Statewide meeting 12/1/2006

Introduction

Darrell Winefordner welcomed the participants and asked each member of the Taxonomy sub-committee to stand and introduce themselves.  He queried the audience to find out their general knowledge of the changes to the SII that were being proposed.  Most of the audience indicated that they had at least a general working knowledge of the changes; therefore we chose a more expedited summary of the activities to date.

Overview

Darrell reviewed data charts that showed the range of program costs within each model to demonstrate the problem that was being addressed.  He then provided the charge to the Committee and provided the following outline as to the reasons for the proposed changes:
1. Review of Reasons for new taxonomy and formula changes

1.1.  The old model had equity problems with programs of similar costs getting significantly different reimbursement

1.1.1. Graphs of old models to new models---eliminating the overlap in models

1.1.2. Total cost approach

1.1.3. Use of six-years of Resource Analysis data vs. one-year

1.2. Desire for a transparent, simple, and understandable taxonomy and formula

1.2.1. Discipline Based Taxonomy

1.2.2. Total Cost Approach

1.2.3. State Investment in Instruction vs. Local Contribution Approach with a Weighted Uniform Share approach

1.3. Predictable---campus able to reasonably model different scenarios for planning purposes.

Darrell also recapped some of the other major decisions that the sub-committee made.  These included:

1. Focusing the new SII formula on the state share rather than the local contribution (assumed fee). 
2. The committee decision that the formula and taxonomy were intertwined such that the formula needed to be adjusted as well as taxonomy itself.  

3. Using a total cost approach with 6-years of Resource Analysis data.

Taxonomy

Darrell discussed the models in the new taxonomy being in three broad subject areas, Arts and Humanities, Business, Education and Social Sciences, and STEM2. 

Recommendations

We reviewed the status of each of the committee’s original recommendations.  Every recommendation had been implemented or was well on its way to being implemented.  Two items that have not been fully implemented are:

1. Data coding consistency and the reinstatement of the HEI Advisory Committee.
2. OU correspondence courses are expected to be reported as regular enrollments starting in FY 2008.

Handbook

We discussed the handbook for the new formula. Darrell identified the adjustments to the Resource Analysis costs; these are used to prevent the SII from reimbursing costs already paid by the state in funding sources other than the SII.

We solicited corrections to the draft handbook.  No major changes were identified; however several wording suggestions / corrections were identified (e.g. naming Miami University and the SII title).

Darrell discussed the graduate and STEM2 weights.

New Model Spreadsheet

Katie Hensel and Andy Lechler reviewed both the structure and content of the new model spreadsheets. Participants were given the opportunity to ask questions and provide their input as to either the content and / or structure of the data.  Below is a summary of the questions and responses:

1. One participant made an inquiry regarding the possibility of using a different 2 or 5 year average for each model, or each program. Currently, the 2 or 5 year decision is made at the campus level and is based on SII rather than on FTE. 

We responded that in fact, protection used to be calculated at the model level and that it caused a lot of unintended consequences, as campuses had significant funding gains as enrollment grew in some models while funding declined in other models. 
2. Another participant suggested that while the new format gave some very useful statewide and inter-institutional views of the data, it was difficult to extract data for a single campus and /or institution.
We indicated that this was a very good observation and we would explore the issue and see if we can find a method for making data extraction easier.

3. There was a suggestion to show SII earnings per model in the handbook or identify that the state doesn’t pay for all of the costs. 

Our response was that the SII earnings component is one of the variable amounts that will change as a result of appropriation changes.  We suggested that an alternative would be to clearly reference the location of this data in the spreadsheet.

4. Another suggestion was that we should change the sign of the net gain or loss in the NASF POM calculation so that losses appear as negative values.
We responded that this was good suggestion and that we would implement the change.

5. Finally, it was pointed out that the heading in the column that calculates SII should be corrected.

Projected FTE

Katie Hensel discussed a copy of an E-Mail being distributed to campuses on Friday, requesting updated FTE projections for fiscal years 2007 and 2008.  These revised projections will be due by no later than January 15, 2006.  Participants were also urged to review their institution’s historical FTE data for accuracy. 

We discussed activities underway at the Board of Regents to begin to collect FTE projections via an HEI submission rather than an Excel spreadsheet.
We also announced that a new Subsidy FTE process, revised to reflect the new taxonomy and formula, will be available sometime this winter. Andy Lechler indicated that campuses will need to rerun the Request End of Term process for all terms in FY 2007 that have already been finalized.

The meeting adjourned and Board of Regents remained to answer any individual questions that participants had.
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