BUDGET PLANNING COUNCIL

FEBRUARY 20, 2006

MINUTES

Present:  Larry Corrigan, Kathy Krendl, Kevin Crist, Gail Houlette, Wendy Kaaz, Steve Flaherty, Brian Footer, Kate Kryder, Greg Shepherd, Gary Neiman, Wendy Merb-Brown, Phyllis Bernt, David Ingram, Madeleine Scott, Sherrie Gradin, Dawn Deeter, and Christine Sheets.

Absent:  Terry Hogan, Tim Anderson, and Frank Horodyski
I.  Committee Meeting Reports 3:00-3:30  
Central Fund Committee

· Dawn Copeland provided a list of the current central pool accounts, along with the account balances.  The committee began to go through each of the accounts to determine what the account is used for and what kind of questions need to be addressed in order to decide how each of these accounts should be treated in the new budget model. 

Compensation Committee

· Administrative, classified and faculty subcommittees continued their review of compensation and compensation related practices.  A review of residential peers and RCB institutions is underway to determine Ohio's relative ranking vs. compensation.  Website references to compensation policies and practices at these institutions were shared with the membership. 
· Greg Fialko will review current practices and policies regarding compensation at Ohio and send the results to committee members prior to the committee's next meeting. 
Tuition Committee

· Graduate Fee Waivers 
· There is a desire in some areas of the university where graduate fee waivers are given that they should include both the tuition and the general fee, currently only the tuition is covered. John Day is going to provide the sub-committee with the cost associated with waiving the fee so we may be able to see if it is possible to plan to eliminate the fee for students with fee waivers. 
· We need to review any proposals for change with the Graduate Priorities committee of Vision Ohio, the Enrollment Management Committee, Graduate Council and the Associate Provost for Graduate Studies 
· In-State/Out-of-State differential for graduate student tuition 
· There appears to be no philosophical justification to the difference between in-state and out-of-state tuition for fee paying graduate students since the state subsidy for graduate students does not depend on where they are from. We think that there is merit in having the same tuition for both in-state and out-of-state students. John Day will look at the budget implications of this. 
· We need to review any proposals for change with the Graduate Priorities committee of Vision Ohio, the Enrollment Management Committee, Graduate Council and the Associate Provost for Graduate Studies 
· Education benefits for employees and their families 
· For review at a future meeting, Christine Sheets will find all the relevant policy documents on educational benefits for employees and their families.

· Policy on out-of-state differential for undergraduate students 
· We discussed the rational, or lack thereof, behind the current difference between the tuition for out-of-state students and in-state students. It was the consensus, that in the light of the goal of Vision Ohio to increase out-of-state enrollment of students, that ways to reduce the out-of-state surcharge and the impact on the budget should be examined. Currently, the annual surcharge if a student registers for 11-20 hours for 3 quarters is $7,992. This is almost twice the State subsidy we receive for an in-State student, which was $3,816 in 2004-05 according to the BOR performance report for 2005.

II. FY07 Budget Update 

Slide #1 – Changes in State $/FTE and Resident Undergraduate Tuition

· Information from the State Board of Regents demonstrating the extent to which the state support has changed since FY01-02 vs changes in average tuition.  

· The current state support is $1611 less per student FTE  while tuition has increased $1311 - a $300 loss 
Slide #2 Budget Construction/Projection Plan (Dawn please expand explanation from my notes please)

· Included in the projections are increases for 3% salary, 6% tuition with 1% being used for scholarships, as well as estimates for increasing scholarships to keep pace with tuition, POM/Utilities, health care 
Slide #3 – Current Cycle of Annual Budget Cuts (Dawn same help as above please – I have provided the highlights mentioned to assist)

· This slide shows the new base budget (after cost adjustments) alongside the revenue which reflects the “gap” between the two creating the budget shortfall from 01-02 through 09-10 
· The budget shortfall in 01-02 began as ($1,865) continues to build until 09-10 ($13,970) 
· Dawn will furnish the actual results for last year along side the proposed original budget 
Slide #4 – What Drives the Gap?

· This slide presents the new base cost, the new base revenue, and the budget shortfall—new costs always exceed new revenue in years from 02-03 through 09-10 
Slide #5 – Effect of Proposed Realignment

· This slide contrasts with slide #3 above showing how the lines reverse with the proposed $18.6M realignment and the gap shifts to eliminate budget cuts in subsequent years.  Beginning in 06-07 the lines reverse and the gap shifts to create a surplus that will be reinvested in ways to generate more revenues and change the slope of the revenue line up away from the cost line.  The deficit changes to a surplus in 06-07.  (Chart was subsequently revised to correct 06-07 surplus from $10.9M to $9.2M – impacts succeeding years also.) 
Slide #6 – Effect of Proposed Realignment 
· This slide shows the new base cost, the new base revenue and the budget shortfall (as does slide #4 above) as well as the resultant surplus following the $18.6M realignment.  Eventually the surplus generated by the proposed realignment will disappear unless the revenues are increased. 
Athens Budget Breakdown 
All data comes from the E4 pages of the budget book.

· The non-color table shows a breakdown that tracks the percentage of the general fund budget that goes to major categories like academic colleges, academic support, library, scholarships and central funds across the last six years and shows both the percentage of the budget going to those categories and the percentage of the total budget including items that were not separately listed in the early years like transfers and departmental income. At the bottom, the percentages are recalculated for academic programs in the last three year to include 50% of the departmental income since that much can be attributed to academic units. 
· In the first 3-4 years, items listed as transfers and departmental income were collapsed up into the five major categories listed at the top. The second sheet with the color pulls those transfers and departmental income items out of the academic program and central fund categories to try to get an apples-to-apples comparison across the six years since these changes in the how the budget was reported in the budget book make comparisons difficult. Again under this table the percentages of the six categories going to each area are shown as well as the percentage of the total budget once you include transfers and departmental income. 
A. ERIP

Input and feedback regarding the budget realignment plan and the proposed ERIP taken from the constituency groups back to the President include:

· Staff that are currently in positions that will be eliminated should be placed into vacant positions created by the ERIP after a skill assessment is conducted 
· Additional time is requested in order to make an informed decision regarding accepting ERIP 

· Part-time employment and retire/rehire procedures need to be offered and enforced consistently across the board this time 
· Departments need to demonstrate the need to fill a position 
· Faculty Senate suggests exploring an “early buyout” for faculty also 
· Senates have requested additional information regarding the financial incentive portion and the positions targeted for abolishment etc. 
· It is anticipated that this will be the last OPERS ERIP for the foreseeable future. 
· The President will issue a communication this week (pending the approval of the Board of Trustees) with additional information 
B. Health Benefits

· Two RFP’s for consultants are out 
· The committee is still in the “gathering information” stage 
III. Proposed changes to Student Computing Environment (SCE) 

· Ohio University aims to replace computer workstations in the Residence Halls with laptops creating a savings of $3.1M for the university 

· A “Mac” computer option will be offered, as well as a “high end” and “low end laptop such as an IBM Thinkpad 1500. 
· Faculty will be included in the initiative this time—one concern was the number of site licenses available 
· A standard set of specs is needed for incoming students and parents who wish to purchase laptops as graduation presents 
· A 50/60% participation rate is needed in order to offer a group “discounted” rate for laptop purchase through the university 
· Tom Reid was unable to attend the BPC meeting, please see (INSERT LINK) for additional information 
IV. VISION OHIO – Resources Implementation Team Update – Phyllis Bernt/Gary Neiman

· Dawn Copeland, John Day, Phyllis Bernt, and Terry Conry will visit targeted institutions in the upcoming weeks to explore the RCB model.  Their group has generated a ten-page document with questions they will attempt to get answered.  Please see the Provost website for additional information. 

· Additional questions may be sent to the Resource Team.  

· Charlene Smith is convening a group to discuss the implications of RCB and the University community’s readiness.  The group  will recommend training and plan a concerted education effort for various employee groups. 
The full meeting of the BPC Committee will begin at 4:00 p.m. in the future

The three subcommittees will meet for an entire hour immediately preceding the full meeting. 

