
 
 
 

COLLEGE BUDGET COMMITTEE 
MEETING MINUTES 

March 9, 2006 
 
Present:   Lori Adrian, Taylor Angel, Anyta Archer, Eloisa Briones, Carla Campillo, 
  Mike Fitzgerald, Cathy Hasson, Jennifer Hughes, Fermin Irigoyen,  
  Barbara Lamson, Vicki Morrow, Virginia Padron, Félix Pérez, Regina  
  Stanback-Stroud, Salah Webb, George Wright, and Soodi Zamani.   
  Recorder: Linda Ghio 
 
Absent: Rick Escalambre, Margery Meadows, Dino Nomicos, Linda Whitten 
 
Review and Approval of Minutes of February 23, 2006 
The minutes were approved with one correction on page 3, sentence 2, changing 
President’s Council to President. 
 
DCBF Report 
The committee reviewed 3 handouts:  Budget Update on 05/06 and 06/07; 2006-07 
SMCCCD revenue and expenditure assumptions; Budget scenarios that calculate site 
allocations using the resource allocation model that the district is implementing in FY 
2006/07. 
 
Budget update on 05/06 and 06/07 based on P-1 information 
The handout that was presented breaks down into three blocks: 

1. The 04/05 revenue was recalculated due to the shift of 2,200 FTES from summer 
05 to 2004/05 resulting in an additional $2,927,059.  The discussions that Kathy 
had with the State Chancellor’s Office to fix our beginning balance resulted in 
additional funding of $1,155,506.  The district also received one-time state 
apportionment amounting to $557,480 for its share of the Basic Skills funding 
which was distributed to all districts state wide because none of the colleges 
exceeded their growth cap.  The 2004/05 adjustments and the FTES shift 
increased the district’s funding last year as well as the current year.   

IN 2005-06, base revenue increased by $4,758,680 plus COLA.  Since we 
reported a decline in enrollment in P-1, there is a $16 million reduction in 
funding.  At the same time, we are held harmless and receive budget stability.  
Whatever is taken out of the decline in enrollment funding is made up in budget 
stability.  Overall, Kathy estimates that SMCCCD will have a total of $9,814,472 
in one-time unbudgeted revenue for 2005-06. 

 



2. The second block compares actual, reported, funded and shifted FTES from 
FY03/04 and FY04/05, plus estimates for the current year using FTES reported 
on the P-1.  Kathy introduced 2 enrollment assumptions for FY 06/07.  The 
“Low” assumption assumes no growth and no FTES shift.  Under this 
assumption, the district’s Actual, Reported and Funded FTES will be the same as 
this year’s Actual (19,190 FTES).  Under the “High” assumption, the district will 
grow by 2% and that 1,939 FTES generated in summer 07 (FY07/08) will be 
shifted to FY06/07.  

  
3. The third block translates the FTES information to the amount of funding for the 

Low and High enrollment assumptions.  In both instances, SMCCCD will receive 
restoration funds.  The district will also receive equalization which is calculated 
based on FTES.  Under the High assumption, the district will be entitled to $1.3 
million of growth funds, plus M&O growth for the increase in square footage 
resulting from getting new and renovated buildings online.   

 
All revenue projections for 2006/07 were calculated using the program based 
funding allocation method currently used by the state.  These calculations might 
change if SB 361 passes.  However, this will not be known until the end of the 
legislative session, possibly as late as September.  Vicki said the new model in the 
bill would provide a base allocation for each location.  There is a small college 
factor and there are several levels of detail beyond that.  Kathy went through all 
the elements and tried to determine how they would apply to our district and it 
was too problematic so that is why she cannot role out a definitive scenario. 
 
Bargaining/negotiation changes are not figured into these calculations because 
Kathy wants to be sure that negotiations do not drive this model.     
 
So the low estimate is the worst case scenario.  Vicki said we are not going to get 
back above the 19,000 FTES before the end of the year.  We are stabilized in the 
current year.  In the forthcoming year, unless our FTES grows beyond capacity, 
we will have a drop in budget unless we shift FTES in the following year.  Kathy 
ran scenarios and it made more sense for us to borrow and you can borrow just 
what you need.   

 
Revenue and Expenditure Assumptions 
Eloisa presented the second handout which lists the district’s total revenue broken out by 
line item and all district-wide expenditures for 03/04 through the adopted budget in 
05/06.  The last two columns show estimated revenue and expenditures assuming Low 
and High Revenue projections.   
 
Under the Low Revenue column, Base revenue and Equalization increased from 2005/06.  
Items that changed on the revenue side were lottery, part-time faculty office hours, 
apprenticeship, and interest and there is an estimated increase based probably on the non-
resident fee.  The total estimated revenue increased from $94,950,126 in the 05/06 
adopted budget to a low estimate in 06/07 of $96,940,000.  On the expense side, items 



17A thru 21 are central services expenditures, which are paid for by the district.  There is 
a significant increase in projected Utilities cost due to the anticipated rate hike. Salary 
commitments include long-service increments and step increases.  $300, 000 is set aside 
for managed hiring.  Estimated expenditures exceed revenues resulting is an estimated 
deficit of $1,264,834.  Mike asked if the $750,000 for FTES growth helped us and 
Regina said we were able to do some marketing and mail the schedules, but we don’t yet 
know the impact.  The bulk of the FTES growth funds will be used next year, mostly in 
the 1310s to add sections, according to Regina.  The figures show us being down, but it 
does not show late starts and positive attendance, so we may end up being a little bit up. 
 
Under the High Revenue column, the estimated total revenue is $109,133,000 and 
estimated expenditures $100,529,834 resulting in estimated marginal revenue of 
$8,603,166.   A provision for the cost of hiring new faculty needs to be established to 
comply with the state’s requirement relating to full-time faculty obligation.  A question 
was asked about the ratio of FTEF to FTES and Regina thinks it is 1 to 23.    
 
Resource Allocation using Low and High Revenue Assumptions  
The handout shows the resource allocation if it were implemented for 06/07.  Pages 3-6 
show calculations for low revenue and pages 7-10 show calculations for high revenue and 
the CBC compared the bottom lines under both assumptions.  On the low revenue, the 
06/07 site allocation is $17,436,339, which compared to the 2005-/06 site allocation of 
$17,345,244, is an increase of $91,095.  On page 10 (the high revenue), the 06/07 site 
allocation is $17,775,446 and the difference over the current site allocation is $430,202.  
At the DCBF meeting, Linda Whitten requested Kathy to prepare an allocation using 
estimated FTES between the Low and High.   Anyta read a summary of the report made 
by Linda, which is included in the last page of the minutes. 
 
Eloisa reminded the CBC that a sub-group of CBC members including Mike Fitzgerald, 
Virginia Padron, Linda Whitten and Eloisa will develop recommendations for incentives 
and will present these to the CBC.  They will then be reviewed by campus constituencies 
and the CBC will make revision and bring a final recommendation to the next DCBF 
meeting on March 21. 
 
CBC Calendar 
The planning and budget calendar was reviewed in order to determine timelines and the 
committee’s next steps.   Tentative site allocations might be available when we hold our 
budget presentations on March 30.   Due to spring break, the April 13 CBC meeting has 
been rescheduled to April 20.  Budget presentations will be moved to the April 20 
meeting.  We will be videotaping the presentations so non-attendees can preview them.  
We had originally scheduled the budget deliberations at the April 27 CBC meeting, but 
the Voorhees town hall meeting and district 25-year service awards ceremony are 
scheduled that day.  Eloisa and Linda Ghio will find an alternate date.  The VPs will 
present recommendations for expenditures for their respective units and Eloisa will 
present for administration.  Usually the deans come to so they can answer questions.   
 



The CBC meeting on March 30 may not be as extensive because we are just going to 
review the information we receive from the DCBF.  Cathy said we should have the work 
plans ready for the March 30 meeting so we can at least discuss certain sections.  The 
budget requests are generated from the work plans and program reviews (which should 
be in the work plans).  Vicki said that the Management Council should see that template 
so they know how to work with their units which will help prioritize spending. Cathy will 
email the final version to CBC and Management Council. 
 
The College Budget Committee commended Eloisa for her presentation and explanation 
of the budget.   
 
Next meeting:  March 30, 2006 



 
District Budget Meeting Highlights 

March 7, 2006 
 
 
The committee is working on various scenarios for the 06-07 state apportionment. Using 
the new model, Skyline’s percentage of district FTES remains constant at 34%, therefore 
not including the estimated 150 FTES for SFSU remedial math the numbers are: 
 
LOW ESTIMATES (no growth or shifting): 
 Skyline Canada  CSM 
Change: 
 $91,095 $326,501 $(513,425) 
Total: $17,436,339 $10,905,419 $23,9114,249 
 
 
HIGH ESTIMATES: (grow at estimated 2% cap plus shift SS 07 into 06-07) 
 Skyline Canada  CSM 
Change: 
 $430,202 $501,905 $(106,446) 
Total: $17,775,446 $11,080,822 $24,321,228 
 
 
MY GUESS IS WE WILL BE SOMEWHERE AROUND HALF OF THE 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THESE TWO ESTIMATES. 
 
Shifting would only need to be done if we don’t actualize the growth expected. 
 
The high estimate would require the district to add new full-time faculty to meet state 
requirements for % of full-time faculty. The estimate is 32 new positions would need to 
be added on top of expected retirements. Growth is risky, since once we grow, shrinking 
becomes painful due to committed costs. 
 
Currently, the district is going to try to calculate the mandated costs not funded by the 
state going back to 1998. There is a fairly good possibility that we will get at least some 
of the moneys owed to us. Each campus which helps find the numbers would probably 
share in the possible $1.8M. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 


