BUDGET, GOALS AND PLANS COMMITTEE

Annual Report 2006-07

I. Overview: Chris DeLape was elected Chair in September 2006. The Committee invited various administrators to speak about the budget, the status of the full-time/part-time faculty ratio on campus, and to give an overview of long-range plans for the College.  

a. Budget Jargon: In preparation for the 2006-07 budget presentation, Chris updated a list of the most frequently-used budget terms and explained them to the Committee. The list was also posted to the BG&P Web site and announced at the November faculty meeting.

b. Assistant Vice President of Administration and Finance Michele Halstead: Michele presented the $56,000,000 budget and explained it by category (PSR, PST, OTPS). She provided a brief comparison with the 2005-06 budget figures as well.

c. Provost David Lavallee and Institutional Research Director Jackie Andrews: David answered questions regarding part-time faculty. Jackie explained what the Office of Institutional Research does, and described ways that she can collect and retrieve data for specific projects. 

The full-time/part-time faculty ratio was of special interest to the BG&P Committee because there seems to be confusion about whether the College is making real progress in increasing the number of full-time faculty and decreasing the use of part-time faculty. The Committee asked the Provost and IR Director to work together to develop a method for actually measuring this. David and Jackie agreed to take this on as a project. The Provost explained that simply doing a headcount of the part-time faculty and the full-time faculty does not provide an accurate answer because there are many variables: 

i. Human Resources records lines differently (e.g., a faculty chair is counted as a half line, even if the faculty member is full-time; full-time faculty on full year sabbaticals are counted as half lines). Thus, it is difficult to rely solely on the HR system for data.

ii. Part-time faculty are paid in various ways:  per credit, per student, per hour, and per job assignment. How do we sort that?

iii. When is the best time to do a headcount? Fall? Spring?

iv. There are certain part-time faculty that we do not wish to reduce (field supervisors, coaches, applied music)—how do we account for them in formulating the ratio?  

d. President Steven Poskanzer: Steve responded to a list of questions that we had prepared regarding his long-range view of SUNY New Paltz. He discussed the following:

i. student enrollment  (no growth projected for undergraduate enrollment, but there is room for growth at the graduate level)

ii. facilities and renovations (SUB, OMB, Library, HUM/JFT air conditioning; high temperature and hot water lines, SAB, Wooster, new swimming pool, Museum permanent collection storage, ongoing renovations of residence halls)

iii. housing for students and for faculty (possibility of residential apartment style housing for juniors, seniors, and international students; possibility of investing in housing in the village for faculty who want to live near the College but can’t afford the prices)

iv. potential for new programs and more international partnerships 

v. budget (no tuition increase this year; request for allocation differential to offset higher cost of living in our area)

II. Campus Facilities Planning Task Force

The President has proposed the formation of a Task Force to develop a new campus facilities master plan to ensure that the physical elements of the campus best support institutional values and goals. It will address overall campus appearance, campus circulation, accessibility to buildings, and the desired future location of building projects. The Chair of the Budget, Goals and Planning Committee was asked to serve as a member of this Task Force.

III. Budget Process Survey

Each year, the BG&P Committee conducts a survey to see how well the budget process is working. Since the survey had not been conducted in the 2005-06 academic year, and no one knew how to resurrect it, Chris contacted Institutional Research and asked that office to develop an identical survey. She then emailed the survey to Academic and Professional faculty with a link to Zoomerang so that responses would be kept anonymous. (Kirsten Rowe of Institutional Research redeveloped the survey and collated the results). The survey and results are posted on the BG&P Committee Web site: newpaltz.edu/budgetcommittee.

a. Survey Results:

i. There were 108 responses, compared with 90 in 2005. The majority of the respondents were from LA&S (32) and F&PA (30). There was an approximately 10% increase in professional faculty who responded and a 10% decrease in academic faculty who responded, compared with 2005.

ii. 64% of respondents had discussed the budget in a departmental meeting, up slightly from 2005; however only 55% were satisfied with the level of discussion.

iii. One peculiar pattern in the responses was noted: While most responses to the questions were answered either “Yes” or “No” (with only 2 or 3 answering “Not Applicable”) for any particular question, in survey questions pertaining to the discussion of PSR and PST, there was a larger number of “Not Applicable” responses (17-25 responses). The Committee discussed rewording these questions to eliminate any possible confusion.

iv. Written Suggestions and Comments from the survey provided the basis of our recommendations below.

b. Observations and Recommendations:

i. “Consultation” continues to be selectively defined across the campus. Even though many faculty members are present at departmental meetings when the budget is discussed, they appear to be asked for initial input only, with no subsequent opportunities to discuss priorities within the department. A budget “process” implies a beginning, middle, and end. Chairs should make an effort to have a preliminary meeting about the budget with their faculty for the sole purpose of gathering information. There should be adequate time for suggestions and comments. At a subsequent meeting, the chair should present an initial budget in writing, comparing it to the previous year’s budget, so that there is clarity. Any suggestions or comments should be addressed, and departmental priorities should be discussed. Based on those discussions, the chair should formulate the final budget proposal.

ii. Budget discussions are often a source of frustration due to the perception that budget allocations never seem to change. Thus, some chairs and faculty are less inclined to discuss the budget in much detail. We encourage departments to discuss and prioritize their actual needs because budget allocations are not static; in addition, there are often other funding sources which the department may not be aware of. Departments should continue to make their optimum needs known each year and to transmit those needs to the chair and to the dean as part of their budget request.

iii. There was a concern expressed that part-time faculty are not involved in discussions regarding the budget. If part-time faculty would like to participate, chairs should consider various means for soliciting and incorporating their input into those discussions.

iv. New chairs do not always have a clear understanding of the budget or the budget process. Deans should be sure to give new chairs an orientation which includes 1) an introduction to the budget terminology, 2) the specific departmental allocation and how to monitor it, and 3) clear expectations regarding soliciting information from faculty in order to formulate a representative budget request. In turn, department chairs should explain the budget terminology to their own faculty when initiating budget discussions.

v. Deans should communicate with chairs regarding the final request that is being put forward to the vice presidents, and chairs should communicate this information back to their faculty.

vi. There appears to be skepticism about decisions or “deals” which are made at the upper administrative level, and the resulting fear is that much of the faculty input becomes void once the budget moves up the ranks. In 2005, the BG&P Committee recommended that the vice presidents provide reports to the Committee with detailed data about departmental allocations, and that these reports should also be kept on reserve in the library for review. In order to preserve the sense of transparency throughout the process, we continue to support having the final budget allocations being made available in this manner.

vii. The Budget Process is posted on the BG&P Committee Web site (newpaltz.edu/budgetcommittee). It is listed in calendar year form, with deadlines articulated. In addition, there is a helpful list of “budget jargon,” which explains the most commonly used budget terminology on campus. We encourage faculty to visit the Web site to avail themselves of this useful information.

viii. Regarding the Budget Information Survey itself, the BG&P Committee would like to revise and clarify a number of the questions in order to elicit more specific information for future surveys.
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