
RANCHO SANTIAGO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
2323 N. Broadway, Santa Ana, California 92706 

Office: (714) 480-7321   Fax: (714) 796-3935 

Fiscal Resources Committee  
Agenda for August 14, 2013 

1:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. 
District Board Room 

 
1. Welcome  

 
2. State/District Budget Update – Hardash 

 2012-13 Second Principal Apportionment Background Memo dated 6/24/13, posted 7/25/13 
 2012-13 Second Principal Apportionment Exhibit C dated 6/19/13, posted 6/24/13 
 Final State Budget 2013-14 report link: http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/2013-14/Enacted/agencies.html 
 Schools Services 2013-14 Adopted Budget Dartboard 
 CCLC Email June 27, 2013 
 CCLC Email July 3, 2013 
 “Blue Book” handouts from 8/6/13 budget workshop 
 2013-14 Total Computational Revenue Recap 

 
3. 2013-2014 Proposed Adopted Budget Assumptions – Action Item 

 
4. 50% Law 

 
5. SCC Request for Funds from Budget Stabilization Fund 

 
6. 2013-2014 FRC Meeting Calendar (change 3/26 to 3/19 due to holiday) 

 
7. Capital Outlay/RDA Expenditures 

 Permissible Uses of RDA Funds 
 2013-14 Scheduled Maintenance Allocation 

 
8. Informational Handouts 

 Final 2012-13 District-wide expenditure report link:  https://intranet.rsccd.edu 
 FTES Update as of 7-17-2013 Annual  

 
9. Approval of FRC Minutes – May 29, 2013 

 
10. Other 

 

 

 

 
Next FRC Committee Meeting: (Executive Conference Room #114 1:30 pm – 3:00 pm) 
 

August 21, 2013 

The mission of the Rancho Santiago Community College District is to provide quality educational 
programs and services that address the needs of our diverse students and communities. 

Page 1 of 56



1 
 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA                        BRICE W. HARRIS, CHANCELLOR

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

CHANCELLOR’S OFFICE

1102 Q STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95811-6549

(916) 445-8752

http://www.cccco.edu

 

BACKGROUND MEMO/INFORMATION  
2012-13 Second Principal Apportionment – June 24, 2013 

 

SYNOPSIS: The 2012-13 Second Principal Apportionment for community college districts has been 
certified and the detailed information is available on the Chancellor's Office Fiscal Services Unit web site: 

http://extranet.cccco.edu/Divisions/FinanceFacilities/FiscalServicesUnit/Reports/ApportionmentReports
/201213.aspx 

 

The following exhibits are available for viewing. 

 Exhibit "A": District Apportionments and Payments by Program 

 Exhibit "B-1": Summary of General and Grand Total Apportionments 

 Exhibit "B-2A": Categorical Apportionments - Part 1 

 Exhibit "B-2B": Categorical Apportionments - Part 2 

 Exhibit “B-2C”: Categorical Apportionments - Part 3 

 Exhibit "B-3": Categorical and One-time Apportionments  

 Exhibit “B-4”: Monthly Payment Schedule  

 Exhibit “C”1 First Principal Apportionment  

   

Attached is additional background information for both the general apportionment and the categorical 
programs, along with program contact information. 

 
                                                           
1 It should be noted that the numbers on the Exhibit C Statewide Total page cannot be derived easily from 
multiplying the FTES by the funding rates, due to various adjustments and differential funding rates. 
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General Apportionment  
 

NOTE:  The June P2 Apportionment allocation is based on the 2012-13 Budget Act (Chapter 21, 
Statutes of 2012), which was enacted on June 27, 2012, and as amended by Chapter 29, Statutes of 
2012, as noted below. 

General Issues: 

Total and monthly certified program apportionment allocations are included within Exhibit A.  State 
general apportionment and other general supplemental funds are summarized by county on Exhibit B-1.  
State categorical allowances are displayed on Exhibits B-2A through B-3.  Exhibit B-4 provides the 
payment schedule by county for June 2013.  

The 2012-13 Second Principal Apportionment (P2) allocations for June 2013 are based on each district’s 
certified April 15th P2 Full Time Equivalent Student (FTES) along with each county’s April 15th estimate of 
current year district property tax and each district’s April 15th estimate of enrollment fee revenue for the 
current year.   

Detail: 

Schools and Local Protection Act of 2012: 

On November 6, 2012, voters passed Proposition 30, the Schools and Local Public Safety Protection Act 
of 2012.  This Act authorized the State of California to temporarily increase sales and income taxes for 
four and seven years, respectively, to generate funds for critical state and local services, including 
education, police and fire protection, and healthcare.  

The Education Protection Account (EPA) was created to receive and disburse the revenues derived from 
the sales and income tax increases.  For the year 2012-13, the Director of Finance estimated the amount 
of additional revenues derived from the incremental increases in tax rates available for transfer into the 
EPA, and authorized payment of this amount in June. We distributed $804.54 million on June 24, 2013. 
Pursuant to a statutory backfill provision in the 2012-13 budget trailer bill, we will receive an additional 
$50.9 million to distribute shortly. This $50.9 million represents the difference between the $855.47 
estimated at the time of the Budget Act  and the $804.54 actually received.  

For 2013-14 and beyond, the EPA revenues will be distributed quarterly. 

Growth Funding and Repayment of Workload Reductions: 

One result of the passage of Proposition 30 was that the system received $50 million in “growth” 
funding. This funding is being allocated to partially repay the 2009-10 workload reduction of $190 
million.  This $50 million, when combined with the $126 million in growth funding received in 2010-11, 
represents 92.6% of the 2009-10 workload reduction. Thus, the new $50 million has been allocated to 
districts to repay 2009-10 workload reductions, provided districts had sufficient FTES to earn it.  Since 
not all districts had sufficient FTES to earn back their share of the workload reduction based on their 
April 15th certified FTES, any additional remaining funds were allocated to districts with sufficient FTES to 
fully repay their entire 2009-10 workload reduction.  As of P2, $42.8 million of the $50 million has been 
allocated. These allocations will likely change at Recal, after we receive the final FTES numbers for the 
year. At that time, if there has still not been sufficient FTES in the system to repay $50 million of the 
2009-10 cut, we will begin to repay districts for their 2011-12 workload reduction, on a proportional 
basis. 
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Those districts that have not yet increased their FTES enough to receive their share of the growth funds 
will have the 2013-14 year to do so, after which the opportunity for repayment of the 2009-10 workload 
reductions will be closed. Repayment of the 2011-12 workload reductions will be made proportionally to 
the amount of growth funding the system receives each year until the entire $385 million is repaid.  
Districts that do not generate sufficient FTES to capture their share of the growth funds in a particular 
year will lose their opportunity to gain repayment of that proportion of their 2011-12 cut. 

General Apportionment Deficit/Revenue Shortfall: 

The statewide deficit at P2 is $236 million. This represents a deficit factor of 4.31% statewide, or 4.78% 
to individual districts. Significant concern has been expressed about the large deficit that still exists at 
P2.  This is understandable; however, the actual revenue picture is not as dire as the deficit 
coefficient/revenue shortfall would indicate, for reasons outlined below. 

First, it must be noted that the Chancellor’s Office can only make allocations on the basis of numbers 
that have been certified. This includes property tax and student fee revenue, as well as FTES. The basis 
for P2 calculation are the numbers that are certified by districts and counties in April. 

Deficits arise as a result of shortfalls in various sources of revenue. Historically the system deficits have 
arisen from a shortfall in property tax or fee revenue in relation to the state’s estimate at the beginning 
of the fiscal year; however, the magnitude of the shortfall was generally not as large as what is occurring 
now.  The primary cause of the large deficit in 2012-13 is the Redevelopment Agency (RDA) revenues 
that were expected to become available as a result of the dissolution of these agencies. As of P2, these 
RDA revenues have not materialized to the extent that was expected when the 2012-13 budget was 
enacted. Based on the system’s past history of deficits arising from overly optimistic revenue estimates, 
community college stakeholders advocated for and received a guarantee that any shortage in the RDA 
revenues would be backfilled by the state. The current status of the RDA backfill is discussed in more 
detail below. 

The deficit will be reduced by approximately 1% in the very near future, as $50.9 million in additional 
EPA funds will be distributed, as noted above.  At that time a new Exhibit C will be generated, which will 
show a revenue shortfall of $185 million. 

Redevelopment Agency (RDA) revenues and backfill: 

As noted above, RDA revenues represent a substantial portion of the local revenue estimated at the 
time the budget was enacted, and a shortfall in this revenue compared to the original estimate has 
resulted in a significant deficit at P2.  AB 1484, which was signed as part of the 2012-13 budget package, 
prescribed the process to be used to wind down the RDAs and distribute the funding.  The legislation 
required County Auditor-Controllers (ACs) to report anticipated RDA distributions to the Department of 
Finance (DOF), on a different schedule than they report property tax revenues to us.  In addition, the 
ACs do not break down the distributions by district, and they are not required to give us the same 
information they give DOF. On top of all that is an unresolved timing issue, whereby the determination 
of which fiscal year to attribute July payments to is not handled in a uniform way across the state. 

The result of all this complexity is that although we have been promised a backfill, the dollar amount of 
the needed backfill is in dispute.  The Department of Finance asserts that districts have received $213.6 
million in RDA Residual payment as of July 17, 2013, plus an additional share of the ERAF Residual 
totaling $599.4 million.  The split on the ERAF Residual is expected to be approximately 10% CCCs and 
90% K12, so that CCC districts are estimated to have received almost $60 million from that source, for a 
total of approximately $273.6 million.  This information can be found at the following link: 
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http://www.dof.ca.gov/redevelopment/property_tax_residual_distribution/ 

Conversely, what the county ACs reported in April totaled $144.3 million, and this was the basis for the 
P2.  Districts have since made the effort to determine the amount of funds they have actually received 
as of the end of the fiscal year 2012-13, and that amount totaled $191.6 million.  Thus, the difference 
between what the Department of Finance estimated and what CCC districts actually report receiving is 
$82 million. 

The Chancellor's Office has been in discussions with the Department of Finance about this matter, and 
we will continue these discussions.  We will advise you of our progress  as this process continues. 

Other contributors to the deficit: 

Other factors contributing to the deficit at P2 are stability restoration of $11.9 million, and the minimum 
$100 per FTES of EPA funds that are required to be paid to locally-funded (basic aid) districts ($9.3 
million). These two factors add to the system’s structural deficit. 

But the fact remains that the largest contributing factor to the system’s deficit is the RDA revenue 
shortfall.  We currently do not know when it will be backfilled, or by how much.  We will keep you 
apprised as our discussions with Finance progress. We will continue to work with DOF in identifying the 
actual revenues and securing an appropriate and timely backfill. 

General info 

Deferrals: 

The passage of Proposition 30 also reduced the amount of 2012-13 deferral payments from $961 million 
to $801 million system-wide.  Monthly payments shown in Exhibit B-4 are net of the deferral payments.   

Due to significant year-to-year changes in fee and property tax revenues, along with reduced FTES 
counts, a number of districts were overpaid in state general apportionment funds at the time of the 
Advance Apportionment.  The Chancellor's Office attempted to recover the overpayments at P1 and P2 
by offsetting against categorical funds, but in some cases there was not enough scheduled funding 
available to withhold. The result is that less than $801 million was deferred to July as required.  On July 
5, $765 million of the total deferred $775 million was distributed to districts.  There is a remaining $10 
million that will be distributed as soon as possible. 

FTES counts: 

Total ACTUAL statewide FTES at P2 declined slightly from P1, to a total of 1,111,989.  FUNDED statewide 
FTES at P1 was 1,101,388, leaving 10,601 unfunded FTES in the system.  Restoration of prior year 
declines resulted in an increase in total FTES of approximately 2,600 FTES. 

Summary 
 
It is too early to say exactly what the deficit will be at Recal after the RDA backfill is received.  We 
estimate a range between  .5%  and 2% depending on the final amount of RDA backfill we receive. 
 
Negotiations with DOF are ongoing and we will keep you apprised of any progress made.
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Categorical Apportionment 

 
The July 2009 Budget Act, ABX4 1, made substantial cuts to most of the CCC categorical programs.  It 
exempted two programs from cuts (Financial Aid and Foster Care), fully eliminated one program 
(Physical Plant/Instructional Equipment), and made a range of cuts from 32% to 51% to the other 
categorical programs.  Eleven categorical programs fall under flexibility provisions embodied in the 
Education Trailer Bill, ABX4 2, which provides districts with the authority to move funds from these 11 
categorical programs to any other categorical program.  In addition, the funding for these 11 categorical 
programs (Academic Senate, Childcare Tax Bailout, Equal Employment Opportunity, Economic 
Development, Apprenticeship, Part-Time Faculty Office Hours, Part-Time Faculty Health Benefits, Part- 
Time Faculty Compensation, Transfer Education and Articulation, Matriculation, and Physical Plant and 
Instructional Support) is locked-in at the 2008-09 district allocation level, less the level of the 2009-10 
cut.  Below are narrative descriptions for some of the categorical programs funded through the P1 
Apportionment. 
 
Extended Opportunity Programs and Services (EOPS):  The FY 2012-13 Second Principal 
Apportionments report (P2) for EOPS is in the amount of $65.273 million and reflects the actual 
allocations to the colleges and includes $92,285 for a contract awarded to Pasadena Area CCD.  The 
EOPS P2 reflects one-time adjustments to increase the program allocations at 46 colleges which were 
awarded EOPS reallocated funds at mid-year.  Allocations to fund all of the other colleges remain 
unchanged from the P1. 

Cooperative Agencies Resources for Education (CARE):  The Second Principal Apportionment (P2) 
report allocates $9.332 million to operate 113 college CARE programs in 72 districts.  The CARE P2 
reflects one-time adjustments to increase the program allocations at 41 colleges that were awarded 
CARE reallocated funds at mid-year. 
 
Disabled Student Programs and Services (DSPS):  The FY 2012-13 Second Principal Apportionment 
report (P2) for DSPS totals $69,223,000.  After funding is subtracted to support our Alternate Tech 
Production Center, High Tech Center Training Unit, Distance Education Captioning and Transcription, 
Access to Print, State Developmental Center Adult Education and our Program Accountability 
Development and Services (PADS) set aside, it reflects a total of $56,636,008 in allocations, including: 
$55,443,860 allocated to the colleges in P1.  In P2 colleges received an additional $51,524 in redirected 
PADS funds and $40,008 in redirected State Developmental Center Adult Education funds in addition to 
DSPS and DHH funds returned by the colleges.  The DSPS P2 reflects one-time adjustments to increase 
DSPS program allocations by $1,868 at colleges that requested DSPS P2 funding by the deadline, and 
$792 in DHH funding at colleges that requested P2 DHH funding by the deadline and promised the 
appropriate match.  Allocations at all of the other colleges remain unchanged from the P1.  P2 totals 
may also be found at our website under “DSPS allocations”:  
http://extranet.cccco.edu/Divisions/StudentServices/DSPS/Allocations.aspx 

Part-Time Faculty Compensation:  Funding for this program falls under the “flexibility” provisions 
embodied in ABX4 2.  The P1 allocations remain unchanged from the allocations made at the 2012-13 
First Principal Apportionment.  Therefore, we are providing districts that received allocations under 
these programs in 2008-09, with the same allocation amounts, less the amount of the 2009-10 cuts to 
these two programs, which equaled 51 percent.  These P1 allocations will not change at the P2 or the 
final Recalculation, unless a mid-year correction is made to these programs through the budget process. 
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Part-Time Faculty Office Hours and Health Benefits:  Funding for these two programs falls under the 
“flexibility” provisions embodied in ABX4 2.  Therefore, we are providing districts that received 
allocations under these programs in 2008-09, with the same allocation amounts, less the amount of the 
2009-10 cuts to these two programs, which equaled 51 percent.  These P1 allocations will not change at 
the P2 or the final Recalculation, unless a mid-year correction is made to these programs through the 
budget process. 

Questions regarding the general apportionment may be addressed to Randy Fong at (916) 327-6238 or 
via email at rfong@cccco.edu.  Questions regarding the categorical apportionments for may be 
addressed to Patricia Servin at (916) 445-1163 or via email at pservin@cccco.edu. 
 
Additional questions regarding categorical apportionments should be referred to the following 
individuals: 

Apprenticeship – John Dunn (916) 445-8026 

Basic Skills – Barbara Illowsky (916) 327-2987 

California Work Opportunities and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKs) and Temporary Assistance for 

Needy Families (TANF) – Jason Orta (916) 327-5890 

Career Technical Education – 

Disabled Students Program and Services (DSPS) and State Hospital Developmental Centers - Scott 

Berenson (916) 322-3234 or Scott Valverde (916) 445-5809 

Economic Development – Katie Gilks (916) 323-5863 

Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) – Leslie LeBlanc (916) 445-1997 

Extended Opportunity Programs and Services - Cheryl Fong (916) 323-5954 

Cooperative Agencies Resources for Education (CARE) - Cheryl Fong (916) 323-5954 

Instructional Equipment & Library Materials - Lan Yuan (916) 323-5957 

Scheduled Maintenance and Repair - Lan Yuan (916) 323-5957 

Credit / Non Credit Matriculation – Debra Sheldon (916) 322-2818 

Student Financial Aid Administration – Terence Gardner (916) 327-5892 

Telecommunications Allocations – Bonnie Edwards (916) 327-5899 

Vocational & Applied Technology & Education Act (VATEA) - Robin Harrington (916) 322-6810 
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SSC Community College Financial Projection Dartboard
2013-14 Adopted Budget

This version of SSC’s Financial Projection Dartboard is based on the 2013-14 adopted State Budget. We
have updated the cost-of-living adjustment (COLA), consumer price index (CPI), and ten-year T-bill 
planning factors to reflect economic forecasts. We rely on various state agencies and outside sources in 
developing these factors, but we assume responsibility for them with the understanding that they are, at 
best, general guidelines.

Factor 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
Statutory COLA for
Apportionments

3.24% 1.57% 1.80% 2.30% 2.50% 2.70%

Funded COLA 0.00% 1.57% 1.80% 2.20% 2.50% 2.70%

Growth/Restoration Funding $50 million
1.63%
($89.4

million)
Ongoing Ongoing Ongoing Ongoing

State Categorical Programs

-$313
million

continued 
from

2009-10

Up to $191
million1

Ongoing
(except for one-

time funds)

Ongoing
(except for one-

time funds)

Ongoing
(except for one-

time funds)

Ongoing
(except for one-

time funds)

California CPI 2.15% 2.00% 2.30% 2.50% 2.70% 2.80%

California Lottery2 Base
Prop 20

$124
$30

$126
$30

$126
$30

$126
$30

$126
$30

$126
$30

PERS Employer Rate3 11.417% 11.442% 11.442% 13.3% 14.6% 15.9%
Interest Rate for
10-Year Treasuries

1.89% 2.50% 2.70% 2.90% 3.10% 3.30%

1 Includes:
$50 million in student support funds $15 million for DSPS
$48 million for energy efficiency projects (Proposition 39 funds) $15 million for EOPS
$30 million (one-time) for deferred maintenance $8 million for CalWORKs
$25 million for adult education consortium planning grants

The following categorical programs are “protected” because the funding restrictions and requirements remain. The 2013-14 education trailer bill 
removed Apprenticeship and Matriculation from the list of flexible “unprotected” categorical programs.

Protected Programs
Apprenticeship Fund for Student Success
Basic Skills Foster Care Education
CalWORKs (Augmented 2010-11) Matriculation
Career-Technical Education (Augmented 2010-11) Nursing Program Support
Cooperative Agency Resources for Education (CARE) Student Financial Aid Administration
Disabled Students Programs and Services (DSPS) Telecommunications and Technology
Extended Opportunity Programs and Services (EOPS)

The following categorical programs are “unprotected” because, following a public hearing of the governing board, districts can redirect the 
funding to any other state categorical program, and funding restrictions and requirements are waived as a result through 2014-15. Funding 
allocations are proportional based on 2008-09.

Unprotected Programs
Campus Child Care Tax Bailout Part-time Faculty Health Insurance
Economic Development Part-time Faculty Office Hours

Equal Employment Opportunity
Physical Plant/Instructional Support
(funding eliminated)

Part-time Faculty Compensation Transfer Education and Articulation

2 The forecast for Lottery funding per FTES includes both base (unrestricted) funding and the amount restricted by Proposition 20 for 
instructional materials. Lottery funding is initially based on prior year actual annual FTES, and is ultimately based on current-year annual FTES.

3 The California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS) has changed its asset smoothing and amortization method, which will have the 
effect of less rate volatility, but the rate is expected to increase significantly over a number of years. These estimates reflect the estimated rates 
provided to the CalPERS Board with increases starting in 2014-15; however, the CalPERS Board voted to implement the rate increases starting in 
2015-16. These are the best estimates until CalPERS revises them.
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From: Scott Lay [mailto:scottlay@ccleague.org]  
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2013 2:20 PM 
To: O'Connor, Adam 
Subject: Governor signs budget, and jobs of the near future 
 

 

June 27, 2013 

Dear Adam, 

This morning, Governor Brown signed the state budget for the fiscal year beginning Monday, July 1. He 
made no line-item vetoes of the community college items. 

Budget Charts 

 2013-14 budget for community colleges 
 Deferral buydown and continued deferral 

Great Read 

Georgetown's Public Policy Institute has released a report entitled Recovery: Job Grown and Education 
Requirements through 2013. 

Highlights: 

 By 2020, 65 percent of jobs in the nation will require postsecondary education. 
 By 2020, 67 percent of jobs in California will require postsecondary education. 
 By 2020, 32% of jobs in California will require some college, a certificate, or an associates 

degree. 
 By 2020, 23% of jobs in California will require a bachelor's degree. 
 By 2020, 12% of jobs in California will require a master's degree. 
 In California, 60% of residents currently have the postsecondary education needed, which is the 

same as the national average. California needs to improve the population's attainment by 7% -- 
in seven years! 

 A full profile of California is available on page 18 of this state report. 

Evaluation Survey 

If you haven't had a chance to complete the survey evaluation of the Community College League, I hope 
you can do so. In addition to providing us an insight in what we are doing well and what we can improve 
on, it is being used to craft our strategic objectives for next year. I look forward to sharing those with 
you after the League Board of Directors meets on July 12. The 15-minute survey can be found here: 

 http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/ccleague2013 

Thank you for your service to the students and communities of California's community colleges. 

Sincerely, 

 
Scott Lay 
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President and Chief Executive Officer 
Orange Coast College '94 

 

 
Community College League of California 

2017 O Street, Sacramento, California 95811 
916.444.8641 . www.ccleague.org 
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From: Scott Lay [mailto:scottlay@ccleague.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 12:00 PM 
To: O'Connor, Adam 
Subject: Unexpected budget shortfall threatens college access 
 

 

July 3, 2013 

Dear Adam, 

You may have heard that California's community colleges were shocked late last Friday when the state 
informed colleges that there was a $236 million shortfall in the payments due colleges for enrolled 
students. This deficit factor of 4.31% is one of the largest we have ever seen, and is attributable to 
revenues the state assumed would be redirected to community colleges from the wind-down of 
redevelopment agencies. 

The state failed to meet its obligation to "true up" community college revenues by June 30, 2012, even 
though the law requires it and the state has a bounty of cash. This morning, I sent the following letter to 
the Director of the Department of Finance, and our legislative team is in the Capitol talking to folks about 
the issue as I type. 

We have already received a response from the Department of Finance that they are attentive to the issue 
and want to provide community colleges the needed funds as soon as possible. 

For now, go out and enjoy your holiday weekend and know that we're working hard to resolve this issue 
as soon as possible. 

July 3, 2013 

The Honorable Ana Matosantos 
Director, California Department of Finance 
State Capitol, Room 1145 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

Dear Director Matosantos: 

On behalf of California’s seventy-two community college districts, I want to thank you for the much 
improved partnership we have enjoyed over the last couple of years. Department of Finance staff 
members have worked closely with us as we discuss major fiscal policy issues affecting the nation’s 
largest system of public higher education. 

In last year’s education trailer bill (SB 1016, Chapter 38, Statutes of 2012), language was inserted to 
ensure that community colleges were not specifically disadvantaged if projected redevelopment agency 
revenue did not materialize. This was added understanding that this revenue was highly speculative and 
that K-12 schools were automatically held harmless because of their continuous appropriation. 

Specifically, Section 97 of SB 1016 provides that “On or before June 30, 2013, an amount to be 
determined by the Director of Finance shall be appropriated from the General Fund to the Board of 
Governors of the California Community Colleges in augmentation of Schedule (1) of Item 6870-101-0001 
of Section 2.00 of the Budget Act of 2012.” The section further provides the methodology by which you 
could reduce appropriations to community colleges if local revenues exceeded projections, which we 
agreed to in consideration of this provision. 

Late last Friday, June 28, 2013, community colleges across California were informed of a shocking deficit 
of $236,565,751 (4.31%). Student enrollment fee revenue is reportedly $44 million above projections, 
meaning the entire shortfall is attributed to local property taxes, and mostly anticipated funds from the 
wind-down of redevelopment agencies. 
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This is a crippling budget cut, even if just temporary. The Community College League of California was a 
strong proponent of Proposition 30, providing direct non-public funds financial support, a large private 
fundraising campaign, and an in-kind social media campaign cited by the Los Angeles Times as a major 
driver of young voter turnout. Now, only eight months later, our colleges are finding broken promises and 
may need to eliminate the classes they just restored to the course schedule because of Proposition 30. 

The League understands that there are many disputes between the state and local governments about 
the amount of former redevelopment funds that should be made available to local education agencies, 
and the fact that some of these may eventually be attributable to 2012-13. Nevertheless, we simply 
cannot withstand a $236 million budget cut at this time, with no public discussion. 

That is why we supported the trailer bill, which directs the Director of Finance to augment or reduce 
General Fund payments to community colleges depending on the redevelopment revenues. 

Further, the League is the sponsor of the largest cash-borrowing program for California’s community 
colleges, which goes to market in the next couple of weeks. Participating community college districts 
have a fiduciary liability to provide the private markets with accurate information about their cash flow. 
This significant and eleventh-hour budget uncertainty makes it extremely difficult for community college 
leaders to meet their responsibility. 

On behalf of California’s 72 community college districts, we request: 

1) An immediate “truing up” of funds for community colleges as required by law in section 97 of SB 1016 
(Chapter 38, Statutes of 2012) to avoid a financial catastrophe in the state’s largest higher education 
segment. 

2) The administration’s support for the same continuous appropriation provided to K-12 schools to ensure 
that the era of “June surprises” is behind us and student access can be maintained. 

Again, we have enjoyed a great partnership over the difficult recent years, and we thank you for that. We 
hope that we can reach a quick resolution of this very serious situation. 

Finally, I want to personally thank you for service as Director of the Department of Finance. You have 
been a critical element in the restoration of California’s fiscal stability. I offer the best wishes for your 
future professional opportunities. Sincerely,  

Scott Lay 
President and Chief Executive Officer 

  

Sincerely, 

Scott Lay 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
Orange Coast College '94 

 
Scott Lay 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
Orange Coast College '94 

 

 
Community College League of California 

2017 O Street, Sacramento, California 95811 
916.444.8641 . www.ccleague.org 
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Rancho Santiago Community College District 8/7/2013
2013/2014 Total Computational Revenue Recap
Based on Chancellor's Office "Blue Book" 8/6/13

Est. Total Computational Revenue 2013/14
(Apportionment Tab, Section 10, Page 1) $134,750,039

Total Estimated Base Revenue Per 2012/13 P2
(Apportionment Tab, Section 1, Page 1) $129,963,105

Difference $4,786,934

 ‐ Restoration/Access/Growth
(Apportionment Tab, Section 11, Page 1) $2,746,513 *

COLA at 1.57% of $129,963,105 $2,040,421

* Based on restoration of prior workload reduction repayment plus additional growth

totaling 592.3686 FTES for a total increase opportunity over 2012/13 of 2.11%

Estimated Restoration/Access/Growth at 1.63% $2,151,657

Additional opportunity at .48% $594,856

Total $2,746,513

(seeking clarification from the Chancellor's Office on the additional amount)

H:\Department Directories\Fiscal Services\BAPRC\BAPRC‐Full\Agenda\2013‐14\August 14, 2013\TCR 2013‐14
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I. State Revenue    
A. Budgeting will continue to utilize the District's Budget Allocation Model based on SB 361, modified using carryover

resources to balance the budget.

B. FTES Workload Measures Assumptions: Actual
Year Base Actual Funded Growth

2010/11 29,961.80        30,515.15 30,515.15      1.85%
2011/12 a 28,182.19        27,711.41 27,711.41      -9.19%
2012/13 27,711.41        b 28,185.04 c 28,158.42      EST. 1.61%

a - based on 2011/12 Recalculation received 2/21/2013
b - based on 2012/13 P1 (March Revision) received 3/8/2013
c - based on 2012/13 annual 320 certified 7/18/2013

The 2013-14 system budget includes funding for Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) at 1.57% or $87,500,000 systemwide
and Restoration/Access/Growth at 1.63% or $89,400,000 systemwide.

          Projected COLA (Est.) 2,040,421      
          Projected Restoration/Access/Growth (Est. at 1.63%) 2,151,657      
          Est. additional opportunity for R/A/G (Est. at .48%) 594,856         
          Projected Systemwide Structural Deficit (Est. at 1%) (1,347,500)     
                       Base Increase for 2013/14 3,439,434      

2013/14 Est. 2.11% Restr./Access/Growth for target FTES: 28,780           

D. Education Protection Account (EPA) funding estimated at $17,185,120.  These are not additional funds, rather the EPA
is only a portion of general purpose funds that offsets what would otherwise be state aid in the apportionments.
Our intention is to charge a portion of faculty salaries against this funding source in compliance with EPA requirements.

D. Unrestricted lottery is projected at $126 per FTES ($3,605,765).  Restricted lottery at $30 per FTES ($858,515). 
(2012/13 P-annual resident & nonresident factored FTES, 28,617.18 x 126 = $3,605,765 unrestricted lottery;
28,617.18 x 30 = $858,515)

E. Estimated reimbursement for part-time faculty compensation is estimated at $691,647 at Advance Apportionment.

F. Categorical programs will continue to be budgeted separately; self-supporting, matching revenues and expenditures.  
Additional allocations for EOPS, DSPS, CalWORKs, and Student Success (Matriculation) are included in the final state
budget act.  These new revenues and corresponding expenditures have been included in the proposed adopted budget.
In addition, the colleges must make any adjustments to matching requirements in their unrestricted general fund
expenditure budgets.

II. G. BOG fee waivers administration total funding estimated at $238,965 at the Advance Apportionment.

Other Revenue
H. Non-Resident Tuition budgeted at $1,600,000.

I. Interest earnings estimated at $150,000.

J. Other miscellaneous income is estimated at $398,090 (includes transcripts, fines, fees, rents, sale of equipment)

K. Mandated Block Grant reduced based on systemwide FTES growth, estimated at a total budget of $750,000.

L. Apprenticeship revenue as of Advance Apportionment at $1,389,973.

M. Scheduled Maintenance Allocation of $381,223 and Instructional Equipment Allocation of $381,216 allocated to the
colleges split by the current FTES allocation of 70.8% SAC/29.2% SCC.

N. Energy Efficiency/Prop 39 revenue is estimated at $1M pending regulations on use of the funds.

O. New Adult Ed/Apprenticeship Program is not included in the budget as the effects are still to be determined.

RANCHO SANTIAGO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
UNRESTRICTED GENERAL FUND

2013-14 Proposed Adopted Budget Assumptions
DRAFT 8/7/2013
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RANCHO SANTIAGO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
UNRESTRICTED GENERAL FUND

2013-14 Proposed Adopted Budget Assumptions
DRAFT 8/7/2013

III. Appropriations and Expenditures
A. The Base Budget for 2013/14 will begin with a rollover in total budget by site from 2012/13. The 2013/14 budget will

be balanced by using a portion of the 2012/13 unrestricted ending balance in excess of the 5% Retricted
Restricted Reserve (Budget Stabilization Fund).

B. The COLA revenue (estimated at $2.04 million) will be set aside in districtwide expenditure accounts subject to collective 
bargaining.

C. Step and column movement is budgeted at an additional cost of approximately $1.2 million including benefits.

D. Health and Welfare benefit premium cost decrease estimated at -3.1% for a potential savings pending plan changes
for active employees from open enrollment period, and an additional savings of $300,000 for retirees.
State Unemployment Insurance local experience charges are estimated at $250,000 (2012/13 budgeted amount).
CalPERS employer contribution rate estimated to remain the same in 2013/14 at 11.442%.
The cost of each 1% increase in the PERS rate is approximately $300,000.
There is currently no proposed increase in the STRS rate although projections indicate large increases beginning 2014/15.
The cost of each 1% increase in the STRS rate is approximately $550,000.

E. The full-time faculty obligation (FON) for Fall 2013 is estimated at 329.80 but districts have not been required to comply
with this requirement for several years due to the budget crisis. It is expected that the requirement to comply with the
FON will be reinstated in 2014-15. The District is currently recruiting 14 faculty positions (one of which does not count 
toward the FON) for an estimated total of 13 positions counting toward the obligation.  Therefore, with four additional  
retirements that have been submitted, the District expects to be 16.80 positions below the obligation in 2014-15 if 
additional hiring does not occur prior to July 1, 2014. This could result in a penalty of approximately $1.2 million if they 
aren't filled. (17 x 69,128 = $1,175,176)

The additional cost of new faculty being hired for Fall 2013 is estimated at $847,381. SAC is filling four vacancies and 
adding seven new positions.  SCC is filling three vacancies. (The cost of the seven new positions is budgeted at Class VI,
Step 10 $84,041.19 x 7 = $588,288.33 + $37,013.3 x 7 = $259,093.10, for a total of $847,381.43).

F. The current rate per Lecture Hour Equivalent (LHE) for hourly faculty is $1,100 effective Spring 2013.  This represents a 
2% increase from 2012.

G. Retiree Health Benefit Fund - The District will continue to contribute 1% of total salaries plus an additional $500,000
toward the Annual Required Contribution (ARC).

H. Capital Outlay Fund - The District will continue to contribute $1,500,000 for various Scheduled Maintanence and
Capital Projects (in addition to the $381,223 allocated from the State).

I. Other Districtwide expenses:
Property and Liability Insurance cost, estimated at $1,700,000
Trustee Election Expense -0- in 2013/14 as there is no election.

J. Utilities cost increases including 5% overall estimated at $200,000 plus $250,000 due to opening of SCC Humanities,
Pool and Gym complex, should be budgeted.

K. Information Technology licensing contract escalation of 7%, estimated at $125,000.

L. In allocating the Instructional Equipment allocations as noted in II-M above, the colleges will need to budget the
appropriate match requirements in unrestricted funds (1:3 for Instructional Equipment).  Funds allocated by the
70.8%/29.2% split.
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FY 13/14

Adopted Actual Adopted Actual Adopted Actual
Adopted as 

of 8‐1‐13
SAC 58.47% 60.94% 58.91% 60.09% 60.14% 61.35% 60.50%
SCC 53.04% 53.02% 48.83% 52.21% 50.78% 53.65% 48.92%
DO/DW 0.00% 2.30% 2.63% 10.41% 2.21% 11.42% 2.19%
Combined 48.14% 50.54% 47.39% 50.18% 46.65% 50.09% 46.42%

(We did not budget the additional $500,000 contribution over 1% of salaries
    in FY 10/11 to the Retiree Benefits Fund or SUI cost of $250,000)

FY 10/11 FY 11/12 FY 12/13

50% LAW HISTORY

H:\Department Directories\Fiscal Services\BAPRC\BAPRC‐Full\Agenda\2013‐14\August 14, 2013\50% law history
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Revised May 24, 2013 

 
 

Fiscal Resources Committee Recommended Schedule 2013-2014 
 

 
 
 
 
FRC Meeting – Executive Conference Room #114/DO 1:30 – 3:00 

 
 Wednesday, August 21, 2013   

 Wednesday, September 25, 2013   

 Wednesday, October 23, 2013   

 Wednesday, November 20, 2013 

 Wednesday, January 22, 2014 

 Wednesday, February 26, 2014 

 Wednesday, March 19, 2014 (previously, March 26, 2013) 

 Wednesday, April 23, 2014 

 Wednesday, May 28, 2014 
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    August 2013 

Permissible uses of RDA Funds: 

To ensure the District is in compliance with county Auditor‐Controller audits of Redevelopment (RDA) 
Funds, the following capital improvement guidelines must be followed.  Permissible uses of RDA Funds 
are defined in the various pass through agreements.  They include the purchase of land or district 
facilities for instructional or administrative uses, and for the construction, expansion, addition to, or 
reconstruction of district buildings, facilities or structures.  In addition, capital outlay expenditures which 
demonstrate the improvement of or extension of the useful life of the buildings, facilities or structures 
of the district are permissible.  All direct project costs for programming, planning, design and 
engineering, testing, inspections, entitlement fees, DSA permits, licenses, as well as costs for managing 
the construction in connection with the projects are also allowable.  Projects which meet the state 
definition of Scheduled Maintenance are acceptable.  Preventative and routine maintenance and 
repairs, such as patching, painting, carpeting, or replacement of worn out or broken parts are not 
permissible uses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources:  
Health and Safety Code – HSC 34182, 34183, 33445  
Education Code – EC 84660 
2012 California Community Colleges Budget and Accounting Manual (BAM) 
*Project costs greater than or equal to $100,000 

Allowable Uses                                      Non-Allowable Uses 
• Developing new sites or improving  
existing sites 
 
• Landscape grading, seeding, and 
planting trees and shrubs * 
 
• Constructing sidewalks, roadways, 
retaining walls, sewers, and storm drains 
 
• Treating soil and surfacing athletic fields 
and tennis courts * 
 
• Flagpoles, gateways, fences, and 
underground storage tanks that are not 
parts of building service systems  
 
• Demolition work in connection with 
improvement of sites; and special 
assessments against the district for 
capital improvements, such as streets, 
curbs, sewers, drains, and pedestrian 
tunnels on or off district property 
  
• Nonroutine repair and maintenance of 
buildings and other structures (e.g. 
scheduled maintenance and special 
repair items defined under EC 84660)  

• Normal/ routine maintenance  
 
• Operation of buildings, facilities, 
structures  
 
• Incidental repairs  
 
• Equipment and materials that "keep" 
the property in an ordinary, efficient 
operating condition  
 
• Recurring activities (inspection, 
cleaning, testing, replacing parts, and so 
on) that are expected to be performed as 
a result of the use of property to keep the 
property in its ordinary operating 
condition  
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    August 2013 

Q&A: 

Can RDA funds be used for replacement of boilers? YES 

What about patching a damaged roof?  NO, this is a repair item and should be funded by the M&O 
Budget.  How about a new roof? YES 

What about graffiti removal? NO, this should be funded by the M&O Budget. 

What about smashed window replacement? NO, this should be funded by the M&O Budget. 

What about replacing siding or mechanical systems on portable buildings? YES 

What about painting and carpeting a single room as opposed to full buildings? NO, painting or carpeting 
smaller spaces would be routine maintenance and/or preference changes.  When interior or exterior of 
full buildings are being painted and/or carpeted or re‐tiled as would be done under the scheduled 
maintenance definition, this is an allowable use of the RDA funds.  This would also apply to window and 
door replacement as well. 

Note: 

For nonresident Capital Outlay Fee, according to the BAM, expenditures from these revenues may be 
used for all capital outlay including maintenance and equipment. 
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RANCHO SANTIAGO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
2012-13 FTES TARGET COMPARISON TO ACTUAL

 7-17-2013 Annual  
TOTAL SAC SCC TOTAL SAC SCC TOTAL SAC 1 SCC TOTAL SAC SCC

SUMMER 
NC 838.13                638.32               199.81            444.00 277.50 166.50 625.41 402.97 222.44 181.41 125.47 55.94
CR 1,159.71             699.40               460.31            1,138.00 730.00 408.00 1,583.70 1,179.08 404.62 445.70 449.08 (3.38)
SUMMER TOTALS 1,997.84             1,337.72 660.12 1,582.00 1,007.50 574.50 2,209.11 1,582.05 627.06 627.11 574.55 52.56

FALL
NC F 2,538.59             1,788.36 750.23 2,473.00 1,722.00 751.00 2,444.52 1,688.28 756.24 (28.48) (33.72) 5.24
CR 0.00 0.00
   IS, DSCH 155.47                22.48                 132.99            156.00 23.00 133.00 191.08 60.34 130.74 35.08 37.34 (2.26)
   IS, WSCH 505.85                396.99               108.86            523.00 414.00 109.00 471.54 369.88 101.66 (51.46) (44.12) (7.34)
   DSCH F 260.47                137.93               122.54            276.00 144.00 132.00  366.59 207.55 159.04 90.59 63.55 27.04
   Positive F 1,575.57             1,498.32            77.25              1,632.00 1,567.00 65.00 1,793.26 1,738.69 54.57 161.26 171.69 (10.43)
   WSCH 7,124.89             4,642.08            2,482.81         7,329.00 4,842.00 2,487.00 7,380.03 4,872.49 2,507.54 51.03 30.49 20.54
     TOTAL CR 9,622.25             6,697.80            2,924.45         9,916.00 6,990.00 2,926.00 10,202.50 7,248.95 2,953.55 286.50 258.95 27.55
FALL TOTALS 12,160.84           8,486.16            3,674.68         12,389.00 8,712.00 3,677.00 12,647.02 8,937.23 3,709.79 258.02 225.23 32.79

SPRING
NC F 3,579.51             2,498.99 1,080.52 3,635.00 2,501.00 1,134.00 3,380.47 2,466.68 913.79 (254.53) (34.32) (220.21)

CR
   Jan. intersession F 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
   IS, DSCH 174.03                50.86                 123.17            176.00 53.00 123.00 217.37 65.74 151.63 41.37 12.74 28.63
   IS, WSCH  508.63                400.49               108.14            525.00 417.00 108.00 367.10 259.13 107.97 (157.90) (157.87) (0.03)
   DSCH F 278.79                165.37               113.42            322.00 172.00 150.00 372.61 222.23 150.38 50.61 50.23 0.38
   Positive F 1,953.08            1,865.65            87.43              2,025.00 1,950.00 75.00 1,891.98 1,836.71 55.27 (133.02) (113.29) (19.73)
   WSCH 7,058.66             4,614.53            2,444.13         7,346.00 4,813.00 2,533.00 7,099.37 4,563.66 2,535.71 (246.63) (249.34) 2.71
      TOTAL CR 9,973.19             7,096.90            2,876.29         10,394.00 7,405.00 2,989.00 9,948.43 6,947.47 3,000.96 (445.57) (457.53) 11.96
SPRING TOTALS 13,552.70           9,595.89            3,956.81         14,029.00 9,906.00 4,123.00 13,328.90 9,414.15 3,914.75 (700.10) (491.85) (208.25)

SUMMER to borrow
NC 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
CR 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SUMMER TOTALS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

COMBINED
NC 6,956.23            4,925.67          2,030.56       6,552.00 4,500.50 2,051.50 6,450.40 4,557.93 1,892.47 (101.60) 57.43 (159.03)
CREDIT 20,755.15           14,494.10        6,261.05       21,448.00 15,125.00 6,323.00 21,734.63 15,375.50 6,359.13 286.63 250.50 36.13
TOTAL 27,711.38           19,419.77        8,291.61       28,000.00 19,625.50 8,374.50 28,185.03 19,933.43 8,251.60 185.03 307.93 (122.90)

Non-Credit 70.81% 29.19% Non-Credit 68.69% 31.31% Non-Credit 70.66% 29.34%
Credit 69.83% 30.17% Credit 70.52% 29.48% Credit 70.74% 29.26%
Total 70.08% 29.92% Total 70.09% 29.91% Total 70.72% 29.28%

Abbreviations:
NC=noncredit students  

CR=credit students  

IS=independent study/work study

Estimated 
Factors *Updated 
at P3 (F)

F = total faculty contact hours of instruction released for flex-time activities SAC CEC 1.0388
 SAC-DSCH 1.0240

NOTE:  1 Summer 2013 FTES prior to July 1, 2013 were borrowed from Credit for 2012-13 Annual report SAC-Positive 1.0195
TOTAL SAC SCC SCC-OEC 1.0367
124.81 124.81 0.00 SCC-DSCH 1.0181
0.00 0.00 0.00 SCC-Positive 1.0355 Actuals

124.81 124.81 0.00 Est. actuals
Updated projections

2012-2013 2012-2013 2011-2012 Recalculation (11-13-2012) 2012-2013 

Total Target
Actuals as of 7-17-2013 Annual with summer 

2013 borrowing 
 Better (Worse)   Target vs. Actual as of 

7-10-2013 for P3 Annual  Annual Reporting

H:\Department Directories\Fiscal Services\Attendance Reporting\2012‐2013\Data as of 07‐10‐2013 @P3_Annual\FTES 12‐13 target with actual 7‐17‐2013‐P3 Annual with 28,000 target_Final with borrowing ‐ 2012‐2013 Target & Actual  Printed on: 8/6/2013
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DRAFT DRAFT

SAC
   Credit 14,510     15,516     15,888     15,780    16,107    14,494    15,376    15,628     
   Non-Credit 8,304      8,124      8,582      5,909      5,610      4,926      4,558      4,633      

Total 22,814     72.47% 23,640     71.99% 24,470     71.32% 21,689    70.96% 21,717    71.17% 19,420    70.08% 19,933    70.72% 20,261     70.80%

SCC
   Credit 5,722      6,410      6,720      6,409      6,441      6,261      6,359      6,440      
   Non-Credit 2,943      2,790      3,120      2,466      2,357      2,030      1,892      1,916      

Total 8,665      27.53% 9,200      28.01% 9,840      28.68% 8,875      29.04% 8,798      28.83% 8,291      29.92% 8,252      29.28% 8,356      29.20%

Total
   Credit 20,232     21,926     22,608     22,189    22,548    20,755    21,735    22,068     
   Non-Credit 11,247     10,914     11,702     8,375      7,967      6,956      6,450      6,549      

Total 31,479     100.00% 32,840     100.00% 34,310     100.00% 30,564    100.00% 30,515    100.00% 27,711    100.00% 28,185    100.00% 28,617     100.00%

Recap of Full-Time Equivalent Students
2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

Actual TargetsActual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual
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                 Page 1 of 4 

 
RANCHO SANTIAGO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT              

2323 N. Broadway, Santa Ana, California 92706 
Office: (714) 480-7321   Fax: (714) 796-3935 
Fiscal Resource Committee Meeting 

Executive Conference Room 
1:30 p.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

 
 

Meeting Minutes for May 29, 2013 
 
 
FRC Members Present: Peter Hardash, Ray Hicks, Steve Kawa, Raul Gonzalez del Rio, Diane Hill, 
Esmeralda Abejar, Michael Collins, Jeff McMillan, Michael DeCarbo, Adam O’Connor and Morrie 
Barembaum 
 
FRC Members Absent: Sylvia LeTourneau 
 
Guests Present: Juan Vazquez, Jose Vargas, and Dolly Paguirigan 
 

The meeting was called to order by Mr. Hardash at 1:40 p.m.   
 
State/District Budget Update  

 Several handouts with information from different sources were included with the original 
materials. Per the latest CA Community College League handout – the Senate is proposing more 
money and the Assembly is proposing even more money. The two need to get together to decide 
what to forward to the Governor. We should expect some kind of compromise. There’s a lot of 
one time money. It may be the average between the two groups. June 15, 2013 is the deadline to 
have a budget. Everyone seems to agree with the COLA – 1.57%. The Assembly wants to have 
2.2% of Restoration/Growth instead of 1.67%. We don’t know the amount of deferrals. 

 Matriculation will now be called Student Success Initiative – the State is working out newer 
guidelines that still requires 3 to 1 match on the credit side however they are expanding the 
definition which could be used as matching programs. 
 

2013/2014 General Fund Tentative Budget Recommendation – Action 
 Original assumptions, H&W premium increase of 5% – now we know that it decreased about 

3.1%. Although that doesn’t translate into budget savings as employees changed plans, there 
was a temporary drop for out of pocket cost for the employees. The employees will get the credit 
for it; newly hired faculty caused for increases as well. 

 The Unemployment rate dropped and is not reflected in the Tentative Budget. It will be in the 
Adopted Budget, reflecting possibly about $1 million in savings.  

 COLA and Restoration/Access/Growth (RAG) is included in the assumptions 
 FTES – includes borrowing in P2 to fully restore the current year 
 Restoration/Access/Growth (RAG) – expect $2.2 million and a COLA between $2.1 and $2.2 

million. Both are parked in the 79xx object code.  COLA is subject to negotiation with the 
bargaining units. The Chancellor is expecting the Planning & Organizational Effectiveness (POE) 
Committee to use data to decide on the split of the RAG fund. 

 Tentative Budget is just a place holder in order to pay our bills beginning July 1st. 
 STRS/PERS is underfunded and will increase in FY 2014-15. 
 Revenue – the new Education Protection Account (EPA) (8630 object) the numbers given to us 

from the Chancellor’s Office projects a 3-4% deficit (about $4.5 - $5 million). We will not know the 
final number until February 2014. 

 RDA – 2 components of RDA funding. State Budget Act language states they will backfill if we fall 
short. There is no backfill on property tax and ERAF shortfall. Fee collection seems to be fine. 
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 FY 12-13 had $43.6 million beginning fund balance with estimates spending down in current FY 
2012-13 of $2.2 million. Estimated ending fund balance for FY 12-13 is $41.3 million and will be 
the beginning balance for FY 2013-14 at this point in time. 

 Estimate carryover for SAC is $3 million down from $3.3 the previous year. SCC is $1 million 
down from $1.8 the previous year. DO is $697,000 down from $866,000 the previous year. 

 After the budget center carryovers, 5% Board contingency allocation and revolving cash, we have 
an estimated $29.2 beginning Budget Stabilization Fund. We anticipate spending down $2.8 
million, leaving an ending balance of $26.4 million in the Budget Stabilization Fund. 

 Reconciliation – $7.6 million unrestricted general fund expenditures over revenue assumes all 
carryovers are spent in that current year as shown on the SB361 model. Deficit spending is 
expected between $2.8 million to $7.6 million depending on use of carryover funds. 

 Mandated cost estimates, $750,000 is sitting in a district-wide account subject to allocation. 
 FTES – we are below our target and need to borrow in P2 to fully restore this year or we would 

have lost approximately a little over $1 million and have our base lowered permanently. The split 
is 70.8% for SAC and 29.2% for SCC. The growth fund is yet to be determined. 

 
Mr. Hardash called for a motion to approve the 2013-14 Tentative Budget. Dr. Collins moved and Steve 
Kawa seconded the motion to recommend the 2013-14 Tentative Budget to the Chancellor as presented. 
The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Included in this year’s budget for the first time will be the Fiscal Management Self Assessment Checklist. 
 
Fiscal Management Self Assessment Checklist 2013-14 – Fiscal Crisis Management Assessment 
Team (FCMAT) is strongly recommended especially due to what happened at City College of San 
Francisco 
 
1. Deficit Spending - Is this area acceptable? YES because it’s not a pattern, we are consciously 
spending down our ending fund balance, we have a good budget stabilization fund.  
 
2. Fund Balance – Is this area acceptable? YES because we have been disciplined during the 
recession of the last five years. 
 
3. Enrollment - Is this area acceptable? NO primarily because enrollment management has been an 
issue. FCMAT want to see more decision making based on data. 
 
Does the district analyze enrollment and full time equivalent students (FTES) data? The district office 
prepares 320 reports to the State Chancellor’s Office. The campuses analyze enrollment and 
FTES data. 
 
4. Unrestricted General Fund Balance – Is this area acceptable? YES  
 
5. Cash Flow Borrowing - Is this area acceptable? YES because we are not borrowing and that we 
have a budget stabilization fund to cover us even with the deferrals. 
 
6. Bargaining Agreements - Is this area acceptable? NO/YES we have been given raises in the last 
two years when we did not received any COLA or new funds and it includes salary increases for 
9th place ranking. 
 
7. Unrestricted General Fund Staffing - Is this area acceptable? NO/YES  
 
8. Internal Controls - Is this area acceptable? YES  
 
9. Management Information Systems - Is this area acceptable? YES 
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10. Position Control – Is this area acceptable? NO because we still have many more phases to work 
on. 
 
11. Budget Monitoring - Is this area acceptable? YES 
 
12. Retiree Health Benefits - Is this area acceptable? YES the district has taken significant steps 
toward funding this long-term liability by contributing additional funds to the Retiree Benefits 
Fund  
 
13. Leadership/Stability - Is this area acceptable? YES 
 
14. District Liability – Is this area acceptable? YES 
 
15. Reporting – Is this area acceptable? YES 

 
Budget Allocation Model Narrative (BAMIT recommendation) – Second Reading - Action 

 Amendment to the document to have “Plans from the POE Committee to seek growth funding 
require FRC recommendation” 

 Page 2 of the document – second line “FRC is also responsible for annual review of the model for 
accreditation and can recommend any modifications to the guidelines.” 

 Page 5 of the document – last paragraph “Per agreement by the Chancellor and college 
Presidents, the base FTES split of 70.80% SAC and 29.20% SCC will be utilized for the 2013/14 
Tentative Budget. Similar to how the state sets a base for district FTES, this will be the beginning 
base level for each college”. 
 

Mr. Hardash called for a motion to approve the Budget Allocation Model Narrative. Ray Hicks moved and 
Dr. Collins seconded the motion to approve the Budget Allocation Model Narrative with minor changes. 
The motion carried unanimously.  

 
Draft 2013/2014 FRC Meeting Calendar  
FRC Meeting – Executive Conference Room #114/DO 1:30 – 3:00 

 Wednesday, August 21, 2013 
 Wednesday, September 25, 2013 
 Wednesday, October 23, 2013 
 Wednesday, November 20, 2013 
 Wednesday, January 22, 2014 
 Wednesday, February 26, 2014 
 Wednesday, March 19, 2014 
 Wednesday, April 23, 2014 
 Wednesday, May 28, 2014 

 
Update FRC Roster  
Mr. Hardash informed the committee that alternates should be appointed for each member of the 
committee.  Please take information back to the college Presidents for these appointments.  Alternates 
are encouraged to attend meetings so they are aware of what is going on. They do not have voting 
rights. Please email alternate names to Adam O’Connor and cc Linda Melendez so she can have the 
roster updated. 
 
The Pursuit of Growth Funds Next Year - DeCarbo  
After discussion the committee recommendation is to pursue the 2013/14 Restoration/Access/Growth 
funds at the status quo split as to maintain FTES at 70.8% for SAC and 29.2% for SCC. 
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Defining our Charge Back System and Building in Efficiency Checks - DeCarbo 
It is important to define what exactly a charge back system is so the colleges can understand what they 
are paying for and the services the colleges expect as the result. Are there any efficiency checks that we 
can build into the system? Some believe services that were once done at the District Office due to 
technology and cutting of staff are now done at the colleges. Are the colleges still paying for services that 
are no longer being provided?  
 
We need to roll this over to the next agenda. 
   
Information Handouts 

 The following documents were distributed and discussed: 
 District-wide expenditure report link:  https://intranet.rsccd.edu 
 Vacant Funded Position List as of May 6, 2013 
 Measure “E” Project Cost Summary as of May 13, 2013  
 Monthly Cash Flow Statement as of April 30, 2013 

 
Approval of FRC Meeting Minutes – April 17, 2013  
Mr. Hardash called for a motion to approve the FRC Minutes of the April 17, 2013 meeting.  The motion 
was moved by Michael DeCarbo and seconded by Dr. Collins to approve the Minutes as presented. The 
minutes were approved unanimously. 
 
Other 
We should have more collaboration about how redevelopment money is spent. Need to provide project 
listing and scheduled maintenance listing. 
 
Meeting Schedule FRC Meeting – 1:30 – 3:00, Executive Conference Room #114 – District Office 
August 21, 2013. 
 
Adjournment 
Mr. Hardash adjourned the meeting at 3:15 p.m. 
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