
 
Memorandum 

 
To:        Dr. Bruce Leslie, Chancellor, Alamo Colleges 
From:    Alamo Colleges Super Senate; Faculty Senates of Northeast Lakeview College, Northwest Vista 
              College, Palo Alto College, San Antonio College, and St. Philip’s College 
Subject: Student Success and Process Concerns 
Date:     11 February 2014 
CC:      Alamo Community College District Board of Trustees 
 
The purpose of this memo is to present our concerns over the means for achieving student success and the 
process by which EDUC 1300, the course designated to replace our current SDEV course for college-level 
students, was added to the curriculum at the Alamo Colleges. Our hope in expressing these concerns is to 
reinforce the Covey principle of interdependence and work toward transparency and the building of trust 
between the faculty and the administration to allow us to best empower our students for success. 
 
Alamo Colleges' administration recently submitted a proposal for the inclusion of EDUC 1300 as a Category 81 
requirement for additional social and behavioral sciences to replace the additional humanities requirement in the 
41 category for the 2014-2015 core curriculum for each of our four independently accredited colleges. The 
district did not follow its own procedures for curriculum review and did not allow for sufficient dialogue on the 
matter to ensure shared governance and true collaboration to allow us to best meet the educational needs of our 
students. 
 
According to the THECB FAQ for Faculty and Administration in Preparing their New Core Curriculum, "Each 
institution will determine its own process and procedures for course approval, but best practices and 
accreditation guidelines generally place the faculty in a position of responsibility for curricular decisions." 
Furthermore, according to the Southern Association of Colleges and School’s Principles of Accreditation 
(3.4.10), “The institution places primary responsibility for the content, quality, and effectiveness of the 
curriculum with its faculty.” While faculty members were included in parts of the process, the established 
procedures in place that afford us shared governance and permit us to take responsibility for the decision were 
not followed. We have very limited ownership due to our exclusion from the process on a larger scale. As a 
result, we have been denied the opportunity to do our best work to serve students. 
 
The THECB “Core Curriculum Revision Request” form (updated February 2012)   implies the faculty should 
take the lead in curriculum changes and mandates our inclusion in determining the curriculum. It states, “The 
applicable program faculty, chairs, deans and chief executive officer have determined that the following course 
should be added to and/or deleted from the current core curriculum….”   The current procedures in place would 
have allowed for input from each of the constituencies, thus making the decision one in which we all held full 
stakeholder status. As the people on the front lines educating our students, we care deeply about them and want 
to be able to use our expertise to formulate the best core curriculum possible. 
 
In 2010 the Alamo Colleges revised procedures regarding changes or amendments to the core curriculum. These 
procedures included faculty involvement, but none of these procedures were followed in the creation of the 
current core proposal.  District administration provided very limited opportunity for faculty ideas, input, or 
feedback on the core curriculum proposals for 2014-2015.  In 2012-2013, the Alamo Colleges aligned our 
course outcomes across the five colleges. Faculty members were required to attend a two-hour meeting and 
received almost weekly emailed updates on the process.  Now, with major changes being proposed in our core 
curriculum, we have yet to receive any communication about this important proposal.  Presidents and vice-
presidents across the colleges communicated to their respective faculty senates that the processes set forth by 
the district were not followed in any form in the proposal to change our core curriculum. Each college follows 
the set procedure for bringing new courses and changes forward to the Alamo Colleges Curriculum Committee 
and ultimately to you. That process did not take place with EDUC 1300.  
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In the fall of 2013 a few faculty members were selected by District to discuss the content and outcomes for 
EDUC 1300.  However, District administrators directed that the focus of this group was to discuss only the 
course outcomes. A group of SDEV faculty in conjunction with administrators recommended inclusion of 
EDUC 1300 in the core, but that recommendation did not go forward through our curriculum committees. Also, 
decisions about the final content and direction of this course were not finalized prior to the request to THECB 
for a change. Outside instructional designers from Franklin Covey are being used as the primary source of 
information for significant components of the course. The SDEV group worked to provide the Covey 
employees with information about infusing our current content with Covey principles. We are concerned that 
faculty members have not seen the results of integrating our current student development curriculum into the 
instructional materials being written by Covey’s designers. Furthermore, you state in your response to the 
Northwest Vista Faculty Senate that the course is necessary because it has proven to be successful; however, we 
do not have data to support this. The data we have indicate our current version of SDEV is successful with our 
student population, but to our knowledge, a course like the one being created has never been developed or tested 
at any other institution. We are certainly open to trying new strategies for student success, but stating this course 
has been proven successful is premature.   
 
In a unanimous vote on November 21, 2013, the Vice Presidents of Academic Success and the Vice Presidents 
of Student Success of the five colleges went on record against including EDUC 1300 in the core. At the 
Presidents and Vice Chancellors council (PVC), several presidents stated they do not support EDUC 1300’s 
inclusion in the core. Our administrators made this recommendation after consulting with their respective 
faculties. You chose to discount their recommendations and proceed with the implementation. As of this date, 
the Chief Academic Officers at all five colleges do not know exactly what is being proposed in the THECB 
application to change our core curriculum, nor have any of the five CAO’s received any official communication 
about the proposal.      
 
We are dismayed you chose to disregard shared governance through avoiding established procedures for 
effecting curricular change, procedures you directed us to develop that involved extensive collaboration 
between faculty and administration across all the colleges. Each college has a curriculum committee and a 
series of steps that culminate in the ACCC’s consideration of coursework for the core or the curriculum. The 
colleges have meticulously designed processes and procedures for handling curriculum, all of which involve 
faculty expertise at every stage and provide ample opportunity for input.  
 
Your recent memo in response to the Northwest Vista Faculty Senate’s concerns repeatedly states those 
processes and procedures were bypassed in favor of PVC because groups “failed to reach consensus” or were 
concerned about “faculty pushback.” This language is not consistent with the Alamo Colleges value of 
collaboration or the Covey habits of win-win and synergizing. Consistently using an administrative body to 
override legitimate concerns and circumvent dialogue with the faculty silences our voices, discounts our 
expertise on curriculum, disallows us from educating our students as effectively as possible, and disintegrates 
the center of all Covey principles, trust. Disagreeing with a proposal, expressing concerns, or having a different 
idea about how to educate our students and assist them in achieving their goals does not mean we are negative 
or oppose change. It means we have a different perspective, one that is at least as equally valid as the 
administrative perspective, and should be considered with the same open minds you encourage us to have 
toward your ideas. Seek first to understand, and then to be understood.     
 
We also have great concerns about how the addition of EDUC 1300 will affect our Level 1 Certificates and 
AAS degrees. Level 1 Certificates are designed to be stackable into AAS degrees. Each Level 1 Certificate and 
AAS program must have any changes approved by an advisory committee from the workforce. Advisory 
committees must approve the suitability of the changed learning outcomes from the EDUC 1300 addition for 
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the AAS because this would mean we would drop current classes for the EDUC course. By adding EDUC 1300 
or dropping ACGM courses from our existing certificates, we are changing the agreed upon curriculum set forth 
by the advisory boards that a college will offer courses that meet industry standards for employment. In 
addition, with the limited 15-hour core requirement, many required social science courses are geared toward 
specific workforce requirements with a technical outcome. This will also result in students’ needing to take 
additional courses in order to fulfill transfer and articulation agreements.  Workforce certificates and degrees 
must undergo a rigorous process to ensure that every course will support the overall technical skills award 
outcomes required by local industry. We have many exemplary workforce programs and do not want to see 
those programs jeopardized. 
 
We present these concerns to you in the service of being proactive, not in the interest of saying “no” to change. 
We recognize the value of including leadership principles in the curriculum so our students become more 
informed citizens and better employees. We want our focus to be Quadrant II of the Covey Time Management 
System. This change in our student development model is important but not urgent. Although the Board of 
Trustees has asked for major changes, we must take care to avoid falling into the Quadrant I trap and seeing this 
issue as one that must be rushed simply for the sake of doing something different. Thus we should use due 
diligence in preparing, planning, clarifying our values, and empowering faculty to do their jobs. In order to 
achieve long-range goals and create a win-win scenario, managing our time effectively is more important than 
being in Quadrant I and risking the destruction of relationships. Our interest is in ensuring we educate our 
students effectively, follow our own processes, and actually live the Covey principles. We must be 
interdependent with each other in order to best serve our students and the community.  
 
Had you come to us to request a proposal to change the core and have meaningful dialogue for improved 
student success, we would gladly have been proactive and worked together to present you with alternatives for 
achieving our mutually shared goal.  By denying us the opportunity to work with you, your actions placed us in 
reactive mode. Again, if processes were in place to support innovation and encourage faculty participation, we 
could have had a win-win scenario with a culture of collaborative help.   
 
Faculty members have expertise in curriculum. We are an essential part of the shared governance system, and 
that system has processes in place, processes you approved, to ensure faculty involvement in every stage of 
curriculum development, approval, and delivery. We seek to understand why you did not follow the processes 
set in place and why the faculty were not included prior to the course’s submission to THECB.  The explanation 
you gave to Northwest Vista’s Faculty Senate needs further detail, specifically in the area of why PVC has 
become the ultimate authority in decision making. 
 
We affirm Northwest Vista College’s concerns about the lack of proper processes being followed. Because of 
the lack of faculty input through our shared governance system combined with the rejection of the advice of the 
administrations of each of the five colleges, we, the faculty senates of each independently accredited college, 
join together with one voice to urge you to rescind your letter to the THECB requesting a core change, slow 
down the implementation of the EDUC requirement, follow the processes Alamo Colleges already have in place 
regarding the core and curriculum development, and allow your faculty and administration at the respective 
colleges to contribute our knowledge and expertise to ensure the best possible outcomes for our students.  We 
ask that you return to our established processes and allow us to work together on this issue no later than 5:00 
p.m. February 19th. We would also like to see a board policy affirming our current processes and the essential 
role of the faculty in ensuring student success in the core curriculum and all curricular decisions to allow for 
true interdependence.  
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We come to you seeking to work on these issues internally in the spirit of proper protocol and establishing 
positive communication, but, should you not wish to engage with us by the stated deadline, we reserve the right 
to take further action as warranted. 
 
Trust can happen only through open communication throughout our organization. Speed was one of the 
imperatives you presented at the Call to Action forum on January 31st. As Covey says, speed is possible only 
when trust is in place. Encouraging us to “move beyond process” as stated in your response is completely 
counterproductive to the ideals of Covey you ask us to live as part of this organization. Covey’s principles are a 
series of processes for effectiveness, and we as faculty need to be included in processes as equal partners in 
optimizing student success. Serious consideration of our concerns, genuine collaboration through shared 
governance, recognition that we are a primary driver for student success and are open to innovation, and a 
return to our agreed upon processes would go a long way toward rebuilding trust between the administration 
and the faculty. If we had true trust and transparent communication, we would be able to work together much 
more efficiently to serve our students and create a better educated citizenry, our ultimate goal. We look forward 
to your response and genuine dialogue on these serious issues. 



We	  the	  undersigned	  affirm	  our	  agreement	  with	  the	  Super	  Senate	  Memo	  on	  EDUC	  1300.	  
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