

    


EL CAMINO COLLEGE

Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

September 15, 2005

MEMBERS PRESENT
David Vakil, Chair




Harold Tyler

Miriam Alario





Lance Widman

Thomas Jackson




Kelvin Lee

Susan Taylor

OTHERS ATTENDING
VP John Baker




Arvid Spor

Ken Key





Justin Bagnall

VP Jeff Marsee




John Wagstaff

VP Francisco Arce




Dave Westberg

Susie Dever

Handouts:

1) Planning and Budgeting Committee Self Survey, 2)Planning and Budgeting Process, 3) Proposed Planning & Budget Development Calendar, 4) Projected Credit FTES 2004/2005, 5) 2004/2005 Second Principal Apportionment, 6) 2004/2005 Apportionment Attendance Report, and 6) Partial Minutes – AFT Reopener, September 14, 2001.
The meeting was called to order at 1:05pm by David Vakil.

Introductions were made by those in attendance.

Approval of Minutes
It was moved by Lance Widman, seconded by Miriam Alario, that the Minutes of September 1, 2005 be approved as submitted.  Motion carried.

General Discussion
Lance Widman questioned the amount of transfers into Auxiliary Services, which have not changed for a number of years.  Harold Tyler explained that the Bookstore supplemented Auxiliary Services for the last 8-9 years, which helped in funding various programs of the college.  This is changing.  The funds are not available in the Reserves as indicated.  Therefore, the Auxiliary Services Budget is being cut 22% to match income and expenditures of the budget.  They can no longer deficit spend the Auxiliary Services Budget. The Auxiliary Services Board will hold a preliminary meeting next week and thereafter provide a report to President Fallo and the Cabinet.   In view of the seriousness of these cuts and the impact on college programs, it was recommended that this item be placed on the agenda for discussion at the next meeting.

Budget and Planning Process
Jeff Marsee distributed and presented a Proposed Planning and Budget Development Calendar planning cycle process for the Planning & Budgeting Committee’s consideration.  He explained that this proposal did not differ that much with the current process except for a few exceptions.  The proposal is a planning cycle which will commence in the fall and culminate in September of the incoming year.  
The Proposed Planning & Budget Development Calendar with Dates, Activity and Responsibilities is shown below:

	Dates
	Activity
	Responsibility

	September – January
	1. Establish Planning Priorities

2. Determine Budgets for Highest Priority Action Plans

3. Presidential Review
	PBC

President

	Discussion:  Initial step in planning process.


	December-January
	1. Determine preliminary revenue estimates
	Vice Presidents

	Discussion:  

It is hoped that the Planning and Budgeting Committee will work towards recommendations based on some proposed outcome indicators as well as student learning outcomes as a group to identify and adjust the indicators to fit within the fall cycle and to strengthen those that may be weak.  Keep the process as participatory and as meaningful as possible.  Come to consensus on the review process within the very next week.  Discovery at this point is very critical.



	January - February
	1. Review Revenue Estimates

2. Identify Budget Development Assumptions

3. Begin Assessment of Key Budget Issues – Including the Funding of High Priority Planning Initiatives
	PBC

	Discussion: Go through each program review.  Review budget and planning assessments.  Look at planning issues as identified in fall cycle assessment.  Review existing budget for salaries and other non-salary items.  Look at roll-over and the amount of discretionary dollars we have available.  At this point the cycle would be stopped and discussions would take place about planning priorities and look at what is feasible to be forwarded.  Everything that is correct would be rolled forward as a central point this would be the base platform.  This would be the starting point for budget assumptions.  Example:  If the President has agreed on a recommendation to add any position, then one of the assumptions would be from this point.  Discussion would be held by this group, specifically looking at what the impact would be on the bottom line.  Another example, if there is a recommendation to purchase computer equipment for faculty and a cost is estimated, this would be an assumption.  The impact on the base budget would be rolled forward and the impact on the discretionary dollar would be identified.  Throughout the entire budget assumption process would be discussions on what we can or cannot do with the rolled forward budget amount we have identified at the December-January process.  


	February-April
	1. Vice Presidents Develop Line Item Budgets for Operational Areas

2. Continue Assessment of Key Budget Issues
	1. Vice Presidents

2. PBC

	Discussion:  When consensus has been reached in the level of what the anticipated budget would be and assumptions have been agreed upon, a bottom line would be established and a preliminary directive would be given to the Vice Presidents for the budget process.  The Vice President charged with that particular item would come forward and review the item.  PBC would focus on issues related to the institutional budget as related to faculty salaries, full-time and part-time.  Working as a group we would work through the process.  

	April-May
	1. All Activity is Combined into Single Draft Document.

2. Proposed Tentative Budget is Reviewed and Debated

3. All Planning and Budget Assumptions are Finalized
	1. Vice Presidents

2. PBC

	Discussion:  Focus on combined activities of the Vice Presidents and the work in the spring.  The PBC would come to a final document.  The PBC would look at the document as to determine whether changes in revenue have occurred and the impact on the bottom line.  The proposed tentative budget would be debated and approved.  The tentative budget would be finalized and forwarded to the President.  The December time frame would be included in the document.  

	June
	1. Tentative Budget is Presented to Board
	President/Vice Presidents

	Discussion:  Legally the Budget has to go to the Board in June.  



	July
	1. Tentative Budget is Rolled Into Active File
	

	Discussion:  We would activate the Tentative Budget and it would be implemented July 1 and in the divisions by July 2.  We know what we would have in light of the revenue in the state.  But it is important to have a tentative budget in place. 


	July/August
	1. Final Revenue and Expenditure Adjustments are Made to Budget
	Vice Presidents/PBC

	Discussion:  Final Budget would be provided to PBC for review and discussion.  



	August
	1. Final Budget is Reviewed for Approval
	PBC

President

	Discussion:  The Final Budget to be presented to the Board for approval. The recommended changes associated with this proposal address the issue of the planning process, consensus or lack of consensus regarding the revenue factor.  PBC will have an opportunity to review and debate the revenue factor.  We will have an opportunity to look at those changes that would impact the Final Budget along with adjustments, and make changes in Assumptions through the actual budget.  We will look at the bottom line affect.  The budget is also brought in on time.  


	September
	1. Final Budget Submitted to Board
	President

	Discussion:  We will have an opportunity to look at approved Budget.  The PBC will have general oversight:  recommendation and review in the budget development process and work towards an understanding of what is in the budget with respect to revenue and expenditures.  It is hoped that the tough issues can be dealt with in a consensus approach.


The following questions and responses were made during the question stage of the Motion regarding the Planning and Budget Development Calendar:  (Responses are in italics).
Is the calendar flexible enough to take care of emergency circumstances?  What if there are issues the President does not agree with?  If there are emergencies, the issues will be brought back to PBC for consideration and a decision.  If there are disagreements with the Budget Assumptions, those will be dealt with as well.

What about the May Revise?  The PBC would provide criteria if there are changes in revenue.

Like the idea in concept.  

Regarding growth from past year, there has been no change in budget from last year.  Are emergencies funded from Reserves?   The issue regarding growth would be in the Vice President- Administrative Services process and would probably be an issue for debate. Emergencies are funded Reserves.  Emergencies are part of the assumption process.  These are issues PBC will still deal with.
During September-January, the joint PBC responds, but the President is not revisited until the following year in June.  Is there no further input from the President until June?  In December a hierarchy is established for the President and Cabinet review which would set the stage for January inclusion in this budget.  If there is a need, the review process is in place sometime in December in which the President and Cabinet and appropriate leadership would review the recommendations throughout the planning process.  
Is there a point in time when planning and budget will fit together?  Yes.
With this process, staff input their requests into Q-Builder and requests are reviewed by vice presidents.  PBC establishes planning priorities in September.  Funding will not be provided until the following year in July.  This seems to be a very long wait.

With this program, PBC won’t see anything until September.  Something needs to be done in the spring or late summer for faculty input.  The vice presidents do not need faculty input.  This would have to occur before we break for the summer.

It is critical that everyone understands how to move through the process.  Q-Builder is not used effectively.  People will need to know how to maneuver through the process.  The resolution to the problem will rest with four people:  The President, Vice Presidents, and Arvid Spor.

Requested clarification regarding establishment of planning priorities and whether or not PBC would be allowed to see that portion of the budget which is funded in excess.  First, the Recommendation to PBC would be to take a look at key indicators to see if they are measurable.  Secondly, plans that have been submitted, which would target funding would relate to discretionary funds, which we hope to identify in January.

It was further explained that the next step in the process would be to look at performance indicators, Partnership for Excellence, and Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs).  In this process, we would identify measurable indicators and performance. The question could be asked, what has happened at El Camino College during the last five or so years.  In comparison to other colleges, how does El Camino College compare to other institutions.  This will give some idea as to whether we are average, above or below average.  It provides criteria for looking at planning performance to determine whether the planning is working.  We would also have an opportunity to identify appropriate performance measures for El Camino with the hope of identifying which planning performance would address areas for improved performance so that we can become strong in the areas defined.  There will be discussion concerning discretionary funds.  This entire process will require everyone to do the assessment process.  The PBC should be directing this.

Contact will be made with ACCJC to find out their requirements for long range planning and its connection to the budget.  Are there discretionary funds attached to planning or are they referring to the college’s entire budget.  The Committee was cautioned that we not limit ourselves to what the accreditation institution is suggestion.  The proposed calendar did not limit resources.  Further, it is not mandated that we do everything WASP is stating.  We do not want the planning assumptions to get bogged down in the Q-Builder process.

There has been a lot of work put into the process by faculty and staff. This is a process that could be important as we do our planning.  It is also helpful for our program review.  


Is the Master Plan tied into the budget?  Answer- no.  There is no linking process to fund the Master Plan.  What we have in place is a process that perpetuates the status quo.  

The Master Plan does drive the facility process.  The Master Plan calls for the oversight of a number of areas.

Are there plans to hire another manager or managers? It was stated no at this time.  The Research Department is now staffed by Researcher Irene Graff and Casual employee Mike Wilson. It is believed Irene Graff will be able to work through the planning and research component of the Accreditation process.  There are reports that are required by the state – Matriculation, VTEA – but there are also institutional measures.  This fall, a Campus Climate survey for students and staff will be circulated.  This is a part of the accreditation program review process.  


It is important to recognize all of the progress that has been made regarding program review.  Academic Affairs, Administrative Services, and Student and Community Advancement are now conducting their program review.  Title V does require a 5-year cycle for curriculum review.  Vocational Education – 2 year cycle.  The model developed by the Student and Community Advancement Area has been introduced to the Academic Deans to provide a means for revising their own program review schedules.  The schedule for the entire campus will not be done until fall 2008.  It is important that the process continues with program review, curriculum review and Title V.  
There are concerns about the process – the Vice Presidents role, PBC’s review, estimate and identification of budget assumptions. The Planning and Budgeting Committee is supposed to do the planning and budgeting assumptions and the verifying of the vice presidents role in the assumptions is not really outlined.  The vice presidents will provide key support and are involved throughout the process. The Planning and Budgeting Committee will be meeting twice monthly to discuss various issues relating to the budget.
Following the discussion, the PBC entertained the following motion:  It was moved by Harold Tyler, seconded by Ken Key that the Planning and Budgeting Committee accept the Proposed Planning & Budgeting Development Calendar.  Motion carried with two abstentions.  

Addressing Planning Agendas
Arvid Spor distributed a planning agenda outline for each chapter of the Master Plan.  The College is scheduled for an accreditation visit in 2008.  The Planning Agenda covers the following areas:  1) Planning Process Evolution, 2) Educational Plan, 3) Technology Plan, 4) Facilities Plan, 5) Staffing Plan, and 6) Resource Plan.  

It was agreed to place this item back on the Agenda for the next meeting of the Planning & Budgeting Committee.

FTES Reporting
Dave Westberg, Chief Negotiator for the AFT, distributed information to the PBC relative to the Projected Credit FTES 2004/2005, 2004-2005 Second Principal Apportionment, 2004-2005 Apportionment Attendance Report, and partial Minutes of the Reopener Negotiations for September 14, 2001. Projected credit FTES as presented by the District at the July 21 PBC meeting showed a growth cap of 19,188 corresponding to a 4.22% growth rate.  It also showed actual reported FTES of 19,339.  The natural conclusion from this document would be that ECC is over cap and educating more students than we will be paid for by the State.  However, Exhibit C of June 23, 2005 shows actual and funded FTES of 19,328. Why is ECC being funded for more FTES than the projected FTES of the July 21 report?

Westberg believes the District, intentionally or unintentionally, has misled the PBC on the July 21 report because they failed to recognize that the State would also fund 2.31% for over cap growth from 03/04.  This would result in a growth cap of 19,631. To reach this growth cap, ECC would have to “borrow” about 300 FTES from summer 2005.

Westberg also questioned why the College did not borrow from the incoming summer as has been done in the past. He, as Chief Negotiator, should have been contacted regarding this matter.   Since the data was originally provided by Pam Fees to PBC, who was not present at the meeting, it was agreed that Dave Westberg, Jeff Marsee, and Pam Fees should meet to clarify this issue.  A report will then be brought back to PBC at the next scheduled meeting.

A related question, independent of the information Westberg presented, is whether we should borrow from summer to reach 20,000 FTES.
Self-Evaluation Results
Held for discussion at the next Planning & Budgeting Committee meeting.

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 2:45pm.  

Agenda Items – October 6, 2005
1. Minutes of September 15, 2005

2. Auxiliary Services Budget – Harold Tyler

3. Addressing Planning Agendas – Arvid Spor

4. FTES Reporting – Pam Fees

5. Self-Evaluation Results – PBC Committee
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