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Peralta Community College District 

PCCD Planning and Budgeting Council 

Meeting Minutes:  Revised and Approved January 29, 2016 

 

 
Date of Meeting:  December 18, 2015 

 

Present:  Luther Aaberge, Timothy Brice, Lisa Cook, Rick Greenspan, Stefanie Harding, Brandi Howard, Sadiq Ikharo, Jennifer 

Lenahan, Calvin Madlock, Anna O’Neal, Rochelle Olive, Mike Orkin, Mario Rivas, Elnora Webb, Dan Lawson 

 

Chair/Co-Chair:  Ronald Little, Cleavon Smith  

 

Guests: Arnulfo Cedillo, Annette Dambrosio, Indra Thadani, Phyllis Carter, William Watson, Lilia Celhay, Tram Vo-Kumamoto, 

Dettie Del Rosario, Nathan Pellegrin, Ralph Smeester 

 

Facilitator/Recorder: Linda Sanford, Joseph Bielanski 

 

Absent:  Adrian Abuyen, Norma Ambriz-Galaviz, James Blake, Joi Lin Blake, Fred Bourgoin, Debbie Budd, Sylvia Espinosa, Justin 

Hyche, Ed Jaramillo, Jennifer Shanoski, Elnora Webb, Carolyn J. Martin, Barbara Des Rochers,  

 

Agenda Item PBC 2014-15 

Committee 

Goal 

PCCD 2014-15 

Strategic 

Planning Goal 

and/or 

Institutional 

Objective 

Discussion      Follow-up 

Action 

Decisions  

(Shared 

Agreement/ 

Resolved or 

Unresolved} 

Meeting Called  

to Order  

  Start: 9:02 AM 

Quorum not reached. 

 

  

1. Agenda Review 

(Facilitator) 

  Item XI. Board Policies and 

Administrative Procedures will be tabled 

to the January meeting. 

  

2. Review of Minutes: 

November 20, 2015 

(Facilitator) 

  Tabled   
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3. PBC Timeline of 

Topics  

(Facilitator) 

 
D.  Strengthen 

Accountability, 

Innovation and 

Collaboration 

D.2. 

Institutional 

Leadership and 

Governance: 

D.3. 

Institutional 

Effectiveness 

 

Informational: Please share so that 

college planning can be aligned with 

District planning. 

 

Requested changes to be added:  

 A few sentences to provide more 

clarity. 

 BAM Taskforce under March. 

 Report drafts under 

Accreditation. 

 Move Updated Three-year 

Budget Assumptions Projections 

to February. 

 

  

4. Memo From the 

District Facilities 

Committee  

(VC Ikharo) 

 

 D.  Strengthen 

Accountability, 

Innovation and 

Collaboration 

D.2. 

Institutional 

Leadership and 

Governance: 

D.3. 

Institutional 

Effectiveness 

Resolution #1: Members of the DFC will 

present at the District Flex Day on Jan. 

21st as part of professional development 

on topics such as bond expenditures, 

capital projects, facilities maintenance & 

operations projects, and the 5 year master 

plan coordination.  A consultant will go 

over the current process of the 5 year 

master planning, correlation between the 

weekly contact hour relative to the space 

available and the utilization of the space, 

and how the State Chancellor’s office 

calculate the capacity load ratio. The 

ratio is used to determine the funding for 

college projects from State revenues.  

 

Resolution #2 (handout): Looks at the 

reorganizational structure of DGS with 

proposed new District positions and 

costs. DGS is requesting a Project 

Manager specifically for Maintenance & 

Operations with an Assistant. In addition, 
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the colleges don’t have a Chief 

Stationary Engineer. VC Ikharo wants to 

develop a career path process for 

Engineers because we are at-risk of 

losing great Engineers. 

 

Note: This resolution is informational. It 

needs to go through the Colleges’ 

program review process. It has not gone 

to the Colleges’ Facilities Committee. 

 

Mr. Greenspan requested a very 

thorough/continual evaluation system to 

involve end-users in the evaluation 

process of Engineers. 

 

Per Ralph Smeester, Asst. Chief 

Engineer, it was once was a nice 

department, but now declined because we 

have added new buildings and the 

workload increased. It is hard to keep up 

with workload. Currently we only have 

one Chief who cannot be at each college 

at the same time. They need support to 

make the buildings livable. We need 

people to take care of heating and cooling 

units.  

 

Per VC Little, given that we do not have 

a quorum, we cannot act to support the 

resolution nor would we necessarily 

given the process. This resolution will 

come back to the PBC as part of a 

program review. Currently there are two 

ways to add classified staff:  

1. The department/division 

Chair/Lead/Head can eliminate 
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vacant positions to fund new 

positions.  

2. The other way is through the new 

process, which is through 

program review where all 

classified needs are assessed and 

prioritized by the Resource 

Assessment Committee. The 

Chancellor will form this 

committee in January. The 

committee will come back with a 

recommendation in March. 

 

Note: The last FCI report was done in 

2008-09. VC Ikharo will bring updated 

information back in January/February.  

 

3. Allocation of 

Restricted Funds/DAS 

Resolution 

(Cleavon Smith) 

6.  Monitor 

Progress in the 

Integrated 

Planning and 

Budgeting 

Calendar 

D.  Strengthen 

Accountability, 

Innovation and 

Collaboration 

D.2. 

Institutional 

Leadership and 

Governance: 

 

What was the process for determining the 

equity amount and the percent of the 

2015-16 Equity allocation from the State 

to each college? What is the justification 

for the amount and percentage taken for 

the District office? These funds come to 

the District based on District numbers 

and a lot of different factors. What is the 

process in which the District will add 

equity activity to the college plan? How 

would the process allow for campus 

leaders (College President, College 

Senate, VPSS, and VPI) to sign that they 

were involved in the development of the 

college plan and support the data 

analysis, activities, and expenditure 

therein? Also, a part of the plan was to 

have at least the Senate Presidents 

involved. Why were the process and 

determination not brought to the DEC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5 

 

and PBC as the advisory bodies? 

 

Per VC Little, 25% to D.O. of which 

12.5% was to fund the UMOJA efforts 

and the other half is for District 

functions. The rest was based on the 

BAM 3 year rolling average of FTES -

40/20/20/20 application.  

 

Per Chancellor Laguerre, the allocations 

came to Cabinet to be shared with the 

College Presidents. There was discussion 

whether or not the District should take an 

additional $300,000 since that amount 

was taken last year. He just learned last 

week that this was a major discussion 

between the previous Chancellor, PBC, 

and other committees. There is a program 

called UMOJA that supports the 

achievement of minority students.  The 

program has been in existence for a long 

while and is now supported by the State 

Chancellor’s Office. The Chancellor 

suggested instead of the District keeping 

those funds, those funds will go to 

support the establishment of such 

program at each of the colleges. 

 

In terms of ownership of the decision, the 

Chancellor was not aware that it needed 

to come to the PBC and be debated. It 

was something that was already set based 

on what we did last year. He personally 

did not suggest or demand that it come to 

the PBC for discussion. He suggests that 

instead of debating it every year that we 

have a report to the PBC whether or not 
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the program that we decided to do was 

successful in meeting the needs of our 

students. If not, we need to question it 

and propose different actions to take. 

 

Per Ms. Cook, it seems like it was not 

something that was setup, agreed upon, 

implemented and measured. Another 

issue was that she has consulted with 

Denise Noldon at the State Chancellor’s 

Office; the 12.5% taken for operation at 

the District was not an allowable 

expense. The allowable expense was for 

equity dollars to be used for direct 

contact with students. The CS centers 

where they have interface with students 

are an allowable expense. Whereas 

another office removed from that without 

interaction with students is not. She 

would have shared that information had 

she had an advisory role in that decision. 

 

Per Chancellor Laguerre, when the 

Peralta Scholars information was shared 

with him, he thought that program was 

fully funded. It was almost a $3 million 

plan. He is glad that the plan didn’t move 

forward because we did not have full 

funding for it. It did not affect the 

decision that was made to use the 

$345,000, but he did stop the $3 million 

plan. 

 

Per Mr. Smith, we especially want to 

consider the creation of programs on the 

campuses. Moving forward, how do we 

make sure the programs that are 
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supposed to help marginalized students, 

that those programs themselves are not 

marginalized on the campuses? 

 

Mr. Greenspan recommended that we: 

1. Follow the rules 

2. Have measurement metrics 

Per Mr. Brice, it seems to him that the 

programs at Merritt have been successful 

in raising the graduation rate of young 

African American males. If the Equity 

funding was double, was it already 

established that the equity money will go 

into creating these programs or were the 

programs created after?  

Per Chancellor Laguerre, he wanted to 

fund programs that were struggling 

because they didn’t have the proper 

support. Having a report that comes to 

the PBC will make a difference. Plus we 

need to write reports that go out to 

everyone, not just the committees. We 

need to know the goals that they would 

like to obtain and at the end of the year 

review the results. 

 

Per Ms. Harding, she was there when 

MAT was formed. It was very successful. 

There were all sorts of information items, 

including short clips on the success of the 

MAT program, due to our involvement 

with D.C. However, there is a disconnect 

when there is a shift in management. 

When it came to dollars received for 

Equity, instead of going back and look at 
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what has been done and what was 

successful, we try to re-spin it and 

recreate it. If we have the overview of 

what the active program is offering, then 

we should have the funding source and 

statistical data linked to say how 

measurable those outcomes were. There 

are currently no databases linking past 

data or reference material.  

 

Per Mr. Smith, part of the reason why the 

DAS was bringing this forward was to 

rethink the way we are doing our 

planning and budgeting in a way that the 

State is shifting us to do. The State is 

asking us to be more integrative in our 

planning. Everything is about student 

achievement. Until we look at special 

programs and special funding sources as 

sources of changing our institutional 

practices, we will continuously 

marginalize students and the programs 

that we say we are working towards. We 

need to start looking at ourselves more 

intentionally and deliberately. We 

continually marginalized successful 

programs on our campuses. It has got us 

to a place where we are not so successful. 

 

Per Ms. Cook, the equity planning work 

that we were asked to do by the State was 

to look at specific indicators. A lot of 

times we get a generalized idea about 

equity. That this is a move that we can 

make such as having an EMOJA center. 

In order for us to have that data driven 
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piece, we have to agree what indicator 

we are going after so that when we can 

all come back to present on our EMOJA 

centers using the same indicators. What 

is needed in terms of planning is clarity 

from VC Orkin’s office on what we 

should track and bring back. 

4. FON Status Report 

(Nathan Pellegrin) 
6.  Monitor 

Progress in the 

Integrated 

Planning and 

Budgeting 

Calendar 

E. Develop and 

Manage 

Resources to 

Advance Our 

Mission 

E.3 Fiscal 

Oversight 

The Faculty Obligation Number (FON) 

target from the State is 313.2 for the 

District. The State does not set a target 

for colleges, just the District. Currently 

we are at 335.1 after backing out 

retirements, replacements, and faculty on 

special assignments. We are 22 FTEF 

above the obligation. The report is based 

on two categories: Full-time Faculty and 

Part-time Faculty. 

 

Per VC Orkin, the projection for fall 

2016 is 348.8. The projection will remain 

in effect depending on the Governor’s 

May Revise. 

 

Per Mr. Pellegrin, The projection gets 

revised around January/February, July, 

and then finalized in November. 

 

  

5. College Prioritized 

Faculty Hiring 

Requests  

(College Presidents or 

Designee) 

6.  Monitor 

Progress in the 

Integrated 

Planning and 

Budgeting 

Calendar 

E. Develop and 

Manage 

Resources to 

Advance Our 

Mission 

E.3 Fiscal 

Oversight  

Tram Vo-Kumamoto (BCC): College 

considerations were shared with the 

Chairs who implemented the process of 

faculty prioritization. The result is on 

page 2 with a list of 11 new faculty 

requests. Pages 3-4 outline the process 

that was followed at BCC. In the past, 

BCC does the rubric and then move on to 
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the narrative. This year, they gave each 

category on the rubric a score of three 

and the narrative a score of three based 

on the ranking. If the top ranked narrative 

received a score of 3, the next one will 

receive a score of 2.8 and the next a 2.6.  

This process is better in that it 

incorporated the rubric on top plus the 

narrative. The Senate and Chairs are 

working on it in the spring and will 

propose a process to refine the process 

for next year. 

 

William Watson (COA): The department 

areas completed their program reviews 

and annual plans that were due on Nov. 

14th. The Office of Instruction compiled a 

list of faculty requests and distributed an 

information sheet listing enrollment, 

faculty ratio, and productivity. The 

Academic Senate submitted the 

Department Chairs and Faculty requests 

forms on Nov. 25th.  The joint Academic 

Senate and Department Chairs meeting 

was held on Dec. 1st to prioritize the 

positions. The Academic Senate 

submitted the recommendation to the 

College President on Dec. 4th. The 

college executive team reviewed the 

recommendations on Dec. 10th. Some of 

the criteria used by the executive team 

were productivity data, trends, and 

enrollment data from the past two years 

indicating if a program is growing, 

stable, or declining. It resulted in 19 new 

faculty positions listed. Notice (1) and (2) 

means that those departments requested 2 
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positions and in the order of the hiring 

process it would be one position first and 

once that position is completed the 

second position is requested.  

 

Arnulfo Cedillo (Merritt): Merritt 

College utilized program reviews. They 

were submitted and presented by Dept. 

Chairs at their Chairs’ meeting. A rubric 

was used regarding program reviews, 

needs of faculty, and productivity within 

the programs. The Faculty and Chairs at 

that meeting prioritized the faculty needs 

as noted. That list was then forwarded to 

the Academic Senate and the President. 

Mr. Rivas explained that this year Merritt 

collaborated with Laney and introduced 

Laney’s rubric to the process which had 

been a challenge. The Council of 

Department Chairs and Program 

Directors (CDCPD) used the rubric and 

came up with a prioritized list and 

forwarded to the Senate. The Senate 

looked at it and forwarded to the VPI. 

The VPI was not there for two weeks so 

there was a communication glitch. What 

is remaining is for the VPI and the 

President to take a final look at the list. 

One good thing that came out was that 

the CDCPD, the Senate, and 

Administration will hold a work group on 

Flex Day to look at this process and 

make it more effective for next year.  

 

Lilia Celhay (Laney): The committee is 

comprised of various stakeholders at the 

college. It started with program reviews. 
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Departments were asked to fill out Form 

A. It is an opportunity for departments to 

provide data, comparison of FTEF, 

enrollment data, look at student success, 

and curriculum and assessment data. 

Then they invited departments to make 

presentations (not mandatory) to 

advocate for positions in their areas. 

Presentations took place on Nov. 30th and 

Dec. 2nd.  There were 26 positions 

requested and a total of 18 presentations. 

The committee reviewed presentations 

and criteria and then came up with a list 

on Dec. 10th. The list was submitted to 

the President on Dec. 14th and the final 

list was submitted to the District on Dec. 

18th. The list is divided into two: new 

positions and positions as a result of 

retirement or projected retirement. 

 

Note: The faculty priority hire lists (one 

from each college) are a pass-thru 

document.  It is informational at this 

time. The Chancellor wanted to see 

prioritized lists by the end of the year, so 

the committee is ensuring that the 

colleges completed the process. 

 

6. College Positions 

Funded in 2014-15 and 

2015-16 with 

Restricted Funds  

(College Presidents or 

Designee) 

6.  Monitor 

Progress in the 

Integrated 

Planning and 

Budgeting 

Calendar 

E. Develop and 

Manage 

Resources to 

Advance Our 

Mission 

E.3 Fiscal 

Oversight  

Tabled   
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7. College Equity Plans 

(College Presidents or 

Designee) 

6.  Monitor 

Progress in the 

Integrated 

Planning and 

Budgeting 

Calendar 

D.  Strengthen 

Accountability, 

Innovation and 

Collaboration 

D.2. 

Institutional 

Leadership and 

Governance: 

 

E. Develop and 

Manage 

Resources to 

Advance Our 

Mission 

E.3 Fiscal 

Oversight 

Informational only. Reports and budgets 

are due to the State Chancellor’s Office 

today. This is an opportunity for all 

constituencies to comment. Information 

will be presented annually (as long as it 

is funded). 

 

Tram Vo-Kumamoto (BCC): Dr. Vo-

Kumamoto requested a template in which 

the information is to be presented. BCC 

created a separate taskforce that focused 

on equity planning efforts. The taskforce 

was opened to the entire campus. 

Meetings were held in the morning and 

some of the faculty was not able to 

participate. As a result, the taskforce 

broke out into 5 groups based on the 

equity plan indicators. An administrative 

staff took the lead on each of the 

indicator and called sub meetings. Dr. 

Vo-Kamamoto was part of the course 

completion indicator and brought 

information to the Chairs committee. One 

of the challenges that they faced was 

there were things that crossed all 

indicators (i.e. completion). Completion 

ties back to basic skills and course 

completion within their major. Highlight: 

They have identified Math students as 

being a target group. When they looked 

through the data, it the one element that 

crossed groups, especially for students of 

color. BCC will focus on math 

completion in the future.  

 

William Watson (COA): The executive 

summary will be posted on the State 
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Chancellor’s Office website. Last year’s 

equity plan did not have the specificity 

that this year’s equity plan had. COA did 

not receive the template until late August. 

Mr. Watson thanked Mr. Pellegrin and 

his team for the data. On the template, 

the 6 blocks are a description of what the 

issues are at the college and who the 

target groups are. The proportionality 

index is on the back. This one sheet 

shows who is impacted, what the issues 

are, and what the nature of that impact is. 

COA took what they had in place and 

build on that with the additional funding 

that is available. There is a quick 

introduction and summary to each 

section. A chart was created to illustrate 

the highlight information that they 

discovered about disproportional impact. 

There is a table with details in color (look 

for information in orange). There is a 

work plan that follows the list. Mr. 

Watson shared that a study from the 

PELL Institute, showed family wealth is 

the greatest predictor of who is able to 

achieve a Bachelor’s degree in this 

country.  

 

Arnulfo Cedillo (Merritt): Thanked the 

research office at the District and 

Samantha, Merritt’s Researcher. Merritt 

College focused first on the SSSP Plan 

and then shifted to the Equity Plan. Then 

divided into taskforces that worked with 

different aspect of the Equity Plan such 

as access and course completion. They 

focused on core values of Merritt 
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College. Then the activities were 

determined by who the target groups 

were. The Executive Summary did not go 

into specifics, it’s in the plan. In access, 

Merritt needs to increase their outreach 

and recruitments of targeted groups. 

They also need to improve the course 

completion rate, particularly of male 

students.   The taskforce identified the 

following target groups (include but are 

not limited to): African American male, 

Latino male, Native Hawaiian and 

Pacific Islander males, and foster youth. 

Another indicator that came up is the 

focus on low income.  

 

Lisa Cook (Laney): Ms. Cook was not 

aware that Laney did not submit their 

report, but would like to present the 

process that had taken place at Laney. 

Laney had an equity committee that 

included the leaders from all across the 

campus.  Thanks to BCC and Mr. 

Pellegrin, there is a chart that showed 

them the disproportionate on different 

groups. African American students in all 

areas except for access, was orange in 

their charts meaning there was a large 

disproportional impact on that group. It 

was close for DSPS students and Latino 

students in a couple of areas. Laney had a 

campus equity week as part of their 

process. Faculty engaged students in 

equity discussion in their classrooms and 

generated qualitative data. What was 

learned, in terms of capturing student 

voice, is often when students show up 
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they are not interested in little focus 

groups, they came with something to say. 

Laney had Peralta TV setup in their 

theatre to record student testimonials. 

There was a clear direction at the 

campus: hiring a DSPS counselor and a 

huge focus on having the UMOJA center. 

Last year, although Laney submitted a 

plan, there was not much implementation 

of the plan. This time, they are setup with 

people in place and budgeted. Laney is 

setup to implement their plan in the 

Spring. One of the big shifts for them 

was to focus on subgroups with a State 

charge. That conversation is taking a hold 

at Laney and changing the way they think 

and do things at Laney.  

 

Mr. Smith asked the presenters to give 

the DAS feedback on the equity planning 

process. He also asked the committee as 

a body, to give a little more direction to 

the presenters. He prefers to hear not 

only what happened at the colleges, but 

what operational and processes that we 

need as a District to support the colleges 

in their implementation efforts of these 

plans. 

 

8. College Accreditation 

Action Plans 

(College Presidents or 

Designee) 

7. Review 

monthly progress 

reports on 

resolution of the 

eight District 

accreditation 

recommendations 

and review 

D.2. 

Institutional 

Leadership and 

Governance 

Tram Vo-Kumamoto (BCC): BCC only 

had two areas that they were focusing on 

in terms of college recommendations 

regarding their governance and decision 

making structure. She thanked May 

Chen, for her work on creating a table in 

which they outlined all of their different 

processes. They started a conversation on 
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periodic progress 

reports from the 

colleges in 

resolution of the 

colleges’ 

accreditation 

recommendations. 

how often they would like to evaluate 

those processes to make sure they are 

working and making improvements upon 

them. The program review cycle is 3 

years. BCC will update the cycle in 2 

more years. Faculty prioritization will be 

done annually.  BCC will be mapping out 

a table and timeline to see all the 

different processes and will focus on key 

ones: program reviews, faculty 

prioritization, budget, facilities, and 

technology. The second area is in student 

outcomes evaluation (a 6 year cycle). The 

ACCJC recommended a shorter cycle. 

All courses will be evaluated on a 3 year 

cycle moving forward and will go along 

with the program review cycle. 

 

Arnulfo Cedillo (Merritt): There were 9 

recommendations that Merritt is 

addressing. As of Dec. 2nd, 90% of the 

draft has been submitted to the steering 

committee. Dr. Cedillo is part of 

recommendation #7, which includes 

timely submission of evaluations. The 

process is to have a sit down discussion 

and see why in the past they haven’t 

submitted timely evaluations for faculty 

or support staff and develop a process 

that ensure that it can be done in a timely 

fashion. There will be a workshop during 

Flex Day where they will present to the 

institution where they are and what is the 

future for them in terms of what it is that 

they need to do. The process is much 

more dynamic with widespread effort and 

participation.  
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William Watson (COA): It is an intensive 

process. COA has 20 recommendations. 

This had been a #1 priority. The VPI, 

Tim Karas, did an amazing job to get 

clarity on what it takes to get COA to 

reaccreditation. This is an opportunity for 

COA to change its culture. A message 

was sent to the community that COA is 

accredited and COA’s students’ credits 

count. COA wanted to make sure 

whatever negative publicity that was 

generated by this process did not impact 

the quality of their students’ learning 

experience nor impact the confidence in 

the credits earned at COA. A sheet was 

created to answer what everything meant. 

In addition, COA created a document 

Blue Print for Excellence. It signals that 

COA is on top of what they needed to do 

to make the changes required. It listed 

each recommendation and the status on 

addressing each recommendation with 

explicit timeline to meet each 

benchmark. 

 

Lilia Celhay (Laney): Laney initially 

received 3 recommendations. The 3rd 

recommendation has been addressed and 

is not listed here. It was a result of going 

over the 50% threshold of offering 

distance education courses. As a result, 

Laney completed a distance education 

substantive change proposal that was 

submitted earlier in the year and was 

approved. Two recommendations are left: 

1. Integrative planning and evaluation. 
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Some of the things that are being done to 

address that are the completion of 

program reviews. Laney had a retreat on 

Monday as part of a series that will deal 

with their efforts in planning, budgeting, 

evaluation, and communication. One of 

the biggest gaps that keeps coming forth 

in every forum and meeting is their lack 

of clarity in communication. They spend 

a ton of time on planning, but not as 

much time on the integration efforts and 

making sure everyone is clear on their 

role and responsibility. Laney hired a VP 

of Institutional Effectiveness, Dr. 

Marilyn Whalen, in November. She will 

be instrumental in the integration 

recommendation. For recommendation 

#2, Laney hired Rebecca Bailey (co-chair 

on the accreditation report) and Heather 

Cisneros to help. Laney completed the 

PLOs that were published in the 2015/16 

catalogs. They are working diligently on 

program reviews and strategic planning. 

Meetings will reconvene in the spring.  

Their strategy is to start building the 

evidence and compiling the documents, 

websites, and reports.  

 

VC Little introduced the new Budget 

Director, Luther Aaberge. 

 

9. Board Policies and 

Administrative 

Procedures 

(Joseph Bielanski) 

3. Review and 

Recommend 

Board Policies 

and 

Administrative 

Procedures 

D.  Strengthen 

Accountability, 

Innovation and 

Collaboration 

D.2. 

Tabled   
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Institutional 

Leadership and 

Governance: 

10. Adjournment   11:28 AM   

 

Minutes taken by: Sui Song 

 

Attachments:  All documents and/or handouts for this meeting can be found at:   

http://web.peralta.edu/pbi/planning-and-budgeting-council/pbc-documents/ 

http://web.peralta.edu/pbi/planning-and-budgeting-council/minutes/ 

 

Next Meeting:  February 26, 2016 
 

http://web.peralta.edu/pbi/planning-and-budgeting-council/pbc-documents/
http://web.peralta.edu/pbi/planning-and-budgeting-council/minutes/

