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Campus Budget Team Notes 

Tuesday March 14, 2006

Plant Services Conf Room

Time: 1:30 – 3:00

1. 
Approval Of Notes From February 14, 2006
Handout #1
The notes were approved.

2.
Burning Issues/Reports


None were reported.

3.
Budget Update -  2nd Quarter End Report 
Handouts # 2 & 3
J. Hawk drew attention to the 2nd quarter end reports. No clarification was requested by the team. 

There was approx. $800k at the district that was unallocated growth dollars from last year repackaged as one-time dollars. The question was how the college should use the funds. The usage would determine how much would be allocated to each college. The campus could elect to use the dollars as general monies and take the standard 60/40 split which would mean the dollars would be available in April, or it could choose to allocate it to basic skills which would mean De Anza  may get more than the 60/40 split, but there would be a delay while the colleges determine the exact split.

The team decided to take the standard 60/40 split option. 

The team decided to recommend to College Council to allocate specific dollar amounts to each PBT based on percentage of B budget. Each PBT would put forward a proposal for their area, which would be reviewed by Campus Budget and College Council. 

4.
06-07 Budget Update


Maintenance & Operations Dollars & Staffing Requests: 

J. Hawk announced there is an allocation of $1.4M M&O district-wide, on-going dollars for 06-07. In future years, this money will roll into the base as general fund dollars. The money is primarily based on De Anza new building sq. ft. coming online. This money would be split between the two colleges and the district. 

Although the foundation of the request would be for grounds and custodial, it is important to have a broad-based discussion and consider expanding the use of the money. There is a need to support the technology/labs in new buildings.

The following is the proposal from the Finance and College Services PBT. The priorities breakdown would not be sent to the district. 

M&O Funding Proposal

De Anza College

Finance & College Services PBT

March 13, 2006

	Description
	
	Quantity
	
	 Est. Cost 
	
	 Total Cost 
	
	Priority 1
	
	Priority 2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Custodian I
	
	6
	
	 $     70,000 
	
	 $ 420,000 
	
	4
	
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Groundskeeper
	
	2
	
	 $     70,000 
	
	 $ 140,000 
	
	2
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Custodial & Grounds B Budget
	
	1
	
	 $     30,000 
	
	 $   30,000 
	
	
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multimedia Tech
	
	2
	
	 $     85,000 
	
	 $ 170,000 
	
	1
	
	1

	(Science, Kirsch, SCS, Campus Center)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(Performance Hall)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tech Resources B Budget
	
	1
	
	 $     10,000 
	
	 $   10,000 
	
	1
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Environmental Technician
	
	1
	
	 $     75,000 
	
	 $   75,000 
	
	
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Instructional Associate
	
	1
	
	 $     85,000 
	
	 $   85,000 
	
	
	
	1

	(Science & Kirsch)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL REQUEST
	
	
	
	
	
	 $  930,000 
	
	 $        475,000 
	
	 $   455,000 


In a discussion, it was pointed out that an instructional associate had historically been an instructional position rather than an M&O position. This proposed IA position would be linked to the new sq. ft. There was concern that advocating for an IA under this program would weaken the college’s position when presenting to the district. The group considered the possibilities and decided to leave the position on the request and send the proposal to College Council for consideration. 

J. Hawk distributed a handout named De Anza College Budget Issues FY 2006-07. She explained the handout in detail. She stated that the college was hoping to get more on-going dollars from the district to solve the funding issues for future years. 

It was noted that the Dean of Counseling position was funded.

5.
Purpose and Objectives of the Campus Budget Team


L. Hearn said the discussion the team had had on the M&O and Basic Skills items had helped clarify the role of CB and the team agreed that in general the objective of the CBT would be to validate dollar amounts rather than validate decisions. 

The team thought it would be helpful to compare prior years’ expenditure with budgets. Although each year the budgets are rolled over i.e. the campus doesn’t perform zero based budgeting, the information would still be valuable. It was agreed that Budget & Personnel would send to the team a 3-year analysis of the B budgets. 

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 








