CCA response to AB 515 League Interpretation
Ron Norton Reel, CCA President

Re: Community College League, Administrators, and Boards of Trustees Support of AB 515 (Brownley): Community Colleges: Extension Program
Summary:

AB 515 would authorize a community college district to offer extension courses for credit by California Community College Students. For a college to use this authority, the classes would have to be self-supporting, open to the public, developed in conformance with the Education Code and Title 5 regulations governing community college credit courses, and subject to district collective bargaining agreements.

(Self-supporting means additional fees higher than statutory $36 per unit would be imposed.  Current Education Code and Title 5 regulations do not allow two tiered fees for credited classes.  “Open to the public” would prevent priority enrollment.  Each district’s collective bargaining union would have to sign off and agree to these changes.)

Background:

The governing board of each community college district is authorized, without approval of the Board of Governors, to establish and maintain community service classes in civic, vocational, literacy, health, homemaking, technical, and general education, as specified. Community college extension programs are not explicitly prohibited by current statute, rather the Chancellor’s Office’s legal opinion has been that such programs would require specific legislative authority.

(Community Service Classes are not part of the transfer credit courses.  Community college extension programs, while not explicitly prohibited, are not encouraged by current statute.  A Chancellor’s Office’s legal opinion made clear that to provide credit classes in extension programs at a two tier fee structure would take legislation.)

Principles:

1. Community colleges, in response to the continued disinvestment of state resources, shall creatively respond to the state fiscal crisis in order to meet the educational and economic needs of California. (Creatively respond could include fewer top level administrators, elimination of lower level administration, re-alignment of administrative salaries tied proportionally to faculty salaries, elimination of dual enrollment during this fiscal crisis, extending the length between accreditation from three to six years, and reducing the amount of un-restricted funds currently being spent on prior, current, and post accreditation visits.)

2. In an era of reduced state resources, districts should be allowed to offer credit extension as one alternative to offer more course sections to students. (Offering credit extension courses for credit at a higher fee structure would disenfranchise community college students because of the action of Districts and Boards of Trustees by creating a system that creates an educational pathway for those who have financial wealth while blocking the poor and ethnic minority students already at a disadvantage.)

3. Credit extension courses shall augment regular course offerings and shall not supplant regular course offerings. Credit extension courses must meet the same academic rigor as classes already offered by community colleges. (The term augment instead of supplant is counter intuitive to the welfare of students. All that must be done to meet this standard is to offer some courses during the regular class offerings. Remember the justification for asking permission to offer extension courses is to add additional funds to the local community colleges. This bill is designed to assist the district out of a crisis because of the “disinvestment of state resources.” Currently there are no extension courses with dual fee/two tier structure.)

4. General Fund resources shall not be expended to establish or maintain the credit courses, and the credit extension program shall not supplant regularly funded courses, or reduce state-funded courses relating to basic skills. (General Fund resources currently maintain all credit transfer courses within the community colleges. No one knows what is meant by “credit extension program shall not supplant regularly funded courses” because if all of the additional dual funding from these courses for the privileged and or wealthier students were to go to the districts, currently there is no funding or accountability mechanism to meet transparency guidelines.)

5. Each participating district would be required to collect and keep records relating to the extension program and submit them to the Chancellor’s Office annually by October 1st. (Because these activities would be subject to district collective bargaining agreements, this would cost the districts millions of dollars to collect, record, and report to the Chancellor’s office. This would become a mandated cost associated with collective bargaining and the districts in the past have OPPOSED such costs. Additionally, there are no enforcement mechanisms for those districts who choose not to report findings to the Chancellor’s Office annually by October 1st.)

6. Qualifying students taking credit extension courses would be eligible for state and federal financial aid. (Each of the students currently enrolled in a community college already qualifies for state and federal financial aid or BOG waivers. A student qualifies based on the costs associated with tuition or fees, and unless students were guaranteed placement in the dual fee structure at the higher level, he/she would find it difficult to qualify for traditional community college financial assistance. A program such as this would be equal to having our students taking courses at the for-profits and we know they cannot take financial aid for both. What would happen to those who cannot guarantee entrance into these higher fee courses? Would they lose out on any aid?

7. Colleges which offer credit extension would make available to their local students a more reasonable priced educational alternative in comparison to tuition charged by for-profit colleges. (Community colleges offering credit extension courses at the dual fee/two tier structure would jeopardize students qualifying for traditional financial assistance. The 1/3 of community college students that have fees waived because of their true financial need would be excluded from participating in such a program prohibiting and possibly challenging it on legal grounds because they must demonstrate their financial severity unable to currently pay traditional fees. It is not in the best interests of community college students to pay additional fees (that have not been established) and then compare it as less than for-profits. The for-profits charge approximately $24,000 per year. At what level of increased fees do we who teach at a system that has a mission statement of lowest fees possible for all decide we have abandoned that commitment?)

8. Participating colleges would hire part-time and full-time faculty as needed based on the collective bargaining agreements in place at their individual campuses. (Not only does this proposal create a dual fees system for students who must pay the higher rates, it also creates conflict within the teaching faculty. Would the district be offering additional full-time faculty hires to teach only in the Extension Program with higher fees and thus result in higher payment for those faculty members teaching the same courses at the regular fee? Would part-time faculty be induced to teach these courses by having them incentivized at a rate above the traditional salary at the district? If the District collects more money for these courses, wouldn’t those funds be part of the un-restricted funds and be available to all collective bargaining units including administrators on a campus not just the faculty?)

AB 515 establishes a sunset date of January 1, 2019, and requires the Legislative Analyst’s Office to report to the Legislature by January 1, 2015, on the programs approved under this act. (This section is confusing and not consistent with previous language that states the Chancellor’s Office must annually report all records by October 1st of each year. It is not clear as to what constitutes “on the programs approved under this act.” The request asks for individual courses and not programs to be funded and provided at the dual fee/two tier structure. This portion of the legislative request offers no justification or action to be taken based on the Legislative Analyst’s Office report they are to receive by January 1, 2015. If this is such a positive and just program, why would there be a sunset date established? The question before us is whether or not community colleges should participate in a dual fee/two tier structure that hurts the majority of our students to bring undocumented additional funds to the Districts on the backs of those who have more wealth than those that don’t.)

