FINANCIAL AFFAIRS COUNCIL
MINUTES

Meeting Number 87							February 1, 2005November 16, 2004

1.  The meeting was called to order at 1:06 with the following voting and non-voting members present or excused:  D. Harris, C. Johnson, Dowell, Hata, Yeung-Lindquist, Meylor, Wu, Caron, McConnell, Green, Bostic, B. Harris, Snidecor, Bremer, Horne, Sy, Coots, Adams, Torabzadeh, Torabzadeh, Wang, Saunders, Costa, Anwar, Fisher, Hood (Chair), Kearney (Secretary), Klink, Wayman, Cox., Aguinaga. 
 
2.  The agenda was approved as amended with no dissent..

3.  The Minutes of Meeting Number 7 6 of November 16, 2004 were approved. with acclamation.

4.  Chair David Hood made several announcements. In overview, the CA State budget is very similar to what was requested by the CSU, including additional enrollment money.  However, the Governor subtracted $7 million that was added by the legislature.    

Although the CSU can initiate a joint Ed.D. program in cooperation with the UC, the Chancellor and trustees of the CSU are sponsoring a bill which will provide a free-standing doctorate for the CSU.  In essence, the CSU is opening up the master plan to receive authorization for an applied doctorate.  In order to increase the likelihood of passage, the bill will be written broadly and not include start-up costs or other funding as of yet.  The trustees are discussing a number of funding options, including the possibility of putting such a program on self support. 

4. The Council recommended the implementation ofThe Council recommended the Option in Athletic Training under the B.S. in Kinesiology. discontinuation of the Option in Bilingual Occupational Instruction in the Department of Occupational Studies.

5.  The Council recommended the discontinuation of the Option in Athletic Training under the B.A. in Kinesiology.M.A. in Theatre Arts.  

6.  The Council recommended the implementation of the Minor in Environmental Science and Policy. 

76.  The Council recommended the discontinuation of the Certificate in Environmental Studies B.S. in Electronics and Computer Engineering Technology.

8.  As co-chair of the University Information Technology Committee, Richard Outwater, Special Assistant to the Provost, presented FAC with a letter from President Maxson supporting and confirming the committee’s recommendations for allocating $651,000 in Baseline, Access, and Training Support funds.  Given that the greatest need across campus for baseline support is college computers, the bulk of the funds ($381,440) was designated to that source. Campus Wide Technology Help Desk, University Library, Network and Desktop Security Systems, Audio Visual Services, and Disabled Student Services High Technology Center received the remaining funds. Even the total money allocated is small, this particular budget was not reduced during the campus budget cuts experienced in the past few years.  

The biggest challenge is how to address technology needs across the campus, particularly when faculty size is increasing and so is the need more and more technology support. At the same time, our technology support budget remains the same. One potential alternative is to search for central solutions to decentralized problems (e.g., we now have a centralized virus-protection system).  Our newest problem, computer spyware, may require a central solution as well.  We can serve the entire campus, for instance, by having software vendors include spyware protection in our anti-virus protection programs.  Because we will never have the money to do all that we would like, we are trying to do more with less.  Given that all/most of our faculty have technology needs, our challenge is to try to address large groups of faculty with common needs where we can direct most of our support.  

During Q & A Outwater indicated that our technology support is primarily a decentralized system, whereby most of our faculty are supported technologically at the college level.  He is investigating ways to integrate more formally all the technology staff support so that they would have more centralized representation.  In this way, common problems or issues could be resolved more centrally, leaving the staff more time to deal with faculty.  

Our campus BeachBoard program has about 1,000 faculty involved; consequently, most of our discretionary resources are funneled into that program. Because BeachBoard is now being administered by the Center for Faculty Development, obtaining direct faculty input will be likely and most helpful to the operations of the program.  

Annual operating costs for upgrading and maintaining Beachboard (including staff support) is estimated at $400,000.  The biggest single cost is the software.  Ways to reduce that cost is for the CSU to contract with a single vendor systemwide at a single price.  In this way, the CSU would be able to negotiate an attractive price, particularly if the contract is extended long-term. Using a common software systemwide would also make it easier for our campuses to “communicate.”  Currently, the CSU negotiates contracts with multiple vendors and for only a limited time, with each campus paying for specific add-ons.  

Currently, Associated Students has a link on BeachBoard that allows students to evaluate or rate their professors.  Feedback regarding that link should be directed to Mark Wiley at the Center for Faculty Development.

9.  At our next meeting Aristide Collins, Acting Vice President of University Relations and Development, will meet with the council at our request.

7. Vice Provost and Director of Strategic Planning David Dowell discussed campus mid-range goals for 2004-2007, available at: www.csulb.edu/divisions/aa/planning_enrollment/documents/CampusGoals04-07.doc.  The campus goals address the following planning areas:  enrollment, physical facilities and environment, resources and quality improvement, student retention and graduation, information technology, and non-state revenue.  Briefly, enrollment has been one of the most challenging issues, with rapid growth straining campus capacity and, at the same time, facing budget reductions.  Our campus goals for physical facilities and environment include renovation and replacement of our older buildings, updating the campus physical master plan to reflect changing needs for enrollment capacity, student housing, and faculty offices.  Dowell indicated that faculty and staff housing are being considered as additional goals. Efforts are underway to strengthen student retention and graduation rates.  Our campus was able to offer nearly 100% of all first-year courses to meet students’ needs, influencing a 5% increase in last year’s graduation cohort rate.  Information technology is now central to campus life, administration and instruction.  Online access to degree progress reports will soon be available to students and advisors.  Over 27,000 of our students now rely on BeachBoard.  Traditional sources of non-state revenue have diminished, with the capital assets of private foundations depleted.  Shrinking corporate and personal wealth, a highly volatile stock market, and a generally flat economy have all had a negative effect on normal charitable giving levels.  Interim Vice President of University Research Beth Ambos is working on a plan to ID our campus as a potential Hispanic, Title V institution, which could lead to important sources of external funding.

Q & A resulted in a number of suggestions to save resources on the departmental level with the increased instructional use of BeachBoard.  The goal of increasing graduate student enrollment without concomitant resources was also discussed briefly.  Title V funding could be used to strengthen the infrastructure and support labs, instruction, and advising across the all instructional programs and student populations.  

8.  In a preview of the 2005 Summer Term Policy, Vice Provost Dowell discussed the complexities associated with summer enrollment growth.  Two factors constrain our summer growth policy:  (1) Money:  The more we “grow” summer, the less money we have to spend on the regular academic year.   (2) Demand:  Demand for summer school enrollment decreased this past summer.  Importantly, decreased demand occurred state-wide, potentially a function of the unprecedented publicity about possible fee increases.  Among other things, we failed to sufficiently advertise our course offerings and we lacked easy student access to the Web for enrollment.

Given those constraints, Dowell has set a college target of1650 FTE, a 17% increase from last summer.  The university will fund as much or as little enrollment as each college can make.  Each college has the opportunity to capture as much enrollment as the demand; at the same time, each college must be prudent.  

The university will provide a list of summer classes on the Web, updated every few days, for students to browse and see what’s offered.  Students will be able to print or download the entire or a portion of the summer schedule as a PDF file.   

During Q & A, Dowell noted that students seem to be inclined to select summer classes offered in late afternoon and evening.  He recommended that programs use summer school as a way of addressing bottleneck courses and those courses students need to graduate.  He encouraged chairs to rely on fill-rate data to schedule courses. Given that the average fill-rate is in the 70% range, any course hovering in the 90% range is a good offering.

Because summer school funding is fixed rate and, thus, insensitive to the “price” of each instructor, Dowell mentioned the Senate policy on summer scheduling  and noted that there are economic implications of who teaches summer classes.  Funding for teacher supervision will emanate from the general fund this year.  Travel study will be on self support (UCES).  

Other discussion focused on market research by surveying students to discover what courses they want to take in summer school.  Several surveys have been done already; however, most self-report questionnaires fail to reliably predict students’ enrollment behavior.  What students say and what they do aren’t always the same.  Put another way, “Trend analysis works most of the time, but when it doesn’t, it sucks” (D. Horne).

9.  Director of Enrollment and Facilities Linda Sumpter provided the Council with a list of those classrooms equipped with smart panels.  Of a total of 276 classrooms, 76 are “smart.”  Additionally, she provided us with a list of 17 classrooms intended for smart-panel installation, resulting in a total of 93 by Fall 2005.  By definition, smart classrooms include a data projector and smart panel; many also include a DVD player.  Instructors are encouraged to access the AV Web site for cables required for successful implementation, particularly cables required for sound.  Three smart classrooms are equipped with surround sound (i.e., UTC 101, FA1 206 and LA1 314).  Every smart classroom has an Internet connection (i.e., the “orange” cable), enabling instructors and students to log on to a local network, requiring a CSULB mail account and ID.  

Fortunately, the costs of upgrading to smart classrooms have decreased significantly over the years.  In1998, for example, equipping our large lecture halls with smart panels and data projectors cost $18,000; now that expenditure is closer to $7000.  

Problems associated with smart classrooms, including lighting upgrades (e.g., dimmer switches) should be directed to AV where they will be tracked and routed to Sumpter. Moreover, the AV office will digitize slides and VHS copyrighted material (only one copy) for instructional use.

10.  Fiscal Operations Manager Marianne Hata explained the school’s lottery procedures and processes.  Allocation of lottery funds begins with a call from the Provost.  Based on faculty input, departments submit proposals to their respective college lottery committee where proposals are rank ordered.  The university lottery committee, comprised of deans or deans’ appointees from all the colleges, then meets to discuss how to include all the different divisions, without changing the order already established by the college committees.
Upon approval of FAC, the university-wide proposal is recommended to the Provost who awaits the final lottery budget allocation.  Final allocation generally occurs around June or July.  For the last three years, our allocation has been the same:  $2.2 million.  

101.  The meeting adjourned at 2:0145 p.m.



Respectfully submitted,


Patricia Kearney
Secretary

(These minutes have not been approved.)

