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Thank you Madam President, and good evening trustees, chancellor, district administration center staff, college presidents, colleagues and members of the public. 
 
As you are aware, this is the last DAS President’s report that you will receive from me, and because that is so, I will take this opportunity to express some parting thoughts about the importance of faculty consultation when making decisions that affect students.  Before that, however, I want to express my gratitude and appreciation for two things that were initiated by Trustee Withrow during his term as a president of the board.

First, several years ago Trustee Withrow made a request that the District Academic Senate provide him with some text on student learning outcomes which he then used to create (and you approved) a board resolution on student learning outcomes.  After the 2009 accreditation visit, when we were involved in a comprehensive review and modification of then-existing board policies and administrative procedures, that resolution was formalized into BP and AP 4210, neither of which had existed previously.  Given the extensive and long-lasting struggle throughout the state that has accompanied the implementation of student learning outcomes in our community college system, this accomplishment was highly significant, especially for Peralta, and it provided some faculty with the support we needed to begin to make a dent in the reluctance other faculty have had for embracing this construct.  
 
Since the first of ten faculty primary functions for which we have the right and the responsibility to make recommendations with respect to academic and professional matters is “curriculum” and the fifth is “standards or policies regarding student preparation and success”[endnoteRef:1][i], and since student learning outcomes are embedded in the accreditation review process, having that board and administrative “clout”, so to speak, has facilitated our making whatever progress we have made in meeting that accreditation expectation.  As a former Student Learning Outcomes and Assessment Coordinator and long-term Learning Assessment Committee member and on behalf of all SLOACs and Learning Assessment Committee members at each of the Peralta Colleges, thank you, Trustee Withrow. [1: [i] Academic Senate for California Community Colleges - See ASCCC Membership Card - and in California Code of Regulations Title 5 §53200 (b) https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/I6EED7180D48411DEBC02831C6D6C108E?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default).] 


Secondly, it was during Trustee Withrow’s board presidency that the practice was instituted of giving the DAS president a formal seat at the table, akin to that provided senior administrators, and thereby facilitating your ability to receive direct, uncensored reports from the DAS president on matters of importance and concern that affect faculty and students.  Those reports were included on every official board agenda and provided us with opportunities to bring things to your attention that you probably would otherwise not have heard or appreciated, simultaneously embedding their content into the public record for future reference and documentation.  While the responsibility for writing and delivering these reports has been considerable and sometimes stressful, that we have this venue has been enormously beneficial.  In addition to informing you, these reports have stimulated faculty dialogue and awareness that would not otherwise have existed or been so widely received.  Again, thank you, Trustee Withrow.

With that preface and context setting, there are several additional comments that are increasingly worthy of your attention going forward into a new administrative and District Academic Senate relationship.  
 
My comments in the June 9 report resonated with some faculty who shared their thoughts and concerns with me about the importance of pre-requisites.  Since curriculum is #1 of the 10+1, it’s clearly up to faculty to do the work necessary to justify putting those pre-req and supplementary instruction practices in place.  Yet, no matter what we do, it will require administrative buy-in and support (that being their job), as only they can sign the documents that will allow funding to be made available for conducting these activities.  
 
It has been our experience that there is a widespread disregard for shared governance at both the college and district levels.  It appears that CEOs especially and senior administrators in general are willful and focused on doing what they want, shared governance be damned, if it either slows them down or doesn’t support their intentions.  Further, and most importantly, it does not appear that many, if not most administrators really care about faculty involvement in making and seriously considering our recommendations in decision-making.

This disregard shows itself in repeated circumventions or failures to honor established processes that faculty contributed time and energy to helping create and that we are expected to follow even when the other parties involved don’t.  It shows when administrators denigrate and implicitly threaten faculty who don’t conform to their demands.  It shows when administrators do what they want against the best counsel faculty can provide, because by virtue of their positions, administrators think and assume that they know best.

It shows when administrators perceive respectful disagreement as disloyalty and respond accordingly.  It shows when administrators attempt to “punish” faculty by disabling or underfunding programs THAT SERVE STUDENTS (successfully, I might add) but that those particular administrators do not value because they didn’t create those programs and do not seem to be invested in the programs’ success.  
 
Finally, it shows in the emptiness of our claims of supporting “student success” in the face of chasing FTES (Full Time Equivalent Students) numbers and dollars.  Those claims are not substantiated when we do what doesn’t make pedagogical sense, versus what we could do that would not only make sense, but would also truly facilitate student learning (emphasis added), success, retention and completion.  For example, we offer 3-week intersessions to capture FTES instead of 8-week modular terms concurrent with the 17-week semester in some selected disciplines like CTE programs, Modern Languages, and Mathematics that would benefit from this.

It is unfortunate that Chancellor Ortiz’ efforts to improve the Peralta culture were foiled so that what is usually disparagingly referred to as “The Peralta Way” would instead become a compliment for our sincere interpersonal and professional caring toward one another and for our high quality of service and academic standards.  Until our culture changes, we will continue to inhabit an environment where only one constituency, that being faculty, can “tell the truth” without, in principle, fearing loss of their jobs and in the face of other possible losses alluded to previously.

We understand that administrators are responsible for making decisions and that we, faculty, make recommendations.  With extremely rare exceptions, however, administrators are short-termers.  Faculty abide.  Wise faculty understand that we have jobs because we have students.  Administrators have jobs to assist faculty in doing ours, but don’t seem to make that obvious connection with student well being and welfare.  The entire institution benefits when faculty are appreciated and valued for the roles we serve in creating and implementing processes for institutional planning and budgeting, in addition to those previously mentioned and several that were not mentioned at this time.  You, the Peralta Board of Trustees, can help ensure that this value is expressed.  I’ll stop there.

For the last time, that concludes my report for tonight.  Thank you for receiving it.
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