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Campus Budget Team Notes 

Tuesday April 25, 2006

Plant Services Conf Room

Time: 1:30 – 3:00

1. 
Approval Of Notes From March 14, 2006
Handout #1
The notes were approved with a minor change.

2.
Burning Issues/Reports



The team welcomed Larry Bloom to the CBT as a Classified staff representative.

J. Hawk advised the team that the campus request for M&O dollars had been reviewed at the district and that the following allocations had been recommended:

9 = Plant

2 = ETS client services based at F/H

0.5 = Fire Tech

1 = security cameras and fobs 

1 = lab assistant F/H

0.5 = lab tech assistant F/H

2 = custodians DA

1 = grounds DA

1 = media tech DA

1 = inst. assoc. DA

J. Hawk reminded the team the College had asked for 12 positions and some B budget. The above proposed allocations for De Anza College were not the same priority as the campus requested. She asked the team if they were content with the recommendation or if they would like her to attempt to re-negotiate the wishes of the campus. After a discussion, the team decided they would like to recommend: 3 x custodial; 1 x grounds; 1 x media tech for the campus, but would like to make clear that they were dissatisfied with the proposed allocations presented by the district. In particular, L. Hearn, Academic Senate President, voiced her objection to the proposed allocations and expressed a strong desire to re-negotiate the distribution of funding between De Anza and Foothill/District.

3.
Non-Instructional Equipment Requests 
Handouts # 3 & 4
J. Hawk reminded the team that during the 1/31/06 meeting she announced that there was $90K of non-instructional equipment dollars allocated for this year, and that she would be working with classified senate and the administrators to allocate these funds toward replacing existing equipment. These requests were to be reviewed by Campus Budget for budgetary assessment. 

The priority lists from both the classified and administrative staff were distributed (Handouts #3 & #4) and the team discussed the allocations. J. Hawk recommended that the team fund the computers but hold off on funding the other equipment until the outcome of Measure C is known, as there was money available for copiers/scanners/ document imaging needs etc. in the bond. There had already been a dialogue with the Print Shop and College Services on the copier/scanner/document imaging needs of the campus. J. Hawk also noted that the team could wait until the result of Measure C is known and prioritizing all the requests at one time.

The team discussed the item and decided that Priority 1 & 2 from the classified list (computers only) and Priority 1 from the administrators list (computers only) be funded, and that the other equipment not be purchased at this time due to the potential alternative Measure C bond funding streams.

4.
Review Measure C (Bond) Process


J. Hawk requested that the team decide on a process for Measure C as it was important  the decisions were transparent to everyone on campus. Much work had been done in a short amount of time and clarity was important.

She reminded the team that there were a couple of components of the Measure C bond and reviewed the suggested processes for some of the components.

1) Construction and Renovations: The proposed process would start in the Planning and Budget Teams, based on information from the program reviews, move on through the Facilities committee and would go to College Council for the final decision.  The Facilities group is currently working to establish criteria. It was expected that any outstanding Measure E projects would be funded first. 

2) Technology: Existing (replacement) Equipment and Additional Equipment needs. The suggested process was as follows:

· Existing (replacement) equipment: The Technology Task Force would develop a process. The item would then go to a joint meeting of the Technology Task Force and Campus Budget to review together and make a recommendation to College Council for a final decision.

· Additional Equipment: The process would start in the Planning & Budget Teams (through the program review process) and then move through to Technology Task Force & Campus Budget  for a final recommendation to College Council.

There was a discussion regarding the decision making process in relation to the various governance groups. It was noted that the Technology Task Force was a sub-group of College Council. There was a particular question raised regarding a discussion at a previous College Council meeting. A discussion also ensued on whether it was possible to allocate dollar amounts to the components before any of the processes commenced, but the consensus was that it was not possible to allocate meaningful dollar amounts at this time. The team considered all the points discussed and agreed to support the process as suggested and for the recommendation to be taken to College Council.

The senior staff are working on a timeline reflecting the major decisions regarding Measure C to distribute to the campus.

5.
Review Measure C (Bond) Allocations


J. Hawk requested that the team review the Measure C Allocations so far. The original allocations has been done at a funding level of $530M. Since this work, the Bond had been scaled down from $530M to $490M. The District had proposed that everything should be scaled down in proportion of what was requested i.e. a straight proportional percent. In light of the tight timeline, J. Hawk recommended that this proposal be accepted rather than negotiate every area of the Bond, which would result in very complex, time-consuming discussions. She also advised that the campus had maxed out its request using enrollment numbers and therefore it would be challenging to request more funding for the campus that would result in reducing funding in other areas i.e. FH. If the campus asked for more dollars, the predicament would be that the Board had already approved the bond allocations and they may find it difficult to de-fund any interested parties i.e. Foothill or the District.

The team considered the item at length, in particular the split between the campuses taking into consideration the normal practice of a 60/40 split, the needs of the campus, the number of students served, the sq. ft. of facilities, etc. The consensus was they would like to see a 60/40 split, or close to it. They asked J. Hawk to send the percentage split to the team before they made a decision.

6.
06-07 Budget Preview
Handout # 2
At the request of B. Slater, this item was presented first. B. Slater passed out a handout and talked about the 06-07 budget based on information to date and on the Governor’s January proposed budget. The information presented should not be interpreted as final and the numbers would change as new information become available. She explained the handout in detail and added some extra information that was not on the spreadsheet. The spreadsheet would be emailed out to the team with the addition information. The currently projected one-time undesignated fund balance as of June 30, 2006 is $3,165,632. The use of this projected one-time fund balance has not been discussed at this stage. 

There was a discussion and clarification on the projected negative $658,999 campus B Budget figure in relation to the undesignated positive fund balance. After some consideration, L. Hearn was still concerned about this segment of the budget.

The District would take the tentative budget to the Board’s next meeting. Sometime between June and August 2006 the budget would be finalized. The adopted budget would go to the Board by the third week of August 2006. 

Present: L. Bloom, C. Espinosa-Pieb, J. Hawk, J. Hayes, L. Hearn, S. Heffner, D. He (DASB) L. Jeanpierre, L. Jenkins, S. Larson, M. Michaelis, S. Sellitti, P. Setziol, B. Slater 








