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Budget and Finance Committee Summary Notes
January 24, 2012, 2 – 3 p.m.

In attendance: Dean Edwards, John Marshall, Trina Mahoney, Vicki Trier, Archie George, Mark Labolle, Don Crowley, Chad Kooistra.
Last Meeting’s Minutes 
Several committee members did not receive the minutes for the last meeting.  Edwards will send out the last meeting’s minutes along with this meeting’s minutes. 
Scholarship/WUE Discussion Continued
Edwards noted that the administration increased WUE awards as well as increased scholarship funding for fall 2012.  The university also enrolled the highest number of National Merit Scholars in the Northwest.  We need to continue to try to meet our enrollment goals in order to avoid leaving money on the table.   
Discontinuation of the Reciprocal Fee Waiver Program
Crowley brought up the decision to drop the reciprocal fee waivers.  That was an issue that the committee should have discussed.  He personally found out about the issue when a student contacted him.  He went back through the minutes and there was no discussion concerning possible changes to this program.  Their Masters of Public Administration program will be impacted by this decision as a significant portion of students in this program are LCSC staff members who used this program.  It seems that decisions like that should go through committees like this and there should be an attempt to look at the impact that decisions like that have on particular programs.  It may be that the cost to the University for that program was unnecessarily high but the public relations loss is fairly substantial.  The MPA program is not that big to begin with and losing several students will be a big hit to the student. 
Either Archie George or Trina Mahoney will provide the group with a waiver report to show the total dollar amount of reciprocal waivers.  George stated that last year the waivers were approximately $460K with approximately $125K for Boise students.  It is difficult to get a reliable breakdown of the students by region as so many of the students are participating as an online student.   There was a pretty substantial cost to the University for this program.   Edwards asked if they had the breakdown of graduate versus undergraduate students that participated in that program.  George noted that they did not have the student breakdown.  Edwards noted that this decision can have a substantial impact on certain programs.  Crowley noted that this decision has had a significant impact on their program.  He also mentioned that the Boise situation was surprising.  George noted that more than half were expected to be in the Boise area.  Crowley mentioned that it might be harder for LCSC residents have fewer options for graduate programs in the area.
Mahoney mentioned that she believed Boise State had dropped or made changes to their reciprocal fee waiver program a year or two ago.  Crowley said that our relationship with Boise is considerably different than our relationship with LCSC.  A LCSC employee really only has us to go to unless they want to go to a Washington school which is out of state.  
Crowley remarked that he is concerned that this kind of issue that should have been discussed in this type of committee and it was not. It is not sufficient that the topic was mentioned in an aside.  Marshall said that this brings up a good point.  It is a question as to how this committee should work.  Is the committee here to react to decisions after the fact or are they to be part of the discussion before decisions are made.  We may need to have a conversation about what the committee should expect.  Mahoney mentioned that it would be helpful for her and possibly Keith as he hasn’t been here all that long that he does not really know how this committee has worked in the past.  It may help if the voting members could come up with parameters as to what should be talked about in this committee.   Crowley remarked that we are a faculty senate subsidiary committee basically and this is a committee that should give faculty and staff input into budget decisions.  Trier noted that if this is an actual change in policy it should have been brought to this committee prior to the decision.  Edwards stated that if an issue has to deal with a budget and has to go before faculty senate then it should be brought to this committee for discussion as well.  Edwards mentioned also that this issue did not go before faculty senate.  
Marshall asked about the 2% rule that came out before Christmas which stated that everyone that gets a grant needs to allocate 2% of their time to the grant.  That change did go through the Research Council so that may not be something that comes to this group.   This group did not discuss this issue in the past. The group should perhaps discuss this issue as it was brought up in the past and this can be a potential issue as some funding agencies do not allow this practice.  
Mahoney noted that she will let Keith know the group felt that as a bare minimum guideline the following should come to this committee: if it is a significant budget-related change and will go to faculty senate it should come here first or if it is something that is going to change official UI policy.
WUE Awards
Edwards mentioned that the committee should have known that the WUE awards were going to be reduced drastically from 450 scholarships to 30.  The committee was supportive of changing the number of awards but was not aware that it would be such a drastic reduction.  Mahoney remarked that going down to 30 awards was based on how many people actually accepted the awards.  Initially the plan was originally to reduce down to 100 and got reduced to 50 awards and then of those 50 awards only 30 individuals accepted.  George mentioned it was really hard to predict who would accept those as they only went to highly qualified individuals that had a lot of options.  It was driven largely by having a budget that included WUEs rather than one that did not.  In the past they tried to control the exact number of other kinds of things and WUEs went out the door first to anyone that had a 3.2 gpa.  The percentage of non-residents who ended up enrolling for the smaller awards was very low so they ended up not spending everything they had allocated.  That led to decision this year to increase WUE award offers.  
Crowley remarked that he had heard the number of WUEs was going back up to 100 but a substantial percentage of those awards were going to help athletics to help with women’s athletic scholarships.  This strikes me as the Athletic department meeting their obligations in an odd sort of way.  Mahoney mentioned that she did not know how the final distribution would end up as a final plan had not yet been agreed upon.  Labolle noted that the criterion for the WUE was independent of whether or not they were an athlete but merely based on meeting criteria.  George noted that they did allocate a few to programs that depended on them prior to last year.  For example the Music department has to have a marching band and you have to make sure that certain instruments are represented.  He did not recall hearing the Athletics issue even coming up in the discussion.  Crowley stated he had heard that Athletics was using WUE to fill women’s scholarships to fulfill their Title 9 requirements.  George responded that he does not know whether or not that happened.  In the past the SBOE had noted the large number of WUEs in the Athletics department.  However, the athletes met exactly the same qualifications as other students.  Athletics knew WUE qualifications and made sure that people met the deadlines and got all of their materials in because it does save scholarship money.  George mentioned that he would look into it and get back to the committee.
George noted that Honors got the bulk of the WUEs last year.  Mahoney remarked that when you get down trying to manage just 100 people, it does need to be targeted at certain programs.  Other schools allocate to specific programs as well.  For instance, Music, Honors and National Merit students get WUEs.  Under the old policy, in order to limit it to 100, it would have to be the first 100 students that applied that received it since they weren’t targeted and they wished to be more strategic about the awards.  However, in some cases the programs that received these WUEs got less of the other types of out-of-state waivers so this did not come as a net gain to the programs.   It was decided that those were the type of programs that could get some benefit out of promoting the WUE.  In some cases they just got one type of aid rather than another type of aid.   Edwards noted that it would be nice to see the allocation of WUE awards in order to look at whether or not the Athletics department is taking advantage of the WUE program.   The bottom line is that they still have to meet the WUE requirements but it would be nice to see how these were allocated.  Mahoney said she would be able to get that list once the financial aid plan was finalized.
George mentioned that the overall budget for financial aid is still being refined in terms of the total institutional resources that are going to go into waivers.  This is in light of the fact that we are not going to be able to support the academic units in the way that Keith has been committed to that for every 100 students they will distribute $180K to teaching budgets across the university to help pay for more faculty.  That is predicated on the current mix of faculty type and teaching credits.  It appears that the average full-time student consumes about $45K per year in instructional time in terms of budgeted faculty.  That would be a little more than 3 faculty positions per 100 students which is not enough to fully staff in the same way that we are base-budgeted but it would help.  If you give away too much in financial aid you will not get the revenue for various other uses.  
Edwards clarified that the $180K per student is for the marginal cost.  Labolle further noted that the $180K was the marginal cost for just instruction.  George noted that there is $40k projected net revenue that could be allocated for other infrastructure needs but that is supposed to soften the blow to the institutional units.  
Other Topics for Further Discussion
Crowley stated he would like to have a future discussion about the reciprocal waivers.  George noted that he would provide a report with the waivers broken down into student levels for the next meeting.   Edwards noted that there may be a plan in place to make some money available to those people, such as LCSC graduate students.  George mentioned that there was some grandfathering for those students currently enrolled.  Crowley said that he was also told that this did not apply to online classes.  This was conflicting information as he was being pushed to offer more online courses but he was not able to provide waivers for these online classes.   As a result it is important to have the group discuss this issue. 
Edwards noted that he would also like to talk about research infrastructure.  There is feedback that I have received is that people feel like there is not enough being allocated to support research infrastructure, such as scientific instrumentation.  Marshall agreed and said he would like this topic in this discussion.  Mahoney asked if they were talking about small investments because in the capital plan we have the new science building as a top priority.  Edwards clarified that this would be smaller as we still need infrastructure.  Often with big science projects it begins to starve the small stuff.  We lose capability each year which impacts our ability to attract the money and faculty leave because they can’t keep working.  This again focuses on the idea that we need to become more competitive.  It is important to have faculty buy in.  
Marshall noted that there was also a rumor of a one-time bonus for employees.  Mahoney noted that what the state is looking at is the tax revenue in July & January and doing two one-time bonuses.  Overall if both happen then you get an overall 3% bonus.  The downside is if they do this as a one-time bonus and then next year they give us a raise than our base pay has not change and you get the same amount of raise again.   So you would have to get the same 3% raise just to stay even.  We are still pushing for the permanent raise but this is a conservative state so plan for the one-time bonus.  
Marshall asked if that issue was something this committee would have input on in the future.  Crowley responded that if the UI was given a choice on how to distribute the raises than the committee should have a voice.  However, it is hard with a small percentage not to end up across the board raises at 3%. Labolle noted that our annual evaluation mechanism does not work so he supports merit based raises.  What we perceive as outstanding and what someone in another department perceives as outstanding can be very different things.  Crowley noted that merit raises make a lot more sense when you have covered a cost of living.  But when have gone multiple years without covering a cost of living increase it seems silly to talk about merit based raises because everyone has suffered without a raise for so long.  Trier mentioned that the staff are already operating with staff that are paid 20% to 25% less than 8 miles away.  Labolle noted that in the Building Trades shops he has lost four employees, two to WSU recently.
The meeting concluded at 3:00 p.m. 
The next meeting will take place on February 7th, at 2:00 p.m.
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