
Planning Education Committee 
MINUTES of the Districtwide Meeting 

September 18, 2009, 9am – 12pm 
 
Committee: Educational Committee 
Date:   September 18, 2009 
Attendance:  Wise E. Allen, Betty Inclan, Kerry Compton, May Chen, Donald Moore, Jannett Jackson, Krista Johns, Elnora Webb, Jenny Lowood, 
Bob Grill, Scott Albright, Pieter de Haan, Karolyn van Putten, Inger Stark, Anita Black, Rona Young, Brenda Lewis Franklin, Pat Jameson 
Co-Chairs: Wise E. Allen, Jenny Lowood 
Facilitators:   [Linda Berry], Kerry Compton 
Guests:   Debbie Budd, Jim Bracy, Joseph Bielanski, Robert Brem 
Absent:   Linda Berry, Eric Gravenberg, Debbie Weintraub, Ayele Lemma 
 
 
Agenda Item 

 
Discussion 

 
Follow-up Action 

DECISIONS 
(Shared Agreement 

/Resolved or 
Unresolved?) 

 
Meeting Called to Order 

 
9:10 am by Wise E. Allen 

  

 
Introductions 

 
Introductions of Committee Members and those present 

  

I. Review Minutes  
 

There was a short discussion about the words “assessment” and 
“success.” 

The Environmental Scan was what our outside consultant prepared.   
Assessment usually refers to our own students.  We wanted to come up 
with a definition of what we call “success.” 

There are two definitions:  one as to student success; and institutional 
assessment is how well the institution is doing.  Assessment should be 
both internal and external. 
 

  

II. Function of the 
Committee 

 

Our focus is education, the key focus of what we do.  We will share 
info with the other committees and also the PBI Council.  This is “the” 
committee, and hopefully we will make great decisions and drive the 
work of the District in a positive direction. 

The DWEMPC no longer exists. 

 

  



 
Agenda Item 

 
Discussion 

 
Follow-up Action 

DECISIONS 
(Shared Agreement 

/Resolved or 
Unresolved?) 

 

 2 

III.  Meeting Time 
 Discussion There was a long discussion about the meeting time for the PEC 

Committee. 

Although Friday is the best day for many, some faculty who serve or 
were to serve on this Committee teach on Friday mornings.  The COA 
Curriculum Committee Chair (Robert Brem) was supposed to be on 
this Committee, but since he teaches Friday mornings, Scott Albright 
is replacing Robert Brem.  

Suggestions were to change the meeting time to:  10am-1pm, or 10am-
12pm, or 9:30am-12:30pm.   

Since our committee is going to get recommendations flowing from 
the other two committees, before it flows up to the Council, we don’t 
want to cut down our time at the beginning, without knowing what the 
work flow will be.   

Consensus was reached for the meeting time to be 9:30am - 
12:30pm; but meetings will begin at 9:30am (SHARP). 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Consensus was reached 
for the meeting time to 
be 9:30am - 12:30pm; 
but meetings will begin 
at 9:30am (SHARP). 

IV.    Procedures to 
ensure both efficiency 
and inclusion:  

• How to sync 
college and 
district in this 
planning cycle 

• Unit Plans- 
completion 
timeline  
(discussion) 

• Campus 
Prioritization 
Summary and 
Timelines 

Since the scope of this committee is great, suggestions were made to:   

1) make decisions in a way that we all have a chance to take a tentative 
decision back to our constituencies before they become final;   

2)  have a Yahoo email group;  

3) have an open space at the end of each meeting for people to share 
their concerns. 

4) have alternates to regular committee members, so we don’t have to 
restart a discussion when a member isn’t here; 

5) put a reminder on each Agenda for those present to turn off all cell 
phones, and do not answer them during a meeting.   

The discussion then focused on operating principles and whether this 
PEC Committee will be empowered to make decisions, or just 
recommend actions that must then be vetted at the colleges for a 
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• Presentation to 
Committees 

• Budget Cycle 

• Review of 
District Wide Ed 
Plan 

• Discussion of 
Review of 
College Ed 
Master Plans and 
College 
Presentations 

 

month before becoming final. 

Operating principles for our committees are in our Binders under tab 
2, pg 2; this may answer some of our questions on procedures.  A clear 
understanding of Roberts’ Rules of Order would also give us a clear 
format for how to operate.   

Questions were asked such as:  What are we here for?  Are we a 
conduit or will we make decisions, in the open, and move on?   

Some felt that although what we discuss may be driven by what’s 
brought to us; that when we can, we should have decisions vetted by 
our college constituencies for at least one month. 

Others felt that we are asked to represent our college constituencies 
and to make decisions; and if decisions take months to be made, and 
are made at the colleges, then we don’t need to come to more 
meetings. 

The way this PBI Model process was designed was for the input to be 
done before we meet, and then is fed into the committees.  All colleges 
have Senates, Curriculum Committees, etc., and they should be active 
and give input up front. 

We should function as a collaborative body, pledge to go back and 
share our information and decisions, and get input for the next 
meeting.  If we don’t do this, we should be held accountable and 
reprimanded or replaced.  We must begin from a position of trust.  We 
do need to move on, on behalf of this community. 

A request was made to email as much out as possible, as early as 
possible, and that handouts be out by 9am for folks to come early 
to review and be prepared to start meetings knowledgably and on 
time. 

The PBI strategic planning model has its own website that was already 
emailed out to all.  It’s under www.peralta.edu, under  Service 
Centers, Peralta Planning and Budget Integration Model; a separate 
space for each Committee.  Each Committee has facilitators and note 
takers to make sure that everything gets done. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We should function as a 
collaborative body, 
pledge to go back and 
share our information 
and decisions, and get 
input for the next 
meeting.   

A request was made to 
email as much out as 
possible, as early as 
possible, and that 
handouts be out by 9am 
for folks to come early to 
review and be prepared 
to start meetings 
knowledgably and on 
time. 
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Unit Plans: 

You all have copies of the Unit Plans and have gone through review of 
this at your colleges.  You should use your Unit Plans to update your 
Ed Master Plans.  This should be a seamless process where you are 
constantly evaluating and updating your Ed Plans.  If you have any 
problems with that, let’s see what they are. 

Regarding the format of the Unit Plan, a suggestion was made to 
include a Summary of Recommendations or Needs, below the 
Overview.  Colleges should be able to make recommendations re their 
Action Plans. 

Clarification was sought about how a researcher would answer the 
questions on the Unit Plan, especially e.g., about F/T-P/T ratio, are we 
talking about FTES?  The number of faculty assigned question: could 
this be faculty and staff? 

On the 4 pg Unit Plan sample, there is an example that shows you how 
to calculate data for the answers.  The researchers have had since the 
beginning of the summer to populate the data, and have had all they 
need to do so. 

Initially, we had Student Services on the same Unit Plan form, but 
they felt it was too much along Instructional lines.  The original 
template came from Merritt and was vetted at DWEMPC, and has 
been changed and refined by input from the colleges.   

Most present felt that the first 4 pages of the Unit Plan should be 
uniform for all; then the colleges can add what they want in additional 
pages.  When info comes to this Committee, it comes to us in a 
Summary; how they got there, and the number of pages it took, is not 
important to this Committee. 

SLOs and Unit Plans are on the campuses; accreditation is of a 
college, not the district.  A big criticism is that our Unit Plans, SLOs, 
and Unit Outcomes need to be more integrated on the campuses.   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Unit Plan template 
is supposed to help 
colleges develop their 
Master Plans.   
 
Our 3 yr cycle of 
Program Review must be 
done.  Requests for 
faculty and staff hires 
will come to the Ed 
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In response to a question regarding classified staff representation on 
this committee, classified were told that your direct input into the 
overall planning process helps your constituencies have a voice.  You 
make sure, however, that the college carries out their work.  You can 
help get things organized, and influence how it is structured.  You 
have a practical role.  Page. 3 of the Unit Plan asks about classified 
input.  In fact, at some colleges, each classified person is responsible 
for a Unit Plan in the area in which they work.  Classified staff are 
critical, and you must have classified staff to make your programs run.  
If classified weren’t there, the programs couldn’t run. 

In fact, the law requires participation by classified professionals in the 
shared governance of the colleges.  The District has made the decision 
and has included classified on this Committee, so you are part of the 
shared governance of everything we do.  Everything we do will impact 
classified staff, and we can’t do what we do without classified staff.  
Your role is crucial, and we will work as a team. 

Merritt was thanked for coming up with the Unit Plan template, and 
that there is flexibility in making some changes to the template at the 
colleges. 

A suggestion was made that FTE for classified needs to be brought out 
on the form, and not just for faculty.  We need a similar section for 
classified FTE, and not have it lumped with equipment, etc. 

Suggestion was also made to have a SWOT analysis in your Unit 
Plans, not just bullet points.  Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, 
Threats (SWOT) = need to be looked at in all we review.  One faculty 
member shared that a weakness he has is not having staff or equipment 
that he needs, for example.  

Student Services staff feel that the Unit Plan doesn’t really pertain to 
Student Services, only Instructional; even the sample alternate Unit 
Plan that is distributed, isn’t really the best, and we may still need 
another form.   

 

Committee; likewise with 
staff for the Tech 
Committee and the 
Facilities Committee.  
The prioritization of 
position requests will 
come from the Colleges 
to the PBI Committees. 
 

In summary, it has been 
recommended that at the 
top of the Unit Plan 
form, we have a place for 
recommended action 
items; we have a 
standardized first 4 
pages for all colleges, 
with the flexibility for 
colleges to add more 
pages; and we make 
some modifications on 
the language regarding 
classified staff FTE.   
 

Our Unit Plan document 
needs to be modified and 
more data quantified for 
the Student Services side, 
just like with Instruction.  
E.g., Tell how many 
hours you are spending 
doing something, and 
justify why you need 
more counselors.  
Suggestion is that the 

 
 

Jannett Jackson was 
asked to take on the task 
of getting out their 
suggested template, 
making alterations 
regarding classified 
language on pg 3, adding 
a summary page, and 
email it out to all.  
Evidently, Merritt 
researcher Anika has a 
template that is relevant 
to classified that Jackson 
can use. Feedback should 
be given to Jannett 
Jackson after she sends 
out the revised draft Unit 
Plan template. 
 

The VPSSs & DSS’s will 
agendize an altered Unit 
Plan for Student Services 
at their next meeting, 
and come up with a 
revised Student Services 
Unit Plan form. 
 
Unit Plans were done last 
year; they just need to be 
reviewed and updated 
for 2010-2011 from last 
year’s version.  
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We’ve got a lot on your plate, and may need more time to do it all.  
Try as much as possible to maintain the timeline, but it may need to be 
revised. 

We have to create a culture of planning at our colleges. 

We may need to act if the 75/25 rule is enforced.  And, if you get a lot 
of retirements, this may necessitate us acting.   

We’re just presenting what we’ve already done or should have done.  
It’s important for faculty to know that what they did last year is being 
reviewed by this committee, and that their work from last year counts.   
 
 

VPSS’s and DSS’s read 
the Ed Code; then 
discuss the 5 categories 
for Student Services. 
 

Committee members 
were reminded that our 
timeline says we are 
going to look at our Unit 
Plans in November.  It is 
the Summaries that we 
will be reviewing, not 
individual Unit Plans.  If 
we are revising our Unit 
Plan forms, more time 
may needed. 

For faculty and staff 
hiring, job descriptions 
really need to be done in 
early Fall.  The Unit 
Plans need to be in, after 
vetting by your college 
shared governance 
process, before this 
committee reviews the 
hiring requests.   
 

Ed Committee members 
are to review your 
College Ed Master Plans 
and prepare a short 
presentation for our next 
meeting, Oct. 16. 
On Nov. 20, you need to 
bring forth your colleges’ 
Priorities.  It is 
important to bring 
forward your college 
needs, even if we can’t 
act on them due to 
budget requests.   
 
 

V.     Discussion of 
Categorical Program 
Budget Reductions 
 

You have the information before you, an overview of all categoricals 
and the reductions from the State.  This Budget Revision Act is for 4 
years; the way the Legislature passed the law, is for a 4 yr period.  
They may change this, but this is what it is right now.  We don’t 
expect the budget picture for California to improve in the near future.   

They’ve given us Lottery Money, #17 on the list; but no instructional 
equipment funding is included, however.  It is currently at zero. 

 

We need to make 
recommendations to the 
Facilities Committee  
and take to the PBI 
Council any request to 
use Bond money for 
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We do have Bond money, and could use some of that for equipment, 
especially if there is none from the State.   

If you have, e.g., $50,000 for equipment from Fund 63 funds, the 
colleges have the discretion to reallocate this and use leftover Measure 
A funds for other purposes.   

The Child Care bailout is the funding for child care at our 3 colleges.  
We’re getting a 50% reduction from the State, so things at the colleges 
will be very tough.  We still have to operate within our budget and 
cannot use General Funds.  Last year, the Child Care Coordinators 
worked hard to meet their targets, and to function with lower funding. 
Funding will be even lower this year, and probably lower next year.  
The State takes the money off the top and distributes it to colleges with 
Child Care programs.  The Dept of Ed pays on an FTEF basis, and 
targets must be met. 

Categorical cuts have severe implications to the instructional side of 
the house.  E.g., cuts to DSPS means you may have a disruptive 
student who happens to be a DSPS student, and the services may no 
longer be provided to see if they have taken their meds, or need 
psychological counseling.  These programs are going to be heavily 
impacted, and the results will be visible in the classroom.   

We serve 19,000 low income students who have been historically 
serviced by EOPS, DSPS, TANF, CARE, etc., and you will feel the 
impact of these cuts.  These programs are focused on student access 
and success.  We have a lot of students who enroll, and re-enroll 
semester after semester, and get “W”’s over and over.  They are not 
always being assessed, counseled and serviced as they should.   

Some of our students are being assessed at below elementary levels.  
These programs are there to help our students.  These students 
navigate through our colleges with their limitations.  Cuts to hourly 
faculty and classes are real, but cuts to categoricals will definitely 
impact our instructional programs; they specifically connect with the 
classrooms. 

instructional equipment, 
since there is no funding 
for this in the budget.   
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The lower-income students are being displaced by budget cuts and a 
bad economy.  If we don’t come up with strategies to keep a healthy 
core of students, and especially the low-income struggling students, 
we’re in big trouble.  We have to do what we can to protect the engine 
that runs the CA economy.   

The picture is even worse than we’ve already heard.  At BCC, students 
have to wait an average of 3 hours to see a counselor.  The higher 
functioning students cannot enroll, and those lower functioning 
students are in even more trouble. 

There is a lot of grant opportunity out there, which is a slightly bright 
light in the tunnel.   

Instruction and Student Services need to work much more 
collaboratively; faculty may not realize how important this is. 

We need to be aware of the two tracks and of the gap between them.  
We need to  ratchet up our efforts to go for grants that will help us deal 
with our real needs, and help lessen the impact of budget cuts.  We 
need real up front planning on this.  We  need to see what strategies 
give us the most impact for the buck.  We can do more group 
counseling, and follow up with individual counseling on student’s 
individual education plans, etc.  We can bring some students together 
and merge some office hours.  We can adopt “out of the box” plans to 
make up for what funds we’ve lost.  We  need to be responsible as 
leaders in focusing on the two tracks. 

Even though “we can’t get there from here,” the system and the budget 
crisis will trap us into doing what’s logical and safe, and punish us for 
taking risks.  We’re modeling our CTE programs to be like LA Trade 
Tech.  We will need to learn how to jump, not walk.  We may have too 
many community colleges statewide, and the state may begin to try to 
collapse some of them into bigger districts.  We definitely need to start 
thinking out of the box.  We need more alternative models, like peer 
support groups.  We are understaffed in counseling, and instructors 
need to fill this gap more.   

 
A 2 yr schedule would 
help students.   
 
 
 
 
 

We must encourage 
everyone to take 
advantage of what grant 
opportunities exist.  If we 
need more support staff 
to help with this, we need 
to authorize this.  We 
could also have more fee-
based courses.   
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Merritt has a 2 yr grant called Strengthening our Institutions, geared 
for African-American males, but which also services other students, 
that has a number of co- horts that used to be under DSPS, now being 
served under this grant.   

 

Questions were raised about the Tech Prep program, and why it’s 
budget and all the funds rest at the District.  These are part of the 
VATEA funds, and are for curriculum development; so why are the 
funds sitting at the District?  Those dollars are grant funded, and 
should be helping the colleges.   

Although some of the Tech Prep funds became available to Peralta 
instructors for small grants, they were handed out at the last minute, 
and not in a formal public format.  The info should flow in a more 
uniform and public manner.   

One of the beautiful things about shared governance is that it provides 
for people with unique input to impact our results.  But, we need to 
bridge our points of brilliance. 

Questions were also asked about “economic development” funds 
which lists a large sum of money.  This is for CITD, formerly run at 
BCC, now here at the District.  It is economic development, funded by 
the State, to go out and do training, helping people get started with 
small businesses, etc.   

Who sets the agenda at the District for how funds are spent for CITD?  
Jose Duenas runs the CITD program, and it is under Jacob Ng.   

To what degree will this group help inform those who decide how to 
spend economic development funds under CITD, e.g?  Will we have a 
role in the educational mission of CITD?   

Our primary mission includes workforce development, like CTE, and 
economic development.  And, now that we’re in crisis mode, we need 
to know what is going on in these areas,  especially economic 
development, and how funds are being spent. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

More questions and 
suggestions were made 
about the Tech Prep 
program and it’s funding 
process.  It needs a better 
plan for the colleges and 
high schools; needs to 
involve faculty more, and 
the Tech Prep funds 
need to be distributed 
more uniformly. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

At the next meeting, 
we’ll bring the info on 
CITD and economic 
development to this 
Committee. 
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The Academic Senate being listed was a mistake; the budget is for the 
State Academic Senate. 

Information was requested on the libraries, preliminarily; not a flat 
sum of funds.  This is TTIP funds, and it is the same for each college, 
no matter how many students are enrolled. 

The law that was passed goes for 4 years, thru 2012-13, unless they 
change it, and then it could be worse.  We went to the Board for 
approval to move funds around, but they must be spent on categorical 
needs, not general needs. 

We’re also looking at how we can cut costs.  One idea is to have a 
consolidated Summer School, based at Laney, with a smaller session 
at BCC.  We did this in 1985 and 1988, and are reviewing how we did 
this back then.   

Some have heard that students get confused on what college they are 
attending when  there is a consolidated Summer School program at one 
college, even though the courses have a unique class code for each 
class.  Concern was expressed about one college, which is always 
Laney, having to absorb a loss and always bear the brunt of the impact 
of one consolidated Summer School.   

The other colleges had to come up with additional revenues to pay to 
Laney when Summer School was consolidated there.  But, even 
through they were consolidated at Laney, some labs and other classes 
were held at the other colleges, at least at BCC and COA.   

The question was asked as to how a consolidated Summer School 
program would impact the classified staff?  Classified were reassigned 
from other colleges to Laney when needed. 

We need to figure out what we are trying to achieve over the summer.  
We need to  look at the data and the facts and see what we need over 
the summer.  If we’re trying to have a robust summer, we’re still 
talking about a reduced schedule. 

We need to make sure whatever we do is best for the students. 

 
 
 
 

The State says we can 
redirect funds now, and 
we may need to look at 
this.   

 

We’ll be looking at 
options for Summer 
2010, possibly going to a 
consolidated Summer 
School with a small 
session at BCC. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

We will be going to a 2 yr 
schedule soon, after we 
finish the Spring 2010 
term, to better serve our 
students.   
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Consolidation is the cheapest way to generate our FTES.  We can still 
offer a 2 yr  curriculum where students get the courses they need.  By 
doing this, you save a lot of money and have more flexibility through 
the year. 

Summer School gives us the flexibility to count the numbers for either 
Spring or Fall.   But, FTES from consolidated courses needs to go 
back to the colleges.   

Productivity is not based on Summer School at all.  Summer School 
helps us meet our FTES targets; it helps ease the pain somewhat, 
especially with our productivity.  Productivity is really just for the 
academic year, not for Summer School. 

There needs to be a separate approach in using Distance Ed and virtual 
(online) classes. 

The State created this system of $4,500 per FTES; CSU is $19,000 per 
FTES, etc.  It is horrible for the Community Colleges, and totally not 
fair.  But we must survive in this terrible numbers-driven system.  We 
are the welfare recipients of the State educational system.   
 

VI.    Top 3 Priorities of 
each college 

• Discussion of 
timelines for 
Review of 
College Ed 
Master Plans and 
College 
Presentations of 
top priorities 

 

 

The Colleges need to prioritize their needs and can reallocate Fund 63 
funds.  You can also make a request for more Measure A funds. 

We can bring this up, discuss it, and take it up to the next level, and 
request that instructional equipment be funded from Measure A funds 
due to the budget crisis.   
 
 

 

We should let the Tech 
and Facilities Committee 
chairs know that the Ed 
Committee will be 
looking at, and may 
bring a request for, more 
Measure A funds which 
we would then take up to 
the next level, the PBI 
Council. 
 

 

We will revisit the top 3 
priorities of each college 
at the next meeting, to 
allow for inclusion of  
ideas from the college. 
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VII.   Discussion of data 
collection process 

• Data for Unit 
Plans  

• Program Review 
 

 

SEE Discussion under Item IV, ABOVE 
 

  

VIII.   Future Agenda 
Items (10 – 20 minutes) 
 

• SLO Assessments 

• Rpt from District Tech Committee 

• Rpt from Facilities Committee 

• Rpt or Presentation on CITD & How Economic Development 
Funds are Being Spent 

• Update on the Planning Process 

• Discussion of Ed Master Plan Summaries 

• Update on Summer School from VPIs and VPSSs 

• Allocation from Measure A Funds for Equipment 

• Info on CITD and Economic Development Funds at the 
District 

• Top3 Priorities of each College 

• Marketing (carry over from August 28, 2009, Retreat) 
 

  

Adjournment:  Meeting adjourned by Wise Allen at 12:00p.m. 
 

  

Next meeting:  Oct. 16th,  9:30am - 12:30pm;  District Office Board Room 
 

  

Upcoming meetings: November 20, 2009; February 19, 2010; March 19, 2010; April 16, 
2010 

  

Minutes taken by Pat Jameson 


