
Santa Barbara City College 
College Planning Council 
Tuesday, August 30, 2011 

3:00 pm – 4:30 pm 
A218C 

Minutes 
Present: 

 
J. Friedlander, (Chair), Acting 
Superintendent/President 
I. Alarcón, Past-Pres, Academic Senate;  
O. Arellano, VP, Continuing Education; 
L. Auchincloss, Pres, CSEA; 
P. Bishop, VP Information Technology; 
S. Ehrlich, VP HR &LA;  
R. Else, Sr. Dir. Inst. Assessment, Research & 
Planning; 
J. Englert, ASB President; 

M. Guillen, Classified Staff Rep;  
K. Monda, Academic Senate Representative, 
Chair Planning and Resources Committee;  
K. Neufeld, VP, Academic Senate Rep; 
D. Nevins, Academic Senate President; 
K. O’Connor, Academic Senate 
Representative;  
M. Spaventa, Acting Executive VP Ed 
Programs; 
J. Sullivan, VP Business Service 

 
ABSENT:  
C. Salazar, Classified Staff Representative 
 
GUESTS:  
J. Morris, Information Systems Specialist, 
Inst. Assessment, Research and Planning; 

C. Alsheimer, Instructors’ Association;  
L. Vasquez, ITC, Committee Chair 

 
Announcements 
 
Acting Superintendent/President Friedlander opened the meeting stating that the agenda and 
attachments will be projected on the screen during the meeting in an effort to save paper.  It 
was decided that future agendas and attachments will be put on Xythos and the link to the 
Xythos file will be emailed to all members. 
 
Dr. Friedlander gave a quick update on enrollment, as of the morning of August 30.  Total head 
count by 2.63%, 18,000 students and cumulative units is up about 2%.  For California resident 
students, the total units were up less than 1%.  He anticipates that our final enrollent (FTES 
from resident students) will be down by 1 – 2 % from last Fall.  Our resident FTES is likely to be 
3 to 4% lower this spring compared to last spring due to reductions in sections. 
 
Dr. Friedlander introduced Jeffrey Englert, the new Associated Student Government President. 
Mr. Englert will be representing students at CPC Meetings.  Mr. Englert apologized for being 
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late; his Tuesday afternoon class ends at 3:20pm, and he will continue to arrive late if it will not 
be disruptive.  Mr. Englert stated that this year the series of events the Student Senate has 
lined up are going to be fantastic.  There are eight pending applications from more students 
interested in being involved with the Student Senate.  
 
 Dr. Friedlander said the main thing that Mr. Englert can do by attending the meetings is to 
bring information and issues from the CPC Meetings to the Student Senate so that the Student 
Senate is aware of and can provide input on items as President of the ASG, Mr. Englert can 
provide CPC the student perspective on issues that CPC is discussing.  Dr. Friedlander said that 
Mr. Englert’s role in representing the students is important in that it enriches CPC discussions.  
 
Information Items 
 

1. Intent to replace the Dean of Educational Programs: Student Development position 
that Keith McLellan is retiring from at the end of December, 2011. Goal is to fill this 
position in January, 2012. 

A. Dr. Friedlander pulled this informational item from the agenda because he 
did not want to take any action with the position Dean McLellan will be 
vacating until all different options have been explored.  He will be receiving 
information from Acting EVP Spaventa after her meeting with all the chairs 
and managers of the departments Dean McLellan supervises.  
 

2. Status of the process to determine new districts for the election of SBCC Board 
members. 

A. Dr. Friedlander described the redistricting process. The census data comes 
out every 10 years and all elected officials are required to do a redistricting 
study.   

B. Step one of the process is to determine new districts for the SBCC Board 
members took place at the August 25th Board Meeting.  The consulting 
company specializing in redistricting studies, who works through the 
Community College League of California (CCLC), made the attached 
presentation to the Board.    

C.   The key factor for SBCC is on the page that addresses Traditional 
Redistricting principles.  It delineates the boundaries for the Santa Barbara 
City College School District (SBCCSD) and states the population goal for each 
area.   Our districts of Carpinteria and Montecito have a population under 
the number required.  Regardless of the redistricting option selected, these 
districts will have to be combined.  There was further discussion and 
questions regarding redistricting as well as the process.   

D. The next step: the consulting firm will present several options to the Board at 
the September 22, 2011 Regular Board Meeting.  They will go through the 
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pros and cons of the options, listen to public feedback and then provide the 
college with three options they think that meet the legal requirements.    

E. The Board has to take action on the redistricting option for future Board Seat 
elections at the November Board Meeting. 

F. The last step: the Consulting Company takes the option approved by the 
Board and does all the filing with the county regarding the district changes.  
We then have our new districts.  

G. There was further discussion about some of the questions asked regarding 
the different Board Members’ term expiration dates in areas that are 
combining their districts and the pros and cons of voting for Board members 
just in their district or voting for Board members at-large as they have in the 
past.   
 

3. Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC)  
A. Jack Pond’s letter of August 25th 2011 (Attachment # 2) giving the college 30 days 
to respond to the complaint it received about the Board of Trustees violating Title V, 
California Educational Code requirements and several ACCJC accreditation 
standards; July 1, 2011 letter of complaint sent to ACCJC (Attached to #1 Jack Pond’s 
August 25th 2011 letter); ACCJC’s Complaint Policy, (Attachment #3). 
 

a. Dr. Friedlander gave a synopsis of the situation regarding the letter that was 
received in the President’s Office in July regarding a visit in September from 
the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC).   Dr. 
Friedlander spoke with the President of ACCJC , Dr. Barbara Beno, to discuss 
the situation and pointed out that according to ACCJC’s Complaint Policy, we 
were not being given our due process.  Dr. Beno checked with her staff and 
attorney and agreed.  A revised letter came from Mr. Jack Pond, VP, ACCJC, 
who handles complaint issues, stating that the college has 30 days to 
respond to the letter of complaint and he included a redacted copy of the 
letter of the complaints as we had never officially received it.  The redacted 
confidential letter just shows what was material to the investigation and 
protects names of those mentioned in the letter that ACCJC did not have 
evidence that they had permission to include their names since the letter 
was sent to them as a “Confidential” document.  
 

B. Process and Timeline for responding to the complaint by Friday, September 23. 
A. In my role as Acting Superintendent/President, I will coordinate the college’s 

response to the complaints. Individual responses are to be submitted to me 
by Tuesday, September 13th, 2011. 

B.  I will prepare the draft of the college’s responses to the allegations in the 
letter. 
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i. Dr. Friedlander outlined the college’s due process:  1) to compile and 
collate responses to the allegations into a draft report that will be 
brought to the September 22nd Board meeting.   
 

C. Draft of letter will be placed on the September 22, 2011 Board agenda for 
review and approval as the college’s response to the allegations in the July 1, 
2011 complaint letter submitted to ACCJC. 

i. Dr. Friedlander stated that whether the Board endorses and approves 
it or not, he will reflect that in his cover letter and make his responses 
on behalf of the institution back to ACCJC.  

ii. Dr. Friedlander explained that in terms of the Board members 
response, it is not to repeat what the information was in the letter of 
complaint, but what documentation is at hand that would either 
verify or not verify the accuracy of the allegations. Dr. Friedlander 
said in his response he will take item by item and report the 
responses to each allegation.   

iii. WASC then receives the response and determines at that point 
whether they will visit or not.    
 

4. Update on the Superintendent/President Search Process  
A. VP Ehrlich, HR/LA gave an update and timeline for the search process for the 

new Superintendent/President. 
i.  A request for proposal has been sent out to search firms that range 

from focusing on Community College high level administrators to 
those that do searches but not limited to Community Colleges or  
public sector agencies. 

ii. The deadline for the search firms to submit proposals is September 
19, 2011. 

iii. The proposals will be reviewed at the September 22, 2011 Regular 
meeting of the Board of Trustees, enabling the public to be able to 
respond as well as the Trustees.   From the series of presentations the 
Board will select a firm to work with us, advise us and carry out 
various components of this process.   

iv. Dr. Friedlander remarked that the process is similar to what the 
college did the last time a Superintendent/President search was held. 
Part of the process was to hold an open forum and invite the public.  
When the public is invited, the interview process is no longer 
confidential; thereby weakening the candidates’ positions on their 
own campuses.  At the same time,  there is a great value for the SBCC 
college community in listening to the finalists who are being 
considered.   

v.  VP Ehrlich stated that another element that might be discussed in 
evaluating these processes is whether to engage a firm that goes out 
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does the search, reviews the applications, then makes the selections 
and presents the Board with the names of those to go through the 
final interview process, which would include all the representatives 
from the College community.   

vi. Dr. Friedlander stated that the goal is to have a job announcement 
out in December or earlier, the applications due in early January and 
have the new Superintendent/President start as close to July 1st as 
possible.  

vii. Dr. Friedlander remarked on the current transition in his new role and 
how differently his time is spent.  He said he is appreciative to those 
who have volunteered and stepped up to assist him in this transition 
making it more manageable in trying to do what is in the best interest 
of the institution moving forward.   

viii. Dr. Nevins has offered to provide assistance with various projects 
where he has time to do so.  Dr. Friedlander stated that from time to 
time he will ask  Dean to assist him with various projects 

Program Review 
 
Dr. Friedlander stated that before going over details of items on the program review, he wants 
Jordan Morris, Information Systems Specialist from Institutional Research Department, to 
present the new template for rewriting program reviews first.  

1. Status of last year’s ranking of program review and non-routine resource requests to be 
funded from this year’s budget (Attachments #4 - #10 ) 

2. Identification of the process to identify the highest priority general equipment, software 
and hardware requests that can be funded with the $1.5 allocated to pay for new 
resource requests. 

3. Proposed time line for completing this year’s program review process. This is the year 
when all programs reviews need to be re-written (Attachment #11 ) 

a. A Program Review Workgroup was formed: Dr. Monda, Dr. Nevins, Ms. Vasquez, Dr. 
Scharper, and Mr. Else to look at a more reasonable timeline and to go over the design 
of the Program Review and the guidelines for Program Review that would allow for SLO 
information, curriculum etc.   

b. Dr. Friedlander suggested scheduling a meeting with Dr. Monda and Mr. Neufeld to go 
over the latest spreadsheets and rectify any differences.  Mr. Sullivan’s office will take 
all items that are approved, assign budget numbers and get that out to everybody 
before the next CPC Meeting which is September 20th.  

4. Presentation by Jordan Morris, showing the changes that have been made in the 
templates for submitting program reviews and resource requests.  

a. Before Mr. Morris presented the new program review template, a discussion 
took place about what date should be on the title label and a decision was made 
that the title label will reflect the year they are working on the program review 
and it is understood that it is for the next budget year, eg. 2011-12 date is for 
the 2012-13 year. 
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b. Mr. Morris presented the draft of the new template that will reflect the 
beginning of a new 3 year cycle, so the question came up about whether to roll 
all previous information into the new templates or leave them blank.   After 
discussing the pros and cons, the idea of a hybrid was agreed upon.  The 
information in the first three tabs would be rolled over and the rest would be 
left empty allowing for the chair or department head filling it in to give more 
thought to what will really be needed.  

c. It was pointed out that there are many new chairs and department heads who 
have never filled out a program review, because of this it was suggested that 
they be given very clear instructions.   

d. Dr. Friedlander pointed out several times that when looking at the needs of a 
department, the question to keep in mind is “What do we need in order to offer 
a quality program and to stay current?” 

e. VP Sullivan pointed out that the program review will be different this year 
because we are looking at reducing and not growing.   

f.  The question came up about putting in requests year after year so that the 
request is not forgotten when the more abundant years come, then we can 
actually order it.  The answer for the time being is that each department needs 
to look at what they currently need to operate a quality program in an 
environment where the college is reducing expenditures.  Ask for what is critical 
and essential for your program.  

g. There was a long discussion regarding how to set up the program review 
templates to reflect Scenario 5, the 5% reductions and the current budgetary 
environment.  It was decided that a Program Review Workgroup would meet to 
discuss the questions that came up at this meeting and that their guidelines be 
very clear.  

h. There was further discussion on buying a new item, would it then become 
routine or non-routine.  

5. Next steps for completing the program review and non-routine resource requests 
processes. 
 

Budget 
 

1.  Review of Fixed and Variable Costs Analysis (Attachment#12). 
VP Sullivan went through his attachment, “Background for Budget Development” which 
outlines exactly what the college is currently facing.    

a. Some of the highlights from his talking points on the document are that 90% of our 
expenditures are for salaries and 10% are for operating costs. There is over a $1M 
increase to the benefits, primarily from health and welfare and the state unemployment 
contribution rates, which contribute to increasing the percentage of employee benefits for 
all full time employees.  The analysis of the average increase in the benefit rates has 
climbed from 21% to 23% over the last 3 years while salaries have gone down. 
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b. Using Business Services Dept. as an example, he pointed out that there is nowhere 
near the department’s share of the $2.5 million reduction left to cut in supplies and 
operating expenses. This leaves only salaries and benefits for virtually all of the cuts 
to expenditures. 
 

c. Where will the $2.5 M reductions come from and VP Sullivan’s analysis leads to the 
following conclusions:  

a. The College will have to reduce positions, hourly and full-time, in order to 
meet the necessary budget reductions. The reductions need to begin now in 
order ensure that any full-time positions not filled will come from attrition. 
(re-organization will become a by-word here on campus)   

b. Dr. Friedlander interjected that this is where we need to look at our priorities  
as an institution, on the areas where we need to maintain a high degree of 
excellence. We need to look at everything more creatively.   

c. As positions are eliminated, the services provided will need to be reduced, 
modified or eliminated. This will result in reallocations as services are 
prioritized.  

d.  In order to reduce the “BIG HAMMER” in year 3 the attrition will need to 
start as soon as possible. 

e. VP Sullivan pointed out that program review could be different this year because we 
are looking at reducing and not growing. After further discussion, there was 
consensus in the group that this was not the appropriate intention for program 
review.  

f. Further discussion took place on consequences of the increase of tuition 
from $36 to $46 and the fact that the delay in implementing this fee increase 
from spring to summer session will result in a further reduction in state 
support of approximately $1M.  

g. In answer to someone’s question regarding the severance pay for the 
Superintendent/President Serban; it is included in the adopted budget.   
 

2. Review of proposed Adopted Budget for 2011-12 (Attachment #13)  
a. CPC members need time to go through the adopted budget prior to the Fiscal 

Committee meeting and the upcoming Study Session. An unofficial CPC meeting 
was scheduled for Friday, September 2 at 11 a.m. in A218C to discuss the 
adopted budget.   
 

3. Review of balances for the Construction and Equipment Funds (Attachment #14): Joe 
Sullivan. 
 

Agenda items for next CPC meeting 
 

1. Review of goals and objectives for CPC for 2011-12.  
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a. Dr. Friedlander stated that we may have to schedule special meetings to get 
caught up. 

2. Identification of projects/tasks CPC needs to complete this year and time line for doing 
so.  

a. Dr. Friedlander will bring this list to the next meeting. 
 

Additional Items 
 

3. Additional items   
a. Dates for the CPC Meetings need to be finalized due to conflicts for P&R.  This is 

in process.  We will meet the 13th of September, and check the other dates to 
make sure CPC will meet the 1st and 3rd Tuesday of each month. (P&R is always 
on the 2nd and 4th Tuesday of each month).  
  

b. Dr. Friedlander said we need an extra meeting because we have so much to do.   
 

Upon motion the meeting was adjourned. 
 
Next 3 CPC meetings: September 20; October 4; October 18 
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Santa Barbara City College 
College Planning Council 

Tuesday, September 13, 2011 
3:00 p.m. – 4:30 p.m. 

A218C 
Minutes 

PRESENT: 
J. Friedlander, (Chair), Acting 
Superintendent/President 
I. Alarcón, Past-Pres, Academic Senate;  
O. Arellano, VP, Continuing Education; 
L. Auchincloss, Pres, CSEA; 
P. Bishop, VP Information Technology; 
R. Else, Sr. Dir. Inst. Assessment, Research & 
Planning; 
J. Englert, ASB President; 
M. Guillen, Classified Staff Rep;  

K. Monda, Academic Senate Representative, 
Chair Planning and Resources Committee;  
K. Neufeld, VP, Academic Senate Rep; 
D. Nevins, Academic Senate President; 
K. O’Connor, Academic Senate 
Representative;  
C. Salazar, Classified Staff Representative 
M. Spaventa, Executive VP Ed Programs; 
J. Sullivan, VP Business Service 

 
ABSENT:  
S. Ehrlich, VP HR &LA 
 
GUESTS: 
C. Alsheimer, Instructors’ Association;  
M. Moralis, Counseling Dept. 
L. Castro, Counseling Dept. 
A. Scharper, Dean, Ed Programs; 

L. Stark, President/Treasurer, Instructors’ 
Association;  
L. Vasquez, ITC, Committee Chair 

 
Information Items 
 

1. United Way Day of Caring, Saturday, September 17, 2011 - 8 a.m. 
 
Dr. Friedlander announced that VP Bishop is coordinating the United Way Day of Caring for 
the college.   
 
VP Bishop reported that there are 100 volunteers, of which 70 are International Students. 
He stated that the only records we have to break are the ones we set last year, which was 
about 104 people.  He announced that if there is anyone else who wants to participate in 
the Day of Caring, we need a few more people on campus to work in the Environmental 
Horticulture Garden.   
 

2. Special recognition for SBCC of state and national significance 
A. Tuesday morning’s celebration- 
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Dr. Friedlander reported on the celebration for SBCC being named as one of the 10 
finalists of the 1,200 or so community colleges in the nation by the Aspen Institute’s 
College Excellence Program.  SBCC was the only community college in California to 
be named as one of the 10 finalists; Dr. Friedlander reported that there was a good 
turn-out at the celebration and that Kathy Molloy and the student presenters were 
inspiring.  
 
Dr. Friedlander announced that he had just been invited to go to the White House a 
week from tomorrow, September 20 to a round-table discussion.  The discussion is 
being convened by The White House Champion of Change Series, one of President 
Obama’s initiatives that fits into his goal of helping the nation lead the world in 
college graduates by 2020.  Those invited are a variety of Community College 
leaders from different states who are doing innovative work in their communities 
to advance President Obama’s goal of having the best educated, most competitive 
work-force in the world.  Dr. Friedlander said that the 2 hour round-table discussion 
will be streamed live and there is a blog that the finalists have been invited to post 
information on about their institution.  A confirmation letter will be sent with more 
detailed information 
 

B. Next steps in process (Hand-Out) 
 

C. Addendum of new initiatives and accomplishments  
 

3. Intent to replace Dean of Educational Programs: Student Development that will be vacant 
as a result of Keith McLellan’s retirement. 
Dr. Friedlander reported that we are down three Deans and in the spirit of trying to do 
everything we can to cut expenses; he wanted to look at all of the different options.  Acting 
EVP Spaventa took the leadership role and met with all those who report to Dean McLellan 
and the other Deans.   
 
Acting EVP Spaventa reported on her findings stating that some of the Deans were coming 
forward again with ideas and opportunities to absorb the responsibilities that have been 
under Dean McLellan.   After looking at the ideas, they found that there were problems 
with some of those proposals.  When Ms. Spaventa met with the Faculty who report to 
Dean McLellan, they made it very clear that they want a Dean with a background in 
Student Development and Matriculation because that voice is very important and can get 
lost.   
 
Ms. Spaventa said that after considering all the different proposals, she strongly agrees 
with them.  It is not realistic to keep spreading things out among the remaining deans. 
 
Dr. Friedlander stated that we did more than our due-diligence in looking for options to 
not fill this position and concluded that we need to move forward to replace this position.   
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Next steps are to advertise and fill it.  We cannot function well without this position being 
filled.   If we are unable to fill that position due to unqualified applicants, Dr. Friedlander 
has a fallback plan.   
 

4. Dates for CPC Meetings in 2011-12. (Att. 1) 
The CPC Meetings will now take place every 1st and 3rd Tuesday of the month for the rest of 
the year.  If we have extra meetings we will hold them on Fridays.  These dates were 
attached and are also on the webpage.   
 

5. November 17 Board of Trustees meeting rescheduled to November 10. 
 

6. Budget related items 
A. Review of new expense items included in the Adopted Budget for 2011-12 that was 

presented to CPC at its August 30, 2011 meeting. (Att. 2) 
1. VP Sullivan reported that CPC also had the opportunity to meet informally on Friday, 

September 2nd to discuss the tentative to adopted budget changes that Acting 
President Friedlander sent to the members.  There was a good discussion and VP 
Sullivan wanted to know if there were any comments or questions on this budget 
that we need to relay to take into consideration for the adopted budget.  VP 
Sullivan pointed out the highlights:  

1) The State Apportionment column which shows that we end up with 
$455,000 is different from what was in the budget last time because it 
includes a $1M in deferrals.  It is the biggest difference because we 
accumulated $735,000 for the loss of revenue from the increase of fees 
from $36 to $46.  (See B for more detail) 

2) The community college system lost $25M on the fact that the BOG waivers 
were not taken into account. SBCC’s share of that is the loss of $300,000. 

3) The only other change is for Certificated Administrators; that number used 
to be $522,000, because $300,000 was our original estimate to pay for the 
Acting Pres., Executive VP and stipends and now the increase is only about 
$100,000.  

4) The college deficit is now up to about $5.6M instead of $4.8M. 
 

B. Proposed revisions to Adopted Budget: 2011-12 that reflect the loss of revenue due to 
the delay in collecting the additional $10 per unit fee if trigger 2 takes place. 
1. VP Sullivan said that we had assumed that because one of the triggers from the state was 

the increase of fees for we would have received was revenue that came from the $10 
increase of fees ($36 to $46) for the spring 2012 semester.   The California Community 
Colleges Chancellor Jack Scott had issued a statement on September 8, 2011 regarding the 
California Legislature’s decision to delay implementation of a mid-year student fee increase 
to summer 2012 if state revenues fall more than $1 billion below projections and trigger 
cuts are executed.  VP Sullivan stated that the Legislature passed a bill that defers the 
increase until summer. 
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C. Implications for college budget if the State does not receive $200 million dollars from 
the “Amazon” tax.   
VP Sullivan stated that in reality the above is part of the 2nd trigger – reinforces the fact 
that we are probably going to get hit by the triggers.   
 

D. Proposed dates for budget forums to explain Adopted Budgets for 2011-12. 
The two budget forums are usually held in the middle of October, one at lunch time 
and a little later in the day given by the Acting Superintendent/President and the VP 
Business.   
 

E. Budget related Items brought back from previous agendas. 
a. In response to President CSEA Auchincloss’ question regarding transferring 

money from the general fund into a fund for ESP (Express to Success Program) 
Dr. Friedlander said he wanted to address that budget item as well as two other 
items taken out of the budget. 
    

b. Dr. Friedlander stated that the three items taken out of the budget, funds from 
not replacing two Deans were to be reallocated to support ESP ($117,000) and 
$100,000 for the Transfer Express Program.  The other issue was the $60,000 
augmentation for the Continuing Education budget for certificated coverage for 
CE computer lab classes.  VP Arellano will address the $60,000 additional 
monies for Adult Education first and then Dr. Friedlander will address the 
$117,000 and $100,000. 
   

c. ADULT EDUCATION:  
Dr. Arellano explained that Continuing Education (CE) has two labs where we 
offer a course called Computer Skills bi-lingual and that particular course is part 
of an approved certificate program called Basic Computer Applications that is 
currently under review due to some compliance issues.    
 
Dr. Arellano reported the background to this situation. Many years ago the 
Schott Center did not hire Minimum Qualification (MQ) faculty in terms of 
offering these courses.  They hired an instructor of record and this individual 
was hired as a professional volunteer.  The instructor was not MQ’d and was 
assigned to the lab for which we collected apportionment at the Schott Center.  
Two years ago it was brought to her attention that she could no longer continue 
to submit this individual as the instructor of record and we had to assign the 
appropriate faculty that met MQ’s.   
 
We did make the correction; however, there was a gap of about $60,000 that 
did not cover the cost of providing certificated faculty coverage of the same 
courses.  This is not a new request, but a result of a balance that was always in 
arrears, so we are trying to correct it in order to continuing claiming the 
appropriate apportionment for these courses. These computer courses are 
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approximately 100 FTES (96.5) and the enhanced reimbursement rate is about 
$3,200 per FTES, so the revenue for these courses is about $311,765.00.  The 
cost for faculty is about $199,000, so the budget was only adjusted for $144,000 
leaving a negative of about $56,000.  $60,000 was to offset this negative.  
 
Dr. Friedlander explained that this budget item was running a deficit, and was 
made up from end of year balances to cover the deficit, so it is not new money 
but money that we have always been spending.  It is now an expense that we 
are recognizing for that program.   Now we are in compliance with a MQ faculty 
member. 

 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON CONTINUTING EDUCATION:   
Instructors’ Association member Alsheimer commented on the calculations 
mentioned by VP Arellano saying that she understood that 100 FTES formerly 
brought in about $310,000.  The cost for faculty is $199,000.  Ms. Alsheimer 
said that this revenue can only be counted as full revenue under the assumption 
that we don’t have too many FTES anyway.  One FTES equals $3,100 and it only 
is received if we don’t exceed our funded cap. We have to be careful in making 
these calculations.  The other thing is there is $199,000 that are costs for 
faculty.  I think we spent tons of hours of discussion in calculating the cost of a 
class is actually including more than just the cost of faculty even if we only 
calculate the direct cost.   
 
Ms. Alsheimer summed up that she wanted to make this point that we have to 
be careful when we talk about the cost of these numbers, that we are actually 
looking at the correct numbers.  Number one that the revenue is actually not as 
high and number two that the cost is probably lower than we are talking about.  
 
Dr. Friedlander stated that the revenue is what don’t you count if you go over 
cap, and it could be any course and the second point you made was, if you have 
a staff person assisting with technical support for the lab that is a cost 
associated with running those courses as well as the computers and all other 
things as well.  The cost is over and above the direct cost of the faculty.   
 
Ms. Alsheimer went on to say we have to pay attention that the revenue 
coming in for FTES is supposed to be covering the direct cost and the overhead 
cost of the class. She wanted to make sure that numbers are correct before we 
make a decision.  
 
Dr. Friedlander stated that her point is well taken and will be read in the 
minutes when we are doing costs. It is in making any calculation, it is saying let’s 
realize the full cost of support and other things that go into supporting courses.   
 (After meeting Robert Else sent an email on the funding rates per FTES. There 
are three types of state apportionment funding rates per FTES for the 3 kinds of 
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FTES we generate: Non-credit enhanced: $3,232; Non-credit non-enhanced: 
$2,745; Credit: $4,564). 
 

d. EXPRESS TO SUCCESS PROGRAM (ESP) MONEY IN THE BUDGET 
Acting Superintendent/President Friedlander gave a short history of how the 
ESP would be supported. Initially, when a Dean’s position came up it was 
decided by all college committees  (CPC, Deans, Academic Senate and Dr. 
Serban) that rather than replacing the two9 vacant Deans’ positions, the deans 
and EVP Friedlander would make a sacrifice internally to have those ongoing 
funds to support the Express to Success Program.  All groups felt it was that 
important to students and to the college.  These monies paid for counseling and 
ongoing staff that wasn’t built into the grant as ongoing funding.  Sometimes 
you don’t know until you do things what actually operates a program.  We were 
up front about that and where the source of the funding was coming for that 
program and we had source money to transfer from the vacant dean positions.   
 
Then as we started working on the Express to Degree Transfer Program, Dr. 
Serban and I agreed to use some of the remaining money from the vacant 
deans’ positions to provide the infrastructure support for that program.  That 
gave us the money to build the program and to support it in case we did not get 
the grants we applied for.  Support for this program to increase transfer rates is 
a top priority for the college.  That was the initial arrangement we had.    
 
Later, in looking at the projections of ending year balances in Ed Programs, Drs. 
Serban and Friedlander decided that there was enough money left over that Ed 
Programs was not projected to spend from the hourly 4000 and 5000 accounts 
to pay for these programs rather than moving the money budgeted for the 
vacant Deans’ positions into the Ed Programs budget.   Based on this projection 
the funding for the deans positions was removed from the proposed budget for 
2011-12.  
 
When end of June came, we realized that all the money that we thought would 
not be spent was in fact spent within Ed Programs; that money to pay for these 
initiatives was not there and the dean’s positions had already been removed 
from the budget.   
 
Deans Spaventa and Scharper, who provide the leadership for the Express to 
Transfer Program (ETP took a closer look at the cost of running this program, 
assuming we get none of the grants we applied for, and found it can run on 
$50,000 a year.  They had reported that the ETP can get by with that one time 
cost and ongoing and if we get these grants we can let the other money drop to 
the bottom line/end of year balances.  
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The $117,000 to keep the ESP program built up and running was identified early 
on and we had a mechanism paying for it.  That is where we are in the budget 
so we would be reducing the $100,000 to $50,000 in the budget to support the 
Express to Transfer Program. 
  
Dean Scharper reported that in a one page projected time line and budget for 
what would be needed for one time funding ($84,000) for this year in order to 
get the seed started for the Express to Transfer Initiative, the total for ongoing 
we are estimating at $50,000. 
 
Dean Scharper also reported that with the help of the Foundation for SBCC, a 
$75,000 grant proposal was submitted Santa Barbara Foundation and we will 
know in December whether we have been granted that money 
 
By the end of September we will know if we have received money from the Title 
V Stem Grants we submitted on our own and the one in conjunction with 
CSUCS.  Dr. Scharper stated that there is optimism that we may get one or both 
of these grants that would certainly cover the one-time costs.   
 
There was further discussion regarding the budget for the monies from the Title 
V grant that is to pay for the student support system and tracking system. Our 
ability now to move forward as a college is dependent upon having the proper 
infrastructure and technology.   
 
There was also further discussion regarding the cost for the start-up which 
includes faculty stipends to work on curriculum and to get courses through the 
curriculum committee and to develop the pathways. The ongoing cost is for 
hourly SPA assistance in the Transfer Center because that is where we would be 
locating the ETP rather than starting another center like the ESP CASA Center. 
 
The Foundation for SBCC launched the Campaign for Student Success and it 
raised close to $700,000. This money is allowing our students to attend college 
full-time and get through their courses and requirements in a shorter period of 
time.  You need that kind of structure to raise those kinds of funds that go into 
direct support to our students.  The Foundation plans to make the Campaign for 
Student Success an annual fundraising event. 
 
There was further discussion in response to what is really being taken out of the 
budget and the impact on our total hourly budget, which has been cut quite a 
bit and not as much as it should have been according to what the budget 
projections were.  It was clarified that the hourlies for the Express to Success 
are being paid from the grant and the $117K from the general fund is being 
taken out of the budget. Only $50 has to be put into the current budget for the 
Express to Transfer Program.  We need to plan to restore the $117K for the ESP 
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in future years.  The MacDougall Fund for Excellence is going to make up the 
difference between the $50 to the $80K for the ETP for 2011-12.   
 
Dr. Friedlander will confirm with regarding the transfer of the $117K and the 
$100K which is now down to $50K being a transfer from the general fund 
instead of the monies taken out of the budget from not replacing the deans to 
pay for these programs.    
 
There was further discussion about Express to Success budgeting details and Dr. 
Friedlander mentioned that we are waiting to get the results from several 
grants that we applied for and he also said he would email the CPC members 
the information from the Title V Grant Director Molloy about exactly what is 
being funded through the Title V Grant.  
 
CSEA President Auchincloss brought up the concerns she has heard others 
express regarding the adding of programs like this and then on the other hand 
we have to cut $2.5M from our budget.  Dr. Friedlander said he understood 
these concerns and that is why he went into great length to explain how there 
was never any intent to add expense to the budget and that this program is 
being paid for through grants, money from the Foundation and what was to be 
reallocated funds from not replacing the dean positions.    
 
Dr. Friedlander spoke about the advantage to having this conversation and 
clarifying information because we are all on the same team with the intent to 
reduce costs.  
 

Program Review 
 

7. Program Review. 
 

A. Proposed instructions, guidelines and FAQS (Att. 3)  
Members identified edits to the guidelines and clarified what was unclear.  
An example was the question: what if we need something that we put in 
Program Review that is new that actually needs to be replaced yearly? The 
answer was: if you are approved from Program Review, it is noted that it is 
ongoing expenses and then it is approved for ongoing.  It will be added to 
the budget automatically. (Fact #2 on P.3)  
 

B. Proposed timeline for completing program review process (Att. 4)  
Dates were readjusted to give more time for discussion and rankings and 
will be distributed tomorrow. 
 

C. Guidelines needed for replacing instructional media. 
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D. What is considered “Technology”?  Is the primary factor network 

connectivity? 
There was a decision to discuss the details of the language in the Program 
Review Guidelines with Robert Else, Sr. Dir. Inst. Assessment, Research & 
Planning, after the meeting.   
 

E. Process for classifying items that could be regarded as either Hardware or 
General Equipment (Att. 5) 
 

8. Review of CPC Priorities for 2011-12 ( Att. 6 ) 
This will be first on the next agenda for CPC.   

 
Upon motion the meeting was adjourned. 
 
Next CPC Meeting: September 20 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA  JACK SCOTT, CHANCELLOR 

 
 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
CHANCELLOR’S OFFICE 
1102 Q Street 
Sacramento, California  95811-6549 
916.445.8752 
www.cccco.edu 

 
September 30, 2011 
 
Dear California Community Colleges Stakeholders: 
 
I am writing you today to share the draft recommendations of the California Community 
Colleges Task Force on Student Success. As you may be aware, legislation enacted last year 
called on the California Community Colleges Board of Governors (BOG) to convene a task 
force of system representatives and external partners for the purpose of developing a plan to 
bring about significant improvements in success rates of our students. Beginning in January 
2011, the Task Force, chaired by BOG Member Peter MacDougall has met monthly and 
worked diligently to develop a robust and thoughtful set of recommendation that hold real 
promise to open a new chapter for our system. 
 
The resulting draft recommendations, sweeping in their scope, constitute a bold plan for 
refocusing our colleges on student success. I feel strongly that the Task Force’s proposal, 
which accompanies this letter, will make the community colleges more responsive to the 
needs of students and our economy, which is increasingly demanding college-educated 
workers. 
 
I encourage you to review these draft recommendations and consider how they would work to 
help your college improve its capacity to serve students. Over the next six weeks, we will be 
convening meetings across the state in order to provide you with an opportunity to provide 
input on this proposal. These meetings will take place at conferences, organizational 
meetings, and town halls. I will attend many of these meetings, as will Task Force members 
and Chancellor’s Office Staff. A full listing of events can be found on the Chancellor’s Office 
website (http://www.cccco.edu/studentsuccess). Input will also be collected through an online 
dialogue which can be accessed at http://studentsuccess.ideascale.com/. 
 
The Task Force will meet again on November 9th at which time they will discuss input 
received in meetings and online. After reviewing input, they will make adjustments to the 
plan as warranted. The proposal will then be forwarded to the BOG for consideration at their 
January 2012 meeting. 
 
I appreciate your attention and involvement in this critically important effort.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Jack Scott, Ph.D.  
Chancellor 



 
Cali fornia Community Colleges 
Task Force on Student Success 
 
 
 

Introduction 

There’s a story that each member of this Task Force wants to be true - true at 
every community college and for every student.  It’s the story of a student who 
walks onto a California Community College campus for the first time, unsure of what 
she wants to do, but knowing generally that she wants to find a direction in both her 
life and her career.   
 
She is able to go online, use her smart phone, or get an appointment to meet with a 
counselor or advisor where she learns about the wide variety of options available at 
the college and maybe a few offered elsewhere.  The options presented to her aren’t 
discrete classes but rather pathways toward different futures.  Not all of them are 
easy; some require a lot of time and work, but she sees where they lead and 
understands what she will need to do to succeed in each pathway.   
 
She participates in an orientation to college and spends time preparing for her 
assessment tests.  She learns that some paths will require her to work more on basic 
skill mathematics and English than others, but all this information plays into her 
decision making process.   
 
She easily finds her way to the financial aid office, which is the next door down the 
hall, where she learns of the various financial aid opportunities available to her.  She 
sees that she can maximize financial aid opportunities if she decides to enroll full 
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time.  She understands that accepting financial aid means accepting responsibility for 
her academic future.   
 
Using either online or in-person counseling support, she develops an education plan 
and determines her program of study.  She enrolls in her basic skills coursework in 
her first term and follows her counselor’s lead in selecting a college-level course that 
is appropriate to her level of preparation.  Her basic skills class may rely heavily on 
tutoring or use other approaches that work better for her than what she experienced 
in high school.  The results of her assessment test let the professor know what she 
needs help with, so she is able to focus on those things, moving at a pace that’s 
comfortable.  She’s successful and is soon able to take the college-level coursework 
needed to complete her program of study.  She uses the roadmap provided by the 
college and finds that she’s able to enroll in all the required courses in the semester 
in which she needs them.  She earns a certificate and/or associates degree, or 
maybe she transfers to the nearby California State University campus with her 
associate degree in hand.  Wherever her path leads, she successfully reaches her 
academic goal and is thus able to advance her career and earn a wage sufficient to 
support herself and her family.   
 
This is the vision that the recommendations of this Task Force are designed to 
support.  Taken alone, no single recommendation will get us there, but taken 
together, these policies could make the vision a reality for every student, at 
every college.   
 
While it is entirely natural for readers to skim through a report like this looking for the 
two or three recommendations that most affect to their particular constituency, we 
encourage readers to resist this temptation and consider the set of recommendations 
as a whole and how they will benefit students.  In making these recommendations, 
each member of the Task Force strived to do just that, at times setting aside their 
particular wants and making compromises for the greater good.   
 
We hope you will join us in that effort.   



 
Table of Contents 

PART I 
Refocusing California Community Colleges Toward Student Success 
 - Reorienting Community College to Improve Student Success 
 - Chronology of this Effort 
 - Report Recommendations  
 - Scope of the Task Force 
 - Defining Student Success 
 - National and State Student Success Efforts 
 - Implementation Processes  
 - Conclusion 
 
PART II 
Draft Recommendations of the Student Success Task Force 
 
Chapter 1 
Increase College and Career Readiness  

1.1. Collaborate with K-12 to jointly develop common core standards for 
college and career readiness. 

 
Chapter 2 
Strengthen Support for Entering Students 

2.1. Develop and implement common centralized diagnostic assessments. 
2.2. Require students to participate in diagnostic assessment, orientation and 

the development of an educational plan. 
2.3. Develop and use technology applications to better guide students in 

educational process. 
2.4. Require students showing a lack of college readiness to participate in 

support resources. 
2.5. Require students to declare a program of study early in their academic 

careers
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Chapter 3 
Incentivize Successful Student Behaviors 

3.1. Adopt system-wide enrollment priorities reflecting core mission of 
community colleges. 

3.2. Require students receiving Board of Governors fee waivers to meet 
various conditions and requirements. 

3.3. Provide students the opportunity to consider attending full time. 
3.4. Require students to begin addressing Basic Skills deficiencies in their 

first year.  
 
Chapter 4 
Align Course Offering to Meet Student Needs 

4.1. Focus course offerings and schedules on needs of students. 
 
Chapter 5 
Improve the Education of Basic Skills Students 

5.1. Support the development of alternatives to traditional basic skills 
curriculum 

5.2. Develop a comprehensive strategy for addressing basic skill education in 
California. 

 
Chapter 6 
Revitalize and Re-Envision Professional Development  

6.1. Create a continuum of mandatory professional development 
opportunities. 

6.2. Direct professional development resources toward improving basic skills 
instruction and support services. 

 
Chapter 7 
Enable Efficient Statewide Leadership & Increase Coordination Among 
Colleges 

7.1. Develop and support a strong community college system office. 
7.2. Set local student success goals consistent with statewide goals. 
7.3. Implement a student success score card. 
7.4. Develop and support a longitudinal student record system. 

 
Chapter 8 
Align Resources with Student Success Recommendations 

8.1. Consolidate select categorical programs. 
8.2. Invest in the new Student Support Initiative. 
8.3. Promote flexibility and innovation in basic skills through alternative 

funding mechanism. 



8.4. Do not implement outcome-based funding at this time. 
 

PART I 
Refocusing California Community Colleges 
on Student Success 

Reorienting Community Colleges to Improve Student Success 

California is home to approximately 2.6 million community college students each 
year, nearly 25 percent of the nation’s community college student population.  With 
112 community colleges statewide and numerous off-campus centers, we enroll 
students from all ages, backgrounds, and educational levels.  We are a system that 
takes pride in serving the most diverse student population in the nation, and we value 
that diversity as our biggest asset.  Most students, though not all, are seeking access 
to well-paying jobs:  jobs that require enhanced skills, certificates, or college 
degrees.   Community colleges also offer, though in fewer numbers than in years 
past, enrichment courses that appeal to students who are less focused on 
employment as a primary goal.  
 
As a state, we have arguably created the quintessential “open access” college 
system.  Yet by any measure, community college completion rates are too low and 
must increase.  We need to ask ourselves:  “Open access to what?”  Is it enough to 
provide access to education without the policies and practices that ensure students 
succeed in meeting their educational goals?  The answer is simply that we can no 
longer be satisfied with providing students open access and limited success.   
 
This report, the draft product of the Community College Task Force on Student 
Success, contains recommendations for improving the educational outcomes of our 
students and the workforce preparedness of our State.  The 22 recommendations 
contained herein are more than just discrete proposals. Taken together, these 
recommendations would reboot the California Community College system toward the 
success of its students.  The Task Force seeks to rebalance community colleges by 
strengthening those systems and programs that work and realigning our resources 
with what matters most: student achievement.  This report presents a new vision for 
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our community colleges in the next decade, focused on what is needed to grow our 
economy, meeting the demands of California’s evolving workplace, and inspiring and 
realizing the aspirations of students and families.    
 
The work of the Task Force on Student Success and the draft recommendations 
contained herein come at a critical juncture in California’s history. California is the 
most diverse state in the nation; the majority of our citizens are persons of color, and 
we have the greatest number of students in poverty.  With unemployment rates in 
excess of 10 percent (and as high as 16 and 17 percent respectively for Latinos and 
African Americans) we are in the midst of a severe economic crisis.  As such, we 
must ensure that our community college system – and indeed our public education 
system as a whole – has the capacity and resources to ensure that students from all 
backgrounds complete their education with the certificates and degrees needed for 
them to succeed the highly competitive global economy.   
 
California must stop tinkering at the margins and instead create coherent, systemic, 
student success-focused reforms across community colleges, and between 
education segments - and be focus on helping those students who have experienced 
disproportionately lower achievement reach their full potential.  
 
This plan calls on the state to end both the fragmentation between K-12 and 
community colleges and between the colleges themselves.  A reformed community 
college system will be more responsive to the needs of their students.  Community 
colleges will align standards and assessments with K-12 education so that students 
have consistent expectations and receive consistent messages about expectations 
throughout their educational careers about what it takes to be ready for, and 
successful in, college.  Many of our students attend more than one college, and they 
need consistent policies, programs, and coherent educational pathways across our 
colleges in order to succeed.  The colleges, while retaining their local character, will 
function as a system with common practices, where practicable, to best serve 
students.   
 
The community college system will leverage technology – because this generation 
and future generations of students are digital natives.  They expect to use technology 
to access the work around them.  Technology has shown its potential to help 
diagnose student learning needs, to enhance the delivery of instruction, to improve 
advising and other support services, and to streamline administrative costs.  This is 
an area where much can be gained by better  system-wide coordination.    
 



This report envisions a restructuring of the core of our system – teaching and 
learning – by providing more structure and guidance to students so as to foster better 
choices and limit the student wandering through the curriculum.  A primary curricular 
goal is to increase the effectiveness of basic skills instruction, compress the time it 
takes for students to complete basic skills and increase students’ readiness for 
college-level work.   
 
While we emphasize the need for our system to improve basic skills instruction 
through innovation and flexibility, we urge state leaders to examine the larger, and 
critical issues, of adult education in California.  There is a large, and growing 
population of adults who lack the basic proficiencies for gainful employment and the 
state lacks the policies and delivery systems to deal with this challenge.    
 
The community college system envisioned in this plan rewards successful student 
behavior and makes students responsible for developing individual education plans; 
colleges, in turn, will use those plans to rebalance course offerings and schedules 
based on students’ needs.  Enrollment priorities will emphasize the core missions of 
transfer to a four-year college or university, the award of workforce-oriented 
certificates and degrees, and the basic skills development that supports both of these 
pathways.  Student progress toward meeting individual educational goals will be 
rewarded with priority enrollment and continued lack of progress will result in limits 
on access to courses and to financial aid. 
 
Taken together, the recommendations contained in this report will put community 
colleges on a course that will help California narrow its education skills gap and 
prepare workers to compete in the new economy.  With the demand for college 
graduates increasing, community colleges face the imperative to change in big and 
small ways to achieve the core missions of transfer and workforce development.  By 
adopting and moving to implement this plan, the system signals to all Californians 
that future investments in its community college system will be rewarded with 
outcomes that benefit the entire state. 
 
Chronology of This Effort 

In January 2011, the Community Colleges Board of Governors embarked on a 12-
month strategic planning process to improve student success.  Pursuant to Senate 
Bill 1143 (Chapter 409, Statutes of 2010), the Board of Governors created the Task 
Force on Student Success.  The resulting 20-member Task Force is composed of a 
diverse group of community college leaders, faculty, students, researchers, staff, and 
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external stakeholders.  The Task Force deeply into complex college and system level 
policies and practices.  It worked for seven months to identify best practices for 
student success and develop statewide strategies to take these approaches to scale 
– all while ensuring that educational equity for traditionally underrepresented 
students was not just maintained, but bolstered.   
 
Each month, from January through June 2011, the Task Force met to examine topics 
critical to the success of students, ranging from College Readiness and Assessment 
to Student Services, from Basic Skills Instruction to Performance-Based Funding.  
The Task Force turned to state and national experts (such as Dr. Kay McClenney, 
Dr. David Conley, Dr. Vince Tinto, and Dr. Alicia Dowd, among others) for the latest 
research-based findings and had frank discussions about what works to get students 
across the finish line – wherever that line may be.   
 
Beginning in July, the Task Force spent three months (July, August and September) 
narrowing down its list of recommendations to those contained in this draft report.  
Recommendations were chosen based on their ability to be actionable by state 
policymakers and college leaders and make a significant impact student success, as 
defined by the outcome and progression metrics adopted by the group.   
 
Report Recommendations 

Some of the recommendations and strategies contained in the report rely on the 
Legislature to change statute while others rely on the Board of Governors to amend 
regulations.  Yet for other recommendations, it will be incumbent on district and 
campus leadership to ensure that successful models are employed with increasing 
frequency.  Regardless, the Task Force recognizes that reorienting institutions 
toward student success represents a cultural change – one that won’t happen 
overnight.  Some recommendations will take longer to implement than others and 
several will be subject to collective bargaining.   
 
Broadly speaking, the Task Force recommendations rely on the following key 
components to move students more effectively through our community college 
system:   
 

• Development and implementation of a common diagnostic assessment tool 
to better determine the skill levels of entering students;  

• Expanded use of technology, especially as it relates to students’ educational 
plans;  



• Development of structured pathways to help students identify a program of 
study and get an educational roadmap to indicate appropriate courses and 
available support services; 

• Enhanced professional development for both faculty and staff, especially as it 
relates to the instructional and support needs of basic skills students;  

• Revised financing, accountability and oversight systems to ensure that 
resources (both financial and intellectual) are better aligned with student 
success;  

• Stronger statewide system coordination and oversight to allow for the sharing 
and facilitation of new and creative ideas to help students succeed, including 
the ability for California to “take to scale” the good practices already in place; 

• Better alignment of local district and college goals with the education and 
workforce needs of the state.   

 
Scope of the Task Force Work 

There are a variety of topics related to community colleges and student success that 
the Task Force was either unable to address or chose not to address. For example, 
policy issues related to the local governance structure of colleges and districts have 
been well vetted and thus were not discussed by the group.  Further, the group 
chose not to address policies surrounding student fees.  Distance education and 
workforce /career technical education, while critical topics to the future of the 
community colleges, were unable to be discussed due to time and schedule 
constraints.  This report is written as a framework, with workforce / career technical 
education, in particular, being addressed through the subsequent implementation 
actions related to student assessment, enrollment prioritization, course offerings and 
the development of a college-level score card.  
 
Defining Student Success 

Students come to California Community Colleges for many reasons.  Measuring their 
success does not fit neatly with a cookie cutter image of a college student.  However, 
most students come to community colleges with one thing in mind:  earning a degree 
or certificate and then getting a job.  For some, entering the workforce is in the 
distance, with success defined as transferring to, and subsequently graduating from, 
a four-year college.  For others, an associate’s degree will meet their academic goal.  
Still other community college students are looking to gain concrete job skills to help 
them more immediately enter into the workforce.  This could be accomplished by 
either completing a vocational certificate program or through any number of skill-
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oriented courses.  Yet, regardless of their goals, the vast majority of students come 
to community colleges in need of basic skills such as reading, writing, and 
mathematics. 
 
How do we know if students are succeeding?  To acknowledge the varied intent of 
students, the Task Force adopted a set of Student Success Outcome Metrics.  The 
following metrics represent how the Task Force recommends that the system define 
whether or not a student (and thus community colleges as a whole) has been 
successful: 
 

• How many degrees and certificates were earned by students statewide?;  
• How many students transferred to a four-year institution after completed a 

transfer curriculum (and how many of those earned associate degrees)? 
• What percentage of community college students earned a certificate or 

degree, transfer, or were ready to transfer within a 6-year period.   
• What percentage of students whose workforce related goals do not include 

earning a credential, passed their courses? 

 
While tracking the above-noted student outcomes is necessary to measure student 
achievement, research indicates that there are a number of points along a student’s 
path to completion where they are likely to falter or drop out.  The recognition of 
these “loss points” guided the work of the Task Force and helped structure 
recommendations that could be aimed at mitigating student drop out.   
 
Each time a student progresses beyond a “loss point” the likelihood of reaching 
his/her educational goals increases.  By turning these loss points into progression 
metrics, we are able to track how well students and institutions are doing in ensuring 
that students better meet their educational goals.  Examples of progression metrics 
include:  

• Successful completion of basic skills competencies;  
• Successful completion of first collegiate level mathematics course;   
• Successful completion of first 15 semester units;  
• Successful completion of first 30 semester units.   

System-wide accountability efforts will, therefore, include collecting and reporting 
both the outcomes and the progression measure for the system, and for each 
college.  These measures will be disaggregated by race/ethnicity to aid the system in 
understanding how well it is succeeding in educating those historically disadvantaged 



populations whose educational success is vital to the future of the state.  Of course, 
system-wide accountability efforts will include much more than the core measure 
outlined here, as colleges and the Chancellor’s Office are committed to using data to 
continually improve student outcomes.   
 
National and State Student Success Efforts 

The last two years have seen a dramatic shift in the way the country views 
educational attainment with community colleges nationwide being called upon to 
produce more graduates and certificate holders.   Responding to global economic 
pressures, in 2010 President Obama highlighted community colleges with a White 
House Summit and “Call for Action,” a message that resonated with employers, 
economists, and educators here in California.  Projections from the National Center 
for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) demonstrate the degree to 
which California is at risk of failing to meet global workforce needs.  NCHEMS found 
that California’s changing demographics, combined with low educational attainment 
levels among fast-growing populations, will translate into substantial declines in per 
capita income between now and 2020 – placing California last among the 50 states 
in terms of change in per capita income.   
 
The work of the Student Success Task Force is not being done in isolation.  The 
Community College League of California’s Commission on the Future report served 
as a basis for many of our recommendations, as did prior community college reform 
efforts, including the Partnership for Excellence program and various reviews of the 
California Master Plan for Higher Education. 
 
Implementation Processes 

In each case, the recommendations contained in this report will require in depth, 
discrete, and specific implementation strategies depending on whether the proposed 
change is statutory, regulatory, or dissemination of best practices.  The community 
college system has a rich history of shared governance and local collective 
bargaining; nothing in this report is designed to upend those processes.  Further, the 
Task Force recognizes that implementing these recommendations will require the 
involvement of everyone from state policy makers to local community college staff 
and faculty.  This will take time.   
 
A separate document, authored and distributed by the Chancellor’s Office, will be 
forthcoming and will begin to lay out various strategies for implementing the 
recommendations contained within this report.  There will be implementation groups 



California Community Colleges Task Force on Student Success | DRAFT  13 
 
 

composed of the relevant internal and external stakeholders.  Academic Senate 
involvement at each step of the process will be critical.  During the implementation 
phase, it is the intent of the Task Force that the parties work together to address the 
practical matters associated with the eventual success of the recommendations.   
 
Conclusion 

We would like to thank our funders – The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, The 
James Irvine Foundation, The Walter S. Johnson Foundation, The Lumina 
Foundation, and The David and Lucile Packard Foundation – for their support of our 
efforts.   
 
We look forward to an open and engaged dialog with all interested parties in the 
coming months.   
 



 
 
 
PART II 
Draft Recommendations of the Student Success 
Task Force 

 
Chapter 1 
Increase Student Readiness for College  

POLICY STATEMENT 

Community Colleges will collaborate with the State Board of Education, 
the California Department of Education, and other statewide efforts to 
define and address college and career readiness.  

 
A vast majority of first-time students entering the California Community Colleges 
(CCC) are underprepared for college-level work.  In the CCCs, 70-90 percent of first-
time students require remediation in English, math, or both.  In 2010, 79 percent of 
California’s 11th grade students who took the Early Assessment Program (EAP) 
college readiness test did not test “college ready.”  Currently, system policies 
between K-12 and postsecondary education related to standards, curriculum, and 
assessment are not well aligned to communicate either clear expectations for college 
or career readiness or to support a smooth transition for high school graduates.  
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The State Board of Education (SBE) adopted the Common Core State Standards 
(CCSS) in August 2010 and joined the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium in 
May 2011 to develop a new K-12 assessment system based on the CCSS.  This 
presents an ideal opportunity for the state to develop curriculum frameworks and 
assessments that align expectations and standards across public education and 
higher education systems.   
 
A definition of “career readiness” also needs to be developed, based on the new 
CCSS, and added to the menu of standard assessments used to guide students’ 
programs of study.  Career readiness scores could influence students’ selection of a 
program of study or certificate – especially when skill competencies are validated 
against incumbent industry employees in those career pathways.   
 



 
Recommendation 1.1 
Community Colleges will collaborate with K-12 education to jointly 
develop common standards for college and career readiness that 
are aligned with high school exit standards. 
 
 
The Taskforce recommends that the community college system closely collaborate 
with the SBE and Superintendent of Public Instruction to define standards for college 
and career readiness as California implements the K-12 Common Core State 
Standards.  Doing so would reduce the number of students needing remediation, 
ensure that students who graduate from high school meeting grade-level standards 
are ready for college-level work, and encourage more students to achieve those 
standards by clearly defining college and career expectations.   
 
Requirements for Implementation 

• No statutory or regulatory changes are needed to authorize community 
college participation in the development of common standards. 

• Discussion with K-12 and the California State University may identify 
conforming changes to statute governing the Early Assessment Program. 

• Leadership from the Academic Senate, Board of Governors, and 
Chancellor will be needed to ensure community college representatives 
have membership in key committees that will plan and execute the 
definition of standards.   
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Chapter 2 
Strengthen Support for Entering Students 

POLICY STATEMENT 

Community colleges will provide stronger support for students entering 
college to identify and meet their goals. Stronger support will be 
facilitated by centralized, integrated and student-friendly technology to 
better guide students in their educational planning process.   

 
Status of Matriculation Program 

In 1986, the Seymour-Campbell Matriculation Act charged the Board of Governors 
with ensuring that all community college students were provided support to define 
and attain their educational goals.  The Board adopted Title 5 regulations that require 
districts to provide admissions, orientation, assessment, counseling and follow-up 
services for all students (except those specifically exempted) to the extent funding 
was provided for those services.   Funding has never been adequate to serve all 
students and, as a result, colleges have not been able to provide the level of services 
needed.  In 2009-10 a 52 percent budget cut in Matriculation program funding in 
particular turned a bad situation into a crisis. 
 
Students need guidance. 

Extensive research has documented the importance of assessment, orientation and 
informed education planning to set incoming students on a pathway to a successful 
outcome and build early momentum for their success.  Given options, students who 
lack guidance are likely to seek what they think will be their most direct path through 
college-level courses, without understanding what is required to be successful in the 
college environment and without regard to their academic preparation for college-
level work.  There are multiple consequences when students make uninformed 



choices:  (a) students find themselves in courses that are unconnected to reaching 
an educational goal and for which they are not prepared, at best lengthening their 
time to completion and all too often causing them to drop out; (b) colleges lose the 
ability to target limited seats and services where they will be most effective; and (c) 
faculty are faced with underprepared students in their courses. 
 
Assessments vary by college. 

Currently, the community college faculty at each college determine which 
assessments are administered to place students within that college’s curriculum for 
English, math, and English as a Second Language (ESL).  Colleges are required to 
also consider other measures of a student’s ability to succeed, such as academic 
history and demonstrated motivation.  This local approach to assessment has failed 
to serve students by allowing for significant variation between campuses and in some 
instances even limiting portability within a single district.  Other significant drawbacks 
include the high cost of assessment instruments and inefficient test administration.   
 
Since 2008, the system has taken significant steps to move toward a centralized 
assessment.  Grant funding was obtained from the Bill and Melinda Gates 
Foundation and the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation to complete a common 
assessment feasibility study.  The Board of Governors sponsored legislation (AB 
743, Block) in the current legislative session to advance common assessment and a 
common college readiness standard.  The community colleges system has also 
adopted the Early Assessment Program, in partnership with the California 
Department of Education (CDE) and the California State University, to provide 11th 
grade students a signal of their readiness for college-level curriculum. 
 
 
Participation in core assessment and planning services is key to student 
success. 

While students are asked to indicate their educational objective on the application for 
admission, they are currently not required to identify a specific program or major.  
Many students are undecided when they first enroll in community college and remain 
so for too long, while others may randomly check a box on their application form 
never being required to update the goal later.  The current matriculation model 
assumes that students will clarify their educational objective in the course of meeting 
with a counselor.  However, many students enroll in basic skills or general education 
courses without a clear objective or pathway to completion of a program, in part 
because most transfer-level courses do not carry prerequisites and students are not 
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made aware of the level of rigor associated with the course.  Additionally, even 
before the 52 percent budget cut to Matriculation funding, colleges found it difficult to 
provide all students with access to counseling services to assist with the 
development of education plans—student to counselor ratios range from 800 to 1 to 
1000+ to 1 in the community colleges.  Requiring students to participate in those 
core services that provide them with a better foundation for their success, helping 
students make informed choices about their education, increasing the availability of 
services offered through technology, and requiring students to declare a program of 
study early - are all strategies that can help to increase student success in the CCCs. 
 
Technology can help. 

The creation of online resources that would support advisement and allow many 
students to self-manage their academic pathways is hindered by the lack of 
centralized technology.  Given the high development cost of creating student portals, 
very few districts have undertaken this task, leaving students to struggle with a 
dearth of information available to them to follow an appropriate academic pathway.  
While almost all students enter the CCC’s through a common electronic application 
(CCCApply), once they are admitted, they are not further captured and led to build an 
online profile which could help many self-serve and access resources.  Scaling up 
the use of technology is one of the few viable ways of reaching substantially more 
students, many of whom are technologically capable of, and in may cases may 
prefer, to navigate their pathway through community college in an online 
environment.   
 
While there is a plethora of education data collected both within the CCC system and 
in other education sectors, it is not currently aggregated in a single location that 
would allow for the creation of education data warehouses that could leverage the 
intersegmental data and help advise students of effective pathways through college.  
An example of this would be the use an examination of past student outcomes in 
various courses for students at various levels of basic skills, and then create an 
advisement matrix that keeps students enrolled in courses appropriate for their 
particular skill levels. 
 
In the same manner that companies like Netflix and the Apollo Group have created 
tightly integrated online pathways for their customers, the CCC system needs to look 
towards the creation of centralized student support modules that offer high 
interactivity with local campus and district IT and administrative systems.  
Appropriate suggested student choices could be developed using research 



conducted on educational data to create “default” pathways suggested by online 
student advisement systems.  These systems could be used by both students and 
campus advisors as tools to nudge students towards better academic choices and to 
reduce excess unit accumulations and unnecessary withdrawals. 
 
An additional benefit to the creation and maintenance of centralized technology 
utilities is that doing so will create huge economies of scale for the system.  By lifting 
these costs from the local district and freeing up local monies, centralized technology 
in the CCC’s will allow for opportunities to drive down costs by bulk purchasing and 
development.  
 
Technology – while having many benefits – is not a panacea.  An expanded student-
friendly technology system will allow the most self-directed students to complete a 
variety of activities (e.g., education planning, orientation, preparing for assessments) 
using resources with which they are most familiar - computers, smart phones and the 
like.  However, our less directed students will still need the face-to-face interactions 
provided by advisors and counselors.  By shifting the lower-need, self-directing 
students to online tools we free up advisors and counselors to focus their face-to-
face interactions with those students most in need.  
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Recommendation 2.1 
Community colleges will develop and implement a common 
centralized assessment for English reading and writing, 
mathematics, and English as a Second Language (ESL) that can 
provide diagnostic information to inform curriculum development 
and student placement and that, over time, will be aligned with the 
K-12 Common Core State Standards and assessments. 
 
 
Requirements for Implementation 

• Design a centralized assessment system that includes a robust array of 
options to help students prepare to take the assessments for the most valid 
result.  It should ensure consistent testing policies, including re-test policies 
that are decided based on psychometrics rather than budget.  The 
centralized assessment must be diagnostic to ensure placement into 
appropriate coursework, and inform faculty efforts to design appropriate 
curriculum. 

• By 2014, work to include accommodation of community college diagnostic 
assessment needs within the state’s new CCSS assessments. 

• After development, amend Education Code Section 78213 to require colleges 
to use the new common assessment for course placement. 

• Eventually, the Board of Governors would propose to amend Education Code 
Section 99300 ff. to phase-out the use of the Early Assessment Program 
(EAP) and transition to a new assessment aligned with K-12 CCSS.  

• In the meantime, the enactment of AB 743 (pending Governor’s action) will 
facilitate the interim selection of a currently available “off the shelf” 
assessment instrument for English, math and ESL, to be procured in the 
most cost-effective manner for use statewide.   

o One-time funds of $1 million (already secured from outside sources) 
together with dedicated state-level funding of approximately $5 million 
would enable the Chancellor’s Office to conduct a centralized 
procurement using state-level buying power to drive down the cost of 
assessments while leveraging some customization thus providing 
unlimited assessment capacity to colleges at low or no cost.   

o Participation in the interim system would be voluntary but incentivized 
by the significant local cost savings.  



Recommendation 2.2 
Require all incoming community college students to: (1) participate 
in (a) diagnostic assessment and (b) orientation, and (2) develop an 
education plan.  
 
 
By requiring students to participate in these core services, the community college 
system will insure that students have the foundational tools necessary to make 
informed choices about their education.  
 
Requirements for Implementation  

• Education Code section 78212 and Title 5 section 55500 ff. already 
require colleges to provide these and other matriculation services to all 
non-exempt students (if funding is provided for that purpose.) 

• Amend Title 5 sections 55521-25 to require students to participate in 
assessment, orientation and development of a student education plan 

• Amend Title 5 section 55532 to establish more explicit criteria for 
exempting students from participation in required services in order to 
achieve greater clarity and statewide consistency in the proportion of 
students to be served.  

 
Please note:  The Task Force recognizes that implementation of this 
recommendation requires: (1) a substantial reallocation of existing local resources; 
(2) additional resources, and (3) new modes of service delivery in order to make 
these required services available to all incoming students.   
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Recommendation 2.3 
Community colleges will develop and use centralized and integrated 
technology, which can be accessed through campus or district web 
portals, to better guide students in their educational process.   
 
Recommendations in this report rely heavily on the ability of technology to help guide 
students into educational pathways.  In order to implement many of the student 
services recommendations, the community colleges must develop and implement a 
variety of centralized technology applications.  Online technology will be used to 
allow self-directed students to guide much of their own education planning, for 
counselors and advisors to better assist students with educational pathways, and for 
administrators and faculty to better plan course schedules to ensure that students 
complete their education in a timely and efficient manner. 
 
These technology applications will generate efficiencies, but more importantly they 
will increase and improve communications with students by using platforms they 
already rely on to manage their daily lives.  Today’s students use smart phones and 
tablets no only to communicate with friends and professors, but to deposit checks 
into their bank accounts, track their academic progress, purchase good and services, 
watch movies and read books.  This is where our student spend much of their time, 
and we must create smart applications that help them reach their educational goals.  
 
Rather than having individual colleges create their own online student planning tools, 
the Chancellor’s Office would create applications that would be plugged into existing 
college and district web portals.  Colleges would be able to place these applications 
in locations that mesh with their own unique website, with the services being centrally 
provided and centrally supported.   
 
Examples of the types of online services include:   
 

• A common application to college; 
• An electronic transcript; 
• An online BOG fee waiver form; 
• A degree planning module; 
• An electronic library resource and library catalog; 
• A career exploration module; 
• A job placement module; 
• A textbook purchasing module; and  



• A transfer advisement module. 

 

Requirements for Implementation 

• Secure additional state funding for the development of the proposed 
technology tools that would then be provided to colleges free of charge.   

• A centralized development and procurement process would leverage the 
system’s size to drive down the estimated annual cost of the project to 
approximately $12 million.   
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Recommendation 2.4 
Require students whose diagnostic assessments show a lack of 
readiness for college to participate in a support resource, such as a 
student success course, provided by the college for new students. 
 
A student’s readiness for college is based on several factors in addition to their 
academic proficiency in English and mathematics or their ability to perform well on 
standard assessment tests.  College readiness includes other variable that can 
influence a student’s ability to successfully complete credit-bearing, college-level 
coursework.  A student’s “college knowledge,” or awareness and understanding of 
the college culture, institutional processes, and support resources available, can help 
a student navigate the complexities of life on campus and can help them access 
services, such as tutoring labs and financial aid, that may be critical to their success.  
Another important aspect of college readiness includes skills that provide a 
foundation for students to perform well, such as time management and the ability to 
work independently.  These “habits of mind” include a student’s ability to organize 
their work and mange time, study effectively, and balance competing priorities 
successfully.  
 
Requirements for Implementation  

• Amend Title 5 section 55521 to allow for students to be placed in a student 
success course or other support activity. 

• Require students to enroll in a student success course if assessment results 
demonstrate a need. 

 
 



 
Recommendation 2.5 
Encourage students to declare a program of study upon admission 
and require declaration by the end their second term.   
 
 
Declaring a program of study is much more specific than declaring an educational 
goal.  Doing so sets incoming students on an educational pathway and builds early 
momentum for their success.  A student who is unable to declare a program of study 
by the end of their second term should be provided counseling and other 
interventions to assist them in education planning and exploring career and program 
options. If these interventions fail to meet their desired end, students should lose 
enrollment priority after their third term. 
 
Requirements for Implementation 

• Amend Title 5 regulations to require students to declare a specific program of 
study by the end of their second term. 

o Current title 5 regulations require students to declare an educational 
goal “during the term after which the student completes 15 semester 
units or 22 quarter units of degree-applicable credit coursework, 
unless the district establishes a shorter period.”  Title 5 also requires 
districts to establish a process for assisting students to select a 
specific educational goal within a “reasonable time,” as defined by the 
district, after admission.   

• Amend Title 5 to define “program of study” as a certificate, degree or transfer 
objective in a specific occupational area or major.  Groups of students 
exempted from meeting this requirement should also be specified in 
regulation. 
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Chapter 3 
Incentivize Successful Student Behaviors 

POLICY STATEMENT 

Community colleges will incentivize those student behaviors that are 
associated with their eventual success. 

 
 
Rationing of Classes 

One of the basic tenets of the Master Plan for Higher Education is that all 
Californians who have the capacity and motivation to benefit from higher education 
should have a place in the California Community Colleges.  Given the scarcity of 
resources currently available to the colleges, the reality is, the state has failed to live 
up to that commitment and we as a system are rationing access to education.  While 
we continue to admit all students that apply, not all admitted students are able to 
enroll in the courses needed to meet their educational goals. 
 
Enrollment Priorities 

Under current law and practice, students already in the system have enrollment 
priority over new students.  Registration priority is generally higher for students with 
higher unit accumulations, so only unit accumulation is a rewarded student behavior 
in the registration process.  As a result, there is perverse incentive for students to 
enroll in classes that don’t further their educational objectives simply to gain a place 
higher in the enrollment queue.   
 



Policies that enable students to wander around the curriculum, withdraw and repeat 
classes multiple times, avoid services that could steer them along a productive 
pathway, and accumulate an unlimited number of units are a disservice to enrolled 
students and to those who can’t get into the system for lack of available classes.  
 
Use the BOG Fee Waiver Program as a way to incentivize successful student 
behaviors.   

The Board of Governors (BOG) Fee Waiver Program, for example, which was 
designed to ensure that the community college fees do not present students with a 
financial barrier to education, are an underutilized mechanism for incentivizing 
successful student behaviors.  Unlike federal and state financial aid programs, the 
community colleges do not require students to make satisfactory academic progress, 
make progress toward a goal, or limit the maximum number of units covered by the 
award.  The Task Force believes that policies governing eligibility for the BOG fee 
waiver should be consistent with enrollment policies designed to promote student 
success.  By enacting accompanying BOG fee waiver changes, low-income students 
who rely on the waiver will be provided the same level of and held to the same 
standards as other students. 
 
Adopt consistent polices for enrolling students.  

Yet we as a system have both initiated and continue to support these ineffective 
policies.  In short, the community college system should adopt enrollment 
management policies that encourage students to follow delineated educational 
pathways that are most likely to lead to completion of a certificate, degree, transfer or 
career advancement goal. 
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Recommendation 3.1 
The Community Colleges will adopt system-wide enrollment 
priorities that: (1) reflect the core mission of transfer, career 
technical education and basic skills development; (2) encourage 
students to identify their educational objective and follow a 
prescribed path most likely to lead to success; (3) ensure access 
and the opportunity for success for new students; and (4) 
incentivize students to make progress toward their educational goal.  
 
 
Current law and practice guiding student enrollment tends to favor the continuing 
student, based solely on their accrual of course units.  The existing system fails to 
align with the core priorities of community colleges:  to provide courses for students 
seeking to earn a degree or certificate, transfer, participate in a career-technical 
program, or improve their basic language or computational skills.  Altering enrollment 
prioritization is an efficient way of encouraging successful student behaviors and 
ensuring that we are rationing classes to provide more students with the opportunity 
to succeed.   
 
Highest enrollment priority should be provided for: 
 

• Continuing students in good standing who are making progress toward a 
certificate, degree, transfer or career advancement objective.  This includes 
students who are actively pursuing credit or noncredit basic skills 
remediation. 

• First-time students who participate in orientation and assessment and 
develop an informed education plan that includes courses or other 
approaches to begin addressing any basic skills deficiencies in their first 
year. 

• To address student equity goals, current statutory and regulatory provisions 
requiring or encouraging priority registration for special populations (active 
duty military and recent veterans, students with disabilities and 
disadvantaged students) should be retained.  [Please note: current 
legislation, AB 194 (Beall) pending action by the Governor, would add foster 
youth to this category.]  To the extent allowable by law, these students 
should be subject to all of the limitations below.   

 



 
Continuing students should lose enrollment priority if they: 
 

• Do not follow their original or a revised education plan 
• Are placed for two consecutive terms on Academic Probation (GPA below 

2.0 after attempting 12 or more units) or Progress Probation (failure to 
successfully complete at least 50 percent of their classes) 

• Fail to declare a program of study by the end of their third term 
• Accrue 100 units (not counting Basic Skills and ESL courses.) 

 
Requirements for Implementation 

• Adoption of this policy is within the purview of the Board of Governors. 
• Board of Governors should amend Title 5 regulations to establish 

statewide enrollment priorities. 

 

• Current legal requirements and relevant legislation include the following:  
o Education Code section 66025.8 requires community colleges to 

grant priority enrollment to any member or former member of the 
Armed Forces of the United States for any academic term within two 
years of leaving active duty. (SB 813, (Veterans Affairs Committee) 
which extends priority enrollment to four years is currently awaiting 
Governor’s action.) 

o Title 5 section 58108 authorizes community college districts to 
establish procedures and policies for registration, including a priority 
registration system.   

o Title 5, section 58108 permits colleges to provide special registration 
assistance to disabled and disadvantaged students in accordance 
with a priority system adopted by the local board of trustees.  

o Title 5, section 56026 authorizes community colleges to provide 
registration assistance, including priority enrollment to disabled 
students.  

o Title 5, section 56232 requires colleges to provide access services for 
EOPS students, including “registration assistance for priority 
enrollment.”  

o If signed into law by the Governor, AB 194 (Beall) would require 
community colleges to grant priority enrollment to current and former 
foster youth.  This measure was approved by the Legislature and is 
awaiting action by the Governor.  
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Recommendation 3.2 
Require students receiving Board of Governors (BOG) fee waivers to 
meet various conditions and requirements, as specified below.   
 

(A) Require students receiving a BOG fee waiver to 
identify a degree, certificate, transfer or career 
advancement goal.   
 
(B) Require students to meet institutional satisfactory 
progress standards to be eligible for the fee waiver 
renewal.   
 
(C) Limit the number of units covered under a BOG fee 
waiver to 110 units. 

 
 
The BOG Fee Waiver Program allows financially-needy students to have their fees 
waived.  Unlike federal and state financial aid programs, the community colleges do 
not limit the maximum number of units covered by the award nor do they require 
students to make satisfactory academic progress or make progress toward an 
educational goal.  The federal and state financial aid programs impose these 
requirements because they work to keep students progressing toward their 
educational goals and help them to meet those goals in a timely manner.   
 
Implementation of this recommendation will result in substantial cost savings to the 
community college system (estimated to be approximately $89 million.)  Dollars 
saved by implementing this proposal would be reallocated within the community 
college system and used to reinvest in the student support and retention activities 
identified in the student success plan.  
 



 
Requirements for Implementation 

• Amend Education Code section 76300(g) and Title 5 section 58612 or 
58620 to add eligibility criteria. 

• Build in a series of active interventions to ensure that students facing 
difficulties do not lose financial aid eligibility. 

• Ensure that students failing to make progress have the ability to appeal. 
• Ensure that financial aid offices retain capacity to administer this 

recommendation regardless of the number of fee waivers granted on a 
particular campus. 
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Recommendation 3.3 
Community Colleges will provide students the opportunity to 
consider the benefits of full-time enrollment. 
 
 
Research indicates a high correlation between full-time enrollment and students’ 
achievement of their educational objectives.  The faster a student completes his or 
her education the less time there is for life or family issues to get in the way.  
Students benefit from full-time attendance by increasing their earning potential 
sooner while colleges benefit from the greater efficiency of serving one full time 
student versus two or more part time students for the same funding. 
 
Recognizing that many community college students are not in a position to enroll full 
time, particularly those who work full time and are enrolled to upgrade their job skills 
as well as those who depend on full-time employment to support families, there are 
nonetheless simple steps that can be taken to ensure that students are made aware 
of the benefits of full-time enrollment and can consider whether such a route is 
possible for them. 
 
Requirements for Implementation 

• No statutory or regulatory changes are needed.  This can be 
accomplished by dissemination of best practices for financial aid 
packaging and deployment of existing resources, including the I Can 
Afford College financial aid awareness program. 

 



 
Recommendation 3.4 
Community Colleges will require students to begin addressing basic 
skills deficiencies in their first year and continue remediation as part 
of their education plan. 
 
 
Chapter 5 of this document addresses improving the quantity and efficacy of basic 
skills instruction.  Colleges need to be able to offer students an array of course, 
laboratory, or other approaches to skill improvement.  These might include courses 
with embedded contextualized basic skills instruction, special interventions like Math 
Jam, online and other computer-based laboratory resources, tutoring, supplemental 
instruction and intensive basic skills courses. 
 
Requirements for Implementation 

• Title 5 sections 55200-02 already permit community college districts to 
require students assessed below collegiate level to begin remediation in 
their first year by following the procedures for establishing prerequisites 
or co-requisites. 

• However, a more direct approach would be to adopt a new Title 5 
regulation making the requirement explicit for all students at all colleges. 
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Chapter 4 
Align Course Offerings to meet Student Needs 

POLICY STATEMENT 

Community colleges will focus course offerings on meeting student 
needs. 

 
 
Offer courses that align with student education plans. 

With limited economic resources, California community college campuses must 
strategically focus the scheduling of courses to meet the needs of students who are 
seeking degree or certification completion as well as specific job training programs 
required by local industries.  Over a period of time the mission of the California 
Community Colleges has grown to add many community interest classes at the 
expense of key basic skills, career and technical, or transfer classes.  In addition, 
there is an imbalance between students’ assessed need for basic skills classes and 
their supply.  Colleges must now focus attention on program completion through a 
serious review of scheduling practices. 
 
Use a balanced approach. 

The Task Force recognizes that the scheduling of courses is a complex matter that 
requires balancing the priorities of the college.  In order to meet the student and 
industry needs described above, colleges must shift from using historical course 
scheduling patterns and instead utilize the numerous sources of data available to 
them as the basis for informed course scheduling.   



 
Fund courses based on their inclusion in student educational plans. 

Further, the Board of Governors and the legislature should ensure that state 
subsidization for instruction, whether it be credit or noncredit courses, is limited to 
those courses that are included in a program of study and informed by a student 
education plan.  Doing so will provide a strong incentive for colleges to work with 
students to develop education plans and to clearly identify pathways that students 
should follow in each program.  In addition, targeting the state apportionment funding 
to support courses that are necessary to meet students’ specific educational 
objectives will ensure that finite resources are used to meet high priority educational 
objectives in CTE, transfer, and basic skills. 
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Recommendation 4.1 
Community Colleges will use the requirements for a student to 
complete a program of study, along with state and local data, 
including enrollment trends and labor market demand to develop 
course schedules and determine course offerings. 
 
 
Requirements for Implementation  

• Amend statute and Title 5 regulations to reflect that apportionments may 
only be claimed if scheduled courses are part of student education plans. 

• Amend statute (Education Code 78300) and Title 5 as needed to 
explicitly allow colleges to enroll community service students in otherwise 
state-supported credit classes, where there is excess capacity in those 
classes.  

• Current law authorizes community college districts to offer community 
service classes, but specifies that no General Fund dollars be used to 
support these classes. 

• Under this recommendation, students having the course in their 
education plan would pay the credit enrollment fee, while students not 
having the course in their education plan would pay a fee covering the full 
cost of instruction 

• BOG would need to adopt new Title 5 regulations to provide districts with 
the necessary guidance concerning the setting of the fees and calculation 
of proportionate cost.  

• Amend statute to limit the scope of allowable non-credit classes to only 
those identified as Career Development or College Preparation (CDCP.) 

• Adopt Recommendation 7.1 to increase the statutory authority of the 
CCC Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO) thus allowing for oversight regarding 
course offerings as well as dissemination of enrollment management best 
practices for establishing community education programs that respond to 
community needs while also providing a source of income to the campus. 

• Adopt Recommendation 2.2, which revamps the concept and use of 
student education plans to focus the student on a more prescriptive 
course of study and concurrently provide a clear roadmap for colleges to 
determine course demand. 

 



 
 
 
Chapter 5 
Improve the Education of Basic Skills Students 

Policy Statement.  The community college system will develop a 
cohesive statewide framework for the delivery of basic skills 
educational services.  

 
Need for Basic Skills Reform 

In California, basic skills students often are “traditional” students who have 
matriculated through the K-12 system and arrived at the community colleges 
underprepared for college-level work.  They may also be “nontraditional” students 
who are working adults returning to gain a degree or further career-based skills.   
 
Overall, the picture for our basic skills students is not a rosy one.  Conservative 
estimates from national researchers show that 60 percent of all entering college 
students assess as needing basic skills remediation.  Yet, according to data 
compiled for the Basic Skills Supplement to the ARCC Report (March 2011), only 
300,000 students (approximately 10 percent of all community college students) are 
enrolled in basic skills coursework in any given year.  It is particularly worrisome that 
hundreds of thousands of students are in need of basic skills remediation but not 
enrolling in those courses. 
 
The success data from the Basic Skills Supplement is equally concerning.  Of 
students who begin a mathematics sequence four levels below transfer-level (16.2 
percent of entering students are assessed at this level), only 25.4 percent ever 
achieve a certificate, degree, or transfer preparation. While students who begin one 
level below transfer-level (18.4 percent of entering students are assessed at this 
level) achieve one of these goals at the rate of 42.6 percent, that still leaves more 
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than 50 percent of students unaccounted for. These general ranges are also 
applicable to students who begin at equivalent levels in basic skills English writing, 
reading, and English as a second language. 
 
From an equity perspective, there is also cause for concern.  Using the same data 
source (Basic Skills Supplement) Hispanics comprise over 40 percent of all basic 
skills enrollments.  Blacks comprise 11 percent; Asians comprise 13 percent; and 
Whites comprise 22 percent.  Within two years, Blacks have the lowest successful 
completion of college-level mathematics at only 17 percent. Hispanics completed 
college-level mathematics at 25 percent, while whites and Asians completed college-
level mathematics at 30 percent and 38 percent respectively.   The disparity in 
completion rates underscores the need for our system to embrace the goal of 
measuring and working to close equity gaps.   
 
The problem that confronts our system is one of magnitude and resources. We must 
develop a responsive system of education that clearly outlines the pathway and the 
interventions necessary for student success and reflects an institutional commitment 
to commensurately deploy resources to optimize increasingly limited dollars. 
 
Professional development is key.  

Central to the creation and implementation of a cohesive framework for the delivery 
of basic skills is the use of professional development (as discussed in Chapter 6.)  In 
many cases, the changes necessary to increase student success and completion 
require faculty and staff to build new skills or hone existing skills.  Faculty, staff and 
administrators need consistent, thoughtful, and productive professional development 
activities that are tied to the desired outcomes.   
 
While many community colleges groups (Academic Senate, the CIOs, the CSSOs, 
3CSN, 4CSD, the Community College League of California, the Research and 
Planning Group, and the Chancellor’s Office) have provided professional 
development to improve basic skills instruction and supports in the state, statewide 
coordination of what is now a completely-locally-determined professional 
development activity is needed if systematic change is to be accomplished. 
 
Need to Scale Practices That Work 

System-wide efforts such as the Basic Skills Initiative have made initial inroads into 
addressing basic skills and the students who need them.  Scattered throughout the 
state are successful basic skills interventions that are moving towards college-scale 



in terms of impact. However, in many more places, colleges still struggle with how 
best to tackle this pervasive issue, and the struggle becomes more desperate as 
resources are further constrained. 
 
Therefore, it is time to overlay local efforts with a more structured statewide 
framework that provides support for research-based approaches to basic skills 
interventions, support for bringing successful interventions to scale, support for 
making the financial decisions necessary for implementation, and support for the 
intersegmental conversation needed to serve all adult learners in the state. 
 
Basic Skills is a Shared Responsibility with K-12 

Addressing basic skills is a shared responsibility between K-12 and the community 
colleges.  Thus, activities regarding alignment and messaging with K-12 and our 
public four-year institutions are key components of this report and are addressed in 
previous sections.  It is important to note that approximately 68 percent of entering 
CSU freshman require remediation making it apparent that, as a state, we must 
provide education in new ways to ensure that students are college-ready (per 
recommendation of Chapter 1.)  As community colleges, we must develop new 
methods of ensuring that those students who enter our colleges unprepared receive 
the instruction and services needed to help make them successful.  
 
Balancing Needs of the CCC System 

Competency in basic skills (reading, writing, and mathematics) prior to entering a 
community college is a key challenge for California.  While addressing the basic skills 
needs of students is a central mission of the community college system, the time and 
resources devoted to basic skills instruction need to be balanced with the other 
missions of the system, namely occupational training, academic preparation, and 
transfer.  The task force is aware that existing resources need to be allocated 
judiciously to accomplish these three primary missions.  This will involve further 
prioritizing of the apportionment streams and more directed uses of discretionary 
funds such as those provided for the Basic Skills Initiative.  
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Recommendation 5.1 
Community Colleges will support the development of alternatives to 
traditional basic skills curriculum and incentivize colleges to take to 
scale model programs for delivering basic skills instruction.   
 
 
The task force believes that the community college system must foster more effective 
basic skills instruction.  We cannot simply place students into classes that use the 
same mode of instructional delivery that failed to work for them in high school.  
Within the system, colleges have developed or adopted alternatives to the traditional 
curriculum that show great promise in revolutionizing the delivery basic skills 
instruction to adults.  For example: (1) the use of learning communities; (2) 
modularized instruction; (3) intensive instruction; (4) supplemental instruction; (5) 
contextualized learning – particularly within Career Technical Education Programs; 
and (6) team teaching, all illustrate new and innovate ways of teaching adults.   
 
There are also new models that have yet to be created.  Community colleges can – 
and should - provide incentives for developing alternatives to traditional curriculum 
and taking to scale model programs that work.  
 
Requirements for Implementation 

• Authorize the reallocation of Basic Skills Initiative (BSI) dollars in the annual 
Budget Act.  

• Chancellor’s Office will adopt amended guidelines to redistribute the BSI 
funding to: 

o Target a fixed portion of the money to specifically incentivize faculty 
redesign of curriculum and support innovations in basic skills 
instruction.   

o Develop clear curricular pathways from basic skills into collegiate-
level coursework. 

• Amend Title 5 regulations to remove the requirement that supplemental 
instruction, with regards to basic skills support, be tied to a specific course.  
This would explicitly enable the use of supplemental instruction for the benefit 
of basic skills students. 

o Under current regulation (Title 5 Section 58050 and 58172), 
apportionment can only be claimed for supplemental instruction 
provided through a learning center if the hours of instruction are tied 



to a specific course and the hours are laid out in the course outline of 
record for the course. Given that the needs of basic skills students 
vary and are hard to predict, such restrictions prevent colleges from 
funding this form of support for basic skills students. 

• Implementation of Recommendation 8.3 - which establishes an alternative 
funding model for basic skills – would provide a financial incentive to further 
encourage innovation in the delivery of basic skills instruction. 
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Recommendation 5.2 
The state should develop a comprehensive strategy for addressing 
basic skills education in California that results in a system that 
provides all adults with the access to education in mathematics, 
English, and English as a Second Language (ESL.) 
 
 
Improve Coordination of K-12 and Community College Basic Skills Programs 

The community colleges, with their K-12 and community-based partners, should 
develop a clear strategy to respond to the continuum of need in order to move 
students from educational basic skills to career and college readiness.  This plan 
should include: 
 

• Improved availability and quality of advising and counseling services for 
basic skills students, providing them a clear pathway to reaching their 
academic goals 

• Increased preparedness for faculty and staff on the special needs of 
basic skills students 

• Identification and funding of best practices in basic skills delivery, both 
student services and instructional programs, that support moving 
students more effectively and efficiently to career and transfer readiness 

• Identification of the appropriate credit and non-credit levels to be 
delivered by each education segment making sure to provide “safety 
nets” and an appropriate overlapping of services to provide all students 
with access to basic skills instruction 

 
Demise of Adult Education 

Failure to address the basic skills needs of the state will have lasting negative 
impacts on hundreds of thousands of Californians as well as the state's economy and 
social climate.  The Governor and Legislature should reexamine the implementation 
of K-12 budgetary flexibility for adult education funds, and the resulting redirection of 
support for these programs, to determine if this practice is consistent with California's 
current social and economic needs.  
 
As part of the 2009-10 State Budget, K-12 school districts were given the authority to 
redirect categorical program funding originally appropriated for specified programs.  



As a result, roughly $800 million in Adult Education funds was shifted to support 
other K-12 categorical programs that had experienced deep funding cuts.  Based on 
recent estimates, school districts have exercised this option and transferred more 
than $400 million out of Adult Education programs.  It is important to note that the 
decision to redirect funds is made at the district level and therefore program 
implementation varies.  Statewide, the substantial reduction in support for K-12 adult 
education programs has resulted in increased demand on community colleges to 
provide education to this population in addition to current students’ needs for 
noncredit and credit basic skills courses.  Unfortunately, due to budget cuts, 
community colleges do not have the capacity to expand course offerings to meet this 
increased demand.  As a result, large numbers of adults in need of basic skills 
education have gone unassisted.   In addition, the considerable local variation in 
programmatic decisions by K-12 districts has resulted in a fractured system of basic 
skills delivery to an already needy yet essential segment of the California population. 
 
Need for Legislative and Gubernatorial Direction 

State leaders need to determine if the current flexibility over K-12 adult education 
funds is consistent with state economic and social needs and whether these funds 
should be rededicated to serving basic skills needs.  They should also determine 
whether these programs would best be placed in the K-12 or community college 
system and provide funding commensurate with the task. 
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Chapter 6 
Revitalize and Re-envision Professional 
Development 

 
POLICY STATEMENT 

The community college system will develop and support the continued 
and focused professional development for all faculty and staff.   

 
Need for Professional Development 

On-going professional development is a fundamental component of supporting 
systemic change that will improve student success.  Without a sustained and focused 
approach to professional development, institutions, let alone an entire educational 
system, cannot expect to change attitudes, help faculty and staff rethink how their 
colleges approach the issue of student success, and implement a continuous 
assessment process that brings about iterative improvement.  This type of change 
will not happen overnight.  The end result envisioned by the Task Force will need to 
emerge through years of refinement.   
 
History of Professional Development 

Support for professional development in the California Community Colleges has 
been mixed. While recognition was given to the important role of professional 
development in the landmark community college bill AB 1725, the goal of providing 
specific funding to support on-going professional development has never been 
reached.  Today, most colleges attempt to carve out support from the general fund, 



but financial pressures have continued to erode institutionally supported professional 
development.  Some colleges have relied on outside grants for professional 
development to faculty, but for the most part these strategies are limited to boutique 
programs rather than campus-wide issues.  The Basic Skills Initiative (BSI) has 
provided some funding for professional development, but these funds are modest at 
best.  Furthermore, in spite of the best intentions of those hired to provide 
professional development at the colleges, professional development activities have 
tended to focus on short-term programs or one-time workshops rather than providing 
the sustained engagement with ideas and processes that, research has shown, has 
a greater chance of bringing about real change. 
 
Flex Days 

Education Code 84890 - established in 1981 – allowed community colleges to move 
away from the standard 175-day instructional calendar that was a holdover from the 
K-12 system and instead use up to 15 days per year for professional development 
[see Title 5 sections 55720-55732].  Most colleges implemented a combination of 
fixed and flexible days.  Fixed days require faculty and staff to attend mandatory 
programs determined by the college while flexible days are used for faculty 
determined activities, such as conferences, coursework, and research.  Today, fixed 
flex days are comprised largely of campus-wide activities such as convocations, 
beginning-of-the-semester state-of-the-college presentations, and departmental 
meetings.  Workshops related to effective teaching and student success are also 
offered, but, as stated above, suffer from being of limited duration and thus of limited 
effect overall. 
 
Under the current regulations, the following activities are staff development activities 
allowable under a flexible calendar: 

1. Course instruction and evaluation;  
2. Staff development, in-service training and instructional improvement  
3. Program and course curriculum or learning resource development and 

evaluation;  
4. Student personnel services;  
5. Learning resource services;  
6. Related activities, such as student advising, guidance, orientation, 

matriculation services, and student, faculty, and staff diversity;  
7. Departmental or division meetings, conferences and workshops, and 

institutional research;  
8. Other duties as assigned by the district.  
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9. The necessary supporting activities for the above.  
 
 



 
The Flexible Calendar Program Numbers 
Category Totals 
Percentage of colleges that participate in 
the Flexible Calendar Program 

95.5% 

Number of colleges that do not 
participate in the Flexible Calendar 
Program  

5 

The average number of Flexible days per 
college is 

5.3 days 

The most common number of Flexible 
days taken by colleges. 

23 Colleges have 4 Flexible days 

Number of colleges with the maximum 
number of 15 Flexible days. 

0 

Number of colleges that have 14 Flexible 
days 

2 

Number of colleges that have only 1 
Flexible day 

5 

 
The state provides strong support for professional development activities through its 
Flexible Calendar Program, which allows colleges to exchange instructional days 
(where students are on campus) for professional development days (where faculty 
and staff are engaged in active professional development.)  In the 2009-10 academic 
year, the community college system converted almost three percent of its 
instructional days into professional development days.   
 
The Task Force believes that, as a community college system, we must adopt a 
more systemic and long-term approach to professional development.  Without this 
change, colleges will be unable to achieve the changes necessary to increase the 
success of our students.  Because of their central role in working with and on behalf 
of students, faculty should be the primary focus of professional development efforts, 
with a targeted emphasis on part-time faculty, who teach up to 50 percent of the 
courses on a given campus. 
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Recommendation 6.1 
Community colleges will create a continuum of strategic 
professional development opportunities, for all faculty, staff and 
administrators to be better prepared to respond to the evolving 
student needs and measures of student success. 
 
 
To accomplish major changes in the California Community Colleges, professional 
development must be at the center of the discussion.  In many cases, the changes 
necessary to increase student success and completion require building new skills or 
honing existing skills.  Faculty, staff and administrators need consistent, thoughtful, 
and productive professional development activities that are tied to a set of outcomes 
linking to a state agenda for student success. 
 
The Board of Governors should have the ability to direct colleges to respond to what 
are agreed upon strategic professional development activities.  As California 
prepares to address key issues, whether they be instructional, fiscal, safety, or 
intersegmental, professional development of the community college personnel is key.  
Given the level of responsibility granted to the Academic Senate on instructional 
matters, the Board of Governors should solicit their input on a regular basis with 
regards to statewide professional development goals and direction. 
 
Requirements for Implementation 

• Amend statute and Title 5 regulations to authorize the Chancellor’s Office 
and/or Board of Governors to mandate the use of professional 
development to address state objectives, thus requiring that colleges link 
mandatory professional development activities to a set of statewide 
objectives and then measure movement towards those objectives. 

• Amend Title 5 regulations to authorize the Chancellor’s Office and/or 
Board of Governors to mandate specific professional development 
purposes for flex day(s). 

• Amend Title 5 regulations to ensure that professional development is also 
equally focused on part-time faculty. 

• The Chancellor’s Office should explore the use of myriad approaches to 
providing professional development, including regional efforts and 
expansion of the use of technology. 



 
RECOMMENDATION 6.2 
Community Colleges will direct professional development resources 
targeted at both faculty and staff toward improving basic skills 
instruction and support services.  
 
 
In addition to the flexible calendar program for the community colleges, there are 
allocations directed by the Legislature specifically toward basic skills professional 
development.  These allocations should not only continue but be expanded to 
provide continuous and thorough support for faculty and staff in the issues related to 
basic skills instruction and student support services.  The pedagogical approaches to 
be included should respond not only to discipline issues but also within the context of 
economic or cultural differences of students. 
 
In addition to the specific professional development funds available through the 
annual Budget Act, California should continue to direct and coordinate special 
programs in vocational education, economic development, science, mathematics, 
categorical areas, and others in order to integrate basic skills improvement 
throughout the entire community college system.  
 
Requirements for Implementation  

• Amend, where needed, statute and/or Title 5 regulations to authorize the 
Chancellor’s Office/Board of Governors to mandate the use of 
professional development to address state objectives. 

• Amend Title 5 to authorize the Chancellor’s Office/Board of Governors to 
mandate specific purposes for flex day(s). 

• Amend Title 5 to enable part-time faculty to engage in and be supported 
by college professional development activities. 
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Chapter 7 
Enable Efficient Statewide Leadership and Increase 
Coordination Among Colleges 

POLICY STATEMENT 

The State should authorize greater coordination and support among 
colleges so that California’s diverse community colleges can function 
more as a system.   

 
Need for a Stronger Community College System Office   

Implementing reforms that will make the California Community Colleges (CCC) more 
oriented around improving student outcomes require a stronger and more 
coordinated college system.  The system needs a structure that can both drive and 
ensure fidelity to statewide efforts aimed at improving student outcomes.  Improved 
sharing of data, common goal setting, and a stronger Chancellor’s Office are 
foundational to implementing system-wide reform and refocusing the system on 
improving student outcomes.   
 
The implementation of key recommendations in this report, such as aligning college 
readiness standards and assessment tools, focusing course schedules on the needs 
of the students, creating a student-oriented technology system, and directing 
professional development resources towards state and system-wide-priorities, all 
require a stronger and more coordinated chancellor’s office.  Alignment among 
colleges is long overdue, and doing so will save student’s time and money and help 
them more efficiently reach their educational goals.  
 



 
How California’s Other Higher Education Systems Operate 

Each of the three public higher education segments in California has a central office 
charged with leading, coordinating, and administering the respective systems.  Of the 
three, the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office and the Board of 
Governors has, by far, the least power and control over the colleges within its 
system.  Unlike the UC Board of Regents and the CSU Board of Trustees, the CCC 
Chancellor’s Office is a state agency under the control of the Governor.  While the 
Governor makes appointments to all three boards and all three boards appoint their 
respective CEO’s, only the CCC Chancellor lacks the ability to appoint senior 
management staff such as vice chancellor’s and deans.  This severely reduces the 
authority of the Chancellor and diminishes the Chancellor’s ability to lead the system.  
Furthermore, only the CCC is subject to state civil service hiring regulations.  In some 
cases, this prevents the Chancellor’s Office from hiring the most qualified job 
applicants either because of the technicalities of the hiring process or because of 
salary limitations imposed by the state civil service system.  The CCC Chancellor’s 
Office is also impacted by state control over its regulatory power.  Unlike the other 
higher education segments, the CCC must obtain the approval of the Department of 
Finance before enacting regulations affecting the community college districts or 
changing how its resources are deployed to meet system needs.   
 
Role that Stronger Chancellor’s Office Would Play 

While shared governance with local district control remains a bedrock principle of the 
CCC system, many of the colleges face common challenges that could be most 
efficiently addressed through more structured leadership from the Chancellor’s 
Office.  For example, colleges often develop extremely effective educational 
programs that could benefit all of the colleges, but the system lacks a robust method 
of disseminating effective best practice information to the colleges.  Further, 
recommendations contained in this chapter call on districts and colleges to establish 
goal-setting processes and to align those goals with state and system-wide priorities.  
To effectuate this recommendation, a strong Chancellor’s Office is needed to 
coordinate those efforts.   
 
In some cases, groups of colleges within a region could benefit from collaborating to 
address issues unique to those regions.  While there are examples of regional 
collaboration among districts, they have been the exception rather than the rule.  A 
strong Chancellor’s Office, oriented towards student success, would be empowered 
to help coordinate and incentivize regional approaches to delivering programs.   
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Past Attempts 

Proposals to strengthen the CCC Chancellors Office have been included in past 
statewide educational planning processes.  For example, prior reports by The Little 
Hoover Commission and legislative reviews of the Master Plan for Higher Education 
have all included recommendations to better align colleges through a more robust 
CCC system-wide office.  Sadly, these proposals have all failed, for different reasons 
and at different times, but they have failed nonetheless.   
 
California is at a critical economic juncture, and community colleges, through the 
recommendations contained in this report, are committed to reorienting themselves 
toward ensuring students succeed.  Without more authority in the Chancellor’s Office 
to help colleges implement these recommendations and hold them accountable for 
positive change, the impact of the recommendations contained within this report will 
be substantially weakened.   



 
 
Recommendation 7.1 
The state should develop and support a strong community college 
system office with commensurate authority, appropriate staffing, 
and adequate resources to provide leadership, oversight, technical 
assistance and dissemination of best practices.  Further, the state 
should grant the Community College Chancellor’s Office the 
authority to implement policy, consistent with state law. 
 
 
Requirements for Implementation 

• Amend statute to grant the Board of Governor’s authority to appoint vice-
chancellors and deans. 

• Amend statute to move the Chancellor’s Office out of the Executive 
Branch. 

• Amend statute (Education Code 70901.5) to allow the Chancellor’s Office 
to promulgate Title 5 regulations without first obtaining approval from 
Department of Finance. 

• Revise funding for the Chancellors Office by financing the office through 
alternative means, possibly through the use of ongoing Proposition 98 
funding, to be taken from the community colleges share of the 
Proposition 98 guarantee, or a fee-based system. 

• Centrally fund statewide initiatives (technology and professional 
development) 

• Retain annual current Budget Act authority appropriating funds for the 
academic senate and add budget authority for the student senate 
because they are critical to the shared governance process  

• Focus the Chancellor’s Office on adopting a regional framework to help 
colleges collaborate and developing a robust system of disseminating 
best practice information and technical assistance to local colleges. 
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Recommendation 7.2 
In collaboration with the CCC Chancellor’s Office, districts and 
colleges will identify specific goals for student success and report 
their progress towards meeting these goals in a public and 
transparent manner (consistent with Recommendation 7.3).   
 
 
Requirements for Implementation 

• The Chancellor’s Office, in consultation with the various internal and external 
stakeholders, will establish an overarching series of goals, with districts and 
individual colleges prioritizing these goals and establishing strategies that 
address local considerations. 

• In order to measure and direct attention to addressing persistent equity gaps, 
these goals will include sub-goals by race/ethnicity.  

• The Chancellor’s Office will implement robust accountability reporting (via a 
publicly understandable “score card” per recommendation 7.3), which will 
include progress made on intermediate measures of student success as well 
as ultimate outcomes.  Implementation of this recommendation will focus on 
which additional data elements are needed to support the goal setting 
function as well as which data elements can be retired to offset the new 
reporting requirements.  

• While no additional statutory authority is needed for local districts, colleges, 
or the Chancellor’s Office to establish goals, implementation of 
recommendation 7.1 is critical to ensuring that local goals are aligned with 
state and system-wide measures of student success and that accountability 
“score cards” are implemented in a meaningful way. 

 



 
 
Recommendation 7.3 
Implement a student success score card. 
 
 
In order to increase both public and institutional attention on student success, the 
California Community Colleges will implement a new accountably tool that would 
present key student success metrics in a clear and concise manner.  These score 
cards will be posted at the state and local level to help concentrate the focus of 
educational leaders on student performance.  In order to focus state and local efforts 
on closing equity gaps, the score cards will include break outs by ethnic group.   
 
The success metrics included on the score card would measure a variety of student 
outcomes, including successfully reaching “momentum points,” such as completion 
of a basic skills sequence and earning specified thresholds of units, which have been 
shown to lead to successful program completion.  In calculating gains in 
performance, each college would be compared against its own past performance, 
thus neutralizing differences associated with local economic and demographic 
variables. These success measures would include intermediate as well as 
completion outcomes.  Examples of intermediate outcomes include: rate of earning 
15 units, 30 units and 60 units; rate of completion of a college level (degree 
applicable) course in math and English; basic skills improvement rate; rate of term-
to-term persistence; and ESL improvement rate.  Completion outcomes would 
include earning a certificate, an associate degree, and transferring to a four-year 
institution.  The Chancellor’s Office will develop score card metrics and format, in 
consultation with internal and external stakeholders.   
 
This new score card would be built on the existing Accountability Reporting for 
Community Colleges (ARCC), our statewide data collection and reporting system.  It 
should be noted that ARCC has proven itself to be an extremely effective system for 
gathering and reporting a broad range of student data from the colleges.  The key 
difference is that the new score card would present a distilled subset of data in a brief 
format that will help to focus attention on the system’s current student success 
efforts.    
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Requirements for Implementation 

• No statutory changes are needed to develop the score card format and 
process. 

• Amend Title 5 to require local boards to discuss the score card at a public 
hearing and certify its content.  Colleges would then publicly post their 
score card on websites and at physical locations and the Chancellor’s 
Office would make results for all colleges readily available for public view.  
Implementation of the score card process would be required as a 
condition of receiving funding under the Student Support Initiative (see 
Recommendation 8.1). 



 
Recommendation 7.4 
The state of California should develop and support a longitudinal 
student record system to monitor student progress from elementary 
through postsecondary education and into the workplace. 
 
Linked student level data is critically needed to determine what is working and what 
is not working to improve student achievement.  Under the present system, 
educational records are housed at each of the segments (CCC, CDE, CSU, UC) 
respective headquarters.  While these institutions routinely share data for a variety of 
mandated reports and studies, data has not been aggregated centrally or leveraged 
to improve student instruction or develop centralized student support systems.   
 
The community colleges need system-wide student level data that can link to the 
other higher education segments, K-12, and the workforce in order to analyze 
progress and identify, improve, and implement strategies that are effective at 
improving student outcomes.  This need has increased as the state budget crisis has 
led to significant cuts in funding for public education.  The CCC needs information on 
what is working and what is not in order to set funding priorities in a way that puts 
students’ needs first. 
 
Shared student level data is also needed to unite the colleges’ work to improve 
student completion. Many community college students transfer among colleges 
during their educational career or take courses at more than one college at the same 
time.  A shared data system would allow colleges to synchronize assessments and 
have a common standard to determine readiness for credit bearing coursework.  
Further, robust data would better enable faculty members to incorporate post-
enrollment student outcomes into their curriculum development.   
 
Good linked data is essential both for in-person and online education planning and 
advisement, the implementation system-wide enrollment priorities, and the 
subsequent ability of colleges to match course offerings with actual student 
educational pathways.  Without good student-level information, neither counselors 
nor online tools will be able to provide the guidance necessary to help students 
select courses and sequence those courses in a manner appropriate to their program 
of study.  Such data could also be used to maintain transcripts and monitor students’ 
degree status so students not only know how to pursue their postsecondary goals, 
but are also aware of when they have reached them.  Because of the lack of 
coordination between community colleges today, many students continue to take 



California Community Colleges Task Force on Student Success | DRAFT  59 
 
 

courses even after meeting the requirements for a certificate or transfer to a UC or 
CSU simply because they are not aware that they have completed the requirements.  
Shared data is essential to making the system more efficient and to improve student 
completion of their academic goals. 
 
Required for Implementation 

• Secure a commitment from the education segments for the development of a 
longitudinal K-20/wage data warehouse and the creation of an educational 
research resource.   

• Chancellor’s Office, together with the other education segments and the labor 
agency should procure one-time funding (including grant and philanthropic 
funding) for database development. 

 



 

 
 
Chapter 8 
Align Resources with Student Success 
Recommendations 

POLICY STATEMENT 

Both the redirection of existing resources and the acquisition of new 
resources will be necessary to implement the recommendations 
contained in this report. 

 
In developing its recommendations, the Task Force took care to work within 
reasonable assumptions of available state funding.  Clearly the current economic 
recession and California’s lingering structural budget shortfall will continue to 
constrain the ability of the state to make new large-scale investments in the 
community colleges.  For this reason, the Task Force crafted its recommendations to 
minimize financial costs.   
 
Throughout this document, many recommendations are designed to make the 
colleges and the system as a whole more efficient, by improving productivity, 
lowering costs and better targeting existing resources.  The resources saved by 
implementing these recommendations can then be reinvested to advance the 
system's student success efforts.  The following is a list of resource saving strategies 
included in previous chapters of this report: 
 

• Improving enrollment and registration priorities to focus scarce instructional 
resources on the most critical educational needs;  

• Centralizing the implementation of assessment, technology, and other 
initiatives to achieve greater economies of scale; 
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• Modifying the Board of Governor's Fee Waiver program; 
• Expanding the use of technology to promote efficiency and effectiveness;  
• Identifying best practices that can be achieved by redirection of local 

resources. 
 
Despite efforts to contain costs, many aspects of this Student Success Plan will 
require additional funding in order to implement the recommendations at scale and 
achieve significant positive impacts on student outcomes.  Notably, expanding the 
use of diagnostic assessments, orientation, and education planning have been 
identified as critical elements for our colleges to better serve students.  Under the 
current community college funding model and within the system's current funding 
levels, it is not feasible to expand these practices to the degree necessary to spur 
systemic improvement.  However, with a modest additional state investment, coupled 
with the reallocation of existing community college funding, and the expanded use 
technology, we believe it is possible to implement system-wide improvements 
capable of yielding substantial increases in student outcomes.  



 
 
Recommendation 8.1  
Consolidate select categorical programs.  
 
 
Over time, the Legislature, often at the urging of the community college system, has 
developed categorical programs to address specific priorities and concerns.  In the 
community colleges, these programs were by-and-large designed for several 
reasons:  
 

• To ensure that traditionally underserved populations of students received 
services (Basic Skills, Disabled Student Services and Programs, 
CalWORKs; Fund for Student Success, EOPS); 

• To ensure that money was available to support the needs of part-time 
faculty (Part-Time faculty health insurance, Part-Time Faculty Office 
Hours and Part-Time Faculty Compensation); and 

• To provide a mechanism to centrally fund various core programs and 
services or to designate that dollars be spent for specified, yet critical 
programmatic purpose (Telecommunications and Technology 
Infrastructure, Academic Senate, Physical Plant and Instructional 
Equipment). 

 
While well intentioned, the cumulative effect of this budget practice has been to 
create 21 separate programs that local colleges must manage and coordinate as 
they attempt to focus on the ultimate objective of helping students achieve their 
educational goals.  Further, while each categorical program benefits the students 
being served by that particular program, every year hundreds of thousands of 
otherwise eligible students go without assistance due to capacity constraints.  The 
community college system is in need of large-scale, systemic strategies to assist 
students in overcoming challenges on their way to attaining their educational 
objectives.  
 
One of the overarching themes of this report is to set state and local goals for student 
success and hold districts and colleges accountable for reaching those goals.  A 
second major theme is to align funding with these goals.  Under this consolidation 
model, districts would have the ability to target their dollars in a coordinated and 
unified manner to promote student success.  Further, by consolidating categorical 
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programs, local districts reduce the number of different program requirements to 
which they must adhere, thus being able to spend less time focusing on program 
compliance and more time focusing on overall institutional effectiveness.  In 
exchange for this added flexibility, districts will be subject to additional performance 
review based on specified student and institutional metrics. 
 
This proposal does not mandate that districts shift their categorical resources and 
districts may choose to maintain categorical programs consistent with past practice.  
However, districts wishing to restructure categorical programs in a more coordinated 
and unified manner will now have greater authority to do so.  This additional flexibility 
will allow districts to craft student success strategies that best fit their students and 
institutions. 
 
The Task Force recommends that the existing 21 categorical programs be 
consolidated as follows: 
 
Student Support Initiative 

Combine eight existing programs into the new Student Success Initiative. These 
include: Basic Skills; Financial Aid; CalWORKs; Foster Care; Matriculation; Physical 
Plant and Instructional Equipment; Fund for Student Success; Child Care Tax 
Bailout.  This fund would then be augmented as the first priority for new state 
monies. 
 
Faculty Support Initiative 

Combine four existing programs into a consolidated faculty support program. These 
include: Equal Employment Opportunity; Part-Time Faculty Office Hours; Part-Time 
Faculty Health Insurance; and Part-Time Faculty Compensation. 
 
Workforce Development Initiative 

Combine four existing workforce training programs into a consolidated workforce 
program.  These include: Economic and Workforce Development; Career Technical 
Education; Nursing Support; and Apprenticeship. 
 
Other Programs 

The remaining categorical program would be treated as follows: 
 



• Disabled Student Services and Programs would remain a separate 
categorical program due to federal and statement mandates to provide 
educational access to students with disabilities. 

• Telecommunications and Technology Infrastructure Program, the Academic 
Senate, and Transfer and Articulation would remain separate categorical 
programs due to their critical statewide functions. 

• Extended Opportunity Program and Services would remain a separate 
categorical program. 

 
Requirements for Implementation 

• Amend statute (annual Budget Act) to reflect the consolidated programs 
and appropriation levels. 
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Recommendation 8.2   
Invest in the Student Support Initiative  
 
 
At the heart of the Student Success Plan is the need to improve and expand core 
student support services such as diagnostic assessments, orientation, and education 
planning in order to help students successfully navigate the community college 
environment.  Bolstering these support programs will require reprioritization of 
resources at the state and local levels, increased use of innovative technologies, as 
well as additional state investment. 
 
While innovation and reprioritization will be necessary, the reality is that without 
additional funding in these areas, the ability of colleges to implement many key 
elements of the Student Success Plan, particularly in the area of support services, is 
doubtful.  Accordingly, the state and the community college system should set as the 
first priority for additional state funding investment in the new Student Support 
Initiative.  
 

• Beginning with the 2012-13 State Budget, the first priority for new monies 
appropriated to the system would be to augment the Student Support 
Initiative. 

• These funds would be directed to community college districts to make 
strategic local investments in activities and programs that are necessary to 
promote student success, including but not limited to implementing diagnostic 
assessments, orientation, and education planning. 

• Receipt of these funds by a district would be conditioned on the district 
developing and submitting to the Chancellor’s Office local student success 
plans that are consistent with state and local district goal setting (as outlined 
in chapter 7) and address student equity impacts.  Plans will identify specific 
strategies and investments over a multi-year period.  

• Further, as a condition of receiving Student Support Initiative funds, districts 
would be required to implement the common assessment proposed in 
Recommendation 2.1 and the accountability score card described in 
Recommendation 7.3. 

• The Chancellor’s Office will monitor district progress towards meeting goals, 
both in terms of programmatic implementation and also student success 
metrics. 
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Requirements for Implementation 

• Amend the annual Budget Act, statute, and title 5 regulations to fund and 
implement the new Student Support Initiative as outlined above. 



 

 
Recommendation 8.3 
Establish an alternative funding model to encourage innovation and 
flexibility in the delivery of basic skills instruction.  
 
Helping students successfully master basic skills requires a variety of interventions 
that span from innovative pedagogical strategies to proactive student support 
services.  The right combination of interventions varies across colleges and across 
students; there is no “one size fits all” model.  In addition, the intensity and timing of 
interventions needed to help students progress in basic skills acquisition may vary 
considerably.  Despite this variation in individual student needs, the current 
community college funding model assumes that basic skills students progress along 
a standard course sequence, with funding dispensed to the district based on a 
standard full-time equivalent students (FTES) allocation formula.   
 
Rather than having “seat time” as the dominant driver in basic skills funding, the 
development and implementation of an alternative funding model would reimburse 
colleges for successfully moving students from below college level to college level.  
This approach would allow districts to innovate and develop programs built around 
student needs rather than the standard FTES allocation model. The total cost to the 
state of successfully moving a student through the basic skills sequence would 
remain unchanged.  See the example below: 
 

Eddy assesses at two levels below college level in math.  In the traditional 
FTES funding model, we would assume that Eddy would take two three-unit 
courses on his path to attaining college readiness in math.  Instead, Eddy’s 
college uses an intensive program that involves smaller class sizes, tutoring, 
and other support services.  As a result, Eddy retests at college level in math 
at the end on his first three-unit class.  The college receives FTES 
reimbursement for the three unit course that Eddy completed, in addition, the 
alternative funding model provides the college with funding equivalent to the 
FTES (roughly $450) that would have been claimed in the event Eddy 
enrolled in a second three unit course. 
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Requirements for Implementation 

• Amend statute and the annual Budget Act to provide dedicated funding and 
funding authority.  Resources could either be provided as an augmentation in 
the State Budget or could be authorized, via a statutory and/or regulatory 
change, to be drawn from community college base apportionments. 

• Adopt Recommendation 2.1 related to the development and implementation 
of a common assessment in order to ensure the fair and uniform 
implementation of this alternative funding model.  Districts would be required 
to use the common assessment in order to participate in this alternative basic 
skills funding model. 

 



 
Recommendation 8.4 
Do not implement outcomes-based funding at this time.  
 
 
Review of Outcomes-Based Funding 

As part of its charge, the Task Force studied outcomes-based funding as one of the 
many potential strategies to promote improved student success.  The topic was 
addressed extensively in both the full Task Force and in a smaller Working Group on 
Finance.  In this examination, the Task Force benefited from input by practitioners 
from other states that have implemented outcomes-based funding as well as 
nationally recognized researchers who have examined various funding models.  In 
addition, the Task Force reviewed the available literature, including numerous 
studies and reports from academic researchers and education groups. 
 
The underlying premise of outcomes-based funding is that by providing funding to 
colleges in manner that rewards improvement in desired outcomes, college 
personnel will develop a greater focus on student success and modify activities and 
investments to harness the greatest possible achievement in the specified outcomes.  
As the Task Force examined the topic, they considered potential concerns about this 
funding model including: (1) the risk that community colleges might “cream” students 
in order to improve success rates; (2) that colleges serving more disadvantaged 
population might be financially penalized; and (3) that increased funding volatility 
might actually undermine the ability of colleges to plan and support effective 
programs.  The Task Force also studied strategies that could be used to mitigate 
against these potential concerns.  In this work, the Task Force studied the 
implementation of outcome-based funding in other states, including Pennsylvania, 
Indiana, Tennessee, Ohio, and Washington. 
 
Of the models examined, the Task Force determined that the program implemented 
in Washington State offered the most promising approach.  Their success metrics 
focus on momentum points and reward colleges for a variety of outcomes including 
advancing students through a basic skills sequence and accumulating specified 
thresholds of units that have been shown to be important “tipping points” leading to 
successful program completion.  Each college is compared against its own past 
performance, thus neutralizing differences associated with local economic and 
demographic variables.  The outcomes-based funding mechanism involves a 
relatively small portion of overall funding, thus limiting funding volatility. Lastly, the 
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Washington State model has demonstrated early signs that student outcomes have 
improved under the new funding formula. 
 
Split Decision 

After considerable review, the Task Force was deeply divided on the topic of 
outcome-based funding.  A vocal minority supported implementing some version of 
outcome-based funding, while the majority of Task Force members did not support 
such a proposal at this time due to various concerns, some of which are noted 
above.  For many Task Force members, the lack of evidence demonstrating that 
outcome-based funding made a positive impact on student success was an important 
factor in their decision to reject implementing outcome-based funding at this time.  
While some states have identified positive impacts, others have not and have 
terminated implementation of their outcomes-based funding models.  The Task Force 
suggested that the Chancellor’s Office continue to monitor implementation of 
outcomes-based funding in other states and model how various formulas might work 
in California.  
 
Related Recommendation for an Accountability Score Card 

In presentations to the Task Force, educational leaders from Washington and Ohio 
emphasized that while linking funding to outcomes helped their states bring attention 
to measures of success, it was the public reporting of outcome data that had the 
greatest effect on the planning and decisions of college leaders.  This information 
fueled a spirited discussion in the Task Force that led to a widely supported 
recommendation that the California Community Colleges implement a new outcome-
based accountably tool that would present key student success metrics in a clear 
and concise manner.  These score cards would be posted at the state and local level 
and would help to concentrate the focus of educational leaders on student 
performance.  (Please see Recommendation 7.3 for additional details on the score 
card proposal.) 
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