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FOREWORD

Early on, it was seen that making the District Board minutes more manageable
and accessible was an important step in outlining a history of the District.
This clearly called for abstracting from the great fite that is the ofﬂt;ial
record of the District. Such abstracts contain; at least in part, the story and
the drama of the total enterprise.

As these abstracts were reviewed, installment by installment, it became
clear that while the minutes are in a sense the bare, if voluminous, record of
the District, they are as well a mine of information that indirectly documents
the evolution of a concept, the resclution of a struggle, a set of attitudes
and a process that has slowly defined and contributed to the actualizing of a
new segment of higher education—the community college. (This District has
been in the forefront of, and even a prototype of, that national endeavor. )
It is important to share this record now with the staff of this thirty-eight-
year-old institution that, as ever, is facing renewed internal and external
challenges - as well as with  the community that many years ago had fought
and agonized over the very need for such an institution, Like all of America
in 1987, it is and it isn't the same community. Further, within the next few
years a high percentage of the staff will have léss and less opportunity or
incentive to understand the traditions that jn an important sense are the
institution; as well as the ground for developing new forms for new tHmes,
unless they are made privy to the early histéory of which they will inevitably
become a part.

Grappling with the size and content of this sprawl of material, trying to
reduce it to coherence, tended to refine the concept of "the audience" and its
interests and concerns, That, of course, also defined the subject a little more
clearly. These abstracts should give all Board and staff a more manageable
grasp of the roots of. this institution and give latecomers some help in joining
the Disttict dialogue as it begins to involve them.

So, these abstracts of the minutes are a means of making the subject more
manageable, but the subject-the record and the "genius" of this thirty-eight-
year-old creation in midpassage—~is, of course, larger and more rounded than
the minutes. To speculate, put in its fullest, optimal form a full history would
need to be a recounting of the facts, the feelings and the folklore recorded
in the memories of the current staff and emeriti, 'of Board members, current
and retired, and of current students and old grads.

As to method and discipline in selection, it is, of course, a truism to say
that one should be honest and fair. Occasionally it was netessary to add facts
that are relevant but missing from the minutes, Occasionally what is recorded
here condenses and re-casts a part that is unclear. But mainly, the abstracts
are an objective telling of the story. In fact, it may be more true to reality
than the sometimes murky and even loaded language of some parts of the
minutes. For it is often true that one must have had firsthand and early
experience in the District to get the full import of the minutes. It would be
hard to deny that the original version of the minutes at times were so
nanaged as not to illuminate the full truth. The hope is that staff and Board
¥ill find here Something to feed perspective and nurture insight into what
-hey have created.



The reader will note that these minutes are organized within the following
format:

The period of:

I, McCunn Superintendency
II. No-Superintendency

III. Drexel Superintendency

1V. Buttimer Chancellorship
V. Carhart Chancellorship
Perhaps each could have been identified with a characteristic adjective or
two. However, it is a little more complicated than that. A careful reading of-
the minutes makes clear that each C.E.QO.'s thrust is more a response to
institutional need and development than an expression of a personality. If,
however, the format suggests to some that chancellors are the sole movers
and shapers of the District's destiny, the charncellors themselves would be the
first to protest.
An examination of the words of Board members should impress anyone with
the staunchness, humaneness and remarkable leadership of these men over
our thu‘ty-exght years. Indeed, - attention to their fairness, clarity of pur-
pose, and respect for staff, students and citizens. is itself a subject of study.
What remarkable self-mdoctnnat:on_ and steady pragmatism has led to such an
even-handed, performance. Certainly the Board membefs are owed much by
many sectors of the colleges' and the County's population.
At the end of these minutes, in addition to the "election Hsts," there is
appended a variety of short pieces which will: be helpful to the reader who is
new to the District or has heard of "The McCunn hassle" mainly as District
scuttlebutt and folkiore with the inevitable distortions. Some of these pieces
communicate something of the feel and the threat of those McCarthyan days.
The appendices are:
I. "Officers and Instructors - Spring 1950"
I1. "Adq:inlstra'hon“
Facuilty 1950-51 - East Campus
Faculty. 1950~-51 - West Campus

ITI. "Conclusions" from A Study of Problems of Communication and Staff
Morale by the Personnel Standards Commission of the California

_ Teachers A,ssoc:latzon

IV, Statement by Board President, William Kretzmer, before opening the
meeting for discussion to some 650 guests in the Contra Costa College
Gym, January 22, 1962.

V. A presentation at the January 22, 1962 meeting of the Board by
George Coles, President of the Contra College American Federation of
Teachers Chapter, followed by a response by Harmon Howard, Board
Member.

VI. "A Report of an Investigation"
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INTRODUCTION

“A staff member or board member joining the Contra Costa Community College
District in 1986 would be hard put to imagine the context and the flavor of
the times that existed when the District was established in 1949. Conversely,
in 1949, Attorney George Gordon of Martinez, the first President of the
Governing Board, or the late John Porterfield, the first Director of Contra
Costa College, or any of the original cadre, could not possibly have en-
wisioned what would exist by 1987. The District is not yet 40 years old and
many of its founders are very much alive and active in community affairs and
yet there has been 38 years jam packed with history where the primary
constant has been change. The intent of this compilation is to chronicle the
history of this District as it is reflected in the Board minutes from 1949
through 1986. Of course this will only be a view in transit for what we live
today becomes our history tomorrow and the newest member of the staff or of
the Board inherits what happened in all the -yesterdays and immediately
becomes an actor shaping the ongoing story.

At a later date, perhaps, a narrative history of the District and the
colleges which compose it will be written. This publication is not such a
narrative history. It is a ‘legislative history of the District, a record in
abstracted- form of the issues and problems faced by the Governing Board,
the deliberatioris of the Board members, and the policy and petrsonnel actions
taken by the Board. Naturally, it is not a verbatim acecount; such would take
many volumes. It is- 2 highly cornidensed abstract of the miost important busi-
ness which occurred at Board meetings. Occasionally, it will be extracts with
direct quotes of Board members and other participants, but most often it will
be abstracts which capture only the gist of what happened in the 38 years of
Board meetings.

Readers who have not been players in this institutional drama will need
some help in understanding the context out of which this District grew, and
will need a little of the early history of the District and colleges as a
springboard into these condensed Board minutes. Both context and early
history will be provided in this introduction. Since the key players are not
described, the readers will probably appreciate photographs so those named
can also be pictured. Such photographs of at least the most notable dramatis
personge have been provided at the point in the history where each is play-
‘ing his role.’

The Setting

Perhaps the most dramatic and vivid changes throughout the history of
this Diatrict are those of size. In 1949 Contra Costa County had only 249,322
residents whereas the last census figures show a population of 724,000. Look
at Table I and note how all of the population. centers grew but how some of
- them ballooned out in ways that- could hardly have been predicted in 1949,
The original two campuses were called Contra Costa Junior College-West
Campus (now Cpntra Costa College) and Contra Costa Junior College-East
Campus (now Diablo VaIIey College). In their most expansive and enthusiastic
moments, the planners in 1949-50 would not have ventured a guess that CCC-
East would havgngrovm from an initial student enrollment of 350 to a 1986
figure of 17,121. They would have erroneously predicted that CCC-West would
have been the larger of the two but, even so, would have been surprised



that its February, 1950 enroliment of 500 had grown to a 1986 figure of
6,588.

Table I

Some Population Figures of Incorporated Cities
1950 Census Contrasted with Figures for 1985!

1950 1985

Antioch 11,051 49,322
Brentwood 1,729 5,412
Clayton unincorporated 4,867
Concord 36,208 107,011
Danville unincorporated 28,104
El Cerrito ‘ 18,011 23,412
Hercules 343 10,137
Lafayette unincorporated 22,691
Martinez 8,268 27,458
Moraga unincorporated 15,422
Orinda unincorporated unincorporated
Pinole 1,147 15,096
Pittsburg 12,783 40,545
Pleagant Hill unincorporated 29,359
Richmond 99,545 78,606
San Ramon unincorporated 26,417
Walmut Creek 2,420 60,187
Contra Costa County

unincorporated and

incorporated 298,984 724,035

1Source: (Census) U.S. Bureau of the Census, California (1986)
Population Reésearch Unit, California State Dept. Finance

- Who would have thought that the 1950 full time District professional staff
would have expanded from 144 to 485 by 1986. There are instructors hired in
the early 1950s in the range of $4,000 ta $5,000 per year who- are now at an
annual sazlary of over $50,000. The total District budget for.the academic year
1950-51 was $1,193,913 which is 2.33% of the 1985-86 budget of $51,207,266.
Establishing an institution such as a community colege district is somewhat
like getting married and starting a family; it takes a blind ignorance of the
consequences or otherwise the courage would rarely be mustered. to take the
fateful first step. But also, like parenting, all the people who over these 38
years have dedicated their working lives and have sacrificed, nursed, sweated
and sometimes battled to creaté.and develop this flourishing institution can
look with pride and love at their progeny.

The figures in Table I only begin to show the demographic changes which
later had crucial effects on the development of the District campuses. For
example, Richmond before the war was a town of only 20,000 people and then,
because of the Kaiser shipyards and other war-related industry, had a 400 to
500% growth in less than 4 years, Over 70,000 of these people were living in
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temporary and very primitive housing. There was a huge influx of Black
workers and their families which figuratively and literally changed the com-
plexion of this burgeoning town. These war workers, White and Black, liked
Richmond and when the war ended most gave no thought to leaving. So,
Richmond was faced with the severe problems of building more permanent
housing, of attracting non-war industry to provide jobs for the post-war
unemployed, of dampening down racial tensions and working toward assimila-
tion, and of training people for new jobs and educating them to be thoughtful
citizens capable of coping in the new society which the disruptions and chaos
of war had created. All of these problems shaped the role of the future
Contra Costa Junior College-West Campus, made it different from its sgister
college, East Campus, and even in 1987 some of these problems continue as
the context in which Contra Costa College operates.

The figures in the 1950 column of Table I were not predictive of where the
concentration of population--and of political power--would be.  If the early
planners had been prescient they might have deduced that improved highways
and the compelling drive among veterans a@nd other dislocated people for a
home of their own would cause a flight to the suburbs. Tract home developers
did have this insight and even in the period 1946 to 1950 they were buying
up cheap land in Concord, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek and other communities
in the Diablo Valley. Freeways, the G.I. Bill for housing, mass produced
bomes and the development of shopping centers all contributed to an eastward
movement and a rapidly increased population shifted the political power of
numbers from Western Contra Costa County to Central Contra Costa County.
That movement to the East is still going on.

The victory over the Nazis in Europe and the Japanese in the Pacific
triggered a post war euphoria that had a dramatic impact throughout America
and certainly throughout Contra Costa County. All the energy that had been
channeled to the war effort became free floating and available to be directed
to new enterprises. The fifteen million G.I.'s who camé marching home started
more than a baby-boom. Among other things they started a boom in higher
education. Many, if not most, had never held jobs before the war and they
saw education as the means to their dreams of the good life. At the national
level the politicians were quick to sense this mood and with the G.I. Bill
opened wide the mnational purse and money flowed out for education, for
housing, for medical care, for job training and for whatever else was needed
to give the veterans a helping hand.

Later, there was a darker side to America's ascendency to superpower
status, if not world hegemony. As will be seen, this threw a shadow on the
fledgling institution here being chronicled just as the boundless confidence of
the immediate post war years fused the explosive growth of institutions of
higher learning of which the Contra Costa Community College District was
one.

Actually, junior colleges, as they were then called, had been around in
California since Fresno High School started offering post graduate courses in
1910. As they were gradually formed, some were an extension of State
Colleges, some, like Fresno, were sort of post-graduate divisions within high
school districts, and some were completely autonomous districts. In almost all
cases their primary function was transfer education, i.e., to provide the first
two- years of undergraduate courses so that the graduates could transfer to
the state university or to the state colleges. The student bodies were largely
recent high schdol graduates, age 18 to 20, and were heavily weighted on the
male side, 65% to 35%. The formation of the Contra Costa Community College
District added two more colleges to the 45 (107,000 students) then extant in



California. In 1987 there are 106 California community colleges enrolling some
1.2 million students. The Contra Costa County Junior College District (later
the Contra Costa County Community College District or CCCCD) was one of 14
new districts that were formed in the immediate post war years of 1946-1950.
They were a direct effect from these causes: (1) the G.I. Bill; (2) the huge
wartime influx of military and war workers to California who did not want to
leave; and (3) the new realization that a more complex technology and, in-
deed, a more complex world, required an education beyond the high school
level.

There were those who had been beating the drums for the establishment of
a junior college in Contra Costa County but not many of the electorate were
marching to that drummer. One of these was Bryan O. Wilson, the County
Superintendent of Schools. Even in 1939, before the county's population
reached the 100,000 mark, Wilson was saying that the increasing industriali-
zation of the county required a county-wide training institution to prepare
people beyond the high school level. Since 1921 there had been California
legisiation . authorizing the creation of junior college districts along one of
these lines: . (1) a junior college district to° be co-terminus with a high school
district; {2) a junior college district embracing two or more high school
districts; and (3) a county district or at least a district including all the
territory of the county not already pre-empted by an existing junior college
district. Superintendent Wilson got the County Board of Education to pass a
resolution wurging the high school districts in Contra Costa County to
cooperate with the State in conducting a feasibility study, Through most.of
1940, a .lay advisory group called the *Committee of 100" tried to organize
support for the establishment of a district by means of a county-wide elec-
tion. The population base was large -enough to generate a sizeable student
body and the property tax on the assessed valuation could. have made it a
rich district. But the efforts to call an election in June of 1941 came to
naught and the boatbing of Pearl Harbor in December of 1941 also bombed any
chances for formation of a district until the end of the war.

The next attempt showed the strange compromises that parochialism and
political differences generate. In 1944 the Postwar Planning Committee of the
County Development Association recommended that a junior college district be
- formed. George Gordon, Governing Board member from 1949 to 1977, had this
‘to say about this action, "...it should be pointed out that in 1943-44, the
Development Association was dominated by the members from West Contra
Costa County, with the leader being Walter T. Helms, who was then Superin-
tendent of the Richmond Unified Schools. Helms was opposed to a county-wide
district. He wanted it integrated with his high school district. One that he
could, and would, control." This led to the political compromise that the
proposal ‘would be limited to the central and eastern sections of the County.
To make it more attractive to the business and industrial interests and to
garner patriotic support, this proposed district was to have an institution for-
technical and vocational training which was to be a memorial to veterans of
World War II. The governing boards of the Martinez, Antioch, John Swett,
Liberty, Mt. -Diablo and Pittsburg School Districts went along with this
proposal. The State feastbility study, which they requested, found that all
the criteria in the California Education Code for forming a junior college
district were met. In a special election held on January 15, 1946, the voters
of the central and eastern portions of the county rejected the proposal in a
close vote of 1,548 "yes" and 1,702 "no." The majority in Antioch, Pittsburg
and Byron voted "no" because they believed that they would be too far east
from the presumptive site to profit from it., Besides, they felt that their



concentration of industry along the confluence of the Sacramento and San
Joaquin Rivers gave them enough assessed valuation to pay for their own
junior college. The majority in the Crockett and Martinez school districts also
.yoted no because of the presumptive distance factor, The Contra Costa
Taxpayers Association lobbied against the measure because they were opposed
-in principle to the creation of any district that could levy a tax--no matter
how worthy the purpose of the tax. Many of the more affluent families in all
-of the communities- voted "no" because their children were sent to U.C.
‘Berkeley or Saint Mary's College or Stanford University, so why should they
want a junior college.

The nay-sayers had their moment of victory but they were up against a
tide of energy, of confidence in progress and in the future, and of a spirit
of "let's get on with it" that came in the wake of W.W.II. The issue of a
junior college district in this county would not stay dead. The State, with
some push from the University of California, financed a study of publicly
supported higher education in California. The purpose of the study was to
ascertain the present and future needs for post secondary education. Its
"Report of a Survey of Needs of California in Higher Education" (the so-
céalled "Strayer Report" named after Professor George D. Strayer of Columbia
University who-was its Director) made a powerful case for the enhancement of
the state university, the state colleges and for rapid expansion of the junior
college system. , :

An offshoot of the Strayer study was the Bi-County Survey Committee
whose members studied -the need for junior colleges in both Alameda and
Gontra Costa Counties. Its over-all chairman was Dr. Frank Freeman, Dean of
rhe School’ of Education at U.C., Berkeley. The Chairman of the Junior
College Sub-committee was O, J. Wohlgemuth who later served as a CCCCD
Board Member from the formation until 1960. This Bi-County Committee con-
cluded there was not only a need for one district but for two. They were still
underestimating: Alameda County alone spawned two districts—~the huge
Peralta Community College District with its four colleges and the South
County Community College District (Chabot College).

The campaign to seek voter approval for the establishment of a county-
wide junior college district began. The same political issues and the same
political forces lined up on the pro and con sides. There was the division by
geography then just as thexe is a division by geography now. Neither the
number of eampuses nor the site(s) were specified. The voters in east county
vere sure they would get nothing (and they were right until the opening of
Los Medanos College in 1974), The voters in central county thought that the
attraction of population would cause the site to be placed in Richmond and if
not, one central county town would be chosen to the dissatisfaction of all the
others., The middle and upper middle class families whose children were sent
to U.C. and other prestigious universities did not want to pay taxes for
"junior" colleges for other people's kids. This, tco, had a geographic angle to
it. In central county, the small communities, especially Walnut Creek,
Danville, Lafayette, Moraga, Orinda and San Ramon were fast becoming middle
and upper middle class suburban towns.

The Contra Costa County Taxpayers Association took its predictable nega-
tive stance. It made the claim that the taxpayer had reached his absolute limit
and he could not pay one more dollar of additional taxes, The Contra Costa
County Farm Bureau and the Contra Costa Pomona Grangers echoed the
lament of the E‘[‘axpayers Association. For those who were willing to listen,
*his. charge was countered by the fact thHat Contra Costa County's 1948



assessed valuation was $255,000,000 which ranked it third in the State for
districts then supporting junior colleges.

This time though there were stalwart champions on the pro side as well.
Led by Attorney Charles Hutchings, Jr., a.Junior College Citizens Committee
was organized and it drew to its ranks some influential people in the county
such as Judge Donald Creedon, Robert Lee, labor leader, Attorney Robert
Condon, later to become a U.S5. Congressman, Bert Coffee, political analyst in
Richmond who became a CCCCD founding Board Member, Jchn Garaventa,
Concord pioneer, C. A, "Cappy" Ricks, well known realtor from Martinez,
and a community activist, Mrs. W. G. Parks. They didn't just lend their
names to the cause; they set out to secure the endorsement and active sup-~
port of every organization, service club, newspaper and leader in the county
and even outside of the county. Notable among the latter was Roy C. Simpson,
who was the State Superintendent of Public Instruction. Simpson was not
really an outsider, for at that time his office had a Junior College Bureau
whose function was to coordinate and assist all junior -colleges within Cali~
fornia. County Superintendent of Schools, Bryan O. Wilson, who had.. been
trying to get a junior college district for the County since the 1930s, again
gave unstinting support. The Contra Costa Principals Association became
another voice from education and, even better at vote-getting, the Parent-
Teachers Associations throughout the county were enlisted. Attorney George
Gordon, after- whom the District building is now named, marshalled all the
support he could in Martinez including even that of the Martinez Real Estate
Board. State Assemblyman George Miller Jr. used his considerable political
clout on the pro side. Among the newspapers, editorial support and en-
dorsement came from the two largest and most influential, The Richmond
Independent and the Qakland Tribune. The Martinez Gazette, owned by
former State Senator William Sharkey, Sr., gave the formation of a district its
support as did the Concord Transcript. Most newspapers from Antloch to
Walnut Creek to Lafayette also supported the issue. ,

Hear again from George Gordon: "The one group that had the greatest
impact in the final days was that group of people who are identified with the
Contra Costa County Central Labor Council (AFofL) and Contra Costa County .
Building and Construction Trades Council. When it appeared that the forma-
-tion was going to be defeated, a group of people identified with these
unions--George Weise of the Carpenters, Erle Carter, Secretary. of the
Teamsters, Bob Lee of the Laborers, and Claude Rains, Business Manager of
the Teamsters, along with yours truly, who then represented most of the AF
of L unions--got together and met with B. O. Wilson at Della Pippas on
Pacheco Boulevard in Martinez, about ten days before the election. We put
together about $1,000 to finance the final advertisements in support of the
district and in opposition to the Taxpayers Association. It was this final push
that put the district over in 1948."

The pro side not only had worthy spokespeople, it had some powerful
arguments for them to speak., In 1939 .and again in 1946, the State had
verified that Contra Costa County exceeded its mandated requirements of
population, financial resources and need for the formulation of a junior college
district. A survey by Superintendent Wilson's office found that of the 1,843
high school graduates in 1948, 700 said that they would attend a local junior
college if it were within commutable distance. Actually 705 Contra Costa
County students were enrolling in out-of-district junior colleges which was
costing the local taxpayers $1(0,000 per year in out-of-district fees and
brought them noc nearer to having a college of their own. The population of



the county had more than doubled during the war decade from 100,450 to
249,322 and there was no end to this growth in sight. U.C., Berkeley fur-
nished figures showing that it cost a family a minimum of $1,000 per year to
send a student away to college. It would cost the family less than $100 to
send that student to a local junior college where he could live at home and
pay no tuition. For the wary voter who didn't want to plunge right into the
deep water, the specious argument was used that this election was only to
establish a junior college district, not to build a campus, hence it involved no
immediate cost.,

On December 14, 1948 the special election was held. This time there were
6,034 who voted "Aye" and 5,244 who voted "Nay," so the "Ayes" had it by
790 votes. This was hardly a ringing mandate, particularly since only 10% of
the electorate had performed their civic duty. Even so, in a democracy a
majority of one is still a majority, On December 27, 1948, the Board of
Supervisors declared the Contra Costa County Junior College District as
officially created.

Getting Started

After years of disappointment and frustration im his efforts to get a junior
college district started, County Superintendent of Schools Bryan O. Wilson
wasted no time once the voters had given the green light. On December 14,
1948 the 53 pe.r cent majority (of the 10 per cent of eligible voters who
voted) said, "Yes, we want a junior college," and by January 12, 1949,
Wilson had used his authority to appoint an mternn five member Board of
Trustees.

Wilson's judgment must have coincided closely with that of the County's
voters for at least four of the five men he appointed were repeatedly
re-elected and served long tenure as Board members. From Brentwood, to
represent the Eastern Region, he selected ¥Fred R. Abbott, an affable former
YMCA director and at that time an insurance executive. Perhaps in recog-
nition of his early support of the junior college proposal and to represent the
south central area from Walnut Creek, Wilson appointed businessman O. J.
Wohlgemuth. He took the obvious chcnce for the north central region by
appeinting the highly respectéd attorney and popular civic leader from
Martinez George R. Gordon. The more populous area, the western region of
the county, with Richmond central to it, got two of his appcintments. They
were G. Elton Brombacher, a young, successful printer and businessman and
Bert Coffey, a highly respected, if controversial, political analyst and
campaign director - for Democratic Party candidates. This appointed Board
elected George Gordon as its president, a post in which he often served from
then until his resignation from the Board 28 years later in 1977. On May 20,
1949 these Wilson appointees were all confirmed by the voters as ofﬁcia'[ly
elected members of, what was then called, the Board of Trustees and is now
called the Governing Board.

The only thing that these new Board members had was the legal authority
to act. They had no tax money, thus no budget, no official place to meet, no
office supplies, no secretarial services and no administrators to execute their
decisions. However, Superintendent Wilson and the State Department came to
their rescue by providing the Board room space, secretarial assistance, a full
time administrative assistant to do whatever tasks theéy assigned and, most
important, help from Wilson himself in advertising, récruiting -and screening
for this brand new Contra Costa Junior CoIIege District.



In his oral reminiscences, George Gordon reports that nearly 60 educators
applied for the top job of Superintendent. The papers on every one of the.m
were diligently read by each Board member and, from this initial screening,.
six were selected for interview, The Board members spent nearly every:
Saturday and Sunday in the spring of 1949 in either examining the bong fides
of the applicants or in conducting long and intensive interviews. According
to Gordon, they were looking primarily for a self-directed organizer and
financial expert and secondarily for an established educator. Other adrninis—.
trators could be found to shape the curriculum and employ the faculty.!

The Board members were most impressed with a big, hearty, often
humorous, "hail feilow well met" named Drummond J. McCunn who was at that
time Assistant Superintendent for Business at the Pasadena Unified School
District, He, as President and Chairman of the 1949 Pasadena Rose Bowl
Parade, had the overall responsibility. for the organization of this world
famous parade, and the Board believed that anyone who could pull off this
orga.mzatlonal fete, . coupled with his other accomplishments, could put
‘together a junior college district, The fact that he was a past President of
both the Kiwanis Club and the Pasadena .Junior Chamber of Commerce and
very active in other professional and civic organizations seemed to overweigh
the limitations that he had only taught at the junior high school level and had
zero experience with junior colleges. In 1950, .after his appointment, he dic
receive a Doctor of Education degree from UCLA, and the Board must have
been impressed when, at a testimonial dinner for McCunn, his ex-boss, theé
former Superintendent of Pasadena Schools, Dr. John A Sexson, called him
"one of the outstanding administrators in- America."2 Perhaps they should
have listened to the silence from. his then current boss, Pasadena School
Superintendent Willard Goslin who chose to say nothing at the testimonial
dinner. The Board on June 15, 1949. appointed Drummond J. McCunn District
Superintendent and gave. him, by 1949 standards, the munificent annual
salary of $15,000.

To compensate. for Superintendent McCunn's recognized weakness in. curri-
culum and in instruction, the Board searched for a highly respected educator
to serve as Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction. They
did not particularly seek the Superintendent’'s recommendation, but did lsten
attentively to Dr. Frank Lindsey, Deputy Superintendent of the California
State .Department of Education. Lindsey and other well respected junior
college educators suggested that J. Graham Sullivan might be interested and
available. Sullivan previously had been Assistant to the President of San
Francisco City College and was, at this time, Assistant Superintendent for
Junior Colleges and Vocational Education for the San Diego Unified School
District. He was the only person that the Board invited to be interviewed for
the position and, after some dickering and compromising a bit to meet his
request for a four year contract, the Board, at their August 1949 meeting,.
hired him. Actually, McCunn formally proposed Sullivan in this August
meeting and probably did so with some enthusiasm although by the mid 50's
the relationship between McCunn and Sullivan clearly reflected that they did
not make a compatible team. More on this as the story unfolds in the
abstracts of the Board Minutes,

The B{)ard members also had their own ideas about who should head the
campus they had in mind for Richmond. The only candidate acceptable to Bext
Coffey and Elton Brombacher, the two Richmond Board members, was John H.
Porterfield. The other Board members deferred to their Richmond colleagues,
so in the December 9, 1949 meeting, John Porterfield was named as Director
of Contra Costa Junior College at Richmond. Porterfield hailed fram TAahn



polished the farm boy, which he was, into a deep-thinking educator and
shilosopher. He had been a high school teacher, and a principal of McFarland
g;éh School in the Bakersfield District and, at the time of his selection
'é’_éjz‘{;ed as Assgistant Superintendent to Walter Helms, Superintendent of the
Richmond Unified School District. This was the same Helms who once had
;é.;iit;iti_ons to start his own district junior college.

"~ As early as October 1949, the Board had gone on record that there would
peé -at least two campuses, both comprehensive, one west and one central with
the possibility of a third devoted primarily to agriculture for the rural
@astern and southeastern sections of the county. So, by the spring of 1950,
thie search was on for a leader for the second campus. J. Graham Sullivan
iijg'ad ‘brought in Dr. Phebe Ward, on leave from her position as Director of
Adult Education in the San Francisco Unified School District, tc be an interim
‘Pisgrict Director of General Education. The nation's educators knew Dr. Ward
iand she knew them. She convinced Leland L. Medsker, President of Wright
Junior College in Chicago, that he should apply to head up this new junior
léollege in California. In turn, she also convinced Sullivan tfo support
Medsker's candidacy. There were other applicants for- this position but
Megdsker had experience as a junior college teacher, as a director of adult
sthjcation, ag a junior college president- and even as President of the
| American Association of Junior Colleges, hence stood head and shoulders
ibgve the other applicants. He was even able. to negotiate a package deal in
which he would select and bring with him Reed Buffington, a teacher of
Social Sciences and Assistant to Dr. Peter Masiko, Division Chairman in the
Social Sciences at Wright Junior College. On May 22, 1950 both Medsker and
|B'u‘{ﬁngton were appointed, Medsker as Director and. Buffington as Dean of
iGenyeral Education (later called Dean of Instruction) of the Contra Costa
iy Jurior College--East Campus.

_ Other second eschelon administrators had been appointed even before
Buffington. As early as December 1949 Karl O. Drexel, then a counselor,
English teacher, and Athletic Director for Alhambra High School in Martinez,
was appointed Assistant Dean for Student Activities at the West Campus. A
month later, January 20, 1950, George {(Bob) Faul, previously Director of
iGoidance, College of the Sequoias, was, on the strong recommendation of
(Graham Sullivan, hired as Dean of Guidahce and Pupil Personnel (later titled
Dean of Student Personnel) at the West Campus thereby becoming Drexel's
fitular boss. The initial leadership on the Richmond Campus was Porterfield,
Faul and Drexel and at the East Campus it was Medsker and Buffington.
jHowever, this 3-2 ratio switched almost immediately to a 2-3 ratio for although
|Drexel admired and wanted to work for and with Porterfield, McCunn decided
Lt'g’ use Drexel's familiarity with Martinez and Central County and his strong
|political connections to help build the East Campus. In June, 1950 Drexel was
|'_1‘ea_85igned with the same title, Assistant Dean for Student Activities, to the
East. Campus, :

All of these first appointees, Sullivan, Porterfield, Medsker, Buffington,
Faul and Drexel, were destined to be in conflict with McCunn and either by
leaving, or by outlasting McCunn, went on to more impértant positions. They
also became widely recognized thinkers and spokesmen for the community
college movement. By 1987 standards, their beginning salaries in 1949-50 did
1ot predict their later eminence:

)

" Sullivan $11,000 Porterfield $9,500 Buffington $7,000
Medsker $ 9,500 Faul $7,250 Drexel $7,000



This salary comparison is really more dramatic than it is fair for, in truth,
these were good salaries in that pre-inflation era and it is to the Board's
credit that throughout the years it has acted to keep District salaries among
the top in the State. As early as January 1951, Board President George,
Gordon said regardlng faculty (and by implication administrator) salaries:
"Keep in mind it is the decision of this Board to maintain the highest salary
schedule of junior colleges in the San Francisco Bay Area."? The Board hag.
been true to this early promise.

These administrators, led by Graham Sullivan and assisted by Phebe Ward,
had to hire faculty, develop the curriculum, prepare the catalog, and open
the colleges in jig time. John Porterfield, appointed in December 1949, has,
West Campus offering classes to some 500 students by February 1950. Lee
Medsker, his counterpart at East Campus, was selected in late May, 1950 and
had a small (350 students) but complete college operating by September,
Neither the Board nor- Superintendent McCunn interfered with the local
administrators in the selec¢tion.of faculty. Porterfield, Faul and Drexel on.
West Campus and later Medsker, Buffington and Drexel at East Campus;
sandwiched in, among a myriad of other duties, an endless number of inter-
- views of applicants. Considering the press of time they did very well in
picking winners. It is interesting to look at the names of the original cadres
(see Appendix I) for many of them moved on to leadership positions in other
districts and not a few have had lifetime and distinguished careers as.
instructors and administrators at the college they helped to found.

Both Porterfield and Medsker were committed to general education as an
important criterion in faculty selection although Medsker and Buffington took
the inter-disciplinary "Robert Hutchins definition"™ .of the University of
Chicago whereas Sullivan, Ward, Porterfield and Faul saw general education
more in terms of meeting breadth requirements of the University of California
and the California State colleges. Much, much later as a consultant to Los
Medanos College, Porterfield helped to-shape a general education program that
became a national model for inter-disciplinary education, Such was his
capacity for growth and for change.

Even more important as a criterion for selection was the appointment of
faculty who by experience and education were student oriented. The Board
let all know that they-.wanted the best in counseling and guidance and that
these institutions were going to hire faculty and counselors who had a
student personnel point of view. As early as December, 1949, Professor
Arthur Brayfield of University. of California Berkeley, a student personnel
man with a naticnal reputation, was engaged as a consultant to the Board and
the colleges,

As noted earlier, Superintendent McCunn did not interfere in the selection
of faculties. However, he did employ a layer of quasi-teachers/quasi~-
administrators who were called program coordinators, who operated out of the
District office, who employed their own teachers, independent of the two
campus presidents. This was, therefore, a District program, that by organi-
zational charting bypassed Sullivan and reported to the Presidents. This was
in theory only because they actually reported directly to the Superintendent.
They headed up such programs as Distributive Education, Family Life Educa-
tion, Fire Education, Police Education, and Supervisory Training.

Sometimes these coordinators taught in their special field but more often
secured ecial teaching credentials for practitioners in the field and then
coordinated and supervised their work. This structure was not without merit
but it contributed to confused responsibility for campus administrators,
resentment by the lesser paid regular faculty and was seen by some as



“cCl;mnS determination to foster District pre-eminence at the expense of
: mpus autonomy. Perhaps the same message had been signalled earlier when
cQ"ﬁﬂn secured Board endorsement of the whole District being called Contra
Tosta County Junior College with the two colleges designated as West Campus
é{fd East Campus and the two presidents given the lessor fitle of Director,
ot g_Prt:zsn.dent
= ﬁgh Faul, who served this District throughout the whole of McCunn's
hure, takeg a less critical view re: the use of district coordinators and the
.ani;e of the district superintendent vis-a-vis the campus directors (now college
;féiégsidents) Faul points out that prior to 1950 most junior colleges were a
of a unified or secondary school system. McCunn himself came out of the
Pasadena Unified District where the head of the junior college was called
ector. Faul writes: "As I see it in review, the Contra Costa District was
”t;f:;‘{ished under a legal framework which detailed certain titles and
Iapproaches to organization. McCunn brought in what he knew and was familiar
with, This, to me, became the yltimate heart of the problem. McCunn saw the
[D1atnct as the important, key ingredient. He put the coordinators in to effect
this; a common practice in K-12 (e.g., music coordinator, art coordinator,
manuai training coordinator, etc.). This might have worked except he did
delegate to Graham (Sullivan) and the campuses the selection of persomnel.
iThis may have been 'the fatal cup of tea.' Campus staffs were not, in the
main, from K-12 districts. They came from other J.C.'s, the University and
the State Colleges. They came with different hopes and expectaﬁons. They
_tendcd to be collegial in philosophy and behavior. This is what they knew
frorn their background experience and observation. This created an inevitable
.confrontation. As I think about it, I find it interesting that many of the
faculty who came out of K-12 tended to side with the superintendent. Of
.course, there were a few notable exceptions.”

It makes good rhetoric to say that a college resides in the minds of its
:gtaff and, in essence, that is true. Yet, at a practical level, there has to be
.2 place for students to sit down which translates into sites, buildings,
,clagsrooms, offices, laboratories, shops, gyms, playing fields, scientific
paraphernaha, machines, equipment and the list goes on and on. When a
coflege with all these material things is created in a two or three months
'penod as were West Campus and East Campus, then it is inevitable that the
college will start with "make do" facilities. West Campus started in the old
Ka:lse.r Shipyard #3 in Richmohd and East Campus started in an abandoned

ittle grammar school in Martinez. Each felt lucky that it got what it got but,
in. truth, neither got much.

Board member Elton Brombacher came up with the idea to use the U.S.
Maritime Commission buildings--the WWIL shipyard in Richmond. He enlisted
the help of Congressman George P. Miller, General Phillip P. Fleming who was
Chairman of the U.S. Maritime Commission and Contra Costa County's own
Assemblyman George Miller, Jr. They coordinated their collective political
clout and within weeks they had rented three buildings which had 178,500
square feet of useable space, 198 rooms including administrative offices,
classrooms, a library, laboratories, seven vocational shops, physical education
facilities and a cafeteria. The rent for all of this was $675 per month. In
addition they sweet-talked the Santa Fe Land Improvement Company, the
Richfield 0il Company, the Richmond Housinhg Authority, the Richmond Re-
development Agency, and again, the U.S, Maritime Commission into providing
further athletic 4nd parking facilities-~and in most cases rent free. Dunng
this period Sullivan and Porterfield negotiated with Superintendent Helms to
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take over part of the Richmond Schools adult education program and the,
shops and classrooms in which they were housed.

The fact is the Board was almost too successful in providing adequate
quarters for, as the saying. goes, "There is nothing so permanent as gz
temporary building." West Campus didn't move to its permanent site untii 1956
and even then was housed in temporary buildings, some of them discarded by
the San Pablo Scheol District. During this six year period the Board may
have called the college Contra Costa Junior College-West Campus but it was
known affectionately to the students, staff and public 