Peralta Community College District

Planning and Budgeting Council Meeting Minutes

October 22, 2010

Present: 
Abigail Brewer, Timothy Brice,  May Chen, Joe Doyle, Patricia Dudley, Bob Grill, Maurice Jones, Jacob Ng, Tae-Soon Park, Gabriela Pisano, Sheryl Queen, Elnora Webb, Debby Weintraub.
Chair/Co-Chair: Ronald Gerhard, Karolyn van Putten
Guests:
Helene Lengel, Donald Moore, Joan Berezin, Krista Johns, Rebecca Kenney
Facilitator/Recorder:  Linda Sanford, Joseph Bielanski
Absent: 
Anita Black, Linda Berry, Debbie Budd
	Agenda Item and Presenter(s)
	Discussion
	Follow-up Action
	Decisions
(Shared Agreement/
Resolved or Unresolved?)

	Meeting Called to Order 
	9:07 AM
 
	
	

	I. Agenda Review
Linda Sanford
	Motion by Karolyn van Putten
Approved
	Need to address the lack of a student rep on the PBC
	

	II. Review of Minutes from
 September 24, 2010                Meetings
Linda Sanford
	Motion by Patricia Dudley
Approved with corrections
	
	

	III. Revised Timeline
Ronald Gerhard, VC of Finance
and Linda Sanford
	Moved the Measure A Report and the Foundation Report from today’s meeting to the November 19th meeting. (Last night the Foundation had their Gala so the delay of the report until November.) 

It was requested that the Measure A Report include the acquisition of the Kaiser building using the interest from Measure A and any conditions regarding the use of bond money. 

The budget allocation model and the principles and guidelines for new development will be made standing items at all future meetings.

In terms of budget development and guidelines, VC Gerhard had put together a document to initiate the discussion that will be disseminated to the colleges and their budget advisory committees. 
The PBC needs to define what the district-wide resource priorities are (including, faculty and criteria for prioritization); needs to look at models (growth/decline). The guidelines will be sent to the Chancellor as recommendations.
VC Gerhard suggested getting information from the colleges that can outline what their current practices are on specific calendar deadlines; their budget building timelines. It would be helpful for the PBC to finalize the timeline in January. The timeline of when the Board makes decisions about the budget will also be included. There is need for a document with fixed dates of when things are due.
Motion to accept the Timeline by Gabriela Pisano.

Seconded by Bob Grill.

Timeline approved with additions and comments incorporated.
	Draft a new memo to the Vice Chancellor Ikahro.

Standing agenda item for each meeting:

Budget Allocation Model;

Budget Development Principles and Guidelines
	Approved the Timeline. It will be updated and brought back to the PBC.

	IV.  Committee Reports
Linda Sanford
	· Technology

· Facilities

· Education (summary of meeting minutes submitted)

Note: Information from the above committees needs to get to the PBC and so far it has not. The request was to be submitted in the form of a memo between the facilitators. If a memo is not available, verbal conversation would suffice. 

Comments regarding the Education Committee included: Accreditation; Faculty prioritization; need a commitment on faculty hiring; need for full-time faculty hiring in the budget process.
	
	Request again monthly reports from the Technology Committee, the Facilities Committee, and the Education Committee.

	V.   Update on State Budget
Ron Gerhard, VC of Finance
	VC Gerhard sent a memo to Chancellor Allen going over the highlights of the state budget as of last week when the Governor signed it.
· State budget deficit of $19.3 million.

· Funded growth of $126 million statewide at 2.21% growth system wide. 

· No COLA
· Trailer Bill: Blue pencil veto eliminated $35 million from back fill of Categorical programs and $25 million for economic and workforce development.

· Fine print – will include deferrals of the trailer bill in the budget but not pay for it until July 2011. The Governor has problem with the way it was funded. State cash flow situation. 
· No enrollment fees increases

· One time fund - approx $9.5 to $10 million mandated cost refund. Mandated cost relates to collective bargaining. There are certain reporting or tracking requirements. We report those costs as they are identified. Costs can be recouped by providing meeting information to the State.

Memo from Executive Vice Chancellor Eric Skinner from the Chancellor’s office. Two things: 
1. Increase in deferrals with the blue line veto of approximately $60 million. Additional deferrals to community college in California are approximately $120 to $130 million. A deferral is like an “IOU”. Items placed in the state budget, but will not pay until some future period in time. It puts the District in a situation of finding ways to bridge the cash flow gap. We are still serving students, paying employees, and paying vendors, yet we are not getting the cash for it in a timely manner. Right now, we are putting together the pieces of a cash flow model so we can see the impact on a month-by-month basis. This will enable us to plan and anticipate appropriate funding mechanism to bridge the gap.
2. The State Chancellor’s Office will allocate the funded growth amount evenly to all districts. The rationale is that right now, their number one focus/goal is to the greatest degree possible restore the workload reduction that we are impacted by the fiscal year 2009-10. All districts across the board had a workload reduction of 3.39%. To restore the workload reduction of 3.39% combine with the funded growth of 2.21%, only adds up to 70% of the way. 
At Peralta, the workload reduction was approximately over 700 FTES, which is close to $4 million. Based upon 2.21%, Peralta will be funded for a little over 19,500 FTES. . The target goal for Peralta this fiscal year is set marginally higher in case of unforeseen issues.
We are looking at cash district-wide and looking at it based upon a number of factors. One solution is Trans Tax Revenue Anticipation. That is borrowing against future revenue. We are hesitant on the idea due to interest costs. We are evaluating everything from general restricted funds to bonds.  (There is $6.3 million in reserve).  
We also have to address the decrease in categorical funding.

There is some flexibility at the district level on categorical funding. Referring to the memo from VC Eric Skinner, those programs which are shaded in the letter are the ones that fall under the flexibility provision within the State budget. The District has the flexibility to move the funds. Our Board of Trustees passed a resolution to give us that flexibility.  If available funding falls in that shaded area, it needs to be considered as alternatives.

There is a need to look at DSPS funding.

Per Debbie Weintraub, some categorical in the shaded area is part of the PFT collective bargaining agreement, which need to be bargained with the PFT before the college/District can eliminate faculty’s office hours or part time faculty compensation. 


	
	

	VI.   Budget Development Principles/Guidelines
 Ron Gerhard, VC of Finance
	·  One page sheet was handed out listing purpose, strategies, principles, assumptions.
· Annual document. Kick off the year.
· There is a need to prioritize our funding in a period of being underfunded
· Hopefully owned and represented by the PBC
· Communication and template

· Framework of the budget development

· Generic document in order to start off this discussion

· Assumption – having ownership and focus on strategy and purpose

· General assumption is the funded FTES levels. Subtract mandatory things. Factor in the Reserve and the Fund Balance.
· Faculty hiring – as one of the guiding principle

· Other exercise – tactical document on allocating the resources. 
First step: agree on guiding principles + strategies+ principles. How are we going to look and prioritize and position ourselves in the future? To determine our future instead of simply relying on the State. 

Examples of the budget development principles are located in the manila folder provided for this meeting.

1. Chabot/ Las Positas Community College District: look at appendix A.8 for principles.
2. Los Angeles Community College District: look at pages A.27-28 for their parameters.
3. PowerPoint from Kern: pages 2-3 for 2008 principles and guidelines
4. PowerPoint from Los Angeles CCD: page 3 for guidelines.
For mandates or legal requirements, we will include a bullet point under the principle or add additional wording. We can address programmatic requirements by funding agencies and make it more explicit. A possibility is coming to the council with specific instances. 

It was suggested that “Core mission of instruction and student success will prioritize budget” be one of our principles.
It was suggested to change the vacant position item to “To hold vacant non- faculty positions open when possible.”

It was asserted that the budget allocation model must include all five entities: the District and all four colleges.

There is a need for viable programs at the colleges with s focus on our our Mission
There is a need for more full-time faculty to move forward effectively.

Can we find ways and strategies to increase funding?

Need to look at what % of funding goes to district office services. What is the current percentage of funds spent on district operations?
Need to review the strategy about vacant faculty positions being held open (70 positions).

We will come back to this discussion in the next meeting. Please send all comments to Linda Sanford and Joseph Bielanski. 
	
	Continue the discussion regarding  Budget Development, Principles and Guidelines.



	VII. Budget Allocation Models:
Linda Sanford
	· Team Activity 
· Comparison Analysis

· Report Out
Representative from each college and the district office were assigned to 3 teams. Guests were to fill in to ensure there was a representative from each college.

Task from each team: Review some of the budget allocation models in the folder. Look for strategies and guidelines. Analyze the models for strengths and weaknesses. Make notes of what is missing and do a comparison to the Peralta model (if time permits). 
	
	

	Team #1

Karolyn van Putten, Patricia Dudley, Gabriela Pisano, Tae-Soon Park, Jacob Ng
	College/District Name:  KERN
Strengths:  

· Clear and simple language – transparency
· All revenues allocated to the colleges
· Governance groups given the opportunity for input prior to issuing the initial allocation
· Maintain autonomous decision making at the local college level
· Be incentive-based and allow carryover of ending balances
· Provides for periodic review and revision
Weaknesses:  

· Model evaluated annually may not always be appropriate (e.g., 1yr/ 2yr/ 5yr)

· FTES equalized among the colleges
Is anything missing in this college’s budget allocation model?

Calendar/schedule missing college and Board of Trustees details (shared governance timelines)
How does this model compare to the PCCD budget allocation model?

Provides more specificity
Recommendations/Suggestions:  

Be sure not to err on the side of being overly conservative

	
	

	Team #1

Karolyn van Putten, Patricia Dudley, Gabriela Pisano, Tae-Soon Park, Jacob Ng
	College/District Name:  Peralta
Strengths:  

· Having fixed costs identified and accounted for

· Reflects “a little” shared governance- Budget Advisory Committee
· CFO’s discretionary authorities
Weaknesses:  

· Doesn’t address parity (brief, single mention of the work, ONLY)

· Doesn’t include the District Office, except has having veto power

· Doesn’t allow for flexibility for new programs (e.g., as references to productivity)

· Reserve 3c (covered by 3e)

· Should include other mandated programs

· Economy of Scale and its implications (what does it mean)

· Past promises not included (e.g., to BCC, others?)

· CFOs discretionary authorities
Is anything missing in this college’s budget allocation model?

· District Office service areas have not yet been required to do program review or unit planning
· Budget development/allocation timeline was not included previously.
How does this model compare to the PCCD budget allocation model?
Recommendations/Suggestions:  


	
	

	Team #3

May Chen, Bob Grill, Sheryl Queen, Debby Weintraub  
	College/District Name:  Los Rios
Strengths:  
Detailed of what areas are needed to operate colleges/district.  Includes:   student to counselor ratio; formula for additional instructional faculty, classified and administrators; operational costs; full-time faculty positions; and program development.  

The Chabot analysis of this model says:

…Conflicts over funding are lessened and there is more focus on the overall mission.  The formula works well when there are budget reductions that have to be made.  The bargaining units are very supportive of the formulas as well.  

Weaknesses:  
Not clear how funds are allocated between college
Is anything missing in this college’s budget allocation model?

How does this model compare to the PCCD budget allocation model?

Is proactive rather than reactive

Recommendations/Suggestions:  


	
	

	Team 2
	Need written SWOT analysis from Team 2.

Comments recorded at this meeting:

Peralta model: Need to look at the economy of scale issue; 100% replacement cost; takes 2 years to build new programs; first year can increase a college’s budget but not reduce; should have 75/25 ratio of faculty at each college; 50% rule is a limit and not a goal.

Kern: Needs specificity; importance of shared governance.

LACCD: Funding principles; connection to the state budget; use of college size for funding; needs a formula.

	Continue the process for determining how to setup a budget allocation model for PCCD
	

	VIII. Benchmark Surveys: Comparison/ Parameters
	Began with a handout on California Community Colleges District Grouping by FTES for 2008-2009.

Comparison could focus on:

Districts with similar FTES numbers to Peralta,

Similar programs,

Similar demographics, 

Factor in SB 361

Multiple vs. single college district

Five community college districts selected for comparison:
1. San Mateo  CCD
2.  Los Rios CCD
3. Long Beach City College
4. Chabot-Las Positas CCD
5. San Francisco.
Considered but not included: LACCD and Ventura CCD
	Continue the discussion of Benchmark Surveys and the implications for PCCD.


	

	Adjournment:
	12:00 PM
	
	

	Next meeting: 
	November 19, 2010 from 9-12:00PM
	
	


Minutes taken:   Sui Song
Handouts: Minutes from 9/24/10; PCCD Planning and Budget Council/ Revised Timeline of Deliverables and Milestones; Summary of District Education Committee meeting minutes; Budget Development Principles and Guidelines; Memo regarding 2010-2011 Budget Update (10/12/10); Memo to College Presidents seeking input on College involvement in Corrective Action Matrix; Memo requesting a draft District IT Plan for December meeting; Memo requesting monthly communication from the other three PBI committees; Document from Erik Skinner (10/20/10); Budget Allocation Models: Peralta, LACCD, Coast, Skyline, Los Rios, Kern, Gavilan, and Chabot-Las Positas; District Grouping by FTES (2008-2009); SWOT Template.
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