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Started writing Op Ed pieces. Mostly about tuition, cost and state subsidy.
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Public No More

Focus is on high research publics but Issues apply broadly

Shifting revenue, cost and tuition

Who should pay?

Defining value, position and scope

Aligning incentives and governance























Disruptive forces

1



2



3

4
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  Key issues 

Funding environment

  Confusion between price and cost



Competitive positioning strategy

Alternative models: RCM & CAM









University-wide challenges

Public support stabilizing at  insufficient levels

Federal research support waning

Tuition levels are constrained

Generating sufficient revenue from other sources

Constant battles with legislature











----- Meeting Notes (2/18/13 03:13) -----

if you have figured out how to be entrepreneurial issue is will a new budgetary eat into your incentives--wither through taxation or by changing the rewards?



example: hidden profits
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B-school challenges

Cash cow: funds used to cover “sink holes”

Is RCM beneficial or harmful?

Recruiting and retaining high quality faculty

Optimizing use of technology

Constant struggle for university support

 









Growing importance of emerging economies



 Global competition

Digital Transformation



Digital Transformation





Aging Demographic

Growing importance of emerging economies



Student unrest 

Disruptive forces affecting higher education 

A permanently changed environment





Public support
waning





Increasing demands for accountability
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Digital transformation





Borders



















Media confuse price and cost



Cost  = faculty + staff + operations +… 

 

Cost has been restrained

2 year publics: $/student       $1K over last 10 years 



















Cost: At public 2 year colleges over last ten years expenditure per student has declined by $1,000

Cost is flat if not declining per student but enrollment is going up which means total cost is rising
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Published tuition 

		Type		2013-14		% inc 5 yrs		% inc 1 yr

		Two Year Publics		$3,264		~33%		3.5%

		Four Year Publics (in state)		$8,893		~35%		2.9%

		Four Year Privates		$30,094		~22%		3.8%











Source: College Board
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What students actually pay

Actual price = published tuition – financial aid

About 2/3 of students receive aid



2012: ~ $ 13,300/Undergraduate FTE

Grants: $6,932

Federal Loans: $5,056



If income < $ 32,500: net tuition = 0
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What students actually pay

		Type of Institution		Published Tuition		Ave Grants & tax benefits		Net 
tuition

		Two Year Publics		$3,264		$4,810		

		Four Year Publics (in state)		$8,893		$5,770		

		Four Year Privates		$30,094		$17,630		











Source: College Board
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What students actually pay

		Type of Institution		Published Tuition		Ave Grants & tax benefits		Net 
tuition

		Two Year Publics		$3,264		$4,810		negative

		Four Year Publics (in state)		$8,893		$5,770		$3,123

		Four Year Privates		$30,094		$17,630		$12,464











Source: College Board
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In sum, the facts…

Net tuition has been restrained

Average net tuition:

is negative at 2-year publics

is < $3,500/year at 4-year publics

Lower income students pay little if any tuition

BUT….













At 2 yr publics Ave net tuition & fees are lower today in real terms than in 2007-08
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 Student share of cost of education











Recessions

34.7%



Student share of cost increased by > 70%







40.3%





23.3%

29.3%

recessions





The permanent trend is positive and possibly accelerating.
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The debate…

Should not be about the cost of higher education

But rather about who should pay for it







Taxpayers											

Donors										

Parents & Students											

State support down about 25% since 2008





http://www.universitybusiness.com/news/five-reasons-government-shouldn%E2%80%99t-subsidize-higher-education
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A Way Forward
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Critical themes in the new paradigm

Competitive positioning strategy

Sustainable-funding plan

Financial management model

Universities more “business-like*”









*See Fethke and Policano:
 Journal of Management Development
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1



Define and measure value 



2

Evaluate scope and contain cost 

3

Align incentives; financial transparency 

4

Steps

Develop a competitive positioning strategy





This is another option for an Overview slide.





Develop a position

A positioning strategy is NOT

“We do everything”

“We serve everyone”

“We like every idea”



A plan that promises everything
 prioritizes nothing





Have you looked at the mission statements of major public universities?

All are very similar, promising everything to everyone



Defining what not to do is often most important, and most difficult. 



A position statement that promises everything prioritizes nothing.



If you don’t know where you are going, any idea is a good one—just like Alicein Wodnerland…
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Key decisions

Who to admit

How much to charge

Level of quality of student infrastructure

Quality of faculty

Areas of distinction



These choices make a difference







Key choices in positioning



Often, these critical decisions are imposed by regulatory imperatives.  The UI has no control over resident admission or resident tuition. Quality depends on student profiles and what is spend on instructing them.  



The chance of graduating with a college degree after starting at a community college is 17 percent.
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Positioning decisions: Iowa & Michigan

				University of Iowa		University of Michigan

		Enrollment		30,893		43,426

		Tuition Revenue/Enrollment		$12,539		$25,108

		State Appropriation/ Enrollment		$7,004		$6,189

		Annual Total Cost/student (expenditure/student)		$20,168		$30,811

		Student Acceptance Rate		79.8%		40.6%

		Six-year Graduation Rate		69.6%		89.7%

		Median Family Income		$64,000		$59,600
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Positioning decisions: Iowa & Michigan

				University of Iowa		University of Michigan

		Enrollment		30,893		43,426

		Tuition Revenue/Enrollment		$12,539		$25,108

		State Appropriation/ Enrollment		$7,004		$6,189

		Annual Total Cost/student (expenditure/student)		$20,168		$30,811

		Student Acceptance Rate		79.8%		40.6%

		Six-year Graduation Rate		69.6%		89.7%

		Median Family Income		$64,000		$59,600





Six-year Graduation Rate     69.6%                   89.7%  





Positive correlation between expenditure per student, SELECTIVITY, and quality of education here indicated by 6 year graduation rate.



Michigan: Both expenditure is 100% and selectivity are 100% greater than Iowa. 
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Access?

				University of Iowa		University of Michigan

		Enrollment		30,893		43,426

		Tuition Revenue/Enrollment		$12,539		$25,108

		State Appropriation/ Enrollment		$7,004		$6,189

		Annual Total Cost/student (expenditure/student)		$20,168		$30,811

		Student Acceptance Rate		79.8%		40.6%
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Access?

				University of Iowa		University of Michigan

		Enrollment		30,893		43,426

		Tuition Revenue/Enrollment		$12,539		$25,108

		State Appropriation/ Enrollment		$7,004		$6,189

		Annual Total Cost/student (expenditure/student)		$20,168		$30,811

		Student Acceptance Rate		79.8%		40.6%

		Six-year Graduation Rate		69.6%		89.7%

		Median Family Income		$64,000		$59,600

		Average Student Debt		$27,480		$26,360



High-tuition, high financial aid model





For better or worse: rankings

				University of Iowa		University of Michigan

		Enrollment		30,893		43,426

		Tuition Revenue/Enrollment		$12,539		$25,108

		State Appropriation/ Enrollment		$7,004		$6,189

		Annual Total Cost/student (expenditure/student)		$20,168		$30,811

		Student Acceptance Rate		79.8%		40.6%

		Six-year Graduation Rate		69.6%		89.7%

		Median Family Income		$64,000		$59,600

		US News Ranking		72		29









USNews ranking of US universities

1988

Three of top ten were public universities

2014

None of top ten are public 

In 2014, none of the top twenty are public 

High-tuition, high financial aid policy can promote both access and quality





		Example from Five Publics		
Iowa		Michigan		Florida		UC Irvine		Iowa St

		Budget model		CAM		RCM		RCM		CAM		RCM

		Enrollment
(fall 2012)		30,893		43,426		49,913		24,172		29,616

		Tuition revenue per enrollee		$12,539		$25,108		$9,705		$13,761		$9,595

		Appropriation per enrollee		$7,004		$6,189		$9,673		$5,819		$7,315

		Endowment per enrollee		$34,247		$174,450		$26,987		$17,789		$19,873

		Annual total cost per FTE		$20,168		$30,811		$18,458		$23,740		$14,144

		Acceptance rate		79.8%		40.6%		43.2%		47.5%		86.2%

		Four-year graduation rate		47%		73%		59%		65%
		33%

		US News ranking		72		29		54		44		101

		State median income (2011)		$64,000		$59,600		$56,200		$70,400		$64,000

		Ave Debt 2011		$27,480		$26,360		$16,841		$18,132		$29,455



Example from Five Publics
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Iowa		Michigan		Florida		UC Irvine		Iowa St

		Budget model		CAM		RCM		RCM		CAM		RCM

		Enrollment
(fall 2012)		30,893		43,426		49,913		24,172		29,616

		Tuition revenue per enrollee		$12,539		$25,108		$9,705		$13,761		$9,595

		Appropriation per enrollee		$7,004		$6,189		$9,673		$5,819		$7,315

		Endowment per enrollee		$34,247		$174,450		$26,987		$17,789		$19,873

		Annual total cost per FTE		$20,168		$30,811		$18,458		$23,740		$14,144

		Acceptance rate		79.8%		40.6%		43.2%		47.5%		86.2%

		Four-year graduation rate		47%		73%		59%		65%
		33%

		US News ranking		72		29		54		44		101

		State median income (2011)		$64,000		$59,600		$56,200		$70,400		$64,000

		Ave Debt 2011		$27,480		$26,360		$16,841		$18,132		$29,455



Example from Five Publics
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Positioning strategies

		Strategy		Description		Examples

		Share		Low tuition, open access		Community colleges

		Niche		High quality, high tuition, restricted access		Ivy league, 
Rice, Emory

		Access-based		Convenience of geography, time		Univ of Phoenix, For-profits

		Variety-based

		Program or demographic selectivity

		US Naval Academy: faith based



Straddle	Combining discrete  	  Public Research

		strategies		   	  Universities 





These are some of the generic positioning strategies that have been widely adopted. Problems arise when “straddling” occurs.  Community colleges now aspire to become universities; universities enter into remedial education, …  Four-year degrees are being offered in vocational areas for $10,000 (Texas A&M-San Antonio)



Many top universities throughout the world
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Develop a unique positioning strategy

1

Define and measure value

2

Evaluate Scope and Contain Cost 

3

Align Incentives; Financial Transparency 

4

Steps





Once you realize it is important to communicate, what exactly is it that you want to say?





Common university traits

Value defined as a list of aspirations

No clear measure of value

Someone else will pay for it

“Build it and they will come”





The reality: “hope” is not a strategy





Common scenario—because no clear measure of value, every day someone walks into the deans office with a idea.  Because there is no method for measuring the value and prioritizing ideas, almost every idea is a good idea.  When asked how it will be paid for the answer is we will find funding—ie—someone else will pay for it.
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Value = Willingness to pay - cost

Willingness to pay

Students:                  tuition

State taxpayers:      appropriation

Federal taxpayers:  grants and loans

Donors:                     gifts 











If no one is willing to pay, 
what justifies continuing the activity?





Therefore it is really critical that we look at the value proposition before setting out on a particular strategy
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Develop a unique positioning strategy

1

Define and measure value

2

Assess cost, quality & net revenue 

3

Align Incentives; Financial Transparency 

4

Steps





Once you realize it is important to communicate, what exactly is it that you want to say?





For every area

How should quality be measured?

Must be externally validated

Peer group, aspirational group

Measurable outcomes



What is the net revenue generated by the area?

Realistic cost assumptions



Could this exercise be done at your school, college and university?







Example: in book—said it had not been done inn  50 years at any unviersity, Provost said I am going to change that.  Introduced at UCI—deans said don’t tell faculty
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Quality and net revenue assessment

		NET REVENUE CONTRIBUTION		TOP 20%		MIDDLE		BOTTOM 20%

		Positive		Above average increase
(or no decrease)		Average increase
 (or decrease)
		Enhance quality

		Negative		Subsidize		Examine centrality to mission		Downsize or eliminate



QUALITY (metrics chosen by each unit)

Example: UC Irvine







Define and Measure Value 

1

2

Evaluate Scope and Contain Cost 

3

Align incentives; financial transparency 

4

Steps

Develop a Unique Positioning Strategy





This is another option for an Overview slide.







Alignment

Reward merit  

Resist heavy taxation of 

Entrepreneurial revenues 

Cost savings

Assess cross subsidies

Keep those that support strategy

Downsize or eliminate others 

Improve transparency

Adopt decentralization (RCM)?





The ideal budgeting system should do all of the above.
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So, where are we?

Develop a positioning strategy

Assess value, scope, cost, quality & net revenue





Now, how do we pay for the plan?

Revenue-cost differential

Realistic sources of funding







The overall issue

		4 yr publics		Average		Low		High		UC Irvine

		Published tuition		$8,598		$4,404		14,665		$11,927

		Cost per student FTE		$15,301						$23,611













Difference paid with state subsidy, gifts, entrepreneurial activities

Source of cost: College Measures: Four Year Public Universities (543)
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Potential funding sources to replace lost public support



Donations

Research grants

Tech transfer and start ups

Additional tuition revenue







Business school operating budgets
(source: AACSB)









How about donations? (source: AACSB)





Business school endowments





How about donations?

Helpful but not a realistic solution

Need to endow operations

Donors reluctant to do so

$25 endowment per $1 of annual expenditure

Costly to raise money and steward donors



Donors can make a difference at the margin

Not likely to dent real operating expenses





How about tech transfer?

Currently “all the rage”

Federal government sequestration

Researchers seeking other funding

Costly exercise

Companies have distinct wishes

Overlap with university research may be slight











Very few success stories









How about entrepreneurial pgms?

Business schools led with part-time MBA

Distance education

Executive education

University Extension

Any challenges for business schools?









How about external research grants?

Never a big source for b-schools



Sequestration in US

$3.5 billion decease 

7% decline









Sources of funds in business schools



Includes state subsidy





Changing funding sources: UC Irvine















Bottom line

Highest potential source of revenue is tuition

Either traditional or entrepreneurial pgms



Implications:

More difficult to fund research

From state subsidy

From federal granting agencies

The student is a more critical customer

Faculty need to become more accountable







Common options for b-schools

Fees and/or differential tuition

Undergraduate

Professional…MBA and other masters

Expand or create revenue generating programs

Distance  education

Executive education

New masters









Specialized master’s

Minimize new course creation

Maximize leverage from under enrolled classes

Partnerships across the campus















Gross Revenue: 
Merage School



Source of Funds 11-12

Total Budget $37.1M

Total	Enterprise degree programs: 
Executive MBA
Fully Employed MBA

Health Care Executive MBA $19,658,232
54%

Undergraduate and Full Time MBA Tuition
 $9,055,800
24%

Foundation Support
 $3,150,550
8%

Full Time MBA Additional Fees 
 $3,600,900
10%

State Support

$900,000

2%

Executive Education
 $752,000
2%



PWP Revenue	UG and FTMBA Tuition	Foundation Support	FTMBA Professional Fees (Net)	State Support	Executive Education	1.8946177E7	8.100768E6	2.936513E6	3.32E6	906560.0	965651.0	Percentage	PWP Revenue	UG and FTMBA Tuition	Foundation Support	FTMBA Professional Fees (Net)	State Support	Executive Education	0.538615967758851	0.230294639172323	0.0834813688973477	0.0943834216770689	0.0257723598661336	0.0274522426282785	Summary: key ingredients

A positioning strategy

A realistic financial strategy

A carefully selected set of priorities

 

Next, which budget model?

Basics of CAM and RCM

What can go wrong

Examples









Analysis and Comparison:
CAM and RCM 
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Budget allocation models







CAM









RCM









Zero based budgeting:  Every line item of the budget must be approved, rather than only changes.[1] During the review process, no reference is made to the previous level of expenditure. Zero-based budgeting requires the budget request be re-evaluated thoroughly, starting from the zero-base. This process is independent of whether the total budget or specific line items are increasing or decreasing.
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Basics of RCM and problems

Common Issues

Basics of CAM and problems

1

2

3

CAM and RCM
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Common Issues

Basics of CAM and problems

1

2

3

CAM and RCM













The flow of funds

STATE APPROPRIATION



THE GENERAL FUND
(allocated by the 
central administration)

TUITION REVENUE
(other than self-supporting programs)



ACADEMIC AREAS



INDIRECT COST: GRANTS

TAX on 
self-supporting pgms, gifts & enterprises









The flow of funds

TAX on 
self-supporting programs and enterprises

AREAS OF EXCELLENCE, OPPORTUNITY

ACADEMIC AREAS

CENTRAL SERVICES, FIXED COSTS

TUITION REVENUE
(other than self-supporting programs)

STATE APPROPRIATION













THE GENERAL FUND
(allocated by the 
 central administration)

INDIRECT COST: GRANTS







The tensions

TAX on 
self-supporting programs and enterprises

AREAS OF EXCELLENCE, OPPORTUNITY

ACADEMIC AREAS

CENTRAL SERVICES, FIXED COSTS

TUITION REVENUE
(other than self-supporting programs)

STATE APPROPRIATION













THE GENERAL FUND
(allocated by the 
 central administration)

INDIRECT COST: GRANTS





Common decisions in both models

1.  Revenues to place in general fund

2.  Revenues to retain centrally for initiatives

3.  Amount to cover central & fixed costs

4.  Formulas to allocate funds to academic  units 

5.  Tax rates for enterprises, gifts, grants





CAM can disguise the size of the “arrows”





Central management of some shared benefits and costs is probably unavoidable.  The question is their magnitude.  The movement from CAM to RCM concerns mainly, but not exclusively, points 4 and 5.



Because of regulation and the fixed cost structure, tuition setting will remain a centralized activity.
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Tuition policy in both CAM & RCM

Dictates pattern of internal cross-subsidies

If identical across widely varying unit costs

low-cost programs subsidize high-cost programs 

Historically large subsidies incent inefficiency

Subsidies from Liberal Arts & Business to

 Medicine, Dentistry, Law

 

Cross-subsidies are not acknowledged  









This slide addresses key points.  If the level of tuition is regulated and a break-even constraint is imposed, there has to develop a extensive pattern of internal cross subsidy for the system to work.
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Common issues

Basics of CAM and problems

1

2

3

CAM and RCM

Basics of RCM and problems 











CAM: positives 

Incremental budgeting

Simplicity and predictability

Externalities 

“shared benefits”

Gives central administration something to do 

“enlightened provost”

Suitable to top-down transformational strategies?
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CAM: positives

CAM can work well with

Visionary leadership

Stable budget environment

Growth across university that is predictable

General agreement about what matters



CAM comes under pressure during

Periods of budgetary stress

Quickly changing external environment
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Lobby for subsidy renewal 

politically infeasible

Raise tuition level 

 student resistance

Make across-the-board cuts

Allow low-cost pgms to support high-cost pgms

 protects status quo and threatens quality

Reduce scope 

faculty protest



Options when subsidy falls under CAM 






Across-the board-cuts are disliked but are culturally accepted.
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CAM: What Can Go Wrong?

Influence costs and lobbying

Inefficient cross-subsidies 

Lacks cost-benefit assessment

Culture ignores economic reality

Limited control over scope

Few incentives

Innovation, efficiency not rewarded

Unresponsive to competition

Lack of accountability and transparency





Common issues

Basics of CAM and problems

1

2

3

CAM and RCM

Basics of RCM and problems 











Resource-Centered Management

Allocates revenue to generating units

Decentralizes decisions

Accountability for local decisions  

Responsive to student demand 

Imposes discipline on revenues and costs

Subsidizes only strategic activities

Encourages innovation, efficiency

Not new





UF assessment:

• RCM is a highly flexible budget approach that can be adapted to unique circumstances or characteristics of the university. 

• RCM is compatible with shared governance values. 

• RCM aligns with unit (college) planning. 

• RCM was found to be effective and efficient through initial investigations into its deployment at other AAU large public research universities (large universities where there is a growing dependence on revenue sources other than state support). 



ISU assessment:

a. Encourage academic units to take greater responsibility for revenue generation, and the

efficient allocation of resources in minimizing the cost of delivering any given level of

educational and research quality.

b. Must provide regular review of Administrative Service Centers (ASCs) for efficiency, effectiveness,

and alignment with objectives as defined by their users.
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RCM: What can go wrong?

Held-back allocations reintroduce lobbying

“Holding-harmless” initializations

Preserve CAM inefficiencies

Failure to update costs sustains slack

Under values shared benefits

Stressed by abrupt disruptions in revenue













Transitioning from CAM to RCM

Generates fear and resistance

Who should worry?

Units with

High cost

Modest revenue generating capability

Very efficient units if others held harmless

How should you prepare?

Calculate your RCM position

Compare to CAM

Take university-wide stance





Calculating net revenue 

Determine revenue generated from:

programs where tuition flows to center

programs where tuition flows to unit

state subsidy when assigned to SCH

other 

Deduct 

centrally borne costs

Student services, central administration, library, tech

taxes on enterprise programs

Compare to CAM allocation











Example from Merage School

What happens when you visit your Provost?

The precarious profession of a B-School dean

Success in

Self supporting programs 

Fundraising

Operating efficiently

Generating funds for the campus

What does it get you?

Maybe a thank you…











Basic rules for RCM

Allocations are based on 

Student credit hours of majors and/or enrollees

Indirect cost return done separately

Various ways to assign shared costs 

High quality, productivity & innovation rewarded 

Average cost per SCH adopts CIP*

 



                  *CIP = Federal classification of instruction

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2002/cip2000/

  

















Steps (example)

State appropriation + tuition – financial aid: R

Indirect cost allocated separately

Decide amount to be allocated

R – central cost – excellence fund – insurance fund

Implies a rate of retention (tax)

Excellence and insurance allocated separately

Decide weights in allocation formula

SCH generated by majors

SCH generate by all enrollees

Cost adjustment
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An allocation formula

Step One: Decide how much to allocate

R = State appropriation + tuition – financial aid

r  = % retained centrally (tax)

Amount to be allocated to academic units:

 R(1-r) 
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An allocation formula

Step Two: Decide SCH weights in allocation

R = State appropriation + tuition – financial aid

r = % retained centrally (tax)

    m   = weight for SCH generated by majors

(1-m) = weight for SCH generated by all enrollees 

Unadjusted allocation to unit i

R(1-r){m (SCHMi/SCH)  + (1-m) (SCHi/SCH)} 
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Check on budget constraint







Sum across all units 

Σ(SCHMi/SCH) = 1

Σ(SCHi/SCH)    = 1   





Unadjusted allocation to unit i

R(1-r){m (SCHMi/SCH)  + (1-m) (SCHi/SCH)} 

Total allocation equals

R(1-r)





R(1-r){m (SCHMi/SCH)  + (1-m) (SCHi/SCH)} 

An allocation formula

Step Three: Decide weights to adjust cost

R = State appropriation + tuition – financial aid

r = % retained centrally (tax)

    m   = weight for SCH generated by majors

(1-m) = weight for SCH generated by all enrollee

ci   =   cost adjustment for unit i

     R(1-r){m (SCHMi/SCH)  + (1-m) (SCHi/SCH)} 

Ci *
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Examples of SCH allocation weights

				Iowa St		Michigan		Florida

		Weight for all SCH: (1-m)
		.75		.50		.7



If m too high: encourages expanding major and not offering service courses





Cost adjustments

Theoretically

Allocation based on peers

If above peer average, lose funds

In practice

Can be difficult

Contentious

Can result in “hold harmless” plans









Iowa St: 2009 – 2012

				% chg tuition		% chg State		% chg TOTAl

		Agricultural Sciences		40.4%		- 10.7%		15.8%

		Business		40.2%		- 46.7%		16.6%

		Design		25.3%		- 37.7%		- 3.2%

		Engineering		43.7%		- 24.5%		  5.7%

		Health Sciences		47.9%		- 36.1%		  7.2%

		Liberal Arts and Sciences		31.8%		- 46%		  3.4%

		Vet Med		32.4%		- 19%		   -2.08%

								



Transition to RCM during period of state cuts





Public No More….dramatic state cuts







Example: College of Agricultural and Life Sciences saw a decrease in state allocation as a percent of its budget and even though its tuition revenue rose dramatically, ended up having essentially the same percentage allocation of the overall budget as previously 



In other words the RCM allocation was weighted in such a way as tohold the units harmless
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General Fund shares
Iowa State: 2009 and 2012

Achieved “buy-in” 

weights for RCM distribution set to mimic CAM

Perpetuates inefficiencies, special deals







Not much has changed but everyone is happier

     College                                    2009                                              2012





Example: College of Agricultural and Life Sciences saw a decrease in state allocation as a percent of its budget and even though its tuition revenue rose dramatically, ended up having essentially the same percentage allocation of the overall budget as previously 



In other words the RCM allocation was weighted in such a way as tohold the units harmless
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Summary

Common tuition forces subsidies toward high-cost programs

RCM can too easily duplicate CAM

An effective RCM

Accommodates demand and costs

Mimics enterprises

“Best” model allows some central control combined with RCM 





Review of key points

Position your school

External environment

Take the campus-wide perspective

Critical importance of quality assessment

Understand CAM and RCM

Understand the implications for others

Fully understand your own financial status

Develop pro forma for each program

Compute your own net revenue







Will it work?

Transformation is dismissed as infeasible

Magnitude of problems is denied

Cultural resistance is accepted



“In the battle between culture and strategy, culture usually wins.”



But there is hope:  
Fethke and Policano







Traditional approach and a new reality 

		Traditional		New Reality

		Regulated average tuition
Low tuition-high subsidy
Rigid entry requirements
Unrestricted subsidy use
Allocated revenues spent
Limited accountability
“Hour-glass” governance 
“All things to all people”
Opaque financial reporting
Many/high internal subsidies		Tuition structure emphasis
High tuition-low subsidy-high aid
Flexible entry requirements
Focused subsidy use
More operational efficiencies
Extensive accountability
Top-down, shared governance 
Focused  positions and less scope
Transparent financial reporting
Fewer/lower internal subsidies



 











Thank you!
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Figure 5. Mean Percentage ofthe Uses of Operating Funds by Geographic Reglon
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[SU Share of College Budget Supported by Appropriation (RMF)

FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12
College
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Report of the Resource Management Model Review Committee. May 11. 2012. p. 25.
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