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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY\

At the April 2, 1932 ot the Commis ion on Posts4ondary

Education, staff were requested toinvestigate the feasibility of

awarding asingle annual2apploptation for thfre.operating budget to the.

University of Alaska. There has been a substantial decrege jn.the

number of appropriations to the University in,recent-years. The

.Untmersity..reteived -.68_ appropri ati.911s for .irs_operating_Ou'dget in-FY.19/8-

and by FY 1983, the number of appropriations ha'd been reduCed to five.

Presently there are. two- methods for transferring funds among -m
.

approprtations. The University'can request the Governor and the

Legislature to shift monies from one appropriation to another. .,?tlso,

some appropriations are awarded showing a clear-intent for distributing

monies to Various other appropriatiohs.

The purposes of'this inquiry are 1) to examine the appropriation
.

.proc'es'ses of Other Similar institutions in the country 2) 'to survey the
o

#
literature'and Opinions of practitioners.concerning the advantages and

disadVantages of a single-appropriation versus several appropriations;

and 3) to. explore-and present the major points of view that ):evolve'

around this issue.

'Th'e methodology for this'investigation .included a literature search

and a survey.of the directors of the fiscal' services divisions of each of

the 49 state legislatures. Also, a. telephone survey was. conducted to

other public multicampus institutions who.Se 'organizational 's.tAuctureswas

7-similar to-the Unpiersity!of 41aska. Twenty-four peer institutions wee-

identified and included'in tb.is study. Of the 25 systems surveyed,

including Alaska, nine receive funds for their operating budget thrqugh a ,

a c

O
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single appropriatjon% fhe only variables that were identified relating

to whether or not an institution reFeived a single appropriation were )he

land grant status of the institution and the unique political and

socioeconomic circumstances of the state in which it resided.
.

. . . . ,.,The literature review and suggestions' from the fispal. analysts of the
J

--

various states provided several viewpoints which rela/ed to six baSic

I
issues: organizational'flexibility, depoliticizing f the funding

. ,

process, accountability, 'efficiency, -1-e-gislati4 ovrSrsight and

Understanding, and increased funding.

'Although this report focuses upon .the appropriation process, the

fundamental issue.iS that the University is chariiged with providing high

'quality, education and maintaining_goodstewardship of its fiscal

resources. The legislative.body, which represehts the will of the

people, has'the responsibility to. see that pub ic funds are expended

consistent with public policy. 'Thus, the awarding of a single

appropriation to the University requires 'at l0ast five conditions to
%

exist; 11.a clear/mission and goals statement for each campus; 2) widely

. accepted principles and procedures for budgetary decisions that are

rel'ati'vely routine and essential to the ongoing enterprise (these include

allocation of staff, the add. n and deletion of new programs; etc.); 3)

an accurate and comprehensive data b,ase which provides Ole essential

information for informed decisionmaking; 4) a rigorous performance audit:
o

mechanism; and 5,) ail annual financialApost

-2-
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h The Commission therefore recommends'ihe follOwing:

RECOMMENDATION 1. THE UNIVERSITY- SHOULD CONTINUE TO IMPROVE ITS -

MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES .CONSISTENT WITH THE FIVE CRITERIA SET FORTH IN THIS

DOCUMENT:

'RECOMMENDATION 2. AT SUCH TIME AS THE UNIVERSITY SATISFIES THE
,

MANAGEMENT CRITERIA, THE LEGISLATURE SHOULD TAKE APPROPRIATE ACTION FOR

AWARDING THE UNIVERSITY A SINGLE APPROPRIATION. THE DETERMINATION THAT

THE UNIVERSITY HAS SATISFACTORILY MET THE CRITERIA SHOULD BE JOINTLY AADE

BY A COMMITTEE MADE UP OF MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF REGENTS, THE

LEGISLATIVE BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEC, AND THE COMMISSION ON

POSTSECONDARY'EDUCATION.

RECOMMENDATION 3. BEGINNING F-Y 1984, THE LEGISLATURE. SHOULD MAKE

PROVISION FOR THE UNIVERSITY TO TRANSFER UP TO FIVE PERCENTOF ANY GIVEN.

APPROPRIATION WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL BY THE:GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATIVE

BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE. THIS WOULD REQUIRE EITHER NEICLEGISLATIOV OR

"AMENDING AS 37,07.080 (e).

-3- '
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At the April 2, 1982. mee of t 46rTimIAL 4 Postsecondary

Education,staff were reqUe'sted'W in -064-at jlity,.the fe

and o il a0propriationadvantageS ad disadvantages f ewarin 9!,

,-.,

for the operatihg budget to the Unayer f.. Alasra, For r1/-1983, the
s'..--,/0._.,

:
. .

.1 ". _ ,-.
-.University received five appropriatiM1 ,_,_tatede..Adiiii. iStration, the

..,:.,.:,,.
A N:' ''

Fairbanks camp's, the Anch-orag_eipa,.
, -and the .

.1_
.

.. , --/:.1'. i .'
II a'

`.
r M a'N'Division of Community Colleges, Ru.4- uct di tension. According

..-1-,. . ,...to AS 37.07-:080 (e), the Univers,ityproilitilterdfoakrii:t17Nsferring the

appropriated funds aMong. tfie separate there, retrai'n'ing

I

organizational flexibility to some degrae.
, 14

There has been a substantial decrease in the number of appropriations

to ,he University in recent years. ;For instance, for FY 1978 the

University received 68 appropriations for 'its operating budget. That

number was reducedN'to 24apOropriations:for FY, 1981 and.was,further
-

reducg to 14 for FY. 198,2. Moreover, the Governor has supported a single

.

appropriation f r the University in recent years.

There \are essentially two methods for transferring funds among

appropriatior. First; the Unfiverity fan request the Governor and the

Legislature to shift monies from one appropriation to another. Secondly,

.some appropriations are awarded showing a.clear intent for di.stributing

-monies to various other appropriations. A'commOn example of this would

he salary increase ,mon i es .

There is another method. ,heizeby monies shift from one appropriation

Under the! Reimbursable Services Agreement Contract,, oneto another.

campus can pay for .goods or services rendered from another ca.epus.
.

., .
.

.., .
.

Technically, however, this is not` considered a transfer of funds.
. .

-



The major thrusts of this anvestigation'are 1) to exaviine the

appropriation processes of'other similar institutions in fthe.countryl 2)

`to - purvey the literature and opini.ons of practitioners concerning the
,advantages.and disadvantages of a'5ing,re apprompriation versus several,

appropriations; and 3)' to explore and present the major Jpoints of view

that revolve around this .issue., .

1
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METHODOLOGY
`s.

COMOlem nting.a literature Search"by staff, 'a letter was sent tothe.

directors of the fiscal services divisions . of each of the 49 state
.

.

. 11

legislatures The directors were asked to share information the'y might

have on the Subject of single appropriations'and to suggest.anpresearch-

that might be Of value. ,Also,; a telephone _survey was conducted of other

public "multicampus institutions" whose organizational-structures are

similar to that of the University of Alaska. Twenty -four peer

institutions were identified in the Educational Directory, Colleges and

.Universities, 1980-81, published-by the National Center .of Education

Statisics.

A multicampus institution is defined in T.he Directory as "an

organizaii bearing resemblance to an insti-,utional system, but
.

unequi- vocally designated as a -s1.nle instiAtion-with either of two

. organizational structures.: 1) an'institution having two or more campuses

. responsible to a central administration (which central administration may

or may not be located on one of the administratively equal campuses) or

an institution having a main campus with one or more branch ca:Ipuses

attached to it." every case, the chief executive officer of the .

em and-the individual c..'ief executive officers of the calpuses

, the title of president and or chancellor:

in,e definition of a multicampus system does not contain the necessary,

precision to withstand disagreement among. informed people Concerning

which institutions should be included in the universe. The reader

there.fore, consider the institutions in this study to be highly.

representative of multicampus institutions, but not an exhaustive list.

-6-



RESULTS ANQ.ANALYSiS

At the outset it is imporfant to define what is meant by' a single
- ,

lump sum appropriation to,a,governjng board by paraphrasing a statement

from the Oklahoma .Consti tution, the appropriations made by the
-

legislative for all institutions shall be made in consolidated form

i'

without reference to any pirticular institution, and the Board of Regents
,

shall allocate to each Institution acco -ding to its needs and. functions;. .

.
.

.

. . .

.'Table 1 illustrates 1) which multicelpus systems of Nigher education

receive a single appropriation "or Tore than one appropriation, 2) if

their budget request- is based upo'n an enrollment-driven formula, their

'Fill 1980 FTE enrollment, and 4) if at least one campus of the University

has been designated `as lapd grant. :,'Of the 25 .systemS. surveyed, including

Alaska, nine receive funds'for their operating bbdgetthrough a single-

, .appropriation.

A point of clarification is in order here. The, focus 'of this study.

is the determination of organizational flex ibility as it relates to tkie .

ability of the university to transfer funds among campult Of the niner_ . .

f6-institutions which are identified as receiving a single appropriation,
, .

.

somP may have Mihiml restrictions andyet enjoy the effect.of one

appropriation: For instance, the governing-board of the-7 University of-.

litMaryland receives4leveral appr'C,priations yet ... s the authority-to make.
.

..

.
. .

transfers of ails amount and request approval afterweN: Since,,
. ..

,
.

.
.

traditionally, the approval process has been nothing mere than a rubber

stamp, .the'Universty of' Maryland is included -in'the group receiving

single appropriatiOn.



TABLE 1

ICS OF 25 MULIICSECTE11 CHARACTERIST'AMPUS UNIVERSITIES

FALL 19801 LAND. SINGLE
INSTITUTION VF-TE ENROLL. GRANT? 'APPRO.?

U of. Alabama 16,159

0' of Al a tit a .4 :
U of Arkanas

27,239,

0 of California
13-6.032'

U pfColorado 30,778

Unof Hawaii 33,268

U of Illinois
54,569 --

U
, 38',174

Louislana. State u. 31,430

of Maine 15,311

If of Nod and 44,860:

U of AOsachuietts 30,209

U of Michigan 400365'

U of Minnesota .60011

U..of Missouri 44,889

J of .Nebraska 32;937

J of Nevada 13,713

U of Nechatpsh ire 16,906

Rutgers U. 37,503

(New Jersey)

State U of New York 154,496'

U of North Carolina , 42,648

U of South Carolina 28,254

of Tennessee 37,934

U of Texas 90;405

U of Wisconsin o 129;863'

1)

No No

Yes 0

Yes 4' 'No

Yes Yes

No, Yes

Yes 'No'

Yes - Yes

No , Na

Ye No

Yes Yes'

Yes . Yes

Yes No

No No

-Yes, Yes

Yes Yes-

Yes ,No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes Yes

No

No No

No No

Yes No

No No

Yes Yes

FORMULA?2 COMMENTS

16.
A

1 National Center for ,Echicational Statistics Data.
2 Raulette Wille, compiler; "A Survey of Selected Budget_Pxocedures at Postsecondary Education Institthe United States" (Fairbanks: University of _Ala5,ca, Office of the Associate

Vice President for Fi

Yes

Ys

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes.

`Yes

Yes

Yes

.1

4 ' 7 ,

+ .' t

Single. app4: initiated 1980 and only ,includes

state fUriOs.

Single. appropriation was used until 1971.

Single ,appropriation

,--

used until 19?1.

I

Salary increase funds can be distribute among

campuses.

Trend is towa6 greater detail in approp. proces.

12

tions Across

ante), 1982.
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FIGURE 1

APPROPRIATION PROCESSES OF

MULTICAMPUS SYSTEMS- ,

Single Appropriation

Several Appopriations

Li States Withilut Multicampus Systems

16
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. . -
The literaturereview and sugges.tions -from the fiscal analysts'.of the

,
.

,

va:i-iou.st,at64T:ovided several viewpoint. -,;The-followingfdscussOh.
1

,
. .

will'summari/e, without editorial comment, those viewpoints by-relating

to six- basic jssues: -organizationaiMexibitity,
depoliticizing of

be
the funding process, accountability, 'efficiency, legislaeive oversight

. . - /
and understanding, and increased funding. It.must be emphasized that no

r .
attempt 'Was made to delete or modify a viewpoint just because it seemed

inapprophate'to the author,

Organizational Flexibility A single appropriation to the UniVersity

would prOvide greater flexibility jr, meeting unanticipated shifts in

eonrollmen ,needs than a process that includes several

approptiatio :._..-MoreoYer, a single appropriation could help-to expedite

statewide coordination of academic programs and actjviti

Articulate proponents -for'a single appropriation to a multi campus

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

concerning, multicampus universities, it is emphasized'that organizational

flexibility is critical: They assert: "The, system 'executive and the

governing board can view the system budget as a whole. Although

exercised infrequently and with discretion, their power to make

adjustments among campuses and programs.without approval of Governor or,
4

legislative committee' is an-essential instrument of university

governance.' Durirrg a brief telephone conversation with the author of

the report, Frank Bowen emphasized that there .should be flexibility

between.campuses at least at the margins. Even a small percentage would

It;

1 Eugene C. Leerand Frank M. 9owen, The Multicampus University
(New York: McGraw Hill Bock Company, 19711,.p. 254.

17
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*

Suffioe.-. AllOwing amargi,n of, say, '5 pexcent'of a campus'appropriatibn

to be transferred Wouldmake'abig differencein prbvidingnanagement
.

to.the"Oniyersi.ty.

Depoliticizing VieTundingPotes5 A gegtralized detisionnaking:Processl.

may be'the only sure approaCh toinrifem nt policy -and depoliticize'

funding by h8v1ng the funding control r side within the governing board.

The overall educational goals of the state be addressed and the

possibility of budget decisions being based on non educational issues

could-be lessened.1 It was pointed out, however, that it is crucial that

the mission of each individual campus be artfculated,with a high degree

of specificity to.enhante the undenstanding Qf the Governor's office and

the legislature. Also, there is an inherent assumpt4on'that ind-Midual

board members will make decisions based upon the educational 9etds of the

,%eritire system, and not upon.lhe needs of the area-in whith they reside.

The validity of this assumption'haS been questioned.'

Accounthility Awarding an appropriation to each individual campus,

rather than a 'Singleioppropriation to the university as a whole, provides

a structured mechanism for accountability. The legislaturesand others'

have the ability toentormine- fiowmuch moneyirech':collegepruniversity

is to receive. -legislators work very diligentlytu make sure that a

campus in their district receives its fair share of.avatlable monies and

consolidating appropriations would make it more difficult for the

legislature and the general public to see where the money has been spent._



.- ,...,
It'waslnoted that a single:appropriltion may not reduce the
,.

,

legislative role, signi'ficaiitly, and, in actual 'practice, the effect, may

be more apparent than real. Often, 'legiS15tive expectatiOns concerning:

the allocations_ within arsingle-dOproprigtionill strongly:determine 'hoW

the funds are expended by, the governing board. Also', the budgetary

,request process itself can Severely limit the ability of the governing

board to shift monies amtng campuses.- The budget documents and testimony
k._

before various. legiSlative committees serve to elucidate commitments to.'

campuses; not =honoring these commitments could result-in dire political

consequences.

. .An important factor in transferring flexibility and authority to the

'governing board would be the use of systemwide parameters in he

legislative:budget review proCess or .a structured process bf perforMance

audits. It was suggested that expenditures, not appropriations, .are the

primary'activity upon which to focus.

Efficiency A single appropriation based upon established guidelines for

new positions, etc., mad' reduce the amount of time spent for committee

hearings, committee work sessions and floor debate b the legislature.

It is assumed that the governing bOard would-provide the necessary'

deliberation for an appropriate allocation of resources based upon the

educational needs of the state. Again, it was strongly emphasized that

the establishment of reasonable gdals apd objectives for individual

institutions as well as a syS.tem 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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L islati-ve Oversi ht 'and Understandin There is a'desire' on the part of

elected officials tO.haVe a-_better understanding of the opereions of the

1(/

,
unive ty system and its components.' Awarding-several appropriations to

the indi.vyual campusesallows the officials enhance their knowledg. ... knowledge,
. 4 .7

of the u0Versity:s activities'. Moreover, it'proOdes a ConVenient

Mechanism for legislative oversight because it ts relatiVely,easy to

determine where monies are being spent.

. .

. Increased Funding There are-two schools of thought here. One .sohool

suggests that the university system would have received more funds had it--

received a single appropriation. The other school maint,Tins. thatseveral

appropriations would eqUal more than a single lump sum. The data

available for, this report are not sufficient to either pr42ve or disprove

either contention.

Before ending this section, it is interesting to note that reference

Was made more than once that governing boards who enjoy, receiying a

single appropriation may want to reconsider. During periods of

enrollment growth and adequate fiscal support, the allocation, of funds

among various components of the University presented rellitiv41ty few..

pr'oblems. However, the economic malaise in which this country 'now finds

itself has severely restricted financial support of many universities anti

enrollments are leveling off. Dividirig up a "much smaller piece of pie',

and each and every crumb to the hungry family" has become, in many cases,
tb.

an exceedingly unpleasant task which some say iay fie left to the

1.gislature,.. This opinion, of course,.reflects'more upon the courage of

those who make decisions than the efficacy of art appropriatia process.

-14- ,
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.SUMMARY AND- DISCUSSION

:"The- operating budget,' said one system executive, 'is the
single mot, important educational document in the university.'
J-Mre/ the academic goals of facujty, administrators, and

.students:tonfront the-societal values orf governors, legislators,
.:..,.arld:taxpayerS.- In the budgetary process'academic governance

receivs its-,most'Severe thal)enge.'2

'Althoughrthis report focuses.upon the appropriation process, the above

comment.expNgsses succinttly the'fundamental issue. 'The university is

charged with providing high quality education and maintaining goodAi

steward.k ship of its fiscal resources. The legislatiVe body, which

represents tile wi.11 of the people, has :the responsibility to See that

l':public funds are.jpended consistent with public pol'icy.

An examination of the experiences of other multicampus universifieS

'suggests that whether Or not an institution receives a single or several

appropriations for its operating'budget has little to do with any other

variableS' except the land gfant status Of the institution along with the

unique political and economic historyNkf.the state in which it resides.
- 4

Ascertaining the specific circumstances that afreCted the institutions-in

other states is of,coarse, well beyondthe sco0e of this study'. It

a0ears that the appropriation process is peculiar to each university

systeM and, from the information
gathered for,this report, there are, no

cons stent paterns that C3 provide a model for tfie University of

Alaska. ,

Thc comments from the fiJal officers of the several 6tates'and the'4

literature do, however, proyide a compendium.of opinion's and viewpoints

that provide a context for discussion.

2 Ibid., p. 247.

-15-
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At.the heart of the matter is the rolloWing question: What

..cOnditions.must:exist to allow the University of Alaska_to'provide

education of the highest quality and use its resources in an" efficient

,,and effective manner, while_at the same time;. allowing the-

Arepresent.aties of the people of Alaska the opportunity,to be cognizant

of thei budgetary implications and to provide effectiye oversight? It is

to this question that the remainder of this section is addressed.

-First, a fundamental requireMent for'informed management decisions

and enlightened oversight is'thatt the mission and goals of each campus as

well as the university system should be delineated with ,some.degree of

(It isnot recommended that to catalog fission statement be

used.) The development of meaningful mission and goal statements can
.

serve as an invaluable foundation for campus planning.and budgeting.

activity. A/clear understanding of the status of' the institution:is'a

prerequisite for planned grOwth because it serves'as-a-guide for the

-multitude.of choices that must.be made to direct the-jristitution into the

future.

.

Second, a well-develOped mission and goals statement can provide the

framework for guidelines or standards relating to personnel, programs,

'and equipment which should be established and made known to all parties

involved. An example, of such guidelines would be an established and

documented procedure for the _addition and deletion of academic programs.

3 J. KPrit Caruthers and Gary B. Lott, MissioniReview: -Foundationfor Strategic Planning (Boulder: Colorado: National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems, 1.981), p. 19.
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Because campus missions May be-different, it follows- .that -the-the criteria
.

for academic vogramt.may be different. -.Also, the deelbpment of ,

criteria for faculty and suppd*staff should'reflect ffe-gbals,of each

paetnc.ular-campus. Once this is accomplished, decisiOnS can be based

upbn judgMenti.con istent with sound management. principles and the 4

established educational standards of the institutions.

The point here_ is that the more decisionmaking can be based upon
. .

objective management principles'and procedures known to all, the less

need for intrusive oversight by external parties. Also, the criteria

established for the decisionmaking process help to assure that the

alibcation of 'resources is fairand equitable.

Third, informed decisionmaking requires that all participants have as

much information that is germane to the-issue as possible: Since the

,Board of Regents, the Legislature, the Governor's Office and the

Commission on Postsecondary Education are all party to the budgetary

decisionmaking or rev iew process, All must have the same information. A

far-from-exhaustive example of such. information includes a measurement of

educational outcomes. for various student groups, student credit hour

(SCH) production by discipline and campus, degrees,awarded by campus;

-^-;-number of full -time and part-time faculty related to various disciplines,

and-unit cost measurements at the.di-Scipline.leyel. Without such basic

jnfoemati4h, the university has little basis for discussion and plahning

purposes.
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' Fourth,tan integr'al par't ofany effective management proces's is'a

s'sitematicevaluation.process. Within this activity, annual perforMaRce

audits which relate to the objectives provided in the budget submission.

(which should be similar to the objectives containechin'Oe.planning

r

.document) Shoufd-,:be implemepted; The audi.rshould 6iiithe'resultlOof a

cooperative effort between the University, the Legislature, the

Governor's Off.ite, and the Commission on Postsecondary 'Education.
. .

Representative of.sUch-Performance audits could be academic program

review; investigation of facilities'v..49e or measurements of student-

oulcomes., This procedure will help'to satisfy the desire on the part of

elected officials to have-a better understanding of-the.dperations of the

university-system and allow those interested parties-to see how their.

state furlds are being. utilized.

A final ingredient necessary for the successful implementation of a

Single appropriatiOn for the Operating budget is. an annual financial

post - audit, the purpose of which is to verify that -fhe expenditure

pattern is consistent with the budget subMisslon. .-Where discrepan.cies

exist due to inevitable changes in circumstances, documentation should he

ProSrided. The post-audit may be performed by the Legislative Budget_and

Audit Committee.



!
In slimj,he',"awarding of a ?single appropriation to the un.iversAt$

77 requires at least "five conditions tO..exiSt: i) a clear mission and'goa s
, 4

statementj r each campus; 2) widel accepted 'Orinciplcs and prOcedures

'budgeta y-dep,iSibna _that are relatively routine .and eSsentialto the

ongoinprenterprise (.these:include:allocatiob of staff,. the,aaition and
.

. .
'deletl.on of%new prograMs,-etc); 3y an- accurate and. comprehensive data.;k _ . ......

. ..:.
t , . .4.

base Oich proms the essential information, for informed
,.

.,.

. Mec.isttrimaking; 4) a rigorous performance audit mechanism for the

...analysis'of*-expenditures; and 5) an annual financial post -audit.

The.presence of these conditions.is not, alien -Co "institutions which

receive a single appropriation for their operating budget. The,

University of Illinois, for instance; has in place a process whin

addresses all five of the.abav'e criteria. The University .of Colorado,

.which just recently changed to a single appropriation; has developed a

comprehensive master. plan-and is in the process of establishing a

rigorous, review process. 'Also, Rutgers, the state university of New

Jersey, ha's a well-established budgetary process.that fulfills air

criteria to a high degree. The point here is that the five condition

presented -are altogether appropriate and contribute to the management

process.at other pUblic institutions.
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RECOMMENDATION$(

arguments contained in-Ahe literature and proferred by

legislative fiscal officers:-are persuasive for providing the Board of

Regents with as muchJlexibility.as possible to allow for the effic -ient
, L

.

and effective use of limited..resources: On the,other.hand,as a public

institution, it is incumbent upon the UnJversity to instill publiC

confidence that management decisions are based upon rational Wocedures

that cOntribbte to quality education qind.good stewardship. This in:no

way implies that;the University, is not now exercising such judgment, but -

-eM0hasizes the fact that public institutions have an obligation to assure

the citizenry that-its decisionmaking processes are.of the highest

order.

The five criteria described in the preceding section not only ptovide,,

that assurance, but are consistent with sound management principles. In

recent years, the Urfiversity has made substantial progress in the

improvement of its management. practices. The demelopmerit c a planning

process'is.well ungprway;'recently the financial, accounting system was

judged by external-"auditors to be ir),conformity with, generally accepted
- ,

accounting principles; an'accurate and comprehensive degree, inventory has

been rompleted; .and'efforts are being made to dEvelop more detailed cost

data at the_ University centers. *These acti,-vities notwithstanding,

satisfaction of the criteria as set forth has not yet been achieved. Iri-

particular,'alcing with other management-information data additional

strategies need to be developed for gathering information concerning

.Student characteristics and student achievement; a systematic procedure.

for the review of academic programs would contribute significantly to-an.
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undestanding of the efforts of each campus; and a more precise

articulation oC. the missions of each unit of the university will help

provide direction in the decade ahead.

_ -
The Commission, therefore, offers the following recommendation:

RECOMMENDATION 1. THE UNIVERSITY SHOt1LD CONTINUE TO IMPROVE ITS

MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES CONSISTENT WITH T JIVE CRITERIA SET FORTH IN THIS

DOCUMENT.

R COMMENDATION 2.. AT'SUCH TIME AS THE UNIVERSITY SATISF ES THE

ANAGEMENT CRITERIA, THE LEGISLATURE SHOULD TAKE APPR IATCACTION FOR

ARDING THE UNIVERSITY A SINGLE APPROPRIATION. THE DETERMINATION THAT

UNIVERSITY HAS SATISFACTORILY MET THE CRITERIA SHOULD BE JOINTLY MADE

'BY A COMMITT41 MADE UP OF MEMBERS OF THE,BOARD OF REGENTS; THE

LEGISLATIVE BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE, AND THE COMMISSION ON

POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION.

As sta'ed ear'lier, allowing the Board of Regents increased

flexibility in the management of their fiscal'resources in'tlie operating

budget 'provides an incentive for. more effective management. Such

flexibility can be achieved by alloWing a portion of funds to be

transferred between campuses/appropriations. This flexibility between.

campuses-"at the margins" should represent a suilpantial improvement in

the ability of the University to repond with dispatch to unanticipated

needs 9nd the reallocation,of resources. Therefore, the Commission

recommends the following:

-21-
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RECOMMENDATION 3. BEGINNING FY 198'4, THE LEGISLATURE SHOULD MAKE

PROVISION FOR THE 'UNIVERSITY TO TRANSFER UP TO FIVE ERCENT-OF ANY GIVEN

APPROPRIATION WITHOUT PRIOAPPROVAL BY:THE.GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATIVE

BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE.' THIS WOULD'REQUIRE-EITHER NEW LEGISLATIQp OR

AMENDING AS 37:07.980,(e).

t),
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