Budget Allocation Review Committee - Session #10
February 27, 2025

Attendees: Ann Sherman, Jen St Peter, Beth Myers, Phillip DeLeon, Lauren Goolsby, Anthony Wilson, Margaret Wood, Kelly McCusker, Scott Dawson, Julien Langou, Nikolas Chabot-Olson, Julia Mahfouz, Mark Golkowski, Amy McGuire, Savannah Brooks, Laura Argys, Nate Thompson
Special Guest: Chancellor Ken Christensen 
Missing Attendees: Stephanie Kelly

NOTES
Review of Scenarios
· Jen reviewed the decisions made by the group so far, including:
· Allocating the following revenue in the budget model: tuition revenue (split by undergrad/grad and res/non-resident), state funding. 
· Front-end approach to covering campus-wide and central administrative costs.
· Revenue allocations: Tuition revenue based on 50% student credit hours of major and 50% student credit hours of instruction​; State funding based on resident student credit hours of major; All metrics use a weighted three-year average (50% year -1, 30% year -2, 20% year -3)​
· Jen shared questions raised by the CACB – there were questions regarding splits based on residency and regarding the rationale for including credit hours based on residency (rather than applying overall).
· Ann and Nate raised questions about the nature of the dean’s pushback on differentiating between resident/non-resident for credit hours. 
· Margaret also raised a concern from SESS about the flat budget for OIA, which is responsible for recruiting international students. Jen noted that the workload associated with supporting international students has increased significantly
· Julien identified that international students that bring in more money; Nate pointed out that non-resident (non-international) students also bring in some additional revenue beyond resident students.
Chancellor Christensen Visit
· Chancellor Christensen shared appreciation for the ongoing work on this initiative and the importance of this work for the health of the university.
· These are tough times for growth, but there is a clear path. We’ve made tough cuts to stem the tide. We need to focus on strategic growth – we need to stem the tide on enrollment. Questioning the value of higher ed is a headwind that pushes against us but we have an opportunity as a unique institution.
· Learning is not just about degrees. We can promote growth in high schools and the learner base we hope will come here. Also we can be partners in lifelong learning. Our academic assets can be leveraged in other spaces – diversify our revenue base to help balance out so we are not a single stream of revenue.
· As we think about the budget model and our path forward, it is intertwined with our growth.
· We also need to retain our staff, faculty, and students. 
· Much of what we want to do requires investment.
· Enrollment these days is a sophisticated strategy from pre-collegiate learning space to lifelong learning space and everything in between.
· “Growth is where we are going to go.” 
· The way to get there is by incentivizing innovation in ways that reward risk-taking and build towards sustainable approaches centered around our community’s needs. 
· Whatever we fund with one-time money, we need to assess the efficacy and then determine how to make it sustainable. It should be able to return enough financial viability to support itself.
· There has been investment in duplicative services and built out services in places to fill gaps. We need to look at our landscape and figure out how to be more efficient in how we work. We need to make sure the budget model adheres to this approach.
· We want to make sure every unit has what it needs from a financial perspective, which is why we have to grow. If we are growing more than expected, we should invest new initiatives or things that are thriving to sustain and continue that growth. 
· The next 5 years of our strategic plan – we need to be clear on our priorities and generate enough revenue to support those revenues to reach our 2030 goals.
· Comments/Questions/Discussion
· Magaret asked how we might be able to document the value of positions in something like undergraduate student research. How would you see measuring whether a program is achieving its goals successfully if operating on temp funds?
· We shouldn’t use only one lens to look at success. In some domains the data is clear, but other places you may have to dig deeper. We have to build a structure that looks at quantitative and qualitative aspects. In my experience, experiential learning creates a bump in learning outcomes; literature points to this as a way to retain students by helping demonstrate career paths. This may be more on the qualitative end.
· Nate asked how a few ideas work together: incentivizing growth and needing to water seeds to make sustainable, making sure everyone has what they need, while also looking at what do we stop.
· I am asking you to decide what you focus on going forward. You might add some programs, but you may also sunset some programs. I would ask, “what does your area need to look like going forward?” Academic programs tend towards entropy. We have to consider what we let go of. Where can we get the best return on investment? This is more than dollars and cents and includes the broader impact. The unit has to decide where to place their bets. We can’t just say “do more.” We need to look at what is most critical for us to do and what do we need to seed for the future. One way to get units what they need, is to make good investments and to reinvest.
· Scott noted that if we do nothing, our costs are going up 3-5%. We have to continue to grow just to break even. 
· I want to incentivize us to walk along the path together, not pulling in different directions. We need clarity of vision and we will do well if we follow the path. Tuition is one way to counter state funding challenges but there is also a risk of turning off customer base. Affordability is critical right now and we have to be aware of the marketplace we are in.
· Scott asked about the budget model at Chancellor Christensen’s prior institution.
· I became Provost in a year with a $50 million budget deficit. We had an incremental budgeting approach. It was not sophisticated at all, we were going to get what we could get. We had to grow out of it. Thirty percent enrollment growth with a mission focused on access and opportunity. At IIT we did a good job with retention. This is a “leak in the pipe” at this point. This is what we will work on right away along with a comprehensive enrollment strategy. We need specific strategic pathways through the institution – diverse pathways in and through the institution – this needs to be the philosophy. We are actually in a good position at CU Denver right now.
· Lauren noted the challenges of building a sustainable model.
· I believe we should look at the budget model often. Our context is changing rapidly. Academia is on a different time scale than it used to be. If we are going to keep pushing in a competitive market, we may need an annual review. The idea that “don’t want to end up here again” is dependent on growing and expanding our revenue base. How do we invest to sustain growth in the revenue base (a new “shoe size”). When I am thinking about our growth, I am thinking about a 3-5 year horizon.
· Scott asked whether IIT increased spend on marketing.
· I don’t want to take too much of a business perspective, but our business is the academic side. It has to be aligned to what students want and what employers are looking for. Marketing is the sales team – they are trying to convince potential customers. Our customers are pretty savvy and their parents are too. They are looking at the investment of going to CU Denver, including the costs and benefits. They want to go where it is more affordable and where they will complete on a timeline they want. Marketing is a key part of that – we need a strategy that markets the university and programs as entities to raise visibility and likelihood that students will enroll here. Often schools cut marketing first. IIT invested in marketing to support growth and enrollment. We have to plant seeds to grow into continuing funding to support more marketing – starts a cycle. Needs to be sophisticated marketing – not mailers or emails, but omni-directional, local, targeted, high-visibility.
· Nate asked about the “degrees are not the only thing” idea. Is this D2, D3? What are the things we could do that are not degree-related in our unit that are revenue generating. I get a little stuck on this. If we do programs in HS is that an investment for future revenue?
· One example of that is CPE for certain disciplines. A number of schools/colleges already do this. Could we amplify this as a new revenue stream? Still degree based – could we offer more online to reach a broader learner base? The high school piece is an investment now for future revenue gain. It is a community service through which we build affinity and we may get a larger supply of those students than we otherwise would have. A lot of schools are thinking about their enrollment growth as there is a pie that we are all fighting over. What we want to do is make a bigger pie and then take a bigger slice of that pie.
· Margaret noted that we have a successful pre-collegiate program funded by System. Would you want to grow that?
· Yes, we should grow that. Colorado State laws give greater preference to community colleges currently. It costs more to come to CU Denver. There is legislation that could open this up a bit more. We do need to do a better job to create fewer barriers to connecting students coming out of community college into our programs. We should remove barriers.
· Julien expressed concerns with executive orders limiting financial aid opportunities for students. What will we do?
· This is something on our radar over the past month to understand the landscape. This is a different FAFSA issue than we had last year. What I am hearing on the FAFSA side is that applications are flowing cleanly – those issues are resolved. We might get a bump back up from students who did not want to deal with this last year. Current issues are different – and there would be significant concerns from both sides of the political spectrum if financial aid is shut down.

Initiative Pools
· Jen noted that Chancellor Christensen discussed the importance of some kind of initiative pool to be able to invest in our priorities. She noted that our former model pulled money out as a participation fee to create a pool. This was typically allocated back out to cover core costs. 
· We had already discussed a few options around how to build an incentive pool: 1) revenue odd the top – campuswide, 2) formula for a participation fee, 3) one-time dollars coming in over budget for tuition revenue could be put to the side, 4) one-time balance at the end of the fiscal year to build initiative pool.
· Discussion:
· Nate commented that option #4 might be an adverse incentive that may cause schools/colleges to try and spend every last dollar. 
· Jen said that this is a risk (“silly time”), however the ideal would be to move away from this to look at the bigger picture of the institution and doing what is in the best interest of the campus overall.
· Mark noted that this is similar to what we do now in that balances are pulled into a reserve. 
· Jen explained that this would mean looking at things slightly different – some may stay with the college and some may be pooled centrally
· Julien said that he has deferred needs that he holds on spending until the end of the year (e.g. equipment needs may have to wait to see if we have enough funds)
· Margaret offered an observation that we may have duplicated services in part because we are stockpiling funds within units
· Jen explained that initiative pools have to be discussed by the campus as a whole. It has to go through CACB where leaders are having strategic conversations about investments
· Kelly clarified that library savings always stay with library. 
· Julia said she felt like there would not be money left over because there are always needs within a school/college and funds would be needed so there would not be a pool.
· Julien asked what we would do with one-time funds from a tuition overage. Jen explained that we used the budget model to distribute back out to schools/colleges.
· Jen clarified that 14% of selected revenues is the current participation fee
· Ann noted that #1 and #2 take money off the top. In contrast, #4 will give the allocation to units without that carve-out for them to do their business through the year. At the end of that time period, then we use that to build the incentive pool. By requiring people to participate to benefit from the incentive pool, it reduces the risk of “silly time” spending.
· Scott and Laura shared skepticism about #4 because it takes away a school/college’s ability to invest where they want to.
· Ann noted that individual unit decision may not optimize the wellbeing of the whole campus.
· Nate shared a concern about #4 – units have to build reserves over time to be able to invest. How do schools build reserves over time? What you need in your small world may or may not benefit the larger world. All of the options have a tension between parts and whole.
· Lauren said that it seems like #3 suggests that we only invest if we can afford it
· The group posed a question about whether an incentive pool even makes sense to have centrally.
· Laura noted that she is on board with having an incentive pool, however she is concerned about the level of agency for schools/colleges.
· Phillip noted that #1 allows us to ensure that we have a pool since it comes off of the top.
· Jen reminded the group about the decision-making protocol and checked in to see if the group was ready to vote. The group determined that they were not yet ready to vote. 
· Scott voiced strong opposition to taking remaining balances at the end of the year. Schools/colleges want to be able to hold onto reserves to be able to manage their own needs.
· Jen reminded the group of comments from Chancellor Christensen that we need to support our core business, every unit needs to have what it needs to operate.  This has historically been the concern with taking revenue out at the top to build incentive pools.
· Julien commented that we need to hope for the best and explained that everyone wants to contribute to the initiative pool, but it doesn’t seem like it can work. We should take it out at the beginning or at the end. Julien pointed out that we could combine #1, #3 and #4. 
· Jen explained that #1 and #2 – the group would need consider whether they want to recommend a percentage or dollar amount of the pool. For #3 and #4, the group could finalize what the model would look like. The intent is to determine whether we need to make additional decisions to build the model.
· Kelly expressed support for #3. She would be interested in that plus one or more of the other options.
· Laura said it seems like #3 is already in place, but the initiative seems to be helping schools/colleges survive.
· Poll: Do we keep options #1 and #2 alive? The group agreed on this.
· Julien felt like there was lots of pressure for this group to say “yes.” Jen clarified that the idea is to be creative to use the one-time funds we have. For example, if CLAS is spending money on an initiative for student success and not coordinating with SESS, that may not be in the best interest of the university.
Review of Principles
· Deferred to the next meeting
Key Messages 
· Chancellor came in and reflected on his vision to help inform the work of the committee.
· The committee discussed different options for creating the initiative pool and the pros/cons of each option.
· Agency is very important to the schools and colleges in terms of reserves. 

