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SAN MATEO COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
Bond Oversight Committee 

March 18, 2024, Meeting Minutes 
Skyline College, Building 4, Room 301 

3300 College Drive, San Bruno, CA  94066 

Members Present  
Rosanne Foust  Chair 
Anne Campbell 
Michael Duncheon 
Edward Evans 

Vice Chair 
Community At-large 
Community At-large 

John Hoffmann 
Maxine Terner 
Bart Pantoja 
Chris Robell 

Senior Citizens’ Organization 
Community At-large 

Business Community 
Bona-fide Taxpayers Association 

Member Vacancies 
Support Organization 
Student Representative 

District Staff Present 
Dr. Melissa Moreno   Chancellor 
Peter Fitzsimmons Interim Chief Financial Officer 
Marie Mejia Director of Capital Projects 
Michele Rudovsky Chief Facilities & Operations Officer 
David McLain Interim Executive Director, Community & Government Relations 
Arlene Calibo Facilities/Public Safety Business Manager 
Newin Orante Acting President, Skyline College 

Other Panelists Present 
Ann Kennedy A Kennedy Group 
Jeff Scogin 
Mike Chegini 
Carol Anderson 
Katie Dobson 
Chris Lynch (via Zoom) 

A Kennedy Group 
A Kennedy Group 
A Kennedy Group 

Jones Hall 
Jones Hall 
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Call to Order 
Ms. Foust called the meeting to order at 2:07 PM. 

A quorum was established. 
Members present: Ms. Foust, Ms. Campbell, Ms. Terner, Mr. Pantoja, Mr. Duncheon, Mr. Robell, 
Mr. Hoffmann, Mr. Evans 

Approval of Agenda 
A motion was made by Ms. Campbell and seconded by Mr. Hoffman to approve the agenda.  
Ayes: Ms. Foust, Ms. Campbell, Ms. Terner, Mr. Pantoja, Mr. Duncheon, Mr. Robell, 
Mr. Hoffmann, Mr. Evans 

Approval of the August 3, 2023, Meeting Minutes 
Staff reviewed the recording of the August 3rd meeting and verified that the minutes are accurate as 
presented. Ms. Foust also noted that staff provided her with a timeline of events specific to the 
minutes in question if any members have a question. Mr. Pantoja made a motion to approve the 
August 3, 2023, minutes as presented, seconded by Ms. Campbell. The minutes were approved as 
follows: 
Ayes: Ms. Campbell, Mr. Pantoja, Mr. Duncheon, Ms. Terner, Ms. Foust 
Nays: None 
Abstentions: Mr. Robell, Mr. Hoffman, Mr. Evans 

Approval of December 14, 2023, Meeting Minutes 
A motion was made by Mr. Hoffman and seconded by Mr. Evans to approve the December 14, 2023, 
meeting minutes as presented. Ms. Terner asked for clarification on how the minutes are done, 
asking if the consultants prepare the minutes and if Ms. Foust, as the Chair, edits them before they 
are sent to the committee.  Ms. Foust answered that the minutes are prepared from the recording of 
the meeting by A Kennedy Group (consultants) and that she reads the minutes when the meeting 
packet is sent out prior to the meeting to all members. Ms. Terner clarified that Ms. Foust does not 
edit the minutes before they are distributed in the packet and Ms. Foust responded “absolutely not”.  
Ms. Foust asked staff to clarify. Ms. Kennedy clarified that Ms. Anderson creates the minutes as best 
she can from the recording.  Ms. Anderson attends the meetings in person now and takes notes as 
well, as sometimes it is hard to understand or hear the recording.  Once complete, Mr. Scogin, Mr. 
Chegini and Ms. Kennedy review the minutes, looking for typographical errors and ensuring the 
minutes capture the meeting as a whole. Once Ms. Anderson incorporates the suggested edits, the 
minutes are marked draft and they become part of the materials that the committee receives.  

Under membership eligibility, Ms. Terner noted that she asked about the requirement that community 
at-large members be residents of the county and if all community at-large members are San Mateo 
County residents. The draft minutes stated “and they all are”.  However, that was not true at that time 
as Mr. Pantoja was representing the community at-large but was not a resident of the County. Ms. 
Terner acknowledged that there was no problem with Mr. Pantoja being on the committee but that he 
would need to represent a different seat.  It was agreed that “and they all are” would be stricken from 
the minutes. Ms. Foust wanted it clarified that a business member does not have to live within the 
county but their business address must be in the county. Ms. Foust happens to live and work in the 
county, but if she didn’t live in the county, she could still represent the business community. 
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Ms. Terner asked why the discussion on member bios being included on the CBOC website was not 
included in the minutes and noted that she would like that discussion to be included in the minutes.  
The discussion at the December 14th meeting on bios will be added to the December 14th meeting 
minutes. There is not an agenda item on today’s agenda to discuss the bios and it was agreed that 
the discussion on bios would be included on the next agenda so as not to break the Brown Act rules. 

Mr. Robell feels that there were two points discussed at the last meeting that need to be included in 
the minutes: 

1. The taxpayers are paying 4%-5% on a $261M tranche that was floated in 2018 and only
earning 1% interest from the County.  This is not good from a taxpayer standpoint.

2. It’s not good to be floating funds and paying interest before you need it. As of December, there
are still $45M from the 2018 tranche that have not been used for student benefit.

Mr. Evans asked if the investment acumen at the county is under the purview of the CBOC? It was 
answered that no, it is not the purview of the CBOC. 

It was agreed that Ms. Anderson would need to relisten to the recording from December 14th and edit 
the minutes appropriately. Mr. Hoffmann withdrew his motion to approve the minutes and Mr. Evans 
agreed. Approval of the December 14th minutes will be tabled until the next meeting. 

Public Comment  
There were no public comments. 

Communications Received by the Committee   
In addition to the communications received that are included in the packet, Ms. Foust received the 
following communications from Mr. Chegini: 

 The S&P rating update information and permission to include it on the March 18, 2024,
agenda.

 A timeline for clarifying the August 3, 2023, meeting minutes.

Mr. Robell sent an information request via email on March 15, 2024, which was forwarded to the 
District and the District acknowledged receipt of that request. 

On March 18, 2024, Mr. Thomas Rubin, a member of the public, sent an email to all committee 
members. 

New Member Training 
Ms. Katie Dobson and Mr. Chris Lynch (via Zoom) of Jones Hall presented “Citizens’ Oversight of GO 
Bond Proceeds, An Overview”, to the committee, highlighting the following: 

 Proposition 39 requires the formation of a Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee.
 Proposition 39 requires the District to produce financial and performance audits every year in

connection with the bonds.
 By law, the CBOC must meet at least once a year. District Board Policy 8.14 requires the

CBOC to meet at least twice a year.
 Meetings are open to the public and must follow an agenda.
 Anyone who receives a financial benefit from the District (District officials, employees, or

Vendors) may not serve on the CBOC.
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 Education Code Section 15728 relates to the CBOC’s review of bond expenditures:
The purpose of the citizens’ oversight committee shall be to inform the public concerning the
expenditure of bond revenues. The citizens’ oversight committee shall actively review and
report on the proper expenditures of taxpayers’ money for school construction.

 The CBOC is a post-expenditure review committee.
 The CBOC is not a decision-making committee, project related decisions are made at the

Board level.
 The project list is comprised of “big picture” projects and doesn’t include leveling the land,

environmental impact reports, architectural and engineering costs, permits, equipment, etc.
These are incidental costs that are directly related to construction and are proper bond
expenditures. These are “but for” costs, without the project, these costs would not be incurred.

 The legal standard applied to specificity in the ballot language comes from 2007 Foothill-De
Anza CCD v. Emerich which states that “the critical factor in assessing whether the project list
complied with Proposition 39 is whether it allows for meaningful approval and oversight of the
bond expenditures...” Thus, if the list defines or identifies the projects in a manner that clearly
apprises the voters, the auditors, and the public oversight committees of the types of projects
for which the money is intended to be used, that is sufficient.

 Teacher and administrative salaries, school operating expenses and costs associated with
providing technical or administrative assistance to the CBOC are prohibited under Prop 39,
with the exception of salaries of employees that perform administrative oversight work on
construction projects authorized by a voter approved bond measure.

 The CBOC must issue an annual report summarizing the results of their review, confirming that
the District spent bond proceeds on the types of projects approved by the voters. The annual
report must be presented at an open meeting to the BOT and must be posted on the District
website.

 CBOC meetings follow Brown Act, which is an open public meeting law whose intent is that the
people’s business should be conducted in front of the people, in public, where people can
watch and participate to the extent they would like to. Members of the CBOC should refrain
from discussing CBOC business among themselves outside of a CBOC meeting, including via
email or phone calls. While Prop 39 does not specifically say that CBOC meetings are subject
to the Brown Act, it does say that meetings should be open to the public and the District has a
policy that is in line with Prop 39. If the CBOC members choose to discuss CBOC business
outside of the open, public meeting, it is recommended that they should do so with less than a
quorum. There are significant ramifications in the event of a violation of the Brown Act which
includes injunctions against any actions taken and criminal penalties. Jones Hall always
advises that any committee business be conducted in a public meeting.

While Mr. Robell agrees that Education Code says that CBOC meetings shall be open to the public 
and notice shall be provided in the same manner as the proceedings of the governing board of the 
District, it does not say that the CBOC is subject to the Brown Act. Mr. Robell feels the benefit of not 
being subject to the Brown Act outweighs the benefit of being subject to it for the purposes of the 
taxpayer. Mr. Robell’s point is that per the California Association of Bond Oversight Committees 
(CABOC), it’s a good thing for committee members to have interactions between meetings to do their 
work and ensure proper oversight and he feels that the CBOC is not subject to the Brown Act. Ms. 
Dobson responded that she is familiar with CABOC and their recommendations, and that CABOC 
does believe the oversight committee should be subject to Brown Act, and while they don’t 
discourage committee members from talking outside of the meetings on a one-to-one basis, they do 
urge caution and familiarity with the Brown Act. 
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Mr. McLain informed that the CBOC has no bylaws and is subject to board policy 8.14 which states 
that all CBOC meetings should be open to the public and are subject to the Brown Act. Mr. Robell 
would like to make a motion that the CBOC ask the Board that they not be subject to the Brown Act.  
He feels this would encourage transparency with the public and the benefit of that outweighs any 
limitations there might be, adding that the CBOC is not making decisions, they are only informing the 
public of what they find.  

Ms. Foust can’t accept the motion from Mr. Robell because it’s not part of today’s agenda and 
recommended that this topic be added for committee discussion at the next meeting. The committee 
will need to vote on whether they want to pursue approaching the Board about not being subject to 
the Brown Act and a majority vote will be needed. 

Mr. Robell also requested that the CBOC have their own independent counsel, separate from the 
District’s bond or legal counsel to avoid the appearance of impropriety, noting that CABOC strongly 
recommends separate counsel. Ms. Foust recommended the discussion on separate counsel be 
added to the next agenda, and if a majority of the CBOC agrees they would like separate counsel, 
then the CBOC can take the request to the Board of Trustees. Ms. Dobson added that if the 
committee as a whole decides they would like to pursue separate counsel, the Board of Trustees can 
choose whether they will pay for it. 

Mr. Robell feels that the “but for” logic is a slippery slope and isn’t law and references Article 13A 
which relates to school facilities. Ms. Dobson replied Article 13A is related to school facilities and also 
lists certain additional things like furnishing those facilities. Ms. Dobson also noted that the “but for” 
standard does come from case law, not from the statute, and is referring to districts completing their 
projects and is directly related to construction. Ms. Foust noted that since the “but for” standard 
comes from case law, it has already been challenged and case law has clarified it. 

Mr. Duncheon had a question on the Brown Act and Ms. Foust noted that the pros and cons of the 
Brown Act as well as separate counsel for the CBOC will be presented at the next meeting and the 
issues will be discussed then.  

Ms. Turner asked for clarification on whether CBOC members can talk outside of the meeting per the 
Brown Act, as long as the discussion is not on CBOC business. Ms. Dobson responded that CBOC 
members can talk outside of the meetings about CBOC business as long as the discussion is not with 
a quorum of the committee. Multiple members of the committee can have conversations about 
general things (i.e. college football team) that are unrelated to committee business. Ms. Terner also 
asked if Ms. Dobson is aware of any other CBOC’s that have their own legal counsel. Ms. Dobson 
answered that she is not aware of any. 

Vendors, contractors, and consultants of the District are prohibited from serving on the CBOC. Ms. 
Terner noted that the committee has always had, and still has, members of the trades on the 
committee but wonders if this is a conflict of interest and if there has been any litigation or court cases 
on whether it’s a conflict under the constitution. Ms. Dobson is not familiar with the particularities of 
the group Ms. Terner is referring to. Ms. Foust clarified that there are only two current members that 
are associated with the building and construction trades council and reminds the committee that the 
District Board of Trustees appoint members to the committee. The District, as well as bond counsel, 
reviews the applications to ensure that there is no conflict with the members that are appointed.  
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Mr. Pantoja noted that as a member of the trades council he doesn’t work for any contractors. He 
represents the men and women who are doing the work and those are the people that live in the 
community. There's no business between Mr. Pantoja and any contractors or vendors. Ms. Terner 
would still like District clarification on this matter.  

Ms. Terner would like it noted that she feels the legal standard applied to specificity (2007 Foothill-De 
Anza CCD v. Emerich) is inaccurate and misleading and is different than what we do and should not 
be applied to SMCCCD, as this committee has correctly addressed the issue. Ms. Terner is 
disappointed in Jones Hall applying this language to SMCCCD as it references a District that had two 
colleges that had facility and project master plans. Per Ms. Terner, in the case of FHDA, the biggest, 
most expensive projects were not part of any plans and once the bonds were passed, the District 
changed their facility master plans and other plans. Ms. Terner feels this is very different then the way 
SMCCCD conducts business. Ms. Foust clarified that the legal standard from the 2007 case law for 
Proposition 39 has applied to every bond oversight committee for the past seventeen years. Ms. 
Dobson agreed and explained that there is statutory language that always has different 
interpretations and sometimes leads to litigation. The courts pass down their interpretations and that 
is what we use to guide our perspective going forward. The legal standard on page 28 of the packet is 
a quote from that case and is what the court said in 2007. In the 2007 case, the community college 
district provided categories of projects and it was alleged that they were not specific. The court 
determined it was specific enough, we need to know the types of projects, not the specifics, and this 
was the language that we got back from the court. Ms. Terner would like the entire committee to read 
the 2007 case so that it can be discussed at the next meeting, however Mr. Duncheon feels that this 
case law issue has been discussed enough and the committee should move forward. The majority of 
the committee agreed with Mr. Duncheon and do not want to bring this topic back for discussion. Ms. 
Foust suggested that Ms. Terner and Mr. Robell meet with the District and the Board of Trustees to 
get clarification. Ms. Terner would still like the entire committee to receive the case law as it is the 
fundamental issue for the CBOC. The committee’s job is to ensure that the voters get what they voted 
for. 

Ms. Terner would like the CBOC to pay close attention to the bond language and feels that the ballot 
language is missing from our reports.  Ms. Foust stated that this very conversation has been had 
since Ms. Terner and Ms. Foust have served on the committee. Ms. Foust stated that the committee 
has gone through the ballot language and the facilities master plans and tied it back consistently to 
the projects that the Board of Trustees have approved. Ms. Foust also stated that this conversation 
should be taken back to the Board of Trustees again and ask them to clarify that they approve the 
bond projects. Ms. Terner would like the ballot language included on the bond project list, it’s 
important information that is missing and she would  
like to make sure it gets included in the future. 

Mr. Hoffmann asked in regard to the “COC informs the public by meeting, reviewing and reporting” if 
having an outside audit and the audit posted on the website is the extent of the reporting? Ms. Foust 
answered that the CBOC creates its own annual report every year and presents the report to the 
Board of Trustees. Mr. Hoffmann also asked how the portion of administrative salaries charged to the 
bond are calculated. It was answered that it is calculated as a percentage of time spent on the bond 
program. Mr. Fitzsimmons added that the auditors look closely at the salaries charged to the bond 
every year to make sure that they are accurate and appropriate.  
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Staff Reports 
Mr. McLain provided the following updates: 

 There was a 16% increase in enrollment from fall to fall and spring enrollment has increased
by 8%. This is a 12% increase in headcount year over year which equates to 2,500 new
students this year which brings enrollment back to pre-pandemic levels.

 There are four finalists in the search for a permanent chancellor. There is a news story on the
District’s homepage that lists the four finalists and has the recordings of their forums as well as
feedback forms.  Mr. McLain encouraged the committee members to watch the forums and
provide feedback on the finalists. Midnight on Friday is the deadline to provide feedback. The
Board of Trustees will be conducting final interviews next week and hopefully announcing a
new, permanent chancellor.

Standard and Poor’s (S&P) Credit Rating Update 
Mr. Fitzsimmons presented an update on the Standard and Poor’s credit rating. Districts go through a 
credit rating process every time a series of bonds is sold, resulting in a credit rating with AAA being 
the highest rating available. From time to time, credit agencies will revisit the process without a bond 
sale to see if anything has changed that would change the District’s rating. Standard & Poor’s 
reached out to the District in the fall requesting a revisit. The District provided financial and other 
information requested from Standard and Poor’s for them to revisit SMCCCD’s credit rating.  
Standard and Poor’s reaffirmed the Districts AAA credit rating.   

Mr. Hoffman asked what AV stands for and Mr. Fitzsimmons answered that it stands for Assessed 
Valuation. Mr. Hoffman also asked what “variable adjusted operating performance” means and also 
asked for examples of “Taxes and other local support dependence”. Mr. Fitzsimmons will find out 
about these items and will provide answers at the next meeting. 

Dr. Moreno joined the meeting. 

Update on Capital Improvement Program (CIP3) 
Ms. Mejia reviewed the presentation with the committee.  

Mr. Hoffmann asked if everything will be completed at College of San Mateo (CSM-013) by the end of 
March. Ms. Mejia noted that it is substantial completion which means the District can start moving 
furniture and people in.  Mr. Hoffmann also asked if the elevators are an ADA requirement. Ms. Mejia 
replied that yes, it is a Division of the State Architect (DSA) requirement.   

Program Financial Reports 

2023-2024, Q2 Reports  
Mr. Scogin reviewed the FY2023-2024 Q2 financial reports and bond list revisions. Mr. Scogin 
pointed out that the District allocated interest earnings of just over $2M as part of Bond List Revision 
(BLR) #17. Mr. Robell asked how the earnings are allocated. Mr. Scogin answered that the interest 
follows the principal.  Mr. Hoffmann asked about the 9.5% of budget remaining in District-Wide. Mr. 
Scogin answered that the percent of remaining budget is a simple calculation of budget minus 
expenditures minus total commitments. 
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During his review of the project summary report, Mr. Scogin noted that the project completion dates 
on the report represent substantial completion, not financial completion. Mr. Robell asked how the 
committee would know if a project was completed on time. Mr. Scogin answered that the project team 
would address any late projects and delays in their CIP update. Mr. Edwards asked if a project was 
late, would there be liquidated damages and the committee would see an inflow of funds to that 
project? Ms. Mejia responded that during construction there may be unforeseen issues that arise 
once construction begins, which may result in change orders. There are negotiations that occur when 
there is a change order or additional work that needs to be completed and additional phases are 
added to the project schedule during the change order process. Liquidated damages don’t come in to 
play until after substantial completion. To date, there have been no liquidated damages for any 
projects. 

Ms. Terner asked how change orders are managed by the District, noting that change orders can 
significantly change the costs of a project and contractors can bid low and then submit a lot of change 
orders.  Ms. Rudovsky answered that it is important to ensure that the design drawings are good, and 
that when a project goes out to bid that the drawings are as complete, thorough, and accurate as 
possible and that the scope of the project is also as thorough and accurate as possible. This provides 
the contractors with good information to bid upon which helps to reduce the number of change orders 
that can occur. It’s important to remember that there are always unforeseen conditions which result in 
change orders. Ms. Terner asked how those change orders are managed. Ms. Rudovsky replied that 
the District tries to have good, strong relationships with their contractors, and they can have good 
conversations with the contractors to be able to work through any issues and keep projects moving.  
Negotiations can be about time as well as dollars so that projects can be kept on schedule. Dr. 
Moreno added that there is a monetary threshold of 10% of the contractors fees for change orders. If 
a change order exceeds that 10% threshold, it must go to the Board of Trustees for approval. Ms. 
Mejia added that Swinerton and the architects will negotiate with the contractor to ensure that the 
scope of work on a change order is truly in addition to what the original scope was. That information 
is presented to Ms. Rudovsky and Ms. Mejia who then perform another negotiation and schedule 
review and a cost estimator confirms if the additional fees are accurate.   

Mr. Duncheon is surprised that change orders are CBOC’s purview. Ms. Foust noted that the CBOC 
is not responsible for overseeing change orders, only the expenditures. Mr. Pantoja feels that the 
CBOC has oversight when a contractor is not performing and goes over their contracted amount, 
which he feels has not happened.   

A motion was made by Mr. Pantoja and seconded by Mr. Hoffmann to accept the FY2023-2024 Q2 
financial reports. The reports were unanimously approved. 
Ayes: Ms. Foust, Ms. Campbell, Ms. Terner, Mr. Pantoja, Mr. Duncheon, Mr. Robell, Mr. Hoffmann, 
Mr. Evans 

2023-2024, Q2 Bond List Revisions (BLRs) 
Mr. Scogin reviewed BLR #17, noting that interest earnings were allocated to SKY-003. Ms. Terner 
asked where the interest was sitting before it was allocated to SKY-003. Mr. Scogin answered that it 
was not allocated to any project. Interest is tracked as it comes into the bond and then the District 
determines what project they want to allocate the interest to. Ms. Foust clarified that this is the 
interest the District earns from the County. 
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Mr. Scogin reviewed BLR #18 which was to address some language and scope clarity. BLR #18 
included the cleaning up of some of the project names and scopes to describe the projects more 
accurately. The most current project list can be found on the committee’s website which not only 
shows the scope and budget for each Measure H project, but also links each project back to the 
specific ballot language that each project relates to. Ms. Foust noted that the project list on the 
website speaks directly to Ms. Terner’s earlier comments that the ballot language is missing from our 
reports. 

Mr. Scogin reminded the committee that at a previous meeting, the complete report was brought to 
the committee that showed all the projects that had Measure H funding and how each project tied 
back to the ballot language that the voters of San Mateo County approved. At that time, the 
committee agreed that the report did not need to come back to the committee because it is always 
available on the website. Ms. Foust would like the link sent to the full committee and believes this 
speaks to both Ms. Terner and Mr. Robell’s concerns that the projects are tied back to the ballot 
language that the voters approved. Projects on the website are organized by campus. Members can 
click on the campus and then the project and they will see the scope, the budget, the status and how 
it ties to the ballot language. One of the projects Ms. Terner noted was the swimming pools at CSM 
and that they are tied back to plumbing. Ms. Terner feels this was a stretch and it’s the committee’s 
job to ensure that projects tie to the ballot language.   

Mr. Chegini showed the new committee members where to find all financial reports on the website, 
noting that members can follow the chain of bond list revisions. Financial reports on the website go 
back to inception of the Measure H program. 

Responses to Committee Information Requests 

FY2022-23 Financial Audit Report: Due From District 
The response was included in the meeting packet and there were no questions from the committee. 

FY2022-2023 Performance Audit Report: List of Sampled Data 
The list of sampled data from the auditors was provided in the meeting packet and there were no 
questions from the committee. 

FY2023-2024 Q2 Expenditure Detail Report 
Mr. Scogin reviewed the expenditure detail report that was requested at the December 14th, 2023, 
meeting which breaks out the quarter expenses by project, type of expense and, in some cases, 
vendor. The expenditure detail report provides a complete view of how Measure H funds were spent 
in the quarter. Ms. Foust asked the committee if they would like to see this report on a regular basis 
and if the committee really feels that it’s a beneficial use of time to look at this type of detail. 

Ms. Terner asked if this report is available online. Mr. Scogin answered that the report is part of the 
meeting packet which is posted on the CBOC website as part of the Brown Act requirements. Ms. 
Terner asked if it’s something members can generate themselves online. Mr. Scogin replied that the 
only way the members would have access to the information is as part of the meeting packet.  

Mr. Robell doesn’t think that the committee needs a printed report but just a link to an excel file that 
members could access and pivot to the information they are looking for. Mr. Robell feels this would be 
useful data to have access to. Ms. Foust asked if this is something that the Board of Trustees have 
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access to. Dr. Moreno explained that the District provides a warrant report for any expense that is 
over $10,000 for ratification by the Board and Mr. Fitzsimmons confirmed that every other month, the 
previous two months of warrants over $10,000 are presented to the Board of Trustees for ratification, 
since warrants have already been issued. Mr. Robell feels that when you have summarized 
information that has been curated and labeled it’s difficult to provide oversight and feels that this 
information is needed for the committee to effectively do their job and shows that vigorous efforts 
have been taken to ensure bond expenditures are authorized. Mr. Robell also feels that the 
descriptions should be updated because they offer limited usefulness since most won’t know what 
they mean. Mr. Fitzsimmons noted that the descriptions are entered by Accounts Payable (AP) and 
the report is basically a raw data export. 

Ms. Terner asked what a procurement card is and Mr. Fitzsimmons answered that it is a District credit 
card. Ms. Terner agrees that the quarterly expense information in excel would be useful.   

Mr. Pantoja feels that this report is excessive and providing it every quarter could get expensive. The 
committee has discussed how much Measure H money has been spent on salaries and 
administration and asking the District to provide this information and update definitions is adding to 
the expense and he doesn’t feel this benefits the college. The college and students benefit from 
developing and retrofitting buildings. Mr. Pantoja is not opposed to a deep dive now and again but 
believes that it is not the committee’s purview whether District personnel use a procurement card.  
The committee’s job is to make sure money is spent on facilities. 

Mr. Hoffmann thought that the original request was if the expenditure detail report should be included 
in the meeting packet and he feels the general consensus is no, it doesn’t need to be. Mr. Evans 
doesn’t feel that the committee needs to look at this report at every meeting. Mr. Evans feels that 
District staff look at procurement card receipts and approved them. If the committee has a question, 
they can ask for a copy of the receipts. Dr. Moreno confirmed that Mr. Fitzsimmons reviews and 
approves all procurement card purchases and then they are sent to her for final approval. Dr. Moreno 
reviews every single procurement card charge and backup. The Board of Trustees trusts in the 
District leadership to have oversight over procurement card expenditures. Dr. Moreno is also about 
transparency and feels that procurement card expenditures could be made available if there are 
questions. It would be a District burden to have to start changing the raw data and it would be a better 
solution to provide the committee with the raw data and if there are questions, they can be looked into 
further at that time. Dr. Moreno noted that none of the administrators are paid by Measure H and 
neither is A Kenndy Group. Ms. Kennedy agreed that the difficult time expenditure would be spending 
a lot of time cleaning up the raw data. If just the raw data is provided, a link can be created on the 
CBOC website to the raw data at the same time the meeting packet is posted. If there are questions 
that arise out of the raw data, then the team will have to dig into the data. If a presentation had to be 
given for every invoice, that would require a lot of people hours, which is what Mr. Pantoja may have 
been speaking to. 

The committee agreed that there would be no format changes to the expenditure detail report at this 
time and that when the agenda gets posted for the meeting, the excel link to the raw data will also be 
posted and it will stay on the website until the next meetings information is posted. 

Ballot Label 
Ms. Terner would like to add the Measure H ballot label (question) to the bond list revision. All 
members agreed to this change. 
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Project CAN-002 – CAN B13 Multiple Program Instructional Center Funding Detail 
Mr. Fitzsimmons explained that when the state provides the District with resources it’s on a 
reimbursable claim basis, meaning that the District must spend their money first and then submit a 
claim to the State for reimbursement. At fiscal year end, the District had a receivable from the state 
that had not been paid but it was booked as an expense abatement instead of a receivable. This has 
since been corrected by accounting and everything for CAN B13 has been expended.  

Proposed Next Meeting Date 
The future meeting schedule was reviewed.   

Committee Membership Review 
The committee membership was reviewed, and the student representative and support organization 
seats are still open. Mr. Evans asked what the definition is for support organization. Ms. Kennedy 
answered that it is an organization that supports the goals of the District. Traditionally the Foundation 
is the most obvious support organization but there are other groups that meet the criteria, including 
Second Harvest Food Bank, which was reviewed and approved by bond counsel.   

Mr. McLain is actively recruiting for both vacancies. 

Election of Chair and Vice Chair 

Chair 
Ms. Foust nominated Ms. Campbell for Chair, seconded by Mr. Pantoja.  All approved. 
Ayes: Ms. Foust, Ms. Campbell, Ms. Terner, Mr. Pantoja, Mr. Duncheon, Mr. Robell, 
Mr. Hoffmann, Mr. Evans 

Vice Chair 
Ms. Campbell nominated Mr. Pantoja for Vice Chair, seconded by Mr. Evans. Ms. Terner nominated 
Mr. Robell for Vice Chair, seconded by Mr. Hoffmann.   

Each Vice Chair nominee gave a brief statement: 

Mr. Pantoja has been in construction for over 20 years and worked as a glazier, including working on 
projects at the College of San Mateo. After 20 years of service as a construction worker and a union 
member, Mr. Pantoja became a superintendent and a labor leader with his local union. Currently Mr. 
Pantoja represents all building trade workers in San Mateo County. Mr. Pantoja comes from working 
in the field and feels that working and living locally is something that is very important. Seeing people 
utilizing facilities that this Board and Measure H have brought to the District has been exciting and is 
a benefit to the District. Mr. Pantoja is honored to be nominated as vice chair and accepts the 
nomination.   

Mr. Robell has lived in the Bay area since 1989.  Mr. Robell ran corporate development for Hewlett 
Packard for 24 years, which included mergers and acquisitions, equity investments, oversight of 
companies HP was looking to buy and working with finance. Mr. Robell’s entire focus and interest in 
being on the CBOC is around oversight and accountability. His job as a member is vigorously making 
sure that the committee does exactly what’s in the constitution, support the efforts and provide the 
public with committee findings. Mr. Robell commits to doing this the best that he can. 
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A vote was taken by roll call and the results were as follows: 
Mr. Pantoja Mr. Robell 
Mr. Pantoja Mr. Duncheon 
Ms. Campbell Mr. Hoffman 
Mr. Evans Ms. Terner 
Ms. Foust Mr. Robell 

The first vote resulted in a tie and Ms. Terner feels that the Chair should abstain from voting because 
this is her last meeting. Ms. Foust asked if the rest of the committee prefer she not vote and the 
committee absolutely did not agree that Ms. Foust should not vote as she is the chair until the 
meeting ends. 

Ms. Foust asked how the tie gets resolved.  Mr. McLain noted that Roberts Rules of Order call for a 
repeat of the roll call vote. Mr. Fitzsimmons read the verbatim rule: “If you only have two candidates 
and the vote is a tie, you repeat the balloting until one candidate receives a majority”.   

A second vote was taken by roll call and the results were as follows: 
Mr. Pantoja Mr. Robell 
Mr. Pantoja Mr. Duncheon 
Ms. Campbell Mr. Hoffman 
Mr. Evans Ms. Terner 
Ms. Foust Mr. Robell 

The second vote is also a tie.  

After the first vote, Ms. Foust noted that she voted for Mr. Pantoja because Mr. Robell is new to the 
committee, and this is only his second meeting. Following the second vote, Mr. Robell responded that 
he has watched every Redwood City School District CBOC meeting since 2022 and actively 
participated, so while this may be his second SMCCCD CBOC meeting, it is not his second meeting 
in terms of county CBOC participation. 

Ms. Terner supports Mr. Robell because she feels it’s very important to have a taxpayer 
representative as vice chair since that is what a lot of the role of the committee is. Ms. Terner is also 
waiting for confirmation that being a part of the building trades is not a conflict of interest. 

Mr. Duncheon and Mr. Hoffmann asked if the vote could be delayed until the next meeting. Ms. Foust 
feels strongly that the committee keep voting. 

A third vote was taken by roll call and the results were as follows: 
Mr. Pantoja Mr. Robell 
Mr. Pantoja Mr. Duncheon 
Ms. Campbell Mr. Hoffman 
Mr. Evans Ms. Terner 
Ms. Foust Mr. Robell 
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The third vote is also a tie. 

It was asked if the taxpayer representative is just a taxpayer in the county. Mr. Fitzsimmons 
responded that the taxpayer representative must be a member of an official taxpayer association. Mr. 
Robell replied that he is looking at forming a San Mateo County Taxpayer Association. Mr. Robell 
meets regularly with the Silicon Valley Taxpayers Association and Howard Jarvis. He is almost full-
time representing tax payers and has no economic interest. Mr. Robell feels that transparency and 
accountability are not common in the county. Ms. Foust feels that the college administration and AKG 
have handled all the bond projects in a fair and transparent manner and asked if the CBOC website 
receives a lot of inquiries and questions on how funds are spent? Ms. Kennedy answered that all 
questions that are received via the website are provided to all committee members via the meeting 
packet and the Communications Received by Committee Members standing agenda item. Ms. 
Kennedy also noted that Mr. Chegini can run an analytical report that shows who is looking at the 
website, how many people view the website, etc. 

Ms. Campbell commented that she feels it’s important to have the voice of an individual who has 
experience in the trades as well as at the contractor level given the committee’s oversight 
responsibilities. She feels this helps to inform the work the committee does together. 

A motion was made by Mr. Hoffmann to vote one more time and if the vote results in another tie, table 
the vote to the next meeting. Ms. Terner seconded the motion. The vote was 5 to 3 and the motion 
carries. 
Ayes: Mr. Evans, Mr. Robell, Mr. Duncheon, Ms. Terner, Mr. Hoffmann 
Nayes: Ms. Foust, Ms. Cambell, Mr. Pantoja 

A fourth vote was taken by roll call and the results were as follows: 
Mr. Pantoja Mr. Robell 
Mr. Pantoja Mr. Duncheon 
Ms. Campbell Mr. Hoffman 
Mr. Evans Ms. Terner 
Ms. Foust Mr. Robell 

The fourth vote is also a tie. The vote for vice chair will be tabled to the next meeting. 

Future Agenda Itemes: 
The following items will be on the next agenda: 

1. Vote for Vice Chair
2. Pros/Cons of being subject to the Brown Act

a. Remote access for committee members
b. Remote access for members of the public

3. Individual legal counsel
4. Member bios
5. Response to credit rating questions
6. Clarification on if a CBOC member is part of the trades poses a conflict of interest
7. Link for the raw data on the website that ties to the expenditure detail report
8. Clarification on the committee seats and what seats require county residence
9. Process by which bond projects are approved
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Mr. Evans asked how many cases of malfeasance has the CBOC found? Ms. Kennedy can’t speak to 
that since AKG has only participated in the CBOC meetings for the last couple years. Mr. Evans 
thinks it’s a very low number, maybe even zero. 

Recognition of Service 
Mr. McLain thanked Ms. Foust for her outstanding work on the CBOC for the last six years. 

Adjournment 
Meeting adjourned at 4:47 PM. 


