Comments on PCCD Board Agenda Item #1 delivered 9/29/09

Karolyn van Putten

Good evening trustees, district administrative staff, college presidents and members of the public.  I'm Karolyn van Putten, President of the District Academic Senate, the Laney Faculty Senate and a tenured psychology faculty member here at Peralta.

During the recent accreditation review and preparation of the self study report that preceded it, it was essential that we had evidence, data, and plenty of it, to support any statements we made about what we perceived to be our truth.  Much of that quantitative data required collection and interpretation by college and district researchers.  The colleges' integrity would have been severely compromised without that data.

To my knowledge, there have not been any college discussions about this proposed elimination. The district has invested many thousands of dollars and several years on strategic planning, master planning, program reviewing, unit planning, and the assessment of those plans.  After district administrative staff responded to faculty concerns and confusion about decision-making structures and procedures, we began developing a new, transparent and rational model.

This proposal did not adhere to the new Planning and Budgeting Integration Model that took effect at the beginning of this semester.  Procedures outlined in that model, specific to shared governance, if followed, would have moved this recommendation through the appropriate college governance committees, including the budget advisory committees and the academic senates.  

From there, a recommendation would have gone to the district-level committees for discussion, after which it would have been approved or disapproved by those committees and the "tough decisions" committee identified as the "Planning and Budgeting Council." The council would have made its recommendation to the chancellor.  If the recommendations moved forward were not accepted, the model we are supposed to be using specifies that a written response explaining the decision would have been forwarded to all of the shared governance bodies by their respective representatives.

None of this occurred.  Situations like this add fuel to the fire of suspicion and distrust that anything will ever be done differently, no matter how much energy we put into developing meaningful and agreed-upon procedures.  As a member of the Chancellor's Work Group who devoted more than 30 hours of meeting time and another 10+ hours of discussion with colleagues and document review, it is impossible to justify this behavior and it makes our efforts appear worthless and ludicrous.

As you know, budget development is one of the 10 + 1 areas of Academic Senate faculty responsibility, as are processes for institutional planning.  Once again, we've been ignored and treated as if AB 1725 and Title 5 do not exist.

Accreditation review of institutional effectiveness does not disappear once the visiting team leaves and the accrediting commission issues its ruling.  In fact, in service of continuous quality improvement, the colleges are expected to provide even more data to support their claims of effectiveness.  

Without researchers whose area of expertise is the collection, analysis and interpretation of data we will not have the evidence we need to support or challenge statements about our success.  Without that data and its interpretation we put our accreditation at risk.  What provision has been made for how the district will accommodate this need?  If any has been, we don't know what it is.  What we have here is a failure to communicate . . .  Thanks for your attention to these remarks.

Page 1 of 2

