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“KPMG agreed to reduce the scope of their 

audits with a plan to complete ten full-

scope audits this year, and twelve next year. 

George’s goal is to eliminate full-scope 

audits next year at campuses.” 

- Minutes from meeting of CSU executives,  

August 11-12, 2009 
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California Faculty Association     August 2010 

 

Executive Summary 

According to internal documents from the California State University administration, 

auditors have found an inappropriate co-mingling of state general funds (public money) 

with the other funds (such as those raised privately or generated by revenue operations) 

held in the university‟s 90 affiliated auxiliary organizations.  

The documents indicate high level executives in the CSU Chancellor‟s Office, including 

the CSU system‟s Executive Vice Chancellor and Chief Financial Officer, are aware that 

public money is being improperly deposited in funds controlled by CSU auxiliaries. All 

funds and accounts in CSU auxiliaries and foundations are shielded from the state‟s 

open records laws and from public scrutiny because of a 

loophole in the state Public Records Act. The Chancellor is 

fighting legislative actions to close the loophole.  

For at least the past several months, CSU executives have 

known about the inappropriate housing of state funds in 

accounts controlled by its non-profit auxiliaries and 

foundations rather than in accounts controlled by the public 

agency. To date, however, it appears as though the 

Chancellor‟s Office is unable or perhaps unwilling to make the necessary corrections to 

its practices to fix what has been discovered by the auditors.  

The documents reveal a sense of 

urgency on the part of the CSU 

administration to clean up these 

problems and before they are 

uncovered or caught by a state audit. 

University Auditor Larry Mandel reported 

on March 23, 2010 that an “audit of UC 

could lead to an audit of the CSU so we 

would like to be ahead of the curve – fix 

the problem before an audit happens.”  

At the same time, however, the administration reduced the number of financial audits of 

the 23 campuses last year and according to these documents is planning to stop 

auditing individual campus financial statements altogether in the near future. In a 

meeting on August 11-12, 2009, Assistant Vice Chancellor George Ashkar reported on 

“… audit of UC could lead to an 

audit of the CSU so we would like 

to be ahead of the curve – fix the 

problem before an audit happens.” 

- Minutes from meeting of CSU 

executives, March 23, 2010 
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the CSU‟s audit plans with KPMG, the global accounting firm that has been auditing the 

CSU since 1996-97: “KPMG agreed to reduce the scope of their audits with a plan to 

complete ten full-scope audits this year, and twelve next year. George‟s goal is to 

eliminate full-scope audits next year at campuses.”  

In February 2009, Senator Leland Yee (D-San 

Francisco) introduced legislation that would 

close the loophole in California‟s Public Records 

Act that currently exempts university-affiliated 

foundations and auxiliaries from the 

transparency standards to which other state 

agencies are held. During that year, Sen. Yee‟s 

bill (SB 218) moved virtually unopposed and 

with strong bipartisan support through both 

houses of the California legislature. The bill was 

vetoed by Gov. Schwarzenegger. A modified 

version was reintroduced in December 2009 as 

SB 330. Since the beginning of the 2009-10 

legislative session, CSU Chancellor Reed has 

spent almost $300,000 on outside lobbyists to 

assist the administration‟s in-house lobby 

team‟s attempt to defeat both bills.  

The internal documents referred to in this report are minutes of meetings of the CSU 

system‟s chief administrators and business officers (CABO). They were obtained and 

analyzed by the California Faculty Association. The CABO group includes Vice Presidents 

of Administration and Finance from each campus, the CSU system‟s Chief Financial 

Officer, Vice Chancellor of Human Resources, and a number of other Chancellor‟s Office 

executives and high level managers.1  

                                                           

1 A list of CABO members is published at http://www.calstate.edu/cabo/cabo-roster.shtml and 

included in Appendix A to this report.  

http://www.calstate.edu/cabo/cabo-roster.shtml
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See background on 
CSU auxiliaries on 
page 12. Find a list 
of CSU auxiliaries 

in Appendix B. 

CSU Documents Reveal Financial Mismanagement and 

Efforts to Avoid Accountability 

 

California Faculty Association     August 2010 

 

Introduction  

A review of documents2 prepared by top California State University executives and 

recently obtained by the California Faculty Association reveal that the CSU 

administration inappropriately shelters state funds in its numerous auxiliary 

organizations. Publicly, the CSU administration insists that the funds held in these 

organizations are privately raised and are not taxpayer dollars. However, as these 

documents (hereafter referred to as “the CABO minutes”) detail, there is actually a co-

mingling of state and private dollars in the funds controlled by the auxiliaries and the 

CSU Chief Financial Officer and his team appear unable to distinguish which of the 

dollars in the auxiliary accounts are in fact public funds.  

For years, faculty members across the CSU system have raised questions about the 

amounts and disposition of funds held in CSU foundations and auxiliaries, but these 

questions have largely gone unanswered because the operations of these organizations 

are not open to public scrutiny. Many of these organizations are fundraising arms of the 

university that solicit donations for the CSU from alumni and other supporters. Real 

estate deals and development projects are routinely run through these bodies as well. 

Campus food service, student housing, and bookstores are also typically organized as 

auxiliaries. Funds held in these organizations are, according to their charters and by 

state mandate, to be used to further the university‟s educational mission; in practice, 

they have been used for a wide range of purposes including personal loans to 

executives and board members;3 executive compensation and perks;4 real estate 

                                                           

2 The documents analyzed in this report and related reference materials are available at 

http://www.calfac.org/xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
3 For instance, the Sonoma State foundation made $1.25 million in loans to a land developer, 

who was also a former foundation board member. The foundation came under fire when the 

developer went bankrupt and defaulted on its payments. The Attorney General recently 

concluded an audit of an auxiliary at CSU Sacramento, which gave its campus president a low-

interest loan and paid for an expensive kitchen remodel. 
4 For instance, CSU Chancellor Reed receives $30,000 per year in additional compensation from 

the CSU Foundation and the SJSU president receives $25,000 per year from foundations. The 

California State Auditor in 2007 reported it was impossible for her office to conduct a thorough 

audit of executive perks awarded to CSU employees because much of it was done through the 

foundations and she was unable to get information from them. 
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development projects;5 as well as 

scholarships for students.6 Together, 

the funds generated by the auxiliaries 

comprise 20 percent of the CSU 

system‟s budget. At the end of the 

2009 fiscal year, the CSU auxiliaries 

had net assets of more than $1.6 

billion.7  

The revelations contained in the CABO 

minutes come on the heels of a highly 

critical audit by the Attorney General‟s 

Charitable Trust Division of the CSU 

Stanislaus Foundation. The auditor 

stated, “Our overall conclusion, after 

reviewing all of the documents 

produced, is that the Board has not 

exercised adequate fiscal oversight 

for most of the period reviewed 

(January 2005 to present).” Specifically, the audit revealed the misclassification of over 

$1.5 million as unrestricted funds (which can be use for any legal purpose) that should 

have been marked as restricted net assets (which have legal restrictions governing their 

use) and found the foundation board failed to implement recommendations made by its 

own independent auditors.8 

 

CSU State Funds Inappropriately Held in Foundation Accounts 

Like the Attorney General‟s audit of the Stanislaus Foundation, the CABO minutes reveal 

that auditors also are uncovering mismanagement of state dollars and poor and 

inadequate policies governing the oversight of the entire CSU system‟s finances.   

According to the CABO minutes, Larry Mandel, University Auditor reported to CABO 

members on March 23, 2010 that audits of the university and auxiliary accounts were 

uncovering some “issues” and announced that the CSU was working to “fix the problem” 

                                                           

5 The CSU Board of Trustees agendas describe the role of the auxiliaries and foundations in 

securing financing and overseeing numerous development projects.  
6 Fundraising efforts on behalf of campuses typically highlight scholarships for students, even 

though the expenditures of these organizations are clearly more diverse.  
7 Presentation to CSU Board of Trustees, Committee on Finance, May 12, 2009; KPMG, 

California State University Audited Financial Statements, June 30, 2009, Statement of Revenues, 

Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets, p.20.  
8 Letter to Robert S. Bower, Esq. Re: Audit of CSU Stanislaus Foundation, from Belinda Johns, 

Senior Assistant Attorney General, 8/6/10.  

Summary of Conclusions  

to Attorney General’s Audit of the  

CSU Stanislaus Foundation 

 Independent auditor recommendations were not 

implemented (in some cases for three years 

following recommendation) 

 Board has not consistently acted to adequately 

protect charitable assets under its control (failing 

to protect assets from possible waste and 

diversion) 

 Board failed to manage fundraising activities 

administered by outside, for-profit groups on 

Foundation’s behalf. 

 Board does not appear to fully understand its 

duties and responsibilities under applicable law 

(which can lead to misclassification of funds) 

 No charitable assets appear to have been diverted 

to improper uses.  
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before it was discovered by an external audit. According to the CSU documents, the 

problems were related to state funds being held in campus auxiliary accounts rather 

than in the public university accounts.  

According to the minutes, Mandel also reported that negotiations between the auditors 

and the campus employees were underway, and “agreements” were being reached on 

how funds should be moved around. Apparently, even the overseers of these funds are 

unable to determine whether certain funds are state dollars or not:   

“[T]here are some issues with auxiliary account practices and where state funds 

are sitting. There have been changes with where deposits are made and 

campuses were asked to put plans together, though audit never wrote up any 

findings. Currently auditors are making a stronger push to make changes when 

state funds might be held for auxiliary use and findings are being made on audit 

reports.  

Campuses are working with audit to move funds when agreement is made. 

There are still issues and disagreements about what should be classified as 

state funds, and what really falls somewhere else. And audit of UC could lead to 

an audit of the CSU so we would like to be ahead of the curve – fix the problem 

before an audit happens” (emphasis added).9  

The minutes indicate that one member asked whether moving the funds around quickly 

would be too burdensome. Again, the response (from the CSU‟s Internal Auditor and 

Chief Financial Officer) indicates the CSU Chancellor‟s Office considers the 

determination of which funds are from the state as a matter of opinion: 

“Q: Is there an undue burden for campuses to go through all of these accounts, 

being asked to move funds on an unrealistic timeline? Would it be easier to 

determine a few accounts and ask campuses to make plans?   

There may be a difference in opinion in what should be considered state funds 

and what is not. Who should best determine what are state funds? Something 

needs to be officially written by the CO, that will sustain an internal audit as well 

as a State Audit, and that includes the clarifying procedures that need to be 

written and included in ICSUAM10. RMP11 changes some of the definitions that 

may not be recognized by audit. There is a clarification of custodial trust funds in 

the handout from the last [CSU Board of Trustees] meeting.  

In some cases the findings are black and white and funds should be moved as 

soon as possible, in less clear circumstances more information needs to be put 

out to clarify the rules. The CO will need to clarify the questionable 

                                                           

9 Minutes to CABO meeting, March 23, 2010. Emphasis added. 
10 Integrated California State University Administrative Manual 

[http://www.calstate.edu/icsuam/] 
11 Revenue Management Program [http://www.calstate.edu/BF/rmp/] 

http://www.calstate.edu/icsuam/
http://www.calstate.edu/BF/rmp/
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circumstances and try to make decisions that will meet the campus needs while 

being in the support of EO 100012 and RMP and audit” (emphasis added).13 

When the CABO group met next on May 18, 2010, CFO Benjamin Quillian again 

discussed the continuing problems with the mis-classification and routing of state funds 

to auxiliaries and foundations. In his report, Quillian indicates that the Chancellor‟s 

Office is having difficulty developing a policy to correct the problems uncovered by the 

auditors. His remarks suggest that the new policies and procedures are needed to place 

proper control over the funds:  

“There continue to be findings from the internal auditors that some campuses 

have monies held inappropriately by auxiliary organizations. The finding is that 

funds should be moved to the state side. Developing a policy related to this has 

been more difficult than anticipated. The audit findings are still coming in, and 

no policy direction has been given.  

Both the Chancellor and the Chair of the Trustees Audit Committee want to be 

sure that whatever policy is developed addresses any concerns that may be 

identified in the course of the legislative audit at the UC The policy needs to 

clear that all state funds are properly controlled. The new policy will place 

greater restrictions on Auxiliaries and ensure proper control of funds and 

necessary transparencies.”14  

The summary of the discussion captured in the minutes from the May 2010 meeting 

includes an admission by Chancellor‟s Office staff that there are serious problems with 

the current state of operations of its auxiliaries and a desire to ensure that the existence 

of auxiliaries remains unchallenged. Moreover, it reveals that fixing the problems is 

proving to be more difficult than anticipated:  

“However, there will be more restrictions especially in examining the reason for 

the auxiliary when new auxiliaries are established. The goal is to make sure that 

this is not an exercise in admitting that auxiliaries are unnecessary, when we 

have always believed that they are necessary and useful. This is an effort to 

clean up any mess before it gets to be bigger” (emphasis added).15  

These minutes raise serious questions not only about the CSU‟s financial management 

practices but also about the Chancellor‟s motives in his vigorous opposition to 

legislation that would increase the transparency of these organizations.   

 

                                                           

12 CSU Chancellor‟s Executive Order 1000 regarding “Delegation of fiscal authority and 

responsibility” [http://www.calstate.edu/eo/] 
13 Minutes to CABO meeting, March 23, 2010. Emphasis added. 
14 Minutes to CABO meeting, May 18, 2010. 
15 Minutes to CABO meeting, May 18, 2010. Emphasis added. Grammatical and typographical 

errors in original. 

http://www.calstate.edu/eo/
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Administration Attempts to Fix Problems Before Getting Caught 

The audit of the University of California, which according to these minutes is a concern 

for CSU Chancellor Reed, is expected to be completed in January 2011. No copies of any 

minutes for CABO meetings that occurred after May 2010 have been obtained so 

whether or not the administration has been able to “clean up” the problems and “fix the 

problem before an audit happens” in the CSU remains unclear. A review of the 

Chancellor‟s Executive Orders suggests no new policies regarding management of funds 

have been announced.16 The 2010 fiscal year ended on June 30 and presumably 

external auditors from the accounting firm KPMG are performing audits at this time.  

The University of California audit is being conducted by the Bureau of State Audits at the 

request of the California State Assembly Joint Legislative Audit Committee. On February 

17, 2010, Senator Leland Yee requested the State Auditor to examine UC‟s funding 

streams, distribution, and use of resources. The audit request was approved by the 

Committee by a vote of 11-0.  

According to the scope and objectives enumerated on the State Auditor‟s website, the 

UC audit will examine the UC‟s revenues and expenditures, and focus attention on the 

precise problems that the CSU‟s own auditors have uncovered. For instance, the UC 

audit will “[r]eview and evaluate the policies and practices UC uses to track and allocate 

public funds.” The auditor will also determine “the methods used by UC to track the 

revenues generated by auxiliary organizations and the expenditure of those revenues,” 

and “[t]he policies and practices the UC uses to ensure that state funds are not used to 

supplement or guarantee projects or programs authorized by these auxiliary 

organizations.”17 (The full scope and objectives of the UC audit is included in Appendix 

C.)  

The Chancellor appears to be in a race against the clock to fix the misallocation of funds 

held in the CSU auxiliary organizations. If the UC audit were not underway, one can only 

speculate whether the Chancellor would be so anxious to “clean up” the mess.  

 

Concerted, Ongoing Efforts to Shield Foundations from Public Scrutiny 

Over the years, Chancellor Reed and his executive staff have consistently argued that 

the funds held in accounts controlled by the universities‟ affiliated organizations are 

private, not public dollars, raised on behalf of the university, and restricted for special 

purposes such as development projects or scholarships. Using this argument, he has 

consistently fought to ensure public oversight of the foundations and other auxiliaries is 

kept to a minimum. As the documents cited above make clear, public state funds are 

                                                           

16 Published at www.calstate.edu/eo.  
17 Bureau of State Audits, 2010-105 Audit Scope and Objectives: University of California‟s 

Revenues and Expenditures. 

http://www.calstate.edu/eo
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being held in the auxiliary accounts, off of the public agency books, and the Chancellor‟s 

Office appears unable to determine exactly which funds are public and which are not. 

This knowledge, however, has not stopped the Chancellor‟s Office from repeating these 

claims.  

In February 2009, Senator Leland Yee introduced legislation to close a loophole in 

California‟s Public Records Act that currently exempts university-affiliated foundations 

and auxiliaries from the transparency standards to which other state agencies are held. 

During that year, Sen. Yee‟s bill (SB 218) moved virtually unopposed and with strong 

bipartisan support through both houses of the California legislature. The bill was vetoed 

by Gov. Schwarzenegger. Senator Yee reintroduced the bill in December 2009 as SB 

330.  

In its opposition campaign, the Chancellor‟s lobbyists made the case over and over 

again that the auxiliaries should not be covered by the Public Records Act. For instance, 

in a letter opposing SB 330, CSU Assistant Vice Chancellor Karen Zamarripa stated:  

“The CSU is a public institution, but the legislature explicitly created our 

auxiliaries as separate entities in statute to help generate non-state dollars to 

support students and the programs and services we provide them at our 

campuses” (emphasis added).18 

Similarly, in another letter opposing SB 218, Special Assistant to CSU Long Beach 

President King Alexander stated, “Auxiliaries are NOT supported by the General Fund.”19  

The Chancellor‟s efforts to defeat these accountability measures continue vigorously 

and did not change even after he informed the CABO group back in March that in fact 

the auxiliaries‟ funds were inappropriately mixed with state funds. In fact, the 

Chancellor‟s Office administration has contracts with top lobbying firms in Sacramento 

to carry his message. Since the beginning of the 2009-2010 legislative session, 

Chancellor Reed has spent almost $300,000 on outside lobbyists to assist its in-house 

lobby team in an attempt to defeat the two bills.20 

Campus officials also make these claims. CSU Stanislaus President, Hamid Shirvani, 

who is also Chair of the CSU Stanislaus Foundation Board, told a reporter, "The primary 

                                                           

18 Letter to The Honorable Joe Coto regarding SB 330, from CSU Assistant Vice Chancellor Karen 

Zamarripa, 6/11/10, Emphasis added.  
19 Letter to The Honorable Anthony Portantino regarding SB 218, from Elena Macías, Special 

Assistant to the President, CSU Long Beach, 7/1/09, Emphasis in original. 
20 Achieving little success in getting legislators to vote “NO” on either bill, the Chancellor‟s 

strategy has shifted to include lobbying for major amendments (which have been rejected by the 

author) and shopping its own transparency bill that would keep the auxiliaries exempt from the 

Public Records Act.  
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mission of the foundation is to raise money from the private sector, [t]o supplement 

university funding. It is completely funded by private donations."21 

In the meantime, and less publicly, the Chancellor‟s team also has been working on a 

plan that would further shield campus finances from public scrutiny and oversight. Also 

revealed in the CABO minutes are indications that top CSU executives hope to eliminate 

requirements to conduct financial audits of its 23 campuses altogether. 

Since fiscal year 1997, the CSU has been legally required to perform audits of its 

financial statements. This requirement came about as a result of AB 2613, which was 

enacted into law as Gov. Code Section 12440.1 in 1996. The law requires audits of the 

system as a whole and stand-alone audits of the financial statements of at least ten 

campuses each year. In addition, each campus must be audited at least once every two  

 

                                                           

21 Quoted in Guerra, Patty. 2010. “Cal State Stanislaus foundation: Anonymity brings donations,” 

Modesto Bee, May 4. Online at http://www.modbee.com/2010/05/03/v-print/1152801/cal-

state-stanislaus-foundation.html.  

Source: CA Sec. of State 
Lobbying Activity Report 
for CSU Office of the 
Chancellor, as of 8/16/10  

http://www.modbee.com/2010/05/03/v-print/1152801/cal-state-stanislaus-foundation.html
http://www.modbee.com/2010/05/03/v-print/1152801/cal-state-stanislaus-foundation.html
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years. AB 2613 also required the audited financial statements be presented in 

accordance with GAAP (the US generally accepted accounting principles).22 

In the private sector, financial statements allow stockholders and others concerned with 

profitability a way to monitor the performance of the business in question. Public 

institutions have their financial statements audited for some of the same reasons 

private corporations do. Public universities and other non-profits use financial 

statements to evaluate their success at meeting their mission to provide services to the 

public and their ability to do so effectively while making efficient use of the resources 

available. Like other states, California has statutes requiring that the public's business 

be conducted in the public's view and in accordance with stated policies. Public 

institutions, such as universities, that rely on contributions and financing from external 

sources find that they are more successful at fundraising when their financial 

statements are audited by an external auditor.  

An audit consists of an in-depth review of the internal control systems and procedures in 

place at the organization and an assessment of the likelihood that the financial 

statements present fairly the results of operations. Auditors use sophisticated statistical 

and sampling techniques to review the transactions and calculations underlying 

financial statements, looking to collect sufficient information to allow them to express 

an opinion on the statements. The financial statements are important documents 

providing valuable information about the financial position and results of operations of 

an institution. When they are audited, an objective third-party (a Certified Public 

Accountant) provides users of that financial information some assurance that the 

statements fairly represent both the results of operations and the financial position of 

the institution   

In addition to university boards, taxpayers, and public oversight bodies, bond agencies 

(e.g., Moody‟s) use audited financial statements to understand the financial health and 

priorities of the institutions which are indicated in the statements. For instance, a review 

of the audited statements over multiple years can shed light into how an institution 

spends its resources by examining its expenditures. (See Table on page 11.)  While 

budgets reveal nothing more or less than a plan for how an administration intends to 

spend its funds, financial statements provide critical information about actual 

expenditures and the revenues related to those expenditures. An important tool for 

Boards (and other stakeholders) is a comparison between budgets and actual results. 

The budget provides information about planned activities, while the financial statements 

provide information as to what actually happened. The Attorney General‟s report on its 

audit of the CSU Stanislaus Foundation explains the importance of both types of 

information:  

                                                           

22 CSU Board of Trustees Agenda, Committee on Audit, Agenda Item 2, July 19-20, 2005; CSU 

GAAP Reporting Manual, Chapter 1, p.1-1, May 2009. 



 

 

11 Expenses 2007 2008 2009

Instruction 1,954,106$    2,132,400$    2,154,701$    

Research 36,121$         28,584$          28,446$          

Public Service 79,313$         57,419$          60,030$          

Academic support 555,969$       587,694$        594,716$        

Institutional support 548,975$       625,915$        620,660$        

Operation Maintenance & Plant 434,323$       514,668$        519,158$        

Scholarships & fellowships 479,063$       517,677$        584,491$        

Auxiliary expenses 198,235$       229,407$        244,963$        

Total Operating Cost (Less Depreciation) 4,286,105$    4,693,764$    4,807,165$    

Percent of Expenses, per category 2007 2008 2009

Instruction 45.6% 45.4% 44.8%

Research 0.8% 0.6% 0.6%

Public Service 1.9% 1.2% 1.2%

Academic support 13.0% 12.5% 12.4%

Institutional support 12.8% 13.3% 12.9%

Operation Maintenance & Plant 10.1% 11.0% 10.8%

Scholarships & fellowships 11.2% 11.0% 12.2%

Auxiliary expenses 4.6% 4.9% 5.1%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

source: CSU System Audited Financial Statements

Fiscal Year Ending

(thousands)

 CSU System Expenditures: 2007-2009

“The Board does not compare and analyze revenues and expenses on a periodic 

basis in order to determine if the Foundation is meeting budgetary goals (i.e. 

comparing budgeted expenditures to those actually incurred). It is impossible for 

the Foundation to know how much money it has to spend if this analysis is not 

performed monthly.”23 

According to minutes from a December 2, 2008 CABO meeting, the Chancellor recently 

began to cut back on audits of the campus accounts, and his executives are interested 

in eliminating entirely the legal requirements to audit campus financial statements in 

the future. The idea appears to have been first discussed by a small group of chief 

financial officers and campus provosts. Since current state law, requires each CSU 

campus to be audited regularly, the Chancellor‟s Office cannot get out of its obligation to 

perform audits easily. Realizing it was probably not a good time to pursue legislation that 

would weaken its transparency and accountability to the public, Executive Vice 

Chancellor Quillian suggested instead that the idea be revisited in the future:  

“One suggestion from the CFO/Provost group was to eliminate the individual 

GAAP financial audits and financial statements. These audits are quite costly 

and time consuming, however the requirement to conduct these audits came 

about as a result of negotiations 

with the legislature and therefore 

would be an extraordinarily difficult 

thing to change at this time. Vice 

Chancellor Quillian plans to revisit 

this option in the future.”24  

By August 2009, though, further 

progress on the plan appears to 

have been made. According to a 

report from another top executive, 

the Assistant Vice Chancellor, 

Controller/Financial Services 

George Ashkar, the Chancellor‟s 

Office successfully reworked its 

contract with KPMG (the accounting 

firm contracted by the CSU 

administration to conduct the 

audits) to reduce the number of 

campus audits it would perform. 

Specifically, he reported that KPMG 

would complete only ten full-scope 

                                                           

23
 Letter to Robert S. Bower, Esq. Re: Audit of CSU Stanislaus Foundation, from Belinda Johns, Senior 

Assistant Attorney General, 8/6/10. 
24 Minutes to CABO meeting, December 2, 2008. 
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audits for the fiscal year ending 2009, and twelve in the following year. By the following 

year, he apparently hopes to eliminate campus audits entirely:  

“KPMG Audit - George [Ashkar] distributed an audit schedule to CABO members, 

and reported that he is in negotiations with KPMG to reduce the scope and costs 

of audits. As a result, the KPMG contract was reduced by $1.2 million, and 

KPMG agreed to reduce the scope of their audits with a plan to complete ten 

full-scope audits this year, and twelve next year. George‟s goal is to eliminate 

full-scope audits next year at campuses.”25  

Audits of financial statements are crucial components of any mechanism to hold 

executives accountable for their actions and decisions. If the Chancellor is successful in 

the bid to stop auditing campuses, the university will be even less accountable to the 

public than it is now. The California State University publishes copies of the audited 

financial statements for the system and for individual campuses. A review of the 

available audits shows the dramatic reduction in 

the number of audits of the campus financial 

statements over the past few years and is 

summarized in the table.  

 

No Real Separation between Auxiliaries and 

University 

Background 

More than 1,500 private foundations and auxiliary 

organizations that support public universities 

operate in the United States today. Together, they 

control hundreds of billions of dollars. According to 

research by Pablo Eisenberg, of the Georgetown 

Public Policy Institute, 25 of these organizations 

have endowments of at least $1 billion each.26 

The CSU system has its own set of auxiliary 

organizations. Rules and regulations governing 

what type of organizations qualify as a university-

affiliated auxiliary are laid out in both the state‟s 

Education Code and in CSU policies (including Title 

5 and various Executive Orders).27 

                                                           

25 Minutes CABO meeting, August 11-12, 2009. 
26 Eisenberg, Pablo. 2010. “Unknown and Unaccountable,” InsideHigherEd, May 10. 
27 The CSU system website hosts a “Compilation of Policies and Procedures for California State 

University Auxiliary Organizations” at www.calstate.edu/FT/AuxOrg/PDF0800/Compilation.shtml.  

CAMPUS

FY 2005-

2006

FY 2006-

2007

FY 2007-

2008

FY 2008-

2009

BA X X X

CH X X X

CI X X X

DH X X X X

EB X X X X

FR X X X

FU X

HU X X X

LA X X X X

LB X X X

MA X X X

MB X X

NO X X X X

PO X X X

SA X X X

SB X X

SD X X

SF X X X X

SJ X X X

SLO X X X X

SM X X X X

SO X X X X

ST X x*

TOTAL 20 18 22 11

*on CSUS website, not CSU system page

 (published on CSU System Website)
CSU Campus Audited Financial Statements

http://www.calstate.edu/FT/AuxOrg/PDF0800/Compilation.shtml
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The CSU describes the organizations as follows:  

“These non-profit organizations are organized by the respective campus as 

separate legal entities under the parameters outlined in special legislation 

contained in the Education Code. They operate in association with campuses or 

the headquarters office pursuant to special written agreements and are 

chartered solely for the purpose of performing functions that contribute to the 

educational mission of the university. The Board of Trustees of the CSU and 

campus presidents have oversight and general supervisory responsibility to 

assure compliance with CSU policy. Most auxiliary organizations are 

incorporated. All have a governing board that has close campus linkages and 

responsibilities defined by an interconnected and over-arching framework of 

education code statutes and trustee and campus policies.”28,29  

There are legitimate questions about how some of the functions and actions performed 

by these bodies actually “contribute to the educational mission” of a university. For 

instance, a recent audit of financial transactions of University Enterprises, Inc. at CSU 

Sacramento by the State Attorney General criticized a kitchen remodeling project it 

financed. The remodel of the President‟s home kitchen cost $27,615 and the audit 

concluded this expense did not fall within the organization‟s charitable purposes. 

Specifically, the investigation determined that the “renovation created an appearance of 

impropriety which UEI had a duty to avoid.”30 At Sonoma State University, the foundation 

loaned $1.25 million to a foundation board member (Clem Carinalli) who resigned two 

days prior. He also happened to be the largest single land developer in the county.31   

As non-profit organizations legally affiliated with the 23 campuses, they are also 

considered “component units” of the university system by the Governmental Accounting 

Standards Board (GASB). This means the financial statements of these organizations 

are audited and presented together with the statements for the campuses with which 

they are affiliated. 

More specifically, GASB Statement 39, “Determining Whether Certain Organizations Are 

Component Units,” requires that audited financial statements of the CSU system include 

the statements of its “component units.” GASB 39 instructs an agency to report as a 

                                                           

28 CSU History of Auxiliary Organizations, www.calstate.edu/FT/AuxOrgBackground.shtml 
29 The CSU system has so many auxiliary organizations, they are organized as the AoA, CSU 

Auxiliary Organizations Association. The AoA has elected officers, committees, and holds annual 

conferences. See www.csuaoa.org.  
30 Letter to James R. Reinhard, Executive Director University Enterprises from Elizabeth S. Kim, 

Deputy Attorney General for Edmund G. Brown Jr., Attorney General, 7/1/10.  
31 This story received extensive coverage in the Santa Rosa Press Democrat. 

http://www.calstate.edu/FT/AuxOrgBackground.shtml
http://www.csuaoa.org/
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“component unit” the financial statements of any organization that “raises and holds 

economic resources for the direct benefit of a governmental unit.”32  

For the fiscal year ending June 30, 2009, the audit of the CSU system‟s financial 

statements included 90 such organizations,33 indicating they met the three criteria used 

in GASB 39 to define a component unit. The criteria are as follows:  

1. The economic resources received or held by the separate organization are 

entirely or almost entirely for the direct benefit of the primary government, its 

component units, or its constituents.  

2. The primary government, or its component units, is entitled to, or has the ability 

to otherwise access, a majority of the economic resources received or held by 

the separate organization.  

3. The economic resources received or held by an individual organization that the 

specific primary government, or its component units, is entitled to, or has the 

ability to otherwise access, are significant to that primary government.34 

Since each individual campus has several such organizations, when audits of individual 

campuses are performed, its affiliated auxiliaries are similarly included as discretely 

presented component units. 35 For example, the CSU East Bay campus financial 

statements include financial data from its three component units: the CSU East Bay 

Foundation, Inc., Associated Students Inc. of California State University East Bay, and 

Cal State East Bay Educational Foundation, Inc. In fiscal year 2009, these organizations 

had a combined $36.4 million in total assets reported along with the $294.2 million in 

total assets of the campus in the CSU East Bay financial statements.36 

“What was the Legislature Thinking?” 

The California Newspaper Publishers Association has been fighting for increased 

transparency of CSU auxiliaries for over a decade. When a public information request 

made by the Fresno Bee was refused by a CSU Fresno auxiliary in 1999, the newspaper 

sued to obtain the records. In its 2001 decision, the Superior Court stated that it 

believed the university auxiliaries should be covered by the California Public Records Act 

and questioned why the legislature left a loophole exempting them from disclosure:  

                                                           

32 GASB Summary of Statement No. 39, “Determining Whether Certain Organizations Are 

Component Units - an amendment of GASB Statement No. 14,” (Issued 5/02).  
33 KPMG, California State University Financial Statements, June 30, 2009, Note 2(a), pp. 24-28.  
34 GASB Summary of Statement No. 39, “Determining Whether Certain Organizations Are 

Component Units - an amendment of GASB Statement No. 14,” (Issued 5/02).  
35 A list of all CSU auxiliary organizations is included in Appendix B.  
36 KPMG, California State University, East Bay Financial Statements, June 30, 2009, Statement 

of Net Assets 
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“We are fully cognizant of the fact that our conclusion seems to be in direct 

conflict with the express purposes of the CPRA…The Legislature‟s decision to 

narrowly define the applicability of the CPRA, balanced against its sweeping goal 

to safeguard the public, leaves us scratching our judicial heads and asking 

„What was the Legislature thinking?‟ In many ways, the [auxiliary] can be 

characterized as a “state-controlled” corporation that should be subject to the 

CPRA…However, the courts do not sit as super-legislatures to determine the 

wisdom, desirability or propriety of statutes enacted by the Legislature…The 

rewriting of a statute is a legislative, rather than a judicial function…”37 

Following the Court‟s lead, Sen. Yee introduced his bill in 2009 with the sponsorship of 

the California Newspaper Publishers Association and the California Faculty Association. 

Arguing that the distinction between the university and its auxiliaries is an artificial one, 

the bill enacts the Superior Court‟s decision and removes the exemption from the 

California Public Records Act that these bodies have enjoyed for years.   

The false distinction between these organizations is apparent as soon as one begins to 

examine the structure of their operations. The campus president is also the chair of an 

affiliated foundation‟s board; the organizations are normally housed in buildings on the 

campuses; the university and foundations may share employees; and notably, auxiliary 

employees are eligible to participate in the state‟s retirement pension system for state 

employees, CalPERS. Finally, as the CSU‟s Chief Financial Officer indicated to members 

of the CSU‟s Auxiliary Organizations Association, ultimately, the CSU financial officers are 

responsible for the finances of the auxiliaries:   

“Dr. Quillian met with AOA (Auxiliary Organizations Association) and had a 

conversation regarding the role of auxiliaries in the CSU. He explained at that 

meeting that auxiliaries are a key part of the CSU system, fulfilling functions that 

the University cannot engage in as a State entity. However, auxiliaries must 

continue to adhere to CSU guidelines and policies. CFO‟s are responsible for the 

finances of the auxiliaries, which does not mean the day to day oversight of the 

finances, but CFO‟s should be knowledgeable about the budgets.”38 

 

Conclusion: Extent of Questionable Practices in Campus Foundations and Auxiliaries 

Unknown Without Greater Transparency  

University-related auxiliary organizations have become a commonplace throughout 

academia across the U.S.  As in the California State University, they manage large sums 

under different rules than those that apply to the universities they serve; most are 

subject to limited oversight and do not have to respond to questions from the public 

                                                           

37 CA University Fresno Assn., Inc. v. Superior Court (2001) 90 Cal.App.4th 810. 
38 Minutes to CABO meeting, March 23, 2010. 
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about how they collect, hold or use funds that most citizens assume are meant to 

provide students with a quality education. 

Pablo Eisenberg, a senior fellow at the Georgetown Public Policy Institute and a 

columnist for The Chronicle of Philanthropy, wrote of public university foundations in the 

United States: 

"What we do know is that many are not transparent and publicly accountable; 

allocate substantial funds to supplement CEO and senior administrators‟ 

salaries and benefits; provide superfluous benefits unrelated to academics such 

as country club memberships, leased cars, housing allowances, housekeepers, 

spousal travel, lawn care and other perks to coaches and administrators; 

engage in self-dealing relationships with their trustees and university regents; 

and pay their executives high salaries."39 

Here in California, California State University faculty members have frequently tried to 

investigate questionable practices they suspect are taking place within CSU auxiliaries 

and foundations. However, since the auxiliary records are still shielded from public view, 

most allegations are difficult or impossible to substantiate or disprove.  

The CABO minutes analyzed in this report offer an unambiguous admission by top CSU 

executives that there are solid reasons to question the thick curtain now shielding 

activities of the public university‟s foundations and auxiliary organizations from public 

scrutiny. Specifically, these documents reveal that:  

 Public, taxpayer-funded dollars intended to support the California State 

University system are inappropriately held in accounts controlled by the 

university‟s auxiliary organizations. 

 The CSU system‟s Chief Financial Officer appears unable to determine if 

some funds under his control are public, state funds or not.  

 Auditors informed the Chancellor about the incorrect accounting practices at 

least six months ago but his executives have not yet corrected them. 

 The Chancellor‟s Office administration believes the problems continue 

unresolved because of a lack of procedures. The Chancellor‟s Executive 

Order 1000, dated July 1, 2007, required procedures for how to properly 

manage and account for its funds to be written by the Chancellor‟s Office. 

Three years later, the procedures have not been finalized. 

 For more than a year, the Chancellor has been planning to find a way to stop 

auditing the financial statements of the 23 campuses. 

 The CSU Chancellor has spent hundreds of thousands of dollars to keep the 

auxiliaries private and to continue shielding their operations from public 

view.  

                                                           

39 Eisenberg, Pablo. 2010. “Unknown and Unaccountable,” InsideHigherEd, May 10. 
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The findings outlined in this report also raise important questions. For instance:  

 What is the extent of the financial mismanagement?  

 How much public money is being held in the non-public accounts?  

 How many and which campuses and auxiliaries are involved?  

 Why are the top CSU executives who are in charge of the finances of the 

system unable to determine where public funds end up? 

 Why are CSU executives unable to identify which dollars come from state 

funds and why do they believe this is a judgment call?  

 Are student fees also being held and/or used inappropriately?  

 How long have these problems been going on and how long has the 

Chancellor‟s Office known about them?  

 Why have these problems not been reported to the CSU Board of Trustees?  

 

Further Investigation and Corrective Action Needed  

Since the records of the auxiliary organizations are protected by a loophole that exempts 

them from the California Public Records Act, the extent of the financial mismanagement 

may remain unknown to the Legislature and taxpayers. To correct this situation, at least 

two actions should be taken: 

 SB 330 (Yee) has been approved with strong bipartisan support in both 

houses of the Legislature (71-0 and 22-10) and awaits the Governor‟s 

signature. Governor Schwarzenegger should sign SB 330 and close the 

loophole protecting the public university auxiliary organizations.  

 

 The Joint Legislative Audit Committee should investigate and instruct the 

State Auditor to conduct an audit of the California State University‟s 

revenues and expenditures in order to determine the causes and scope of 

the mis-classification of state funds entrusted with the CSU. 
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Appendix A 
Members of the CABO Group (Chief Administrators and Business Officers)*

 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATORS 

 

Bakersfield  

Mr. Michael A. Neal 

VP, Business & Administrative Services 

9001 Stockdale Highway, (38ADM) 

Bakersfield, CA 93311-1022 

P: (661) 654-2287 

F: (661) 654-6923 

 

Chancellor's Office 

Dr. Benjamin F. Quillian 

Exec. Vice Chancellor & Chief Financial Officer 

401 Golden Shore, 5th floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4210 

P: (562) 951-4600 

F: (562) 951-4970 

 

Chancellor's Office 

Ms. Gail E. Brooks 

Vice Chancellor, Human Resources 

401 Golden Shore 4th Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4210 

P: (562) 951-4455 

F: (562) 951-4890 

 

Channel Islands 

Ms. Joanne M. Coville 

VP, Administration & Finance 

One University Drive 

Camarillo, CA 93012 

P: (805) 437-8877 

F: (805) 437-8424 

 

Chico 

Ms. Lorraine B. Hoffman 

VP for Business & Finance 

400 West First Street 

Chico, CA 95929-0025 

P: (530) 898-6231 

F: (530) 898-4513  

 

Dominguez Hills 

Ms. Mary Ann Rodriguez 

VP, Administration & Finance 

1000 East Victoria Street 

Welch Hall, 4th Floor, B-470 

Carson, CA 90747 

P: (310) 243-3750  

F: (310) 243-3869 

 

 

 

 

 

East Bay 

Mr. Shawn Bibb 

VP, Administration & Finance/CFO 

25800 Carlos Bee Blvd. 

Hayward, CA 94542 

P: (510) 885-3803 

F: (510) 885-4745 

 

Fresno 

Ms. Cynthia Teniente-Matson 

VP for Administration 

5241 North Maple Avenue, M/S TA-52 

Fresno, CA 93740-0052 

P: (559) 278-2083 

F: (559) 278-2928 

 

Fullerton 

Dr. Willie Hagan 

VP for Administration & Finance/CFO 

800 North State College Blvd. 

Fullerton, CA 92834-6806 

P: (657) 278-2115 

F: (657) 278-1332 

 

Humboldt 

Mr. Burt Nordstrom 

VP for Administrative Affairs 

1 Harpst Street 

Arcata, CA 95521 

P: (707) 826-3351 

F: (707) 826-5703 

 

Long Beach 

Ms. Mary Stephens 

VP, Administration & Finance 

1250 Bellflower Blvd. 

Long Beach, CA 90840 

P: (562) 985-1658 

F: (562) 985-5584 

 

Los Angeles 

Ms. Lisa Chavez 

Interim VP for Administration & CFO 

5151 State University Drive 

Los Angeles, CA 90032 

P: (323) 343-3500 

F: (323) 343-6406 
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California Maritime Academy 

Mr. Mark Nickerson 

VP for Administration & Finance 

200 Maritime Academy Drive 

Vallejo, CA 94590 

P: (707) 654-1038 

F: (707) 654-1042 

 

Monterey Bay 

Mr. Kevin Saunders 

Interim VP Administration and Finance 

100 Campus Center 

Seaside, CA 93955 

P: (831) 582-3398 

F: (831) 582-3540 

 

Northridge 

Mr. Tom McCarron 

VP, Administration & Finance  

18111 Nordhoff Street, Mail Stop 8206 

Northridge, CA 91330-8206 

P: (818) 677-2333 

F: (818) 677-5089 

 

Pomona 

Dr. Ed Barnes 

Vice President, Administrative Affairs 

3801 West Temple Avenue 

Pomona, CA 91768 

P: (909) 869-3020 

F: (909) 869-4541 

 

Sacramento 

Mr. Stephen G. Garcia 

VP for Administration & Business Affairs 

6000 J Street, Sacramento Hall 0272 

Sacramento, CA 95819-6038 

P: (916) 278-6312 

F: (916) 278-5783 

  

San Bernardino 

Mr. Robert Gardner 

VP, Administration & Finance 

5500 University Parkway 

San Bernardino, CA 92407 

P: (909) 537-5130 

F: (909) 537-7032 

 

San Diego 

Ms. Sally F. Roush 

VP for Business & Financial Affairs  

5500 Campanile Drive 

San Diego, CA 92182 

P: (619) 594-6017 

F: (619) 594-6022 

 

 

 

 

 

San Francisco 

Dr. Leroy M. Morishita 

Executive Vice President and CFO for 

Administration & Finance 1600 Holloway Avenue, 

ADM 354 San Francisco, CA 94132 

P: (415) 338-2521 

F: (415) 338-6600 

 

San José 

Ms. Rose Lee 

VP for Administration & Finance 

One Washington Square 

San Jose, CA 95192-0006 

P: (408) 924-1500 

F: (408) 924-1515 

 

 San Luis Obispo 

Mr. Lawrence R. Kelley 

VP for Administration & Finance 

1 Grand Ave. 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93407 

P: (805) 756-2171 

F: (805) 756-7560 

 

San Marcos 

Ms. Linda Hawk 

VP for Finance & Administrative Services 

333 South Twin Oaks Valley Road 

San Marcos, CA 92096-0001 

P: (760) 750-4950 

F: (760) 750-4949 

 

Sonoma 

Mr. Laurence Furukawa-Schlereth 

VP, Administration & Finance 

1801 East Cotati Avenue 

Rohnert Park, CA 94928 

P: (707) 664-2310 

F: (707) 664-2080 

 

Stanislaus 

Mr. Russ Giambelluca 

VP, Business & Finance 

One University Circle 

Turlock, CA 95382 

P: (209) 667-3077 

F: (209) 667-3350 

 

CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE 

 

Ms. Lori Erdman 

Chief of Staff, Business & Finance 

The California State University 

401 Golden Shore Avenue, 5th Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4210 

P: (562) 951-4601 

F: (562) 951-4970 
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Mr. Bruce Briggs 

Interim Assistant Vice Chancellor ITS & CIO 

The California State University 

401 Golden Shore Avenue, 3rd Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4210 

P: (562) 951-4300 

F: (562) 951-4925 

 

 

Mr. Larry Mandel 

University Auditor 

The California State University 

401 Golden Shore Avenue, 4th. floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4210 

P: (562) 951-4430 

F: (562) 951-4955 

 

Mr. George Ashkar 

Assistant Vice Chancellor, Controller/ Financial 

Services 

The California State University 

401 Golden Shore Avenue, 5th Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4210 

P: (562) 951-4579 

F: (562) 951-4865 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ms. Elvyra San Juan 

Assistant Vice Chancellor 

Capital Planning Design and Construction 

The California State University 

401 Golden Shore Avenue, 2nd Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4210 

P: (562) 951-4090 

F: (562) 951-4924 

 

Mr. Robert Turnage 

Assistant Vice Chancellor, Budget 

The California State University 

401 Golden Shore Avenue, 5th Floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4210 

P: (562) 951-4560 

F: (562) 951-4971 

 

Ms. Trudy Hernandez 

Executive Assistant Business & Finance 

The California State University 

401 Golden Shore Avenue, 5th floor 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4210 

P: (562) 951-4603 

F: (562) 951-4971 

 

                                                           
* Published at 

http://www.calstate.edu/cabo/cabo-roster.shtml 

http://www.calstate.edu/cabo/cabo-roster.shtml
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Appendix B 
 

List of CSU Foundations and Auxiliaries published on the CSU Chancellor’s website*  

 

CAMPUS  AUXILIARY ORGANIZATIONS 

Bakersfield  *Associated Students, California State University, Bakersfield, Inc. 

Bakersfield #California State University, Bakersfield Auxiliary For Sponsored Programs and 

Administration 

Bakersfield  California State University Bakersfield Foundation 

Bakersfield  California State University, Bakersfield Student Union 

Chancellor's Office California State University Foundation 

Chancellor's Office California State University Institute 

Channel Islands  California State University, Channel Islands Foundation  

Channel Islands  University Glen Corporation 

Channel Islands  *Associated Students of California State University, Channel Islands 

Chico   *Associated Students of California State University, Chico 

Chico   The University Foundation California State University, Chico 

Chico   The CSU, Chico Research Foundation 

Dominguez Hills  *Associated Students, California State University, Dominguez Hills 

Dominguez Hills  California State University Dominguez Hills Foundation 

Dominguez Hills  Donald P. Katherine B. Loker University Student Union, Incorporated 

East Bay  *Associated Students, California State University, Hayward 

East Bay  California State University, East Bay Foundation, Inc. 

East Bay  Cal State East Bay Educational Foundation 

Fresno   *Associated Students California State University, Fresno 

Fresno   California State University, Fresno Association, Inc. 

Fresno   California State University, Fresno Foundation 

Fresno   The Agricultural Foundation of California State University, Fresno 

Fresno   The California State University, Fresno Athletic Corporation 

Fresno   Fresno State Programs for Children, Inc. 

Fullerton  *Associated Students California State University, Fullerton, Inc. 

Fullerton  ± CSU, Fullerton, Auxiliary Services Corporation 

Fullerton  ± CSU Fullerton Philanthropic Foundation 

Fullerton  CSU Fullerton Housing Authority 

Humboldt  *Associated Students of Humboldt State University 

Humboldt  Humboldt State University Center Board of Directors 

Humboldt  Humboldt State University Advancement Foundation 

Humboldt  #Humboldt State University Enterprise Foundation 

Humboldt  ± Humboldt State University Sponsored Programs Foundation 

Long Beach  *Associated Students, California State University, Long Beach 

Long Beach  California State University, Long Beach Foundation 

Long Beach  Forty-Niner Shops, Inc. 

Los Angeles  *Associated Students of California State University Los Angeles, Inc. 

Los Angeles  Cal State L.A. University Auxiliary Services, Inc. 

Los Angeles  University-Student Union Board, California State University, Los Angeles 

Los Angeles  California State Los Angeles Foundation 

Los Angeles  #CSU Los Angeles University Development Corporation 

                                                           
*
 http://www.calstate.edu/FT/auxorg/AuxOrgList.shtml  

http://www.calstate.edu/FT/auxorg/AuxOrgList.shtml
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Maritime Academy *Associated Students of the California Maritime Academy 

Maritime Academy California Maritime Academy Foundation, Inc. 

Monterey Bay  #Foundation of California State University, Monterey Bay 

Monterey Bay  ± University Corporation at Monterey Bay 

Monterey Bay  CSUMB Employee Housing, Inc. 

Northridge  *Associated Students California State University, Northridge, Inc. 

Northridge  California State University, Northridge, Foundation 

Northridge  The University Corporation 

Northridge  University Student Union of California State University, Northridge 

Northridge  North Campus - University Park Development Corporation 

Pomona   *Associated Students, Incorporated, California State Polytechnic University, Pomona 

Pomona   The Cal Poly Pomona Foundation, Inc. 

Pomona   Cal Poly Pomona University Educational Trust 

Sacramento  *Associated Students of California State University, Sacramento 

Sacramento  The University Foundation at Sacramento State 

Sacramento  Capital Public Radio, Inc. 

Sacramento  University Enterprises, Inc. 

Sacramento  University Enterprises Development Group 

Sacramento  University Union Operation of California State University, Sacramento 

San Bernardino  *Associated Students California State University, San Bernardino 

San Bernardino  Foundation for the California State University, San Bernardino 

San Bernardino  ± Santos Manuel Student Union of California State University, San Bernardino 

San Diego  *Associated Students, San Diego State University 

San Diego  Aztec Shops, Ltd. 

San Diego  ± San Diego State University Research Foundation 

San Diego  The Campanile Foundation 

San Francisco  *Associated Students of San Francisco State University 

San Francisco  Franciscan Shops 

San Francisco  The University Corporation, San Francisco State 

San Francisco  San Francisco State University Student Center 

San Francisco  San Francisco State University Foundation 

San Jose  *Associated Students San Jose State University 

San Jose  ± San Jose State University Research Foundation 

San Jose  Spartan Shops, Inc. 

San Jose  The Student Union of San Jose State University 

San Jose  The Tower Foundation 

San Luis Obispo *Associated Students, Incorporated of California Polytechnic State University at San Luis 

Obispo 

San Luis Obispo  California Polytechnic State University Foundation 

San Luis Obispo  Cal Poly Corporation 

San Luis Obispo  Cal Poly Housing Corporation 

San Marcos  California State University San Marcos Foundation 

San Marcos  San Marcos University Corporation 

San Marcos  *Associated Students of California State University, San Marcos 

San Marcos  ± University Auxiliary and Research Services Corporation 

Sonoma   *Associated Students of Sonoma State University 

Sonoma   Sonoma State Enterprises, Inc. 

Sonoma   Sonoma State University Academic Foundation Inc. 

Sonoma   Sonoma Student Union Corporation 
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Stanislaus  *Associated Students Incorporated of California State University Stanislaus 

Stanislaus  California State University, Stanislaus Auxiliary and Business Services 

Stanislaus  University Union of California State University, Stanislaus 

Stanislaus  California State University, Stanislaus Foundation 

 

 

*=Recognized Associated Student Body Auxiliary Organization 

#=Conditionally approved auxiliaries pending finalization of certain documents as required by the Chancellor's Office 

±=Updated to reflect prior change in auxiliary name 

CSU East Bay has dissolved University Union Inc., and transferred all assets to CSU East Bay Associated Students, 

Inc.  

CSU Bakersfield has dissolved the CSU Bakersfield Foundation for Research. 
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Appendix C 

2010-105 AUDIT SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES—University of California’s Revenues and Expenditures* 

The audit by the Bureau of State Audits will provide independently developed and verified 

information related to the University of California and would include, but not be limited to, the 

following: 

1. Review and evaluate the laws, rules, and regulations significant to the audit objectives. 

2. Identify the major sources of UC’s public funding over the most recent five fiscal years, 

including funding awarded by the federal government. 

3. Review and evaluate the policies and practices UC uses to track and allocate public funds. 

4. For the past five fiscal years, determine how the UC has spent its state appropriation, 

student fees, funds it receives from the federal government to administer grants, and any 

inflationary increases in grants. 

5. Review and evaluate the procedures and practices used by UC to track and make 

adjustments to nonsalary expenditure categories such as travel, consultants, entertainment, 

and general supplies. 

6. Assess UC’s policies and practices for tracking per-student expenditures for instruction. In 

addition, identify the average amount per student UC has spent on instruction for 

undergraduate students each year for the past five fiscal years. 

7. Determine how UC internally defines restricted funds. For those public funds identified in 

objective 2 on the previous page, determine the amount for which providers have placed 

restrictions on their use. 

8. Obtain UC’s definition of an “auxiliary organization” and determine the following: 

a. The number of auxiliary organizations that exist in the UC system. 

b. The methods used by UC to track the revenues generated by auxiliary organizations 

and the expenditure of those revenues. 

c. The policies and practices the UC uses to ensure that state funds are not used to 

supplement or guarantee projects or programs authorized by these auxiliary 

organizations. 

 

  

                                                           
* Published at the California Bureau of State Audits at  http://www.bsa.ca.gov/pdfs/analyses/2010-105.pdf  

http://www.bsa.ca.gov/pdfs/analyses/2010-105.pdf

	CSU FINANCES RPT EMBARGOED FINAL v2.pdf
	Appendices ALL Final.pdf
	Appendix A CABO members.pdf
	Appendix B 93 aux.pdf
	APPENDIX C UC auditscope.pdf


