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College Budget Committee 

October 14, 2010 

Minutes 

 

Attendance: Eric Brenner, Carla Campillo, Caroline Chen, Pat Deamer, Dennis Eadus, Maria  

  Escobar (for Rick Wallace), Mike Fitzgerald, Kathy Fitzpatrick, Nina Floro,  

  Fermin Irigoyen, Rob Johnstone, Joe Madrigal, Joe Morello, Vicki Morrow,  

  Regina Stanback Stroud, Jeff Westfall, George Wright, Soodi Zamani.  Recorder:  

  Linda Bertellotti 

 

Absent: Eloisa Briones, Rick Escalambre, Barbara Lamson, Heidi Lavelle, Rick Wallace,  

  Linda Whitten  

 

Guests: Students from Linda Whitten’s accounting class 

 

Agenda of October 14 

The agenda was adopted as written. 

 

Minutes of September 30 

The minutes will be reviewed at the October 28 meeting. 

 

Guiding Principles to be used in prioritizing resource requests 

Guiding principles and criteria to be used in prioritizing resource requests will be developed by 

the CBC.  These will be based on the college’s goals and strategies and the Measure G ballot 

language.  The district put together a placeholder in terms of Measure G money as it relates to 

how much the colleges will be allocated.  There is still more work to be done.  The district is 

working with a figure of approximately $1.4 million, which is not finalized, and it is broken 

down into the three colleges and central services.  Fermin described what central services are: 

 Benefits 

 Maintenance 

 Utilities 

 Insurance 

 Legal 

 

Rob talked about developing a rubric that could be used as a scoring mechanism.  It can list the 

proposals and the categories, along with the ratings.  The CBC needs to decide what it wants to 

include and the categories that would be used for scoring.  Regina said a rubric would help 

provide a common sense of criteria.  In developing requests for funding through Measure G 

money, the priorities need to be consistent with the ballot language.  In the past, the college has 

developed proposals that were consistent with the strategic plans and goals and work plans.  Rob 

said it can also be about the level of connection and Regina suggested there should be some 

notion of need or urgency.  

 

Vicki advised the group to think about what the most pressing needs are at Skyline and not worry 

about the dollar amount.  The college will want to hire faculty and classified staff, but no 
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administrators this time around.  Eloisa will work up sample scenarios.  The CBC is working 

with assumptions:  there is $168,000 in ongoing money and there will be estimates of the number 

of retirements.   

 Measure G funds:  Vicki sees Measure G as a cushion in case those assumptions don’t 

pan out.  Measure G funds would be reviewed each year.  Vicki said Measure G funds 

can be used one time and can also be for program development, which can later be 

institutionalized.  As an example, Regina talked with her deans about using funds for 

accreditation of some of the business programs.  Some of them are ongoing, such as the 

Paralegal program.  In order for them to consider accreditation, it would require a full-

time faculty, which would need to be considered by the FTEF Allocation Committee. So 

the funds can be used for innovation and program development to make them more 

robust.  Regina said it is also about strengthening and modernizing.  It might be a chance 

for Skyline to prioritize the creativity that would make the college cutting edge. 

 

Presentation of budget proposals 

In normal budget years, Eloisa would present requests for operational items and the Vice 

Presidents would present instructional and student services needs.  Vicki recommends using that 

same process this year.  The deans have worked with faculty and staff to identify their divisions’ 

needs and are now working with Regina and Joe on developing their proposals.  There will be 

some proposals that bridge the divisions, such as instructional equipment and technology needs, 

which will be presented as one request.  There are some things that the Instructional and Student 

Services divisions have in common, such as programs related to the College Success Initiative 

(CSI), and the coordinating committees are recommending that those be continued.  Joe has also 

asked his managers who have submitted more than one request to prioritize them.   Mike 

suggested that the administrators prioritize at their level and bring some scenarios to the CBC.  

Vicki said when the CBC did the cutting drills last year, the administrators brought in a list of 

ideas to the CBC on how the cuts could be taken and they were ranked.  Mike thought it would 

help the CBC to make decisions this year.     

 

There was a discussion on the most useful way for the proposals to be presented in terms of level 

of detail and the resource request forms. 

 Executive Summaries:  Joe said the Student Services deans have submitted their requests 

using the forms distributed.  Rick Wallace has provided counseling data with his 

requests.  Joe is writing an executive summary of all the requests, particularly in the 

equipment and discretionary expense areas.  If the committee would like to look at the 

detailed information, it can, but since people may not have the time, he felt the 

summaries would help.  Pat thought the summary was a fair way to approach it as long as 

the individual input is there as data reference. 

 Planning Worksheet:  There was a discussion about simplifying the resource request 

paperwork.  Vicki said the Planning Worksheet was designed to meet the college’s 

accreditation requirements, but it could be modified to make it easier to work with. 

 

Allocating funds to the divisions 

There was a discussion of the possibility of allocating some money to divisions for discretionary 

uses that would be consistent with Measure G.  Vicki said right now the college is trying to push 
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out in areas where there is potential for the college and to add sections.  Currently, the college is 

making strategic choices about funding, but it is possible in the future, that the college might 

consider setting aside some funds for division discretionary money. 

 

Soodi thought there would be a problem doing that in some of the overlapping areas, such as in 

Basic Skills for math, English and counseling. Dividing into divisions will create a problem in 

these areas, as opposed to providing funding for the programs.  Regina thought there could be a 

combination of these: a division discretionary component and then funds for an overlap of the 

divisions programs, such as those that fall under CSI.   

 

Pat would like to see things that help the campus and not just a particular division or program.   

Jeff said the divisions may see their own needs at the exclusion of the whole campus.  He thinks 

the CBC must look out for the whole campus.  Joe Morello thinks the divisions would have the 

campus-wide view in mind and would not do something with money without that thought.  He 

suggested that the college first fund those programs that need coordination within the divisions.     

 

Domains used to evaluate resource requests approved 

The committee identified the following domains to use in evaluating requests: 

 

1. Connection to  Measure G ballot language 

2. Connection to goals/strategies 

3. Connection to ed/master/work plans and/or program review 

4. Need urgency 

5. Innovation 

6. Campus wide perspective 

 

Joe Madrigal proposed that the CBC adopt the domains because they help the credibility of the 

committee, in discussions with others and address the Measure G language.  If the forms need to 

be changed, he suggests the committee think about it. 

 

 Action:  the CBC approved the domains unanimously.   

 

Hiring 

There was a discussion of how hiring requests are proposed.  Full time faculty positions are 

proposed through the FTEF Allocation Committee.  Classified requests come through the 

divisions and ongoing classified requests go through the classified allocation process.   

 FTEF Allocation Committee recommendations:  Fermin reported on the proposed full-

time faculty positions prepared by the FTEF Allocation Committee which will be acted 

on by the Academic Senate at its October 22 meeting.  In order from rank #1 down, the 

positions are:  English, Automotive Technology, Chemistry, Music, Dance, Math, 

General Counseling, ECE, English #2, Physical Education, General Counseling #2, 

Paralegal, Athletics Coaching.  Not ranked was a DSPS Counseling position, which does 

not go through the FTEF allocation process and which will be categorically funded. 
 

Next Meetings 
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 October 28, 2:10-4:00 The focus will be on scenarios related to potential faculty  

    and classified hirers 

 November 4, 2:10-4:30 The focus will be on Measure G prioritization 

 


