
Minutes, Budget Committee of Academic Senate

Meeting of July 15, 2004 (As approved, Sept. 13, 2004)

Present: Michael McIntyre (Chair), Stephen Calkins, Charles Elder, Louis Romano*,
Vanessa Rose*, Linea Rydstedt, James Woodyard.

Absent with Notice: Marc Cogan, Charles Parrish, Marlyne Kilbey, Assia Shisheva,
Harley Tse, William Volz.

Absent without Notice: Ravi Dhar, William Slater, Celeste Lezuch*.

Special Guest: Professor Seymour Wolfson, President of the Academic Senate

*Liaison

1. The meeting convened at 2:32 p.m..

2. Discussion of the FY 2005 Budget. The committee met to discuss the various
features of the proposed General Fund budget for FY 2005. The chair suggested that
there were two items of particular concern: (1) The earmarking of 3% of the Indirect
Cost Recovery funds for general administrative expenses of the office of the Vice
President for Research and (2) The apparent decline in the percentage of the budget
going to the schools and colleges. The committee focused on these two issues during
its meeting.

3. Earmarking of ICR funds for OVPR. Many members of the committee expressed their
concern about the earmarking of ICR funds for the Office of the Vice President for
Research. The general view was that the Academic Senate had agreed to earmarking
for last year only and that there was an agreement with the Administration that the
earmarking would not be continued past that year. Several members expressed their
view that the 2N committee formed to deal with the ICR allocation formula should
have issued a report opposing the earmarking. 

Professor Wolfson indicated that the Policy Committee had received some minutes
from the 2N committee but had not received any report. Budget Director Rose
indicated that the paperwork she received seemed to rely on an October, 2003, report
from the Office of the Vice President for Research for continuing the 3 percent
allocation. Some members felt that the committee should vote to oppose any ICR
funds going to the OVPR for the current year. Others suggested that funding for the
current year from the General Fund would be acceptable as long as the earmarking
was removed. Several members felt that the 3 percent should be returned to those
from whom it was initially taken, at least for future years. Others supported that
position in principle but felt the matter should be dealt with by the 2N committee. 

After discussion, the following motion was made and seconded:
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That the committee expresses its strong opposition to the earmarking
of IRC funds for operating expenses of the Office of the Vice President
for Research;

That the committee recommends that the Policy Committee inform the
Administration and the Board of Governors of the opposition of the
Budget Committee to the earmarking;

That the committee urges the Policy Committee to take effective
action to end the earmarking for FY 2005 and thereafter, with the
understanding that the funds needed to operate the OVPR for FY 2005
be provided in its General Fund budget;

That the committee recommends that the 3 percent of ICR funds now
allocated to the OVPR be reallocated, as an initial matter, to Colleges,
Departments, and Principal Investigators for future years in proportion
to the cuts those groups suffered when their allocation of ICR funds
was cut in FY 2004, with a final adjustment in the allocation formula
to be made on the recommendation of the 2N committee.

The motion passed without opposition. [Note: The Provost has indicated that the
Administration has agreed to recommend to the Board of Governors that the
earmarking be eliminated.]

4. Percentage of the Budget for Schools and Colleges. The chair and several members of
the committee suggested that the share of the budget going to the schools and
colleges had dropped again this year, notwithstanding all of the initiatives to
enhance the academic side of the budget. The Budget book indicates a small increase
in the percentage of the budget going to the schools and colleges. That increase,
however, is due to differences in the reporting methods in the current budget from
prior years. For example, in FY 2004, scholarship funds for law and medical students
were included in the budget of the Financial Aid Office but are included,
respectively, in the budgets of the Law School and the School of Medicine for FY
2005. If the figures are adjusted to reflect that accounting change, then the
percentage of the budget going to the schools and colleges would show a decline.
One member argued that if several other adjustments were made, the decline would
be even greater.

Several members argued that changes in accounting for the amounts going to the
schools and colleges should not be changed, even if the changes had some
justification, because of the need to maintain comparability with prior years. For
example, it is plausible that scholarship money for a particular college should be
included as an amount for the college. But it is not appropriate to not include it in
their budget one year and then include it in the following year when measuring the
change in the percentage of the budget going to the schools and colleges. 
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In addition, several members argued that the real concern of the Budget Committee
has been in the decline in the number of tenured and tenure-track faculty in the
University. Amounts that might be transferred to the schools and colleges during the
fiscal year generally are not available for hiring new faculty. Several members noted
that most of the new money for the University has come from enrollment increases,
yet little money has been allocated in the budget to hire additional faculty to teach
the larger student body. 

After discussion, the following motion was made and seconded:

That the committee expresses its concern about the decline in the
percentage of the budget going to the schools and colleges and urges
the Policy Committee to make that concern known to the
Administration and the Board of Governors.

The motion passed without opposition.

3. Adjournment. The committee adjourned at 3:30 p.m. to participate in a joint
meeting with the Policy Committee. Minutes of the Joint Meeting are to be prepared
by the Policy Committee. The substance of the motions set forth above were
communicated to the Policy Committee and the Provost at the joint meeting.

Michael J. McIntyre


