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Commentary 
 

On Tuesday, March 29, 2011, and 

Thursday, March 31, 2011, Vice 

President for Finance and Facilities 

Andrew Soll led two forums for all 

members of the campus community 

to present information about the 

universityôs general operations 

budget and the budget prospects for 

the 2011-12 fiscal year, which will 

begin on July 1, 2011. 

 

This document provides the infor-

mation and concepts shared at the 

budget forums with annotations that 

offer explanations for those unable 

to attend one of the forums and that 

attempt to capture the key message 

of each slide. 

Campus Budget Forums
March 2011

North Campus South Campus
MLK Room, Ellison Center Presidential Hall
Tuesday, March 29 Thursday, March 31
3:00 pm ς4:00 pm 10:30 am -11:30 am
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Commentary 

 
The objective of the budget forums 

was to share background on the uni-

versityôs budget to help members of 

the community develop an under-

standing of the sources and uses of 

funds, the factors that impact the 

budget, the prospects for FY2011-

12, and the budget development 

timeline.  Through the presentation 

and the discussion that followed, 

attendees gained an understanding 

of and appreciation for the chal-

lenges the university faces as it 

deals with fluctuations in state sup-

port and with increasing costs.  In-

formation about the sources and 

uses of the universityôs general op-

erating funds was provided, along 

with a description of anticipated 

budget adjustments for FY12 based 

on the latest information available.  

Attendees had an opportunity to ask 

questions to clarify the information 

provided and to help them better 

understand the significance of the 

information. FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011

Forum Objective

Provide a basic understanding of the 
ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎΥ

ÅSources and Uses of Funds

ÅFactors Impacting the Budget

ÅProspects for FY2011-12

ÅBudget development timeline
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There are two primary sources of 

funds supporting the general opera-

tions of the university ð state and 

local.  The first, state funding, is the 

direct appropriation of state funds 

to the university.  For FY11 the 

state appropriation is $34.9 million, 

or about 36.6% of the total reve-

nues available.  Tuition & Fees of 

$57.9 million constitute about 

60.8%.  The remaining 2.6% come 

from a variety of other sources, the 

primary one being investment in-

come on the universityôs bank ac-

counts and sales of educational ser-

vices, such as sales in the copy cen-

ter.  The ñOtherò category does not 

include income to the universityôs 

investment fund or the Founda-

tionôs endowments.  These funds 

are not part of the general opera-

tions budget.  Also not included are 

auxiliary enterprises such as Hous-

ing and Resident Life, food service 

and bookstore.  These operations 

are self-supporting and are not in-

corporated into the general opera-

tions budget. 

Major Sources of Funds ςFY2010-11

Source Budget Percent

State Appropriation $34.9 36.6%

Tuition & Fees $57.9 60.8%

Other $ 2.5 2.6%

Total Operating Budget $95.3
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(dollars in millions)
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A chart of the major sources of 

funds clearly shows that Tuition & 

Fees represent significantly more 

than half of all funds available.  The 

direct state appropriation is slightly 

more than one third, and other reve-

nues are but a small portion of the 

total. 

 

Tuition & Fees are paid almost ex-

clusively by students, their parents, 

financial aid or other sources that 

pay tuition and fees on behalf of 

students.  As the chart shows, more 

than half of the universityôs opera-

tions are supported by student pay-

ments. 

 

For the remainder of the forum, the 

focus was on the state appropriation 

and Tuition & Fees sources of reve-

nue. 

State 
Appropriation

36.6%

Tuition & Fees
60.8%

Other
2.6%

Total Operating Budget:   $95.3 million

Major Sources of Funds ςFY2010-11
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Understanding how the university 

uses its resources is as important as 

knowing where the resources come 

from.  There are two primary ways 

of considering how funds are used.  

The first is by looking at the distri-

bution of funds across major pro-

grams, as defined by national stan-

dards that all institutions of higher 

education must use in reporting to 

the federal governmentôs IPEDS, or 

Integrated Post-Secondary Educa-

tion Data System. 

 

The second way of considering uses 

of funds is by natural expense cate-

gories. 

 

The alternative ways of viewing the 

distribution of expenses are ex-

plained more fully in the slides that 

follow. 

Uses of Funds

Program

Vs.

Expense Category

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011
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The first way to look at uses of 

funds is by major program classifi-

cations as defined by IPEDS 

(Integrated Postsecondary Educa-

tion Data System), the mandated 

reporting structure of the U.S. De-

partment of Educationôs National 

Center for Educational Statistics.  

All higher education institutions, 

public and private, must report to 

IPEDS.  Using IPEDS data, it is 

possible to compare uses of funds at 

one institution with those at similar 

(peer) institutions. 

 

There are five major IPEDS pro-

grams.  Instruction is the largest 

and tracks expenditures for the di-

rect instruction of students.  Aca-

demic Support captures expendi-

tures for programs and services that 

directly support instructional activi-

ties, such as library, instructional 

media services, academic advising 

and academic administration, which 

is primarily deansô offices.  Student 

Services provide support to students 

to assure they get the most out of 

their college experience, including social and cultural development.  These services, such as career counseling, health services, counseling, admis-

sions, registration and records, Athletics and the like, do not directly support what happens in the classroom but do assist students in being success-

ful in college and preparing for life and career.  Institutional Support activities reflect general administrative functions.  The largest such function is 

ITS (Information Technology Services), followed by such things as executive administration, human resources, financial services and institutional 

advancement.  Facilities captures spending on the operation and maintenance of physical plant, utilities and campus planning. 

Finale 2009.lnk

Uses by Program

Instructionς

Academic departments, research, public service, etc.

Academic Supportς

Library, instr. media, SASS, advising, acad. admin., etc.

Student Servicesς

Admissions, registrar, health serv., counseling, athletics, etc.

Institutional Supportς

ITS, exec. admin, HR, finance, legal, development, etc.

Facilitiesς

Utilities, maintenance, grounds, planning, etc.

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011
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For the 2010-11 fiscal year, the dis-

tribution of expenditures by major 

program shows that Instruction is 

by far the largest component of the 

expenditure budget at 45.3%.  Aca-

demic Support, which provides di-

rect support to instructional activi-

ties, is another 11.1%.  Combined, 

these two programs show that well 

over half of the total budget is spent 

on academic activities.  In addition, 

a significant portion of Institutional 

Support spending is for ITS, which 

includes academic computing that 

supports academic programs. 

 

Institutional Support and Facilities 

spending do not directly provide 

services to students.  Rather, they 

are secondary services that facilitate 

the delivery of the direct services of 

Instruction, Academic Support and 

Student Services 

 

IPEDS data for institutions similar 

in character to Salem State ð i.e.  

Public masterôs level comprehen-

sive universities ð show that Sa-

lem Stateôs distribution of expenses 

by program is in line with the pat-

tern at other institutions. 

Uses by Program ςFY2010-11

Program Budget Percent

Instruction $43.1 45.3%

Academic Support $10.6 11.1%

Student Services $10.2 10.7%

Institutional Support $20.8 21.8%

Facilities $10.6 11.1%

Total $95.3

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011

(dollars in millions)
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This chart shows that Instruction 

receives by far the largest share of 

the universityôs budget.  Together 

with Academic Support, well over 

half the budget is spent on aca-

demic programs.  Secondary ser-

vices of Institutional Support and 

Facilities total 32.9%, or slightly 

less than one-third of the entire 

budget, with Student Services rep-

resenting just over 10%. 

 

Data available for the most recent 

IPEDS reporting year indicate that 

Salem Stateôs spending on Instruc-

tion is in line with spending by a 

group of 32 peer institutions across 

the country that share basic charac-

teristics with Salem State.  Spend-

ing on Academic Support at Salem 

State is higher than for the compari-

son group as a whole, while spend-

ing on Student Services is a bit 

lower.  The same is true for spend-

ing on Facilities.  Together, the 

three program areas that provide 

direct services to students represent 

a larger portion of the institutional 

budget than our peer group benchmark.  Salem State spending on Institutional Support is higher than the peer group, but this is in part the result of 

including all ITS spending in this program.  Some institutions break out ITS spending between academic and administrative purposes and account 

for academic computing in Academic Support.  IPEDS allows institutions the option of treating ITS in either of these ways, making precise com-

parisons difficult.  Facilities spending is lower than for the comparison group.  Altogether, Salem Stateôs spending on secondary services is lower 

than at our peers.  

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011

Uses by Program ςFY2010-11

Instruction
45.3%

Academic 
Support
11.1%

Student 
Services
10.7%

Institutional 
Support
21.8%

Facilities
11.1%
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Another way to view spending is by 

major expense category.  At the 

most basic level, there are two ex-

pense categories ð ñPeopleò and 

ñThings.ò  Spending on ñPeopleò 

includes salary and fringe benefits 

expenses ð i.e. the expenses asso-

ciated with employing faculty and 

staff.  It should be noted that the 

entire direct state appropriation to 

the university is spent on salaries.  

This is done because the state pays 

the fringe benefits costs for all em-

ployees whose salaries are paid 

with state funds.  Approximately 

45% of the payroll must be covered 

with local funds, however, because 

the state appropriation is not suffi-

cient to support all employees.  Lo-

cal funds must be used to pay fringe 

benefits for employees whose sala-

ries are paid with local funds.  

Fringe benefits costs are set annu-

ally by the state comptroller.  The 

preliminary fringe benefits factor 

for FY12 is 35.2%. 

 

The ñThingsò category consists of 

all non-personnel expenses, such as professional development/travel, supplies, equipment, utilities, debt service, insurance and the like.  These ex-

penses can be further broken down into discretionary and non-discretionary categories.  Non-discretionary expenses, as the name suggests, are ex-

penses that must be covered and over which the university has little or no control.  Lease payments, debt service, insurance and utilities are exam-

ples of non-discretionary expenses.  Discretionary expenses are those over which the university has some degree of control.  These include such 

things as office and laboratory supplies, travel, equipment and others.  It should be noted that in almost all cases the universityôs discretion relates to 

its having some control over the amounts spent on these types of items and not to whether to eliminate a type of expense altogether.  A certain level 

of spending is necessary to provide basic supplies, services and equipment to support operations and classroom/lab instruction.  However, the dis-

tinction between discretionary and non-discretionary is useful as a way to identify where flexibility exists within our budget. 

Uses by Expense Category

Two Major Categories
ÅPeople
ÅAll state funds are used for salaries

ÅLocal funds cover 45% of payroll

ÅFringe Benefits ς35.2% of salaries

ÅState pays benefits for state-supported salaries

ÅLocal funds pay benefits for all others

ÅThings
ÅCosts covered fully with local funds

ÅDiscretionary vs. non-discretionary

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011
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As this table shows, the university 

spends more than three out of every 

four dollars on salaries and fringe 

benefits for employees.  Utilities, at 

nearly $5 million, represent another 

5.2% of the budget. 

 

Remaining expenditures are for 

general operating expenses ï gener-

ally services, supplies and equip-

ment.   

 

Uses by Expense Category ςFY2010-11

Expense Category Budget Percent

Salaries & Benefits $72.7 76.2%

Utilities $4.9 5.2%

Operating ςNon-Discretionary $7.2 7.6%

Operating ςDiscretionary $10.5 11.0%

Total $95.3

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011

(dollars in millions)
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This chart shows graphically how 

university expenditures are distrib-

uted among major expense catego-

ries.  The chart clearly shows that 

spending on Salaries & Benefits 

dominates the universityôs uses of 

its resources.  Together, Salaries & 

Benefits, Utilities and Non-

Discretionary expense total nearly 

90% of the budget.  Discretionary 

operating expenses, highlighted in 

yellow, represent the main area of 

flexibility within the budget, al-

though as noted earlier, only a por-

tion is truly discretionary.  As a re-

sult, without altering the univer-

sityôs workforce, only about 4% to 

5% of the budget is controllable to 

a significant degree. 

Salaries & 
Benefits
76.2%

Utilities
5.2%

Operating 
Non-Discretionary

7.6%

Operating
Discretionary

11.0%

Total Operating Budget:   $95.3 million

Uses by Expense Category ςFY2010-11
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As shown in preceding slides, dif-

ferent factors are involved in the 

use of funds depending on the 

source of funds used for particular 

expenses.  This table shows spend-

ing by expense category and by 

source of funds.  As can be seen, 

the entire state appropriation is 

spent on salaries.  Fringe benefits 

on these salaries are paid with state 

funds ñbelow the lineò because the 

funds do not actually flow through 

the universityôs accounts.  Rather, 

they are paid by the state on behalf 

of the university.  They do not 

come to the university as part of the 

budget approved by the Board of 

Trustees, and they cannot be di-

rected to any other purpose by ac-

tion of the board. 

 

When state-paid fringe benefits are 

taken into consideration, the effec-

tive total operating budget is $107.5 

million.  It can be seen that, out of 

this total, spending on ñPeopleò ac-

counts for 79% of the total, or 

nearly four out of every five dollars 

in the budget.  This underscores 

that higher education is a labor-

intense industry that relies on fac-

ulty and staff to provide services. 

Uses by Source and Category ςFY2010-11

Expense Category State Local Total
Salaries/Benefits $34.9 $37.8 $72.7
Utilities 0 $4.9 $4.9
Oper. Non-Discretionary 0 $7.2 $7.2
Oper. Discretionary 0 $10.5 $10.5
Total Gen. Op. Budget $34.9 $60.4 $95.3

Benefits Paid by State $12.2 0 $12.2

Grand Total $47.1 $60.4 $107.5

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011

(dollars in millions)

Total Spending on People 79%
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The stateôs support of Salem State 

University has been adjusted sev-

eral times over the past two years. 

 

The original state support level for 

the FY2008-09 years was $39.8 

million.  During the course of that 

year, the governor reduced the uni-

versityôs appropriation twice under 

his statutory authority, once in Oc-

tober of 2008 and again in January 

of 2009.  As a result, the effective 

state support level for that year was 

$37.6 million. 

 

For FY2009-10, the original budget 

was reduced an additional $4.4 mil-

lion to a level of $33.2 million.  An-

other mid-year reduction by the 

governor brought the effective state 

support level for FY10 to $30.6 

million, a drop of $9.2 million, or 

23%, from the original level just 

one year earlier. 

 

For FY11, the university received 

an increase in its original appropria-

tion.  In November, the state pro-

vided a supplemental allocation of funds to cover the cost of compensation adjustments resulting from the legislative approval of collective bargain-

ing agreements for most faculty and staff.  With the supplement, the total level of state support for FY11 was $34.9 million.  The governorôs budget 

proposal for FY12 is essentially level with FY11, with a slight reduction in state funds being offset by the universityôs newly received authorization 

to retain out-of-state tuition rather than remitting it to the state. 

 

Overall, even with the increase in state support for FY11, the university has experienced a decrease of $5.2 million in state funds over the FY09-

FY11 period. 

 

Changes in State Support FY09-FY12

State Support

FY09 Original State Appropriation $39,825
9C Budget Cut (Oct. 2008) (1,991)
9C Budget Cut (Jan. 2009) (227)

Final FY09 State Support Level $37,607

FY10 Budget Adjustment (4,357)
FY10 Original State Appropriation $33,250

9C Budget Cut (Oct. 2009) (2,583)
Final FY10 State Support Level $30,667

FY11 Budget Adjustment 3,524
FY11 Supplemental Allocation 709

Final FY11 State Support Level $34,900

DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ C¸мн tǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ [ŜǾŜƭ ϝ$34,614

Change from FY09 Original to FY12 ($5,211)
* Reduction offset by authorization to retain out-of-state tuition.

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011

(dollars in thousands)
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As mentioned earlier, local funds 

must cover the cost of fringe bene-

fits for salaries paid with local 

funds.  So, for every $1.00 of salary 

expense paid with local funds, the 

university must pay $.35 for fringe 

benefits, bringing the effective cost 

of $1.00 of salary to $1.35.  To the 

extent that the $5.2 million reduc-

tion in state support over the past 

two years was accommodated by 

moving salary costs to local funds, 

the actual impact could have totaled 

as much as $7 million.  This is not 

an amount that must be dealt with 

for FY12.  Rather, it is simply an 

indication of the impact reduced 

state support has had on the univer-

sity in recent years. 

 

$1.00 = $1.35
Every $1.00 of payroll expense paid with 
local funds requires $1.35in local funds to 
cover both salary and fringe benefit costs.

Therefore, the $5.2 million reduction in 
state support requires accommodations 

totaling as much as $7 million.

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011
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Reductions in state support repre-

sent only on side of the fiscal chal-

lenge the university faces as it plans 

for the coming fiscal year.  In addi-

tion there are a number of potential 

cost increases that must be accom-

modated in the budget. 

 

The largest area of cost increase is 

compensation adjustments related 

to collective bargaining agreements 

for most faculty and staff.  In most 

years, the state covers the impact of 

the agreements for faculty and staff 

whose base salaries are paid with 

state funds.  For FY12, this will re-

quire an estimated $1.4 million.  

The governorôs budget proposal, 

however, does not specifically 

cover these increases, and there is 

some chance the university will 

have to cover them with local 

funds.  In any case $1.2 million will 

be required to cover the cost of 

these compensation adjustments for 

faculty and staff whose salaries are 

paid with local funds. 

 

An increase in the mandated fringe benefits rate will require approximately $300,000.  A modest amount of federal stimulus, or ARRA, funds was 

used as an integral part of the universityôs FY11 budget ð for salary/fringe benefits and for technology support.  Since no additional ARRA fund 

allocations will be forthcoming, these amounts must be incorporated into the FY12 budget.  The university also covered substantial portions of its 

deferred maintenance program with ARRA funds for the past two years.  Over time, deferred maintenance allocations will need to be restored by $2 

million annually.  A phased approach to this could begin with a $500,000 allocation for FY12.  Licenses and maintenance agreements for technol-

ogy systems represent another non-discretionary expense category expected to increase by $535,000. 

 

The total of these and other potential increases is $5.9 million.  It should be noted that this total does not reflect proposals for new and expanded ini-

tiatives identified by the president and vice presidents in pursuit of the strategic plan.  Such initiatives totaled another $5.2 million. 

Description Amount
Mandatory Compensation Adjustments ςState * $1,369
Mandatory Compensation Adjustments ςLocal * 1,180
Fringe Benefits Rate Adjustment 300
Restore ARRA-Funded Salaries and Benefits 880
Restore ARRA-Funded Technology Support 250
Technology Systems Licenses/Maintenance 535
Financial Aid Funding 300
General Expenses Increases 250
Utilities Increases 75
Strategic Initiatives Support 250
Deferred Maintenance Funding 500

Total Projected Cost Increases $5,889

* Mandatory Compensation Adjustments are salary and fringe benefits costs 
resulting from negotiated settlements with collective bargaining units. 

Projected FY12 Potential Cost Increases

**
**
**
**

**

* * Non-discretionary items.
(dollars in thousands)

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011
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The $5.9 million in potential cost 

increases presents a very large hur-

dle.  Each item was reviewed to de-

termine the degree of flexibility and 

risk associated with it.  As a result, 

the board and administration agreed 

that, to achieve a preliminary bal-

anced budget, several items would 

be eliminated from the list. 

 

The largest single such item was 

funding for compensation adjust-

ments for employees whose salaries 

are paid with state funds.  The uni-

versity is obligated and committed 

to making these adjustments.  How-

ever, the state should pay its portion 

of the cost.  Eliminating the $1.4 

million projected for this item as-

sumes that the state will, in fact, 

provide these funds, a significant 

risk at this point. 

 

Federal stimulus funds have en-

abled the university to make great 

strides in updating technology 

across campus.  While it will be 

necessary to replace ARRA funds 

in the general operations budget at some point, it will not be done for FY12.  Similarly, it will be necessary in the future to rebuild the budget for 

deferred maintenance that has been supported with ARRA funds for the past two years.  This will require an increase in local funding of about $2 

million annually.  The hope was to begin to phase in the increase for this purpose in FY12, but it will be put off a year. 

 

Funds for additional student financial aid have been left in the plan at the direction of the Board of Trustees to offset the impact of the approved fee 

increases on the neediest students.  However, funds for strategic initiatives beyond the FY11 level were eliminated. 

Description Amount
Mandatory Compensation Adjustments ςState * $        0
Mandatory Compensation Adjustments ςLocal * 1,180
Fringe Benefits Rate Adjustment 300
Restore ARRA-Funded Salaries and Benefits 880
Restore ARRA-Funded Technology Support 0
Technology Systems Licenses/Maintenance 535
Financial Aid Funding 300
General Expenses Increases 0
Utilities Increases 0
Strategic Initiatives Support 0
Deferred Maintenance Funding 0

Total Projected Cost Increases $3,195

* Mandatory Compensation Adjustments are salary and fringe benefits costs 
resulting from negotiated settlements with collective bargaining units. 

Projected FY12 Potential Cost Increases

**
**
**
**

**

* * Non-discretionary items.
(dollars in thousands)
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The combination of reduced state 

support and increasing costs re-

quires the university to manage its 

resources carefully.  Only a few 

options are available to accommo-

date the changes.  Controlling 

ñpeopleò expenses can have the 

greatest impact, but people are the 

most important resource the institu-

tion has.  Reducing the size of the 

workforce could impact the quality 

of instruction and other services 

provided to students.  Covering 

more ñpeopleò expenses with local 

funds increases costs because fringe 

benefits must also be paid.  Some 

reduction in spending on ñthingsò is 

possible, but even those expenses 

can only be controlled to a limited 

extent. 

 

Revenue enhancement can assist in 

meeting the budget challenge.  

However, the majority of revenues 

are paid by students, their parents 

or others providing financial sup-

port.  Many students already rely to 

a significant extent on loans to fi-

nance their educations.  Therefore, the board and administration make every effort to limit fee increases so that an education at Salem State remains 

affordable.  While other types of revenue might be enhanced, they represent a very small component of the total mix of sources available to the uni-

versity and cannot contribute in a significant way to closing the gap. 

 

In reality, no single approach can fully meet the challenge.  In every fiscal year, a combination of the above alternatives is used. 

Reduced state support and increasing costs leave a 
limited number of options ς

1. /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ άǇŜƻǇƭŜέ ŜȄǇŜƴǎŜǎ

2. !ōǎƻǊō ƳƻǊŜ άǇŜƻǇƭŜέ ŜȄǇŜƴǎŜǎ ƛƴ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŦǳƴŘǎ
ÅMust use local funds to pay fringe benefits 

3. wŜŘǳŎŜ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ άǘƘƛƴƎǎέ

4. Enhance Revenues

5. Combination of the above

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011
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At its meeting on March 23, 2011, 

the Board of Trustees approved fee 

increases for the 2011-12 academic 

year that will provide significant 

revenue enhancement.  Fees for un-

dergraduate day students were in-

creased by $250 per semester, re-

sulting in an increase in combined 

tuition and fees of 6.9%.  This is 

projected to generate $2.1 million 

in additional income. 

 

Fees were also increased for under-

graduate evening students, in this 

case by $20 per credit hour, or 

8.5%.  Since most evening students 

attend part time and typically take a 

course load of about 6 credit hours 

per semester, this will result in an 

increase of $120 per evening stu-

dent on average.  For graduate stu-

dents, fees were increased by $25 

per credit hour, which also repre-

sents an 8.5% increase.  On aver-

age, graduate students take about 5 

credit hours per semester, for an 

increase in fees of $125. 

 

The fee increases for undergraduate evening and graduate students are projected to generate $579,000 and $543,000, respectively, in FY12.  When 

combined with the $2.1 million in revenues resulting from the fee increase for undergraduate day students, revenue enhancements will be sufficient 

to cover the minimum projected shortfall of $3.2 million and leave a balance of $71,000.  However, the $3.2 million shortfall is based on certain 

assumptions and represents a bare minimum in spending. 

Revenue Enhancements for FY12

(dollars in thousands)

Shortfall ($3,195)

Undergrad. Day Fees (ą6.9%) 2,144

Undergrad. Evening Fees (ą8.5%) 579

Graduate Fees (ą8.5%) 543

Net Result $71

FY12 Campus Budget Forums                     March 29 & 31, 2011
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A number of assumptions have 

been adopted at this stage in plan-

ning the FY12 budget to deal with 

things that are not yet known.  The 

first assumption is that the ap-

proved level of state support will 

reflect what is in the governorôs 

budget proposal, which would be 

essentially level with FY11.  Nei-

ther the House nor Senate has yet to 

release budget proposals, so there is 

no assurance the final state budget 

will carry this level of funding for 

Salem State.  However, final appro-

priations in recent years have 

tended to be close to the level pro-

posed by the governor.  In addition, 

there are indications that the gover-

nor and leaders of both chambers of 

the legislature are in agreement on 

the bottom line for the state budget. 

 

Another assumption at this point is 

that the state will fund the manda-

tory compensation adjustments for 

employees whose salaries are paid 

with state funds.  There is no guar-

antee this will happen, and funds 

for this purpose are not specifically identified in the governorôs budget proposal.  This assumption, therefore, carries a risk of about $1.4 million. 

 

Several things are known about the budget at this time.  First, the major revenue enhancements approved by the Board of Trustees will balance the 

budget but only at a minimum level.  Second, there will be no new allocations of federal stimulus dollars for FY12.  In FY11, stimulus funds were 

allocated in the amount of $2.9 million.  Finally, there will be no new funds to invest in strategic initiatives.  This does not mean the institution will 

make no progress toward its strategic objectives and goals.  However, it does mean that funds for strategic initiatives are likely to have to be identi-

fied internally through the reallocation or re-direction of existing funds. 

Overview of Prospects for FY12

Assumptionsς
ÅState funding for FY12 will be level
ÅUnavoidable costs will increase $3.2 million
ÅState will fund mandatory compensation 
adjustments ςa $1.4 million risk

Knownsς
ÅRevenue enhancements minimally balance
ÅNo replacement for ARRA funds for technology 
and deferred maintenance
Åbƻ ƴŜǿ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ άƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭέ ŦƻǊ 
strategic initiatives
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Commentary 
 

The FY12 budget development 

process began formally on February 

16, 2011, when the Finance & Fa-

cilities Committee of the Board of 

Trustees held its first discussion on 

the budget.  This was followed by a 

Board of Trustees forum with stu-

dents on March 7.  On March 23, 

the board approved adjustments in 

fees for the 2011-12 academic year.  

This action removed one of the un-

knowns in the budget development 

process. 

 

Budget proposals from the House 

and Senate are typically released in 

May or June and mark the begin-

ning of the legislatureôs considera-

tion of the budget.  It is not unusual 

for final action on the state budget 

to occur after the start of the new 

fiscal year.  However, the univer-

sity must operate under a budget 

approved by the Board of Trustees.  

For this reason, the board is ex-

pected to approve a pro forma 

budget at its meeting on June 8.  

This will allow the university to 

continue to operate until the board 

approves a final budget in Septem-

ber. 

February 16 Board Fin. & Fac. Com. Budget Discussion

March 7 Board of Trustees Student Budget Forum

March 23 Board action on FY12 fee rates

March 29/31 Campus Budget Forums

May/June House and Senate budgets released

June 8 Board approves FY12 pro forma budget

June/July Legislature and Governor complete budget

September Board approves final budget based on final 
state support level

Budget Process Timeline
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Commentary 
 

The fiscal challenge that Salem State 

University faces in the coming year 

can best be met by the active involve-

ment of faculty, staff and students.  

Every effort will be made to inform 

members of the community of the 

status of the process and of any 

changes that may result from legisla-

tive activity.  All the information pro-

vided at these forums will be posted 

to the Budget Office Web page for 

review by those unable to attend.   

The universityôs strategic plan is also 

posted on the Web. 

 

Everyone is encouraged to participate 

in discussions within their depart-

ments and at future campus forums 

that may be scheduled.  Updates will 

be provided as we learn more.  

Chairs, deans and directors are pre-

pared to receive ideas from anyone in 

the university community.  Thoughts 

and ideas may also be submitted di-

rectly to the Budget Office or Vice 

President Soll.  These may be anony-

mous if you prefer.  All suggestions 

will be reviewed and taken into con-

sideration as budget development 

continues. 

 

Working together we can assure that Salem State University meets the fiscal challenge before it and positions itself to be a stronger institution that 

can achieve its strategic goals in service to our students, our region and the Commonwealth. 

Budget Process

How you can help ς

üStay informed ς
ÅLook for updates

üParticipate in the process ς
ÅAttend department/college levels budget meetings
ÅAttend future budget forums

üBecome familiar with the Strategic Plan

üShare your thoughts and ideas ς
ÅSpeak up at department/college meetings
ÅCommunicate your ideas to your chair/dean/director
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