Response to Academic Affairs Re-Organization
After reading the Academic Reorganization proposal, I do agree that this makes sense in streamlining the administrative functions of the college; however, I find it does little to support program, faculty, or student development.   The following is a list of several concerns that I feel need to be addressed before a proposal like this can seriously be considered.  These observations are based on past practices at this college as well as best practices that have been observed at other institutions. 
· Difference between career education and vocational training – I believe there needs to be a clear understanding between career technical education and workforce/economic development training .  What we currently provide on this campus in the majority of instances is Career Technical Education by offering programs in several vocational fields.  In most instances, we currently do not have the capacity to offer short, focused training courses that meet particular business needs.  This, I realize, is where the College wants to expand; however, organizing all vocational programs under one administrative roof will not accomplish this task.  If we want a workforce training program, then we should have a workforce training institute that specifically offers short-term, focused training that meets community/business training needs.  There is a completely different paradigm needed in operating a training institute with changes needed in the development of courses, registration, and administration.  In an institute scenario, all types of courses and training can and should be offered under one umbrella that focus on employee training needs.   MPC did have a community training program at one time and decided to eliminate it.  This may need to be revisited.  
 Our current Career Technical Programs offer far more than short-term training courses.  Curriculum development, career pathways, articulation, and coordination with general education are all critical to maintain relevancy and provided a well rounded education.  The focus is on student development, not employee training . These programs are best developed through coordinated faculty development involving those with a common focus, purpose, and expertise to provide the best overall instruction in a vocational field that can lead to employment or further education.  Placing disparate vocational programs under one roof, does not provide faculty the direct administrative advocacy and competency needed to support comprehensive programs.  Under this proposed plan, there is no common purpose that binds these programs together.  No one administrator can have the expertise to represent and advocate for every single program in this grouping.  This proposal has the potential to leave many programs out the “administrative support loop” in complete isolation.  This view comes from past practice at this College where the Business Technology Division was combined with many of these disparate vocational programs.  The programs with a common purpose; namely, Business, CIS, Business Skills, Hospitality, CO-OP worked well together to form curriculum and develop overall strategies for student success.  The outlier programs, literally were left on their own – not participating in division meetings and “doing their own thing.”  Since many were staffed by only adjunct faculty, it was an administrative nightmare trying to develop schedules and overseeing whether or not classes were even meeting.   I would never recommend going back to this scenario.  
· The Have’s and Have Not’s  -  Even though the stated dual mission of providing transfer and vocational education is at the hallmark of California Community Colleges, it is a fact that throughout the years vocational education has not enjoyed an equal status and support of transfer courses.   The reason that many of our vocational programs have been successful at this College has been because of our collaborative efforts with transfer programs.   Bread and butter courses in math and English are taking precedent throughout California Community Colleges since it is an easy way to increase FTE without the additional costs seen in CTE programs.  This trend and thinking has been witnessed at this College.  My fear is that this proposed clear demarcation of CTE and transfer programs is splitting the College in two and will only diminish whatever progress CTE has made on this campus.
· Online instruction – This campus desperately needs leadership for online instruction.  The Dean of Instruction for Economic Development and Off-Campus Programs position appears to have 3 full-time jobs –all that desperately need focused leadership.  It is an impossible task, and ultimately students will suffer.  
· Fourteen programs, one Division?  This proposal is unmanageable for all the reasons described above.  In addition to this, however, this proposal would mean that the division would reassign a full-time faculty position to a full-time administrative position.  With the limited number of full-time faculty members we have now in CTE, I would be extremely opposed to giving up a full-time teaching faculty member to an administrative position.    Division chairs should be teaching faculty, not administrators.  If the College is split as the proposal indicates, there should be a Dean of Business and Career Technical Education, not a Division Chair.
I believe this proposal needs to be thoroughly vetted so that all stakeholders in the education process understand the challenges faced by all parties in trying to provide the best possible instruction and services we can.  I encourage the proposed retreat be held so that a workable plan can be created to meet the needs of all affected. 
