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Planning & Budgeting Committee

Minutes

October 19, 2006

MEMBERS PRESENT
__x__David Vakil, Co-Chair


__x__Arvid Spor, Co-Chair

__x__Miriam Alario




_____Harold Tyler

_____Ian Haslam




__x__Lance Widman

__x__Susan Taylor




__x__Cheryl Shenefield

_____Dawn Reid




_____Saad Husain

Others Attending:  Francisco Arce, Mike D’Amico, Susan Dever, Janice Ely, Irene Graff,        Ian Haslam, Ken Key, Luis Mancia, Jeff Marsee, Teresa Palos, Dave Westburg

Approval of Minutes
Regarding the minutes of October 5, what was reason behind having crossed out a presentation on the agenda, it was crossed out again this week. 

What is an accuplacer on page 1, #3?  It is software ECC is using ECC for testing and placement.  Delete bullet 4 under non-agenda items, where did the 3% go.   Minutes were approved with changes.

Academic Senate motion related to PBC
The proposed resolution (attached at the end of these minutes) was adopted by Academic Senate unanimously on Tuesday 10/17.   Basically it is a response to be endorsed by this committee, conveying concern, displeasure, and objection to the final budget process as played out this year.   No details as in past, no opportunity to make recommendation to Board, supplement provided by President to the Board was not reviewed by PBC.

VP Marsee said he appreciates the concerns about the review process. As a result of last meeting’s comments he went back and reviewed minutes of the previous month and noted that on August 17 when president made detailed report of the budget, not all members were present.  Also, he believes explanation related to why supplement is not included on 10/17 related to directives by the Board of Trustees and follow-up activity. Such activity included a meeting with Dr. Fallo and the two chairs of this committee. He also noted that while some items did go to Board without PBC approval, most had been approved by the committee.  He said that the President has been very thorough in discussion of the budget.

The process of how the budget is usually shared with PBC was not followed this year; there have been serious changes in the budget that have taken place that were not discussed in PBC prior to adoption by the Board of Trustees. There has been no opportunity yet for this body to achieve closure of the 2006-2007 budget process.

It was also stated that because the decisions about the $1 million funding were done quickly, in a process that skipped PBC, a new process should be put in place. The two co-chairs should help design a process so this does not occur again.  VP Marsee said he agreed on the funding allocation of the $1 million, he disagreed on other statements related to the budget review and development process.

In the past practices, representatives from Fiscal Services and previous business managers, the committee spent entire meetings going through the budget page by page, and this did not happen this year.  At the August meeting when minutes were read, there was no detailed explanation of the budget.  There were a lot of questions and answers.  This process has not happened as of this meeting.  Secondly, the supplemental memo from the president may have been reviewed by the co-chairs but that is not the PBC committee.  While there is faith in their ability to go through supplemental memo, in PBC items were discussed piece-meal and the committee has never seen the document as a whole and therefore it has not been discussed by PBC.

To clarify, it was mentioned that “Detailed discussion of the budget” means fund-by-fund discussion.

VP Marsee said PBC can certainly do it the way you used to do it. There was no exclusive meeting prior to the Board meeting and to do what was proposed would be redundant when it had just been done by the president at the last meeting preceding the Board meeting.  There was no intent to hide anything, he felt the president made a very thorough presentation. In response, it was noted that the presentation is not the issue. The assumption that information was hidden and/or not presented to PBC, or not clarifying issues related to the budget.  It was stated that the process is what’s being discussed here.  

Does the committee vote at this meeting or air it and vote at next meeting?
[Some of this meeting was expunged from the minutes during the meeting of December 7, 2006.] 
Discussion of the 2006-2007 budget

What is the difference between final and tentative budgets? A handout was distributed giving specifics and Janice Ely made the presentation.  It was noted that the Compton budget is not in the ECC final budget, but Compton revenue generated by the partnership is included.

State appropriations are made up of 3 components:   tuition fees, local income which is local taxes, and the actual state appropriation itself.  On January 1, 2007, enrollment fees will drop from $26/unit to $20/unit.  Income will not drop because the State has calculated that differential revenue and increased their overall appropriation accordingly.  Local sources, tuition fees or taxes, shift up and down, when the appropriations process, takes all the assumptions and gives us a single number for appropriations.  What the State is giving us, regardless of the three components, will be the driving number.

SB361 gives us two sources, one is FTES driven, taking FTES times $4,361 and a lesser number for non-credit courses, add them together and add to that what is called Foundation funding, which depends on whether districts are single or multi-college district. This number changes, and the second is the actual size of institution. Larger (20,000+ FTES) receive more money.  Take the FTES calculation and add the Foundation funding number.  That is why Compton number is so important to us; it moved us up in two categories of the foundation funding source.  It moves us up to $1 million higher in size and there is the $1 million for operating a center. We did get a negotiation agreement with the Chancellor Office to consider us to be a 20,000+ institution because we administer 20,000 students including Compton.  All of this is in the revenue number.  

Regarding State income mandated costs, does Sacramento fund some of it?  This is not included in the budget that because it is not known when the State is going to pay.  It could be as much as 5 years after the claim is filed. The State sends detailed statements and individual checks for each claim.

Another difference regards retirees benefits. $500,000 is reclassification of funds from that account into an interfund transfers to another account. This money will be used for future expenditure. This leaves the $336,000 currently being reimbursed to retirees for medical benefits in the original account.

Page 30, salary increases have been removed.  Last year faculty received 8% pay raise but the increase covered half a year. If everything stays the same, this year having exactly the same number of faculty and same salary step and column and the same number of faculty, the salary level should go up 4%.  Last year there was $23.5 million for regular salaries, this year budgeted is $23 million. Less is budgeted rather than increased 4%.  Is that because we have lost a whole lot of teachers?  VP Marsee said 14 program positions were lost.  What was done in the preparation of the budget was identify the number of sections it would take to reach 19,300 FTES to increase the part time sections to offset the loss of full time sections to allow us to pay that number.

The question was raised as to whether there will be an opportunity for this committee to have input on the amount of investment to back fill to pay people for extra time for Compton-related work.  Will it actually cover amount of effort being put in and is it sufficient?  Should there be more dollars put in?  The response was that it is not known what to expect.  There is no question that the $1 million in reimbursable money will be spent this year, next year it’s expected to drop to half of that. 
Each year the district should be looking at $2 million one-time money from Compton as truly being one-time moneys, to be used for one-time fundings.

We received several sources of one-time money, totaling $1,631,972.  Of that, $1,268,023 is in the interfund transfer money and the remaining $363,949 is match moneys, fund 12 ($68,000), and fund 41 ($205,000).

This third handout and additional discussion will be held to next PBC meeting on November 2.

Agenda development for November 2 meeting, 

Irene is making presentation

Continue with handouts

COLA

I-Grants from Foundation / Katie is preparing explanation

Meeting adjourned at 2:30 p.m.

