

    


EL CAMINO COLLEGE


Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

Date:  January 31, 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:
· An Application Process to Allocate Special Contract Funds – Draft Proposal

· Project Funding Form 2008-09

· Special Projects – New Proposal Budget Summary 2007-08
The meeting was called to order at 1:04 p.m. 

Approval of Minutes (1-17-08)
1. Page 2, #7b – referenced #1d on the original draft proposal Application Process to Allocate Special Contract Funds.  Inflexibility of using the funds if only for new efforts, but there is some flexibility if invigorating existing efforts. It was noted that it does not make sense to lock in the $3 million dollars if facing serious cuts this year.
2. In 2007-08, if the $3 million is not expended will it rollover to the next year?  It resides in fund 15 and will return to the general operating budget.  But for tracking purposes, shouldn’t it roll over back into fund 15?  Auditors would still classify the funds as unrestricted for reporting purposes.

3. Page 2, #3c – grammatical error:  delete ‘for’ and correct to “suggests a new way to…”

4. Page 2, #10 – change 6,500 FTES to 6,400 FTES for 2004-05.  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%. 
Draft Application Process Discussion:
1. Suggestion was made to discuss the revised draft proposal from the last meeting before discussing the Project Funding Form.
2. Pages one and two of the Project Funding Form are based on revisions made to the draft proposal discussed at the last meeting; replaces the first draft proposal.  Pages three and four explain the application process.

3. Original proposal was intended to look at existing programs.  Can funds be used to invigorate existing curriculum or create new curriculum? Yes.
4. The focus areas on the draft Project Funding Form were re-worked.

5. PBC was not given enough time to review the draft Project Funding Form.

6. Items on the first draft proposal were missing from the draft Project Funding Form: retention and remainder monies going to GASB.  50% funding cuts for subsequent years is missing from both documents.

7. Retention/Student Success was covered under Improvement of Performance on the draft Project Funding Form. ARCC indicators also deal with student success.

8. Some areas do not have a retention component, i.e. Administrative Services, but can address performance improvement.
9. The three focus areas (retention, success and enrollment growth) are labeled differently on the draft Project Funding Form.  Retention and success are difficult to identify on this form.
10. A suggestion was made to add after the first sentence in the first paragraph: “The college will focus on three goals: 1) Retention, 2) Student Success, and 3) Enrollment Growth” to the draft Project Funding Form.
11. Where is the program review component addressed in this process?  A suggestion was made to change #3 on the draft Project Funding Form to Program Development and Program Review; and change, in the first sentence, ‘expand and update the existing curriculum’ to ‘innovate or revise existing programs.’

12. Changes noted on the draft proposal should reflect changes to the draft Project Funding Form, so the focus of PBC discussion will be on the draft proposal.
13. Purpose:

a. #2, page 1 – change to ‘establishment of criteria assessment through an application process…”

b. #1 and #3, page 1 – are redundant.  Are the outcome objectives necessary on the new form?  Outcomes were changed to indicators.
c. #4, page 1 – a suggestion was made to change sentence to ‘focusing primarily on student retention, student success, and enrollment growth issues.’
14. Focus areas:

a. Retention/Student Success:

i. ‘Outcome Objectives’ changed to ‘Indicators.’

ii. The departments listed under the focus areas were omitted from the draft Project Funding Form to be more inclusive.  A suggestion was made to remove categories and change ‘measurable improvement in any of the following categories’ to ‘measurable improvements in any college activities and categories.’
iii. Change indicators: ‘to improve ECC’s performance related to student retention and success…”

b. New Program Development: #3a, #3b, #3c, and #3d will be deleted.  The outcome objectives remain as indicators that can be modified.

15. Need to address philosophical issues, not language issues.

16. Does PBC agree on the four basic focus areas (retention/student success, recruitment, program development, and performance indicators relating to all areas)? If endorsed by PBC, processes and criteria could be developed at another meeting.
17. A discussion followed about combining retention/student success and performance indicators on the new form under ‘improvement of performance.’
18. Should GASB be addressed in this process?  If not, it will appear on the preliminary budget as a line item in the institutionalized category.
19. A suggestion was made for PBC to propose unused budget funds may be set aside for GASB up to $900,000 a year.  Opposition was made to having GASB on the proposal and should be eliminated.

20. A. Spor will revise the proposal/form to include PBC concerns and will email to the committee.  Committee should be prepared to finalize form at the next meeting.
The next meeting is scheduled on February 7, 2008.
Meeting adjourned at 2:35 p.m.
Note taker:  Lucy Nelson
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