Page 1 of 1

DAS President’s Report to the Board of Trustees for November 9, 2010

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

As has become the norm for us, many urgent and important matters await your attention and review, however, I will take the occasion of this report to address a few overarching items that have broad implications for all Peralta faculty and students.  For your information, the chancellor has been noticed on all of the following items.

Recently, I was courtesy copied on a missive from Professor Louis Quindlen, department chair and full-time faculty member in Machine Technology at Laney.  You heard from him earlier tonight during communications from members of the public and Trustee Gulassa just acknowledged how the board policy review committee will be responding to numerous email messages about this matter. Unfortunately, both the past DAS president and I will be representing Peralta faculty at the state academic senate plenary in Anaheim on Thursday and neither of us is able to attend that meeting.  I do not know, at present, if another DAS member will be able to represent our interests.  

In his message, Professor Quindlen references a recently proposed revision of board policy, 6.45, Enrollment Fee, Financial Assistance and Deferred Payment Policy, which stipulates how Peralta will address concurrent enrollment of high school students.  It states, 

“All students, including full time concurrently enrolled high school students who are enrolled for college credit in community college courses, are required to pay the California Community College enrollment fee, as established by the State (Education Code Section 76001). Each College of the Peralta Community College District shall grant enrollment fee waivers, Board of Governors grants, and enrollment fee credits to all students who are eligible and who apply for this assistance.

Special full-time or part-time students enrolled in college courses only for high school credit are not subject to the enrollment fee.”

Although the justification for this proposed policy revision is embedded in California Education Code, implementation of this policy will impose a significant hardship on at least two, possibly more, of our degree and certificate programs that will offer spring 2011 classes to local high school students. 

Prior to this proposed revision, high school students carrying fewer than 9 units were only required to pay the $2 campus center use fee.  Last spring, the Peralta Board of Trustees authorized another required fee of $17 for student health services.  As presently stated, the proposed policy revision will now require even concurrently enrolled high school students to also pay the $26 per unit course registration fee AND the $17 student health services fee.

As you can quickly calculate, the revised policy will now require concurrently enrolled high school students to pay as much as $149 for a 5-unit career and technical education (CTE) course.  For students who were previously expected to pay $2, this increase would negatively impact their ability to enroll in such courses, would negatively impact the viability of the programs offering these courses, and would dramatically undermine our services delivery to a primary community constituency.  

With our recent emphasis on data-driven decision-making, Professor Quindlen rightly queries what potential income would be generated from implementing this policy, what programs would be impacted by this decision and the severity of that impact, what existing MOUs with local school districts and community organizations would be negated or violated, whether the affected students would then be eligible for BOG fee waivers and financial aid, and perhaps most importantly, an explanation for why this policy has not been reviewed by various shared governance bodies, especially the district-wide Planning and Budget Integration Council?  

No doubt you realize that many of our concurrently enrolled young people come from the most economically disadvantaged families in our community and that they do not have alternative access pathways to the types of CTE programs offered at Laney and other Peralta colleges.  A sudden change in policy, during the spring 2011 enrollment period, without appropriate consultation or review, would mean that Peralta (in this instance, Laney) will need to raise additional funds to support the affected programs, or cancel them entirely.

Chancellor Allen responded to Professor Qunidlen’s message within a matter of hours, and has already begun discussing this situation with his senior staff.  I mention it now primarily to draw your attention to the impact of policy-making on operational matters and the importance of shared governance participation in reviewing that impact prior to officially revising policy.  

Related to that message, I will use this example to emphasize the criticality of our expectation that ALL district-wide shared governance body recommendations and decisions, including those pertaining to facilities and land use projects, both proposed and in-progress, will adhere to the established procedures for approval.  These procedures specify cross-referencing to other district-wide committees and referral to the Planning and Budget Council that has the final authority to make recommendations to the chancellor, who then makes recommendations to the Board of Trustees for its approval.   

In closing, it is my responsibility to remind the board that both the district’s and three of the colleges integrated educational and facilities master plans where not officially approved when they were presented for action in December 2008.  You may recall, and the record will show, that a challenge to the validity of one of the plans presented that night, Laney’s plan, resulted in the board taking action to “accept” the other three college plans and the district plan, and the distinctions that were successfully argued between “accepting” documents and “approving” them.  At the time, then Vice Chancellor Allen emphasized the need for some official recognition of these planning documents prior to their submission as evidence in preparation for the upcoming accreditation visits in spring 2009.

Since then, Laney’s educational and facilities master plan was presented for and received your official “approval” in March 2010.  To date, it is the ONLY such plan that has been so recognized.  Despite that, spending allocation decisions are currently being made on the basis of plans that you have not yet approved.  I urge you to finalize the appropriate corrective actions, and, through the chancellor, to assure the colleges that the district’s educational and facilities master plan will be congruent with those of the colleges.

That concludes my report for tonight.  I appreciate your willingness to hear me out and, in consultation with Chancellor Allen, to respond to these inquiries.  Thank you.

