Peralta Community College District

Planning and Budgeting Council Meeting Minutes

March 25, 2011

Present: 
Anita Black, Debbie Budd, Debby Weintraub, Elnora Webb, Gabriella Pisano, Joe Doyle, Linda Berry, Maurice Jones, May Chen, Patricia Dudley, Sheryl Queen, Tae-Soon Park, Timothy Brice
Chair/Co-Chair: Ronald Gerhard and Karolyn van Putten
Guests:
 Jo Ann Philips, Mike Orkin, Greg Valentine, Stephanie Casenza, Shirley Coaston, Eric Gravenberg, and Betty Inclan.
Speakers:
 Greg Valentine, Stephanie Casenza, and Debbie Budd
Facilitators/Recorders:  Linda Sanford and Joseph Bielanski


Absent: 
 Jacob Ng; Bob Grill; Abigail Brewer
	Agenda Item
	Discussion
	Follow-up Action
	Decisions

(Shared Agreement/Resolved or Unresolved?)

	Meeting Called to Order
	9:09 AM
	
	

	I.  Agenda Review and Review of Minutes from February 25, 2011
Linda Sanford
	· Agenda: Approved.
· Minutes: Approved with one correction.
	
	 

	II. Revised Timeline

Linda Sanford
	· Item #7: FCMAT Review and item #10: Benchmark Survey will be tabled until the April meeting.
· The PBI evaluation survey will be reviewed in April.  The goal is to have PBIM committee members to complete the survey before the end of this semester. 
	Update the timeline.
	

	III. Emergency Preparedness  

Greg Valentine
	·  Soft approval was given in December 2010. A vote is needed in order to move the proposal forward to the Chancellor.
· Instead of using project management resources, Mr. Valentine volunteered to serve as the Project Manager. 

· Mr. Valentine will look at worst case scenarios for emergency preparedness which includes preparing for radiation. Peralta currently has no supply of potassium and iodine. 
· We currently have emergency supplies staged at various campuses and will continue to look at resource needs and replenish supplies. 
· Initial planning will include identifying resources and strategies. The planning process will take 5 months. A mock emergency test will be conducted before the plan is finalized (possibly in month 4). 
· It is Peralta’s responsibility to shelter people for 72 hours if a disaster occurs on campus. The new requirement has increased to 5-7 days. Mr. Valentine will talk to the American Red Cross regarding shelter sites and shelter capability. Our resources are constrained. One of the things that was discussed with the colleges is to look at how to provide primary, secondary, and tertiary coverage for the administration and management during the disaster by doing individual planning at the District and the Colleges. Then bring together a subcommittee of all the entities so we may talk about interdependency in hopes to reach a mutual agreement among the campuses to mobilize resources between campuses.

· Risk Management will sponsor a spring and fall CPR class as part of the training curriculum. Most of the Planning and Budgeting Council members will be included in an expanded two day training. 

· It was suggested to look at pods in remote locations for storing supplies. Per Mr. Valentine, Peralta currently has one storage arc at the District. He will look into obtaining additional storage arcs or portable structures that are currently used as swing space.

· It was suggested using flex days for emergency preparedness training (possibly this coming fall).

· It was requested to include among the natural and manmade disasters, a subtitle “Nuclear Incidents.” Then on page 3 of the plan, it was noted there are some identifiers that need to be corrected.

· Mr. Valentine is looking at the grant criteria from the Department of Education. The grant amount ranges from $300,000 to $1 million. The grant will pay for some of the resources and then capital resources will be used for other needs. 

· The motion to approve the Emergency Preparedness Plan was passed unanimously. 
	Send a memo to the Chancellor regarding the PBC’s endorsement of the Emergency Preparedness Plan.
	

	IV. Peralta Foundation Update
Stephanie Casenza
	· After some research and  drawing from Ms. Casenza’s past experiences, a letter was sent out advising Peralta employees that charging gift and administrative/stewardship fees is a common practice. 
· A proposal was made to the Foundation’s Finance Committee, which was approved. The committee then took it to the Foundation’s Board of Directors. The Board approved it in February and letters were sent out shortly thereafter. 
· The proposal involved charging a 5% fee for every new restricted gift that comes into the Foundation, and once a year on June 30th, a 2% fee will be charged for whatever amount is in the balance at that time. A fee will not be charged for pass through funds where the funds are deposited and then a check is written back right away and for funds that do not accrue interest.

· A letter was sent out at the end of February/ early March. The Foundation will work with the Payroll Department to advise employees. If it is a onetime donation, the fee would be disclosed upfront. Fees will not be collected until April 1, 2011.

· The fees can help recoup some of the administrative cost and banking fees.

· With the unrestricted money, the Foundation is giving out eight scholarships and making grants.
· Peralta has agreed to pay the Foundation $100,000 this fiscal year, $100,000 next fiscal year, and then $50,000 the third year. The District also provided a portable to house the Foundation. Foundation employees are not District employees and do not get CALPERs benefits.

· Interests from the funds are shared. Socorro Taylor took the time to calculate the interest and shared it. Those interests are reflective in the balances. 

· It was noted that the Foundation does pay bank fees.

· It was suggested to “check” the Foundation website
	
	 

	V. PBIM Reports (Feedback on Resource Requests)
Linda Sanford
	1.  Facilities Committee:
· The PBC did not receive any material from the Facilities Committee other than Mr. Valentine’s request to take action on the Emergency Preparedness Plan.

2.  Technology Committee:

· The Council requested the committee to review the college technology resource requests and provide recommendations regarding those requests. 
· Per Dr. Orkin, a couple of the colleges felt that they could not prioritize/itemize their resource requests unless they have a budget in advance with line items to work with. As a result, the Technology Committee needs to think and talk about it more at their next meeting. 
· It was requested to have Vice Chancellor Gerhard and Vice Chancellor Ikharo attend their next meeting. Vice Chancellor Gerhard accepted the invitation. 

· The Technology Committee was reminded that the motion is awaiting feedback from the Technology Committee. The PBC can table this for one month, but the feedbacks must be submitted.

· A motion was made to request the Vice Chancellor of General Services to provide this body with accurate paper based data regarding Measure E and A funds available, their allocation, how much is remaining, what amount of interest it may have earned on various funds over how long of a period of time and how that interested is being used; specifically with respects to technology and facilities by expenditure categories.

Motion passed unanimously.

3.  Education Committee

· As part of the planning and budgeting process, it was originally decided to request seven (7) faculty positions for Laney College, seven (7) for Berkeley City College, two (2) for Merritt College, two (2) for College of Alameda, and three (3) floating positions. Given the current State of the budget, the Chancellor was unable to move forward on this request.  Given that new faculty positions were not possible, voluntary transfers between and among the colleges were looked at. It has been decided that five (5) positions each for Laney and BCC will be posted for consideration by internal candidates for voluntary transfer. The goal is to be more equal as to what gets allocated for positions once new funding becomes available.
· There is a district-wide summit regarding student learning outcomes, student service area outcomes and program learning outcomes on April 8, 2011. 

· It was stated that the Student Health Services Strategic Plan will be vetted in May.
	Forward a memo to the VC of General Services regarding the motion passed by the PBC and the information requested.
	

	VI. Revised Board Policies (Policy 1.25)

Vice Chancellor Gerhard 

	· Policy 1.25 is for Policy Development. It was presented to this Council for feedback.
· The changes are necessitated by two factors:

1. Board committees are currently on hiatus. There had been a Board Policy Review Committee.

2. Revised policy went before the Board of Trustees on March 15, 2011. The revised motion will be going back to the Board at the March 29, 2011 Board meeting for review and adoption. This policy/administrative procedure revision is in keeping with a recommendation from ACCJC.
· The Council was reminded that all policies and administrative procedures will be sun shined at this Council so that there is shared governance/participatory governance review. That is coming from the ACCJC recommendation that the role of the Chancellor is distinct from the role of the Board.
	
	

	VII.  FCMAT Report Update
Vice Chancellor Gerhard
	· This topic was tabled until the April meeting. 

· FCMAT is a statewide organization that helps K-12 and community colleges during times of need/financial distress. Their client list is growing. Given statewide demand, they are very busy, which delayed the Peralta report. 
· VC Gerhard was informed that we will have a final draft by the end of March. When the report is finalized, it will be brought to this committee for review. 

· FCMAT services are paid for by the State of California.

· For clarification purpose, Tom Henry is not part of FCMAT. Mr. Henry retired from FCMAT years ago.
	
	

	VIII. Review of Budget Reductions for 2010-11

Vice Chancellor Gerhard
	· Clarification from the last meeting about OPEB, Vice Chancellor Gerhard made a statement that the increased cost from $100+ to $220 million was related to some expenditure that was not provided to the actuarial firm and therefore was not included as part of the 2006 and 2008 actuarial studies. VC Gerhard said it was related to dental, but after going back and researching the specific data, it was actually related to prescription drugs for retirees.
· Last fiscal year, about $2.3 million was spent on prescription drugs for retirees. Data provided to the actuarial firm to use in their study was limited to Kaiser and CoreSource. It excluded prescription drugs (largest component), stop loss expense, claims and administration fees, ING life insurance, and Medicare Part B (second largest component).

· VC Gerhard suggested that the Council should invite Jennifer Seibert from Benefits to our next meeting. Ms. Seibert would have specific information.

· The finalized actuarial report will be sent to the Board to receive and file. It will then be posted online for everyone to view.

Budget Status Report:

· Five budget packets were handed out. Location 1 is the District, location 2 is the College of Alameda, location 5 is Laney College, location 6 is Merritt College, and location 8 is Berkeley City College. The same report has been disseminated to each of the colleges’ administration no later than the 15th of each month since November 2010. This was an issue with ACCJC in terms of audit finding in regards to budget monitoring and maintenance. The budget is then sorted by cost center and object code. VC Gerhard is working with IT to make the report more user-friendly and to add descriptions next to object codes.

· The legal sized handout is reflective of each location. The purpose this document is to provide a comparison from last budget year to this budget year and to identify areas where cuts were made. The Chancellor will send out an open letter addressing this data.
· Items in red highlights where cuts were made from 2010-11. YTD means year-to-date actual (actual expenditures). 2010 numbers are audited numbers attested by our auditors. 

· For last fiscal year, all benefits and utilities were budged in the district office budget. Now they are part of the college’s budget. They are no longer in Fund 04 due to decentralization. In 2009-10, we overspent benefits by $6 million. The previous approach did not provide meaningful data. The budget was understated to begin with. An option was to subtract it from the 3000 object codes.
· Revenues are not listed on the handout because based on the budgeting manual, revenues match expenditures. 

· VC Gerhard recommends and hopes that one of the outcomes of the budget allocation model is to address carryover monies. If there are uncommitted and unexpended funds from one year, that they be rolled over so that colleges can conduct adequate planning and thoughtful multi-year planning.

· The budget reduction scenarios from the district are due on April 1, 2011. They will be presented at the April PBC meeting.
	Invite Jennifer Seibert to a PBC meeting regarding the cost of benefits.
	

	IX.   April 1, 2011 Accreditation Report

Vice Chancellor Budd
	· This document is a draft. The Board President will sign the finalized report.
· Dr. Budd thanked VC Gerhard for being here and for helping in the recovery plan. For the last 5-10 years, none of the discussions that we have had here ever happened. None of the information that we are seeing here was ever available.

· Overview of what happened since 2009, which was our last full self study at each of the four colleges. Each of the colleges had a few commendations and a few recommendations. At the full visit, the District had three recommendations:

1. Board and District Administration
2. Management Systems
3. Financial Resources and Technology
·  In 2009, ACCJC said they would come back in the spring 2010 and revisit to see how the district is responding to the recommendations. After they reviewed the district financial audit report that contained fifty-three findings, ACCJC said Peralta needed an additional special report for April 2010. 

· ACCJC came to look at governance issues, which they said looks like we are pretty clear in our decision making structure because we implemented this planning and budgeting model. They saw a few issues with the Board and the role of the Board and ACCJC cited nine recommendations for the Peralta Board of Trustees. They are still looking at OPEB and audit reports.

Highlights:

· Page 4 of the Follow-Up Report talks about the three recommendations. Keep in mind with the college self studies, there are four standards:
1. Mission and Institutional Effectiveness
2. Curriculum and Student Services and Success
3. Resources
4. Governance
· Page 7 talks about Board recommendations from their visit last year. All were addressed except for recommendation #5: Board and Chancellor relationship, committee structures, and policy.

· Bottom of page 8, ACCJC wrote “Staff accepted the situation and felt confident that they will resolve the situation.”

· Page 10 lists five activities. All but one fell into the recommendation with the exception of #4: update on status of the Chancellor search.

· Page 15 lists the recommendations on behalf of the Board of Trustees.

· Page 23 starts recommendation #2 regarding IT and management systems.

· Page 35 focuses on the near and long term strategies on how we are going to address OPEB in a thirty-year period. A major reason for the four colleges being placed on probation was because ACCJC wants the OPEB report. The updated OPEB report and presentation will be part of the Follow-Up Report being sent to ACCJC. 
· Page 45 and 46 is CAM, acronym for Corrective Action Matrix.
	
	

	X.   Benchmark Survey Data


	· Tabled until the April meeting.
	
	

	XI.  Draft Budget Allocation Model

Linda Sanford
	· Since the last meeting, VC Gerhard, Linda Sanford, and Joseph Bielanski discussed the comments from the budget allocation model workshops and pulled together what they believe were agreed to. Not all items were discussed in depth. What to do with carryover general fund money? International Affairs and international student tuition? Some details still needing to be addressed. This compiled draft is far from being complete. 
· 3 basic parts:

1. Brief introduction and general statements. It is complete and ready for your review and feedback.

2. Application of model. The model is not the actual budget. It did not provide numbers because numbers are always changing due to State funding changes.

3. Strategies as to how to implement/transition to the new model.

· Please review and look at the section about enrollment management. It requires further discussion. 

· Per VC Gerhard, he is expecting the discretionary budgets back from the colleges by the first week of April. An email was sent to the colleges to review their nondiscretionary budgets. A tentative budget will be available for view by this committee in May. Recommendations will need to be put together by the end of April and implemented on July 1, 2011.  A preliminary budget will be sent to the Board in June 2011.
· Please provide feedback ASAP.
	
	

	Adjournment:
	12:00 PM
	
	

	Next meeting: 
	 April 29, 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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