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Executive Summary 
 

 The Phase 1 report of the Joint Task Force on Strategic Oversight underscored the need to 
promote an “evidence-based resource allocation” and to “adopt practices that reinforce the link 
between evidence and decisions.” The Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation (JTFRA) was 
charged with organizing the campus’ consideration of alternative resource allocation models and 
making recommendations to the Chancellor for moving forward with any proposed improvements. 
Specific expectations laid out in the charge include: (1) educating and engaging the campus 
community; (2) identifying key characteristics for an effective resource allocation model, and (3) 
proposing specific changes for consideration by the campus community (Faculty Senate Document 
No. 14-010B).  
 Beginning in November 2013, the JTFRA worked with the assistance of Huron Education to 
both examine our current resource allocation model and explore alternatives. Using the Phase 1 
report of the Strategic Plan as a starting point, the JTFRA developed a set of budgeting values and 
six budgeting principles. These are high-level principles that were intended to help us to assess how 
well our current allocation system supports our strategic priorities, and what the attributes of any 
new model should be. Some of the budgeting values that the JTFRA felt were not currently well 
met by our current resource allocation model include transparency, alignment of authority with 
responsibility, flexibility, and appropriate simplicity. 
 On the basis of this analysis, the JTFRA asked Huron Education to explore a customized 
UMass Resource Allocation Model (URAM), one that is more decentralized and transparent, but 
that still maintains a strong holistic view of the University and support for the common good. We 
recognize that any resource allocation model considered should promote a balance among research, 
educational opportunity, public service, and support activities that align with the strategic plan and 
focus on campus success areas including quality, student success, diversity, equity, and 
inclusiveness. The goal in asking Huron Education to develop a model was for it to serve as a 
knowledge discovery process for both the JTFRA and the campus. 
 The JTFRA worked closely with Huron Education on the development of a baseline UMass 
Resource Allocation Model, and beginning in January, the JTFRA made a series of presentations to 
campus constituencies to receive feedback on both the process and content of the model as it was 
being developed (e.g., the Student Government Association, Graduate Student Senate, Faculty 
Senate, Campus Leadership Council, the Council of Deans, etc.). The major components of the 
model include: (1) selection of primary units (schools, colleges, and auxiliaries) and administrative 
& support units, (2) mechanisms for revenue allocation to the primary units, (3) allocation of costs 
to primary units for central services, and (3) the creation and use of a strategic investment pool—a 
central pool of resources for strategic initiatives benefits the whole university. 
 After a consideration of the baseline UMass Resource Allocation Model—both its 
component parts and the complete model—the JTFRA recommends: (1) The University continue 
the process started by the JTFRA and further evaluate a more decentralized and transparent UMass 
Resource Allocation Model and accompanying system; (2) that this evaluation include testing of 
this UMass Resource Allocation Model in parallel with the existing model. By the end of calendar 
year 2014, the campus should take stock of what has been learned and determine appropriate 
subsequent action (e.g., additional study, exploration of further variations, steps towards transition 
to a different model, etc.). It is important to underscore that the JTFRA is not recommending 
adoption of any specific model or any specific change to the campus budgeting system at this time. 
In the following report we outline the process by which we came to these recommendations, the 
components of the UMass Resource Allocation Model, its role in the UMass Resource Allocation 
System, and a proposal for next steps.  
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Background 
 
 The Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation (JTFRA) emerged from the first phase of the 
Strategic Planning process and was established in Faculty Senate Doc. No. 14-010B on October 10, 
2013. The Phase 1 report of the Joint Task Force on Strategic Oversight underscored the need to 
promote an “evidence-based resource allocation” and to “adopt practices that reinforce the link 
between evidence and decisions.” The Report also highlights the need to set “high standards of 
transparency, rationality and fairness as we tackle difficult choices.” 
 The JTFRA takes as a given that any resource allocation system must support and embody 
the values that are articulated in Phase 1 of the strategic plan: (1) excellence, (2) leadership, (3) 
responsibility and stewardship, (4) social progress and social justice, (5) innovation, (6) discovery 
and impact, (7) engagement, (8) diversity, equity, and inclusiveness, (9) opportunity, (10) openness 
and integrity, and (11) integration and collaboration.1 Not only are these values that are articulated 
in the Phase 1 Report of the Strategic Plan, but these are also values that both the JTFRA and Huron 
heard repeatedly through our campus engagement and in our JTFRA discussions. In this report, we 
indicate how changes to our resource allocation system can help support all of these values. 
 In this report we focus primarily on resource allocation models, analytical frameworks for 
identifying revenues, tracing the flow of funds to the various units on campus, and assigning costs. 
It is important to note that any resource allocation model is only part of a wider resource allocation 
system (RAS). This wider system also includes the decision-making processes through which the 
flows of funds continue to be directed in ways that serve the values of the campus and enhance the 
ability of the units, individually and collectively, to implement their strategic initiatives and 
contribute to the university’s overall mission. 
 

Charge 
 
 The charge to the JTFRA is as follows: “The Joint Task Force on Resource Allocation 
(JTFRA) will organize the campus’ consideration of alternative resource allocation models, and 
make recommendations to the Chancellor for moving forward with any proposed improvements that 
result from the study.” Specific expectations laid out in the charge include: (1) educating and 
engaging the campus community; (2) identifying key characteristics for an effective resource 
allocation model, and (3) proposing specific changes for consideration by the campus community. 
The JTFRA was charged with developing draft recommendations and presenting them to the 
campus community for consideration, which we do in this document. Following a period of campus 
discussions, recommendations will be presented to the Chancellor.2 
  

Summary Recommendation 
 
 The JTFRA’s recommendation is that the University consider developing and adopting a 
more decentralized and transparent resource allocation model than it now employs. As we learned 
more about our current resource allocation model, it became clear that it could be improved to better 
support many of our strategic priorities. For example, and as discussed below, our current system is 
both highly centralized and opaque, and there is not a close relationship between who makes 
decisions about allocating or spending resources and who takes responsibility for those decisions. 
Based on discussions with the campus community it is clear that our resource allocation system 
                                                
1 http://www.umass.edu/provost/sites/default/files/uploads/JTFSO%20Phase%20I%20Report.pdf (p.4) 
2 http://www.umass.edu/senate/fs_docs/2013-2014/731/SEN_DOC_NO_14-010B.pdf 
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does not adequately support several of our key campus values, particularly responsibility and 
stewardship, innovation, integration and collaboration, and openness.  
 The JTFRA explored a variety of resource allocation models that have been adopted by 
other universities over the past few decades. In fact, most universities do not employ one monolithic 
model in the way they allocate resources, and we are no different. The current model at UMass 
Amherst is primarily a highly centralized, incremental budget model with a few areas where units 
are provided incentives to pursue particular activities. The JTFRA quickly recognized that adopting 
“true RCM model,” a budgeting model that is highly decentralized, for the campus would seriously 
restrain a holistic vision for the campus and potentially undermine support for the common good. A 
highly decentralized model (such as the “every tub on its own bottom” model employed by Harvard 
and others) appears likely to discourage efforts to attain some of our common core values (i.e., 
integration and collaboration; social progress and social justice; diversity, equity, and inclusiveness; 
opportunity; and excellence across the campus as a whole). A more decentralized and transparent 
resource allocation model than is currently used has the potential to better support values such as 
innovation, discovery and impact, engagement, and openness and integrity. 
 Using the Phase 1 report of the Strategic Plan as a starting point, the JTFRA worked with 
Huron Education to develop a set of budgeting values and six budgeting principles (see Huron 
Supplement, p. 3). Based on these principles Huron Education created an illustrative example of a 
customized resource allocation model using FY13 UMass Amherst financial data. This allowed for 
the presentation of campus data to provide context to the discussion of a more decentralized budget 
model. Neither the JTFRA nor Huron is recommending that this specific model be adopted by the 
campus. Instead, we recommend that the university test a parallel budget model (described below) 
beginning in the summer of 2014 to further explore our understanding of the implications of such a 
model and thus refine it. A semester-long comparison between the model suggested by Huron 
Education and the model currently in place will allow for further refinements of the model before a 
final version is considered for adoption by the campus. If a new UMass Resource Allocation 
System (URAS) is adopted there would be a period of careful refinement to ensure that it is serving 
the campus as a whole and that it is supporting the campus values outlined in the Phase 1 report. In 
fact, we expect that any Resource Allocation System should receive regular review and updating to 
support our campus values and strategies. In this report, we define the potential UMass Resource 
Allocation System (URAS) as the UMass Resource Allocation Model (URAM) working together 
with our campus strategy (as developed in the Strategic Plan). While the JTFRA at this point is 
recommending the development of a URAM, it is the results of the URAS that over time will be 
tested and may lead to changes in the URAM (or possibly the Strategy). 
 

Overview of the JTFRA and Huron activities 
 
 The work of the JTFRA proceeded in the following three areas, which are reviewed below: 
 

• Data collection, validation, and analysis 
• Selection of a model to examine in more detail 
• Review of each component of the model explored and the initial model in total. 

 
 Beginning in November, the first phase of the work of the JTFRA consisted of data-
gathering. The goal was to understand our current funds flow and resource allocation methodology. 
During this phase Huron Education (John Curry, Maggie Burger, and Glenn McLaurin) met with 
JTFRA and also with the executive leadership team, executive financial officers, academic affairs 
and administrative and finance support team, academic budget managers, and the Joint Task Force 
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on Strategic Oversight (Huron, p. 4). This was an iterative process where Huron gathered 
information and then engaged with the groups and individuals listed above to refine their model of 
our current funds flow—that is, how funds come into campus, how they move within the campus, 
and where decisions are made for spending campus resources. This led to a good understanding of 
how funds currently flow to and from academic units (schools and colleges) based on data from FY 
13 (Huron, p. 29). It also helped to elucidate the allocation rules for the flow of funds (Huron, p. 
30). The JTFRA further examined trends in current higher education with respect to resource 
allocation as a means to better understand how our current budget model might be improved 
(Huron, pp. 15-20).  
 Through this process, the JTFRA has taken seriously the part of the charge that refers to 
“educating the campus.” A larger part of our work was first educating ourselves about both trends in 
higher education and the details of our very complex resource allocation system. The JTFRA co-
chairs made several presentations to the campus community to share each component of the 
JTFRA’s discussions, which included: the Student Government Association, the Graduate Student 
Senate, the Faculty Senate, Open Campus Forums, the Dean’s Council, the Campus Leadership 
Council, the Academic Priorities Council, the Program and Budget Council, and the Research 
Council.  
 The co-chairs also met with some of the A&S Unit Directors and held a forum for 
Department Heads and Chairs. At each of these presentations we solicited input, and this input 
significantly informed and impacted our discussions. Huron met one-on-one with Deans and with 
several of the unit directors, and this feedback also informed the JTFRA discussions. We invited the 
campus to comment on the JTFRA’s work via a blog and through a dedicated email address. The 
JTFRA website contains all of the minutes of the JTFRA meetings, the charge, membership, and 
other materials.3 
 In the rest of this report we review how we came to select a model option to explore further, 
and the components of the model that Huron developed for our consideration.   
 

Budget Values and Guiding Principles 
 
 The first task for the JTFRA was to catalog our campus values relative to budgeting and 
capture these in six “guiding principles” for assessing how we allocate resources on campus (Huron, 
p. 3). The JTFRA first identified preliminary values on the basis of both the Strategic Plan Phase 1 
report and interviews with the constituents mentioned above. These were then discussed with the 
JTFRA members, and co-chairs Elizabeth Chilton and Tim Anderson also presented these for 
feedback from the Council of Deans, the Student Government Association, the Faculty Senate, the 
Graduate Student Senate, and an Open Campus Forum, and the Academic Priorities Council and the 
Program and Budget Council of the Faculty Senate. An email was also sent to the campus 
community on January 21st. At that time we also set up a blog for campus community members to 
submit comments on our draft guiding principles. We also received emails from individuals with 
comments on both the budgeting values and the guiding principles. As a result, the guiding 
principles were modified significantly to reflect campus input (Huron, pp. 4-14). 
 The guiding principles address the values that should be explicitly addressed in a resource 
allocation model. They are a way for us to think through how our current budget model helps us to 
achieve our strategic priorities and in what ways it does not. But the guiding principles do not 
prescribe how funds should be expended. The campus strategic plan expresses the campus priorities 
clearly, and it is these strategic priorities that will guide decisions about how to spend resources 
                                                
3 https://www.umass.edu/provost/strategic-planning/joint-taskforce-resource-allocation 
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going forward. A new resource allocation model would not change the campus priorities, nor would 
it remove the importance of decision-making.4 Instead, we hope it actually makes it clear what 
decisions are being made and provides the mechanism for funding our strategic priorities. 
 

Model Options 
 
 Once we had a sense of the key guiding principles that the campus considered necessary for 
a successful resource allocation system for the campus, we began to examine the range of models 
currently employed by university campuses across the U.S. We also explored the trends in higher 
education with respect to resource allocation (Huron, pp. 15-20) and examined each of the main 
types of resource allocation models and considered their pros and cons (Huron, p. 22). 
 The models we explored ranged from a variety of centralized budget models (incremental, 
formula-based, and performance-based) to more decentralized models (incentive-based or 
Responsibility Center Management [RCM], and an “every tub on its own bottom” [ETOB] model). 
We recognized that most campuses have resource allocation models that are a hybrid of these 
different model attributes. At UMass we currently have, for the most part, an incremental budgeting 
model. In incremental budgeting the current budget forms a base, with increments added or taken 
away each year as circumstances allow or require, leading to modest changes. Incremental budget 
models do not easily allow for rapid changes in either revenues or costs, and decisions are made 
centrally for the most part. UMass also has defined some areas where colleges are encouraged to 
develop initiatives that result in new revenues, which they keep and have discretion over spending 
(e.g., Continuing and Professional Education revenues, out-of-state student tuition and fee growth, 
and net graduate tuition and fee growth). However, these are only small parts of a large and 
complex system, and there is currently little transparency in how all the revenues and costs fit 
together. 
 Two key attributes that came out of the evaluation of our guiding principles were: (1) 
transparency, and (2) appropriate level of decentralization. In terms of the latter, it was recognized 
that a strong degree of central control in the budget process can ensure the maintenance of the 
common good. However, too much central control can limit the degree of transparency and 
responsibility at the college or academic unit level that leads to more effective decision-making.  
 Huron guided us through a process of assessing how well our current budget model aligns 
with our stated guiding principles (Huron, pp. 31-33). Identifying the points of alignment or 
misalignment with our guiding principles allowed us to then consider how other model options 
might better align in important ways. The JTFRA asked Huron to help us to explore a more 
decentralized, customized model in more detail (Huron, p. 22), hereafter referred to as the UMass 
Resource Allocation Model (URAM). The key attributes that were identified for a model to explore 
further included:  
 

• Better align costs with revenues and provide greater transparency in measuring both 
throughout the system 

• More decentralized than our current incremental system, but with enough centralized control 
so as to ensure the support for campus-level priorities 

• Utilizes a central pool of fund or a “strategic investment pool” to address strategic priorities 
• Incorporates features that emphasize strategic needs and promote entrepreneurship.  

                                                
4 Strong support for this position can also be found in Michigan’s “Budgeting with the UB Model” p. 2-3 
elaborates on the difference between a model and a system, with a system extending beyond the mechanistic 
elements and including the discretionary elements (http://www.provost.umich.edu/budgeting/ub_model.pdf). 



7 
 

• Provide more transparency and formality for the basis of resource allocations on campus. 
 
 As stated in the “Recommendations” section above, these are the attributes that the JTFRA 
felt would best support the values expressed in the Phase 1 report of the Strategic Plan. 
 It is important to underscore that the JTFRA did not “select” a model, especially given that a 
customized model by definition is one that is tailored specifically for our campus. Instead, we 
worked with Huron to select attributes that when combined in a model would allow us to better 
understand what a more decentralized and more transparent budgeting model would look like at 
UMass. The JTFRA took on the exploration of a UMass Resource Allocation Model as a process of 
knowledge discovery, where we could examine all the components of a potential model and then 
assess the implications of both the component parts and the whole model. 
 

UMass Resource Allocation Model: Key Model Attributes 
 
 To create a preliminary version of a customized resource allocation model, Huron worked 
with the JTFRA on each of the key model attributes. We began with an assessment of our current 
state of funds flow and the various funds types, which currently have different allocation rules 
associated with them (Huron, p. 29). Huron suggested that for the purpose of this modeling exercise 
that we model an “all funds” system in which all funds are discussed, regardless of their source or 
use; ideally this will simplify and make it easier to identify costs associated with revenues (Huron, 
p. 34). Of course if a model such as this is implemented, the University would still need to ensure 
full compliance with laws and universities policies. 
 After agreeing to explore a model with an all-funds approach, over several meetings we 
worked through the other major components of the model: (1) the selection of the primary units that 
would be responsible for both revenues and costs, (2) the major types of revenues that come to 
campus and how they are allocated to primary units, (3) how indirect costs (costs of central 
services) are attributed to those primary units, and (4) how we should manage the size and 
allocation of the strategic investment pool (Huron, pp. 23-24). We review each of these in turn. 
  
Selection of Primary and of Administrative and Support Units in the Model 
 
 The first step in building a model was to identify the primary units. For the purpose of 
building this type of resource allocation model, primary units are those units that have the ability to 
influence revenue generation and are able to cover all or most of the associated costs. In models 
such as this, these are typically the schools and colleges and the auxiliaries, as is the case for UMass 
(Huron, pp. 25-26).  
 Administrative and Support Units (A&S) were also identified for the purpose of building 
this model5. These units have limited or no ability to influence revenues and they provide services 
to the primary academic units. Information about these A&S units was taken from our University’s 
general ledger (Huron, p. 27). In many universities there are often what are termed “hybrid units” 
that do influence a significant portion of their revenues, but for consistency and simplicity, we 
considered these all as A&S units in this initial model; essentially any unit that serves the university 
as a whole and is considered a common good is included as an A&S unit. 
 It is important to note that nothing in this model recommends or necessitates a change in 
how A&S units are currently funded, how they function, or where they report; it does, however, 
indicate a changes in the reporting of revenues and expenses.  
                                                
5 See Huron Supplement p. 74 for a glossary of terms used in this report and in their supplement. 
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Revenues 
 
 The two primary sources of revenues to our campus include (1) tuition and fees, and (2) the 
State Appropriation (Huron, p. 36). Based on FY13 data, Huron estimates that about $385M would 
be allocable to the schools and colleges from gross tuition and fees including the curriculum fees, 
in-state and out-of-state tuition revenues (Huron, p. 40)6. The State Appropriation in FY 13 was 
$256.9 M (Huron, p. 50)7. JTFRA spent considerable time discussing how to model the revenue 
allocation for tuition & fees and the state appropriation, and each is discussed below. 
 
 Tuition and Fees. Universities that have moved towards a more decentralized resource 
allocation model such as the one we are exploring allocate revenues from tuition and fees based on 
the instruction offered in the schools and colleges. This is most often a ratio that includes both total 
instruction (measured by student credit hours) and enrollment in the major (full-time equivalents or 
FTEs; Huron, p. 37). In deciding what proportion to allocate based on total amount of instruction 
vs. enrollment in the major, there needs to be a balance between promoting recruitment, retention, 
and quality in the major and supporting both our general education priorities and the holistic view 
of students’ education. Most schools that have moved towards an activity-based allocation model in 
recent years have allocated 70-80% of the revenues based on overall instruction and 30-20% based 
on enrollment in the major (Huron, p. 38). One notable exception is Michigan, which began in 1999 
with 100% allocation in the major, but has slowly now moved to 50/50%. The JTFRA felt that a 
good starting point for the purpose of this initial model was 75% overall instruction (based on 
student credit hours) and 25% major FTE. We based this starting point on (1) looking at peer 
institutions and how it has worked out for them thus far, and (2) our own assessment of the data 
from our general ledger on what portion of our instructional costs are based on academic support 
and advising vs. direct instruction (Huron, p. 39). From their analysis of the general ledger, Huron 
estimates that our ratio of expenses for instruction vs. academic support and advising is 16% 
academic support and 84% instruction. Recognizing that faculty and instructors are involved in 
academic support that is not likely to be fully represented in academic support expenses, the JTFRA 
believes that a 75/25% split is a good starting point. One of the ways that we tried to assess the 
impact of choosing a particular proportion of overall instruction/major FTE was to note the 
differential impact on our schools and colleges (Huron, pp. 54-55). Given that our schools and 
colleges vary a great deal in both the costs and types of instruction, we will need to find an 
appropriate balance for our starting point in the instruction/major split. We explored the sensitivity 
of this split on the unit margins8 of the primary units and discovered the margin for most units was 
sensitive to its value. 
 One issue we did not examine in detail is our general education instruction as a proportion 
of total student credit hours. Given the priority that we place on general education and its 
importance to students, the JTFRA recommends that the impact of general education instruction as 
a proportion of total instruction be examined further. 
 

                                                
6 The allocable gross tuition includes all tuition and fees; the in-state tuition remission is deducted from the 
State Appropriations. 
7 This includes the value of the state-funded fringe benefits. 
8 “Unit margin” is all the revenues that are allocated to a primary unit minus all direct and indirect cost 
allocations 
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 State Appropriation. The other major source of funding to our campus comes from the state 
appropriation. Of course the use of the state appropriation should—like tuition and fees—support 
the academic mission of the University, particularly teaching and learning. However, as a Research 
University, a portion of the state allocation must support the research mission of the University.  
While we expect faculty to engage in a wide variety of research activities on our campus, we are 
also well aware that sponsored research requires an investment by the University, especially since—
as in all research universities—the indirect costs (also called “overhead” or Facilities and 
Administration [F&A] recovery) recovered from grants and contracts does not cover the actual costs 
of undertaking such research. For example, the Office of Financial and Cost Analysis at UMass 
calculates that the actual indirect costs of sponsored research at UMass is 72%, meaning that for 
every dollar spent on external grant or contract it costs the University an additional $0.72 to carry 
out that research (Huron, p. 47). While our federally negotiated rate is 59%, our actual or effective 
rate (that is, the rate that we actually recover on average after waivers or indirect cost reductions) is 
30%. This is common at all research universities since many granting agencies limit the amount of 
overhead recovery allowed. It means that 42% of the actual costs of conducting sponsored research 
are not visible in our current resource allocation model, even though these costs are covered in 
various ways. In the model scenario that we explored, a portion of the State Appropriation would be 
used to help cover this differential. While 5% of the differential would be expected to be covered by 
the primary units, the remaining 37% would be covered by allocating a portion of the state 
appropriation to the primary units based on sponsored research expenditures. Thus, in the model 
that we explored with Huron, 85% of the State Appropriation would be allocated on the basis of 
overall instruction and major FTE (the same 75/25% proportion as tuition and fees) and 15% would 
be allocated based on research expenditures. This proportion reflects the strategic importance of 
sponsored research activity as the flagship R1 Research University for the Commonwealth along 
with the value of research to the quality of cutting edge instruction. At the same time, it allocates 
the bulk of the state appropriations explicitly on instruction and academic support for our students 
(Huron, p. 48). 
 One other way that the model reflects both the desire to maintain strong support for 
sponsored research and to better align costs with revenues is that 100% of the indirect costs charged 
directly to a sponsor will be allocated to the college in which the research was conducted. In the 
current system, typically 10% of the F&A is returned to the Colleges, 10% to the Department, and 
10% to the PI, so this represents a substantial change. The JTFRA is not recommending a change to 
the 10% allocation of recovered F&A to the faculty investigator, nor is it recommending how the 
remainder of the F&A be allocated within the primary unit. Given that all indirect costs from 
sponsored research would be allocated to the schools and college, we recommend that a full 
examination of the indirect costs allocated to PIs, departments, and Centers and Institutes be 
included in any further testing and development of a new resource allocation model. 
 Another attribute of this model related to research is that at our request, Huron modeled a 
distribution of both the direct and indirect costs of grants based on a Co-PI split (Huron, p. 51-52). 
Many sponsored research grants have multiple Principal Investigators (PIs). Initially Huron had 
allocated both the revenues and costs associate with sponsored research on the basis of the primary 
PI. While a Co-PI split does not change the financial picture in a significant way, and while it is not 
currently reflected in the general ledger, the JTFRA felt it was important to model our principle of 
collaboration and desire for interdisciplinary and cross-college research, and recommends that the 
implications of the Co-PI split be something that is examined further, so that we do not create 
barriers to collaboration. 
 Other attributes of the UMass Resource Allocation model are intended to promote campus 
priorities. These include:  
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(1) Differentiation between in-state and out-of-state students in the allocation of tuition and 
fees to primary units; this would be in alignment with the strategic plan and existing 
incentive programs (Huron, p. 41-42). Given that out-of-state undergraduate tuition and fees 
constitute ~43% of the net undergraduate tuition and fees (Huron, p. 41), this would ensure 
that careful attention is paid to financial reality for planning purposes. Note that the portion 
of the State Appropriation that would be allocated back to schools and colleges would be 
based on their proportion of in-state students (Huron, p. 46) consistent with the state’s 
expectations about the use of the State Appropriation. 
 
(2) Scholarships and Waivers. The JTFRA felt that it was important for the campus to 
recognize scholarships and waivers as a campus good, and to ensure that student financial 
needs do not become a decision point for colleges. Thus, in the model that we have 
considered, scholarships and waivers are applied to primary units on the basis of that unit’s 
proportion of in-state and out-of-state tuition and fees (Huron, pp. 43-45). 
 
(3) A&S Waivers. After a general review of scholarships and waivers, the JTFRA began to 
discuss how to allocate waivers for graduate students who are employed by A&S units (e.g., 
the Graduate School and Undergraduate Advising). In the model that we’ve reviewed, the 
waivers follow the unit of employment, not the unit of enrollment. However, we did not 
want to create disincentives for A&S units to employ graduate students. Thus, in the 
scenario modeled by Huron, the hiring of a Graduate Student by an A&S unit is treated as a 
common good by allocating that portion of scholarships and waivers (17%) on the basis of 
each unit’s total graduate tuition and fees generated (Huron, p. 46). 

 
 The discussion above provides a broad overview of several of the variables that we 
examined and discussed as components of the allocation of revenues to primary units. It is 
important to note that all of these—and more—would need to be examined carefully to ensure that 
there are not unintended consequences of any particular attribute in the model. This would need to 
be examined carefully in a model-vetting phase if a decision is made to move forward. 
 
Indirect Cost Allocations9 
 
 In the model that is explored here, primary units would be allocated net expenses for the 
A&S units and other university operating costs10. In the campus’s current model, the costs of A&S 
units and other indirect costs are funded centrally and then the remaining general operating funds 
are dispersed to the colleges in the form of annual budgets. In the URAM explored here, revenues 
go directly to the schools and colleges, and then those units are charged back a kind of “tax” for 
their proportion of the net expenses of central services and facilities. Some of these services may be 
best allocated on the basis of student headcount (e.g., academic support services, Commonwealth 
Honors College, the Library) and others may be best allocated on the total expenses of a school or 
college (e.g., Administration and Finance, University Relations, Chancellor’s Office, etc.). See 

                                                
9 Note that these Indirect Costs should not be confused with the F&A Costs (see Huron, p. 4). 
10 A&S units that generate fees typically retain those fees (for example, International Programs Office), 
which offset A&S direct expenses. As such, it is only the net expense that is allocated to the Primary Units in 
this model. 
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Huron Supplement (p. 57) for a full listing of the indirect cost allocation principles they’ve used in 
this initial model. 
 While all aspects of indirect cost allocation should be explored in greater detail if the 
campus decides to undertake a parallel process or shadow system in the coming months, the JTFRA 
identified two aspects of indirect costs that stood out as requiring significant consideration (Huron 
report, p. 58). First, the campus currently does not have a way to account for deferred maintenance 
in the allocation of expenses, and the JTFRA suggests that we explore a way to more accurately 
plan for these significant costs. Secondly, the baseline model treats square footage of each college 
the same, meaning that there is no differential weighting for lab space, studio space, or space quality 
in expense allocations (Huron, p. 57). Huron was able to determine that approximately 15% of 
allocable space on campus is classified as lab space, but the JTFRA concluded that the campus 
currently lacks the data to model different space costs effectively. There was also some discussion 
of whether added complexity to the model would work against our desire for reasonable simplicity 
and transparency. Further exploration of this issue is recommended. 
 
Strategic Investment Pool 

 
 The Strategic Investment Pool (SIP) is a centrally held pool of revenues that is used to 
support university priorities. It is a critical model component for two reasons: (1) it allows for the 
leveling of unit margins, and (2) it provides a fund for strategic investment by the central 
administration. It provides the “steering wheel” that distinguishes URAM from traditional RCM 
models. As to the first issue of unit margins, no matter what percentages of revenue are used for 
instruction, major, and research support, there will always be some colleges with positive unit 
margins, and some with negative unit margins. It is important to note that our probing of the test 
model showed that most units could exhibit a positive or negative unit margin depending on the 
value of the parameters used (e.g., the 75/25% split between student credit hours and major FTE). 
The SIP then serves the purpose of investing in areas of strategic importance including support to 
units that show a negative unit margin under a specific model. This is in the nature of higher 
education, especially in a university that supports both sponsored and unsponsored research, as well 
as outreach and engagement. Thus, a portion of the campuses revenues must be available to cover 
negative unit margins. Secondly, supporting University-wide initiatives, such as those outlined in 
the Strategic Plan, requires maintaining a healthy Strategic Investment Pool. In the baseline model 
that we explored for FY13 strategic investments were not apparent in the data in the general 
ledger—meaning that strategic investments are embedded in model for that year, but not called out 
on a separate line. The key to an appropriate SIP is that it needs to be large enough to make units 
whole and to allow for sufficient strategic investment centrally (Huron, pp. 60-63). As outlined in 
the Huron report (p. 63), Huron recommends that, if a new resource allocation model is 
implemented, there be a “hold harmless” period where all units are made whole while they adapt to 
a new system, and the JTFRA endorses this recommendation. Huron calculates that a 35% SIP 
assessment would have been required to incorporate the effects of strategic fund allocations 
incorporated into the FY13 budget and to make units whole. Over time, the primary units may 
require lower investments to cover their respective expenditures, and the portion of funding 
available to “steer” university-wide initiatives would, thus, increase. While the key to the Strategic 
Investment Pool is that it is centrally controlled to permit the central administration to maintain core 
strategic priorities, careful analysis of the relationship between the use of the SIP and the other 
allocation variables will be critical to ensure the transparency of the system and to enable that the 
rest of the model to achieve its intended goals. This is discussed further in the section on “Next 
Steps.” 
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Model Framework and Understanding Unit Margins 
 

 After reviewing the major revenues and indirect costs as allocated to primary units, and after 
a full discussion of the critical role of the strategic investment pool, Huron Education was able to 
create an initial version of a comprehensive UMass Resource Allocation Model (Huron, p. 75). This 
model utilizes FY13 data to examine how all these model components would fit together to form a 
complete model if we were to apply it to FY13. It includes all of the revenue drivers discussed 
above, all of the indirect cost allocations, and a Strategic Investment assessment of 35% to make all 
units whole, as was done in FY2013 under our current resource allocation system. It is important to 
underscore that, as stated above, while some units show a negative unit margin and some a positive 
unit margin, this should not be used to determine “winners and losers” in the UMass Resource 
Allocation Model considered here. There are different costs of instruction and research in different 
units, and there are different student populations being served in those units. The Strategic 
Investment Pool represents the central “steering wheel” for the campus and is a critical way to 
insure that core values are supported beyond quantifiable instruction, advising, and sponsored 
research. For example, this is where values such as excellence, opportunity, social progress and 
social justice, diversity, equity, and inclusion can be highlighted and supported centrally as part of 
the holistic view of the university. 
 

Recommendations 
 

 After evaluating each of the components considered for model development, adjusting them 
to better align with campus priorities, and considering how they fit together into a complete 
resource allocation model, the JTFRA recommends that: 
 

1. The University continue the process started by JTFRA and further evaluate a more 
decentralized and transparent UMass Resource Allocation Model. JTFRA is not 
recommending adoption of any specific model or any change to the campus budgeting 
system at this time.  

2. This evaluation should include testing of the UMass Resource Allocation Model 
discussed above in parallel with the existing model. This parallel testing will result in no 
changes to current budgets or processes and will consist solely of modeling and 
simulating recent and current data to permit evaluation and comparison of different 
approaches, and to better understand how an alternative model and system might work.  

3. The JTFRA continue to lead the campus engagement throughout the parallel and 
implementation phases if a decision is made to move forward. 

4. The JTFRA address certain immediate challenges prerequisite to a successful 
exploration, including: 
• Understanding, vetting, and correcting where necessary the financial, instructional, 

and other data underpinning the model. 
• Assessing the capacity at all levels to investigate and test a new model while 

simultaneously operating the existing model. 
• Specifying the articulation between deans and departments in the resource allocation 

system to ensure appropriate levels of transparency and to define the role of faculty 
in resource allocation. 

5. By the end of calendar 2014, the campus should take stock of what has been learned, and 
determine appropriate subsequent action (e.g., additional study, exploration of further 
variations, and/or a decision on whether or not to transition to a different model).  
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 The baseline model recommended here requires greater elaboration before it can be usefully 
evaluated, and many issues need to be explored during a parallel process and beyond. Issues already 
identified include: 

• Insuring no adverse impacts or disincentives for fundraising (e.g., excluding restricted 
gifts and endowments from the Strategic Investment Pool). 

• Enrollment management and enrollment planning policies and practices. 
• Staff training and development, and requisite staffing patterns. 
• Data accuracy, validity and utility. 
• Budget development processes. 
• Methods and procedures for understanding, evaluating, and influencing the cost of 

administrative and support services. 
• Ramifications of differential costs, including the potential for differential charges; 
• Alternative methods to calculate space and facilities costs, and to attribute those costs to 

units.  
• While the primary units for revenue allocation in the URAM are the schools and 

colleges, access to data and transparency at the departmental level is critical, since that is 
where many of the important decisions and unit planning takes place. The coordination 
of unit planning and decision making at the departmental and college level needs to be 
further explored in the development of any new Resource Allocation System. 

 
Next Steps 

 
 In this report, we define the potential UMass Resource Allocation System (URAS) as the 
UMass Resource Allocation Model (URAM) working together with our campus strategy (as 
developed in the Strategic Plan). While the JTFRA at this point is recommending the development 
of a URAM, it is the results of the URAS that will be tested and may lead to changes in the URAM 
(or possibly the strategy). This is the only way to truly test and refine the URAM over time.   
 There will need to be a great deal of engagement by the campus community throughout the 
parallel process and implementation if a decision is made to move forward (Huron, p. 67). In order 
to undertake a parallel process the campus would need to continue the stakeholder vetting and 
model refinement, it would need to assess the campus and governance readiness to support the 
campus in this type of new allocation system, and it would potentially need to outline an 
implementation plan and systems assessment (Huron, p. 66). The campus would need to set up a 
variety of new decision processes and adjust existing roles and responsibilities in order to insure 
effective implementation of any new resource allocation model (Huron report pp. 66-73). Thus, we 
recommend the continuation of the JTFRA throughout the parallel and implementation phases if a 
decision is made to move forward. If a decision is ultimately made to change the resource allocation 
system, the campus should commit to undertaking an iterative process with broad input during the 
initial years to ensure that the system serves its intended purposes.  
 If the campus moves forward on a parallel process to further explore the implications of the 
URAM and to develop refinements to the model for consideration, then the JTFRA noted that there 
would need to be several other issues to be explicitly assessed during the parallel process. These 
include: (1) the role of A&S units in the model, (2) campus readiness (Huron, pp. 66-73), and (3) 
maintaining quality of our research, teaching, and engagement. 
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A&S Units 

 
 The JTFRA formed a subcommittee, chaired by Jennifer Normanly, to make 
recommendations on the role of the Administrative and Support units in the new Resource 
Allocation System, and the recommendations of that subcommittee are summarized here. While 
most of the model scenarios focus on the revenue and cost allocation to primary units, it is clear that 
the same principles need to be applied to Administrative and Support (A&S) units. There need to be 
mechanisms to encourage maximizing efficiency while maintaining an appropriate level of quality. 
Because the current campus model for resource allocation lacks transparency, it is difficult for 
primary units to be fully aware of the true costs and capacity for A&S services. A collaborative 
approach to identifying and implementing administrative improvements should be developed. What 
is needed is an appropriate balance between central and local services. One of the goals of the new 
resource allocation model is to promote entrepreneurship and greater efficiency—for primary units, 
A&S units, and auxiliaries. So striking the right balance between local and central services is 
essential to provide safeguards against inflated administrative costs while ensuring quality. One way 
to do this is to ensure that the standards and expectations for central services are clear. There are 
basic services that can be core across all units; some services can be a la carte; and some units will 
blend core and a la carte services. There may be some services for which outsourcing is 
advantageous based on campus resources. But this should be part of the discussions and 
collaborations with A&S unit directors and primary units, so that they are partners in such 
decisions. 
 Two fundamental changes would be critical to the successful implementation of any new 
resource allocation system: (1) a strategic budget planning process undertaken by academic 
leadership as a whole on at least an annual basis to coincide with the fiscal year budget cycle; and 
(2) the establishment of a Cost & Service Committee to evaluate A&S units on a regular basis. 
These conversations might need to occur every six months in initial years of implementing a new 
budget model. 
 

• Strategic Budget Planning: This activity constitutes strategic and collaborative conversations 
involving Deans and appropriate leadership from central administration (the Provost, Vice 
Chancellors, and Chancellor, etc) to identify top priorities for the primary academic units 
and the campus, while also assessing current capabilities and costs of A&S units. The 
concept of Core Services comes into play here, in which baseline service expectations (core) 
are established along with the necessary budget to support them. Core services will vary 
based on A&S units (e.g. OIT requiring and providing anti virus software on all computers 
versus Facilities’ more a la carte approach). “Additional Services” beyond the Core services 
would allow ad hoc, specialized, or priority service delivery to unique primary units as well 
as to coordinated projects requested among multiple deans. A&S units would be included in 
these annual Strategic Budget hearings, and would be asked to present strategic initiatives 
and budget projections. Committees for these hearings would require good staffing, and this 
process should be one that is deliberative.   

 
• Cost & Service Committee would be comprised of representatives of A&S units and primary 

units in which A&S units are reviewed on a rotating basis (e.g. in a given academic year the 
committee may pick a few key topics for which benchmarking goals would be set). The 
emphasis here is upon cooperative relationships, not adversarial ones. This committee would 
have the goal helping A&S units to gain greater insight into the priorities of primary units 
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and primary units having greater insight into operations and costs, particularly around 
institutional compliance. Quality assessments of A&S units would be facilitated by 
establishing baseline service expectations, priorities, and benchmarking of resources. This 
committee would need to access and analyze financial data, existing performance metrics, 
service level agreements and other pertinent information. There should be opportunities to 
discuss whether primary units should assume greater responsibility or whether A&S unit 
services can or should be outsourced. A&S units may be able to act as brokers in helping the 
campus obtain additional resources (e.g., IT sub-contracting when central resources are 
stretched thin/exhausted). In all cases there needs to be a focus on a collaborative approach 
to optimizing service. The committee would prepare recommendations to senior 
administration identifying opportunities for efficiency and effectiveness (e&e) within the 
context of existing rules and regulations. Progress on e&e initiatives would be provided by 
the A&S units in subsequent reports.  

 
 The JTFRA also recommends engaging A&S units in the mission of the primary units and 
encouraging entrepreneurship on the part of staff in all campus units.  Incentives for performance 
are not just financial compensation but recognition of work, improving the sense of contribution, 
collaboration, and contribution to mission. 
 
Campus Readiness 
 
 There are a host of other issues relating to campus readiness that would need to be assessed 
and, if a decision is made to adopt a new Resource Allocation system, to implement.  The Huron 
report identifies several areas of campus readiness for exploration: (1) governance and 
organizational readiness, and (2) process and systems assessment (A&S unit review is included in 
the latter; see Huron pp. 66-73). Huron recommends that the analysis and consideration of 
institutional readiness be taken on in careful coordination with other aspects of the model vetting, 
and they also note that in a more decentralized budgeting system that the roles of key decision 
makers and campus leaders will change (e.g., Deans, central administration, and unit directors) 
making a feedback loop of institutional readiness all the more critical. Huron's report provides a 
general outline of what would need to be considered for campus readiness at any institution--it is 
not necessarily a specific set of recommendations for UMASS. In particular, Huron does not 
address the budget position of departments and schools within colleges and the relations between 
their heads and the Dean. Overall, as stated above, the JTFRA recommends that if the campus 
moves forward with a parallel process that the JTFRA continue to serve a key position in the 
campus feedback loop among the central administration, deans, the Faculty Senate, the JTFSO, and 
the broader campus community.  
 
Quality 
 
 The purpose of any resource allocation system must be to serve the institution’s values and 
purposes. As noted in the Phase 1 Report of the Campus Strategic Plan, “Whatever we choose to do, 
we do with excellence. As demands have risen and resources have become constricted, universities 
have too often spread resources ever more thinly over what was already being done. But controlling 
costs cannot come at the expense of the quality that produces value and impact.” UMass Amherst is 
committed to the quality of the student experience and educational opportunities, high quality and 
high impact research, and community engagement. At the same time it is committed to diversity, 
equity, inclusion, and opportunity. Thus, any new resource allocation system must work in such a 
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way as to maintain these core strategic values and priorities. The initial Resource Allocation Model 
reviewed by the JTFRA does not include quality among the quantifiable drivers of either revenues 
or costs. However, a Resource Allocation System can recognize and promote quality in several 
ways: 
 

• By sharpening the focus on how resources are invested; 
• By clarifying the opportunities to attract resources to support quality; 
• By promoting alignment with institutional priorities. 

 
 But the commitment to quality is most clearly manifested in the decisions the institution 
makes. Some decisions relate to investment. The proposed resource allocation system suggests a 
significant Strategic Investment Pool, available to correct imbalances and move the campus in new 
directions. Testing the model must therefore include the procedures and standards by which 
institutional investments will be made. How will quality, effectiveness, and overall return on 
investment be measured, especially with respect to dimensions of quality for which easy metrics are 
not available? How will academic units have the opportunity to make their cases and expand their 
impact? 
 Other decisions relate to the standards and expectations we set as an intellectual community. 
In the first analysis dollars may follow student credit hours or research expenditures. But that does 
not mean that all forms of teaching or sponsored activity advance institutional goals equally. 
Therefore, there need to be a consideration of long-term value over short-term fiscal advantage. The 
JTFRA recommends that maintaining and promoting quality in research, teaching, and 
service/outreach be highlighted as a key strategic priority in the assessment and development of a 
UMass Resource Allocation System. 
 
 
 
 
Attachment: Huron Supplement to JTFRA Report. See JTFRA website for the full Huron Report. 11 

                                                
11 https://www.umass.edu/provost/strategic-planning/joint-taskforce-resource-allocation 
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Model Guiding Principles

JTFRA Budgeting Values

 Accountability
 Accurate and data 

informed
 Alignment of 

authority and 
responsibility

 Appropriate 
simplicity

 Balanced
 Collaboration
 Respect for the 

common good
 Continual 

improvement and 
initiative

 Effective decision 
making

 Flexible
 Holistic view of the 

University
 Promote 

innovation
 Support diversity, 

equity, and 
inclusiveness

 Quality
 Strategically 

aligned with the 
vision of the 
university

 Transparency 

Budget Model Guiding Principles
 Ensure a culture that promotes a balance among research, educational 

opportunity and public service. 

 Promote innovative activities that align with the strategic plan and focus on 
campus success areas including quality, student success, diversity, equity, 
and inclusiveness.

 Enhance visibility, forecasting and planning to promote a culture of 
evidence, fiscal responsibility, and accountability. 

 Reinforce the common good in immediate and future University goals by 
balancing local and central roles and responsibilities when evaluating 
competing values, needs and resources. 

 Be transparent and use simple, consistent and fair methodologies to 
allocate resources to facilitate effective decision making at all appropriate 
levels. 

 Demonstrate a deep commitment to inclusiveness through constituent 
engagement and promote collaboration and a holistic view of the University.

The campus has provided feedback to help the principles accurately reflect what a new budget model should 
be capable of performing and define what type of budget model should be further explored. 
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Three primary themes have emerged from our discussions with deans, academic budget officers, executive 
financial officers and other UMass leadership.

Interview Themes

Empowerment 
 Entrepreneurship: Leadership expressed interest in opportunities that return additional revenues and allow them to 

support their program growth.

 Accountability: Units expressed consistent desires  to establish an understanding of service quality levels and 
expectations and hold central administrative units accountable.

Infrastructure
 Budget Process: Stakeholders report frustration with vague and inconsistent resource allocation methodologies; they do 

not understand why they have the budgets they do.

 Data & Systems: Colleges are generally confident in data integrity, and utilize both PeopleSoft and supplementary 
shadow systems for all funds management and projections.

Culture
 Strategic Plan Support: Deans agree that resource allocation should be viewed as a means to achieving strategic goals.

 Long-Term Planning: Stakeholders acknowledged that long-term planning is difficult under the current budget process.

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 4



DRAFTInterview Theme: Empowerment
Entrepreneurship and Accountability 

Leadership indicated a desire for additional authority, opportunities to hold central units accountable for 
services, and greater flexibility to invest in profitable initiatives.

 Schools and colleges have invested heavily in 
revenue-generating incentives like CPE and out-of-
state tuition and fees.

 Deans expressed concern for limited capacity to 
manage rapid, unfunded instructional growth.

 Some units are forced to supplement state-funded 
program growth with revenue operations earnings.

 Stakeholders demonstrated frustration with expensive 
and inefficient service delivery and low levels of 
service quality for some centrally provided services 
without a mechanism to provide feedback or enforce 
service level agreements.

“In a model that rewards us for what we do, we would be 
much better off.”

“The state does not give us enough to run state-funded 
programs… we must cross-subsidize with CPE funds to 

keep state programs going.”

“A lot of money is wasted due to inefficient systems.”

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 5
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 Leadership appreciated predictable levels of base 
funding, however there was little understanding of 
how base budgets were established.

 Rationale for award of supplemental funding is not 
well understood and appears at times to be 
inconsistent  with the communicated award criteria. 

 Deans and business managers report that 
restrictions on various funding sources creates time-
consuming financial management work.

 Stakeholders trust centrally-provided financial data, 
but also rely on shadow systems for analysis to 
assist with projections and complex budget 
management.

Interview Theme: Infrastructure
Budget Process and Data & Systems 

Many stakeholders perceive the current budget process as vague and inconsistent, and report significant time 
dedicated to transferring monies between funds. Financial data are considered reliable, although most units use 
shadow systems for supplementary analysis.

“Lack of transparency in the budget process is not the 
unavailability of information, it’s the lack of clarity on the 

rationale of decisions.”

“You never know what you will be rewarded for, so you try a 
little bit of everything.”

“It is hard to budget with so many different silos for money.”

“We have the opposite of all-funds budgeting.”

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 6
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Strategic Plan Support and Long-term Planning

Stakeholders agreed that the resource allocation process should support the strategic plan and facilitate long-
term planning. 

 Deans see the budget as the means to aligning the 
University with the strategic plan.

 Stakeholders observed a lack of long-term planning 
with general operating funds, but more 
entrepreneurial planning with revenue operation 
earnings and reserves. 

 Stakeholders reported a need for rapid year end 
spend down of General Operating funds without 
significant strategic planning. 

 Fund balances for revenue operations appear to be 
growing rapidly with the success of CPE programs, 
but rather than strategically using the funds, some 
units reported building reserves to hedge against 
funding shortfalls.

“It is very hard to do long-term planning on the general 
operations side.”

“Let’s design an allocation process to achieve strategic 
goals.”

“We need to take a long-term view of money and allow 
people to keep it if their explanation passes muster.”

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 7
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JTFRA Input (1 of 7)

Balance
 Major administrative priorities need to be clearly defined, agreed-upon through appropriate budget review processes 

and given campus resource constraints, significant investment trade-offs need to be communicated to allow for 
appropriate service level expectation setting as well as ongoing service review.

 Balancing values, absolute needs, and resources.

 Immediate versus longer-term… we will be using our collective judgment about what a university needs to be 
accomplishing over the long term in making decisions each year.

 Ability to handle short-term money crunches

 Ability to take advantage of new opportunities

 Deans should have more flexibility and control of resources at college level in the model, but there needs to be a 
balance between college and central.

 Part of the balance required is to balance department decisions with college level decisions.  I recommend that there 
continue to be a balance, and that there be some central administration, college, and department authority. 

 Preserve while innovating.

 The model should provide a balance where units participate in investment decisions with a contribution of resources 
(perhaps partially).

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 8
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JTFRA Input (2 of 7)

Collaboration/Inclusiveness
 The term stakeholders seems to allude to this but it unfortunately falls short as a principle that communicates a deep 

commitment to inclusiveness.

 Avoiding duplication, which results in the university streaming revenue in multiple locations for a single item

 Cognizance of diversity, equity, and inclusivity

 The model should promote the concept of "things coming together to add something to the whole of the enterprise.”

 Creating financial boundaries can create collaboration barriers and the new model should strive to promote 
collaboration not create barriers that inhibit it.

 Ability to create financial flows that support collaboration (I think of them as “air bridges between silos.”)

 Build a diverse and engaged campus community

 Forge interdisciplinary alliances

Data Informed/Accuracy
 Insure that there is an equitable, data-informed and values-driven approach to college subsidies.

 Our situation is such that there are programs housed in state-of-the-art facilities, while others are in very poor space... 
This is going to get a lot of comments to the effect that a single flat rate per square foot is very hard to accept.

 Operate in a culture of evidence

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 9
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JTFRA Input (3 of 7)

Flexibility
 Ability to handle short-term money crunches

 Ability to take advantage of new opportunities

 Ability to create financial flows that support collaboration (I think of them as “air bridges between silos.”)

 Ability to change allocations incrementally or more quickly as goals, missions, or needs change

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 10
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JTFRA Input (4 of 7)

Mission/Strategy Alignment
 The resource allocation model and process supports creating a culture that promotes behaviors and actions that 

enhance fulfilment of the university’s mission.

 We are committed to educating students through our teaching and research and to engaging local communities, the 
nation, and the world through discovery, knowledge, and social enquiry.

 The model should provide a sufficient amount of strategic fund resources to be used by campus leadership to invest in 
“common good” strategies such as community outreach, diversity etc.

 A discrete budget without appropriate or supporting subsidy will lead to decisions based on cost.

 Decision making in the interest of UMass' core values, the central value being education

 Ability to change allocations incrementally or more quickly as goals, missions, or needs change

 Facilitate large-scale research projects with appropriate external partners

 Support increased research opportunities for UG and Graduate students

 Improve institutional support for faculty research initiatives
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JTFRA Input (5 of 7)

Quality
 Incentives for high-impact educational practices

 Student success

 Progress towards 80% graduation rate

 Improving our core product, the undergraduate degree

 Quality is hard to quantify and therefore difficult to incentivize. We do not want to settle for a system that incentives only 
that which is measurable.

 Innovation, student success, excellence, serving the public

 Support cultural institutions on campus

 Extend classroom boundaries and the scholarly laboratory

 Support the intrinsically valuable but not profitable disciplines

 Continuously improve the graduation rates

 Continuously improve the quality of the undergraduate and graduate degrees

 Continuously improve the general education curriculum

 Support the co-curriculum, career development, and appropriate student activities
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JTFRA Input (6 of 7)

Simplicity
 In our current system we devote considerable staffing resources to shuffling money from one pot to another to avoid 

paying overhead, fringe, etc., to allow the dollar to go farther.   The model may benefit from requesting that fringe 
benefits and curriculum fee of non-grant-funded personnel be paid centrally.  This would alleviate a great deal of staff 
time that basically goes in circles.

 The new budget model should be simple enough so that investment and strategic options can be assessed and 
understood fairly quickly and accurately.

 Promote greater ease of financial comparisons for more informed decision making.

Stewardship
 UMass Amherst has a unique responsibility to use its resources to promote the well-being of the Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts.

 Climate of integrity

 Accountability

 Leadership are held accountable as they are responsible for adhering to the core values articulated

 Good financial stewards of the university's funds and good stewards of the university’s mission
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JTFRA Input (7 of 7)

Transparency
 Decisions and decision makers must be governed by transparent rules that also allow human judgment and they must 

support decisions with relevant documentation. 

 The “how” and “why” decisions are made includes knowing the modeling assumptions and the algorithms as well as the 
decision-making rules and the considerations orienting the decisions.

 There are clear incentives for colleges, departments, and programs to move in directions that help achieve overall 
university goals.

 It’s instructive to look at the direct cost expenditures for programs (as a proxy for level of research activity). Whether or
not there is much sponsored research, there’s a pretty significant resource commitment to faculty effort for research 
and scholarship, but that’s almost completely hidden.
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Higher Education Resource Allocation Trends
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Impacting Trends on Higher Education 

The 2013 Moody’s Report listed 5 Critical Factors which contributed to the recent outlook given on the Higher 
Education industry. 

1. Price sensitivity continues to suppress net tuition revenue growth

2. All non-tuition revenue sources are also strained; diversity no longer offers a safe haven

3. Rising student loan burden and defaults, as well as MOOCs, alter the perception of value of a 
college degree

4. Increased public scrutiny drives escalated risk of more regulation and accreditation sanctions

5. Prospects for long-term sustainability depend upon strong leadership through better governance 
and management

These critical factors will likely play a role in the direction the Higher Education Industry is headed and in order to 
prepare for the change UMass Amherst has engaged Huron 

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 16
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Budget Models* Incremental Formula Performance Incentive Zero-Based

All Institutions 60.2% 26.1% 19.6% 14.2% 30.0%

Public Institutions 59.3% 34.8% 21.0% 11.8% 25.6%

Doctoral 78.7% 44.7% 25.5% 21.3% 0.0%

Private Institutions 62.3% 17.1% 18.2% 17.1% 33.2%

Changes in Budget Models, FY07-08 vs. FY10-11

All Institutions -8.4% -1.0% 7.4% 4.0% 9.0%

Public Institutions -9.6% -2.2% 8.2% 4.3% 9.0%

Doctoral -8.5% 0.0% 10.6% 14.9% -2.1%

Private Institutions -6.2% 0.3% 6.6% 4.1% 8.5%
* Numbers may total more than 100% and Institutions may be listed multiple times because some use more than one budget model.
Source: Inside Higher Ed Survey of College & University Business Officers; Huron  Consulting Group benchmarking 

Peer Institution Benchmarking

An Inside Higher Ed Survey of College & University Business Officers reports that the majority of public 
institutions utilize incremental models, though adoption rates have dropped materially in the past 3 years.

In many ways, the move away from incremental models is a reflection of the changing perception of budgeting and 
the proactive attempt to broaden the team of stakeholders focused on resource management.

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 17



While not comprehensive, the graphic below illustrates how the number of institutions pursuing budget redesign 
initiatives has grown in recent years.

While the Great Recession began in 2008, the prevalence of budget redesign initiatives was delayed until 2010, 
as most institutions spent the 2009 calendar year identifying short-term initiatives with immediate impacts. 

Recent Higher Education Budget Redesigns

© 2013 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 18
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Institution Reasons for Redesign Implementation
Date

 Promote innovative and entrepreneurial activities that are financially viable

 Generate new revenue sources

 Achieve success through decentralized decision making

July 2010

 Couple authority with financial responsibility

 Associate revenues directly to revenue creating activity

 Reward good decision makers

July 2010

 Increase the self-reliance of schools and other major units

 Provide greater transparency and awareness of the implications and costs of academic 
and service choices

 Support the development and pursuit of academic priorities defined by deans and 
faculty by matching up authority with responsibility

Ongoing 

(Projected 2013 – 2014 )

 Enable reallocation of resources when necessary

 Create greater local planning and accountability

 Implement policies that serve the best interests of the University

 Support “common good” services, programs, and operations across the entire institution

2011

Recent Higher Education Budget Redesigns (1 of 2)

Enhancing fiscal responsibility is one of the notable themes that can be seen across recent budget redesign 
initiatives, though individual motivations and stated rationales vary materially.

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 19
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Institution Reasons for Redesign Implementation
Date

 Institute a fundamental change to the University’s budgeting approach, which had 
become excessively complex and riddled with rules

 Develop a philosophy of budgeting and financial management to clarify incentives

 Enable entrepreneurship and improve financial stewardship

July 2012

 Identify sources of new revenue

 Improve the allocation of resources

 Achieve greater operating efficiencies

 Provide better information for decision making

July 2013

 Position academic units to rationally compete for resources and discuss the appropriate 
balance between academic and non-academic resource allocation

 Encourage decisions based on current & future needs rather than past assumptions
July 2012

 Align revenue streams to the colleges in support of their instructional mission

 Direct tuition to colleges based on their teaching activities 

 Implement a cost pool system that assigns colleges the costs for support services

2011 - 2012

Recent Higher Education Budget Redesigns (2 of 2)

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 20
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Spectrum of Model Options

Based on the results of the alignment analysis and review of other budgeting options  the Joint Task Force for 
Resource Allocation asked Huron to explore a customized model.  

More Centralized Models More Decentralized Models
 Places focus on expense budgets and dividing the pie. 
 Governed by short-term performance measures.
 Does not align revenues with costs.
 Constrained by limited academic authority, reducing impact of incentives.

 Focuses on growing the pie and improved alignment of the pie. 
 Incorporates a devolution of revenue ownership to local units as generated.
 Allocates costs (direct and indirect) to revenue generating units.
 Utilizes a centrally managed “subvention pool” to address strategic priorities.

Incremental Budgeting Formula Funding Performance Funding “Modern” RCM RCM ETOB

 Centrally driven.
 Current budget acts as 

“base; ” annual budget 
increments adjust 
base.

 Alignment of revenues 
and costs is not clear.

 Treats funds 
consistently over time. 

 Encourages “use-it or 
lose-it” spending 
mentality.

 Budgets do not adjust 
to reflect demand/ 
enrollment change.

 Unit-based model 
focused on providing 
equitable funding.

 Unit rates are input 
based and commonly 
agreed upon.

 Annual fluctuations are 
driven primarily by the 
quantity of production 
and not from changes 
to rates.

 Majority of revenues 
are not aligned with 
costs.

 Unit-based model 
focused on rewarding 
mission delivery.

 Unit rates are output-
based and commonly 
agree upon.

 Annual fluctuations are 
driven primarily by 
changing production 
not for rate changes. 

 May sacrifice quality of 
outputs (gaming).

 Time-lag between 
decisions and results.

 More centralized control 
as compared to RCM.

 Higher tax rate on all 
unrestricted revenues to 
fund mission-critical 
priorities.

 Incentives are tailored to 
emphasize strategic 
needs and promote 
entrepreneurship. 

 Aligns revenues with 
costs.

 The most commonly 
implemented since 2005. 

 Less centralized 
authority as compared to 
the Customized Model.

 Lower tax rate on all 
unrestricted revenues.

 Incentives are more 
“hard-wired” and may 
inhibit collaboration 
and/or impede success 
of institutional priorities.

 These models were most 
frequently implemented 
in 1990 to 2004.

 Extremely de-centralized 
model. 

 Academic units 
effectively operate as 
their own financial 
entities.

 Very little strategic 
control held by the 
central administration.

 No sympathy for market 
forces.

 Under-performing units 
must cut costs or 
generate more revenue 
to cover any losses 
incurred.

Recent RCM implementations most commonly resemble this model
© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 22
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Element Current Approach Huron Recommendation Guiding Principle Decision Criterion

Scope of 
Revenue Focus

General Operating 
Funds

 General Operating Funds
 Auxiliary Funds
 Restricted Funds

“Holistic view of the University”
“Appropriate simplicity”

 Cultural implications, as stakeholders 
accept/ verify model

Selection of Primary 
Units

Not applicable  15 Primary Units 
 Exclude Graduate School, Honors 

College and Centers & Institutes

“Alignment of responsibility with 
authority”

 Selected units, at a minimum cover 
their direct costs with revenues

Distribution of 
Tuition & Fees 

Revenues

Centrally held w/ minimal 
allocations to units

 Starting at 25-75% split on FTE 
Major and Instruction Credit hours 
 In and Out of State Split

“Alignment of authority with 
responsibility”

“Balanced”

 Enrollment strategy aligned with the 
University strategy will refine the 
allocation methodology

Distribution of 
Scholarship Costs

Centrally held w/ minimal 
allocations to units

 Full allocation of local
 Proportional allocation of central

“Respect for the common good”
“Effective decision making”

 Implication of enrollment strategy will 
refine this approach

Distribution of 
Appropriations

Centrally held  Research and Instruction / Major 
starting at 15-85%
 Instruction / Major support for in-

state students

“Strategically aligned with the vision of 
the University”
“Holistic View”

“Appropriate simplicity”
“Balanced”

 Bringing units who invest in 
sponsored research even 
 Aligning with state definition of 

appropriations

Distribution of F&A 
Recoveries

Split 70-30 between 
central admin and units

 100% to primary units
 Accounts for Co-PI Split

“Promote innovation” 
“Collaboration”

 Allocation of indirect costs will be 
covered through associated revenues 
 No impact to 10% to PI

Key Decision Points: Revenues

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential.

To define the model’s devolution of revenues, JTFRA has reviewed and defined the following allocation 
methodologies for consideration in a new budget model. 
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Element Current Approach Huron Recommendation Guiding
Principle Decision Criterion

Number of 
Admin. and 

Support Units

 Not applicable  1 to 10 academic pools
 1 to 9 administrative service pools
 1 to 8 research and engagement pool 
 1 to 3 student affairs pools 
 1 to 5 facilities pools

“Transparency”
“Accountability”

“Appropriate
simplicity”

 Determined by need for 
transparency while allowing 
for a simple view

Cost 
Allocation 

Step-downs

 Not consistently applied  Drivers are allocated only to primary units with some step downs for 
Auxiliaries around utilities, facilities and campus wide plant

“Transparency”
“Accountability”

“Appropriate
simplicity”

 Analysis may lead to more 
accurate drivers

Number of 
Allocation 

Drivers

 Unclear 
 Limited costs allocated 

to units

 5 simple drivers have been selected; Student Headcount, Expenses, 
Research Revenue, Square Footage, and CPE Credit Hours

 Step downs were used for Auxiliaries to allocate Square Footage and 
Expenses

“Transparency”
“Accountability”

“Appropriate
simplicity”

 Analysis may  lead to 
additional allocation drivers 

Strategic 
Investment 

Pool

 Pool of funds managed 
centrally 

 Often underfunded with 
limited transparency 

 Large enough to support the common good and make all units whole
 Managed in alignment with the strategic plan by central admin 

“Common Good”
“Strategically

Aligned”
“Holistic view”

 As the model is refined and 
evolves, leadership will 
require more investment into 
their SIP for strategic 
initiatives  

Key Decision Points: Costs

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential.

Through an iterative approach Huron has worked through several decision points with JTFRA, sharing options 
for these decisions based on an understanding of UMass’ current approach and best practices.

These key decision point serve as the revised baseline approach Huron recommends UMass take as they continue to 
refine the model through additional stakeholder input.
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Preliminary Framework for Primary Units – UMass Amherst
Schools and Colleges (8) Auxiliaries (7)

 Education

 Engineering

 Humanities & Fine Arts

 Management

 Natural Sciences

 Nursing 

 Public Health & Health Sciences

 Social & Behavioral Sciences

 Athletics

 Auxiliary Enterprises

 Dining Commons

 Residential Life

 Transportation Services

 University Health and Wellness

 WFCR

High-level Primary Units

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential.

Huron’s analysis of UMass’ financial data and its chart of accounts led to the preliminary selection of the 
following primary units for validation.

Note: Direct CPE revenues and expenses have been aligned to schools and colleges
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Preliminary Framework for Primary Units – UMass Amherst
Auxiliaries (7)

 Athletics

 Auxiliary Enterprises (rolls-up)
– Auxiliaries Central Administration
– Conference Services
– Food Services Retail
– Hotel 
– Retail Services
– University Store
– Vending 

 Dining Commons

 Health and Wellness

 Residential Life

 Transportation Services (rolls-up)
– Parking Services & Garage
– Transit Services

 WFCR

Auxiliary Units Breakout

Below is an outline of the Auxiliary units and a detailed view of constituent departments as they roll up to the 
larger units Huron has identified for modeling purposes.

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 26
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Preliminary Framework for Administrative & Support Units – UMass Amherst
 Academic Affairs

– Academic Administration
– Academic Support Services
– Commonwealth Honors College
– Continuing and Prof. Education
– Enrollment Management
– Graduate School
– Undergraduate Affairs
– University Library 

 Administrative Services
– Administration and Finance 
– Campus Wide Plant
– Chancellor’s Office
– Development & Alumni Relations
– Information Technologies
– UMass System Office
– University Police Department
– University Relations
– Utilities Commodities 

 Research and Engagement 
– Centers & Institutes 
– Research Support
– Research Compliance 
– Comm. Ventures & Intellectual Prop
– VC Chancellor Research & Engagement
– Research Development 
– Research Affairs 
– University Press 

 Student Affairs 
– Center for Student Development 
– Dean of Students 
– VC Student Affairs

 Facilities *
– AVC Facilities 
– Custodial
– Facilities Planning
– Grounds
– Physical Plant

Administrative & Support Units Breakout

Below is an outline of the A&S units and a detailed view of constituent MBUs as they roll up to the larger units 
Huron has identified for modeling purposes.

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential.
* The reporting for these expenses sits within Administration and Finance but have been identified as needing to be called out separately.
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Funds Flow: FY13 Actuals

Based on an in depth review of the UMass’ general ledger Huron was able to identify how funds were actually 
flowing FY13 to and from units. 

Allocation 
Recipients

Expenses

Revenue 
Sources

Initial 
Recipients

Note: Diagram above does not include Internal transfers, Agency funds, Accruals, Recharges, Fund deductions (excluding Plant and Endowment), Plant Funds .  Not all rules were clearly identifiable in the GL data.
© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 29
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Funds Flow: Allocation Rules

A detailed review of the UMass General Ledger (FY13) and numerous meetings with budget office 
stakeholders resulted in this illustrated high-level funds flow.

*Profits = Revenues – 10% Tax – ($65/course) – Course Expenses

Allocation 
Recipients

Expenses

Revenue 
Sources

Initial 
Recipients

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 30
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Our alignment analysis will compare the future state to our current state assessment to identify gaps that may 
be addressed by a new budget model.

Introduction to Alignment Analysis

.
 The detailed review of specific factors of the budget 

model show varying degrees of alignment with the 
guiding principles developed by JTFRA.

 A model that more closely aligns the analysis factors 
with the guiding principles will provide UMass with 
the foundation to meet its strategic goals while 
maintaining the current strengths of the University.

Connection to Desired Future State:

Process

Interview 
Themes

Flow

ToolsSystems

Current State Assessment:

The gaps between the current and desired future states  help lay out  where a new model may be able to provide value 
and meet UMass’ needs. 

Alignment Analysis Key

Low Alignment Moderate Alignment High  Alignment

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 31
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Funds Flow Analysis

Allocation 
Recipients

Expenses

Revenue 
Sources

Initial 
Recipients

Base budgets are defined 
and rarely reevaluated to 

fluctuate for internal / 
external changes.   

High degree of central 
control limiting alignment 

of authority with 
responsibility.  

Incentives promote 
continual improvement 

and initiative. 

Flow lacks simplicity due 
to complex rules 

redistributing funds.

Huron conducted an alignment analysis to compare the guiding principles to UMass’ current state and identify 
gaps that may be addressed by a new budget model.

Low Alignment Moderate Alignment High  AlignmentAnalysis Key:

*Includes approximately $165M in scholarships and waivers. Operating expenses are closer to $285M.
Note: Diagram above does not include Internal transfers, Agency funds, Accruals, Recharges, Fund deductions (excluding Plant and Endowment), Plant Funds

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 32
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UMass has created several incentives that allocate revenues back to units in an accurate and simple manner 
and align authority with responsibility; expanding these practices across all revenues would expand incentives. 

Incentive Unit Portion Calculation Alignment Analysis Rating
Continuing Education 
Incentive 100% of Unit CPE Profits Unit CPE revenues – (10% CPE tax -

$65/credit - and Unit’s direct expenses)
Consistent and fair methodology that is transparent and 
appropriately simple. 

Graduate Tuition Growth 
(In and Out of State)

50% of Unit’s Graduate
Tuition Growth & central 
admin will cover any loses

Unit’s Graduate Tuition Growth – (50% 
for  admin support) – Unit’s waivers

The amount of waivers reduces this incentive’s dollar 
value but it is aligned with the University’s strategy 
and promotes collaboration. 

Private Giving 91% of Unit’s Gift Revenue Unit’s Gift Revenue – 9 to 9.5% for 
admin support

Promotes alignment of authority with responsibility, 
provides the units a mechanism to support quality and 
support initiative. 

Out of State
Undergraduate Tuition 
Growth 

50% of Unit’s Out of State 
Graduate Tuition Growth 

Unit’s Out of State UG Tuition Growth –
50% for admin support

Focused on only out of state students and not aligning all 
funds with the unit that generated it limits the alignment 
of authority with responsibility.

Indirect Cost Recovery 30% of Unit’s IDC Unit’s IDC – 70% for admin support
Aligns revenues with cross collaborators but does not 
distribute enough to cover the full costs of research and 
limits unit level accountability.

Carry forwards
7% of Unit’s Gen Ops 
100% of faculty start-up, 
plant, gift and endowment, 
and rev ops 

Unit carry forward ≤ 7% of Units 
Budget
Unit carry forward for faculty start-up, 
plant, gift and endowment, and rev ops

Gen Ops funds are often the primary focus of fund 
balance analysis which is at most 24% of the carry 
forward funds a unit has. This limits the alignment with 
the strategy and unit’s accountability for making 
effective decisions.

College of Engineering 
Course Fees

100% of Fee to College of 
Engineering

College of Engineering only
$160/semester/student 

Course instruction fees rarely cover the true differential 
costs and are limited to only Engineering.  Does not 
appear to be accurate or data informed. 

Strategic Investment 
Pools Unknown Determined by leadership

This does provide an opportunity to align with the 
strategic plan of the university but there is limited 
transparency into how priorities for subsidy are defined.

Incentive Inventory 
Low Alignment Moderate Alignment High  AlignmentAnalysis Key:

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 33
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Updated Funds Flow

Current State Funds Flow Model
 Majority of revenues, including all Appropriations and non-

restricted Investment & Endowment Income, are pooled into a non-
departmental unit for allocation on an as-needed basis

 Only select revenues such as a portion of indirect cost recoveries 
and recoveries are directly allocated to Schools & Colleges

 Actual dollar amounts received by Colleges and Administrative & 
Support units are often not associated with performance drivers

Updated Funds Flow Model
 Majority of revenues are allocated to Primary Units
 Indirect cost recoveries are allocated to Primary Units in their 

entirety
 Primary Units are allocated a share of the budgetary needs for 

the Administrative & Support Units
 Deferred Maintenance and Strategic Initiatives Fund 

(Subvention) pools are created

The new model will change the way funds flow throughout the institution, streamlining and simplifying distributions 
and connecting revenues with their associated costs. 

See funds 
flow 

analysis for 
more 

details

See funds 
flow 

analysis for 
more 

details

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 34
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Several methods can be employed for depicting revenues in a model and should be based on the strategic direction of 
the University. 

Key Revenues

Of the variety of revenues sources considered, two of the most critical are tuition and state appropriations.

Component Considerations

Tuition and Fees

 Allocation a portion of tuition and fees on “home department” creates a focus on growing 
enrollment and increasing recruitment and retention.

 Methodologies using credit hour to the department of instruction better match costs with the 
internal economy.

State 
Appropriations

 State appropriations are often intended to support the academic mission of the university.

 Appropriations oftentimes also support non-self-sustaining activities like sponsored research.

 Appropriations distributed to colleges/schools may result in a larger assessment to funds the 
strategic investment pool.

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 36
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Academic 
Unit

Direct
Fee 

Revenue*

General
Tuition & 

Fee 
Revenue Major

Instruction

Direct Tuition & Fee Revenue
 Tuition and fee revenues for programs 

tracked specifically within academic units are 
identified within the general ledger

 Those revenues are directly assigned to the 
appropriate academic unit

General Tuition & Fee Revenue
 The general tuition and fee revenue pool is 

divided according to the proposed instruction-
major split

 Each sub-grouping is allocated according to 
the academic unit’s share of either instructed 
credit hours or enrolled (major) FTE

To align the costs incurred with the revenues generated Huron recommends splitting general tuition and fee 
revenues into two buckets: instruction and major.  

* Examples of direct fee revenue includes Engineering Fee and CPE revenue

Decision Point

Decision Point: Devolution of Tuition and Fees 

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 37
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100%

100%

Tuition  and Fees Allocated to College of Major
+ Promotes recruitment
- Does not recognize direct costs of instruction

Tuition and Fees Allocated to College of Instruction
+ Recognizes direct costs of instruction
− Misaligned incentives for academic advising

0%

0%

College of Instruction

College of Major

Distribution of Tuition and Fees Revenue

50/50 75/25

Benchmarking revenue sharing agreements between the college of instruction and the major college generally 
yields splits between 0/100 and 80/20. 

70/30 80/200/100 25/75

(1999) (2006) (Current)

University of Michigan’s instruction/major split is detailed at: http://www.provost.umich.edu/budgeting/ub_model.pdf

Tuition and Fees: Examples of Instruction vs Major

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 38



DRAFT

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13%
 o

f I
ns

tru
ct
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n 

vs
 A

ca
de

m
ic 

Su
pp

or
t

Fiscal Year

5 Year Instruction vs Academic Support

% of Academic Support
% of Instruction

Tuition & Fees: Reported Instruction vs Major Split

The guiding principle of “alignment of authority with responsibility’’ suggests using a proxy to show the cost of 
generating tuition and fees by academic units.  

Source: Amherst Financial Statement FY09-FY13 Operating Expenditures; Controller's Office

5 Year Average  % Split

Instruction 83.9%

Academic Support 16.1%

Using the reported average ratio of expenses for instruction versus academic support, Huron can establish a starting 
place for the split of allocable tuition and fee revenues.
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Tuition and Fees: Distribution

Based on analysis of the FY13 General Ledger, student data and several reviews with the Budget Office, Huron 
has mapped out the following gross tuition and fees to be allocated. 

Allocated based on a proxy and as generated Allocated as generated 

Wherever possible Huron recommends allocating revenues as they are generated and the tuition and fees that are not 
currently already allocated this way, using a proxy to align the costs with the revenues.

Tuition and Fee Distribution Gross Tuition and Fees
$564.6MM

Undergraduate
Tuition and Fees

$296.1MM

Graduate 
Tuition and Fees

$53.7MM

Other Fees
$35.6MM

Schools/Colleges/CPE
Tuition and Fees

$385.4MM

Auxiliaries
Fees

$156.3MM

Administrative and 
Support Fees* 

$23.0MM

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 40
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Tuition and Fees: In and Out of State

Three years ago, UMass instituted a program to increase the growth of out of state students.  This was done 
through a two-prong approach; a tuition discounting program and a revenue allocation program to units.  

In alignment with the strategic plan and existing incentives, UMass may want to consider differentiating between in 
and out of state students in the allocation of tuition and fees back to the primary units. 

In vs Out of State 
Tuition Distribution

• Approximately 21% of the undergraduate 
student population is out of state 
generating close to $105MM of the 
$296MM of undergraduate tuition and fee 
revenue.

• After scholarships and waivers have been 
applied $95MM of the $222MM  or almost 
43% of the revenues are generated from 
out of state students. 

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 41
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Scenario Impact: Tuition & Fees Allocation

A focus on in and out of state tuition and fee generation aligns with the strategic incentives already established to 
help grow out of state students and has led to enrollment growth. 

Aligning in and out of state tuition and fees with the revenue-generating units will have impacts on other revenue 
allocations, including scholarships & waivers and state appropriations. 

Risk: Allocating tuition and fees on in and out 
of state splits will penalize schools and 
colleges that have a proportionally higher 
enrollment of in state students than other 
schools or colleges. 

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 42



DRAFT
Scholarships and Waivers: Originally Discussed 

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential.

In the originally discussed model, Huron recommended allocating Scholarships and Waivers in proportion to 
tuition and fees wherever possible.  

Moving towards an in and out of state split of tuition and fees will require that scholarships and waivers follow a 
similar split. 
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Undergraduate & Graduate  
Scholarship & Waivers

($114.2MM)

Undergrad
Scholarships & 

Waivers
($73.4MM)

Graduate
Scholarships & 

Waivers
($35.5MM)

Undergraduate 
Waivers

($15.1MM)

Graduate 
Waivers

($29.6MM)

Undergraduate 
Scholarships 

& Waivers
($58.4MM)

Non-GEO 
Fellowships

($5.9MM)

Other Direct 
Scholarships & 

Waivers
($5.3MM)

Direct 
($5.3MM)

Direct 
($0.0MM)

Scholarships & Waivers: In and Out of State

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential.

In order to allocate scholarships and waivers in relation to in and out of state tuition and fees, they must first be 
organized into undergraduate and graduate pools wherever possible. 

Undergraduate
 The largest impact of the shift to 

in and out of state is focused at 
the undergraduate level as the 
vast majority of scholarships and 
waivers align with the 
undergraduate scholarships that 
were previously allocated on 
proportion of total tuition and 
fees revenue. Now they will be 
allocated on the proportion of in 
and out of state undergraduate 
tuition and fees. 

 The tuition discounting program 
for out of state students also 
found in this pool of funds.

Direct
 Direct Scholarships and Waivers 

represents the gifts, endowment 
income and grants and contracts that 
are already controlled at the school 
and college level. 

Graduate
 Graduate fellowships are shifted to align with the Graduate pool 

and the fellowships and would be allocated on a proportion of 
graduate tuition and fees as they are a common good. 

 Graduate waivers were already defined as being allocated based 
on employee FTE, which has no bearing on the in and out of 
state status of the student.  
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Scenario Impact: Scholarships & Waivers Allocation 

Undergraduate & Graduate  
Scholarship & Waivers

($114.2MM)

Undergrad
Scholarships & 

Waivers
($73.4MM)

Graduate
Waivers*

($35.5MM)

Undergraduate 
Waivers

($15.1MM)

Graduate 
Waivers

($29.6MM)

Proportion of 
In State 

Undergraduate 
Tuition & Fees

($14.6MM)

Proportion of
Out of State 

Undergraduate 
Tuition & Fees

($0.5MM)

Undergraduate 
Scholarships 

& Waivers
($58.4MM)

Proportion of
In State 

Undergraduate 
Tuition & Fees

($49.1MM)

Proportion of 
Out of State 

Undergraduate 
Tuition & Fees

($9.3MM)

Non-GEO 
Fellowships

($5.9MM)

Proportion of 
Total Graduate 
Tuition & Fees

($5.9MM)

Graduate 
Employee FTE

($29.6MM)

Other Direct 
Scholarships

Direct 
$5.3MM

Direct 
($0.0MM)

Scholarships and waivers will still be allocated based on a common good approach wherever possible and will 
continue to be aligned with the methodology by which tuition and fees are distributed. 

In addition to scholarships and waivers that will need to be adjusted for and in state and out of state split, state 
appropriations allocations will also need to be adjusted to support only in state students. 

Risk: Scholarship and waiver distribution is managed by central 
administration as part of an enrollment management strategy used 
to benefit the university as a whole. These expenses are not directly 
in the control of the schools and colleges which may create a 
misalignment between authority and responsibility.
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*Net of approximately $5M in waivers being directly allocated to grants and contracts.
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Scholarships & Waivers: A&S Waivers

This scenario treats graduate students employed by Administration and Support units as a true common good, 
allocating their costs based on the school and college’s based on their proportion of graduate tuition and fees.

After review of the Scholarships and Waivers, JTFRA began a discussion on how to best allocate the costs of 
Administrative and Support Unit Graduate Waivers. 

Allocation Methodology: Huron 
recommended an alternate approach that 
would deliberately make the hiring of a 
Graduate Student by central administration a 
common good by allocating that proportion 
of scholarships and waivers (17%) on each 
unit’s total graduate tuition and fees 
generated rather than Graduate Student 
Employee FTE.

Risk: This creates additional complexity in 
the model that may limit the ability for 
schools and colleges to understand the 
impact of their actions. 
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 Calculated and target indirect cost recovery rates can be used to set a target sponsored research support rate, which 
can be used to calculate a targeted sponsored research investment pool from allocable state appropriations.

 Huron recommends a target indirect cost recovery rate set to 60% of the university’s negotiated rate.
 The targeted sponsored research investment pool is captured as an “off-the-top” component of state appropriations.

Source: Office of Financial and Cost Analysis

State Appropriations: Research & Instruction

72%

59%

35%
30%

13%

24%

5%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Calculated Negotiated Huron
Target

Effective
(Avg.)

Target 
Research 
Support 

Investment
15%

Instruction & 
Academic 
Support 

Investment
85%

36.6%

State Appropriations ($257MM)F&A Recovery Rates

State appropriations can be allocated to support sponsored research and instruction in order to provide 
investments for both mission activities. 

Minimum Target Sponsored Research Subsidy: $38.5 MM
(Remaining Appropriation Balance: $218.5 MM)
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The proposed model uses state appropriations to create funds to support sponsored programs and instruction 
and academic support.

 Reflects the strategic importance of sponsored programs activity
 Recognizes the high indirect costs associated with conducting 

sponsored research
 Serves as an additional revenue source beyond the full 

allocation of F&A recoveries

 Provides financial support in alignment with the 
instruction mission expectations of the state

 Leveraged to create an incentive to both 
instruct and retain students

Based on the analysis preformed Huron recommends a split in state appropriations to ensure units who are doing 
sponsored research are able to continue without concerns of lack of funding. 

State Appropriations: Research Split Scenario
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As schools and colleges are now receiving full tuition for out of state students, it makes sense to now allocate 
state appropriations back to schools and colleges based on their proportion of in state students. 

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential.

Allocating state appropriations on in-state student activity helps preserve the principle that scholarships and 
waivers and state appropriations follow comparable tuition and fees allocation methodologies.

State Appropriations: In and Out of State

Risk Mitigation: Allocating tuition and 
fees on an in state basis for state 
appropriations will allow schools and 
colleges who focus on in state 
enrollment to receive revenues (as 
they were intended) to help cover the 
costs of teaching and enrolling in state 
students tuition alone does not. 
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Allocation Breakdown: State Appropriations

Central administration will need to work to ensure that State Appropriations are being used in accordance to 
any regulations outlined. Below is a breakout of what composes the State Appropriations in the model.

State Appropriations  $195.0MM

State Appropriations 198.8MM

State Support for Fringe Benefits 61.9MM
UMass System Assessment (Accrual) 9.6MM
Special State Appropriation (0.1MM)
Instate Tuition Remission (13.3MM)

$256.9MM
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Research Revenues & Expenses: Co-PI Split

Under the Co-PI split, increased research activity results in more costs allocated to schools and colleges than they 
are allocated when grant revenue remains in the VC for Research Office – Centers and Institutes.   

Grants and contracts are assigned a single primary PI; this does not represent the collaboration that many grants 
require. In order to promote collaboration the VC of Research’s has created the Co-PI Report.

Risk: The Co-PI report is a 
management report that is not 
reflected in the general ledger and 
only focuses on research revenue 
allocation and does not consider the 
impact to research expenses. 

Impact: The Co-PI Split impacts the model in 
five ways: 
 Grants and Contracts: Increase or 

decrease in alignment with the VC of 
Research Co-PI report. 

 F&A Recovery: Increases or decreases in 
alignment with the VC of Research Co-PI 
report. 

 State Appropriations: Increases or 
decreases 15% of the adjustments 
indicated in Grants and Contracts.

 Direct Expenses: Increases or decreases 
to counter shifts in Grants and Contracts 
and Indirect Cost Recovery. 

 Indirect Expenses: VC of Research Office 
will have less costs to be distributed. Units 
with more expenses because of the 
increases in Co-PI split will have more 
indirect costs and vice versa for schools 
who have less. 
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Scenario Impact: F&A Recovery

Revenue Source Proxy Academic 
Units

Auxiliary 
Units A&S Units Grand Total

F&A Expenses $ 29,169,835 $ 8,939 $ 2,468,615 $ 31,647,389

Revenue Source Academic 
Units

Auxiliary 
Units A&S Units Grand Total

F&A Recovery Revenues $ 9,040,715 $ 1,784 $ 22,604,889 $ 31,647,389

FY13 Actuals

FY13 Modeled (F&A Recovery as Generated)

Implications
 Allocating F&A recovery as generated simplifies the existing revenue sharing agreements (currently, 70% of every F&A 

recovery dollar is retained centrally)
 By distributing F&A recovery as generated,  approximately $20MM in funding is redirected from A&S to colleges and 

schools. The Co-PI split further distributes an additional $2MM to colleges and schools.
Distributing F&A recovery as generated will require a shift in mindset about the purpose of F&A dollars – which is to 

provide financial resources to cover indirect research costs aligning authority and responsibility.

Huron recommends that F&A recovery revenues reflect actual amounts generated to promote research and 
incentivize the pursuit of higher recovery.

Revenue Source Proxy Academic 
Units

Auxiliary 
Units A&S Units Grand Total

Co-PI Split Distribution $ 31,186,669 $ 8,939 $ 450,781 $ 31,647,389

FY13 Modeled (F&A Recovery by Co-PI split)
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DRAFT
Instruction vs Major Impact on Units

JTFRA has determined that a split between major and instruction is appropriate to incorporate into the model.  
Below is an indication of the impact of these splits from 50-50% to 100-0%  for each school and college. 
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Revised Baseline Split
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DRAFT
State Appropriations Split Impact on Units

Holding constant the split in instruction/major at the revised baseline of 25-75%, we can see the impacts to 
Schools’ and Colleges’ unit margins as the split moves away from investing in research to not. 
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Revised Baseline Split
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Allocation Driver # of Pools # of Sub 
Pools University Academic Resource Pool and Cost Pool

Expenses

1

8

 Administration and Finance
 Chancellor’s Office
 Information Technology
 UMass System Office

 University Police Department
 University Relations
 Campus Wide Amherst
 Utilities Commodities

Expenses – Academic Units 3
 Campus Wide Plant
 Development and Alumni 

Relations

 Utilities Commodities

Student Headcount
2

10

 Academic Administration 
 Academic Support Services
 Commonwealth Honors College
 Enrollment Management

 Graduate School 
 University Library
 Undergraduate Affairs
 Student Affairs*

CPE Credit Hours 1  Continuing and Professional Education

Square Footage  -
Academic Units 1

4  AVC Facilities
 Facilities Planning

 Custodial
 Physical Plant

Square Footage - Total 1  Grounds

Grants & Contracts 1 8  Research and Engagement*

Total 5 35

Model Overview: Expense Allocations

The allocation of expenses must balance the need for economic reality with the desire to design a simple and easy 
to understand model. Depicted below are 7 drivers to distribute indirect expenses to primary units. 

* Research and Engagement and Student Affairs sub-pools are detailed on in earlier slides.
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Indirect Cost Allocation Recommendations
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JTFRA has laid out the principles of “transparency,” “appropriate simplicity” and “accountability” which have 
been used to govern the selection of the Administrative and Support Unit pools and drivers. 

Continued evolution of the drivers used to allocate indirect costs back to the Primary Units will need to occur before, 
during and after implementation.

58

Drivers Current Recommendation Rationale Alternate Suggestions

Expenses  Overhead that is related to Administration 
and Finance, the Chancellor’s Office, IT, and 
the UMass System Office will be allocated 
based on the proportion of expenses to all of 
the primary units, including Auxiliaries. 

 Debt Service (Campus Wide Plant), a 
proportion of A&S Utilities, and  Development 
will also be only allocated to Schools and 
Colleges. 

 Expenses can serve as a strong proxy of 
use for most administrative services.

 This allows other centrally managed 
expenses that cannot be directly aligned 
with units to allocated in a simple manner. 

 Some expenses like Debt Service and 
Utilities are already paid for by auxiliary 
units and differentiating between the two 
reduced double charging. 

 Explore an additional 
expense, Deferred 
Maintenance, to more 
accurately plan for costs.

Square 
Footage

 Overhead that is related to Facilities will be 
allocated based on space only to Academic 
Units. 

 Auxiliaries have their own facilities costs so 
will not be charged for anything but Grounds. 

 Square footage can serve as a good 
proxy for use of the Facilities services.

 Total square footage does not 
differentiate between types of space, as 
the current data has its limitations and 
would not likely be more accurate if made 
more complex.

 Approximately 15% of 
allocable space is lab 
space. Further exploration
into space and the different 
types of space is 
recommended. 
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Strategic Investment Pool Characteristics

Strategic Investment Pool Characteristics

Definition
 A centrally-held pool of revenues to address mission-critical needs, University priorities and revenue 

growth strategies.

Rationale
 Sum of the parts is not optimal for the whole; UMass needs the ability to act as one entity to achieve 

University-wide initiatives, such as those outlined in the vision for UMass’ Strategic Plan. 
 In part, the use of strategic investment pools addresses the economic problem of the commons.

Illustrative Uses

 Ensure appropriate investments to meet major institutional goals.
 Provide start-up funding for high priority academic programs.
 Underwrite new initiatives which do not naturally fall under one School or College’s care.
 Address compliance and regulatory issues as they arise.

Huron recommends that UMass consider the following characteristics to determine the best source and use of 
the Strategic Investment Pool.
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Strategic Investment Pool Principles

 The Strategic Investment Pool can be a useful management tool to help fund long-term initiatives by 
advancing capital, to provide critical investments to kick-start initiatives, and support mission critical 
common goods.

 UMass should draw upon a diverse portfolio of revenues, rather than a single source, to fund the strategic 
investment pool to ensure relative stability from year to year.

 Investment dollars provided to any unit should never be viewed as an annual entitlement.

 The pool should include funds to enable leadership to “steer” UMass in the direction that will ultimately 
benefit the University as a whole.

 Investment pools need to ensure “neutral starting points” at implementation; thus the rate needs to be 
high enough to ensure continued operations. 

Huron recommends that UMass consider the following principles to determine the best source and use of the 
Strategic Investment Pool.
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Strategic Investment Pool Sources

The current version of the model applies a tax to all major revenue sources, except those related to gifts, 
endowment and investment income, and grants and contracts, to fill the investment pool.  Pass-through monies 
are excluded from the pool.

Included in Strategic Investment Pool Excluded from Strategic Investment Pool
Net Tuition & Fees Grants and Contracts
State Appropriations F & A Distribution
Sales and Services Pass-through monies (e.g. Pell Grants)
Other Revenue Gifts
Recharge Revenue Endowment & Investment Income

Including a diverse set of revenues when creating the Strategic Investment Pool will allow for the pool to grow as 
revenues increase and mitigate volatility.
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Recommended Investment Pool Guidelines

 During the parallel process, primary units should be held harmless so they are not financially burdened, and 
have time to adjust to the new resource allocation environment.

 After the “hold-harmless” period expires, primary units will receive different investment levels based on 
institutional priorities, respective net loss or surplus, and revenue generation capabilities.  

 Over time, many revenue generating units will require lower investments to cover their respective 
expenditures, and the portion of funding available to “steer” University-wide initiatives will increase.

 Future investments should be determined through multi-year agreements as units shifts to fully sufficient 
operations -- the point at which the investment approximately equals the participation rate. 

 UMass should outline opportunities to reinvest positive net revenues back into the units that generate them.

The strategic investment pool ensures enough funding to invest in all units with negative margins.  As the 
institutional revenues exceed expenditures, funding for strategic initiatives becomes available.
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Decision to Implement Roadmap

Due Diligence and 
Consensus Building (FY14)
• Complete by Jan-2014
• Begin to build consensus on model and create principles

Build-out and 
Modeling 
• Complete build-out and 
begin modeling by April-
2014

• JTFRA report to 
chancellor and 
presentation to campus

Model Vetting and Testing with 
Stakeholders
• Begins April - 2014
• Chancellor  makes a decision as  to 
whether to move ahead.

• Vetting of model with Deans and 
campus leadership

Parallel Process (FY15)
• Begin July-2014
• Model Implemented and 
shadowing current budget 
process

Full Implementation (FY16)
• Begin Fall-2015

Illustrative

Planning for model implementation should focus on identifying process changes, data needs, timelines, and 
milestones. Cultural change readiness should also be evaluated to assess challenges for model adoption.

JTFRA will complete their recommendation report on April 1st and share this with the Chancellor and the campus 
community. Continued vetting and model refinement will be required before  UMass can begin a parallel process. 

Full Review of Model and 
Decision on Implementation
•January - 2015
•JTFRA full model review
•Decision on implementation 
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Model Vetting and Organization and Infrastructure Assessment

As UMass moves forward it is critical to achieve campus buy-in while identifying specific organizational and 
infrastructure needs that must be met for successful implementation. 

Phase 2 should focus on developing consensus with the Deans and outlining the necessary steps for 
implementation of the necessary infrastructure to support a new budgeting model.  

Time Objective Anticipated Outcomes and Deliverables

Ap
ril

to
 Ju

ly,
 20

14

Stakeholder Involvement and 
Model Vetting

 Model education retreat for Deans, Department Chairs, VCs, Directors and 
key campus leadership 

 One-on-one model review sessions with Deans for vetting and verification of 
respective allocation drivers 

 Continuous campus engagement beyond leadership
Governance and Organization 
Readiness Assessment

 Identify and document necessary governance 
 Assess the A&S organization to determine needed steps for readiness in a 

new budget model
Model Refinement  Updated model based on feedback loop

 Stress testing model, vet data, develop FY14 budget to actuals 
Process and Systems 
Assessment

 Define future state processes and work closely with a systems infrastructure 
committee to assess budget and finance systems, outline an 
implementation plan, and select vendors

Budget Assessment and Redesign - Phase 2
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Campus Engagement
• Campus open forums
• Faculty senate reports
• Website Q&A

Campus Leadership Engagement
• Deans / CLC leadership retreat
• EFO/ABO focus groups
• Training needs                                

assessments

Individual Dean Meetings
• Model introduction 

and orientation
• Data and  

assumptions vetting

Campus Leadership Engagement
Stakeholder Involvement and Model Vetting Process

Successful implementation of a new budget system requires coordination and model vetting with Deans, 
executive leadership, and the campus in order to mitigate concerns associated with new budgeting approaches.

The model vetting process will be informed by feedback from academic and administrative leadership and the 
campus, continued leadership by Joint Task Forces, and model exposure exercises.

Governance 
Committee Reviews
• JTFSO/JTFRA 

recommendations
• Governance 

Committee  
establishment
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Changing Leadership Roles

Changing Roles and Responsibilities

 Executive Leadership - Implementation of a new model and the attendant financial transition initially 
raises more questions than it answers.  The value in the customized  model implementation for UMass is 
in forcing answers to the difficult questions; therefore, it is critical that the University’s leadership team is 
willing to address these questions. 

 Deans – In the new, more decentralized model, Deans will have greater decision authority than they 
have had in the past. Deans must become more strategic and entrepreneurial in their thinking, and will 
require additional resources to support decision making (e.g., data, analytical tools, decision support, 
processes that enable efficient and effective management).  

 Service Unit VCs / Directors – Administrative and Support units role on campus will evolve under a 
new model, adapting their operating construct to focus on service alignment, service level optimization 
and efficiency. Creating dialog between administrative and support units and their customers will enable 
a collaborative environment to develop strategic priorities and initiatives.  An increased focus on 
performance metrics and benchmarking will aid in the development of partnerships with Primary Units. 

Under a new budget model, key stakeholders’ roles will change as accountability increases and authority is 
better aligned with responsibility. 

To facilitate the further refinement of the budget model and transition to a new way of operating at the University it is 
critical to engage the above stakeholders and establish a feedback loop.
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Establishment of a governance structure should be an ongoing consideration, as it will help provide the guidance 
to maintain model integrity through implementation, annual modifications and anticipated planned reviews.

Establish Governance Structure

 As the transition is made from planning to 
implementation, governance committees, should be 
charged with the on-going management of the model. 
Examples from other institutions are illustrated in the 
diagram to the right.

 Huron understands there may be existing committees 
that may meet the needs of the model, like the 
JTSO/JTFRA, Academic Matters Council and the Capital 
Asset Board. To prevent redundancy, we propose 
evaluating those committees to see if they can be 
utilized in the governance structure.

 Existing budgeting committees will gain a larger role as 
they begin to focus on strategic planning at the unit level 
and alignment with the budget. Through this, strong 
working relationships will be established with the Deans, 
Business Managers, Budget Office, Enrollment 
Management Office and Executive Leadership.

 Committee membership will need to be determined, 
although each committee should include academic and 
administrative stakeholder representation.

Illustrative
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Illustrative Committee Roles

Examples of Integrated Governance Committee Roles: 

 The Budget Planning Council is charged with linking the activities of the Budget Implementation Committee with the 
Administrative and Support Unit Alignment Project Implementation Committee. The Budget Planning Council also works 
closely with the Deans to define their annual budgets and determine the allocations and strategic investment necessary for 
their operations. 

 The Budget Implementation Committee includes the Provost, chief financial officer and other key stakeholders. It will refine 
and implement the model and oversee the eventual planned regular review process. It will also be closely tied to the 
Administrative and Support Unit Project Implementation  Committee and Improvement Committee, helping to define the 
needs of the campus under the new model and ensure those needs are prioritized to provide the necessary tools for a 
successful implementation.  

 The Administrative and Support Advisory Committee will serve multiple functions, helping Administrative & Support Units 
prepare for the transition to a new allocation system and acting in a performance oversight role for A&S units. This committee 
will help establish metrics, performance expectations, and Service Level Agreements, and monitor recommended process 
improvements. This process could leverage the current administration review or ADQAD that is occurring and follow-up on 
the progress of units to adopt to the new budgeting environment where efficiency and effectiveness are even more closely 
tied to the Dean’s strategic objectives. 

Existing committees may operate in silos, making planning and management difficult.  Moving to an integrated 
governance structure will help to breakdown some of these barriers. 

Collaboration among the different committees creates the necessary checks and balances to manage the model, 
limit unintended negative impacts and ensure focus on the strategic priorities of the University.
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Organizational Readiness for Change

Implementation success often depends on efficiency and effectiveness of administrative services, and 
perceptions of subpar service could lead to excess wrangling over allocation rules and a proliferation of 
redundant services at the school and college level.

UMass will need to enhance customer service levels and build both institutional and college-level capacity to 
successfully manage the new model. 

 Clear definitions of the services 
provided

 Responsiveness to customer needs

 Efficient delivery of services

 Accountability for providing services at 
agreed upon levels and prices

For the model to be successful, 
administrative  and support units need: 
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Administrative Readiness Assessment: 

 In order to understand current service alignment and take pro-
active steps to mitigate service proliferation, UMass may need to 
embark on a capacity analysis to assess readiness for change.

 Conducting this analysis will need to focus on elements of 
change management, project management, and information 
technology within the administrative and support units to 
understand their ability to support and operate in the new model. 

 Critical to this process will be a cultural shift to one of 
collaboration between service providers and customers. For 
example, if the readiness assessment reveals chronic 
understaffing or cumbersome work flows, the expectation should 
be that service providers and customers collaborate to identify 
solutions. 
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Organization Readiness Assessment

Organizational Readiness

 A new budget model empowers decision makers with the 
decision rights, incentives and data to grow revenues. 

 Effective models require governance structures or committees 
who are responsible for ensuring the incentives designed into the 
model are realized while minimizing unintended consequences. 

 Key questions to understand include: 
• How do financial and operating policies align with the 

components of the revenue and cost allocation rules? 
• How would the impact of decisions be understood at the local 

level?
• Are controls in place to ensure the appropriate level of 

autonomy at the school level?
• Is the organization ready for change?

Under the new budget model local units require the the authority to impact policies and systems needed to 
sufficiently connect action with results in order for a new model to work effectively.

Assessing the organizational readiness for change requires an evaluation of large-scale project management and 
institutional planning, local controls and functionality, and governance mechanisms.

Implementation Management

A review should be conducted of the University’s 
current Implementation Management functions 
and their processes as well. 

An assessment should include the following key 
questions: 

1. What is the common governance of  large-
scale projects?

2. How are project teams structured?
3. How are plans developed and milestones 

established?
4. How is project performance measured and 

communicated?
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Analyze Administrative and Support Units like; Enrollment Management, Finance and Budgeting, 
Human Resources, Facilities and Information Technology. 
 What services are offered and how do these services align with customer needs?
 Are the services provided in an efficient manner? 
 How are service units help accountable for delivering services?

Current State
Assessment

Gap and Outcome
Analysis

Future State
Assessment

 Identify opportunities for improved communication and collaboration within the service unit
and among primary unit partners

 Evaluate staff skill sets and opportunities for training
 Review key business processes and function-specific technology systems and data quality

 All service units must have a clear definition of the catalog of services provided
 Service level agreements must be developed in partnership with Primary Units
 Accountability and governance mechanisms must operate at central and local levels

Service level and offering assessments are critical to determining the ability of A&S units like Enrollment 
Management, Finance and Budgeting, HR, Facilities and IT to support primary units.

Appropriately-developed service level agreements will ensure Administrative & Support units receive the resources 
necessary to fulfill the needs of primary units.

 Conduct Interviews
 Review and analyze data
 Customer survey

 Conduct Interviews
 Conduct benchmarking 

and analyse data

 Compare current performance to 
future vision and benchmarking

 Develop recommendations,  
business cases and 
implementation roadmap

Objective and Description DeliverablesSteps
Administrative Readiness Assessment 

Current / Future State Assessments and Gap Analysis 

© 2014 Huron Consulting Group. All Rights Reserved. Proprietary & Confidential. 73



DRAFT
Glossary
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Term Definition

Administrative & 
Support Unit

Units that have limited or no ability to influence revenues and they provide services to the primary academic units.

Allocation Drivers Non-financial metrics (e.g. Student Headcount, Square Footage) used as a variable to allocate costs to Primary Units.

AVC Facilities
Office of the Associate Vice Chancellor for Facilities, containing many administrative functions related to facilities 
management.

Campus Wide 
Amherst

Organizational unit containing centrally-accruing administrative expenses that are not allocable to a specific Primary or 
Administrative & Support Unit.

Campus Wide Plant Organizational unit containing debt service and central transfers to plant funds.

F&A Recovery
Revenue received through the Facilities & Administrative Overhead costs charged to sponsored research grants 
(occasionally called Indirect Cost Recovery).

Primary Unit
Units that have the ability to influence revenue generation and are able to cover all or most of the associated costs (includes 
Schools/Colleges and Auxiliary units).

Recharge Revenue
Revenue received as the result of internal charges between units. For example, Facilities may recharge a Primary Unit for 
specific maintenance services.

Strategic Investment 
Pool

A centrally-held pool of revenues to address mission-critical needs, University priorities and revenue growth strategies.

Unit Margin Revenues less direct and indirect cost allocations.
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E F G H I J K L M U V W

College of 
Natural 
Sciences

Education Engineering
Humanities & 
Fine Arts

Management Nursing
Public Health 
& Health 
Science

Social & 
Behavioral 
Sciences

Schools/Colleges 
Total

Auxiliary Total Passthroughs
Schools/Colleges + 

Auxiliaries + 
Passthroughs Total

Baseline
Row Allocation Revenue
6 IS/OoS UG Tuition & Fees 102,872,337     4,846,834      16,932,949    51,597,873    39,008,984    2,721,953      19,026,150      59,117,487    296,124,567        22,559,325            ‐                     318,683,892              
7 IS/OoS UG Waivers & Scholarships (26,118,058)      (1,242,685)     (4,365,413)     (12,467,158)  (9,633,861)     (775,200)        (4,761,420)       (14,055,383)  (73,419,177)         (1,391,534)             ‐                     (74,810,711)               
8 UG Tuition & Fees Net of Waivers 76,754,279       3,604,149      12,567,536    39,130,715    29,375,124    1,946,754      14,264,730      45,062,104    222,705,390        21,167,791            ‐                     243,873,181              

10 IS/OoS Grad Tuition & Fees 15,776,311       6,098,137      7,104,858      10,764,764    3,637,906      313,849         3,739,608        6,217,681      53,653,115           2,206,565              6,584                 55,866,264                 
11 83%/17% Split Grad Waivers & Scholarships (14,071,920)      (2,333,283)     (4,194,221)     (6,285,825)     (2,170,744)     (200,110)        (1,900,573)       (4,344,736)     (35,501,412)         ‐                          ‐                     (35,501,412)               
12 Grad Tuition & Fees Net of Waivers 1,704,392         3,764,855      2,910,637      4,478,939      1,467,162      113,738         1,839,035        1,872,946      18,151,703           2,206,565              6,584                 20,364,852                 

14 Direct Other Fees 3,239,822         2,222,705      196,911         2,594,610      15,361,268    3,894,582      4,367,289        3,741,140      35,618,326           131,496,603          15,865,368       182,980,298              

16 IS/OoS Scholarships & Waivers (1,240,936)        (608,289)        (1,684,680)     (390,381)        (442,622)        (167,379)        (284,330)          (443,698)        (5,262,316)           (9,748,713)             (216,461,691)   (231,472,720)             
17 Total Tuition & Fees 80,457,556       8,983,420      13,990,404    45,813,884    45,760,931    5,787,695      20,186,723      50,232,491    271,213,104        145,122,245          (200,589,739)   215,745,611              

19 IS/OoS State Appropriation 99,698,773       7,943,114      21,522,501    36,721,624    29,621,022    2,590,515      18,047,524      40,805,099    256,950,172        ‐                          ‐                     256,950,172              

21 Co‐PI Grants and Contracts 65,270,418       6,265,587      20,363,839    434,793         4,833,730      216,085         8,334,376        2,042,822      107,761,648        570,047                  164,399,286    272,730,981              
22 Co‐PI Indirect Cost Recovery 20,539,149       1,471,430      6,071,475      74,898            252,115         19,569            2,278,053        480,980         31,187,669           8,939                      ‐                     31,196,608                 

24 Direct Other Revenue 7,534,185         405,326         1,965,151      1,876,146      2,891,027      206,927         506,602           1,872,139      17,257,503           44,376,625            49,055,758       110,689,885              
25 Revenue Total 273,500,080     25,068,876    63,913,371    84,921,345    83,358,825    8,820,790      49,353,278      95,433,531    684,370,096        190,077,856          12,865,305       887,313,257              

27 Expenses
28 Direct Compensation 103,925,868     10,876,705    26,118,808    38,361,477    26,348,755    4,357,239      13,031,460      26,036,656    249,056,968        76,001,092            2,296,222         327,354,282              
29 Direct Fringe Benefits 27,431,303       2,626,709      7,460,609      10,069,419    6,174,651      1,031,867      3,232,255        6,897,723      64,924,536           15,714,922            29,631               80,669,089                 
30 Direct Other Expenditures 27,837,101       4,369,803      9,428,134      3,918,849      6,202,535      789,539         3,722,211        2,787,068      59,055,240           106,181,865          10,539,452       175,776,556              
31 Co‐PI Co‐PI Direct Grant Expenditures Adjustm 4,420,926         (49,726)          1,102,773      (13,112)          51,138            13,142            462,078           386,656         6,373,874             ‐                          ‐                     6,373,874                   
32 Total Expenditures 163,615,197     17,823,491    44,110,324    52,336,633    38,777,079    6,191,788      20,448,004      36,108,103    379,410,619        197,897,878          12,865,305       590,173,802              

34 Unit Margin before A&S Allocations 109,884,884     7,245,384      19,803,047    32,584,713    44,581,746    2,629,002      28,905,274      59,325,428    304,959,477        (7,820,022)             ‐                     297,139,455              

Administrative & Support Unit Allocations
37 Academic Affairs Total 16,506,298       1,756,181      4,918,258      6,456,886      9,350,794      1,273,226      4,598,381        7,917,584      52,777,609           ‐                          52,777,609                 
38 Administrative Services Total 56,365,873       5,919,913      15,164,384    17,955,297    13,536,944    2,104,979      7,234,215        12,403,496    130,685,101        24,325,247            155,010,348              
39 Facilities Total 30,884,334       1,213,067      5,743,361      5,855,027      2,403,756      477,939         1,954,521        2,693,970      51,225,974           3,772,046              54,998,020                 
40 Research & Engagement Total 5,751,136         613,518         1,994,001      42,574            466,060         21,159            816,091           196,374         9,900,914             ‐                          9,900,914                   
41 Student Affairs Total 2,535,088         202,334         764,749         967,083         1,207,249      118,225         615,785           1,175,159      7,585,671             ‐                          7,585,671                   
42 Campus Wide Amherst 338,360            35,537            91,031            107,784         81,261            12,636            43,426              74,457            784,494                304,434                  1,088,927                   
43 Total Indirect Expenses 112,381,089     9,740,549      28,675,784    31,384,651    27,046,065    4,008,165      15,262,419      24,461,041    252,959,763        28,401,727            ‐                     281,361,490              

45 Unit Margin after A&S Allocations (2,496,205)        (2,495,165)     (8,872,737)     1,200,061      17,535,681    (1,379,163)     13,642,855      34,864,387    51,999,715           (36,221,749)          ‐                     15,777,966                 

47 Contribution to Net Assets (4,974,110)        (537,356)        (988,987)        (2,650,821)     (2,367,238)     (282,820)        (1,107,264)       (2,818,914)     (15,727,511)         ‐                          ‐                     (15,727,511)               
48 Total Unit Margin (7,470,316)        (3,032,521)     (9,861,724)     (1,450,760)     15,168,443    (1,661,982)     12,535,590      32,045,473    36,272,204           (36,221,749)          ‐                     50,455                         
49 35% SIP Assessment Rate
50 SIP Assessment* 64,669,565       5,975,822      12,625,315    29,309,602    26,748,320    2,975,227      13,559,125      32,052,717    187,915,693        65,661,669            ‐                     253,577,362              
51 Unit Margin after SIP Assessment (72,139,880)      (9,008,343)       (22,487,039)    (30,760,361)    (11,579,877)    (4,637,209)       (1,023,535)       (7,244)               (151,643,489)         (101,883,418)          ‐                       (253,526,907)               
52 SIP Distribution** 72,139,880       9,008,343        22,487,039      30,760,361      11,579,877      4,637,209        1,023,535        7,244                151,643,489          101,883,418            ‐                       253,526,907                
53 Unit Margin after SIP Assessment Distrib ‐                      ‐                    ‐                    ‐                    ‐                    ‐                    ‐                    ‐                    ‐                           ‐                            ‐                       ‐                                 

Summary of Assumptions Strategic Investment Pool (SIP)
Tuition & Fees and Undergraduate Scholarships & Waivers State Appropriations Amount calculated based on SIP Assessment 253,577,362$              

75% % allocated on Student Credit Hours 15% % allocated to support sponsored research Amount reallocated within "SIP Distribution" 253,526,907$              
25% % allocated on Major FTE 85% % allocated to support instruction and academic support Balance remaining for allocation within "SIP Distribution"* 50,455$                        

Note: Model figures are illustrative and subject to be updated as the UMass Budget Office continues to work with campus leadership to review and refine the model.
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