Accelerated Learning SOU Faculty Feedback Report

SOU’s primary concerns, suggestions and opportunities with SB 418 are related to the following:
1. Academic Quality - Dual Credit Teaching Partnerships standards are not adequate to ensure quality.
· Most concerning is (F5) - The sponsoring college or university has a well documented process for regular, ongoing, and substantive interaction between high school and college or university faculty in Dual Credit Teaching Partnerships to address student learning outcomes, course content, delivery, and assessment to maintain consistency across course sections offered by the college or university. This interaction occurs at least once a quarter/semester* and includes a site visit at least annually.
*College or university faculty partners may determine that more or fewer interactions are appropriate, based on the level of expertise of the instructor and experience working in teaching partnerships. However, in all cases, the interaction must occur at least annually.
· Issue of tension between enrollment verses academic quality/accountability. 
· Relaxed standards weaken faculty’s role in quality control:
· How will we ensure students are actually gaining the skills and knowledge necessary to be successful? 
· "who is the gatekeeper?" - what is the process by which courses and learning outcomes are affirmed?
· "what is the process for elimination of a program?"    In other words, what happens when something goes wrong, or a HS teacher goes rogue.  This has happened elsewhere – ie: often happens around specific issues - evolution being the most common.  What do we do if a HS teacher decides that they want to teach creationism in their ES class?  Who gets to begin the process?
· (A 1,2,3) Student work samples comparable to those produced by first year college and university students should be submitted to the accrediting college or university for assessment purposes. Assessment instruments or rubrics should be consistent and shared. 
· (C4) “The syllabi for college or university courses administered through a Dual Credit Teaching Partnership include clearly defined learning outcomes and student expectations and are reviewed and approved by the academic faculty in the partnership from the college or university department/program where the credit will be awarded.” Learning outcomes should include critical thinking, oral and written communication and information literacy proficiencies.
· (F5) and (F6) If, “student learning outcomes, course content, delivery, and assessment to maintain consistency across course sections offered by the college or university” then critical thinking, oral and written communication and information literacy should be specified as learning outcomes. 

Instructor qualifications - There is no standard for approving and authorizing an instructor.
· High school teacher no longer has to qualify as a university instructor.  However, in section F5, the university partner is not required to be substantially more involved in the high school instruction than current dual credit instruction
· Changes TSPC is making on the qualifications needed to teach high school, raise significant concerns.  While SOU can control quality of our ASC program, there do not seem to be sufficient controls to assure college-high courses across the state maintain  a rigorous enough standard.  This has been an issue in the past, particularly for some community colleges that were under significant pressure to enroll college-high students.  New or continuing political pressure, without appropriate checks and balances in the new Dual Credit Teaching Partnerships, could result in college-high courses continuing with much less knowledgeable instructors.  
· There are two different baseline standards in play, re community colleges versus universities. A related issue is linked to a high school teacher having no graduate studies in the academic field they will be teaching. Should there be min. subject knowledge?
· Requiring only that an "aggregate" of "faculty roles" possess the expertise in the content or professional area does not ensure that students are taught consistently by instructors qualified to teach the course. This can degrade the level of the content delivered.

2. Faculty Workload Issues. Immersion in accelerated learning is usually on a 'overload' basis. How will this effect ability to address the best needs of public university students.
Compensation. 
· Members of collective bargaining are leery of differential incentives re someone in one discipline receives X stipend, while a colleague in another receives Y.
· [bookmark: _GoBack](F5) The sponsoring college or university has a well documented process for regular, ongoing, and substantive interaction between high school and college or university faculty in Dual Credit Teaching Partnerships to address student learning outcomes, course content, delivery, and assessment to maintain consistency across course sections offered by the college or university” How will faculty be compensated for this work? 
Impact on tenure and promotion. 
· While this is a collective bargaining issue, per se, how will participation in these accelerated learning programs be rewarded and/or evaluated as part of the personnel process. 

3. Student Issues

Transferability of credits. 
· There may be some resistance by universities to accept these credits. (academic quality issues)
· I am concerned about the proficiency-based learning option.  If it was driven by standardized testing and more closely aligned with the Prior Learning evaluation described earlier in the document, then I’d be less concerned.  However, it is unclear what “sufficient evidence” means in this context since it lacks the detail and standards in the earlier section.  At least these credits will be flagged and SOU can determine if we will accept them.  However, institutions have felt pressure to accept each other’s credits with minimal scrutiny, and if that were the case here, SOU may feel compelled to always accept these credits.  

Concern of the lack of preparation exhibited by high school graduates entering SOU. 
· High school students do not gain some of the essential student skills and academic maturity that are developed in the freshman and sophomore college years, yet may be entering SOU with 45-90 credits.  This may create problematic adjustments to upper division coursework.  I would like to see a cap on the number of college-high credits a student may earn to assure they don’t come in beyond the first term sophomore level, i.e., 45 credits.  Additional credits could be earned by attending a college or university while in high school, but the credits earned in a high school classroom would be capped.  Would such a restriction be politically feasible?  
· College knowledge, study habits, and organization lacking – especially with high percentage of low income and first-generation. Rather than focus resources on college-level classes in our high schools, faculty would rather see attention directed at making more high school graduates college-ready (Pirates to Raiders).
· Lack of proficiency in reading, writing, and basic computational skills.
· Based on my many classes with local high school students, the students are not meeting the basic proficiencies that are taught in college level first-year classes. I have to ask, "What skills and knowledge do students need to acquire to successfully enter university level second-year and upper division courses?" We have those proficiencies written up for our first-year students. Frankly, the students I work with have no idea they can access a university database. They are taught to search Google and maybe Google Scholar. That is what a freshman or sophomore in high school might be learning. It is not the equivalent of a first-year university student. 
· If this program goes through, then the students should have to complete an essay that is assessed for foundational skills like critical thinking, communication, and information literacy.”

Access and Equity 
· National data show that additional dual credit opportunities tend to advantage high school students that were already college-bound, not the majority of college graduates (78% in Oregon) who will never complete college because they do not have the preparation.
· Opportunities in rural locations, where staffing and technology issues may present significant challenges. 
· (S1,2,3) Students should be provided access to appropriate library materials and library instruction.
· Disparities between high school and college level library resources and support for information literacy should be addressed. 
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