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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, LONG BEACH

UNIVERSITY RESOURCES COUNCIL (URC)

Meeting #9
March 6, 2012
BROTMAN HALL 302

1:00PM – 3:00PM
1.  The meeting was called to order at 1:06pm with the following persons present:   

Officers:  Praveen Soni, Chair, Carol Perruso-Brown, Vice Chair, Sharon Guthrie, Secretary

Members:  Tina Arora, Terie Bostic, Doug Butler, Lou Caron, Ali Chu, David Dowell, Nicky Genovese, Doug Harris, Marianne Hata, Nathan Jensen, Ann Johnson, Ted Kadowaki, Michael Losquadro, Jose Moreno, Rosa Moreno-Alcaraz, Kaoru Oguri, Paul Ratanasiripong, Maria Slaughter, Rosario Yeung-Lindquist.
Excused:  DeeDee Green, Ryan Beck
2. The agenda for the meeting was approved.
3. The minutes of the February 21, 2012 were approved. 
4. Announcements
a. Budget:  Ted Kadowaki  

i. We do not have a 4 billion budget for the LA building, which was incorrectly mentioned in the Daily 49’er.  It is $4 million for upgrades.
ii. The Legislative Analyst’s Office published the following: assuming passage of tax initiative, the State would still be in a$6.5 billion deficit at the end of June 2013; this deficit will be much more if the tax initiative does not pass in November.

b. Enrollment:  David Dowell
i. No report
5. Reports

a. Report on IT and AT resources of the University for the last 3-5 years and their allocations by division and category:  Strategic technological challenges and changes – AVP Janet Foster and Dean Roman Kochan; Time Certain – 1:10 pm
i. Gave a PowerPoint presentation, including the following:
1. General Fund Budget summary for Information Technology:  have experienced cuts every year since 2008-09; overall 21.5% budget cut.

2. Similar situation for Academic Technology:  overall 19.5% cut over the past four years.

3. Combined total base budget reduction = 20.6% cut

4. Service portfolio for ITS, e.g.,
a. Campus network administration

b. Campus voice and telecommunications

c. Server and system administration

d. IT security

5. Service portfolio for ATS and Library

a. Campus Learning management, for example
6. Non-enterprise technology, e.g.,
a. Server, data storage, backup

b. Software training

c. Website development

d. Mobile device support

e. CMS coordination

f. IT help desk and consulting

7. ATS and Library, e.g.,
a. Server, data storage, backup

b. System analysis/programming
c. Web development and web

d. Video and media technology

8. Not a centralized IT unit at this time, although it was in the past

9. Many major projects, e.g., emergency notification system, added wireless APS, began server virtualization, information security audit, began managing 49er shops, new faculty and staff email system, new ID management system, standardized clickers on campus
10.  Discussion of phone usage and cost.  The phone costs actually pay for the network.  So, if phones are removed from faculty/staff offices by departments and colleges, the question is how does the university pay for the network?
11.  Discussion of high cost of personnel in both units, and implications of the dwindling budgets; other CSUs have dedicated more money to these units than CSULB with more staff.  If the two data centers could be combined, efficiency would be enhanced.
6. Unfinished Business

a. Examine the change in MPP positions and salaries in relation to changes in faculty and staff positions and salaries in the last six years – Discussion and possible resolution:  Update by Carol Perruso-Brown, et al.

i. The group did not see any dramatic increases in MPP salaries with one small exception.
1. Snapshot data from 2005-2011 broken by divisions; salary data factored in the same way 
a. Salaries of MPPs went up significantly more than other comparison groups in 2006-07; all went up slightly in AY 2005-06.
b.  Staff salaries went up slightly due to the last raise

c. Faculty had a very slight salary increase and then it came down; remains relatively flat over time.
d. Conclusion:  Except for the one increase in 2006-07 for MPPs, there are no large differences across the comparison groups. All groups are seemingly taking a “hit.”
b. URC subcommittee on Academic Affairs budget – Report and discussion: Update by Nicki Genovese, et al.
i. Work in progress; have been thinking about how to present information and how it will be used.
ii. Have been trying to gather data from the eight Colleges, but experiencing challenges.

iii. Group was directed to a website to gather numbers for analysis and work with Ted Kadowaki and Marianne Hata. 

7. New Business

a. Lottery expenditures over the last five years – AVP Marianne Hata
i. Discussed the lottery report to the URC members; gave a pie chart showing where money has gone for the past few years. Most money spent in IT; (27%), followed by supplies, services and miscellaneous and then maintenance contracts and equipment.
8. The meeting was adjourned at 2:59pm.
Respectfully submitted,

Sharon R. Guthrie
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