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 BSEP PLANNING & OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MINUTES  
February 9, 2016 

BUSD Offices –Technology Room 126 
2020 Bonar Street, Berkeley, CA 94702 

 
P&O Committee Members Present: 
Victoria Hritonenko, Pre-K 
Bridgett Bernhard, Arts Magnet (Alt)  
Eric van Dusen, Cragmont (Co) 
Dawn Paxson, Emerson 
Danielle Perez, John Muir (co-Chair) 
John Eknoian, Oxford 
Bruce Simon, King (co-Chair) 

Josh Irwin, King (Alt) 
Catherine Huchting, Willard 
Christine Meuris, Willard 
Aaron Glimme, Berkeley High  
Catherine Lazio, Berkeley High  
Christine Staples, Berkeley High 
Louise Harm, Independent Study 

 
P&O Committee Members Absent*:  
Shauna Rabinowitz, Jefferson 
Deborah Simon-Weisberg, LeConte (Co) 
Lily Howell, Malcolm X  
Abby Wincher, Longfellow 
John Lavine, Berkeley High 
Ramal Lamar, BTA 
Laura Babitt, Rosa Parks  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

*Alternates and co-reps are not marked absent if another rep is present. Currently there is not 
representation from Thousand Oaks or Washington Elementary Schools. 
 
Visitors, School Board Directors, Union Reps, and Guests:  
Judy Appel, BUSD School Board 
Lea Bachelor-Brabo, BHS Parent 
Cathy Campbell, BFT President 
Donald Evans, BUSD Superintendent 
Pauline Follansbee, Director of Fiscal Services 
Liz Karam, BSEP Senior Budget Analyst 
Jay Nitschke, Director of Technology 
Pasquale Scuderi, Assistant Superintendent for Educational Services 
 
BSEP Staff: 
Natasha Beery, Director, BSEP and Community Relations 
Valerie Tay, BSEP Program Specialist 
Linda Race, BSEP Staff Support 
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1. Call to Order, Introductions & Site Reports 

     At 7:15 p.m. Co-chair Danielle Perez called the meeting to order by welcoming attendees 
and asking them to introduce themselves. They were also asked to give brief site reports.  
 

2. Establish the Quorum/Approve Agenda 
     The quorum was approved with 12 voting members initially present, and 14 voting 
members present later in the meeting. 12 voting members are required for a quorum. 
 
     MOTION CARRIED (Huchting/Glimme): To approve the agenda of the February 9, 
2016 P&O Committee Meeting. The motion was approved with a showing of 11 hands, 
no objections, and 1 abstention. 

 
3. Chairperson’s Comments 

Co-Chairs Danielle Perez and Bruce Simon 
Simon and Perez reminded the committee members to raise their hands to be recognized 

by name and speak one at a time. 
 

4. BSEP Director’s Comments 
Natasha Beery, BSEP Director 
Beery provided the following handouts: 

• BSEP 0841 2014/15 Summary: Budget Item Comparison  
 
     Beery noted that at the last meeting there was a discussion about having a joint meeting 
or possibly a special meeting that would allow the P&O and the LCAP Parent Advisory 
Committee/PAC to come together to discuss items of mutual interest. She reported speaking 
with Pat Saddler, Director of Special Projects & Programs, who is the staff liaison to the 
PAC and discovered that the P&O’s next meeting on February 23rd was also the next 
meeting for the PAC. Saddler will discuss this opportunity with the PAC chairs tomorrow, 
February 10th. Beery stated that one option could be to have the P&O meet a little earlier on 
the next meeting date, noting that Assistant Superintendent Scuderi would be presenting the 
first draft of the CSR for next year. After that, the P&O could adjourn to the Board Room 
where the PAC would be meeting. There could be a joint agenda that would include district 
priorities and how BSEP, LCAP Supplemental Funds, the General Fund and other sources 
were striving to meet some of those priorities. There may be some questions about where 
each resource was heading. Beery asked if that sounded appealing to the committee 
members. She added that the only hitch would be if the PAC would feel short-changed 
during their meeting. They do not meet as frequently as the P&O, meeting every month or 
two. If the PAC does feel that way, Plan B would be to find another date. In response to a 
question about the size of the PAC, Beery responded that it was similar to the P&O. Simon 
wondered if it would be more of a presentation meeting than a conversation meeting with a 
group that large. Beery responded that she thought it could be a structured to provide 
opportunities for conversation. Appel said that she thought that it would be helpful for the 
chairs from both committees to meet to develop an agenda that would allow discussion of 
the issues. She noted that the District and the Board would welcome the P&O and the PAC 
getting together to discuss goals and intentions. 
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     Beery stated that the dates for the upcoming “Community Conversations” have been 
added to the calendar. (See Google Drive, “Shared with me” for BSEP Planning and 
Oversight (P&O) Committee Calendar 2015-16.)  
     Beery presented the Community Conversation and Budget Workshop invitation/calendar 
flyers and asked members to take some to hand out. She took them to the BHS Open House 
on February 4, 2016. Beery asked for a volunteer to take flyers to the 8th grade Open House 
(for Berkeley students who have been in private schools). BSEP will have a table there and 
volunteers are needed to hand out the flyers or sit at the table.  
 

5. Approval of Minutes January 26, 2015 
     There was a brief review allowed for the January 26, 2015 P&O Committee Meeting 
minutes. Eknoian stated that he thought that the agenda would reflect his comments from 
the last meeting regarding the difference between the test scores of African American and 
other students. He noted his disappointment. Beery responded that she thought that the topic 
should be part of the joint conversation between the P&O and the PAC. Two possibilities 
had been explored: having Saddler come and represent the PAC in a conversation about the 
issue Eknoian raised, or scheduling joint meetings of some kind. Because this issue was an 
item of shared interest, the thought was that having it as a P&O Committee conversation 
might not be as fruitful as having it with the PAC, which has shared concerns, with 
discussion about how the resources could be brought to bear. Eknoian said it made sense, 
but he was still disappointed about having it deferred. One of his suggestions as noted in the 
minutes, was to add a question or two to the voter poll as to earmarking BSEP funds 
towards, for example, the Black Studies program at BHS and noted the time factor here. 
Beery stated that even though it was not on the agenda, those topics were relevant to 1) 
Superintendent Scuderi’s discussion of “Page 2” as to the kinds of programs that are 
targeting the students who are not achieving, specifically African American, and 2) the voter 
poll and what might be included in the next one. She said it could be added to a future 
agenda, recognizing this was a pressing issue but that P&O agendas needed to focus on 
BSEP work and having fruitful conversations collaboratively, rather than separately.  

 
MOTION CARRIED (Paxson/Harm): To approve the meeting minutes of the January 

26, 2015 P&O Committee Meeting. The motion was approved unanimously.  
 

6. Public Comment 
     Paxson stated that the Winter 2016 Bi-Annual Report was received by mail, and she 
thought it looked good. (http://www.berkeleyschools.net/wp-
content/uploads/2016/02/BUSDnews_Winter2016_Final.pdf?5759fb&5759fb) 
     Glimme noted that the BUSD 2016-17 School Year Calendar was out and the first day of 
school is Tuesday, August 30, 2016 instead of the traditional Wednesday. 
(http://www.berkeleyschools.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Calendar-K12-FInal-16-
17.pdf?5759fb)  

 
7. BSEP Revenue Projection, Site Allocations & COLA for 2016-17 

Natasha Beery, BSEP Director and Liz Karam, BSEP Budget Analyst 
Beery provided the following handout: 

• BSEP/Measure A of 2006 FY 2016/17 Revenue Projection As of 2/9/16 

http://www.berkeleyschools.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/BUSDnews_Winter2016_Final.pdf?5759fb&5759fb
http://www.berkeleyschools.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/BUSDnews_Winter2016_Final.pdf?5759fb&5759fb
http://www.berkeleyschools.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Calendar-K12-FInal-16-17.pdf?5759fb
http://www.berkeleyschools.net/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Calendar-K12-FInal-16-17.pdf?5759fb
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     Beery stated that every year at this time, the Governor releases details about the 
California State Budget, including the predicted COLA. That is one of the pieces Karam 
will use in her calculations, which have been remarkably accurate. Each budget manager 
will be given their allocation based on Karam’s calculations so they can work within the 
means of the new revenue and any fund balance they have.  
     Karam stated that they were beginning the process for 2016-17 based on the Governor’s 
budget proposal, which is also revised in May. The COLA was important because the 
language in the Measure allows the Board to approve any increase in the tax rate based on 
the COLA. This year the COLA was .47%, which was very little. Last year at this time the 
proposed COLA was 1.58%. It dipped down to 1.02% by the time of the Governor’s May 
Revise. Karam noted that since the budget was developed based on the 1.58% assumption, 
she decided not to reduce the revenue because she thought there might be enough leeway. 
She did not increase it because last year’s projection was based on more money than we 
thought we might get. We were only off by $32K, and it turned out fine. But this year was 
going to be a little bit different because the COLA was much smaller. Karam understood 
that the cost of oil has changed the COLA and noted that a lot of factors went into the 
calculation. She looked at current year receipts, receipts from prior years and noted that it 
was complicated. For example, if a tax-exempt organization had not filed their tax 
exemption early enough, they had to pay their taxes and get a rebate. Typically the rebates 
were around $100K. One year we got a lot more revenue, but we then gave back $229K. 
There was not a pattern of % increase over periods of time, as a lot of things seem to 
happen. Karam stated that we get money from the City of Berkeley who collects for a 
building that was sold to the UC Regents, but the Regents pay the taxes on it that come to 
about $80K for the two measures. There are City of Berkeley properties they have leased to 
for-profit businesses that pay the taxes. BUSD received payments in December and this year 
from both county taxes, which were high, and revenue from the City, which was much 
lower. Karam has checked with them to find out what accounts for the difference.  
     Karam explained the handout BSEP/Measure A of 2006 FY 2016/17 Revenue Projection 
As of 2/9/16. She confirmed that the Indirect Cost was a formula given by the state.  
 

8. BSEP Class Size Funds and “Teacher Template” 
Pauline Follansbee, Director of Fiscal Services 
Follansbee provided the following: 

• BSEP Teacher Template Cheat Sheet, v. 2016-02-09 with Example and Walkthrough 
Part 1 CSR 

     Follansbee passed out the BSEP Teacher Template Cheat Sheet, v. 2016-02-09. She 
stated the class size calculations were done every year and explained that a straightforward 
math calculation was used to determine staffing. The enrollment projections by school sites 
were given from the School Services Department. The Cabinet looks over the enrollment 
projections and everybody weighs in, so Follansbee was comfortable with the number used. 
The second page, “Part 1 of the Teacher Template” used the factors shown to determine 
how much the General Fund/GF pays for, how much BSEP pays for, and the release time. 
The release time for Grades 1-3 was 0.04 or one release time for every 25 periods. For 
Grades 4, 5, & 6, the release time was one for every 5 periods. This was built into the 
formula. In addition to what the GF and BSEP paid for, there was also the Measure A/BSEP 
Necessary FTE to round up to the nearest teacher.  
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     Follansbee moved on to the actual template “BUSD Class Size Reduction FTE Planning 
Document, FY 2015-16 Proposed Budget v2015-05-01 P&O Recommendation.” She 
explained that the first line was for TK and Kindergarten. She noted there were a lot of 
formulas behind the scenes with the teacher template. The formulas were applied to all the 
grades. Follansbee noted that the “Staffing Enrollment by Grade” was determined by the 
enrollment by the district times a factor to get the “Staffing Enrollment.” It was determined 
that the GF would pay for 313.39 teachers, Measure A/BSEP would pay for 134.50 teachers 
and the Necessary FTE of 2.73 for a total of 137.23 total teachers. There was a short 
discussion about the “Staffing Enrollment” and in response, Glimme noted that it was an 
average enrollment at the midpoint of the year, which is typically lower than what it is at the 
beginning of the year. “Over the time” and year-to-year the enrollment has remained steady. 
Beery added that the calculation for BTA was based on a fixed number of 150 students and 
a class size ratio of 18:1. It was clarified that the School Board determined the Class Size 
ratio. Lazio asked with the GF increasing, would the formula change and Follansbee 
responded that there were several proposals for increasing class size and that was part of the 
discussion for the new measure. Follansbee stated that she did not know how other districts 
use their GF contributions for class size. She said that class sizes in general were a lot larger 
and other districts did not have the benefit of a parcel tax to buy class size down. It would 
have to be researched and then brought back to the P&O. Hritonenko asked why there were 
fewer kids in grade 5 (654 compared to over 700 for the lower grades), and the response 
from Glimme was that there was an enrollment bubble that started a few years ago and that 
growth in enrollment for the last 4-5 years was moving its way up through the district. He 
added that might show up in larger class sizes at schools.  
     Follansbee went on to page 2 of the planning document to state that the FTE with 
compensation added up to $12.8M. The Sub Average costs (costs of a sub) were part of the 
formula that was inherited, and Direct Support was factored into the CSR expenses. The 
FTE and Necessary FTE came to a total of $13.4M. Follansbee added that if the formulas or 
ratios were changed by the Board or by the voters, it would be business as usual using 
different assumptions. Follansbee confirmed that the $98,127 total was for the cost of a 
classroom teacher and was derived from the information on the previous page.  
     Beery noted that the presentation by Follansbee was a warm-up for the next meeting 
when Scuderi would present the 2016-17 CSR numbers. 

 
9. CSR and Page Two; Middle School Counseling 

Pasquale Scuderi, Assistant Superintendent for Educational Services 
Scuderi provided the following handouts: 

• (Multi-Year Projections for School Years 2009-10 to the present) 
• Very Very Preliminary 17-18 Ideas RE: Page 2 (Rough Draft with 2 Scenarios) 

Scuderi stated that once CSR goals were met, funds that remained would be used for 
program support: Middle School Counseling, support for some of the classes at the Two 
Way Immersion/TWI schools, RtI2 services, and Expanded Course Offerings/ECO. The 
Multi-Year Projections for School Years 2009-10 to the present showed the highlights from 
“Page 1” that Follansbee went through and the “Page 2” program support and services and 
their evolution. In response to Eknoian, Scuderi confirmed that “Percent of Revenue” was 
the percentage for CSR, 2/3rds of the BSEP revenue. Beery added that the top line showed 
the history of the COLA %, Revenues, and the Projected Enrollment. All numbers were 
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based on projections. Scuderi stated that the “*Program Support Details” at the bottom of 
the page showed math reduction that was supported through Common Core funding. He 
noted that part of the discussion for the next School Board meeting was going to be 
allocations for Common Core implementation. Scuderi confirmed the numbers in 
“*Program Support Details” were units of FTE.  
     Staples asked for history on why we were paying for Middle School Counseling but not 
for counseling at the high school. Scuderi said that college and career counseling at BHS 
was being paid for out of BSEP Site Discretionary Funds. Nitschke added that when the 
measure was written, Middle School Counseling was not well-funded. Staples thought the 
high school was way understaffed and knew of someone that was in crisis and sent 
messages to their counselor but did not get any response back. She also noted that we don’t 
have counseling at the elementary school level and wondered about the future for those 
things. Glimme responded that compared to other school districts, we were significantly 
well staffed with counselors. Scuderi stated that comparatively, our ratio was impressive. 
Scuderi noted that there were some variables out there in terms of what the new measure 
would provide in revenue for “Page 2” costs that were going to force the District to look 
creatively at how to fund the things that are currently included. There were no specifically 
earmarked monies for counseling. Beery noted that MS Counseling FTE grew from 4 to 
4.8FTE over time with ECO going up and down a bit. The measure did not specify an 
amount of FTE; it simply said these things shall happen.  
    There was a brief discussion about whether the number of students or the demand for 
counseling services (psychological or socio-economic) could be tracked for the middle 
schools or K-5 by year. Scuderi noted that he was unsure how he would pull that 
information. Evans stated that it could be explored because some counselors kept track of 
that data. Scuderi noted they were looking at this with middle school principals: Were all of 
the resources in place having an impact? Or could they be re-thought so they could be more 
concentrated through outside or inside counselors so this could be tracked? He added that if 
RtI2 was working and identifying students with academic troubles early, that should lessen 
the burden on individual counselors. A lot of things being funded through LCAP are being 
looked at, particularly the cost of individual counseling services. The LCAP services are 
independently evaluated. Scuderi added a question about whether the pieces between LCAP 
and BSEP could be concentrated to be more effective. Paxson stated that she was interested 
in hearing about RtI2 and counseling in middle school because those were the two things 
that could help kids especially around 3rd grade. Simon said perhaps he and Paxson should 
talk because their middle school experiences were different. Lazio wondered if there would 
be differences/advantages in the allocation of monies from the district vs. a site decision of 
how they would best use those funds for specific needs. Scuderi noted the challenge with 
that was that BHS was unique because of its size. When trying to do things systematically, 
and in some sort of cohesive and calibrated way at multiple school sites, there were a whole 
host of implications if you are not systemic and if that was not directed. He added, of course 
we know we need some sort of student support mechanism and a process to identify kids. 
We need to know specifically what sorts of resources are on campus to intervene with them. 
It becomes more challenging if you don’t have some sort of foundational universals. We are 
seeing people do different things with the RtI2 resource at the middle schools, and he was 
not sure if that was the best thing. Scuderi thought we should work toward a model where 
we have certain practices and certain focus areas that everybody was doing. Obviously there 
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would always be some discretion in that. Huchting asked what the minimum guarantee of 
services were, and Scuderi responded that, e.g., if you had a resource where you have a RtI2 
coordinator, that means there is a process wherein that person was convening and meeting at 
a regular interval with people on the support team. In that model, there was a mechanism 
whereby you identified the student, and they got quarterbacked to the appropriate resources 
and follow-up, although there does need to be some concentration, some re-purposing of the 
people doing that work and providing that service. 
     Scuderi moved on to the “Very Very Preliminary 17-18 Ideas RE: Page 2 (Rough Draft 
with 2 Scenarios)” handout. He mentioned that he and Deputy Superintendent Cleveland 
were giving a presentation to the Board where there would be a scenario in which there was 
funds set aside to cover the “Page 2” costs through 16-17. He noted when we talk about the 
need to preserve the resources on “Page 2”, we are talking about looking ahead to 17-18. 
Referring to the handout, he noted these were not hard and fast plans but an indication of the 
type of thinking and scenarios being contemplated over the next few months in anticipation 
of 17-18. Under “Page 2: Program or Service”, Scuderi listed the things that “Page 2” 
covered. He noted that there was an omission of TWI Combo Class Support. He noted that 
they listed the resources and looked at the estimated costs of 17-18 with the increased 
contribution to STRS, step and column, and all the other expenses that were driving costs 
up. He looked at what would needed to be done to preserve the resources as listed on the 
document, what could be moved from BSEP to the GF or LCAP, or cuts that would need to 
be made and reviewed with the committee. Lazio asked if there was any thought to 
reorganizing the notion of “Page 2,” possibly eliminating it, and shifting some of these 
allocations to other funds, like increasing CSR to 67%, then taking ECO and putting that in 
Site Funds, and then shifting out Middle School Counseling. “Page 2” has been complicated 
as a model, and it would be great if the next Measure didn’t organize it in this fashion. 
Glimme noted he had a different take on the effectiveness of having the measure structured 
the way it was. When we say we are going to give 66% of the revenues to meet class size 
goals, there was a wide variation of how much money it took to meet those goals. One of the 
reasons the measure was structured the way it was, was because we knew there was going to 
be variation in how much money that would take. There was a built in nod to these other 
things that are significantly easier to adjust how much money we give to them and can be 
funded out of many different places. When the class size monies grew much faster than 
class size, all that money didn’t just sit in that pot and wait; it was available to be used as a 
resource, very fortuitously, to offset district losses, by saying we have a much greater 
income in class size and a much greater need in program support because the district was 
having to cut because the state was cutting funds. It gave the District a lot of flexibility to 
shift funds around in that way. He thought that was a good thing, otherwise the money, tens 
of millions of dollars, would have only been earmarked for class size and would have had to 
sit in an fund account for the next 20 years waiting for class size monies such that they 
would have to be used. It looked very complicated to promise anything to “Page 2” in those 
scenarios. Glimme noted that it was easy to move funds in and out of “Page 2,” from GF to 
art and so forth, depending on where the money is. He noted that we had seen this every 
year with RtI2 in/out and Lit Coaches in/out. Irwin said that as someone who has just joined 
this process this year, he thought we should come up with a measure that committed to some 
kind of minimum, not just what is leftover. He asked for an example of a resource that was 
shifted. Scuderi in response stated that we just added a career/technical coordinator, a Title 
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IX coordinator, and other resources into the GF. Ultimately it was the school board’s 
decision, with our recommendation. Beery said this was one scenario with one set of 
assumptions.  There are actually multiple assumptions that go into this: enrollment, 
compensation & STRS, as well as the tax rate. Scuderi was doing “what ifs” so when there 
is further information from the voter poll and other deliberations where other things are 
headed, we will be ready with other possible ways to deal with the issues. Scuderi was 
trying to give examples that if these are essential and indispensable services and something 
else doesn’t come into play around class size, we are going to have these difficult scenarios 
to work through. Lazio stated that since we had seen adjustments to class size at K-5, was 
there any consideration to adding a student to the high school or middle school class size 
ratio, which could free up FTE. The response was that high school class size had not yet 
been part of the scenarios. Beery stated that reasons for modeling class size at K-5 were 1) 
that was where there was more growth and 2) that was where the state funds target shifted. 
Campbell stated that we were sure to have another recession during the life of the next 
measure and noted that the flexibility of “Page 2” absolutely prevented furlough days. She 
noted that we were one of a handful of districts that did not have furlough days. In a 
situation where there is no “Page 2”, you would be locked into the class size so you could 
not actually lay off teachers, which is another thing most districts did. Most districts did 
layoffs and furloughs. We did neither. Also, our employees take on the cost of benefits to 
the tune of a 1% raise per year. Those two things combined allowed us to get through the 
Great Recession with no furloughs. A furlough day means a day less of education for kids. 
Scuderi emphasized that these were not hard and fast scenarios but a way to demonstrate the 
type of thinking we were going to have to do. Scuderi will return on February 23rd to present 
the CSR scenario for next year.  

 
10. Update on BSEP Measure Planning 

Natasha Beery, BSEP Director 
Beery provided the following handout: 
     Beery stated that since we last met, there was a day-long series of meetings with the 
voter polling consultant. He came to listen to people from across the community using very 
open-ended questions about what was going on in Berkeley that may affect the thinking of 
people about what is going on in the schools, what the needs are in the schools, and what 
questions need to be asked of the voters. There was a cautionary note that there was a 
limited number of questions you could ask before people reached their limit. She also 
indicated that there were lots of other means of engagement to ask different kinds of 
questions, for instance the BSEP Measure Workshop on February 25th and the Community 
Conversations meetings, which would be less formal venues to discuss what people think 
are the needs of the schools.  
     The voter poll draft will be sent to Beery by February 11th. They would like to launch the 
poll in time to get feedback by the next Cabinet meeting. There will be additional 
stakeholder groups that Beery and Evans have scheduled to see to explain the BSEP 
Measure in the context of what is going on broadly in the district. Beery was going to do 
several next week, including with the Berkeley Schools Fund, the BFT, and the Black 
Parent Affinity Group.  She will be bringing the results of all the discussions as part of her 
report to the Board. The pollster cautioned against using a lot of details on class size 
because most people do not have children in the schools. The question about tax rate was a 
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really good one. Van Dusen wanted to know about the profile of the electorate, and Beery 
responded that they will do a voter sample with demographic variables that reflect the 
electorate.. It was noted that the measure will be on the same ballot as the presidential 
election. Huchting noted that she had a concern about renters being affected by the tax 
increase to landlords. Nitschke noted that even with all the different tax rate scenarios, 
landlords would pay less because of the split roll tax. Lazio stated that she thought the total 
tax for a homeowner could be 20% which was not insubstantial. Glimme stated that he 
found some decade old data from the City of Berkeley website that the population was 44% 
homeowners and 56% tenants, citywide. Huchting stated that among her neighbors, it was 
not so much about BSEP as it was about the property tax going up overall. Lazio stated that 
the City of Berkeley had published new data about new square footage coming online. 
Beery noted that it was not enough to make a substantial difference in revenues. Appel 
added that the poll would be a representative sample.  
     Beery noted the first draft of the measure would go to the Board on April 20th. Beery 
stated that the budget thermometer exercise demonstrated that people valued our programs 
and were open to a tax increase that would maintain these programs. The Community 
Conversations and Budget Workshop would be advertised and may pull in people who are 
not current parents or parents who know less about BSEP. She doesn’t want to assume they 
have a basic level of knowledge. Even with the pollster meetings, they discovered that there 
are people that don’t know about BSEP and what the resources are. BSEP was thought of as 
“enrichment stuff”, and it was not widely known that it paid for such items as cultural 
competency training and other equity-focused needs. Beery hoped that committee members 
would use their knowledge and experience of the District and BSEP to promote a 
conversation that was fact-based. Hritonenko stated that when she checked out the BSEP 
table at events, it seemed a bit boring and people may make judgments in the first 3 seconds, 
but in Committee meetings, it seems so important. She felt that there should be an emphasis 
on things like the library, which other districts do not have. Beery said that for the 
Community Conversations, they would keep it simple and ask questions about the effective 
and equitable use of funds. Class size will be the biggest question. There would be at least 
three topics to discuss at each table. She may use “Poll Everywhere” or “Today’s Meet” as 
she had done at other meetings. Simon wondered who would be facilitating the table group 
conversations. Beery stated that in terms of facilitation that there would be committee 
members and staff who would volunteer. Appel added that there should be a meeting before 
the event to set ground rules and get helpful hints for facilitating. Beery added that they 
would give an overview to groups and not go into too many details because BSEP was 
complicated for most people. 

 
11. For the Good of the Order 

     No comments were made. 
 

12. Adjournment 
     The meeting was adjourned by acclamation at 9:19 p.m. 
 
 
Minutes submitted by Linda Race, BSEP Staff Support 

 


