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Campus Budget Team Notes 

Tuesday April 24, 2007

ADM 106

Time: 1:30-3:00

1. Approval Of Notes From March 13, 2007
Handout #1

The notes were approved with the change to the wording in the last paragraph in item 3: “share the pros and cons of Foothill’s experience with zero based budgeting”

2.
Measure C:


The three spreadsheets being presented were a review of the bridge funding allocations. These lists only reflect the 06-07 requests. There is not sufficient bridge funding to accommodate all the requests.  The next release of funding is dependent on the upcoming court decisions.  $7.7M has been allocated with $19M being processed. 

· Capital guidelines

M. Michaelis passed out and reviewed the document named Foothill De Anza Community District Measure C – Equipment January 24, 2007. Measure C funds cannot cover maintenance or supplies.

· Bridge allocations

M. Michaelis passed out and reviewed two documents named De Anza Measure C New Furniture Fixture and Equipment FY 06-07 Request and De Anza College Measure C Replacement Equipment FY 06-07 request. 
FF&E

There was a discussion on Governance groups’ participation in the reallocation of funding for various projects. The recent decisions were made by the deans and heads of departments based on the availability of funding and the needs of the divisions. L. Hearn raised a concern that the decision was made by the Deans and by the Planning & Budget Teams. 

Construction budgets  - process for shifting resources
J. Hawk noted the development of project timelines would be challenging until the bond funds are available in full. Once all the funds are available, the projects will be completed in phases. The projects presently in progress are carry forwards from Measure E. They include forum, site lighting phase 1, vehicular signage, and E1 auto tech.

E1 auto tech design would need $400k to augment the project and these funds would have to be taken from another project. J. Hawk advised that, based on previous experience, these types of changes would occur throughout the Measure C bond project and it was necessary to put a process in place to address such changes.

J. Hawk also noted that the district and college met last week to review the scheduling for Measure C and there were some scheduling/secondary effect concerns. In some cases, the scheduling was inconsistent with the prioritization list and some projects may have to be refined slightly due to sequencing issues. The planning team did not anticipate any major changes to the priority list due to sequencing issues.

J. Hawk asked the team to offer process suggestions.

Suggestions/comments:

· Fully fund the projects according to priority list that went thru the governance groups i.e. ensure projects are done “right” even if more funding is needed

· Re-release the prioritized list of projects for college to review 

· Take dollars from the lowest prioritized project/s

· Only review the change orders once a quarter

· Concern over budgetary controls and cost escalations 

· The lower prioritized projects are mostly athletics projects that were not impacted by the sequencing issues. However, some of these projects have already been deferred from Measure E

· Review the prioritization list quarterly

· Could projects be run 24 hours to speed up construction? In theory yes, but very costly and complicated. In general, the shorter the project the more expensive.

· Offsite swing space is charged to the project

· Many variables are in play when doing a project and overruns cannot be completely eradicated

· Possibility that some areas may defer (not relinquish) their requests to accommodate more demanding requests 

After the discussion, the team agreed to a process that would encompass a quarterly review of the prioritization list. The prioritization list review would commence in the Facilities Committee then move to the Campus Budget Team, Planning & Budget Teams, and finally to College Council for approval. Due to the nature of the construction process, decisions must move quickly through the governance groups. If this cannot be achieved, the review process may need to be streamlined. 

It was agreed to take the funding needed for change orders from the lowest project/s on the list. Change orders would be brought to Campus Budget Team for review and the recommendation would go to College Council for approval.

J. Hawk would seek to build a review calendar for the governance groups to follow. 

3. 2007-08 Tentative Operating Budget
Handout #2

BOARD Meeting of April 2, 2007 Budget review:  Mike Brandy, vice chancellor of business services, and Bernata Slater, director of budget operations, presented the first review of major revenue and expense assumptions being used to develop the 2007-08 tentative operating budget. Brandy said he generally expects a status-quo budget. One significant change from last year is that the district will receive no one-time funding from the state. One-time money the state provided this year will be spent over the next few years, and that partly accounts for the district's high ending balance. Brandy said he is budgeting for a cost-of-living increase from the state. But with expenses increasing even faster that the proposed 4 percent COLA (for example, health care costs for the district are expected to rise 7 percent), and with no additional one-time funding, available revenue is dropping. At the same time, he noted, the tentative budget will include $2.5 million in ongoing but unallocated funds. The district is not counting on qualifying for growth funding in 2007-08. The tentative budget will be presented to the board on June 4, with approval slated for June 18. The June budget will not reflect the governor's May budget revision, Brandy said.
J. Hawk passed out a handout named Preliminary Budget 2007-08, and explained the spreadsheet in detail. 

4.
Strategic Planning – Institutional Initiatives Action Plans – 2007-08 Proposed Budget Summary
Handout #3
J. Hawk reviewed the handout and clarified the document.

One question that came up in an IA team meeting was how classified staff could be compensated with out running into contractual issues. Some suggestions were to look at reviewing the duties of staff, look at reviewing the PGA parameters, and to encouragement classified staff to participate in training programs and conferences.

The Strategic Planning web site has more information and is located at http://www.deanza.edu/strategicplan/
5.
Burning Issues/Reports

None were reported.

Present: L. Bloom, W. Chenoweth, C. Espinosa-Pieb, J. Hawk, J. Hayes, L. Hearn, S. Heffner, H. Irvin, L. Jeanpierre, L. Jenkins, S. Larson, M. Michaelis, S. Selletti B. Slater.







