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Jim: We have -- did everybody get a copy of these agendas?  

 

Frank: Yes, yes. We brought ours.  

 

Jim: Okay. I didn't bring any extras. My bad.  

 

Frank: We have ours. Oh, you printed yours?  

 

Neil: Yeah, I printed mine.  

 

Jim: Yeah. But we have let's see, Kelvins not coming, Steve’s not coming. 

They've both given their proxy to Mark Thompson. Clarissa Nichols can't 

attend and she's given her proxy to Becky Temple. And Russ Giambelluca 

cannot attend and he's given his proxy to Julie Reynoso. So that's that.  

 

Frank: What about students? There's no students.  

 

Jim: The students have not contacted me about their proxy.  

 

Frank: I saw [Mehran in the cafeteria and he] thought we had cancelled. 

So I said, "No, we're going." So I got a proxy.  

 

Jim: All right. No you don't. Okay. Do I have an approval for the agenda?  

 

>>I'll move to approve the agenda.  

 

>> Second?  

 

>> Yeah, second.  

 

Jim: Any changes to the agenda? I guess I should have done that first but 

-- no changes? Motion and second to approve. All in favor of approving 

the agenda signified by saying "aye"?  

 

All: Aye.  

 

Jim: Nays? Abstained. Agenda is approved. We don't have minutes, so we'll 

do that next time. Discussion agenda items, protocol for canceling and 

recalling cancellations -- any comments on that?  

 

Becky: I think it's just a rarity that with every occurrence [it would 

ever occur so] I don't believe it's worth spending a lot of time on it.  

 

Jim: Okay.  



 

>>  

 

[ Inaudible ]  

 

Jim: Okay. Other thoughts on do we need a protocol for canceling and 

recalling cancellations?  

 

Daryle: I'm sorry, cancellations of what?  

 

Jim: Of this meeting.  

 

Becky: Here, let me give you this agenda. I can show it to you.  

 

>>  

 

[ Inaudible ]  

 

Jim: Mark, you need an agenda? You got an agenda?  

 

Frank: Yeah, I would think that if the chairs cancel the meeting -- if 

both of them cancel the meeting -- there's no meeting. If they decide 

one's here, then we continue the meeting as we did today, right?  

 

>>  

 

[ Inaudible ]  

 

Frank: I don't see a need for protocol, but then again I didn't put that 

on the agenda.  

 

Daryle: Right, so make note.  

 

Jim: Well, it doesn't matter who put it on. Well, if you have a comment, 

let's hear it. You don't think we need a protocol?  

 

Daryle: Well, I guess the only suggestion I would make is that, you know, 

if the meeting's going to be canceled ideally it would be canceled in a 

timely way and whatever, if we're going to have to make up the meeting or 

if there's any other information we need to have perhaps. But other than 

that, you know I don't think there's -- I wouldn't recommend any -- I 

mean, I don't see the difference in [that anything else is needed other 

than rescheduling the meeting if need be]. 

 

Jim: Okay. Other comments about the need for a protocol for canceling and 

recalling cancellations? I mean, there was some confusion -- we canceled 

it and then we put it back on. I think that generally we will absolutely 

do our best not to cancel any meetings. And if one of the co-chairs can't 

attend, so be it, just like any other member. So we'll try to avoid that. 

I think the chances that both co-chairs not being here is probably pretty 

low. You know, upon reflection I thought it would better that we go ahead 

and have the meeting, and so that's why we put it back on the docket. So 

hopefully we'll avoid that in the future and -- but if others think that 



we need to [a] protocol, let us please speak up. Do we have anything else 

on this agenda item? Okay.  

 

>>  

 

[ Inaudible ]  

 

Jim: Yeah, we set it out not that long ago so. I think we got -- I forgot 

to bring extra agenda items. If you need one, Mark, Becky can share hers 

with you.  

 

Mark: It's in the email [inaudible].  

 

Becky: You got it?  

 

Jim: He's got it.  

 

Becky: All right.  

 

Jim: You need a few minutes to get caught up with the agenda, Mark?  

 

Mark: Nope.  

 

Jim: Okay. All right. No more comments on this. We will make every 

attempt not to cancel meetings, which we generally have tried not to 

cancel them but we'll be especially vigilant in that regard. Okay. B, 

prior year UBAC recommendations procedure reports from directors. We are 

collecting those reports. I believe all the deans have given me reports 

and we gave a deadline of tomorrow for these reports. This was to have 

not just deans, but all unit directors and unit supervisors, deans, etc. 

report out on the impact of the budget cuts on the six or seven 

recommendations from UBAC or tie the budget cuts back to those six or 

seven recommendations of UBAC last year to see what the impact has been 

and to see how those recommendations have been operationalized. And so 

that is due back on Friday. We will have that for the next meeting. We'll 

have a report. We will send that report out ahead of time so that 

committee members have an opportunity to review it before the meeting so 

that they're prepared to discuss it at the meeting. Any comments on this 

agenda item? Okay. The next agenda item is replacing, reconstituting, or 

restructuring UBAC. So comments on replacing, reconstituting, or 

restructuring UBAC? Yes, Daryl? I'm sorry.  

 

Daryle: No, it's okay. How have we historically since UBAC been in place 

for what three years I think?  

 

Jim: I don't know the answer to that question.  

 

Daryle: Oh, okay. I was wondering what [was it longer than that]?  

 

Jim: Well, you mean the current configuration, or you mean UBAC as an 

entity?  

 

Daryle: As an entity, yeah. Yeah.  

 



Jim: I don't know. Does anybody know how long UBAC as an entity has been 

functioning on the campus?  

 

Becky: Twenty years.  

 

Daryle: Twenty years?  

 

Daryle: UBAC?  

 

Frank: Yes. We had different names for it.  

 

Daryle: Okay.  

 

Frank: Previously [Previous to] Dr. [Shirvani, Marvelene Hughes] had a 

committee that consisted of about 20 members; I think 18 of them were 

faculty and there was like one staff, one student. And that was previous 

to Dr. [Shirvani]. And Marvelene had it for pretty much the majority of 

her--  

 

Daryle: Can I follow up? The reason I ask is because I thought we could 

look back at how we've constituted -- maybe we don't have to go back that 

far. I mean, how this selection process was carried out in recent years 

perhaps or the reconstitution in recent years, look at that and then that 

might open up, you know, a good discussion about having maybe a 

[inaudible]. Because I'm assuming that the reason that's on the agenda is 

because that they're maybe behind that on the agenda item is to maybe 

have a set process for that. But that's an assumption because I didn't 

put it on the agenda, so I don't know.  

 

Jim: I don't know. I don't know. Mark?  

 

Mark: Well, I requested it and I thought it would be a good thing to look 

at in conjunction with the information we're on the getting the previous 

items. But also just I think there's a variety of reasons for looking at 

this. I don't know if -- I think the current co-chairs weren't-- the last 

time it was reconstituted was I think it was before the current co-

chairs. It's changed in different ways over the years. One of the things 

is that I don't think there's anybody on campus who kind of owns the 

committee except the president. He's been through most recent iterations 

of it. I also think there would be good questions to talk about: how 

people get on the committee; how they get off the committee; those that 

are appointed, elected, selected -- how that happens. I know that there 

are some elements that rotate and some seem not to. And then also just 

about this has been a recurring question about the leadership about the 

committee, whether it should remain as two vice-presidents or whether 

there should be an alternative structure. So I thought, you know, one 

possibility would just be to blow up the committee and start from anew, 

another making other kinds of changes to it. So I think there's -- 

whenever we have lags in the direct budget discussions I think there's 

plenty there to talk about for that item.  

 

Jim: Good. Other comments?  

 



Frank: This is the historian in the group. I've been on the UBAC for a 

while. I know that -- I think Dr. John [Saraille] was on the committee 

before you, we brought the same subject up and he wanted to understand 

how staff are selected on the committee, and we went through that 

exercise. And I think that we talked about how the members are selected 

and went through that. So I mean, I can give you some background. I don't 

know if that's relevant to you or what you're asking for. But we went 

through that exercise just maybe a few months ago in December since when 

he was on the committee. I don't know if you guys remember that.  

 

Mark: I must have missed that meeting.  

 

Frank: It was before you, before you when he was here.  

 

Mark: Well, I've been on for about a year and a half.  

 

Frank: Okay. Well, it's whenever one of the last times he was -- we had 

discussions on [at] Labor Council, too, about the how the staff are 

selected and that process, right? I know that you've had those 

discussions. So maybe it was back a few months more than I thought. But 

I'm assuming he was on the committee when we had those discussions.  

 

Daryle: So what's the length of your term?  

 

>> I don't -- all I know is that the staff, the president would put out a 

call to the Labor Council who are the elected representatives of the 

campus and of all units and they would bring names forward, and those 

names would go to the president and he would pick those four names. So 

that's how the staff are selected.  

 

Mark: Is that every year or --  

 

Frank: I'm not sure. I'm not sure. Actually, it was when we reconstituted 

the committee when it would end and it would reconstitute.  

 

Jim: No, it's every year the committee is --  

 

>> Is it every year?  

 

Jim: You know, it's every year that's there's a call and a selection 

process. I think it certainly would be reasonable to go back and pull the 

documents so folks are looking at the documents as to how the committee's 

configured and so on and so forth. I mean, we can easily do that.  

 

>>  

 

[ Inaudible ]  

 

Mark: You know we took a lot of grief about senate and people being in 

the union and on senate and the same people being on academic committees. 

I mean, since I've been here the only turnover I've seen is faculty so.  

 

[ Inaudible ]  

 



Mark: Well, you're listed as faculty on the UBAC home page if you didn't 

notice.  

 

Daryle: Oh really? Oh, okay. I didn't know that, actually.  

 

Mark: Steve Filling's listed from English. You're listed as faculty. So 

vote accordingly.  

 

Jim: Other comments on that, this agenda item? Michelle, do you want to 

give us some historical background here to UBAC if you feel comfortable 

doing that, or you got anything to add there since you have a great 

wealth of knowledge of the UBAC over the years I guess?  

 

Michelle: It's been called different names. It's been called Budget 

Planning and Assessment Committee, BPAC for a while. I think for about 

two years we didn't have committee meetings. When the president first 

came we sort of put a halt to all the committees on campus because there 

were a lot of them. And I think about two years into his term is when we 

decided that it was probably necessary to bring the group back together. 

It was in 2008, and it was when we were facing the first budget cuts 

instead actually doing budget allocations. So I believe this is the third 

year since they brought it together under the name of UBAC.  

 

Jim: 14:35 Okay. Thank you for that. I will go back and collect the nuts 

and bolts of the committee and the procedures. I think we have it 

documented if I'm not mistaken. And we can roll this to the next 

committee meeting and we can distribute that material and go from there. 

Does that seem reasonable?  

 

Okay, next agenda item is LAO economic review data update. There was a 

report. I sent it to everyone I hope. If not, let us know. We'll send it 

again. Legislative Analyst Office issued a report recently that 

summarizes the current state of the economy in California and what its 

impact on revenue would be. I'll just briefly read you a few key 

components. The Legislative Analyst Office is an independent office, not 

political is my understanding. If I'm wrong, please let me know. But 

that's my understanding, that they are an independent committee. They say 

that there are mixed signals for economic data for California. The 

economy's clearly improving in important ways including employment 

growth, but there are significant impediments to block the state's path 

to more robust economic recovery. Reports concerning state revenues have 

been mixed recently, too, with weakness in income tax payments 

accompanied by speculation concerning a future bonanza of tax revenues 

due to the possible offering of stock by Facebook.  

 

I think there is a section about state revenues on page four that I think 

is pretty interesting. If our revenue forecast proves to be more accurate 

than the administration's, the Legislature and the Governor will have to 

identify additional budgetary solutions to bring the 2012-13 state budget 

plan into balance, parenthesis, net effect of our lower revenue 

assumptions on the near term budget problem will depend on how this 

updated forecast affects Proposition 98, minimum guarantee for schools 

and community colleges. Legislature will not -- will want -- to wait 

until after this data is analyzed in the May revise. We hope that this 



information provided will update and this update will set the stage for 

work of the legislative subcommittees.  

 

19:00 The report toward the end has a section on revenue forecast. They 

state -- which is not good news to us -- is that the Legislative Analyst 

Office forecasts that there will be a $6.5 billion deficit in revenue 

less than for the 2011 and 2012 -- 2011, 2012 fiscal year and the 2012, 

2013 fiscal year; combined revenue deficit of $6.5 billion. Our new 

general fund revenue forecast is $3 billion less than the 

administration's in 2011-12 and $3.5 billion less in 2012-13 for a total 

difference of $6.5 billion across the two fiscal years. So that means 

that that is certainly a dark cloud hanging over the budget for the CSU 

and the state budget because presumably -- well, if this comes to pass, 

the state either borrows the money or cuts the budget further. And I 

don't know if there's another alternative that I haven't thought of. But 

that's what I can think of. So I think what that means to us is that even 

if the tax increase is passed in November, we may be dealing with for -- 

well, a $6.5 billion deficit across two fiscal years that will have to be 

dealt with. And if that comes to pass, then even if the tax increases are 

increased -- are passed -- we still will get the trigger cut obviously I 

would think in that situation. So the likelihood that we will not have a 

$200 million trigger cut or more -- well, we'll say one thing at a time. 

The likelihood that we will not have a $200 million trigger cut is that 

it would be rescinded even if the tax increase is passed is very low. So 

the $200 million cut -- $4.6 million to us. $4.6 million to us is very 

low. Okay, so that's one issue.  

 

The next issue is even if the tax is passed, there's a good chance that 

the trigger cut would not be restored and there's a good chance under 

both of those scenarios that there will be additional cuts if this is the 

case. So it's not necessarily -- well, that's not good news. Hopefully 

the economy -- hopefully the Legislature Analyst Office is incorrect. So 

that's that. Any comments about that?  

 

Let me -- I don't think we've mentioned this here, but I mentioned it in 

the chairs meeting and I mentioned it in the senate that there is a coded 

memorandum dated February 10th in which we are told that the system will 

be putting the $200 million trigger cut in reserve and we are to plan for 

a $4.6 million cut. In that document there is a column that discusses -- 

that I think it's entitled something along the lines of changes in 

enrollment patterns. There's I believe $5,600,000 -- something along that 

line in that column. That is not a meaningful figure. That is based on -- 

and Michelle can explain it in more detail than I -- that is a figure 

that's based on a formula that the chancellor's office uses. And the 

reason that -- and we've contacted them and we've told them that it's not 

appropriate to be in the spreadsheets; they recognize that. I would call 

it some type of artifact of the way that they calculate their 

spreadsheets. They said that it won't be in the next one. And the reason 

I mention it is if anybody happened to go look at that memo, which is on 

the chancellor's office website -- in fact, I think I have it here -- 

they may get confused by that. And it came up in a department meeting. 

When I was meeting with one of the departments it came up. And they asked 

me about it and they said, "Hey, we've got an extra $5 million whatever 

it turned out to be; we don't have to take a $4.6 million cut, right?" 



No, wrong. So just as an FYI, that information is not -- is an artifact. 

Yes, we have to take a $4.6 million cut or plan for it. That is the 

instructions at this point is to plan for it and that's what we're about 

doing. So yeah, it was $5,112,000. And it should be, you know -- it 

should be -- that's an artifact. It should not be there. And so any 

notion that we can avoid taking the cut is not correct. Did I -- do you 

have anything to add to that, Michelle?  

 

Michelle: Just one thing. What they're basically doing is they're double 

counting our revenue. Their projection for our revenue was $38 million 

last summer, but our submission was $42 million because we'd already 

factored in all of our winter term changes, all of our student enrollment 

plans. So they're now adjusting from 2009-10 to 2012-13, but we've 

already done that in our last two revenue projections. We've already 

counted the dollars I guess you'd say.  

 

Jim: Okay. And they recognize that, correct? They understand that. And 

they're going to revise it out in a future memo, correct? We hope.  

 

Michelle: I think in next year's revenue projections.  

 

Jim: Pardon me?  

 

Michelle: I think when we give them next year's revenue projections.  

 

Jim:25:00 Oh, okay. But the bottom line is it has no impact whatsoever on 

the cut that we've been instructed to take.  

 

Michelle: No.  

 

Jim: Unfortunately. I wish that it were not the case. I wish we had an 

extra $5 million in the revenue side. Okay. Any questions about that?  

 

Mark: So, the idea is that -- I mean, the timelines don't work, so we 

would just be forced to cut fall because we wouldn't even know about the 

tax increases then. So the planning has to be taking money out, starting 

I guess with summer and fall.  

 

Jim: Correct. The thinking on the part of Chancellor's Office is -- if I 

understand your question -- is that there's virtually no chance that we 

will not have to take at least a $200 million trigger cut. And so the 

prudent thing to do is to take that, set aside $200 million in a reserve 

account in the chancellor's office, not give it to the campuses -- 

apportion it to the campuses -- so that it could be returned to the state 

when the state asks for it back. And so we have been instructed that we 

will have for us $4.6 million less and to plan accordingly.  

 

Mark: And so one thing that we're looking out for here is here's these 

cutting about a thousand head count.  

 

Jim: Well, we are -- we've been charged with the same target as last 

year, 6715. And so we want to be very careful about not exceeding 6715 

and to plan for that. And if we can exceed it to the tune of 3% over and 

keep the tuition but the plan is to try and, well, to target 6715. This 



would be for not including out-of-state students but, you know, not go 

over that beyond the upward bound to where we're educating students for 

no tuition and no state subsidy. And so this year we'll probably end up 

around 72 and change FTS. So we're going to try to -- we are planning 

very carefully to bring that number back to around 6715 for in-state 

students.  

 

Mark: And so that's all I've heard. There are other things right now that 

are substantial that we're seriously considering.  

 

Jim: Well, you know, we've asked the deans and others. Everyone is aware 

of the $4.6 million. I think there's a Chancellor's Office executive 

meeting with the presidents March 8th. I think we'll have a better feel 

for how we're going to apportion the cuts after those meetings. We're 

looking now at --  

 

Mark: I'm sorry. [I missed it.]  

 

Jim: We are currently considering some actions we could take centrally. 

And within the next few weeks we will be asking -- you know, units and 

colleges and divisions to be considering specific -- their portion of the 

$4.6 million which actually $4,600,000 which Russ has mentioned will be 

probably be more than that because of increased cost of benefits and some 

other unfunded requirements that are being put upon us by the state. So 

my recollection is he's thinking it could be as much as $5 million -- 

$4.6 million is about a 5.1% cut to us. So we are aware of that. I have 

told the deans to be considering that. I'm sure the other vice-presidents 

are well-aware of it. And we will be coming out with more specifics of 

where we think the cuts need to be made or given specific amounts to 

various units and divisions in the next few weeks. Other questions about 

this?  

 

Okay. I think there's another agenda item which is future budget -- I 

mean, future agenda items. We have down for next meeting status report 

from the Holistic Program Review Committee co-chairs, reports from 

director's prior year UBAC recommendations -- these are two agenda we've 

already identified. I think we'll roll the reconstitution issue. I said 

we'd bring some information about how the committee's been constituted, 

so that's another agenda item. Do we have other suggestions for agenda 

items?  

 

Becky: I'd like to discuss revenue, generational.  

 

Jim: All right.  

 

>>  

 

[ Inaudible ]  

 

Frank: I have one, too.  

 

Jim: Anything in particular about revenue generation, or just --  

 

Becky: No, just anything. I mean, obviously it's more positive.  



 

Jim: Okay.  

 

Frank: Another agenda item is just that when are we going to be charged 

with having making recommendations to president? When's our deadline? I 

know we're coming up soon and we're going to have to do something. So I'd 

like to know that.  

 

Jim: UBAC recommendation deadline. All right. And I'll see what I can 

find out about that one. Daryl?  

 

Daryle: That would probably coincide with what comes back from, I think, 

holistic committee perhaps. Because that information's going to be 

helpful maybe in guiding us.  

 

Jim: Right.  

 

>>  

 

[ Inaudible ]  

 

Jim: That's correct.  

 

Daryle: Oh, okay. But that committee is going to be receiving 

information, I think on the 15th?  

 

Jim: The UBAC -- or the Holistic Review Committee is to receive input 

from the colleges by March 15th. Then they will take that input under 

consideration. And I think we have tentative -- probably have it in here 

somewhere -- tentative recommendation from the Holistic sometime in May 

and there's an open forum scheduled. I've asked that committee to 

coordinate with this committee. You know, obviously there's what we have 

short-term issues or we can do some short-term bridge-type planning and 

we can do longer term planning; and we'll probably have to do both. And 

you know, I think we're going to have to work our way through this 

exactly how the timing works out relative to, you know, when we need to 

put things in place. So that is, you know, a good question. And that's 

not one that we haven't thought about. But I don't have a definitive 

answer. I don't want to change the timetable of this. So we'll have to -- 

but you know, we may have to make some decisions before this timetable 

can come into play. And certainly we would consult with this committee 

and try to handle that in the most reasonable fashion. I assume that 

units, divisions, colleges, will be asked to identify some cuts that they 

can make to handle -- let's call it the $4.6 million reduction -- very 

soon. And so they'll be doing that while they do holistic program review. 

And I think there's a lot of overlap which is useful. But you know, there 

may be some -- let's see the timetable -- you know, we may have so get 

out in front of some of these decisions or at least come up with some 

bridge solutions until we've decided on more permanent solutions. It's a 

complex situation and a difficult situation, but we do have to make 

decisions. And we need to do it in a transparent and open fashion. So May 

15th the provost ad hoc committee submits a draft report to the provost, 

the senate, and the campus community. May 23rd there's an open forum. And 

maybe we can coordinate between UBAC and this timeline. That would seem 



to make some sense. June 15th the ad hoc committee submits a final report 

to the provost and the campus community. So that's the timeline. And you 

know we'll use it. If we need to make other decisions before that in 

order to meet our requirements put upon us by the chancellor's office for 

good financial planning for next year we'll have to do that. And we'll 

let folks know. And we'll try to have those two tracks be as connected as 

possible. Daryle?  

 

Daryle: Yeah, I was going to say to sort of follow up on your point about 

maybe getting out in front if we can, we'll be given some information 

because we're going to have a course we're going to review -- what 

happened last year, we'll have that. That will be helpful.  

 

Jim: Who's "we"? UBAC or --  

 

Daryle: "We" would be this committee.  

 

Jim: Okay.  

 

Daryle: The UBAC committee.  

 

Jim: Okay.  

 

Daryle: And I think you know, we should -- I mean, as much as we will be 

able to given the information that will be available, we should really be 

really proactive in trying to come up with recommendations so that -- 

because we get caught with the timing of everything and you just need to 

restate how difficult the situation is. But if there's a way we can get 

out in front with the information that we gather between now and say, you 

know, April to begin to sort of have an idea about shaping 

recommendations and whether we're talking about looking at reductions 

vertically, which we haven't done in the past. I mean, we haven't 

actually had vertical reductions, things like that. So I mean, I think we 

should really try to do that officially if it's at all possible.  

 

Jim: I agree. Other comments? Other agenda items? Yes, Sir?  

 

>>  

 

[ Inaudible ]  

 

Neil: The review? That we'll be looking at that Daryl was just talking 

about, right?  

 

Jim: Yes. A holistic is looking at all the academic programs from a broad 

perspective as opposed to college department approach. This is what we're 

going to start with that but then the committee is supposed to look at 

all the data across the entire academic program, so an integrative 

approach as opposed to a narrow approach because we're concerned that 

we've taken enough cuts that across, you know, more of across the board 

cuts -- although the cuts were not equal by any means last year. And take 

college education for example took a 10% cut -- didn't they Gary, 

something like that, 10% or 11% cut last year, and others were like 7%. 

So you know, there was some variation. We may need more variation than 



that now because we're getting to the point where, as it says in the 

memo, we can't give everybody their fair share of cut anymore and still 

meet the academic mission of the university. So that means we need to 

stop doing some things and figuring out whether those things we're not 

going to do is certainly challenging. And that type of an action probably 

will take some many months to play out, so that means we need a bridge 

plan until we get to the permanent plan so to speak. So I don't know if 

that answers your question or not.  

 

Neil: Yeah. Would it be helpful to identify what we were like in the past 

when we had a revenue of -- what are we at $42 million, $43 million, is 

it equivalent to 9067 -- what this university looked like then?  

 

Jim: Well, you're just talking on the state side. Our overall budget is 

what? $90 million or $89 million or something? I don't know. You know, 

I'm kind of thinking the here and now is pretty challenging. And I'm not 

sure how much -- I'm not sure how much it's going to help us to look how 

much more money we had in the past so we can feel worse.  

 

Neil: Well, I'm talk about how we ran our business back then. Obviously 

we had more students but we were running a business back then with a 

certain amount of players I guess is what I want to say, or employees. It 

is that is there any a value in seeing how we did that? Because we were 

surviving then. And would it be helpful to analyze that and see if that 

could guide us in some of this, which I guess is a reduction to help us 

in that to guide us through that because we were able to do it at one 

time.  

 

Jim: I think if we had some kind of measure of, you know, FDS per -- one 

measure would be cost per FDS would be a pretty obvious thing to look at 

over time. And I think what we're going to see is that, you know, we're 

doing more with less. But certainly that would be advantageous. There 

could be a number of -- sure.  

 

>>  

 

[ Inaudible ]  

 

Jim: Pardon me?  

 

Michelle: We could do a five-year [report].  

 

Jim: Yeah. Yeah. And we could look at FDS per head, we could look -- you 

know, there's all kinds of output measures that we could look at that 

would be measures of productivity for the purposes of analysis. You know, 

when you get to the academic side I have been meeting with departments, 

I've met with quite a few departments to discuss the holistic program 

review. I offered to all the departments that if they wanted to meet with 

me to discuss the memo that I would be glad to do that. And I have met 

with them. And that we've had good conversations and folks understand the 

challenges. And primarily the departments want me to know that we can't 

measure everyone in the same way. I mean, you know, you got apples, 

grapes, pomegranates, walnuts, you name it. You know, you can't compare 

the theater department with biology, it's just -- you can, but you got to 



use very broad judgmental measures. You can't -- you know, their 

productivity in theater is not going to be the same as biology for 

example just to use an example. But that doesn't mean we don't measure 

things. I mean, I think we use multiple measures and we use judgment. And 

that's, you know, the part of the role of the holistic committee is to 

help us with that judgment and to try to develop some kind of consensus 

around what we can do. I know there's a lot of concern about taking money 

out of the schedule and that, you know, there's some kind of assumption 

that we think that because we're suggesting that maybe some money could 

come out of the schedule if we operated differently that somehow that's, 

you know, a negative -- we're inferring something negative about the way 

things have been in the past. No, that's not the case at all. It's just 

we're trying to look for places where we can make some savings that will 

impact the institution less than other places. I mean, if we have to 

close -- if we even have to suspend a program, you know, that is a very 

serious decision; that program is likely never to come back, or it will 

be difficult to come back because of the nature of organizations. And 

once you have no more champions to bring it back, the enrollment's going 

to go other places and so on and so forth. So those decisions are very 

serious. And so that's the only reason why we're suggesting the schedule. 

I hope we can get some money out of the schedule because if we can't, we 

got to get it someplace else and we got to get it fast. And if we can't 

get it fast -- relatively fast -- certainly issue or possible action 

can't be done quickly, then we've got to find some bridge money. If we're 

going to do A, an action A that takes 18 months to implement so what do 

we do for this year? And you know as far as what Russ has said we've 

dipped into our reserves to handle $100 million cut. So my understanding 

is we don't have a lot of reserves if any. So, you know, it's not an easy 

situation.  

 

Neil: Yeah, I don't want to duplicate things as the holistic committee is 

going to do that. It's just that I was -- the way I was looking at it is 

as a guide since we were meeting the university's mission before in '97, 

'98, or whatever year we're equivalent to that we would still be meeting 

it but we would see that the growth pattern from '97 to maybe 2007 or '08 

or '09 whenever we stopped growing might be an indicator of some of the 

things that are growth and these would be more in the reduction area 

because then we'd still be the meeting the mission of the university for 

our students.  

 

Jim: I think we go back and if you remember that the president's 

PowerPoint presentation the last time we met it showed that, you know, we 

were educating I don't know how many thousands or more students in the 

CSU at the same level as what, 1997 or something?  

 

Becky: Either 1996 or 1997?  

 

Jim: So, you know, I think what we'll find is that we're doing more with 

less. And so --  

 

Neil: I think everybody is doing that. I mean, I know staff is and I know 

faculty has had to take on more of the burden, too. So I'm just trying to 

make the suggestion that it would be advantageous to us to see how we did 

it then.  



 

Becky: You mean in the '80s.  

 

Daryle: So I just want to make sure I understand what you -- I don't 

think I understand what you're saying here. So you'll look at -- let's 

take it from the academic side. We'll look at what the constitution was 

of certain programs in terms of faculty-specific areas of majors and so 

on -- these kinds of things?  

 

Neil: Yeah.  

 

Daryle: That's what you're talking about? Yeah.  

 

 

Neil: Flow chart. How was it set up before?  

Becky: An organizal chart maybe for the entire campus.  

 

Daryle: Okay.  

 

Jim: Well, I think for academic affairs we will be doing that through the 

holistic review process. I don't know -- I mean, I think -- don't know 

how -- let me think about that one. Let me think about that suggestion so 

that, you know, whether that type of analysis is going to be particularly 

helpful to us as opposed to just looking at productivity right now and 

seeing where we could possibly make some changes. And some things -- I 

mean, we're in uncharted waters. You're basically talking about what can 

we get by with until we can get the financial situation better? So I mean 

--  

 

Frank: A suggestion without committing suicide on myself. But at one time 

we had four vice-presidents here for the whole campus.  

 

Jim: That's all we have now.  

 

Frank: Well, I think we have a lot of associates and we have some other 

designations that happen. At a certain time we had provost, student 

affairs, business, and the president. And that was the executives. And 

then after that we had some middle and we had some workers. So that was 

during those type of years. So I mean -- again, I'm not trying to stay 

you're a lop off here but again, that's the way the campus ran during the 

time when we had a budget of that magnitude. So I mean, if you're looking 

at kind of the whole structure -- that was just an example. But I mean 

the thing is --  

 

Jim: I think that, you know, we have to number one is the academic 

mission; number two is delivering what the state expects us to deliver, 

which is 6715 in FDS because if we don't deliver that, if we were to cut 

back too much on say part-time instruction and we don't have enough 

sections to deliver that, then we're going to take another cut. So as far 

as I'm concerned, that's a shotgun to the foot, all right? That's a no-

brainer. So we protect the academic mission, we protect the schedule so 

that we can deliver the FDS that's required of us and everything else is 

secondary as far as I'm concerned. I mean, you know, you need certain 

things in order to do that. In order to deliver the educational mission 



you need certain functions to go on. But there are -- and there's certain 

things mandated by the CSU that we have to have because they said so. So 

that's it. They're not going to change that. That's basically the state 

telling us "you're going to have a certain number of police officers and 

those are the rules and that's the way it is and you can't change that" 

because they won't approve it. And you know, there's probably some other 

things that are maybe not quite to that level but would never get 

approved by the chancellor's office. And so we need to be mindful of 

that. But other than that, if it's not directly supporting the mission 

and the schedule, you know, then I think it's in a different category. 

And obviously, you know, we want to be as mindful of our employees and 

students come first, employees are second. And, you know, try to keep 

that in mind as best we can. But we all know that most of the budget is 

salaries. So you know, these are not easy decisions. And it's a complex 

environment so you make one change over here and it impacts something 

over here, and it's pretty hard to keep all of that, you know, on the 

radar screen so we exactly what the impacts are going to be. Anything 

else? Motion to adjourn?  

 

 

>> I motion to adjourn. 

 

Jim: Second?  

 

>> Second.  

 

Jim: All in favor?  

 

All: Aye.  

 

Jim: Opposed? We are adjourned.  
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