DAS President’s Report to the PCCD Board of Trustees for May 25, 2010

Karolyn van Putten
Thank you, Mr. President.  Good evening trustees, chancellor and other district administrative staff, college presidents and members of the public.  

The final CIPD Report for this academic year is before you, and I will not take the time tonight to go into detail about what it contains.  I will mention, however, that in addition to course changes and the adoption by one college of course(s) already being offered at another, Laney College has received approval of an A.S. degree and a certificate in Electrical Technology.  These programs are in direct response to community need for this kind of preparation, and graduates will be employed as apprentice “inside journeymen” electricians, lighting installers, and photovoltaic electrical system installers.

Similarly, Merritt College has developed a 3-course program designed for medical assistants who want to become chronic care assistants, and it was developed at the request of our health sector partners.

As we end academic year 2009-10, during which faculty have participated in several selection processes, including those for college presidencies, it is particularly unfortunate that announcements about who has been selected as college presidents for College of Alameda and Laney College are not being made before the majority of full-time faculty leave for the summer.  We are disappointed that the outcomes of our labor on this especially important hire remain in limbo and are puzzled as to the rationale for the delay, given that it appears all of the respective processes have been completed.

We are increasingly alarmed at the confusion surrounding the student health center initiative funding and operational structures and are awaiting documentation that will demonstrate adequate planning.  I will note that we have been asking about this for months and are still awaiting complete answers to our questions.  In addition, some colleges’ senates have expressed an unwillingness to support this initiative until it moves through the appropriate governance structures, as is expected of all such programs intended to support student success.  Our concerns are firmly attached to number 10 of the 10+1 areas wherein faculty is expected to make recommendations, that being: “processes for institutional planning and budget development.”

Finally, as you may be aware, the colleges have been promised that our smart classrooms needs are being fast-tracked for installation this summer, in preparation for use in the fall.  Given the manner in which our requests are being handled, we have little confidence that this will occur.  In general, we do not understand why Measure A smart classroom equipment purchases are being handled any differently than other Measure A equipment purchases.  As convoluted as that purchasing process has been, it still permits the colleges to retain control of their needs and what is delivered in response to those needs.  

Since the money for this equipment is coming from each college’s Measure A allotment for furniture, fixtures and equipment (referred to as FF&E), it makes sense to us that the colleges would process their own requests independently of one another.  All we need from the district general services area is provision of the appropriate infrastructure, installation and security for these classrooms, that is, those matters that pertain to physical structures.  Even though we have district-level standards for interactive learning environments, one size definitely does NOT fit all, and efforts to force us into alignment, as it relates to what equipment will be ordered, have the effect of impinging upon faculty authority and responsibility for how we teach.

That concludes my report for tonight.  Thank you for thoughtful consideration of its content and appropriate direction to the chancellor regarding same.
