
 1 

Gavilan College Senate Discussion 
November 1, 2011 
Prepared by Debbie Klein 
 
Guiding questions for our discussion:  

• What works about this recommendation? 
• How is Gavilan College already addressing this recommendation? 
• How might this recommendation derail Gavilan College’s mission and/or 

strategic plan? 
 

******************* 
 

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. 
 

• We want to work with K-12. What about CSU and UC as well? In reality, K-12 
has already initiated this – with all segments of HE. 

• Gavilan has already been working with K-12 in Gilroy, Morgan Hill, Hollister, 
GECA. 

• “career readiness scores” that would influence selection of “program of study”  
sounds like tracking & could hurt our students. One question – are college and 
career readiness standards different? If they are, then that does sound like tracking 
and different pathways for students based on the proficiencies exhibited. 

 
Chapter 2 
Strengthen Support for Entering Students 

2.1. Develop and implement common centralized diagnostic assessments. 
 

• Would require a change in the Ed Code.  
• Gavilan has recently chosen a new assessment tool through our shared 

governance process and careful committee work.  
• If the chosen common assessment tool is different, would we have to change our 

tool before we figure out if it will be effective for our students? What if this was 
not mandatory? If mandatory, how will it be funded? One element of the 
recommendations says that Ed Code would be changed to mandate it – another 
says access to new monies would be conditional on using this assessment.  
 
2.2. Require students to participate in diagnostic assessment, orientation and the 

development of an educational plan. 
 

• Good idea. How would we fund this? 
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2.3. Develop and use technology applications to better guide students in 
educational process. 

 
• Technology does and will help some of our students. How would we fund this? 
• Gavilan is using our Title V and STEM grants to pilot some of these ideas, such 

as creating an application to help students access our website. 
• Do we like the idea of creating “instant education plans”? Technology, however, 

will not help all of our students. Arguably, most of our students benefit most from 
face-to-face contact with counselors and faculty. We would like to use funds to 
hire more full-time faculty and counselors. 
 
2.4. Require students showing a lack of college readiness to participate in support 

resources. 
 

• Good idea. 
• At Gavilan, our Learning Council is exploring the idea of a student success course 

and other support services that would be accessible to more students. 
• How do we assess “habits of mind”? How could we require this? Presumably, this 

would be part of the centralized assessment.  
 
2.5 Require students to declare a program of study early in their academic careers. 
 

• While declaring a major early in one’s college career is not a bad goal, there 
should be room for flexibility. Moreover, students should not be punished if/when 
they change their major. 

• At Gavilan, this would require more counseling faculty. 
• If a student does not declare a major by the end of the second term and then fails 

to stick to his/her plan by the third term, s/he loses enrollment priority. This is not 
fair to students who may change majors for a variety of reasons.  
 

Chapter 3 
Incentivize Successful Student Behaviors 

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

 
• This is complicated. Many students enroll in courses because of financial aid and 

other reasons external to our system. And that – the need for financial aid – is 
acceptable? While that is a true statement – is that really something to make note 
of? 

• At Gavilan, most of our students would quickly lose priority. Who would be left? 
• This seems to ignore students who enroll in CTE for retraining (yes, that is a big 

hole), especially if they already have 100 units. There would be a need for 
exemptions, so much so that this kind of policy could end up defeating its own 
purpose. 
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3.2. Require students receiving Board of Governors fee waivers to meet various 
conditions and requirements. 

 
• Good idea, akin to financial aid programs. 
• How would we determine and monitor “institutional satisfactory progress”? 

 
3.3. Provide students the opportunity to consider attending full time. 
 

• “provide the opportunity to consider” ? You need more people – to sit down and 
say “here’s what you get it you go FT” 
3.4. Require students to begin addressing Basic Skills deficiencies in their first 

year.  
 

• Do we do this at Gavilan? Probably not – and what impact would it have on your 
course offerings if you did? 

 
Chapter 4 
Align Course Offering to Meet Student Needs 

4.1. Focus course offerings and schedules on needs of students. 
 

• Gavilan faculty and administrators work hard every semester to produce a 
schedule that meets our students’ needs. The course offerings are based on past 
enrollments, and the needs of students to complete GE courses as well as courses 
in their certificate or degree program. 

• Education plans would drive our schedules. This seems to give too much power to 
education plans. 

 
Chapter 5 
Improve the Education of Basic Skills Students 

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

• Gavilan College has been developing alternatives since the Basic Skills Initiative, 
and we are continuing to do so: contextualized learning, acceleration, student 
success center, service learning, supplemental instruction, distance learning, etc. 

• p. 45 recommends the implementation of 8.3, an alternative funding model for 
basic skills. Many Gavilan faculty and staff do not support the idea of 
performance based funding. Research has shown these models to fail because: the 
financial gains are not evident; lowering of standards; “selecting” for best 
students; too easy to game the system. 
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5.2. Develop a comprehensive strategy for addressing basic skill education in 
California. 

 
• Yes, the state of CA needs to figure out what it’s doing with funding for Adult 

Education. 
• What does Gavilan think about Adult Education? If funded, do we want to expand 

our offerings? Are we the only game in town?  
 
Chapter 6 
Revitalize and Re-Envision Professional Development  

6.1. Create a continuum of mandatory professional development opportunities. 
 

• This one will be edited/changed because it oversteps faculty “10 + 1” purview: 
the state can’t mandate professional development. 
 
6.2. Direct professional development resources toward improving basic skills 

instruction and support services. 
 

• What expanded resources? 
• “Requirements for implementation” give too much power to the Chancellor’s 

Office to mandate flex. 
 
Chapter 7 
Enable Efficient Statewide Leadership & Increase Coordination Among Colleges 

7.1. Develop and support a strong community college system office. 
 

• This would allow the Chancellor to appoint its own chancellors and deans. It 
would take the funding for the CO out of Prop 98, etc. 

• How does this address student success?!!! 
 
7.2. Set local student success goals consistent with statewide goals. 
 

• The idea of the CO “implementing robust accountability reporting” (referring to 
7.3) is another push for performance based funding. 

• Gavilan does not see how performance based funding will lead to increased 
student success. 
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7.3. Implement a student success score card. 
 

• Through our Student Success Board Policy (BP 4600) and establishment of our 
Learning Council (AP 4600), Gavilan is committed to empowering faculty, staff, 
and administrators to develop new pathways for student success. Gavilan is also 
keeping track of ARCC data (Accountability Reporting for the Community 
Colleges) in order to assess our students’ progress and success using multiple 
measures. 

• While we understand that the idea of a student success score card “distills a subset 
of ARCC data” in order to focus on student success efforts, we do not want this 
data to be tied to performance based funding. 
 
7.4. Develop and support a longitudinal student record system. 
 

• What do we think of this? 
 
Chapter 8 
Align Resources with Student Success Recommendations 

8.1. Consolidate select categorical programs. 
 

• EOPS (Extended Opportunity Program and Services) and DSPS (Disabled 
Student Programs and Services) have been preserved. Why consolidate the rest? 

• The California Community College CalWORKs Association (CCCCA) strongly 
opposes this. “Including CalWORKs within a flexible block grant will not make 
community colleges more responsive to the needs of our students and our 
economy. However, it will disproportionately harm federal and state funding 
revenues, dramatically increase county welfare and community college student 
services staff workloads and will negate the current pattern of success 
California’s	  most	  disadvantaged	  populations	  are experiencing.” 

• What about consolidating: Basic Skills, Financial Aid, Foster Care (matched 
w/fed dollars – certifying people to be foster parents – no guarantee that we could 
continue to get these dollars if their purpose changes – as is the case with varied 
other aspects proposed for consolidation), Matriculation, Physical Plant and 
Instructional Equipment, Fund for Student Success and Child Care Tax Bailout 
into one “Student Success Initiative”? 

• Equal Employment Opportunity, Part-time Faculty Office Hours, Part-time 
Faculty Health Insurance, and Part-time Faculty Compensation have already been 
“flexed”: a few years back, when funding took a dive, colleges had the option of 
"flexing" a number of categoricals. "Flexing" is another name for consolidating - 
and we were given this "relief from regulation" some time ago. Of the programs 
proposed for consolidation, half have already been "flexed". Of the 9 not yet 
"flexed", 2 have federal matching dollars. Michelle Pilati wrote up a document 
(posted on ASCCC website) that gives an overview of those programs proposed 
for consolidation - and we posted 2 related docs from the CO. There are things 
that you don't see at 1st - like the one categorical that funds Mesa, Puente, and 
Middle College HS - these are not called out. 
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 8.2. Invest in the new Student Support Initiative. 
 
• This is about funding 8.1. Though it sounds like this would be funded with “new 

monies,” our concern is that each program would get lost and under-funded. 
 
8.3. Promote flexibility and innovation in basic skills through alternative funding 

mechanism. 
 

• This is basically pay for performance, couched as “pay for progression,” moving 
students through the basic skills sequence instead of “seat time.” 

• Gavilan does not agree that this is the best approach to support student success. 
 
8.4. Do not implement outcome-based funding at this time. 
 

• “At this time” seems to be the key phrase here. Many of the recommendations 
appear to be setting the CCC system up for implementing outcome-based 
funding.  

• Many Gavilan faculty and staff do not support the idea of performance based 
funding. Research has shown these models to fail because: the financial gains are 
not evident; lowering of standards; “selecting” for best students; too easy to 
game the system. 

• Will the Chancellor’s Office oppose legislative efforts to implement outcome-
based funding, should such efforts materialize? 

 


