EL CAMINO COLLEGE

Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

August 4, 2005
MEMBERS PRESENT
David Vakil, Chair



Cheryl Shenefield, Admin. Services
Thomas Jackson, Academic Affairs

Harold Tyler, Mgmt/Supervisors

Dawn Reid, SCA

OTHERS ATTENDING
Susan Dever, Academic Senate

Arvid Spor, Staff Support

Terry Newman, Alternate, ECCE

Handouts
1. Decision-Making Matrix for Determining Budget Changes

2. PBC Goals for 2004-2005

3. El Camino College Strategic Plan  2004-2007

David Vakil called the meeting to order at 1:05pm.

Guest Irene Graff, Research Analyst, was introduced to the committee.

L. Nelson will be recording the minutes on the first meetings of each month and uses a tape recorder when taking meeting minutes.  There were no objections by the committee to using the recorder during meetings, as long as the tapes are not kept.

Approval of Minutes
At the time they were reviewed, there was no quorum to approve the July 21, 2005 meeting minutes.  Final approval will be made at the next meeting.  In the second paragraph of the minutes, the numbers of Q-Builder objectives will be corrected after A. Spor gives D. Vakil the exact numbers. A. Spor asked if the information about Q-Builder was amended on the July 7, 2005 meeting minutes.  D. Vakil didn’t have a final copy with him, but will send one to A. Spor with the corrections.  It has been posted on the portal.
Staffing Levels – D. Vakil

Some PBC members received revised ECC Staffing Policy Recommendations from Miriam Alario.  The purpose of this document is to propose solutions to alleviate problems from a reduction in staffing, simultaneous with a growth in workload.  Who should be included in the salary study?  It was suggested at the last meeting that the unions would be asked for a list of comparable community colleges for the study. It was mentioned that the first draft of the staffing policy recommendations was basically good in principle.  D. Vakil was not comfortable with the committee making specific item recommendations, which he felt crossed into the area of negotiations.  Instead of PBC recommending specific numbers, numbers could be determined by the bargaining units. If PBC approves this document, it would be submitted to the President.  President Fallo indicated he might not endorse the policy, but he will bring it forward to the Board.  Once the policy is revised by PBC, it may need to be disseminated more widely – to Academic Senate, unions, managers, etc.  D. Vakil will send a copy of the staffing level documents to Irene Graff.  He asked the committee to send their revisions/edits to him or Miriam Alario.  It was mentioned that with staff switching positions, it was difficult to determine exact headcounts and if positions were replaced or lost.  Not all assignments are 100% FTE – split assignments cannot be counted as full employees; one employee could have 2-3 assignments.  Irene Graff could analyze MIS staff data reports.  
Satisfaction Survey and the 3 Questions - D. Vakil

The co-chairs of the next accreditation cycle will be asked by the PBC to send out an employee satisfaction survey.  There are many levels of satisfaction to address.  The last survey was done in 2000-2001; some were conducted during program reviews.

Three questions were reviewed for reasons why they should be included on the survey:
1. How many days a year does the employee work?

2. How many hours a year does the employee work?

3. What is the employee’s job classification (full-time, part-time, casual, etc.)?

Reasons for asking how many hours or days per year worked:

· Hours/days worked per year should address the issue of who’s doing the work and quantify how much work they’re doing.

· Some managers work more hours per day than scheduled.

· It would be useful to compare actual staff hours worked to contracted hours.  Do they typically work over their contracted 40-hour per week?  Short-handed staffing creates more work hours to get the work done.  
· Tracking part-time employee hours would show the increase in part-time employees, when the student population increases and staffing remains constant or decreases.

· Hours would show how much work is being done by each individual.

· It is easier for employees to know how many hours they work per week or every 2 weeks instead of per year.

· If the survey is to include casual employees and temporary classified who work a specific number of days per year, it’s important to include the number of days worked in the survey. 

· Department budgets that remain constant can only fund employees for a certain amount of days, even if workload increases.
The question was asked if the number of hours/days worked by employees can be extracted from the system.  It was suggested that Pam Fees could get the hourly information from the county’s labor distribution report. 

It was mentioned that the survey information may also be addressed for accreditation.  The assumption is that staff is short-handed across the campus because of reductions, but some departments may have had an excess of employees to begin with.  The goal is to see if departments are adequately staffed and to determine where there are needs.  There is a need for more full-time staff, but there is a need for caution in asking for this information.  Dissatisfied employees may not mean there is a need for more staff in that area. 
Reasons for asking about job classification:

· Classifications would show if satisfied/dissatisfied employees were located in one particular group.
· Classification should also include the area the employee works – the size of department may be important.

It was mentioned that overall issues include reallocation of resources, justification of how staffing fits the objectives of the goals of the college, and cross-training staff.  Staff can be unhappy, but still do a good job.  Will the information be of value to the college?  The key to the survey is in quantifying the results and in expressing rationale.  
Q-Builder Prioritization Process – D. Vakil

D. Vakil met with sub-committee members evaluating proposals.  The sub-committee developed a prioritization evaluation list, but did not have complete information needed to do a good evaluation of the proposals.  After meeting with the VPs, D. Vakil will develop a template of the information needed in the prioritization process.  Information lacking from each area included 1) how proposals fit with goals of the college, and 2) how proposals fit specific objectives written for the goals.  In some cases, lists received were not prioritized and rationales were not listed.  VP priorities have changed for all three areas.  It may be too late for the committee to make a complete list of recommendations, but the process could be developed for next year.  There is a need to communicate with those submitting their proposals how the proposals will be screened using the decision-making matrix.  It was suggested that either the author of the proposal or the VP can submit their own version of this matrix with their proposals.  PBC developed their matrix based on criteria in the budget book.  The need for self-rating was questioned.  It was suggested the VPs rank the proposals.
Self-Evaluation of Committee – D. Vakil

D. Vakil has been chair of this committee for one year.  The purpose of the self-evaluation is to ensure the committee is working towards its goals.  This committee has primarily been working on setting up processes for the past year, but can now start to work on what it intends to accomplish.  The last self-evaluation was done two years ago.  Questions to ask:  1) how did the committee do and 2) what should the committee be doing.  President Fallo has said on several occasions that PBC has been emphasizing planning, which is a major function of the committee.   The previous self-evaluation was based on the statement of purpose.  The focus can be on the ongoing responsibilities listed in the budget book on page 30.  The committee should be looking at planning to determine how resources should be allocated.  This committee could review and follow-up with the parties involved in the planning agenda items listed in the Educational Master Plan.  Focus groups and task forces may be needed to be created to accomplish this.  D. Vakil will create the self-evaluation, email it to the committee for comments and feedback, and distribute it at the first meeting in September.  Eight goals were developed by the PBC a year ago.  The self-evaluation will address whether or not these goals were accomplished.  On-going goals include review of the program review processes, review of accreditation reports, and Student Learning Objectives.  Has the PBC been effective?  Are the meetings an effective use of the member’s time?  Do members communicate with their constituents?  D. Vakil will send copies of the previous survey to the members with a summary of today’s suggestions that were not on the previous survey.
Developing College-Wide Objectives – D. Vakil
The PBC should focus on ensuring current planning is done correctly.  The college could also develop objectives in a separate process - i.e. ensure the college completes program review and steady progress is being made.  Who will develop the objectives?  Whoever writes objectives can develop success indicators – each area involved would be responsible for their part of that objective.  It was mentioned that college-wide objectives are more global, but success indicators are still a measurable component of a department or committee.  The master plan/strategic planning is a 3-year cycle.  It may be more appropriate to come up with college-wide objectives at the end of the current cycle in 2007.  A suggestion was made to review Appendix A in the Master Plan and decide if college-wide objectives should be developed in addition to the recommendations listed in Appendix A.  It is not the job of PBC to develop the objectives, but identify who would be responsible for the objectives.  It is the job of PBC to evaluate if objectives have been met.
Non-agenda Items and Agenda Development – D. Vakil
There were no non-agenda items to discuss.  D. Vakil will preside over the August 18 budget workshop. The entire next meeting will be devoted to the discussion of the budget.  D. Vakil will ask for a physical copy of the budget to review before the next meeting.  If the copy is not available, the recommendation is not to vote on the budget until the first meeting in September.  But, it’s not known if the budget will be ready in time for cabinet to formalize the numbers by then.  The September board meeting is scheduled on Tuesday, September 6. [This was announced at the meeting. The correct date is September 12.] Some committee members may not feel comfortable voting on the budget without reviewing it first.  Voting may be based on the tentative 2005-06 budget.  D. Vakil will confirm who will attend the August 18 meeting and which budget they will bring.
Future Agenda Items:

· Addressing planning agendas

· Career ladders

· Status of program reviews in the fall

· SLO Updates

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 2:25 p.m.

Recorder:  Lucy Nelson
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