

    


EL CAMINO COLLEGE


Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

Date: April 2, 2009
MEMBERS PRESENT:
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Jones, Clarissa – 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 
 Turner, Gary – ECCE

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Tyler, Harold – Management/Supervisors

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Widman, Lance – Academic Senate
OTHERS ATTENDING: Janice Ely, Ken Key, Claudia Lee, Luis Mancia, Jeanie Nishime, Barbara Perez, Emily Rader, Regina Smith 
Handouts:
2008/09 Fund 15 Reallocation Requests


Summarized 2009 Planning Summit Notes


2009/10 Tentative Budget Information
The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. 

2009-10 Budget Assumptions (J. Ely):
2009-10 Revenue Estimate

1. Revenue estimates will drive the expenditure budget for the next year. Need to decide FTES estimate to use for next year’s revenue estimate. Handout shows different FTES scenarios. 19,305 FTES represents current year or base according to the state. 19,700 FTES is what state funded last year. 20,364 FTES latest number reported by Academic Affairs. 20,500 FTES is enrollment target for 2009-10, but the state may not fund ECC at that level. 
California Community Colleges 2008-09 First Principal Apportionment
1. Report shows 19,305 FTES as Base Credit and 19,700 as funded FTES. Report will continue to be revised.
2. Growth: Unadjusted growth rate expected to be 5.55%. But constrained growth rate shows state will only fund up to 1.71%. (1.71% x 19,305 FTES = 330 additional FTES). 19,630 FTES (middle column on 2009-10 Revenue Estimate) or 19,700 FTES may be used to determine amount of revenue the college will receive next year. Will double check with J. Higdon. 
2009-2010 Tentative Budget
1. Revised 2008-09 Final Budget revenue shows additional state revenue received and not included in last year’s ending balance.
2. Last three columns show three different FTES scenarios for the 2009-10 Tentative Budget. 
3. Institutional Expenditures: $900,000 budget for GASB under $3M on line 5910 Other Program Services.

4. Department Operational: 2300 Non-Instructional Salaries – Student, P/T does not reflect 15% budget cut - cut listed under Cabinet Reductions ($450,000).
5. FTES reported to state is used when budgeting revenue. Tentative budget is based on projections at this point.
6. Versions of 2008-09 Revised Final Budget: 1) $3M excess of revenue over expenditures with $4.5M from expected savings and cuts; 2) $1.2M deficit without the $4.5M expected savings and cuts.  

7. The FTES goal for 2009-2010 is 20,500.
Assumptions
1. Shaded areas for discussion or recommendation
a. Which FTES to use?
b. Medical benefits – VSP rates set for the next two years; Delta rates maintained.  Question with medical – no change in PPO and small increase in HMO last year. Waiting to hear from benefits committee members after they meet with their constituents.
c. Utilities – need to increase? 

d. Computer Replacement – keep at same level? Need John Wagstaff to verify if estimates are correct for hardware and software maintenance and computer replacement.
e. Computer replacement is combination of instructional and administration.
f. Unexpended 15 funds – put into GASB or general fund?

g. Keeping Interfund transfer stable except adding $100,000 to fund 61 (Workers’ Compensation) and 62 (Property & Liability). Both in deficit right now.
h. Unexpended moneys from Fund 15 – PBC recommended last year moving to GASB Fund 17. 

i. $2M unspent shows in this year’s beginning balance of $13M. Unspent funds are known when books close in the first few weeks in August.
j. Will hire nine to ten faculty in 2009-10. May not affect expenditure level – replacing same number of retirees with new hires.

k. Discussion about amount cut from staffing. Planned to cut 30% but changed to 15% because of salary savings from certificated and classified vacant positions. Casual/temporary classified salaries were partially restored.
l. Will continue tentative budget discussion at next meeting.

2008/09 Fund 15 Reallocation Request:

1. FYE Counseling – budget cut from early round of Fund 15 allocation. BSI is funding half of the amount needed. Requesting $37,500.
2. $15,300 for Admissions hourly to take care of document imaging backlog (transcripts, Ed Plans, rosters). Comment was made that there will always be scanning backlog. Funding would help, but not address the full problem.
3. Allocated $50,000 for the ACCESS center (one-stop in Student Services building), but project placed on hold due to lack of space. $50,000 will go unspent. Would like to re-allocate to cover FYE and Admissions funding requests.
4. PBC recommends moving forward with request.
Planning Summit Action Items:

1. Re-formatted notes into themes: Communication, Processes, Involvement, and Implementation/Evaluation. Action Items are comments made during session. Next Steps are what should be done to address Action Item. Timeline activities, for the most part, are in spring. Assignment lists who will be involved. 
2. Will update PBC every quarter on the status of action items and post information on the Planning & Research web page.
3. Will evaluations be imposed on projects/programs or will projects/programs be able to address it based on their goals and objectives?  A. Spor is currently asking for evaluative update from projects/programs that received fund 15 monies this year and will request an evaluative summary in July. Comment was made that PBC was not involved in the evaluation process.  PBC modified the entire Special Contracts Form including the evaluation piece. The Commission doesn’t say how rigorous an evaluation needs to be but asks to show one was done and the results are used in future plans.
4. Last year’s Fund 15 Special Contracts form will no longer be used. All requests will now come from Plan Builder, which includes a small evaluative piece for goals and objectives. Who made decision to change process? A. Spor made suggestion using one planning source rather than multiple sources to make it easier to create plans that required funding.
5. Until there is an actual change in how communication takes place and how decisions are made, faculty and staff will not easily buy-in to new processes.
6. As suggested, other faculty were invited and agreed to Planning Summit action items assignments (curriculum review – add faculty i.e. Lars Kjeseth and Dave Vakil).
The next meeting is scheduled on April 16, 2009.
The meeting adjourned at 2:30 p.m.
Note taker:  Lucy Nelson
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