
Career and Technical Education (CTE) Deans Meeting 
Thursday, July 6, 2006  

Kapi‘olani Community College 
 
In attendance:  Beth Sanders (HawCC), Mona Lee (KapCC), Earl Nishiguchi (KauCC), Mike Tagawa (LeeCC), Suzette Robinson (MauCC), 
Jan Fouts (WinCC) 
 
Guests:  Cheryl Chappell-Long, Barbara Tavares, Mike Rota, John Morton,     

Agenda Item Discussion Notes Action Items 
1.  Review of May 4, 2006 

minutes  
The May minutes were approved pending clarifying language from 
Cheryl Chappell-Long on item #3.   
 
Follow-up on action items: 
a) There was more discussion on credentialing costs and its 

possible impact on Perkins indicator 2P1.  Mona and Earl 
reported that there is a BOR policy governing this area.  There 
may have been some “drift” in the application of the policy.   

b) Cheryl reported that ED courses are currently categorized as gen 
ed pre-professional.   After some discussion the Deans decided 
that these courses should be counted as CTE.  She also 
suggested that cross-listing courses may be a means to get a 
better count of CTE students, such as in the case of ART 
courses taken by New Media or Digital Media students. 

c) re:  counting non-credit students in Perkins data, Cheryl reported 
that the current law does not specify that Perkins is to be used for 
credit programs/students only, although the current definitions 
approved by OVAE include language referencing degree-
seeking, number of credits, etc.  OVAE is pushing for specific 
language through reauthorization addressing this gap.  Lacking 
specific language they will continue to address it through 
definitions. 

d) Mike Tagawa shared his white paper on the Use of Continuing 
Education Tuition Rates to Expand Workforce Development 
Initiatives.  Mike will send a copy of the paper to the DOCETs, 
then the DOIs, for their respective input and comments.  His goal 
is to have the new rate structure in place by Summer 2007.   

• May minutes:  Cheryl will provide Carol 
of edits to May minutes.  (7/31/06,  
edits received and made) 

• follow-up item (a): Carol will compile 
credentialing information (done 
7/26/06, and emailed to Mona and 
Earl); Mona and Earl will take the issue 
to the DOSSs. 

• follow-up item (b): Cheryl will change 
ED courses to CTE designation for 
2005-06 Perkins report. 

• follow-up item (d): CTE Deans should 
submit their comments on the Use of 
Continuing Education Tuition Rates to 
Expand Workforce Development 
Initiatives to Mike Tagawa by July 21, 
2006.   (Assume this was done) 

 
 

2.  Announcements None  

3.  Barbara Tavares – 
Non traditional 
Student Projects 

• Barbara Tavares shared a preliminary report on the Non-trad 
Incubation Project (see handout).  Barbara will forward final report 
electronically, after all data have been compiled. 

• Barbara Tavares distributed background information and forms for 
the distribution of the Non-Trad tools fund; $20,000 will be 

Final forms of the NT Tools RFP will be 
sent to the Deans electronically.  
Deadline for campus requests is August 
25, 2006.  Funds must be expended by 
January 30, 2007.   (7/10/06  Done, NT 
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available in 2006-07.   Tools Fund Request forms were 
electronically sent to Deans) 

4.  Mike Rota – Use of 
Program Improvement 
Funds in 2006-07  

a) As a system we needed a means to prioritize program 
improvement needs and changes. 

b) The 2006 Legislature appropriated 8.25 positions (including 7.25 
positions to the campuses) for program improvement, and 
approximately $245,000 to address program review needs.  

c) The Chancellors have determined that the funds should be spent 
in two primary areas:  (1) developmental and remedial education 
and (2) improve the systematic reporting of program review and 
program assessment (e.g., via ODS).  The Chancellors have also 
asked the Chief Academic Officers to plan a developmental/ 
remedial education program and they have committed $75,000 to 
this effort.  Remaining funds will be made available for program 
improvement. 

d) Mike reminded the CTE Deans that Perkins carryover funds 
should be used for program improvement and to respond to the 
State’s economic development needs.   

e) Mike also reminded the Deans that in October 2006, the 
Community Colleges will be asked to describe (to ACCJC) our 
process of addressing program review outcomes using both G 
and Perkins funds. 

f) Per UHCCP #5.202, Mike plans to convene a meeting of DOIs, 
DOSSs, IR staff, and UHCC staff to review the policy, review 
campuses’ program reviews, and to design a procedure for 
distributing program review funds.  This group will also determine 
how much carryover funds will be available to the campuses.  

g) Other issues raised include:  annual reviews of all programs are 
needed in order for programs to be considered for program 
improvement funds. 

h) These funds will be available immediately; versus biennium 
budget funds which will not be available until July 2007. 

 

5.  John Morton – Use of  
      Perkins (Achieving 

Standards) Funds 
 

a)  John has concerns about workforce issues as they relate the 
community colleges. 

b) With the receipt of approximately $2.5 million per year, John 
would like to see the UHCCs address some major CTE issues 
with Perkins funding.  An example is the idea of creating a pool of 
(G funds) money that will allow the CCs to respond to workforce 
issues/needs such as funding additional classes where/when 
needed; on the condition that the classes increase capacity 
(enrollment).  Any unused funds would be returned to the State. 
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c) There was some discussion of setting different parameters on the 
use of Perkins funds.  In some states, Perkins funds is limited to 
assisting programs that train individuals in fields with sustainable 
wages. 

d) John asked the Deans to consider the use of Perkins funds 
across campuses.  Where statewide workforce development 
plans are needed, Perkins funds could be used to respond to the 
needs from a statewide perspective. 

e) PCCs should be used to have discussion about outcomes, and 
not curriculum driven. 

f) John reminded the group that when we look at Hawai‘i’s 
workforce needs, Perkins should be just one of the resources 
considered.    

6.  Budget Report Carol shared the summarized budget reports on the status of 
expenditures of 2004-05 and 2005-06 funds.  Deans were reminded 
to clear the books of all expenditures of projects ending June 30, 
2006 by July 31, 2006.  Unused funds will be “pulled” back COB July 
31, 2006. 

Deans will review the budgets and go 
back to their campuses to ensure 
programs ending 6/30/06 are correctly 
charged to their respective accounts by 
7/31/06.   (Assume this was done) 

7.  Use of Lapsing 
Achieving Standards / 
Program Improvement 
funds 

The Deans determined that remaining lapsing funds will be awarded 
in the following priority: 
a) Incoming student survey project - $5,000 – Mona will check with 

Stella Ho-McGinnis and John Morton about the specifics of this 
project.  Carol will award as soon as paperwork is received. 

b) Travel funds for Institutional Research (IR) Training for neighbor 
island IR staff – $1,250 – 3 people from Maui, 1 from Kaua‘i, and 
1 from Hawai‘i CC.  Suzette will take the lead. 

c) Hyperion Intelligence (formerly BRIO) licenses - $10,000 – 1 
license per campus; Cheryl will coordinate.  

d) Operational Data Store (ODS) training - $5,000 – Cheryl will work 
with Suzette to plan this training.  Training must be completed by 
September 30, 2006 

e) Amend 2006-07 Achieving Standards awards – using mixed 
funding.  - $ varied  

Lead Dean/Director will submit proposals 
using Program Improvement forms.  Upon 
receipt and information on lapsing funds 
balances Carol will issue award letters. 

8.  Use of Lapsing 
Leadership funds 

The Deans determined that remaining lapsing funds will be awarded 
in the following priority: 
a) 2006 Great Teachers Conference 
b) CTE Deans travel for 1st quarter of 2006-07 - $2,250 – 3 Deans, 

3 trips each @ $250 per trip.   
c) CC System Program Review Policy and Resource Allocation 

meeting - $2,500 - Travel for neighbor island participants.  2 per 
campus, 3 neighbor island campuses, 1 trip, 2 days = 6 round 

Lead Dean/Director will submit proposals 
using Leadership forms.  Upon receipt 
and information on lapsing funds 
balances Carol will issue award letters. 
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trips ($250 x 6) + hotel and per diem ($1,000 estimated total)  
d) Advance of Cheryls’ Office personnel costs - $8,000 

 
9.  Use of Leadership 

Carryover and Current 
Year Funds  

Carryover Leadership funds may total around $50,000.  Added to the 
$160,000 that is available in 2006-07 funds, a total of $210,000 may 
be available for use. 
The Deans determined that the funds will be awarded in the following 
priority. 
Project Title Budget Req’d 

Uses 
Notes – Lead  

IR System  $67,248 1 Cheryl (UHCC system) 
Connective 
Leadership 

$21,100 3, 6 Suzette (WCC and Maui 
trainers – to provide training 
on all campuses) 

Skip Downing – On 
Course Training 

$4,000 3 Peggy Cha (all 7 
campuses) 

ETRO Training $22,000 2, 3, 6, 
8 

Beth Sanders (HawCC, 
KauCC. MauCC, HonCC) 

Student-to-Student  $18,200 5, 6 Cindy Martin, LCC – 
statewide 

Assessment Training  
by Ruth Stiehl  

$27,400 3, 4, 8 Cindy Martin, LCC – 
statewide 

Career Explorations  $23,000 5 Carol Pang – statewide 
Disability Service 
through Technologies 

$8,400 2, 7 Mona Lee 

CTE Deans Travel $3,600 6 Awards to Maui, Kaua‘i, 
Hawai‘i (statewide impact) 

Program Review 
Assessment & 
Workforce 
Development Training 

$10,000 6 Carol and Cheryl – 
additional funds may 
become available 

Career Clusters 
Institute (June 2007) 

$5,000 6 2 CTE Deans 

TOTAL $209,948    

Designated Leads will revise proposals, 
as needed and submit for funding.  

10.  Cheryl Chappell-Long  
       Data Quality Institute        

Report 

Cheryl gave an oral report on the June 2006 Data Quality Institute 
(DQI) highlighting technical and policy issues discussed at the 
Institute.  The text of a written report is attached. 

 

11.  Sustainability Suzette presented the idea that as proposals are developed, the idea 
of sustainability of the projects should be included. Perkins funds 
should be seen as “seed” money to start new, innovative initiatives. 
They should not be seen as a source of continuous support for 
projects. There should be a mechanism of evaluation of each initiative 
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to ensure oversight and possible inclusion into campuses’ budgets if 
the initiative is seen as worthy of continuous support. 

12.   JPIC proposal Suzette presented JPICs proposal for funding.  After some discussion 
it was determined that JPIC may requesting funding for meetings and 
projects through “consortium funds” that are managed from Carol 
Pang’s office. 

 

13.  Next Meeting Tentative Agenda items: 
• 2007-08 Achieving Standards Priorities  
• Final status of 2006-07 Year End Expenditures and Lapsing 

fund projects 
• CTE Deans Leadership   

Meeting date and site changed to: 
Friday, August 11, 2006 
Dole Street Conference Room 
9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 
 

   
re: agenda item #10.  Follow-up Report on the Regional Data Quality Institute (DQI) Phoenix Arizona June 14-16, 2006 

 
I attended the DQI as part of a four-person Hawaii Team (1-Office of State Director Career Technical Education (OSDCTE); 2- DOE; 1 
UHCC).  The DQI was a follow on to the national DQI held in February 2006 addressing proposed changes to the Perkins core indicator 
measures and definition with emphasis from the Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE) on standardizing national data.  States were 
asked for input on options proposed by OVAE and to vote on the suggested measures and definitions for each of the seven indicators.  A 
second regional meeting will be held in Atlanta; discussions/options from that meeting compiled with the Phoenix meeting following which 
ballots will be sent to the OSDCTE.  It has been the practice for our OSDCTE to forward those ballots to me for completion. 
 
OVAE proposals fall into two categories – policy issues and technical issues. 
 
q Policy Issues: 

• Perkins funding and reporting will be limited to credit programs that result in postsecondary degrees or certificates. 
• OVAE language references state approval of all programs and verification that each program meets national, employer-validated 

standards. 
• Permissible use of funds and reporting limited to national high-demand, high-skilled occupations.  

 
Push to national standards a `la No Child Left Behind and OVAE’s open disdain for regional accreditation is troubling as well as attempts to 
drive policy through data collection. 
 
q Technical Issues: 

• Colleges will use an entry cohort of first-time students.  Lacking a system-wide tracking system meeting this requirement will be 
extremely labor- intensive for the UH Community Colleges 

• There are proposed data collection and reporting changes with which we can live.  They will require re-programming but are not 
seen as problematic: 
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1. Concentrators defined as a student in a credit CTE program who has completed 12 CTE credits (we currently use 10-credit 
threshold) 

2. Separate reporting for programs of less than 12 credits (the reporting threshold has yet to be determined). 
3. Elimination of 1P1 Academic Skills Attainment.  The field is pushing for elimination of 1P2 Vocational Skills Attainment (as it 

is captured in the completion measure) however OVAE is recommending the opposite. 
4. CTE Concentrators who transfer to another postsecondary institution will be counted as Completers (degree/certificate 

recipients). 
5. Change in the quarter in which Placement and Retention in Employment is counted 
6. Non-Traditional enrollment based on percent of under represented Concentrators (currently participants) as compared to all 

Concentrators in the program. 
7. Non-Traditional Completers as a percentage of all Completers in the program. 

 
These are proposals from OVAE and not final regulations.  They do give a sense of where they would like to move Perkins if not in the 
wording of the language through negotiations of the core indicator measures.  When finalized, we will have approximately one reporting cycle 
in which to implement. 
 
q Future Action: 

• Summary of the visit will be shared with the CTE Deans advisory group 
• Measurement Options from OVAE/OSDCTE will be shared  
• Suggest CTE Deans begin a marketing campaign with our congressiona l members to tell the story of the good things we do with 

our Perkins funding (to offset the poor publicity circulated by OVAE).   
• Suggestion that the OVPCC work with our congressional members to draft language allowing administrative records matches 

between agencies for required federal reporting.  For example, the federal government maintains a database of all workers (for 
locating ‘deadbeat’ parents) but denies access to states for reporting Placement and Retention in Employment. 

 
Cheryl Chappell-Long 
June 19, 2006 
 
 


