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• The SCH Target Model Task Force was appointed by the Provost in October 2008 and charged with developing a model for establishing SCH targets for departments and colleges.
• Members were faculty members nominated by deans and appointed by the provost to represent the academic colleges, as follows: 
Wendy Ford, Chair (Dean, Arts and Sciences)

Meagan Karvonen (Education and Allied Professions)

Jerry Kinard (Business)

Matthew Liddle (Fine and Performing Arts)

Bill Ogletree (Health and Human Sciences)

Joseph Pechmann (Arts and Sciences)

James Zhang (Kimmel School).

• Over six months, the task force met regularly, studied the institutional funding formula, reviewed data pertaining to enrollment trends and instructional allocations, and consulted with academic administrators, including the nine deans, vice chancellors for academic affairs and finance and administration, and the institutional planning office.
• The Task Force submitted its formal report to the provost on April 30, 2009, and the Chair subsequently presented this report to the Council of Deans on May 5, 2009. 
• In considering institutional policies and practices in the context of university funding and enrollment patterns, the Task Force identified 11 critical challenges and specific recommendations for responding to those challenges. The Task Force then proposed a model for guiding college resource allocations. The challenges/recommendations and proposed model are summarized below, following a brief overview of the institutional funding model.
• The College of Arts and Sciences piloted implementation of Task Force recommendations this fall. Their model will be discussed last.
Overview of Institutional Funding Model

• The “UNC Semester Credit Hour Enrollment Change Funding Model” provides the primary basis for state funding to the institution. 

• The funding formula is based on annual projected changes in SCH production per a 12-cell funding matrix comprised of 4 disciplinary program categories (based on CIP codes) and 3 levels of instruction (undergraduate, master’s, doctoral). It allows for differentiated resources in relation to SCH changes per program category and level of instruction. For instance, more resources are awarded per increased SCH in master’s level nursing instruction than per increased SCH in undergraduate level mathematics instruction. 
• The initial enrollment change funding model was conceived in 1999 for use in determining additional state allocations beyond pre-1999 levels. It was revised over several years with the most recent version published in 2007.

• The formula for WCU is modified by a 10% undergraduate cost factor, allowing for 10% additional earnings per increased residential undergraduate SCH. 
• Applying the 12-cell matrix to projected SCH changes determines the following:
Instructional FTE: additional instructional positions required for change

Instructional Salary: positions x institution’s authorized salary amount ($73,983 in 08/09)
Other Academic Costs: 44.89% instructional salary to cover fringe, operating budgets, staff
Total Academic Requirements: instructional salary + other academic costs

Library: 11.48% Total Academic Requirements to address increased library needs

General Institutional Support: 54.05% Total Academic Requirements to support instructional mission, such as academic support, student support, and campus administration
• Applying simple algebra to the components of the formulaic funding model, university funding requirements should approximate the following:

  41.70%
Instructional Salary

  18.72%
Other Academic Costs

    6.93%
Library

  32.65%
General Institutional Support

100.00%

• Upon identifying university funding requirements per the formulaic model, tuition revenues are deducted to determine the final “request amount” for state funding. For instance, if the formula identified total requirements of $5,000,000 to address projected enrollment increases, and increased tuition revenues were projected at $2,000,000, the university could request $3,000,000.
• The same formula is applied to both resident and distance SCH. However, the undergraduate cost factor is only applied to resident SCH.

• The formula-based funding requirements are supplemented by state “expansion budget” allocations (legislative earmarks) for specific programs. They are also supplemented by student fee revenues and revenues associated with grants, contracts, gifts, and endowment earnings.
• The Task Force focused on academic requirements to be allocated by the provost, including instructional FTE, instructional salary, and other academic costs.

Critical Challenges and Recommendations

Challenge 1: There is presently no distinction between SCH (or FTE) generated by instructor type (full-time, part-time, GTA). However, budgets are separated by instructor type and unit heads historically have not had authority to shift funds across instructor types.

Recommendation: Establish single SCH (or FTE) generation target across instructor types, allowing units to earn a total pool of instructional resources, and give unit heads authority to shift resources across instructional types within defined parameters.
Challenge 2: Presently, the campus considers resident and distance SCH (or FTE) separately. However, units must spread instructional assignments to meet the needs of target audiences in both contexts. Only in this way are they able to count faculty contributions in both contexts as part of load.

Recommendation: Establish single SCH (or FTE) target across instructional contexts, allowing units to earn a total pool of instructional resources, and give flexibility to shift resources across instructional contexts within defined parameters.

Challenge 3: Presently, units do not have flexibility to apply lapsed salaries toward increasing instructional capacity and SCH (or FTE) generation, as is the norm at other UNC institutions. However, units’ SCH (or FTE) expectations are based on initial salary allocations, rather than actual allowed salary expenditures.

Recommendation: Allow units to apply lapsed salaries toward temporary instructional positions and support.

Challenge 4: The current university workload policy mistakenly applies the 2007 funding formula to all SCH (or FTE) but the funding formula only pertains to SCH (or FTE) growth since 2007, and prior versions of the funding formula only pertain to SCH (or FTE) growth over the established 1999 baseline level. Importantly, the 2007 formula alone cannot account for approximately 30 additional positions earned at baseline or prior formula levels.

Recommendation: Develop a modified formula for internal purposes based on the 2007 funding formula plus a 5.5% modification index. The modified formula will bridge the gap in pre- and post-1999 and 2007 rates. (The modification index should be reviewed periodically, perhaps every other year.)

Challenge 5: Faculty FTE may need to be higher in some units than generated per the funding formula.
Recommendation: Allocate faculty FTE to deans in accordance with the modified funding formula with adjustments to ensure adequate support for faculty-intensive programs. Also maintain pool of surplus faculty FTE at provost level for discretionary allocation.

Challenge 6: Faculty salary may need to be higher in some units than average salary applied in funding formula.

Recommendation: Allocate salary to deans in accordance with the modified funding formula with adjustments to ensure adequate support for high-salary disciplines. Also maintain pool of surplus salary funds at provost level for discretionary allocation.

Challenge 7: Previous allocations of faculty FTE and salary have been made without any clear connection to the funding formula by which instructional resources are generated. At this point, some units are so far underfunded and others so far overfunded that changes in accordance with a new SCH (or FTE) target model could be fairly drastic.

Recommendation: Implement new SCH (or FTE) target model now, but enact allocation changes for colleges deemed under/overfunded incrementally over time.

Challenge 8: Program enrollment trends in specific disciplines can shift dramatically over a few years, but investments in faculty lines cannot be shifted as quickly.

Recommendation: Base allocations on 3-year rolling SCH (or FTE) averages to provide some stability in faculty positions while allowing for changes over time. Give consideration to unique program circumstances, such as new program development. Also encourage programs to respond to emerging trends by initially investing in temporary faculty lines until the market stabilizes.

Challenge 9: Currently, units do not receive increased academic support corresponding with increased faculty FTE per the funding formula, as is the norm at other UNC institutions.
Recommendation: Allocate a minimum of 50% of earned academic support (minus fringe benefits) to deans in accordance with the modified funding formula while retaining the remainder for provost discretionary allocation and centralized academic support.

Challenge 10: Approximately 8% of current instructional FTE and 5% of current instructional salaries are assigned for purposes other than direct instruction—that is, other than regular faculty, part-time faculty, distance education, or graduate assistants.

Recommendation: Where possible, shift non-instructional positions and support to other funding sources. Also consider adjusting internal SCH (or FTE) targets upward to generate additional FTE and salaries that may be retained for important instructional support functions.

Challenge 11: The funding formula is based on enrollment projections, rather than actual enrollments.

Recommendation: Make conservative projections and base allocations on actual enrollments, which are the best predictor of conservative projections. Also ensure that projections are made in close consultation with Academic Affairs, which should inform the process by addressing emerging curricular issues with significant implications for enrollment shifts, such as new program development, program deletions, changes in curriculum requirements, changes in liberal studies, changes in accreditation requirements, and/or changes in academic policies.

Proposed Model for Guiding College Resource Allocations

Step 1—Target Ratios of FTE Earned/Allocated: Assign each college a target ratio of FTE earned/allocated. 

FTE Earned: 3-year rolling average of FTE generated in college per 2007 funding formula, adjusted to account for the 10% undergraduate cost factor (credit for undergraduate resident courses), and applying 5.5% modification index to bridge gap in  pre- and post-1999 and 2007 funding formulas (modification revisited annually)
FTE Allocated: Current year allocation of FTE lines to the college
Baseline Target Ratio: 1/1, which may be adjusted for each college, but must balance across colleges to equal budgeted instructional FTE, and may be implemented incrementally for colleges significantly under/overfunded 
Adjustment Factors: May include such factors as program costs, student-faculty ratio expectations, program implementation/phase-out, non-instructional service expectations, incremental implementation, or provost reserve
Step 2—Salary Allocations: Assign each college a salary pool associated with FTE allocations.

Single Pool: FTE and salary granted to college as pool of instructional resources which the dean may apply across instructor types (tenured/tenure-track, fixed-term, part-time, GTA) and instructional contexts (resident, distance)
Baseline Salary: GA assigned WCU baseline in 08-09 of $73,983 per FTE allocated, which may be adjusted for each college, but must balance across colleges to equal budgeted instructional funding

Adjustment Factors: May include such factors as market-based differences, distance from 80th percentile, faculty composition, over-reliance on temporary faculty, inclusion of GTA appointments, or provost reserve
Lapsed Salaries: Authority to apply lapsed salaries toward temporary instructional positions and support would shift to colleges over time as budget practices shift, reducing reliance on lapsed salaries for non-instructional purposes
Step 3—Academic Support Allocations: Assign each college a minimum of 50% of earned academic support (minus fringe benefits) associated with FTE and salary allocations.
Pilot Application of Target Ratios in Arts and Sciences
• Arts and Sciences piloted implementation of SCH Task Force recommendations in developing the college’s staffing plan (faculty hiring priorities).
• As a starting point in staffing planning, the dean developed the “Arts and Sciences FTE Projection Model” in consultation with the department heads and associate deans. 
• The model required establishing a “proposed target ratio of FTE allocated/earned” for each department. Starting from a baseline of 1.00 (allocating 1 FTE for 1 earned), target ratios ultimately proposed for departments ranged from .80 to 1.20, averaging 1.02 across the college. 

• Key issues in determining target ratios included disciplinary categories (reflecting varying SCH expectations per the funding formula), pedagogically appropriate class sizes and interaction intensity, and typical use of GAs in instructional lab support.
• Each department’s initial FTE target was the product of average “earned” FTE and the proposed target ratio (e.g., 8.00 earned FTE x 1.10 target ratio = 8.41 target).
• Given high anticipated enrollment growth and its immediate impact on Arts and Sciences disciplines, expecially at the freshman level, initial FTE targets were modified by predicted A&S SCH growth across freshman-graduate levels in 09-10 (4.08%) and 10-11 (5.12%) to determine the “10-11 FTE Required.” (It appears the 09-10 growth predictions were too conservative, as college SCH increased 7.1% from Fall 08 to Fall 09, and a similar spring increase is expected.)
• Ultimately, the model concludes with the “10-11 FTE Need” for each department and totaled across the college. This need represents the difference between “09-10 FTE Allocated” and “10-11 FTE Required.”
• Importantly, the “10-11 FTE Need” for each department represented the starting point for decisions regarding staffing allocations or reallocations. Decisions also considered college priorities, including ensuring program quality, filling critical leadership roles, replacing vacancies due to tenure denials and failed searches to encourage good decisions, addressing problematic imbalances in tenure-track/fixed-term ratios, and implementing QEP, UNC-Tomorrow and other institutional initiatives. Streamlining and scheduling initiatives also were considered, such as in English where initiatives greatly decreased faculty FTE need. 
• In the future...

• An issue that may be considered in future target ratios is non-instructional expectations (i.e., departments requiring greater faculty commitment to non-SCH-generating expectations would need higher FTE allocated/earned). Ultimately, however, all faculty positions must be “earned” so care must be taken to ensure balance across ratios so that they align with positions granted to the institution through the funding formula.

• The college has not piloted steps 2 and 3 of the Task Force model, involving determining appropriate salary allocations and academic support allocations, respectively. However, salary allocations were considered in relation to discipline and faculty composition.
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