REPORT OF THE BUDGET ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Members: Bruce Lippke (chair), Beverly Anderson, Derek Churchill, Greg Ettl, 

 Clare Ryan, Megan O'Shea, Sandor Toth, Eric Turnblom.  

February 13, 2009
Committee Charge and Guiding Principles
Charge: Provide advice to Dean Bare regarding potential budget reduction scenarios to CFR's state funded budgets. Committee recommendation is advisory to Dean Bare; he will share recommendations with the EFC and consider all recommendations he receives as he makes decisions on budget reductions for the College in order to meet State mandates. 

Guiding Principles: 

The Dean’s suggested guiding principles for the Budget Advisory Committee (BAC) along with other communications received from UW administration include: 

· Priorities should reflect our core mission as impacted by the state budgets that are used to maintain the College's 1) instructional, 2) research, and 3) service programs - in that order.

· Think strategically, with a 5-10 year outlook and our College mission, vision and goals in mind. 

· Maintain flexibility and take advantage of the least disruptive opportunities.

· Currently filled tenured and tenure-track faculty positions will not be subject to budget reduction. 

· Ensure process transparency.

· All permanent state budgets will bear some impact recognizing the possibility of targeted reductions more consistent with our mission. Differential reductions may be considered, using guiding principles to determine match with mission and function of CFR. 

· Act with the expectation that there could be another equally large cut required in a second year as the economic downturn may persist. 

· Consider the advisability of eliminating functions now, given the dire outlook and need for substantial reductions. 

· The formation of the College of the Environment (CoEnv) may have greater impacts on some portions of our budget vs. others, and while we have no definitive view on how CoEnv will evolve, we should consider the problems/opportunities that may result. 

Committee Approach

The BAC met separately with lead representatives from all centers and offices that expend funds from permanent state budgets. Several centers operate with no state funds and were not contacted. Each lead provided the committee with information on all sources of revenue (state budget sources and non-state budget sources), and how those are currently expended. Each lead also provided information on how they would absorb budget cuts in 4 different reduction scenarios (8%, 10%, 12%, and 25%), and what the impacts of those reductions would be for their units.  

The BAC notes that a 10% cut in state funds actually implies a 20% cut, as ½ of the College’s state fund expenditures are for filled tenured and tenure-track faculty. We noted that tenured and tenure-track faculty generally support all functions within the college: teaching, research and outreach, and were not to be considered in budget reductions. The teaching faculty will still be directly impacted by the cuts with shifts in their teaching load, access to TA's and other staff support.  The average cut in state budgets must be roughly twice whatever target is mandated by the Provost to meet the final targets set by the Governor and Legislature. The impact of budget cuts is different for every budget area and recommendations need to be evaluated in terms of how well each area serves our core mission.

We identified areas that over time might be more subject to change within CoEnv:

· Part of Information Technology might be centralized although departmental services are likely to remain customized.
· Water might/should become an important theme for CoEnv.
· Part of Student Services might be centralized but mentoring and direct student services will likely remain departmental.

· Centralizing grant support and financial services are less likely at least short term.

· Consolidation of the Dean's and Chair's staff should be expected, noting that there will be remaining "departmental functions". 

We discussed suggestions for minimizing disruption to key functions and programs: 

· We noted that reductions such as TAs and teaching by research faculty will have ripple effects on many other functions, and while budget allocations by the Chair and faculty will have to be made in light of budget reductions we considered impacts that could be disruptive and how they might be minimized. 

· With potentially increased teaching loads, we need to be alert to avoid negative impacts on generating research income that is consistent with our mission.

· With reduced TAs we need to attempt to raise research revenue to support more RAs. 

· With reduced outreach activities we need to be mindful of maintaining our ties to partners and constituents that are critical to our financial and operating support.

· We should streamline operations and staff where it is least likely to impact strategic programs, with an eye toward reorganization under the new CoEnv.
Targeting levels of reductions: 

Based on the information provided and discussion with each center or office lead, the BAC reviewed each state budget and the functions being served, giving consideration and preference to how those support our teaching, research and outreach mission, as well as strategic college directions.  Budgets are complicated and we untangled the co-mingled sourcing of funds for many functions.  We considered the impact on constituents, making judgments on how they would be affected.  We considered allocation issues that might reduce the negative consequences. We rated each area according to our assessment of the strength of connection between state fund expenditures with our core mission, as noted in the guiding principles. We noted that determining exactly how each area should reach a target was beyond our responsibility, but looking across all budgets helped to provide perspective. 
In keeping with our instructions we provide recommendations that call for differential budget cuts. The BAC identified a few areas where the college could consider reorganization/refocusing and our cuts essentially serve as recommendations. We developed a weighting factor where X=10% reduction of the state budget. We discussed budget reduction targets relative to this X=10% where 1X would be a 10% cut and 2X would be a 20% cut. It is important to note that because essentially 1/2 of the college’s budget is tenured or tenure-track faculty salary, and is therefore “off the table”, it was essential to cut some line items at a rate greater than 2X.
State Budget Center Summaries and Budget Reduction Recommendations: 
(Dollar reductions in parenthesis correspond to an X=10% state budget reduction)
The Water Center: The faculty group affiliated with the center has declined and no leader or champion is apparent. State funds ($39,000) are being used to support a one-credit seminar (offered every quarter), an Annual Review of Research, job and internship listserv, and newsletter. Refocusing to align a faculty group and their research and teaching is needed and perhaps could best be accomplished under new leadership within the broader CoEnv interest groups.  Water should be a major focus of CoEnv but will not likely evolve from the current Water Center. We recommend a 10X reduction of the state budget (elimination of the state funds: $39,000).

Botanic Gardens (UWBG): From our discussions with the Executive Director, it appears that the UWBG has a strong and increasing emphasis on outreach, K-12 education, and plant collections, without an adequate and commensurate source of state funding.  Given the guiding principles, the BAC determined that using state funds to support outreach is less central to the teaching and research missions of CFR. Perhaps with a narrower focus on projects and services, a better balance with available revenue may be found. Some services such as parking and fees for use of facilities and some other services may be increased to offset costs; in general user fees for outreach sorts of services should be reviewed to ensure they are at market levels, or instituted if they don’t already exist. For the CUH state budget ($372,000) we recommend a 2.5X reduction (($89,000).
We are less certain about the state Arboretum budget ($214,000) relative to obligations that might have resulted from negotiations with constituents, but otherwise the mission issues would seem to be comparable. We recommend a 2.5X reduction (($52,000) noting that there may be reasons this is not feasible.

Olympic Natural Resources Center (ONRC):  ONRC's state budget of $506,000 is more the result of political decisions than other budgets and some line items may realistically be partially protected. We noted that ONRC's mission is largely regional and still has strong local support. While the center is leveraging state dollars 3:1, a very attractive impact, there are many uncertainties with continued funding.  Even an average 20% cut of $100,000 will have a major impact on maintaining the conference center and facilities.  Some programs managed at ONRC might be more easily supported, and have more impact on the teaching and research mission of the college, if transferred to Seattle (e.g. GIS and some research). However, funded research support for DNR regional managers, so long as funding can be continued, still requires somewhat more local staff support and was a primary objective of ONRC's creation by the State Legislature.  We recommend a 2X reduction (($90,000) excluding any cuts in the maintenance and utility budget noting that it will continue to be difficult for ONRC to maintain a scale operation and that agreements to support DNR are critical to continued professional staffing.

Center for Sustainable Forestry at Pack Forest: The state budget of $47,000 compared to $130,000 in annual maintenance does not provide adequate support for facilities that are used to maintain the experimental forest, teaching and research activities and the conference center, which is otherwise generally self-supporting. Managing Pack is not a state budget issue since the revenue from timber receipts are used to cover most costs.  We did not see any benefit in reducing the state budget to support maintenance. There can be efficiency related changes made at Pack including such things as deferring trail maintenance. Applying the principle of all state budgets absorbing some impact, we recommend a 0.5X reduction (($2,300). 

Information Technology (IT): The IT state budget support ($116,000) is only about 25% of the IT expenditures, with other positions budgeted in Dean budgets and funds from open faculty positions for the majority of IT operations. While a computer service use fee was considered so that research budgets could pay for services and equipment for which users currently do not pay, the inability/complexity of managing such a cost center rules that option out. There was general recognition of the need for a central IT service and some belief that this would be a natural area for consolidation within CoEnv.  We recommend a 2.5X reduction (($28,000), noting that this cut can be absorbed in the IT allocation or the Dean’s budget, which is already supplying most of the funds. 

Precision Forestry Coop (PFC): The state budget support for PFC excluding faculty ($132,000) derives from the state legislature authorizing ½ share of an Advance Technology Initiative (ATI) to UWCFR. While the budget is channeled through the UW budget it remains a high CFR priority to get the Legislature to increase the grant to a full ATI share.  PFC also brings in considerable research money and funds part of two faculty salaries, and a number of graduate students and is central to the long-term mission of CFR and the ability to raise additional research money. By applying the principle that all state budgets will absorb some cut and not including the faculty support in the PFC budget, we recommend a 1X reduction (($13,000).  

Faculty Chair: The chair’s budget of $3,267,000 includes the tenured and tenure-track faculty, which by virtue of their tenure and obligations to new faculty cannot be cut (short of a faculty vote to reduce their currently allocated 9 month appointments). We accepted a no reduction guideline (0.0X) to the $2,812,000 tenure related faculty budget.   

Student Services state budget ($180,000) was considered the most critical to success of our mission, recruitment of students, placement, communication etc. and the most needed support that cannot be done by faculty and we recommend a 0.5X reduction (($7,000).

While the Chair’s office staff ($107,000) is also important to a functioning teaching and research program, the faculty can somewhat more easily substitute some of those tasks, and we recommend a 1.5X reduction (($15,000).  While the operations budget is low ($32,000), and cannot legally be sourced from research dollars we recommend a 1.0X reduction (($3,100).

The permanent TA budget ($76,000) is far below the current level of TA support provided by the College.  There is little reason to cut the permanent budget when we have fought to increase the number every year.  We recommend a 0.0X reduction in the chair’s budget and take up this as an issue in the Dean's discretionary allocation to TAs.  

The auxiliary teaching budget ($104,000), supports teaching by (in large part) research and WOT faculty. We recognize that the expertise of some research/WOT faculty are well suited to specialized courses, and the College will need to consider the degree to which this auxiliary teaching should continue to be delivered, and if so, how to support it.  The committee discussed some of the negative effects related to research faculty devoting time to auxiliary teaching and less time to generating research dollars, an essential part of our and their mission. We noted that tenured faculty may have to pick up the slack, and the transaction cost of preparing new courses is significant. We also noted that the potentially increased teaching load could be detrimental to the teaching faculty currently generating the most research revenue. We recommend a 2.5X reduction (($25,000). 

Office of the Dean:  The Dean's state budget of $1,380,000 includes the open faculty positions not allocated to the Chair. The Dean is the ultimate allocator of any available source of state funds that can serve priority needs. This includes TA's, RA's for new faculty startups, the supplemental support for IT staff and equipment, the Environmental Forum, administrative summer faculty supplement, special events, phones, along with the Finance (including grant management) and Admin staff (including PMT support and communications).  We found it necessary to treat each grouping with some degree of independence.

The Dean’s supplementary TA budget of $190,000 as an addition to the $76,000 permanent budget funding in the Chairs office was considered at-risk compared to other departments. We anguished over the impact of cutting TAs recognizing their contribution to teaching quality but also were concerned by our increasing dependence on TAs without a sustainable budget source and the risks this might pose when we lose the Dean's office as the source of funding. We recommend a more detailed review of our use of and need for TA's and recommend a 3X reduction (($55,000) pending the conclusions from such a review, recognizing that none of the TAs provided by the Dean are permanently budgeted.

At least for the near future, we should be able to do with less computer equipment ($60,000) and we recommend a 4X reduction (($23,000).   For the IT staff in the Deans budget ($150,000) we recommend a 2.5X reduction (($36,000).

For the administrative staff budget of $205,000 we recommend a 1.5X reduction (($30,000), and also for the Finance staff budget of $242,000 we recommend a 1.5X reduction (($35,000). It can be argued that there will likely be some consolidation in these budgets within CoEnv, however such a transition is difficult to anticipate with no guidelines.

The student club budget is small ($30,000) and was considered essential for both student morale as well as professional conference exposure and we recommend a 1.0X reduction (($2,900). 

The faculty administrative salary and summer supplement budget of $130,000 will most certainly be reduced once within CoEnv and we recommend a 5X reduction (($63,000). 

The NW Environmental Forum budget ($75,000) is providing a critical communication link to state funding sources and a broad array of constituent support groups working toward common causes.  We believe the state budget can be at least partially replaced by line item state funded grant programs minimizing any negative impact. We recommend a 1X reduction (($7,200) or more if direct project funding is available.

The Dean’s office operating funds ($43,000) were judged similar to other operating funds and we recommend a 1.0X reduction (($4,100).  While there should be a review of the necessity of all the phone lines with a budget of $25,000 we suspect that a 0.5X reduction is all that will result (($1200). 
The Pulp and Paper agreement requiring a permanent but small operating fund account of $10,000 could not be broken without a negative impact on donors We recommend 0.0X reduction.  

In summary of the Dean's budget recommendations: With a total state fund target reduction of 10% our recommendation will reduce the spending now allocated mostly from the Dean's open faulty positions by about $260,000 or giving up about 3 of the 6 currently open and unallocated faculty positions.  Funding equivalent of 3.0 open positions is retained which will continue to be needed to fund functions critical to the mission.  Three positions are closer to an anticipated long-term trend and should provide less risk of losing these positions within a more integrated CoEnv environment under a new Dean although giving up some flexibility in hiring new faculty and using the funds for timely and discretionary needs.

In summary of the recommendations to reduce CFR state funds: Our total recommended reduction of $620,000 corresponds to a targeted 10% of the total state funds.  The cuts average almost 20% of the funds not directed to filled faculty positions.  Should the targeted cuts become much greater, the direction of cuts should not change but some reduction in individual rates may become necessary.  We did not think it advisable to eliminate any of the larger state funded budgets both because of our need for them and the tenuous impact on our constituent support.  

Our recommended budget cuts range from none in a few cases to 100% in one case with most falling below the 20% average discretionary rate to achieve a 10% total.  We feel the direction of cuts relative to an average are in the right direction to be consistent with our longer-term mission, vision and goals.  We did not take bold gambles on how CoEnv might impact us but considered it at nearly every step. We did not feel we had the information or tools needed to consider approaches that involve reductions in pay rates or furloughs, which would require mediation.
Summary of teaching impact: The actions recommended do not reduce tenured or new tenure track faculty positions but will certainly impact their teaching and administrative responsibilities. The faculty will need to evaluate carefully its curricular offerings as impacts of reductions are clarified, and collectively determine curricular priorities. Of additional concern are the reduced graduate student funds from the reduction in TAs and the possible reduction in RAs by the reduced budget coverage for research and WOT teaching. The longer-term solution for this must be an increase in research dollars that can provide critical funding for RAs. 

The reduction of about ½ FTE research/WOT teaching plus 11 quarters of TA support which would typically be evaluated as 2 FTE equivalent (on a 9 month basis) for a total teaching capacity reduction of 2.5 equivalent represents approximately a 7% reduction in teaching capacity.
We did not explore direct substitution of research budgets for state funded budgets since it is illegal to teach on research budgets, and it was not obvious that research budgets were not already paying their fair share except for those contracts that do not allow any indirect cost (we are in effect providing matching funds with no value placed on them). The limited control we do have is to strive to obtain grants that cover indirect costs. 
Next Steps:
Our recommendations are advisory to the Dean and have been provided to the EFC as input to their recommendations.  The schedule for the Dean to provide initial recommendations to the administration has been moved up in time although any final actions will depend on future directions from the Governor and State Legislature.  Additional comments that may be important to budget decisions should be directed to the dean’s anonymous email link at: http://www.cfr.washington.edu/aboutTheCollege/dean.shtml
(It opens into a Catalyst page). 
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