
Minutes, Budget Committee of Academic Senate

Meeting of February 16, 2004 (as approved April 19, 2004))

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

Absent with Notice: , Assia Shisheva.

Absent without Notice:  Ravi Dhar, Charles Elder.

*Liaison

Guest: Provost Nancy Barrett

1. The meeting convened at 11:00 a.m. The minutes for the meeting of February 2,
2004, were approved.

2. Budget Model Presentation. Provost Barrett made a presentation on the current
state of budget planning for FY 2005, using the Excel budget model that she has
developed. The point of the model is to show the impact that various changes in the
budget assumptions are likely to have on the overall budget. The model suggested
that growth in tuition revenues, due to a projected increase in enrollment, may
spare the University some of the sharp programmatic cuts that otherwise would
occur. The model, which the committee has seen on other occasions, has been
refined to allow for separate rates of tuition increase for undergraduate and graduate
programs. The Provost indicated that the University almost certainly will accept the
offer from Lansing of holding tuition at the 2003 inflation rate (currently estimated
at 2.4%) in exchange for a budget cut of only 2%. Universities not agreeing to the
tuition restraint will have their budgets cut by 5%.

Members of the committee had an opportunity to question the Provost about
various aspects of the budget and the firmness of various estimates built into the
model. It was noted that the model does not include provision for drawing down
from the Rainy Day Fund, apparently because the money in that fund is one-time
money, not a recurring revenue stream. Various questions were asked about the
reductions in the distributions from the summer program. The Provost indicating
that several deans were upset at the $1 million cut in the summer school
distributions because that money is needed to pay part-time faculty during the Fall
and Winter semesters. She suggested that the unexpectedly strong enrollment
numbers may allow for some rollback in that cut. 

Several members of the committee expressed concern about the lack of
additional funding for those units having large enrollment increases. So far, the
university has treated increased enrollment as having no additional out-of-pocket
costs, which is unlikely in some cases. The Provost agreed that some units do have a
problem dealing with the increased enrollment, although many have been able to
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increase enrollment without having to spend additional funds. She also indicated
that the costs of service, such as cleaning the rest rooms and providing paper
products, have gone up but no relief has been provided. She said that she has been
receiving some student complaints about the deterioration in the quality of some
services and the delays in obtaining some services. She indicated that she is trying
to avoid any kind of across-the-board payments to units, favoring instead to target
situations where a real need or hardship has been substantiated. 

3. Budget Cutting Guidelines. The committee reviewed the chair’s revised draft of the
memo initially prepared by the subcommittee on budget cuts. After considerable
discussion, the committee accepted the draft in principle but requested that the
chair make certain changes and distribute the draft for additional comment. In
particular, it was agreed that the chair should expand the list of factors to be taken
into account in evaluating centers and institutes to include a narrowly-drawn service
component. One member noted that some of the centers/institutes that appear to be
least deserving of a General Fund subsidy have sought to justify their subsidy by
reference to the services they perform. It was suggested that only services that
enhance the core academic functions of the University should justify a General Fund
subsidy. Centers/institutes providing other types of useful services should be seeking
outside funding support.

After some discussion, it was agreed that the committee would offer some
advice on the principles that should inform a budget review of centers and
institutes. In general, the following principles were suggested:

(1) Some central authority should have overall control of
the General Fund subsidies going to centers/institutes.

(2) All of the centers/institutes attempting to obtain a
General Fund subsidy should compete for a fixed pool of
money.

(3) The budgets of centers/institutes should include a fair
estimate of the General Fund overhead subsidy provided
indirectly through the provision of office space, utilities,
and the like.

It also was suggested that centers/institutes might be given an increased
incentive to apply for grants by giving them a larger share of the IRC amounts
generated by their grants. Currently centers/institutes tend to negotiate with
colleges and departments over the share of IRC money they are to receive.

The chair agreed to prepare a revised draft to take into account the comments
made at the meeting and to distribute it shortly. Members agreed to provide the
chair with corrections and proposed minor changes by email as soon as feasible.

4. Adjournment. The committee adjourned at 12:05 p.m.
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5. Next Meeting. The next meeting of the committee is scheduled for 11:00 a.m. on
Monday, March 8, 2004. [Note: That meeting was cancelled because there was no
budget material on the agenda of the BOG’s Budget & Finance Committee meeting for
March 10, 2004.]

Michael J. McIntyre


