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Michele N. Schumacher, Secretary to the Board of Visitors 

CALL TO ORDER 

Dr. Javaid Siddiqi, Chair, formally called the meeting to order at 5:25 p.m. in the Christopher 
Newport Rooms A & B, The Berkeley Hotel, 1200 E. Cary Street, Richmond, Virginia and noted 
that pursuant to the draft Agenda as published “All start times for committees are approximate only. 
Committees meetings may begin either before or after the listed approximate start time as 
committee members are ready to proceed.”   

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Dr. Siddiqi stated that he had one change to the agenda and asked for a motion to amend the 
November 12, 2015 agenda as published to include a discussion regarding clerical support for 
colleges.  Mr. Randolph “Randy” J. Marcus so moved and Mr. Mark Lawrence seconded, and the 
agenda as amended was unanimously approved.   

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Dr. Siddiqi asked for a motion to approve the minutes of the September 17, 2015 meeting of the 
Business Affairs & Audit Committee, as published.   Mr. Lawrence so moved and Mr. Marcus 
seconded, and the motion was unanimously approved. A copy of the approved minutes can be 
found at http://www.radford.edu/content/bov/home/meetings/minutes.html.  

REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Report from the University Auditor 
Ms. Margaret McManus, University Auditor, reported that a review of the University Discretionary 
Fund for the quarter ended September 30, 2015 was conducted, and that 100% of the expenditures 
were reviewed and all were in compliance with the Board of Visitors’ guidelines.  Ms. McManus 
also provided a follow-up audit status report.  A copy of Ms. McManus’ report is attached hereto as 
Attachment A and is made a part hereof.  

Dr. Siddiqi thanked Ms. McManus for her report. 

Alternative Tuition Models 
Mr. Richard Alvarez, Vice President for Finance & Administration and Chief Financial Officer, 
also provided an overview of each alternative tuition model as reported at the September 2015 
Committee meeting and reviewed the potential impact of executing alternative tuition models at 
Radford University.  Mr. Alvarez noted that assessing the sustainability and impact of those tuition 
alternatives will be helpful when reviewing the effectiveness of Radford University’s current tuition 
model, which is the Flat Rate tuition model.  In addition, Mr. Alvarez also provided the Committee 
a copy of the August 12, 2015 report from the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia 
(SCHEV) entitled “Fixed-rate Tuition Plans: A Survey in Response to Senate Bill 806”.  A copy of 
Mr. Alvarez’ report together with the PowerPoint presentation and the SCHEV August 12, 2015 
report are attached hereto as Attachment B, Attachment C and Attachment D, respectively, and are 
made a part hereof.   

http://www.radford.edu/content/bov/home/meetings/minutes.html
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Teaching & Research Faculty Compensation Status 
Mr. Alvarez, also presented an overview of the Teaching & Research Faculty compensation history, 
including faculty retention rates, details on recent salary actions, peer percentile standing and salary 
equity.  A copy of the presentation is attached hereto as Attachment E and is made a part hereof.   

Report on Capital Projects 
Mr. Alvarez also provided a capital project update report, and referred the Committee to the Capital 
Projects Update found in their Committee materials.  A copy of the Capital Projects Update is 
attached hereto as Attachment F and is made a part hereof. 

Year-End Savings Strategies 
Mr. Alvarez also provided information related to consideration of year-end savings incentives, with 
a one percent bonus option as a base line.  A copy of this report is attached hereto as Attachment G 
and is made a part hereof. 

Clerical Support and Administrative Workload within the Colleges 
Mr. Alvarez also provided the Committee with an update on potential budget initiatives that were 
formulated during the 2016-2017 budget development process through collaboration with the Deans 
and the University’s Administration to address the clerical support and administration workload 
within the colleges through the 2016-2017 budget development process. 

Dr. Siddiqi thanked Mr. Alvarez for his reports. 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:45 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Michele N. Schumacher 
Secretary to the Board of Visitors 





RADFORD UNIVERSITY 
OFFICE OF AUDIT AND ADVISORY SERVICES 


FOLLOW-UP AUDIT STATUS REPORT 
BUSINESS AFFAIRS AND AUDIT COMMITTEE 


NOVEMBER 2015 


Report as of October 28, 2015 Page 1 of 2 


Audit:  IT Account Management – Active Directory 
Business Issue Planned Action Action Date Status 


3.2(a) Temporary accounts, such as courtesy accounts, 
are not set to automatically expire after a 
predetermined period, beyond which access to 
these accounts is not needed.  In addition, 
temporary access is established without an 
approval from the System Owner. (B) 


DoIT will implement an Identity 
Management system with the 
capability of creating temporary and 
guest accounts with automatic 
expiration at a documented date.       


August 1, 2014 
Revised to      


November 1, 2014 
Revised to  


July 1, 2015 
Revised to 


August 31, 2015 
Revised to  


January 15, 2016 


In Process 


Audit:  IT – Micros 
Business Issue Planned Action Action Date Status 


2.0 PCI-DSS mandates the use of intrusion-detection 
and/or intrusion-prevention techniques to detect 
and/or prevent intrusions into the network and 
the monitoring of all traffic at the perimeter of 
the cardholder data environment (CDE).  Our 
review indicated that there is not an Intrusion 
Detection System (IDS) or Intrusion Prevention 
System (IPS) monitoring traffic entering/exiting 
the CDE. 


When traffic at the perimeter of the CDE is not 
monitored, network intrusions cannot be 
prevented or detected. 


DoIT is currently evaluating IDS/IPS 
technologies and completing the design 
requirements.  DoIT will implement an 
IDS/IPS system to monitor traffic 
entering/exiting the CDE. 


October 1, 2015 Complete 


4.0 During the audit, we noted that the 
organizational placement of the Auxiliary 
Services Technology Team (Tech Team) could 
present certain challenges. Although the Tech 
Team’s job duties are to provide maintenance 


DoIT will arrange a meeting with 
executive management from the 
Division of Information Technology 
and the Division of Finance and 
Administration to discuss the 


June 30, 2015 
Revised to 


September 30, 2015 


Complete   
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Audit:  IT – Micros 
Business Issue Planned Action Action Date Status 


and support exclusively for systems utilized by 
Auxiliary Services in the Division of Finance 
and Administration, the Tech Team reports to the 
Director of IT Infrastructure in the Division of 
Information Technology. Examples of potential 
challenges were provided to management. 


organizational structure and any future 
changes. 


(B)  This issue was also common to the IT Account Management audit of Cognos, but is only listed once on this report for conciseness. 
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Information Item 
Discussion of Alternative Tuition Models 


Item: 
Discussion of the different types of alternative tuition models and how they could be employed at Radford 
University. 


Background: 
In May of each year, Radford University (RU) proposes a recommendation to the Board of Visitors for 
the upcoming fiscal year tuition and fee rates.  With each proposal comes a significant amount of inquiry 
and research in support of the recommendations.  This includes assessing enrollment projections, 
mandatory cost increases, programmatic needs, institutional priorities, legislative actions, and a regional 
economic outlook.  Inevitably, each year brings forth new challenges, and the planning for 2016-17 is no 
exception.   


Public institutions in the Commonwealth are becoming increasingly more reliant on student tuition 
dollars, and students are ultimately shouldering more of the financial burden.  To complicate matters 
further, student demographics are also changing toward populations that demonstrate higher financial 
need.  Rising cost of tuition, declining state funds, a shift in financial burden, and changing student 
demography all pose challenges in today’s environment. 


In addition, legislation was proposed in the last General Assembly Session in an effort to “fix” four-year 
tuition and other costs at certain four year public institutions.  While the proposal was limited to select in-
state institutions, excluding Radford University, it proves to be a strong signal that current tuition models 
need to be revisited.  It is important to regularly reexamine tuition strategies to determine if the best-fit 
model is employed at each institution.   


To respond to these challenges, the Business Affairs and Audit Committee has requested an internal 
review on potential impacts of executing alternative tuition models at Radford.  The complete research is 
provided in Attachment A.  This assessment includes consideration of the following alternative tuition 
models: (I) Modified Flat Rate, (II) Optional Guaranteed, and (III) Select Differential Pricing.  Assessing 
the sustainability and impact of these requested alternatives will also be helpful in drawing conclusions on 
the effectiveness of the current tuition model.   


The following contains an overview of each model explored and is intended to complement the complete 
analysis contained in Attachment A. 


Current Tuition Model: 
Currently, Radford University employs a “Flat Rate” tuition model.  A name derived from its offering; the 
model is based on one flat rate for full-time students taking between 12 and 18 credit hours per semester. 
Students taking more, or less, than the specified credit hour plateau will be charged on a per credit hour 


ATTCHMENT B







basis.  This is the most common tuition model employed around the country and 12 of the 15 four year 
public institutions in the Commonwealth employ some variation of this model. 


In 2014-15, 94.7% of undergraduates at Radford were enrolled full-time between 12-18 credit hours.  Not 
only does this represent a majority stake in the student population, but also historically, the distribution is 
relatively constant year-over-year.  The predictability of the credit hour distribution creates a level of 
certainty needed for good, consistent budgeting. 


Students benefit from the Flat Rate Tuition model in two primary ways.  First, the model encourages 
students to satisfy requirements of a timely graduation.  This is often accomplished with minimal course 
load management.  In 2014-15, of the students who graduated 73% completed degree requirements in 
“normal time”, increasing from 68% just 10 years prior.  Although not the only contributing factor, the 
current model does help to create flexibility in attaining a variety of program specific requirements. 


Second, the student receives a financial benefit for taking credit hours in excess of 12.  Undergraduate 
students are charged for 12 credit hours, which is the basis for the flat rate tuition; however, they have the 
ability to take up to of 18 credit hours for the same price.  A student, for example, taking 18 credit hours 
in fall 2014-15 would have paid $89 per credit hour more had they paid on a per credit hour basis.  This 
factor equates to a total semester discount of $1,596 when taking an 18 hour course load.  Although most 
full-time undergraduates do not take 18 credit hours per semester, 86.9% of full-time undergraduates are 
enrolled in more than 12 credit hours; therefore, the vast majority of full-time students receive at least 
some financial benefit from the current practice. 


As much of a financial benefit it is to students, this model also creates challenges for the University to 
account for credit hour consumption students are not paying for. The price may be discounted to students, 
but the cost is not discounted to the University.  It is therefore up to the institution to account the 
difference or find other funding to supplement.  


Alternative Model I: Modified Flat Rate 
The Modified Flat Rate seeks to vary the size and eligibility of the current credit hour plateau.  While 12-
18 credit hours is the standard among in-state four year institutions, both Christopher Newport University 
(12-17 CHs) and George Mason University (12-16 CHs) offer their students a modified flat rate tuition.  
In these scenarios, a flat rate tuition is still offered, but limits the credit hours eligible for discount. 


The modification of the current credit plateau can drastically vary in size and impact.  In leveraging peer 
practices modified plateau options include: (a) 12-16 CHs (b) 13-17 CHs and (c) 14-16 CHs.  Students 
would need to more actively manage their course loads to achieve the financial incentive offered by the 
flat rate.  Therefore, it is anticipated that students would change their credit hour behavior. 


All else being equal, the benefits to the student remain minimal.  It does continue to encourage timely 
graduation; however, the cost may outweigh the benefit.  Both students who fall in and outside the revised 
credit hour plateau are at risk of experiencing an increase in tuition.  Therefore, implementation will 
require consideration to further revising per credit hour rates. 


While changing the minimum number of credits to be considered for the flat rate (i.e. from 12) would 
have a greater financial impact to the institution in a sterile model; it would also greatly affect the 
standard student’s financial considerations, as the base rate would change for everyone.  However, a more 







prudent decision would involve changing the maximum number of credits from 18 to 16, as this would 
limit the impact to only those consuming the highest number of credit hours each semester. 


Changing the credit hour plateau on the upper end of the range would also help the institution address the 
challenge associated with the current model and better align tuition price/cost with student credit hour 
consumption.   


Alternative Model II: Optional Guaranteed Tuition+ 
A Guaranteed Tuition model seeks to guarantee students a fixed rate of tuition for each continuous 
semester they are enrolled, typically over four to five years.  In theory, the model creates a level of 
predictability for a family’s financial planning as the model is designed to alleviate price considerations 
derived from fluctuations in year over year tuition rate increases.  Currently, the College of William and 
Mary and the University of Virginia are the only in-state public institutions to offer a fixed rate tuition. 


While some state institutions require the fixed rate for incoming students (Illinois), others offer it as an 
option (Oklahoma and Texas).  Due to the significant amount of instability in the mandatory plan, the 
optional version is more commonly used.  Public institutions are often very reliant on state funding and 
the mandatory model cannot adequately adjust to the unpredictability in appropriations.  For instance, 
Georgia’s Board of Regents discontinued their “Fixed-for-Four” program after only 3 years due to state 
funding reductions.  While the optional plan does not fully alleviate all the risks, assuming a conservative 
opt-in rate, it is flexible enough to absorb some of the impact from changes in funding.  Therefore, for the 
purpose of this analysis, the optional strategy was included as an alternative tuition model for Radford in 
lieu of a mandated fixed rate for all students. 


In this scenario, as an alternative to mandating a fixed rate for all students, an “optional” guarantee gives 
students the choice of remaining in a variable flat rate tuition system or electing a guaranteed tuition plan.  
Students who elect the guarantee option would simply be assessed a surcharge in excess of a non-
guaranteed tuition.  This surcharge serves as insurance against the risk of future increases.   


Unfortunately, in practice, there is a significant level of uncertainty in future year tuition, so often 
institutions are forced to overestimate the future cost of education.  That cost is then passed on to the 
student in the form of front-loaded tuition.  Therefore, tuition may appear at a higher price point when 
compared to other institutions and subsequently result in sticker shock.   


This model can also disadvantage the institution.  The risk of increasing tuition has not been eliminated, 
simply transferred from the student to the institution itself.  What was previously an annual analysis now 
requires forecasting mandatory cost increases and programmatic growth four years at a time.  The 
unpredictability of future state funding increases the difficulty of institutional planning.   


In response to Senate Bill 806, the State Council of Higher Education conducted a study to determine the 
effectiveness of the proposed legislation.  While the study found that guaranteed tuition programs had 
good intentions they often produced unintended consequences.  Instead of “fixing” tuition, SCHEV found 
“sustainable state funding, along with efficient and effective institutional operations, [would] contribute 
the most to achievement of the Commonwealth’s affordability” (6). The issue must be viewed holistically 
in consideration to state appropriation, tuition and fees, and financial aid as equal contributors. To 
supplement this research, attached is a copy of a recently published report (August 12, 2015) by the State 







Council of Higher Education for Virginia (SCHEV) entitled Fixed-rate Tuition Plans: A Survey in 
Response to Senate Bill 806. This report aligns with the University’s research and provides examples of 
where and how different methods have been employed. 


Alternative Model III: Select Differential Pricing 
Differential Pricing tuition models seek to individualize tuition rates based on specific characteristics such 
as student level, enrolled program, and/or specific courses.  These pricing strategies are typically used for 
programs with high cost, high-demand, or high first job placement earning potential.  When applied to 
programs with high costs, this model effectively addresses subsidy issues and equalizes the impact of 
those program costs on other students that are not enrolled in such programs.  In addition, the institution 
has flexibility in choosing to assess a separate program fee or a unique tuition charge. 


Many in-state peers implement some form of individualized tuition rates on either an undergraduate or a 
graduate level.  Often it is used as an enhancement or add-on to the current tuition model.  For instance, 
Radford has four graduate level programs offering differential tuition.   


Expanding on its current offering, Radford could assess a program fee to capitalize on in-demand 
programs; including Nursing and Education.  This would raise the cost of students in those particular 
programs, but may save other students from a more broad-based increase.  The largest foreseeable 
restriction would be to financial aid, as not all aid types may cover additional fees. 


Implementation:  
Implementing any of the previously identified tuition models would require a varying degree of difficulty.  
At a minimum, each of the models would require addressing the increased unmet need in financial aid, 
review of intersession tuition rates and auxiliary fees, consideration for grandfathering existing students, 
modification of account receivable rules, revised communication materials, and increased staff and 
student training.  The areas with the most significant impact are (1) Student Cost Concerns, (2) Financial 
Aid, (3) Accounts Receivable (Student Accounts), and (4) Information Technology. 


The current flat rate model is a reflection of the current student population: low cost, low aid, and high 
need.  Often institutions find it difficult to discern whether a tuition model drives behavior or behavior 
drives the model.  However, in this case, the model is built to best serve the eligible student population.  It 
enables retention, promotes timely graduation, and establishes financial incentive for students to 
maximize the value of time on campus. While there are enhancements that can be made, the current 
model is sustainable, predictable, and successful at meeting the needs of the student demographic. 


Rather than a complete overhaul, enhancing the current model can add value to the flat rate approach 
without diminishing its integrity.  For instance, migrating to a 12-16 credit hour plateau, offering 
guaranteed tuition as a secondary option, and expanding differential program pricing are more achievable 
when viewed in combination with the current model.  Implementation of enhancements, rather than 
alternatives, can limit the impact on the student and institution while working to achieve the same desired 
outcome. 


Action: 
None. Informational only. 
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Radford’s Current Tuition Model and Price Structure


• A “Flat Rate” tuition model is employed by the University 


– Full-time students taking 12–18 credit hours pay one “flat” rate


– Part-time students are charged a per credit hour rate for each hour taken
• Students who exceed 18 credit hours are charged per credit hour on any credit hours in excess of 18


– Exception: Select graduate programs (MOT, DPT, MFA, & DNP) utilize differential pricing


• Most common tuition model across Colleges & Universities


– 12 of 15 In-State Four Year Public Institutions employ a flat rate tuition model


– Longwood University, Old Dominion University, and Virginia Commonwealth University 
are the only institutions currently not utilizing some variation of this model
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Tuition “Price” Structure


• Tuition rates will vary by student based on:


Student Level:  Undergraduate or Graduate
Domicile:  In‐State or Out‐of‐State
Course Load:  Full‐Time (FT) or Part‐Time (PT)
Program: Select programs may charge a differential


Flat Rate &
Per Credit Hour


Part-Time Full-Time Full-Time


Per Credit Hour Semester Academic Year


In-State Undergraduate (ISUG) $266 $3,193 $6,386
Out-of-State Undergraduate (OSUG) $776 $9,313 $18,626
In-State Graduate (ISGR) $299 $3,594 $7,187
Out-of-State Graduate (OSGR) $683 $8,197 $16,394


2014-15 Tuition Rates


Full-time rates are based 
on 12 credit hours per 


semester and/or 24 credit 
hours per academic year
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Radford’s Current Tuition Model and Price Structure
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49.0%


44.8% 6.1%


Fall Term Spring Term Intersessions


Tuition “Price” Structure


• Academic years consists of 2 semesters (Fall & Spring) and 6 intersessions 


– Intersession enrollment distribution is skewed on the low end of the credit hour 
spectrum due to the shorter duration of terms (e.g. Wintermester, Summer I)
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• Full-time students take a varying number of credit hours each semester but the 
annual distribution under the current model is relatively constant


• Students receive a financial benefit for taking more than 12 credit hours


– In 2014-15, 86.9% of full-time undergraduates are enrolled in more than 12 credit hours


Flat Rate Tuition Credit Hour Consumption


Credit Hour -> 12.0 13.0 14.0 15.0 16.0 17.0 18.0


2012-13 12.8% 8.8% 6.0% 36.1% 21.7% 8.7% 6.0%


2013-14 14.2% 8.3% 5.8% 34.9% 21.5% 9.0% 6.2%


2014-15 13.1% 8.1% 5.6% 34.6% 23.1% 8.7% 6.8%


34.6%12-14 CHs = 26.8% 16-18 CHs = 38.6%


Percent (%) Distribution by FT CHs 12-18
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Flat Rate Tuition Per Credit Hour
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• Students are financially incentivized to take on a larger number of credit hours


– FT students have significant flexibility in choosing their course load each semester


Student Benefits of Flat Rate Tuition


Albeit very strenuous, a 
student taking 18 credit 


hours each semester could 
graduate in 3 ½ years


Assumptions:
• No student fees are included in the financial incentive analysis
• 2014-15 FT ISUG tuition of $6,386 on a per credit hour basis with no change year-over-year (“fixed”)
• Graduation requirement of 120 credit hours in Fall and Spring terms only (excl. Intersession)
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• Current model encourages students to satisfy requirements of a timely graduation


– Of the students who graduate, 73% complete their degree requirements in “normal time”


Student Benefits of Flat Rate Tuition
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• Full-time students who exceed 12 credit hours financially benefit from the flat rate 
model as each enrolled credit hour above 12 carries a reduced (discounted) rate


• The majority of full-time students take more than 12 credit hours per semester


– In Fall 2014-15, 8,885 total undergraduate students were enrolled at Radford
95.4% were enrolled in 12 or more credit hours
80.8% were enrolled in excess of 12 credit hours


• Potential changes to this model will require extensive consideration


Considerations of Flat Rate Tuition
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Review of Alternative Models


• The objective is to review the impact of executing an alternative tuition model


– Each analysis considers impacts to students, fiscal concerns, and implementation 
challenges


• Consideration of alternative models include:


Model I: 
Modified Flat Rate


Model II: 
Guaranteed Tuition
(Optional)


Model III: 
Differential Pricing
(Select)
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Alternative Model I: Modified Flat Rate


Business Affairs and Audit Committee November 2015







• Model seeks to vary the size and eligibility of the current credit hour plateau
i.e. changing the plateau from its current range of 12-18 credit hours 


• The modification is anticipated to change student credit hour behavior


– Not all full-time students will continue to receive a financial incentive per credit hour


– Students will be required to actively manage course loads to continue to receive the 
price break on maximizing eligible credit hours


• While 12-18 CHs is the current standard for a flat rate tuition model, both 
Christopher Newport University (12-17 CHs) and George Mason University (12-16 
CHs) offer their students a modified flat rate tuition


Alternative Model I: Modified Flat Rate
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• Changing the current 12-18 credit hour flat rate plateau would realign tuition 
price/costs with credit hour consumption 


Flat Rate Options:
Current:  12 – 18 Credit Hours
Option A: 12 – 16 Credit Hours
Option B: 13 - 17 Credit Hours 
Option C: 14 - 16 Credit Hours


• Realignment may encourage more timely graduation as students may be required to 
more actively manage their course loads to achieve the flat rate financial incentive


– However, overall cost will increase to the student, especially in options B and C which 
adjusts the bottom credit hour threshold for the flat rate


Alternative Model I: Modified Flat Rate
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12‐16
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Modified Flat Rate: Student Tuition Comparison
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Current: 12-18 Option A: 12-16 CHs Option B: 13-17 CHs Option C: 14-16


12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $266 $532 $532 $532 $532 $532


$0 $266 $266 $266 $266 $266 $532 $532 $532 $532 $532


$0 $266 $532 $532 $532 $798 $1,064 $1,064 $1,064 $1,064 $1,064


Option A vs Current


Credit Hours ->


Option B vs Current


Option C vs Current


17


Business Affairs and Audit Committee







Modified Flat Rate: Student Impact


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


Assumptions:
• In-State Undergraduate student paying full tuition (no scholarship or waivers included)
• Historical analysis with no change in behavior (i.e. enrolled credit hours do not change) 
• Historical tuition rates were used and exclude all mandatory fees


$6,386 $6,386


$6,918


$7,450


Current:
12-18 CHs


Option A:
12-16 CHs


Option B:
13-17 CHs


Option C:
14-16 CHs


2014-15 ISUG Tuition - Revised


2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 Dollars Perecent


12 Credits $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0%
15 Credits $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0%
18 Credits $918 $950 $1,005 $1,064 $3,938 16.7%


12 Credits $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0%
15 Credits $459 $475 $503 $532 $1,969 8.3%
18 Credits $918 $950 $1,005 $1,064 $3,938 16.7%


12 Credits $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0%
15 Credits $918 $950 $1,005 $1,064 $3,938 16.7%
18 Credits $1,836 $1,901 $2,011 $2,129 $7,876 33.3%


Option A:
Modified Flat Rate 


(12-16 CHs)


Total 


Tuition Dollars in Excess of Current Flat Rate Model (12-18 CHs)


Option B:
Modified Flat Rate 


(13-17 CHs)


Option C:
Modified Flat Rate 


(14-16 CHs)
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Modified Flat Rate: Institutional Impact


Re-assess historical ISUG tuition revenue for modified plateaus: 


Assumptions:
• Per Credit Hour rate remains unchanged for students 
• No change in behavior; same distribution of enrolled credit hours
• Fall and Spring Semesters only (excl. Intersessions)


Option A: Option B: Option C:
12 - 16 CHs Dollars Percent 13 - 17 CHs Dollars Percent 14 - 16 CHS Dollars Percent


2012-13 $44,194,934 $764,456 1.8% $46,704,406 $3,273,928 7.5% $49,880,040 $6,449,562 14.9%


2013-14 $48,782,352 $861,934 1.8% $51,498,925 $3,578,507 7.5% $54,970,004 $7,049,586 14.7%


2014-15 $51,329,488 $936,054 1.9% $54,181,806 $3,788,372 7.5% $57,880,536 $7,487,102 14.9%


Incremental Revenue Incremental Revenue Incremental Revenue
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Modified Flat Rate: Considerations


Pros:
• Students continue to receive a financial 


benefit for maximizing credit hour 
production within the flat rate plateau


• Encourages students timely graduation


• Better aligns price/costs with per credit 
hour consumption 
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Cons:
• Increase cost to the student and 


negatively impact retention rates


• Students will be required to more 
actively manage their course loads


• Implementation may require 
consideration to further revising per 
credit hour tuition


Implementation Challenges: At a minimum, a change in models would require addressing the 
increased unmet need in financial aid, review of intersession tuition rates and auxiliary fees, 
consideration for grandfathering existing students, modification of account receivable rules, 
revised communication materials, and increased staff and student training
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Alterative Model II: Optional Guaranteed Tuition


Business Affairs and Audit Committee November 2015
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Alternative Model II: Optional Guaranteed Tuition


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


• Model seeks to guarantee a fixed rate tuition for each continuous semester a 
student is enrolled over a defined period of time (typically 4-5 years)


– An optional guaranteed tuition program provides students with a choice of remaining in 
a variable flat rate tuition system or electing a guaranteed tuition plan


• A “surcharge” is assessed as insurance against the risk of future increases


– Students interested in the fixed tuition option would pay a surcharge (%) in excess of 
the predetermined non-guaranteed rate


• Both the College of William & Mary and University of Virginia offer fixed rate tuition
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Guaranteed Tuition: Historical Change
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• Designed to simplify family budgeting by making tuition more financially predictable 


– In theory it attempts to flatten the tuition curve for students (Surplus = Deficit)


Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4


Guaranteed Tuition Theory
Variable Rate Tuition Guaranteed Tuition


Guaranteed Tuition in Theory


Surplus (+)


Deficit (-)
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• With a significant level of uncertainty in future year tuition rates, institutions will 
overestimate the cost of education; thus increasing total cost to the student


– Today’s surplus tuition revenue cannot be used to fund tomorrow’s deficit


Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4


Guaranteed Tuition in Practice
Variable Rate Tuition Guaranteed Tuition


Guaranteed Tuition in Practice


Surplus (+)
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Fixed Tuition Plans: A Survey in Response to Senate Bill 806 (August 12, 2015)


...“between 2000 and 2011, public institutions in Illinois (where fixed plans are 
mandatory) increased guaranteed tuition rates on average by about $1,500 more than 
the average tuition nationally, all else equal” (pg. 2)


• The model can produce unintended and problematic consequences


...“most public institutions are not highly selective and therefore cannot afford such 
plans given the constraints placed on them by compounding convergences of competitive 
pricing, enrollment demands, private funding limitations, and significant student 
populations in need of substantial amounts of financial aid to complete college” (pg. 6)


Guaranteed Tuition: SCHEV Feedback
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2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 Dollars Perecent


12 Credits $782 $588 $258 ($96) $1,533 6.5%
15  Credits $782 $588 $258 ($96) $1,533 6.5%
18 Credits $782 $588 $258 ($96) $1,533 6.5%


12 Credits $1,102 $908 $578 $224 $2,810 11.2%
15  Credits $1,102 $908 $578 $224 $2,810 11.2%
18 Credits $1,102 $908 $578 $224 $2,810 11.2%


Guaranteed Rate
14.2% Surcharge


Guaranteed Rate
20.0% Surcharge


Tuition Dollars in Excess of Current Flat Rate Model (12-18 CHs)


Total 


Guaranteed Tuition: Student Impact


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


In this model the change is not based on credit 
hours; rather year-over-year changes in tuition


Assumptions:
• In-State Undergraduate student paying full tuition (no scholarship or waivers included)
• Historical analysis with no change in behavior (i.e. enrolled credit hours does not change) 
• Historical tuition rates were used and exclude all mandatory fees
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Guaranteed Tuition: Student Impact
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Guaranteed Tuition: Institutional Impact


Re-assess 2014-15 ISUG tuition revenue with an optional guaranteed tuition:


Assumptions:
• Guaranteed Tuition is offered as an option; not a requirement
• Non-guaranteed tuition rate remains unchanged for students
• Tuition waivers and mandatory fees are excluded from the tuition assessment


2.5% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0%
14.2% 58,923$               117,847$             235,694$             353,540$             471,387$             589,234$             


15.0% 62,243$               124,486$             248,972$             373,458$             497,944$             622,430$             


20.0% 82,991$               165,981$             331,963$             497,944$             663,925$             829,907$             


25.0% 103,738$             207,477$             414,953$             622,430$             829,907$             1,037,383$          


30.0% 124,486$             248,972$             497,944$             746,916$             995,888$             1,244,860$          


Tuition Plan :
Surcharge Scenarios


Guaranteed Tuition Response Rate 


Tuition in Excess of a Fully Non-Guaranteed rate
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Guaranteed Tuition: Considerations


Pros:
• Simplifies family budgeting by making 


tuition more predictable for families


• Not an institutional requirement; thus 
giving students more financial options


• For those who could afford to pay, 
retention may be enhanced by 
eliminating future tuition increases
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Cons:
• Tuition is front-loaded to account for 


future cost increases


• Unpredictability of funding increases 
the difficulty of institutional planning


• Reflects financial risk to the university


Implementation Challenges: At a minimum, a change in models would require addressing the 
increased unmet need in financial aid, review of intersession tuition rates and auxiliary fees, 
consideration for grandfathering existing students, modification of account receivable rules, 
revised communication materials, and increased staff and student training
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Alterative Model III: Select Differential Pricing


Business Affairs and Audit Committee November 2015
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Alternative Model III: Select Differential Pricing


• Model seeks to individualize tuition rates based on specific characteristics such 
as student level, enrolled program, and/or specific courses


– The charge could be either a separate program fee or a unique tuition rate


• Radford has four graduate level programs offering differential tuition


• Many in-state peers implement some form of individualized tuition rates at both 
the undergraduate and graduate level 


(1) Master of Occupational Therapy (MOT) (3) Doctor of Physical Therapy (DPT)
(2) Doctor of Nursing Practice (DNP) (4) Master of Fine Arts (MFA) in Design Thinking
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Differential Pricing: Programs by Category


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


• Differential pricing is predominantly used for programs with high cost, high 
demand, and/or higher than average earning potential


– High Cost: Direct expense per credit hour
– High Demand: Undergraduate enrollment by major (Fall 2011 – 2015)
– High Earning: Five year aggregate of first year earnings after degree completion


High Cost High Demand High Earning


Physical Therapy 1 Nursing 1 Nursing


Occupational Therapy 2 Interdisciplinary Studies 2 Com. Sciences & Disorders


Nursing 3 Exercise, Sport & Health 3 Education Leadership


Counselor Education 4 Criminal Justice 4 Computer Science


Education 5 Psychology 5 Business Admin. & Mangement
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Differential Pricing: Student Impact


Assess an undergraduate program fee of $200 for Nursing and $75 for Education


– Fee is not assessed until acceptance into the program; therefore, it excludes Pre-Majors
– Fee is assessed each semester the student is enrolled in the program


Nursing:  Assuming acceptance into the program following sophomore year, students 
completing their degree would pay a total program fee of $1,008 on average


– Average time-to-degree is 4.52 years, which provides 2.52 years of fee eligibility


Education:  Assuming acceptance into the program at the start of freshmen year, 
students completing their degree would pay a total program fee of $636 on average


– Average time-to-degree is 4.24 years; all of which would be fee eligible
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Assess an undergraduate program fee of $200 for Nursing and $75 for Education


2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15


Nursing $97,600 $92,400 $93,600 $88,000


Education $107,850 $105,750 $110,550 $105,150


Total $205,450 $198,150 $204,150 $193,150


Estimated Revenue Generated by Program Fee


Differential Pricing: Institutional Impact


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


Assumptions:
• Enrollment is reflective of the number of unique students in each respective program
• Historical four year assessment uses Fall 2011 – 2014 enrollment with no change in behavior
• Program fee is assessed in the Fall and Spring Terms only (excl. Intersessions) 


35


Approximately $800,000 of incremental revenue would 
have been generated over the four year period
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Differential Pricing: Considerations


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


Pros:
• Improves financial transparency 


i.e. Other rates would not need to be increased to 
subsidize higher cost programs


• Flexibility to offer as a separate program 
fee or tuition charge


• High cost and/or high demand programs 
can generate additional revenues
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Cons:
• Restrictions on the ability of financial 


aid to cover the additional fees


• Students may select programs on the 
basis of cost in lieu of major


Implementation Challenges: At a minimum, a change in models would require addressing the 
increased unmet need in financial aid, review of intersession tuition rates and auxiliary fees, 
consideration for grandfathering existing students, modification of account receivable rules, 
revised communication materials, and increased staff and student training
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Review of Alternative Models


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


• Overall a sustainable tuition model should reflect institutional goals and priorities


– Each model presented brings forth unique enhancements that could either be used 
independently or collectively
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Enhancements->


Model I: 
Modified Flat Rate


Model II: 
Guaranteed Tuition
(Optional)


Model III: 
Differential Pricing
(Select)
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Current Environment


• Today, students are expected to carry more of the financial burden 


↑ Increase in Tuition Rates


↓ Decrease in State Funding


↔ Slow Growth in Student Aid


• To further complicate matters, student demographics are changing 


– Radford has historically performed well with underrepresented students, but as the 
population continues to change so do their needs


Tuition is only one piece of the total cost 
to attend college, so we must consider all 


parts in relation to one another
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Funding Source


• Institutions are becoming increasingly more reliant on student tuition dollars


– Radford remains dependent on state funding in order to keep costs low


Students are paying 
more for tuition than 
the state is funding on 
a per student basis
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Financial Responsibility


• As a result, student debt is increasing at a faster rate than the national average


– Financial assistance has helped to mitigate the impact but has not been able to keep 
pace


$20,226 


$21,769 


$22,738 


$25,251 


$25,902 


$23,322 


$25,287 


$25,436 


$25,796 


$25,600 


2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013


Radford
National


Average Cumulative Loan Debt at Graduation (New Freshmen)


Grad Year
Radford 
Graduates


% Borrowers Average Debt $
Radford National Radford National 1


2008‐2009 1,092 61% 55% $20,226 $23,322
2009‐2010 1,133 59% 56% $21,769 $25,287
2010‐2011 1,080 61% 57% $22,738 $25,436
2011‐2012 1,162 63% 58% $25,251 $25,796
2012‐2013 1,062 62% 59% $25,902 $25,600
2013‐2014 1,045 61% NA $26,404 NA
2014‐2015* 1,060 67% NA $27,798 NA


1 Figures include federal and nonfederal loans taken by students who began their 
studies at the institution from which they graduated (Source: CollegeBoard)
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Changing Needs


• The student population also continues to demonstrate higher need


– Reflective of changes in demographics, family income, and availability of financial 
assistance


In comparison to in-state 
peers Radford was 5th out of 
15 for largest amount of 
PELL grants as a % of 
Undergraduate population:


1. Virginia State (70.7%)


2. Norfolk State (66.0%)


3. UVA – Wise (38.9%)


4. Old Dominion (38.0%)


5. Radford (30.4%)
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Questions ?


Business Affairs and Audit Committee November 2015
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Introduction and Background 
 
Legislation introduced in 2015, including Senate Bill 806, sought to amend the Code of Virginia regarding 
fixed four-year tuition and other costs.  Eventually, Senate Bill 1183 was incorporated into Senate Bill 
806; the substitute amendment directed the board of visitors of each four-year public institution with an 
in-state undergraduate population that accounts for less than 80 percent of the total undergraduate 
population to prospectively “fix” (lock) the cost of in-state tuition for incoming freshman students for 
four consecutive years, under certain conditions (see Appendix A for the bill text).  Further, the 
legislation allowed the board of each institution to offer a variable in-state rate to incoming in-state 
freshman students as an alternative to the fixed tuition rate.  The Education and Health Committee 
passed by indefinitely SB 806; subsequently, the Clerk of the Senate requested the State Council of 
Higher Education for Virginia (SCHEV) to provide a report on the subject matter.  SCHEV staff submits 
this report in fulfillment of that request. 


 
 


Survey of Fixed-rate Tuition Plans 
 
Context  
Nationally, tuition has increased at nearly four times the increase in disposable personal income (income 
that is available for spending and saving) per capita in the past twenty years. Adjusting for inflation, 
average tuition and fees at public four-year institutions increased by 110% between 1995 and 2015. By 
comparison, disposable personal income increased by only 30% over the same period. In Virginia, tuition 
and mandatory fees at public four-year institutions increased by 85% over this twenty-year period while 
disposable income increased by only 32%. Rapidly rising tuition has put a strain on college access and 
affordability and has received much attention from students and parents, policymakers, institutional 
leaders, and the media at the state and national levels.  Various tuition policies and strategies have been 
proposed and implemented in attempts to improve accessibility to and affordability of higher education.   
 


Introduction 
One such tuition strategy is a “guaranteed” tuition plan, which charges a fixed or flat rate to first-time, 
full-time freshmen for four or more consecutive years, if the student maintains full-time status.  In 
implementation, this type of tuition plan varies in name and detail.  
 


Benefits 
Proponents of the guaranteed, fixed- or flat-rate tuition strategy contend that these plans can: 
 


 increase predictability for students and families in budgeting for college and in managing costs; 


 increase motivation and incentive for students to make satisfactory progress toward on-time 
(four year) graduation; and 


 reduce loan-debt burdens for students and families by improving their ability to plan for college 
and potentially shorten the duration of enrollment. 


 


Because flat-rate plans are basically 21st-century phenomena, their effectiveness in achieving the 
benefits described above has not yet been proven.  Nonetheless, such plans have attracted attention at 
the state and national levels, and some universities, systems and states have pursued such strategies. 
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Examples 
According to the National Center for Education Statistics, 128 four-year colleges and universities offered 
guaranteed tuition plans in fall 2013.  Thirty-four were public four-year institutions, of which 30 were 
from three states – Illinois, Oklahoma and Texas – that offer state-level, legislature-enacted guaranteed 
tuition plans.  In a fourth state, Georgia, the board of a 35-institution state system initiated and then 
discontinued a guaranteed tuition plan in the mid-2000s. 
 


 The Illinois legislature enacted a guaranteed tuition plan, the “Truth-in-Tuition Law”, in 2003. 
The program requires the institutions of the University of Illinois system to provide first-time 
full-time in-state incoming freshman students with a flat-rate tuition for six years (prior to 2010, 
the rate was fixed for only four years).  


 


 The Oklahoma legislature endorsed the “Tuition Lock Program” at the state’s public four-year 
institutions in fall 2008.  The program provides first-time full-time incoming freshmen (in-state 
and out-of-state students) with an option to choose the guaranteed tuition rate locked for four 
years.  Each institution’s guaranteed tuition rate is restricted to no more than 115% of the non-
guaranteed rate. 


 


 The Texas legislature authorized the use of an optional four-year tuition plan at the state’s 
public four-year institutions in 2013. The University of Texas system implemented the four-year 
guaranteed plan as an option for first-time full-time incoming freshmen (in-state and out-of-
state students) at its nine four-year institutions in fall 2014; some institutions had already 
adopted such plans individually. The Texas state plan includes tuition and all mandatory fees. 
 


 The Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia, seeking to provide greater tuition 
stability and to encourage more on-time graduation, approved in fall 2006 the “Fixed-for-Four” 
initiative, a guaranteed tuition plan for new freshman students enrolling in its 35 institutions.  
However, the board discontinued the plan after three years due to a state funding reduction in 
2009.   


 


Related Strategies 
In the Commonwealth, as elsewhere in the nation, policymakers and institutional leaders have been 
engaged in the creation of plans to ensure access and affordability for in-state students.  
 


 The Virginia529 prePAID program was established by the 1995 General Assembly and became 
effective on July 1, 1996.  Named for Section 529 of the Internal Revenue Code, a 529 plan is a 
tax-advantaged investment vehicle designed to encourage saving for future higher education 
expenses of each designated beneficiary.  All 50 states offer 529 plans.  The Virginia529 prePAID 
program allows families to prepay future tuition and mandatory fees at Virginia public colleges 
or universities for newborns through ninth graders during a limited annual enrollment period.   


  
 The Board of Visitors of the College of William and Mary (CWM) introduced a tuition model 


entitled the “William and Mary Promise” in 2014.  The program provides a four-year tuition 
guarantee for incoming in-state freshman students.  CWM leadership believed the new model 
would not only enhance tuition predictability, affordability, and access for Virginia residents but 
also would allow the university administration to use additional tuition revenue generated by 
the model to provide additional financial aid to students from low- and middle-income families.   
CWM asserts that such generation and provision of need-based aid will lower the average 
student-loan debt for its Virginia students. 


 



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Internal_Revenue_Code
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Additional Considerations 
 
While guaranteed-rate tuition plans may offer benefits to some students and families, these strategies 
also raise broader concerns about affordability, access, institutional planning and outcomes, and state 
and financial-aid funding.  The most frequently articulated issues raised by researchers, the media, 
institutions and state governments are summarized below. 
 


Affordability 
Flat-rate tuition plans can impact the affordability of higher education because these plans frontload 
projected educational costs and inflation-rate increases over four years.  As a result, students enrolling 
in such plans are charged amounts above each year’s cost to educate them (traditional annual tuition) 
as insurance against higher tuition increases in the future.  In this scenario, total cost to students can be 
higher compared to the traditional, annual tuition plan, which in turn can affect students’ and families’ 
ability to afford and maintain required, continuous full-time enrollment. 
 
A recent analysis of guaranteed-tuition laws and policies (the only study of its kind to date) included a 
finding that, between 2000 and 2011, public institutions in Illinois (where fixed plans are mandatory) 
increased guaranteed tuition rates on average by about $1,500 more than the average tuition nationally, 
all else equal (Delaney and Kearney, 2015; see also Appendix F). The researchers concluded that 
“[a]lthough these laws offer predictability in tuition levels for students, the inherent financial risk built 
into these programs appear (sic) to encourage tuition increases, which is not clearly beneficial to 
students  and families” (p. 29).  In a subsequent interview, one researcher said: “… if the primary intent 
is to promote affordability …, our results suggest that state-level guaranteed-tuition laws may not be 
entirely effective” (Delaney, as quoted by Forrest, 2015).   
 


Similarly, an analysis by SCHEV staff of the total cost of guaranteed and non-guaranteed tuition charges 
over four years (FY2012-2015) at Oklahoma’s two major public universities indicated that the total cost 
of the guaranteed-tuition option was about $2,000 higher than the total cost of the non-guaranteed 
tuition option (see Appendix F). 
 


Access 
Fixed-rate tuition plans can impact access to higher education because these strategies require full-time 
enrollment and, as noted above, comparatively higher upfront tuition rates.  A potential student may 
decide not to enroll in a fixed-tuition institution, system, state – or in higher education at all – if she or 
he cannot afford the upfront costs or only can enroll part-time for economic or family reasons.   
 


Access also can be impacted more broadly when low- and middle-income students who are qualified 
academically for admission to selective institutions choose to enroll in less-selective ones because these 
institutions’ upfront tuition charges are lower. As a result, students who wish to attend less-selective 
institutions may find fewer seats available to them. 
 


Institutional Planning and Outcomes 
Flat-rate tuition plans can impact administrative decision-making and institutional planning and 
outcomes, particularly when these plans are optional for students or when imposed on less-selective 
institutions.  When fixed plans are optional for students, institutional planners’ ability to predict with 
adequate confidence the number of students who will enroll in the plan can be affected.  As a result, 
whether an institution’s projected tuition revenues for operations will be attained – and whether it will 
be able to address unforeseen revenue shortfalls – can become less certain, especially for small or less-
selective institutions that are limited in their price elasticity and private financial reserves.   
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For example, the cost-frontloading described above can impact students’ decisions to participate in 
optional fixed-rate plans.  When upfront costs are perceived by low- and middle-income families to be 
high relative to their incomes, these frontloaded costs can discourage student participation in the plan, 
thereby complicating institutional planning and budgeting.  In Oklahoma, the student participation rate 
in the optional Tuition Lock Program decreased from 7.3% in 2008 to 3.5% in 2009 to 2.0% in 2011 
(Delaney and Kearney, 2015). In addition, a case study of the price sensitivity of Chicago State 
University’s (mandatory) guaranteed-rate tuition plan revealed that minority students were sensitive to 
price, and that new students displayed more price sensitivity than continuing students (Robertson, 
2007; as cited in Delaney and Kearney, 2015). 
 


State and Financial-aid Funding 
The success of fixed-rate plans can be impacted by the stability of state support.  While the funding of 
public higher education is a shared responsibility between the state and students, the economy is 
cyclical, and state budget support is unpredictable.  As a result, under fixed plans, the ability to manage 
budget cuts can be reduced for some institutions, namely those with limited sources of private funds.  
Further, each class of incoming students pays a higher tuition that must cover not only rising costs and 
inflation but also act as a hedge against budget reductions.  
 
The University System of Georgia chose to discontinue its guaranteed-tuition plan after only three years 
because, immediately following implementation, the state reduced system funding by $274 million.  The 
reduction rendered the plan’s resultant tuition too costly to students and families who were 
experiencing hardships during the economic recession (Corwin, 2009).  Central Michigan University also 
dropped its guaranteed-tuition plan because it became “a financial risk to the university” when the 
institution could no longer count on the level of state appropriations around which the plan’s 
assumptions were built (Supiano, 2009; see Appendix E). 
 


The success of fixed-rate plans also can be impacted by the sufficiency of funding for student financial 
aid.  Those institutions that lack additional (beyond federal and state) resources for financial aid or the 
ability to raise private funds for student aid in amounts sufficient to cover or assist adequately with the 
fixed-plan’s frontload costs can find themselves at a competitive disadvantage to elite institutions.  Such 
can further deter financially strained students and families from enrolling in the plans.  Moreover, in 
order to enroll in guaranteed-tuition plans, economically disadvantaged students require even more 
financial aid than under traditional annual plans.  The net effect can be that these students subsidize the 
cost of educating the students who do not need financial aid (Morphew, 2007). 
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Conclusions 
 
The provisions of Senate Bill 806 would apply, based on fall 2014 enrollments, to six four-year public 
institutions: College of William and Mary, James Madison University, University of Virginia, Virginia 
Military Institute, Virginia State University and Virginia Tech.  Administrators at each have expressed 
concerns similar to those above about legislation that would require action on fixed-tuition plans by 
their institutions’ boards of visitors. 


 


At face value, fixed tuition plans appeal to many parents and students, especially those who are able to 
attend full-time and can afford the higher upfront costs, because the plans guarantee that they know 
from day one the tuition sum to be incurred over a four-year enrollment.  This peace of mind is of 
significant value in the face of ever-increasing tuition (see Appendix E).  Fortunately, in Virginia, parents 
and students who plan ahead possess this opportunity already through the Va529 prePAID program. 
 


Fixed plans might appeal to policymakers and institutional leaders because the guaranteed rates allow 
them to demonstrate that rapid tuition increases have been constrained and to claim that families will 
save money and that more students will graduate on time. In reality, fixed-rate tuition plans can 
produce additional unintended and problematic consequences, as described above.  
 
Most importantly, even if institutional experts project accurately the future costs of inflation, utilities, 
health care and new initiatives, they are not likely to be able to predict future levels of state funding.  
Tuition increases are linked directly, but not entirely, to state appropriations.  A flat-rate tuition plan 
may be successful at highly selective institutions that have sufficient price elasticity, strong enrollment 
demand (from both in-state and out-of-state students), and demonstrated ability to raise private funds 
to offset unforeseen revenue shortfalls.  But most public institutions are not highly selective and 
therefore cannot afford such plans given the constraints placed upon them by the compounding 
convergences of competitive pricing, enrollment demands, private-funding limitations, and significant 
student populations in need of substantial amounts of financial aid to complete college.  
 
In the college-cost puzzle, tuition is but one piece, accounting for only about one-third of the total cost 
of attendance.  Institutions charge tuition for instructional-related spending such as faculty salaries and 
facility maintenance.  Students also must pay various mandatory student-life fees such as those for 
athletic programs, student health, student organization activities, and room and board if living on 
campus.  Additional personal expenses are incurred for textbooks, supplies and transportation (and 
room and board if living off campus). 
To address access, affordability and student success, the trio of state appropriations, tuition and 
financial aid must be considered in concert.  Decisions regarding any one of these elements can greatly 
affect the other two.  Particularly in a decentralized system of higher education where each public-
institution board sets tuition, any legislative decision to reduce operating and/or financial-aid 
appropriations can lead to undesirable tuition increases, which in turn can negatively impact access and 
affordability.  
 
 “Affordable access for all” is Goal 1 of The Virginia Plan for Higher Education, the statewide strategic 
plan for postsecondary education.  Sustainable state funding, along with efficient and effective 
institutional operations, will contribute the most to achievement of the Commonwealth’s affordability 
goals.    
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Appendix A 


 


SENATE BILL NO. 806 


AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 


(Proposed by the Senate Committee on Education and Health on February 5, 2015) 
 
(Patrons Prior to Substitute--Senators Stanley and McWaters [SB 1183]) 


A BILL to amend and reenact § 23-38.87:18 of the Code of Virginia, relating to four-year public 


institutions of higher education; fixed four-year tuition and other costs. 


Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia: 


1. That § 23-38.87:18 of the Code of Virginia is amended and reenacted as follows: 


§ 23-38.87:18. Tuition and fees. 


A. The board of visitors of each of the Commonwealth's public institutions of higher education, or in the 
case of the Virginia Community College System the State Board for Community Colleges, shall continue 
to fix, revise from time to time, charge and collect tuition, fees, rates, rentals, and other charges for the 
services, goods, or facilities furnished by or on behalf of such institution and may adopt policies 
regarding any such service rendered or the use, occupancy, or operation of any such facility. 


B. Except to the extent included in the institution's six-year plan as provided in subsection C, if the total 
of an institution's tuition and educational and general fees for a fiscal year for Virginia students exceeds 
the difference for that fiscal year between (i) the institution's cost of education for all students, as 
calculated pursuant to clause (i) of subsection B of § 23-38.87:13, and (ii) the sum of the tuition and 
educational and general fees for non-Virginia students, the state general funds appropriated for its basic 
operations and instruction pursuant to subsection A of §23-38.87:13, and its per student funding 
provided pursuant to § 23-38.87:14, the institution shall forego new state funding at a level above the 
general funds received by the institution during the 2011-2012 fiscal year, at the discretion of the 
General Assembly, and shall be obligated to provide increased financial aid to maintain affordability for 
students from low-income and middle-income families. This limitation shall not apply to any portion of 
tuition and educational and general fees for Virginia students allocated to student financial aid, to an 
institution's share of state-mandated salary or fringe benefit increases, to increases with funds other 
than state general funds for the improvement of faculty salary competitiveness above the level included 
in the calculation in clause (i) of subsection B of § 23-38.87:13, to the institution's share of any of the 
targeted financial incentives described in § 23-38.87:16, to unavoidable cost increases such as operation 
and maintenance for new facilities and utility rate increases, or to other items directly attributable to an 
institution's unique mission and contributions. 


C. Nothing in subsection B shall prohibit an institution from including in its six-year plan required by 
§ 23-38.87:17(i) new programs or initiatives including quality improvements or (ii) institution-specific 
funding based on particular state policies or institution-specific programs, or both, that will cause the  



http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C18

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C18

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C18

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C13

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C13

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C14

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+2011-2012

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C13

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C16

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C17
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total of the institution's tuition and educational and general fees for a fiscal year for Virginia students to 
exceed the difference for that fiscal year between (a) the institution's cost of education for all students, 
as calculated pursuant to clause (i) of subsection B of § 23-38.87:13, and (b) the sum of the tuition and 
educational and general fees for the institution's non-Virginia students, the state general funds 
appropriated for its basic operations and instruction pursuant to subsection A of §23-38.87:13, and its 
per student funding provided pursuant to § 23-38.87:14. 


D. Notwithstanding subsection A or any other provision of law, the board of visitors of each four-year 
public institution of higher education shall, beginning with the 2017-2018 academic year, prospectively 
fix the cost of in-state tuition for incoming freshman undergraduate students for four consecutive years 
under the following conditions: (i) the student shall be enrolled full time and remain continuously 
enrolled as a full-time student for the period of eligibility; (ii) an in-state class rate for tuition is 
established in accordance with any requirements set forth in the appropriation act; (iii) rules are clearly 
established to address eligibility of in-state freshman undergraduate students and any unforeseen 
circumstances that may require eligible students to take a leave of absence from the institution; and (iv) 
information is disseminated to all in-state students applying to the relevant institution that clearly and 
concisely explains the costs and terms. However, the board of visitors of each four-year public institution 
of higher education, in addition to offering a fixed in-state tuition rate, may offer a variable in-state 
tuition rate. For any four-year public institution that offers both a fixed and a variable in-state tuition 
rate, an incoming in-state freshman undergraduate student enrolled at an institution that offers a 
variable in-state tuition rate shall have the option of paying either the fixed or the variable in-state 
tuition rate. 


E. The provisions of subsection D shall not apply to any four-year public institution of higher education 
that maintains an in-state undergraduate student population that composes at least 80 percent of the 
total undergraduate student population. 


  



http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C13

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C13

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+23-38.87C14

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+cod+2017-2018
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Appendix B 
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Appendix C 
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Appendix D 
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Appendix E 


 


  







 Fixed-rate Tuition Plans: A Survey in Response to Senate Bill 806 16 State Council of Higher 
Education for Virginia 


  







 Fixed-rate Tuition Plans: A Survey in Response to Senate Bill 806 17 State Council of Higher 
Education for Virginia 


 


  







 Fixed-rate Tuition Plans: A Survey in Response to Senate Bill 806 18 State Council of Higher 
Education for Virginia 


Appendix F 


 


Illinois Tuition Comparison to National Average 


Excerpts from “Impact of Guaranteed Tuition Policies on Postsecondary Tuition Levels: A Difference-in-


Difference Approach” by Jennifer Delaney and Tyler Kearney, 2015 


(A) “There is anecdotal evidence that Illinois’ program had some impact on tuition levels.  In 2002, 
Illinois ranked 13th among states in average tuition at four-year public institutions.  In 2007 
following the implementation of the Truth-in-Tuition Law, this ranking had risen to 6th (COGFA, 
2008).  In addition, the average tuition growth rate at Illinois four-year public institutions was 
12.0% between 2003 and 2007, compared to a national average of 8.8% (COGFA, 2008)” (p. 3). 
 


Note:  COGFA is the acronym for Illinois’s Commission on Government Forecasting and 


Accountability.  Authors’ source was COGFA’s “Higher education: Funding and tuition rates”, 


http://cgfa.ilga.gov/Upload/2008-


DEC%20Higher%20Education%20Funding%20Tuition%20Rates.pdf 


 


(B) “On average, institutions subject to this law increased annual tuition by approximately 26-30% 
and aggregate four-year tuition by approximately 6-7% in excess of the amount predicted by the 
trend for institutions not subject to the law. These findings … support the idea that state-level 
guaranteed tuition programs encourage large institutional tuition increases” (p. 1). 


 


Oklahoma Universities Tuition Comparison 


University of Oklahoma 


  FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 Total Difference 


Guaranteed Tuition $4,425.00 $4,425.00 $4,425.00 $4,425.00 $17,700.00 $1,809.00 


Non-guaranteed Tuition $3,849.00 $3,957.00 $3,957.00 $4,128.00 $15,891.00   


       


       


Oklahoma State University 


  FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 Total Difference 


Guaranteed Tuition $4,948.80 $4,948.80 $4,948.80 $4,948.80 $19,795.20 $2,216.70 


Non-guaranteed Tuition $4,303.50 $4,425.00 $4,425.00 $4,425.00 $17,578.50   


       


Source: Annual Tuition and Fee Rate by Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education. 


 


 


 



http://cgfa.ilga.gov/Upload/2008-DEC%20Higher%20Education%20Funding%20Tuition%20Rates.pdf

http://cgfa.ilga.gov/Upload/2008-DEC%20Higher%20Education%20Funding%20Tuition%20Rates.pdf










RADFORD UNIVERSITY BOARD OF VISITORS 
Business Affairs & Audit Committee 


November 12, 2015 


Information Item 
Discussion of Faculty Salary Compensation 


Item: 
Discussion of the current state of Teaching and Research (T&R) faculty salary compensation. 


Background: 
In response to a request about the status of Teaching and Research (T&R) Faculty compensation made 
during the September Board of Visitor meetings, a presentation has been prepared to provide an overview 
of all related T&R compensation factors including; retention rates, detail on recent salary actions, peer 
percentile standing, and salary equity.  All information is contained in Attachment B. 


 Action: 
None. Informational only. 


ATTACHMENT  E







Teaching & Research (T&R) Faculty 
Compensation Status


Business Affairs and Audit 
Committee


November 2015


Business Affairs and Audit Committee November 2015







Retired/
Deceased


Adjusted
Cohort


2009-10 382 7 375 363 12 96.8%
2010-11 376 2 374 367 7 98.1%
2011-12 400 8 392 381 11 97.2%
2012-13 404 9 395 382 13 96.7%
2013-14 412 13 399 391 8 98.0%
2014-15* 423 17 406 395 11 97.3%


Avg. 400 9 390 380 10 97.4%


T&R Faculty Retention


Year
Permanent


Faculty


Exclusions


Retained
Not


Retained
Retention


Rate


Faculty Retention History – 2010-15*


Business Affairs and Audit Committee
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Faculty Compensation History – 2010-2016


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


Fiscal Year Date Type Description Salaries ($) Salaries & 
Fringes ($)


2010-11 November 2010 State 3% Bonus --- ---
2011-12 June 2011 State 5% Salary Increase - VRS Plan 1 Swap 472,624 12,619


March 2012 University T&R Equity Adjustments 1,146,504 1,377,639


2012-13 August 2012 University T&R Equity Adjustments 38,345 46,259


November 2012 State 3% Bonus --- ---


2013-14 July 2013 State 3% Salary Increase 832,754 1,004,634


January 2014 University T&R Equity Adjustments 659,384 795,481


2014-15 --- --- No T&R Salary Actions --- ---


2015-16 August 2015 State 2% Salary Increase 577,811 693,893


November 2015 University 2% Salary Increase - Reallocation 583,903 701,209


$4,311,325 $4,631,735


Teaching & Research Faculty Compensation Actions 2010-2016
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SCHEV Peer Groups and the 60th Percentile 


• Goal - to provide benchmarks that indicate the level at which salaries 
at Virginia's institutions must be funded in order for the institutions to 
be competitive in attracting quality faculty who are being recruited by 
similar institutions


• SCHEV approves the peer groups


• The groups are reviewed approximately every ten years
— Radford’s Peer group was last revised in 2007


Business Affairs and Audit Committee
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Faculty Salary Peer Groups


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


2007 SCHEV Peer Group


• Gonzaga University (PRI)
• Hofstra University (PRI)
• Loyola Marymount University (PRI)
• Monmouth University (PRI)
• Seattle University (PRI)
• Texas Christian University (PRI)
• The University of Tampa (PRI)
• Appalachian State University
• Bloomsburg University of Pennsylvania
• California State University-Chico
• California State University-San Bernardino
• Indiana University of Pennsylvania
• Kutztown University of Pennsylvania
• Minnesota State University-Mankato
• Rowan University
• Saint Cloud State University
• Salisbury University
• SUNY College at Brockport
• University of Northern Colorado
• University of Northern Iowa
• University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire
• University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh
• Western Carolina University
• William Paterson University of New Jersey
• Winthrop University


1997 SCHEV Peer Group


• Appalachian State University
• Central Washington University
• Eastern Washington University
• Illinois State University
• Indiana State University
• Indiana University of Pennsylvania
• Middle Tennessee State University
• Minnesota State University-Moorhead
• Murray State University
• Northern Michigan University
• Saint Cloud State University
• Stephen F Austin State University
• SUNY College at Brockport
• The University of Tennessee-Chattanooga
• Towson University
• Truman State University
• University of Central Missouri
• University of Northern Iowa
• University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire
• University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh
• University of Wisconsin-River Falls
• Western Carolina University
• Western Illinois University
• Western Washington University


VA – Four Year Public 
Institutions


• Christopher Newport University
• College of William and Mary
• George Mason University
• James Madison University
• Longwood University
• Norfolk State University
• Old Dominion University
• University of Mary Washington
• University of Virginia
• University of Virginia- Wise
• Virginia Commonwealth University
• Virginia Military Institute
• Virginia State University
• Virginia Tech


5


Business Affairs and Audit Committee







VA Institutions – Percentile to Peer Standing


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2013-14 Rank
Doctorals
University of Virginia 63.7% 63.3% 67.8% 55.5% 64.5% 1
Old Dominion University 24.4% 25.9% 29.8% 33.9% 37.7% 4
George Mason University 24.6% 23.1% 28.0% 31.3% 33.6% 6
Virginia Tech 26.6% 18.9% 20.7% 21.1% 26.7% 10
College of William and Mary 11.0% 7.2% 14.1% 13.3% 25.8% 11
Virginia Commonwealth University 9.7% 5.7% 5.9% 6.3% 7.2% 15


Comprehensives
Norfolk State University 49.7% 47.3% 53.2% 56.5% 62.2% 2
Virginia State University 38.7% 38.1% 33.2% 37.3% 38.2% 3
Christopher Newport University 27.3% 21.4% 20.0% 23.7% 34.4% 5
James Madison University 25.1% 23.0% 23.7% 25.5% 28.6% 7
University of VA - Wise 14.0% 15.1% 14.0% 12.7% 28.0% 8
Radford University 15.7% 14.1% 19.6% 26.2% 27.7% 9
Virginia Military Institute 41.4% 36.6% 36.6% 24.2% 23.8% 12
Longwood University 6.7% 9.0% 5.9% 12.6% 22.4% 13
University of Mary Washington 12.1% 9.4% 7.9% 10.6% 12.9% 14


Faculty Salary Percentiles
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Current SCHEV Peer Salary Comparisons 2010-16*


* Peer data is available through 2013-14; therefore, 2014-15 and 2015-16 are based on projections
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Current SCHEV Peer Salary Comparisons COLA Adj. 2010-16* 
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* Peer data is available through 2013-14; therefore, 2014-15 and 2015-16 are based on projections
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Previous SCHEV Peer Salary Comparisons 2010-16*
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* Peer data is available through 2013-14; therefore, 2014-15 and 2015-16 are based on projections
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Previous SCHEV Peer Salary Comparisons COLA Adj. 2010-16*


10


* Peer data is available through 2013-14; therefore, 2014-15 and 2015-16 are based on projections
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VA 4-Yr Publics Salary Comparisons 2010-16*
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* Peer data is available through 2013-14; therefore, 2014-15 and 2015-16 are based on projections
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VA 4-Yr Publics Salary Comparisons COLA Adj. 2010-16*
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* Peer data is available through 2013-14; therefore, 2014-15 and 2015-16 are based on projections
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Summary Percentile to Peer Analysis


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


* Peer data is available through 2013-14; therefore, 2014-15 and 2015-16 are based on projections
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Peer Groups 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15* 2015-16*
RU Average $63,709 $63,353 $65,714 $67,995 $69,345 $70,380 $72,624


2007 Peer Avg $74,606 $76,024 $76,563 $75,514 $76,411 $77,939 $79,498
RU Percentile 15.7% 14.1% 19.6% 26.2% 27.7% 26.8% 29.0%


2007 Peer Avg-COLA $69,189 $70,447 $70,916 $70,079 $70,894 $72,312 $73,758
RU Percentile 28.8% 24.7% 31.8% 42.6% 44.6% 43.3% 46.2%


1997 Peer Avg $64,780 $65,517 $65,884 $65,494 $66,977 $68,317 $69,683
RU Percentile 41.3% 34.2% 48.7% 69.1% 68.1% 65.6% 71.2%


1997 Peer Avg - COLA $65,700 $66,447 $66,843 $66,461 $67,978 $69,337 $70,724
RU Percentile 38.0% 32.6% 43.5% 58.8% 57.6% 55.7% 60.2%


VA Average $74,205 $74,203 $75,741 $74,652 $77,229 $78,774 $80,349
RU Percentile 20.5% 20.0% 24.2% 30.7% 28.9% 28.1% 30.0%


VA Avg - COLA $71,877 $71,861 $73,313 $72,253 $74,749 $76,244 $77,769
RU Percentile 22.9% 22.0% 26.9% 35.1% 32.6% 31.6% 34.0%


Radford Faculty Salary Peer to Percentile Comparisons
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CUPA – Faculty Salary Percentiles by Rank


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


Rank Faculty >10th 10th 20th 30th 40th 50th 60th 70th 80th 90th
Professor 136 17% 13% 25% 18% 7% 7% 2% 4% 2% 4%
Assoc. Professor 125 6% 17% 30% 16% 12% 8% 3% 2% 2% 5%
Asst. Professor 108 1% 18% 9% 16% 9% 12% 11% 9% 6% 8%
Instructor 59 0% 0% 7% 14% 12% 10% 7% 15% 17% 19%
Total 428 8% 14% 20% 16% 10% 9% 5% 6% 5% 7%


Fall 2015 Faculty CUPA Percentiles by Rank
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CUPA – Avg. Salary Percentiles by Discipline


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


Discipline Faculty Avg. Percentile
38.9999 - Philosophy and Religious Studies 7 16
26.0101 - Biology 22 18
13.0101 - Education 1 19
40.0801 - Physics 6 21
52.0801 - Finance 4 24
23.0101 - English 23 24
13.12 - Teacher Education, Levels 9 25
54.0101 - History 11 25
40.0501 - Chemistry 11 26
13.13 - Teacher Education, Subjects 11 26
45.1001 - Political Science 7 58
51.0201 - Communication Sciences and Disorders 10 59
09.0401 - Media Studies 8 62
31.0101 - Recreation, Parks, and Tourism 6 64
13.0501 - Educational Technology 1 65
51.3801 - Nursing 33 65
13.1101 - Counselor Education 8 67
11.0701 - Information Technology 16 85
51.2306 - Occupational Therapy 6 89
51.2308 - Physical Therapy 7 99


CUPA Percentiles by Discipline


Ten
Highest


Ten
Lowest


15


Business Affairs and Audit Committee







T&R Salary Gender Equity


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


Rank
Eligible


Men
Eligible 
Women


With 
Inequity


Men


With 
Inequity
Women Disciplines


Amount to
Base Salary


Professor 81 54 7 4 6 $43,355
Assoc. Professor 59 63 6 5 6 $12,201
Asst. Professor 32 57 4 8 10 $58,911
Instructor 20 31 0 0 0 $0
Total 192 205 17 17 17 $114,467


Rank
Eligible


Men
Eligible 
Women


With 
Inequity


Men


With 
Inequity
Women Disciplines


Amount to
Base Salary


Professor 81 54 13 5 6 $63,912
Assoc. Professor 59 63 6 6 6 $16,184
Asst. Professor 32 57 5 8 10 $61,269
Instructor 20 31 0 0 9 $0
Total 192 205 24 19 17 $141,365


Fall 2015 Faculty Salary Gender Equity (Existing Only)


Fall 2015 Faculty Salary Gender Equity (Total - If Realigned)
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Staff Compensation Actions: 2010-2016


Business Affairs and Audit Committee


Fiscal Year Date Type Description


Salaries 
Only


Total Salaries 
& Fringes


2010-11 November 2010 State 3% Bonus --- ---


June 2011 State 5% Salary Increase - VRS Plan 1 Swap 575,088 59,349


2012-13 November 2012 State 3% Bonus --- ---


January 2013 University Retro HR equity adjustment 471,553 564,725


2013-14 July 2013 State 2% Salary Increase plus compression adjustment (a) 503,613 601,400


2014-15 June 2014 University Retro HR equity adjustment 133,723 166,238


2015-16 August 2015 State 2% Salary Increase plus compression adjustment (b) 379,257 474,453


$2,063,234 $1,866,165


Notes:


Staff Compensation Actions 2010-2016


(b) $65 compression adjustment per full year service for eligible classified staff with at least five years of completed continuous service up to thirty years 
($1,950 max). For high turnover positions an additonal 2% adjustment was provided, and for staff in roles of Security Officer I and III, an additional $1,000 
increase was provided.


(a) $65 compression adjustment per full year service for eligible classified staff with at least five years of completed continuous service up to thirty years 
($1,950 max).
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RADFORD UNIVERSITY BOARD OF VISITORS 
Business Affairs & Audit Committee 


November 12, 2015 


Information Item 
Capital Projects Update 


Item: 
Facilities Planning & Construction update on capital projects. 


Background: 
Currently, the University has five active capital projects in progress.  Following is an update and 
project summary on each: 


1. Center for the Sciences


Project Budget-------------------------------------------------------State Pooled Bond: $49,530,552


Architect/Engineering Firm------------------------------------------------------EYP, Inc.
Washington, DC 


Construction Manager--------------------------------------------------------W.M. Jordan 
Newport News, VA 


Construction is in the final stages for the 113,671 square foot Center for the Sciences.  This 
facility is being constructed north of and will connect to Curie Hall.  The progressive façade 
design, while complementary to campus architecture, communicates the vision of both the 
University and the College of Science & Technology. 


The building includes teaching and research lab spaces, classrooms, faculty offices, a 
planetarium, a vivarium, and a museum of earth sciences.   


The project is funded from the state-pooled bond program with a total project cost of 
$49,530,552.  Three Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) contracts have been awarded to W. 
M. Jordan, bringing the total construction contract price to $39,741,671. 


The concrete superstructure, including columns and elevated floor slabs, is complete. The 
building is served with permanent electrical service from the campus distribution. All 
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing basic system and component installation is complete on 
all levels. The brick veneer and curtain wall system on all sides of the building is complete. 
Roofing is complete, and elevators are in place and operational. Interface work connecting 
Curie Hall and the new center is complete. 
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The remaining work is concentrated on installation of equipment and furnishings. Flooring, 
acoustical ceiling tile, glass partitions, lighting, doors and hardware, and painting are nearly 
complete on all floors. Laboratory equipment and casework installation, along with plumbing 
and low-voltage electrical services, continues on all floors. Exterior site work and 
landscaping are nearly complete. 


The basic construction of the new Center for the Sciences will be completed in November 
2015. After completion of the installation of all equipment and furnishings and move-in of 
occupants, the facility will be ready to host classes in January 2016. 


2. New Academic Building – College of Humanities & Behavioral Sciences


Project Budget----------------------------------------------------------------- $48,429,305


Architect/Engineer Firm----------------------------------------------Moseley Architects


Construction Manager---------------------------------------------------------S.B. Ballard
Virginia Beach, VA 


The new College of Humanities & Behavioral Sciences academic building, which broke 
ground in August 2014, will provide academic space consisting of classrooms, offices, 
laboratories, and student/faculty collaborative areas.  Among the departments of the college 
that will be accommodated in the new building are: Communications, Criminal Justice, 
Psychology, Sociology, Political Science, English, Foreign Language, History, Philosophy & 
Religious Studies, and the Office of the Dean.  Notable features of the building include a 
vivarium, TV studios, an Emergency Operations Center simulation room, and a mock-trial 
room. 


The building will don a progressive architectural façade facing East Main Street, while 
maintaining the campus historical forms on the quad side.  The project budget of 
$48,429,305 (less equipment) and a building size of 143,600 square feet are planned. A 
Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) contract has been awarded to S. B. Ballard, the 
construction manager, in the amount of $40,040,993. 


Foundations and structural steel erection for the building frame is complete, as are all floor 
slabs. Masonry foundation walls and exterior masonry façade installation are essentially 
complete. Roofing substrate installation is complete, as is exterior wall framing, curtain wall 
framing, and exterior sheathing. The building is basically “dried in” at this point. 


Interior partition installation is well underway on all floors, along with HVAC, plumbing, 
and electrical rough-ins. Installation of interior door frames is underway. 
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The opening of this new academic building is targeted for Summer 2016, with classes 
starting in Fall 2016. 


3. Renovate Residence Halls Umbrella Project


Project Budget-------------------------------------------------------------------9c Bond: $36,000,000


Architect/Engineer Firm (Phase 1) ------------------------------------------------VMDO
Charlottesville, VA 


Contractor (Phase 1) --------------------------------------------------------------G&H Contracting 
Salem, VA 


Phase 1 of the residence hall renovations umbrella project, including Pocahontas, Bolling, 
Draper, and the chilled water loop, will be funded through a $36,000,000 blanket renovations 
authorization.   


The three-building renovation scope provides for the replacement of plumbing piping, 
fixtures, fire alarm systems, electrical upgrades, accessibility improvements, asbestos 
abatement, and the addition of air conditioning and a fire-suppression system in each 
building, similar to the renovation scopes recently completed for Madison, Jefferson, 
Moffett, and Washington Halls.   


In addition to the above project scopes, a multi-level lounge space is included in each 
building that allows open visibility from the building lobby area to a lower-level lounge.  
This transforming feature will give vibrant new life to these buildings built in the 1950s. 


The project is broken into three pieces: chilled water loop installation, Bolling and 
Pocahontas renovation, and Draper renovation.  A contract in the amount of $16,667,000 has 
been awarded to G&H Contracting for the renovation portion of the three residence halls.  


The chilled water loop that serves the five Moffett Quad resident halls and Peters Hall is 
complete and functioning.  The cooling tower at Moffett Hall will provide all of the winter 
cooling needs for these facilities without the use of energy-consuming mechanical cooling. 


Pocahontas and Bolling Hall renovations had final inspections in late August and achieved 
occupancy for students for the fall 2015 semester. No major unforeseen conditions were 
uncovered during the final stages of the project. 


The renovation of Draper Hall started after the May 2015 commencement. Demolition is 
complete, with new carpentry and structural steel work well underway. The building is 
scheduled to be completed in Summer 2016 for fall semester occupancy. 
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Phase 2 of the residence hall renovations umbrella project includes the upgrade of life safety 
systems for Muse Hall.  The remaining balance on the umbrella capital project will be used 
to address the most critical infrastructure needs of Muse Hall such as a new fire alarm 
system, replacement sprinkler standpipe system, new lighting protection system, replacement 
elevators, and upgrades to exit stairways.   


A request for proposal (RFP) for the architect and engineering (A&E) design firm was 
published in August, and the Building Committee was established.  Proposals were submitted 
to Radford University in September, with interviews held in early October. Final selection of 
the A&E team of Waller/Todd/Sadler and LPA was approved in mid-October, with initial 
design kickoff scheduled for November. The project is planned to be advertised for 
construction in Spring 2016. 


4. Whitt Hall Renovation


Project Budget--------------------------------------------------------------$8,933,000


Architect/Engineer Firm----------------------------------------------------Clark-Nexsen
               Roanoke/Norfolk, VA 


The renovation project for Whitt Hall will provide for complete interior renovation, including 
new mechanical, electrical, and plumbing equipment.  The windows, which are in poor 
thermal condition, will be replaced with multi-life sashes, returning the building to its 
original character. 


The University undertook an intensive building envelope study to evaluate any hidden façade 
and infiltration issues.  The study reviewed portions of the building’s brick veneer, slate 
shingles, and wood trim.  The study identified areas needing intensive repair/replacement, 
and these items have been incorporated into the project scope. 


Preliminary submittal drawings were submitted to BCOM in August, along with projected 
cost summaries. The project was presented to the Art and Architectural Review Board, and 
was approved with minor comments. The project has also been reviewed by the Department 
of Historic Resources, and a few design elements of the project are being addressed. 


BCOM comments on the preliminary submittal have been received and the AE was directed 
to progress to final design. The working drawings submittal to BCOM is scheduled for mid-
November, and the project is planned to be advertised for construction in Spring 2016. 







  


5 


5. Intramural Fields/Hitting Facility


Project Budget-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- $8,427,000


Architect/Engineer Firm-----------------------------------------------------------Thompson & Litton
           Radford, VA 


      Demolition Contractor ---------------------------------------------------------D. H. Griffin Co., Inc. 
Greensboro, NC/Roanoke, VA 


      Hitting Facility Contractor-------------------------------------------------------Price Buildings, Inc. 
      Rocky Mount, VA 


      Intramural Fields Contractor ----------------------------------------------------------MB Contractors 
             Roanoke, VA 


The project has three components:  (1) demolition of the Burlington building at the 
intramural field location; (2) construction of the intramural field; and (3) construction of the 
hitting facility, to be located adjacent to the women’s softball field at the Dedmon Athletic 
Complex. 


The building demolition phase was completed in January 2015 at a final cost of $469,167. 


The IM fields project was completed during Summer 2015 at a final construction cost of 
$4,204,164.  Some final recreation equipment is being installed over the next few weeks. 


The hitting facility includes coaches’ offices, locker areas, and a large open-bay area for 
indoor batting and throwing practice. The certificate of occupancy for the building was 
obtained from BCOM on October 20, and furniture and other equipment will be installed 
over the next few weeks to allow move-in by the staff. The final construction cost is 
estimated to be $1,485,000.  


The total project cost, including A&E and soft costs, is projected to come in below the 
authorized budget for the total project.  


Action: 
None; informational only. 








Attachment C


Non-Personnel Division
Budget T&R AP Classified Total Percent


E&G
Academic Affairs $19,708,830 $356,405 $85,840 $43,793 $486,038 2.47%
Finance & Administration 3,137,923 18,571 71,914 90,486 2.88%
Information Technology 3,706,253 22,324 24,704 47,029 1.27%
Central Administration 637,764 8,689 10,301 18,990 2.98%
Student Affairs 152,119 6,728 2,046 8,774 5.77%
University Relations 808,637 9,174 1,321 10,496 1.30%
University Advancement 902,173 14,225 1,492 15,718 1.74%
E&G Total $29,053,698 $356,405 $165,552 $155,572 $677,530 2.33%


Non-Personnel Auxiliary
Budget T&R AP Classified Total Percent


Auxiliary
Dining Services $16,275,464 $1,807 $4,039 $5,846 0.04%
Residential Facilities 7,991,615 4,636 15,372 20,008 0.25%
Parking/Transportation 602,362 1,460 1,460 0.24%
Telecommunications 422,320 767 767 0.18%
Student Health 2,712,901 2,155 272 2,428 0.09%
Student Union 1,430,781 5,262 4,280 9,542 0.67%
Recreational Complex 1,721,674 2,714 2,960 5,674 0.33%
Other Enterprise Functions 1,557,616 1,592 1,592 0.10%
Conference Services 725,894 176 176 0.02%
Matriculation Fee 647,612 1,786 295 2,081 0.32%
Auxiliary Support 2,968,196 4,478 2,597 7,075 0.24%
Intercollegiate Athletics 9,098,282 27,360 4,548 31,908 0.35%
Auxiliary Total $46,154,715 $0 $50,198 $38,358 $88,556 0.19%


Notes:


a) Bonus amounts are based on budgeted salaries only and exclude temporary and vacant positions as of October 23,2015. (Per OBFP budget database)


b) Bonus amounts include FICA


c) Non-Personnel Budget do include discretionary wages but exclude all full-time funded positions and benefits


One Percent Bonus Option
Year-End Savings Incentive Strategy


2015-16
Total Bonus - 1%


2015-16
Total Bonus - 1%
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