

    


EL CAMINO COLLEGE


Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

Date: September 18, 2008
MEMBERS PRESENT:
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Alario, Miriam – ECCE

 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 
 Tyler, Harold – Management/Supervisors

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Widman, Lance – Academic Senate
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Francisco Arce, Janice Ely, Jo Ann Higdon, Ken Key, Jeanie Nishime, Barbara Perez, Emily Rader, Gary Turner, John Wagstaff
Handouts:
Special Contract Funding Requests 2008/09


$3 Million Special Project Funding 2007-08



Planning Agenda Assignments
The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. 

Approval of Minutes for 8/28/08 and 9/4/08
1. 8/28/08 meeting minutes were approved with no changes.
2. 9/4/08 meeting minutes were approved with no changes.
a. Clarification – page 2, #6, last sentence – President Fallo informed the Board of PBC’s recommendation to use some of $3M to backfill the budget deficit, which hasn’t been done yet. 

b. Clarification – page 2, #12 – ‘50%’ refers to second year funding requests.

Special Project Fund Proposals:
1. 2008-09 Special Contract Funding Request spread sheet was modified to show requests being considered and what is not recommended. PBC is asked to review and endorse/not endorse VP recommendations.
2. SCA #36, #37 – the disparity between both program requests were reviewed and discussed.  New budget requests were submitted and will be reviewed by Cabinet.
3. SCA #39 – ECC Access One Center request is placed on hold and will be re-worked because original location may not available. The amount requested and recommended may or may not change. Substantial changes will be brought to PBC.
4. Why was #27 not recommended? The decision was made to use CurricUNET, instead of CurricuWare, which will come out of ITS budget and is estimated to be ready by spring break.
5. Six members voted to endorse VP recommendations; one member voted not to endorse.
Accreditation Update:

1. As part of PBC’s on-going tasks, the committee should be aware of and involved in accreditation relating to planning.
2. A list of fifty-nine planning agenda items contained in the 2008 Self-Study are assigned to teams to ensure the college continues to meet required accreditation standards.

3. PBC will be involved in Standard IIID #1 (integrating the comprehensive master plan into planning and budgeting and reviewing planning-related statements cyclically during fiscal planning) and #3 (developing a systematic process that assesses the effective use of financial resources and using evaluation results as basis for improvement), and Standard IV A/B item #7 (strengthening the relationship between planning, budgeting and program evaluation).

4. For programs and departments that received Special Contract Funds should be evaluated for their effectiveness. 
5. Proposals on ‘hold’ recommended for funding will be evaluated to assess their issues. Programs that received funding are still accountable for their success/failure.  Need to start system of assessing what worked or didn’t work. 

6. PBC may use a model for evaluating programs developed before the District Planning Council and the Budget Development Committee were merged.  The model had three cycles and timelines - award, evaluate and assess.
7. Strengthening the relationship between planning, budgeting, and evaluating should be an on-going piece. Programs without plans or evaluations will not be funded.
8. Technology planning initiatives and annual on-going maintenance contracts and software renewal would not be part of contract funding process. But the campus should analyze if software licenses are used efficiently.

9. Without new monies, new projects may not be implemented unless they replace less effective projects.

10. The accrediting commission developed six themes. President Fallo would like to see accreditation integrated into on-going campus operations.
State Budget Update:

1. The Governor indicated he would veto the proposed state budget and is holding out for the addition of a ‘rainy day’ fund component. When the Senate and Assembly threatened to override his veto, he threatened to veto over 1,000 bills on his desk. The proposed state budget is just postponing problems until next year. Concerned if last year’s property tax and Education Revenue Augmentation Funds (ERAF) backfill will occur. Will find out if backfill is imbedded in budget or housed in a trailer bill that arrives 3-4 weeks after budget is passed. A trailer bill would delay district decision and recommendation making processes by another month.
2. No need to be concerned about district’s cash flow and paychecks.

3. The district has option to borrow from county or use mid-year L.A. County’s tax revenue anticipation notes (TRANs). Funds must be paid no later than June 30, 2009 and in most cases the actual issuance includes repayment dates as early as April or mid-May. This option will not get the district through the end of the fiscal year. Is the interest rate on TRANS substantial?  These are tax-exempt instruments. Must prove TRANs are needed – TRANS are watched thoroughly by the county. Recommend county borrowing because of zero interest rate.
4. The state budget impasse could last until late November or December.
Enrollment Trend Analysis:

1. Concept analysis was presented. Instead of just meeting 19,300 FTES, may have an opportunity to receive growth funding for 2007-08 by shifting summer 2008 FTES back to 2007-08 (shift 1,200 FTES instead of 946 FTES from summer 2008 to 2007-08). 
2. More in-depth information is required to understand the ramifications of moving FTES based on how the state sets caps and growth and on other districts’ decisions.

3. Concept is tied to last year’s budget; this year’s and next year’s budgets are still unknown. Analysis is based on page 74 of the budget book – Projection of FTES Requirements to Restore FTES Decline. Have more information now than when projections were first made.

4. The basic issue is if the state has growth funding and ECC can show growth, then the district can get additional funding.  For the last few years, just worried about reaching 19,300.  Last year, shifted 950 FTES out of summer 2008 to reach 19,300 for zero growth in 2007-08.  If there is 5% growth for FWS 2008-09, will not have to shift any summer 2009 FTES into 2008-09 to reach 19,300. Assuming no growth in 2009-10, will still end up with growth for 2009-10. By shifting more of summer 2008 into 2007-08 and some summer 2009 into 2008-09, will end up with additional funding for growth.
5. Problem of not knowing how much funding district will receive for FTES. A higher FTES in one year might not result in higher revenue.
6. By experiencing real growth this year the district should be funded for growth instead of zero growth last year and too much growth next year. Is it sensible to base a growth change on a one year change or whether or not to stabilize and maintain it? If funding increases due to reporting changes in FTES the District may incur problems if we are unable to stabilize and maintain the growth.
7. The concept presented is just another way to soften growth. There are differing perspectives on the concept presented and more information is required.  A suggestion was made to put the discussion on hold to be placed on a future PBC agenda when actual numbers are received from the state and large districts’ decisions are known. Will revisit discussion at the next meeting.
GASB Update:
1. GASB can be discussed in more detail after a new actuarial study is completed this year.
2. Still need to discuss what to do with remaining fund 15.
The next meeting is scheduled on October 2, 2008.
Meeting adjourned at 2:10 p.m.
Note taker:  Lucy Nelson
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