
Minutes, Budget Committee of Academic Senate

Meeting of December 1, 2003 (As approved Feb. 2, 2004)

Present: Michael McIntyre (Chair), Stephen Calkins, Celeste Lezuch*, Marc Cogan,
Charles Elder, Marlyne Kilbey, Carol Parker, Charles Parrish, Louis Romano*, Linea
Rydstedt, Assia Shisheva, William Slater, William Volz, James Woodyard.

Absent with Notice: Vanessa Rose*, Ravi Dhar, Harley Tse.

*Liaison

1. The meeting convened at 11:00 a.m. The minutes of the meeting of Sept. 26,
2003, were approved, and the agenda for the day was adopted.

2. Announcements. The Chair announced that the Ad Hoc committee chaired by
Professor Cogan had been meeting with the Provost on budget matters and had been
discussing the general plans for cutting the budget in response to the expected cut
in State appropriations for the current fiscal year and for FY 2005. He indicated that
much of the money needed for the current fiscal year will come from tuition revenue
in excess of the budgeted amounts. Some additional cuts, however, will be necessary,
and the Provost is looking for recommendations from the Budget Committee in the
near future.

3. Subcommittee on Budget Cuts. The Chair proposed that the committee approve the
appointment of a subcommittee to prepare a report for the next meeting of the
committee that would set forth some recommendations for dealing with the budget
shortfalls. He also proposed that the committee provide the subcommittee with a
detailed charge, as suggested in his memo to the committee of November 24, 2003.
He indicated that, in addition to himself, he would appoint the following persons to
the committee: Professors Elder, Romano, Shisheva, and Volz. Discussion followed. 

After the discussion, the Chair suggested that the charge include the following
points:

(1) Whether the University should hold harmless, to the extent
feasible, the core academic functions.

(2) The appropriate level of cuts on the administrative side of the
budget, in light of the cuts made to administration in recent years.

(3) A proper policy framework for considering cuts in the General Fund
subsidies provided to the centers and institutes. That framework
should consider whether centers and institutes generally should be
required to become self-sufficient and whether exceptions to such a
policy should be made based on the contributions a center/institute
might make to the core academic functions of the university.
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(4) Whether the Budget Committee should recommend additional
withdrawals from the Rainy Day Fund, taking into account the public
attention that the rainy day funds of local school districts have been
receiving in the media and State legislature.

(5) Whether the practice of earmarking amounts in various reserves, including
surpluses in Auxiliary accounts and in plant accounts, should be revised so
that these amounts be included in the General Fund.

(6) Whether the Budget Committee should recommend that the
University undertake a general review of the way the research function
is financed and managed within the University.

The following motion was made, seconded, and adopted without dissent:

That the Chair appoint a subcommittee of the persons previously
mentioned to prepare a report for the next meeting of the committee
and that the charge to the subcommittee include the six items
previously discussed.

The Chair agreed to draft the elements of the charge to the subcommittee and to
circulate a draft to the committee for comment.

The last item on the above list provoked considerable discussion. One member
suggested that a review of the research function is timely, given the upcoming North
Central accreditation review. Another member expressed agreement, but noted that
any review should not be a part of the self-study for the North Central review.

4. Matters Going to the BOG. A variety of measures are on the agenda for the coming
meeting of the Budget and Finance Committee of the Board of Governors.  The
following issues were raised:

(1) There is a proposal for the funding of renovations to the Maccabees
Building (5057 Woodward Avenue). The usual concerns about the
escalating costs of that project were noted.

(2) The Administration submitted to the State its Capital Outlay
Request and five-Year Capital Outlay Plan. Some discussion followed
about the priorities in the plan. In particular, it was noted that the
renovation of State Hall, which was once near the top of the priority
list, has now disappeared from the list entirely.

The change in priorities reflected in the Capital Outlay Plan provoked considerable
discussion. The concern was that the university appears to be weakening its
commitment to undergraduate education. The following motion was made, seconded,
and adopted without dissent:
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That the faculty representatives to the Budget and Finance Committee
of the BOG communicate the view of the committee that the
University needs to make a commitment to provide first class facilities
for undergraduate students and that a pressing need currently exists
for large classrooms and for small seminar rooms.

Several members also requested the faculty representatives to inquire about the
amount of the recovery from the investment in Lumigen and to ask why the amount
of the recovery was not returned to the General Fund. A question was also raised
about the nature of the “reserve for non-recurring projects” that is providing funds
for the Maccabees renovations.

5. Centers and Institutes. The committee reviewed four centers/institutes that are up
for rechartering. Each of the centers/institutes was initially reviewed by a two-
person subcommittee appointed by the Chair. Here is the list of centers reviews,
followed by the names of the members of the reviewing subcommittee (convener of
the committee marked by an asterisk)

(1) Center for Health Research (*Stephen Calkins and Assia Shisheva);

(2) Mott Center for Human Growth and Development (*Linea Rydstedt
and Ravi Dhar);

(3) Institute for Organizational and Industrial Competitiveness
(*William Volz and Carol Parker)

(4) Center for Chicano-Boricua Studies (*Charles Elder and William
Slater)

Each of the centers/institutes were discussed in detail. In each case, the committee
believed that the center/institute was engaged in useful activities and was receiving
a significant amount of money from the University’s General Fund. In each case,
nevertheless, the committee concluded there was inadequate information to
determine whether the contribution of the center/institute to the University
justified the cost to the General Fund. With respect to each center/institute, the
following motion was made, seconded, and approved without dissent:

That the information provided to the Budget Committee is inadequate
for the committee to determine whether the past and projected
accomplishments of the center/institute are sufficient to justify the
subsidy provided by the General Fund.

The budget issues presented by the various centers/institutes are not all the same.
The Chair was asked to prepare a report for the Policy Committee, based on the
subcommittee reports, that addressed the concerns with each center/institute.
Several members expressed the hope that the introduction of revised budget forms
will facilitate a cost/benefit analysis for centers/institutes in the future.
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6. Revised Budget Forms. Professor Woodyard is chairing a subcommittee that is
reviewing the forms used in the assessment of centers and institutes. He reported
that he had made some proposed revisions of the form and had been working with
individuals in the Research division to coordinate the Budget Committee forms with
the forms use by the Research Division. He indicated that the revisions have been
proceeding nicely and that the Research Division should have a revised form and
draft instructions available for discussion in January. The goal is to reduce
administrative burdens and to get budget issues addressed at an early stage of the
review process.

7. Review of General Education Report. The Policy Committee had asked the Budget
Committee to review the 2010 General Education Program Report. The Chair
appointed a subcommittee (himself and Professor Parrish) to do the initial review
and to prepare a draft report for the committee. That draft report was circulated
prior to the meeting. After discussion, some modifications in the report were
suggested and agreed upon without vote. 

The following motion was made, seconded, and adopted without dissent:

That the committee adopt as its own the draft report, with the various
agreed revisions and that the Chair circulate a draft revised report for
comment and then forward the final report to the Policy Committee.

8. Reunification of Science and Liberal Arts. The committee was asked to review the
proposed reunification of the College of Science with the College of Liberal Arts. The
proposal is described and evaluated in a Report of the Academic Structure
Committee, circulated to the committee in electronic form. After discussion, the
following motion was made, seconded, and adopted without dissent:

That the Chair should communicate to the Policy Committee its view
that the proposed reunification of the College of Science with the
College of Liberal Arts does not present substantial budget issues and
should not be supported or opposed on budgetary grounds.

9. Next Meeting. The Chair indicated that he wanted to call a meeting early in
January so that the committee could give its views on budget issues to the Provost
in timely fashion. After some discussion, the next meeting of the committee was set
for Wednesday, January 7, 2004, at 10 a.m. 

5. Adjournment. The committee adjourned at 12:45 p.m.

Michael J. McIntyre


