

    


EL CAMINO COLLEGE


Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

Date: March 20, 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, Ken Key, Jeff Marsee, Jeanie Nishime, Regina Smith, Gary Turner, John Wagstaff
Handouts:
· Planning & Budget Development Calendar (3/19/08)

· 08-09 Impact of Budget Cut Proposal to Categorical Programs

· CalWORKs Funding – Impact Data 2008-09 Reductions

· Application Process for Special Contract Funds 2008-2009
The meeting was called to order at 1:05 p.m. 

Approval of March 6, 2008 Meeting Minutes
1. Page 1 – clarification of Item #2 from the February 7th meeting minutes:  Is summer 2007-08 or summer 2008-09 the last summer ECC can/will/plans to borrow FTES?  ECC will report 19,300 FTES this 2007-08 fiscal year with 3% growth, 700 FTES borrowed from summer 2007-08, and 1800 FTES borrowed from summer 2008-09.  There will be no FTES to borrow from summer 2009-10 for 2008-09.  Will report actual enrollment and will return to fall, winter, spring, and summer cycle in 2008-09.  If there is no 3% growth next year, approximately 18,900 FTES will be reported.  The goal is to eventually return to a summer, fall, winter and spring cycle.  The suggestion was made to amend the minutes to read: “Fiscal year 2008-09 will report actual FTES enrollments beginning fall semester through summer.”

2. Page 2, Item #4 – “tentative budget review (insert by PBC) needs to be completed by the end of April.”  This clarifies the minutes.
3. Page 1, Item #4 – PBC has not received the updated version of the budget assumptions as board approved. This second request for the update will be reflected in the meeting minutes.
4. Page 2, Item #3c, Process Improvement (Application Process Discussion) – changing ‘to’ to ‘or’ in sentence makes significant change in indicator meaning and requires further discussion.  Delete ‘primarily directed towards Administrative Services’ – was just a reflection of previous meeting dialog.  Process Improvement refers to any operational function area and not exclusive to Administrative Services.

5. Minutes of March 6, 2008 were approved as amended.

Budget Update:
1. The state continues to revise estimated projections and anticipated collections for this year.  It was recently discovered that two state counties (Sonoma and Orange) had greatly miscalculated projected revenue from local taxes which will impact community colleges this fiscal year.  Based on anticipated revenue in this year’s budget, budget reduction is estimated around $1 million. Recommendation for this year’s budget was not to cut funding and the shortfall will be absorbed by the College.
2. 2008-09 department budgets are projected to be reduced by 5%, about $500,000 million.  The VPs’ recommendation for next year is to work with a deficit budget.
Proposed Budget Cuts to Categorical Programs:

1. Chief Student Services Officers (CSSOs) were asked to complete grid to provide a clear picture how budget cut proposals will impact their categorical programs.
2. Most programs will sustain a 4% cut, but some programs are projected to receive higher cuts:  DSPS - 9%, CalWORKs - 10%, and BFAP (financial aid augmentation) - 13%.  Cuts are devastating to programs and will impact the most vulnerable student population.

3. ECC was one of first campuses to combine EOP&S, CalWORKs, and CARE because CalWORKs received 50% funding cut at that time.  An additional 10% cut plus the 5% cuts in departmental funds will be more devastating to program.
4. Projected overall college budget cuts to be around 3%-4% for next year.  Lack of COLA is largest revenue loss.
Application Process Discussion:

1. Application title corrected to “Application Process for Special Contract Funds 2008-2009.”
2. Page 1, Focus #3, Indicator (a) – discussion took place about changing ‘to’ to ‘or’ alters the indicator.  The original intent was to show the outcome of improving processes was improved customer satisfaction.  Dialog at the last meeting suggested there may be other outcomes other than customer satisfaction.  Customer satisfaction surveys indicate that improving processes did not always improve customer satisfaction, but the ultimate goal is to raise customer satisfaction.  If changed to ‘or’, there are clearly two separate indicators: “Utilize an accountability system that improves departmental processes” and “Raise customer satisfaction of the services provided.”  Application process can be modified in the future.  The decision was made to leave indicator as is.  
3. Page 1, Focus #4 Program Development – at the last meeting, discussed moving “up to three years” to the end of the Purpose statement and change last sentence of Purpose statement to: “This additional money allows the college to fund new or revitalized high impact plans that are one-time or short-term (up to three years).”  Program Development statement will be reworded: “Funding to support program or curriculum development.”
4. Page 1, #4 (a), - same wording used in Program Development statement is repeated in this indicator.  Indicator (a) was a result of program review process or advisory committee input – intended to measure what’s being done with curriculum.  Indicator (a) relates to ‘what are we not doing, what will work” and indicator (b) asks what will it cost and how to use funds to implement program if it works (FTES driven).  Indicator (a) will be reworded:  “Meet the needs of students, business, industry and/or government.”  An opinion was expressed to keep the word “community.”
5. Page 1, #4 (b) – add “or revised” after ‘created.’

6. Page 3 – ARCC indicators do not have to address all proposals.  Why are ARCC indicators (check-off section) and not other indicators emphasized on form?  Gives the writer the opportunity to show program has greater impact than just focus area indicator(s) described in part ‘c’ in the Statement of Need.  A suggestion was made to add (all areas must be addressed) after Statement of Need.   A suggestion was made to underline ‘if any’ – “Which ARCC indicator(s) if any does your proposal address?”
7. A comment was made that the form appears to be “burdensome” but not suggesting submission of one-line requests.  New programs requesting special contract funds require more accountability.  Other opportunities are available if someone does not want to go through this funding request process.  This process is also a learning tool because it contains elements of writing proposals.    

8. Does this process connect with Plan Builder?  Programs requesting special contract funds may be entered in Plan Builder, but the software may not be broad enough to capture the specific information needed by the application process.  Plan Builder might be modified in the future to accommodate this process.  Plan Builder is a tool used to link planning to budget.  How do we avoid duplicating processes? The application process is not on the planning and budget development calendar.  In a sense, PBC will review plans through this process and potentially again in Plan Builder.  
The next meeting is scheduled on April 3, 2008.
Meeting adjourned at 2:30 p.m.
Note taker:  Lucy Nelson
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