

    


EL CAMINO COLLEGE


Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

Date: August 28, 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, Jo Ann Higdon, Ken Key, Luis Mancia, Jeanie Nishime, Barbara Perez, Emily Rader, Regina Smith, John Wagstaff
Handouts:
2008-09 Final Budget Bluebook


2008-09 Tentative vs. Final Budget



Special Contract Funding Requests 2008/09
The meeting was called to order at 1:05 p.m. 

Approval of the August 14, 2008 Minutes
Corrections:

1. Page 3, #34 –after “caused by the fires,” add “mortgage crises”; add “subsequent” before “decrease in property taxes.”
Questions:

2. Page 2, #8 – where did the loss of $879,000 come from? Wrote off some student receivables and bookstore payroll debt (p. 71), an accounting financial statement write-off. 

3. Page 2, #12 – what happened to the $1.4M ERAF?  The Los Angeles County adjustment was tied to property taxes.
4. Page 2, #14 – non-resident tuition referred to out of country students, account 8885.  The capital outlay fee was reduced not the tuition fee.

5. Page 2, #20 – can ask for a waiver for the 1:1 match for 2007-08 capital outlay.  Page 3, #44(a) referred to a typographical correction.
6. Page 2, #21 – independent sources of grants and allocations are outside of the special contract funds process.  If money is going out to various projects that are not part of planning and budgeting, it seems to compromise planning and budgeting. These projects can be found in other planning documents.  A meeting will take place to discuss incorporating multiple funding sources (i.e. iGrants, VTEA) and program review into Plan Builder as one source for all department plans.  The Foundation will allocate funds according to iGrants criteria and still be part of the planning and budgeting process. 
7. Page 2, #23 – 2007-08 funds were set aside for GASB.   2008-09 funds have not yet been identified.  The additional $600,000 was what was left from Fund 15.
8. Page 2, #24 – Clarification:  Budgeted for expenditures exceeding income by $3M, but ending balance did not drop by $3M.  Income exceeded budgeted expenditures by $600,000.
9. Page 2, #17 – where were Compton Police salaries listed before?  The salaries were added to ECC budget with the transfer of the Compton Police force to ECC.  An income line was added to the budget revenue because Compton will reimburse ECC for the Compton Police salaries (p. 4 of the budget book, account 8800).
10. The August 14, 2008 meeting minutes were approved as amended.

2008-09 Final Budget Review:
1. Page 3 of the 2008-09 Tentative vs. Final Budget handout shows differences between the tentative and actual budget.  Differences are insignificant and are shown in the right hand column.  Federal revenue was adjusted by $15,000 and the State revenue by $40,000.
2. Page 4 shows the addition of $1,093,681 income for the Compton police salaries. Adjusted revenue amounts are based on year-end actuals.

3. Page 5 adjusted the academic salaries and classified salaries based on actual staffing list.  Significant increase in the 2008-09 P/T faculty salaries budget.
4. Lowered the Health and Welfare Medical amount to reflect 7.5% actual increase; however, the increase to the workers’ compensation insurance is based on the actual bill received.  
5. Overall, the expenditure differences between the tentative and final budget is $2M. 

6. This budget has clarity and transparency and it is easy to work with.

7. With the Compton partnership, ECC receives an additional $4M.

8. Budget book, pages 71-73 were covered by President Fallo at the last meeting. There was a typo on page 72, #3: delete ‘7’ after ‘years’.

9. It was suggested that the budget assumptions PBC reviewed in the spring looked different from the final budget assumptions – would PBC review the budget assumption details?  It wasn’t specified which components of the assumptions to review.  It was also suggested that this section should be renamed “Final Budget Highlights”. The assumptions in the spring were developed as the budget was being built; the assumptions in the final budget book are very similar to the spring assumptions with differences tied to changes in the final budget. 
10. There could be a change in health premium cost estimates after open enrollment and after the new hires have been added.  Open enrollment runs mid-September through mid-October.
11. Budget book, page 73 – is item ‘J’ the 1:1 matching funds maintenance? Yes, still listed because waiver was not requested. Justification is required for a waiver.

12. Reference was made to a previous discussion regarding PBC recommendations to eventually move GASB out of special projects and paid wholly from general funds. Did not bring closure to the previous discussion and should continue at a later date.
13. Page 72, #6 – Original amount for hardware/software maintenance was $1.8M: $900,000 for computers and $900,000 for maintenance.  Decision made to budget $800,000 for maintenance. New technology to keep computers current affects costs.  
14. A motion was made and seconded to recommend the final budget for Board approval.  Six members agreed; no one disagreed or abstained.
Special Project Fund Proposals:

1. Proposals were reviewed and in some cases, funding was denied or reduced. Some received 50% of the funding requested because they requested and received funding the previous year. 
2. Some instructional proposals required new use of space or new computer labs that were not part of the Master Plan.  Some requests were denied because the objectives were not clear or outcomes proposed could not be documented to be realistic proposals. 
3. ‘Not sustainable’ means that programs were deemed to require funding beyond one year.  The special contract funds are short-term funds that will not sustain a program for a long term. If a project is highly successful and the use of general funds is desired, budget cuts in other areas can result. Multi-year funding is not suggested at this time although PBC recommended flexibility for multi-year funding. An evaluation component has not been implemented to determine if on-going funding is warranted.
4. What does ‘hold’ mean for some projects?  For request #5, Fine Arts Pilates, funding is recommended, but on ‘hold’ to investigate if certified faculty is required because of liability issues.
5. One Academic Affairs proposal missing from the list is a request for $50,000 for SLO coordination in the VP, AA office. This proposal is recommended for funding.
6. #13, www.ECCMUSIC.com proposal to create a website is not recommended for funding and redirected to Public Information.
7. A suggestion was made to add column to chart and indicate ‘yes/no’ whether projects were part of the Unit Plan.
8. #1 – proposal already receives substantial funding from Basic Skills Initiative Grant (BSI) and from a Title V grant focused on developmental and basic skills in Math, English and ESL. It appeared this proposal requested additional faculty and more workshop training without changing what was already being done. A discussion about paying for more faculty workshops followed.
9. If a project is not funded or given much less money than requested, are only the deans included in discussions or are the ones who submitted proposals included as well?  Those who submit proposals work with their deans to endorse their plans. Each side should participate in discussions so they can contribute and mutually understand decisions made regarding their projects.  The VPs will meet with the initiators to discuss their proposals and the reasons why their funding requests were reduced or will not be funded.  To help the VPs in the decision making process, the writers have to state their objectives and needs clearly and support them with documentation/evidence. With so many proposals, it may be easier to communicate to the proposal initiators through their deans. Maybe when process is moved into the Plan Builder, discussion may not be needed.  
10. A concern was voiced about total funding granted for Academic Affairs was less than half than what was requested. About two-thirds of funding requested was granted to Student and Community Advancement.  Faculty proposals are not being granted.  Is this because faculty members do not know how to frame their proposals to receive further consideration? Something needs to be done to promote Academic Affairs faculty initiatives. The amount for Student and Community Advancement is dramatically inflated because the Enrollment Management Committee request was placed under the VP-SCA instead of on its own. Why is there still $1M left? Should programs get funding just because money is available or should they be funded because they are reasonable propositions?
SCA Funding Requests
11. #28, A&R – did receive $55,000 last year, but only recommended to receive half ($27,500) this year. But A&R’s general fund hourly budget was increased to compensate for the loss. The decision to decrease funds requested a second time by 50% was not endorsed by PBC and the committee was not notified this practice would be used.
12. Recommending full funding for #32, CalWORKs. But project must be sustainable within one year because cannot continue to give program support from one-time funds.  CalWORKs’ categorical funding is based on headcount. This program was hit the hardest because of funding formula change.
13. The decision for Project Success funding is on hold until state budget is passed to determine what the program’s ultimate needs will be and if this is a priority request to continue with general funds.

14. Disparity in requested amounts between Project Success and Puente is due to need for adjunct Project Success faculty.

15. ECC Access-One Center is a one-stop center that will utilize the former scholarship office. A concern was voiced that this program is similar to what was done years before.  This proposal may be impractical in its design and implementation in its use of adjunct counselors and exclusion of full-time counselors.
16. A. Spor can send PBC members email copies of the proposals. How about posting proposals on-line through the Portal?
17. One of the problems of using other departments to develop a Music Department web page is the other departments’ lack of time and personnel. A discussion about a college web developer followed.
18. It’s a challenging process to review all proposals and to make funding decisions. Need further explanation on how decisions focused on retention, student success, and persistence were made. The VPs have a more global picture of what is needed for the college.
19. Special Contract Funding Request recommendations cannot be allocated until the state budget is passed.
The next meeting is scheduled on September 4, 2008.
Meeting adjourned at 2:45 p.m.
Note taker:  Lucy Nelson
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