Peralta Community College District

Planning and Budgeting Council Meeting Minutes

May 20, 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, May Chen.
Chair/Co-Chair: Ronald Gerhard and Karolyn van Putten

Guests:
 Alice Marez, Susan Rinne, Pieter de Haan, Shirley Coaston, Tim Reed, Rebecca Kenney, Trulie Thompson, Shirley Slaughter, Alexis Alexander, Krista Johns.
Facilitator/Recorder:  Linda Sanford and Joseph Bielanski


Absent: 
 Jacob Ng; Tim Brice
	Agenda Item
	Discussion
	Follow-up Action
	Decisions

(Shared Agreement/Resolved or Unresolved?)

	Meeting Called to Order
	10:45 AM
	
	

	I.  Agenda Review and Review of Minutes from February 25, 2011
Linda Sanford
	· Agenda: APPROVED 
· Comment: Started 15 minutes late. Motion to extend the meeting 15 minutes. APPROVED
· Minutes: APPROVED 
	
	 

	II. PBIM Reports:

	Distributed electronically:

Facilities Committee Report
· The report was accepted.
Technology Committee

· The Technology Committee was supposed to make a recommendation related to common needs across the District.

· According to Dr. van Putten, the Technology Committee had a difficult time doing what the PBC suggested without additional data. The information was received by the Technology Committee within the last 30 days. Additional process is needed for assessing district-wide cost savings. 

· It was suggested the Technology Committee use a subcommittee approach next time to look for materials and then process it. 
· Motion: To make a recommendation to the Chancellor that the PBC honors the work and accepts the work of the District Technology Committee. The PBC accepts the report and indicate any explicit concern that the PBC has to make clear that there are things on this list that otherwise might not be on this list but we think it is important for him to see because they are District level matters.
AYES:9

NOES: 5

APPROVED
· Substitute motion: That the PBC return the document to the Technology Committee with a suggestion that for each college everything that is in Measure A doesn’t need to be delineated if there are appropriate Measure A funds available. Expenditures with Measure A funds are not for the PBC to justify. The PBC doesn’t need to approve Measure A expenditures. 

Then the VOIP recommendation is to that be forwarded to the Facilities Committee and that become a district facilities priority as opposed to a technology priority. The PBC can say, “yes” or “no” and make a recommendation on requests that aren’t in Measure A or request that go to the Facilities Committee. That should be consistent from each college.
AYES: 7

NOES: 9

REJECTED – go back to original motion. 
· Motion to end the discussion. APPROVED
· Motion #2: That the PBC in collaboration with the Technology Committee, the Education Committee, and the Facilities Committee will review the charges of each of  the four committees to ensure that the expectations of each of the committees and the PBC are clear; that any details about the leadership expectations that we have of these committees is transparent that there is no ambiguity with what is expected from each of the committees and the council. If there is a particular benchmark that we are looking to achieve by a certain time, there is a form we believe we should use to facilitate getting the results so that it is across the board consistent. That we do in preparation and before fall 2011. 
AYES:
NOES: 0

ABSTAIN:2

APPROVED
Education Committee: 
· The PBC  accepted the report.

· Per Dr. Budd, the Education Committee had a long discussion today about student success and students having early entries into programs of study. The DEC is looking into ways to improve the success of our students through all services whether it is library, counseling, or instruction, and without using additional funds. The DEC is also looking at retirees from last year, 1453 will be backfilled. As for the annual program update, it will be tweaked this summer at the Summit on August 26th. Program assessments will drive the planning process. 
	A memo was sent to the Chancellor.

Need to review the charge and expectation of each of the three committees and the PBC in preparation for the August Summit; need to address the clarity of the charge and to make sure there is no ambiguity, particularly regarding resource review.

Send invitation regarding the Summit.


	

	III. FCMAT Report Update
Vice Chancellor Gerhard
	· The draft was received. VC Gerhard has requested a meeting with the lead of FCMAT to go over the draft report for some follow-up questions before it is finalized and released. That meeting is tentatively set for June 7th. The report cannot be released at this time because it is not finalized. VC Gerhard hopes to have the report finalized after the June 7th meeting.
	
	

	IV. Budget Allocation Model
Linda Sanford
	· Budget Allocation Model document is dated as of today’s date

· Change: new language on OPEB on the bottom of page 11 (last section) has been added.  
· VC Gerhard explained that we are going to continue with the current practice, from July 2009, of charging an OPEB charge to college and district budgets. This year the OEPB charge was 12.5%. We are going to continue with this practice in order to the address the long-term viability of the retiree benefits program. At the last OPEB Retirement Board meeting, the Board had a good discussion in terms of putting together a restructuring of the OPEB program and a narrative/flow chart of money coming in and going out. The first paragraph describes the OPEB flow; everything is paid from the general fund, i.e. retiree medical cost and the principal and interest money to the bond holders. As the district closes the year, an annual transfer from the OPEB trust is done to reimburse the general fund for the medical benefits cost. The second paragraph is more critical in terms of a long-term solution.

· The 12.5% is paid into the OPEB trust. It is treated in the same manner and setup as PERS/STRS. The rate will change when the district receives a new actuarial study. Right now the Board approved a new actuarial study in March. According to that actuarial study, if the district were to adopt a percentage, it will increase from 12.5% (this fiscal year) to 16.9%. (subsequent years). An analysis was conducted. The district cannot afford to increase the rate to 16.9%. Instead, the district is proposing an increase from 12.5% to 12.9%, which is much more manageable. The district is still and will be putting money away for the next 29+ years.
· VC Gerhard is working with the OPEB Retirement Board on eliminating the balloon payment in 2015/16. They went out for qualifications for an Underwriter and then a Bond Counsel. The Retirement Board is waiting for the new team to form in order to work on the restructure.

· The OPEB charge of 12.5% is employer paid. Any position that is eligible for retiree benefit is being charged 12.5%. It is showing up on the paystub because it is categorized as a district contribution, similar to PERS/STRS. This payment is not going into the payment of the bond.  Payment of the bond is required to be paid from a separate budget. Once the auditors signs off on the audit, the bond payment (principal and interest) is transferred from the general fund. The 12.5% goes into a trust. The district  has sold $153 million in bonds. The money is placed into an irrevocable trust and is invested in stocks and bonds. It will help offset the actuarial liability. The purpose is to fund the actuarial liability: medical benefits (primary). This topic will be on the first agenda item for next fiscal year when we reassemble.

· For both pre and post 2004 employees, Medicare is primary and the District’s insurance is secondary. Pre-2004 employees get lifetime health benefits, while post 2004 employee benefits end at age 65. The 12.5% is a composite rate.
· COA asked why the recommendations from COA regarding scaling (square footage cost) and the ratio of counselor to student FTE were not included.  It was reported that this was already included in the model since it had been addressed in January at the BCC forum.  It was stated that the counselor to student ratios will be addressed  in hiring processes.  Also, Economy of Scale is built in.
· BAM background information: 
The Council did talk about various components of the Los Rios model. Many of their components were subject to negotiations. Another piece that was discussed was square footage. The PBC had talked about basic allocation that the district receives, a flat lump sum amount based upon FTES to cover overhead cost. 
· The Council agreed (consensus) to go to a FTES model based on SB 361. 
· Note: Economies of scale are embedded in the SB 361 model.
· This model does not include square footage. The district  is using general numbers, basic SB 361 model, because the colleges are generating less than 10,000 FTES so we are getting the basic minimum FTES from the state per college. 

· Two alternatives discussed: 
1. The general fund revenue in proportion to FTES, $13.1 million (base allocation) coming from the state, would be allocated: COA 20%, BCC 20%, Merritt 20%, and Laney 40%. 
2. If the district allocated the fund based upon square footage, it would be: COA 25%, Laney 40%, BCC 10%, and Merritt 25%. 
· If the district were to implement or had implemented this model, changes would have been made to nondiscretionary accounts. Discretionary dollars (4xxx, 5xxx, and 6xxx object codes) were not going to change. 
· Two ways to implement the new BAM model:

1. Reallocation of new resources as they come in based upon a 3 year rolling average of 20%, 20%, 20%, and 40%. 
2. Over a number of years make it happen even if new resources are not available, i.e. voluntary transfers. 
· The question was called.
YES: 16

NOES: 2

ABSTENTIONS: 0

Discussion ended.

· Motion: To accept the Budget Allocation Model as it appears today in the document as presented and with full knowledge that it will appear on the agenda next year as a living document.

AYES: 9

NOES: 4

ABSTAIN:3

APPROVED
	Place OPEB on the September PBC agenda.

Forward the Budget Allocation Model document to the Chancellor for action.

Place the BAM on the PBC agenda as a standing item.

Review at August Summit.
	 

	V. Draft 2011-2012 Budget 
Vice Chancellor Gerhard
	· These numbers are from PeopleSoft.  The budget is available on July 1, 2011. Requisitions can be created as of July 1, 2011. This document will be formatted and cleaned up before presenting to the Board in June. There may be some changes to the document from now until September.
· VC Gerhard thanked the group for their patience this last fiscal year. The process has been fluid.
· The tentative budget document will be edited before going to Board in June and won’t be finalized until the September 13th Board meeting. It will be complete before the statutory deadline of September 15th.

· The May revise reflects the information released from January. The district is still looking at a reduction of $400 million. The enrollment fee is still set for $36. 

· Funded FTES of 19,166. A reduction of 300 FTES. 
Assumptions: 
· Furloughs (still being negotiated).
· PERS contribution is expected to increase.

· Refinance of OPEB debt service payment: if the district doesn’t refinance, it would increase by $1 million from $7.2 million. If the district refinances, it will reduce the payment from $8.2 million to $5.5 million. Especially in the 2015/16 year, the payment would be reduced by half at $9 million.
· Maintain DSPS contribution.

· The district is anticipating $117 million in revenue. Compare to the 2010/11 budget the adjusted budget shows a $1.1 million increase. The reason is in line 8983 of the revenue side, Intra fund Transfers-in. In 2011/12, the district is budgeting $10 million. In 2010/11, $5.8 million the district was budgeted. The transfer-in from the trust is done annually to help offset the medical costs paid out for current retirees. This year, the district is projected to spend $9.8 million in retiree benefits. When the district developed the 2010/11 budget, the district budgeted $5.8 million to transfer-in because the district did not know what the retiree medical cost would be. Previously the difference was absorbed by the general fund. In the future, the district will transfer in 100% of retiree cost. 

Note: Adjusted budget means what the Board approved last September plus any budget transfers that have taken place since that time.  

· Page 7 shows the expenditure total. The district is maintaining a 5% reserve fund balance which is required by the state. The district is trying to build a cushion so we can better react to the State’s budget.
· Page 19 shows the Unrestricted General Fund breakdown by location: District Office, COA, Laney, Merritt, and then BCC. The district is slowly cleaning up our accounting and budget process. Prior year, the district eliminated Fund 4 which was historically used for utilities and benefits. In 2011/12 there will be a separate line item for current retiree costs for tracking, accountability, and clarity purposes. The budget is being monitored and maintained centrally.
· The 15% budget reduction scenario was uploaded for all locations. The total discretionary cuts made were $2.7 million: $1.5 million were from the District Office, $272,468 from COA, $567,574 from Laney; $250,607 from Merritt, and $129,850 from BCC. The numbers are reflective of the process started at the colleges and which went through the shared governance process. 
· Restricted General Fund budget starts on page 41: categorical programs, grants, contracts, Board policy, awards, etc.

· Page 55 shows the Measure A budget. $55.3 million in expenditures. The district is not planning to issue any additional bonds. The district has enough monies to sustain this year and half of next.

· Page 59 shows the Measure B budget of $200,000. No salaries are charged to this fund. All items are related to construction activities.
· Page 61 shows the Measure E budget. $1 million was spent this fiscal year. $24.6 million was loaded. The district doesn’t have the ability to issue new bonds therefore there are no new source of revenue.
· Page 63 shows the OPEB Reserve Fund. 

· Page 65 shows the Self Insurance Fund. 
	 
	

	VI. PB Council Membership for 2011-2012
Vice Chancellor Gerhard 

	· Areas that need replacement: 

1. A BCC faculty representative.
2. Laney faculty representative. Need to confirm with Matthew Goldstein (as the new PFT President) if he can attend these meetings, depending on his schedule.
3. Student representative.
4. At-Large Administrator representative. A recommendation will be made to the Chancellor to appoint a Business Manager as the At-Large Administrator.

	
	

	VII.  Benchmark Survey Update
Linda Sanford
	· Tabled
	
	

	VIII.   Next Steps:  
Linda Sanford
	· PBIM process assessment survey
· PBIM 2011-2012 Summit on Friday, August 26th
	
	

	Adjournment:
	1:11 PM
	
	

	Next meeting: 
	 August 26, 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/ 
Page 11 of 11

