ICAS Meeting Notes

September 1, 2009

UCOP - Oakland

Members present. CSU: John Tarjan, Bernadette Cheyne, Catherine Nelson, Barbara Swerkes. CCC: Jane Patton, Richard Mahon, Michelle Pilati, Beth Smith, Ricahrd Tahvildaran-Jesswein. UC: Harry Powell, Jonathan Alexander, Sylvia Hurtado, Dan Simmons, Keith Williams.

Staff present. CCC: Julie Adams. UC: Martha Winnacker, Clare Sheridan.

Absent. CSU: Diana Guerin

I. Chair’s Welcome and Announcements

Chair Powell welcomed ICAS members. He noted that collaboration among the segments is crucial at such a difficult economic time. The 50th anniversary of the Master Plan is an opportunity to think prospectively about higher education. To that end, he invited Todd Greenspan, UCOP’s expert on intersegmental issues, and John Douglass from the Center for the Study of Higher Education at UC Berkeley, to discuss the Master Plan. Douglass is the author of The California Idea: Higher Education in California from 1850 to the Master Plan and more recently, Conditions of Admission. Later today Catherine Candee will join us. She is UC’s Director of Publishing and Broadcast Services, is involved with the California Digital Library, and is interested in open educational resources. She worked on several projects with Martha Kanter, who is now the Undersecretary at the federal Department of Education and formerly was Chancellor of the Foothill-de Anza Community College District. Finally, UC’s Interim Provost, Larry Pitts, who is a past chair of ICAS and of the UC Academic Senate, also will join us.

UC Senate Director Martha Winnacker stated that she will post future agendas on the ICAS website, which will be going live this month at http://www.icas-ca.org/ thanks to the efforts of Julie Adams, Senate Director at the CCC. 

II. Consent Calendar. 

1. Approval of the agenda. The agenda was approved with minor changes, including that Barbara Swerkes, not John Tarjan, will discuss the Community College Transfer Task Force. 

2. Approval of the minutes. The minutes were approved with a minor change.

III. Reports from Senate Chairs

Jane Patton, President, CCC Academic Senate. Structure. Patton noted that the CCCs are very different from the other two segments. First, the CCC is not a system; it consists of 110 colleges in 72 districts, with separate boards that make local decisions. The Academic Senate is committed to the multiple missions of the CCCs. Transfer is not the only mission—occupational education, basic skills learning, and adult education are also missions. A final difference is that the CCCs have open access, so there are no admissions issues. The Academic Senate operates with a 14-member Executive Committee which meets monthly. Each college has its own local Academic Senate and members represent their colleges at bi-annual plenary sessions. Faculty often have to fight for participation in governance. 

Budget. The CCC is facing $830 million in budget cuts, including a $192 million shortfall in apportionment funds, and a $193 million cut to “categorical programs,” which are set-asides for student services such as counseling, matriculation, and transfer support. Colleges also are now being allowed “categorical flexibility,” meaning that administrators can move money from one set-aside category to another. The Senate is concerned that some high-cost support services, such as support for disabled students, will be further curtailed. They also expect mid-year cuts. In the past four years, the CCCs have enrolled nearly 400,000 more students (a 15.9% increase). But due to budget cuts, 235,000 students will not be able to take the classes they seek. For example, the San Diego district reduced 600 class sections across four colleges. The Senate is concerned that as more UC-eligible students turn to the CCCs, they will push out those students who are most needy, and is disturbed about the social and economic consequences of class and enrollment cuts. The number one issue for the CCCs is capacity. The Academic Senate, with the Chancellor’s office, is forming a task force to examine the future of the community colleges. The Senate’s budget will be cut by between 32 and 62%. 

Issues. Patton stated that a Senate priority is to address the issue of establishing prerequisites; in the past, they were forbidden to apply prerequisites and many students who are not prepared enrolled, resulting in the need for remediation. She noted that they already have made progress on this issue. 

John Tarjan, Chair, CSU Academic Senate. Structure. CSU has 23 campuses, and each campus is represented by 2 Senators (7 of the larger campuses have an additional representative). There are four standing committees, and the Senate conducts five plenary sessions annually, held the week before the Board of Trustees meet so that it can give advice to the Board in a timely manner. The Executive Committee is comprised of five members serving three-year terms. The standing committees are Academic Affairs, Academic Preparation (admissions, transfer, remediation, etc), Faculty Affairs, and Fiscal and Governmental Affairs. There also is a General Education Committee (though it is not an official standing committee). Members receive a ¼ reduction in teaching time to conduct Senate business. There has been a 16% budget cut for Senate over the past few years, and it has cut staff from 4.5 to two. Parallel structures exist on the campuses. There is tension between the California Faculty Association union and the Senate. The CFA is responsible for “work conditions” and the Senate is responsible for academic policy. The terms and conditions of tenure are under the purview of the Senate, but the CFA handles any disputes. Any furlough policy is likely to be decentralized. 

Issues. Tarjan noted that CSU’s Early Start initiative is in the planning stage. It aims to ensure academic success and readiness for transfer students. It may require students to take summer school at CCCs to boost proficiency. This may divert more students to the CCCs. He also mentioned that the Lumina Project is working on programs to improve the number of BAs earned. Finally, he stated that CSU is hoping to reduce the student body by 40,000.

Henry Powell, Chair, UC Academic Senate. 

Budget. Powell noted that during the Great Depression, between 1931-1939, UC experienced a 26% cut, while just last year its budget was cut by 20%. He stated that there has been great controversy over UC’s decision not to allow furloughs on instructional days. Many faculty feel that this undermines the University’s research mission. 

Issues. Powell noted several Senate accomplishments last year—approving honorary degrees for World War II internees whose education was cut short, and the passage of eligibility reform. He stated that the UC Commission on the Future is forming working groups and that faculty will constitute a majority on these groups, even though the Commission, itself, has few faculty representatives. It expects to produce a report by March of this academic year, and the Senate will review its recommendations.

IV. California Master Pan for Higher Education/ACR 65

Chair Powell introduced John Douglass of the Center for the Study of Higher Education at Berkeley. He noted that California was in the bottom 10% in degree production prior to the financial crisis and that the magnitude of cuts in California is significantly worse than in other states. California was the first state to create a coherent structure of higher education dating back to the 1920s, prior to the Master Plan. He argued that many of the defining features of the Master Plan are not in the statute, but are a result of agreements among the segments. The key question is how the segments can create a formal process to balance their own interests in the service of the whole. State legislative reviews do not produce such agreements and ultimately are not productive. The segments must be involved in any discussion of the future of the Master Plan. Otherwise, its coherence will further disintegrate. Further, enrollment cuts in one segment impact the other segments, which impacts economic and social mobility. Douglass suggested holding a major international conference examining the question of how specific policies of the various segments affect educational attainment in the state. 

Todd Greenspan, UC's Director of Academic Planning, stated that a key task is to reestablish what the Master Plan means according to each segment, identifying areas of agreement and disagreement. He noted that some of the changes made in the ‘70s and ‘80s are not being followed. For example, the segments have ignored CPEC in recommending new programs. Do we need a more effective coordinating agency? Is there a coherent, rational plan, or does a market-based economy for academic programs exist, requiring a different form of regulation? He argued that legislative term limits have damaged the Master Plan. There are no legislators who can serve as brokers. He also noted that it is important for the governor to be engaged in higher education. 

A member stated that the 50th anniversary provides a window of opportunity for the state's institutions of higher education to (in Clark Kerr's words) do something before something is done to us. The higher education community needs to think through new challenges such as the use of technology in instruction, the rise of for-profit providers, and demographic shifts. Another member argued that UC's quality is a result of ensuring a quality faculty, whereas the legislature is interested in low cost education and greater access, which may not dovetail with the faculty's interest in maintaining quality. 

Chair Powell said that ICAS should work to identify unity among the segments; it impresses Sacramento when the segments have a common purpose. The 50th anniversary of the Master Plan can be used as a framework to publicize the crisis in higher education. It is an “educational emergency.” 

A member noted that while the Master Plan's separation of function was successful, it did not visualize how the segments should work together. All three segments should advocate for investment in the higher education system. Members also noted the urgent need to engage in advocacy for structural change in the political arena.    

V. Interim Provost Pitts 

Interim Provost Pitts stated that President Yudof believes it is important for UC to have a good working relationship with the other segments and to band together to advocate for public higher education. We must seek the greatest efficiencies across the system. He noted that the budget challenge presents an opportunity for people to focus on making changes. For example, the segments need to find a way to make it easy for students to pass through the system. 

VI. Open Education Resources – Intersegmental Collaboration

Chair Powell introduced Catherine Candee, UC's Director of Publishing and Broadcast Services. She stated that the Open Educational Resource (OER) movement is centered at the CCCs. The UC College Prep initiative was invited to join the OER effort and Hewlett-funded Open Textbook Project. Candee serves on its steering committee. She stated that the cost of textbooks has become an access issue in that students avoid courses with expensive texts. The Open Textbook Project has three aims: to identify existing open textbooks, to encourage their adoption, and to establish standards for open textbooks. She stated that 21 courses comprise 50% of the coursework required for transfer and asked what contribution UC can make to the effort to address textbook affordability and access. She noted that several Academic Senate committees are separately addressing elements of it and that President Yudof also is interested in the topic. Furthermore, there are $6 billion in federal funds for online instruction, $50 million of which is earmarked for open textbooks. The Open Textbook Project's idea is to examine IGETC courses (which are “gateway,” high-enrollment courses) to see if there is a discrete list of textbooks and courses that could be made available online to benefit the greatest number of students. The solution requires the cooperation of all three segments. Candee asked for the support of ICAS and of the faculty in this effort.

Members generally were supportive of reducing the cost of textbooks for students. One member asked about academic freedom and when the choice of textbook becomes the driver. She also noted that an online class does not necessarily require the use of use an OER. Candee replied that an OER is a general category of any instructional materials. Members inquired about open educational resources other than textbooks. Candee replied that publishers are looking for ways to partner with universities and that this project is an opportunity for the segments to speak with one voice. One member expressed the reservation that students essentially rent the textbook and are given access to it only for a defined period of time. A member noted that much of the desire for distance education is driven by access to federal dollars and asked how the costs of such courses would be sustained over time. A member noted that UC’s position in the past has been that OER is not appropriate for articulation unless it is comparable to a traditional textbook. Richard Mahon, Chair of the IGETC Standards Committee, a subset of ICAS, stated that he submitted an article to an Academic Senate publication making the point that electronic texts are not a barrier to articulation. Candee noted that the universities must be clear about what they want to outsource to the publishing industry. Chair Powell said that UC's Academic Planning, Programs and Coordination unit is investigating establishing a pilot program on distance education. 

VII. ICAS Advocacy Efforts 

Members discussed whether to frame the annual Legislative Day in April by the Master Plan and the state's “educational emergency.” A member noted that “educational emergency” is a social justice argument, but that social justice for college students is less of a priority for legislators than social justice for the truly needy.  Members discussed the form and timing of the legislative efforts, including a joint lobbying day with faculty and students from all three segments, inviting staff of key legislators to ICAS meetings, dramatizing the enrollment issues via the media, discussing higher education issues with all major candidates for governor, crafting a specific common message, particularly one about the role of higher education in economic recovery, and involving the California Faculty Association (a CSU union). 

UC Vice Chair Simmons stated that he sees any advocacy effort as built upon a discussion of the key elements that made the Master Plan successful: access, affordability, and a tripartite mission for the higher education segments. Advocacy should be based on maintaining the system that has made higher education in California great. 

ICAS members decided to establish two subcommittees—one which will focus on the 50th anniversary of the Master Plan, and another which will examine the immediate advocacy effort that ICAS needs to undertake. Dan Simmons volunteered to chair the Master Plan subcommittee, and John Tarjan volunteered to chair the Advocacy subcommittee. Members agreed to the following charges. 

Master Plan Subcommittee: The subcommittee will review the basic elements of the Master Plan, ascertain on which points the segments agree and disagree, and identify which elements should be used as a basis for future collective advocacy by ICAS. 

Advocacy Subcommittee: The subcommittee will develop an advocacy theme for the year, identify a strategy (including a time line and events) to communicate the theme to the legislators, the executive branch and the public, and identify partners to join ICAS in its advocacy efforts. 

VIII. Updated Mathematics Competency Statement

ICAS is responsible for facilitating and creating the competency statements expected of high school students. A subcommittee has reviewed the mathematics statement for the first time since 1997 and has recommended changes. ICAS must agree to send the changes to the segments for discussion and approval and adoption. They will be returned to ICAS for final approval. A member asked about the rationale for the recommendation that calculus students should take the AP test, since no other subfields recommend taking specific tests. The member was concerned that ICAS appears to be recommending or encouraging students to take the AP test. Julie Adams stated that she will ask the chair of the committee for an explanation, but requested approval to send the document to the segments once this issue is clarified. 

ACTION: The motion to send the competencies to the segments for approval, pending the clarification noted above, was unanimously approved. 

IX. Transfer Issues 

A. Intersegmental Community College Transfer Task Force. Jane Patton and Michele Pilati reported that the three university presidents formed an intersegmental Community College Transfer Task Force. Part of their concern is that California is struggling to produce BAs; community college transfer rates are not high. Each segment is represented by six members, and the Task Force has met three times. It is examining what can be done with no funding. The report under development is modest and focuses on existing initiatives or projects that are not too expensive, in recognition of the budget crisis. Another committee should be convened in the future to address systemic issues. The recommendations include creating a common message to high school students about transfer as a viable route to the BA, and support for ASSIST, the C-ID project, and the Early Academic Assessment Program. It also focuses on strategies to accelerate time-to-degree and recommends transfer enrollment goals to ensure capacity and access. Finally, it suggests exploring online education as a way to expand access and common academic calendars to facilitate transfer.   

B. ASSIST. UC Director of Admissions Sue Wilbur reported that ASSIST (Articulation System Stimulating Interinstitutional Student Transfer) is an online tool for articulation information. University leaders recently agreed that it will be funded co-equally by the three segments beginning in 2009-10. The segment leaders supported exploring a new version ASSIST, but want to see a business plan and the projected savings of a rebuilt ASSIST. She plans to present a business plan by the end of this academic year. ASSIST also is planning an RFP for the new version, which is being funded by the CCC Chancellor. An ASSIST Advisory Committee meeting is scheduled for September 24. 

C. C-ID. Michele Pilati reported that the C-ID (course identification) project is currently developing descriptors, which will be approved by individual campuses. The campus articulation officers were brought together to discuss issues over the summer. One question is whether a course must have articulation in place in order to get a C-ID descriptor. Any course that matches a descriptor now automatically is granted articulation. This will help to ensure that if a student goes to multiple community colleges, their courses will be accepted. This is especially important as students are pushed out of courses in their geographic areas due to course and budget cuts.

D. LDTP. Barbara Swerkes reported on discussions about how to merge descriptors for LDTP (Lower Division Transfer Preparation) and C-ID so there is one system instead of two. LDTP was a CSU project intended to provide a direct path for community college students to the BA by identifying courses that will be accepted by all CSU campuses. She stated that the hope is that UC will join this project. A second UC representative is needed for a meeting in late October focusing on math, biology, nursing, kinesiology, anatomy/physiology, and a discipline within the business area. 

A member mentioned that the WASC accreditation process requires campuses to which establish student learning outcomes, which essentially are descriptors. He suggested that it may be worthwhile to recruit UC faculty who have participated in WASC accreditation for LDTP because the process will be more familiar to these faculty than to most UC faculty. 

X. Intersegmental Enrollment Management

John Tarjan reported that more cooperation on enrollment management and messaging is needed. As one segment takes action, it affects the others. For example, CSU will be tightening up on the “forbidden four” (students seeking a second BA, unclassified graduate students, lower division transfers, and students who have not completed composition, speech, critical thinking and mathematics). Enrollment cuts will take place de facto through attrition and competition for classes. There are more students for fewer seats and the underserved students will become more underserved. Jane Patton stated that the CCC tries to balance its multiple missions, but the scale is tipping in favor transfer students and lower division courses. 

XI. Compass Project. Discussion was deferred to the next meeting.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:30 pm

Minutes by Clare Sheridan, UC Senior Policy Analyst

Attest: Henry Powell, Chair

