
Subject: Budget Restructuring III

Date: October 17, 1996

From: Ed Ray
Bill Shkurti

To: Gordon Gee
Dick Sisson

This communication is a follow up to our memorandum dated May 30, 1996 and
our draft of August 30, 1996.  It contains our recommendations regarding a process for
bringing to the OSU Board of Trustees (by May 1, 1997) a recommendation as to our
next steps in budget restructuring.

In our May 30, 1996 memo, we detailed a three step process which included:

Step One:  Develop a shadow budget or conceptual model to share with the
Campus by no later than September 1, 1996.

Step Two:  Use the 1996-97 academic year to examine seven key issues (in detail)
using faculty-staff-student work groups in each area.

Step Three:  In the Spring of 1997, after extensive consultation, decide on the next
step and bring a report or recommendation forward to the OSU Board of Trustees.

We believe we reached agreement last Spring that this was an appropriate process.
We have already initiated Step One and will have a shadow budget, using FY 1995
actuals, available for presentation to the Senate Fiscal Committee, Ad Hoc Committee on
Responsibility Centered Management, Executive Committee and Council of Deans during
Fall Quarter.  We have also consulted with the Executive Committee, Senate Fiscal
Committee and Council of Deans on an earlier draft of this memo and have incorporated
their suggestions, particularly regarding coordination among the three work groups.

Key Issues

In our consultations last Spring, we felt we had reached agreement on the key
issues; however, some concern was expressed that perhaps we had too many separate
working groups and that the outcome may lack cohesiveness.  We share this concern and
recommend a modification that would reduce the work groups from seven to three, but
enlarges the size of each group from 5-7 people to 10-12 to insure greater representation.
The three recommended work teams and their clusters of issues would be as follows:

Academic Units - This team would address the issues involving the academic units
(colleges, departments and centers).  Among the issues they would be expected to address
are:
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• What revenue raising opportunities are consistent with the University’s
mission?

• What is the appropriate definition of a Responsbility center or budget unit --
college, groups of colleges or departments?

• How do we protect the integrity of course offerings and enhance
interdisciplinary programs?

• How should quality be measured and how do you create an incentive structure
that enhances academic program quality while making sure student needs are
addressed?

• Which revenues should be shared and to what extent, including tuition, state
subsidy, indirect cost recoveries, research challenge, etc.?

• Should  unit budgets be rebased, and if so, how?
• What is an appropriate transition and implementation timetable?
• Coordination with the support unit groups on what services should be provided

and on cost allocation issues including financial aid and fee authorizations.
• Coordination with the central university group regarding central distribution

and planning issues.
 
 Academic Support Units - This group would address the following issues:
 

• How do we assure the appropriate support services are provided and that they
reflect academic needs?

• How should support services be funded, including which support services
should be direct charged and which ones should be funded through a uniform
assessment?

• Which services should or may be purchased at the discretion of academic units
and which services should be provided by the University?  What are the
appropriate accountability and quality assurance measures?

• How should costs for space and financial aid be allocated, including fee
authorizations?

• Coordinate with both other work groups as appropriate.
• What is an appropriate transition and implementation plan?

 
 Central Funding Issues - this group would deal with central university issues including the
following:
 

• What is the appropriate relationship between academic planning, academic
priorities, academic programs and the budget process?

• What is the appropriate size and use for the Provost’s allocation and other
central distributions?

• How can this process facilitate a five year planning cycle, including appropriate
performance review and evaluation measures?

• What kind of information and institutional analysis will be needed and how can
it best be provided?
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• What should university policy be regarding compensation management under a
more decentralized system?

• What university-wide mechanisms are appropriate for quality assurance and for
monitoring entrepreneurial activities to insure these activities are consistent
with university-wide goals?

• What will be the training needs of a restructured system and how should they
be met?

• Coordination with the other two work groups as appropriate.
• What is an appropriate transition and implementation plan considering the

recommendations of the other two groups?

Composition of the Work Groups

As we mentioned earlier, each work group should consist of 10-12 members.  We
feel this strikes the appropriate balance between representativeness and workability.  We
feel at least half of the members of each group should be faculty and that the chair of each
group should be a senior faculty member.  Each group should also have at least two
students and at least two staff people.  Ideally, each group should have one and hopefully
two active members of the Ad Hoc Committee on Responsibility Centered Management
and the Senate Fiscal Committee.  Each group should also have at least one department
chair and a senior administrator at the associate dean/assistant vice president level or
above.  The committee should be a joint Administrative-Senate Committee.  Each group
should also have one or two staff members from Resource Planning and Institutional
Analysis assigned to provide staff support.   A steering committee of the chairs of each of
the three committees or their designees should meet monthly to coordinate efforts.

What Happens Next?

In order for us to meet the goal of recommendations to the OSU Board of
Trustees in for the FY 1998 budget (which begins on July 1, 1997) and to allow for
appropriate university-wide consultation, we would need at least a preliminary report from
each work group by March 1, 1997.  We anticipate that producing a final report resolving
all of these issues will take longer.

With your approval, we will circulate this memorandum to the appropriate campus
groups with the hope of receiving nominations for the work groups and commencing work
by no later than November 15.

c: Eric Kunz
WJS/pme/f:fin/files/process


