
Planning and Budgeting Council
District Board Room
December 11, 2009:   11 am – 1 pm
MINUTES
Present: 
Debbie Budd, Diana Lara, Sheryl Queen, Peter Simon, Tae-Soon Park, Bob Grill, Patricia Dudley, Gabriella Pisano, Timothy Brice, Linda Berry, Karolyn van Putten, Jacob Ng, Elnora Webb (for President Chong), May Chen, Joe Doyle.
Guests:
President Herring, President Inclan, Pieter deHaan, MaryBeth Benvenutti, Anita Black, Jannett Jackson, Scott Albright, Maurice Jones, Jeff Heyman, Carlotta Campbell.
Chairs:

Tom Smith, Debby Weintraub

Facilitators:  
Linda Sanford, Joseph Bielanski 

Absent: 
Mali Watkins  (need new appointee because of over three absences)
	
	Topic
	Presenters
	Discussion
	Follow-up Action
	Decisions 

(Shared Agreement/

Resolved or Unresolved?)

	
	I. Review the Agenda and Reminder of Ground Rules
	Tom Smith/
Facilitators
	The Foundation financial statement review will be postponed until the next meeting.  
Review of Ground Rules:

(1) Focus on the Voting Members of the committee

(2) 3 minute speaking rule to allow time for any and all to speak

(3) Recommendations by Robert’s Rules

(4) Use of Voting Cards (Green, Yellow, Red)

(5) Speakers also should provide the courtesy for all to speak
	
	Request for a financial statement review from the Peralta Foundation.

	
	II. Review minutes from 
10-26-09 meeting
	“
	“Recommendations”, and not “resolutions”, should be brought to the Chancellor. 
	
	Minutes approved with the change in 
language – recommendations versus 
resolutions

	
	III. Adopt Planning and Budgeting Council Protocols
	“
	Following a discussion of the protocols and with one amendment, they were approved.
“A recommended item is sent to the committee chair, co-chair, facilitator and recorder, who then determine the next step for the item.”
	
	MOVE to approve (Pisano, Dudley) The Facilitator and the recorder should be 
cc:ed.  (Pisano, van Putten)  PASSED

	
	(a) Budget Review

(b) 2009-2010

· Structured dialogue on the current year budget

· Amount of Reserves (resolution from previous meeting)

· Cost of current advertised management positions (resolution from previous meeting)

· Review of key issues affecting the design of the budget

· Response to budget questions previously submitted

· Update on the Peralta Foundation’s financial statement (resolution from previous meeting)

(c) 2010-2011 

· Update on new issues which will impact the next  year’s budget

(d) Funding recommendations to be sent to the Chancellor


	Tom Smith/
Debby Weintraub/
Facilitators
	Tom gave an update on the future status of the budget.
 A $20.7 billion State deficit is anticipated next year, with $1.2 million anticipated in property tax shortfalls.  The Prop 98 guarantee will decline in 2011-12, with a 4% district budget reduction, and then rising until 2015, with a 6.8% increase.  We need to reach 2012 without going bankrupt.  Deficits are projected to go up to $21 billion each year until then.  Sacramento is discussing raising fees, perhaps to $35/unit, depending upon the number of units taken.  With Peralta’s added fees, our student enrollment will be heavily impacted.  PERS contribution rates were presented, rising up to 14% over the next few years, with fees unilaterally imposed, which is $1.3M.  We’re not seeing any growth or COLA for the future, so there is no additional revenue to cover these added costs.  Kaiser premiums will also rise.  It was asked if students can opt out of the bus pass program.  The program costs $250,000, with students paying the fee.  The Board wants a soft or hard hold on students who don’t pay this fee, or else students will be withdrawn and their names removed off the lists.  Increased fees will emphasize the need for Financial Aid, which takes a great deal of student time to enroll, and added Financial Aid personnel needs, especially at BCC.  Student fees include the Easy Pass payment and will eventually include a Health Fee payment.
PERS payments to be raised.

STRS payments will probably be raised.

The amount of the PCCD reserves is $11.6 M, or 9.7% of our budget.  It is down from 2006-2007 when it was $13.3, due to funding 1351 to realize growth.  $2M was invested last year to go after growth, which was later not given to growing Districts.  We see a much larger decrease in adjunct funding and classes due to this differential.  The State Chancellor’s office has mandated a class reduction in funding for Peralta.  19,050 FTES is the funding level for this year, which is several thousand FTES we’re not allowed to offer and earn due to the funding crisis.  
There is a designation in the reserve related to leave banking and accrued vacation, should employees choose to leave, funded at $5M/year, which is the actual liability.  It was asked why this fund couldn’t be handled like a bank, with only a percentage set aside.  That is not possible since there are strict accounting rules from the auditors that must be adhered to, and this amount is required.  
Restricted general fund balance is a carryover of various program and grants, a full list of which is available in the Ed Services department.  The State only looks at our unrestricted reserve.  It is not the fund that is used for classes.  Grants for a term of years can carry over from year to year or categorical programs.  Fund 1 is supposed to be closed out and not carried over.  The general fund is unrestricted funds.  Restricted fund have an ending balance in the reserve.  Unspent funds are the reserve balance, like cash in the bank, to cover other expenses that are not categorical.  $11.6 M is the unrestricted Funds 1 through 4.  Leave banking release time can receive 100% funding which is more expensive when it is taken out, and having the reserve is critical for this to work. The reserve has two parts undesignated open funds, and banked leave as a designated fund.  There is a backfill to reduce loads if people use their leave.  It was explained how this process works.  Leave banking doesn’t affect the day-to-day operations of the District.  The colleges have control over this, and have to request the leave.  

An explanation was given for the general reserve, special reserve number two for OPEB bond.  Development funds are received from our six cities, and can’t be touched.  We can take 47% of this into the general fund as additional property taxes.  53% must stay in a reserve and can only be used for construction projects, bricks and mortar, like Measure E.  We haven’t had to use this due to our bonds.  There is a required contribution for unfunded employee and retiree health care liability, which will be used to repay our OPEB debt.  Many districts are moving this into a revocable fund, to have spending discretion in an emergency.  $6M OPEB debt repayment is due next year from this fund.  If it is in an irrevocable trust, then it could only be used for retirement benefits.  Tom doesn’t plan to use those funds, but wants them left for an emergency.  

The cost of current advertised management positions was discussed.  
VC of HR was requested by the Board.  The hiring committee is proceeding with a consultant.  The position range is $200-$225,000.  An update was given on the position hiring status.  People feel that the Director of HR has done fine through the years, and that this new position is not needed.  In other multi-Districts, that position is critical to the organization.  

MOTION requesting a rationale from the Board and the Chancellor as to why this job should be elevated to a Vice Chancellor position, with a suggestion just to advertise for an HR Director.  (Doyle, van Putten) 

It was asked if there was a shared governance process on this issue.  It was felt that administrator jobs don’t have to be balanced with the same 50% law restrictions that occur at the colleges.  

It was noted that hiring for the position of President at Laney College and COA would be upcoming in the spring semester.

District positions should be in the position prioritization process.

Given the discussion of how to prioritize positions and to have adequate funding for positions and to see that all position areas are covered, it was requested that Bob Grill forward a motion for consideration at the February meeting –

The motion should include a discussion with data on percentages of the “left side” of the general fund budget.

-Fixed expenses (utilities, etc.)

-Non-teaching faculty

-Classified staff

-Administrators

-include the consequences/impact of hiring Administrative positions (especially at the district office) on the hiring of non-teaching faculty and classified staff.

Work to have a breakout of the percentages of the budget allocated to each category and planning based on those percentages

As a result, if the Board wants a position, the board has to come up with the funding for the position  and those funds should  not be at the expense of hiring a counselor or needed classified support staff.

Speaker Pisano suggested that the position hiring be postponed for one year, to see if budget conditions change.  Speaker van Putten suggested that the Board provide a written response to the committee.  Speaker Grill asked where the Board feels that a counselor and assistant should be cut to justify the position, due to the 50% law constraints.   

MOTION (Grill, van Putten) asked for a percentage formula of the budget, with percentages going to administrators, counselors, and faculty, and that a new administrator should funded from the administrator slice of the pie.  FAILED   
It was explained that the Board sets its priorities, but that it’s not their authority to designate the funding source.  The job timeline for that position is proceeding.  This group can’t ask the Board, but can recommend to the Chancellor that they want the position to remain as a Director.                   
The original motion was withdrawn.

“Planning” is a future discussion topic that will be sent to the Chairs and facilitators.  

The sustainability manager is 80% funded by Measure A and 20% funded by the general fund.  The job description would have to be revised if those allocations were changed.  Not all of the position responsibilities are Measure A duties.  This position was requested by the Board with no planning process.  

The Associate Vice Chancellor of Student Services is an existing position and is budgeted.
Design of the budget  - No discussion

There was a suggestion to see the District budget also included on the spreadsheet on the general fund.  This is related to a different agenda item.
Motion: For a future agenda: Incorporate a planning process for all new district positions.

Freeze all management positions that do not currently exist for one year [excluding grant funded positions]. Passed with two abstentions.
Budget questions

Budget errors have been corrected.  New budget sheets will be coming out.  There will be a reduction in our utility costs with a savings of $300,000 from the Merritt solar panels.  Double-entries have been corrected.  Staffing sheet changes will be available to the colleges.  Changes should be sent to Yvonne and Vu.  There won’t be a material impact once the errors are entered.  The reserve will probably be less than listed.  

Discretionary general fund expenditures total 98%, which is just a rough model of the budget.
86% of our budget is salary and benefits.  This is a position control budget.  Budget allocation model will change the positions and monies, but it hasn’t been activated yet.  Then, fixed costs are added in.  
MOTION (Grill, Pisano) to move to the Faculty agenda discussion item.  PASSES

	
	MOTION requesting a rationale from the Board and the Chancellor as to why this
 job should be elevated to a Vice 
Chancellor position, with a suggestion just
 to advertise for an HR Director.  (Doyle,
 van Putten) 

Motion for discussion at the next meeting:
The motion should include a discussion 
with data on percentages of the “left side” 
of the general fund budget.

-Fixed expenses (utilities, etc.)

-Non-teaching faculty

-Classified staff

-Administrators

-include the consequences/impact of
 hiring Administrative positions
 (especially at the district office) on 
the hiring of non-teaching faculty 
and classified staff.

Work to have a break out of the 
percentages of the budget allocated to each category and planning based on those percentages

As a result, if the Board wants a
 position, the board has to come up with 
the money and that it not be at the 
expense of hiring a counselor or needed classified support staff.

.
MOTION (Doyle, Pisano) to recommend to the Chancellor that the position Human Resources position remain as a Director of HR and not be upgraded to a Vice Chancellor of HR .  PASSES

MOTION (van Putten, Grill) to suspend all new general fund administrative manager hires for one year, excluding grant funded positions.   PASSES (with two abstentions). 


	
	IV. Review and Discuss Committee Recommendations:

(a) Education Committee

· Review/discuss/take action on the Faculty Prioritization Recommendations from the 12/4/09 meeting

· Review the DWEMPC protocol for “Establishing district-wide criteria for ranking faculty positions requests (including Counselors and Librarians)”

(not addressed)
(b) Facilities Committee

· Request a detailed Measure A Report listing not only construction costs, but also consultant costs and administrative hires funded by Measure A.


	Tom Smith/
Debby Weintraub/
Facilitators
	The motions from the Education committee were reviewed.  

Faculty positions are difficult to prioritize.  There was also a recommendation for hiring priority, and the Board parity resolution (agenda item #30, July 15, 2008: passed unanimously)  was discussed, which is already in place.  Four areas were reviewed for discussion: 1) Ed Committee recommendations. 2) Board resolution on parity, 3) Ed Committee recommendation from the prior year, 4) Budget allocation model.  

The basic foundation documents were created during years of growth.  Once a motion is passed in one committee, it seems as though there should not be further discussion unless there is no consensus, and that the decision should be honored to uphold the planning process.  There is some confusion in Multimedia (Berkeley City College) that there are five degree programs, and that it is not a discipline.  COA went through a laborious process to go through the college needs to keep programs viable, especially Career Technical Education Programs (CTE).  Then, the rules changed due to the planning process.  There have been no new positions created, and a laborious process to rank priorities is needed.  The Ed committee did not have an easy decision.  The criteria did change a bit, and the college process would had been different had they known that the contract faculty component would have been the primary focus.  

An explicit, measurable process did not exist initially, so no weight was given to different categories.  The District talks about “dollars”, and the colleges talk about position priorities.  This body should weigh the priorities of these recommendations.  Decisions should be based on principles for the District’s benefit, and shouldn’t talk about reallocating faculty.  Recent conversations were based upon growth trends, but now we are shrinking.  The District big picture and programs offered need to be viewed, and not individual college needs.  

Full-time faculty obligation number (FON) with new positions (ten) needs to comply with the 75/25 law.  If the FON is required in 2010-2011 (it was suspended for 2009-2010), then PCCD might need from 10-14 faculty positions to meet the FON.  Parity items in place are:

1) budget allocation model Oct 2008

2) DWEMPC 2009 prioritization model

3) Board resolution on parity.

MOTION (Pisano, Chen) to accept all of the Ed Committee recommendations.  It was later clarified to address discussion items A and D first, with 15 positions, if the budget allows.  (Pisano, Doyle amendment.)  

The State Chancellor’s office faculty obligation number memo was referenced.  In difficult times with no new FTES funding, a percentage can be used to reduce workload obligation.  The number can vary between 0 and 14.  Input on that decision should come from this committee.  At the college, there is also the instruction and student services side on top of FON that work in complement, and that discussion also needs to ensure that the colleges are viable.  Overall integrity issues could be addressed at a future meeting.  It was suggested that items being considered by the group be projected.  The process before this body is to deal with the recommendations.

Dr. Jackson asked this group to act quickly so that we don’t lose out on good candidates for our positions.  

MOTION (Webb, van Putten) to take the four recommendations from the Ed Committee and to provide a rationale based upon criteria, to get the total number of positions to then allocate.  It was noted that this may be outside of the current process used.  

There was a concern that this committee doesn’t have the information that the Ed committee used to evaluate what is being presented.  That job has already been completed by the Ed committee.  The second suggested motion from the Ed Committee is on student success.  Positions on the right side of the 50% law can be taken out of the discussion, since that is already agreed upon.  There was a suggestion to let the colleges examine their priorities to reallocate the positions.  It was felt that we don’t have the time to do this prior to the hiring season.  Some top ideas include disciplines with no contract faculty and CTE programs.  CTE is a prioritized issue from the Ed Committee.  Perhaps this need could be filled by current or shifting faculty.  A discussion of shifting faculty would have to be brought back to the colleges.  Long-range planning is important.  It was agreed that there won’t be enough full-time hires at the colleges.  An immediate solution as well as a long-range solution is needed.  There will be many retirements in the coming years, as well.  We can’t afford to have four colleges, and the colleges need to refine their missions.  It was asked if the budget can handle recruitment of 10-14 positions, and it was answered that, yes, the faculty minimum obligation will be met by the budget.  The counselors are not counted in the groups.  Five positions are included in section D.  

Tom doesn’t think that adopting A and D will comply with the Trustees’ parity resolution, in the amended motion.  The definition of parity was discussed.  The Board resolution asked Tom and the Chancellor to come up with a parity plan for the future.  
	
	MOTION (Webb, van Putten) to take the four recommendations from the Ed Committee and to provide a rationale based upon criteria, to get the total number of positions to then allocate.  It was noted that this may be outside of the current process used.  

MOTION (Pisano, Chen) to accept all of the Ed Committee recommendations.  It was later clarified to address A and D first, with 15 positions, if the budget allows.  Joe Doyle seconded the amendment.  (This would be – 3 positions for Alameda; 4 positions for Berkeley; 6 positions for Laney; and 2 positions for Merritt).PASSES

Criteria A from the Education Committee:

Disciplines with no contract faculty at the college:

Alameda: Art

Berkeley: Multimedia (Web Design), Anthropology, Business, Music.

Laney: Mexican/Latin American Studies, Anthropology, Construction Management, Dance.

Merritt: Sociology.

Criteria D from the Education Committee:

Program viability – CTE (Vocational Programs)
Alameda: Automotive Technology, Auto Body.

Berkeley: Multimedia (Web Design)

Laney: Construction Management, Environmental Control , Culinary Arts.

Merritt: Child Development.



	
	VIII. Future Agenda Items :

· Grant Funding

· Unit Plan Priorities

· Contract Education and Fee Based Classes

· Centralization of Vacant Faculty Positions

· Annual Milestones

· Other


	Facilitators
	
	
	


Minutes taken: Roxanne Epstein 466-7203  repstein@peralta.edu   Next Meeting:  February 26, 2010 10 am – 12 pm District Boardroom.
Attachments:  Meeting Minutes from October 26, Meeting Agenda for December 11, Draft Planning and Budgeting Council Protocols, District-wide Criteria for Ranking Faculty Position Requests, General Fund Budget Comparisons

