

    


EL CAMINO COLLEGE


Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

Date: September 4, 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, Jo Ann Higdon, Ken Key, Luis Mancia, Jeanie Nishime, Barbara Perez, Emily Rader, Regina Smith, John Wagstaff
Handouts:  Special Contract Funding Requests 2008/09 (revised)
The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. 

The August 28, 2008 meeting minutes will be reviewed at the next meeting.
Special Project Fund Proposals:
1. On the revised grid, the 2007-08 funding column was deleted and replaced by a column indicating the strategic initiative(s) related to each proposal. There are three sets of goals with sub-categories:  1(a) Enrich services and student outcome, grow enrollment, and build partnerships within the community; 2(a) SLO component and assessment; 2(b) focused on institutional research; 3(a) use of technology to enhance and improve services to students; and 3(b) building the infrastructure.

2. 2007-08 funding column was omitted because of space.
3. #2 – ‘scope of project was too large.’ With funding still available, is it a worthwhile project even with a large scope?  Discussed with Virginia Rapp and questionable whether project could be done as originally proposed.
4. Discussion on sustainable programs and on-going funding:
a. A number of requested projects did not appear to be sustainable based on whether a project could sustain itself once the funding is gone.
b. Nursing and Respiratory Care class sizes are small and depend on large lecture classes to offset the difference. Wouldn’t the quality of a program or service outweigh sustainability?  Need to consider how a program best meets the needs of the college mission.
c. A suggestion was made to use funds as start up money to allow programs to grow, and then shift support to general funds. This was the general sentiment of PBC.  Need to take out on-going funding limitations. The Special Contract Funding Request form was crafted without time restriction to give latitude to programs that could last for 2-3 years.  Institutionalization could be accomplished in some cases without extra costs, but in other cases something has to be cut from the budget to accommodate the program if no more funding was provided.
d. An opinion was expressed that it is better to have a good program for three years than not at all. How do you know if a program is good if it hasn’t been evaluated?  For multi-year funding without an evaluation up-front, it is difficult to determine if subsequent funding is warranted. More narrative/explanations needed on why decisions were made. Since it appears Compton partnership will continue for awhile, it seems we’re giving up on good ideas that may merit funding now; programs could be evaluated later to determine if funding were to continue.
5. Conservative funding decisions were made because the nature of the state budget is not known.  Based on current information, ECC general fund budget is deficit by $4M.  Need flexibility until state budget, categorical programs funding, and amount of property taxes backfilled is known.

6. Need closure on discussion about recommendation of remaining contract funds, up to $900,000, going to GASB 45. GASB was not considered when VPs made contract funding decisions. PBC had recommended to the President and Board to use remaining contract funds to backfill budget deficit.  
7. Healthier reserves may be needed if the late passing of state budget indicates an on-going trend. Most CEOs agree next year will be worse.  Reserves are not just used for ending balance; reserves help college’s cash flow with salaries, insurance, utilities, etc. Plan A is to rely on reserves. Plan B is to borrow from the county that can provides loans up to $20M. Back up plan is to consider mid-year Tax Revenue and Anticipation Notes (TRANS) but must repay by the end of the year. 
8. If PBC can only recommend and not direct, what is PBC’s role in the funding decision process? The Special Contract Funding Request grid is to give PBC members a sense of what the VPs were recommending. PBC could decide whether or not to endorse decisions.
9. #18 – last year Academic Strategies requested over $100,000 and this year $43,000.  What changed from last year? Program should become self-supporting with non-credit FTES.  

10. #25 – Honors Transfer Program – funding cut 50% from last year.  What will they eliminate with half funding? The program has been supported by supplemental funds. Requested funds are for an administrative assistant and part-time counselor. If program is worthy for continuation, then it needs to be prioritized in the division’s general fund budget. 
11. #4 – there is a considerable difference on what was requested and recommended.  Were requested funds for Forensic Team competition? Funds requested to replace auxiliary funds. This has been an on-going program for many years and should be considered when division prioritizes their programs. 
12. In his budget presentation to the committee, Dr. Fallo said ‘50%’ was pretty much a hard and fast rule with some exceptions.

13. #13 – A concern was voiced that the Public Information Department may not have the resources to handle the volume of all department and program websites.  Where does the ECC website stand within the college’s priorities? The web developer position is on the list of vacant positions to be filled for Cabinet consideration once the state budget is released.  Compton used an outside consultant to develop their website – an option for ECC to consider.
Student Services

14. #30 – Admissions was recommended to receive 50% funding of what was requested. They also received additional general fund monies for part-time staff.

15. #31 – Recommend amount reduced for Community Advancement KeyTrain because scope of project proposed did not justify a full-time coordinator. 
16. #32 – The multimedia kiosk at the Del Amo Mall proposal did not demonstrate the number of FTES it claimed to bring in. Need to discuss more fully with Community Advancement managers.
17. #33 – Recommend full funding for the Community Education Older Adult Education Program. Submitted very good plan to increase non-credit state funds. 
18. #34 – CalWORKs funding greatly impacted by state budget because of change in funding formula based on headcount.  Full funding is recommended for program’s recruitment efforts to help boost their allocation from the state.
19. #35 – About $30,000 requested was for Adult Re-Entry book vouchers.  Need more information whether general fund monies could be used for book vouchers. A suggestion was made that grouping campus-wide older adult programs could pool monies and eliminate duplicate efforts.

20. #36 & #37 – disparity between Puente and Project Success requests – hold until further discussion with the Dean of Counseling and Student Services about the use of full- and part-time counselors.
21. #38 – Transfer Center – use of general fund monies for food is not appropriate.

22. #39 – ECC Access-One Center is a one-stop center for student services. Proposed center location is in the former scholarship office. Ran a fairly successful pilot program last spring.

23. #40 – If New Student Welcome Day established a strong track record, why isn’t part of the general fund?  Successful projects could be considered for prioritization against other general fund programs for full or partial funding. This request was primarily for advertising.  
24. Unless temporary positions are considered, program requests for personnel become permanent costs.
25. #41 – FYE/LC – recommending most funds requested. Supplemental Instruction (SI) received funding from Basic Skills, Math Title V and $34,000 from general fund to promote the program’s sustainability. The goal is to move worthwhile projects into the general fund but difficult to do without new money. 
26. Recommending overtime funds for Financial Aid (#44), but not the Federal Work Study Institutional Match (#43).  The reduction of $248,000 in Federal Work Study (FWS) money due to decrease in Compton enrollment in 2006-07.  Compton is making up deficit by charging back to departments 25% of costs of FWS students. At ECC, necessary 25% match will come from fund 14. One hundred eligible work study students would be affected without funding.
27. #45 – 50% rule applies to Athletics; program will have to find a way to fund difference from general funds. Some overtime costs should be covered by Facilities (paint stripes on field, clean restrooms and locker rooms) without charging back to Athletics. Will require further discussion between departments.
28. #46 – asking for more funds than last year for the Enrollment Management plan. The plan helped the college meet goal of 19,300 FTES.  Recommending full funding. This plan includes the $137,650 request from Public Relations and Marketing (#49) for fall, winter and spring schedule mailing. Zip code data is collected and analyzed to evaluate success of mailings.
29. Reason Adult Re-Entry allocation shows $20,000 and Puente $5,000 from 2007-08 funding is because the previous administration asked to combine programs together.  Adult Re-Entry, Puente and Project Success were combined and then Counseling was asked to separate them out. The original allocation of $25,000 for Adult Re-Entry and Puente was divided in half for each program. Only allowed to have 50% of the $100,000 salary savings from vacant Puente counselor position for an adjunct counselor. Created a three-tiered process for Puente, Project Success and Adult Re-Entry.  First tier: an adjunct counselor for all three programs worked with first year students.  Second tier: one counselor supported continuing students for all three programs. A SSTARS counselor was used to follow-up with students. All three support programs had an equal amount of counseling. The $9,000 funding from special contracts for Puente will provide an adjunct counselor as usual, but $40,000 will not be enough to fund an adjunct counselor for Project Success; will need about $50,000.  Why can’t current adjunct counselors support programs and why is additional monies needed? Puente salaries savings were used to backfill vacant position, but didn’t have a salary savings for Project Success.  All adjunct counselors are currently allocated to cover 26 student programs.
30. #36 and #37 – Project Success and Puente are different programs because students start at different academic levels (Puente students with English A and Project Success students with English 80 to English 1A) – adjunct counselors may not have skills to deal with students’ basic issues and basic skills.  #39 – had an opportunity to test concept with full-time counselors and compare results using full- and part-time counselors, but didn’t. Need to address use of full-time staff for this proposal. #40 – concerns with New Student Welcome Day – the entire campus would have supported the program if it was a campus-wide open house and funding may not have been an issue.
31. #34 – how can CalWORKs be sustainable when the numbers of students increase? More students lead to higher costs. This year’s state funds are less than last year because of new funding formula. The funding request is an attempt to keep the program alive with minimum staff.

Human Resources/President’s Area
32. #47 and #48 – Staff Development projects.  #47 - the $100,000 request was to provide a comprehensive staff development program for Compton and ECC staff. The special contract funds last year were used before state funds because state funds could be rolled over. This request is separate from Professional Development for classified staff. 

33. #48 - Leader Development/Succession planning is a program the College has worked on for a number of years. Donna Manno developed a detailed plan for staff/faculty leadership training. Decision is on hold until past efforts have been evaluated. A comment was made that part of the problem is the career ladder ceiling - there is no place for staff/faculty to move up. 
34. If #49 is part of Enrollment Management, shouldn’t it show zero funds since it’s already included under #46? Yes, it will be clarified on grid.
35. The $50,000 difference between the revised total and the original is because the SLO coordinators were omitted on the original grid.

36. If this is the first distribution decision, when will the next distribution decision be made? When will PBC revisit decisions that still need to be made? It was suggested the grid be re-sorted to show decisions made and decisions on hold. Still waiting for the state budget decision/cash flow.
37. A. Spor will prioritize lists to show initial distribution and will bring to the next PBC meeting. PBC will review updated decisions at November 2nd meeting. The Committee would like to add to agenda what to do with remaining 15 funds.

38. The bond rating agency will review Compton on September 16th.  Will be questioned on the college’s GASB 45 plan and how much was set aside.

39. This process should be completed sooner to match the tentative budget timeline, but still contingent when state budget is passed.

40. PBC will finalize discussion of funding requests at the next meeting.
The next meeting is scheduled on September 18th in the Alondra Room.
The meeting adjourned at 2:40 p.m.
Note taker:  Lucy Nelson
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