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_around this issue. .+ .- R (‘

other pub]1c mu1t1campus 1nst1tut1ons whose organ1zat1ona1 ‘stsucture. was .

-s1m11ar tQ the Un;vers1ty of A]aska. Twenty-four peer 1nstitutions were

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY\ . .

At the Apr1] 2 1982 meetlng of the Comm1s51on on Postsecondary T

< - ?

' Educat1on, staff were- requested to. 1nvestrgate the feas1b1]1ty of .~ .

,,/ i

e s

award1ng a- angle annuat appYOpr1at1on for the operat1ng budget to the

Un1vers1ty of A]aska There has been a substant1a] decrease in. the

"

number of appropr1at1ons to the Un1vers1ty in, recent—years -The ' o '“ixf'
Un1vers1ty rece1ved 68 apprOpr1at1 ns for 1ts operat1ng budget in-FY. 1978... T
and by FY ]983 the number of apﬁripr1at1ons had been reduced to f1ve

Presentﬁy there are two-methods for transferr1ng funds among
e : .
approprrat1ons. The Un1vers1ty can request the Governor and the -~ toe

Lo -

Legislature to shift monies from One appropr1at1on to another. -*Also, -

some appropr1at1ons are awarded show1ng a clear- 1ntent for d1str1but1ng

-

mon1es to 3ar1ous other appropr1at1ons ' ‘. /. o : ; o
. The ourposes of‘th1s 1nqu1ry are 1) to examine the approprqat1on
processes of other similar 1nst1tut1ons in the countryg 2) Yo survey the
11terature and opinions of pract1t1oners concern1ng the advantages and
d1sadvantages of a single- appropr1at1on VErsus severa] appropr1at1ons,

and 3) to.explore and present the maJor p01nts of v1ew Ehat vevolve®

-

%
4

The methodology for- this® 1nvest1gat1on dincluded a 11terature search
i
and a survey of the d1rectors of the f1sca1 serv1ces d1v1s1ons of each of

+

the 49 state 1eg1s]atures. Also aatelephone survey was. conducted to ';-

&

. {

1dent1f1ed and inciuded’ in th1s study. Of the 25 systems surveyed -

1ncl1d1ng A]aska, nlne receive’ funds for the1r operat1ng budget through a .

’

- - . c. -
LY N [y . ) 1



PELLY ‘ B : @ .
single appropriation} Ythe only varlables that were 1dent1f1ed re]atlng

to. whether or not an 1nst1tut1on re?elved a s1ngle appropr1at1on were ghe
land grant status of the 1nst1tutlon and the unlque potitical and

SOCTOECOHOmIC c1rcumstances of the state in which 1t resided.
1; & .
The llterature review and suggestions’ from the f1sFa1 analysts of the -

J
various states provided several viewpgints which rela%eo to six basjc

v

“i1ssues: ‘organizational” flexibility, depo]ftfciiingéﬁ# the funding

orocess, actountahi]ity,~efficiency;‘ﬁegislatiie ov‘rsight and

Understanding, and incieased funding. .
. ’ 4 . M b . ) ;/ . ) . =
-A]though this: report focuses upon .the appropriation process, the
fundamental issue. is that- the Unlver51ty is charged with prov1d1ng’hlgh
4 : i

'quallty educatlon and ma1ntaTn1ng good stewardshlp of its frscal
resources. The legislative.body, Wh1ch represents the w11] of the -

people has ‘the respon51b111ty to. see that pub11c funds are expended
/
con51stent w1th pub11c pol1cy "Thus, the awardlng of a single

appropr1at1on to the Un1vers1ty requires at 1east five cond1tlons to .

ex1st 1) a clear _mission and goa]s statement for each campus; 2) widely
&

actepted prlncrples and procedures for budgetary dec151ons that' are

refatlvely'r0ut1ne and essential to the on901ng enterprlse (these ihclude

[

allocatlon of staff the ad&ﬁﬁ‘gn and delet|on of new programs, etc.); 3)

an accurate and comprehen51ve data base wh1ch prov1des the esqentlal

L

information for infdrmed dec1S1onmaking; 4) a:rigorous performance audlt;
. 1 ) . -

mechanism; and 5) an annual f1nanc1a|Apost audlt

- ‘ . |
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9 » The Commission therefore -recommepds’ihe following: -
. N .

o RECOMMENDATION I THE UNIVERSITY- SHOULD CONTINUE T0 IMPROVE I7s -

. -

MANAGEME NT PROCEDURES CONSISTENT WITH THE FIVE CRITERIA SET FORTH IN THIS
DOCUMENT. ~ . :

1 ) T e

~

T 'RECOMMENDATION 2. AT SUCH TIME AS THE UNGVERSITY SATISFIES THE §

MANAGEMENT CRITERIA THE LEGISLATURE SHOULD TAKE ARPROPRIATE ACTION FOR

AWARDING THE UNIVERSITY A SINGLE APPROPRIATION THE DETERMINATION THAT

THE UNIVERSITY HAS SATISFACTORILY MET THE CRITERIA SHOULD BE JOINTLY MADE

BY A COMMITTEE MADE UP OF MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF REGENTS THE » |

LEGISLATIVE BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE AND THE COMMI%\%:N ON X *
1

*

POSTSELONDARY EDUCATION

-«

N RECOMMENDATION 3. BEGINNING PY 1984, THE LEGISLATURE SHOULD MAKE

PROVISION FOR THE UNIVERSITY TO TRANSFER up TO FIVE PERCENT OF -ANY GIVEN
APPROPRIATION WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL BY THE. GOVERNOR ARD THE' LEGISLATIVE‘
BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE. THIS WwouLD REQUIRE EIIHER NEW” LEGISLATION OR

CAMENDING AS 37.07.080 (e). - ..

-\

\




11ity,-

' advantages and d1sadvantgges of award1n appropr1at1on
for the operating budget to the Unayer .ty f Alffké. For Y 1983 ‘the

Un1vers1ty rece1ved f1ve appropr1at1§ﬁ _fﬁa{ewﬁde Adm1 1strat1on the

B e : ,
. Fa1rbanks campu's., the Anchorage riwpui, hgjbqn "us"and the .
‘ . “y “L,:r\'. .‘_ y Y )
D1v1swon of Commur1ty Colleges, Ru#a] éﬁucdtﬁgklﬂgdéEﬁtens1on According
pt\

4 &

¢ to AS 37.07:080 (e), the Un1vers1ty 15 proh1 it eld faqm tFagsferring the

q

{
.o appr0p¢1ated funds among the separate.ﬁampuseé the%eqy @étra1hqng

-organ1zat1ona1 f?ex1b111ty to some degnee <) . -
4 PN , g l‘ .

There has been a substant1a1 decrease in tie number of appropr1at1ons
't0'§he University in reCent years. aFor 1nstance, for FY™1978 the
Un1vers1ty rece1ved 68 appropr1at1ons for its operating budget. That
number was reduced‘to 24 appropriations:for FY 1981 andwwas,further\
~reduced to 14 for F%.3982 Moreover, the Governor has supported a single-

- . appropr1at1on for the Umwvers1ty in recent years.

° -

. There are essent1a11y two methods for transferr1ng funds among
¥

) ‘appropr1at1ors F1rst‘ the UnhverS1ty Yan request the Governor and the
4

L~g1s1ature to sh1ft monies- from one appvopv1at1on to another Secend]y,

- some appraopriations are awarded showing a .glear .intent for distributing

“monies to various other appropriations. A‘common example of this would

-

be salary increase,monies.‘

~
»

There is another method. whexeby monies sh1ft from one: aDprongut1on

to another. Under thg Re1mbursab|e Services Agreement Tontract. one
. :
campus can pay for goods or services rendered from another caﬁpus.

- L ) . . : N L
technicaliy, however, this is not+con transfer of funds.
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JThe major thrusts of_this‘jnvestigatiod‘are-l) to exaﬁine the . ‘.

appr0pr1at1on processes of *other. S1m1]ar 1nst1tut1ons

to éﬁrvey the I1terature and op1n1ons of pract1t1oners
g

in the country§ 2)

Concerning thé

advantages and drsadvantages of a- 51ngle appropr1at1on-versus ceveral |

»
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N | METHODOLOGY

Complem nting,av1iterature search®by stéff, a letter QTs‘seht to- the. *
directors of the fiscal services divisions' of each of the 49 state
o . Ny o

.,

egis]ature The d1rectors were asked to share 1nformat1on they might
have on the éubJect of 51ng e appropriations’ and to suggest anyaresearch
! .,s., . =,
that might be of value. . Alsoyx a telephone survey was tonducted of other

pub11c, mu]ticampus institutions” whose oréanizationa]-structures are
similar to that of the Un1ver51ty of, A]aska Twenty—four peeh

1nst1tut10ns were identified in the Educat1ona D1rectory, Colleges and

~ @ 2

.Unfversities, 1980-813 pub]ishedjby the Nationa] Center .of Egucgtion

{ K

y
Statisics. ¢

A multicampus institution is defined in he Dfrectorz 3s "an
organization bearing resemblanc2 to ar insti- ut1ona1 system, but
unequiVoéa]]y designated as a si~7le insti:ution W]th either of o

organizational strgctuﬁés; 1) an‘insti}ution having two or more campusgs °

»
)

-responsible to a centra] administration (which central ~administration may

or may not be 1ocated'on one of the adm1n1strat1ve1y equa] campuses) or
#.) an institution having a main campus with one or more branch caipuses

aztached to it." .In eve>y case, the chief execlitive officer of ths

3 - . - ..- - ‘. v . . N
5. 72mand-the individual ciief executive officers of the capuses * e v

the title of president and,or chancellor:

The definition of a mq]u]tampus system does not contair the necessary
. N &

precision to withstand disagreement among informed people Concerning

Rlal

!

which institutions should be included in the universe. The reader
shduld, therefore, consider the institutions in this study io be highly

representative of multicampus institutions, but not an exhaustive list.

\ - ios



L ' RIS RESULTS AND ANALYSIS L
At the outset it 1s 1mportant to define what is meant by a single
A8 LN ’
*\ Tump sum approprlatlon to afgovernlng board by paraphras1ng a statement
' - #

from the Ok]ahoma Const1tutlen'; the apprOprlat1ons made by the !

T -
’ ]egis]ature for all Jnstltut1ons shall be made in consolldated form

o

-

without reference to any pdrt1cu]ar 1nst1tut1on, and the Board of Regents

shai] ai]ocate to each 1nst1tut10n accodding to its needs and. funct1ons

TabWe 1 111ustrates 1) wh1ch mu]tlcampus systems of higher educat1on

‘receive a slmgle apprOprlatlon or more than one approprlatlon 2) i
: thewr budget request ts based upon an enrollment-driven formula, 3} thEIF

Fa]] 1980 FTE enro]]ment and 4) 1f at 1east one campus of the Un1vers1ty

5 .

has been deslgnated as 1and grant Of the 25 systems surveyed 1nc1ud1ng

. A]aska nlne receive funds for the1r operathng budget through a s1ng]e
' : ;e D DR
approprwat1on ' - . . . . N

A po1nt of c]ar1f1cat1on is in order here.' The,focus -af this study
is the oeterm1nat10n of organ1zat1ona1 flex1b111ty as it relates to the .
f ablhty of the un1vers1ty to transter funds among campu* Of the mne'

1nst1tut10ns hh]Ch are 1dent1f1ed as rece1v1ng a smng]e appropSfat1on

‘some may have m1h1ma1 restrﬁctlons and yet enjoy the effect of one

appropriation: For instance, the governtng board of the Unlvers1ty of
Maryland rece1ve<Jse»era] apprépriations yet %% the authority to make L

“

transfers of ahy amount ard request approval afternard~ S1nce,
tradltwonally, the approval process ‘has been nothing mére than a rubber

stamp, the- ”n1vers1ty of Maryland 1s included -in: the group rucgiv1dg a

single approprlatlon. . Ceoe . L
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: ch .
L - o . . Y L o . U
N S TABLET R DR
Voo SEL&CT_ED CHARACTERISTICS ‘0F 25 MULTICAMPUS UNIVERSITIES , "
N C N TRt LY} SINLE o T |
o INSTITULION -, §E EMROLL, GRANT? | APPRO.? | FORMULAZZ| COMMENTS -
o Kigbama® © 96,159 | N | | ye ‘ o .
clbof Maska el 969 | e |t S A ?
|V of Arkansas . § A, Yes qT:‘O\T“"*‘l-ee» N
(Uof California | 136,432 * | “yes Ve v | S S
UofColorado - | 30,778 AN Yeso | Y Single approp: initiated 1980 and only -includes '
|- I S ©o | |state fungs, o :
Cleof Hawaii 33088 | ves | ot Mo |Single. appropriation was used wntil 1977, -
(U of Tinois 94569 | Yes <l ves o N - . '
AIngiana U . | " 388 Mo o Ne Mo, | \
- |Louistana State U | 31,430 ~Yas | Mo Yes S 3
" Uof Maine B3 Yes | ves | N o
|0 of Maryland 44,8600 | Yes .| Yes .| o | ‘
U of -Ma‘gsaehusgétts---~-5,30;209  ~Yes No No : _ T
Uof Michigan | 40,365 .| o No 1 %o [Single appropriation wak used until 1971, . -
{Uof Minnesota | 60,411 . des - Yes | Mo c ERSE
{Uof Missouri . [ - 44,889 Yes |, Yes “fa Mo, |
| Hof-Nebraska 2,987 | Yes f Mo Mo - o
o[V of Nevada B3 | Yes | ho Yes ot | e .
U of " New Hampshire | 16,906 | Yes | Mo | o Salary increase funds can be distribute anong
Rutgers U 37,-503.\ Yes Yes | Yeg |COMPUSES. S - |
1 (New Jersey) | ¢ " S | | ’
" [State U of New York 154,49 NA No Yes
U of North Carolina| . 42,648 R . oo
U of South Carolina| = 28,254 | No No Yes '
- U of Tennessee * 37,93 1 Yes |" o Yes | L R Q -
U of Texas ' 903405 " | Mo, No Yes ~|Trend is towarll greater detail in apprep. process.
U of Wisconsin « 129,863 Yes | Yes | Yes, . o A
LI | i K
< Pl . : K ) - \‘:) ’ .
I Nationa) Center for Educational Statistics Data, T o
2 RauTette Wille, compiler, " Survey of Selected Budget.Procedures at Postsecondary Educat ion Institutions Across
~ the United States" (Fairbanks: University of Alaska, 0ffice of the Associate Vice President for Fijanc‘g), 1982.
: . ..8_' } ]
"y Q ‘ .
ERIC . ¢ 13
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-lthe fund1ng process accountab111ty, eff1c1ency, ]eg1s]at1ve 0vers1ght

e’proﬂment:%k ngépeeds than a prooess that 1nc1udes several

» . \

~
a

S s P T S .
Tho 11Lerature rev1ew and sugg£5¢10ns from the flscal ana]ysts of the

-

var1ous states prov1ded several v1epr1nts The fo]low1ng d1scussnoh v
'. L4 'ﬁ

. w111 summar1ze, wqthout edr§0r1a1 comment those v1ewp01nts by re]at1ng

N

them to six baS1c ;ssues organ1zat1ona1 f]ex1b111ty, depo]1t1c1z1ng of
-3

€

s .
and understand1ng, and 1ncreased fund1ng It must be.emphas1zed that no

attempt ‘was made to de]ete or modlfy a v1ewpownt Just because 1t seemed

1nappropr1ate to the author B e .

.

.Organ1zaf1ona1 F]ex1b111ty A single appropr1at1on to the Un1vers1ty

wou ld prov1de greater f]ex1b111ty in meet “ng unant1c1pated sh1fts jn

appropr1at10 Moreover, a s1ng]e appr0pr1at10n cou]d help to exped1te
14 e
statew1de coord1nat1on of academ1c programs and, act1v1t1
- - f
Art1cu1ate proponents for a s1ng]e appropr1at1on to a mu1t1 ampus

university are Eugene C. Lee and Frank M Bowen In their study

concern1ng mu1t1campus unlvers1t1es, 1t 1s emphas1zed’that o¥gan1zat1ona1

o

flex1b111ty 1s cr1t1ca1 They assert "The system execut1ve and the
90vern1ng board can v1ew the system budget as a who]e nh]though
exerC}sed 1nfrequent1y and w1th d1scret1on, the1r power to make
adjustments: amOng campuses and programs w1thout approval of Governor or,
1eg1s1at1ve Committee' is an: essent1a1 1nstrument of un1ver51ty
90vernance ]< Dur1ng a ‘brief telephone conversat1on with the author of

the report Frank Bowen empha51zed that there .should be f]ex1b1]1ty

§

betweenqcampuses at 1east at the margins. EvEn a‘sma]]lpercentage would

‘

— ;
. ! /

.

*

3

1 Eugene C. Leesand Frank M. Rowen, The Mu1t1campus Jn1vers1ty
(New York: McGraw Hill Bock Company, 1971) .p. 254. v

X .
r k.
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Suffice._ A]]ow1ng a marg1n of ‘say, 5 percent of a eampus'appropr1at1on

- ., T ‘_,: ! N 4
_.'~‘ " Io be transferred wou]d make a‘big d1fference 1n pnbv1d1ng management
N » € §' . - .

_ f]ebe111ty to.the Un1vers1ty

. . .o L -
.:’ ’ ’ . ' A

DepoT1t1c1z1ng ;he Fund1ng Procese' A Qeutra11zed det1s1onmak1ng process;_
may be “the on]y sure approach to 1mp1em nt policy -and depo]1t1c1ze
| i&nd]ng by hav1ng the fund1ng contrdl i s1de within the govern1ng board

The overa]] educat1ona] goals of the state é@h be addressed and the

poss1b111ty of budget decrs1ons being based on non educat1ona1 issues .

could-be 1essenedA It was pointed out, however, that 1t is cruc1a] that
A

the mission of each individual campus be art1cu1ated w1th a high degree '
p .

>, of spec1f1c1ty to enhance the undenstand1ng gf the Governor S off]ce and

°

. the 1eg1s1ature A]so, there is an inherent asSumpt%on “that 1nde1dua1
. board members will make dec1s1ons based upon the educataona] petds of the
;.,ent1re syste@, and not upon.the needs of the area.in wh1ch they res1de

The validity of th1s assumpt10n ‘has been questioned
Accountab111tx Award1ng an appropr1at1on to each 1nd1v1dua1 campus,
rather than a s1ng1e‘appropr1at1on to the un1vers1ty as a who]e, prov1des :

v

a structured‘me€han1sm for acc0untabi]ity The 1eg1s1ature and others™

o .

have the ab111ty tq@ﬁZ@prm]ne Row much monexfeach college or un1vers1ty

- is to receive. kegls]ators work very d111gent1y to make sure that a

£

campus in their district rece1ves its fa1r share of. ava11ab1e monies and
c0nsol1dat1ng appropr1at1ons wou]d make it more difficult for the

]eg1s1ature and the genera] pub]1c to see where the money has been spent..

]
>

2
A\
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It was noted that a single" appropr1at1on may not reduce the ,E
B -

;leg1s1atJve role s1gn1f1caht1y, and 1n actua]‘pract1ce the effect ﬁay

be more apparent than rea] Often,/leg1slat1ve expectat1ons concern1ng

' 'the a]]ocat1ons w1th1n a s1ng1e aﬂpropr1at10n W111 strong]y déterm1ne ‘how

the funds adre expended by the govern1ng board. A1so, the budgetary

request process itself can severely 11m1t the ab1]1ty of the govern1ng
board to sh1ft mon1es among campuses The budget documents and test1mony

L

before var1ous 1eg1slat1ve comm1ttees serve to e]uc1date commltments to’

?

campuses, notwhOnor1ng these comm1tments could result in diyre political
; - . N . . - . . LI '

-

consequences; : . s i

3

An important factor in transferr1ng f]ex1b111ty and author1ty to the

b3
governﬂng board wou]d be the use of systemw1de parameters in &he

legislative.budget review process or a structured process of perforhance
audits. It Was\suggested'that expenditures, not approprjations,.are the

pr1mary activity upon wh1ch to focus.
4

_ Eff1c1ency A s1ng1e apprOpr1at1on baSed upon estab]1shed guidelines for

'new pos1t1ons, etc s may reduce the amount of t1me spent for comm1ttee

hear1ngs, comm1ttee work sessions and floor debate g} the 1eg1s1ature~,-/"5'"

It is assumed that the governing bodard wou]d prov1de the necessary

~deliberation for an apprOpr1ate a]]ocat1on of resources based upon the

educat1ona1 needs of the state Aga1n it was strong]y emphasized that
~
the establishment of reasonable goa]s and ob3ect1ves for imdividual

1nst1tut1ons as well as a system as a whole was crucial. Unless there is

a way to measure the value derived in terms of services and goods

[£]

produced, it “is difficult to budget a reasonable figure for the

operations of a system.

-13-
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'Leg]slat1ye Overs1ght and Understand1ng There is a des1re on the part of

-, elected off1c1a]s to have a. better understand1ng of the operat1ons of the
- un1ver?(/y system and 1ts components.ﬂ Award1ng severa] appropr1at1ons to

the 1nduvngual campuses allows ‘the off1c1a1s tg enhance the1r knOwledge

~ . l

of the un1vers1ty S act1v1t1es. Moreover it prov1des a conven1ent

,mechan1sm for legislative over51ght because it 1s relat1ve1y easy to'

determ1ne where monies are being spent

Increased Funding There are-two schools of thought here. One :school
. ~ .

suggests that the uniyersﬁty system woold have received more funds>hadmit’¥

'received a single appropriation. The other school ma1nta1ns that\several

appr0pr1at1ons would equal more than a s1ngle lump sum. The data
available for this report are not suff1c1ent to elther prove or dasprove

,

. -~
either content1on : T

: Before end1ng this sect{on .1t is 1nterest1ng to note’ that referenceb
. nas made more than once that governing boards who enJoy rece1v1ng a
='s1ngle appropr1at1on may want to recoasider. Dur1ng perrods of -
Venro]]ment growth and adequate fiscal'support the a]]ocation of funds
among various components of the Un1vers1ty presented relbt1ve1y few’

problems. However the econom1c ma1a1se 1n which this country now f1nds

itself has severely restricted f1nanc1a1 support of many universities and

- »

enro]]ments are 1eve11ng off. Dividing up a "much smaller p1ece of‘p1e,
h and éach and every crumb to the hdngry family" has become, in many cases,
an exceedingly un;:easant task - which some say-may;ge better left to the
legislature.. This opinion, of course,-ref]ects'more‘upon thercourage of

those who make decisions than the efficacy of an appropriation process.
~ \z

. ‘. . h -14- 20
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L7 USUMMARY AND DISCUSSION ) -
Ve, : i /— N M - .
”'The operatlng budget said one system executlve 'is the-
single most important educatlonal document in the unlverSIty

_HEreq the academic goals of facu]ty,‘admlnlstratOFS, and

<. -students ‘contfront the- 'societal va]ues 8f governors, legislators,

P and, taxpayers - In the. budgetary process academ1c governance ’
: recelqes 1tsqmost Severe challenge."? e

“
S

"Alth0ugh th1s report focuses upon the appropr1atlon process, therabove~

"publlc funds are eﬂbended consistent w1th public policy. ..

comment . expxesses succ1nct1y the fundamental 1ssue.- The university is

' charged w1th prov1d1ng high quallty educatlon and malntalnlng good

\
stewardshlp of its flsca] resources The 1eglslatIVe body, wthh

represents thé w111 of the people, has the resp0n51b111ty to See that

. -
{

* An examlnatlon of the experlences of other mu]tlcampus unlver51t1es

‘suggests that whether or not an lnstltutlon receives a 51ngde or Several

,approprlatlons for its operatlng budget has little to do W1th any other

LY

.A]aska.

variables exgept the land gfant status of the institution along w1th the

unique political and economlc h]StOFy\Qf the state in which it resides.

Ascertaining the specific c1rcumstances that afkated the 1nst1tut1ons in
: r

othér states is, of codrse,. well beyond-* the scohe of this study. It
appears that the approprlatlon process is peculiar to each unlverSIty .
systemn and, from the 1nformation~gathered for this report, there are“nd
conststent patterns that;;;p*provide a model for the.University of

- ot

The comments from the f]sSal offlcers of the severa] states “and the

. 2
Titerature do, however, prov1de a Compendlum~of opinions and v1ewp01nts

4
that provide a context for discussior. : )

2 Ibid., p. 247.

N
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At the heart of the matter is the ?ollow1ng quest1on what

y

i;cond1t1ons must ex1st to a]]ow the Un1vers1ty of A]aska to provide

education of the h1ghest quality and use 1ts resources 1n an’ eff1c1ent

”and effectlve manner, while _at the same t1me, al]oW1ng the T -

e

representatlves of the peop]e of A]aska the opportuntty to be cogn1zant"
‘: of thq budgetary 1mp11cat1ons and to provide effect1ye overs1ght? It 1s
to th1s quest1on that the r?ma1nder of this sect10n is addressed
F1rst, a fundamental requ1rement for 1anrmed management dec1s1ons
. and en11ghtened oversight is thau the m1ss1on and goa]s of each campus as

-

well as the un1vers1ty system sh0u1d be de11neated w1th -Some., degree of

,Precision, (It is. not recommended that the catalog nAss1on statement be

.'
A

used. ) The deve]ogment of mean1ngfu1 mission and goal statements can

serve as an 1nva1uable foundatlon for campus plannlng and budgeting.
/

act1v1ty Aclear understand1ng of the status of the institution.is’ a

prerequ131te for planned growth because it serves asma-gu1de for the

mu1t1tude of cho1ces that must be made to d1rect the dnstitution 1nto_the

future 3 o o ] -
- B
Second, a we]] deve]oped m1ssﬁon _and goa]s statement can prov1de Ihe

J

framework for gu1deL1nes or standards re]at1ng to persOnnel programs

-and equ1pment Wh1ch should be estab11shed and made known to all part1es
1nvolved An example of such guidelines wou]d be an estab11shed and

documented procedure for the addition and de]etlon of academ1c programs.

- » PR W

—_— . . - - . ) B
” ———— -

3. Kert Caruthers and Gary B. Llott, isston‘Rev1ew Foundat1on
for St rateg1c Planning (Boulder: Colorado “National Center for Higher
\_ Education Management Systems, 1981), p. 19.
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Because campus m1ss1ons may be d1fferent it fo]tows-that'the criteria
v

- for academ1c programs.may be dIfferent .A]so the deve]opment of o,

*

\kcr1ter1a f0r facu]ty and support staff shou]d ref]ect the goa]s of each "‘

N \
. Once th1s ?;\accompllshed dec1s1ons can be based

.,estab11shed educat1ona] standards of the 1nst1tut10ns.

The po1nt here is that.the more dec1s1onmak1ng can be based upon
obJect1ve management pr1nc1p1es ‘and procedures known to all, the less
need for 1ntrus1ve overs1ght by externa] part1es A]so the criteria
estab11shed for the dec1s1onmak1ng process help to assure that the
a[]ocataon of . resources is fair and equ1tab]e |

Third, 1nformed dec1s1onmak1ng requ1res that all participants have as
much informatvon that €s germane to the-1ssue as possible. S1nce'the"

.Board of Regents, the Legislature, the Governor s Office and the .
tomm1ss1on on Postsecondary Education’ are all party to the budgetary
dec1s1onmax1ng or ?ev1ew process, 4&l1 must-have the 'same 1nformation. A

.. far-from-exhaustive exampﬁe of such 1nformat1on includes a measurément of

educat1ona] outcomes for various student groups, stutent Cred1t hour
(SCH) product1on by d1sc1p11ne and campus, degrees_ﬁwarded by campus,

% nurber of .u]] t1me and part t1me facu]ty related to varxous d1sc1p11nes,
and.. un1t cost measurements at the d1sc1p11ne Tevel. W1thout such basic
7nfornatr%n. the: un1vers1ty has 11tt1e bas1s for discussion and planning

. purposes. - ' - E
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) Y 4
L . .- .

o < e .
‘ Fourth, aan rntegral part of -any effect1ve management process is’a Ll

(' systematrc evaluat1on process ~ Within this act1v1ty, annual performance “

aud1ts which relate to the obJect1ves pr0v1ded 1n the budget subm]ss10n B

. document) shoutd. be 1mp1emented The aud1t should bq;the result Hf a
cooperat1ve effort between the Un1ver51ty, the Legislature, the

' Tt v,
Governor's Off1te, and the Comm1ss1on on Postsecondary Educat1on I
.

Representat1ve of- such performance audits could be academic program
4

;' rev1ew, 1nvest1gat10n of fac111t1es’us\§e Or measurements of student -
outcomes.. This proCedure will help to satlsfy the desire on the part of
elected officials to have’a better understanding of ‘the. operat10ns of the

T ouniversity. system and allow those 1nterested part1es to see how the1r

state funds are be1ng ut111zed

A final ingredient necessary for the successful 1mpJementat1on of a
\ ’

s1ngle appropr1at1on for the operat1ng budget is. an annual f1nanc1a1

post aud1t the: purpose of wh1ch is to verify that fhe expend1ture

a

_pattern is C0n515tent w1th the budget submiss'ion. ~Where drscrepanc1es

exist due to 1neV1tab1e changes in c1rcumStances, documentation sh0u1d be

‘provided. The pOst aud1t may be performed by the Leg1s1at1ve Budget and
AN e e o,

- , .
L » B 4
. °
-

Aud1t oommittee

-18-
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: statement fjr each campus 2) W1de}y accepted pr1nc1p1es and procedures

ﬁec1st§nmak1ng, 4) a r1gorous’performance aud1t mechan1sm’for the

In sUm,.ﬂhe %ward1ng of a s1ngle appropr1at1on to the unlversth

requlres at Teast f1ve cond1t1ons to 8X1St 4) a clear m1531on and gaals

N . o ' -
’\‘_1. *

for budgeta
N

ongo1n¢'entérprase‘(these 1nc]ude a]]ocat1on of staff the add1t1on and L
r 2 f t . A
de]etvon oflnew programs, etc) 3)~an accUrate and comprehens1ve data

-

\ v .r.

base wh1ch prgaﬁées the essent1a1 1nformat1on for 1nformed . .o o

.

canalysis “of expenditures? and 5) an. annua] f1nanc1a1 post audlt

The presence of ;hese cond1t1ons 1s not, a]1en te 1nst1tut1ons wh1ch

rece1ve,a stngle appropr1at1on for their operat1ng budget The._ :

Un1vers1ty of Il]1nows, for 1nstance, has in p]ace a process whldh -

addresses all five of the above cr1ter1a The Un1vers1ty of Co]orado

t

_which ]ust recent]y changed to a single appropy1at1on has deve]oped a

comprehens1ve master plan and is in the process of estab11sh1ng a-

: r1gorous review process. Also, Rutgers the state un1vers1ty of New

Jersey, has a wel] -established budgetary process that fu]f1lls al’¥

criteria to a h1gh degree. ‘The point here'is that the five conditiong
o e . e . o
presented -are altogether appropriate and contribute\tothe-management
d S _ .

process.at other public institutions. *

e

. P . - . e
e . - .

Y dec151ons that are re]atﬁvely rout1ne and essent1a1 to the'_

St



e RECOMMENDATIONS( E Y

Q = Tﬁg:arguments conta1ned in the ]1terature and proferred by ' .

o ]eg1s]at1ve f1sca] off1cers are persuas1ve for. prov1d1ng the Board of

o~

Regents with as much f]ex1b1]1ty as pOSSlb]e to a]]ow for the eff1c1ent /
L - . ‘
"and effect1ve use of ]1m1ted,{esources. On ‘the other hand, as a gub]1c

N

;1nst1tut1on, it is 1ncum6ent upon the Un1ver51ty to instill pub]1c

\
conf1dence that management dec1s1ons are based upon rat1ona] procedures

that contr1bute to qua]1ty educat1on ﬂnd good stewardsh1p Th1s_1n;no

J

way implies that>the Un1vers1ty is not now exercising such judgment, but

~emphas1zes the fact that pub]1c 1nst1tut1ons have -an ob]1gat1on to assure

the c1t1zenry that - 1ts dec1s1onmak1ng processe$ are.of the h1ghest -

l

. ? - A
order. : L Co B
) :

the f1ve cr1ter1a described in the preced1ng section not only pﬁov1de

 that assurance, but are cons1stent W1th sound management pr1nc1p]es In

recent years, the Un1vers1ty has. made substant1a] progress 'in the

O

1mprovement of its management pract1ces The deve]opment of a p]ann1ng

o

process 1s_we]] ungerway; recent]y the financial accoUnt1ng system was -

<

Ve

AN

Judged by externa]xaud1tors to be tn conform1ty w1th genera]]y accepted

account1ng prlnc1p]es, an‘accurate and comprehens1ve degree 1nventory has

-

been completed; and' effOrts are be1ng made to dgvelop more. deta1]ed cost

pI

'data at the_Un1vers1ty centers. Whese act}v1t1es notw1thstand1ng,

14

sat1sfact1on of the criteria as set forth has not yet been ach1eved In*

Y Y

part1cu}ar,“a]on% wuth other management 1nformat1on data, additional

-~

. strateg1es need to be deve]oped for gather1ng information concern1ng

A’

,student character1st1cs and student ach1evement, a systemat1c procedUre

-, Bt LY

for the rev1ew of academic programs would contr1bute s1gn1f1cant]y to an

-20- . f' S
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understandTng of the ef?brts of each campus, and a more preCTse

artTcu]atTon o§ the mTSSTons of each unTt of ‘the unTverSTty will heTp -

[

provide dTrectTon Tn the decade afiead. 4'3" C .

. -w‘:’ . . \
The Commission, therefore, offers the following recommendations:

-

RECOMMENDATION 1. THE UNIVERSITY SH LD CONTINUE T0 IMPROVE ITs

MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES CONSISTENT WITH T fIVE CRITERIA SET FORTH N THIS |
DOCUMENT L o “

bN
.
<

' RECOMMENDATION 2.. AT SUCH TIME AS THE UNIVERSITY SATISF ES THE
| ANAGEMENT CRITERIA THE LEGISLATURE SHOULD TAKE APP\OPR}ATE ACTION FOR

| ARDING THE UNIVERSITY A SINGLE APPROPRIATION THE DETERMINATION THAT
:T‘ UNIVERSITY HAS SATISFACTORILY MET THE CRITERIA\SHOULD BE JOINTLY MADE
T BY’ A COMMITTE{ MADE UP OF MEMBERS OF THE .BOARD OF REGENTS THE . ,
LEGISLATIVE BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE, AND THE COMMISSION ON
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

: - .

As sta{ed'earﬁier aIIOWIng the Board of Regents anreased
f]eXTleTty in the management of theTr fTscaT resources in-the operatTng
budget prov1des an TncentTve for. more effective management Such
erXTbTITty can be achieved by allowing a portion"of funds to be ]
transferred between campuses/approprlatIons This erXTbT]Tty betweenw
campuses - "at the margins" should represeni a subgﬁantTa] improvement in
the abTITty of the UnTverSTty to repond with depatch to unantTCTpated

needs 9nd the reaIIocatTon‘of resources.’ 'Therefore3 the Commission

recommends the foIIoang:‘ . ’ .

. . . : . S




’ ) ) ’ L N

[

| RECOMMENDATION 3. BEGINNING FY 1984 THE LEGISLATURE ‘SHOULD MAKE

PROVISION FOR THE UNIVERSITY T0 TRANSFER up TO FIVE PERCENT -OF ANY GIVEN

. APPROPRIATION NITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL BY.THE GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATFVE

BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE THIS WOULD" REQUIRE EITHER NEW LEGISLATIQN OR

" AMENDING AS 37.07.080 (e). = . .

25
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