
To:	Faculty	Senate	 	 	 	 From:	Budget	Committee	
Re:	Updates	to	our	October	2015	report	 	 December	8,	2015	
	
This	memo	updates	the	Senate	on	our	work	since	the	October	Senate	meeting,	when	Senators	requested	that	we	
continue	pursuing	answers	to	the	questions	included	in	our	October	2015	report.		
	

¨ Why is Academic Affairs, whose budget is around 40% of the total College budget, now 
being asked to take 70% of the cuts?  

[This	question	refers	only	to	permanent	cuts	announced	in	September.	Academic	Affairs	was	asked	to	cut	1.05	M.]	
	
Answer:	Because	the	salaries	and	benefits	(personnel	costs)	budgeted	for	Academic	Affairs	constitute	70%	of	all	
personnel	costs	within	the	College’s	Education	&	General	budget	for	15-16.		A	longer	explanation	follows.	
	

This	question	has	generated	intense	interest	and	has	also	been	posed	by	the	College	of	Charleston’s	chapter	
of	the	American	Association	of	University	Professors.	On	October	21st	we	met	to	discuss	our	questions	with	the	
President.	He	told	us	he’d	asked	the	Executive	VP	for	Business	Affairs	if	Academic	Affairs	had	received	a	
disproportionate	percentage	of	the	cuts,	and	that	the	Executive	VP	told	him	that	cuts	were	made	proportionately	in	all	
units	within	the	“Education	&	General”	budget.	Because	the	President	did	not	document	this	assertion,	we	left	the	
meeting	without	an	understanding	of	how	cuts	were	made.	We	understood	that	the	E&G	budget	is	smaller	than	the	
overall	College	budget,	because	it	does	not	include	Auxiliary	Services.	Even	so,	Academic	Affairs’	cut--1.05	out	of	1.5M	
or	70%--is	larger	than	its	proportion	of	the	E&G	budget;	according	to	the	info	we	had	on	the	Academic	Affairs	budget	
at	that	time,	its	proportion	of	E&G	came	to	48%.	At	this	meeting,	two	days	before	the	Board	voted	on	the	cuts,	we	did	
not	get	a	list	of	the	actual	cuts	being	planned.	When	the	cuts	were	presented	the	following	day	at	the	Budget	and	
Finance	Subcommittee	of	the	Board,	there	were	not	enough	copies	of	the	revised	budget	&	proposed	cuts	to	go	
around,	so	the	Faculty	Budget	Committee	representative	did	not	have	anything	to	refer	to	during	the	meeting,	
although	we	did	receive	the	information	later	after	emailing	the	President’s	office.	
	 After	two	meetings	with	Sam	Jones,	the	Associate	VP	for	Budgeting	and	Payroll,	we	came	to	a	clearer	
understanding	of	the	rationale	for	these	cuts.	At	our	request,	the	Associate	VP	generated	a	chart	listing	personnel	
costs	of	each	division,	the	percentage	of	all	personnel	costs,	and	the	actual	cuts.	The	administration	first	decided	that	
1.5	million	needed	to	be	cut,	then	that	it	would	cut	only	within	E&G.	It	then	chose	to	base	each	E&G	unit’s	share	of	
that	cut	on	the	size	of	that	unit’s	“personal	services”	(personnel)	budget.	They	totaled	all	E&G	divisions’	personnel	
costs,	then	calculated	the	percentage	of	that	total	that	came	from	each	division.	This	percentage	was	applied	to	the	
total	amount	of	funds	that	were	to	be	cut,	resulting	in	the	amount	each	unit	“owed”	in	cuts.	Cuts	were	not	all	taken	
from	personnel	costs;	some	schools	and	divisions	chose	to	cut	this	amount	from	operating	budgets.	
	 The	percentage	of	cuts	made	was	indeed	proportionate	to	salaries	being	paid	within	the	E&G	budget.	The	
rationale	for	including	only	the	E&G	budget	as	the	target	for	cuts,	and	for	including	only	personnel	costs	within	E&G	as	
a	basis	for	these	percentages,	was	a	decision	made	outside	Academic	Affairs	and,	need	we	say,	was	made	at	meetings	
where	no	faculty	were	present.		
	 At	our	request,	the	Associate	VP	also	supplied	us	with	the	totals	for	personnel	budgets	and	for	operating	
budgets	in	all	units	within	E&G,	in	14-15	and	in	15-16.	These	figures	will	give	us	a	better	picture	of	funding	for	each	of	
the	E&G	divisions	over	time.	It	was	very	helpful	to	have	the	Associate	VP	for	Budgeting	&	Payroll	at	our	November	9th	
meeting;	we	look	forward	to	continuing	to	work	with	him	in	the	Spring.	
 

¨ What is the basis for continued increases to budgets in other units? 
	
Answer:	We	don't	know.	Academic	Affairs	is	currently	the	only	division	we	are	aware	of	within	the	College	that	has	
made	its	budget	requests	public	or	supplied	public	rationales	for	increases	in	funding.	
 

¨ This year, IT’s recurring funding increased to cover software costs that were previously 
covered with non-recurring funds. Doesn’t this free up some non-recurring funds for 
other uses?  

	
Answer:	In	theory,	yes.	Non-recurring	funds	can	be	repurposed,	although	only	to	cover	non-recurring	costs.	We’ve	
asked	the	Associate	VP	for	more	information	on	where	these	non-recurring	funds	came	from	in	the	past.	
	



¨ Athletics had a shortfall of 1,432,000 in 2012-13 and a 547,000 shortfall in 2013-14.* 
How were these shortfalls handled?  

*Source: NCAA Reports posted at http://controller.cofc.edu/external-financial-reports/index.php. Two related questions: 
The Athletics fee is over $1200 annually, about 11.4% of students’ overall cost. What are the main benefits this fee 
brings to our students? Could these benefits be provided at a lower cost? 
Answer:	We	don’t	know.	On	November	6	the	Budget	Committee	contacted	the	Associate	Director	of	Athletics,	asking	
how	the	shortfall	was	handled	and	requesting	a	breakdown	of	expenses	(personnel	costs,	scholarships,	all	other	
expenses)	in	Athletics.	We	are	still	awaiting	this	information.	
	

¨ How will Academic Affairs’ budget requests be treated in future years? Will Academic 
Affairs’ portion of the C of C budget be diminished further? 

Answer:	Changes	to	the	budget	have	moved	from	“future	years”	to	“this	year”	with	the	President’s	announcement	
that	an	additional	632K	must	be	permanently	cut	from	the	15-16	budget.	Academic	Affairs	has	been	asked	to	cut	351K	
or	55%	of	the	total	amount.	The	Provost	has	asked	the	Budget	committee	to	meet	with	him	the	week	of	December	14	
to	discuss	his	plans	for	making	the	required	351K	of	cuts	for	this	year’s	budget.		

The	proportion	of	funding	for	Academic	Affairs’	personnel	and	operating	budgets	continues	to	decrease	as	a	
percentage	of	the	College’s	total	budget	and	of	the	E&G	budget.	The	decrease	appears	to	be	less	than	1%	in	both	
categories.		

Using	data	on	salaries	and	operating	expenses	provided	by	the	Associate	VP	for	Budgeting	&	Payroll,	we	
calculate	that	these	expenses	in	Academic	Affairs	constituted	44.89%	of	the	2015-16	E&G	budget	before	the	October	
cuts	and	44.19%	after	these	cuts.	Subtracting	the	amount	scheduled	to	be	cut	in	January,	we	calculate	that	Academic	
Affairs’	personnel	and	operating	budgets	will	be	44.16%	of	the	E&G	budget.		
Date	 Total	C	of	C	budget	 E&G	budget	 Ac.	Affairs	personnel	&	

operating	budgets*	
Ac	Affairs	budget	
as	%	of	E&G	

Ac	Affairs,	%	of	
total	budget	

2015-16	July	 263,895,212	 208,684,815	 93,685,324	 44.89	 35.5	
2015-16	October	 265,648,351		 210,437,954				 93,003,318	 44.19	 35.08	

2015-16	January**	 265,061,351	 209,805,954	 92,652,318	 44.16	 34.95	
16-17	projected***	 264,811,351	 209,555,954	 92,402,318	 44.09	***	 34.89		

*Personnel	and	operating	expenses	constitute	most,	but	not	all,	of	Academic	Affairs’	entire	budget.		
**	For	this	row,	we	subtracted	632K	from	the	overall	&	E&G	budgets	and	subtracted	351K	from	Academic	Affairs.	
***	Academic	Affairs	is	now	scheduled	to	cut	250K	in	16-17,	so	we	subtracted	that	from	each	column	in	this	row.	This	projection	
assumes	that	any	tuition	increase	will	be	applied	proportionately	to	all	divisions	&	that	percentages	wouldn’t	change	much.	

¨ How is the performance of other C of C units assessed, and how will this assessment 
affect the funding they receive? 

Answer:	We	don’t	know.	We	assume	that	every	department	and	division	is	accountable	for	its	spending.	We	do	not	
know	what	performance	standards	are	used	to	evaluate	the	work	of	non-academic	divisions.	

¨ Will principles of shared governance and transparency apply to President McConnell’s 
budget planning in the future? How will the Faculty Budget committee participate? 

Answer:	Greater	transparency	and	stronger	shared	governance	are	possible.		The	Budget	Committee	hopes	to	meet	
with	the	President	and	other	senior	leadership	to	discuss	transparency	in	budgeting	across	the	College.	It	seems	
reasonable	to	hold	everyone	to	the	same	standard	of	transparency	that	has	begun	in	Academic	Affairs.		

As	yet	we’ve	had	no	indication	that	the	President	wants	faculty	to	play	a	more	meaningful	role	in	budget	planning.	
This	committee	played	what	it	thought	was	a	meaningful	role	in	the	Academic	Affairs	budget	process	in	Spring	2015,	
but	that	work	was	rendered	irrelevant	by	decisions	that	were	made	outside	of	Academic	Affairs.		

At	other	institutions,	budgeting	processes	are	more	transparent	and	faculty	play	a	proactive	role	in	budget	
planning	rather	than	simply	commenting	on	decisions	that	have	already	been	made.	At	Clemson,	a	year-round	
calendar	for	all	stages	of	budget	development	is	posted	online,	and	Clemson	faculty	elect	a	faculty	member	to	serve	as	
an	ex	officio	member	of	the	Board	of	Trustees.		Georgia	State	and	Eastern	Kentucky	are	examples	of	institutions	where	
faculty	participate	in	university-wide	budget	planning	with	senior	administrators.		

Concurrent	with	our	committee’s	interest	in	strengthening	shared	governance,	on	November	16,	faculty	
colleagues	attending	a	forum	sponsored	by	the	College’s	chapter	of	AAUP	recommended	that	the	Budget	committee	
play	a	more	active	role	in	developing	the	budget.	

This	Spring	the	Provost	will	hold	open	budget	hearings	so	the	Provost,	Budget	Committee	and	anyone	who’s	
interested	can	hear	presentations	explaining	how	deans	or	vice	presidents	propose	to	cut	their	budgets	for	2016-17	if	
their	funding	is	reduced	by	specific	amounts	(i.e.,	what	would	you	cut	if	you	got	1%	less,	what	would	you	cut	if	you	got	
3%	less,	etc.).	Our	committee	will	publicize	the	schedule	for	these	hearings	and	for	later	meetings	with	the	Provost	as	
the	College’s	budget	is	developed,	proposed	to	the	Board	in	May,	and	approved	at	the	end	of	June.	


