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While recognizing that the role of the committee is advisory and not legislative with respect to 
planning and budget matters, it does have a charge to review reports and plans that have an 
impact on the academic mission of the University such as revenues and revenue projections, 
budgets and budget projections. Throughout the 2019-2020 academic year the committee has 
met frequently and sought first to obtain adequate and accurate data on the administrative 
structure, positions and costs in all academic and non-academic administrative areas of the 
university. Given the unplanned deficit in FY20 that occurred primarily as a result of a 6% 
decrease in fall enrollment while the approved budget had only anticipated a 1% decline 
following several years of declining enrollment, the financial viability of the university has been 
of significant concern throughout the year. The reality of this major shortfall necessitated 
significant, immediate reductions in planned expenditures during FY20 in order to mitigate an 
EOY operating deficit to the greatest possible extent. Three cycles of cuts were approved by the 
Chancellor that netted approximately $4,000,000 in savings, which we understand will be 
carried forward into the FY 21 budget. As a result of the ongoing process of budget cutting, it 
has not been feasible to assure that the financial information we have gleaned offers clear 
details on how and where cost savings have occurred.  

At the end of the fall semester the committee, as part of its response to the IEC scenarios, 
recommended a critical analysis of work responsibilities at the college level to determine what 
functions are essential at that level and what activities are more appropriate at the academic 
department or university-wide level (e.g. finance management, personnel issues / performance 
review, graduation “checkout”, epaf production). As an integral component of this 
recommended college level work analysis, it is critical to assure there is “value-added” when 
engagement and / or approval is required at the college level. Committee members cited 
numerous examples of non-essential layers of required approval throughout the campus that 
lead both to inefficiency and unnecessary administrative engagement. Although there appear 
to be permanent savings resulting from the consolidation of five colleges into three, the exact 
savings have not yet been shared with the committee and the desired work analysis has not 
been accomplished to our knowledge. 

Also late in the fall semester, in addition to approving cuts designed to move toward balancing 
E and G accounts by the end of FY20, the Chancellor requested and received authorization from 
the Board of Trustees for Academic Planning Retrenchment which is implemented to permit 
“…substantial program changes and major reallocations of resources for academic or support 
services”. 



She then began the formal process for academic planning retrenchment recommending 
academic programs to eliminate, reduce or suspend using productivity data generated through 
OIR as a point of departure. 

While the academic planning retrenchment has been an ongoing process, informed by the 
productivity data, of analyzing, assessing and responding to the Chancellor’s recommendations 
during the spring semester following the requirements of Board policy 405.5, this committee 
has continued to seek similar productivity data and relevant unit benchmarks to permit a 
thorough and thoughtful data-based analysis of all administrative functions of the campus.  

On February 27 the Chancellor requested that unit heads of non-academic units “…document 
their cost savings and their centrality to mission” by completing a report template and 
submitting it by March 10. The reports generated were shared with the Faculty Senate on April 
14 and the Planning and Finance Committee has met twice since the release of these reports, 
initially expecting that they would provide much of the detail information on cost savings and 
reductions the committee has been seeking. 

However, actual, unduplicated savings are not discernible to us from these reports leading 
many members to feel that a substantive commitment to reductions in costs on the 
administrative side is not evident. In addition, there are a number of budgeted areas that are 
neither within academic colleges nor visible in these division reports and thus have not been 
analyzed to our knowledge.  

Relevant observations: 

There is a significant, continuing financial deficit that the university must address responsibly. 

The faculty understands that academic planning retrenchment will result in fewer academic 
programs available for recruitment of students and may reduce revenue from tuition and fees. 

We have a much larger number of administrative positions now than we did 15 years ago, and 
our student body is now smaller than it was at that time. 
 
The March reports from the non-academic units were internal to the unit and read more as 
justifications for the status quo than data-based explanations of required functions or 
innovative approaches leading to cost savings. 
 

Recommendations: 

This is a rare opportunity to reevaluate the way we do business, right-size the administration 
for the size of the current student body, seek ways to streamline processes and flatten 
administrative approvals.  

With the implementation of the new ERP, Workday, which begins July 1, 2020, it should be 
possible to achieve efficiencies. However, to effect real change, find cost savings and position 
the university for the next decade it is critical to analyze all academic and non-academic 



administrative areas with the specificity and iterative, broad-based review using appropriate 
benchmarks as has been done in academic units. 

We recommend that a series of reviews of these areas begin as soon as possible, hopefully by 
June 1, 2020 or shortly thereafter.  A committee composed of the subcommittee of the 
Planning and Finance Committee, the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate and 
representatives from the academic and non-academic administration should initiate the review. 

Review one: Assess each area and its’ assigned activities to determine if the activity is 1) 
mandated (and by whom), 2) necessary for organization operations, 3) important (if so, why?), 
4) nice to have, or 5) unnecessary and should be eliminated 

Review two: Which of the 4) “nice to have” should we decide to keep and why, and how do we 
phase out the others as well as 5)” the unnecessary activities” without unduly harming the 
university? 

Review three: How should we do 1) mandated, 2) necessary, 3) important and 4) remaining 
“nice to have” today and in the coming decade (as opposed to years past when the process was 
created)? It is likely that many of these things can now be done more efficiently or automated, 
resulting in lower costs, while still accomplishing the needed functions.  

This process offers the opportunity to envision new, efficient and sustainable functioning for 
the university. Without a broad analysis and conversation that involves both faculty and 
academic and non-academic administrative representatives we will miss the opportunity to 
position our institution for the immediate and longer term future. 

The current pandemic slogan is also appropriate to the university’s opportunities. We are truly 
“all in this together”. Therefore, we anticipate an opportunity to work with representatives of 
the administrative units and respectfully request that the Chancellor create a process for the 
evaluation we have outlined above to begin as soon as possible, hopefully by June 1. 

 

 

 

 

 


