
 
Financial & Physical Planning Committee 

October 2, 2019 3:00 – 4:30 pm 
Waterman 427A 

 
Minutes 

 
 

Present:  Steven Ades (LCOM), Lisa Aultman- Hall (CEMS), Thomas Chittenden (Faculty Senate         
President), Teresa Cahill-Griffin (CNHS), Jane Knodell (CAS), Paul Philbin (LIB), Guillermo 
Rodriguez (CAS), Bryan Dague (CESS), Don Ross (CALS), Cory Teuscher (LCOM). 

  
Absent: Terri Donovan (RSENR), Joanne Pencak (GSB) 

  
Guests: Richard Cate  

 
 

The meeting was called to order by chair Ross at 3:02pm in Waterman 427a. 
 
 
1. Approval of September minutes. The minutes of September 2019 were approved as written. 

 
2. FPPC Representatives to University Committees. 

 

• Campus Master Planning Committee. Teresa Cahill-Griffin is the FPPC representative on this 
committee. She will update the FPPC after the next meeting  

 

• Educational Stewardship Committee. Jane Knodell is the FPPC representative on this committee.  

 

• BOT BFI Committee. Don Ross and Terri Donovan are the FPPC representatives on this 
committee. There is a meeting coming up and they will report back to the FPPC. 

 
3. IBB Review Process.  Don Ross gave the committee an overview of the IBB process. Below is the 

presentation that Don presented.  



 

 

Old Budget Model: Centralized and 
Incremental (from Budget Self-Study, R. Cate 2012)

The centralized budget of the University is viewed by 
some as a disincentive or a barrier to creativity and 
efficiency. Some examples that have been cited are as 
follows:
1. If a dean creates a new program, and it results in the generation of 

additional net revenue, the money flows to the general fund and may not 
directly benefit the particular academic unit as it is distributed.

2. …
3. Those that are responsible for a particular building are less inclined to 

turn off the lights and generally reduce energy consumption because 
their unit is not responsible for paying the utility bills (paid centrally) 
and, thus, will not see the savings returned to the unit budget.

4. …
https://www.uvm.edu/sites/default/files/Division-of-Finance/budgeting/UVM_Budget_Self-Study_December_2012.pdf

(from Budget Self-Study, R. Cate 2012)

A decentralized approach would come with its 
challenges as well, some of which might be:
1. …
2. …
3. Would the desire to maximize credit hours taught within units 

in order to generate revenue cause course or mission creep or 
unfair competition between or among academic units?

4. Would the President and Provost be able to achieve their goals 
for interdisciplinary initiatives and overall quality enhancement 
in a decentralized budget environment as in the current 
model?

5. Are all of UVM’s units of an adequate scale and market appeal 
such that they could be self-sustaining under a decentralized 
model? If not, how would these units be subsidized or 
supported?

6. What would be the means of generating adequate resources to 
support centralized functions that exist for the common good?



 

 

From the 2013 report of the Budget Advisory 
Committee on the Budget Self-Study

In general, our observations regarding the current 
budget process can be distilled down to five points:
1. …
2. The lack of linkages among the vision, mission, long-term strategic 

plan and the one year budget cycle makes an assessment of the 
ability and effectiveness of the current budget process difficult.

3. The lack of a consistent set of metrics identified as key drivers of the 
strategic plan makes an assessment of the current process difficult.

4. Because so much of the decision-making process was previously 
conducted by central administrators, it is difficult now to incentivize 
or to hold accountable the leaders of the various academic and 
administrative units.  

5. The type of budget model used will not solve a large percentage of 
the perceived issues with the budget process. Addressing points 2, 3, 
and 4 above are viewed as critical to achieving a match between the 
process and the president’s vision.

https://www.uvm.edu/sites/default/files/Division-of-
Finance/budgeting/Budget_Advisory_Committee_Report_on_Budget_Self-Study_March_2013.pdf

Advantages of IBB (memo from 
President Sullivan)
• Creates incentives that promote academic quality and 

excellence

• Creates incentives at all levels of the University that 
promote financial sustainability

• Encourages innovation and entrepreneurship 
throughout the University

• Provides transparency, clarity, and predictability

• Can be easily understood, is easy to implement and 
operate, and is flexible

• Can operate in all cycles of the economy, whether 
robust or downturn

https://www.uvm.edu/sites/default/files/Division-of-Finance/budgeting/Sullivan_IBB_Memo_2013_-_Faculty.pdf

[Also—Should enable long-term planning]



 

 

https://www.uvm.edu/sites/default/files/Division-of-Finance/budgeting/IBB_model_graphic.pdf

Weighting: SCHs will not be weighted. 

Honors College: To protect and incent Honors College instruction, SCHs associated 
with an Honors College section will receive a multiplier of 3.00x.

https://www.uvm.edu/~finance/IBB/IBB%202.0%20Manual.pdf



 

 

Weighting in IBB 1.0 but not 2.0



 

 



 

 

From the 2019 FPPC memo on IBB:

1. The full implementation of IBB in FY16 set the responsibility centers’ 
funding at roughly the same amount as the previous year (‘hold 
harmless’) … did not necessarily reflect the current needs of each 
unit. 

2. …the elimination of weighting in IBB 2.0 is being covered by 
subvention and funding still may not reflect actual teaching costs. … 
Some curricula are clearly more expensive to teach than others. 

3. …
4. The facilities algorithm was not revised for IBB 2.0 and perhaps needs 

revisiting. ... 
5. The cost centers deliver essential services to the academic units but 

the deans have little to no control over cost. …
6. One of the primary benefits of IBB is transparency yet subvention is 

still not clearly defined. Without clarity on subvention, IBB appears to 
be similar to the former incremental budget model. … 

7. One of the major current challenges of the IBB model is that it 
creates both a real and perceived competition among academic 
units. …

8. …residential learning community …clear that more faculty oversight 
of the associated curriculum may be needed. 



 

 

https://www.uvm.edu/~finance/IBB/IBB%20Multi-Year%20Planning%20Scenarios%20for%20web.pdf

https://www.uvm.edu/~finance/IBB/IBB%20Multi-Year%20Planning%20Scenarios%20for%20web.pdf
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4. University of Vermont Investment Selection Process. The University of Vermont uses two record 

keepers, Fidelity and TIAA. Richard Cate presented the FPPC with the process that was used when 
determining funds and plans.  

5. New Business. There was no new business at this meeting. 
 

6. Adjourn 4:33pm 
 

 


