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BUDGET COMMITTEE MEETING 
March 15, 2017 

Room 2149 
2:00 p.m. 
MINUTES 

 
CALL TO ORDER:  The meeting was called to order at 2:08 p.m. by Committee Chair, Joe Bissell.   
 
Roll Call: 

x Jill Ault x Sara Holmes x Joe Bissell  Student Rep. 

x Don Cingrani E Lynda Little x Kathy Royce   

E Kendall Crenshaw x Tom Masulis x Susan Schroth   

 
Guests: 

None   

   

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The March 1, 2017 Meeting Minutes were reviewed with minor 
corrections:   Cingrani/Schroth - M/S to accept the minutes 
with corrections.  Motion carried 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: None 
 
REPORTS:   None 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION:   
 
The discussion is a continuation from the last meeting so the committee can develop a budget 
that is realistic.  Joe stated that it is worthwhile to review where the bulk of income comes from, 
how to look at, and how lately it has not been consistent.  He explained that when 
apportionment was being deferred there were cash flow issues and many districts had to deal 
with revenue shortfalls.  In the event of an economic downturn it is prudent districts carry a 
larger reserve to have the ability to continue to operate.  At their March meeting, the SC Board 
of Trustees approved changes to AP6305 including the additional 5% reserve for emergencies, 
as recommended by the Budget Committee and College Council.   
 
P2 & Recalculation of numbers (Handout) 
 
Joe demonstrated where to find the apportionment reports on the Chancellor’s Office webpage 
following the path under Systems Operations:   
(http://extranet.cccco.edu/Divisions/FinanceFacilities/FiscalServicesUnit/Reports/Apportionment
Reports.aspx ).   
 
The apportionment reports are listed by fiscal year each with the following options:  Advance, 
P1, P2  (principal apportionment);  R1 (recalculation).  The handout “California Community 

http://extranet.cccco.edu/Divisions/FinanceFacilities/FiscalServicesUnit/Reports/ApportionmentReports.aspx
http://extranet.cccco.edu/Divisions/FinanceFacilities/FiscalServicesUnit/Reports/ApportionmentReports.aspx
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Colleges 2016-17 First Principal Apportionment - Exhibit C” is one of the reports available from 
the Chancellor’s Office website.  He said that the reports list all of the community colleges so 
you can see what the other schools are also getting.  He explained how the FTES dollars are 
distributed to the districts and how larger schools have an advantage with base funding and 
increased efficiencies due to larger class sizes.  
 
The Workload measures on the top portion of the handout shows the FTES.  The Base Funding 
for credit, non-credit, and CDCP FTES is what we earned last year.  “CDCP” means “Career 
Development College Prep”.  The basic formula for total funded FTES is base plus growth plus 
stability.  Our total funded and actual FTES for P1 this year is 7270.76. 
 
The middle portion of the report lists revenue and how Total Compensational Revenue (TCR) is 
calculated.  The Total Base Revenue is the base FTES multiplied by the base funding rate for a 
revised Base FTES Revenue of $30,277,361.  This is added to the base allocation for the Total 
Base Revenue Less Decline amount of $33,879,421.  Sections III and IV show the calculations 
for restoration and growth.  The other amounts highlighted are the TCR which equals 
$40,214,996.  Section VIII details other District revenue sources.  Note that the total available 
revenue equals $39,723,622 (TCR less the revenue shortfall).  This is the amount the college 
will actually receive if the state shortfall holds. 
 
Susan mentioned that when she was a K-8 school board member that her school district had 
partnered with a larger school district.  She stated that it worked beautifully as there was one 
entity responsible for the mandated reporting, financial documents, etc. She asked if community 
colleges ever thought about contracting with other school districts.  Joe stated that he had 
worked for a small school and this had been discussed with other small schools. Retention of 
local control always seemed to be an issue which prevented this from happening. 
 
Page 2 of the handout shows Shasta College’s Apportionment Reports History.  Joe reviewed 
the report history comparatively for each fiscal year listed.  He noted that the last column shows 
the Available Revenue (AR) from P1 to the Recalculation.  In reviewing the numbers for 
2013/14, he noted that it was an oddball year and the AR of $1.4 million is high.  The following 
two years are more consistent.  The Chancellor’s Office calculates the Advance assuming full 
growth and restoration of FTES.  In 2015/16 the revenue shortfall is zero, but on the 2016/17 
P1, which we receive in February, shows the calculated FTES at 7270.76 and a revenue 
shortfall of close to $500K.  An AP/AR is set up in September, based on P2 for what is thought 
we will have for the year.  We won’t know the actual (R1) until February the following year. 
 
In conclusion, Joe stated that he wanted to share with the committee why revenue varies.  The 
total dollars from apportionment listed under section VIII (taxes, state, & registration fees) is 
normally about 90% of our total unrestricted general fund income.  There was additional 
discussion about basic aid districts which have more local tax revenue even if it exceeds the 
formula. 
 
OPEB Numbers 
 
After the discussion from the last meeting Joe stated that he wanted to review the OPEB 
actuarial study done in 2015 to clarify the numbers. Per the actuarial study completed in 2015, 
our accrued liability was $42,931,364. The unfunded amount was $32,113,071.  The difference 
was the amount of funds we had deposited (plus interest earned) to the irrevocable Trust fund 
to cover the liability.  Currently, at the end of February there is $13.8 million in the trust.  The 
increase is due to investments and additional contributions.  Jill stated that we have to start 
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recording the total liability this year. We have already started recording PERS and STRS. There 
was additional discussion regarding the liabilities and how they are recorded. 
 
Glossary of Fiscal Risk Analysis Document (handout) 
Reviewing the glossary that was discussed at the last meeting, Joe stated that some of the 
terms were re-defined. 
 

Prop 39 – There are two Prop 39s.  The first is the Schools Facilities Local Act of 2000, 
which reduces the threshold required to pass local California school district bond issues 
from two-thirds supermajority to 55 percent supermajority and requires a citizen’s bond 
oversight committee. The second Prop 39 is the Clean Energy Act.   For the purpose of 
our glossary, Prop 39 refers to the Schools Facilities Local Act of 2000. 

 
Ed. Code Sections 85220 and 85223 – These are the sections of California Ed. Code 
that address the procedures for the county superintendent of schools to make a 
temporary transfer to a community college which does not have sufficient funds to meet 
current operating expenses. 

 
Encroachment Trends – Encroachment is a term used in school finance to describe the 
situation in which the acceptance of restricted funds commits present and/or future use 
of unrestricted resources (funds, personnel, equipment, facilities). 

 
There were no additional comments or questions.   Cingrani/Royce - M/S to approve the 
glossary with the terms as defined. Motion approved.  
 
 
Budget to Actuals Analysis for Salaries and Benefits 
This is the spreadsheet that was reviewed at the last meeting.  Joe asked if there were any 
additional questions for Jill regarding the spreadsheet.  There was discussion regarding salary 
and benefits actual expenses being 1.5 – 2% less than budget because of position vacancies 
(mainly turnover). It was noted that we have been modeling with full employment assumptions. 
 
 
OTHER / ANNOUNCEMENTS:  
 
There was discussion and comments regarding the recommendation to College Council for the 
change in policy to increase the reserve. The policy change was recommended by the Budget 
Committee, went through the College Council review and approval process (2 readings at open 
public meetings) and the Board process (2 readings at open public meetings) before being 
adopted at their last meeting.   
 
The importance of being transparent and understandable about how these things go through the 
approval process was stressed.  Members of participatory committees are aware and involved 
but this doesn’t make the campus informed. The shared governance process was also 
discussed; how communication is very important; and that our discussion and the process we 
use to come to our recommendations are made evident. It was stated that continuous 
improvement should always be part of our process.   The following is a brief description of the 
suggestions discussed to facilitate communication regarding recommendations made by the 
committee: 
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 All committee members should report back to their constituents about the discussions 
and recommendations made by the committee 

 A summary paragraph is submitted along with the recommendations recording the 
shared governance process that was followed and rationale 

 A year in review document should be prepared which briefly outlines what was 
accomplished by participatory governance committees  

 Include in the narratives for the Board agenda how the participatory governance process 
was used to make changes to policy  

 
If our approach on how we budget (including turnover savings) is changed, we need to get out 
in front to communicate with the campus of how we arrived at the change in the process.  We 
need to make it clear to everyone. 
 
These are all viable solutions that we can incorporate. 
 
ADJOURNMENT:  4:00 
 
NEXT MEETING DATE: April 5, 2017 
 
Recorded by: 
Peggy Himbert 
Executive Assistant 
Administrative Services 
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