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 (DSGC)
                              Summary of Meeting, May 1, 2006
 

Members Present:
                               
                               Linda Allen                                
                               Georgia Clark                        
                               Gary Dilley
                               Thomas Diskin
                               David Feune                                            
                               Harry Joel                        
                               Nick Kapp
                               Mario Medina

                               Stephanie Samuelsen
                               Lezlee Ware
                               Andreas Wolfe
                                                                                                                                                          Also Present:
                                    
                                Kathy  Blackwood
                               
                                  
The meeting was called to order at 2:25 p.m.  
Kathy Blackwood opened the meeting with the State budget update.  Kathy was not sure how different the current State budget would be from the adopted budget, since the May revise was not out yet.  
Kathy mentioned that May revise could be affected by SB361, the new State funding formula for community colleges.  
There are two provisions of SB361 which would affect our District greatly; the very controversial 3-year declining enrollment mechanism and the equalization factor.  Our District would be in its second year of declining enrollment next year, so we would receive a budget for students that we do not serve.  Implementing the equalization provision would fund another $31M on top of the Governor’s January budget, and could provide the District with another $5M.
Kathy explained fiscal year 2006-2007 tentative budget; 2006-2007 budget assumptions – the 2006-2007 revenue and expenditure.  The assumptions may change between now and when the adopted budget comes out.  The tentative budget has been put together assuming that SB361 will not pass.  Only $1M equalization funding has been calculated in the District budget.  Kathy also has requested that the 3 colleges provide an estimate for their next year’s FTES, and for the College Budget Officers to budget enough dollars for the faculty.  
The tentative budget was based on 5.8% State revenue COLA which has become 5.92% VS. January’s 5.18% COLA: the current COLA percentage increase is probably related to the high cost of oil.


Kathy mentioned that since our District had increased for the fiscal year 2004-2005 in its faculty obligation, we were not required to increase the obligation for the coming year, but the year after.  Kathy also has not calculated the current or next year’s compensation cost into the current budget, since the settlements are not completed.
Per Kathy, the District’s overall growth is 2.5% for 2006-2007 fiscal year, but we are still in declining enrollment, and have not caught up with fiscal year 2003-2004.
The bottom line: there is $1.5M left in the budget which does not include the compensation cost for 2005-2006 or 2006-2007 fiscal years.  Harry noted that one percentage point increase in compensation was equal to $840,000 in the District budget.  

Nick Kapp expressed concern about the District’s going above the FTES cap.

Kathy explained that because of the shifting of FTES last summer, the District had boosted its cap by 2200, so even if the 3-year declining enrollment provision of SB361 did not pass, our district would be fine.
Nick asked about the interest under the revenue section of the budget.

Kathy explained that the interest was earned from the money the District had invested in the County pool which did not include the Bonds.  She also mentioned that the short-term investments were currently doing better than the long-term ones because of the rising interest rates.

Harry Joel suggested a discussion of the language of sections 4e and 5i of the DSGC process.
He and the Chancellor Galatolo thought that the language was confusing, and that the language may be a problem.


Tom Diskin was in favor of the degrees of consensus.  He was concerned that intimidation may play too great of a role in a consensus.  Tom suggested that the voting could be an option for the District Shared Governance Council.

Gary Dilley noted that the role of the DSGC is solely to recommend rather than decide, and therefore, consensus in general would be appropriate along with a minority/majority report.

Harry suggested a subcommittee to propose appropriate language on this issue.
The April 3, 2006 minutes were approved with a change.  Paragraph eighteen, the first line; “the District” was added.
            
The meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m.

The next meeting will be held on Monday, September 18, 2006, at 2:15 p.m.
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