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	Follow-up Action
	DECISIONS
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	Meeting Called to Order
	9:40 a.m. by Jenny Lowood

	
	

	I. Review of Agenda


	Time for review of the Agenda.


	Move Item “I” up to after  Item “C”;  Add Program Consolidation to the Agenda.


	

	II. Review Minutes 


	Time for review of minutes of 3/19/10.

	 
	MOTION:  To approve the minutes of the March 19, 2010 DEC Meeting.
VOTE:   APPROVED.




	III. Discussion Items
A. Student Health Fee

	Indra Thadani, Laney College Nurse, hands out a document.  She has been working on this issue for a bout 8 yrs.  The document has an overview of health care services at the Peralta Colleges.  Several surveys have been done over the past decade regarding the need for health services at Peralta.  Students at Laney passed a resolution for the need for health care in 2006.  Alameda County approached Peralta in 2008 to explore a collaboration on providing health services to students. Each College passed in 2008 a resolution to explore a health fee initiative and for some type of health care services.  All Peralta students did not vote on paying a health fee, but this doesn’t require a vote of approval by the students.  The Board can set this up on its own.
Indra also teaches in County hospitals and at other colleges and universities.  She regularly sees students who have been negatively impacted by the lack of health care in the Bay Area.  

Health services being provided would be in addition to whatever a student may already have.  

A single stop center is being set up at Laney with a person who will be visiting each of our colleges.  They help people tip into all the unused funds available to be used.

BCC is also exploring partnering with other entities to provide health services for students at BCC, besides being able to use the services at Laney.  

The Health Fee is new and is now being collected.  We have the Alameda County service, and 2 college nurses (after one retires soon), so this is still all being worked out how to best provide services to the most students.  The clinic will be at Laney, but we will work out ways to provide services to all Peralta students.  

A Student Advisory Body  will be convened that will consist of reps. from all levels of people from all colleges.  

It would be good if we receive info that answers our questions, in written form, as to the structure of the advisory body, what is the status of that board, who will be making the decisions, what services will be provided, esp. to colleges without nurses.  We need more concrete information to be provided.  

The Health Center is supposed to open in September and we could get a more full report in September.  The fees have begun to be collected and services will begin in September.  

The Ed Code says we can actually collect fees up to one year before providing services.  I.Thadani is preparing a report for the Board that she will make available to all.


	
	

	B. Action Items from Other PBI Committees

	PBIM Council:  The PBIM Council has scheduled a special meeting on May 21 where the colleges will present their 3% and 5% budget reduction plans to the Council.  They have prepared a template that should be used by all who want to bring items forward that require money augmentations.  They will be using a memo format to e.g., the Chancellor to present the budget reductions that will be implemented, and to all Presidents for their presentations of their 3% and 5% plans.
All memos and template are on the PBIM website.

We are a recommending body, not an approval body.

The items presented to the DEC Committee last month went to the PBIM Council and to the Chancellor.

The PBIM Council can serve as a model, and the DEC Committee is also a great example and model.  

The Board has requested a tentative budget for 2010-11 by the next Bd Mtg, so the Recovery Team is working feverishly on this.  We should have a new CFO soon who can help with this, and real budget development will take place.

The College Presidents will be making their presentations; we can make suggestions, but the call is really that of the College, not this Committee.

Facilities:  No one is present from the Facilities Committee.  We need to devise a way to make sure we have representation from each of the other committees on our DEC Committee.  
Technology:  They postponed the next meeting entirely.


	
	

	   C.   CTE Programs and Possibilities for Fee-Based and Contract Ed Classes

	We’ve talked about how to do fee-based classes and Contract Ed for years, but haven’t had a plan.  With all the budget cuts and down-sizing, we really need to build this end up.

T.Branca passes out a handout.  For years at MC we have had fee-based classes.  Jack Daniels was the last person at Peralta that really took this on.  The guidelines J.Daniels developed haven’t really changed that much and are still being used at Merritt College.  It would be nice if we all ran our fee-based classes in a similar manner, but there is no uniformity now.  At MC, the instructors get $45/hr, min. of 10 students paying $78 or $13 per lecture hour, so the class should bring in $780.  The instructor pay should be $270, and the profit should be $510.  As you get more and more students, the split gets more favorable to the instructor.  The split stays around 60/40, and everyone profits from this.  What we need is some infrastructure.  There is no way to enroll online or pay online.  They have one classified staff person handling the payment now.  There is no fee-based catalog or schedule.  They do 10-15 classes each semester.  One class, e.g., is pruning trees under Horticulture and they are very well attended.  If the class is under-enrolled, e.g., down to 5, they only get $19/hr, so the fewer students, the instructor’s pay goes down.  Most of the students show up on the 1st day of class, so they have a student aid who assists in enrolling students on the spot on the first day of class.  They have been doing this for 15 years in this manner.

It can be a win-win; there is talk about really how much to pay the instructor.  At Chabot, when Jack Scott was in the legislature, he authored legislation that stopped FTES for dual enrollment.  So they created fee-based classes to resolve the problem.  In fee-based classes you can’t make a profit, but you turn your proceeds back into the process, and you can break even. A meeting has been scheduled here on May 24, 3-5pm, in the D.O. Board Room for all interested in exploring more fee-based classes.  At Chabot, they brought in $200,000+ in their first year.  They had the Banner system and brought a separate software program which totally takes care of the details.  At Peralta we have so many great classes that we could develop as fee-based classes.  We need to see how we can do this, not why we can’t.  We hope to have a Fall 10 pilot program of fee-based classes.  And, some grant funds can be used for this. 
Fee-based is an interesting place to go, but, we can’t have individual faculty members making individual deals with the District on what they will be paid.  You can’t have each college setting up their own plan on how to do this and what to pay instructor.  These instructors would have to be part of our contract and protected by the union.  Also, our traditional students will be priced out of these classes who can’t pay the higher fees.  This is all part of the privatization of education.

From students services perspective, this is a plus-plus and a real opportunity.  E.g., if  PG&E wanted us to do classes, we could provide a counselor and instructors and build services into the fee-based format.  We have to think differently and out of the box, a new way to look at student services.

How and will the new software work with PeopleSoft?

VCES Budd doesn’t know, but will try to find a way, as with the SAFE system for financial aid and PeopleSoft.

There is no way that PeopleSoft shouldn’t be able to handle this for us, like with other classes; we should build this into what we already have rather than buy another product.

Faculty being paid off the salary schedule would be a real problem.  We take the cost of the class and the prospective number of students, and that’s what we charge; if more enroll, we make a profit.  A good example is Herbert Mims’ music ensemble class; even past Chancellor Al Harrison has been part of this fee-based class for years.  They created an 800-level class and it is successful.  They also have fee-based classes in automotive dept.
All are encouraged to come to the meeting on May 24th.  

Concerns are expressed about this process being led by faculty and staff who have been working on this for years, and not let it be led by a retiring administrator (Alton Jelks).  

Seems like the split should be 3-way, not 2-way, so the instructor, dept. and college all can share in any profits.  

	
	

	D.
Review of Evaluation Tool/Survey for the PBIM Model   

	The PBIM Model Survey was sent out as a word document asking for everyone to fill it out and return the surveys.  In our evaluations, we hope to improve what we’re doing.  The PBIM Council made suggestions like which site are you at, and whether you are a member of the committee; they have decided to include only committee members for now, and may expand next year.

By mid-day May 7, please give any other feedback by email as to what else could make the survey better.

They want to distribute this by the end of the semester; they will send out a link to the survey to all; they will compile all the results in a report by mid-summer.

Some of the things require that you have specific info.

This is a survey that can be used by all PBIM Committees, so its OK to skip the portions that you don’t know or that doesn’t apply.

A line for “I don’t know” is suggested, so it’s clear they didn’t just skip it.


	
	

	E.  New Library System Update
	This is moving ahead swiftly.  VCES Allen signed off on the ICC with the consultant yesterday.  We have a contract that Legal and everyone  else reviewd.  We will be moving ahead with this.
This is an accomplishment by the DEC Committee.


	
	

	F.  Petition for Course Repetition

	A form is passed out.  The State made changes as to repeatability last year, and this went into effect last Fall.  
In Title 5, it says you can allow a student to repeat a course once after a significant lapse of time, but doesn’t define ‘a significant lapse of time.’
CIPD created a sub-committee with reps from all PCCD colleges; they put out a question to lots of list-serves as to how others define ‘a significant lapse of time.’  They got 25 responses, with most saying they define it as either 3 or 5 years (with one saying 7 yrs).  The sub-committee made a recommendation that we go with 3 years as the definition.  

They added in extenuating services beyond a students’ control and an item for repeating if one received a sub-standard grade. 

VCES Allen asks the DEC committee to weigh in on the questions they used, and the 3 yr definition of lapse of time, etc.  Per Allen, “this is for the DEC Committee to decide.”  

Grill had a discussion with Stephanie Rose of the State Chancellor’s Office especially as to the 3 years, and she indicated that the State Chancellor’s Office may make a decision on this in the near future.  If we go with 3 years, we would just have to change our form and definition if the State Chancellor’s Office decides otherwise.  

This could be used now and with students who are enrolling now, or with our counseling depts..  

Counselors do need this form, NOW.

This question comes up on a regular basis and people always have to convince others as to what the Ed Code says.  This form will answer the question and make it clear for all.  

The first group to get feedback from was the Matriculation Committee, then the FAS reps., the academic managers, the DEC, etc.  The only thing on which we can make a decision is whether to go with 3 years; everything else is in the Ed Code.

MOVED  and seconded to endorse this form.  PASSED.


	
	MOTION to endorse the Petition for Course Review Form.

SECONDED.

PASSED.



	G. Priorities for 2010-11 Budget Development


	VCES Allen:  We don’t just have a fiscal crisis.  The State has no money; we’re in jeopardy with ACCJC on our accreditation; and we are trying to straighten out our own fiscal status and determine how much money we actually have.  On top of this are the OPEB Bonds.  We have deferred the debt payment on these in the sum of $6.5.  We will also have a deficit of some $11 million besides this.  We borrowed $150 million and it has yielded some funds which went to the retirees benefits, but we now have debt payments due of some $12 million.  We’re trying to get the whole picture on the OPEB Bonds and have several people working on this.  They put the money in variable rate accounts based on false assumptions, so we don’t really know what to do on this.  We have 8 people analyzing this and when they get the info, they will be in a position to develop a business plan on where to go with this.  We also have the WASC report which we’ll get in June (9-11);  VCES Allen, Trustee Abel Guillen and Tom Henry will be there to face the WASC and hear their report.  Our big weaknesses are fiscal, I.T., and leadership.
I think we can find our way out of this, and that we have an excellent recovery team lead by Tom Henry; he can help us on the Sacramento end and the ACCJC end; both sides respect him and what he says carries great weight.  If he says we can recover without a take over, they will listen and may not take us over.

	
	

	H. Revisit College Priorities Presented at Previous Meeting


	This is a huge accomplishment that the colleges brought forward their priorities and now everyone will have this info.  Many of these things can come out of Measure A funds.  
We will invite Sadiq Ikharo to the PBIM Council meeting to discuss the Measure A usage for these items on the Colleges’ priorities lists.  
Facilities, Measure A $$ and needs of the District don’t always seem to be in sync.  E.g., at COA, we’re not building a whole building, but part of a building.  When GS came to COA to present, the figures didn’t add up.  How did GS determine what funds to give, since they aren’t giving us what we really need.  Who is making the determinations on which items get funded from Measure A and which aren’t.  We need to look closely at proposed expenses and who is making these decisions and why.

One way this has played itself out is with Smart Classrooms and that we are being asked to provide info to the District by May 15, before we’ve had the shared governance process at the colleges.  (S.Ikharo’s deadline.)

Now that we have competing priorities, we should be even more concerned as to who is weighing out the priorities and making the decisions on which ones to fund when and how.

We tried to put in Smart Classrooms a year before C.Cervantes came; it’s been stalled, put off, and stonewalled for years.  Some equipment has been purchased by individual instructors while they’ve been waiting for the District to develop a standard for all.

Each campus went through the shared governance process and came up with their list of priorities.  We need to be clear about what can be funded under Measure A and what can’t.  
The Recovery Team/Committee, lead by Tom Henry, is reviewing all finances in the District.

Everyone has done their work;  now someone needs to tell us why or why not for Measure A funds to be used to fund the priorities.  
Recommendations from PBIM Council goes to the Chancellor and the Board who either accepts or rejects the recommendation.  The Library System has been out there for years, and is only moving forward now because of this effective PBIM structure which has endorsed this.

There is a sum of money going to each college, and each college can decide what to fund when.  

You can now see the sums at each college, and what’s been earmarked for what at each.  

The whole goal is for this decision-making process to take place at each college.  
It’s also very important to have both Facilities and Technology Committee members come to our DEC meetings.  

KVP:  The Technology Committee is in renegade mode; who will reign them in?

KC:  Hopefully on July 1st, we’ll have an answer.  (I.e., Interim Chancellor to be, Dr. Wise Allen.)

	
	

	I. Student Services Programs and Adjustments Being Made as a Result of Categorical Funding Reductions


	The 50% cuts in student services from last year have been very painful.  We’ve had to explore innovative ways to do business in light of these.  Online services have been explored and increased.  We’re trying to inspire the students to be more pro-active.  

We’re now cutting deeply in the instructional area, beside student services side of the hall.

What can we continue to do, what can we no longer continue to do?  We have applied for more grants, but are not counting on this entirely.  We’re looking at what other colleges are doing.  We’re doing more consolidations.  We’re looking at sharing outreach services across colleges.  

We need to redefine who we are.  Are we prepared to handle our own students and their needs.  As we get more UC and CSU students due to cuts there, we need to do more outreach to our core students to get them to enroll early, for example.  

Student services are also being affected by the 3% and 5% cuts to instruction.  This will really press us, and the categoricals.  We are looking at how we can collapse and consolidate services.  Our student base is still the same, and not going down.  We’re trying to include our staff in this difficult process.  

Our DSPS and EOPS students are excelling; one-third of our graduates are from these programs.  Now with general fund cuts besides categoricals, we all need to work much closer together to serve the students and ensure access, retention and success.

We need strategies to direct up.  If we don’t do something in this area, we will loose our traditional core base of students and they will be replaced by the UC and CSU students which will make us a very different college district.  We need more info and decision-making to be shared with our faculty.  Fortunately, categorical funds are separate so can’t be eaten up like the general funds are.  Our summer school classes are almost full already, and our students may be left behind.

We’re putting all of our services on a list and going through them systematically.  We’re even collaborating on staggering our services so students can at least get some services somewhere, if not at each college.  We can’t look at each of our colleges getting and having our own thing; we must work together.

We have a $3.5 million DOL grant with which we’re funding a full-time counselor, etc.  We’re looking at all sources of funding, not just general funds.  

Having these collaborative conversations cross-colleges is what we really need now; this conversation must be expanded and everyone needs to be involved.  

DM Ferro stated that after 39 years in student services, it broke her heart to see all the cuts in student services.  We cannot be divided.  Categoricals came about because students in need were being unserved.  Our Chancellor to be is concerned and innovative.
The counselors have been meeting every other week about online counseling, and they are near being ready to kick this off.

The counselors have a task force across the district to develop a model for online counseling.  A lot of work is going into researching what will work for us, here, at PCCD.  We are very close to making a recommendation.  There are some questions about staffing and about library services, assessment, etc.  We need to get out the info on how matriculation helps in the classroom and the institution and what are some creative ways to get this info out.

It’s more than just getting students enrolled.  We will have to get outside the purview of each of our colleges.  

The change in our population is just beginning to happen.  The change to faculty is that the level of participation is higher, the quality of the work is higher, and faculty are feeling more like professors than instructors.  Some of our faculty won’t be supportive of the changes we are talking about making to keep our traditional student base.  

Grill was proud of the Chancellor when he told CSU and UC administrators that “we don’t want your students” when they asked if he wasn’t happy that they are now coming to Peralta.

Our counselors have decided to go to all the basic skills classes and see how they can assist.  Student services will be establishing a tracking record to track students with problems and have invited our faculty and staff to give input.
The most important thing is how we treat our students and make sure it is with respect.  Students will be more understanding of the lack of (full) services if they are treated with respect and are given the info so they can understand the changes.  We do have some good models and high standards for ourselves.  We need more collective style leadership for the future.


	
	

	IV.  Program Consolidation   (added item)
	We want to begin this discussion and have more discussions in the future.  Can we still honor what we say in our catalogs?  Should we really continue to have 4 colleges or make 2 satellite campuses?  It’s time for us to begin to have this discussion.


	
	

	IV.
Future Agenda Items
	Program Consolidation

	
	

	V. Adjournment
	Meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m. 

	
	


Minutes taken by Pat Jameson
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