

    


EL CAMINO COLLEGE


Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

September 28, 2006
MEMBERS PRESENT
__x__David Vakil, Co-Chair



__x__Arvid Spor, Co-Chair
__x__Miriam Alario




_____Harold Tyler
_____Thomas Jackson



__x__Lance Widman
__x__Susan Taylor




_____Kelvin Lee
__x__Dawn Reid




__x__Cheryl Shenefield
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Francisco Arce, John Baker, Janice Ely, Ken Key, Jeff Marsee, Peter Marcoux, Teresa Palos, John Wagstaff  
Handouts:  College and Student Performance Indicators - ECC

The meeting was called to order at 1:10 p.m. by David Vakil.

Noted:  

1. Ian Haslam will be attending for Tom Jackson, who will be working at Compton College for the coming year.

2. Peter Marcoux, the incoming Academic Senate president, attended for Susan Dever.

3. Janice Ely attended for Pam Fees, who has left ECC.
Approval of Minutes
The minutes of September 7 were approved with the following changes: 
1. No. 5 – page 2:   Change to “How does this handout compare to the retention proposals ranking handout?”
2. No. 9 – page 2:  change “document distributed” to “the budget supplement.”  
3. No. 10 – page 2:  Add:   “No information has been shared with the PBC re:  the final budget supplement.” (the president’s September 5th memo)   Representatives felt they could not honestly tell their constituents that they were a part of this segment of the budget process.  

Discussion on #10:   It was reported that after an exchange between the Board and the President at the August 21st Board meeting, during which the President claimed the Board was micromanaging, the Board disengaged and told the President to go forward.  Consequently, the augmentation document had to be generated quickly in order to meet the deadline for the September Board meeting, which is traditionally held early in the month (the 5th) due to the presentation of the budget for adoption.  The President met with David, Arvid, Jeff Marsee, and Pam Fees to let them know what was happening, and spending plans for the balance of the $2 million are to be made available for the PBC to review. 
Linking Planning to Budgeting:  Arvid was asked to go back and connect items the PBC had discussed with the items on the budget augmentation document.   As a rule, however, the committee prefers to get information ahead of time and move forward, rather than doing work retroactively.      

IBC Committee Report:  The Insurance Benefits Committee met this week.  Highlights:    
1. The independent audit generated controversy.      

2. The cost for Delta Dental renewal is an almost 10% decrease.  The committee will leave the Delta contributions as they are.    

3. The increase in the vision plan is only 1.8 %.       
Question:  Why is the District kicking in general fund money if it is a self-funded entity, and why is the contribution amount increasing even though the cost is decreasing?  Answer:  Self-funded means the District funds its own program.  The number of claims that ECC had to pay out increased last year, and it is anticipated that the number will increase this year also.   
Accreditation Process:  The following five steps of the planning cycle will be conducted on an on-going basis annually: 
1.  
Evaluation

2.
Integrative planning

3.
Resource allocation

4.
Implementation

5.
Re-evaluation    

Comments:

1. Does the college have a planning process in place?  Is it a “shelf” document (i.e. sitting on a shelf gathering dust)? 
2. Critical pieces in linkage are missing.  Lots of information is being gathered, but the question is how to integrate all the information into a campus-wide plan.  The data is there, but it is not readily accessible.    Also, individual area plans need to be connected.  

3. This is a data driven process; consequently, concrete numbers are needed to make decisions.  Current program review documents may not be number intensive due to a prior lack of research assistance. Indicator-driven processes would mean that Program Reviews need to include more numerical data to support funding requests. This could be a significant change in the current model of Program Review. This item will need further investigation. 

4. Copies of the College and Student Performance Indicators – El Camino College – were shared with the group.  

5. The PBC can’t do everything.  Where should its energies be focused?  Retention?  Success?  Evaluation?  Institutional Effectiveness?
Program Review:  
1. Two approaches to program review are (1) from bottom up, and (2) from the top down (how well we are doing as an institution).  
2. Elements of program review will have budget issues, and the financial pieces need to be identified.  
3. Susan Dever and Francisco Arce will co-chair a program review committee in Academic Affairs.  The committee will look at all program review projects in that area and evaluate which ones should be brought to the PBC.  John Baker reported that the same thing will be done in the Student Services area.   It was felt that this model might work for the PBC.   
4. Administrative Services is involved in a process review for operational processes; however, program review in this area is more difficult to quantify and link to the budgeting process.   
5. The purpose of the reserves is to take care of unforeseen costs.  
6. What aren’t we doing?  We aren’t looking at the numbers. Who is “we?”  Is it the PBC or the institution or  ???   
7. Institutional data needs to be easy to find and easy to use.

8. The first step is to evaluate, and a process needs to be in place for the collected information to be utilized.     
9. Indicators need to be developed and a timeline needs to be written.
10. Irene Graff will be invited to the next meeting to give a presentation on indicators relative to retention/success issues.  
11. What does the average student who doesn’t succeed look like and how can we help?
12. Concern was expressed that money should not be taken from those who are doing well to give it to those who need more help.  The response was that $2Million in “new” funding would be available each year of the Compton partnership. 
13. How can programs working in small areas be adapted to the whole college?  
14. The $2 million discretionary fund is what the PBC is working with.  Everything else is already spent.   
15. One problem is that the college is at the mercy Sacramento, and the $2million can’t be counted on from year to year or used for full-time salaries, which is why the funding is considered to be one-time rather than on-going funding.  
16. Re-evaluation (in Step 5 above) examines the program to determine if the funded program was effective in bringing about the expected change.  

Committee Work:  Concern was expressed about the amount of work the committee and people on the campus have already done in reviewing the proposals requesting funding.  It was felt that it was discouraging to the people who did the work because they didn’t even get a response and don’t know if any projects will be funded.  The response was that their efforts have not been wasted.  They will just need to be directed into a focused area.  Also noted:  Some of the proposals may have been funded, and all of them will be going back out because they are already more than a year old and need to be updated.  

Agenda Development:

· Irene Graff presentation on retention and enrollment
Meeting adjourned at 2:35 p.m.
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