MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY BUDGET COMMITTEE

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, FRESNO

5241 N. Maple, M/S TA 43

Fresno, California  93740-8027

Office of the Academic Senate


Ext. 8-2743

October 24, 2012 
Members Present:
J. Constable, P. Newell, R. Sanchez, J. Parks, A. Parham, R. Maldonado
Members Absent:
D. Bukofzer (excused), D. Nef (excused)
Visitors:
None
The meeting was called to order by Chair Constable at 3:35 p.m. in Thomas 117.
1. Discussion of the Professional Science Master’s Degree in Water Resources Management (WRM) with Provost Covino,  Dr. S. Moore and R. Statham

The discussion of the WRM program initiated with the UBC concern that nine new classes were being developed for the online WRM program, but these classes were not available to normally matriculated students.  Dr. Moore clarified that should the program faculty wish to transfer the online classes to a face-to-face mode it would be possible with the consent of the Dean.  It was also noted that the online WRM program could, in theory, be offered concurrently with a face-to-face version of the program as long as the target audience of the two programs is demonstrably different.

A second concern of the Committee was the fact that the entire program was taught on overload.  Dr. Moore noted that overload in the CGE funding model is volunteered by faculty and taught at a union negotiated rate in special session.

An additional point questioned how the program would be offered should the required faculty expertise be unavailable due to retirement, sabbatical, etc.  Dr. Moore noted that although the program required specific faculty skills, other instructor options exist outside of CSU Fresno based on the interest in the WRM exhibited by CSU San Luis Obispo and CSU San Marcos.  

The involvement of two other CSU schools raised the interest of the Committee with respect to the availability of other similar programs both within the CSU and at other universities.  As the demand for the WRM program and the availability of competing academic programs were weakly documented in the proposal there was concern that the potential student pool may be adequately served by existing WRM-like programs.  Provost Covino and Dr. Moore noted that while other programs are in the development stage (CSU SLO and CSU SM), the CSU Fresno program is significant further along in the program development process.  Additionally, both Provost Covino and Dr. Moore have been solicited by individuals in the water resources community requesting information about the program.  
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According to Dr. Moore a tentative student interest list exceeds 90 students – well above the financial break-even point for the program. 

It was also noted that a letter of support from Dean of the Library to ensure that there are no unanticipated library costs associated with the program was lacking.  There was also concern that several of the faculty identified as instructors in the program have left the University, while other program participants were doing so without the knowledge of their Department Chairs.  Overall, the Committee was satisfied with the utility of the program and the potential for a significant enrollment to permit the program reach self-support and beyond. 

MSC to approve the program with proper consultation with (i) Dean P. McDonald regarding library resources and (ii) Departments Chairs outside of Earth and Environmental Sciences to ensure their familiarity with the program.  The University Budget Committee will also review the program in three years.

2. Minutes

MSC to approve the minutes of 17 October 2012 with typographical corrections

3. Agenda

MSC to approve the agenda as distributed.

4. 
Communications and Announcements

J. Parks received email notification of the first meeting of the Level A Review Committee, but it was unclear from the wording as to whether he was being notified as a full member of the committee or an invitee.

R. Maldonado noted the first Level A Review Committee meeting was scheduled during one of his classes.  An email response to C. Moffitt received a polite reply but no indication as to the feasibility of moving the meeting time.

5.  
New Business

None.

6. Discussion of the Budget Model parameters

Discussion initiated with the difficulty in addressing aspects of the budget model that are difficult to define quantitatively.  
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One aspect discussed was how to account for GE courses as many Departments lacked majors.  It was proposed that the total number of FTES taught as GE by the University be calculated and then the percent of the total determined for each School and College.  The percentage of GE taught by each school would serve as a metric for the quantity of GE funds to be allocated to a particular school or College.  

It was also discussed how to reward recruitment and number of students in a major.  During the conversation it was noted that applicants to the University must indicate their desired major.  As such, it might be possible to reward programs that attract (in essence recruit) students based on their application materials.  

Additional discussion addressed variations in advising load as related to the number of majors to examine how variations in advising time might be compensated among Schools and Colleges.  Hypothetically, a department with 5 faculty and 100 majors has a very different advising load than a Department with 15 faculty and 100 majors and perhaps these variations ought to be addressed within the School and College funding model.  

The meeting was adjourned at 5:21 pm

Agenda for Wednesday 31 October 2012

1. Approval of minutes of 24 October 2012.

2. Approval of agenda for 31 October 2012.

3. Communications and Announcements.

4. New Business.

5. Continued discussion on the budget model details.

3
3



