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Highlights 
 

 As in previous survey administrations, there was fair staff and faculty 

participation rate (20%).  While still low, the part-time faculty 

participation rate rose to over 7%.     

 

 While respondents’ reported relatively low levels of knowledge about 

the President’s Council and shared governance, other elements of 

the integrated planning process including program planning and 

budget allocation were better understood .   

 

 Respondents’ reported attitudes and ratings of the planning and 

shared governance processes decreased from previous survey 

administrations.   

 
 In contrast to the low ratings of the processes, most respondents 

agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that Budget allocations are 

appropriate to improve student learning.  This rate also declined, 

however, from previous years.    

 
 Comments provide background for some of the attitudinal declines 

and provide suggestions on how to improve the processes and 

awareness of the processes.   
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Introduction 

The Gavilan College integrated planning and shared governances processes are meant to 
meet state and accreditation requirements along with providing a system for guiding a 
complex and ever-changing organization.  Currently, shared governance processes 
include the committee structure and the President’s council.  The planning processes 
include the strategic plan, the program plan, and budget allocation.   
 
As a part of the continuous improvement cycle, it is necessary to regularly conduct 
assessment efforts to evaluate current processes while providing information for future 
modifications.   
 
In particular, the current study was designed to:  
 Assess the knowledge of and attitudes about the Gavilan College planning 

processes and the workings of the President’s Council;   
 Assess attitudes about shared governance;   
 Compare the current data to previous survey results;   
 Provide specific suggestions on how to improve the President’s Council, planning 

processes, and shared governance.  
 

 
Methods 

In Fall 2007, the original survey was developed by representatives of the President’s 
Council and the Office of Institutional Research.  The survey assessed the knowledge 
and attitudes of respondents, as well as prompted respondents for specific improvement 
suggestions.  In the second administration of the survey (Fall 09), the survey was 
broadened to include more items on shared governance.  These items were added by a 
Shared Governance sub-committee led by the VP of Instruction.  In Spring 2011 and Fall 
12, additional items were added by the college’s Strategic Planning committee to 
measure respondents’ awareness and opinions on the planning and the budget allocation 
processes (see Appendix A for the actual survey).   
 
The Fall 13 survey was administered via email to all staff using the same procedures as 
the previous administrations.  Since many of the facilities staff did not have access or 
readily use email, the survey was made available to these staff via a paper-and-pencil 
version.   
 
Of the 89 individuals who responded to the request for participation, 88 chose to participate 
in the study (98.9%).  The sample represents 19.7% of the combined number of total staff 
(450), including temporary staff and faculty.  Table 1 shows how respondents identified 
themselves.   
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Based on the Fall 13 staffing levels[*], the following represents the approximate 
participation levels of the respective groups: Administrators 55.5% (9 total), Full-time 
faculty 34.7% (72 total), Part-time faculty  7.1% (241 total), Supervisors/Confidentials 
and Professional Support staff 18.8% (128 total).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Findings  

 
Below are the findings from the survey: 
 
 
Table 2: Knowledge of President’s Council.   

 Nothing A little Much Very Much 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

The purpose of the President’s Council 17 23.9% 22 31.0% 17 23.9% 15 21.1% 

How the President’s Council operates 23 32.4% 19 26.8% 15 21.1% 14 19.7% 

How you can bring an issue to the 
President's Council 23 32.4% 20 28.2% 15 21.1% 13 18.3% 

How the President’s Council fits into College 
decision-making 26 37.1% 15 21.4% 16 22.9% 13 18.6% 

Who your representative is 27 39.1% 10 14.5% 9 13.0% 23 33.3% 

The information reported at the President’s 
Council 26 37.1% 21 30.0% 11 15.7% 12 17.1% 

The decisions made at the President’s 
Council 27 38.6% 20 28.6% 12 17.1% 11 15.7% 

 

                                                 
* Staff figures were taken from the CCCO report and some categories were different from the categories used in the survey item.    

 
Table 1: Respondents’ group  

 Count % 

Administrator 5 6.8% 

Full-Time Faculty 25 34.2% 

Part-time faculty 17 23.3% 

Supervisor/Confidential 7 9.6% 

Professional Support Staff 17 23.3% 

I don't know 2 2.7% 
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Table 3: Knowledge mean (average) comparison (Fall 07 to Fall 13) 
 Fall 07 Fall 09 Spring 11 Fall 12 Fall 13 

The purpose of the President’s Council 2.29 2.19 2.49 2.56 2.42 

How the President’s Council operates 2.14 2.06 2.34 2.45 2.28 

How you can bring an issue to the President's Council 2.07 2.00 2.31 2.39 2.25 

How the President’s Council fits into College decision-making 2.21 2.10 2.29 2.53 2.23 

Who your representative is 2.26 2.28 2.33 2.54 2.41 

The information reported at the President’s Council 1.98 1.97 2.17 2.37 2.13 

The decisions made at the President’s Council 1.93 1.97 2.10 2.30 2.10 

 
 
 
Table 4: Knowledge of planning processes  

 Nothing A little Much Very Much 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

The current strategic plan 6 8.5% 39 54.9% 17 23.9% 9 12.7% 

What the process is for modifying the 
strategic plan. 21 29.6% 31 43.7% 10 14.1% 9 12.7% 

The budget allocation process.  14 20.0% 30 42.9% 18 25.7% 8 11.4% 

Your program’s program plan.   6 8.6% 23 32.9% 17 24.3% 24 34.3% 

 
 
 
Table 5: Knowledge of planning mean comparison (Spring 11 to Fall 13) 
 Spring 11 Fall 12 Fall 13 

The current strategic plan 2.46 2.50 2.41 

What the process is for modifying the strategic plan. 2.15 2.33 2.10 

The budget allocation process. N/A 2.47 2.58 

Your program’s program plan.   N/A 2.76 2.84 

* First year of this item.   
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Table 6: Attitudes about shared governance.   
 Not at all Slightly Well Very well 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

How well do you feel your group is 
represented at the President’s Council? 9 14.3% 29 46.0% 17 27.0% 8 12.7% 

How well do you feel your group is 
represented at strategic planning 
development? 

10 16.4% 26 42.6% 18 29.5% 7 11.5% 

How well do you feel your group is 
represented in the development of your 
program’s Program Plan? 

5 8.3% 11 18.3% 28 46.7% 16 26.7% 

 
 

Table 7: Attitudes about shared governance mean (average) comparison (Fall 07 

to Fall 13) 
 Fall 07 Fall 09 Spring 11 Fall 12 Fall 13 

How well do you feel your group is represented at the President’s 
Council? 2.39 2.40 2.65 2.79 2.38 

How well do you feel your group is represented at strategic 
planning development? - - 2.63 2.73 2.36 

How well do you feel your group is represented in the development 

of your program’s Program Plan? 
- - 2.82 2.92 2.92 

 
 
Table 8: Attitudes about planning, research, and decision-making.   

 Not at all Slightly Much Very much 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

How much do you think College planning 
is shared by all groups?  6 9.0% 37 55.2% 17 25.4% 7 10.4% 

How much do you think College decision-
making is shared by all groups 9 13.6% 38 57.6% 16 24.2% 3 4.5% 

How much have you participated in shared 
governance? 7 10.8% 21 32.3% 25 38.5% 12 18.5% 

Data on how well our college is 
performing. 6 8.6% 27 38.6% 24 34.3% 13 18.6% 

How much do you currently use data to 
help you in making the important 
decisions that are part of your job? 

13 19.4% 19 28.4% 25 37.3% 10 14.9% 

How much do you think the college uses 
data to make important decisions? 5 7.7% 32 49.2% 20 30.8% 8 12.3% 
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Table 9: Attitudes about shared governance, planning, research, and decision making 
mean comparison (Fall 07 to Fall 13).   

 Fall 07 Fall 09 Spring 11 Fall 12 Fall 13 

How much do you think College planning is shared by all groups?  - - 2.53 2.63 2.37 

How much do you think College decision-making is shared by all groups 2.23 2.06 2.32 2.46 2.20 

How much have you participated in shared governance? - - 2.46 2.46 2.63 

Data on how well our college is performing. - - - - 2.65 

How much do you currently use data to help you in making the important 
decisions that are part of your job? - - 2.70 2.80 2.48 

How much do you think the college uses data to make important decisions? - - N/A 2.80 2.48 

* First year of this item.   
 
 
Table 10: Attitude about planning and its relationship to student success.   

 Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Budget allocations are appropriate to 
improve student learning.  6 9.4% 23 35.9% 27 42.2% 8 12.5% 

 

 
Table 11: Attitude about planning and its relationship to student success mean 
comparison (Fall12 to Fall 13) 
 Fall 12 Fall 13 

Your program’s program plan.   2.80 2.58 

 
 
Table 12: Ratings of shared governance, research, President’s Council, and 
planning processes.   

 Not at all well Slightly well Well Very well 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Rating of strategic planning 8 12.7% 36 57.1% 16 25.4% 3 4.8% 

Rating of program planning 6 9.4% 27 42.2% 24 37.5% 7 10.9% 

Rating of President’s Council decision-
making 12 19.4% 30 48.4% 18 29.0% 2 3.2% 

Rating of the connection between planning 
and decision-making 15 24.2% 33 53.2% 12 19.4% 2 3.2% 
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Table 13: Mean comparison of ratings of shared governance, research, President’s 
Council, and planning processes (Spring 11 to Fall 13).   
 Spring 11 Fall 12 Fall 13 

Rating of strategic planning 2.47 2.67 2.22 

Rating of program planning 2.65 2.73 2.50 

Rating of President’s Council decision-making 2.44 2.61 2.16 

Rating of the connection between planning and decision-making 2.29 2.54 2.02 

 
Table 14: Involvement in shared governance.   

 
Yes No 

Count % Count % 

Would you like to be more involved in shared governance? 26 44.1% 33 55.9% 

 
 
 
Specific suggestions 
 
For the item, suggested improvements in shared governance (22 responses), below 
were the clustered themes (See Appendix B for actual responses):  
 Broaden involvement in shared governance. 
 Increase part time faculty involvement in shared governance which may include 

compensation.   
 Use bottom-up ideas to drive decision making.    
 Shared governance processes should be represented more in decision-making.   
 Utilize IEC findings to inform decision-making.   
 Reorganize academic departments so they better reflect shared topics or pedagogical 

methods.   
 
 
For the item, suggested improvements in the Strategic Planning or Program Planning 
processes (11 responses), below were the clustered themes (See Appendix B for 
actual responses):  
 Use current process to make allocation decisions based on process and rankings.   
 Involve more input from part-time faculty.   
 Improve communication.   
 Make longer term plans.   
 Do mini trainings on the process.  
 Strategic planning should be started earlier.   
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For the item, suggested improvements in President’s Council (15 responses), below 
were the clustered themes (See Appendix B): 
 Improve communication.  
 Have a website that solicits input and individual feedback.   
 Better follow up from representatives.   
 New members should get a mini-training so that they are prepared for their 

duties.   
 
For the item, suggested improvements in research and suggested studies (20 
responses), below were the clustered themes (See Appendix B): 
 Develop ARGOS tools and provide training.   
 Project different visions of the college.   
 Examine part time faculty effect on students learning.   
 Conduct more communication with broader audience.   
 Together with other entities, improve accuracy of data.   

 
 

Summary 
 
Survey Participation 
There was a relatively good participation rate in the survey.  Approximately, 19.7% of 
the staff participated in the study.  While a higher rate than previous years, part-time 
faculty were not as well represented as other groups, with only 7.1% participating.  Any 
interpretation of the findings must include the understanding that survey respondents 
represented only a small proportion of the total staff and faculty population.  Thus, 
others who did not participate may have distinctly different attitudes and/or opinions.  
The sample rate matched the four previous administrations of the survey.   
  
President’s Council  
There is clearly a continued lack of knowledge about the President’s Council and how it 
operates.  A majority of respondents reported knowing “nothing” or “a little” about 
most aspects of the President’s Council (percentages ranged from 50s-60s%).  These 
reported knowledge rates were similar to the previous survey administrations, however, 
most averages decreased slightly (See Table 3).  This decrease demonstrates a reversal 
of the trend of annual increases in knowledge of features of the president’s council.   
 
The rating of the President’s Council is relatively low and it dropped from previous 
terms.   Nearly sixty-eight percent of respondents reported that the President’s Council 
process functioned either “Not at all well” or “Slightly well”.   Also, the majority of 
respondents (60.3%) also felt as if their group was not adequately represented at the 
President’s Council.  The rates for all of the President’s Council items decreased in this 
most recent administration of the survey.  Some suggestions for improvement were to 
conduct an open house and encourage representatives to improve information 
dissemination.   
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Planning and Budget Allocation 
Respondents’ knowledge about the planning processes (strategic planning, program plan 
planning and budget allocation) was at a similarly low level but it increased (See Table 4).  
Respondents’ understanding of the budget allocation process and the program plan was 
slightly higher while the knowledge of the strategic plan and how to modify the strategic 
planning decreased.    
 
Respondents rated the strategic planning, program planning, and budget allocations all 
decreased.  For example, only 30% of respondents rated the strategic planning process 
either “well” or “very well”.  This year’s averages decreased from previous year’s 
ratings.  For example, respondents’ rating of the connection between planning and 
decision-making dropped dramatically (20%) from Fall 12.   
 
In contrast to the low ratings of the processes, most respondent (55%) reported that 
they agreed with the statement that Budget allocations were appropriate to improve student 
learning (See Table 10).  While these rates decreased from previous years, it appears 
most respondents feel as if the process, while flawed, is producing allocations that make 
sense for student learning.     
 
 
Research 
Items on research were focused on the incorporation of data into college decision 
making.  It appears a majority of participants report that data on college performance is 
available and is being used at the program level.  Over fifty-two percent reported that 
they used research “Much” or “Very much” in important decisions associated with their 
job.  This year’s survey results, however, show a decrease from the previous 
administration in ratings of the knowledge and use of data.  For example, respondents’ 
rating of the college’s use of data in decision making decreased 11%.   
 
 
Shared Governance  
Representation 
Most respondents seemed to report that they felt that their group was not well 
represented at the President’s Council and strategic planning, but was well represented 
in program plan development.  For example, 73% of respondents reported that their 
group was “well” or “very well” represented in the development of their program’s 
program plan, while only 39% felt the same representation in President’s Council.  
Surprisingly, both President’s Council and strategic planning representation rating 
decreased while program plan representation stayed the same.        
 
Most survey participants reportedly had at least some participation in shared 
governance within the last year, with only 10% reporting no participation at all.  Most 
respondents (71%) reported that College decision making is shared by all groups “Not at 
all” or “slightly”.  These rates are a decrease from the past survey administrations.  For 
example, reported college decision-making sharing decreased 11% from Fall 12.  In 
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contrast, it appears a greater proportion of respondents are actually getting involved in 
shared governance.   
 
These results aside, most respondents did not want to be more involved in shared-
governance (56%).  This proportion represents an increase from the previous Fall 21 
survey administration.    
 
Summary  
In sum, this survey was only a sampling of overall staff and faculty knowledge and 
attitudes.  It appears that many participating in this study are still unclear about the 
several aspects of the integrated planning system.  In fact, the rates of knowledge about 
the President’s Council and the strategic planning process seem to have decreased.  
Knowledge about the aspects of the President’s Council process was at particularly low 
levels with two-thirds of respondents reporting that they did not know anything or very 
little about the President’s Council processes.   In contrast, knowledge of the budget 
allocation and program plan process increased from previous years and was at much 
higher levels.  These differences may reflect the increased involvement of more staff and 
faculty in the program planning process, while most individuals are not directly involved 
with strategic planning and the President’s Council.  Previous communication efforts 
conducted in Spring 12 highlighted the elements of the planning, but further efforts may 
be needed to provide more detail about the President’s Council and strategic planning 
processes.    
 
In addition to decreases in knowledge, respondents’ confidence with some of the 
integrated planning and shared governance processes also declined.  Respondents’ rating 
of the strategic plan and the President’s council processes and how well they felt they 
were represented in these processes declined from previous years.  Respondents’ 
attitudes about these processes and their connection to decision making also declined.   
Some comments suggest some respondents are not confident in the genuineness and 
utility of the planning and allocation processes.   
 
The college has made important gains over the past six years in the development of an 
integrated planning and allocation system. Rates on knowledge and attitudes about these 
processes have increased steadily until this past Fall (13).  The degree of these declines 
was 10-20%, which is relatively small but concerning.  Since the survey items and the 
administration process have not changed, this decrease may be due to changes in the 
sample composition or may represent a real decline in knowledge or attitudes with 
some respondents.   
 
Particular comments provide clues as to the source of respondents’ shifting attitudes.  
Some participants cite no follow-through in the established planning and allocation 
processes and decision making outside of the shared governance process.  Respondents’ 
comments also provide important suggestions for improving the processes.  For 
example, allowing faculty to weigh in prior to reorganizations, or compensating part 
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time faculty for involvement in planning systems.   Comments also suggest conducting 
trainings on the existing processes and increasing the reporting done by representatives.   
 
While most participants report understanding the program planning and allocation 
processes, they seem to lack knowledge about the strategic planning and President’s 
Council.  Moreover, this year it appears there was a decline in participants’ confidence 
in the processes.  These finding suggests there should be an increased effort to counter 
these attitudes and lack of knowledge.  Survey participants, along with other shared 
governance input, can guide these efforts. 
 



Gavilan College Office of Institutional Research                                                                                                             12 
 

 

Appendix A: Survey 
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Appendix B: Comments 
 

Do you have any suggestions to improve shared governance?  
 

 Allow time for faculty and staff to weigh in on important issues such as reorganization before decisions are implemented. 
 As a part timer, my time should be compensated as everyone seems to be. 
 better reporting procedures, better communication 
 communication prior to implementation to change.   improve the leadership?? 
 Financial incentives - especially for eboard and senate officers. It is the same group (10%) who does all the work for the 

majority(90%). Maybe financial incentives would increase the pool of participants. 
 Have those who are paid more than $100,000 a year (including benefits) justify why they are paid so much more than part-time 

instructors and have them thank part-time instructors for their high pay 
 Have those who are paid obscene wages live on what part-timers make and be treated as poorly as we are treated for at least a 

year. 
 I think Shared Governance is a misnomer - ultimately, the Board of Trustees listens to a constiuency of one.    I believe that we 

like to think that Shared Governance is an integral part of our college planning and budget process, but it is ultimately a vast 
waste of time for many stakeholders who feel that their concerns are ignored. 

 It appears to be for show.  I think the real decisions are made outside of the process. 
 It doesn't make sense to be involved at the highest levels if the contributions I'd be making aren't valued.    Inside my program, I 

feel my views are well represented, and even if ideas other than my own are acted upon, I still know I've been heard.    At the 
administrative levels, however, it often seems decisions are based not on contributions that come from departments but on trends 
outside our school that, in my opinion, don't serve learning or our students.     For example, for years our department has been 
asking to bring our services to the satellite campuses, per accreditation standards. Every year it goes into our program plan and 
every year the same nothingness in response.    I'm too busy to get involved in that level of decision making, knowing that my 
expertise and experience aren't perceived as adding value to the discussion. 

 It has been my experience that committees are formed for a task and many times the recommendations that come out of that 
group are not taken forward and implemented.  A good example is the Budget Reduction Task Force.  They spent many hours 
working on researching various areas they provided a recommendation that was basically thrown out.  Many shared governed 
processes that ultimately affect the entire college are subjected to the president’s approval and opinion.  If the outcome of a 
committee decision is not aligned with what the president thinks then I feel it is not valued.  I feel that if committees do a job they 
should have some input on the final decision and implementation process.  Additionally, many times certain groups are left out.  
For example, when counseling makes a decision that affects all programs and services they should include those constituencies.  
Many categorical programs have very specific regulations they are mandated to follow therefore it is crucial that those programs 
are included any time they may be affected.. 

 Make it real, not just a fancy concept. 
 Make it shared goverance,not this is the plan hope like. Take more ideas form staff the people who have down all these  "ideas" 
 More in-person meetings; less email threads. I would prefer governance to be as vocal and tense as the British parliament with a 

sense of mutual respect.  Apologies for the sense of idealism... 
 More open and available discussions should be happening between all groups. 
 more public info, to keep it in front of the community overall 
 no 
 Participants need to be accountable for reading the information provided. 
 The college organizational structure is built around the administration not the students.  Departments are often cobbled together 

groups of instructors with no shared topics or pedagogical methods.  We should be organized around  faculty/student cohorts. 
 There identified shared governance processes should be followed - too many side conversation, back deals, etc. Having different 

entities, like LC, who think they have decision-making powers, only adds more layers to the miscommunication on campus. You 
have well intentioned people sitting on LC who don't know what is going on at department levels and yet want to make 
recommendations on items they know nothing about...what a waste of good people's time. 
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 Utilize the findings of the IEC more effectively.  Place more weight on their feedback and integrate their role into the core decision 
making process. 

 We need to have less directives/requirements/paper pushing at the various venues and more discussion and follow through on 
suggestions offered by various groups. 

 
 
Do you have any suggestions to improve the Strategic planning or program planning processes 
(Actual Responses)? 

 Again, make it real, not just nice pictures. 
 Ask part-timers about their concerns and address these instead of making their lives hellish for trying to change an 

oppressive work place where those with power seem to think those who are paid less than min. wages are worth 
what we are paid 

 better reporting procedures, better communication 
 decisions regarding budget allocations should be made after all program plans are reviewed and ranked...this does 

not happen as much as everyone pretends that it does 
 Do more long tream (5 years), follow through on some of the planes 
 Mini training sessions to understand the process - and the time it takes to develop a strategic plan 
 More listening. More response. 
 ned to strem line more and have  greater input for suport staff 
 Start addressing the impacts to students from exploiting part-time employees. 
 Strategic planning should take place earlier so that the fiscal year budget planning can respond to that. 
 They need to be supported by funding, not just the facade, paper trail justifying other expenditures. 

 

 

Do you have any suggestions to improve the President’s Council (Actual Responses)?  

 Better reporting and attendance by members 
 better reporting procedures, better communication 
 Explain to all what it is and how it functions. 
 Have them do this on Saturdays when they are not paid to work. But then none of them would show up. They don't 

understand part time instructors' are not paid for any work beyond hours in class. I believe cheating employees is 
the strategic plan. 

 Inform folks what this is and how it works and why it is important beyond employee of the month. 
 More representatives for each group should be at the table. 
 Our rep needs to disseminate information to the faculty 
 Post an agenda and minutes and distribute widely; have a website that solicits individual input/feedback. 
 President's Council seems to be a "rubber stamp" committee.  I don't think it's effective at all. 
 Provide the President Council and Board minutes shortly after meeting takes place. 
 same as above 
 Shared minutes campus-wide of each meeting. 

 Some thing needs improvement here, just not sure what. 

 The council seems to trump all other shared governance committees - so why are they necesary? 

 The new members should get a mini training about their roles in the group.  (communication) 
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What are your suggestions for future research studies or for improving our College's office of 
Institutional Research (Actual Responses)? 

 ?More visibility? 

 better communication between admins, faculty, etc and transparency 

 Continue to develop ARGOS and offer training for all stakeholder groups. 

 Don't really know what it does.  Reports that I do see don't make much sense to me - charts & graphs and statistics 

that have little relevance to my job. 

 Find easy approachable ways of making data available, easy to read and understandable for all parties. 

 fix things like # 2 it is all or nothing answer 

 Get Dr. Brown an assistant. 

 I suggest a vision, or perhaps 3 contrasting visions, for the future goals of Gavilan College, its competitive nature 

not only as a college that hopes to have high transfer rates, but also as a college dedicated to the highest degree 

of learning appropriate for a community college. 

 I think the college is run by an elite group of well paid folks who view part-timers as a way to make lots of money 

but do not value or respect us. If it weren't for the students I would hate my job. 

 Impact of part time faculty on student learning. 

 Information needs to be distributed more broadly. 

 Less research and more communication to constituencies. 

 maybe publicize what they are doing more so we know what has already been researched? 

 More surveys 

 No way- He's the best 

 Pay the researcher more.  This will raise his opportunity cost of quitting, which will result in better output. 

 Provide annual or biannual reports to departments or programs that are relevant and timely 

 the college only uses what agrees with already decided plans and twists all else to fit within its narrow 

understanding of what helps students 

 The data needs to be reliable; collaboration between different divisions, i.e. MIS, Office of Instruction, budget, 

admissions, all need to contribute to the accuracy of the data. 

 You do a great job Randy! 
 
 


