

    


EL CAMINO COLLEGE


Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

Date: January 17, 2008
MEMBERS PRESENT:
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Alario, Miriam – ECCE

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Jack, Christina – ASO
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Jackson, Tom – Academic Affairs

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Reid, Dawn – Student & Community Adv.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Shenefield, Cheryl – Administrative Svcs.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Spor, Arvid – Chair

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Taylor, Susan – ECCFT

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Tyler, Harold – Management/Supervisors

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Widman, Lance – Academic Senate
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Francisco Arce, Janice Ely, Ken Key, Luis Mancia, Jeff Marsee, Jeanie Nishime, John Wagstaff
Handouts:
· Overview of 2008-09 Governor’s Budget (January 16, 2008)

· Draft – An Application Process to Allocate Special Contract Funds

· Draft – Planning & Budget Development Calendars (10/31/07 and 1/4/08)
The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. 

Approval of Minutes:
1. Page 1, Budget Development Calendar, #3 – change to reading of tentative budget to the Board by 3rd week in May, when Board actually meets.
2. Clarifications:

a. Page 2, Budget Development Calendar, #15 – some wording was not clear (i.e. changed ‘active file’ to ‘active status’).

b. Page 2, Miscellaneous #3 – decision to drop PBC co-chair topic because PBC chairs are appointed by the President.
State Budget Update:
1. 0% COLA proposed.

2. Focus on goals and plans during budget crunch.  Look at full time faculty release time to save some part time faculty dollars.

3. Information given to K-12 board: 4.94% COLA but with 6.99% deficit factor (-2.0).

4. Bonding agencies downgrading state bond rates may be potential negative effect of proposed state budget.
5. $40 million is community colleges share of shortfall this year.  Per state chancellor’s office, unspent funds related to growth will be used to cover deficit this year.
6. Next year, deficit is $400 million, which might equate to approximately 10% of ECC’s appropriation.  Affected areas: zero COLA (about $220 million); 3% funded growth projected next year reduced to 1%; and up to 10% cuts in categorical programs.

7. Categorical funds not in general operating fund balance – what functions will be cut and absorbed by unrestricted funds?
8. Issues to address:

a. Scheduled salary increases must be covered by operational/non-salary accounts.
b. Net cost differential and funding and whether or not to replace faculty positions.

c. Utilities and operational expenses.
9. Wasn’t GASB contribution doubled in the current budget?  Last year $1.8 million, this year $900,000 – still have one full year of GASB contribution.
10. Compton budget impact from appropriation based on 6,400 FTES for 2004 - 2005. Compton funding at 100% for 2005-06, 90% for 2006-07, 80% for 2007-08 and 70% for 2008-09.  The potential state budget cut is 10%.  Short term, special contract revenue ($3 million) still intact.
Draft Proposal:  Purpose of Cabinet proposal for new process to apply for $3 million augmentation/special contract funds generated by the Compton Center partnership is to expand scope of eligible projects and scope of PBC in process of review and development.
1. Retention – ties funding to Accountability Reporting for the Community Colleges (ARCC) measurement performance criteria from Chancellor’s Office.  ARCC addresses issue of success.
a. #1b - Career Counseling is separate from career placement – a component of career counseling, intended for counseling intervention and pro-active advising.

b. #1d - Creating a process friendly environment – i.e. ‘One Stop Center’, shorter lines, easier processes and services - improving student quality of life.  Suggestion was made to change ‘creating a process friendly environment’ to ‘education support services.’
c. Suggestion made to add #1f – Instructional Programs

2. Recruitment – recognize objective to reach 19,300 FTES.

3. New program development
a. L.A. Times list of college programs attachment - in many cases, the 55 courses referenced may be offered at ECC under a different title.  List needs to be updated.
b. Proposals may be initiated for up to three years. Possibility of increased funding each year. For renewal applicants, will programs only get 50% funding during their second year?
c. 3(b) – suggests a new way to initiate programs outside the regular curriculum review process (i.e. experimental courses initiated by an instructor).  There is a 3-semester process in place for experimental courses, but transferability is an issue. This proposed process is a major item for Academic Senate to review.
d. Improves certificate programs to tie to career ladder.
e. Addresses time and energy it takes to introduce new courses.
f. Funding focus on start-up ideas.

4. Performance indicators – assesses how well a program is doing and identifies processes needing improvement relating to customer service.  Refers to programs not using ARCC.
5. GASB – transfer unused funds to GASB.  Removes unused funds from budget line item.  Nothing goes to GASB if there are no unused funds.
6. Need to define categories more clearly.  May be better to define in broader sense – don’t want to limit targeted areas.

7. Application Process:

a. PBC would monitor outcomes and oversee funds are used appropriately and effectively.
b. #1d – is it wise to say that funds can only be used for new efforts? Is this inflexible? Process is not a negative if needed to invigorate and fund existing efforts during cuts and provide right elements to address need.  This is an issue for PBC to address.
c. Evaluations are critical piece of process.  No reward of further funding may be a ‘dis-incentive’ to evaluate new programs – a dilemma that needs to be addressed.  Ideally, programs meeting or exceeding objectives should continue to receive funding, potentially from general funds.  Discussion followed about the time needed to evaluate programs (i.e.12 month period for academic proposals?).  Ask for objectives this year to better evaluate next year.
8. Propose to use one fund title:  augmentation, special project or special contract.

9. Intent for proposal is to move in new direction with additional categories other than retention, recruitment and success.
10. PBC is required to review creative process applications for initial and renewed programs.  PBC needs more time to review this proposal before making decision to endorse or not endorse.  Must report back to member’s represented groups (constituents).
11. A. Spor will email outline of proposed state categorical budget cuts.

12. Will set up special session to review proposal on Thursday, January 31st at 1:00 p.m.

Meeting adjourned at 2:30 p.m.
Note taker:  Lucy Nelson
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