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I. Introduction
One of the goals of PAB’s 2012 Strategic Plan was to “Promote and encourage a systematic approach to
diversity and multicultural understanding throughout each planning program.” PAB created a Task Force
to examine the diversity of faculty and students at PAB‐accredited programs. The Task Force sent out a
survey to the 72 PAB accredited schools in 2015, and distributed preliminary results in fall 2015. (An
Executive Summary of the report and list of Task Force members is attached.) In Winter 2016, PAB
charged the Task Force with identifying effective and exemplary practices in diversity activities for
recruiting and maintaining a diverse student body and faculty. The Task Force formed two sub‐
committees – Student and Faculty – to follow up with selected program administrators and identify
noteworthy practices in faculty and student recruitment and retention. The Task Force decided to focus
on graduate programs given the greater number of accredited graduate programs versus undergraduate
programs and the fact that undergraduate student recruitment is often outside of the direct control for
programs. This report presents the approach and findings from the student sub‐committee and faculty
sub‐committee.

II. Data Collection
Approach:
The student and faculty sub‐committees identified graduate programs that appeared to achieve
progress in increasing diversity through review of the PAB Annual Report data from 2010 to 2014. Next,
the sub‐committees reviewed the responses to the 2015 survey results. The sub‐committee attempted
to get a broad cross‐section of programs accredited by PAB. The student sub‐committee selected nine
institutions and the faculty sub‐committee selected eight institutions. The programs selected for
interviews represented Public Land Grants, Public, and Private institutions located throughout the U.S.
Institutional enrollment ranged from 24,000 to 64,000 students. Phone Interviews were held from
October 2016 to January 2017. The questions were emailed ahead to program administrators and asked
during interviews that lasted from 20‐60 minutes.
Student Diversity Data:
Of the 53 programs responding to the survey, four showed little change in student diversity (< 1.0%), 15
showed an increase in the percentage of white students, and 34 showed a decrease in non‐white
students. In other words, about two‐thirds (34/53) of the programs showed an increase in non‐white
students. Moreover, 24 of those 34 programs showed an increase of more than 10% in non‐white
students between 2010‐2014.
Twenty graduate programs responded in the survey that they had met their goals for student diversity.
In this group, however, the percentage of white students changed little.
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Twenty‐six programs claimed to have not met their goals for student body diversity. Of these, three
programs showed little change (<1%) in the white/non‐white distribution, six increased the percentage
white students, and 16 decreased the percentage white students, 6 by less than 10%, and 10 by more
than 10%.
Faculty Diversity Data:
Of the 53 programs responding, 37 programs stated diversity goals existed, 33 of which provided the
specific text. Of the 33, only one‐third had specific goals. Others were fairly general, referring to seeking
overall representation by gender, race, ethnic status, national origin, age, experience, and expertise.
Programs indicated that diversity goals were generally created at the program and department level.
Information on goal achievement was very limited with 30% of the respondents indicated success in
achieving their goals.
III. Findings
Student Diversity
There were a variety of responses regarding the applicant pool, ranging from a heavily in‐state pool to
international. Of nine programs interviewed, only one did not track diversity enrollment data.
The programs used a variety of strategies for student recruitment and retention. Programs attempted to
achieve their diversity goals through outreach efforts, personal contact, program and application
modifications, assistance from student organizations and alumni and through providing funding.
Programs had a demonstrated commitment to diversity and buy‐in from the faculty and higher
administration. They employed multiple strategies to ensure some level of success, examples of which
are noted below.
Strategies used:
1. Outreach
a. To Historically Black Colleges and Universities through promotional materials, in‐person
appearances in programs/classrooms, graduate school fairs, as well as taking current
program students to HBCU events
b. Promotional materials to National Name Exchange
c. Ad hoc retired faculty member conducts outreach via alumni and prospective students
d. Open house every semester
e. Studio and capstone projects in local (diverse) neighborhoods
f. Publicize urban planning program at other campus‐level events
g. High school speakers series where program faculty engage in different topics with local
high schools
2. Recruitment
a. Program Coordinator “high touch” with applicants, following up with phone calls and
on‐campus meetings, if possible
b. Other faculty enlisted for contacting prospective students
c. Student Services Coordinator sends applications to Program Coordinator early on –
(early high touch)
d. Recruit from undergraduate programs on campus with greater diversity
e. Obtain funding to bring potential students of color to Open House
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f.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

Direct approach – identifying families, faculty host events at their homes for high school
students
g. Bilingual information nights
h. Faculty exchanges at targeted institutions to attract potential students
i. Study abroad programs (for international recruitment)
j. Enlist help of alumni
k. Target community colleges and 4‐year institutions
Program innovation
a. Create dual degree programs with fields on campus with more diversity, e.g. Public
Health and Public Administration
b. Curriculum review to integrate social justice
c. Special 3+2 programs for targeted groups (e.g. Hispanic Students) and with other
programs (e.g. Geography, Environmental Studies and Black Studies)
d. McNair Scholars
e. National Science Foundation Research Experience for Undergraduates – a program that
brings in 12 undergraduates for 6 weeks in summer to work on individual projects with
faculty – partner with Sociology. Students are identified with help from PhD alums
f. Allow early declaration of undergraduate majors ‐ can apply in freshman year
Application Reviews
a. Implicit bias training for Admissions Committee (full portfolio review, e.g. leadership
skills, volunteer experience, active in school; relate system of inequality‐ talk
continuously with committee)
b. Admission Committee eliminated biased criteria (e.g. GPA, prestige of undergraduate
university, prior internship experience) which indirectly had an impact on admissions;
Committee attempted to add pro‐diversity orientation to the process
c. Advocated to eliminate GRE as basis for “merit” scholarships because GRE not accurate
predictor of success
Student Organization
a. Delegate responsibility to the group (e.g. “Safe Space” lunches with professionals as
guest speakers)
b. Peer‐networking platform
c. Peer mentoring prospective students. One year they helped with hands‐on recruitment
for admitted students
d. National Organization of Minority Architecture Students (NOMAS) – support for degree
completion
Retention
a. Alumni serving as mentors
b. Create a nurturing environment and inclusive climate through special events on race‐
relevant topics (e.g. police brutality), bringing professional into the classroom as
external reviewers of studio projects (honoraria given), and training faculty to engage in
dialogue when an issue of diversity arises
Funding
a. Endowed scholarships
b. Planning Diversity Award: 2‐year assistantship which funds 100% of tuition plus a
stipend; three assistantships awarded annually per cohort
c. Target financial aid helps to create “critical mass”
Public Image
a. Making the Program’s work on diversity and equity more visible on the website
b. Faculty research and partnership with communities of color
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9. Faculty Diversity
a. Increasing diversity of the faculty, both tenure‐line and adjunct faculty

Faculty Diversity
Programs have implemented several diversity‐specific initiatives and resources that have may have been
effective, including:
1. Salary supplements, when available
2. New Faculty Academy – one course release so faculty can attend classes related to teaching,
research, networking and mentoring
3. Research Incentive Program for new faculty
4. A post‐doctoral program, including mentoring for program participants
5. Active recruitment of minority practitioners to teach studio courses
However, challenges persist with retaining and recruiting faculty diversity. Programs interviewed
provided the following advice for colleagues based on their experience:
1. Be flexible, don’t get too specific with job requirements, which is limiting.
2. Check references first before “resume reviews” which helped raise people to the surface; when
they bring people in for interviews they ask if people want to see schools, religious institutes,
cultural institutions anything like that they arrange
3. Some efforts are too narrowly focused by topic
4. Labor pool needs to be broader. Need to grow the labor pool to recruit diverse PhD students
with diverse specialties
5. Don’t let up!, Don’t rationalize and let that become the reason
6. Deans, Provost, etc. need to be willing to risk the “not perfect fit” to get diversity.

IV. Summary and Conclusion
Programs have executed a variety of strategies to increase the diversity of their student bodies and
faculty with varying success. Programs appear to have been more active (and successful) in addressing
student diversity; data collection on efforts to enhance faculty diversity was challenging for the Task
Force.
In terms of student diversity, programs utilized a variety of strategies from initial interactions (outreach,
recruitment, application reviews) to creating a more hospitable climate for students of color (curricula
reviews, student organizations and sponsored events, funding) to cultivating a faculty committed to
demonstrating how their work reflects respect for diverse communities. Many of these strategies
require some funding support; many do not. The Task Force recommends that these strategies be made
available to the public and programs review the strategies noted here. The PAB may want to add this
list to their website and make them available to programs looking for ways to increase the
attractiveness of their programs to students of color.
The work of the Task Force also suggests that increasing faculty diversity is somewhat more challenging.
Institutional policies and practices (such as a lack of spousal hiring) can frustrate efforts. However,
because of the linkage between student diversity and faculty diversity, this remains an important area
for the PAB and the academy to address.
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Appendix A: 2015 Executive Summary
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APPENDIX A

PLANNING ACCREDITATION BOARD
DIVERSITY TASK FORCE SURVEY
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF 2015 SURVEY RESULTS
INTRODUCTION
PAB’s 2012 strategic plan includes the following strategic initiative, “Promote and encourage a
systematic approach to diversity and multi-cultural understanding throughout each planning
program.” In early 2015 PAB formed a special purpose Diversity Task Force comprised of
appointees from PAB, the Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP), the American
Planning Association (APA) and its professional institute, The American Institute of Certified
Planning (AICP).
This arose in part from the value that PAB and its partner organizations (i.e., APA, AICP and
ACSP) place on this issue of student and faculty diversity, and in part due to the frequency that
programs were cited for limited success in meeting criteria related to student and faculty
diversity.
The first initiative of the task force was to develop a survey for PAB-accredited programs on the
subject of student and faculty diversity.
In May 2015, Program administrators at 76 PAB-accredited institutions were sent a Survey
Monkey link request for completion by May 25. After follow-up, the Survey closed June 15, at
which point in time 61 of PAB’s 76 accredited institutions had participated, for an 80% response
rate. The response rates for specific questions vary considerably, as programs choose not to
respond to a number of individual questions in the survey. Response rates are noted in the report
for each question. To retain survey anonymity, all respondent names were replaced with a
number, and other identifiers were removed from the data made available to the committee for
analysis. Outlined below are the results of the survey followed by the survey instrument in the
appendix.

STUDENT BODY DIVERSITY
Diversity Goals: Thirty programs responded that student body diversity goals existed, and 41
provided the text of their goals, which were broad in their definition of diversity (and hence,
perhaps, an explanation for the discrepancy in the responses to the two questions.) When asked
if their goals had been achieved, more than half of the respondents replied their goals had not
been met.
Reasons for Lack of Diversity Goals: Programs without student body diversity goals stated the
restrictions of state law, the lack of need (in highly diverse programs), and the adherence to their
university goals (and therefore a lack of need for program-specific goals).
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Reasons for Non-Achievement of Diversity Goals: The two most frequent reasons for nonattainment of goals was a lack of financial resources to provide scholarships and assistantships
and a lack of diversity in the applicant pool. Related to both issues was the lack of resources to
conduct targeted recruitment. Roughly half-a-dozen programs noted their geographic
disadvantage in attracting a diverse student body.
Methods to Increase Diversity (Recruitment and Retention): About half of the respondents
identified specific approaches to increase student body diversity. The efforts cover a wide
assortment of activities with varying resource demands. Some efforts required the following:
additional resources such as providing targeted scholarships, financial aid and research
opportunities and targeted recruitment within the institution, at other higher ed institutions, and
at elementary, middle and high schools and junior colleges. Other approaches rely on innovative
steps within existing constraints, such as emphasizing diversity in the curriculum and through the
establishment of affinity groups, providing mentors, and offering diversity training for faculty
and students. Importantly, student interest groups engage in activities that can also be seen as
creating an hospitable and welcoming climate for students with diverse backgrounds, sponsoring
speaker events on relevant topics, partnering with community organizations, and generally
providing a venue for students to share their intellectual and social commitments. Some of these
student organizations are within planning programs; others function at broader scales within the
institution. Of the 54 programs responding, only six indicated that they do not undertake one or
more activities to support diverse segments of the student body.
Summary: A majority of programs recognize student body diversity as an important element of
their work to develop professional planners with a well-rounded perspective. However, more
than half of those with goals are struggling to meet them. Although obtaining addititional
financial resources is often seen as a first step toward achieving goals, a number of other actions
can be taken to attract and support a more diverse student body. This survey falls short of
providing an assessment of the effectiveness of various methods.
Three next steps are recommended to further evaluate the survey results: (1) follow-up data
collection with select programs to understand better their strategies, methods, and perceived
success, (2) further analysis of existing data to ascertain patterns within and among the data pool,
and (3) identification of “success” as defined by empirical data collected by PAB with respect to
student body diversity, paired with interviews to better understand strategies used by programs
demonstrating significant change in the student body diversity.

FACULTY DIVERSITY
Diversity Goals: Thirty-seven programs stated diversity goals existed, 33 of which provided the
specific text. Of that, only one-third had specific goals. Others were fairly general, referring to
seeking overall representation by gender, race, ethnic status, national origin, age, experience and
expertise. The goals were generally created at the program and department level. A lack of
diversity goals at the University level can create barriers to achieving faculty diversity in a
program.
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Goal achievement information is very limited, with 14 of the 40 responses (1/3) indicating
success in achieving their goals. The specific meaning of this self-reported success is not clear
from the survey. Follow-up is necessary to understand this issue.
Strategies for success included explicit processes for hiring and supporting faculty through the
tenure process. Again, follow-up is necessary to understand this issue, what the processes are,
what was attained, and how success is measured.
Obstacles to achieving diversity were more fully provided. Issues raised included: a “lack of
diverse applicant pool,” limited job openings resulting in little ability to increase faculty
diversity, competition for top (diverse) candidates, salary limitations, locational disadvantages
(remote location, lack of spousal job opportunities) and legal limitations. Further discussion of
the exact nature of legal constraints would clarify specific state or institutional restrictions. This
is a legal issue that is under court scrutiny, so it is understandable that programs and institutions
would not be clear. Attention should also be focused on the exact meaning of “lack of qualified
diverse faculty.” More information is required to determine if the distribution of expertise was
based on a limited pool of diverse candidates or a statement about the quality of that pool.
Support for hiring diverse faculty was provided by just over two-thirds of the programs. This
support was often sustained through opportunity funding targets, and often included some
combination of start-up funds and salary support.
Support for retaining diverse faculty: Approximately one-third of programs responding listed
mentoring, travel funds, graduate student research assistants and start-up funds, about half of the
programs said that they either “provided none” or “did not know.” This could have disparate
effects for faculty seeking tenure and promotion.
Diversity related curriculum development initiatives relate directly to the PAB standard of
“preparing students to work effectively in a diverse environment.” Half of the programs
indicated that university support through teaching centers or diversity offices provide assistance
in this area. ACSP recently sponsored a compilation of diversity related curriculum activities
compiled by Sid Sen and Karen Umemoto. Analysis of this material is underway separately
from this survey.
Discussion and follow up on diversity issues is generally attained through faculty meetings,
student organizations and program consideration of PAB standards during accreditation review
processes. More information must be obtained as to what or how this information is used to set
policy or measure success.
Current faculty composition: Respondents were asked to detail their faculty of color by title.
Due to the wide variety of presentations of responses, data taken from the respondents’ 2014
annual reports was presented instead.
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND NEXT STEPS
Diversity issues are important and challenging for a variety of reasons. Our ability to work
effectively and productively in a diverse society is an important value and ethical principle of the
planning profession. Working in a society where issues of diversity continue to be difficult
makes this moral objective even more significant.
There are several factors that create more technical challenges. One factor is the importance of
specific definitions. Due to the sensitivity of the topic, discussions of the issue can be burdened
with several layers of meaning and differences in perspective. As a result of these challenges
many legal issues have been raised and the issue of diversity in a university is under review by
courts ranging to the US Supreme Court.
Current (2012) PAB criteria addressed diversity through consideration of the makeup of the
faculty and student body. “Because students will join an increasingly diverse workforce, and
work in diverse communities affected by global pressures, the student body should be diverse.”
A similar statement is made regarding faculty.
Attaining significant diversity among faculty and students have been difficult for many
programs. Current court precedent does not support quotas or counting of various groups to
assess diversity. Rather, there must be a clear substantive reason to consider specific personal
characteristics for admission or hiring that relate directly to the nature of the field or position.
Draft revised PAB criteria and standards would change the emphasis from the composition of the
faculty and students to requiring programs to prepare their students to function effectively in
diverse communities. This includes a variety of elements including interaction with diverse
populations (e.g., faculty, students and communities) as well as curricula that provides
substantive, methodological and applications.
Overall, we are interested in understanding the current state of program activities and
performance in this area. Perhaps most important is to identify “best practices” that can be
shared among all programs. What works in attaining a diverse student and faculty? What
approaches are most effective in delivering an operational understanding of diversity to students?
There were a number of gaps in the data. Definitional issues arose in the survey, as we
purposefully left the definition of diversity general. Some respondents did not complete parts of
the survey for that reason. Other responses were difficult to interpret. The case of whether
programs met their diversity goals is an example of this situation, as vague and generic goals
might be considered met in many cases, where numerical goals have more specific requirements.
In an effort to better understand the survey results, respondents were asked if they would be open
to additional survey discussion. A total of 82% of the respondents expressed a willingness to
provide additional information about their responses. Specific follow-up could include questions
regarding:
 Program definitions of diversity
 Program goals and their attainment
4

APPENDIX A





University requirements relating to diversity
Scale and effectiveness of specific approaches to attracting and retaining diversity among
students and faculty
Resources used to attract and retain diverse students and faculty

In the short term, the results of this survey will be shared with Boards of APA, AICP and ACSP
for their comments. PAB will review the results of the survey and comments from other
organizations and determine our next steps.
As noted above, PAB is focusing on elements that prepare students to work effectively in diverse
communities, rather than computing diversity ratios for programs. We face a number of
challenges in this process. Several questions should be considered:








What is an operational definition of our diversity goal in moving forward?
What role do faculty and student diversity play in planning education? Accreditation
decisions are based on programs meeting our criteria and standards for quality planning
education. The overarching diversity goal programs must meet is to prepare students to
be effective in working in diverse communities.
What curricular and related approaches (other than student and faculty composition) are
effective in preparing students to be effective in working in diverse communities?
What are some best practices that we can share with the planning community?
How do our findings compare to various analyses and recommendations made in past
studies by ACSP, APA and AICP?
Our survey information reflects the views of directors of our accredited programs. It
would be useful to include input from faculty members of color on issues of tenure, etc.
as well as student input on the role of faculty diversity.
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PAB DIVERSITY TASK FORCE MEMBERS ‐ 2015

PAB MEMBERS
Christopher A. Brown, P.P., AICP ‐ Chair
Principal Planner
City of Hoboken
94 Washington Street
Hoboken, New Jersey 07030
(201) 526‐5396
christopher.alex.brown@gmail.com
Connie P. Ozawa, Ph.D.
Professor
Toulan School of Urban Studies and Planning
Portland State University
506 SW Mill, Room 370R
Portland, Oregon 97207
(503) 725‐5126
ozawac@pdx.edu
Barry J. Schultz, Esq.
Senior Counsel
Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz
2488 Historic Decatur Road ‐ Suite 200
San Diego, California 92106
(619) 232‐3122
bschultz@sash.com
ACSP APPOINTEES
Lisa K. Bates, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Toulan School of Urban Studies and Planning
Portland State University
506 SW Mill, Room 370E
Portland, Oregon 97207
(503) 725‐8203
Lkbates@pdx.edu
Marlon G. Boarnet, Ph.D.
Professor and Director
Graduate Program in Urban Planning and Development
Sol Price School of Public Policy
University of Southern California
650 Childs Way, RGL 301C
Los Angeles, California 90089‐0626
(213) 740‐3696
boarnet@usc.edu
Mittie Davis Jones, Ph.D.
Professor and Chair
Department of Urban Studies
Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Affairs
Cleveland State University
1717 Euclid Avenue, UR 238B
Cleveland, Ohio 44115
(216) 687‐3861
m.d.jones97@csuohio.edu

Rachel Kleit, Ph.D.
Professor and Section Head
City & Regional Planning
Knowlton School of Architecture
The Ohio State University
275 West Woodruff Ave
Columbus, Ohio 43210‐1138
(614) 292‐5427
kleit.1@osu.edu
Michelle M. Thompson, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Planning and Urban Studies
University of New Orleans
301 Milneburg Hall
New Orleans, Louisiana 70148‐2910
(504) 280‐6593
mmthomp1@uno.edu
APA/AICP APPOINTEES
Angela D. Brooks, AICP
Chair, APA Diversity Task Force
Project Manager
Chicago Housing Authority
P.O. Box 2075
Chicago, IL 60690
(312) 786‐3246
abrooks@thecha.org
Jennifer S. Erickson
Member, APA Diversity Task Force
Metro Area Planning Council
60 Temple Place ‐ 6th Floor
Boston, MA 02111
617‐933‐0759
jerickson@mapc.org
William M. Harris Sr., FAICP
[retired Professor
Jackson State, MIT, Virginia among others]
6818 Cluck Lane
Henrico, VA 23231
(706) 399‐3690
wmh@MIT.edu
Monica Villalobos
AECOM ‐ UC Berkeley
515 South Flower St. ‐ 4th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
(213) 330‐7179
monica.villalobos@aecom.com
Student Sub‐Committee: Connie Ozawa; Angela Brooks;
Jenn Erickson; Mittie Davis Jones; Michelle Thompson
Faculty Sub‐Committee: Barry Schultz; Bill Harris; Rachel
Kleit; Lisa Bates; Marlon Boarnet; Monica Villalobos
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PAB DIVERSITY TASK FORCE MEMBERS ‐ 2017

PAB MEMBERS
Connie P. Ozawa, Ph.D.
Professor
Toulan School of Urban Studies and Planning
Portland State University
506 SW Mill, Room 370R
Portland, Oregon 97207
(503) 725‐5126
ozawac@pdx.edu
Barry J. Schultz, Esq.
Senior Counsel
Stutz Artiano Shinoff & Holtz
2488 Historic Decatur Road ‐ Suite 200
San Diego, California 92106
(619) 232‐3122
bschultz@sash.com
Suzanna Schwartz, FAICP
Director of Planning and Community Development
City of Greensboro
PO Box 3136
Greensboro, NC 27402
336.373.2149
sue.schwartz@greensboro‐nc.gov

