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PRESENT 
J. Friedlander, (Chair), Acting 
Superintendent/President 
O. Arellano, VP, Continuing Education; 
L. Auchincloss, Pres., CSEA; 
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J. Bailey, Director, Continuing Education; 
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A. Harper, Director, Continuing Education; 
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A. Orozco, Classified Consultation Group; 
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E. Stein, Classified Consultation Group 
E. Stoddard, Continuing Ed Task Force 
L. Vasquez, ITC, Committee 
J. Walker, co-Steward of the Supervisory 
Bargaining Unit (SBU) 
 
 
 

 
 
1.0  Call to Order  
1.1  Approval of past minutes: 3/25/11, 4/05/11, 4/08/11, 4/19/11 (Atts. 1, 2, 3, 4)  

 Acting Superintendent/President Friedlander called the meeting to order and asked for 
 the approval of the above minutes.  
 
M/S/C (Bishop/Monda) to approve the minutes of the March 25, 2011 CPC meetings.  
There were five abstentions and the rest were in favor. 
 
M/S/C (Bishop/Monda) to approve the minutes of the 4/05/11, 4/08/11 CPC meetings 
and amended minutes of the 4/19/11 CPC meeting.  There were five abstentions and 
the rest were in favor. 
 
 
 
 
 

 



2.0  Announcements 
2.1 Dr. Friedlander announced that this was VP, HR/LA Ehrlich’s last CPC Meeting as she 
 will be retiring June 30, 2012.  He thanked her for the excellent work for the College. 
2.2 Dr. Friedlander wished Acting VP Spaventa a Happy Birthday.   
 
3.0  Information Items 
3.1 Media Conference to announce new CSUCI Bachelor’s and MBA degree programs 
 offered on our campus. (Att. 5) 
 
3.2 Editorial in the Sunday, June 17, 2012, Santa Barbara News-Press Voices Section on the 
 college’s efforts to expand transfer opportunities for its students (article will be sent to you 
 on Monday). 
 
3.3 Dr. Gaskin’s first day at work will be on Monday, July 9. A Reception for Dr. Gaskin will be 
 held from 9:00 a.m. – 10:00 a.m. in the Helen Pedotti (Administration building) Courtyard. 
 
3.4  Sue Ehrlich, VP, HR/LA, has announced her retirement from the college at the end of this
 month.   A Campus-wide Reception for Sue Ehrlich will take place on Tuesday, June 19th 
 in the GDR from 9:00-10:00 a.m. 
 
3.5 Recognitions received for: 
 A. EOPS Transition Program (Rice Diversity Award) 
 B. Application to compete for Aspen Prize Award has been submitted. 
 C. Career Center will be featured on PBS Road Show 
   
    ~ Four SBCC Career Center faculty and staff will be on the road this summer 
 interviewing a wide range of people in jobs they love for Road Trip Nation, a PBS 
 television series, (http://roadtripnation.com).  SBCC was selected as one of the two 
 teams from all 112 community colleges in the state for this special project made available 
 by Road Trip Nation and the California Community Colleges Chancellor's Office Career 
 Advisory Committee.  The SBCC team includes Holly Eubank, Val Eurman, Kristin 
 Frascella, and Cami Vignoe.   
  
 The Chancellor’s advisory committee will supply a stipend to each participant and the 
 technical equipment for filming. The interviews will be completed this summer and then 
 made available for public viewing The SBCC Career Center has been presenting similar 
 stories through its the How I Made It series which is available on the  SBCC web site. 
 
4.0 Discussion Items  
4.1 Preliminary Analysis of the State’s 2012 – 2013 budget for the College. (To be distributed)  
 
4.2 Review of college budget assumptions for 2012-13. (Att. 6) 
 
4.3 Tentative Budget that was approved by the Board at the June 14, 2012 Study Session 
 (Att. 7) 

VP Sullivan projected a PowerPoint presentation of the 2012-13 Tentative Budget that 
was approved at the 6/14/12 Study Session.  Mr. Sullivan walked the members through 
the comparison of the 2011-12 projections to the 2012–13 Tentative Budget.  Mr. Sullivan 
started with the revenues and explained what revenues had been included and why.  He 
compared the expenses from the 2011 -12 projection to the 2012-13 Tentative Budget 

 

http://roadtripnation.com/


showing what has been included and  what was included in the ending balances and why.   
He pointed out the minimum fund balance and talked about another one of the changes in 
the State budget that came out last Friday regarding how the state will pay the 
Community Colleges.  The state is reducing all of its payments for California Community 
Colleges from July thru December and if the tax initiative passes, the state will have the 
cash flow to back-fill the community colleges.  The state is increasing the colleges’ 
deferrals (what they owe us) as much as $8M in those 6 months and those deferrals will 
be paid in July 2013.  So our deferrals by July 2013 with the tax initiative passing could be 
$20M.  That was the projection last week. The state is going pay us in December as if the 
tax initiative has not passed but it also has added the deferrals to the colleges because of 
its additional cash flow problem.  Mr. Sullivan reported that between 40% and 60% of the 
California Community Colleges will have to borrow additional funds between now and 
December because of this cash flow problem being pushed onto the districts.  There were 
further questions, discussion and clarifications on the deferrals, workload reduction and 
tax initiative. 
 
The question of equipment rankings came up in relation to the tentative budget and to the 
availability of the funds for equipment.  After a short discussion regarding the fact that 
since the College’s cash flow will be needed if the tax initiative does not pass, we will 
need to wait until after the November election to fund equipment.  Dr. Friedlander 
recommended that this be discussed at the next CPC Meeting this summer in order to 
look at what items need to be funded immediately and if the tax measure passes we 
would be ready to fund other items.    
 

4.4 Implications of State Budget for the College 
 
4.5 Scenarios for achieving funded FTES cap (Att. 8) 
 
4.6 Review of proposal from the Administration on the rate of converting non-credit, non-
 enhanced classes to fee-based offerings and restoring some of the 25 credit sections as 
 needed in Fall 2012 (Att. 9)  
  

Dr. Friedlander stated that he would like a discussion first of the recommendation to 
discontinue offering enhanced non-credit classes at the Ventura County Jail (90 FTES) 
and to have CPC vote on whether or not it supports this proposal.   
 
The discussion covered the morality of discontinuing these classes,  the question of 
whether the Ventura jail will offer the same classes, the reason the college chose to offer 
these classes in the first place, the idea of waiting until we get more information, and the 
question of how much will keeping the 90 FTES really hurt the college.  Academic Senate 
President Nevins stated that this program was offered in order to “chase” FTES when we 
needed them and there are many other programs that were created for that purpose 
which also need to be looked at.  Dr. Nevins stated that he did not think that the college 
should look at the jail program classes in isolation.  Dr. Friedlander stated that if the tax 
measure fails, the college will be 600 FTES over cap, meaning 600 FTES the state will 
not reimburse the college for generating.   
 

M/S/C (Nevins/Monda) to approve that CPC recommends that the college not 
discontinue the enhanced non-credit classes to the Ventura County Jail and that the 

 



College look at all the FTES chasing programs in order to make the proposed cuts in 
the fall.  There was one abstention and the rest were in favor.  

 
Dr. Friedlander asked for a discussion, then a motion regarding whether or not CPC 
recommends that the college’s budget be based on the tax measure not passing.   There 
was further discussion regarding what the influence of that would be on the rate of 
conversion of non-enhanced classes and ultimately what will happen with our FTES cap if 
the tax initiative passes or does not pass.   
 
Dr. Friedlander also wanted a discussion, then motion regarding what rate of conversion 
CPC recommends for Continuing Education.  These recommendations will be brought to 
the Special Board Meeting being held on Wednesday, June 20. 
 
The members weighed in on their concerns and thoughts then voted:  
 
M/S/C (Spaventa/Nevins) to approve that CPC recommends that the college base its 
budget planning on the assumption that the tax initiative will not pass.  All were in 
favor.  
 
The discussion about the motion regarding the conversion rate for Continuing Education 
classes from state support to the fee based Center for Life Long Learning, the CPC 
members asked to hear from the Continuing Ed members in the room first.  
 
The CE instructors and administrators voiced that they think a slower conversion would 
be more palpable to the community who will then get used to the idea of a fee-based 
Center for Life Long Learning.  Dr. Friedlander pointed out that this conversion is a huge 
change from a sixty-plus year tradition of state support to an entirely new structure 
consisting fee based courses.  There was further discussion re:  weighing the risks if the 
tax measure does not pass, the college will have to pay the expenses for offering more 
classes than the state will fund) and if it passes, the college will receive money from the 
state to pay for these classes.    
 
In response to concern about no management structure for the Center for Life Long 
Learning and to the question of what are we building a bridge to, there was a discussion 
regarding the process for planning for the new Center for Life Long Learning.  Ellen 
Stoddard, a representative from the Continuing Education Task Force, said the Task 
Force Report- which includes a start-up phase, timelines, budgets and a plan for a 
director- is now completed and will go to the Task Force Steering Committee for 
discussion, then it will be sent to Dr. Friedlander by the end of this week.  Dr. Friedlander 
and President Gaskin will analyze the proposal and bring it back to the CE Task Force 
Steering Committee and Pillar 3 Work Group to be vetted prior to going to CPC and the 
Board for discussion and approval.    
 
M/S/C (O’Connor/Nevins) to approve that CPC recommend that the college convert 
40% of the non-enhanced non-credit classes to fee-based in the fall quarter, 
convert 20% in winter quarter and the final 40% in the spring to make it a total of 0 
state support by spring.   All were in favor.  
 

 



Dr. Friedlander said that now the administration will calculate more precisely what the 
cost to the college if the tax initiative passes or does not pass and have it ready for the 
Special Board Meeting on Wednesday.   
 
There was discussion regarding the categorical backfill and Acting VP Spaventa gave an 
update on this.  She reported on her meeting with Dean Partee regarding the cuts that 
can and cannot be made this first year and the second year cuts are doable yet will be 
painful, so the assumption for the budget is reduce $150,00 the first year and reduce 
$400,000 the second year. 
 

4.7  Date(s) for summer CPC meeting(s).    
 The next summer CPC meeting will take place Tuesday, July 17, 2pm – 4 p.m.  Since the 

question of equipment rankings came up, members need to look at what items need to be 
funded immediately even if the tax initiative does not pass.  If the tax measure passes we 
want to be ready to fund other items that are needed.  

    
5.0  Adjournment 
5.1  Dr. Friedlander asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting.  
 
 M/S/C (Nevins/Monda) to adjourn the meeting.  All in favor. 
 
6.0  Next Meeting: Special Summer CPC Meeting will be Tuesday, July 17, 2012 from 
 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. in A218C.  
 
 
 

 



Santa Barbara City College 
Special College Planning Council 

Tuesday, May 22, 2012 
9:00 a.m. – 10:30 p.m. 

Luria Conference and Press Center 
Minutes 

 
 

PRESENT 
 
J. Friedlander, (Chair), Acting 
Superintendent/President 
O. Arellano, VP, Continuing Education; 
L. Auchincloss, Pres., CSEA; 
P. Bishop, VP Information Technology; 
R. Else, Sr. Dir. Inst. Assessment, 
Research & Planning; 
K. Monda, Academic Senate 
Representative, Chair Planning and 
Resources Committee;  
D. Morris, VP, Academic Senate 
K. Neufeld, President-elect, Academic 
Senate; 
D. Nevins, President, Academic Senate; 
K. O’Connor, Academic Senate 
Representative;  
A. Scharper, Dean, Ed Programs, Acting 
Acting Executive VP 
 
ABSENT: 
S. Ehrlich, VP HR &LA  
J. Englert, ASB President; 

C. Salazar, Classified Staff 
Representative; 
M. Spaventa, Executive VP Ed Programs; 
J. Sullivan, VP Business Services 
 
GUESTS: 
C. Alsheimer, Instructors’ Assoc. (IA); 
J. Bailey, Director, Continuing Education; 
P. Butler, P&R, Academic Senate; 
R. Byrne, Athletics Director; 
R. Funke, Director, Continuing Education; 
Y. Medina-Garcia, Parent/Child Workshop; 
Continuing Ed Task Force; 
A. Harper, Director, Continuing Education; 
K. Harris, Director, Continuing Education; 
D. Hersh, Dean, Ed Programs; 
J. McPheter, Classified Consultation 
Group; 
E. Larson, Co-President, ACES  
A. Orozco, Classified Consultation Group; 
B. Partee, Dean, Educational Programs; 
S. Saenger; Co-Chair, Cont. Ed. IA 
B. Schaffner, Director, Continuing 
Education 
 

 
 
1.0  Call to Order  
1.1  Acting Superintendent/President Friedlander called the meeting to order and asked for 
 the approval of the minutes for the May 15 CPC Meeting.  

 
M/S/C (Monda/ Neufeld) to approve the minutes of the CPC May 15.  All in favor. 
 
 

2.0  Announcements 
2.1 Dr. Friedlander announced that the Chancellor’s Office informed the Director of EOPS, 
 M. Wright that our EOPS Summer Transitions Program received the Rice Diversity 
 Award Statewide.  Ms. Wright will take some of the students to Sacramento to receive 
 the award at the Board of Governors’ meeting on July 10. 

 



2.2 Dr. Friedlander reported that Sr. Dir. Inst. Assessment  Else is working on the college’s 
 application for the Aspen Award.  We are in the top 10% for the second year in a row 
 which is quite an honor. 
2.3 President-elect, Academic Senate Neufeld welcomed Dave Morris to CPC as he is the 
 new VP of Academic Senate. 
2.4 Dr. Friedlander thanked Allison Curtis and Ben Partee, Amy Collins and Cindy Salazar 
 for putting on an excellent commencement.   
 
 
3.0  Information Items 

 
 

4.0 Discussion Items 
4.1 How best to address the FTES decision for the coming year, 2012-13. (Att. 1) 

 4.2  Look at both options and implications of each option to make a recommendation. (Att. 2, 
 Att. 3) 
 
 Dr. Friedlander opened the discussion stating that the reason he called this special CPC 

Meeting is because of the new information in the Governor’s May Revise.  The big 
change in the Governor’s proposal was that the college expected a $4M work-load 
reduction based on this year’s shortfall in state revenues and this reduction is currently 
not in the Governor’s May Revise budget. Now the only unknown information that 
remains is whether or not the tax measure in November will pass or not.  This 
information has huge implications in terms of our strategy going forward.   

 
 Dr. Friedlander explained that if we base our budget on the tax measure not passing and 

it passes, the college would end up being under cap, which means we have one year of 
recovery to try to get it back or else we lose a portion of our budget from the state.  Dr. 
Friedlander explained that the California Community Colleges in this situation have three 
years to recover everything but colleges start losing money after one year.  The reason 
for this is because they no longer have the students “in the pipeline”, meaning no 
continuing students.  Colleges, especially SBCC, are dependent on out of area students 
to make up for the bulk of matriculated first time students, so if they do not come in fall 
they are not here. Dr. Friedlander’s stated that his intention is to go through the 
preliminary analysis of FTES from Mr. Else and discuss the strategies in light of the new 
information and the preliminary analysis of FTES.     

 
 Sr. Dir. Inst. Assessment, Research & Planning Else said that the college sends in three 

FTES reports a year to the Chancellor’s Office:  January 15, April 20 and the last one 
July 15.  

 
 He walked the members through the 2012-13 FTES Projection spreadsheet which 

provided five sections of information: 1)FTES Cap and Funded Cap from March 1, 2012, 
2) the report from April 20, 3) the 2012-13 ProjectionAssumptions, 4) the Effect of 
Possible Additional 6.4% Workload Reduction in 2012 – 13 and the Section Counts as of 
5/21/12.   

 
 The 2012 – 13 Projection Assumptions were based on the two options: 1) To convert all 

(100%) non-credit non-enhanced courses to fee-based except 110 FTES from the 
Parent Child Workshop and 2) Reduce Summer 2012 and Fall 2012 by 101 total 

 



sections at 3 FTES each which equals 300 FTES in reduction.  The significant number in 
this report was that the college would be under cap by $2.17M if 100% of the non-credit 
non-enhanced courses were converted to fee base courses immediately. 

 
 There was further discussion about the pros and cons of borrowing FTES against the 

summer , the average cost of FTES in terms of instruction (average is $2,800), what 
changes the college would make in sections if the tax measure passes and how if that 
happened, how it would buy us time to save money.  Then out of that discussion, the 
idea of slowing down the conversion of Continuing Education’s non-credit  non-enhanced 
state supported classes to fee based classes took place.    

 
  There was discussion regarding the re-programing of classes and the recommendation 

 from Continuing Education to have some conversion but leave parent education classes 
 and the omega classes as state supported.   

  
 Continuing Ed (CE) Task Force Co-Chair Medina-Garcia stated that she was at the 

meeting on behalf of the Task Force to urge this body to phase in the transition to fee-
based.   

  
 She went on to say that The CE Task Force was set up to look at the future of 

Continuing Ed and is in the process of completing a report that should be done by June 
15 and back to the Dr. Friedlander. On behalf of the task force I would like to urge you to 
allow us the opportunity to present those recommendations that have had quite a bit of 
thought put into them. A very inclusive process brought together people from the 
community to give their feedback and recommendations.  We then have the CE Task 
Force Steering Committee Report with recommendations for future of Continuing Ed.  
The task force feels that the making of this decision at this time is really premature to the 
recommendations to the future of CE.  The Task Force recommends, as others have, 
that there be a smoother transition.  There is no doubt that there has to be some drastic 
changes but that this inclusive process continue so that we maintain the trust of the 
community.       

 
 Dr. Friedlander offered three options that he wanted to discuss and get a sense of 

direction from CPC, so he can take the information to the Board: 
 Op. 1 – Stay the course.  If the tax measure does pass, then we prepare the spring 

schedule with lots of stand-by classes, borrow against summer (ramp it up) go with a 
large program next year, so the college would affect some of the savings this year from 
the work-load reduction from doing what we are doing knowing that these are not a 
permanent savings but would help the bottom line. 

  Op. 2 – Do middle ground.  Hedge your bets by adding back some of the non—credit 
 non-enhanced that cannot move that fast such as Parent Ed and Omega. It would give 
 more time in that area.  The money will come either from reserves or additional cuts in 
 other areas.  

  Op. 3 –  Position ourselves where we can capture it all this year by building back some 
 of the FTES from classes we cut in fall, summer and if it does pass then we can ramp up 
 spring and not be on borrowed time going forward.   

 
  There was further discussion and a motion was made.  
 

4.3 Guidelines for hiring short-term hourly workers. (Handout) 
 



 There was a short discussion and a motion made. 
 

5.0 Action Items 
 5.1 Recommendation to the President. 
 
 M/S/C (Monda/Nevins) to approve that the college stay the course with credit cuts and 

reduce non-credit-non-enhanced to 80% conversion instead of a 100% conversion.  All 
in favor, no abstentions.  

 
 M/S/C (Monda/Nevins) to approve that 50% reduction of hourly budgets out of the 

general fund allocations to the VP areas in 2012-13.  This 50% reduction apply only to 
the general fund, not to categoricals.   

 
6.0 Adjournment 
6.1  Dr. Friedlander asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting. 
 
 M/S/C (Bishop/Nevins] to adjourn the meeting.  All in favor. 
 
The next CPC meeting will be Monday, June 18, 2pm – 4:30pm  in Room A218C,  
 

 



Santa Barbara City College 
College Planning Council 

Friday, July 22, 2011 
9:30 am – 12:30 pm 

and  
Monday, July 25, 2011 

9:00 am -  11:30am 
A218C  

 

Minutes  

 

Special session – development of draft College Plan 2011-14 
 

Friday, July 22, 2011 
9:30 am – 12:30 pm 

 
PRESENT:  
A. Serban (Chair), Superintendent/President; 
I. Alarcón, Past President, Academic Senate;  
O. Arellano, VP, Continuing Education; 
L. Auchincloss, President, CSEA 
P. Bishop, VP Information Technology; 
S. Ehrlich, VP HR &LA;  
R. Else, Sr. Dir. Inst. Assessment, Research 
and Planning; 
J. Friedlander, Executive VP Ed Programs;  
M. Guillen, Classified Staff Representative;  
K. Monda, Academic Senate Representative, 
Chair Planning and Resources Committee;  

K. Neufeld, VP, Academic Senate 
Representative;  
D. Nevins, Academic Senate President; 
K. O’Connor, Academic Senate 
Representative; 
C. Salazar, Classified Staff Representative; 
J. Sullivan, VP Business Service 
 
ABSENT:  

 
 
GUESTS:  

 
L. Vasquez, Instructional Technology 

Committee Chair 
 
Superintendent/President Serban called the meeting to order. 
 

1. Approval of the minutes of the following CPC meetings: December 16, 2010 (attached); 
February 8, 2011 (attached); February 15, 2011 (attached); March 1, 2011 (attached); March 
18, 2011 (attached); March 22, 2011 (attached) (these were also provided at the May 17, 
2011 CPC meeting). 

 M/S/C [Guillen/Monda] to approve minutes listed above with title changes. All were in favor, 
except Academic Senate Representative O’Connor abstained as she was not a voting 
member at that time. 

2. Overview of today’s session: approach, desired outcomes (Attachments for both meetings 
include: Other background materials are also provided as attachments  to this agenda – some 
were provided at previous CPC meetings and will be needed for reference during this 
meeting; the Summary Status of the College Plan 2008-11 has been updated on June 30, 
2011; SBCC 2008-2011 College Plan Status Summary June 30 2011; SBCC Mission 



principles with proposed revisions 7-21-2011; DE Workgroup Actionable Recommendations 
March 25 2011; Mission of CA Community Colleges CA Education Code Section 66010; 
College Plan 2011-14 Challenges and Priorities Draft 3-25-2011. 

Superintendent/President, Dr. Serban gave an overview of what would be covered in the next 
few meetings.  The Mission and the College Plan were projected onto the screen and all 
changes were entered into a new draft of the College Plan.   
 

3. SBCC Mission (draft attached) – All 
The discussion started with the draft of the SBCC Mission Statement that included the 
proposed changes from the last CPC Meeting.  Those changes were based on the concept 
that since we are a state institution, the State Ed Code defines the mission of any individual 
Community College mission. However, since each college has its own local flavor, each 
college develops its own mission.   
 
The members discussed various aspects of the mission and the changes were recorded by 
Dr. Serban which will be emailed to the members to be brought to the each college 
committee: Executive Committee, Academic Senate, Student Senate and CSEA to be 
discussed. 
 

4. Preliminary goals and objectives for 2011-14 College Plan (very rough draft to serve as basis 
for discussion – will be e-mailed separately) – All    
The Executive VP, Dr. Friedlander and the VPs reported on the goals from their areas.   
Dr. Friedlander reported on the approach taken and the input from the Deans for Goal 1, the 
Student Learning Achievement and Development. Dr. Friedlander stated that all the 
objectives were carried over from the last College Plan; we took last year’s Institutional 
Research data on how we were performing on each of these outcomes and used it as a base 
for determining the quantifiable outcomes to be achieved in the new College Plan. Dr. 
Friedlander reported that for most of the objectives, they decided to use what they considered 
to be reasonable targets by spring 2014 by adding about a 3% gain over a 3 year period. 
There was further discussion about whether they were stretching themselves too far with this 
goal and decided that is not to a point where we are not going to come short and what is 
reasonable. Since we had significant gains from our past College Plan, now we are building 
from a higher base.   
 
Further discussion took place regarding where SBCC stands in regard to peer colleges, how 
our budgetary decisions will support our students, what changes are taking place in the 
composition of the college’s students and how they affect what we offer and student 
achievement on the different student success measures.   
 
There were discussions, clarifications, and changes made to the 29 objectives, which also 
included the objectives for the ARCC Measures and institutional SLOs listed under Goal 1.   
 
Dr. Ofelia Arellano reported on Goal 2 stating that unlike the credit division, the continuing 
education students take classes for life enrichment, so success is not an appropriate 
measure.  The last College Plan had 6 objectives that were targeted for basic skills, but for 
this new College Plan, the continuing education consultation group wants to include all 10 
funded categories.  After further discussion it was decided to change Goal 2 to “Maximize the 
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utilization of the resources and courses of the Continuing Education Division”   There was 
discussion regarding the fact that there could be data collected around the enhanced funded 
certificates, the high school programs, the citizenship programs that are measureable, not 
non-enhanced.  It was decided that they need to separate enhanced from non-enhanced.   
 
Success needs to be defined for the non-enhanced continuing education classes.  Further 
discussion regarding the new requirements from the State and the new fiscal limitation on 
non-enhanced classes and it was decided that a plan needs to be developed for the transition 
of selected courses from state-supported to fee-based.  As we transition to fee-based classes 
our objective is to have good participation rates in those courses. 
 
The meeting was adjourned and will be continued, Monday, July 25, 2011 at 9:30 a.m. 
 
 

Monday, July 25, 2011 
9:30 am – 11:30 pm 

 
PRESENT:  
A. Serban (Chair), Superintendent/President; 
I. Alarcón, Past President, Academic Senate;  
O. Arellano, VP, Continuing Education; 
P. Bishop, VP Information Technology; 
S. Ehrlich, VP HR &LA;  
R. Else, Sr. Dir. Inst. Assessment, Research 
and Planning; 
J. Friedlander, Executive VP Ed Programs;  
M. Guillen, Classified Staff Representative;  
K. Monda, Academic Senate Representative, 
Chair Planning and Resources Committee;  
K. Neufeld, VP, Academic Senate 
Representative;  

D. Nevins, Academic Senate President; 
K. O’Connor, Academic Senate 
Representative; 
J. Sullivan, VP Business Service 
 
ABSENT:  
L. Auchincloss, President, CSEA 
C. Salazar, Classified Staff Representative; 

 
GUESTS:  

 
L. Vasquez, Instructional Technology 

Committee Chair 

 
 
Superintendent/President Serban called the meeting to order.   
 
1. Preliminary goals and objectives for 2011-14 College Plan 

Dr. Serban opened the meeting with the continuation of discussing the goals and objectives for 
2011-14 College Plan.  This meeting started with a discussion around changing Goal 3 to 
reflect what the first section of the College Plan, Outreach, Access and Responsiveness to the 
Community really is during this time of the economic downturn and the state budgetary crisis.    
 
The main goal was changed and further discussion took place regarding the eight objectives, 
which is an increase of four objectives, which pertain to goals for Continuing Education.   
VP, Human Resources and Legal Affairs (HRLA), Sue Ehrlich, JD reported on Faculty, Staff 
and Administration, Goal 4, and what that HRLA Department has done to set and achieve its 
goals.  VP Ehrlich reported on the addition of new goals and the refining and revising of former 
goals. Questions, and discussion took place regarding the legality, modifications, and 
clarification of the goals and the wording of the four new goals.   Three of the new goals 
included the evaluation of Continuing Education faculty and the establishment of a baseline 
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definition and data for student satisfaction with the Continuing Education programs as 
measured through a survey instrument.   
 
Dr. Serban stated that we would not have a separate technology objective because technology 
is integrated in every objective.  After further discussion it was decided that Goal 5 would have 
the overall heading: Governance, Decision-Support and Fiscal Management with the actual 
Goal 5 being: Establish college-wide accountability systems that are based on quantitative and 
qualitative data and linked to planning and budgeting.  Goal 5 and 6 were combined with the 
inclusion of an objective relating to the participatory governance structure currently in place in 
the Continuing Education Division.  
 
Goal 6 became FACILITIES, CAPITAL PROJECTS, AND MAINTENANCE with the goal being, 
“Implement the long range capital construction plan”.   There was discussion regarding the 
bond funding for deferred maintenance, the long-range development plan and the Educational 
Master Plan.   
 
Goal 7 became part of FACILITIES, CAPITAL PROJECTS, AND MAINTENANCE with the 
goal: Create an optimal physical and technological environment that ensures the best service 
to students and the local community.  There was extensive discussion regarding how to word 
objective 7.1 “universal access” to facilities.  The college is in compliance with the 
requirements; however there is always more to do in order to make progress in this area.  
Accessibility is a health and safety issue and always is a priority and goes to the top of the list 
in Program Review.  Objective 7.1: To the extent fiscally possible evaluate and make progress 
towards enhancing universal access to facilities.  There was further discussion on the last two 
objectives with changes made. 
 
The following items were discussed:  (1) The District Technology Plan supporting the College 
Plan and , (2) Timeline regarding the College Plan: July to Management Retreat; August to 
Senate Retreat, August 30 (extra CPC meeting) to CPC, October and November Study 
Sessions, then have it approved at the November Board meeting.   
 
Dr. Serban talked about the adopted budget and presenting revised projections to the Board of 
Trustees. There was further discussion regarding the most realistic expectation in terms of 
actual expenditures for 2011-12, the 4000s and 5000s accounts and the presentation of the 
higher estimated amount for those accounts rather than the actual expenditure amounts, about 
getting past the Board of Trustees deadlock regarding the acceptance of the adopted budget, 
and about the fact that there has been no plan for how contingency funds will be dispersed,  
 
Dr. Serban spoke about the fact that there were problems regarding the adjusted budget which 
has been solved, and there was further discussion regarding the details. 
 
The meeting was adjourned. 
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PRESENT:  

A. Serban (Chair), Superintendent/President; 
I. Alarcon, Past President, Academic Senate;  
O. Arellano, VP, Continuing Education; 
L. Auchincloss, President, CSEA; 
P. Bishop, VP Information Technology; 
S. Ehrlich, VP HR &LA;  
R. Else, Sr. Dir. Inst. Assessment, Research 
and Planning; 
J. Friedlander, Executive VP Ed Programs;  
M. Guillen, Classified Staff Representative;  

K. Monda, Academic Senate Representative, 
Chair Planning and Resources Committee;  
K. Neufeld, VP, Academic Senate 
Representative;  
D. Nevins, Academic Senate President; 
K. O’Connor, Academic Senate 
Representative; 
C. Salazar, Classified Staff Representative; 
J. Sullivan, VP Business Service

ABSENT:  
R. Limon, President Student Senate 

 
GUESTS:  

 
     C. Alsheimer, Instructors’ Association
 
Superintendent/President Serban called the meeting to order. 
 
Dr. Serban acknowledged the efforts of Robert Else, Joan Galvan, and Karen Sophiea in their 
work on the application required by the Aspen Institute College Excellence program.   In April 2011, 
SBCC was selected from almost 1,200 accredited, public community colleges nationwide to be 
able to compete for the $1 million prize funds to be announced in December 2011. The application 
submitted contained detailed data demonstrating that we deliver exceptional student results and 
that student success and academic excellence are our top priorities.   Superintendent/President 
Serban said that the end result was a powerful statement in 500 words.  In September we will 
know if we are in the top 8 – 10 Community Colleges and if we are, members from the Aspen 
Institute College Excellence program will visit campus sometime in October.  They then chose from 
8 – 1- for 3 to 4 prizes. Right now we are in the top 20. 
 
Superintendent/President Serban handed out a copy of a statement made on June 16, 2011 from 
the Vice Chancellor for Fiscal Policy Dan Troy from the Chancellor’s Office of the California 
Community Colleges regarding the California State Governor vetoing the majority-vote budget 
plan.  Dr. Serban stated the College will still assume the $6.8M and the $13M deferral, just as a 
basic assumption for this discussion.  As we don’t know anything other than the May revise, which 
still stands as official version.   

 



Discussion  

1. Discussion of handout provided by Trustee Macker at the May 12, 2011 Board study session 
(attached). 

Dr. Serban stated that there are two very important things to talk about and the third topic is 
important, but can wait: 1) The tentative budget, 2) the hand-out provided by the Trustees 
Croninger and Macker, and 3) the ideas sent to the “SBCC-budget email” for ways to create more 
revenue and areas where we could cut.   
 
1) The discussion with the Board of Trustees relative to the tentative budget and how the 
tentative budget should change until the budget is adopted. 
 
Dr.  Serban stated that a motion made at the May 12/16, 2011 Board Study Sessions and the 
discussion at the June 9, 2011 Regular Board Meeting is what has prompted this topic today.  She 
felt that the passed motion requires clarification. The motion is: “This tentative budget was adopted 
with the understanding that it needs to be significantly altered in preparation for developing the 
adopted budget that needs to be adopted in September.”  
 
She said she is not totally clear about what “significantly alter” in preparation for the development 
of the budget that needs to be adopted in September, but there are several things that we will need 
to do in building this adopted budget, and she asked for the members’ thoughts.   
 
Dr. Serban reviewed with the CPC Members previous reports she had prepared that had gone 
through the consultation process, then given to the Board of Trustees regarding the process for 
developing the proposed tentative budget for 2011-12 and recommendations to them and there 
was discussion among the members about these. 
  
There was further discussion regarding the reserves, vacant faculty and staff positions monies, 
level of transfers, the 4000s/5000s budgets, budgeting problems with using hourlies, and the need 
for clear direction from the board and the need to request the we may want to ask for more time to 
follow our old procedures.      
 
Controller Griffin stated that she understood the Board’s perspective which is their concern about 
the use of fund balance in order to make up a structural deficit.  She said that they need to know 
that over time the college needs to reach a balanced budget and are saying at year three the 
college needs to balance its budget.  Ms. Griffin stated that it is much better to make the cuts 
earlier than later.  If delayed, the cuts are going to be deeper and more painful.  At this point, they 
want to see a more conservative budget this year that they will approve for adoption.  Ms. Griffin 
summed up what she had just stated, that the Board wants to see a plan that would get the college 
to a balanced position based on whatever assumptions we want on revenue that will get us to a 
balanced budget at the end of three years.   
 
Superintendent/President Serban said she understood, and that we have been arguing for having 
a balanced budget way before this new board.  I fully agree that we should have a balanced 
budget.  That is why we build the reserves; that is why we have made the changes that we made, 
some were actually painful changes but we made them to provide this very significant base of 
reserves that very few colleges have.  The fundamental change is how we actually budget.   
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That is really the fundamental change because again to cut $3M of real things for the sake of 
showing a zero, when we know how we work here and we know that this is the way we built the 
balance, so what you see in a tentative budget you can, if we were to continue how we normally 
budgeted, you can be certain that there is a $2 - $3M range that we will end the year with.  Dr. 
Serban continued to say that by taking that out up front creates the paranoia that everybody will 
have: “Let me spend every nickel, because now I am actually kept to that level.”  And that is really 
the fundamental thing.  I don’t think it helps this college to cut $3M of real expenditures that are not 
needed to be cut given the way we budget, so might as well go and budget to the nickel rather 
than cutting $3M of real things for the sake of showing a number on a spreadsheet.  
 
Executive VP Friedlander echoed what others had also state which was that it would be better if 
the college stick to the previous way of budgeting this year, in order to buy us time to see how 
things shape up going forward.  But we would still have to have a plan for years two and three, 
which is in Scenario 5.  
 
There was further discussion about the change in the college’s budget model, the significance of 
the steep cuts, the timing of when the college actually make the cuts, what the cuts to student 
services will do to the students, the idea again of being given time to identify cuts in order to get to 
a balanced budget, and about the need to express how the change of budgeting the 4000s and 
5000s will affect the culture of trust that has been built up.  
 
Superintendent/President Serban spoke further about the fundamental trust that has worked well 
at this college and how that has brought the college this program review commendation in the 
accreditation, which is hard to get. EVP Friedlander stated that it seems there is a general 
consensus to stay with our current way of budgeting the 4000s/5000s and if possible to show on 
the budget below the bottom line in footnotes - that say “although the budget is showing this much 
of erosion of reserve, we can be fairly assured that the estimate of  $X  amount will not be spent, 
something along those lines. I don’t hear anybody here disagreeing with that approach.  And that 
part of what we will be doing next year is about the specific plan for what we are going to cut in the 
prior year against the real cuts and how we are going to go about doing that and the impact on 
what it means to this institution.  Further discussion ensued.  
 
Dr. Serban said that if we were to conclude this as we stand right now, is it then the conclusion in 
this group that: 
 

1) we want to continue in the budgeting mode that we were budgeting and do the cuts that 
we outlined in Scenario 5, recognizing that Scenario 5 did not include the cuts necessary 
to make up for the increases in benefits and other fixed costs, so we would have to 
actually up the amount by that amount.   

2) That being said, we want to maintain the budgeting the way we budgeted 4000s/5000s .  
That amount would have gone down even with Scenario 5.  Point is that would have 
been starting from 2010 - 11 adopted budget cut from that, rather than cut from actual 
expenditures.  

3) Take, at least, 2011 - 12 if the desire of this Board is to move to real expenditure 
budgeting and allowing 2011 - 12 as the year for discussion of how this would 
materialize and what does this mean for our program review process, which is 
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imperative to maintain in order really maintain the very good process we have put in 
place.  
 

Academic President Nevins asked to break it into smaller items: 
    

1) Let’s start with the 4000s/5000s; the notion of basically budgeting to actuals in the 
4000s/5000s, from my own perspective is not productive at this time.  

2) Also, if we are going to have these things as directions from the Board, I would like them 
to come as directions from the Board, because currently there are no formal directions 
from the Board.  They have not taken a vote on instructing you or anyone else, so these 
documents are for discussion purposes, which is fine, but I think it needs to be 
understood that they are for discussion purposes and they are NOT Board directives and 
until we get one, I am hesitant to commit to a direction. 

 
Superintendent/President Serban agreed that it has to become more formal.   
 
2. Discussion of the proposed budget development and resource allocation guidelines 
developed by Trustee Macker and Croninger brought to the May 12 Study Session.   
 
Superintendent/President Serban introduced the second topic: the discussion of the proposed 
budget development and resource allocation guidelines developed by Trustee Macker and 
Croninger brought to the May 12 Study Session.  Dr. Serban wanted to discuss these one by one 
and record the responses into a table which had columns for the Trustees’ guideline/request, a 
second column for questions regarding the request.  This document was projected on the screen 
for everyone to see and it reflected the responses from the group. 
 
The group went through each request one by one starting with the Financial Policies #7 as the first 
three overarching policies were generic and we are already doing them.  The discussion of the 
group was recorded in order to be presented at the Board of Trustees Study Session on June 23, 
2011.   
 
Superintendent/President Serban said that the third item on today’s agenda was regarding the 
budget suggestions CPC received which she had emailed the members. People sent in good ideas 
which will be discussed another time.   
 
EVP Friedlander motioned for the meeting to adjourn.  The meeting was adjourned. 
 
Next CPC meetings: July 22 from  9:30am to 1:00pm – A218 

July 25 from  3:00pm to 4:00pm - A 218  
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PRESENT: 
A. Serban (Chair), Superintendent/President;  
I. Alarcon, President, Academic Senate;  
O. Arellano, Vice President, Continuing 
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L. Auchincloss, President, CSEA;  
P. Bishop, VP Information Technology;  
S. Ehrlich, VP HR &LA  
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J. Friedlander, Executive VP Ed Programs; 
T. Garey, Academic Senate Representative;  
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K. Monda, Academic Senate Representative, 
Chair Planning and Resources Committee;  
K. Neufeld, VP, Academic Senate;  
D. Nevins, President Elect Academic Senate;  
C. Salazar, Classified Staff Representative;  
J. Sullivan, VP Business Service

 
ABSENT: 
R. Limon, President Student Senate
 
GUESTS: 
M. Croninger, Board of Trustee Member;  
K. O’Connor, Interim Director, PE;  
A. Scharper, Dean Educational Programs;  

L. Stark, President/Treasurer, Instructors’ 
Association;  
L. Vasquez, Information Technology 
Committee Chair 

 
 

Superintendent/President Serban called the meeting to order.  
 

1. Approval of the minutes of the following CPC meetings: December 16, 2010 (attached); 
February 8, 2011 (attached); February 15, 2011 (attached); March 1, 2011 (attached); 
March 18, 2011 (attached); March 22, 2011 (attached); 
 
March 25, 2011; April 5, 8, 19, 22, 2011; May 3, 2011 (will be sent later in the evening on 
May 16, 2011) 
 
Dr. Serban said the minutes were not sent due to the late time of the previous evening’s 
meeting and that she will send them tomorrow.  She wants the votes for approval by 
Wednesday, June 1, 2011. 
 

Information/Announcements 
 
2. Update on State Budget - Governor’s May Revised Budget (if information available by the 

time of the meeting) - Dr. Serban 
 
Dr. Serban stated that essentially this revise is not much different than the January version.  
The governor is still trying to get the tax-extension vote and it is clear it is not going to 
happen since there is no support for it. The College is still looking at the $6.8 reductions, 
even though it could still be $10.5, and even though it looks less likely because of the 



additional revenue that the State received making it harder to justify the full suspension of 
Proposition 98.  This is the good news.  
 
Assuming that this proposal holds the deferral amount is being reduced for SBCC from 
$13.2M to $8.4M.  That helps in terms of cash flow.  Dr. Serban stated that at this point she 
is quite certain that we will not have a budget until October or November.   
 
Even though we will receive the $11.3M in July, that is owed from last year, in terms of 
apportionment owed in the next fiscal year, the College will probably not get anything until 
October or November 2011.  This means that the college will need to rely on the cash 
balance reserves. 
 

Discussion 
 
3. Handout provided by Trustee Macker at the May 12, 2011 Board study session (attached) 

 
Dr. Serban stated that at the Board Study Session, the ultimate conclusion, as it relates to 
the 2011 – 12 tentative budget, is that we will proceed with the tentative budget that you 
have in front of you with the exception of taking the $6M for Drama/Music building that we 
were planning on taking from the Construction Fund to pay for its additional costs.  It will be 
done next year and this project needs to be funded, but for now, the desire was to use 
Measure V Funds.  Of course that has impact in terms of what is left in Measure V funds, 
but this discussion will occur in several iterations between Board and Facilities Committee 
Meetings as we move into fall.  We already know that we are overspent by about $6M 
without the Drama/Music building project,  so by adding this $6M, we are now overspent by 
over $12M.  At some point, unless we use the Construction Fund to pay for this project, it 
means that some projects will not get done. There is time available to discuss this funding 
matter.   
 
President, CSEA, Auchincloss asked if there was a plan to sell the second part of the bond.  
Dr. Serban replied that we need to have spent almost all of our first issuance; there is no 
point to go for a second issuance if there is still money from the first one.  Second of all, 
when we plan for the second issuance, we have to have a clear understanding what 
projects are going to be done and when.  If we still hope to do the Schott and Administration 
buildings, we need the state to pass a capital bond for us to get some money.  So we may 
even actually split the second issuance and a second and third issuance rather than just go 
for a second bond.  Also, we do not need to take all the money in one lump sum, which the 
taxpayers appreciate.  Interim Athletic Director O’Connor asked what the impact will be on 
the remodel for the Humanities building and the Campus Center.  Dr. Serban replied that 
further discussion needs to occur because as we go through the tentative budget there is a 
section there on where we stand on the Measure V money.   
 
Dr. Serban pointed to the Bond Construction Fund section of the 2011-12 Tentative Budget, 
and explained that if we proceeded as we were planning to proceed we would have ended 
2011-12 with about $12M left from the first issuance of the bond money and you may recall 
that humanities right now is estimated at about $14M.   
 
The $12M ending fund balance from Bond Construction Fund 2011-12 will change to an 
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ending fund balance of $6M since we will use the $6M to complete Drama Music and it 
means that there will not be enough to start Humanities.  It would be at that point we would 
have to go for a second issuance.  In the end, we are still left with a lot that cannot be done 
anymore, so that is the discussion that needs to take place.   
 
There was further discussion regarding the list of projects that we were proposing to do, 
possibly out of the second take down, and left us still with a deficit of about $6M but it had 
Campus Center - $14M; Schott - $7M; Administration Building - $9.9M and the Program 
Management which we have to pay $1.6M. It was agreed that this all will be discussed in 
more detail in further meetings  
 
Dr. Serban said that in terms of this handout, the agreement was that we will look at the 
proposals (they are not policies, which is a broader legal term) and respond in time for the 
development of the adopted budget.  The adopted budget needs to be approved before 
September 15, 2011.   There was discussion about the timing and it was agreed that CPC 
will meet Friday, June 17, 2011 from 1p.m. – 3p.m. to discuss this and come up with a 
response prior to the June 23rd Study Session.   
 
Dr. Serban stated that she and the VPs have looked briefly at the proposals and see that in 
some areas we actually need some clarifications and what some of these things are really 
intended to mean.  The concern from a few of the Board Members was that we are not 
cutting enough in 2011-12 and that we need to cut more in 2011-12 to make sure that we 
have a higher level of reserves by year 2013-14, than is currently predicted based on this 
current pattern of spending.  If we know by August, if the proposed reduction in the amount  
of the deferrals holds, it will help with cash flow.   
 
Dr. Serban stated that what we are talking about internally from her perspective is 
participatory governance, per Title V, AB 1725 and our own Board Policy #2510.  Board 
Policy 2510, Participation in Local Decision Making, has a clear definition of what the 
consultation process is.  Dr. Serban stated that it is important to make sure that everybody 
understands what we are talking about.  Dr. Serban gave an example that if a classified 
staff position becomes vacant; it is actually management’s responsibility to decide if that 
position needs to be filled or not.  It is not a participatory governance process.  It is a 
discussion in CSEA as the bargaining unit, but it is not a discussion that goes back to 
participatory governance.  We need to be clear what is subject to consultation, to 
participatory governance, by whom, and what is not.  Otherwise it is truly unmanageable.   
 
Dr. Serban pointed out that some of the issues need to be discussed now.   For example: II. 
Financial Aspects, 9. Under current economic circumstances and recognizing the need for clarity in 
discussing and understanding the budget, the 2011/12 and following budgets, will use a baseline of 
actual average expenditures in each major object and account for 08/09 and 09/10.  This baseline 
will be adjusted by projected changes in enrollment and/or reasonably anticipated cost increases or 
decreases. 

a. Dr. Serban said that to set a baseline related to the average of the expenditures 
in 2008-09 and 2009-10 does not recognize that those were the years where we 
spent the least in a long time comparatively speaking to the growth enrollment 
and everything else.  That was a concerted effort to reduce our spending. We now 
realize that in certain areas, the amounts cut from the budget did not work and we 
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restored certain amounts for readers.  She further explained that these years are 
not a good baseline to use because they are over where we asked everyone to 
limit spending.    
 

b. VP Business Services Sullivan said that we need to propose an alternative 
baseline because we have to reduce from actual expenditures.  Dr. Serban thinks 
we should use 2010-11 as the new base because it was an important year.  It was 
the first year where we fully implemented the program review allocation model.   
Before we did not allocate resources based on program review.  We cannot go 
backwards; it took too much effort and work to get where we are.  I think that is 
what we need to discuss.  Dr. Serban would like a reasonable alternative that 
makes sense that does not undermine the efforts that we have made to both not 
spend and implement program review.  Dr. Serban stated that there is some 
agreement on some of the recommendations; they are what we have proposed 
initially anyway.   

 
c. Academic Senate President Alarcón mentioned to the Board yesterday that one 

the items that he thought needed further discussion for him was:  II. Number 11.  A 
hiring chill is imposed as of May 16, 2011.   

a) Faculty positions already approved by the Academic Senate as of that date for 
rehire based on retirement or resignations are exempted.   
b) All other proposed replacement or new hire positions not hired as of May 16, 2011 
will be re-evaluated and new or replacement hires proposed will be brought to the 
Board with a memo addressing the proposed hire in terms of the target, and other 
relevant factors including recommendations of stakeholder shared governance groups 
and affected departments. 

 
Mr. Alarcón stated that under Scenario 5, we will look at all vacant positions carefully. 
The process that is being described in the memo is against Board Policy 2510 where 
we have made clear that hiring processes for faculty members are the purview of the 
Academic Senate. 

 
There was further discussion regarding the budget suggestions that were emailed from the 
campus community to the budget email address, budget@sbcc.edu.  Dr. Serban said she 
would share these suggestions without the names attached.  Some of the suggestions 
were: (1) charge employees for parking on the Main Campus and also charge parking at the 
Schott and Wake centers; and (2) use La Playa Stadium for large concerts.  Even though 
the proposals are good ideas, the College cannot build operational ongoing expenses on 
this kind of money.  This kind of money would help us fund initiatives.  There were no ideas 
regarding significant expenditure reductions.  VP Sullivan announced that there would be a 
Farmers’ Market this summer on the West Campus.   

 
There was a suggestion that CPC could discuss this with the Board Member who wrote the 
proposals and Dr. Serban clarified that we don’t have conversations with individual Board 
members, it is not appropriate.  We have to use the Board Meetings for discussion.  The 
Board is supposed to conduct its business in public.  To constantly do Board work outside 
meetings is not appropriate.   
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4. Discussion and outcomes of the May 12 & 16, 2011  Board study sessions on budget that 
Andreea Serban, VPs, Ignacio Alarcon, Liz Auchincloss, and other CPC members attended 
all or part of these meetings.  
 

5. Budget Assumptions Tentative Budget 2011-12 as of May 9 2011. (attached) 
 

6. Draft of tentative budget 2011-12 as of May 5, 2011 (attached) 
 
VP Business Services Sullivan went through the of the SBCC District Tentative Budget for 
July 1, 2011 – June 30, 2012 which includes restricted and unrestricted funds starting on 
page 1.  The details are in the Assumptions which is a separate document. 
 
Dr. Serban explained from page 10 of the Tentative Budget Draft and from the handout, 
Equipment Fund Expenditure Balances, why we need to expend $1.5M on the program 
review resource requests.  She pointed out that we need to end the year with a balance of 
the $1.6M in the Equipment Fund for a cushion and unexpected expenditures that come up 
during the year.    

 
5. Program review resource requests for 2011-12; and routine and non-routine Equipment 

requests for 2011-12 (handout) 
 
a. Dr. Serban opened the discussion for the Program review Resource Requests 2011-12 

handout.  These are the totals that were submitted at the Priority 1 level. Dr. Serban 
noticed some discrepancies, then enumerated them.  There was detailed discussion, 
then Dr. Serban stated her proposal: 

a. The final allocation that the college will fund is $1.5 M.  Each area will prorate this 
amount. For example General Equipment requests totaled $815,000, which 
represents 38% of the total $2,161,191.  Of the $1.5M to be funded, $565,000 will 
go to General Equipment and $565,000 will be decided between the VPs within 
their own areas.   

 
b. In terms of the P&R and ITC requests, Executive VP Friedlander will go back to 

those rankings and take the ones that were ranked number 1 by ITC and P&R off 
the top, meaning those would get funded first and if there is any money left over, 
then other things will get funded. 
 

c. Dr. Serban explained that she is proposing the following:  $565,846 for General 
Equipment; $665,924 for Hardware; $268,231 for Software.  Based on the 
proration of those amounts, we need from the areas other than Ed Programs a 
concept of whether we wait for them to figure out their amount needed to find their 
highest priority.   

 
d. Further discussion ensued about the necessity to have better feedback directly 

into the online system since the spreadsheet situation does not work. The 
additional review is needed on the items entitled “other” that were on the former 
Program review Resource Request list, which were not included on this list, and 
the role of DTC.     
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6. Next steps 
 
 Dr. Serban reminded everyone that our next meeting will take place Friday, June 17, 2011 
 from 1 p.m. – 3 p.m. in room A218C to discuss the Macker/Croninger proposals for the 
 budget, then adjourned the meeting. 

 
Next CPC meetings:  
 
Friday, June 17, 2011, 1 p.m. – 3 p.m.-A218C 
 
Summer CPC meetings for development of college plan 2011-14:  Friday, July 22, 2011, 
9:30 a.m. -12:30 p.m., A218C and Monday, July 25, 2011, 9:30 a.m. -12:30 p.m. in A 218C. 
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PRESENT: 
A. Serban (Chair), Superintendent/President; 
I. Alarcón, President, Academic Senate;  
O. Arellano, VP, Continuing Education; 
L. Auchincloss, President, CSEA; 
S. Ehrlich, VP HR &LA  
R. Else, Sr. Dir. Inst. Assessment, Research 
and Planning 

J. Friedlander, Executive VP Ed Programs;  
T. Garey, Academic Senate Representative; 
M. Guillen, Classified Staff Representative; 
R. Limon, President Student Senate 
K. Monda, Academic Senate Representative, 
Chair Planning and Resources Committee;  
C. Salazar, Classified Staff Representative; 
J. Sullivan, VP Business Services 

 
ABSENT:  
P. Bishop, VP Information Technology;  
K. Neufeld, VP, Academic Senate Rep; 
D. Nevins, Academic Senate President-elect 
 
GUESTS: 
C. Alsheimer, Instructors’ Association Chief 
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Committee;  
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L. Stark, President, Instructors’ Association; 
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Superintendent /President Serban called the meeting to order and passed around two reports. . 

 
Information/Announcements 
1. P2 CC320 Apportionment Report submitted to the state (Attachment 1) - Andreea Serban 

Dr. Serban stated that this copy of what we submitted for our annual apportionment report, 
P2 is still a projection.  The numbers are the FTES from positive attendance for Spring 2011 
credit and for Spring 2011 Continuing Education.  The rest of the numbers are actual 
numbers.  There was a 21% growth funded for the system that translates to a dollar amount 
which translates to $1.7M for SBCC. 
 
Dr. Serban continued to report that the college submitted 436 FTES Difference at P2; which 
is not funded by the State.  Non-credit was down in both areas of enhanced and non-
enhanced.  Dr. Serban said that the various categories of FTES that we can no longer claim 
funding for and that is partially the reason for the decline. The Parent Education Courses 
totaled did not include the Parent Child Workshops because we thought they were not State 
approved.  They were eventually state approved so this number will pick up in the non-
enhanced FTES about 30 FTES for Spring 11 and then for 2011-12 obviously we will be 
able to claim the FTES for the three terms: Fall, Winter and Spring.  But for 2010-11 we will 
capture Spring 2011.  Spring 2011 is not in this number because when we did the report we 
did not know that these courses were approved.   
 



Dr. Serban said that what matters is that given these numbers, the actual growth we 
produced is 2.5M.  The funded growth is $1.7M, so we are left with about $850,000 of 
unfunded growth this year, which is better than last year when we had $5.2M of unfunded 
growth.  We are getting there.  

 
Discussion 

2. Updated scenarios for implementing reductions in budgets and expenditures (Attachment 2) 
a. Supporting information (Attachments 3, 4, 5, 6) 

Controller Griffin reported from The Revenue and Expense - the unrestricted General 
Fund Draft handout.  Ms. Griffin started out explaining the general way the report is 
divided up and then explained that there are two reference years of actuals from the 
audit and a projection for this year, where we think we will end up in June regarding 
our revenue and expenditures and then a tentative budget for next year and an 
increase and decrease column.  
 
She started with the revenue.  For our projection, that is pretty firm.  We have nine 
months of actuals and we are projecting three months to get us to June.  We know 
how much the State revenue, our major source of revenue, is going to be.  We 
expect to end up with $90M revenue. 
 
Ms. Griffin explained how the expenditures were captured stating that we looked at 
every individual account, at what we expended in the nine months that ended in 
March and for the projection of the last three months of our fiscal year, we looked 
back last year and added those in to get us 12 months of expenditures.  For the 
benefits we went thru and analyzed what the benefit rates were and forecasted the 
benefits for the 12 months.  So the expenditures we are expecting through June are 
totaling $81M.  That leaves us with net revenue of $8M before we do any of our 
transfers.   
 
She stated that the transfers are set.  The biggest transfer is going out to the 
equipment and construction funds.  Over $8.5 M will be going out for transfers which 
would leave us closer to a break even budget than what we had budgeted and we 
are in the red $.5M.  Added to our beginning fund balance of $22M we are going to 
end up with $22.4 in fund balance at the end of the year. 
 
We are significantly under spent.  Our projection is under what we had budgeted and 
it is mainly because of vacancies that have not been filled or the gap between when 
you have a vacancy and when you get that person in and you start spending on 
salary and wages again.  Also we are significantly under spent in some of our supply 
areas and operating budgets.  
 
Ms. Griffin explained how the tentative budget was devised.   
 
On the Revenue side to the best of our ability we forecasted the revenue.  We have 
some significant assumptions about the revenue.  First of all, in the State General 
apportionment, we know there will be a workload reduction and right now our 
assumption is at $6.8M revenue reduction from the state.  We are netting that against 
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a deficit factor that will not reoccur. 
 
Ms. Griffin explained the deficit factor.  This year there was not enough state revenue 
to pay out all of the Community Colleges exactly what they earned according to 
formula.  When that happens, they spread the gap across everyone and our share of 
that gap was $.6M.  We are not anticipating a deficit factor for next year, so when you 
net that against the work load reduction, we are looking at a $6.2M reduction in 
revenues for next year from our major state source. 
 
The other significant decline is a onetime only mandate reimbursement we received 
this year that will not reoccur next year.  Then in other revenue, some minor changes 
there.  The other significant assumption we have is for our international and non-
resident student fees.  We had increased the rates, but we don’t know what impact 
that might have on the students who come to us whether or not because the rates 
are higher and any other factor if we might have a decline in enrollment there it is 
hard to forecast that.  We should have a better grip on that once we have a start on 
the enrollment for Fall.  At this point, we have a status quo budget for that revenue 
source until we know better if we can rely on an increase on those two revenue 
categories.  
 
Overall for revenues, we are looking at our tentative budget to be about $6.5M less 
than what we have this year in our projection. 
 
Ms. Griffin explained the expenses.  For the expenditures we took what the budget is 
for this current year and rolled it forward.  We know we are not going to spend out the 
budgets this year, but we did not cut anyone back because they did not utilize the 
budget, so we rolled those forward and then according to our assumptions, we are 
going to target some specific reductions and expense.  So I reduced the rolled 
forward budget by the amount of those reductions and those are defined in our 
budget assumptions. For example, for hourly staff, it will be reduced by a targeted 
$.5M and I have incorporated that into the tentative budget.   
 
When you look at the tentative budget in relation to the projection and look at the 
increase, you are seeing that as an increase because again we are assuming that we 
are going to be spending out those budget line items that if we have budgeted a 
position it is going to be occupied for the full twelve months or 11 months.  All of our 
supply budgets will be fully utilized and all of our operational will be fully utilized.  On 
the benefit side, we do have significant increases in our benefit rates.  The PERS 
rate is going up, unemployment rate is going up and we have negotiated increases in 
the health and welfare allowance for our employees.  All of those things are built into 
next year’s tentative budget. 
 
Transfers. As you look at the transfers, those are the assumed transfers that we have 
in our budget assumptions, the amount that we want to transfer out to our equipment 
and construction funds and our Children’s Center Fund.  The Children’s Center had 
to be up a bit to cover the increase in benefits for the people who work there.   
 
When we look at the tentative budget, after we have the revenue less our expenses 
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and less our transfers out; it is almost an $8M deficit budget which will then will be 
what is not covered by revenue will be covered by our fund balance in the cash 
reserves, reducing it from a $22M fund balance to a $14 M fund balance.   
 
When you get down to that amount, it becomes a concern because of cash flow.  The 
cash flow concerns are: 1) part of the way the State has been balancing their budget 
is to not pay us right away and they give them the next fiscal year.  In this fiscal year 
it is an $11M deferral into next year and for next year it is a $13M deferral.  We need 
to be able to handle the delay in getting money and 2) when the State legislature 
does not approve a budget by June 30; our state controller has no authority to pay 
us.  We will get no money from the state until the legislature does approve a budget.  
If we look back to last year it was not until October that we had any cash flow coming 
from Sacramento.  We have to be prepared to handle that kind of cash flow need as 
well. 
 
There were points questioned that Ms. Griffin clarified.  Ms. Griffin stated that the 
next step would be to incorporate a cash flow and our planning for how we will 
handle this.  To make sure that if we have the opportunity to delay some purchasing 
until those months where we think we are going to have the cash, we will.  Any cash 
out to our other funds, equipment and construction funds, which is at our discretion, 
so we would delay those until we are confident that we still are retaining enough cash 
in the general fund to make our monthly payroll and any other significant expenditure.  
Also wherever we can, we will try to get our money upfront from the restricted fund 
revenues.  When you have a restricted fund you try to get money up front when you 
can, but so many of our restricted funds are what I call reimbursement and arrears, 
we spend the money and asked to be reimbursed. 
 
Dr. Serban stressed that the $14M would be accrued and is not real cash.  The real 
cash in hand at the end of the year is $1.2M.  I think it is important to note that.  Ms. 
Griffin stated that it will be critical to monitor our cash flow.   
 
The money appropriated in a prior year we will definitely receive this July, except for 
$2M of it which is deferred until October.   
 
There was further clarification of the ending fund balances.  
 

b. Dr. Serban pointed everyone to Attachment 2, Scenario 5 – Reduction in revenue 
through cutting $6M in revenue from credit FTES and $800,000 from non-credit non-
enhanced FTES.  Dr. Serban explained from this attachment what she did.  This 
Scenario is what was used to build the tentative budget and what was voted on by 
CPC at the last meeting.   
 
There was discussion about trying to refine and get more clarity on the Continuing Ed 
part of this report.  In Scenario 5, the target FTES in non-credit non-enhance FTES to 
be reduced is 291.44.   This was discussed before, but what we did not have an 
estimation of how this translates into sections and what this translates into the direct 
instructional expenditure reduction.   
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Dr. Serban stated that as we said last time for non-credit, it is not as precise as in 
credit for a variety of reasons.  Assuming that for the purpose of coming up with an 
estimation, Dr. Serban explained that because the actual number of class sections 
will be different depending on the length in terms of hours, but assuming the same as 
credit, they used a 3 unit class as our average concept and we used on the non-
credit side the 10 week long section that meets for 3 hours per week.  It is 30 hour of 
instruction and assuming for each section about 20 students.  Then the 291.44 non-
credit non-enhanced FTES translates to converting two-hundred fifty-two class 
sections from free to fee based over a 3-year period.   
 
Similar to credit, starting with the slower pace of conversion, 60 sections in 2011-12 
about 13 winter and about 13 spring and then increasing to 96 sections in 2012-13 
and then an additional 96 sections in 2013-14,  I used an average pay per hour of 
$50 which is actually a little low; it is probably around 54, but in the end we will not 
have this conversion for 252 sections because there are not that many sections that 
will be possible from the 10 week three hour. Some will be one day classes; they 
vary.  This is the best estimate that we can have at this time.   
 
Then using that estimate, Dr. Serban directed the members to the page entitled Plan 
for ongoing reduction in expenditures 2011-12 which show just that.  She walked the 
members through this pointing out the Continuing Education direct instructional 
expenditure reductions from transforming those sections: 16 sections in 2011-12, 96 
in 2012-13 and about 96 in 2013-14, and that would be the estimated reduction in the 
instructional expenditures.  Then we the subtotal (these are the expenditure 
reductions), I am going to be very deliberate using expenditure versus budget.  
These are real expenditure reductions versus budget reductions.  Dr. Serban said 
that as you can see by using this model we are barely cutting $450,000 real 
expenditure reductions in 2011-12.  The rest shown on this sheet for 2011-12 is really 
a reduction in operational budgets and the $500,000 for hourlies remain the same but 
because the amount for Continuing Education above is much smaller now; the 
reduction of 4000s- 5000s needs to go up ($1.053M).  These reductions, everything 
you see here, is included in the tentative budget that the Controller just presented.   
 
Dr. Serban explained the rest of the Plan for ongoing reduction in expenditures and 
budgets which bottom line is $2M for the year which is the target that was talked 
about before in Scenario 5.  
 

c. Dr. Serban went to the spreadsheet 2011-12 Budget Reductions of $500,000 in 
Hourlies and $1,053,000 in 4000s and 5000s Accounts.  Dr. Serban referred back to 
the tentative budget that SBCC Controller Griffin went through earlier saying that 
basically, what this page does, in terms of real expenditures, we are only cutting 
$450,000.  Those 1.5M between hourlies and 4000s and 5000s are not expenditure 
reductions; they are budget adjustments because we know from 2010-11 that that is 
an amount that we would not have spent and that is an amount that would have 
fallen to ending balances.  Come 2011-12, we have $1.5M less that is definitely not 
falling to the ending balances.  Meaning that this is the wiggle room, this is the 
amount that would fall to ending balances.  Important to remember because come 
2012-13, that amount will not fall to ending balances anymore.  Please remember 
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that. We will have for the CPC and for Study Session on May 12, this tentative 
budget that you see here we will have a projection out for 2012-13 and 2013-14.  
Bottom line is that it is imperative to start these reductions.  This is a very small 
reduction, but a necessary beginning reduction that needs to start in 2011-12.  
 
The impact on reserves is immediate and significant. 
 
Dr. Serban said that she will also make a case that we need to transfer more to 
construction and equipment and that is in this tentative budget.   

  
There were further questions and clarifications.  
 
Dr. Serban pointed out that we are not going to see a significant decline in enrollment 
in 2011-12; therefore cutting for real significantly hourlies in 2011-12 when we have 
not affected a significant cut in sections is like putting the cart before the horse.  If we 
cut hourlies in admissions and records right now, it will create chaos for the students.  
We know that Summer and Fall will be equal and Spring will be smaller, so we should 
have the real cuts in operational at the pace that matches to some degree the actual 
real reduction in enrollments because otherwise the students who are here.  We 
need to parallel the pace of cuts as we decline in enrollments so that the decline in 
services will not be felt as badly for those students who are here.   
 
Dr. Serban stated that she wants to clarify another thing because it was asked and it 
is important.  These reductions, if indeed this tentative budget is the tentative budget, 
the 4000s 5000s, the hourlies and $1M in the budgets as is prorated by major areas, 
will be put as a minus place holder at the VP level.  Then over the Summer and early 
August, the actual cost center reductions will be worked on.  You will not see in the 
cost centers per se any reduction.  It will be placed at each VP level as a big minus 
amount to be worked on; this is on the last page.  The point is that when you come 
back August 20, if you went into your budgets, you will see no difference yet because 
that will be worked out with the VPs and the Deans and Dept. Mgrs and so on and so 
and by the time of the adopted budget they will actually be in the right places.   
 

 
3. Updated assumptions for budget development 2011-12 (Attachment 7) – Joe Sullivan 

 
VP Sullivan stated that CPC had gone over these assumptions before and the only 
difference was the $1,053,000 in the 5000s fund that was allocated.   
 

4. Draft tentative budget 2011-12 unrestricted general fund (handout) 
 

5. Program review resource requests for 2011-12; and routine and non-routine equipment 
requests for 2011-12 

Superintendent/President Serban stated that the actual resource requests were a lot 
more than expected, so what you see on this handout, Program Review Resource 
Requests for 2011-12, are only the totals for those items ranked priority #1.  Dr. 
Serban explained how this report was put together like what was eliminated and the 
fact that this is an estimate. 
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The P&R had the ranking, and then it was reviewed by the Deans who agreed with 
P&R and for items that were not the purview of P & R to rank is the rank of the 
originator which was reviewed by the VPs.   
 
Dr. Serban stated that the bottom line is that the amount of these Priority 1 
Equipment Requests total $4.5M and that is all we have in the equipment fund.  A 
separate request that is not included in this is replacement of servers and computers 
and that we need about $1.4M in 2011-12, according to what we reviewed on March 
18th (p21). These replacements are not up for debate because we have passed the 
five year cycle.   
 
Assuming we transfer $1.5M which we have in our tentative budget, that $1.5M goes 
to do the replacement of computers etc.  We need to cut the $4.5M.   Further 
discussion took place on all the new equipment requests, starting with hardware.  VP 
Friedlander said that we have to prioritize all of this to look at what is critical.  Mr. 
Garey pointed out that there could be some duplication in these requests of 
replacements and new hardware.  VP Business Services stated that any of these 
requests we approved will reduce our ending balances because that is exactly where 
it comes from.  Dr. Serban said that we have to look at what the threshold amount is 
and we need to get a clear reconciliation as to what is really needed.  Further 
discussion took place to clarify the program resource requests.   
 
The discussion then took place regarding the Facilities requests for 2011-12 that 
were ranked priority #1.  Dr. Serban stated that she took out all the projects that were 
to be funded by Measure V.  The Grant total of $1,343,976 is minus the Measure V 
projects.  The totals include brand new needs that areas want to have addressed.  
Office Space requests were also taken out.  The process of looking at all the 
requests was discussed and how they were prioritized.    
 
Dr. Serban said that realistically we may actually need to transfer more that goes to 
Facilities.  Dr. Serban stated that the goal here is to get to the point of what it costs 
realistically to run our operations.  It is important to recheck all items in the 
Equipment and Facilities requests.  There was further discussion and questions 
regarding the details.  
 

Dr. Serban adjourned the meeting. 
 
Next CPC meetings:  
 
Tuesday, May 17, 2011, 3:00-5:00 pm, A218C  
 
Summer CPC meetings for development of college plan 2011-14:  Friday, July 22, 2011, 
9:30 am -12:30 pm, A218C and Monday, July 25, 2011, 9:30 am -12:30 pm 
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Santa Barbara City College 
College Planning Council 

Friday, April 22, 2011 
9:00 am – 11:00 am 

A218 
Minutes 

Special meeting preparation for developing  
the 2011-12 Tentative Budget and the 2011-14 college plan 

 
PRESENT: 
A. Serban (Chair), Superintendent/President; 
I. Alarcón, President, Academic Senate;  
O. Arellano, VP, Continuing Education; 
L. Auchincloss, President, CSEA; 
P. Bishop, VP Information Technology; 
S. Ehrlich, VP HR &LA  
R. Else, Sr. Dir. Inst. Assessment, Research 
and Planning 
J. Friedlander, Executive VP Ed Programs; 
T. Garey, Academic Senate Representative; 
K. Monda, Academic Senate Representative, 
Chair Planning and Resources Committee;  
K. Neufeld, VP, Academic Senate Rep; 

D. Nevins, Academic Senate President-elect; 
J. Sullivan, VP Business Services 
 
ABSENT:  
M. Guillen, Classified Staff Representative; 
R. Limon, President Student Senate; C. 
Salazar, Classified Staff Representative; 
  
 
GUESTS:  
M. Croninger, Board of Trustee Member; 
L. Stark, President, Instructors’ Association; 
L. Vasquez, IT Committee Chair 

 
 
Dr. Serban called the meeting to order.   
 

Discussion 
 
1. Updated scenarios for planning reductions in ongoing expenditure reductions starting in 

2011-12 through 2013-14 to match cuts in revenues (attachment)   
 
The initial discussion took place concerning the understanding of the expenditures of the 
4000/5000 accounts and the hourly budgets in answer to Academic Senate Representative 
Garey’s question: why are we cutting from the hourly budget when it is unspent budget?  .    
 
Dr. Serban stated that cutting from the budget an unspent amount is not really reducing the 
expenditure.  It is a proposal that we discussed.  We have one side that says let’s reduce 
the expenditures and cut to the point that we have actual reductions in expenditures and on 
the other side there is a “use it or lose it” mentality that will become then immediately in play 
if you actually cut $1.2M from the hourly budget.  This gets us some real true expenditure 
reduction versus budget reduction.  In answer to VP, Academic Senate Rep, Neufeld’s 
question: Are you saying that our hourly budget is not being spent completely anyway?” , 
Dr. Serban said that in it was not spent last year or this year.  Dr. Friedlander restated Mr. 
Garey’s question, “Can we cut more in those accounts so that we then may not have to cut 
as many sections or other areas where it hurts? Mr. Garey said: “ I am not proposing where 
we not cut at this point.  I am saying here is an area where we can actually reduce the 
budget by a larger amount of money without hurting anybody based on the last two years 
expenditures.  And we are going to be serving fewer students anyway.  So I suggest we 



start looking for places where we can reduce cut and reduce budget amounts and 
expenditures where it is not going to hurt as much. Dr. Friedlander stated that the 70 
sections that will be cut next spring will be reducing students, but not dramatically.  This will 
buy us a little time to get a sense of what we will need to do for next year, where it may or 
may not be more serious. Dr. Serban stated the need to have at least $2M million,000 fall to 
ending balances from these accounts.  You have to pay attention to that.  That is key.  If 
that $2M disappears, we are in the assumption 1 mode.  And if you go back and look at the 
impact of ending balances in the assumption 1 mode, we are in big trouble.  Assumption 1, 
we  need to make some severe real expenditure cuts starting in 2011-12 otherwise we are 
going to burn the reserves at a much higher pace because it is a significant difference 
between ending balances assumption 1 model and assumption 2.  And Assumption 2 is so 
much better because we absolutely have to have the minimum of $2M from the 4000 5000 
in hourlies falling into the ending balances.   
 
Dr. Serban reiterated that the $2M is JUST from 4000 5000s account.  We also need to 
have $2M to transfer to the construction fund $1.5M to transfer to the equipment fund.  The 
$3.5 M is needed to maintain this model of Assumption 1.   
 
Mr. Garey asked How much should we be counting on having beyond the $3.5M.  After 
discussing this question Mr. Garey asked if he understand this correctly then we need to 
have about $4.5 M per year in carry-over in ending balances, and if that is right I think we 
should budget that.   Dr. Serban agrees that was a good question, but we also have the 
other $19 M General Fund balance that we need to maintain for the other things that we 
talked about.   
 
VP Business Services Sullivan explained that if we budget but we assume we are going to 
under spend $2M, but reduce the amount you spend by $1M, that means you are counting 
on people to not spend $1M even though it is in their budget line, they have no way of 
tracking that so they know they need to stop spending at that rate.  How do they know 
where to stop?   Dr. Serban said that we have had very successful operational behaviors for 
years, that has ensured the trust of the people in various departments and we have never 
had to be in a policing mode of behavior.   If we budget to the dollar, we will have to be 
policing .  All budget managers will need to police every week.   Dr. Serban said we need to 
have a more flexible budget in order to meet the emergency needs of the college.  There 
was further clarification on the various needs of the college. 
 
Discussion took place regarding the mix of students coming to the college in that more 
students will be attending who plan to transfer in order to reduce costs of their college 
education.  There was further discussion regarding the fact that the college has a culture 
that works; however we may have to evaluate as time goes on.  There was further 
discussion on the Measure V projects.  Dr. Serban reminded everyone that the $92M that 
was to come from the state did not come anyway.  Everything was shrunk to about 30% of 
the original amount.  Only the money for Drama/Music is what we received from the State.  
It could be many years before the state is able to pass the bond or not.   
 
Dr. Serban brought up another issue related to Measure V and the reserves. The college 
needs to maintain its rating with Moody’s and Standard & Poors because at some point the 
college will need/want to sell the second issuance of this bond.  The reason SBCC did so 
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well with the first one is because of the college’s exceptional ratings, due to our exceptional 
reserves and exceptional fiscal management.  If we borrow money to run the college, that 
rating will be low and we will not be able to sell the second issuance of the bond.   
 
Dr. Serban stated that these next two years will test us in order to maintain not only 
reserves and be able to deal with the cash flow.  We have the ability to avoid that.  It is in 
our power to do, but it takes a commitment to make some hard decisions. 
 
Dr. Serban summed it up: we need to build a draft budget for 2011-12 .   
 

2. Assumptions for development of 2011-12 Tentative Budget (attached – also provided at 
April 19, 2011 CPC meeting) 
Dr. Serban stated that this is based on using the $6.8M and the $2M target; if it ends up 
being $10.5M we are still in the model that we are trying to follow.  In order to get a draft of 
the tentative budget for us to look at the next CPC, which is the target, this will be the same 
thing that will go to the Board at the Study Session on May 12.   
  
VP Business Services walked through the Assumptions starting with the overall major 
assumption for building the 2011-12 tentative budget, based on Scenario 5 which he went 
also presented.   There was further discussion about the details of some of the reductions in 
the unrestricted general fund expenditures/budget of $2 million mostly focusing on 
Continuing Education where they need to reduce expenditures of $150,000.   There was 
concern and sensitivity regarding communicating this information to the community as well 
as a huge effort to reach out to faculty and staff to inform them of what is going on with the 
budget.  
 
Mr. Sullivan started going through the 10 Revenue Assumptions and asked if anyone 
needed clarification on any of the assumptions.  There were discussions around the 
different aspects of the assumptions.  In asking when the budget will be passed, Dr. Serban 
stated that In 2010-11, the budget was not passed until September 2010 which caused the 
state not providing any payments to community colleges until October. This will most likely 
happen again.  The impact on SBCC was $10,163,025. We were able to withstand the lack 
of state payments due to the strong existing cash reserves, which we need to maintain. It is 
highly likely that this situation will repeat for the 2011-12 budget.  
 
Dr. Serban said the next step will be that we will have a draft of the tentative budget for next 
CPC which will actually build these assumptions in and we will look at that. 
 

3. Updated timeline for development of college plan 2011-14 (attached – also provided at April 
19, 2011 CPC meeting) 

 
a. Summer special CPC meetings to finalize first draft of College Plan 2011-14 – 

proposed dates Thursday July 21 9am-12pm and Friday July 22 9am-12pm 
 
Dr. Serban proposed the dates above.  The dates were set as Friday July 22nd from 
9:30am – 12:30pm and Monday, July 25 from 9:30am – 12:30pm.   
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Dr. Serban went through the rest of the timeline with a deadline of October 4th CPC 
Meeting, where the College Plan will be finalized before going to the Board Study 
Session.  
 

4. Review of recommendations of the Distance Education Taskforce (attached) 
Dr. Serban opened this item saying that the Distance Ed Taskforce was convened a year 
ago, a lot of good work and this is the subset of the overall report, then she asked Dr. 
Friedlander to talk about it.   
 
VP Friedlander stated that the main focus of this group was to meet our accreditation 
standards as they pertain to distance education.  We had to make sure that we offer the 
equivalent services, instructional support for students taking Distance Ed classes.  The task 
force looked at this to see what we need to strengthen our Distance Ed programs now going 
forward. They came up with 27 recommendations The Team came up with 14 actionable 
items. All of them require staff time.  The ones we will go forward with do not have any 
budgetary implications, and are more manageable. Some require additional study to inquire 
about how to do it and the associated costs.  They would be included for next year’s budget 
development cycle.   
 
Dr. Friedlander stated what he and Dr. Serban are recommending. We develop the college 
plan that we have an objective in there saying that implement the actual recommendations 
that are feasible and achieve them within a three year period within the 3 year college plan.  
They are all achievable within that period for the ones that we determine are feasible 
meaning the budget and logistic.   
 
Dr. Serban acknowledged the work done on this, the time and the research. 
 

5. Continued discussion of the evaluation of the College Plan 2011-14 and begin drafting goals 
and objectives of the College Plan 2011-14 (attached) 
Dr. Serban wants to confirm the current goals and objectives.  The updated version which is 
in the attachment shows the comments made and whether they should be carried forward or 
not.   
 
Dr. Serban asked if we want to change the language of the goals which should be broad 
and objectives are supposed to be more specific.  The members looked at the wording of 
the first goal and discussed the different words and what they meant and does it express 
what we want our goals and targets to be and are they realistic. Goal 1 will remain the 
same.  Goal 2 needs to be refined to include enhanced and non-enhanced non-credit.  This 
is a good discussion for the Continuing Ed Consultation Council which Dr. Arellano said has 
already started.  There was further discussion regarding having a goal that is about dealing 
with the challenges for non-enhanced classes.  Goal 3 will be changed to reflect what is 
happening with our budget and this goal will be revisited. Goal 4 needs work and VP Ehrlich 
will bring a rewording for this Goal.  Goal 5. We need to include participatory governance. 
Goal 6. It was decided that this goal needs to be re-worded.  The successful Program 
Review cycle was completed in 2008-09 which Dr. Serban stated that she is very proud of, 
so the college has met that objective.  This goal needs to be revisited. Goal 7. It was 
decided that this goal needs to be update and revise to reflect the college’s current 
situation.  Goal 8 does not need to be revised.  There was further discussion about needing 
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a goal that deals with the fiscal stability and viability and the plan to have a balanced budget 
by 2014 – 15.   
 

6. Review of College Mission and Core Principles (attached, also attached mission of 
California Community Colleges established by the California Education Code Section 
66010.4) 
Dr. Serban stated that the California Community Colleges’ Mission is set in the Ed Code and 
then every college develops a more individualized statement that is more reflective of that 
community and its college environment, but bottom line whatever mission statement we 
develop really cannot supersede what the Ed Code says in terms of what the mission of the 
Community Colleges is.  
 
Dr. Serban said that maybe for this iteration we include what our primary mission is. Over 
the last 3 years there has been a lot of discussion about what our mission is, particularly as 
it relates to Continuing Ed, and there are several groups of people on and off campus who 
do not understand that our mission has been legislated.     
 
Dr. Serban pointed out that the Ed Code is very clear that it relates to the credit side of the 
colleges: “(a) 1. The primary mission relates to the academic and vocational instruction….”  
And that (2) In addition to the primary mission …”  The other points are part of the primary 
mission but are not the actual primary mission.  Dr. Serban stated that this is not commonly 
understood by the public at large.  Even people who have been at the college for a long 
time, did not realize that our mission is defined in the Ed Code and whatever we have 
locally cannot supersede the Ed Code. All sorts of assumptions are made and all sorts of 
debates are created because of not knowing this.  Dr. Serban suggested that maybe we 
want to have a beginning sentence to clarify this and have it in our own mission statement 
to be more reflective of what the Ed Code is.   
 
There were suggestions and discussions around how we can change our mission to include 
the Ed Code wording of “our primary mission”.  The suggestions were written down and the 
plan was to email them to Dr. Serban.  Mr. Garey will email his suggestion which was that at 
the end of the first paragraph “In pursuit of these goals SBCC is part of the state-wide 
system and is committed to fulfilling state-wide educational goals and mandates.”  Dr. 
Serban said that what Mr. Garey said will be a revision in this that will be sent through the 
regular consultation process.  There will be time for the changes to go through the 
consultation process.   
 
The meeting was adjourned.  

 
Next CPC meetings:  
Tuesday, May 3, 2011, 3:00-5:00pm, A218C 
Tuesday, May 17, 2011, 3:00-5:00pm, A218C 
 

Special summer CPC meetings proposed: to finalize first draft of College Plan 2011-14 – 
Thursday July 21 9am-12pm and Friday July 22 9am-12pm 
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