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CAMPUS ASSEMBLY
BUDGET COMMITTEE
Tuesday, December 7, 2010
2-3:00 p.m., RDC-333

Present: Mary Allen, Jason Davis, Dennis Falk, Zack Filipovich, Greg Fox, Kit Hautamaki, Trudie Hughes,
Robert McFarland, Penny Morton, Liz Olson, Jeff Romano, Clint Schoeck, Randy Skalberg, Mariana Waisman,
Harry Zabrocki, Eileen Zeitz
Excused: Scott Laderman, Joellyn Rock, Alan Roline

Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 2:00 p.m.

I. Approval of Minutes – November 23, 2010
The November 23, 2010 minutes were approved as written.

II. Discussion of Budget Principles

Eileen advised members that the committee will be working on the budget principles for the next two meetings,
and submit them after the December 21st meeting.

Members discussed the idea of using reserves when possible, before making other cuts. The different kinds of
“reserves” and what some of them fund, like course access, were covered. Members noted differing
interpretations for the term “reserve” – where for some it is the funds that are identified with a specific purpose,
for others it is a term for carryforward balances in departments, and for still others it means balances in the
central campus funds. Members agreed that specifying “central funds” instead of just “reserves” for campus
funds would make it clearer.

It was noted that while carryforward funds buy time, it isn’t possible to submit a budget plan based on reducing
carryforwards but without other reductions. It was also mentioned that requests for funds from those reserves
during this interim period will only serve to reduce flexibility in using them to deal with budget cuts. The
campus needs to slow down new requests for funding until we have a better sense of what the budget will be.

Members had previously been provided with copies of the CLA Budget Committee’s budget principles
document. Additional budget principles were brought to the meeting for consideration, as well. Members
reviewed both documents and noted that the CLA principles, designed for a college, need to be broadened for
use on a campus. For example, the CLA principle that cuts should be made as far from the classroom as possible,
was not written for a campus and does not envision a budgetary scope the incorporates everything from facilities
and utilities to teaching. With a broader campus scope, it is more difficult to determine what does or doesn’t
support a classroom.

There was strong support for the CLA principle that those closest to a program should be trusted to know where
savings are possible, and for the principles that no unit should retrench by shifting costs to another unit, and
looking for new sources of revenue is critical. Both sets of principles recommend that budget should be tied to
strategic planning. While strategic planning is currently underway, members indicated that some known goals,
like maintaining enrollment, and keeping tuition increases as low as possible, protecting student aid and ensuring
course access, should be considered when developing budget principles.



Members indicated that sustainability and facility issues should be addressed. There was discussion of lowering
the heat in winter and reducing air conditioning in summer, perhaps clustering summer classes to run AC in
select areas and lower or shut it off in others. It was noted that not adding facilities should also be considered,
since every new facility costs $100M to run per year. Members discussed whether alternative and/or hybrid
instructional delivery methods could reduce the need for space.

There was member consensus that people and compensation equal the largest chunk of money and have to be
addressed in any cuts. The issue was raised of how the work would be done and whether the institution could
continue to trim positions and still handle the same work. Members noted that workloads for many staff are
already unmanageable. This led to the discussion of whether cuts should be across the board or by elimination of
programs. The majority of members felt that small cuts taken across the board are fine, and perhaps even
preferable. However, large cuts can no longer be made utilizing an across the board method and require strategic
cuts. Members discussed what happens when programs get cut, and discussed some programs that had
previously been eliminated (or proposed for elimination). It was noted that those cuts were very hotly debated
and that there are no programs without supporters.

Members questioned the implications of the incoming University president noting he doesn’t want duplication of
effort. Consensus was that this could mean graduate programs, since they serve fewer students and are expensive
to maintain. Members noted that there is money attached to these graduate programs which could be lost, and
might cost the campus some of the most highly qualified faculty and promising students who come to UMD
specifically for those graduate programs.

Other principles for inclusion should be submitted to Eileen by next Tuesday (December 14) morning. Eileen,
Greg, Zack and Liz will summarize the principles and that document will be sent out to members in advance of
the next meeting. At the December 21 meeting, members will work on agreement on the budget principles.

Members questioned the budget submission timeline. Greg stated there is a 45-60 day window after the campus
receives a target (end of January) but the Chancellor wants 3-6% retrenchment as a plan, irrespective of the
budget timeline and target.

III. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 2:58 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,
Joan Erickson


