[image: image1.wmf]
Draft

Campus Budget Team (CBt)

February 12, 2008

1:30-3:00 PM
ADM 106

The team welcomed Jesus Garcia as the representative for CSEA.

1) Approval of Notes From January 29, 2008
Handout #1
The notes were approved with one amendment. 

2) Budget Timeline Updated
 


Michaelis passed out the updated draft document named BudgetCalender_Ver2_08_09.doc and the group reviewed it. There were some updates to incorporate into the third version. Su would also give the team the DASB budget timeline to add. Slater reminded the team that it was important to bide by the June & July deadlines for the district. FR would be the first new EIS system to be implemented and would be used for 08-09 fiscal year. 
3) Mid-Year Spending Review – Self Support Depts.
Handout #2
 

Hawk drew the team’s attention to the document named Fund 15 Account Balances as of 12/31/07. Michaelis reviewed the document in detail. Hawk passed out three documents named Professional and Workforce Development - Contract Ed.; Child Development Center, and Reprographics. She reviewed these departments in detail. PWD was looking at an ending fund balance of $81k. The CDC was a complicated budget but would likely break-even this year. They would probably need to increase fees to offset costs in the next year. Currently the fees are approx. $900 a month for toddlers and $650 per month for pre-school children. The teaching ratios are set by law and 97% of the costs for running the center are for staffing.  Reprographics has two sources of income: outside printing and internal printing. The district awarded a bid for the purchasing of copy machines using Measure C dollars, which would save departments that currently lease copiers a considerable amount money. The net profit was projected at $25k this year with a ending fund balance of $190k. Reprographics would be moving to the old Bookstore building. The presses would be replaced with new equipment. No jobs would be lost as a result of this changeover. There are no numbers available to assess the amount of printing that gets sent off campus. 

5) Shared Governance & CBt Web Site 


There was a lengthy discussion on this topic, which incorporated the following points/questions:

· New positions: Previously new positions were allocated by Chancellor’s staff. Full time faculty obligation is dictated by FTES. The was no official calculation for staff/administrator ratios. FHDA set internal ratios at 2%, with a 60% / 40% De Anza College / Foothill College split with some positions going to the district. M&O (maintenance & operations) dollars were no longer a discrete line item having been rolled into base. The last M&O funding had allowed for 17 positions in grounds, custodial, & plant. It would be challenging to make new position allocations when the district next receives additional dollars. 

· Staff Positions: Previously new positions were allocated by Chancellors staff to the colleges. College Council had requested the PBTs give their 5 top position requests to College Council. College Council decided what positions to fund. CBt was not involved in these decisions. If done by Program Review and/or Strategic Planning CBt could become involved in the process. 

· What should CBt’s role be in the future?

· Policies and charge – what does it refer to specifically?

· What are/should be the criteria for allocations and/or reductions?

· Clearer description of roles for allocation and de-allocation.

· Should Program Reviews continue? Do they have value?

· CBt takes an institutional view. PBT takes a divisional view.

· Should CBt be combined with PBTs?

· A parallel process might not be useful as it might set the groups against each other.

· Allocations: e.g. Ending fund balances reallocated, rollover, or swept?

· Previously CBt have made recommendations to College Council who have made the decisions.

· How do all the governance groups work together and what are their specific roles?

· CBt is a recommendation body not a decision making body.

· It’s important to treat every stakeholder equitably - not just listen to the loudest voices.

· Instructional Materials Fees: Previously CBt decided on the allocations for each VP area. Once the gross dollars had been allocated, the PBTs decide on how the funds are allocated within their areas.

· Every position had been reviewed by senior staff and chancellor’s staff since the last budget crisis. 

· Hawk, Michaelis & Gerard would put together a document showing a couple of examples of how decisions/recommendations had previously been made. 

· Portland Community College is a good example for shared governance structure 

6) Burning Issues/Reports


None.

Present: Bloom, Chenoweth, Espinosa-Pieb, Garcia, Gerard, Heffner, Jeanpierre, Jenkins, Hawk, Irvin, Kramer, Larson, Michaelis, Slater, Su.

