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Campus Budget Team Notes 

Tuesday March 13, 2007

ADM 106

Time: 1:30-3:00

1. 
Approval Of Notes From February 27, 2007
Handout #1
The notes were approved.

2.
F14 Proposed One-Time “B” Budget Augmentation

The Academic Senate and IPBT reviewed the original proposal and recommended allocating to the division budgeter rather than per department. After some discussion the team unanimously approved the recommendation. 

J. Hawk noted that they would advise the budgeters how much money was available and that these monies could be requested once the budget for the area was depleted. This was in contrast to transferring the additional funds into the accounts immediately. Any unspent balance would be swept in to the College’s ending fund balance i.e. there would be no carry over for this additional money at the division level. The money must be spent by June 30, 2007.

3.
Zero Based Fund 14 Discretionary Budgeting

L. Hearn opened the discussion by clarifying that this was only a preliminary discussion item and that the team should not leave with the impression that the college was moving forward on this principle. During the discussion the following points were made:

· Current formula was to roll forward last year’s budget each year, minus any budget reductions stemming from the State reducing the district’s funding

· Most budgets were ‘inherited’ and the budgeters were not sure of the original funding basis

· Zero based budgeting would be a better use of funding

· Equal vs. equitable budgeting solutions

· Zero based budgeting would primarily be based on program reviews

· Program reviews are done every three years

· A number of different formulas could be used, not necessarily based on program reviews

· Different programs have different costs

· B Budget expenditures are at the discretion of the budgeter within the policy of the district

· Requests could be compared with previous year’s expenditures

· Accountability in accordance with the request

· Some contingency should be build in to the request

· Projected vs. actual expenditures

· FH performed zero based budgeting for this year

· FH redistributed $400k through this process

· In recent years the left over funds were swept into the VP accounts

· Criteria could be established to guide the request process

· Most restrictive funds should be/are spent first

· Zero based budgeting is very labor intensive

· Zero based budgeting is a sensitive issue to address

· Areas could loss money and budgeters might feel defensive when asked to explain their rationale for their budget

· Currently program reviews are not taken as seriously as they might, as they have not been closely tied to budget allocations

· Interested parties should be encouraged to offer solutions to the current budget problems we are facing

The authority structure is:

· Dept

· Division

· VP

· College Council 

The governance structure is:

· PBTs

· Campus Budget

· College Council

Debbie Budd, VP Finance at Foothill, would be invited to a future campus budget meeting to share the pros and cons of Foothill’s experience.

5.
Burning Issues/Reports

Measure C: 

J. Hawk would keep the group up to date with information on Measure C, as it was important to have institutional oversight of the Measure C dollars. The Campus Budget Team should maintain the boundaries of when the dollars are scheduled to be spent and ensure the money is spent wisely. She passed out a handout that went to the Board on March 12, 2007. 

There is an open Furniture Fixtures & Equipment position in College Services. Until the position is filled, Julie Ceballos will be working in the position as a temporary employee. Margaret Michaelis is currently assisting in this area.  

The next Board review of Measure C would be on June 4, 2007. 

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







