Budget Planning Council

March 27, 2006

M I N U T E S

Present:  Kathy Krendl, Bill Decatur, Larry Corrigan, Wendy Merb-Brown, Frank Horodyski, Kevin Crist, Steve Flaherty, Gary Neiman, Brian Footer, Kate Kryder, Terry Hogan, David Ingram, Sherrie Gradin, Wendy Kaaz, Phyllis Bernt, Madeleine Scott, Dawn Deeter, Christine Sheets, Tim Anderson, and Brenda Noftz

Absent:  Gail Houlette, Greg Shepherd and Tom Davis

Mark Mecum will attend for Natalie Pariano beginning next meeting

Agenda March 27, 2006 

I.  Committee Meetings 3:00-4:00 
Tuition Committee – David Ingram, Chair

· We continued our review of graduate tuition and fee policy. 
· John Day provided the committee with more data on the graduate programs at the University and he is working on a more detailed explanation of it. 
· David Ingram provided the committee with a copy of the tuition and fees charged by our peers, as collected by institutional research. 
· It was reported that the Graduate priorities committee of Vision Ohio has collected some additional data from our peers; David Ingram will ask Josie Bloomfield for a copy of their data. 
· Mike Mumper reported that Provosts Brehm and Schumacher had established a funding mechanism to reduce the graduate fee and to increase stipends. Each was funded at about $200k per year. There was a projection by Provost Schumacher, that the graduate fee would be reduced to zero in 6 years. However, this funding was discontinued several years ago. Currently, the graduate fee is $185 less than it would be without the funding. Attempts are being made now to re-establish this funding. 

· There was a discussion of differential fees.  

· We learned that there was a fee committee that could decide on a request to allow a program to have split tuition whereby a student would pay part of their tuition and the university would award a stipend for the rest. From the preliminary analysis of John Day there are some programs that generate significant tuition and the question was raised as to whether these programs should be able to set tuition their own tuition level, subject to approval by their college and the “Fee committee”. 

· One problem that can occur with these self funded programs is that they depend on having a cohort of a particular size. Since there is nothing like a housing deposit at the graduate level, one suggestion was that a formal deposit system be instigated for these programs to be credited to the student’s tuition. 

· It was noted that most programs do not generate significant tuition at present and so the level of tuition is not relevant to them, which returns back to the question of why do we have such a big difference between our in-state and out-of-state graduate tuition? 
· During our discussion we noted that there is a policy that only academic departments/schools and athletics can award tuition waivers, but auxiliaries has some positions for which tuition waivers are also granted. 
Compensation Committee – Madeleine Scott, Chair

· The Compensation Subcommittee met and subdivided into classified, administrative and faculty groups to discuss collection and representation of research into salaries of each group. 
· Each group was asked to create spread sheets that represent findings in order to help the subcommittee compare salary practices and levels at various institutions and regions. 
Central Funding – Phyllis Bernt, chair

· The committee looked at the FY07 budget totals in the current central pool accounts and discussed in some detail how these central pool dollars should be dealt with in the new budget model.  The basic question is whether these funds should be held centrally or should be allocated to the planning units. 
· The committee discussed the possible disposition of each of the current accounts. 
II.  FY07 Compensation – 3% Salary Adjustment Pool in Budget Plan

Excerpts from Vision Ohio related to compensation shared as well as historical information regarding annual changes in budget and Faculty/Staff compensation percentage increases from 1984-85 to 2004-05
a.  Discussion items/questions to consider for FY07 3% - 

i.  3% raise pool distribution for FY07 - ATB, merit, or combination

· Classified Senate requests a 3% across-the-board raise until supervisors are held accountable 
· Administrative Senate suggests a 3.5% raise with .5% being used for merit – 3% only does not keep pace with the CPI 

· Faculty Senate notes that a 3% pool does not keep up with the cost-of-living and is not really large enough to include merit; therefore, why continue through the process if there are no dollars available 
ii.  If a merit component

· Previously, an above 7% or below 1% increase required a note of explanation for approval from the Provost 

· Merit should be above the cost-of-living 
· Rating for merit should be “exceeds expectations” i.e. 3,3 or 2,3 
· Merit should be decided within the Planning Unit 
· Discussion regarding the “equity pool” practice ten years ago and whether it should be reinstated 
· Compensation Analysis 
· Discussion regarding “sense of entitlement” for all staff and “me too” clause for AFSCME employees and how that fits with low performance 
· 6% turnover rate – is that high or low/going up or down? 
iii.  When/how might annual or performance bonuses fit into compensation plan- guidelines, approvals, funding 
· Discussion regarding bonuses not being included on base salary for retirement purposes 
iv.  Compensation guidelines for post-doc and grant funded positions 

· No time available for discussion 
"Ohio University Faculty Salary Study 2004-05." presentation by Mike Williford, Institutional Research (information presented is available on the Institutional Research webpage)
· Table 1 -average faculty salaries and rankings for Professors, Associate Professors, Assistant Professors and all ranks for years 1998-present 
· Table 3 - percent salary increase for continuing faculty over 7 years 1998-present 
· Table 5 – Fringe Benefits for all ranks for 2004-05 year for IUC/Ohio colleges 
· Table 9 – Faculty by rank and discipline – Ohio University compared with other public universities in Ohio (except University of Cincinnati and Central State University are not included) 
· Table 11 – Research II faculty in Oklahoma State Study compared with Ohio University faculty 
· Final table – Public Doctoral/Research-Extensive Universities 2004-05 Ohio University Faculty Salaries comparison to ten Ohio University Peers 

III.  Vision OHIO – Resources Implementation Team Update – Phyllis Bernt, Gary Neiman

· Visits were made to UNH and Michigan 
IV.  Next Meeting April 3, 2006  - 3:00-5:00 p.m.

