Peralta Community College District

Planning and Budgeting Council Meeting Minutes

April 29, 2011

Present: 
Abigail Brewer, Anita Black, Bob Grill, Debbie Budd, Debby Weintraub, Elnora Webb, Gabriella Pisano, Joe Doyle, Linda Berry, Maurice Jones, Patricia Dudley, Sheryl Queen, Tae-Soon Park, Timothy Brice
Chair/Co-Chair: Ronald Gerhard and Karolyn van Putten

Guests:
 Robert Adams, Betty Inclan, Shirley Slaughter, Rebecca Kenney, Connie Willis, Alice Marez, Susan Rinne, George Kozitza, Pieter de Haan, Shirley Coaston, Sonja Franeta, Alexis Alexander, and Minh Lam.
Speaker:
Minh Lam.
Facilitator/Recorder:  Linda Sanford and Joseph Bielanski


Absent: 
 Jacob Ng, May Chen. 
	Agenda Item
	Discussion
	Follow-up Action
	Decisions

(Shared Agreement/Resolved or Unresolved?)

	Meeting Called to Order
	9:15 AM
	
	

	I.  Agenda Review and Review of Minutes from February 25, 2011
Linda Sanford
	· Agenda: APPROVED
· Minutes: APPROVED
	
	 

	II. PBIM Reports:
Dr. Karolyn van Putten
Dr. Deborah Budd
	Facilities Committee
· None

Technology Committee

· Since their last meeting until now, both the District Academic Senate and the Tech Committee have been working on revising recommendations on video streaming and conferencing in Smart classrooms. 

· The Director of Enterprise Services, Dr. Tony Hale, and Dr. van Putten attended a few webinars about video streaming services so they can be better informed about video streaming possibilities. As a result, Dr. Hale received a letter on how to make informed decisions regarding video streaming capabilities. That letter was then forwarded to the Tech Committee.
· Dr. Hale has prepared a draft of the aggregate Technology plans from the all four colleges into one document for the District Senate to review. The Senate is working on flushing it out further.
· Other issues commented on included: IT Plans; College technology needs and funding; Measure A and technology; Measure E and technology security; and question about VoIP.
Education Committee:
· Savings are expected from the student services consolidation report
· Every two years, an evaluation is needed on the makeup of the Planning and Budgeting Integration Model. A template will be available before the May 20th meeting. 
· There will be an assessment summit for the District area outcomes. 

· The goal is to make continuous improvement and help students succeed. 
· There will be a program update template which will include information on SLOs and assessment.

· Dr. Orkin is completing a district service centers template.

· There will be a process for voluntary faculty transfers to BCC.

· An update on Accreditation was provided.
· The next meeting will be on May 20th. Dr. Budd suggested combining an hour with the Planning and Budgeting Council (PBC).
· There is a definite need for better reporting and communication among the PBIM committees.
	
	

	III. FCMAT Report
Vice Chancellor Gerhard
	· FCMAT stands for Fiscal Crisis & Management Assistance Team.
· The report has been received. PCCD was given a week to respond or to do some fact finding. Comments are due today.

· Once the report has been finalized it will be distributed to the PBC. 

· Tabled for the next meeting.
	Review the FCMAT report.
	

	IV. Actuarial Report
Vice Chancellor Gerhard
	·  Same report that was presented to the Board of Trustees on March 29, 2011 to be received and filed.
· Highlights:

1. Slides 1 and 2: Benefit Summary.

2. Slide 13: Summary snapshot of the activities within the trust. Third row from the bottom is the Investment Return. In 2008/09, due to market conditions we had an unrealized loss of $36 million. In 2009/10, the market turned around and we ended with a gain of close to $21 million.
· Unfunded Actuarial Accrued Liability (UAAL) - based upon current retirees and current employees who are benefits eligible, what is the estimated cost for the current employee’s and current retiree’s liabilities? In 2008, it was at $124 million. This amount is for a 30+ year period and not the cost per year. Based upon all the actuarial assumptions, this is the amount of money we need in the bank to cover all the claims and obligations. In 2009, it was $130 million. In 2010, it is approximately $214 million. Not of all the data was forwarded to the actuarial study in 2008. Two major areas that caused the spike were Medicare Part B and prescription drugs. For 2011, there is a modest increase to $221 million. 
· In 2004 the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) issued their pronouncement #45 which required governmental and nonprofit institutions to record or count for health benefit liabilities under their collective bargaining units. They wanted to 1) bring our accounting requirements in alignment with private institutions; and 2) for the public taxpayers and interested parties to know what the value of those obligations/liabilities are. It required us to report this on our balance sheet. It strongly recommends us to implement a plan to set aside reserves for that amount over a 30 year period.
· Consequences: Our bond rating will decrease. The cost for us to borrow money will increase dramatically. It will impact our ability to get grants and outside money. Many outside institutions view it as an institution’s willingness to prescribe to generally accepted accounting principles and have internal standards in place.

· We are hoping for the highest degree possible in terms of not interfering with our long-term investment policy, to withdraw more than $5.8 million from our trust so it doesn’t become as much of a burden on the general fund as it has been for the last three years.
· One of the recommendations that went to the Board was to restructure our principal and interest payments. If we do nothing, in 2015/16, there would be a spike from $8.2 million to $19.9 million. This recommendation is number one critical priority at this time and is the topic of discussion at the Retirement Board (RB). The RB is currently sending out requests for qualifications for an underwriter and a Bond Counsel to assist us with these types of transactions.
	
	 

	V. Final IT Plan 
Associate Vice Chancellor Minh Lam
	·  At the last District Technology Committee, they vetted out a plan and discussed the topic. 
· The next Tech Committee meeting is on May 6, 2011 at 9:00am. The meeting is open to everyone.
· Hopefully in the following month, the plan can be finalized, and AVC Lam will report back to this council and arrange a schedule for the release of the final plan.
	 Need to obtain the final IT Strategic Plan.
	

	VI. College and District Service Centers 2011-2012 Draft Budgets: 5%, 10%, 15% reduction

Vice Chancellor Gerhard 

	· Print outs of budget reduction scenarios were provided and reviewed at the meeting.  The scenarios referenced budget object codes.

· A request was made that some method be used to identify what each of the object codes references since most on the PBC are not knowledgeable regarding object codes.
· The document provided is a template that Finance used to upload the budget into PeopleSoft; therefore it doesn’t provide a narrative or description.

· The reason why the document is presented at this committee is the presumption that it went through the shared governance process at the respective colleges. 

· Note: the 5%, 10%, and 15% cuts are applied to discretionary budgets only. 
· It was reported that at College of Alameda (COA) all of their managers have gotten together and reviewed the numbers in their respective areas. The managers then spoke with staff, faculty, and students in leadership positions and went back to the management table. It then went to the budget committee and eventually to the President of COA. 
· The President of Laney College, reported that the Budget Advisory Committee led by their Business Office and Faculty Senate President looked at the principals developed last Spring and updated them as needed. They also looked at the directives from the District and followed that process. It was sent to the Vice Presidents and then to the Department Chairs and Deans. It was then sent back to the VPs who sent it to the Budget Committee for feedback. From there it went to the Faculty Senate and back to the Budget Committee, and ultimately to Dr. Webb for approval.
· The President of Berkeley City College, concurred with Laney that each college had their processes to arrive at their 5%, 10%, and 15% reductions. 

· The President of Merritt College, reported that the process was stated on their budget memo. It states, “As part of our shared governance process at the college, this proposal was presented to our Budget Committee on two separate occasions. The revisions suggested by the Budget Committee were implemented and approved by the committee last Wednesday, March 23, 2011. This proposal was also presented and approved by the College’s Educational Master Planning Committee (CEMPC) and our College Council.”

· VC Gerhard reported that each Vice Chancellor at the District took a different approach. For Finance, it was difficult because the largest part of Finance’s budget is on contracts related to audit reports and other contractual obligations that we have with the state and external reporting agencies. We are hoping our audit cost would be reduced as our account record is in better form. 

· Student Services and Admissions & Records budgets are on the same document. For clarification purpose, there is a separation of out-of-state and international student in terms of budget.

· The tentative budget will be broken down by cost centers.
· The tentative budget will be presented on May 20.
	Presentation of tentative 2011-2012 budget on May 20.
	

	VII.  Draft Budget Allocation Model
Linda Sanford
	· Mr. Grill was concerned that this budget allocation model (BAM) is strictly a FTES driven model which may encourage colleges to do things more or less academically appropriate that would affect FTES. 
· Per Ms. Sanford, page 9 in the BAM  includes a few paragraphs that address enrollment management including a three year average. It is not a straight FTES model.

· So the question – Is there an Enrollment Management Policy and Procedures and a process for annual planning? FTES will be a three year average; there will be annual targets; need to factor in State mandated work load reductions.  It was suggested to hold Budget Forums to explain the model and the differences it will make.

· Per VC Gerhard, of the two favored models, Los Rios model was most favored, but had some issues due to collective bargaining. In Los Angeles Community College District’s model, enrollment management is determined by the individual campus goals. The biggest input in this model is the enrollment plan with respect to newly funded FTES.
· For clarification purpose, noncredit refers to not for credit (this is not contract education or fee based education).

· What currently exists in Peralta is a rollover budget for the last three years. The current 2010/11 budget does not reflect FTES. This FTES focus would be a step toward that direction. It will be an evolving document. Ideally, we would want to take a look at it every fall to see if it reflects our mission and goals. We would include the BAM in the Budget Development Calendar. If approved by this Council and then by the Chancellor, we will implement it over a period of time.
· In an effort to mitigate any significant impact, there are two strategies.

1. A multi-year period would be used to reallocate resources from one area to another.

2. To freeze the budget. If new monies come in, they will go to the areas that are generating more FTES so that over time will have what is reflected in the BAM.

· The goal was to have the BAM approved by the end of this month in order to implement it on July 1, 2011. VC Gerhard was hoping to put some scenarios together for the next meeting. 
· The implication of tabling the vote for the next meeting would be the council may not see the model for planning until September 2011.
· Motion to table the vote. 

AYES: 7

NOES: 7

TIE
Motion (Dr. Van Putten, Ms. Weintraub): (1) The Planning and Budgeting Council accepts the recommended Budget Allocation Modal in concept and in principle; (2) The Planning and Budgeting Council recommends that the colleges continue to vet the model; and (3) The Planning and Budgeting Council requests that any additional feedback be provided to Linda Sanford and Joseph Bielanski by Friday, May 13.
AYES: 14
NOES: 0

ABSTAIN: 0
APPROVED

	Follow-up with the Budget Allocation Model at the May 20 meeting
	

	VIII. Review Planning and Budget Integration Model Evaluation Survey
Linda Sanford
	· The evaluation survey was sent out to the entire district.
· It will be important for all members of the four PBIM committees to complete the assessment evaluation.
	
	

	IX.   Next Steps  
Linda Sanford
	· Tentative 2011-2012 Budget
· Measure E and A Reports

· Retiree Benefits cost report from Office of Employee Benefits

· Benchmark Survey Data

· Review Committee Membership in advance of August 2011 Summit

· Is there a need extend the May 20 meeting beyond the allotted two (2) hours.
	
	

	Adjournment:
	12:13 PM
	
	

	Next meeting: 
	 May 20, 2011
	
	


Minutes taken:  Sui Song
Attachments:  All handouts for this meeting can be found at  

http://eperalta.org/wp/pbi/planning-and-budgeting-council/pbc-documents/ 
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