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Report of the Resources Implementation Team
Team Charge: The Resources Implementation Team was charged with building on the recommendations of the Resources Subcommittee of the Presidential Task Force for the Future by identifying the steps needed to put into action a new budgeting approach at Ohio University.  (The “Talking Paper” issued by the Resources Subcommittee can be found in Appendix C.) Specifically the Team’s charge was to:

· Review goals and metrics associated with a new approach to the budgeting process as identified in Vision OHIO.
· Review best practices related to budgeting processes at other educational institutions – our peer institutions in particular.
· Provide oversight and guidance to the development of the budgetary rules and processes necessary to move to a new budgeting process consistent with the principles identified by the Vision OHIO Resource Committee.
· Communicate with the University community on a regular basis as the team’s work progresses. 

· Coordinate with other implementation teams as necessary.

· Identify campus interest groups related to Resources and communicate with and actively seek input and feedback from them. 
· Identify groups responsible for meeting Resources goals (identify who “owns” or is responsible for each goal).

· Host focus groups and open forum discussions to identify barriers and solutions to the Resources Team’s efforts at Ohio University.

· Develop a prioritized budget for implementing the proposed solutions.

· Establish the timelines for running the FY ’07 budget parallel with the existing process.

Team Membership:  The Team consisted of 22 members:
· Phyllis Bernt – co-chair, professor of communication systems management, president of Faculty Senate
· Terry Conry – co-chair, associate vice president of Finance and Administration
· Debbie Brewer – records management coordinator, College of Health and Human Services Dean’s Office
· Kathy Brooks – chief financial officer, College of Osteopathic Medicine
· Larry Corrigan – associate vice president for Finance and Administration 
· John Day – professor of management information systems, associate dean, College of Business, associate provost for academic planning
· Steve Flaherty – visiting professor of management systems, senior associate vice president, University Outreach and Regional Campuses
· Tom Flynn – associate professor of English, Eastern Campus

· Shane Gilkey – director of budget, planning and research, Office of Vice President for Research
· Willie Gist – O’Bleness professor of accounting
· Terry Hogan – dean of students, senior associate vice president for Student Affairs
· Aimee Howley – professor of educational studies
· Justin Hunt – Student Senate
· Dennis Irwin – dean, Russ College of Engineering & Technology 
· Carolyn Bailey Lewis – director, WOUB Center for Public Media
· Joseph McLaughlin – associate professor and chair, English
· David Mould – professor of communication, associate dean for research and graduate study, College of Communication 

· Gary Neiman – dean, College of Health & Human Services 
· DeAnna Russell – budget officer, Fine Arts
· Margaret Sheskey – assistant vice president, University Advancement
· David Thomas – professor and head of undergraduate studies, Film
· Morgan Vis – associate professor of environmental and plant biology
The Team benefited from the advice and assistance of:

· Dawn Copeland – assistant vice president for administration, Budget & Planning
· Michael Williford – associate provost for Institutional Research and Enrollment Planning
· Darrell Winefordner – associate provost for Budget & Planning
Process Overview:  The Team organized itself into four groups:  a Research Group, a Communication Group, a Revenue Group, and an Expenses Group. This organizational structure reflected the major tasks for the Team:  education about budget options; analysis of the needs and issues on this campus; and communication with the campus community. The Research Group coordinated research regarding activity-based budgets and then examined activity-based budget models at other institutions. The approaches taken at Indiana, Michigan, Pennsylvania, Minnesota, New Hampshire (UNH), and Ohio State (OSU) were analyzed. (A comparison of these options can be found in Appendix D.)
Options for activity-based budget models made up a continuum from the extreme of Indiana, which adopted an accounting model that used more than 30 different factors to assign costs, to Michigan, which applied one simple factor to cover administrative costs.  The research process involved speakers (Indiana and OSU), conference calls (UNH, Michigan, OSU), and finally campus visits to UNH, Michigan, and OSU.
The goal of this research was to identify options and to determine best practices. The Communication Group coordinated e-mail messages to the University community and also arranged open forums and discussion groups. (A list of the open forum presentations can be found in Appendix E.) The Revenue and Expenses groups examined activities and accounts at Ohio University and sought to determine the impact of various budget options. Finally, the Team as a whole examined options and best practices and formulated its recommendations. (A matrix capturing the pros and cons of the various budget model options can be found in Appendix A.)
Recommendations:  The Team, in making its recommendations, endorses the recommendations of the Resources Subcommittee of the Task Force on the Future, by emphasizing the need to focus on quality, accountability, transparency, simplicity, and budget stability. After examining many alternative approaches to budget allocation, the Team makes the following recommendations:

Structural Issues:

· In the budget model, tuition and subsidy will be allocated to the academic units (the colleges). The expenses of the academic support areas (Enrollment Services, Human Resources (HR), the Finance Office, etc.) will be covered though assessments charged to the academic units. The expenses (net of any allocated revenues) of academic units with no substantial sources of revenue (i.e., Honors Tutorial College, University College, and International Studies) will be covered through assessments charged to the other academic units.

· Auxiliaries, Regional Higher Education (RHE), and the College of Osteopathic Medicine (COM) should not be a part of the budget model, but rather should be assessed a fee based on the services used by those areas. These units currently pay a fee, which should be updated through a new cost study. Because auxiliaries generate their own revenue streams and because RHE and COM have separate budgets, it would be difficult to bring them fully into the budget model; however, they do use some University resources and should help to pay for the resources they use.

Shared Governance and Focus on Quality:

· It will be important to use, and strengthen, existing shared governance measures, and to examine the need to create and monitor academic quality measures (admissions standards, student characteristics, percentages of credits taught by type of faculty, section size, grade distribution, etc.) to provide sufficient oversight of the workings of the new budget model. The Team recommends that the Academic Leadership Council, the Budget Planning Council, the Finance and Facilities Committee of the Faculty Senate, the University Curriculum Council, review of academic support areas, and College advisory groups play a role in assuring that perverse incentives and unintended consequences are avoided and that quality and adherence to the Academic Plan remain central. The Team expects that all of the constituent groups will monitor the performance of the budget model and encourages them to do so.
Budget Stability:
· The Team recommends that multiyear averaging (likely two or three years) be used in the allocation of tuition and subsidy. In other words, the rolling average of Weighted Student Credit Hours and Major Headcount over a period of years should be used as the basis upon which to allocate tuition and subsidy. The use of multiyear averages provides budget stability to the units.
· There should be a “no-change conversion” as we move to the new budget model. The no-change conversion will help units make a smooth transition to the new model and will also assure that current activities continue and that no unintended harm is done in the process. The issue that will have to be addressed is how long to continue the budget adjustment needed to produce the no-change conversion. As units adjust to the new budget model, it will be important to determine if and when the adjustment can be phased out.

Allocation of Revenues:

· Both undergraduate and graduate tuition should be allocated to the academic colleges based on a combination of Weighted Student Credit Hours and Major Headcount. The Team does not recommend a specific proportion between the two allocation bases, but does recommend that the bulk of the tuition be allocated on Weighted Student Credit Hours (WSCHs). Allocating revenues on credit hours recognizes and rewards course delivery; allocating revenues on Major Headcount recognizes and rewards advising and other activities that programs provide to attract majors. We believe that both of these dimensions should be recognized and rewarded; therefore, we recommend a combination of allocation bases, with the bulk of the allocation done on WSCHs. We recommend WSCHs rather than Student Credit Hours because WSCHs reflect level and cost of instruction and thus should relieve some of the need for balancing adjustments for high-cost programs. The question of what weighting system to use should be carefully examined. As part of this process, an internally developed weighting system specific to Ohio University should be formulated.
· In general, the Team recommends that in-state and out-of-state tuition be combined and that the combined figure be used in allocating tuition to the units by using the method above. However, if the University wishes to encourage the recruitment of out-of-state students and believes that individual units can indeed influence the recruitment of out-of-state students, then some consideration should be given to allocating the out-of-state surcharge to the units in which the out-of-state students enroll.

· Success challenge revenues should be allocated to the appropriate planning unit on the basis of at-risk students served and degrees granted. This allocation directly rewards the activities that result in this funding.

· Subsidy should not be held centrally, but rather should be allocated to the academic colleges as earned (in other words, based on State Share of Instruction FTE). The underlying premise of the budget model is that resources should be matched with activities. Allocating the subsidy to the units as earned not only is in keeping with that premise, but also provides direct incentives to the units. It also reflects the differential costs of instruction by course level and discipline.

· University scholarships should be netted against tuition before tuition is allocated to the units. University scholarships are a general good from which all units benefit; the students on scholarship will be taking courses across the campus, so all units will benefit from the revenues generated by their WSCHs and subsidy. As a result, all units should bear some of the cost of the University scholarships. Tuition allotted to an individual unit could be decreased by the scholarship support provided to its majors; however, this could create perverse incentives for units to avoid accepting scholarship students.
· Graduate Fee Waivers would be paid differentially by the units awarding the waivers. Thus, while a unit will receive a share of graduate tuition as indicated above, any waivers of that tuition will also be paid by that unit, effectively subtracting that amount from the tuition earnings.

· The General Fee should be linked to specific activities and units, and some units should be funded entirely by the General Fee. This method of allocation enhances transparency and links resources with activities. Also, this provides accountability to students regarding the use of the fees they pay, and the Team recommends the creation of a Student Senate committee to monitor the use of the General Fee. The Team’s analysis of the General Fee is included in Appendix B of this report. 
· Faculty and staff fee waivers (both undergraduate and graduate) should be netted against tuition before tuition is allocated to the units. Like University scholarships, these fee waivers are a general good, not only because the students supported by these fee waivers will generate subsidy across campus, but also because educating employees and their dependents is a general benefit to the University in total.
Assessment of Expenses:
· All facilities costs (maintenance, custodial and grounds services) and utilities should be assessed to the units based on net assignable square feet (NASF). It would be too costly to meter each unit’s utilities usage, so charging units an averaged utilities amount per NASF is more cost effective. An averaged facilities cost should be assessed to all units based on their NASF, regardless of the age or condition of the space assigned to the unit. Although it seems that units should be charged a premium rate if they inhabit newer spaces because these newer spaces are more desirable, and units that inhabit older spaces should be charged a lower rate because these spaces are less desirable, the costs of maintaining these spaces suggest that an averaged rate across all units is the best way to proceed. Newer spaces are often more efficient and less costly to maintain, while older spaces generate higher facilities costs.
· The NASF for an academic unit will include the classrooms that the unit controls or for which the unit has priority scheduling rights. Centrally scheduled classrooms will be assigned to the registrar. As a result, units wishing to reduce their space costs could turn their classrooms over to the registrar or give up priority scheduling rights to a specific classroom.

· The costs of the Enrollment Services areas (Admissions, Financial Aid, and the Registrar’s Office) should be assessed to the academic units on the same basis that tuition is allocated to the unit. In other words, tuition will be allocated on a combination of WSCH and Major Headcount, and the cost of enrollment services will be assessed on this same basis. In the development of a new budget model, there is a tension between precision and simplicity. The more precisely the model ties costs to cost causation, the more complex the model becomes. However, in this case, little complexity would be added to the model. The basis for assessing these costs already exists for other purposes (i.e., WSCHs and Major Headcount). For very little additional effort, a closer tie between cost and cost causation can be reflected in the model.
· Library expenses should be recovered as part of the administrative assessment percentage (explained below). Some universities fund the library through subsidy, but it would make little sense to tie the funding of such a critical part of the University to a declining revenue source. Library costs could be allocated to the units based on number of faculty or number of students or number of transactions by each faculty member or student; however, the Library is a common good used by everyone and, as such, should be paid for by everyone. Rolling Library costs into total administrative expenses is simple and reflects the Library’s role as contributing to the common good.

· Administrative expenses should be assessed to the units as a percentage of revenues, with appropriate exclusions (stipends, research incentives, etc.). Specific assessment bases could be developed for each administrative area (i.e., number of employees for HR, number of transactions for Finance, etc.); however, the result would be a costly and complex budget model. As a result, many universities are assessing administrative costs as a percentage of expenditures or revenues. Assessing a percentage on expenditures does not necessarily tie the level of administrative expenditure to the size of the University’s available resources. Assessing a percentage on revenues ties the growth or decline in administrative budgets to the growth or decline in the academic enterprise.
Funds for Strategic Investment, Universitywide Needs, etc.

· Funds for strategic investment should be generated through a percentage assessed on revenues, after appropriate exclusions. Such funds could be generated from specific sources such as subsidies. Because subsidies are declining, the result would be a declining source of funds for strategic initiatives.
· Funds for the University Priorities Pool, which would include funds for strategic investment, opportunity hires, etc., should be generated through a central tax assessed on the same basis as that used for administrative expenses. Such funds could be generated by reserving a portion of subsidy, but because subsidies are declining, the result would be a declining fund. 
Areas in Need of Further Study:  In this Team’s deliberations, there were several areas, primarily in relation to funding research activity and costs, in which the Team was not able to reach a level of consensus because of the lack of sufficient time to analyze all of the issues.  Specifically, more study is needed to determine the following:

· The allocation of indirect-cost recovery, specifically whether indirect-cost recovery should go to the colleges generating the research dollars or whether a significant portion should be retained centrally by the vice president for research.

· The funding of the costs of the Office of the Vice President for Research. Should the office be funded through activity-based assessments such as percentages of total grant dollars or number of grant proposals drafted, or, should the office be rolled into administrative expenses and recovered through a percentage assessed to units based on their revenues regardless of current research activity?
· How should centers and institutes be treated? Should they function as independent entities or should each be tied to a college? How should they participate in the assignment of costs and the allocation of IDC?

Appendices:
· Appendix A:  “Evaluation Matrix for New Budget Model”
· Appendix B:  “General Fee Breakdown”
· Appendix C:  “Talking Paper”
· Appendix D:  “Comparison of Budget Approaches”
· Appendix E:
Open Forums and Discussions 
Evaluation Matrix for New Budget Model
	Allocation methodology
	Pros for using this method
	Cons against using this method
	Other institutions using this method

	To assure that the focus is on quality, on the achievement of the Academic Plan, and on the attainment of Vision OHIO goals, which include excellence in graduate and undergraduate education, a series of metrics should be developed (both input and output measures) and these metrics should be carefully monitored. Examples of metrics include entry metrics (ACT, GRE), class size, grade distribution, type of instructor, attainment of learning outcomes — all in relationship to baseline performance. Quality of community engagement, service learning, honors program, and other academic enrichment programs should also be monitored.

	Undergraduate Tuition Revenues:

	Student Credit Hours (SCH)
	Simplicity; reflects the majority of activity, reflects the way tuition actually comes in.
	Doesn’t reflect cost of delivery, level, or discipline; may require the University to routinely shore up high-cost programs; could create incentive to generate credit hours as cheaply as possible – race-to-the-bottom; doesn’t capture advising and other support for majors.

	OSU allocates marginal revenue on SCH; Indiana uses SCH. OSU has found that the lack of weighting does not generate sufficient revenue for high-cost areas such as the sciences.

	Weighted Student Credit 

Hours (WSCH)
	Reflects level of instruction and discipline (and potentially costs of instruction). Can be used to provide incentive for activity that does not link directly to increased revenue generation (general education, honors, etc.).
	Difficulty in figuring out what the weights ought to be; disconnects funding for credit- hour generation, and this might discourage activity that actually generates revenue; less transparent; need to update weights periodically; doesn’t capture advising and other support for majors.

	UNH uses a weighting factor.

	Major Headcount
	Provides incentives for work a program puts into its majors (e.g., advising, student engagement); reflects the fact that programs attract students to begin with.
	Issues associated with when heads are counted and the frequency with which students switch; competition for majors with outsourcing of instruction; double majors create complexity; freshmen are often undecided; disconnection from how revenue is actually earned – by credit hours, not majors.

	

	Degrees Granted
	Creates an incentive for a program’s long-term commitment to a student; could encourage work to recruit transfer students.
	Students’ propensity to change majors may penalize units where students leave the major without graduating from it. Disconnection from how revenue is actually earned – by credit hours not majors. 


	

	Combination of the above?
	Recognizes both components of the instructional mission (teaching credit hours, advising, etc.).
	Creates a more complex model that may be more difficult to manage and respond to. 
	Both Michigan and Minnesota allocate on a combination of 75% major and 25% SCH.  Penn allocates 20% major and 60% “course units taken”



	Allocate out-of-state surcharge
	Could encourage recruitment of out-of-state students and this could help promote diversity; incremental cost of educating out-of-state student isn’t as large as the surcharge, so out-of-state students produce profits.
	Individual units may not be able to actually influence the number of out-of-state students; would be simpler just to put it in with the rest of tuition.
	OSU, Michigan, and Indiana average in-state and out-of-state undergraduate tuition. Indiana allocates incremental increase in out-of-state to the unit. Michigan allocates the tuition actually charged at the graduate level.

	Multi-year averaging
	Smoothing effect; provides for budget stability.
	Doesn’t provide resources to fast-growing units; not instantaneously responsive.
	OSU has used 2-year average; UNH uses 2-year rolling average; Indiana uses previous year.  

	Graduate Tuition Revenues:

	Student Credit Hours (SCH)
	Could provide incentive for attracting fee-paying students; credit hours reflect the main cost of instruction; would allow for credit hours taught outside the college to be recognized (interdisciplinary).
	Tuition does not reflect the difference in cost of instruction across disciplines and level (master’s/PhD); tuition is often waived, so this will not be a major source of revenue for most programs.

	OSU, though they are considering changes because it does not reflect the issue of the doctoral cap; encourages the creation of too many graduate programs.

	Weighted Student Credit Hrs.

(WSCH)
	Could be used to reflect the difference in cost of instruction across disciplines and level (master’s/PhD). 
	Difficulty in figuring out what the weights ought to be; disconnects funding for credit hour generation and this might discourage activity that actually generates revenue; less transparent; need to update weights periodically.
	

	Headcount
	Rewards work with graduate students that isn’t counted in credit hours (e.g., dissertation work). Graduate students tend to take all their credit in one department; for interdisciplinary programs, would simply divide headcount proportionally.


	Encourages more master’s students and fewer doctoral students.
	Michigan and UNH.

	Combination
	Recognizes both the attracting of majors to a program and the provision of instruction.
	Creates a more complex model that may be more difficult to manage and respond to.
	Minnesota uses 75% majors and 25% SCH; Penn uses 20% headcount and 60% SCH.

	General Fee:

	Link the general fee to activities and units associated with those services.
	Improves transparency; reflects the original intention. 
	Will require additional monitoring of costs of those services and will require a process for determining when the fee amount should be adjusted.
	UNH is required by law to do this.

	Fund some units (student affairs, athletics, etc) entirely from the general fee.
	Provides a direct funding source for those units.
	Funding will be more volatile since it is tied to enrollment fluctuations. When costs increase (utilities, salaries, etc.) the fee will have to cover them.


	

	Fund no units entirely from the general fee.
	Allows funding increases without necessarily increasing the fee.
	Puts more pressure on the rest of the budget and could limit services.


	

	Subsidy:

	Part or all of subsidy held centrally.
	Provides revenues for Universitywide initiatives.
	Doesn’t connect production with revenue allocation.
	Indiana holds all subsidy centrally, then distributes these funds to units by a method that will ease the impact of the new budget model. Michigan assigns all subsidy to the provost. UNH distributes 30% to units; 19% to library; 30% to public service entities; remainder held centrally. 

	100% to the planning units allocated as earned. 
	Directly connects credit-hour production in the unit to funding. More funds will flow to higher-cost credits.
	This is a declining source of revenue; weighting is not sufficient to cover the cost differences between programs. 
	OSU allocates all subsidy to the units.     

	Subsidy earned under the guarantee allocated to units.
	Additional subsidy beyond that actually earned by credit-hour production could simply be allocated in proportion to how the rest of the subsidy is earned. This would be simple but is not connected to how it is earned.
	Activity in the units is not really connected to these funds. 
	

	Success Challenge allocated as earned.
	Funds are earned for retaining at-risk students and timely graduation of all students. Allocating to units provides incentives to units to engage in activities that support high-risk students and timely graduation.
	Are units individually able to make changes that will enhance these two measures or are they linked more to central activities? If the latter, perhaps these funds should be kept centrally.


	

	Undergraduate Scholarships:

	Netted against tuition.
	Simple. Allocates as a common benefit across the University.
	Does not reflect exactly where revenue is reduced.
	UNH, Penn

	Assessed to units as a cost.
	Directly reflects where revenue is reduced.
	Could create perverse incentive to deny admission based on need.
	

	Faculty/Staff Fee Waivers:

	Undergraduate – netted against tuition or part of general % assessment.
	Simple – spreads this out as a common item shared proportionally by everyone.
	Does not reflect exactly where revenue is reduced.
	

	Undergraduate – cost to unit of enrollment.
	Directly reflects the cause for the reduction.
	Could produce an incentive not to encourage employees to seek degrees or not to hire employees with dependents who might seek them.
	

	Graduate – reduce tuition in unit of enrollment. 
	Directly reflects where revenue is reduced.
	Penalizes a unit providing a program that is “popular” with employees and dependents.
	

	Graduate – netted against tuition or part of general % assessment.
	Simple – spreads this out as a common item shared proportionally by everyone.
	Does not reflect exactly where revenue is reduced.
	

	Graduate – cost to unit housing employee.
	Directly reflects the cause for the reduction.
	Could produce an incentive not to encourage employees to seek degrees or not to hire employees with dependents who might seek them.

	

	One of the goals of Vision OHIO is the increase of research productivity. This metric should be monitored to assure that whatever approach is taken to the Interdisciplinary Council (IDC), to Centers and Institutes, to the funding of the Research Office and other research support mechanisms is effective in supporting and encouraging research activity.


	Indirect Cost Recovery: 

	All to the units.
	Provides incentive to units to do more sponsored research.
	Units will have to be assessed all the costs that this revenue is supposed to cover (space, research overhead, etc.).
	OSU, Michigan; a recommendation at Minnesota. 

	Some significant portion held centrally by the VP for Research. 
	Could provide central funds for investing in new initiatives.
	Disconnects revenue source from items, such as space, intended to be funded; provides less incentive to units to do more sponsored research.
	UNH allocated 18.5% to VP for Research, but is increasing that to about 43%; Penn allocated 11% to the provost and 8% to central research support services.


	Allocate a percentage to the library.
	Part of Interdisciplinary Council (IDC) is intended to cover these costs.
	More complex; difficult to determine percentage level.
	UNH

	Combination of the above.
	Could provide some incentive to units doing sponsored research and provide some funds for investing in new initiatives.

	More complex; some disconnection between revenue and units earning that revenue.


	

	Funding of Research Office:

	Evaluated on a standard such as the number of proposals written, or as a % of grant dollars.
	Ties use of the resource to support for it.
	May have the unintended consequence of discouraging the writing of proposals.


	

	Recovered as a % of revenues/expenditures such as administrative expenses.
	Simpler method. Does not discourage writing of proposals; reflects the use of compliance office, etc. that is not tied to grant activities.
	Units that do not use the Research Office will be helping to pay for its operations.
	

	Treatment of Centers and Institutes:

	Centers and institutes treated as free-standing operations.
	Simple approach; no need to change existing relationships; would provide incentive for units to generate research funds to cover costs.
	Resources may not be adequate to cover costs of centers/institutes; could discourage research activities; tends to cut the link between teaching and research.

	UNH has done this; effort now to tie to colleges in order to tie research more closely to instruction.

	Find college “homes” for all centers/institutes.
	Encourages link between teaching and research; provides a cushion for centers if research funds don’t cover costs.

	Colleges may decide to cut centers if they are perceived as being a drain on resources.
	OSU

	Assessment of costs is designed to generate sufficient resources to support critical academic support functions. The level of academic support and the desired quality of academic support services should be identified and monitored to assure that adequate resources are provided.

	Space Costs:

	Maintenance and custodial by net assignable square feet (NASF).
	Reflects the total costs to the institution for having the space.
	Difficult for units to control costs because it is hard to get rid of space and you cannot outsource services.
	OSU, UNH, Michigan, Penn

	Utilities by net assignable square feet (NASF).
	Simple. Reflects the total costs to the institution for having the space. Could create incentive to conserve energy.
	Difficult for units to control costs because it is hard to affect utility use.

	OSU, UNH, Penn

	Weight space by a quality factor.
	Could reflect the idea that some space is less desirable and useful.
	Creates complexity for tracking space quality and may cause constant arguments about adjusting the weights or the definition of quality.

	

	Common classroom space assigned centrally (registrar).
	Provides incentive for units to “give up” private classrooms. Costs of this space would be allocated to the registrar and thus paid by all units in proportion to their credit hours and enrollments.
	Must ensure that all units paying for the central resource have the opportunity to use it.
	

	Utilities metered.
	Reflects actual costs.
	Not all buildings are metered – may not be possible with central steam system.

	Michigan, Minnesota

	Enrollment Services Costs: 

	Enrollment Services assessed as a % of revenue or expenses?
	Simple. Encourages units to get the most from their investment in these services.
	May not reflect the differential demand units may place on these services.
	UNH

	Enrollment Services assessed on headcount or other basis?
	Could be a more direct measure of differential use of these services.
	Complex. Encourages units to argue for reducing these services.

	OSU, Minnesota

	Library Expenses:

	Library expenses assessed on faculty/student headcount.
	May be a better relative measure of the impact of a unit on the need for library resources.
	Costs of the library are not uniform across majors. Graduate programs tend to require more library resources. 


	Minnesota, Indiana, Penn

	Library expenses absorbed by subsidy.
	Simple. 
	Attaches funding to a diminishing revenue stream. Library costs are not reflected as a major component in the calculation of subsidy.

	

	Library expenses rolled into % assessment.
	Simple. Basically establishes this as a benefit in which all can share proportionally.
	The % assessment will be based on proportion of budgets or expenditures that may not relate to impact of a unit on library costs.
	Michigan

	Library expenses assessed through combination of above.
	Could overcome the problems with the individual approaches.
	Complex; could be suboptimal. 
	UNH -- % of grants, tuition, and subsidy.

	Administrative Expenses:

	Administrative expenses assessed through a % assessment.
	Simple. Encourages units to get the most from their investment in these services. Ties size of administrative budget to growth or decline in academic revenues.
	May not reflect the differential demand units may place on these services. 
	OSU (revenues); UNH (revenues and personnel expenditures); Michigan (expenditures)

	Administrative expenses assessed as a % of expenditures.
	As expenditures grow, then the costs to support those expenditures grow as well.
	May be too simple and not reflective of cost causation.  
	Michigan uses this method. Also UNH uses personnel expenditures as a portion of its allocation base.

	Administrative expenses assessed as a % of revenues, with some revenues excluded.
	Perhaps the simplest approach. Revenues are a reflection of growth or decline and this would tie changes in administrative budget to growth or decline in academic revenues.
	May be too simple and not reflective of cost causation.
	OSU

	Differential allocation factors for each administrative expense (finance by expenditures, registrar by students, HR by employees, etc.).

	More accurately affects the factors that lead to costs. Might lead to incentives to reduce some costs.
	Extremely complex. Some factors will be difficult for units to control or may create perverse incentives.
	Indiana, Minnesota



	Strategic initiatives and activities done for the common good. The budget model should generate sufficient central resources to assure that the needs of the institution are being met, that critical ongoing activities are being supported, and that adequate resources are available for strategic initiatives.

	Strategic Investment Fund:

	Strategic investment fund based on central tax.
	Simple. Units share in the investment in the future. Ties size of investment fund to growth or decline in academic budget.
	Removes some revenue from units bringing in the revenue – disconnects the inventive to some extent.
	OSU, Michigan

	Strategic investment fund tied to specific funding source.
	Simple. Keeps more tuition and subsidy flowing to academic units.
	These funding sources might be less predictable. 
	UNH (subsidy); chancellor’s fund a percentage of subsidy in Indiana

	Central Tax:

	Central tax assessed on budgets.
	Simple and fairly stable.
	May not reflect the differential demand units may place on these services. Expenditures might be a closer reflection.

	OSU

	Central tax assessed on expenditures?
	Reflects the fact that spending in other revenue categories (foundation, department income, etc.) places a load on central services. 


	Might be more volatile from year to year.

	Michigan 

	Treatment of non-Athens Units and auxiliaries:

	Auxiliaries assessed a percentage based on central services used. 
	Assessment based on actual services used — a more accurate way of cost allocation in this instance. Auxiliaries have a separate budget.


	Does not approach this process as being a total University budget model.
	

	College of Medicine (COM) assessed a percentage based on central services used.
	Assessment based on actual services used — a more accurate way of approaching cost allocation in this instance. COM has a separate budget.


	Does not approach this process as being a total University budget model.
	Most of the institutions we looked at treat their college of medicine (if they have one) separately in their budget model.

	Office of University Outreach and Regional Higher Education (formerly RHE) assessed a percentage based on central services used.
	Assessment based on actual services used — a more accurate way of approaching cost allocation in this instance. Office of University Outreach and Regional Higher Education has a separate budget.


	Does not approach this process as being a total University budget model.
	The institutions we looked at that have regional campuses treat them separately in their budget models.

	An important aspect of moving to the new budget model is the impact on existing activities. Units may need some time to adjust to the new approach and some sort of no-change conversion helps with that transition. The issue about the no-change conversion is how it is treated after the transition period.

	No-Change Conversion:

	Do a no-change conversion.
	Provides a smooth transition to the new budget model; assures that current activities continue to be funded.
	Continues current budget inefficiencies.
	Indiana uses subsidy for this purpose; Michigan, Penn, UNH did this and are now in the process of examining whether to phase it out after 5 years.



	Do not do a no-change conversion.
	Identifies budget inefficiencies and provides immediate incentives for units to address them.
	Does not provide a smooth transition to the new budget model; current activities may not have adequate funding.


	OSU, through the provost was moving money around behind the scenes to accomplish the same thing.

	Fixed or phased adjustment factor.
	The adjustment factor to create the no-change could be changed over time to essentially rebase budgets and reallocate resources. If it is fixed, it would not be inflated over time.
	Some units may not be able to function without the adjust-ment, given the variable costs of instruction’s being funded by a fixed, flat rate of tuition. 

If it is fixed, units have less incentive to look at generating more revenue.
	OSU instituted rebasing along with the no-change conversion. UNH started with fixed adjustments but is looking at phased.

	It is critical that the Academic Plan and academic quality remain the focus and that the budget model does not create unintended consequences. It is also critical that everyone in the campus community understand and trust the process. Governance and oversight are key.

	Governance and Oversight:

	Build oversight (in keeping with institutional shared governance) into the system.
	Helps maintain focus on quality; creates more trust and buy-in.
	Can be time-consuming.
	OSU, UNH, Indiana, Minnesota use Senate bodies, broadly representative committees, advisory committees at college level, curricular oversight committees such as UCC, etc. 
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Net Expense Budget

HEALTH, WELLNESS & SAFETY

  Counseling & Psychological Services

0000 19070 000000000 COUNSEL PSYCHOL SVCS 620,762

  Disability Services

0000 20760 UN2003274 CATCAB 44,551

0000 01020 UN0103513 AFFIRMATIVE ACT ADAPTIVE EQUP 13,369

  Environmental Health & Safety

0000 28050 UN2803549 EHS COMPLIANCE FUND 83% 37,080

0000 20040 000000000 ENVIRONMENT HLTH SAFETY 83% 743,542

  Health Services

0000 19100 000000000 HEALTH EDUC WELLNESS 259,231

0000 19150 000000000 STUDENT HEALTH SERVICES 2,108,250

HUDSON SPACE  133,815

  Campus Safety

0000 20030 000000000 CAMPUS SAFETY 83% 1,755,224

0000 28050 UN2803643 SPECIAL EVENTS SECURITY 97,500

  Campus Recreation

0000 29010 UN2903580 PING CENTER SUPPORT 3,771,639

PING CENTER SPACE 811,473

BIRD ARENA SPACE  178,134

AQUATIC CENTER SPACE  233,458

  TOTAL HEALTH, WELLNESS & SAFETY 10,808,029

ATHLETICS

0000 29010 UN2903577 CONVOCATION FACILITY FEES 442,665

CONVOCATION CTR SPACE  1,342,908

PEDEN SPACE  543,011

WREN SPACE  20,514

0000 29010 UN0203464 ATHLETIC SCHOLARSHIPS 5,706,222

0000 29010 UN2903572 ICA SUPPORT 6,255,762

  TOTAL ATHLETICS 14,311,082

STUDENT ENRICHMENT & CAMPUS LIFE

  Baker University Center

0000 29010 UN2903394 BAKER CENTER STUDENT AFFAIRS SUPPORT 816,623

BAKER CENTER SPACE 

BAKER CENTER DEBT

  Campus Life

0000 19030 000000000 STUDENT ACTIVITIES 364,881

0000 19090 000000000 CENTER FOR COMMUNITY SVC 92,860

0000 19140 000000000 LGBT PROGRAMS 79,413

  Career Services

0000 19080 000000000 CAREER SERVICES 552,408

  Galbreath Chapel

0000 19130 000000000 GALBREATH CHAPEL 83% 12,169

GALBREATH CHAPEL SPACE  83% 20,611

ALIGNMENT OF COST CENTER AGAINST GENERAL FEE 

FY06 BUDGET



[image: image2.emf]  Multicultural Programs

0000 19110 000000000 LINDLEY CULTURAL CENTER 89,079

0000 19120 000000000 MULTICULTURAL PROGRAMS 234,025

0000 01020 UN0103536 ML KING WEEK PROGRAM 8,779

0000 19060 UN1903539 FRIENDS OF INTERNATIONAL STDTS 5,031

0000 03020 UN0303806 MULTICULTURAL GRADUATE AFFAIRS 73,169

0000 19060 000000000 INTL STUDENT SERVICES 272,026

  Ombuds

0000 03060 000000000 OMBUDS 83% 89,090

  Off Campus Life

0000 19055 000000000 OFF CAMPUS LIVING 111,759

  Student Activities

0000 19030 UN1903574 STUDENT ACTIVITIES BOARD 446,403

0000 19200 000000000 OU POST 34,717

0000 03020 UN0303805 GRADUATE STUDENT SENATE 4,000

0000 19010 UN1903390 STUDENT SENATE 23,159

  Student Affairs

0000 19010 000000000 VP STUDENT AFFAIRS 448,773

0000 19020 000000000 DEAN OF STUDENTS 291,741

0000 19050 000000000 JUDICIARIES 256,316

  University Events

0000 19040 000000000 OFFICE UNIVERSITY EVENTS 83% 267,825

0000 19040 UN1903575 CULTURAL ACTIVITIES COMMITTEE 83% 89,398

0000 19040 UN1903316 COMMENCEMENT 95,265

0000 03070 UN0303405 KENNEDY LECTURE SERIES 83% 25,917

0000 28050 UN2803462 MUSIC LICENSING FEE 83% 18,251

0000 03070 UN0303318 FIRST YEAR CONVOCATION 6,000

TEMPLETON BLACKBURN MEM AUD SPACE TBD 83% 210,756

  Transportation

0000 20760 UN2003207 SHUTTLE SERVICE 97,084

  TOTAL STUDENT ENRICHMENT & CAMPUS LIFE 5,137,528

  GRAND TOTAL 30,256,639

  TOTAL GENERAL FEE vs. 30,197,000

ACADEMIC ENRICHMENT

  Academic Support Services

0000 14040 000000000 ACADEMIC ADVANCEMENT 550,419

0000 14060 000000000 CTR WRITING EXCELLENCE 0

0300 14040 GL0011297 PROJECT CAP 0

  National Awards

0000 13010 UN1304115 US STUDENT FULBRIGHT PROGRAM 3,600

0000 12010 UN1201904 OFFICE OF NAT'LLY COMPETITIVE AWARDS 14,500

  Student Research

0000 03020 UN0301904 PROV GRAD STUDENT SENATE RES FD 24,000

  TOTAL ACADEMIC ENRICHMENT 592,519

OTHER STUDENT SERVICE ACCOUNTS

0000 03070 UN0303300 TASK FORCE ON INCLUSIVENESS 0

0000 17010 UN1703038 DORM CABLE CLEARING 0

0000 17010 UN1703034 TELECOMM CTR HEMS RADIO OPER 0

0000 17010 UN1703033 TELECOMM CTRGED ON TELEVISION 0

0000 14050 000000000 CTR TEACHING EXCELLENCE 0

0000 14040 RI1406219 RES INCENT CTR ACAD ADVANCE 0

0000 14040 RI1406427 RES INCENT KING CYNTHIA 0

0000 09010 UN0900853 MARCHING 110 0

0000 09010 UN0900843 MARCHING 110 CAMP 24,000

0000 19060 UN1904114 INTERNATIONAL ADVISOR 0

0000 19040 UN1903323 MEMORIAL AUDITORIUM BOX OFFICE 0

  TOTAL OTHER STUDENT SERVICE ACCOUNTS



Vision OHIO

Task Force for the Future of Ohio University

Resources Subcommittee Report

Introduction
The Resources Subcommittee of the Task Force of the Future was asked to deliver two major products: 1) a proposal for a new budget allocation process; and 2) recommendations regarding resource enhancement, including the benefits of greater efficiencies.

In approaching its assigned task, the Subcommittee members were aware of the tensions among the seemingly competing goals of enhancing resources while maintaining quality. Because of the state funding formula, Ohio University faces declining state subsidy unless we adopt a growth strategy. Moreover, to better serve the needs of the state, we are being challenged to open our doors to an increasing number of first-generation college students. At the same time, Ohio University seeks to maintain its high standards of academic excellence in teaching and to enhance its research profile, especially in the area of funded research.
To accomplish all of these goals, Ohio University needs an Academic Plan that identifies strategic priorities and quality metrics to measure attainment of those priorities. That Academic Plan is now being formulated. Attainment of the Academic Plan, however, is dependent upon an effective budget allocation process. In this report, the Resources Subcommittee recommends such a budget allocation process. Recognizing that fully implementing this process will take time, the Subcommittee also recommends resource enhancement and efficiency strategies that can, in the short term, make available resources to assist in the attainment of the Academic Plan.
The budget allocation process recommended by the Subcommittee addresses only operating budgets and revenues from tuition, fees, and subsidy. Auxiliaries and allocation of research incentive dollars are not addressed. The budget process is based on the following principles:

· The budget allocation process must support the Academic Plan, and, therefore, must be focused on quality.

· The process must be transparent to all members of the campus community and must require accountability.

· The process must be easy to administer and not costly to maintain.

· The process must reflect the principles of shared governance.

· The process must balance the redirection of funds for new initiatives with the goal of providing sufficient funds for ongoing efforts and must provide budget stability.

In developing its recommendations, the Subcommittee researched budget theory; analyzed the experiences of other universities; and conferred with deans, school directors, department chairs, and administrators.
Goals, Strategies and Metrics
Budget Allocation Process:

The budget allocation process is built on the assumption that resources should be matched with priorities. Each unit must align its goals with the Academic Plan and must be provided with the resources to accomplish its goals. To operationalize this approach, the budget-allocation process utilizes the following concepts:
· Balanced score-card approach:  To implement the balanced score-card approach, the University community should formulate a score card for the University, identifying priorities, strategies, and steps toward achieving those strategies, as well as metrics by which to monitor the achievement of its goals. Each unit on campus should formulate its own score card, articulating in the process how its activities will further the University’s Academic Plan. As an example:
· Provide a distinctive undergraduate education (University strategic priority)

· Increase participation in residential learning communities (strategy).
· Establish desired benchmark of 35% participation by Group I faculty (metric) and 55% participation by majors (metric).
· Increase participation by Group I faculty from 5% to 20% and of students from 15% to 35% within 12 months (measurable goal).
· Identification and assignment of revenues:  The Subcommittee recommends the assignment of tuition and subsidy revenues to the academic areas. Such assignment recognizes that the academic units are most directly involved in the generation of these revenues. The basis for such assignment should be as simple as possible.
· Assignment of direct costs and allocation of overheads: If we assume that the other areas of the University provide support for the efforts of the academic areas in generating revenue, the costs of those support areas should be assigned to the academic areas (where assignment is possible) or allocated to the academic areas (where assignment is not possible).
· Rebasing:  As a first step in implementing this budget process, the operating budgets of the academic units and the academic support units should be rebased so that they directly support the Academic Plan. It should be understood that not all academic units will be able to “pay their own way.”
· Annual reviews and periodic rebasing:  The adoption of a new budget allocation process may cause shifts in resources. In order to assure that those shifts aid in the accomplishment of the Academic Plan and do not create unintended hardships, annual budget reviews are crucial. Annual reviews are also necessary in order to assure that each unit is making progress toward the attainment of the agreed-upon goals in its balanced score card. Periodic rebasing of unit budgets may be necessary.

· Central fund:  A central fund is necessary to assure that the Academic Plan is being supported and that promising opportunities can be pursued.
The Subcommittee envisions a 2- to 3-year timeline for implementation of this process, with ample time for training and education and for a dry run of the system. A complete description of the budget allocation process can be found in Appendix A, “A Talking Paper Regarding a New Approach to Budget Allocation at Ohio University.”
Resource Enhancements/Efficiencies

The Resources Subcommittee of the Task Force for the Future was charged to develop strategies that support the goal of enhancing resources for Ohio University. In identifying these strategies, the Subcommittee reviewed past efforts at identifying revenue enhancements and greater efficiencies; utilized an expert advisory group to analyze issues of enrollment, retention and capacity; and conferred with experts in specific areas including IT, research, and development.
The results of these efforts can be found in the following documents:

· Enrollment/retention

· Appendix B:  “Enrollment Options for Ohio University”

· Operational efficiencies and revenue enhancement

· Report of the 2004 Presidential Efficiency Committee:  www.ohiou.edu/budget/committees/effi_report.htmlx
· Report of the 2004 Presidential Revenue Enhancement Committee  www.ohiou.edu/budget/committees/Rev_report.hrmlx
· Endowment development

· Appendix C:  Forthcoming

· Research expansion

· Appendix D:  “Accelerating Research at Ohio University and Obtaining Needed Resources”

· IT development

· Appendix E:  “Information Technology as a Key Enabler of the Strategic Plan”
We recommend that the Budget Planning Council review these documents, identify worthwhile strategic goals, and recommend implementation to the provost and vice president for finance and administration. The provost and vice president for finance and administration should take the lead in facilitating the implementation of resource enhancement measures.

Concerns  

The major source of additional revenues is, of course, enrollment growth. However, Ohio University has limited capacity for enrollment growth without significant cost increases that would offset additional revenues. Enrollment growth is a complex issue, involving such questions as the graduate/undergraduate ratio; percentage of out-of-state students, etc. A more complete analysis of these concerns is available in Appendix B and also in Appendix F (Expert Advisory Group Matrix).  

Comparison of Budget Approaches
	
	OSU
	UNH
	Indiana
	Michigan
	Minnesota
	Penn

	Undergraduate Tuition

(SCH=student credit hours)
	Marginal revenue allocated to units based on SCH’s going forward (based on 2-year avg.) In-state and out-of-state averaged.
	Net tuition (less institution-pro-vided financial aid) distributed, 2% to library, re-mainder to aca-demic units based on 2-yr. rolling credit-hr. avg., weighted by UNH’s own factors (no dif-ferential tuition).
	Allocated on SCHs, averaged for state and out-of-state, but units get incre-mental increase in out-of-state.  Allocation base is SCH of pre-vious year (used 2-yr. lag, but have gone to previous year).
	Tuition is allocated 75% based on major (during that term) and 25% on SCHs taught; universitywide average in-state/out-of-state mix. Does have differential tuition.
	75% on SCH and 25% on majors.
	20% to provost’s support pool; 20% to unit of enrollment; 60% to units based on courses taken; financial aid is subtracted from the home unit and teaching unit portion of dis-tributed tuition.

	Graduate Tuition
	Marginal rev-enue allocated to the units based on SCH (grad fee ex-penses are re-sponsibility of supporting unit).
	Distributed to academic units based on major, 2% to library.
	Also allocated on SCH’s taught.
	Goes to the unit, which gets what the student is actually charged whether in-state or out-of-state.
	Appears to be 75%/25%, like undergraduate. 
	20% provost’s support pool; 20% home school; 60% to schools on course units taken; student aid is charged to the home school.

	Subsidy
	Marginal revenue al-located to the units on SCH, except that doctoral subsidy will be based on quality of existing programs and need for newly approved ones.
	30% to academic units based on faculty salaries, 19% to library, 30% to research and public service units de-fined by the state, balance to University Fund — to cushion departments from impact of new budget model and to fund strategic initiatives.
	Used as a “plug” figure to keep the academic units whole.
	Goes to the provost.
	Annual decision by the president on how to al-locate — made in support of unit perform-ance — cannot force a unit into a deficit for the year but can force discussions about alternatives.
	n/a

	Research $
	Annual changes in indirect cost recovery allocated to the generating unit — except for portion asso-ciated with library, which goes to it.
	66.5% to unit hosting grant, 18.5% to VP Research, 2% library, 13% principal invest-tigator (PI); will be changed pur-suant to 5-year review with 43% going to VP Research.
	
	Indirect costs go to the unit.
	Recommending that 100% of indirect costs go to units.
	81% to office of unit’s dean; 11% to provost’s pool; 8% to central research support services.

	Space
	Campuswide average—utilities, custodial and maintenance—per assigned square feet.
	Facilities and utilities on NASF—quality of space not a factor.
	
	Units pay actual utilities and the cost of plant operations for the specific space occupied.
	Recommending that actual utilities be paid and also actual debts and leases (consumption basis), but that custodial and op-erations be allo-cated on square feet occupied.
	Includes utilities, maintenance, &deferred main- tenance. Identify each building's actual costs and allocate them to the units in the building based on their share of the building. 

	Library
	
	2% of tuition, 2% of grants, 20% of subsidy.
	Assessment to the academic units.
	Is covered by the flat tax, as are museums, but they are referred to as academic units.
	Allocated on student and faculty headcount.
	Allocated to units based on two equal fac-tors: % of facul-ty and other academic staff, and % of course units.

	Academic Affairs
	Includes stu-dent affairs, enrollment ser-vices, under-grad academic services and grad school, as well as changes in nonresident portion of grad fee waivers and also stu-dent financial aid from gen-eral fund — a portion fund-ed by general fee and the rest  allocated based on credit hours generated by a college. Cen-tral costs of undergrad stu-dent academic services allo-cated on per-centage of undergrad de-grees granted.
	On same basis as general adminis-tration, but allocated only to academic areas.
	Assessment to the academic units.
	Financial aid cost distributed on same basis as tuition — based on university average aid package.
	Student services allocated on student headcount—student finance administration on all students; admissions and student affairs, etc., on undergraduate students; grad school operations on grad students.
	Mostly supported through the general fee.

	General Administration 
	19% tax — it pays for all commitments for which there is no specific allocation (taxes do not apply to indirect cost recoveries, differential fees, and graduate fees above 6% in FY 05).
	Allocated to all units based on revenues (5%) and personnel expenditures (10%).
	Assessment to the academic units.
	Taxes are based on 2-yr. average of expenditures less space, scholarships, transfers. Tax on research expend-itures is 9%; tax on other expend-itures is 22%.  All pay a 2% participation tax.  
	Administrative services allo-cated based on the proportionate share of system-wide spending; technology to be allocated on headcount of students and staff; research office costs allo-cated on share of total research expenditures; general-purpose classrooms allocated on course registrations.
	Apparent inter-est in using in-ternal charges when possible. Otherwise, use allocations that are complicated — mostly allo-cated on direct expenses of unit. Half of public safety allocated this way and the other half based on square foot-age. Develop-ment and alumni relations allo-cated by percent-age of gift re-ceipts; cost of central alumni relations based on percentage of living alumni.

	Central Tax
	5% for provost’s fund.
	No — a portion of subsidy for this purpose.
	Chancellors fund that is 2.5% of the subsidy — not tax on the units.
	2% participation tax on 2 year lagged average expenditures.
	
	

	Carry Forward?
	Yes. 
	Both losses and surpluses.
	Yes.
	Interest on funds carried forward.
	
	

	Support Budget Process
	Seven-year review process for support areas — sub-committee of dean's council.
	
	Reviews done every 5 years.
	Use incremental process — get annual increase just below wage rate growth — submit requests.
	
	

	“Balancing Adjustments”
	
	Balancing adjustment — difference between unit’s budget under old method and new — permanent part of unit budget, but is fixed in amount.
	Subsidy used for this purpose.
	The General Fund Supplement.
	
	Academic units given tuition “guarantees” when budget is built. If actuals are below or above guaran-tees, which are the starting budgets, central administration absorbs any losses or retains any additions.

	Controlling Perverse Incentives
	Academic quality score-card – college-specific indi-cators as well as university-wide indicators – recommend-dation that Council on Academic Af-fairs (CAA) monitors teaching to 
assure tenure- track faculty are not re-placed with less expensive teachers — CAA also to assure no poaching
.
	Curriculum oversight committee of Faculty Senate.
	
	Allocating tuition on majors could encourage not teaching enough courses; provost monitors this. 
	Are developing a cost-sharing measure for interdisciplinary programs.
	

	Summer School
	
	Tuition to the units based on current credit hours taught, 2% to library.

	
	
	
	

	Oversight / Governance Body
	Had a Budget Advisory Committee—job now done by university senate fiscal committee.
	Central Budget Committee—President, 4 VPs, 2 deans, 4 fac-ulty, 2 nonaca-demic unit heads, 1 student. 
	Five-year reviews; had a

Research-Centered Management (RCM) oversight committee.
	
	There is a Senate Finance and Planning Committee — not sure if it is involved.

	

	Lessons, etc.
	Did rebasing decisions before they implemented the new budget system.  Dollars were being shifted among colleges to accomplish the rebasing.
	Allocation base is nearly all revenues and personnel expenses (includes gifts and grants, but excluding endowment payouts).
	Need a central pool such as its Chancellor’s Fund. Assess-ments are complex and often seem arbitrary.
	Changed from Indiana model to a flat-tax model for simplicity’s sake; also want-ed centralized funds to empha-size the notion of a unified uni-versity sharing resources as op-posed to indi-vidual depart-ments, schools, or colleges. 
	Plan in process since 1992; in 1999 started out by allocating tuition, then add-ed central tax for the common good, but never assigned costs.  Now in the process of doing so. Have devel-oped 9 cost pools. 
	

	Other Revenue
	
	
	
	Interest based on monthly fund balance.
	
	


Appendix E

Resources Implementation Team 

Schedule of Universitywide Forums and Discussions

All of the following forums/discussions were held in Walter Hall and were Webcast and/or taped.  Copies of the presentations can be downloaded from the Vision OHIO Web site.

Basics of Activity Based Budgeting:  
· December 20, 2005

· January 11, 2006

· January 25, 2006

Update on Budget Model Options:

· April 25, 2006

· April 26, 2006

Overview of Implementation Team Recommendations:

· June 6, 2006

· June 8, 2006
