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Academic Senate 
March 17, 2009 
 
Present:  Bender, Bice, Black, Brown, Campbell, Cogan 
Bailey, Colnic, Cotton, Covino, C. Davis, S. Davis, DeVries, 
Dunham-Filson, Eudey, Filling, Garcia, Hall, Hejka-Ekins, 
Heredia, Hight, Jones, Manrique, J. Mayer, M. Mayer, 
Morgan-Foster, Nagel, Nainby, O’Brien, Peterson, Petratos, 
Petrosky, Silverman, Tan, Taniguchi, Thompson, Werling, 
Young 
 
Proxies:  Wallace (Bell), Alcala-Van Houten (Keswick), 
O’Brien (Sniezek) 
 
Guests:  Dean Nael Aly,  Vice Provost Diana Demetrulias, 
Brian Duggan,  IVPBF Suzanne Green, Randy Harris, Dean 
Roger McNeil,  Dean Daryl Moore, Dean Gary Novak, John 
Sarraille, Dean Carolyn Stefanco,  AVP Ted Wendt, AVP 
Carl Whitman 
 
 
 
 
Diana Bowman, Recording Secretary 
 

 
3/AS/09/UEPC—Amendment to 7/AS/05/UEPC—Academic 
Affairs Committee for Student Petitions, FIRST READING  
 
4/AS/09/SEC—Recommendation to University Budget 
Advisory Committee, FIRST READING 
 
BUDGET DISCUSSION 
       
  
Next Academic Senate Meeting: 
 
Tuesday, April 7, 2009 
2:30-4:30 pm., JSRFDC Reference Room 
       
 
Minutes submitted by: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Betsy Eudey, Clerk 

 
1. Call to order at 2:36pm 
 
2. Approval of Agenda 
 
No changes.  Agenda was approved as submitted. 
 
3. Approval of Academic Senate Minutes of March 3, 2009 
 
First page last paragraph first line  “a workshop” not “a working”.  Last line, starting with Colnic, end of sentence insert “the” to “and 
show”. 
 
Under announcements, Covino meant to say “some issues of concern around Peoplesoft were arising”.  Minutes were approved as 
amended.  
 
4. Announcements 
 
Stefanco announced that the McNair scholars and College of Humanities and Social Sciences will host a presentation on March 25th, in 
the Event Center 1:30-2:30.  The speaker, Dawn-Elissa Fischer, will present a lecture entitled Is Oprah Right: Race and Gender Politics 
in Hip Hop. Please attend and share information with others.   
 
Manrique forgot to mention last time that the retired faculty in ERFA donate funds each year for scholarships for graduate students.  The 
group will meet for their spring luncheon on April 14th at the Samaritan Village Walnut Room at noon.   
 
Sarraille said that CFA was made aware that there have been some cases where faculty have been accused by students of various things, 
and in some cases the faculty have been asked to come to one-on-one meetings with the campus compliance officer.  If you are in a 
situation where you feel you might be in a meeting where the proceedings might lead to disciplinary action, Sarraille reminded faculty 
that they have Weingarten rights to have a union representative come to the meetings.  You may have received a flier telling you about 
Weingarten rights and a business-sized card that has a statement you can make to invoke Weingarten rights.  CFA has conveyed to SEC 
that they requested that members of the administration advise faculty of their Weingarten rights liberally, and also that CFA thinks that 
there may be a vacuum in the policy by which student complaints are handled.  They are concerned that generic student complaints go 
thru Student Services, and if there are allegations of discrimination or other things there is a short circuit in place where you do not go 
through normal channels but are conducted to campus compliance as the first stop in the process.  Sarraille is not sure that is the best 
possible policy and asks SEC to take a look at that.  He understands that it is going to be looked at, and wanted to draw Senate attention 
to that.  Thompson noted that this topic was on and remains on the SEC agenda.  Wendt, Sarraille, Morgan-Foster, Gee and Covino were 
part of the discussion.  This remains on the agenda. 
 
Hejka-Ekins invited all to attend the two RPT open forums scheduled for Wednesday and Thursday from 1-2:30pm in FDC 118.  The 
Forums will be hosted by FAC Chair Hejka-Ekins and URPTC Chair Watson.  We’ll have a set of questions and dialogue about 
perceptions of teaching and service in particular.  In the past we created some criteria for research, and they’re not excluding that from 
the conversation, but we only have until May to make a first step to give WASC some feedback on teaching and service and we want to 
concentrate on that in open forums.   We invite you to come to give input.  Watson, Hejka-Ekins and Thompson will go to college 
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meetings to encourage the chairs of each department to have a department discussion regarding areas of teaching and service to have data 
that can be pulled together.   FAC and UPRTC members will meet to look at the data and come up with suggestions/recommendations.  
This is just phase one and in the fall will be phase two which will be a more elaborate conversation.  They want to get the dialogue going 
at the faculty level. 
 
DeVries said there is a public observing night April 3 on the Naraghi roof.  The observatory is now working.  Last time they had 500 
people.  He invited all to come out after sunset.  This is part of 100 hours of astronomy happening worldwide.   
 
Duggan announced that on April 8 there will be a spring forum on online learning sponsored by the FCETL and Provost.  This will be a 
panel discussion in MSR 130 from 12-1:30.  Students are being invited as well.  Food of some modest amount will be provided.  Duggan 
also announced that the annual technology fair sponsored by OIT and the Library will be held on April 29, from 10-2 in the MSR lobby.   
 
Bender announced that on April 22, Lester Snow, the Director from the State Water Resources Board will be a guest speaker at the AGS 
Speaker Series.  It should draw a big crowd. 
 
Eudey reminded all that a representative from the Southern Region Education Board will be on campus on Thursday and Friday to learn 
more about what we do that leads to such high retention and graduation rates of students who are traditionally unlikely to complete 
college.  An open forum for faculty will be held on Thursday at 12:45 in the FDC.   
 
Covino reminded us that our graduation rate has gone up significantly over last year.  He also wanted to mention that we got a contact 
from Congressman Cardoza’s office requesting a funding proposal related to workforce development curricular projects within a few 
days.  What he put together was a concept paper tied to the region’s and congressman’s priorities about how we could create a 
concentration in the MA/MS in Interdisciplinary Studies focused on green technologies.  That’s been drafted but it has to get to the 
congressman’s office, and will be shared with the Graduate Council as well.  
 
Colnic announced the Monday March 30 workshop by California Campus Compact entitled Thriving in Uncertain Times.  It’s timely, 
addressing how we can integrate service into our teaching.  The compact has helped Colnic do things in the classroom he otherwise 
couldn’t have done. 
 
Heredia noted that if anyone knew students who wanted to be involved, that the ASI applications are due tomorrow by 5pm for senate.  
Greek Week is next week, and she encouraged faculty to show support.  On behalf of ASI, she brought cookies. 
 
Thompson announced that tomorrow in Library at 2:30 poet Lee Harrot, who was in the first graduating class Thompson taught, will be 
in the library reading room. 
 
5. Questions about Committee Reports 
 
None were raised. 
 
Highlights of the March 11, 2009 meeting of the Faculty Budget Advisory Committee (FBAC): 
 

• UBAC-Related Budget Issues 
 
Filling and Garcia gave FBAC members an update of UBAC developments.  UBAC will have three weeks of closed meetings (meeting 
twice a week) to discuss division budget cut proposals and to meet with division heads. Suzanne Green has emailed the proposals to 
FBAC members.  
 
Only the FBAC Chair-Elect is a UBAC member; thus, FBAC sends a new person to UBAC every year. To help fill the need for 
institutional memory and consistency, FBAC discussed the need that the FBAC Chair be included as an UBAC member, starting next 
academic year. 
 

• FBAC Template 
 
Members continue to discuss the FBAC template. The draft FBAC EXCEL spreadsheet template has been modified to include columns 
for budget, actual, and variance data. The variance is the difference between budget and actual. The template will capture five years of 
FTE/salaries for part-time and full-time faculty/staff/MPP as well as expenses (by divisions and university wide). Revenue data will be 
incorporated too. The purpose of this FBAC template is to allow FBAC members to get this information every year so that they can 
better understand what is happening in this university. 
 
FBAC members will invite the Vice President from Business and Finance and Associate Vice President from OIT for their feedback 
regarding the retrieval of data to populate the spreadsheet cells.  
 

• UEE Pilot Special Session Policy  
 

FBAC members continued discussing this draft policy.  
 

• Suggestion for Self-Study Inquiry Circle (Academic Technology Plan)    
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Carryover. 
 
Highlights of the March 19, 2009 Graduate Council Meeting (GC): 
 
1. Graduate Education Assessment Plan 
The Council reviewed the updated draft of the assessment plan. The plan is being forwarded to SEC for consultation.  
 
2. Academic Program Review 
Reflecting on the WASC recommendation to improve the APR process specific to graduate programs, the Council charged a 
subcommittee to work on an initial draft of a document reflecting actions taken to improve APR with respect to graduate education. 
Further, the subcommittee will review WASC language related to graduate programs and may recommend that the Council consider 
further revision to the APR process. Pending Council discussion of any subcommittee recommendations, the Council may be forwarding 
further recommendations for APR policy revision to UEPC. 
 
3. Policy on Graduate Academic Advising  
In response to a question raised earlier this year in Senate, the Council reviewed the current undergraduate academic advising policy to 
consider the appropriateness of a parallel graduate level advising policy. The sense of the Council was that no mandatory advising policy 
was necessary given the explicit responsibility of each graduate program coordinator. 
 
4. Graduate Education Action Plan 
The Council conducted an initial review of the Graduate Studies: Proposal to Master Academic Planning Committee document 
submitted by the Graduate Council in 1998. The sense of the Council was that this document has laid important groundwork in the action 
planning of graduate education. The Council will review the document more extensively, along with the 1995 Graduate Council 
Enrollment Management document, for the next meeting. These documents will help shape the discussion surrounding priorities for 
graduate education. The Council will examine how priorities identified through this process fit in with the University Strategic Plan. 
Identified priorities within the University Strategic Plan will be forwarded to the University Strategic Plan Working Group when 
appropriate. 
 
6. First Reading Items 
 

a. 3/AS/09/UEPC—Amendment to 7/AS/05/UEPC—Academic Affairs Committee for Student Petitions 
 

It was Moved by Petrosky, seconded by Filling 
 

Resolved: That the Academic Senate of California State University, Stanislaus approve the attached amendment to the 
Academic Affairs Committee for Student Petitions (3/AS/09/UEPC – Amendment to 7/AS/05/UEPC – Academic 
Affairs Committee for Student Petitions) and be it further, 

 
Resolved: That the 3/AS/09/UEPC – Amendment to 7/AS/05/UEPC – Academic Affairs Committee for Student Petitions take 

effect upon approval by the President. 
 
Rationale: With the reorganization of the College of Arts, Letters, and Sciences in 2006, the voting members of the Student 

Petitions Committee will now include one faculty member from each of the six colleges, including the newly formed 
College of the Arts, College of Human and Health Sciences, College of Humanities and Social Sciences, and College 
of Natural Sciences. 

 
 The Director of Psychological Counseling Services requested that the Counseling Faculty position be removed from 

the Student Petitions Committee due to the potential for an ethical conflict to arise in certain situations between the 
role of administrative decision-maker and the role of provider of therapy. 

 
There may be situations when a student petitioning the Committee would request a counselor as an advocate on the 
student’s behalf.  In such a case, the counselor might agree to communicate with the Committee at the student’s 
request (with a signed release allowing disclosure of confidential information), but the counselor would not be 
involved in the decision-making process of the Committee. 
 

Petrosky noted the document is on page 8 of the agenda and that the resolution reflects two changes to the current committee 
membership.  Three years after the fact the membership had not been changed to reflect the 6 colleges we now have, and secondly the 
counseling faculty asked to be removed from the membership because of potential conflict of interest as administrators and counselors.    
Morgan-Foster wanted to note that Lee Renner’s title is misidentified on the form.  She also wanted to thank UEPC for acknowledging 
the counseling staff’s needs.  Taniguchi supports the resolution, thinking it is a good thing. 
 
There being no further discussion, this will be an action item at the next meeting. 

 
b. 4/AS/09/SEC—Recommendation to University Budget Advisory Committee (sense of senate) 
 

It was Moved by Filling, seconded by O’Brien 
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Resolved, that the Academic Senate, California State University, Stanislaus urge the University Budget Advisory Committee (UBAC) to 
review and give proper consideration to the recommendation unanimously adopted by the College of Business Administration (CBA) 
faculty in their resolution of 27 February 2009, viz: 

Be it resolved that, the College of Business Administration strongly urges the University to develop a plan (also 
known as Scenario Five) to address the University structural deficit over a five year time period.  

Rationale: There is widespread concern that the anticipated levels of reductions in four budget scenarios will, as written in the CBA 
resolution “be extremely detrimental to our students and the quality of their academic programs.” CBA Faculty Speaker Harris notes 
correctly that the college faculty have a history of serious engagement with the university budget and that their areas of expertise give 
added significance to their unanimous perspective. While the Senate certainly respects the responses of the Vice Presidents for Academic 
Affairs and for Business and Finance, those responses were from the Vice Presidents in the roles as Vice Presidents and not for the 
UBAC. In the face of cuts that have critical consequences for the educational mission of the University, the UBAC, which directly 
advises the President, should heed the advice to seriously consider a budget reduction scenario that resolves the structural deficit over an 
extended period of time. 

Discussion: 
Filling indicated that this is the outcome of a discussion by the business faculty.  Business faculty are pretty pragmatic, they are interested 
in trying to fix what they see as a problem without destroying the institution.    They came up with a list of behaviors the institution might 
engage in.  Item A relates to some of the resources Green referred to that might be cash we can use.  We noted 15 people who may retire, 
and if 10 do, that’s another 1.2 million we won’t spend and cuts we don’t have to make.  Expense shifting is something we do all the 
time, and it may be possible.  UEPC spent time trying to get people to think about what goes on here, and asked for suggestions about 
what to do.  Several times in the last two weeks we’ve heard the statement that “That’s not enough to matter” but everything matters and 
when added up it can make a difference.  Filling and Green disagree about the conflation about budget and cash.  Filling believes some 
are intermixed and it shouldn’t.  We have a budget and cash problem and don’t need to address both at once.    

 
O’Brien seconded the motion because he wanted the resolution on the table, although he didn’t know how much sense it makes to pass it 
as written, but it’s worth discussing.  UBAC is looking at some choices, and all aren’t burn and slash.  It’s nice to have something on the 
table, but not sure if this is the right thing to have.    Filling thinks it asks for us to look for a fifth plan, not just a loan.  Thompson will 
clarify that loans and other issues Green addressed were in some sample questions sent to Green, all were not specifically in the 
resolution itself.  Thompson reminded all that this resolution will go back to SEC after this week’s discussion. 
 
Taniguchi was happy we give up the “structural deficit” terminology.  She likes the idea of the terminology “annual base budget 
shortfall” because it is a more clear description of the obstacle that we are facing, rather than using terminology that doesn’t have clear 
meaning.   
 
Garcia commented as a member of UBAC.  He supports the idea of this coming forward to UBAC, but hopes we don’t set a precedent 
that Senate needs to approve of ideas before they come to UBAC.  UBAC should be open to all ideas. 

 
Novak stated he is not sure what the resolution recommends.  It is appropriate for UBAC to look at all kinds of plans. And many different 
levels are also working on this including the colleges. But we do have to have a schedule up and use our best judgment at this point.  
Adding or subtracting classes impacts students.    We’ve been doing many things at once, so not sure what we’re asking here.  Maybe the 
resolution needs to be stronger when brought out of SEC. 
 
Tan said that in the statement from the College of Business the indented paragraph is to address the University structural deficit over a 
five year time period.  As to how that is implemented it could be through many means.   The College of Business wants to know how 
Reed will respond to us running a gap.  Green says it depends on whether or not we run out of cash.  We need resources to cover 
expenses.  We’ve used up one time funds, so what we have is a current year budget plus resources for special programs.  If we don’t 
close our gap, we’re spending beyond our means.  If we don’t get a loan or borrow from ourselves, then we run out of cash when trying 
to pay our bills.  Tan asked what happens then.  Green isn’t sure what Chancellor Reed would do.  Green’s concern is that we have 
enough to pay our bills. Bottom line.   
 
Thompson says from his perspective, the memo went to the President, Green, Covino, and Thompson.  The College of Business 
requested that Academic Senate take appropriate action on this, and SEC brought this to the senate to see if the senate wants to 
recommend that UBAC look at ways to resolve the budget gap over a period of time.  It’s not that someone must come to Senate, but in 
response to the text we got, we think that the appropriate action is to bring it before senate and ask the senate if we want it to be sent to 
UBAC. 
 
Peterson agrees with Filling that small things can add up.  $18K may not seem like a lot, but it’s 4-5 classes. It adds up.  It sounds like 
there is a lot of money we are owed in grants and contracts, and she wonders if there is a sense why we don’t have that money.  Green is 
working with the PI to get the records so we can bill.  She has staff to work with the PI to get the records.  She is working to get them 
issued by June and collected.  Money doesn’t go back to the university, it’s the restricted program’s money that is being used.  The 
collected funds will be used to repay the restricted programs.   
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Dunham Filson agrees that UBAC has been open, so questions why we need a resolution to say this.  The College of Business should just 
forward this to UBAC.  Covino echoes this as well.  Far be it for Covino to discourage another resolution, but this one may not be 
necessary in so far as UBAC has over the course of meetings considered any number of suggestions or recommendations that have come 
their way.  Some initial discussions today were about multi-year scenarios.  UBAC also discussed concerns by some that one of the 
reasons we got here is because we’ve put off addressing the base budget battles.  We need to face this squarely and figure out what to do.  
UBAC will be voicing interest in looking at different places to locate funds, and the grants and contract issues is one of them.  There is 
no lack of will on behalf of UBAC to address options.  UBAC will be meeting with the VPs to look at their scenarios and make a 
recommendation to the president.  None of that precludes other insights about where monies might lie. 
 
Sarraille thinks we can vote up or down if they want the senate to make a statement regarding this matter.  There is no reason to be 
worried about making a statement if we want to make it.  Garcia clarified that he thinks it’s wonderful that this group is looking at this 
issue and it’s important to send it to UBAC.  He also wants to be sure that there are other ways to get this to UBAC – not an either/or 
issue.  Filling as a member of UBAC wants as much help as he can get getting campus administrators to talk to him about things they 
don’t want to talk about. 
 
This will be an action item at the next Academic Senate meeting. 

 
7. Discussion Item 
 
 a.     Budget (time certain, Interim Vice President Green, 3:00) 
 
Interim Vice President Green distributed a handout to all regarding budget issues.  She noted that she was specifically asked to address 
two issues with Senate.  The documents are intended to address these two topics.  The first issue has to do with borrowing money to help 
get us through the budget gap problem we have now and will have next year.  The second has to do with a statement from Chancellor 
Reed from last year. 
 
She is here to respond to the resolution from the College Of Business that alluded to borrowing money to allow time to develop plans for 
further cuts to the budget.  First, the campus has some requirements in terms of fiscal operations.  These are outlined in EO1000, which is 
on the chancellor’s office website.  The three requirements are listed in the bullets on the first page of the handout:  expenditure 
commitments do not exceed available resources, budget plans are fiscally sound and sustainable, sufficient reserves are established for 
contingencies for funds outside State treasury and President and CFO must enforce.  Those are required by the Executive Order and the 
President and CFO who are charged with compliance.  That’s where she comes from.  This tells her what to do as a CFO in broad terms.  
The 09-10 general operating fund projection, including taking our share of a $50 million cut if federal funding doesn’t reach $10 million 
for the state, shows us with a $6.2 million budget gap.   
 
Green said that if we don’t have to come up with our share of the $50 million reduction, our reduction will be around $5 million instead 
of $6.2 million.    The $50 million is tied to the federal stimulus money, and has to reach $10 billion for the state (currently thought to 
only be just over $8 billion).    On a $98 million budget, this is a pretty good sized gap, and can’t be ignored since EO 1000 says we need 
to live within a budget and have reserves. 
 
Green next addressed inquiries regarding whether or not we can borrow funds and how much would we have to borrow?  The numbers 
on back of 1st page show the $5 and $6.2 million dollar gaps.  The next page shows the budget figures if we borrowed funds.  In this 
budget she made best-case assumptions that additional resources will be provided if we have additional mandatory costs, there will be no 
further cuts in the state appropriation, and that the campus will have no financial emergencies.    In example one, she assumed phased-in 
baseline cuts until the gap is closed.  We need to borrow 3.2, then 1.2, for a  total of 4.4 million dollars that we’d have to borrow.   In 
example two, we’re taking equal cuts over 5 years, only cutting 1.24 million a year each year for 5 years.  In that case we have to borrow 
$12.4 million for the same 6.2 million dollars.   Example three assumes no initial baseline cuts, and we start making them in the 
following year, starting with small cuts and building, borrowing 14.2 million.  All of this has to be paid back with interest, each in about 
5 years.    Until we make the baseline cuts equal to the gap we need to keep borrowing money. 
 
Green returned us to the first page.  We can’t borrow from a bank, and there are no CSU loan programs for operating costs.  We can 
borrow from ourselves if we have surplus resources.  We have some enterprise funds, however these groups have requirements for 
solvency as well.  They must have operating costs, reserves, meet debt requirements, have reserves for maintenance and repairs, capital 
improvements, etc.  If after meeting those they have surplus, we are allowed to borrow from them.  We can’t put them in a financially 
weak position, but would need to go to each fund manager, look at fund balances, reserves, obligations, etc. and see if they have anything 
left.  She hasn’t done that yet.  Green assumes there isn’t a lot to lend, there may be some, but not a lot to lend.  Other trust funds could 
be borrowed from and paid back if they have surplus funds, taking into account their annual operating funds.  When looking at those 
funds in December, the entire balance excluding Clearwire was about $3 million and that doesn’t take into account their operating 
balances.  These funds are not part of the general operating budget, they are self-supporting.    The auxiliaries include USU, ASI, 
Auxiliary and Business Services, and the Foundation.  We have no authority to borrow from them.  We need an agreement from their 
Board of Directors if we were given the right to borrow.   
 
Green said the next questions would be, can we use carry-forward funds?  None are projected that are backed up by cash because the year 
end of last year included a $2.3 million cash deficit.  We didn’t allow anyone to carry forward a balance, and need to make up the cash 
deficit from last year.  Green hopes to do that.  She hopes the hiring freeze and lower expenditures will close that deficit. 
 
Green concluded that we’re left with baseline cuts.  $6.2 million is 7.4% to 10% of the resources available to the divisions.  The range is 
because if we take all of the cuts from operating costs, it represents 10% of resources to the divisions.  If we take part of the cuts in 
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personnel we can reduce benefits costs and that is lowering cuts to division resources.    We are dealing with baseline cuts from 7.4-10%.   
Divisions were asked for budget scenarios with cuts up to 15 and 20% in some cases.  Green thinks that the higher levels will be 
devastating to programs, but thinks we can be closer to 7.4% if we keep the deficit to $6.4 million or less. 
 
Tan asked about the last page of the handout.  EO1000 indicated that expenses had to be less than revenue.  Looking at the table, and 
seeing the base budget shortfall, Tan noted that it seems that we have not satisfied EO1000 from 04/05 onwards.   Green said that the 
university has used one-time resources to cover the expenses, so the deficits only occurred in two of the four years.  Tan indicated that 
the gap is there.  Green agreed that the base gap is there, but as long as there are one-time resources to cover it, it is fair game.  We have 
used a lot of one-time resources this year in order to buy time for next year.  We’re out of one-time resources to apply to the gap.   Green 
says you’ll see a base budget shortfall, but below that line there were one-time resources used to balance our budget.  This year we have a 
base gap of $4.4 million.  We’re using Clearwire, reducing expenditures, etc to meet the terms of EO1000 so that we live within the 
resources.  Tan referred to the resources to cover the gap from 05/06 forward.  Green said that was from unspent budgets.  Tan asked 
where that came from, was it because we didn’t hire faculty?  Green said there were enough vacant positions through a delay in hiring or 
not hiring at all.  The allocations to the divisions were more than we had in recurring revenue.  Tan said to look at 07/08, there was a loan 
of $2.4 million, but she didn’t see additional payments.  Green said they’re part of university-wide expenses.  Tan noted that we have 
used past resources or loans to cover, but now this continuous gap has manifested in such a bad situation that cash is affected, and that 
Green now wants us to eliminate that gap to zero.   
 
Green reminded us that the EO is a campus requirement that the CFO and President are responsible to enforce.  We have exhausted our 
one-time resources and we need to do something.  Tan asked why we didn’t do it earlier.  Green can’t answer that.   Taniguchi asked 
what CMS is.  Green and others responded it is the Common Management System – Peoplesoft.  Taniguchi asked because on Page 1 it 
said there was a CMS loan.  Green said that CMS is a capital expenditure, so it qualified for a loan, but we can’t get loans for other 
things.   
 
Thompson asked if EO1000 is new.  Green says it replaces another EO. It came into being when we pulled out of the state treasury, so it 
was around July 2007 or 2008, but replaces EO 648 that was based on the assumption that the University finances operated within the 
state treasury, but our fees and other funds are in the bank of the CSU.  Thompson asked if we were in compliance with the earlier order.  
Green said she had concerns about the cash management at this campus.  Thompson said what he is trying to get at is if we’re not 
completely in compliance if we’ll be swooped down on.  Green said that EO1000 can allow the Chancellor’s Office to take over, it 
provides for it but she doesn’t think they want to do that.  The EO makes it clear what the responsibilities are. 
 
Thompson asked if ClearWire is still considered a one-time resource.  Green says that $1.1 million annually is part of the base budget 
listed under miscellaneous revenues.  The one-time money was used this year.  The rest is part of the base.  
 
Thompson said that he heard that we have a lot of un-reimbursed grant expenditures.  Green says we have a number of grants for which 
we have absorbed costs and the billing has not gone to the granting agency.  In one area the unbilled amount is about $1.3 million.  We 
have used university cash to cover those costs.  They’re working to restore the money to where it came from.  The next question is 
whether we can borrow that money.  We have to talk to the fund managers and see the complete financial picture to see if they really 
have surplus funds or if it’s restoring money in reserve.  Thompson asked if it is possible to defer a million.  Green hopes we can do that, 
but until we talk to the fund managers she can’t say for certain it can occur.  People have plans for their money. 
 
Thompson said that if we have a concert and make money, it goes to the foundation.  He asked if we can make money and use it to 
support the general funds.  Green said we can designate it wherever we want to designate it. 
 
Bender noted that there is a $2.3 million deficit carry over.  Is that part of the 4.5 million projected?  Green says no.  We got an additional 
cut of 1.4 mid-year, so we can add that to the deficit as well.  The university’s baseline deficit is $4.4 million.   
 
Silverman asked about the Centralized University Wide budget line on the back page of the handout.  He asked Green to identify the 
items that cause such variations in the levels.  Green indicated that the packet includes a page that indicated the current year budgets for 
“university wide” and she can provide this for the other years.  Financial aid is restricted funds - $8.6 million this year is in these funds.  
The middle section, the centralized university-wide, shows activities that are funded.    Green briefly described each of the categories 
noted in the handout.  These are specific programs that we have to cover, but aren’t costs associated with a particular division’s budget.  
Finally the university benefits are budgeted centrally, and as they get charged to the departments the funds are transferred from the 
central pool to the divisions.  In prior years, the variance is primarily in the centralized university wide.  CMS implementation costs are 
part of the costs that caused rises between 05-06, 06-07, and 07-08.  It goes down this year.  Some other variations may be tied to utilities 
and insurance changes.   
 
McNeil asked whether loan repayment was factored in to the loan examples Green mentioned earlier.  Green said no, that she had those 
spreadsheets, but thought it would be staggering.  On a $12.2 million loan we’d pay back an additional 3 million, and we’d need to factor 
in the loan and interest costs for the years of the loans – these are not in the budget. So we’d need to set aside additional money for 
interest on the loans. 
 
Tan returned to the centralized university-wide budget, and specifically questioned why 04-05 was much lower than 05-06.  Was that 
CMS?  Green isn’t saying the whole amount is CMS, but she can say that it was a major factor, and she can send out the charts to see the 
difference in expenditures for each of the years.  Tan doesn’t understand how we got our 2.2 million cash deficit.  Green said we spent 
more in the general operating fund than we had in cash.  How did this happen?  Green suspects that some of this was because 
departments had been authorized to carry forward funds from year to year.  Many indicated that they hadn’t been allowed to carry money 
forward.  Covino responded that prior to his arrival, some hundreds of thousands of Academic Affairs funds carried forward, but this 
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ended when Covino arrived.  Green indicated that somewhere in the university the budgets were carried forward.  There was a disconnect 
about the amount of cash that was available even with the budget balanced.  This put us in a position of not having enough cash for 
current year operations and carry forward balances.  We had a gap between cash and what was spent.  By the end of 07-08, this was a 
$2.3 million cash gap.   
 
Tan asked to clarify what year Covino arrived.  Amin affirmed it was the summer of 06.  Tan noted that that was the last year of the carry 
forward based on the chart on the last page budget.  Amin noted that we had a budget crisis under Dauwalder.  We may have overcut 
back then, which left some surplus for the next year.  When Covino came in, there was a surplus and there was a request to spend it 
down.  The cash gap and budget gap are different.  Cash gap is cash in and out.  We run our budget on modified accrual, meaning we pay 
bills when received not when we spend them.  Budget gap and cash gap are two different things, and are not additive. 
 
Covino clarified that the monies were sitting in restricted accounts such as course fees and UEE fees, and we had built them to a level at 
which they were drawing scrutiny.  Covino asked the deans to make plans for expenditure of funds under the premise that we could lose 
that money if it was not spent.   
 
Mayer asked when we can have a reasonable idea of what we will have to work with for next year.  Green thinks we’ll know something 
in May. First, the special election on the ballot items will have taken place so we’ll know if the proposed increases and changes proposed 
to make the Governor’s budget will have been dealt with.  Second, the Dept of Finance will have recast the state’s revenue picture.  
Further, the Board of Trustees will have acted on the proposed 10% student fee increase.  Then we should know what direction we’re in 
for in 09-10.  Mayer clarified that it’s between 7-10%.  Green says if the budget picture isn’t worse, and fees go up, and there is no other 
decrease in allocation, we’ll see the 7-10% decrease. 
 
Thompson asked us to move to the second question in the interest of time.  
 
Green directed us to a page entitled “Chancellor’s statement about closing $5 million gap.”  The statement was made by Chancellor Reed 
in Shirvani’s Presidential review.  Green went through the records and found that between 2005 and 2007 the campus reversed a 
declining enrollment trend, and the handout includes indications of the FTE increases each year.  We had a budgeted increase of 628 
FTES.  For 07-08 there was a commitment that we would have an 8% FTES increase budgeted for us.  In 07-08 the state budget started to 
collapse, and instead we got a 2.5% FTES increase.  The additional 5.5% enrollment increase would have equaled 649 FTES, and at the 
marginal rate for state appropriation and student fees, that would have generated $6.5 million in resources.  There were commitments 
made in preparation for the enrollment growth including 30 new faculty positions funded, and the Compact would have been honored 
(which it wasn’t for 07-08) which means contractual bargaining unit costs would have kicked in.  Even covering those costs would have 
left us $2.3 million, and then we had a $1.5 budget gap, and would have ended up with a $783K  surplus if we were funded at 649 FTEs.  
That’s what she understands behind the statement that we had closed the gap.  We didn’t actually close it because the budget flattened out 
and started declining.  If we had increased enrollment and obtained the revenue increases, there would have been a surplus, not a gap.   
 
Tan clarified that there was a statement that said we planned to close the gap, but we hadn’t achieved it by then.  That was for fall 07.  
We haven’t closed the gap, so we still have it. 
 
Harris noted that this is a Wile E. Coyote moment.  The ground gives way, and you wonder where you are.  He said that the last table in 
the packet was quite good, and asked Green if the source of this budget crisis originated around 05-06, or if this is a game played much 
longer.  Green said she has been looking at 05-06 forward.  She hasn’t been able to look in detail at prior years to know where the seeds 
were planted.  It appears that 04-05 was a balanced budget. She doesn’t know what obligations and revenues aren’t showing up, because 
in 08-09 we’ve moved things into the light to see where things are.  It does look like 04-05 was good, but she’s not 100% certain it was 
true.   
 
Harris stated  hindsight is 20-20, but in hindsight shouldn’t we have pulled back in 07 and not tried to grow our way out of it?  Green said 
yes.  Harris noted that’s not an insinuation, but wouldn’t that have been a good point?   Green said she has been in CSU a long time, and 
has been watching the state train wreck for 10 years wondering when we’d feel the effect.  In 98 and 97 and before that is when the 
campus should have started being conservative because the evidence that the state finances were out of control was evident back than.  In 
02-03 as the CSU went thru a nosedive and recovered because of the compact, we should have still been careful back then.  This has been 
going on for 10 years, and the state finally ran out of cash because of the national economy, and that’s where everything stopped.   
 
Green thinks in late May we’ll have a better sense of the budget.  Sarraille wondered if we could get something in the meantime.  Green 
says that’s what the scenarios are for.  She is not sure what the recommendations from UBAC will be.  The recommendations are due 
April 17, and the President has to wait for UBAC recommendations and input from labor council, ASI, etc. and has to have time to take 
that into account along with the revenue picture in order to come out with his budget recommendations.  Green believes our planning 
now is appropriate.  The class schedule is being constructed for summer and fall and spring is being projected.  The schedule was planned 
at a 7.6% reduction and scenarios have been turned in to UBAC at 10% and 15% cuts to Academic Affairs.   
 
Sarraille is concerned that there is a tendency to withhold bad news as long as possible until we can do nothing about it – perhaps that’s 
an overstatement.  Basically he would like to propose that we have as much information available as early as possible to put things into 
perspective, to know scale of this.   
 
Taniguchi stated that she was never aware that we had declining enrollment, but we were pushed to add more FTES and ended up 
widening the gap by doing so.  Second, she noted that the 08-09 additional budget allocation indicates credit card and One Card costs and 
asked if these new initiatives are ongoing costs.  She also noted that WASC is not something we’ll have every year.  Taniguchi asked if 
these have any material costs on the budget picture.  Green says the One Care and credit cards are ongoing, but they were not funded 
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before.  Credit card costs are ongoing.  When you look at the amount allocated to those, it’s not going to make a difference.  WASC is 
$115K, credit cards are around 8-10K. Taniguchi is concerned with the costs of new initiatives – should we take on these new costs 
noting we operated fine without them.  Green says CMS was adopted by the CSU as a mandated administrative management system.   
 
Garcia said that over the course of the academic year we’ve heard a lot of explanations of how we got here, and Green is giving another 
interpretation based on more information that you better understand.  He asked Green what her plan was to document and share with the 
campus community her sense of how we got here.  Green says there is a lot of documentation on the B&F website.  UBAC has asked 
B&F to prepare additional documents for the website, and they’re working on those.  She is making available in as much detail as 
possible the data that is there. Green’s contention is that transparency is not just in the data but also what is represents.  In 6 months she 
doesn’t yet have the answers as to what this all represents.  She is giving us data about which to ask questions, and then via discussion we 
can figure out what these numbers represent.  That’s where transparency comes in – the discussion about the numbers.  It’s an ongoing 
campus discussion at every single level.  Look at the data, ask questions about it, get the answers – it’s not all going to come from B&F.  
Green said we should ask questions about everything.   
 
Dunham Filson wants to thank Green for all of the information she has put out.  She recognized that Green came into a very bad position, 
and all of the information Green has set forward has been honest and open.  Dunham Filson asked Green not to address how we got here, 
but to indicate what recommendations Green is going to be putting out regarding where we should go from here and how we get out of 
this mess.  Green indicated that she has been sharing her recommendations all along at UBAC, and with the President and the executive 
administrative group.  In general, Green believes we need to borrow as little as possible, and make as many base cuts as possible in 09-
10.  That deals with the problem and makes it go away and we won’t have long term financial problems to deal with.  The state’s 
financial situation is so precarious that it’s not going to get better next year.  Green believes we want to be in as strong a financial 
position as possible for next fiscal year, and need to find a way to absorb and eliminate the gap at the beginning of 09-10.  There are big 
impacts to the university by doing this, but that’s what Green recommends.   
 
8.  Open Forum  
 None 
 
9.  Adjournment at 4:32 pm. 
 
 
 
 


