
Title: CAC Budget Work Group Meeting  
Date: May 25, 2017 
Time: 8:30-10:30 a.m. 
Location: ‘Ilima 202A 
 
Attendees: Brian Furuto (non-voting), Justin Kashiwaeda, Veronica Ogata, Shirl Fujihara (non-
voting), Kelli Brandvold, Lisa Kanae, Karl Naito, Sheila Kitamura 
 
Absent: Trude Pang 
Notetaker: Joanne Whitaker (non-voting) 
 
The purpose for this meeting is to review the ARFs, discuss the rankings by the AGOs, and make 
a recommendation to the full CAC at the meeting on June 13. Karl Naito will be report on behalf 
of the CAC Budget Work Group. The policy that governs the process is KOP1.111 (Appendix A), 
passed in March 2014. The following is an excerpt of 2.c:  
 
2. Policy  
     c. A resource allocation process that includes: 

i. A current service annual base budget determined by an analysis of the continued need 
for the level of service or instructional capacity. 
1. The continued need and level of service required shall be discussed in the program 

review. 
ii. An opportunity for each program and service to seek additional resources beyond the 

Current Service for the following: 
1. To resolve or mitigate an imminent health and safety need; 
2. To achieve a Strategic Plan Outcome or Performance Measure; and/or 
3. To make program improvements or adjustments as detailed in a completed Annual 

Report of Program Data (ARPD), Comprehensive Program Review (CPR), or Annual 
Report. 

iii. A 5-year needs requirements (budget) projection that is completed by all program, 
offices, and activities. The 5-year projection shall include all expenditures that a program, 
office, or activity will incur and all revenues that will be gained by the program, office, or 
activity. 

 
There are two main pieces of our operating budget:  

1) Base budget, 5-year review, and 
2) An opportunity for each program and service to seek additional resources beyond the 

current service. 
 
ARF Flowchart (Appendix B): 
This year’s flowchart was modified slightly as the Student Success Pathway was added. The 
ARPDs were used in the past to justify an allocation request but the ARPDs have been arriving 
late to the campuses. We usually would receive the data on October 1st. This year we received 
it in February.  
 



ARFs were submitted and sent to the Department Chairs, Deans, and Vice Chancellors, each 
prioritizing the requests. The list was then submitted to the VC for Administrative Services. The 
list of ARFs were compiled and sent to the AGOs who ranked the ARFs high = 3, medium = 2 and 
low = 1. The list of ranked ARFs from each AGO was sent to Shirl who listed the ARFs in order of 
highest ranking. Today’s decision will be recommended to the full CAC on June 13. The CAC will 
vote on a recommendation to the Chancellor. The Chancellor will make a decision and send a 
memo back to the CAC. The decision on the ARFs combined with the 5-year budget plan = Final 
Operating Budget.  
 
Comment: A feedback loop is needed to see how the funds allocated improved the program. 
This was documented in the ARF form. This summer, another meeting will be convened to 
discuss changes in the budget process.  
 
College Budget – An overview of the budget was presented. Total revenue is $42,445,028. Total 
expenditures are $44,798,886. Ending cash balance is 1,828,001. 
 
There were 31 ARFs total. No ARF got a ranking of a 3. There were four ARFs ranked at 2.75.  
 
The top ranked ARFs were HS-1, HS-3, and HS-4 for a total of $19,000. If a decision is made to 
fund a request of $210,000 or $155,000, the question would be where in the budget would we 
cut? Another meeting would be required to discuss where cuts could be made.  
 
Comment: It is difficult to rank positions as there is no context for the request. This will be 
discussed in future meetings.  
 
SSCI-1 – Technology (computers) could be purchased through the centralized IT purchasing 
process. A plan is needed as to how to support and prioritize all the computer labs on campus.  
 
There was an EMS request of $210,000 to upgrade EKG training equipment to minimum 
standards. There is a possibility for the state (Dept. of Health) to support the program, however, 
there is no firm commitment. Also, the request was not in their Student Success Pathway. In 
the recommendation section, the Dean suggested that 3 monitors could be purchased first, 
which would decrease the request by 50% and the other 3 could be requested in the next ARF 
cycle. Brian and Shirl will ask the Department Chair and Dean for more information. Is this a 
request to replace equipment? If it is for new equipment, it could be funded by the Equipment 
allocation.  If the equipment is a replacement, how long has it been since the equipment was 
replaced? How old is the equipment?  
 
There was a discussion on sharing equipment to avoid duplications. For instance, 
can the ECG machines requested by med asst. borrow the EKG equipment from EMS?  
 
Can spirometers requested by Zoology be demonstrated by Respiratory Care students or 
borrowed from Respiratory Care? They just bought new spirometers. Our campus needs to 



share resources more, to avoid duplication of costs. When possible, grants are written for 
equipment needs, however, grant funds cannot be used for replacement equipment.  
 
Vote: It was moved and seconded to fund the top three ARF requests at $19,000. All 
approved unanimously. In addition, Shirl and Brian will ask questions regarding the EMS 
request and will send the proposal to the CAC Budget Work Group by email.  
 
Discussion: CIP security positions. A lot is spent on contract security. Permanent positions 
would cost less. The VC for Administrative Services will determine when the positions are 
needed as it a health and safety issue. 
 
The 4th ranked ARF by social sciences for new computers with statistical packages for research 
needs, will be considered under the IT centralized purchasing process. Can it be covered by a 
grant?  
 
Vote: A motion was made, seconded and approved to provide a second tier of requests in 
case additional funding becomes available: 

• Request by LLR for peer mentor, embedded tutors and peer receptionist for $88,500. 
These positions received Title III funds but not for the entire amount.  

• Request by CELTT for Instructional Development Tech Support position for $80,000 is an 
APT position to support faculty for online courses. 

• Request by Nursing for a SimBaby manikin with a 3-year warranty for $40,082. Can the 
cost be covered by program fees? There is an estimated balance of $200,000 in program 
fees. Program fees are used for equipment maintenance and repairs. A possibility would 
be to fund the SimBaby and ask the program to pay for the warranty. What is the 
breakdown for the cost of the SimBaby and the warranty? 

•  Request by HOST for a full-time faculty position for $70,000, which is required by their 
program accrediting body. The recommendation is a reallocation of a vacant faculty 
position.  
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