Budget Committee
Minutes

April 15, 2008
11:00 a.m., CA-2
Present

Donna Berry, Gary Wallace, Antonia Ecung, Ann Marie  Wagstaff, Jeff Gervasi, Carol Wilkins, Chris Craig, Baldomero Garcia.
Absent

Virginia Gurrola.
I. Call to order


Meeting was called to order at 11:10 a.m.
II. Approval of Minutes

Berry said that due to the length of the minutes, the committee could take the document to review at a later time, and any comments or changes can be sent to her by email. 

III. Approval of the Agenda

The agenda was approved with one addition under item five:

· Allocation process – calculating FTES
IV. Budget Development Process for 2008/09 Budget – Berry

Process will be a rollover of dollars from 2007-08 budget, asking each budget manager to identify 5% reductions in their budgets.  

Not feasible to copy and distribute the backup documentation the committee requested last time, and that she instead will try to see if the committee can meeting in a room with an LCD projector and view the information that way.


Handouts to the committee: 1. An email from Tom Burke that is basically an instruction sheet, which includes assumptions that the committee is supposed to make and work into the budget; 2. Preliminary budget unrestricted fund allocation; 3. Analysis of allocation changes, final vs. preliminary.

Tom Burke email: The first item on the assumptions is that the college discretionary reserves are $0. Berry said that she received another email from Burke later stating that he wanted PC and CC both to budget for $25,000 of their allocation funds toward emergency funds, while BC is expected to budget $50,000 for emergencies. Berry went over the 8 items listed in the email from Burke, pointing out that Cerro Coso is paying back money this year that was given to them by the district because of the decline in their FTES numbers.

The 2008/09 Preliminary Allocation sheet: Porterville’s impact to the $2.3 million shift the district made from the reserves back to the college is listed on line 21. On line 26 of that sheet is the amount of the business service operations shift to the district. Berry wants to check that amount to make sure it is correct.  All Business Services expenses district wide will be charged back to each college on a percentage of allocation basis. This could negatively impact PC, as we will now be paying for a portion of CC which is similar to our staff size & BC’s large staff. Line 27 is PC’s portion of the Luminous Portal project. The cost was a part of the district office budget last year, so Berry thinks they’ve rolled it over and that the amount listed is probably additional costs. The cost includes the program and a district project manager, Berry thinks. The college will be in charge of maintaining its own content, but no indication of any ongoing costs for PC. The director will be budgeted out of the district office. At this time, PC hasn’t budgeted anything for Luminous.


The total impact to PC’s allocation, is $0 as the district has used reserves to back-fill. There are additional costs through the district office. Line 29, the “other changes” include costs out of the district office, but Berry has not seen the district office budget. The $73,391 is for district-wide expenses that were allocated somewhere and Berry doesn’t have details from Burke about the regulatory amounts.


5% reduction in expenditures: The budget committee has to identify 5% reductions in expenditures. The college can use the 2006/07 unrestricted carryover to meet the 5% reductions for 08/09. The district does not plan on using district-wide or college reserves to backfill categorical or grant budgets.


There is unrestricted carryover, including MAA money and other carryover funds that have been carried over from previous years, which can be used toward these cuts.


One possibility is to send out the information to each budget manager, asking them to identify ways in which the cuts can be made. BC is asking each budget manager to cut 5% across the board. This might not be the best idea, as the accreditation team scolded the college for assuming that all divisions were equal.

There isn’t much in the discretionary budget, as so much of it is tied up in salaries. 5% of the allocation would be about $600,000. On top of the 5%, there is an extra $300,000 of costs that the college will incur next year due to Title V ending & full year impact of salaries. Carryover is an option as we anticipate $190,000 in unused MAA money and $184,000 which was earmarked for technology replacements. The college has not utilized a lot of that money because of the ability to purchase some equipment as part of the library project. Berry has mentioned the 5% requirement to CLC, but did not tell them about the carryover option. She did mention that Bakersfield was asking for 5% across the board.

One question that was raised is should the MAA money even be used for the 5% cuts? If there is a way to use it to increase FTES, shouldn’t it be used there? Berry brought with her the one-time requests that she has already received and none of them identify any FTES generating measures. Senior day funds have been included in the budgeting process but money for other outreach programs have not.

If the committee is supposed to evaluate the equality of divisions, what criteria is it supposed to use? There are production reports available, but those only indentify the productivity of the instructional areas. There isn’t any other way to measure the support divisions.

If the college went 5% across the board, they still would not be able to come up with $600,000. The discretionary items have been looked at, and short of nickel-and-diming them, there is nothing extra there

The district has put a stop to layoffs for the year. The reserve money is supposed to be used to maintain the budget, and it has been. They have given the college enough funds to retain employees. However, the district does not plan on giving the college reserve money every year.


In other words, the only amount the committee really has to deal with is $300,000. The 5% reductions aren’t definite yet. The district has asked that things be identified in case the state requires the district to pay a certain amount. If this happens, the district will already have information about where that money can be pulled from. The district doesn’t have concrete information from the state, which is probably why the district is making this request.


The college has been in a reactive mode, and hasn’t been prepared to receive the money it has received, and hasn’t been in a position to make quick reductions if it has to. This measure is probably proactive, allowing the college to develop a plan before the cuts have to be made.


About 85% of the $14,348,768 of PC’s allocation is earmarked for salaries and benefits, which means that the percentage the college could actually cut is probably less than 10% of the budget. PC could make a statement to the district that the budget simply cannot be reduced any more but the district does not accept this as being true. They have looked at production reports on funded programs which are not producing satisfactory results. If these programs are cut, PC will have to address the layoffs that will come from that.

The budget committee’s responsibility is to reach the conclusion that the only cuts that can be identified would be program cuts, but the committee should not necessarily be the group which decides which programs are cut. Enrollment management needs to make recommendations on programs, as they are already the best informed on the various programs, while the budget committee should look and see how much it thinks it could cut elsewhere to take the burden off of the program reductions. Enrollment management and CLC should be the final deciding voices on which program should be reduced. The budget committee doesn’t necessarily need to ask for 5% worth of programs, but maybe 1.5% worth of programs or changes and challenge enrollment management to find the rest.

The committee first needs to identify the actual dollar amounts of discretionary funds that really are available to cut. The committee should look at the MAA money and other funds and while there $300,000 that could take care of the college’s debt, if enrollment management is looking at programs to cut, maybe they can discontinue a program completely and then the MAA money can be used to start a new program that will increase FTES. 


A source of funds for new programs like the ones suggested above could be through strategic initiatives funds, which the college can apply to receive. These funds can only be used to establish an ongoing program. The college has already put in one application, the Fast-Track program from admissions and records.  The strategic planning committee on campus has been meeting, but the committee isn’t making any sort of plans currently as it is focused on accreditation requirements. There are efforts being made by many people on campus to raise FTES through various programs, but nothing to will solve the current budget problem.


The committee should be prepared for the possibility that there may be layoffs, although the chancellor has indicated that there will be none in 2008-09. The committee needs to be careful as to how it communicates the identification of a potential 5% reduction, as saying that there may be layoffs will cause campus-wide panic. The committee should probably put together a campus-wide statement from the budget committee to notify them of the situation. The statement should include that the committee is not reviewing restricted funds. The committee has to be careful because the identification process is planning for an as-yet hypothetical situation. If the committee lists reductions in particular programs, the staff in those programs might become nervous and start looking for another job. The college also needs to make students aware that the college may have to cut programs, because if it comes out that there are reductions, students could move on to COS.


What Berry has been working on so far is putting together the things the committee asked for at the previous meeting, including the 06/07 actual numbers, division by actual budget, and updating salaries. She hopes to have all of that information by the next meeting. She would like to be able to send to each budget manager their budget with salary information included. Berry asked if she should include a message to the budget managers that the committee has been asked to identify 5% reductions in expenditures, and that the managers should identify potential cuts. The committee should say that at this time, it has been asked to identify 5% and is not sure whether is going to be across the board, but the committee needs the managers to identify at least 5%, and potentially more, just to see what kind of flexibility there really is in the budgets.

Berry agrees with everything that the committee has said and she thinks that the committee is not going to have to expect the divisions to nickel-and-dime their budgets, but that the committee will have to identify large-scale items. The committee will have to list the things that it has decided to cut in a priority order. The list should include what is being cut, and the amount of money the program accounts for.

Ultimately this is a management decision, so the committee should have a conversation with management about the situation. The last time the college dealt with this situation, Dr. Andrews decided which programs were cut. The decisions weren’t that popular, but the situation didn’t create a mass-scare and there weren’t wild rumors floating about. It would be better to have management identify the cuts. If the committee identifies them and communicates the possibility, the staff of the identified program will always think their program is at risk. However, making decisions behind closed doors could cause potential problems, and the committee should maintain an atmosphere of sharing, responsibility and accountability for its decisions. For instance, Dr. Andrews made sure that he stated his decisions at an open meeting, either an open forum or at CLC.

The committee does need to have a discussion, possibly with CLC, but ultimately it is the president’s decision. The committee needs to find out from the president what she is requiring of the committee, what her thoughts are on the situation, and how it should be communicated to the campus.

V. Allocation Process and calculating FTES – Wagstaff 

Wagstaff brought up the subject of using FTES in determining the allocation because she believes that the college still has an opportunity to receive a larger allocation if it can address the disparity between the amount PC receives in comparison to the other two colleges in the district.


It was made very clear in an earlier meeting that Bakersfield and Cerro Coso, because they are not under new guidelines for scheduling, are receiving 10% more FTES on certain types of classes, mainly those offered three times a week. Mike Carley thinks that there are other classes that PC is probably being shorted on other classes on as well.


There is clearly an inequity in the allocation model. It may not amount to much of a difference but it is still worth pursuing at this point as anything would help.


The district decided to go with an allocation model based on FTES and it is unfair that two of the colleges within the district are receiving more FTES on certain classes than Porterville, especially since it is completely decided by a state regulation that Porterville has no control over. Clearly, PC has a good case. 


Berry raised one question, which was who could best act as a voice to take this concern forward, and whom would they address it to? Should it be done through the chancellor’s cabinet, or should President Carlson go through the executive cabinet? Should it be taken by Berry to with Tom Burke or should Wagstaff herself present it to the senate, which she can do at any time. It was decided that it would be best to schedule a meeting with the president to discuss the FTES inequality and see what route she thinks would be the best. No matter what way the college goes about addressing this issue, it should be done quickly.

Berry suggested that she and Wagstaff try to set up a mini-meeting with the president, Carley and anyone else who wants to sit in on it to discuss the issue. The committee also agreed that the president should be invited to the next budget committee meeting to discuss the matter of the 5% reductions. Berry will try to compile as much information about actual dollar amounts for the issues discussed above as she can before the next meeting.

VI. Adjournment


The meeting was adjourned at 12:05.
