EL CAMINO COLLEGE

Planning & Budgeting Committee                      

Minutes

July 5, 2007

MEMBERS PRESENT

__x__ Arvid Spor




____ Cheryl Shenefield, Administrative

_____Miriam Alario, ECCE



____ Harold Tyler, Management/Supervisors

_____Christina Jack – ASO



____ Dave Westberg, ECCFT (temp. for Taylor)

_____Virginia Rapp, Academic Senate

__x_ Lance Widman, Academic Senate

__x__ Dawn Reid, Student & Community Adv.

OTHERS ATTENDING:  Tom Jackson, Luis Mancia, Peter Marcoux, Jeff Marsee, Gloria Miranda Jeanie Nishime, Barbara Perez

Arvid Spor called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m.

Approval of Minutes

The minutes of June 21, 2007 were approved and the following items were reviewed:

1. Page 1 - #6 – The ‘07 budget has not been finalized. With the huge ending balance, it is not a good idea to shift funds from GASB at this time. 
2. Page 2 - #8 – Consensus is to ensure stability.  
3. Page 3 - #9 – Will there be feedback on successfulness in areas of retention?  Or, is this a management issue?  As indicated in the ARCC report, there are 6 indicators that are used to assess retention performance. Programs could report successes that might not show up in the College’s overall performance.  The two augmentation categories to look at are retention and operational.  Of the funds approved last year, most were not fully utilized.   If the funds are not spent they go back into the fund balance.
Tentative Budget Discussion  

1. There is no difference between the Preliminary Budget and the first reading of the Tentative Budget.  However, there were changes in the format. 

2. The May version provided multiple year forecasting.  

3. Actual expenditures are not shown at this time.  

4. There is a two-month lag time on Datatel for reflecting labor distribution expenditures.  

5. Footnotes are used at the bottom of the page and cross-referenced throughout the schedule to explain many of the categories in the Tentative Budget.  

6. The Budget was built assuming a 19,300 FTES funded at $4,367 per student, combined with the assumption of hiring 14 fulltime faculty positions.  

7. An FTES growth target of 3% was set for 2007/08 plus an additional 3% for 2008/09 in an effort to grow FTES back to the 2004/05 level of 19,300 and to fund part-time faculty positions that might be needed to teach the additional course offerings.  

8. This is enough to run approximately 18,000 to 18,900 FTES. 

9. As noted in the footnotes, there is no provision for salary increases for 2006/2007 or 2007/2008.  The numbers reflected when finalized will reflect a substantial decline in fund balance.  

10. The budget being presented is a balanced budget for 2007/2008.

11. If there is a salary settlement, the money will come from 2006/2007 fund balance, based on funds unused.  The fund balance will then be adjusted.  Hopefully, this will happen before the Final Budget is done.

12. We are below FTES for 2006/2007 base requirement.  We are at 18,200.  

13. The base FTES requirement (19,300) for 2006/2007 was met by using part of summer 2007.  

14. The district will report and use 19,300. This will be the recommendation to the Board. 

15. The Final Budget will be adjusted.

16. 2005/2006 utilizes stabilization funding. 

17. Shifting summer 2007, allows for full recovery for 19,300 for 2006/2007.   

18. At the end of this year (2008), about 700 FTES will be left over to report for summer 2007.

19. Shifting of the funds generates a teeter-totter effect – deferring which direction you will go.  The downside of the effect is that the college will end up with 18,200 FTES.  If the State calls a foul, we will end up with a budget that is not supported by the level of state funding.

20. Discussed Page 3 – Tentative Budget:

a. Beginning balance for 2007/2008 - $10,104,644.  This reflects about a $4 million increase from 2006/2007. Where did this come from?

i. $1.9 million was a misunderstanding in appropriation (increase in local fund taxes, etc.)

ii. Tuition was decreased from $26 to $20 per credit hour in January.  This change did not result in a loss of state apportionment.  

iii. Local tax revenue is subtracted from state revenue.  

iv. The remaining $2 million was a wash – one-time funds based on prior adjustment. Expenditures that did not occur.  In looking at projected expenditures, there is no budget comparison. These issues relate to salary savings (delay in filling positions, hiring at lower salaries, no salary increases.)  Positions are budgeted that were not filled contributed to the fund balance.

21. There is a decrease in local funding and a $25 million drop in State income.  

22. The 2007/08 Tentative Budget presented to the Board of Trustees in May relied upon aggregate numbers (student fees, local income).

23. District Taxes were included in the May Tentative but were not itemized.  It was requested that these be shown in detail:  

· District (local) Taxes – Secured and unsecured property taxes, were included in the May document and this accounts for $20.85 million. Property taxes were rolled up into the state apportionment account.  

· Other taxes are:  Supplemental, Unsecured Roll, and Prior Years.  

25. The format used for combining allocation and foundation revenue cannot be identified in line items, as this would be double budgeting.  

26. Some information is not shown in the May document and it appears as if there are two documents.  It was clarified that the information is the same and the bottom line is the same.  The only difference is the format being used.

27. Interfund Transfers – in the Tentative Budget, these are shown on pages 2 and 21.  In the Final Budget, all Interfund Transfers will be shown on a separate page.  

28. Medical Benefits - Ten percent projected on medical premiums, however, this may be very high.  PERS-Care went down, but everything else went up and two new plans were introduced.

29. Tentative Budget
· Restricted Income for 2007/2008; however, program breakdowns have not been turned in (departments usually project at about 95 percent).
· CalWORKs received their information

· EOPS will not receive their information until November.  In such cases, they simply roll forward until actual figures are obtained

· Jeff Marsee indicated this procedure is acceptable.

30. Discussion regarding the Bookstore:

· The Bookstore has not made a profit within the last five years. 

·  The Bookstore had to borrow from the General Fund three months ago to make payroll.

·  In this environment, it is very unlikely the Bookstore can support any Auxiliary Services programs. 

· In the past, the ASB owned the Bookstore.  The agreement was that the Bookstore would continue to pay ASB.

· An effort will be made to keep the fee the same.

· Will need to review what Auxiliary Services is required to spend to determine whether this amount has been made in income.

· If Auxiliary Services needs funding will the District be able to cover those items that cannot be covered by Auxiliary Services?
A review of the budget will be made at the August 16 meeting.  Additional meetings will be held in August to review the proposed final budget at the level of detail that was performed in prior years.  

Agenda Development

1. Concern for next month is to not have a repeat of last year.  August is for faculty get-away time.  However, if meetings are going to be held in August, need to have a page-by-page walk-through of the budget.

2. The dates of August 16, 23, and 30 will be used for budget walk-through. 

3. Peter Marcoux will make a presentation on Academic Technology & Equipment at the August 2, 2007 meeting.

Next Meeting: The next meeting is scheduled August 2, 2007

Meeting adjourned at 1:47pm.
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