Budget Allocation Review Committee - Session #
April 9, 2025

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

NOTES
Local Sessions Debrief
· Laura: Why is the BARC not making decisions about subvention? 50-50 is a concern to CLAS. Initiative funds – people understand the importance of this to give the chancellor something to allocate for priorities. 
· Anthony: Questions around the impact of 50-50 split and impact to different schools and colleges. Questions about how the model was developed last time. Questions about the level of transparency and validity of the process to engage the BARC; Anthony shared the value he has seen from the process. 
· Ann: Did they have alternative suggestions? What was the underlying question?
· Mistrust generally; questioning whether the process has achieved anything
· Reiterated the attempt to be inclusive in the process
· Nate: In CAM have been having follow-ups with CAM and a few other people; Chancellor was there during the last debrief – he is smart and was able to clearly address the importance and what is needed. Have not reconnected since before Spring Break. So far, people seem to understand it will all be hard, questioning how different this is actually going to be. How much will this change our environment. The Chancellor emphasized a strategic growth mindset. Everyone is confused still and will continue to be – we are trying to be conscientious about the creation of a transparent model, but there is not much “there” there for us to work with to make significant changes.
· Ann: Are people disengaged because they do not think it will make a difference? How do we continue to work on engagement? How do we get people interested?
· Some people are paying attention, some are caught up in what they need to do. In our dept, we have 4 out of 7 faculty in the tenure process going for review now or in the next year. They are not focused on the overall budget. The consistent cohort of people chime in with a similar message. Others are just interested to learn more, but are not providing feedback.
· Laura: Another big picture question about the current model – it looks like the same model with some different numbers. They were hoping for something different with different incentives (e.g. rewarding collaboration). They anticipated a different range of things they would hear about.
· Ann: Did they see 50-50 as supporting collaboration?
· No – then you go after majors. This reduces duplicating courses; but may drive creating similar programs.
· Ann: At the faculty foresight session yesterday, we talked about culture change. This takes time (5-7 years). 
· Julien/Laura: People are upset where there are double degree across school/college that we only count in one. There is a risk of getting zero for those majors (make up 3% of the student population). We have cross-listed classes (0.8%) too. People are stuck on details.
· Jen: While there may be some back-end impact of decisions, this is really the role of curriculum committees. 
· Julien explained that this is not about the curriculum committees, the concern is about how we are incentivizing cross-unit collaboration.
· Laura: Concerned that 50-50 reallocates millions of dollars
· Mark: We said we will start “whole” so this will minimize the impact
· Laura: What is the value of using the model to shift financial incentives if we will not use it
· Mark/Jen: This is a multi-year shift, providing time to shift up and down, subvention will be locked in
· Julien: Subvention being locked in at a dollar amount sounds dangerous. We should recommend subvention decrease over time (e.g. by 10%) otherwise it continues and we do not create sustainability.  Also, while Jen explained that it is customary to have subvention to be a fixed dollars amount fixed for a certain number of years (typically three) and then this is revised, and this is also our 2017 budget model, I think that subvention should be a % of the budget of the S/C that are subvented, and not a fixed dollar amount. I am not sure I have not have time to play with models.
· Nate: A question came up in CAM – the Chancellor mentioned the use of zero-based budgets as a starting point. The committee has talked about this, but his emphasis made it seem like maybe there was more focus on that. 
· Ann: Starting from zero-base is not directly tied into the model itself – question of where we start with the budget model. Ken did zero-based budgeting for the past two years at his campus and found it to be helpful. He has not provided direction around that to Ann/Jen.
· Julien: Supports zero-based budget discussions. Hoped this committee would discuss this more.
· Jen: From the campus level learning sessions we understand that we should be clear in our comms and documentation about what campuswide means versus campus support units.
· Laura: What was helpful was emphasizing “mandatories” come off the top and that this does not include people.
· Ann: This helps explain what the campus is paying for on units’ behalf
· Jen: There was a lot of discussion about the budget model versus culture – if we are not working as a campus community to serve students, then the model will not solve that; we need everyone rowing in the same direction so we have resources to invest.
Structure of Proposed Model
· Laura: Question about initiative pool – what is the order of funds removed at the top of the model.
· Jen: these are sequenced – 1A is campus-wide mandatory, 1B is the initiative pool
· Margaret: We determined the 1% for initiative pool – have we done this before?
· Jen: No, this is a new feature of the model. We have also been paused for two years.
· Julien: This seems like a similar model as before. Didn’t we fail in this model before.
· Jen: The model did not fail. When we ran in 2024, it was going to kill CLAS. Revenue was decreasing – it was disproportionately hurting one unit. We have done several things in the new model the BARC put together to mitigate that concern, e.g. leveraging multi-year data for a moving average.
· Nate: We also designed the model to take cuts across campus support units and schools/colleges
· Margaret: SESS took cuts last year – how does that square?
· Jen: Admin did choose to take cuts; we were not applying the model, which would not have forced admin cuts; will be baked into the model going forward
· Julien: CLAS has been repeatedly hurt by the model – have been handed a budget and are stuck in it.
· Nate: If we use an incremental model, how would that incentivize anything? It is strange subvention is not part of this – there could a perception of an undoing of the model through subvention. May be the idea of loss leaders, but have to be strategic about what those loss leaders are. 
· Julien: The way we do it at the college – we might say we need two lines and another department needs two lines – you negotiate to get what you need. This is not incremental – you make strategic decisions.
· Nate: Where do you think the strategic decisions should be made? Why would the Chancellor or Provost make those department level decisions?
· Julien: Why do we make requests to Provost to make hiring decisions? (he approves the hiring plan). You can be strategic with the budget even if you are incremental.
· Laura: Considerations about which programs have the potential for growth are part of that. There is a faculty committee that weighs in.
· Beth: At the campus level, it is challenging to look at places where we could have major growth but we lack the funding to expand in areas of potential growth. There are places we could grow if we are strategic about this (e.g. using initiative pool). This will hopefully also create more school/college cross-collaboration. Initiatives could be focused on being collaborative. This is what I am hoping we will see. It is hard to find funds to create that growth.
· Nate: Julien has advocated for a larger incentive pool that could be more strategic. If the pool is bigger, who is going to get it and what do they need to get it?
· Laura: We have a smaller version of that – if you are good at PR you may be more likely; it shouldn’t just be about the “sell” or “lobby”
· Nate: This is also a matter of resistance because units do not get control; they have to lobby for funds – who will put in the time/energy, will have to reduce budget to create the bucket
· Julien: I hear we do not want to be strategic because we are scared. I do not see strategy in the formula. Just gives a number. I like to see proposals, why do you need the money, etc.
· Laura: This is the same issue – we need to allow the leaders to lead – I accept the idea that someone has to make strategic decisions. Some of those decisions are best made at the school/college level, some are best made at the leadership level. I wish we were doing this in a growing budget environment; there is anxiety that a formula is not going to save us. I am being asked to contribute to decisions that we don’t fully know the consequences of. 
· Ann: We are going to give a recommendation based on what we know now. We will test it and adjust if we need to.
· What is better in this new model: Smoothing 3 year window, differentiating what money is in or out, process is easier to explain, establishing an initiative pool as a strategic decision (rather than afterthought)
· Margaret: How have we funded initiatives in the past?
· Ann: One time money
· Laura: This is also basically one time money
· Nate: Overall, if we don’t grow, we are “sunk”. How many units have actually looked at what is not working and determined what we need to let go? We have not sunsetted programs in the past 20+ years.
· Beth: A couple of programs have sunsetted – we should do more of that if we can.
· Nate: Where does this fit into growth. Budget model won’t tell us. If we do not grow, our budget model will not work.
· Jen: The questions the group is getting to today are about how big is the pie – not how do we split up the pie
Budget Process - CACB
· Sept-Oct: budget kick off and launch of CACB for the next academic year – discussing the high-level picture from state, Board of Regents, all the levels of governance – what is the size of our pie for the next year?
· Nov: Initiatives requests – discussed at CACB (funding requests from across the campus)
· Feb: This is when the model shows up (after we have decided what we want to invest in); we have to understand the full picture before we can turn on the model; Board of Regents takes a first look at our budget
· May: Look at the output of the model – this is the first time we have all the information needed to do that.
Discussion
· Nate: Is there a way in initiatives requests to ask for continued funding. Why go to one-time all the time?
· Jen: We want to give a runway to assess whether the initiative is successful. (e.g. a new program has enrollment targets). This is a “theory” – pie will get bigger, metrics bigger. In SESS, we might have qualitative measures – we might lock in multiple years of funding to measure the success of the initative. If we do this, would be a permanent budget request that would also go through this process and we would have to figure out how to fund.
· Nate: There are going to be different timelines.
· Jen: Agreed – this will look different for different funding requests. 
· Margaret: Is this the way it currently works, or the way it will work in the future? I may have participated in this process, but I didn’t know. It would help to make this more explicit – part of a cycle/process. This gets to the question of how we make sure our tools how we communicate is clear about where we are in a process and how it connects to the budget model, etc. How do we structure communications and the tools – this will be important.
· Julien: How often does CACB change the inputs to the budget model?
· Jen: This happened twice. There were issues with how state funding was allocated. 
· Julien: Confirmed that mostly CACB followed the formulas.
· Nate: I hear different things about the impact of the state budgets. If it is not a huge impact, then why do we wait for it?
· Jen: It is about 25% of our revenue – it has grown in the past few years. In years when the state is cutting, that is when we get into trouble – we have continued mandatory cost increases. Colorado is highly tuition dependent.
· Julien: For in state, out of state – could allocate funds differently for international to incentivize recruitment of these students. Engineering attracts international students, but it doesn’t cost me anymore to instruct them in calculus than a resident student.
· Laura: Part of the idea of tuition differentials – helps support different costs of instruction
· Mark: Wouldn’t the 50-50 split help to limit subvention? 
· Laura: We don’t know – that is a concern.
Finalizing Guiding Principles
· Jen: Based on committee input, revised the guiding principles. One guiding principle was removed (“Recognizes the differences in costs to deliver education.”). It may not belong here; seems to be baked into the model in other ways.
· Nate: A comprehensive university acknowledges “loss leaders”.  Not sure what belongs here and what belongs somewhere else. 
· Jen: It seems to call out aspects of subvention – already captured under comprehensive university. 
· Jen: Measures have been identified that address the outcome of the model (not the process)
· Mark: ok with the last one crossed off, it is captured in comprehensive university. Would advocate for “transparent” as opposed to “easy to explain”
· Laura: Transparent and easy to explain both indicate different things.
· Lauren: Clear to explain
· Nate: Logical to explain
· Ann/Amy (sidebar): Shared meaning & understanding, predictability
· Ann: Should drive enrollment for the campus; could do scenario modeling
· Laura: Although changing enrollment will change the outcomes, it eases relative positioning
· Ann: We cannot predict where we will end up; what we believe we know, we can make predictions
· Nate: Some of this is communication. What is not in this (e.g. D2, D3) needs to be explicit – those are things that make it more complicated to understand; there is a “box” outside of the flow of the model – those need to be explicit. If it is replicable and a tool that is shared, need to be thoughtful how it is used. 
Discussion: Can we agree on a single model?
· Jen will send a poll out 
Key Messages:  
· The Committee shared the questions and feedback from their local information sessions.
· The Committee workshopped the final recommendations for the budget model.
· The Committee revisited the guiding principles to ensure clarity and consensus.
