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CONNECTICUT STATE UNIVERSITY BOARD OF TRUSTEES'

REACTION TO MGT RECOMMENDATIONS MADE TO THE THOMAS COMMISSION

December 7, 1990

•

•

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED,

RESOLVED,

The Thomas Commission has reviewed the findings and
recommendations on Higher Education in Connecticut from
MGT of America, Inc., and

These findings and recommendations clearly may have a
significant impact on the future conduct of public higher
education, and

The Board of Trustees for the Connecticut State
University and its campuses have responded to the
previous draft reports of the consultants (MGT), and

The President and the staff of Connecticut State
University have joined with the Board of Governors,
University of Connecticut, Community Colleges/Technical
Colleges and Charter Oak College in preparing a response
to the November 9, 1990, draft report of the consultants
(MGT), entitled Position Paper from Connecticut Higher
Education on Recommendations Before the Thomas
Commission, be it therefore

That the Board of Trustees endorses the Position Paper
from Connecticut Higher Education on Recommendations
Before the Thomas Commission, (Addendum A to this
resolution), and be it further

That the Connecticut State University Board of Trustees
communicates to the Thomas Commission, the Governor and
the Legislature its further concern over what in the
final report of MGT to the Commission is a substantial
shift in authority governing the affairs of Connecticut
State University from the Board of Trustees to the Board
of Governors as shown in Addendum B to this resolution.
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ADDENDUM A TO BR#90-185

••
TO:

FROM:

DATE:

.' STATE OF CO~NECTICUT
Department of Higher Education

Members of the Tholll.s Commhsion 1 _. J 1ft-UJ~
No,.. Fa...... Gl.sgow,C_1S~~ r-(J
December 3, 1990 .

•

You will be considering this week findings and recommenda~;ons on
Connecticut higher education from MGT of America. Before taking action on

, the report, higher education leaders respectfully urge y-our consideration
of their recommendations and analysts of the report. The report has ~any

meritorious recommendations. Others could damage higher education and are
of grave concern. The projected savings resulting from the recommendations
are misleading. We offer our positions and analysis in a spirit, of
cooperation.

The leaders of higher education in Connecticut are unfted in our commitment
to excellence, to student access, and to cost-effectiveness for hiqher
education. We also are cOftIIlitUd ~o working with the Thomas Connissl0ry,
our new Governor and the General Assembly to achieve those goals. In thl$
spirit of cooperAtion and c:omitment we,. together, reviewed' the MGT of
America report Ind the positions adopted by the Board of Governors on major
reeonnendatfons of the report. .:

The meeting included the Commissioner of Higher Education and the Chairman
af the Board of Governors: the prestdent and board chairman of the Univer­
sity of Connecticut; the president of the Connecticut State University: the
executive director and board ch.tnlln of the C~unfty/Technical Colleges:
Ind the president and board vice-chairman of the State Board for Academic
Awards. .

There was broad and strong consens'us on I llajority of the issues. The
findings themselves indicate that. the major problems Ire not with the
eXisting structure but with the inabi lity of the structure to function
.ffectively. We urge retention of the existing sy~em. The higher
education community also u~es the Commission to endorse reforms which can
lead to improved fiscal and operational .anagement. These include modifi~
cations of overly restrictlYe pre-audit controls in budgeting, faeil ity
planning Ind .dm1nistr~t1on, personnel, purchasing. travel and printing.

Another matter of grave concern is that the savings· projections are
m~sleading. An analysis of the five-year cumulative savings reveals that
they are built prfma.rily on avoiding anticipated future costs (42.5%),
raising. revenues (23.8%) and expenditure reductions (33.7%). There are'
major differences between reducing an existing bUdget and not receiving an

.'
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Members of the Thomas Commission
December 3, 1990
Page Two

fncrease, Le., avoiding a cost in the future. The concept of cost
avoidance assumes growtl1 whether it is for capital or operating budget
projects. If there are restricted resources to build facilities or expand
programs,then cost avoidance is a Maningful issue. Higher education in
FY 1990-91 already has suffered real expenditure reductions of $15.5
million or $12.5 million more than recommended in the consultant's report.
Cumulatively, $77.5 .111;0" will have been saved, or avoided, by FY 1995.
A su~ry analysis of the projected savings is attached. We know you share
our concern that expectations for savings be based on clear and factual
information. .

We also urge your consideration of the, a~tached position paper., It
addresses most of the major recommendations in the MGT of America report.
The recommendations adopted. by the Board of Governors reflects the',

)
consensus of the discussion of the leaders except in those areas where
discussions still are underway or there are stated differences in
positions. . ' '.

It should be emphasized that the University of Connecticut Health Center, a
key cOllponent of Connecticut higher education, was revhwed separately'.
The Connission should be aware that there are potential impacts of the
recomendations on, the Health Center be considered when summarizing a.ll
Commission studies.

We hope this information wi.ll be helpful to the Conmission as yoiJ work
toward our mutual goal. of excellence and effectiveness for Connecticut
higher education.

NFG/ark
Attachments
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Backoround

MGT of America has prepared a draft report of findings ,and reco~endation$
regarding Connecticut higher aducatlon to be presented to the Thomas
Commission on Deceaber 6. The recommendations are divided into three
sectionsl ,One package deals with governance changes, another package with
decentral ization, and a third section includes Rstand alone" recommend,ations
on a variety of issues.

In considering a position on these packages and stand·alone recommendations,
it 1s helpful to consider their purposes: to reduce expenditures, to
increase revenues, and to improve effectiveness. These combined purposes ,
must l~ad to cost effectiveness. This concept includes cost savings, but it
also considers the impact on the quality of education, student access, ,
equity and diversity, and serv1~e to the state. We also must consider how
best to bring about change in an existing system. .. .
Analysis of the consultant findings leads to the conclusion that major ,
problems reside less with the systemls structure and governance than with
the ability of the ~tructure to function effectively.

The consultants point out that Connecticut higher education i,s producing
i~pre5sive results, among them ,the 'highest college enrollment Tate in the
nation and output at the master's and doctoral levels among the nighest in
the nation. They also note that during the past decade, major improvements
have been made in governance, ad.inistration, the educational delivery
system, and opportunities for disadvantaged students. .

The major problems they identify have to do with the ability of the system
to'function effectively. Their findings point to extensive legal provisions
as well as rules, regulations and procedures from agencies external to
higher education that result in an ·overly centralized administrative system
(which) wastes .il1ions of dollars" and creates system bottlenecks,
unnecessary delays and cost escalation. The findings state that reforms of
overly restrictive pre~audit controls in budgeting I faci 1ity planning and
administration, personnel, purchasing, travel and prJnting could result in
"significant dollar savings and increases 1n effectiveness." .

The Boa~ of Governors, the boarqs of trust~es, and the colleges and
universlties have long sought reforms in these areas ~. reforms which can
achieve effectiveness w~th accountability .

DEC 3 '90 16:04
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GOVERNANCE PACKAGE
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•

•

Governance:

The consultants propose a Massive restructuring as though they were
·starting from scratch and writing on a clean sheet." It is
counter-productive to discard an effective structure. The balance of
benefits to problelllS 1s not favorable. The proposals show minimal, 'if any,
cost savings or improvements in effectiveness but generate major upheaval
and controversy. The current structure operates effectively within the
constraints imposed by the legislature end executive branch agencies outside
~1gher education. Recommendations for fiscal and operating reforms would
enable the e~1sting system to operate more effectively. .

, '.

The governance package includes a recomNendat1on that the Board of Governors
esta lish and enforce very specific role and mission statements for each'
constituent unit which meet the education n.•eds of local areas and prevent
unnecessary duplication of programs. At the sa~e time, there is a
recommendation to remove the Board's authority to approve institutional
programs. Authority for the Board to review and approve programs is
necessary to enforce mission statements, to prevent duplication and to
assure quality. ' .

BGH£ Recommendation: Thlt the existing governance structure be
retained, including authority for the BOlrd of Governors to review and
approve institutional progr..s.' .

Higher Education Groupz Strong support for .existing structure' with
general. although not unanimous support for' Board program approval •

.. .., ..
Consolidation of CCllUn1ty Colleges, Technical Colleges, and Utonn Branches:

Although the.consultants have included the merger of the community and
technical colleges and UConn branches in the Decentralization package, this
recommendation seems more appropriately grouped with governance issues. The
Board of Governors has long advocated merging the community and technical
colleges. That approach continues to have merit. Merging the state's 12
community colleges, five technical colleges and four UConn regional campuses
into six c~prehensive community colleges moves too far too fast.

BGHE Recommendation; .That the cOMIUnlty and technical colleges be
merged under the tin.s and conditions recommended by the Soard of
Goyernors. The Board sees lllerit 1n the 9oa1 of a comprehensive two-year
syst.. for Connecticut and proposes that future consideration be given
to Ichieving that goal. '

Hi~her Education Group: The conmunity and technical college board has.
no yet formulated 1ts position. .

.. * ..
.-

DEC 3 '90 16:05 2035667865 PAGE.005
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DECENTRALIZATION PACKAGE
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•

The decentralization package, with some-.cdif1cat1on, could lead to improved
fiscal and operational management.

OR,retinl Budl't Fo~! and Proc,ss and.~1nistratiYe Decentralization:
. -

Reforms of the operating budget format and process, including fund
management, call for use of standard financial accounting and bUdget
procedures. They also recommend that funds for higher education be
appropriated to the Board of Governors for allocation to the constituent
units. .

They provide flexibility for the units and institutions to execute approved
budgets within policy parameters. Specifically, they would be authorized to
fill positions, make needed purchases, authorize needed travel and operate
effett;vely, yet with ~ccountability.

p§HE RecOllllendation: That "fonn in budget fOnllt. and processes be
SUpport~df including appropriations to the Board of Governors for
al1oeatlon. . .

Higher Education Group: Strong support for budgetary reforms without
indorsement of budget allocation authority for BGHE •

* ....
Facility Planning. and BUdgeting:

Recommended strengthening of the existing standards and systems of inventory
control and campus master planning link~d to the Board- of Governors'
inventory systeIR. _ . .

RecoMendatton: Endorse.

.. * *
StreaMlininG ManaGeI8nt Systems:,

The consultants recommend the implementation of work management systems to
streamline campus procedures. This is strong conceptually, but projects a
savings which is difficult to assess and avoids the realities of already
reduced budget bases. _

The major thrust of the consultants to reduce administrative staff at
central offices and assume broadly-conceived savings through implementation
of various recommendations lacks reasonable data and an understanding of
impact of existing (Ind continuing) budget reductions.

DEC 3 '90 16:05 2035667865 PAGE.006
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STAND-ALONE RECOMMENDATIONS

Many of the independent rec~ndat1ons have merit •. Others would place an
undue burden on students, or limit access, equity and diversity.

ECOftOllic Growth:

Clearer delineation of BOlrd responsibilities in planning for econom1c
growth, and goal setting.. .

·RecOIIIIIendation: That the Board continue tts planning functions. and
update its strategic plan biannually. .

.- * •

AdMinistrative Processes for Factl1ties Construstion:

The consultant recommendations could accelerate the facll;ty planning and
construction process with authority for boards of trustees to hire archi­
tects and lan&ge projects. Planning and c~plet;on of needed facilities
could be ,nhanced through establishing a distinct pool of bond funds for
higher education and providing lump-sum authorization to the Board of
Governors for ide~ttfied projects which ha~e le9islative approval.

. .
RecOll8ndation: That rec~d.t1ons regarding facility planning and
construction be supported. with IIOdification to speCify that Board of
Governors' legislative requests for capital projects include specific
projects for which funds are requested.

~~~r Education Group: Strong support for faci11ty reforms without
endorsement of allocation authority for BGHE. ... " .

Ind!pendent Sector:

More specific planning and closer coordination with the independent sector.

RecOlBendation: .Endorse.

* .. ..

Higher Education Automation £enter:

THe recommendation to create B single state higher education automat1on
center appears t~ add costs and an additional layer of bureaucracy, but
without a clear cut set of benefits. The development of uniform
administrative systems across higher education is a pos1tive objective.
There are, however, serious unanswered concerns regarding costs,
compatibility; staffing, and product control •

DEC 3 '90 16:06 2035667865 PAGE.007
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Reca.endations That the Board of Governors, working with the
constituent units, develop a broadened and standardized infOr1lat10n
system, identifying and defining ca.non data elements. Such a systa.
would broaden the existing system to include budgetary, facilities,
student, progr.-tfc, and personnel info."..ation. The goal would be to
increase shartny of software, increase capacity and efficiencY,and work
toward cOIIPatib lity across the systell. ' , .

'" '" *

:# B

/)

•

•

Private Fund Raising!

Support for private fund raising, wtth Board responsibility for policies and
guidelines, for institutions t~ conduct appropriate audits, and for
legislative authorization for colleges to use state funds for a limited, , .
period to build capacity.

Rec~ndation: Endorse.

* ....

SUlllAet School:

Requiring summer school attendance restricts student flexibility and could
increase rather than decrease institutional costs.

ReCOIIIendat1onl That the" be no requtrement for suaaer school
attendanc...

* '* '*
Reled1al Edue«tion:

Limiting remedial instruction to two-year institutions could restrict
student acces~, equity and opportunity.

ReCOMmendation: that remedial instruction not be 11.1ted to two-year
COlleges. . ---

Tuitions

Tuition increases without concurrent increases in aid could make education'
less affordable, especially for .iddle-income ~roups! .

Rec~ndation: ',That the Board of GovernorS revise its tuition policy
to provide Jar appropriate tuition increases. with such increases to be
accompanied by increases in student ·f1nancial aid to ensure access for
the needy•

DEC 3 '90 "16:06
....- .... ,. ... . .
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~her Education Group: There was strOng commitment to maintaining
u tion at levels to assure student access. There also was consensus

that the existing system for setting tuition rates is soundly based on
maintaining affordability, predicta ility, and equity, even as rates
have increased. The concept of shared cost between students and state
is sound. .." ."

)

. .
identify· need for a

•

•

Transfer Agreelents:

Good transfer agreements are needed and will benefit students. Under Board
of Governors' policy, work is underway to achieve this goal. Efforts should
continue, under Board policy, w1th statutory mandates, to be requested only
if present efforts lag.

Rec~ndationl That the Board of Governors continue implementation of
its plan and ti.el1nes for transfer and art1cul~t1on among Connecticut
colleges and universities, closely .anttoring progress Bnd calling for
statutory .andates if the established goals are not reached by 1993•

." .. *
Financial Aid Inforlatton:

The consultants recommend that theBGHE establish and maintain a broader
.base of information regarding financial lid needs of students and assess
effectiveness or financial aid.

RecOllllendation: EndorSe.

.. * it

Changes in Regional Institutions;

Th, Board's study of needs 1n Fairfield County d1d not
. neWtnsHtution in that area.

R8Ca.lendat10n: That no new institution is needed in Fairfield County.

.. oj, ..

The Board has recommended combining the community and technical'colleges in
the Higher Education Center in Waterbury, while retaining the Hillside
Avenue location of the UConn branch.

Reconnendation: Confi.,. Board of Governors' recOlllll8ndat i on.

.. '* '*

Finally, recommendat1'Ons concerning labor reldtions must be considered
statewide and should not be ~pp1ied to higher education alone.

12/3/90
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CONCERNS REGARDING PROJECTED SAVINGS WITHIN

THOMAS COMMISSION CONSULTANTS' RECOMMENDATIONS'

:#10

)

A number of recommendations in the consultants' final report project savings
that are misleading. In particular, those recommendations:tied to broadly­
conceived percentage reductions and those linked to cost avoidance suggest
savings that may not exist. .

It appears that the objective of identifying significant savings has led to
outcomes that could be misleading to the Commission, legislature, Governor,
and other interested parties. A major source of Concern with the
consultants' recORIl1endations is the ·manner in which savings l projections
were emphasized. The summary of net and cumulative $~vings at the
conclusion of the document does not m~ke clear what types of sav1ngs were
projected. it could have been assumed that they are reductions to existing
budgets. TheY'are not. In an.lyz;ng the five-year cumulative· savings, the
following was revealed:

•
Types of Saving!

Revenue Enhancements
Tuition Increases
Other

Expenditure Reductions.

Cost Avoidance

Capital
'Operating

Revenue~ Sale of Facility

Total

Cumulative
Savings

$ 34.4 -I
53.1

'139.8 -

76.4
99.9

10.8

j414.4

Percent

21.2%

33.1%

18.4%
. 24.1~

2.6%

100.0%

•

the reconnendations are built on avoiding antic1pated future costs (42.5
percent), raising revenues (23.8 percent), and expenditure reductions (33.7
percent). There Dre very definite differences between reducing an existing
budget and not planning for an increase; i.e., avoiding a cost, in the
future.

Within the methodology proposed by the consultants I higher· education will
have realized expenditure reductions totalling S15.5 million in FY 1991
(which is $12.5 m;1110n more than recommended). Cumulatively, $77.5 million
will haye been saved Wavoided) by FY 1995.. Similarly, itean be
antic1pated ~hat tuition increases wi 11 generate an average of 5 .. 10
percent increased revenue over the. five,-year period under review, which
approximates $30 .;11,ion. Finally, under the possible direction of limiting
capital construction .reflected in the Governor's FY'1992 capital budget, the·

DEC 3 '90 16:07 2035667865 PAGE.010
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Page 2

consultants' cost avoidance targets should be easily reached. The degree to
which additional reductions and revenue enhancements can be attained is
questionable and should be avoided until impacts can be assessed.

Unfortunately, the consultants I reconnnendations offer "projections" which
are limited ,in their practical applications and, if carried to their logical
conclusion, do not offer Meaningful slv'ngs, targets. The following
discussion clarifies the general weaknesses of the savings methodologies and
further ratses specific concerns regarding many of the recommendations.

Methodologies for Projecting Savings

The consultants relied heavily on two lIethods to calculate savings: 1)
projecting how future costs, not dollars presentlY budgeted, can be. avoided;
and 2) applying general' percentages against a systellrNide expenditure of
programs. The first method of cost 'avoidance assumes continuing groWth in
both the general fund and the capital budget. The reality in higher
.education since FY 1989 has been level general fund budgets in total
appropriation and a reduction in service, but certainly not "real" program
growth. Capital funding for facility expansion, while increasing in
authorizations over the last two fiscal years, is not projected to continue
to grow and, in fact, the Governor's recommendation for fY 1992 is less than
$1 million. The degree to which the present authorizations are translated
into capital allocations will be at a rate subject to debt service
requirements, state priorities, and a constricting economy. The concept of
cost avoidance must be built on plans. that reflect growth. If there are
restricted resources to build facilities or expand operating programs, then
cost avoidance is .eaningless•.

A second method of projecting savings involves the application of a gross
percentage reduction to a ·oeneral function (1.e., instruction, academic
support, libraries, etc.) for some portion or ~he entire system of higher
education. The outcome assumes that, based on the consultants' experience
in other states, there will be an increase in efficiency and reduced cost
through implementation of various recOIIIllendations. The following section
focuses on those' recotmlendations . that. project savings based on the
application of a single percentage to a function's base of expenditures.
Savings and/or expenditure reductions built on other assumptions are
discussed in the final section.

Assumed Savings'Built on Percent Reductions

Institutional Consolidation. ('4) The consolidation of the
Comntunity-Technical Colleges assumes a 5 percent reduction ($0.47 million)
in physical plant expenditures and the reduction of instruction,
institutional support, and student services expenditures ($12.1 million)
based on the averave cost per FTE of the two 1arges t cornmun ity colleges.
Without a more speclfic configuration of the new system and the probable use
of exis~ing fadl1ties, i.e., satellite campuses, rental of space, sale,
etc., it is impossible to assume such a savings. Any reductions to the
pnys1cal plant budget run counter to the funding of formulas, which reflect

DEC 3 '90 16:08
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significant underf~ding (29.3 percent below full funding in FY 1991). The
probability of a prolon.ged phase-in period to shift services would further
preclude the suggested savings through FY 1995.

Budgeting. Process ('S) • Recommended improvements in the bUdgeti~g process
are strong conceptuaHy, but weak jnregard to bUdget impact. Revision of
the proc.ss is projected to create a 2 percent ($7 million) savings in t~e
units' instruction and acadelllic support budgets. There is no hard data
which would justify a 2 percent savings in the unit budgets. nExperiences·
1n other stites do not offer substantial enough logic -- particularly when
considering ·that base budgets have been subject to decline over the last
three years. "

Facility Planning end Budpeting (110) - The recOIIIIIendatton assumes savings
stemming from the appllcat10n of . more restrictive space utilization
standards. The higher education system utilizes the ~ouncil for E~ucation
Facilities Planning standards,' guidelines which are nationally recognized
and applied throughout the country. The standards provide a range of square
footage by type of use and can be applied anywhere within the range based on
the qualitative and quantitative needs dictated by campus master plan.
limiting the ranges utilized to artificially control cost and qua'lity would
serve notice that any accepted stand~rds or measures. whether they be for
facilities, academic assessment, personnel eval~ation, etc., would be
subject to negotiat1on based·solely on resources.

Administrative Cost Savings (112) - Implementation of "work management
systems'· is projected .to sive nearly $5.0 million annually by FY 1995.
Again, the assumption was made that 3 percent for Communi~y-Techn1cal

Colleges and 5 perC9nt for univers·ittes could be saved in the total of the
institutional support and SO percent of the physical plant budgets. There
has been no evidence presented to suggest that' such savings can
realistically be expected ," a declining economy such as Connecticut: It is
1l11portant to note that all un1ts are substantially below formula funding
levels in the physical plant program, and as a consequence, any savings
realized through such systems should be reallocated toward increased funding
of the formula. .

It wOuld be essential that any changes in work management systems being
considered· in higher education' be' coordinated with similar processes of
agencies placing controls on higher education. There can be benefih
realized if there are less restrictive paper flaw requirements mandated by
external agencies.

Facilities Construction (113) • Asavings may be realized if the process for
architect selection can be shortened and if there is more timely movement of
projects through the design and construction phases. The savings will
predominately 'be 'capital cost 'avoidance and not general fund staff or
operating reductions. The concept is .strong, but aoes not produce tangible
savings. '

DEC ~ '90 16:09
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Assumptions in Other Recommendations

Savings or revenue1ncrease.s assulled through enhanced fund raising (~17).
asset Rnagement (118), and privatization of service (119) are phus1ble.
but create expectations that need further research. The assignment of
specific targeted savings should be .ade after implementation of the
recOMmended changes when there ;s reliabl~perience in Connecticut
indicating that additional reductions are feasible.

Other recommendations of concern include:

Governance Structure (12) • The development of a system ~f higher education
wIthout recognition of existing conditions and constraints and without more :
specific fOnH avoids the realities Df cost related to facilities expansion
and personnel realignments. The recommendations largely ignore the
probability of' added costs to the point that funding proJections serve no
positive or useful purpose.

The recommended staff reductions in the centrel offices appear to
miscalculate the .additional responsi~ilit1es placed on the respective untts.

lnde,endent Sector (13) - The increased cost borne by the student that is
"shi ted" f~ the public sector to the independent sector is not mentioned.
The state will not save $3,500 per student ($7.0 million) as suggested.
There will not tie a corresponding equivalent reduc·tton in cost to provide
instruction and student support services where students have shifted from
the public to the independent sector. The faculty member teaching e course
to 23 students will continue to teach the class even if there are only 20
students after a ·shift-. The recomdendation also provides that there be an
increase in student finanetal aid to the independent sector but no added
cost is projected. Again, the savings will be limited' and extremely
diffiCult to project until changes have been implemented, and there are
additional costs.

Naugatuck Center (iSf - ]f the UConn.Waterbury facility can be sold, the
$10.8 million sale price 4ppears high based on the present economic.
conditions. .

Automation of. Administrative Process ('6) .. The recommtndation appears to
create a new bureaucracy for coordination and with increased costs necessary
to hardware and software compatibility. The concept of developing a uniform
management information system to include budget, student, personnel,
facilities, and other Ilanagement data is important and present activities
aimed at accomplishing that goal should be acc~lerated. .

Tuition Revenue ('9) .. The migration of community college tuition rates to
the technical colleges level is e;1ttreme, nearly 40 percent, and raises
concern for limiting access. The report is 'also f~ctually inaccurate in
inclUding statutory waivers 1n the total that can be dealt with in· a
discreHonary manner. Perhaps most faUlty' is the 1ack of any linkage of
i.ncreased rates to the recolllnended policy of 30 p~rcent of education .and
genera1 expend1tures .'

DEC ~ '90 16:09
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Labor Relations (114) - The generation of p.rojected savings assulles major
alterat;ons in the existing statutory and administrative management
structure of the state. The appHcabi 1ity of any savings should only be
considered in the context of simi lar discussions and actions taken on a
statewide basis. '

Overhead osts (115) - The recommended savings again are grossly calculated
an c~are to "other states". Each unit should review its present
policies and complete I cost ~tudy to detenlline actual 'charges being made,
Following such studies, the units and Board of Governors can dev'elop a
single direction in addressing a unifon1l policy for all il11pacted units in
Connecticut.' .

Summer Enrollment (116) - The savings are almost entirely based on capital
cost avoidance related to not building facilities. The assumption of $13.2
..illion savings annually fOr construction of instructional facilities does
nat reflect current plans in the five-year facilities plan. The realignment
~f classes distributed more evenly across fall, spring, and summer creates
increased energy Ind facilities'llai'nteriance (custodial) costs. There are
Also potential difficulties in achieving personnel realignments (i.e.,
faculty and staff) linked to labor agreements. 'Finally, there are few
national ."models" which are operating in the efficient manner suggested by
the consultants.

Transfer Credits (#21) -'The recommendation assumes thlt all students will
complete the exact number of credits needed to tr~nsfer, and that the cost:
of the 15 credits presently completed in excess of requirements will be
elimi~lted. While the ,objective 1s focused on saving dollars, it avoids the
reality that, frequently, coursework must be taken beyond the minimum
tr~nsfer requirements. Students Changing their career 'goals and/or taking
courses for reasons beyond differences in inlSt1.tutional. transfer agl"'eements
will enroll for some level of credits in excess of the minimum transfer
requirements. ----

Credit for Prior Learning (122) - Assumes percentages' of 3 percent
1cOIlIInUnity Colleges) to 10 percent ,(Ueonn), of first-term freshman:"level
credits that shQuld be awarded for college-level prior learning, . The
percentages are Mbased on experience in other institutions" and not
reflective of specific circumstances, in Connecticut. The savings estil1ates
are not reliable.

,

Remedial Education ('24) • The method of projecting the savings makes broad
assumptions of: the number of students, cost per student, and number of
courses per student which overestimate potential savings. There also w~ll
be a cost to offer additional remedial coursework which has not been
considered.

loss of Federal Aid (126) - The increased'federal support to the'units is
built on the assumption that tuition rates are too low; that is, if rates
were raised, ther~ would be a larger population of needy students who would
be eligible for federal aid. The additional fe<teral funds are 1imited
incentive when considering higher tuition rates for all students; the
trade~off is inequitable. '

DEC 3 '90 16:10
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Many Connecticut students are lower-middle income students who might be
excluded from federal aid because of present Uneed" definitions.

SU11'lllary

The reliability of numerous projected savings is questioned with the intent
to emphasize that their acceptance will seriously damage existing programs
and. in fact, efffciency would be reduced. Further appropriations should be
buiit on condttions and characteristics of the State of Connecticut and its
higher education syst. and not gross assumptions that are or may be
irrelevant to the delivery of services to students in its system.

. '~--" .-----..... ~_ _-..... . _. - --_.
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• Addendum B to BRf 90-185

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS OF MGT TO THE THOMAS COMMISSION
WHICH ERODE THE AUTHORITY OF THE BOARDS OF TRUSTEES

1. BOG Allocate operating and capital budget appropriations to the
constituent unit boards. (pg.28)

CURRENT SITUATION: Allocation made by the Legislature directly to the
Board of Trustees.

2. BOG Allocate appropriations to constituent unit boards and approve
operating bUdgets (Expenditure Plans.) (pg. 29)

CURRENT SITUATION: Campuses send expenditure plans to BOT; BOT submits
plans directly to OPM.

•
3.

4.

A single state higher education automation service center should be
established and be governed by a Board of Directors consisting of
representatives from DHE and the institutions. (pg. 40)

PROBLEM: Eliminated the BOT and Central Office staff involvement, but
requires staffing for the center to come from current staffs of each of
the units and to transfer hardware and software from current systems to
the center. The center will not be involved in actual data processing;
each institution and central office are to maintain its own data
processing staff - no cost indicated.

Purchasing of computer equipment and software for the center should be
delegated to the Board of Governors for further delegation to the Boards
of Trustee~. (pg. 41)

CURRENT SITUATION: BOT have jurisdiction over their own computer systems
and hardware.

5. General Assembly appropriates lump sum budget to BOG in the form of
maximum authorized positions, maximum annual salary rate, lump sum amounts
for salaries, expenses and equipment purchases. (pg. 48)

BOG allocates lump sums to constituent unit boards. (pg. 48)

CURRENT SITUATION: General Assembly appropriates lump sums directly to
BOT.

•
6. Constituent unit boards approve institution operating budgets (Expenditure

Plans) and submit consolidated budget to the BOG for final approval.
(pg. 49)

CURRENT SITUATION: Institutions submit Expenditure Plans to central
office of BOT for consolidation and submission directly to OPM.
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•

•

7. Institutions should be given full authority to choose the budget
categories for any midyear budget reductions required by a shortfall in
state revenues, subject to approval by the BOG. (pg. 49)

CURRENT SITUATION: The institutions work within OPM guidelines for budget
cuts subject to the approval of the BOT.

8. Institutions should be prohibited from creating or abolishing education
and general positions and rate without Board of Governors' approval.
(pg. 50)

CURRENT SITUATION: BOT is responsible for authorizing or abolishing new
positions within legislative authority and establishing pay rates for
professional positions.

9. Capital funds should be appropriated to the BOG in a lump sum. TheBOG
should then allocate the funds to projects based on the level and priority
of unmet need as shown by the planning standards adopted by the BOG.
(pg. 56)

CURRENT SITUATION: Capital funds are appropriated to the BOT for specific
projects designated by the General Assembly and in accordance with the BOT
approved five year plan.

10. State Statutes, etc. be altered to delegate to the BOG for further
delegation to the institutional boards and DHE full authority to fill all
positions within budget constraints. (pg. 58)

CURRENT SITUATION: The BOT has full authority to fill professional
positions but not classified positions.

11. State Statutes, etc. be altered to delegate to the BOG, for further
delegation to the institutional boards, authority to approve all travel
subject to budget constraints. (pg. 59)

CURRENT SITUATION: The BOT has authority to extend travel privileges to
managerial professional staff granting the same privileges authorized
under current collective bargaining contracts. The BOT has delegated this
authority for implementation to the Presidents.

12. The BOG should adopt system-wide guidelines for public institutions the
payment of overhead costs by self-supporting entities (e.g., auxiliary,
extension, research, foundations, and intercollegiate activities) as part
of its accounting procedures manual. (pg. 69)

Each public institution should adopt an overhead policy consistent with
the BOG Guidelines. (pg. 70)

PROBLEM: BOT involvement has been excluded .
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13. Each public college and university should est.ablish a goal of summer
school F.T.E. enrollments equal to 45 percent of fall enrollments. (pg.
71)

The BOG should adopt policies and programs which will significantly
increase summer term enrollments, including requirement that all students
attend at least one summer term, early admission of first-time-in college
students, tuition and fee discounts for summer term, special programs for
adults who do not work during summer term (e.g. teachers). (pg. 72)

PROBLEM: BOT involvement has been excluded.

14. The BOG should establish specific policies and guidelines for public
institutions private fund-raising, uses of funds, and audits of the
programs. (pg. 74)

The Legislature should authorize the Board of Governors to utilize a
limited amount of Education and General revenues for a period of five
years to fund positions and support services for the purpose of raising
private funds. (pg. 74)

The Board of Governors should require that each public institution
establish a strong private fund-raising program. (pg. 74)

Each public institution should annually report to the BOG success in
raising private funds and use of private funds. (pg. 74)

PROBLEM: BOT involvement has been excluded.

15. Each public institution should annually submit to the Board of Governors a
report on asset management and utilization.

PROBLEM: BOT involvement has been excluded.

16. Each public institution should submit a report to the Board of Governors
detailing how it will work with the Board of State Academic Awards to
provide and promote opportunities for credit for prior learning.

PROBLEM: BOT involvement has been excluded.
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