you rate the Part-Time Faculty Institute?

			
					The responses ranged from good to excellent, with 58.54% (24 participants) indicating the latter. None of the respondents indicated the conference as being “poor” or “fair.”

			

			Question 3: Was this your first time at the Part-Time Faculty Institute?

			
					70.73% (29 participants) indicated that this year was their first time attending. The commentary was also predominantly positive, with many praising the location and facilities. Others celebrated the organization of the conference. The majority of comments spoke to the relevance of the topics and a feeling of camaraderie from being with colleagues in the same situation.  

			

			Question 5: What was your overall perspective of this year’s Part-Time Faculty Institute?

			
					Similar to the responses to Question 3, the overwhelming majority of respondents spoke to the organization of the conference. As one individual stated, “The Part-Time Faculty Institute was amazing. I left feeling inspired, renewed and better equipped to go back to my campuses and do the work. The topics and presenters were on point.”

			

			Question 7: Overall, how relevant were the topics presented during the General Sessions?

			
					The majority found the topics to be “very relevant” – 46.34% (19 participants). The other participants indicated that the sessions were either “somewhat relevant” (17.07%, or 7 responses) or “extremely relevant” (36.59%, or 15 responses).

					The general session upon which the institute was based, “Affirming Our Voice: The Dilemma,” garnered the most critical and visceral responses. While many respondents commented in a positive manner, some stated that the session made them feel uncomfortable. In addition, some felt that more solutions to the issues should have been presented.  	The Part-Time Committee was very aware when creating the session that it would evoke a wide-range of emotional responses. The individual scenarios and topics discussed during the session were meant to be difficult, but they illustrated real experiences that part-time faculty have faced. The committee understood that the participants might be excited, empowered, angry, depressed, and even uncomfortable about these issues. However, the ultimate goal motivating this particular general session was to create a safe space in which all attendees would not only feel a sense of camaraderie with one another, but also establish trust in knowing that part-time faculty have shared experiences that need to be addressed, allowing participants to speak freely with their whole voice and not have fear of being judged.  
	While the conversations held were powerful, many of them indeed were left open- ended. Two factors contributed to this situation: time and too many scenarios presented. The Part-Time Committee wanted to have a robust, interactive conversation with as many different scenarios and issues as would be possible to address in the time permitted. In this respect, the committee may have been overly optimistic and might better have focused on a smaller number of scenarios that would then have allowed for longer conversations that would ultimately make the attendees feel more resolved.



			

			Question 12: Overall, how helpful were the topics presented during the breakout sessions?

			
					Forty of the respondents indicated either “somewhat helpful,” “very helpful,” or “extremely helpful.” Only one indicated that the topics were “not so helpful.” Unfortunately, this question did not have a qualitative section in which the respondents could explain why they felt this way.

			

			Question 13: Please select the top 2 breakout topics that were most useful to you.

			
					The two sessions that garnered the most responses were “Guided Pathways and You: What Is Your Role as a Part-Time Faculty Member” at 32.5% (13 responses) and “Legislation and Part-Time Faculty—What Has Happened, What Is Coming, and What Can We Do?” at 30% (12 responses). The remaining breakout sessions had a relatively equal distribution of relevance, with an average of six responses each. The least relevant session to these respondents was the breakout session “Affirming Our Collective Voices: Empowerment through Integrated Reading and Writing in the Classroom,” with only one response. The qualitative responses were extremely positive, with one participant summarizing them by saying, “the breakouts help[ed] me feel a sense of community between other campuses across the state. [They] let me know that other faculty have similar experiences and find creative ways to manage their needs while increasing student success rates in their courses.”

			

			Question 17: How likely are you to attend the Part-Time Faculty Institute again in the future?

			
					The vast majority of the respondents indicated that they were “extremely likely” to attend again (75.61%, or 31 responses). Seven others indicated that they were either “somewhat likely” or “very likely” to attend again, and only three indicated that they were “not so likely” to return.

			

			The Part-Time Committee will continue to explore ways to improve upon the success of this conference in the future.  A number of suggestions essentially said, “keep up the good work.” 

			A few respondents spoke to the scheduling of the event. In prior years, the institute had been held during the summer months. This timing has its own pros and cons, and the ASCCC determined that the event was better scheduled during the academic year. However, scheduling the institute in January meant that for most participants, it occurred during their first weeks of the Spring term. As future events are planned, the timing of the institute should be reevaluated.

			
					Others spoke to the lack of communication about and publicity for the conference. Although the ASCCC website does contain all sponsored events and details, the majority of part-time faculty across the California Community Colleges system may be unaware of its existence and relevance to their lives as faculty. Increased communication with local senates might help them to do a better job in relaying these types of events when they arise, especially in the case of the Part-Time Institute, as it is free for all participants.  

					Attendees indicated strongly that the institute should provide more solutions to issues rather than merely talking about them. Future institutes might therefore include more breakouts that focus on solution-based facilitation. While not every problem and concern facing part-time faculty has a solution that can be offered at an institute, future Part-Time Committees should make such breakouts a goal.

					Finally, many attendees suggested that more part-time voices should be heard throughout the institute, especially at the general sessions. This issue has been reoccurring since the inaugural event, and this year’s committee made a concerted effort to have as many part-time presenters as possible.  The institute achieved this goal with the fact that all but two of the breakout sessions were led by part-time faculty. One respondent did note that the institute was “more diverse than past conferences, and [had] a few more part-time faculty voices.” In the future, the general sessions might also be designed with more part-time inclusion on the panels.

			

			Ultimately, the 2020 Part-time Institute was a notable success. The majority of the topics were difficult to discuss and explore. The presented topics allowed for various institutional challenges to be addressed, which was one of the main goals of this year’s institute. In order for part-time faculty to reaffirm their voice across the CCC system, part-timers must first find their voice. Doing so requires having difficult but productive discussions. The Part-Time Institute provides a perfect setting for such a dialogue. The work is not complete, however; each successive institute should strive for improvement and constant evolution: more inclusion, better communication and dialogue, new voices and ideas, greater networking opportunities, and other improvements to benefit the many outstanding part-time faculty in the California Community Colleges system.

			

			
				
					1	 Some questions will be skipped in this summary, as either they relate to logistics rather than outcomes or the responses applied to issues not necessarily falling under the academic senate purview, such as compensation.

				

			

		

	
		
			How to Start Anti-racism Work at a Colorblind Institution

			by Michelle Velasquez Bean, ASCCC Faculty Leadership Development Chair

			Abdimalik Buul, San Diego City College

			and Elizabeth Imhof, ASCCC Faculty Leadership Development Committee, Santa Barbara College

			As colleges celebrate the rise of diversity, equity, and inclusion awareness and programming across the California Community Colleges system, they must ask themselves why their diversity, equity, and inclusion work has done little to bridge the equity achievement gap. Diversity programming, which is largely the celebration and normalization of difference, does not address the root causes of the inequity embedded in the educational system (McNair, Bensimon, and Malcom-Piquex, 2020). If institutions are to commit authentically to serving the students they are leaving behind, they must be willing to look more deeply into themselves and their institutional structures and honestly address the documented fact that race is at the heart of this inequity. They must heed the words of Angela Davis: “It is not enough to be non-racist; we must be anti-racist.” Anti-racism work requires both personal and structural analysis and a commitment to accountability to people of color and to the transformation of imbedded oppression in educational systems supported by years of custom, legislation, and practice.  

			In order to take the deep look necessary to penetrate the heart of institutional racism, campuses must first begin with difficult conversations on race and racism. A key cause of tension around this conversation is a lack of shared vocabulary and common understanding regarding what is meant by race, racism, and institutional racism. Conversations regarding anti-racism work need to begin with a shared definition of the term “racism.” For the purposes of anti-racism work, racism is defined as “any prejudice against someone because of their race, when those views are reinforced by systems of power” (Oluo, 2019). This complete definition is essential to productive conversations about race because without including power in the analysis, racism is reduced to individual acts of prejudice rather than an understanding that racist acts are part of larger system of oppression. This definition also explains why no such thing as reverse racism exists. People from the dominant race who benefit from the privilege of power cannot experience racism (Oluo, 2019).  

			One of the greatest obstacles to effective campus anti-racism work is ideas surrounding racism that are embedded in a good-bad binary where society is divided into the bad people who are racist and the good people who are colorblind and see all people as equal. An anti-racist analysis views racism as structural and embedded into all societal structures; therefore, all people are affected by racism and hold implicit bias that allows for the sustenance of racist structures. The good-bad binary prevents good-meaning people from confronting their own racism or taking action against racism because their beliefs that connect racism to their own immorality do not allow them to see or acknowledge the racism around them, nor their accountability and complacency. The moral investment in not being a racist makes people actively resistant to anti-racist change (D’Angelo, 2018). When anti-racists declare their institution is racist, those who do not have a common understanding see this statement as a deep moral affront and resist moving forward in conversation or action. An explanation of the anti-racist perspective with a structural perspective on racism allows for the elimination of the diversion of the good-bad binary and clears the way for the structural analysis necessary to set a foundation for effective and meaningful change.  

			Anti-racists also understand that belief in colorblindness and meritocracy, which are directly connected to the good-bad binary, also serve as an obstacle to productive anti-racism discussion. When people claim to see and treat all people equally, regardless of race, they disregard the negative impact racism has had on the lives of people of color and the privilege and opportunity that comes with being white. For this reason, institutions have moved beyond an inadequate focus on equality to a more informed aspiration of equity. Colleges must no longer direct their efforts to providing all students with the same resources but must instead provide students with what each one needs through an individualized assessment that takes into consideration the legacy of racism (Crenshaw, Harris, HoSang and Lipsitz, 2019).  

			Anti-racist analysis should not be limited to the experience of students. Colleges must also include a discussion of the traditional governance structures that have worked in community college institutions to oppress and marginalize faculty in addition to diverse student populations. Structural racism has been embedded in educational systems since their foundations. Colleges’ governance structures have adapted to support and sustain inequity, and those who work in the system have learned to adapt and in many cases even thrive. For this reason, Audre Lorde’s (1984) words “The master’s tools will never dismantle the master’s house” must be taken into consideration. A new form of campus organizing is needed to support anti-racism work. Traditional shared governance structures have supported racist structures and have historically silenced people of color and their allies as gadflies and troublemakers. In order to allow space for authentic anti-racism work, anti-racist activists must be supported to organize outside of the structures that have traditionally silenced and villainized them. Moreover, leaders must also be accountable to people of color provided with resources and empowered to enact change, even as the structures and the status-quo that has thrived for so long resists. This examination of governance and power structures of the institution, and fostering changes that support the voice and power of the disenfranchised, must be an integral part of community colleges.

			While accountability to people of color is essential to anti-racism work, careful attention must also be paid to avoid over-taxing people of color with the burden of fixing racist structures.  Harper (2013) defined onlyness “as the psycho-emotional burden of having to strategically navigate a racially politicized space occupied by few peers, role models and guardians from one’s same racial or ethnic group” (p. 189). Many times, faculty of color are a minority of one in their departments, and their voices are stifled in advocating for equity or diversity. Furthermore, faculty of color are often serving on various diversity initiatives or mentoring students of color in addition to completing their tenure and other campus obligations and contributions (Carter & O’Brien, 1993). These concerted efforts on their parts detract them from advancing into deanship or administrative positions, and they often experience burnout. 

			The need for white allies to support faculty of color is paramount to any systematic change occurring. These efforts may look different depending on how hostile each campus environment is and where each college is in its unique efforts of equitizing its institutions. People of color should not be burdened with resolving structural racism; such a demand is similar to telling a sick person to find the cure to his or her illness or a bullied victim to just “deal with it.” People of color should be consulted and be recommending polices, not necessarily authoring them. They should be crafting the vision but not necessarily have the responsibility of implementing it. Colleges must not burden colleagues of color with the labor of activism in protest of racist structures. White allies should carry the load in support of their students and colleagues of color, with complete accountability to people of color. Awareness must also be cultivated regarding the legacy of paternalism and imbalanced power dynamics between white activists and people of color in social justice work that has inhibited true anti-racist social transformation.

			Strong anti-racist leadership is needed to dismantle systems and requires engaging in practices that are foundational to established structures. Effective examples of anti-racist practices include creating grassroots committees comprised of a variety of stakeholders from across campus who come together to make significant impacts on policy change and the restructuring of practices. If a campus is comfortable with the status quo or perhaps holding on to past practices, claiming that those practices have always worked, yet faculty of color express frustration and the campus lacks impactful diversity and inclusion practices that support data-driven changes to ameliorate equity gaps for students, campus leaders should examine those policies and practices. Anti-racism and equity training should transcend a surface celebration of diversity that does not get to the heart of structural racism and bias.   

			Some districts have invested in professional development programs that bring awareness and train staff and faculty regarding the many forms of systemic racism and oppression so that they can act as effective and well-informed advocates, allies, and partners to students and faculty of color. Effective anti-racism training creates a critical mass of colleagues who can lead a campus through an equity audit that identifies not only equity gaps but also structural barriers to equity and actions in order to dismantle them as well. Others have supported the creation of affinity groups—e.g., voluntary groups of people with the same interests and common goals. Common goals of affinity groups are to support faculty of color, anti-racism work, and equity-minded practices for student success, especially in support of historically underserved groups such as black, latinx, Native-American, and Asian-Pacific Islander populations.   

			No matter where a campus is on the continuum of awareness and understanding, faculty must be brave and begin these conversations in the spaces in which they have influence and power. Transformational change begins with identifying systems and practices of racism and oppression and actively working to break and change those systems.     

			Resources: 

			Carter, D. J., & O’Brien, E. O. (1993). Employment and Hiring Patterns for Faculty of Color. American Council on Education Research Briefs, 4.6, pp. 2–16.

			Crenshaw, K., Harris, L., HoSang, D., & Lipsitz, G. (2019). Seeing Race Again: Countering Colorblindness Across the Disciplines. Berkeley, CA: U California P.  

			DiAngelo, R. (2018). White Fragility: Why It’s So Hard for White People to Talk About Racism. Boston: Beacon Press. 

			Harper, S. R. (2013). Am I My Brother’s Teacher? Black Undergraduates, Racial Socialization, and Peer Pedagogies in Predominately White Post-Secondary Contexts. Review of Research in Education, 37(1), pp. 183–211. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X12471300.

			Lorde, Audre. (1984). The Master’s Tools Will Never Dismantle the Master’s House. Sister Outsider: Essays and Speeches. Berkeley, CA: Crossing Press. pp. 110- 114.  

			McNair, T., Bensimon, E., & Malcolm-Piqeux, L. (2020). From Equity Talk to Equity Walk: Expanding Practitioner Knowledge for Racial Justice in Higher Education. Hoboken:  Jossey-Bass.

			Oluo, I. (2019).  So You Want to Talk About Race. New York: Hachette Book Group.

		

	
		
			ASCCC Valuing Your Voice: Walking the Talk

			by Julie Bruno, ASCCC Womyn’s Caucus Contact

			Carrie Roberson, ASCCC Small and Rural Caucus Contact

			and Michelle Velasquez Bean, ASCCC Faculty Leadership Development Committee Chair

			Academic Senate for California Community Colleges (ASCCC) Bylaws Article VI states, “Academic Senate caucuses are intended to serve as groups of independently organized faculty to meet, network, and deliberate collegially in order to form a collective voice on issues of common concern that caucus members feel are of vital importance to faculty and the success of students as they relate to academic and professional matters.” The caucus structure is a conscious effort by the ASCCC to establish a means within the organization to ensure all voices are heard.  

			In spring 2009, the delegates to the ASCCC Plenary Session passed Resolution 1.05, Creation of Diversity Caucuses, calling for the creation of caucuses for “faculty belonging to monitored groups with minority or diverse ancestral roots from traditionally underrepresented groups.” The goal was to “bring issues or concerns pertaining to equity and diversity related to leadership at the state and local level as well as to the profession and to professional practice” to the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate. The ASCCC Bylaws were changed in 2010 to reflect the addition of the caucus structure, and two more resolutions in 2010 and 2013 respectively were passed to update the bylaws and procedures regarding caucuses. 

			How many caucuses are there in the ASCCC?

			Over time, the total number of caucuses has varied and has included representation from noncredit faculty, part-time faculty, and vocational education faculty. Caucuses currently active and recognized by the Executive Committee for 2019-2020 include the following:

			
					LGBTQIA+ Caucus (established November 9, 2010)

					Small or Rural College  (established February 4, 2015)

					Latinx Caucus (established December 19, 2017)

					Womyn’s Caucus (established July 20, 2019)

					Black Caucus (established November 6, 2019)

			

			What changes has the ASCCC made to the caucus structure since 2019?

			ASCCC Bylaws call for the Executive Committee to establish the policies, procedures, and guidelines for caucuses, and thus the current Executive Committee members, in collaboration with the current caucus leaders and the Faculty Leadership Development Committee, responded to fall 2019 Resolution 1.09, Academic Senate Caucus Restructuring by updating and changing the caucus guidelines as follows: 

			
					Caucuses are now allowed to freely determine their own internal organization and operations structure as they see fit; this change was in response to current caucus leaders conveying the need to dismantle unnecessary hierarchies and to allow for each caucus to have a “contact” instead of president or similar hierarchical leadership structures. 

					The ASCCC has provided a space at every plenary session for caucuses to meet; however, caucus meetings were scheduled at night after the resolutions process was complete. Beginning in 2020, caucus meeting times will vary in order to facilitate involvement in the resolution and election processes.

					The ASCCC, to the best of their ability, will stagger the caucus meeting times so that participants may attend more than one caucus meeting if they choose, supporting intersectionality of faculty among caucuses. 

					Caucuses are encouraged to collaborate with ASCCC leaders regarding professional development activities to support diverse faculty. 

					Each caucus is now assigned an ASCCC Executive Committee member to serve as a resource to the caucus; these individuals may be caucus members if they choose to join. The Executive Committee member does not serve in a leadership capacity but rather as a conduit to the Executive Committee.

					Caucuses only have to update their membership and status every five years to remain active by submitting the Recognition of Caucus Application form to retain active status with ASCCC. Prior to the new process, the form had to be updated every year.  

			

			Why did the ASCCC make caucuses a more substantial part of the organization?  

			ASCCC leadership heard the urging of current caucus leaders and members to be more intentional in ensuring that they are listening to the voices and needs of diverse faculty membership, as called for in the 2017-2020 Strategic Plan. Hopefully, these changes will encourage involvement from faculty and create further support for underrepresented faculty voices.  

			How do you join an ASCCC caucus?   

			Faculty who are interested in joining a current caucus or attending a caucus meeting can find more information on the ASCCC caucuses webpage.1 All are welcome. 

			How do you start an ASCCC Caucus?

			In order to be formally recognized by the ASCCC, caucuses must meet the criteria detailed on the ASCCC Caucuses webpage.2 That criteria includes submitting the Recognition of Caucus Form to the ASCCC Office at any time during the year and listing membership and contact information from a minimum of ten faculty from at least four different colleges and at least two districts. The application should include a statement explaining how the objectives and activities of the caucus will further the goals and objectives articulated in the ASCCC strategic plan. 

			Caucuses should be formed around broad issues of ongoing concerns connected to academic and professional matters not specific to one discipline, be open to all, be free of fees or dues, operate in a lawful manner, and not promote any offensive actions or hate. Caucuses are formally established by a simple majority vote of the ASCCC Executive Committee to approve the written application. For additional information, please contact the ASCCC office at info@asccc.org.

			

			
				
					1	 Information on joining or forming a caucus can be found at https://www.asccc.org/node/184082/.

				

				
					2	 See note 1 above

				

			

		

	
		
			Supporting the Professional Development of Women Leaders 

			by Rebecca Eikey, Academic Senate President, College of the Canyons

			Christy Karau, ASCCC Faculty Leadership Development Committee, Sierra College

			and Michelle Velasquez Bean, ASCCC Faculty Leadership Development Committee Chair

			Most people would agree that communication brings people together and, with empathy and an open mind, can provide the foundation for understanding and growth. The thought of moving into action and beyond words is exciting: to change a dominant culture to one more inclusive of all diverse voices, one that validates and empowers those often silenced and marginalized. Women, for example, have been trailblazing and fighting for equality and equity for centuries. 

			The authors of this article are women in higher education who at times struggle to find safety and acceptance in some spaces within their workplaces and fields. The marginalization of women in higher education is documented (Muhs, et al, 2012 and Diangelo, 2018). The lack of sensitivity to women’s issues in the workplace and especially in academia needs to be communicated and addressed. Microaggressions are often felt, and the marginalization is palpable at conference tables and in office hallways. The disappointments of someone literally cutting your words out of your written work, dismissing your opinions in a meeting, or calling you “darling” or “girly” or “touchy feely” are all microaggressions and actions that are still painful no matter how much one tries to be strong, forgive, and continue the work. Women are warriors, but perhaps they need more than just their own willingness to fight; maybe they need everyone to hear them, to see them, and to fight with them. 

			Responses in Scholarship and ASCCC 

			In a collection of scholarly articles titled Presumed Incompetent, women in higher education share powerful stories and publish studies conducted on topics including politics, hierarchies, campus climate, violence, social justice, intersectionality, tokenism, and the need for allies and healing (Muhs, et al., 2012). These topics are of interest to current and past ASCCC leadership as well. As a first step to investigating more about women’s issues, the ASCCC leadership commenced an effort to find ways to support women.

			In Spring 2018, the delegates to the ASCCC Plenary Session adopted the 2018-2023 Strategic Plan for the ASCCC. This plan includes six overarching goals. The second goal, “Engage and Empower Diverse Groups of Faculty at All Levels of State and Local Leadership,” has two objectives: increase leadership development opportunities to prepare diverse faculty to participate in and lead local and statewide conversations, and increase the diversity of faculty representation on committees of the ASCCC, including the Executive Committee, and other system consultation bodies to better reflect the diversity of California. The ASCCC’s Faculty Leadership Development Committee (FLDC) has been working on strategies to address the first objective. One of these strategies is to create professional development focused on specific populations of faculty. Given the current socio-cultural climate for women, the FLDC wanted to determine whether specific professional development for women would be beneficial. To answer this question, focus groups were held at the June 2019 Faculty Leadership Institute and the fall 2019 Womyn’s Survey was released to colleges. 

			ASCCC Focus Group Results and the Start of the Womyn’s Caucus

			At the 2019 Faculty Leadership Institute, two sessions were conducted and open to all institute participants to gather information from faculty. The focus groups revealed various needs and topics of interest to women leaders. Overall, the participants emphasized the desire for mentoring and networking, the value of allies and collaboration, training on communication styles and tools to support leadership, and the importance of self-care and time to support the work, including the life balance of parenting and family responsibilities. Both sessions were productive and powerful, with input from approximately ten to twelve women in each session and from two men at one session. The participants engaged in an activity with small group discussion and also anecdotally gave positive feedback about the activities and overall direction.  

			The participants expressed an interest in continuing professional development work and seeing more support for women. They also expressed interest in the creation of a caucus focused on women’s issues. As an answer to that call, in fall 2019, women leaders started the ASCCC Womyn’s Caucus. Caucus meetings are held at every ASCCC plenary session and offer space to share voices, concerns, and any needs for leadership development. Anyone who wants to be an ally for women is encouraged to attend.1

			ASCCC Womyn’s Survey Results

			A cursory glance at the results from the Womyn’s Survey sent out on the ASCCC senate presidents’ listserv in fall of 2019 indicates that a high number of respondents were white women (61%). The results showed that the majority agreed that faculty leadership opportunities exist for women (60% agree, 14% disagree). Further, 80% of these respondents said they feel that they are perceived as competent. The takeaway from these responses is that a fair amount of white women have opportunities and say that because of those opportunities, they feel that they “belong” (66%). 

			With closer consideration, the fall 2019 Womyn’s Survey provided additional insights about the professional development needs that supported the information gathered from the focus groups and thus will help shape the future direction of the work of the FLDC. Three areas are worth noting: campus climate, faculty supporting faculty, and understanding societal influences on leadership.

			What did give pause was that sixteen percent of respondents said that they “feel their voice is not heard” and that they “feel disrespected” on their campuses. The FLDC is curious as to whether these responses are due to sexism, racism, ageism, or other organizational culture dynamics. In a Harvard Business Review article titled, “Do Your Employees Feel Respected?,” Kristie Rogers writes, “Employees report more disrespectful and uncivil behavior each year” (2018). One must therefore wonder if the 16% of the survey responses are the start of a new trend, why these faculty leaders responded that they do not feel respected, and in what positions or circumstances they do not feel respected. Additional follow up was clearly needed to help understand. 

			Moreover, the fall 2019 Womyn’s Survey revealed another interesting point regarding the types of support that have been beneficial to women leaders:  faculty colleagues are instrumental in the support and development of leadership skills. A significant number of respondents — 91% — made that claim. This conclusion was confirmed by the list of opportunities identified by respondents as most desired to support their professional growth. The top two were mentorship and networking: faculty supporting faculty. This result aligns with the Faculty Leadership Institute focus groups’ feedback as well.

			Women and Intersectionality

			In addition to the overwhelming need for leadership development through mentoring opportunities, another theme emerged. Many survey respondents revealed that they have a strong interest in leadership development that includes “understanding societal influences on race, ethnicity, and gender effects on leadership.” As scholars and practitioners who will drive professional development offerings, the FLDC sees the need to acknowledge the varied lived experiences and dimensions that intersect to shape identities. If the ASCCC is to serve the leadership needs of women in community colleges, then it must consider the multiple identities that women hold and understand. Not acknowledging the intersection of those identities perpetuates a system given to the oppression and marginalization of women instead of fostering liberation and validation (Mitchell and Bean, 2020). Therefore, previous equity and diversity training, along with the Leadership Institute, proved to be helpful for leadership growth, but respondents identified that more training is needed, specifically to address equity, diversity, and intersectionality.

			Actions and Next Steps

			Often, this type of research generates more questions than answers. One must ask whether a connection exists between disrespect and incivility as a barrier to leadership, why respondents are saying they need professional development to understand race, ethnicity, and gender effects on leadership, and why some women feel that they do not belong. As a next step to answering these questions and digging deeper to get a full understanding of what both women and faculty of color need to feel supported in the community college system as leaders, the ASCCC will be sending out another survey to faculty statewide through listservs and organizations that include historically underrepresented groups such as women, black, latinx, Native-American, and Asian-Pacific Islander. 

			Additionally, the ASCCC will be launching a newly designed Faculty Empowerment and Leadership Academy projected to start in fall 2020, a one-on-one mentoring program focusing on curriculum and professional development activities that provide brave spaces to connect with other campus leaders and provide the space for courageous conversations that investigate equity, diversity, and inclusion. Participants will have the time to share personal and collective experiences on race, privilege, and oppression. The goal is to embolden new faculty leaders to advocate for transformative change on their campuses and to guide them by providing networking opportunities and guidance for navigating systems of higher education. 

			The ASCCC is also available to provide support through technical visits for any professional development needs a campus or local academic senate may have in supporting women, faculty of color, and all leadership development. Requests can be made by emailing a description of the need to info@asccc.org. The Academic Senate looks forward to being a resource and service to all faculty and colleges. 

			We are all complex human beings with diverse lived experiences. These efforts to support women and faculty of color could be the start of an intentional determination to invite more voices to the spaces within academia.  The ASCCC hopes all faculty will all be part of this commitment with us. 

			Resources: 

			Diangelo, R. (2018). White Fragility. Boston: Beacon. 23.

			Mitchell, E and Bean, M. (2020, February). Sex, Gender, Race, and Economic Disadvantage: Courageous Conversations About Intersectionality. Rostrum. Retrived from the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges website: https://asccc.org/content/sex-gender-race-and-economic-disadvantage-courageous-conversations-about-intersectionality

			Muhs, G. G., Niemann, Y. F., González, C. & G., Harris, A. P., eds. (2012). Presumed Incompetent. Boulder, Co.: University Press of Colorado. 

			Rogers, K. (2018, July-August). Do Your Employees Feel Respected? Harvard Business Review. 62–71.Retrieved from the Harvard Business Review website: https://hbr.org/2018/07/do-your-employees-feel-respected

			Williams, K. C. (1994). Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence Against Women of Color. The Public Nature of Private Violence. M. A. Fineman and R. Mykitiuk, eds. New York: Routledge. 93-118. Retrieved from https://www.racialequitytools.org/resourcefiles/mapping-margins.pdf

			

			
				
					1	 More information on the caucus can be found at https://asccc.org/womyns-caucus.

				

			

		

	
		
			“State of the Heart”: Jonnah Laroche, the First Faculty Member on the Board of Governors

			by David Morse, History of the ASCCC Project Chair

			(In 2013, the Academic Senate Executive Committee approved a project to record and preserve the history of the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges. The April 2017 Rostrum contains an article that explains the intent and structure of this project. The following article was written as an aspect of the history project and is the first in a series of planned articles remembering individuals who made outstanding contributions to the work of the ASCCC.)

			In 1983, the California Legislature passed Senate Bill 1204, which granted nomination responsibilities to the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges for faculty positions on the California Community Colleges Board of Governors. AB 1204 was sponsored by the Faculty Association for California Community Colleges (FACCC) and passed despite “opposition from the administrators, the CCC board, and even the California Teachers Association” (McCallum 2000). Granted this new authority, the ASCCC conducted an extensive application process before submitting six nominees to Governor Deukmejian (Conn, 1986). In 1984, the governor appointed Jonnah Laroche, an English professor at Allan Hancock College, as the first faculty member of the Board of Governors.

			Laroche, who had previously served as president of the ASCCC from 1982 to 1983, would be reappointed to the Board of Governors three times and would remain on the board until 1989. Since that time, many faculty members have served on the Board of Governors with dedication and distinction. Yet Laroche will always remain the first, and she set a very high standard of performance to which all of her successors have had to aspire.

			Tom Nussbaum, who worked in the California Community Colleges system as Vice-Chancellor for Governmental Affairs, as Vice-Chancellor for Legal Affairs, and finally as Chancellor for the system from 1996 to 2004, recalls that Laroche “was highly regarded by her fellow board members. In fact, she was appointed chair of the Education Policies Committee.” Nussbaum further comments that “She had a quick wit and a dry sense of humor, and she never took herself too seriously. She was a calming influence for the board, always wearing a smile and never letting herself get caught up in heated discussions between board members. It’s hard for me to think that there could possibly be a better first faculty member of the BOG” (Nussbaum, 2020).

			As a board member, Laroche was an independent, strong thinker who spoke her mind and acted in what she believed to be the faculty interest without being intimidated by anyone. Karen Grosz, ASCCC president from 1987 to 1989 and later a faculty member on the Board of Governors beginning in 1989, notes that after joining the board she was advised by Scott Wylie, the board president, that she should break her ties with her local academic senate and should not attend ASCCC area meetings. Grosz shared Wylie’s comments with Laroche and asked for advice; Laroche shrugged off the suggestion and “said she never even requested permission to attend area meetings, but just attended” (Grosz, 1990). This exchange shows the attitude Laroche took toward her service on the board: she was responsible to the faculty she represented, and neither the board president nor the chancellor would direct her actions or comments.

			Throughout her service on the board, Laroche maintained her commitment to the role of faculty in the community college system. At the Fall 1988 ASCCC plenary session, shortly after the passage of the landmark legislation AB 1725 (Vasconcellos, 1988) defined the rights and responsibilities of academic senates in college governance, Laroche addressed the plenary attendees in a luncheon presentation.  The 1988-89 ASCCC Annual Report includes the following recap of that speech, including comments that still ring true today: 

			Affirmative action policies and practices will be as effective and strong or as ineffective and weak as the faculty let them be. Another area for faculty leadership involves staff development. Finally, Laroche commented, faculty must renew their sense of value of a community college education and its unique role in California. In closing, Laroche noted that community college faculty are members of a particularly noble and valuable profession which can shape the future.

			Yet perhaps even more present for Laroche than her commitment to faculty was a keen focus on the issue that should be at the forefront for all Board of Governors members and indeed for all who work in the community college system: serving the success and needs of students. Upon her retirement from the board, Laroche spoke at the Spring 1990 ASCCC Plenary Session. The 1989-90 ASCCC Annual Report summarizes a part of her comments on that occasion as follows:

			[Laroche] reminded [the plenary attendees] also of the embarrassing, disgraceful transfer rates for minority students and for the disabled. She pointed out that the [ASCCC] Executive Committee had proposed a resolution to the session that would commit to raising the transfer rates by 5% each year. She challenged her listeners to return to their campuses and to ask their local trustees to endorse the resolution, to create a campus task force to address the issue, and to personally commit to mentoring at least two students in each class . . . She said, “If we do not make an effort of this sort, make it happen and make it work, we run the risk of condoning the presence of a permanent underclass.  Teaching at the community colleges should be state of the heart.”… She concluded that community colleges are built not only on the premise of opportunity but also on the promise of opportunity.

			One can perhaps debate as to whether Laroche was ahead of her time, since her comments addressed very real issues that faculty, students, and colleges faced as she spoke, but one can hardly question that her reflections and exhortations remain as relevant today as they were then.

			The ASCCC honored Laroche as a senator emeritus with Resolution 1.05 in Spring 1990 and again with Resolution 1.02 in Fall 1994 upon her passing. In 1994, the Jonnah Laroche Memorial Scholarship for continuing and transferring community college students was established. Yet Laroche’s impact on the ASCCC and on faculty in the California Community Colleges system goes beyond recognition and honors. First as ASCCC president and later as the first faculty member on the Board of Governors, Laroche blazed a trail of faculty leadership for all who followed her, speaking for the faculty with a clear and unrestrained voice and demonstrating her constant dedication to serving the interests of all community college students. 
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			The Updated ASCCC Rules and How They Apply to Special Elections 

			by Geoffrey Dyer, ASCCC Standards and Practices Committee Chair 

			In fall of 2019, ASCCC plenary session delegates debated and adopted a series of resolutions that updated sections of the ASCCC Rules—and in one case, its bylaws—that pertain to the elections process for members of the ASCCC Executive Committee. The order in which representative positions are elected has been reversed. Nominations from the floor will not be called for except in the case of positions for which no one has accepted a nomination. From a procedural standpoint, one of the most drastic changes amended the rules to incorporate instant-runoff voting, a topic that is addressed in some detail in the February 2020 Rostrum. 

			Many of the proposed and adopted resolutions updating the rules and altering the ASCCC elections process were presented within the context of the ASCCC’s commitment to diversity and in an effort to address concerns that being elected to the Executive Committee for the first time may be unreasonably difficult and that the previous rules and elections procedures may have favored incumbents. Significantly, the delegates voted in favor of term limits of three one-year terms for officers and two two-year terms for representatives, whereas the only previous limitation on term length applied to the president.  

			One of the more controversial elections-related topics during the Fall 2019 Plenary Session was the practice of “trickling,” which for many years allowed candidates to be considered for multiple positions. When trickling was in place, if a candidate did not prevail in an election for a position, the candidate was allowed to be considered for other positions as well, “trickling” down through the elections for the positions that the candidate was eligible for. However, the adoption of Resolution 1.07 F19, Clarify Nomination Process and Eliminate Trickling ended the practice of trickling, instead amending the rules to provide that candidates could accept no more than two nominations and providing that in the event that a candidate accepts two nominations, “the first election in which the candidate prevails will be the position the candidate subsequently assumes.” While some argue that this change simply affects the nomenclature, all will agree that the adoption of the resolution limits the number of nominations a candidate can accept to two, whereas the previous rules and practice of trickling technically allowed a candidate to be considered for all positions that the candidate may have been eligible for: president, vice-president, treasurer, secretary, north or south, area representative, and at-large. 

			These changes have provoked some local senate members, the ASCCC Standards and Practices Committee, and the Executive Committee to ask about special elections for unexpired term positions. Specifically, the question is whether candidates who accepted two nominations but did not succeed in gaining a position in the regular elections can be considered for special elections. Mid-cycle incumbents, one year into a two-year term as a representative, are sometimes elected to a different position, thus leaving the remainder of the original term open. In addition, members of the Executive Committee in some cases depart their positions unexpectedly during the plenary session. When such vacancies occur, a special election is held.

			The updated rules do not allow for a candidate to accept more than two nominations. However, the ASCCC Rules and the Elections Procedures Manual clarify that special elections are separate from regular elections and do not begin until the regular election is concluded. Section I.D.2 of the ASCCC Rules reads, “If there is a vacancy on the Board of Directors, a special election to fill that vacancy may be held on the last day of the Fall or Spring Plenary Session. Any special election will be held following all regularly scheduled elections.” The ASCCC Elections Procedures Manual further clarifies that “If a position becomes vacant during the election, a special election can be held upon completion of the regular election.  However, the nominations for the vacant position cannot be opened until the end of the regular election.”  These statements imply that special elections are different and separate elections from regular elections. Candidates could not accept nominations for special elections in advance of the regular elections at a plenary session because the vacancies would not yet exist. Even when mid-cycle incumbents accept nominations for other positions, nominations for their own positions cannot be taken until the positions become available. Since the regular election is a different election from the special election, candidates that did not prevail in the regular election can accept nominations in the special election just as they might at the regular elections at the subsequent plenary, but since the same rules apply to the special elections, no candidate can accept more than two nominations during the special election.

			The 2020 Spring Plenary Session will be the first time the updated elections procedures will be implemented. It will be exciting, and hopefully not too confusing, for delegates to participate in the election of their Executive Committee using these new procedures.

		

	
		
			To Serve or Not to Serve: Considerations When Running for the ASCCC Executive Committee

			by Stephanie Curry, ASCCC North Representative 

			and Carrie Roberson, ASCCC North Representative 

			“Our work is about the “We” not the “I”

			Serving on the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges (ASCCC) is amazing, exhausting, exhilarating, and even sometimes overwhelming. It is truly an opportunity to represent the 60,000 dynamic faculty members throughout the California Community Colleges system, but with this great honor comes great responsibility. As faculty consider running for the ASCCC Executive Committee, this article offers some advice and “what we wish we knew” through a collection of quotations from current and former Executive Committee members. The following are some considerations to help interested faculty determine when or if it is their time to run.

			Commitment to the ASCCC 

			“The role of an Executive Committee member is year-round. There is less work to do during the summer and winter breaks, but terms are for an entire year or two years.” 

			The ASCCC recognizes the benefits to students, faculty, and the California Community Colleges system that are gained from a variety of personal experiences, values, and views that derive from individuals with diverse backgrounds. Executive Committee members have respect for and are committed to promoting equal opportunity and inclusion of diverse voices and opinions, particularly through the trajectory of serving in various roles on the committee or as an ASCCC officer.

			This service is a commitment that is not confined to the academic year. While the work may slow down to a degree between June and August, Executive Committee members do not take the summer off. Summer events such as the Faculty Leadership Institute and the Curriculum Institute, as well as ongoing work such as monitoring legislation and Chancellor’s Office activities, make serving on the Executive Committee a year-round experience.

			Type of work

			“Exec is less about employing what you already know and more about learning and growing.” 

			 When considering serving for the ASCCC in various capacities, one should recognize that the California Community Colleges system itself is diverse in terms of the size, location, and student population of its colleges and districts, and both one’s participation and demands will vary according to the position one holds and the assignments one is given. The Executive Committee experience is in many ways more about what you take away than what you bring with you, so members must be open to learning. 

			Each Executive Committee member is typically assigned to chair at least one committee or taskforce and be the second on another. Being a chair requires the member to choose faculty for the committee and regularly convene the committee both face-to-face and online, as well as generate and address resolutions, participate in requests for visits to colleges, or develop papers assigned to the committee. Other opportunities for leadership development may include running events such as regional meetings, institutes, academies, and webinars along with significant participation in each plenary session. Each executive committee member may also be also assigned to additional committees for the ASCCC and the CCC Chancellor’s Office or may be designated as a liaison to system partners such as the CCC Chief Instructional Officers, the CCC Association for Occupational Education, the Research and Planning Group, or the Faculty Association for California Community Colleges. 

			Executive Committee members are also expected to attend multi-day Executive Committee meetings each month with the expectation of both being prepared and actively participating in discussions. Other expectations may include presentations for system partner conferences or workshops and developing and composing Rostrum articles. As with most positions, members may also have “other duties as assigned.”

			Time Commitment

			“Be prepared to learn fast and work hard!”

			The time commitment for working on the Executive Committee is immense and no amount of reassigned time would cover the amount of work required to be an effective Executive Committee member. When funding is available, Executive Committee members receive reassigned time based on what duties they will take on that year, how much reassigned time is reasonable to address those duties, and how much reassigned time they can accept based on their class load for the year. However, as with most leadership positions, the reassigned time is never enough. 

			The ASCCC compensates colleges for members’ reassigned time but pays the part-time average reassignment rate, not a member’s specific pay rate, to the college. Potential candidates for Exec should have conversations with their local colleges about the impact their election might have on the colleges or their programs. 

			“Minimize your faculty leadership roles locally. It is hard to effectively balance the perspectives necessary to lead locally while also leading statewide. Serving as a representative on the Executive Committee is a commitment that requires more time and effort than most professional development growth and service opportunities.”

			The workload and time commitment required to be an Executive Committee member is something that should be thought out and discussed with a potential candidate’s supervisor and department before running. Exec members have a significant workload and preparation for expectations each week. Often the load is based on a 40-hour work week and equivalent to the amount of preparation for a lecture hour unit or other calculation of one’s load. One should anticipate a lot of reading—200-plus page agendas for Exec meetings, legislation, papers, and other material—as well as meetings both in person and by zoom and travel.

			Impact on life

			“It is imperative to have the support of your family, especially spouses, as you’ll be spending time away from them regularly for Executive Committee meetings, other ASCCC events, and additional expectations.”

			The amount of work and time commitment required to be an Executive Committee member is also something that should be thought out and discussed with one’s family before running. Depending on their roles, members could be on the road several times in a month or a week, including weekends, depending on where they are needed. That means early morning or late night drives or flights or spending a lot of time at airports. Some of this work can be done from home or one’s college office, but much of it must be done in person. Depending on where one lives and access to airports or train stations, some members might be spending considerable time traveling up and down the state. Members might miss some important events in the lives of their friends, partners, and children. These statements are not meant to discourage potential members from running for a position but rather to provide enough information for interested faculty to make an educated decision as to whether to run or when they should run and to be prepared for the work. 

			Benefits of the work 

			“The work is challenging but rewarding because you will be learning and growing and building relationships and connections.” 

			Being on the Executive Committee is a great deal of work, time, and travel, but it is also an amazing professional and personal experience. The group is a supportive team that works together to advance the members’ goals and those of the organization. The Executive Committee is a true service organization. Members expand their knowledge of the community college system and are “stretched and given the opportunity to lead in new ways.” 

			Leadership development is a critical element of being on the Committee. Members are expected to provide leadership in their assignments, but those who are new are also mentored by the more experienced members of the group. Colleagues are there to provide support and a sounding board and to push new members to expand their knowledge and skills. 

			“My best memories of Exec are from dinners together, long car rides together, sitting around in a lounge and having a drink in the evening, and things of that nature.” 

			The Executive Committee experience also includes moments of fun, friendship and encouragement. Of course, not everyone gets along all the time, and differing opinions on the direction of the Executive Committee or the ASCCC often arise. Dialogue is encouraged, and everyone has the opportunity to provide a point of view. That open dialogue and discussion is a sign of a healthy organization. Each member is also encouraged to practice self-care, as one cannot represent others if one does not take care of oneself.

			How can you learn more about serving on the Executive Committee?

			If the idea of serving on the Executive Committee sounds intriguing or exciting now or in the future, interested faculty might take the following steps: 

			
					Talk to a current or past executive member. Ask questions.

					Attend an ASCCC Executive Committee meeting. Agendas and meeting locations are posted on the ASCCC website. 

					Attend plenary sessions and ASCCC events to see Executive Committee members at work. 

					Fill out the intent to serve form and serve on an ASCCC committee. 

					Review the ASCCC committee meeting calendar and ASCCC events website to gain an understanding of time and travel commitments.

					Participate in the candidate forum at a plenary session.

			

			Multiple ways of serving with the ASCCC exist, including the Executive Committee, other committee and taskforce work, representation on Chancellor’s Office committees, and more. The ASCCC hopes that as interested faculty consider running for the Executive Committee, these tips and considerations help them to make an educated decision. 

		

	
		
			Congratulations to the 2019-2020 ASCCC Exemplary Program and Hayward Award Winners

			by Christopher Howerton, ASCCC Standards and Practices Committee, Woodland Community College

			and Eric Thompson, ASCCC Standards and Practices Committee, Santa Rosa Junior College

			The Exemplary Program Award

			This year, twenty-four Exemplary Program Award entries were submitted for consideration by the ASCCC Standards and Practices Committee. Every program submitted showed deep commitment to student success, innovation, and passion, and all were champions for the mission of the California Community Colleges. Across the state, community colleges are doing amazing things, but unfortunately the ASCCC could not award all entries. The committee used a blind review process that assessed each submission on the following five-point criteria: indicators of overall program success, evidence showing need and innovation, demonstrated collaboration, evidence of the program supporting its college’s mission, and how the program could be a model for other community colleges. Through this process, the committee determined two award winners and four honorable mentions. The directors of these programs were recognized formally during the January meeting of the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges. Thank you to all entrants for the thoughtful submissions, and congratulations to the 2019-2020 winners.

			Award Winners:

			Coastline College’s Cybersecurity Program

			College of the Redwood’s Pelican Bay Scholars Program

			Honorable Mentions

			Mendocino City College’s Pomo Pathway Program

			Reedley College’s Math Center

			Riverside City College’s Career Closet Program

			Santa Barbara City College’s Faculty Mentor Program

			The Hayward Award for Excellence in Education

			The Hayward Award for Excellence in Education is named for Gerald C. Hayward, who was Chancellor of the California Community Colleges from 1980 to 1985. It is given to exemplary faculty members, both full-time and part-time. For the 2019-2020 cycle, nineteen nominations were received representing all four ASCCC areas. The Standards and Practices Committee recognizes that so much good work is being done by individual faculty members throughout the system, bringing career-making skills, world-view expanding intellectual stimulation, and advancement for the cause of equity to students, that selecting winners from such an amazing pool of nominees is very difficult. Candidates are nominated by their academic senates and selected for demonstrating the highest level of commitment to their students, colleges, and profession. The worthy nominees were many, but four were selected and will each receive a cash award of $1,250. Thank you to all nominees for their wonderful diligence and creative work, and congratulations to the winners for 2019-2020.

			Award Winners

			Tracy Rickman, full-time fire technology faculty member at Rio Hondo College

			Mark Maier, full-time economics faculty member at Glendale College

			James V. Buglewicz, part-time theatre arts faculty member at East Los Angeles College

			Alexander Leman, part-time parks management faculty member at West Valley College

			So much of faculty’s professional life is spent striving for improvement that we should all stop from time to time and appreciate what we do. Exemplary Program Award applications are due in early November, and Hayward applications are due in early December of each year. For more information, visit asccc.org/awards.  
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