
UNIVERSITY RESOURCES & PLANNING COMMITTEE 
January 24, 2014 

SBS 405 from 1-2:30 PM 

Attendees: 

☐ Erick Eschker ☒ Joyce Lopes 

☒ Robert Snyder ☒ Craig Wruck 

☐ Rae Robison, CAHSS ☒ Gina Pierce 

☒ Bruce O’Gara, CNRS ☒ Gay Hylton 

☒ Mark Rizzardi, CNRS ☒ Volga Koval 

☒ John Lee ☒ Vikash Lakhani 

☒ Peg Blake ☒ Randi Darnall Burke 

Agenda: 

1. Review updated spring 2014 URPC calendar – ACTION  

The scheduled budget request presentations will occur on 2/7 and 2/21. The 2/28 meeting 

will occur only if the budget request presentations and discussion need to continue beyond 

2/21. The rest of the spring meetings will proceed as scheduled. 

2. Discuss Governor’s Proposed 2014-15 Budget – DISCUSSION 

The Governor’s Proposal did not include any changes that impact our budget assumptions 

for 2014-15. The proposed change that may impact our budget in the future is the proposal 

to fold CSU debt service into the General Fund allocation, eliminating capital funding from 

the State. This would give the responsibility and authority for the establishment of new debt 

or refinanced debt to the CSU System. While this will change how we manage our capital 

projects at the system level, it remains unclear what the impact to HSU may be. Seismic, 

utility and accessibility projects are the most likely to be funded in the coming years, rather 

than new building projects. 

3. Review 2nd quarter variance report for Operating Fund activity – DISCUSSION 

Spring enrollment is not currently high enough to make up for the revenue shortfall from 

fall enrollment.  It is likely that we will end up $400-500k below our budgeted revenue for 

the 2013-14 fiscal year. While HSU has exceeded the budgeted enrollment for resident 

students, the non-resident and WUE enrollment levels continue to drop significantly. 

Expenses are on track with the budget at 50% spent as of the end of Q2. Trends remain 

consistent compared with prior years. 



4. Review draft reserve policy - DISCUSSION/ACTION 

The Reserve Policy Proposal was first drafted last spring. The language of the policy has not 

changed, but there is a proposal to adjust the floor from 5% to 4%. The reserve level is 

currently at 6%. Given the Governor’s follow-thru on the stable funding plan, we have more 

stability than in past years. There is likely to be a State-wide surplus this year, and Brown 

intends to pay down debt and put reserves aside. Given that our Governor budgets 

conservatively, it appears a 4% floor may be comfortable for the next few years. The 

campus in engaging a consultant to review our estimated deferred maintenance and the 

costs will be built into our multi-year expenditure plan. The CO may be able to help with an 

unforeseen catastrophe, so the committee agreed that a 4% floor seems reasonable. The 

Proposal was approved for recommendation to the President, to set the reserve policy at a 

range of 4-10% of the Operating Expenditure budget. This range will give us a flexible 

reserve level that does not confine our budgeting from year to year but allows for 

fluctuation between fat and lean years.  

5. Discuss budget request funding pool amount – ACTION 

The committee discussed the available funding using an interactive spreadsheet that shows 

the multi-year impact of base and one-time initiatives. There is only $35,600 available in 

base funding for 2014-15 which is negligible. The outlook is that funding is very tight over 

the next couple of years until the CMS and Cogen debt service is complete. The committee 

members will be able to review the spreadsheet over the next two weeks and reconsider 

the requests that will be brought to the committee for review in February, based on the 4% 

reserve minimum that will be recommended to the President for final approval. 

6. Review draft budget request evaluation template - DISCUSSION/ACTION 

The VPs will address a few additional questions included on the draft template to help the 

committee evaluate the budget requests. Each request will be given a priority rating on a 

scale of 1-5 (i.e. High, Medium/High, Medium, Medium/Low, or Low). The Budget Office will 

compile the feedback into a list in order of priority. The committee feels this will work as a 

starting point for the final review discussion. 


