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Rick confirmed that the proposed reduction allocations were forwarded to the President and 
today’s agenda would be finalizing and identifying the supplemental recommendations. 
 
There was concern expressed that the UBC email feedback and approvals of the submission were 
not submitted to the group.  Glenn suggested that the UBC develop guidelines for ensuring the 
transparency of its process. 
 
Lumei commented on the need for accountability from all committee members as demonstrated 
by their meeting attendance. 
 
Rick called for other budget recommendations.  Wayne commented on the Academic Senate’s 
initiative to review the whole budget process.  He cited the timetable as a major stumbling block.  
Saeed added that the President had agreed to the creation of a task force to review the budget 
policies and process in order to recommend guidelines for their improvement.  Steve suggested 
we make recommendations to the task force re the timeliness of the process and supported 
review of other budget models in order to simplify and align our process with the strategic plan.   
 
Robin asked how the CSU student fee increase would impact the deficit and should we be taking 
the additional revenue into account?  Rick estimated it would provide another $1.1million after 
the financial aid set-aside.  Wayne suggested it could be used to mitigate the proposed reduction 
scenarios.  Rick explained the additional money would support increasing costs such as 
compensation and other various mandatory expenses. 
 
Lumei admitted that our fees are relatively low in comparison to other CSU’s, but was concerned 
about the psychological effect on the students if we propose an additional fee increase locally.  
Would it impact our enrollment?  Steve was more concerned about course availability to the 
students as a determining factor for enrollment rather than cost. 
 
Colleen noted that SLO has also increased their local fee so Humboldt will remain third on the 
list of CSU fee expense.  She went on to say that she will support the local fee increase so we can 
continue to offer our hallmark programs.  Rick did not see how to provide sufficient classes to 
meet student demand without the increase to supplement the existing deficit. 
 
Lumei was not convinced that the deficit was the result of too little money and also was not in 
support of the reduction required of Academic Affairs without the increase.  Steve pointed out 
that the increase is an effort to align revenue with expenses in order to maintain what we offer.  



Judith felt the increase was primarily to fund Athletics and has been in favor of removing 
Athletics from the General Fund.  However, she also thought the students should have the 
opportunity to vote on the value of the athletic programs offered to determine what fee amount 
would “fly” to support their favored sports. 
 
Wayne agreed with Steve and Judith and did not view the fee solely as the means to eliminate the 
deficit, but rather part of an overall strategy to balance our financial situation where everyone 
would share a portion of the adjustment. 
 
Glenn stated that he could not support the fee increase due to the hasty nature of its last minute 
proposal.  He felt that the fee increase served only as a superficial fix, allowing HSU to avoid 
addressing its deeper structural fiscal problems and shifting the burden to the students without 
granting them due participation in the process. 
 
Rick agreed that we have been too slow in shifting from the “Orange Book” methodology, but 
we still have to deal with where we are right now.  Glenn went on to say that the students might 
have even agreed to the increase as they do want to maintain the small classes and diversity of 
programs, but the lack of inclusion in the decision process was unfair. 
 
Lumei restated her concern in terms of the budget percentage applied to administrators and staff 
(40%) in comparison to that of faculty (40%) and OE (20%).  She felt that the $7million applied 
towards the administrators was a structural issue that the fee increase would not solve. 
 
Steve asked Lumei to compare her perception with the budget allocations of other campuses 
before passing judgement.  He went on to say that other campuses without strong athletic 
programs are working towards building them in order to attract students because those students 
bring in more money than the programs cost. 
 
Colleen moved to support the proposed IRA fee increase, LouAnn seconded and the motion 
passed with 10 in favor and 2 opposed. 
 
Judith learned that other Advancement organizations work to achieve funding for specified 
priorities and recommended that our UA division work with campus entities to free up General 
Fund wherever possible.  Robin agreed and stated that UA is currently focused on recruitment 
and retention of students.  Steve suggested the idea of an advisory council to facilitate the 
direction of fund-raising efforts for targeted activities, i.e. the library, the marine vessel, the 1st 
Street Gallery, etc.  Lumei agreed with the intention, but cautioned against yet another 
committee when administrators are already responsible for the task.  Rick felt that the committee 
approach supported the concept of shared governance and broad-based input. 
 
Colleen moved that we re-establish an advisory council made up of campus representation to 
help align fund-raising priorities with our strategic plan.  The motion passed with 11 in favor and 
1 abstention. 
 
Rick suggested the UBC consider recommending that the reduction be phased in over a period of 
time.  Judith also would recommend that the reduction be taken in “big chunks” over a 2-3 year 
process rather than shrinking targeted areas and eroding quality in the process. 
 
There was discussion about potential short-term funding sources to alleviate any lingering deficit 
amounts so the reduction approach could be applied in a strategic rather than an adhoc fashion. 
 



Glenn moved that an inclusive, campus-wide process be developed immediately, then instituted, 
so by the end of the 07-08 academic year, a strategy to deal with the real structural and 
institutional causes of our financial woes be established. This would be a specific, long-term 
strategy for the future of an HSU actually living within its fiscal means that is clearly articulated 
through inclusive collaboration. 
 
Colleen moved that current and future budget reductions should be strategic to avoid diminishing 
quality and could by necessity be phased in over time.  Judith seconded. 
 
Steve asked for a more concrete initiative that would include a 3 to 5 year budget plan to be used 
as a campus roadmap.  At this point, many questions came up about the budget process and the 
determination of specific reduction targets.  There was concern that the UBC supplied only 
dollar amounts without a strategic basis to back them up.  Steve felt the motion was still very 
arbitrary other than the inclusion of the time element. 
 
With very little time remaining, Rick advised the group to vote on the motion that Colleen had 
put forth.  It passed with 3 abstentions. 
 
The committee was advised to respond to all UBC members when the bulleted recommendations 
are distributed for approval to keep the process transparent. 
 
 The next meeting is called for Friday, April 6 from 2 – 4pm in the Corbett Conference Room. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Linda Mortenson 


