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2016 Efficiency Reporting Guidance

In the early part of 2015, Gov. John Kasich created the Ohio Task Force on Affordability and Efficiency to make recommendations to Ohio’s institutions of higher education based on three simultaneous principles 1) to be more efficient both in expense management and revenue generation 2) while offering an education of equal or higher quality and 3) decreasing costs to students and their families.  The Task Force met several times during the course of 2015.  In October the Task Force issued a report with ten recommendations to advise institutions on efficiency and academic practices which will improve both the quality of education and lower costs for students. 

Furthermore, House Bill 64 (Section 369.550) requires each institution’s board of trustees to complete an efficiency review, based on the Task Force’s recommendations, by July 1, 2016, and submit their findings and implementation plans to the chancellor within 30 days, or by August 1, 2016.  For additional information on each category and recommendation, please review the Action Steps to Reduce College Costs report, issued by the Ohio Task Force on Affordability and Efficiency.

This document is intended to provide guidance for institutions’ reports to the chancellor, based on the legislation – please modify and add additional detail as necessary.  The institutional efficiency review and the implementation plans captured by this template will serve as the data for 2016 Efficiency Advisory Committee Report.  These reports are due August 1, 2016.  In 2017 and moving forward, ODHE will issue a survey to the institutions, based on the Task Force Report, as a status update to the implementation plans and will serve as the Efficiency Advisory Committee report.  

Campuses will want to review the template to familiarize themselves with the format and content before beginning. The template is structured into four sections: 
· Section 1: Efficiencies – The first section captures practices likely to yield significant savings for institutions that can then be passed on to students.  This includes Procurement, Administrative and Operational, and Energy.  
· Section 2: Academic Practices – This section covers areas such as textbooks, time to degree incentives, and academic course and program reviews. While improvements to academic processes and policies may not convey immediate cost savings, there will likely be tangible benefits that improve the quality of education for students. 
· Section 3: Policy Reforms – This section captures additional policy reforms recommended by the Task Force.
· Section 4: Cost Savings, Redeployment of Savings & Tangible Benefits to Students – The last section will ask institutions to provide, if applicable, cost savings to the institution in actual dollars saved for each of the recommendations.  Furthermore, the institution must advise if the institutional savings has been redeployed as a cost savings to students or offered a benefit to the quality of education for students.   

Any questions can be directed to Sara Molski, Assistant Policy Director at the Ohio Department of Higher Education, at 614-728-8335 or by email at smolski@highered.ohio.gov.  

Stark State College
Section I: Efficiency Practices 

Procurement 

Recommendation 3A | Campus contracts:  Each institution must require that its employees use existing contracts for purchasing goods and services, starting with the areas with the largest opportunities for savings.  
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

The College uses centralized procurement which already enforces the use of existing contracts.  We will continue to use and improve on utilizing new contracts as they become available.



	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.        
    



Recommendation 3B | Collaborative contracts: Ohio’s colleges and universities must pursue new and/or strengthened joint purchasing agreements in the following categories:

The College uses existing contracts in these areas except travel services.  Travel services cost more than they save for the small amount of travel that is being done due to current budget constraints because we have the time to make travel arrangements at the lowest cost.  We will evaluate each contract opportunity as they are developed to determine if they will save money for the college.  This has been our standard practice.

· Copier/printer services
· Computer hardware
· Travel services
· Outbound shipping
· Scientific Supplies and Equipment
· Office Supplies and Equipment
	Contract Type
	Is the institution participating in joint contracts? 
[yes, no, plan to]
	Include additional explanation here if needed. 
If the institution chooses not to participate, please explain why.

	Copier/printer services
	Yes
	

	Computer hardware
	Yes
	

	Travel services
	No
	

	Outbound shipping
	Yes
	

	Scientific supplies & equipment
	Yes
	

	Office supplies & equipment
	Yes
	



Assets and Operations 

Recommendation 4 | Assets and Operations
4A Asset review: Each institution must conduct an assessment of its noncore assets to determine their market value if sold, leased or otherwise repurposed. Where opportunities exist, colleges and universities must consider coordinating these efforts with other Ohio institutions to reap larger benefits of scale.
	Please provide an overview of the process used for the institution’s asset review and the key outcomes below or on additional pages:  

The College does not have any non-core assets at this time. We have subleased space in the North Canton Hoover District complex which is under a long term lease, and we are attempting to lease space in two college-owned buildings.




4B Operations review: Each institution must conduct an assessment of non-academic operations that might be run more efficiently by a regional cooperative, private operator or other entity. These opportunities must then be evaluated to determine whether collaboration across institutions would increase efficiencies, improve service or otherwise add value. 
	Please provide an overview of the process used for the institution’s operations review and the key outcomes below or on additional pages:    

The College does not have dining halls, housing, student health care or insurance, child care, real-estate management or parking services.

Stark State College has previously examined and structured its operations in the remaining areas listed using the lowest cost method.  The cost for providing IT help desk, janitorial, facility maintenance and landscaping is already being done by what we have determined to be the optimal mix of in-house staffing and outsourced services.  Maintenance, Custodial and HVAC are staffed at less than 50% of APPA guidelines with no outside service contracts. In order to save more money in these areas, the level of services would have to be reduced, which would have unacceptable results.  Food service has been completely outsourced and generates net revenue for the College.  Additional actions will be taken at such time as cost-effective options become available on this recommendation.  As cooperative opportunities present themselves, we will evaluate them.





4C Affinity partnerships and sponsorships: Institutions must, on determining assets and operations that are to be retained, evaluate opportunities or affinity relationships and sponsorships that can support students, faculty and staff. Colleges and universities can use these types of partnerships to generate new resources by identifying “win-win” opportunities with private entities that are interested in connecting with students, faculty, staff, alumni or other members of their communities.
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

As described in 4B, this has been done with food service.  The recommendations were very unspecific, and the examples given had no application to Stark State College.  No additional actions will be taken at this time on this recommendation, but as concrete examples are developed at other institutions, we will evaluate them for applicability to Stark State College.



	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.




Please identify partnerships and sponsorships in effect for FY2016: 
	Partnerships/Sponsorships
	Description

	Canton Carnival of Wheels – car show
	$25,000 for scholarships, we do not have a commitment for future funding

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




Administrative

Recommendation 5 | Administrative cost reforms

5A Cost diagnostic:  Each institution must produce a diagnostic to identify its cost drivers, along with priority areas that offer the best opportunities for efficiencies. This diagnostic must identify, over at least a 10-year period:   
· Key drivers of costs and revenue by administrative function and academic program;
· Distribution of employee costs — both among types of compensation and among units;
· Revenue sources connected to cost increases — whether students are paying for these through tuition and fees, or whether they are externally funded;
· Span of control for managers across the institution — how many employees managers typically oversee, by the manager’s function; and
· Priority steps that would reduce overhead while maintaining quality — which recommendations would have the most benefit?
	Has the institution produced a cost diagnostic? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

Stark State College has been using an annual Cost per FTE analysis derived from HEI data for over 10 years.  It has informed the College’s decisions on budgeting and organization as well as providing for comparison to all other institutions in the USO.  We break down expenses by IPEDS category and examine the cost drivers for each category.  This tool has even identified where we needed to spend more of our resources on occasion.  We believe we have more than met the expectations of this recommendation.


	Please provide details on the result of the assessment. What are the cost drivers, based on the categories above?  Please discuss the institution’s priority areas that offer the best opportunities for recommendation.

Stark State College is administratively the most cost efficient and cost effective institution in the USO based on the initial analysis provided by the Ohio Department of Higher Education for the first two of the four categories presented we believe that certain data used for the third measure was incomplete, and if corrected, would rank the college first in the third category.  The initial analysis was given to us for our use in preparing this report.  The data in the ODHE report shows that the E&G expenditure per FTE at SSC is by far the lowest in Ohio.  The second lowest college is 18% higher than SSC.  This is an absolute measure of our efficiency compared to the rest of the sector.  

The internal report of Cost per FTE by IPEDS category is based on the Ohio Department of Higher Education’s Resource Analysis.  For FY2014 SSC had the second lowest unrestricted I&G cost per student FTE, just behind Clark State.  SSC has been in the top few positions for the last decade.  The College is at or near the top in the more expensive categories, including POM.  While enrollment has been declining, we have worked to increase our operating efficiencies to a greater extent than the loss of enrollment.


	If the institution has not produced a cost diagnostic, is there a plan to?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not completed a cost diagnostic and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.	




5B Productivity measure: The Department of Higher Education developed a common measurement of administrative productivity that can be adopted across Ohio’s public colleges and universities. While the measure should be consistent, each institution should have latitude to develop its own standards for the proper level of productivity in its units. This will allow, for instance, for appropriate differences between productivity in high-volume environments vs. high-touch ones.
	What steps has the institution taken to improve the productivity measure score or what are the institution’s plans to improve the score?  

As previously mentioned, SSC has the top scores in the first two categories, and also in the third when corrections to data are considered. We have concerns about scoring institutions when the methodology has not yet been vetted by the institutions. Using the data provided in the ODHE report, we calculated that from an absolute perspective of E&G expenditures per FTE Stark State College is the most cost efficient institution. The fourth measure does not produce a number that is relevant in determining whether an institution is productive or cost effective. Productivity and cost effectiveness must by definition be related to output.  The fourth measure does not include a component of output. The institution which has the lowest ratio in the list happens to have the worst E&G expenditures per FTE.  


	Has the institution implemented or considered utilizing Lean Six Sigma methodology as a tool to evaluate the institution’s processes?

We use a continuous feedback loop method to evaluate our processes, and it has been effective for our institution.  The Fiscal Accountability and Stewardship Team (FAST) is responsible for analyzing each process or recommending additional analysis of a process for which the committee does not have the internal expertise to evaluate.




5C Organizational structure: Each institution should, as part or as a consequence of its cost diagnostic, review its organizational structure in line with best practices to identify opportunities to streamline and reduce costs. The institutional reviews also should consider shared business services — among units or between institutions, when appropriate — for fiscal services, human resources and information technology.
	Has the institution reviewed its organizational structure? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

Stark State College has recently conducted a major streamlining of its organizational structure.  We have already completed this.  There are only four remaining layers of management from top to bottom, and we reduced the number of deans from 10 to 5, and the number of full-time employees has been reduced by 42, which is over 10% of the College’s full-time workforce.  No further action will be taken on this recommendation.


	If the institution has not reviewed the organizational structure, is there a plan to?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? 
If the institution not completed a review and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale. 




5D Health-care costs:  Like other employers, colleges and universities have experienced rapid growth in health-care costs. To drive down costs and take advantage of economies of scale, the Department of Higher Education has convened a working group to identify opportunities to collaborate. While no information on healthcare costs is required in this year’s survey, please feel free to share ideas that the institution believes may be helpful for the working group to consider. 
	(Optional) Has the institution identified any healthcare reforms that the working group should consider? Please describe. 

Stark State College has been involved with one of the most cost effective health care collaborations through the regional Stark County Schools Council of Governments, and we have been actively working to bring other community colleges into the group to help lower their costs.  We recently helped North Central make the decision to join the group, and we are actively seeking to encourage Lorain and Terra to join.  Our efforts to increase the size of the existing pool and to extend it statewide will continue in earnest, as this is such a large cost for higher education.



	(Optional) Has the institution achieved any expected annual cost savings through health-care efficiencies? Please explain how cost savings were estimated.




5E Data centers: Institutions must develop a plan to move their primary or disaster recovery data centers to the State of Ohio Computer Center (SOCC).
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

Stark State College and Cleveland State University have taken a different approach to disaster recovery centers.  We offer reciprocal facilities to each other for a fraction of the cost of using the facility owned and operated by the institution that lead the Task Force, which charges higher fees than are available on the commercial market for the same services.


	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.




5F Space utilization: Each Ohio institution must study the utilization of its campus and employ a system that encourages optimization of physical spaces.
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

Stark State’s use of Platinum Analytics was the example for this recommendation.  We will continue to improve our efficiencies in this area to achieve the highest optimal level of space utilization.  We are in the process of optimizing the weekend use of the campus by consolidating programming to reduce the footprint used and the hours of operation.


	Please provide details on the results of the assessment below or on additional pages:


	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.








Energy

Energy Efficiencies seek to refine sustainable methods utilized by institutions to procure and use energy (resulting in more efficient use of energy), including, but not limited to lighting systems, heating & cooling systems, electricity, natural gas, and utility monitoring.

What energy efficiency projects has the institution implemented or enhanced within fiscal year 2016?

	Project
	Collaborative Partnership(s)
	Explanation

	LED upgraded
	
	

	Natural Gas cooperative purchasing
	Ohio Schools Consortium –Stark Co Schools COG
	

	Electric cooperative purchasing
	Ohio Schools Consortium –Stark Co Schools COG
	

	HVAC campus-wide upgrades
	
	




Section II: Academic Practices

Recommendation 6 | Textbook Affordability

6A Negotiate cost: Professional negotiators must be assigned to help faculty obtain the best deals for students on textbooks and instructional materials, starting with high-volume, high-cost courses. Faculty must consider both cost and quality in the selection of course materials.
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

Stark State College requests that ODHE work with DAS to provide statewide negotiations for textbooks.  We have already fully standardized our textbooks by course and we have created custom textbooks to lower the cost for courses where the publishers’ costs were too much for our students to afford.  We are continuing to look for ways to lower the cost of textbooks for our students.


	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.




6B Standardize materials:  Institutions must encourage departments to choose common materials, including digital elements, for courses that serve a large enrollment of students. 
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

This had previously been done at Stark State College.  We are also attempting to provide more digital content free of charge through our learning management system.


	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.




6C Develop digital capabilities:  Institutions must be part of a consortium to develop digital tools and materials, including open educational resources, that provide students with high-quality, low-cost materials.  
	Please explain your efforts to develop digital tools and materials. 

Stark State College has been actively involved with developing open content for the benefit of its students.  We are now sharing programs with Hocking College and Clark State, and we are looking to expand such cooperative digital programming and materials.


	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.




Recommendation 7 | Time to Degree

7A Education campaign: Each institution must develop a coordinated campaign to educate its full-time undergraduates about the course loads needed to graduate on time (two years for most associate degrees and four years for most bachelor’s degrees).
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

Stark State has done this for all students, not just full-time.  My Academic Plan (MAP) is our tool that each student uses to determine their courses needed each semester from the start until completion.  We are developing pathways for part-time students which we believe will increase part-time course loads each semester.

	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.




7B Graduation incentive: Institutions should consider establishing financial incentives to encourage full-time students to take at least 15 credits per semester.
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

The report states that “a broad expansion of these programs may not be sustainable without state support.”  This is the case for Stark State College.  Since our FTE has dropped substantially over the last three years compared to the other community colleges, the argument that we will achieve additional SSI funds in the future simply cannot be made. We are in the process of developing pathways for part-time students, and we believe that the number of credit hours taken by part-time students will increase each semester. 



	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.




7C Standardize credits for degree: Institutions should streamline graduation requirements so that most bachelor’s degree programs can be completed within 126 credit hours or less and an associate degree programs can be completed within 65 credit hours or less.  Exceptions are allowed for accreditation requirements.
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

Stark State College has completed its credit hour reductions per program in accordance with new state guidelines.  This recommendation was geared more toward the universities than the community colleges, and is now stale-dated.  



	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.




7D Data-driven advising: Institutions should enhance academic advising services so that students benefit from both high-impact, personalized consultations and data systems that proactively identify risk factors that hinder student success.
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

Stark State College has implemented intrusive advising, with great results.  The degree completion of pre-Nursing students in other allied health programs as a result of these techniques has received national attention through the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation’s Completion by Design project. An advising committee has been developed to identify additional ways of improving our advising process for students. Additional actions will be determined by the College’s Institutional Effectiveness Committee and other committees responsible for shared governance as opportunities present themselves.


	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.




7E Summer programs: Each campus must develop plans to evaluate utilization rates for summer session and consider opportunities to increase productive activity. In particular, institutions should consider adding summer-session options for high-demand classes and bottleneck courses that are required for degree completion.
	Please provide details on the results of the assessment. In particular, please address whether the campus added summer session options for high-demand and bottleneck classes.

When Stark State College implemented Platinum Analytics, the class schedule was right-sized, which eliminated “bottleneck” classes.  Classroom efficiencies will be increased, and we are actively marketing summer programming to college students who are home for the summer, CCP students and graduating CCP students.  We have created a local scholarship to encourage the graduating CCP students to continue their education with us over the summer.


	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan?  If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.



7F Pathway agreements: Ohio institutions should continue to develop agreements that create seamless pathways for students who begin their educations at community or technical colleges and complete them at universities.  
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

We are continuing to press universities, both public and private, for 2+2 and 3+1 agreements.  We have defined pathways for developmental students to become college-level, and we are developing part-time pathways.  Additionally, Stark State College has also reached out to our school district partners to provide pathways to certificates and degrees starting in the College Credit Plus program.


	Please provide details. In particular, how many articulation agreements does the institution have with other Ohio colleges and universities (either 2+2 or 3+1)?
103 agreements as of 5/5/16.


	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.



7G Competency-based education:  Institutions should consider developing or expanding programs that measure student success based on demonstrated competencies instead of through the amount of time students spend studying a subject. 
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes. 

Stark State College has been a leader among Ohio community colleges in developing prior learning assessments and credit by examination.  The topic is complex and it involves quality issues and accreditation standards which are just now being addressed by the Higher Learning Commission and the Ohio Department of Higher Education.


	If applicable, please provide additional details.  In particular, how many students does the institution estimate the competency-based education programs will serve?  

	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.



Recommendation 8 | Course and Program Evaluation  

8 Duplicative Programs: Institutions should consider consolidating courses and/or programs that are duplicated at other colleges and universities in their geographic area. 
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

Programming decisions are informed by the local job market, and where we can offer the programs on an affordable basis to our students who may not otherwise have access to such programs. All programs were recently reviewed as part of the credit hour reduction directive.  Stark State College has the lowest cost for associate degree programming in the region.  


	What courses/programs are currently being shared with other institutions?  
	Course/Program
	Partnering Institution
	Explanation

	Judicial Court Reporting program
	Clark State
	

	Oil & Gas program
	Hocking College
	




	Institutions already provided a list of low-enrollment courses to ODHE by January 31.  NOTE: this benchmark will be added to the 2017 Institution Efficiency Survey.  

	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan? If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.



Section III: Policy Reforms
Recommendation 10 | Policy Reforms

10A Financial advising: Ohio’s colleges and universities should make financial literacy a standard part of students’ education.  
	Has the institution implemented this recommendation? If yes, please provide an overview of the process used and the key outcomes.  

This has been fully implemented as part of the intake process through the Registration and Financial Aid Office at Stark State College.


	If the institution has not implemented this recommendation, is there a plan to implement?  If yes, what is the implementation plan?  If the institution has not implemented this recommendation and does not plan to do so, please provide the rationale.



10B Obstacles: The state Department of Higher Education and/or state legislature should seek to remove any obstacles in policy, rule or statute that inhibit the efficiencies envisioned in these recommendations.  
	What legislative obstacles or policy roadblocks, if any, inhibit efficiencies and affordability practices at the institution?

Stark State College would support changes to policies, rules or statutes to the extent that they would not negatively impact the institution or our students





Section IV: Cost Savings, Redeployment of Savings & Tangible Benefits to Students
The following charts allow each institution to report this information.  For the first chart, please provide, if applicable, any actual cost savings to the institution for fiscal year 2016 (or expected annual cost savings) for each of the recommendations from the Task Force.  (Please note this does NOT include cost avoidance.)  Then the institution should indicates “yes” or “no” to the savings being redeployed to lower costs for students in terms of tuition, room and board, and/or student financial aid.  If there was no savings or the institutional savings was not redeployed, please indicate “yes” or “no” to the practice providing a tangible benefit to the quality of students’ education.  

For the second chart, please provide more detail as to how cost savings were deployed, specifically in the following categories: reductions in cost of attendance, student financial aid, student services, investment in efficiency and affordability tools, and student program improvements.  Please use the explanation field to provide further detail.  

This section is addressing the College’s response to Master recommendations 1 and 2.  The following is a discussion about these recommendations:

The State’s biennial budget established in Am. Sub. H.B. 64 of the 131st General Assembly requires a report in response to the Governor’s Task Force on Affordability and Efficiency in Higher Education which was created pursuant to Executive Order 2015-01K.  The following two sections of this bill which are as follows:

SECTION 369.560. OHIO TASK FORCE ON AFFORDABILITY AND
EFFICIENCY IN HIGHER EDUCATION REPORT
Upon submission of the Ohio task force on affordability and efficiency in higher education report as established by governor's executive order, all boards of trustees for state institutions of higher education as defined in section 3345.011 of the Revised Code, shall complete, by July 1, 2016, an efficiency review based on the report and recommendations of the task force, and provide a report to the Director of Higher Education within 30 days of the completion of the efficiency review that includes how each institution will implement the recommendations and any other cost savings measures.

SECTION 369.590. No recommendation of the Ohio Task Force on Affordability and Efficiency in Higher Education established on February 10, 2015, by Executive Order 2015-01K of the Governor shall be implemented without the approval of the General Assembly or, if a change to Ohio law is necessary for the recommendation to take effect, without the enactment of the required changes in Ohio law by the General Assembly.

The Task Force was a small committee directed by Geoff Chatas, Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Officer at The Ohio State University.  The recommendations were broken down into ten sections.  The OACC and the community college-sector Presidents were not a party to this Task Force although they were given the opportunity to provide input into the dialogue.  The meetings were open to the public, and many community college administrators as well as Jack Hershey of OACC attended the work sessions to provide input.  Dr. Lada Gibson Shreve, Bruce Wyder and several other staff members attended many of the meetings and provided testimony and input before the committee, and Tom Chiappini consulted with Jack Hershey and other two-year fiscal officers about the proceedings prior to the report being finalized.  The OACC made recommendations which were not included in the final report of the committee.

As one of the overall most cost efficient public institutions in the Ohio System, Stark State believes it has been following many best practices which were included in different parts of the report.  The first requirement of HB 64 was to complete an efficiency review.  This Report is the documentation for the Board of Trustees as to Management’s findings in this regard.  In many cases, Management has found that Stark State College has already implemented or substantially implemented efficiency controls and has focused considerable effort on ensuring that the College maintain an acceptable level of student affordability.

The Task Force report made recommendations in 10 categories.  Although these recommendations were written in the imperative, the Legislature noted in §369.590 that they were the only ones that could make the recommendations into mandates.  Further, §369.180(D) states that “Administrative decisions about the utilization of available resources, about organizational structure, about disciplinary procedure, about the operation and staffing of all auxiliary facilities, and about administrative personnel shall be the exclusive prerogative of boards of trustees.” Management has decided to explain where the current practices at Stark State College have gone beyond the Task Force recommendations in many instances, or where certain recommendations lack applicability to or betterment of the community and technical colleges.

Master recommendation 1 | Students must benefit: Savings and/or new dollars generated from these recommendations must be employed to reduce the cost of college for students. Any other uses must have tangible benefits for the quality of students’ education. 

Identifying a savings or creating a new revenue stream which is then “redeployed” results in no cost reduction to the student.  Management has examined the true cost for students at this institution, and has previously documented an 8% reduction in the student’s cost of attendance (see the 5% Challenge Report filed with the Ohio Department of Higher Education October, 2015).

These cost reductions do not reflect the total value most students receive when taking the whole picture into consideration.  Only 7% of Stark State students are paying for the entire Total Cost of Attendance, and the College assists many of them in finding nonfederal grants, scholarships and work-study to cover their Cost of Attendance.  We have not shown any state or federal assistance that lowers the cost of attending to 86% of our traditional-aged students.  Based on all Pell-eligible student grants compared to published Consumer Information, the average out of pocket expense for this population is just $54 per year, which is a savings of 99% of the Total Cost of Attendance.  This population comprises 63% of the student body.  An additional 25% of our student body is made up of CCP students, who pay nothing, which is almost a savings of 100% of the Total Cost of Attendance while they are CCP students and in the summer semester following their graduation from high school.  Another 5% of the student body have costs paid for by a third party, which is generally a savings of anywhere from 50% to 100%.  

If one looks at the actual out of pocket expenses for the entire student body, it would be less than 10% of the Total Cost of Attendance in the first chart in the 5% Challenge report using the definition given of Tuition & Fees plus Books and Supplies, less cash assistance paid by the College using local funds (5% Challenge Report, 2015, p. 1).  There is no lower cost option available in our Higher Education market for an associate degree.

If a student gets essentially two years free, then they can cut the cost of a baccalaureate degree by 50% or more by coming to Stark State College.  Stark State College will continue to raise funds for local scholarships to reduce the out of pocket costs to its students, in support of Master Recommendation 1.

Master recommendation 2 | Five-year goals: Each institution must set a goal for efficiency savings and new resources to be generated through fiscal 2021, along with a framework for investing those dollars in student affordability while maintaining or improving academic quality. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]It is the position of Stark State College that its budget must be established to provide adequate resources for instruction and the efficient and effective delivery of student support and administrative activities.  In order to do this, the whole statutory funding mechanism must be considered.  According to HB 64 §368.180(B), “Fee charges to students for instruction shall not be considered to be a price of service but shall be considered to be an integral part of the State Government Financing Program [SGFP] in support of higher educational opportunity for students.”  Additionally, the same section states “In providing instructional and other services to students, boards of trustees of state-assisted institutions of higher education shall supplement state subsidies with income from charges to students.”  This language has existed for many years in the biennial budgets of Ohio.  This statutory funding formula can be expressed as follows:

State subsidies + Fees to supplement state subsidies = State Government’s Financing Program

SGFP funding per FTE has approximated inflation over the last 5 years. Community colleges have not been allowed to raise their tuition, and have shown restraint in adopting non-tuition fees to make up for foregone revenue.  The misconception that the public has about the cost of higher education is that it is just the tuition.  In reality, state law prescribes both parts of the funding formula, which has recently resulted in relatively flat funding per student.  Absent the option to raise fees, community colleges have been working to achieve operating efficiencies to balance their budgets for the better part of a decade.  The community college budgeting process makes institutions balance their long range budgets one year at a time.

Although Stark State College uses a 5-Year Projection tool, and it incorporates future cost efficiencies, we have seen over the years that the initial plans must be modified several times per year to remain current and dynamic.  This recommendation involves the concept of counting the redeployment of savings as meeting the goal.  Delivering courses at the lowest possible cost for the individual college’s circumstances is the most reasonable goal that every community college can set, considering the extent to which the SGFP has limited community college resources.


Please use the chart below to capture, if applicable, FY16 cost savings, or expected annual savings, to institutions in actual dollars: 

The answers to the questions in this table are categorical.  As previously described, any and all cost savings contribute to providing the lowest expenditure per student FTE in the state.  The concept of redeployment is not applicable under a combined cost approach. All practices employed to control costs were done with the purpose of maintaining or increasing the quality of education for our students.

	Recommendation
	If applicable, provide the actual FY16 cost savings, or expected annual cost savings to the institution 
*Put NA if no savings
	Were the savings redeployed to reduce the cost of college for students?  (Yes or No)
	Or did the practice provide tangible benefits to the quality of students' education? (Yes or No)

	Efficiency Practices
	
	
	

	3A: Campus Contracts
	N/A – Standard practice effective 2006
	No
	Yes

	3B: Collaborative contracts
	N/A – Standard practice effective 2006
	No
	Yes

	4A: Asset Review
	N/A – Preexisting asset lease Feb 2015
	No
	No

	4B: Operations Review
	N/A – Budget & Finance review since 2001, Cross-divisional FAST committee since 2012
	No
	No

	4C: Affinity partnerships and sponsorships
	$25,000
	Yes-scholarships
	Yes

	5A: Cost diagnostic
	N/A – Standard practice since 2005
	No
	Yes

	5B: Productivity measure
	N/A – reporting item only
	No
	No

	5C: Organizational Structure
	N/A - First conducted 2012, updated annually thereafter
	No
	Yes

	5D: Health-care costs
	N/A – Regional Consortium since 1986
	No
	Yes

	5E: Data Centers
	N/A – Alternate effective 2014
	No
	Yes

	5F: Space utilization
	N/A -  Platinum Analytics went live for Summer 2015
	No
	Yes

	Energy projects
	48,350 – based on final phase of HB 251 implementation
	No
	Yes

	Academic Practices and Policies
	
	
	

	6A: Negotiate cost on textbook affordability
	N/A – Need assistance from DAS
	No
	No

	6B: Standardize materials
	N/A – Standard practice since 2006
	No
	Yes

	6C: Develop digital capabilities
	N/A –  Standard practice since 2007
	No
	Yes

	7A: Education Campaign
	N/A –  Standard practice since 2013
	No
	Yes

	7B: Graduation Incentive
	N/A – not implementing 7B
	No
	No

	7C: Standardize credits for degrees  LOSS
	<$3,410,000> Completed May 2014
	No
	Yes

	7D: Data-driven advising
	N/A – completed Fall 2014
	No
	Yes

	7E: Summer programs
	N/A – ongoing since 2005
	No
	Yes

	7F: Pathway agreements
	N/A – continual development since late 1990’s
	No
	Yes

	7G: Competency-based education
	N/A – Major initiative since 2014
	No
	Yes

	8: Duplicative courses and programs
	N/A – Co-located campuses have always done this
	No
	Yes

	Low-enrollment programs:
	N/A – Standard practice since 2008
	No
	No

	10: Financial advising:
	N/A – effective Fall 2015
	No
	Yes

	Total Expected Annual
Cost Savings: LOSS
	<$3,336,650>
	No
	No




Please utilize the chart below to show how the total actual cost savings listed above were redeployed to either (1) reduce the cost of college for students or (2) to provide tangible benefits for the quality of students’ education:
	Category
	Amount Invested
	Explanation

	Reductions to the total cost of attendance (tuition, fees, room and board, books and materials, or related costs — such as technology)
	
	

	Student financial aid
	$25,000
	Scholarships

	Student success services, particularly with regard to completion and time to degree
	
<$3,410,000>
	Lowered credit hour requirements for most programs, so it created a large deficit that the College had to overcome through other budget cuts.

	Investments in tools related to affordability and efficiency
	
	

	Improvements to high-demand/high-value student programs
	
	

	Add other categories as needed
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