Budget Planning Council

April 3, 2006

M I N U T E S

Present:  Bill Decatur, Kathy Krendl, Madeleine Scott, Sherrie Gradin, David Ingram, Wendy Kaaz, Frank Horodyski, Kate Kryder, Greg Shepherd, Brian Footer Steve Flaherty, Gail Houlette, Christine Sheets, Wendy Merb-Brown, Brenda Noftz, Mark Mecum, and Kevin Crist.

Absent:  Phyllis Bernt, Tim Anderson, Tom Davis, Terry Hogan and Gary Neiman

Agenda:  April 17, 2006
I.  Committee Meetings 3:00-4:00 p.m.

Tuition Committee – David Ingram, Chair

· John Day presented his detailed description of his spreadsheet on graduate programs, this will be referenced in the committee's report and attached as an appendix. 
· Mike Mumper enjoined the committee to frame any discussion about tuition and fees in terms of the philosophy of what the University is trying to achieve in terms of the quality of the students and programs, there was general agreement that this be followed. 
· The next stage is to draft a report to the whole of BPC summarizing the philosophy we have established for tuition and fees, and the costs of potential changes in the philosophy with discussion of alternatives for accomplishing them. 
· We will also devote a section of the report to health insurance and another to housing issues graduate students face, as part of the cost of their education. 
· The next issue the committee will address is undergraduate tuition and fees - what do we do, why do we do it and should we change? 
Compensation Committee – Madeleine Scott, Chair

· committee subdivided last meeting to look at practices at other universities 
· continuing to gather information from peer institutions, RCB institutions, and Ohio colleges--the Administrative Compensation Committee has received the most input 
· possible audit needed in order to compare classifications and pay to other institutions 
Central Funding Committee – summary by Dawn Copeland

· Central Pool subcommittee continued to refine the designations they assigned to the various central pool accounts.  These designations are intended to point costs in the new budget system. 
· Central scholarship pool ($19M) -> undergrad tuition 
· Utility, rental and maintenance accounts ($10.5M) -> space costs 
· Auxiliary support and student activity costs ($15M) -> general fee 
· Faculty and Staff fee waivers ($6M) -> employee benefits 
· Many of the other budget lines were pointed to Central operations, central reserves and central strategy pool or costs that should be absorbed in colleges or planning units.  The subcommittee is now working through some philosophy issues regarding central reserves and central strategy pools for investment in priority initiatives. 
II.  FY07 Compensation – 3% Salary Adjustment Pool in Budget Plan 

a.  Market Analyses

Jim Kemper presentation: Compensation Discussion
· pay program objectives (p. 1) 
· market pricing definition (p. 5) 
· rationale behind a market pricing philosophy (p. 6) 
· list of surveys we use to collect, compile, and compare data 
· the university's 'total compensation' chart 
· discussion regarding a ‘market reference point’ or ‘midpoint’ around which all decisions about pay plan administration is centered e.g., equity issues, new hire rates, etc. 
· The 'estimated market value' for a position (what we call the 'midpoint' on the A&P Pay Plan and the 'market reference point' on the Classified and IT Pay Plan) is highly critical to managing a pay plan. It is often called the 'cut point' or 'control point.' From the estimated market value we establish new hire rates, minimums, maximums, promotion and demotion increases/decreases, upgrade and downgrade increases/decreases.

Greg Fialko presentation on data analysis: 

Classified/Administration Pay Plan Structure
Classified & IT Pay Plan Benchmark Positions
Administrators

· are adequately paid; however, we need to more thoroughly do a diagnostic test to see if adjustments e.g., in midpoint values, needs to occur--because of the age of the pay plan we are monitoring the salary levels and the midpoint values very closely 
· there is a need for a new Administrative & Professional Pay Plan. 
· when estimated market values for each pay grade start to approach the + or - 5% range of actual market values, HR will monitor figures more closely, as well as when average salaries start to approach the + or - 10% range of actual market values.  These numbers tell us if our pay plans and/or our people are starting fall behind market (or, exceed market). 
· currently there are over 1000 titles and job descriptions for administrative staff which makes it more difficult to compare benchmarks (this excludes coaches, executives and IT) 
· the current plan has been in force since 1979 and is outdated; the administrative group needs an audit 
Classified

· are, in general, appropriately paid based on market data 
· classifications are primarily A-E; above E are IT staff, telecommunication, and nurses 
· current system was developed in 2001 with consultant Watson Wyatt when a committee was assigned to research benchmarks 
· definition of “market”: employers we recruit from or lose employees to 
· IT staff salary adjustments have been made in recent years 
· adjustment issues are forwarded to the VP Finance/Admin and then to the President’s Cabinet for approval to determine an adjustment or if rates should remain at under market 
· survey data includes 3 surveys – Compensation Data, Mercer Benchmark Comp, and Watson Wyatt 
b. BPC Recommendation to Cabinet


i.  Classified – across the board


ii. Administrators – merit 

iii. Faculty – merit


iv. Minimum 1% and maximum 6%; outside this range requires Provost approval
Discussion:

· readdressed a previous question regarding the assurance that the 3% allocated to salaries remain in the salary pool.  Year to year increases calculated on average salaries don’t typically result in a real dollar increase equal to the raise percent due to folks retiring at the high end and promotions bringing new folks in at the low end.  Raise pool dollars are allocated to planning units based on a snapshot of employed faculty and staff – classified raises are applied to ALL based on approved increase and faculty and staff raises are applied through Reappointment which has controls on min/max, etc. Influence of Turnover & Promotions 

· concerns regarding colleges losing faculty to better counteroffers 
· loss of ground in salary for faculty at entry level 
· concerns regarding Athens location, lack of quality childcare and enrichment activities for children, spousal hire opportunities 
· extent to which student evaluations effect salary increases for faculty 
· enforcement requiring Administrators to complete staff evaluations or have pay effected 
· past practice shows rate-of-completion for administrative staff around 50%

· need for clear guidelines for the 3% compensation pool available regarding the rating of above, below and meets expectations 
· currently there is no money specifically set aside for equity pool 
III.  Vision OHIO – Resources Implementation Team Update – Bernt, Neiman

no discussion

IV.  Next Meeting is Monday, April 17, 2006
