ATTACHMENT 3.

Report of Faculty Budget Committee
This report ls ln response to the items referred from the Faculty
Welfare Committee Report at the November 1, 1989 meeting of the Faculty
Senate. The Faculty Budget Committee was asked to respond to
Recommendations 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8.
Recommendation 3: "Examine the need and cost - effectiveness for the
university 's 1 embassy 1 in Washington, which currently costs more than
$265,000 per year."
The Budget Committee received massive amounts of material and even
though it was from the university administration and dean's off ices, it
nonetheless was very convincing that the Washington Embassy is not a
money pit, but is in fact a very worthwhile endeavor. Although it is
impossible to estimate what external funding would have been received
without the embassy, the overal I evidence indicates that far more than
$265,000 in additional funding has been received.
Recommendation 4: "Impose a three-year moratorium on all new
programs that wi JI operate at a deficit. Departments and colleges
follow the imperative of expansion, and it is natural for them to wish
to broaden their offerings. Almost invariably, however, no allowance is
made for operational costs and a department 's or college ' s pie is sliced
into ever smaller slices. Re-examine the situation in three years. If
the university's financial health has improved, lift the moratorium; if
it hasn 't, leave it in force."
Recommendation 5: "Test all programs instituted during the past
ten years which claimed that they would produce reve nue and make up for
the costs of faculty and materials as to wheth er they have made good on
their promises. Abandon those which have failed to do so."
The Faculty Budget Committee concurs with the report of the
Academic Planning Committee with respect to Recommendations 4 and 5.
<The relevant portion of the Academic Planning Committee Report is
contained in the Appendix). In addition since the report of the
Academic Planning Committee was presented, the Provost has made
available documentation on the current status of al I academic programs
approved by the Board of Trustees in the past three years. A
preliminary look at the data indicates that these programs have not been
money eaters. In fact, many used fewer resources than were projected.
The Faculty Budget Committee has requested the Provost to make these and
similar reports available to appropriate faculty committees and to the
faculty as a whole. We feel that such an action would relieve the
concerns of many faculty members.
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Recommendation 6: "Streaml lne and prune administration and
auxiliary services. There is a widespread impression among the faculty
that the central administration and some college administrations have
become bloated, from vice presidents <senior, executive, regular,
associate, assistant> all the way down to major and minor minions. It
is similarly widely believed that many auxiliary services have grown
uncontrolled. The impressions are the more significant, as they are
based on the assumption that growth In these areas has occurred at the
expense of the academic obligations of the university."
This recommendation is currently being considered by the committee .
Recommendation 8: "Base budgets on reasonable expectations. The
committee notes that during the past decade fu l I formula funding was
accomplished only once. This method wl II help to avoid the agonies of
uncertainty and most of the last-minute contortions by the univers i ty to
adj ust itself to the appropriation ultimately passed by the
legislature."
The issue raised in this recommendation is a matter of continuing
conce r n to the Faculty Budget Committee. We always want to see the
budget based on reasonable expectations. There is, however, only one
reasonable expectation and that is based on the formula. A formula
exists and in the absence of information to the cont r ary one must assume
th at i t wil I be funded at 100 percent and plan accordingly. If it
becomes clear that Jess than 100 percent funding wil I be forthcoming,
t hen the univers i ty must modify its plans. The Facu l ty Budget Comm i ttee
agrees that it i s essential that al I units of the un i versity f r om the
central admin i stration on down maintain flexibility wi th respect to
fiscal plans. However, the Faculty Budget Committee feels strongly that
the un i versity should expect and support fut I formula fund i ng.
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Appendix Excerpt from Academic Planning Committee Report:
R«0mmouiation 4.
Impose an immediate three-year morotorium on all new progroms tlrat will operote
at a deficit. Departments and colleges follow the imperotive of expansion, and it is natuml for them to wish
to broaden their offerings. Almost invariably, however, no allowance is made for operotional costs and a
depanment's or college's pie is sliced into ever smaller slices. Re-examine tfte sitllation in three year.r. If the
unive~ity's financial health has improved, lift the morotorium; if it hasn 't, leave it in place.

The Welfare Committee's call for a moratorium on all new programs that "operate at a
deficit" seems to this Committee unwise. While all proposed programs must, under existing
University procedures, identify projected costs, we are not at all sure how one would measure or
gauge the likelihood of any future program generating a "deficit" (or a "profit"). If, as often
happens, the State agrees to fund the new costs, does that mean that no deficit is conceivable? If
fewer students than expected are served by the program, does that mean there is a deficit? If
money is shifted from one unit to another to cover costs, does this mean there is a hidden deficit?
Such questions illustrate, we believe, the difficulty of measuring or identifying a deficit in this
context. A university's investing in a new academic program is not directly analogous to a business
firm's investing in a new product line.
While we certainly agree with the Welfare Committee that costs are an important criterion
for evaluating any proposal for a new program, we object to the implication that it should be the
sole criterion. A program intended to serve community needs, or foster improvements in faculty,
or facilitate faculty research, or enhance student performance might well be justifiable, even if
such a program might be by some measure or measures expected to generate a "deficit." The
evaluation of academic programs should never be reduced to a matter solely of dolJars and cents,
and we feel sure that the Welfare Committee would not wish to appear to endorse such a view.
It is recommended, however, that any committees that consider the establishing of new
programs or institutes consider specifically the costs associated with these, as well as where these
funds will be found.

Recommendation 5. Test all progmms instituted dun"ng the past ten yea~ wlriclr claimed that they would
produce revenue mid make up for the costs of faculty and materials as to whether tlrey have made good 011
their promises. Abandon those which have failed to do so.

It is this Committee's view that the procedures currently in operation should be adequate
for the evaluation of existing academic programs, including those instituted in the previous decade.
These procedures include ( 1) periodic reviews by the Commission on Higher Education; (2) the
ongoing SACS self-study; and (3) the ongoing strategic planning process. This Committee has not
attempted to make any assessment as to whether or not the results of previous reviews have been
applied aggressively in the University's budgeting or planning processes. It is our recommendation
that the current Institutional Self-Study Committee pay particular attention to the effectiveness and
application of these reviews in considering the phasing out of non-productive academic programs.
We also urge that the Curriculum and Courses Committee and the Graduate Council be specifically
empowered to study these evaluations and recommend appropriate action. With the information
currently being supplied by the Office of the Provost, these committees should be able to deal
effectively with this issue.
As in our response to recommendation 4 above, we also feel it proper to point out that
there are other criteria needed to test the worth of a program in addition to the program's ability
to produce revenue.
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