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Summary:
The 2008 California Collegiate Brain Trust Final Report noted that assessment of the current organizational structure of the District and each college is necessary for the institution to achieve the goals of becoming more efficient and generating cost-savings.  In response to the Report as well as the budget challenges faced by the District and West Valley College, proposals for an assessment and possible reorganization of the instructional administration component of the College were made from various constituencies in the WVC community.  
To ensure that faculty would have a voice, that faculty concerns would be addressed, and that as much accurate information would be provided to faculty in considering these proposals, the WVC Academic Senate formed the Organizational Structure Task Force (OST) in May 2009.  The aim of the OST is to prepare, for the Academic Senate, a plan or set of recommendations that would address three goals:

1. reduce costs and/or improve efficiency (i.e., doing what needs to get done with less staff and lower costs),

2. increase accountability, and

3. enhance the College’s focus on students.

This progress report, prepared by the co-chairs of the Organizational Structure Task Force (OST), summarizes the discussions and research that the OST has thus far completed in the period starting in May 2009 and ending in mid-October 2009.
Background
During the spring semester of 2009, the Chancellor consulted with the West Valley College Academic Senate to discuss re-examining the instructional administration of the College.  In particular, the Chancellor asked the Academic Senate to evaluate the possibility of moving towards a dean structure that would replace the existing division chair structure.

After consultations with the Senate, the Chancellor agreed to work with a subcommittee that the Senate would appoint (OST) to research the issue of improving instructional administration.  The Chancellor requested that OST prepare a set of recommendations by the end of October 2009.
In late May, the Academic Senate, under then–Senate President Angelica Bangle, appointed incoming Senate President, Lance Shoemaker, and a representative of the Division Chair Council, Janis Kea, to co-chair OST.  Volunteers from faculty, including but not limited to Academic Senators and Division Chairs, as well as administration representatives, were solicited.
Although the makeup of the task force has fluctuated somewhat, the core membership of this group has included the following members:

Lance Shoemaker

Janis Kea

David Fishbaugh

Celine Pinet

Jim Henderson

Diane Hurd

Joan Worley

Nancy Ghodrat

John Hannigan

Tim Kelly

Julie Maia

All OST meetings have been open to anyone who wishes to participate.

OST held eight meetings (averaging 2–3 hours) between May and September, and minutes of each meeting were distributed to all OST members, Academic Senators, Division Chairs and Laurel Kinley.
While OST had originally agreed to provide recommendations to the Chancellor by the end of October, it was felt that additional input and feedback from faculty was needed on the issues that were discussed over the summer.  In particular, at the start of the Fall 2009 semester, a number of faculty members expressed interest in learning more about the dean structure and the potential for restructuring of departments and divisions that could result in moving towards a dean structure.  

On September 8, OST co-chairs Shoemaker and Kea met with Chancellor John Hendrickson and President Lori Gaskin to discuss OST's work.  The OST co-chairs advised the Chancellor and President that it would be preferable to delay the submission of recommendations until after October in order to give OST time to seek further input from faculty and staff, and allow the College community to more fully and openly discuss the issues.  Chancellor Hendrickson agreed to this proposal, and in lieu of recommendations, asked that a report be prepared by end of October to provide information on the progress that had been made on the issues.
OST Assumptions and Research

At the first meeting of OST, the members discussed the goals identified by Chancellor Hendrickson:  (1) efficiency, (2) accountability and (3) student focus.  While no clear definitions and measurements of these goals were developed, there was a general consensus in OST that consideration should be given to fixing problems, if any, in the existing division chair/dean system rather than adopting an entirely new dean structure. 
The OST members were not sure how an instructional administration composed of only deans would be structured: would professional administrators serve as deans, or would faculty members serve as full-time deans for a three-year renewable term and then return to teaching?  Because there was no clear consensus on what exactly a wholly dean structure would look like, direct comparisons between a wholly dean vs. division chair/dean structure were beyond the realm of OST.  

Another rationale for the focus on improving the existing division chair/dean structure was based on efficiency.  Julie Maia and Janis Kea prepared a paper that examined data on the cost of the current division chair/dean structure of instructional administration.  This paper concluded that an alternate structure that replaced the current eight Division Chairs with three to five additional Deans (beyond the three Deans the College currently has) was clearly more costly rather than being cost-saving.  A copy of this document is attached as Attachment A.
Subsequent discussions in OST focused on identification of areas in which the current division chair/dean structure of instructional administration could be improved, keeping in mind the goals of (1) raising efficiency, (2) increasing accountability, and (3) enhancing student focus.

Three main areas were singled out: (1) reallocation of the release time of department and division chairs to better reflect the workload of the department/division chairs; (2) consolidation of departments and possibly divisions; and (3) raising the accountability and effectiveness of the current structure, including strengthening the authority and accountability of division chairs. 

The remainder of this report provides a brief background of these three areas and reflects the discussions and in some cases proposals raised in OST discussions.
· Reallocation of Assigned Time

The OST reached a consensus that whether the cumulative amount of reassigned time is reduced or not, there needs to be a more equitable allocation of reassigned time.  The current reassigned time allocations to individual department chairs were developed many years ago, and over the decades departments have grown and/or contracted and the needs/requirements of some departments have changed.  As a result, the current distribution of reassigned time does not reflect the workload of department chairs equitably.    
The OST did discuss one rather crude method to allocate reassigned time that was based on only one parameter, the number of FTEF in each department.  As will be discussed below, OST members went through a preliminary exercise to reallocate reassigned time based solely on FTEF.  While reallocating reassigned time based upon FTEF may be a more equitable allocation method than what is currently used, it still does not account for the various complexities of individual departments.  A department may not have a high FTEF number but may be complex to run due to supervision of lab technicians and classified staff, necessary interactions with accreditation boards and certification teams, specific student activities such as placement testing, etc.
Prior to the start of Summer 2009, the Division Chair Council (DCC) had had several discussions about reallocating department chair reassigned time.  Included in these discussions was the issue of possible consolidation of departments/divisions (which is the second area addressed by OST and is noted in the next section of this report.)  While the DCC has not made any decisions about reallocation of reassigned time, the DCC has expressed a commitment to return to this issue in the near future.

In the coming month (November), the OST will be considering the adoption of an algorithm to determine reassigned time and making recommendations to the Academic Senate and the DCC.  This algorithm could take into account a variety of factors in determining an equitable allocation of reassigned time, such as a department's number of faculty and classified staff, discretionary operating budget, equipment inventory, subject areas, number of classes per semester, the ratio of full-time to part-time faculty, accreditation/licensing bodies, etc.  An example of such an algorithm is the department chair compensation formula from Los Rios Community College, which is attached as Attachment C.  Although the Los Rios algorithm may be more detailed than what West Valley College chooses to adopt, it is useful in terms of how this compensation scheme attempts to account for the complexities of running a department. 

The OST did discuss allocating reassigned time based on a department's perceived complexity.  However, doing so could lead to an “ad hoc” determination of reassigned time based on the “unique needs” of a department and the department’s ability to negotiate “special deals” for the reassigned time.  As discussion on reallocation continued, the role of a faculty’s institutional responsibility commitment and possible impacts a reallocation may have on the faculty contract were also raised.  Given the level of complexity and the legal issues involved, OST determined that moving forward on a clear and objective algorithm for determining equitable reassigned time across department chairs was the way to go.  
· Department/Division Consolidation
In conjunction with the discussion on reallocation of reassigned time of department chairs, the OST wrestled with the question of “what constitutes a department?”  This led to the next question, “what constitutes a division?”
In trying to address the reallocation of reassigned time, the DCC in Spring 2009 asked similar questions including “what is the minimum size of a department?”  An initial proposal was to have departments of a minimum size so as to warrant a minimum of 0.2 reassigned time.  In a brainstorming session in June 2009, the DCC drafted one possible scenario based on a minimum 13 FTEF per department (based on five full-time faculty and 1–2 adjunct faculty), where consolidations were based on compatibility of disciplines, pedagogical similarities, etc. to the greatest extent possible.  This scenario is shown in Attachment B.  The result of this was a reduction in the number of departments from 47 to 22.  
The OST also considered the reassigned time of the newly grouped departments.  The goal was to reduce the current 25+ FTEF of reassigned time closer to the 12.335 allocated in the contract.  The initial exercise involved reassigned time for the newly grouped departments in the range of 0.2–0.5 per semester (based solely on FTEF), and a second exercise involved a range of 0.15–0.45.  Questions were raised as to what level of cost-savings would be considered sufficient? Can a target FTEF reduction be identified?  
The OST used the departmental consolidation work from the DCC as the starting point for analyzing how much of a cost-savings could be achieved with both a reallocation (and possible reduction) of reassigned time to department chairs, combined with the possible department consolidations.  Using only FTEF as the basis for reassigned time, the OST developed several release time scenarios, as can be seen in Attachment B. 
In recent meetings of both the OST and DCC there have been proposals to separate the issues of departmental consolidation and reallocation of reassigned time.  This separation has been suggested because of the sensitivity of some faculty to the issue of consolidation.  Although the proposed scenarios were only presented as starting points for initial discussion on these issues, the consolidation scenarios have been met with opposition, alarm, and concern among faculty. 
· Strengthening Division Chair Authority and Accountability

In discussions of both the OST and DCC, there was a general acknowledgment that there are problems with the existing division chair structure.  The challenges include:  division chairs only work 11 months (versus year-round), division chairs are not full-time chairs (only 50% reassigned time with teaching responsibilities as well), division chairs may have divided loyalties between faculty and administration perspectives, and division chairs cannot easily be released from their duties as division chair.  Moreover, because of contract language, division chairs do not have direct authority over class scheduling and class enrollments.  Department chairs have the final authority, unless the department is not meeting Performance Goals Committee (PGC) goals.  If the department is not meeting PGC goals, then the PGC can intervene and manage the department’s schedule and enrollments.  
For the reasons stated above, under the current division chair structure decisions that may require immediate attention cannot be made in a timely manner.  For example, during a summer session a low-enrolled course cannot be cancelled by the division chair without prior consultation with the department chair; if the department chair refuses to cancel, the division chair does not have the direct authority to override this decision.  Although the contract may allow for the VP of Instruction to override the decision (and this remains a question that has not been fully answered) and grant the division chair the authority to cancel the course, the process by which such a decision is made is cumbersome and from an administrative point of view, inefficient.

The OST discussions then focused on redefining the authority of division chairs within the ACE contract.  Equally important, the OST agreed that with the additional authority there should also be additional accountability where that accountability is measured in terms of clearly identified goals and measurable outcomes.  Questions raised at both OST and DCC meetings included why aren’t division chairs currently evaluated on their performance?  (The ACE contract language allows for such evaluations.)  What happens to a division chair who is not doing his/her job from both the faculty’s and the administration’s perspective?  An additional issue raised was the need to provide more authority for and accountability of department chairs.  Specifically, what can a department chair do about faculty members who do not perform their institutional responsibilities? 
Flex Day Breakout Session and Forum
At the final meeting of the OST in Summer 2009, it was determined that there remained a great deal of questions that needed to be answered in order for the OST to complete its work in  developing recommendations/proposals for reorganization of instructional administration.  While there were open and frank discussions among OST members, feedback and perspectives of the wider faculty community were needed in order for the OST to move forward.  To this end, the OST sponsored a session at the Faculty Professional Flex Day on August 28, 2009.
The session was led by John Hannigan and Tim Kelly with approximately 30–35 faculty in attendance.  A significant number of faculty members present (roughly 25%) expressed interest in learning more about what a dean structure would mean.  The view was that more information about a wholly dean vs. division chair/dean structure (currently in place) was needed in order to make an informed decision of which structure to choose.
In response, the OST scheduled an information session and panel discussion regarding the pros and cons of division chair versus wholly dean structures.  Panel participants included:

· President Lori Gaskin, selected for her perspectives from working under a dean structure at Lake Tahoe Community College

· Pat Andrews, selected for her perspectives from working under both a dean and a division chair structure at West Valley College.  Pat has also served as a division chair in Social Sciences.

· Retired faculty Jim Wilczak, selected for his perspectives from working under a division chair structure and as a dean at Mission College for one year.

· Randy Fujishin, selected for his perspectives from working under both a dean and a division chair structure at West Valley College.  Randy is currently division chair in Language Arts.

· Bruce Koller, selected faculty member from Diablo Valley College.  Diablo Valley College in the 1990s converted from a division chair structure to a dean structure.  The OST invited Mr. Koller to provide an external perspective.
While many OST members felt the information session to be productive and useful, attendance was not as high as was hoped.  However, the session was also available live via streaming video so it is unclear as to how many faculty viewed the forum.  Thanks to Scott Ludwig and staff, faculty and staff who were unable to attend the forum can also watch it posted on the Web at the following Web address: http://accordent.powerstream.net/008/00173/wvc/divisionchairforum/index.htm
Thus far there has been very little feedback from faculty or staff regarding the issue of moving to a wholly dean structure.  To better assess faculty members’ views, the OST has sent to the entire campus a survey about the division chair/dean issue.  After the results of the survey have been compiled, the OST will meet on November 10 to review the survey results and make a collective decision regarding next steps and possible recommendations to the Academic Senate to be forwarded to the Chancellor by the end of the calendar year. 
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