DAS President’s Report to the PCCD Board of Trustees on July 20, 2010

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

The four colleges submitted their annual reports to the Accrediting Commission at the end of June.

This annual report to the ACCJC consists of 31 discrete data elements in a total of 4 areas:  general college contact & submittal information, student achievement data, student learning outcomes and assessment, and substantive change items.  For the purposes of the district senate president’s report, I am focusing on the student learning outcomes and assessment area.

In lieu of giving you specifics about the percentage numbers contained in those reports, here are a few contextual provisos:

1.  It is not appropriate to compare the four colleges using these data because the percentages are not derived from equal data pools.  That is, the numbers of programs, courses, and institutional outcomes are not the same for all 4 colleges; for example you can readily see that 75% of 100 courses is not comparable to 75% of 1000 courses.  Similarly 75% of 20 programs is not comparable to 75% of 80 programs. [Brief ad lib inserted here – see video log for details.]

2.  It is not clear that each college defines data elements in the same way.  For example, one element is called, “% of student learning and support activities with defined SLOs.”  After conferring with Dr. Budd, our Vice Chancellor of Educational Services, it is apparent that we need to ascertain exactly what the ACCJC means by “student learning and support activities” (we think they are referring to student services programs), how each college interprets the same language, and exactly what services are included in the count.  We need common definitions before we can have confidence in the meaning of these percentages.

What can be said with some confidence is that all of the colleges have improved since the 2009 annual report and a review of the individual reports provides a clear rationale for developing common understandings of how these elements will be counted and reported.  Certainly, all colleges have the same ACCJC deadline and because we teach courses in common, one outcome of providing this update to you  is that the college presidents now clearly see the need to have common meanings and report language interpretation.  

In Mr. Grivich’s budget report at yesterday’s special workshop, he listed 10 specific recommendations for devising contingency plans that we may need in order to adjust to whatever additional cuts the revised state allocation may require of us.   One of those items refers to a review of all programs and functions.  Dr. Budd mentioned yesterday, and I will repeat tonight, that the colleges senate presidents, PFT executives, deans and vice presidents of instruction have had several two-hour meetings of dialogue addressing academic program viability/consolidation/prioritization and developing a method for engaging faculty in the decisions ahead.

This review process will continue during the district flex day and in college discussions that should precede course offering decisions for spring 2011 and beyond.  Our focus is ensuring adequate and efficient program and course completion offerings while decreasing available course sections to accommodate budget reductions.  In other words, how do we plan for long-term viability using short-term solutions?
That concludes my report for tonight.  Thank you.
