
Summit 2009 Launched New Integrated
Planning and Budget Model

On August 28, 2009, over 80 Peralta faculty, staff, students and 
administrators gathered to launch the district’s newly minted pro-
cess for linking budget decisions to planning. Intended to be an 
annual event, the inaugural “summit” combined team building 
and focused work sessions to jump start the streamlined and co-
ordinated approach to making decisions. 

Chancellor Elihu Harris opened the session by thanking the par-
ticipants for devoting time to the important endeavor. He also 
thanked the working group that designed the planning and bud-
geting process last spring in a series of intensive meetings. He 
reiterated his goals that the new approach streamline decision-
making, provide effective participation, and deliver thoughtful, 
data-driven recommendations. 

In recognition of the importance of the day, Trustee Bill Withrow, 
president of the Board of Trustees, and Abel Guillen, the vice 
president of the board of trustees, attended the session. 

Building on 3 Years of Improvements
Associate Vice Chancellor Debbie Budd added her welcome and 
thanks to the participants. She also stressed that the Planning and 
Budgeting Integration Model – the PBIM for short – was the 
culmination of several years of hard work to improve coordina-
tion across the colleges. 

Debbie noted that in 2003 ACCJC recommended that the dis-
trict develop an integrated strategic planning process that includ-
ed the four colleges and district office. Furthermore, the process 
had to address all aspects of planning – education, facilities, tech-
nology, human resources, and budgets.  

She noted that there were many improvements along the way 
since 2003 – the District-wide Strategic Plan, development of 
consistent unit plans, and the work of the District-wide Edu-
cational Master Planning Committee.  She noted that the PBI 
process brings together all these advances into one integrated 
structure. 
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The Planning and Budgeting Integration Model
The next segment of the Summit allowed the participants to learn 
about the overall concept of the PBIM– as well as some of the 
nuts and bolts. 

Essentially, the model involves three district-wide committees 
that will take their lead from the planning conducted at the col-
leges. The purpose of the committees – Education, Facilities, and 
Technology – is to look for ways to promote collaboration and 
coordination across the colleges in support of student success. 

Each committee includes the college experts in each subject area. 
The goal is that the committees will be venues for early and ongo-
ing collaborative solution creation – so that the people directly 
affected create solutions that meet the greatest number of needs 
possible. 

To ensure that the committees are timely in issuing recommenda-
tions, all three will work according to a shared schedule. 

Also, if any committee becomes log-jammed, they will refer their 
“tough decisions” to the Planning and Budgeting Council (PBC).

A Shared Game Plan
General Counsel Thuy Nguyen and Debbie Budd then reviewed 
the institutional objectives for the coming academic year. They 
noted that the goals were develop to reflect the difficult budget 
situation in as proactive a way possible.
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The institutional objectives provide a shared road map for the 
colleges, the committees and the Planning and Budgeting coun-
cil. Developed by the Strategic Management Team, the objectives 
were presented to the Board of Trustees. 

The institutional objectives for 2009-2010 call for an enrollment 
of 19,100 FTES along with a productivity gain, which is crucial 
given state funding cuts. At the same time, the institutional ob-
jectives stress the importance of enhancing student success and 
equity and securing a positive accreditation review. 

The institutional objectives are aligned to the five district-wide 
strategic goals. In addition to enrollments and student success, 
they cover partnership enhancements, program reviews and 
SLO’s, planning, collaboration and measures to enhance financial 
stability in tough times. 

Vice Chancellor Tom Smith then reviewed the budget outlook 
for 2009-2010. He stressed that these were truly challenging 
times, but that Peralta was well positioned to ride out the storm 
– and that the PBIM was a critical tool for making it through.
 
Appreciation
During lunch, Chancellor Harris provided an appreciation to the 
members of the workgroup that developed the PBIM proposal. 

Navigating the Maze
Having absorbed the details of the PBI, the strategic objectives, 
and the budget, the committees were ready for some relief. Tom 
Brown led them through a team-building exercise in which the 
entire committee had to get through a maze laid out in squares 
on large blue tarps. 

Tom, a consultant who started out at Merritt college and then 
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rose to a senior administrative position at Saint Mary’s college, 
said the only trick to the team exercise was that no one could talk 
while in the maze and for each “mistake” they would lose 1 mil-
lion (fake) dollars.  

Tom gave the committees a few minutes to talk to develop a game 
plan and then let them loose.  There ensued a very animated scene 
of a group of silent people pointing vigorously at squares on the 
maze. 

The entire group reassembled and debriefed what they learned. 
Themes of trust, communication, and teamwork emerged, as did 
the idea that working together can be fun. 

In addition to learning from the maze, each committee also shared 
examples from their previous experiences of successful teams. The 
stories helped the members get to know one another and identify 
“best practices” for effective committees. 

Getting Down to Business
After lunch, the committees rolled up their sleeves. They assem-
bled as committees to conduct their first meeting. 

The committees immediately applied their team building insights 
to topics such as their desired outcomes and ground rules.  They 
also completed essential tasks such as selecting co-chairs and con-
firming their meeting schedules. 

After the sessions, the participants rejoined in the plenary session 
and shared highlights of the committee work. 

Looking Ahead
Chancellor Harris concluded the session by noting the high en-
ergy and good results of the day. Debbie Budd and Thuy Nguyen 
also added their thanks. Participants lingered to visit after the en-
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Strategic Goals and Short-term
Institutional Objectives 2009-2010

The accompanying chart provides the Peralta Community College 
District Short-term Institutional Objectives for the 2009-2010 ac-
ademic year.  These objectives are part of the process to implement 
the five strategic goals of the district.  These short-term institu-
tional objectives are part of a larger strategic planning framework 
which includes: the Strategic Plan, the District-wide Educational 
Master Plan, the Facilities Master Plan, the Long-term Institu-
tional Objectives, program reviews, unit plans, and Equity Plans.

The following summarizes the outcomes of the 2008-2009 Short-
term Institutional Objectives:

Strategic Goal A: Advance Student Access, 
Equity, and Success
• Achieved enrollment of 20,300 FTES
• Completed successful accreditation self-study
• Increased student persistence by over .5%
• Increased persistence of matriculating students by 2.7% district-wide

Strategic Goal B: Engage Community Partners
• Increased funding from the State Chancellor’s Office and other state funding (CEC, CARB)
• Increased Federal funding (DOL, DOE, TRIO, NSF)

Strategic Goal C: Build Programs of Distinction 
• Educational Master Plans were completed for BCC, College of Alameda, and Laney
• Laney College scheduled to complete Educational Master Plan by December 2009
• Resource Master Plans to be completed and presented to Committees through the new Planning and Budget Integration Model.

Strategic Goal D: Create a Culture of Innovation and Collaboration
• Improved collaboration and integration between the Chancellor’s Office and the four colleges is seen in the work produced by the 

Chancellor’s Working Group (CWG) and the rollout of the Planning and Budget Integration Model.

Strategic Goal E: Develop Resources to Advance and Sustain our Mission
• The goal was to increase non-general fund money to be twice the amount in 2007-2008 through contract education, fundraising, 

international students tuition, out-of-state student tuition, grant funding, etc.
• The goal was met and exceeded; the district went from just over $8 million in non-general fund money to over $20 million.

Given the state of the economy and the state budget, in addition to the 2009-2010 Short-term Institutional Objectives, the District 
Office and the four colleges have set a strategic focus of leveraging resources through innovation and collaboration to enhance student 
success. The following chart presents the 2009-2010 Short-Term Institutional Objectives.

— 3   —

	 BERKELEY	CITY	COLLEGE	 COLLEGE	OF	ALAMEDA	 LANEY	COLLEGE	 MERRITT	COLLEGE

Designed by Chris Gatmaitan



Strategic Goals & Short-term Institutional Objectives 2009-2010 

The following are the Peralta Community College District’s short-term objectives set by 
the Strategic Management Team for Academic Year ’09-’10 (July 1, 2009 – June 30, 
2010), to be evaluated in Summer 2010. 
 

Strategic Focus for 2009-2010: Given the state of the economy and state budget, our focus this year will be to leverage 
resources through innovation and collaboration to enhance student success.  
 

Strategic Goals 2009-2010 Annual Institutional Objectives  

A:  Advance Student Access, Equity, 
and Success 

A.1 Access: Achieve 19,100 funded FTES enrollment while increasing 
productivity by .5 FTES/FTEF 

A.2 Success and Equity: Enhance student success and equity programs.  

A.3 Accreditation: Receive a positive response from the accreditation 
follow-up visit on March 15, 2010.   

B:  Engage Community and Partners  

 

B.1 Partnerships: Expand community partnerships, for example, grants, 
contract education, Career Advancement Academy, Logistics, Health 
Care, Carnegie, CHORI, etc.  

C:  Build Programs of Distinction 
C.1 District-Wide Update of Program Reviews/SLO’s: Complete 

updated program reviews for instruction and student services with a 
specific focus on student learning outcomes and assessment.   

C.2 Resource Master Plans: Complete master plans for Facilities, Fiscal, 
Human Resources, Information Technology, and Marketing.  

D:  Create a Culture Innovation and 
Collaboration  

D.1 District-Wide Collaboration: Implement the first-year pilot test of the 
Planning-Budgeting Integration Model; evaluate effectiveness; and 
develop a follow-up plan to implement lessons learned in 2010-2011. 

E:  Develop Resources to Advance and 
Sustain Our Mission 

E.1 Alternative Resources: Increase alternative funding by 30% over 08-
09 through contract education, fundraising, international and out-of-
state enrollments, and grants, etc.  

E.2 Fiscal Stability: Maintain fiscal stability during the state budget crisis 
and funding reductions. 
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Strategic Goals & Short-term
Institutional Objectives 2009-2010

The following are the Peralta Community College District’s short-term objectives set by the Strategic Management Team for Academic 
Year ’09-’10 (July 1, 2009 – June 30, 2010), to be evaluated in Summer 2010.

Strategic Focus for 2009-2010: Given the state of the economy and state budget, our focus this year will be to leverage resources through 
innovation and collaboration to enhance student success. 
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The Planning and Budget
Integration Model

The following provides a diagram of the new Planning and Budget Integration Model, which is a critical component of the strategic 
planning process for the Peralta Community College District.

The Planning and Budget Integration Model 

 
The following provides a diagram of the new Planning and Budget Integration Model, 

which is a critical component of the strategic planning process for the Peralta Community 

College District. 
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The Guiding Principles for this integrated model are as follows: 

• The process will have a district-wide perspective 

• The goal is shared agreement and working toward consensus 

• The committees will have consistent membership and attendance 

• The committees will have an official membership 

• There will be support for committee effectiveness 

• There is n integrated annual calendar allowing for timely decisions 

• The model requires communication to the colleges and the college committees 

• Transparency is valued 

• All meetings are open meetings 

• Flexibility and Learning are important. 

 

The following will provide information about the four Planning and Budget Integration 

Model Committees. 
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The Planning and Budget Integration Model   (continued)

The Guiding Principles for this integrated model are as follows:
• The process will have a district-wide perspective
• The goal is shared agreement and working toward consensus
• The committees will have consistent membership and atten-

dance
• The committees will have an official membership
• There will be support for committee effectiveness
• There is n integrated annual calendar allowing for timely de-

cisions
• The model requires communication to the colleges and the 

college committees
• Transparency is valued
• All meetings are open meetings
• Flexibility and Learning are important.

The following will provide information about the four Planning 
and Budget Integration Model Committees.

The Planning and Budget Council
The Planning and Budget Council (PBC) recommends integrat-
ed educational and resource priorities to the Chancellor from a 
district-wide perspective.  At times when there are unresolved is-
sues, particularly unresolved issues in the Educational Commit-
tee, Technology Committee, and the Facilities Committee, the 
PBC recommends resolution for those issues where there is not 
agreement, i.e., issues between the colleges and district office, be-
tween or among the colleges, between or among the district Ser-
vice Centers, or any other set of parties in disagreement.

For shared governance items, the PBC performs the following 
functions: (1) affirms consistency with strategic and education 
plans; (2) recommends a coordinated planning approach across 
education, facilities, IT, fiscal, etc. and across colleges and initia-
tives; (3) recommends a prioritization of plans across subject ar-
eas and colleges; and (4) identifies funding approaches to support 
the priorities.  The PBC also ensures accountability for follow-
through on process steps: Did constituencies, colleges, district 
Service Centers, committees, etc., perform the agreed upon steps 
in the process.

On September 21, 2009, the chair of the PBC, Vice Chancellor 
Tom Smith, conducted a Budget Workshop to provide an update 
on the severity of the funding cuts from the State, reviewed bud-
get basics, and answered a variety of questions.  Based on that 
presentation, the PBC then approved the 2% reduction in college 
budgets and the 6% reduction in district Service Centers budgets 
as a step in addressing the serious short fall of funding.  The com-
mittee will review the drastic cuts to categorical funding.

The PBC also has approved protocols for how items should come 
forward to the committee (What comes to the PBC? How does it 
come to the PBC?) and how the committee will refer items to the 
other three committees.

Designed by Chris Gatmaitan

The PBC will meet from 10:00 am to 12:00 pm in the district 
Board Room.  The remaining meetings are October 23, De-
cember 11, February 26, March 26, and April 23.

The District Technology Committee
The mission of the District Technology Committee is to:
• Focus on technology services;
• Identify technology issues; and  
• Develop plans in order to enhance technology in the sup-

port of student learning by addressing instructional, ad-
ministrative and business services functions.  

The District Technology Committee also provides recom-
mendations on technology; and, prioritizes technology re-
quests in order to be results-oriented, promote transparency, 
and facilitate communication amongst and between the col-
leges and the district.

The District Technology Committee
Meetings are regularly scheduled at 1:30 p.m. on the first Fri-
day of each month in the District Board Room.  At its Sep-
tember meeting the Committee identified several priorities 
for this year to include the:
• Web content management system;
• Smart Classrooms: and the
• Library Database System.

It is anticipated that after the campus unit planning and bud-
get process in November, other topics regarding technology 
will emerge that may require the Committee’s input and feed-
back.  All meetings are open, and guests are welcome.  The 
members of the Tech Committee are:

The District Education Committee
The Education Committee is charged with developing a set 
of integrated district recommendations on matters related to 
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educational planning.  The committee has clearly stated that “all” 
is driven by educational planning:
• Schedule management
• Assessment
• Curriculum and program development
• Data driven decision making
• Standardized course content among the colleges
• Assessment of  the needs of the community served by the col-

leges, as well as student needs as they relate to their educa-
tional goals

• Marketing: identifying strengths and weaknesses
• Integration of instruction and student services
• Articulation: transfer and career path
• Environmental scans

The Education Committee is committed to functioning as a col-
laborative body and each member has pledged to take informa-
tion back to their constituencies and share information and deci-
sions in an effort to keep everyone informed.

Emphasis has been placed on updating unit plans so that pri-
oritized staffing needs of the four colleges can be presented at a 
December 4 meeting.  Additional resources needs (physical plant 
and technology) will be presented to the committee at the begin-
ning of the spring semester.  

In terms of working with the other committees in the Planning 
and Budget Integration Model (PBIM), the Education Com-
mittee recognizes the need to work with the Facilities Commit-
tee and the Planning and Budget Council to request additional 
Measure A funding for instructional equipment in view of the 
state budget crisis and the drastic cuts in funding from the State 
Chancellor’s Office.

At its October meeting and in preparation for the upcoming 
meetings which will review college resource needs, each of the 
four colleges provided a concise overview of the college Educa-
tional Master Plans in an effort to inform all committee members 
of the overarching plans of each of the four colleges.  Further 
at this meeting each of the colleges made a presentation on the 
impact of the massive cuts to the categorical programs.  Unfortu-
nately, this issue will need more attention.

The next meetings of the Education Committee are: November 
20, December 4, February 19, March 19, and April 16.  The 
committee is off to a great start in addressing educational plan-
ning and committee members are committed to work together to 
guarantee student success.

The District Facilities Committee
The District Facilities Committee is charged with developing 
district-wide recommendations that best serve students and the 
community using evidence-based processes and criteria.  The 
committee will work toward consensus solutions that are based 

on the results of these processes and criteria and the “shared deci-
sion” model.

The District Facilities Committee is committed to focusing on:
• New, modernization, and rehabilitation of facilities through 

Bond Measures
• Infrastructure
• Maintenance
• Facilities master planning
• Safety and emergency preparedness
• Facilities and related HR recommendations
• Procurement
• Other emerging topics

The committee unanimously agrees that issues and items, which 
have not been properly vetted through the college’s consultation 
processes, should not be brought to the District Facilities Com-
mittee for discussion until this process is completed.

District Facilities Committee meetings are open meetings.

Peralta Planning and Budget Integration Web Site
All materials related to the Planning and Budget Integration 
Model are posted at the following Web Site: http://eperalta.org/
wp/pbi/  or Peralta.edu > Service Centers> Peralta Planning and 
Budget Integration Model.

Be sure to check the Web site from time to time to stay informed 
of what is happening at a district-wide level.

Looking Ahead
• December 4: the Education Committee will review the pri-

oritization of faculty and classified staff positions from the 
four colleges

• Beginning January/February (2010): the Education Commit-
tee will review the prioritization of technology, facilities, and 
supply needs from the four colleges; items will be referred to 
the Facilities Committee and the Technology Committee.
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Planning informs the Budget

As many will remember, in 2003 the Accrediting Commission 
for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC) required the four 
colleges and the district office to address a variety of recommen-
dations.  Those recommendations included a recommendation 
requiring “that a district-wide plan and an implementation pro-
cess should be created that is strategic and systematically inte-
grates the educational, financial, physical, and human resources 
of the district…. It is recommended that the district-wide plan 
integrate the educational master plans and program reviews of the 
colleges.”  One other recommendations from 2003 required “that 
the district clarify and document its financial allocation model 
and ensure that there is full understanding by campus personnel.”

Why repeat the recommendations from six (6) years ago?  Well, 
the need for strategic planning based on the educational mas-
ter plans and program reviews of the colleges is now a way of 
life.  Further, it is a given that strategic planning should inform 
the budget and not the reverse – especially at a time when State 
revenues are in decline.  In fact, ACCJC says that all accredited 
colleges are to be at the “Sustainable, Continuous Quality Im-
provement” level in the area of Program Review and Institutional 
Planning and that there must be ongoing assessment of the pro-
cess and the link with budget development.

As the district has addressed these two recommendations over the 
last six years and assessed planning and budgeting  processes and 
procedures, the district came to the realization that we needed 
to revitalize the district-level committee structure so as to ensure 
that planning was based on prioritization of needs from the col-
leges and those priorities would inform and drive the budget – 
and that colleges would see their planning culminate in “action” 
and that there would be an equitable allocation of funds. College 
planning priorities which need district-level action now will be 
addressed by the Educational Committee, the Technology Com-
mittee, and the Facilities Committee.  The Planning and Budget 
Council will ensure the link of planning informing the budget.

The new Planning and Budget Council (PBC) met for the first 
time at Summit 2009 on August 28, 2009.  Obviously, one of 
the major issues which emerged was the catastrophic nature of 
the State budget and the serious impact this would have on the 
district budget.  And so, many members of the PBC stressed the 
need for training regarding the budget in an effort to better un-
derstand the budget in general and more specifically how the dis-
trict was going to address the loss in State revenue.  Many were 
feeling the need just to review budget basics.

On September 21, 2009, the Vice Chancellor for Finance and 
Administration conducted a “Budget Overview Workshop” in 
the District Board Room (presentation available at Peralta.edu> 
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Service Centers> Peralta Planning and Budget Integration Mod-
el> Planning and Budget Council).  The Vice Chancellor and the 
Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs in a two-hour 
workshop reviewed the budget cuts, workload measures, base 
revenues, categorical funding, FTES targets, productivity, and a 
variety of other areas pertinent to State funding and the district 
budget for 2009-2010. Both presenters were open to any and all 
questions.  Members of the PBC and many guests left with a bet-
ter understanding of the budget because of the Workshop. 
What is now more apparent than ever?   Planning informing or 
driving the budget is most crucial in years when there is a sig-
nificant decline in revenues and there is no immediate secondary 
source for revenues.

Accreditation: Update

Upon review of the Institutional Self-Study Reports and the visit-
ing team reports for Berkeley City College, College of Alameda, 
Laney College, and Merritt College, the Accrediting Commission 
for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC) on June 30, 2009 
sent action letters to the four colleges and the district office.  AC-
CJC took action to reaffirm accreditation for Berkeley City Col-
lege and Laney and required each to complete two Follow-Up 
Reports.  ACCJC acted to issue a “Warning” to both College of 
Alameda and Merritt College and directed each to correct the 
deficiencies noted and also to submit two Follow-Up Reports.

Each of the four colleges has three district recommendations to 
respond to in the March 15, 2010 Follow-Up Report.  Those rec-
ommendations are as follows:
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Accreditation: Update  (continued)

Management Systems
The team recommends that the district immediately resolve the 
functional issues associated with the implementation of the dis-
trict-wide adopted software management systems for student, 
human resources, and financial aid administration. (Standards 
III.C.1.a).

Financial Resources and Technology
The team recommends that the district take immediate corrective 
action to implement all appropriate controls and necessary MIS 
systems modifications to achieve access to a fully integrated com-
puter information management system, including modules for 
student, financial aid, human resources, and finance, in order to 
assure financial integrity and accountability.  All corrective action 
and system testing should be completed within two years and the 
governing board should receive regular implementation progress 
reports until project completion (Standards III.D.1.a, III.D.1.b, 
and III.D.2.a).

Board and District Administration
The team recommends that the district assess the overall effec-
tiveness of its services to the college and provide clear delinea-
tion of functional responsibilities and develop clear processes for 
decision-making (Standard IV.B.1, IV,B.3.a, b, c, f, g).

In addition to the three district recommendations the College of 
Alameda must respond to four college specific recommendations 
regarding planning, communication, progress on SLOs and as-
sessment, and performance evaluations.  Merritt College has two 
college specific recommendations to respond to regarding pro-
gram review and performance evaluations.

In view of the fact that COA and Merritt are on “Warning,” it is 
important to note that in a recent issue of “ACCJC News” (Sum-
mer 2009) there is a section on “Deficiencies Leading to Sanc-
tion” and a section on “Success After Sanction.”  In the “Defi-
ciencies” section it is noted that 22 colleges were on sanction as 
of January 2009 and that the most common reasons for sanction 
included: not being at proficiency level with program review; not 
being at proficiency level with integrated planning using assess-
ment results; financial management or stability issues; failure of 
the governing board to adhere to appropriate roles; and ineffec-
tive internal governance processes.  It is noted that in most in-
stances, the deficiencies were issues at the time of the last compre-
hensive review.  In the “Success After Sanction” section, it states 
that “most institutions find a sanction from the Commission to 
be an uncomfortable but useful stimulus to make needed changes 
and improve quality.”  “Institutions report to the Commission 
that while an accreditation sanction is distressing to institutional 
morale and self image, the sanction also stimulates greater focus 
of institutional energies that are necessary to resolve deficiencies, 
to put in place better institutional practices, and to improve qual-
ity” (p. 4).

College of Alameda and Merritt College are actively involved in 
addressing their college specific recommendations.  It is antici-
pated that their ACCJC action letters of June 30, 2010 will com-
mend them for their progress in resolving the recommendations 
and will remove them from “Warning” status.

While College of Alameda and Merritt are addressing their col-
lege recommendations, the district Office of Educational Services 
is coordinating a response to the three district level recommenda-
tions cited above. The district level response was completed as of 
November 1, 2009 and was forwarded to the colleges so that the 
colleges could complete the college portion of the response.
In response to the recommendation regarding district services, 
all four colleges and the district office are actively involved in 
responding to the recommendation through the Planning and 
Budget Integration Model, which was the work of the Chancel-
lor’s Working Group, was discussed at Town Hall meetings in 
spring 2009, and went “live” on August 28, 2009 at a planning 
retreat or “Summit.” The Technology Committee, the Facilities 
Committee, and the Educational Committee specifically are 
charged with addressing the needs of the colleges as per college 
planning based on unit planning and program review.  In ad-
dressing the identified needs of the colleges, there is opportunity 
to assess the response of the district service centers to those identi-
fied needs, especially when those needs are identified across the 
four colleges. “Tough decisions” are intended to be the work of 
the Planning and Budget Council.  So the district is on its way 
in addressing this recommendation and will formally assess the 
work in February and again at the end of spring semester 2010.

The financial resources and technology recommendation in large 
part is responding to and resolving the audit findings identified 
by the external and independent auditor, VTD. While the district 
has utilized the services of a specific CIBER consultant to address 
the audit findings, it is anticipated that the new Associate Vice 
Chancellor of Information Technology will have much to offer 
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Accreditation: Update  (continued)
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in helping to resolve those issues directly related to the imple-
mentation of the PROMT system (PeopleSoft).  It is hoped that 
VTD will file an updated opinion at the end of December 2009 
and that most if not all audit issues will be corrected.  Further, as 
the Associate Vice Chancellor of Information Technology devel-
ops a Strategic Plan for Information Technology, it is anticipated 
he will include a strategy to address functionality issues with the 
financial management system that are not included in the inde-
pendent audit report.  It should be noted that serious attention is 
being given to this accreditation recommendation.  District ad-
ministration is most aware of having to have these issues resolved 
no later than March 15, 2011.

The final district-level recommendation concerns functionality 
in the PASSPORT system – involving issues regarding functions 
that are in place and functions that many would like to see added 
to the system.  Once again, the new Associate Vice Chancellor of 
Information Technology will be instrumental in setting a plan to 
resolve issues.  Further, the Associate Vice Chancellor of Informa-
tion Technology has been given the “go-ahead” to hire program-
mers and hopes that he can find two to three (2-3) good program-
mers in the selection process that is currently underway.  There 
is an effort to identify the functionality issue from the end users 
and a method of prioritization will need to occur, which might 
be similar to the process originally set up by RWD Technologies.

The four colleges and district office of the Peralta Community 
College District take the ACCJC recommendations seriously and 
are working to resolve the issues associated with these recommen-
dations.  Clearly, the colleges and the district office are focusing 
institutional energies on these recommendations in order to im-
prove institutional practices and ultimately to improve quality.


