CFR ELECTED FACULTY COUNCIL BUDGET REDUCTION RECOMMENDATIONS
EFC Members: Greg Ettl, Rick Gustafson, Rob Harrison, Sandor Toth, 

Eric Turnblom (chair), Darlene Zabowski  

Consistent with its charge as stated in the Faculty Code to provide advice to Dean Bare, the College of Forest Resources (CFR) Elected Faculty Council (EFC) met on Friday 13 Feb 2009 and again on Tuesday 17 Feb 2009 to review the ad hoc Budget Advisory Committee (BAC) report, which was finalized on Thursday 12 Feb 2009.   

Prior to these meetings, an informal poll of the faculty was conducted with results reported to the Dean and faculty on Sunday 15 Feb 2009.  Faculty Senate Leadership (Senate Chair and Secretary, and Chair of the Faculty Senate Budget & Planning Committee) suggested the framework for the survey during a lunch-hour meeting on Friday 23 Jan 2009 held to assist chairs of faculty councils across campus in this process.  In our poll, CFR faculty were asked what things should be protected from budget reduction as much as possible and what might be targeted for budget reduction.  The poll results appear in Appendix 1 of this report.  

During our meetings on the13th, and 17th of February, we noted that the process used and guiding principles followed by the BAC were sound.  We noted a good correlation between the recommendations of the BAC and the informal EFC faculty poll, though there were a few points of variance on which we focused.  A consensus on how the correlation between the BAC report recommendations and the informal EFC faculty poll might be increased was quickly reached; the intensive and thorough work already conducted by the BAC in untangling state budget income sources facilitated this quick action.  The EFC recognizes and states appreciation for the stalwart efforts of the BAC – these are truly not easy decisions to make.  

To arrive at our recommendation, we adopted the BAC "factor" approach. The only guiding principle followed in addition to those used by BAC was that no center should be reduced less than its “fair share” (i.e., 1.0X).  This report summarizes the discussions at the EFC meetings that lead to a slightly different "weighting" of the relative reduction factors recommended by the BAC.  Only those factor weightings that differed between EFC recommendations and the BAC report are discussed, the reader is referred to the BAC report for the discussion and reasoning behind those reductions with which the EFC agreed.  

State Budget Reduction Recommendations with variant focus from BAC report: 

(Dollar reductions in parentheses correspond to an X=10% state budget reduction)
Botanic Gardens (UWBG): Much of the discussion surrounded the value in protecting the plant collections and the ways in which UWBG continues to support the teaching mission of CFR.  Many CFR course offerings were mentioned that seem dependent upon the proximity of UWBG and its staff for efficient operation and provision of learning opportunities.  The EFC wondered if the UWBG had received adequate representation as no one was present to represent UWBG, while acknowledging that the BAC represented significant diversity among members of CFR (faculty, staff, students, and several programmatic areas).  There was a lack of consensus as to whether all aspects of the UWBG state funds were being used efficiently. For the CUH state budget ($372,000) we recommend a 1.5X reduction (($54,800).  

Having less certainty regarding the state Arboretum budget ($214,000) relative to obligations that might have resulted from negotiations with outside constituents, here, too, we recommend a 1.5X reduction (($31,600).

Center for Sustainable Forestry at Pack Forest: CSF-PF simply receives a reduction equivalent to its “fair share,” therefore EFC recommends a 1.0X reduction (($4,600). 

Information Technology (IT): Based on an informal survey conducted by EFC membership of other departmental IT support across campus, CFR IT support is about twice the size of what it is in other departments.  This, coupled with general recognition of the need for a central IT service and some belief that this would be a natural area for consolidation within CoEnv, causes us to recommend a 3.5X reduction (($39,800) out of the IT state budget support ($116,000).   

Office of the Dean:  As stated in the BAC report, the Dean's state budget of $1,380,000 includes the open faculty positions not allocated to the Chair, and includes RAs for new faculty startups, TAs, NW Environmental Forum, etc.  In keeping with the BAC review, the EFC treated each grouping with some degree of independence.  

We, too, anguished over the impact of cutting TAs from the Dean’s $190,000 TA budget (as did the BAC), recognizing their contribution to teaching quality.  The EFC also recognizes the temporary nature of this funding source for TAs, especially as we transition into the CoEnv, so also recommend a more detailed review of our use of and need for TA's, but for the time being, we recommend only a 2X reduction (($37,400) pending the conclusions from such a review.  
The faculty administrative salary and summer supplement budget of $130,000 most certainly will be reduced once we transition into the CoEnv, so EFC suggests a steeper cut now and recommends a 6X reduction (($76,600). 

For consistency with previous findings regarding IT support, we recommend a 3.5X reduction (($51,600) to IT support coming from the Deans budget ($150,000), also.  

The NW Environmental Forum budget ($75,000) provides a valuable link to state legislature and state funding sources.  However, we believe the potential for this budget to be replaced by line item state funded grant programs may be greater than what BAC considered possible, so we recommend a maximum 4X reduction (($29,500).  

Conclusions

Our recommendations are advisory to the Dean; we strived everywhere to maximize the correlation between our recommendations and our collective interpretation of the informal EFC budget survey results.  There was some discussion, though, that if a more formal EFC survey were conducted, perhaps with more detailed budget information available prior to the poll, members of the faculty may have responded differently.  The EFC also realizes that this entire process truly has a “zero sum” nature, i.e., if more money is allocated to TAs, for example, then we are more likely to lose support and/or function in other areas.  What we have recommended is the result of diligent effort, candid conversation, and compromise when opinions on the magnitude of factor weights differed.  
We felt that some of our decisions were made with a higher degree of uncertainty than others.  Major sources of uncertainty include, but are not limited to, incomplete knowledge of how particular center expenditures are actually tied to each income source, how deep the CFR share of the state budget cut will actually be, and how moving into the CoEnv ultimately impacts everything.     
Next Steps

With regard to the ultimate size of the budget reduction, a deeper than 12% cut seems ever more likely, so we suggest the faculty and Dean Bare begin open, collegial discussion to craft a plan in which those faculty who are able to do so can voluntarily receive some percentage of salary rate reduction to provide a source of revenue to put toward a total budget cut, rather than just making all recommended reductions deeper using similar factor weightings.  Alternatively, this may come in the form of a reduction in some proportion of tenure (say between 1 and 3 months), either annually or biennially, perhaps receiving half of the forgone salary back in the form of a salary rate increase as was done several years ago. Obviously, this strategy will require some form of documented faculty commitment to the concept so that firm numbers can be calculated to evaluate the fiscal impact of such an action.  

Appendix 1.  Results of informal EFC budget poll of CFR faculty 

A rather unscientific method was used in crafting the poll, framing the questions in a manner suggested by Faculty Senate Leadership, and consulted other EFC members for the final wording in the poll.  The intent was to gather information from the faculty for input to the dean as he considers various budget reduction scenarios and to report the results back to the faculty.  CFR Faculty members were asked to respond to the following two prompts:

1.
List one or two things (resources, services, support functions, etc.) that you feel are critical to the mission and vision of the College of Forest Resources such that their funding should not be considered for reduction.

2.
List one or two things (resources, services, support functions, etc.) that you feel contribute little to the mission / vision of CFR, such that their funding should be considered first for reduction.  

Greatest consensus was found among the faculty for the items that should receive "protection" from budget reductions; two or three items stood in front of everything else.  There was much lower consensus on most items on which reductions should be focused.  Only one item stood out from the rest.  Here are the results.

Items to "protect" in CFR:

TA support

        - stated by 24% of respondents

        - a few suggest stronger links to enrollment

Faculty lines (refers to tenured and nontenured tenure-track faculty)

        - stated by 19% of respondents

Critical "mass" of student services/grant writing support/etc.

        - stated by 14% of respondents

Community outreach by UWBG

        - stated by 10% of respondents

IT support

- stated by 10% of respondents

Health of undergraduate majors (PSE/ESRM)

        - stated by 5% of respondents

Items on which to focus "reductions" in CFR:

IT support

        - stated by 24% of respondents

Wasteful administrative/faculty bureaucracy (includes admin supplements)

        - stated by 10% of respondents

CFR communications

        - stated by 10% of respondents

Water Center

        - stated by 10% of respondents

Auxiliary teaching (includes salary for Research/WOT faculty to teach)

        - stated by 5% of respondents

Outreach functions

· stated by 5% of respondents

The faculty was also asked how “palatable” would some type of pay cut (decrease in salary rate) or furlough be.  Results were split: exactly half who responded directly to this issue (8 faculty in total) found it "palatable" (the wording in the poll), half found it unpalatable.  

Other cost-cutting measures were suggested such as giving back a portion of faculty tenure, putting motion detectors on lights, securing office supplies, etc. 
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