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Our focus was largely on communication elements surrounding the budget model, as 
well as the institution’s turnover in the Office of the Senior Vice President (SVP) for 
Administration and Finance. We had additional interests in salaries, attrition, and 
consultants.  
 
The Budget and Resources Committee generally conducted its affairs electronically. We 
interacted with a number of staff members during the year. We were well supported by 
Acting VP Parker and Director Coray from Human Resources, and by SVP Davis before 
her departure. Interim SVP Calhoun and new SVP Kissal were more tentative in their 
engagement (as Kissal joined Mason in March); we hope that the 2019-20 academic 
year enables more fruitful discussion.  
 
Overall, the University’s budget and resources have been reasonably well managed over 
the past year. We remain concerned that the institution is scaling poorly with regards to 
faculty support and composition, even as the student population continues to grow by 
approximately 3% per year. The availability of large classrooms is minimal, and there 
are multiple competing plans on how to grow educational delivery when a number of 
elements of instructional capacity appear to be maximized. 
 
Incentive Based Budget Model Implementation and 
Communication 
 
Academic year 2018-19 marks the third year of the incentive-based budget model 
implementation. The Senate Budget and Resources Committee members met frequently 
with SVP Davis during 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 to discuss and provide feedback on 
initial operating rules and procedures employed in the budget model.  We also wanted 
to secure and publish budget model data by Colleges and Schools.  We did secure and 
publish data on three elements of each college’s budget: 1) total revenue, 2) total 
expenditures, and 3) fund balance. 
  
Our primary goal for 2018-2019 was to secure and present more complete data on the 
budget model to the members of the Faculty Senate, College Deans, and faculty 
members. For a variety of reasons, including by SVP Davis’ departure and the departure 
of a key member of the budget team, securing this data was difficult.  So, the Budget and 
Resources Committee ultimately submitted a FOIA request to the university for the 
data.  In response to that request, we were provided with a spreadsheet that contains a 



full and detailed picture of the revenues, expenditures and the budgetary results by 
College for FY 2017 and FY 2018. 
  
It is important to note that the Budget and Resources Committee views this 
achievement as first step in what we hope will be process through which the data is 
shared and then used to improve the management and operation of each college.  We 
also hope the data will lead to opportunities that faculty members have within each 
College to contribute to the examination of the budgetary data and to the decision 
making about each college’s goals and plans for the future.  
 
We are not posting the full data at this time. The University is currently engaging a 
consulting group to actively address process issues around communication, time 
schedules, and data integration in the budgeting processes. It is our hope that this 
attention will result in substantial changes in Central’s ability to provide and 
contextualize budgetary data, particularly around the Budget Model.  
 
We look forward to working with the SVP's office in the Fall semester to provide budget 
model rationale and assumptions for FY's 2017, 2018, and 2019 (and repeated in future 
years) in a form that can be posted and interpreted by the general faculty.   
 
Senior Administrative Turnover 
 
Beside the departure of SVP Davis, a number of other senior staff openings arose during 
this academic year. The institution is now searching for new senior managers for 
Budget, Finance, Human Resources, and Auxiliary Services. As all of these individuals 
acclimate to the institution and the surrounding community, we believe a number of 
elements regarding the resourcing of the institution will change.  
 
Faculty Compensation 
 
An annual task for our committee is the collection of faculty salaries to enable informed 
discussion of equity in compensation across the University. We asked for the same set of 
information that we provided last year, such as rank, tenure status, and stipends. Raises 
over the past year were minimal, with no state-authorized merit or across-the-board 
raises for employees. It has been announced that a 3% across-the-board raise along with 
a 1% merit pool will be implemented for faculty in Fall 2019.  
 
This year we received a number of requests from faculty concerning the discrepancy in 
either tenure rank or departmental affiliation. Departmental affiliations are taken from 
Home Org Codes in Banner (the University’s central database), and a number of them 



were outdated due to mergers or other shifts. Tenure rank is managed by the Provost’s 
Office. HR pulls these codes from Banner when they build the report but does not have 
the authority to change them. Changes due to mergers are left as a responsibility up to 
individual units to maintain. It is unknown if tenure ranks or titles are ever 
systematically examined or updated.  
 
We maintain our view from last year that there are substantial variances in titles within 
the report, and that these differences in titles suggest that an institutional 
standardization effort across Banner would be worthwhile. It is our understanding that 
Central is looking at implementing a Faculty Effort module within Banner which 
hopefully would address these inconsistencies. As Microstrategy and other databases 
pull this faculty attribution data for external reporting (to include accreditation and 
academic program review), internal consistency is extremely important. We were 
successful in working with units and the Provost’s office to update all of the change 
requests sent to us. 
 
Finally, the Provost announced that there were going to be salary minimums 
implemented across the institution. Through a mix of Research-1 class peer institutions, 
the salary floor was to be set at the 10th percentile using the CUPA-HR (College and 
University Professional Association for Human Resources) data. The exact mechanism 
and data have not been provided to the faculty, although the Provost has announced 
that approximately 150 faculty (nearly 10%) will be seeing some amount of raise to bring 
them up to the new salary floor.  
 
Attrition 
 
We received a request from several faculty members to investigate the causes of attrition 
across the institution, particularly in light of the University’s goal to grow the size of the 
instructional faculty of the institution. Attrition is expensive to the institution with 
regard to the costs of replacement (search committee time, candidate travel costs, etc.). 
It is additionally burdensome to morale and acclimation time. Losing individuals for any 
reason other than retirement is nearly always a negative outcome.  
 
As a first step into this area, we asked for and subsequently received a list of all 
instructional and administrative faculty members that departed the institution from 
2007-2018, with retirements noted. This dataset includes nearly 1400 non-retirement 
departures, with levels in each category relatively persistent in year over the past 
decade. While the data does include information on home org code (to include 
department and college), we have chosen not to graph or present this information 
because of the imprecision of the data. We do note substantial variation within and 



across colleges/schools in attrition, and that attrition is evidenced primarily at assistant 
professor level.  We have summarized the data by year for several classes by year. 
 

 
When we discussed these data with HR staff members, they noted that they had 
insufficient resources to be more proactive in investigating the causes of faculty 
attrition. As a committee, we view some level of attrition as natural, and that departures 
alone are an insufficient element for immediate action. The COACHE survey may 
provide some light on the exact reasons for attrition, but we encourage the institutional 
investigation into the climate and character of high-attrition units regardless of survey 
results.  
 
We also inquired as to what Central resources were in place surrounding Faculty Talent 
and Acquisition. They responded that “vacancies have allowed us to redesign the 
[Faculty Talent and Acquisition] team to address the need for growth and the overall 
strategic hiring initiatives happening across the university… Many aspects of 
retention are decentralized, and multiple areas look at how to retain top talent.” We 
look forward to hearing more about successes in this area.  
 
 
Tuition and Fees 
 
After obtaining financial incentives from the Commonwealth budget, GMU is not 
planning to raise its per-credit undergraduate tuition rates in the 2019-2020 academic 
year. However, GMU is planning a 3.5 percent rise in graduate tuition rates. Changes in 
fees are anticipated to not rise more than 3%.  
 
One change that is taking place is in the academic credit window. For years, 
undergraduate students taking 13-16 credits paid the same price as those taking 12 
credits. This policy has created a clear financial incentive for students to take more than 
12 credits. A number of courses, particularly the 1-credit UNIV 100 offering, have taken 
advantage of this opportunity to increase their enrollment while students see no 
increase in tuition. Undergraduate student tuition revenue is decreased by 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total 
Full-Time Admin/ 

Professional Faculty 70 38 67 78 82 84 89 90 87 73 70 828 

Full-Time 
Tenured Faculty 9 11 9 8 10 9 16 10 11 8 11 112 

Full-Time Tenure- 
Track Faculty 10 13 8 14 14 12 18 10 9 13 8 129 

Full-Time Term 
Instructional Faculty 24 28 29 33 22 31 31 39 26 31 27 321 

Non-retirement faculty attrition, by departure year and faculty type 



approximately 15% compared to if students paid for every credit in which they were 
enrolled. For 2019-2020, a change is being implemented such that students taking 13-15 
credits will pay the same price as those taking 12 credits but will now start paying per-
credit rates with the 16th credit rather than the 17th.  
 
Consultants 
 
Subsequent to the request of several faculty and administrators, we looked into the 
amount and places the institution was spending on consultants. Accounts payable 
provided us information that combined Fiscal Years 2016-17 and 2017-18, showing us 
spending approximately $7 million on consultancy fees over the past two fiscal years. 
This equates to approximately 0.35% of Mason’s $1 billion annual budget each year, and 
as such we gave the issue a relatively low priority. Without additional information to the 
contrary, we see no reason that this level of spending for outside leverage with regards 
to informed policy and expertise is inappropriate.  
  

George Mason Consulting Spend FY17/FY18 Amount 
Academic Consulting 

(Programs, Well-Being Instruction) 
554,441.53 

Auditing 
(Compliance, Risk Management) 

256,477.88 

Business Consulting 
(GSA, MEC, Process Improvement, SMSC) 

378,629.69 

Compliance 
(CDE) 145,097.97 

Consulting 
(Advancement, Prospecting) 132,999.00 

Enrollment 
(SalesForce TargetX, ADVANCE, Fin Aid, Marketing, Online VA Network) 1,538,301.15 

Financial & Budgeting 
(F&A Rate, HR, Tuition/Fees) 501,743.10 

Information Technology 
(Business Intelligence, Controlled Classified Information, Infrastructure, Security) 1,737,353.12 

Legislative Consulting 53,166.66 
Marketing Services 

(Athletics) 446,988.50 

Search Firms 429,668.32 
Students 

(Student Experience Redesign, Retention) 801,322.29 

Source: Accounts Payable, August 2018 
 

 


