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Budget and Finance Committee Summary Notes
September 27, 2011, 1:00 p.m.

In attendance: Dean Edwards, Mark Labolle, Ron Smith, Trina Mahoney, Devin Becker, Donald Crowley, Debbie Huffman, Jonathan Olson, Keith Ickes, Monte Boisen, Joe Black, Archie George.
Last Meeting’s Minutes
The minutes from last week’s meeting were approved with one change.  
University Funding Concerns
Keith Ickes began discussion about a funding formula for growth - $180,000 per 100 FTE or $1800 per student.   Roughly 40% of our instruction activity comes from tenure track faculty, 40% from adjuncts and 20% from students.  The $180,000 figure was determined by taking 100 new students, determining how many new sections are needed, what is the average section size, how many new instructors needed and then calculate what we pay them on average based on the percentages discussed above.  Don Crowley stated he felt the 40% number of adjuncts seemed high.  He also stated that we do not currently pay our adjuncts well compared to other institutions.  
Ickes mentioned that the $180,000 figure is simply a benchmark to allow us to be able to set targets.  However this figure just represents instructional costs but does not look at the added costs of utilities, staff, infrastructure, etc.  The amounts that were used in the calculation were approximately $4,500 per course for graduate students and $4,500 per course for adjunct faculty.  However, it was acknowledged that this amount varies across the university and an average number was used in the calculation.  The university goal is to at least meet this benchmark this year.   
Ickes then stated we are not getting the same amount of funding from the state that we received three years ago.  Three years ago we received close to $11,000 per student and now we receive approximately $8,064 per student in funding from the state.  WUE students pay approximately $6,500 in tuition and the fees are approximately $2,000.  These fees go towards facilities, technology fees, ASUI fees and do not support salaries or operating costs.  When we get cutbacks from the state, the fees are dedicated and continue to go where they went in past.  The general education budget funds salaries and fundamental administrative operations of the university.   Resident students bring in $11,000 on average as we receive $8,064 from the state per student and the student pays $3,850 in tuition.  
Boisen asked what it looks like if you consider marginal costs.  Ickes said the state funds a pot and by reducing waivers we can add another resident student to the pot for each $8,064 of waivers.  We are able to increase resident enrollment because we’re getting rid of waivers so the students are paying more than in the past with the state fully funding them.  We can increase enrollment by almost 1,700 students and the state will still fully fund each student. We will lose state funds if we do not decrease our waivers and increase our instate students.  Currently we are staying pretty stable and for the last two years, we went up approximately $800,000 in our workload adjustments which is driven by the student population.  Ickes stated his key point is that each resident undergraduate student brings us approximately $11,500 per year and the goal is to get to the point where the average non-resident student brings us $12,000 per year.  Right now the average for non-residents is below $9,000 when you consider the waivers, financial aid, and WUE programs.  A non-resident student that is not getting waivers is currently paying about $18,400 in tuition and fees and in tuition only about $16,400.  So currently waivers are accounting for close to 50%.  This fiscal year we gave the Financial Aid office about 250 more $3,000 scholarships for non-resident students.  WSU in-state student fees are about $11,000 so our out of state tuition is only $5,000 more than their instate tuition.  We could discount a Washington student $5,000 and they could have smaller class sizes and we would get close to the same amount from these students.  It was stated we should consider advertising this more to Washington students to encourage them to come to UI. 
Boisen stated that he learned that WUE was being used by the Athletic department to bring out of state athletes to the campus and this has created a big problem.  If we do institute a WUE program again at some level more of these waivers should go to other departments.  Archie George mentioned that the impact on Athletics was considered as well as the other colleges.  They were looked at when considering changing criteria for a freshman WUE including the initial GPA as well as what GPA they would have to get to retain the waiver.   Athletics was on the table and had input into the discussion but Archie was not sure how much this would impact student athletes.  Ickes stated that WUE does not count as an athletic scholarship under NAACP guidelines as it is not administered by the Athletic department and is not restricted to athletes.  Athletics did use the WUE because they could and because it supplemented all the NAACP scholarships they already had.  Athletics does have 225 waivers that have already been approved by the state board.  
Ickes stated as we reduce our waivers we can get more non-resident students paying at a higher level and simultaneously take in more resident students that are fully funded by the state.  We have a lot to balance but it is a viable model as we move ahead.  If you look at peers, such as Colorado State, they get about $9,000 per resident student. If you look at what they get from their non-resident student which is $16,000 and the average of the whole thing is close to $12,300 per student in net revenue.  The peers have different structures and relationships with their state funding but are operating at pretty close to an average of $12,000 per student. This indicates that this is not a bad goal to be aiming for if we were closer to our peers.
George noted that the enrollment numbers were still coming in and it can be a mistake to count tuition and students too early because it often looks better at the beginning of the year than it does at the end.  It does often take past July 1 to get the previous year completely figured out.  When you look at where we are now compared with where we were last year it often looks better than it really is because not all factors are in, such as refunds and adjustments.  However, the difference between the total net revenue right now & what we had at this point last year is within the margin of error.  As we had a shift in the resident and non-resident numbers as well as waivers, all of the numbers are not in yet.  It is not that we didn’t have an increase this year; we are looking at whether we hit the budgeted target given the fee increases which is definitely higher than it was the year before.  For example, with a 15% tuition and fee increase so you actually end up with only 3% actual more dollars as all the financial packages are indexed.   
Edwards noted there was a 10% increase or essentially $500 per student increase.  So if 10,000 students registered that would be $5M but would we only get half that amount? Trina Mahoney replied that you would get considerably less into the general education budget depending on how much you give to the fee areas which depends on what we do with the waivers.  George noted that the budget books are online and there is a summary in the first 10 pages.   Compared to last year, the revenue we’re projecting to come in from students is higher than last year.  Our overall enrollment was very stable especially in light of the fact that we did not try and get our dual credits done before 10th day. 
George also noted that he is still trying to figure out the big decline in non-degree credit hours as this was down substantially for the second year.  Many of the non-degree students are study abroad students which are pursuing their degree at another institution.  If you take that group out of our non-degree student category, credit hours has dropped considerably.  Last year it was due to cutting three or four courses in Education that were being offered at Idaho Falls.  This year, it is across all the colleges, and at the graduate and undergraduate level.  There is no one area to blame for this drop.  
Incoming Freshman Class Statistics 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Archie George asked to fit a topic into agenda because of concern that people had about the quality of the incoming class this year.  He provided several spreadsheets with the entire university broken down into resident and non-resident students.   The spreadsheet shows entering freshman class from AY99 to AY12 broken down according to GPA.  Students with less than a 3.0 GPA in high school make up about 25% of our students which makes it a challenge to keep our graduation rates up.  This year we had four more students in this band than the last year.   First year retention for this group averages 62% & last year we had 82% overall – so they are quite a bit lower and 27% of these students graduate in six years.   The next group is 3.0 to 3.49 GPA and we dropped 80 students.  They have a 76% retention rate and 44% graduation rate.  Boisen noted that the Math 108 students fell into the first band and Math 143 students into the higher band and the numbers for those classes are exactly in line with these numbers.  They were having a lot of trouble making sure their Math 108 students followed through and graduated.  
Students with 3.5 GPA and above qualified for modest financial aid awards in this category and this group only dropped 22 students from last year.  The graduation & retention rates are above the university average.  They are pretty close to what we would hope for overall.  
The 3.8 GPA group is historically the top 25%.  We have 93% retention rate and 81% six-year graduation rate this year.  We dropped 19 students in that area.  The top two bands of quality students we maintained pretty good numbers.  Where we dropped the most is in the 3.0 to 3.5 GPA.  The overall average GPA only dropped from 3.36 to 3.34.  If we hadn’t taken in quite as many students below a 3.0 GPA our numbers would have been better.  The entering class of 2005 had a challenge – it went from 77% first year retention to 73% and then it bounced back to 76%.  In the spring of 2005 we had program prioritizing, college meetings, curriculum mapping and financial adjustments.  A lot of faculty and staff weren’t happy at that time.  It is not clear however why this did not impact the 2004 entering class as well.  
Boisen noted 3.8 GPA and above it looks like we dropped well over 10%.  George confirmed that was the case he had misspoken earlier.  If you look at students with 3.8 and above in 2005 they only had a 72% graduation rate compared with the previous year’s 81%.  
George noted that if you look at non-resident students, there was a very small change in the average GPA.  The number of students is down approximately 30% and the top two categories dropped almost 50%.  The WUE substantially impacted those 3.0 to 3.49 GPA students.  The residents we were up 44 students overall.  The 3.0 to 3.49 GPA were up 42 students – so in the resident population we picked up a substantial population.  Boisen stated that at some point we figured out we missed a population of students because they had not taken the SATs.  This recruiting omission was discovered when UI hired Royall.   George felt that this smaller population would not have made a big enough difference in the overall numbers.  George offered to send this document to the group via email.  
George also noted that the value of the enrollment workload student count has dropped from nearly $100 to $60 because they take the entire higher education appropriation for the four universities/colleges and divide it by the entire FTE.  We have not grown over the years but the other institutions have and if you take the appropriation that has gone down and divide it by a bigger divisor then the amount that goes into the EWA for each waived credit has dropped substantially.  So in essence you get less for adding more.  
It was also noted that the number of WUEs given out should be increased next year.  The number should not be increased to the amounts given out in the past but increased to a figure around 100 WUE waivers.  This would enable us to keep our connection to high school advisors.  We also could have had a more effective communication stating that we were raising our criteria.  
Boisen pointed out that another problem we face is that we lose a lot of students when they are not able to get into the classes they are promised.  Even though we tell them that those wait lists will go away they still leave and go to another university.  This problem still needs to be addressed.
The next meeting will be in three weeks.
The meeting was adjourned at 2:00 p.m.
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