Many desigh recommendations have been made by various committees,
working groups, and other stakeholders (1/2)

Foundational parameters

Model archetype

Hold harmless
commitment

Funds included in
the model

Units included in the
model

Treatment of
endowed funds

Net undergraduate
tuition allocation

Zl o)
A hybrid, incentive-based model was selected as the
budget model archetype

All units will be held harmless in at least FY25
against their FY24 budgets; beyond FY25, several
model mechanisms will help units continue to
maintain at least FY24 funding levels

All funds will be included in the budget model; this
includes both unrestricted and restricted funds within
the limitations set by donors or other agencies

All schools and support units will be included in the
model; however, schools and support units will be
addressed during separate phases of the initiative

Only unrestricted university-wide endowments are
included in the budget model. Restricted funds will be
recognized but allocated directly to intended units

Net undergraduate tuition revenue will be used to
signify a broad university commitment to affordability

Model structure

Pooling of funds
(General Fund)

Strategic Fund

Academic mission
fund

Mandatory costs

Core Funds

School of Instruction
| School of Record

&

Unrestricted university-wide endowment and tuition
will form one combined pool of revenue to mitigate
potential volatility

A 4% strategic fund will be allocated “off the top” of
the budget model’s general funds

A 3% Academic Mission Fund will be created “off-the-
top” of general funds available to schools

Mandatory costs are taken “off-the-middle” of the
model following the pooling of general funds and
prior to any split between schools and support units

A school will be allocated 20% of their FY24 UGO
(A1) funds as base core funds with another 30% of
FY24 UGO being "optimally allocated” across
schools as core funds based on schools’ needs

The Steering Committee determined that a 70/30
split best facilitates the incentive of undergraduate
instruction while supporting majors
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Many desigh recommendations have been made by various committees,
working groups, and other stakeholders (2/2)

Formulaic academic allocations

a8

Charges & fees

00

F&A and Institutes

Master’s revenue

Graduate tuition
remission & training
grants

The F&A working group recommended a 55/10/35
split between support, VPR, and units, respectively

VPR centers and Institutes no longer receive F&A on
grants directly; 10% of total F&A allocated to VPR is
designed to contribute to Institute funding needs.
Provost endowed institutes receive 100% of F&A, but
pay campus support fees.

85% of net master’s tuition revenue will be allocated
to units based on School of Record

Tuition remission returns will be split 90/10 between
schools and central for external funding. All internal
funds will be returned 100% to the units.

Training grants will follow actual graduate tuition
awards (a change from previous practice of central
returning amounts based on graduate stipend pay);
Training grant funds to follow the PI credit unit
(award owning organization)

Auxiliaries &
campus support fee

Space use
contribution

Auxiliary units will be included in the model

The new campus support fee, paid largely by
auxiliaries, will be calculated based on a percentage
of operating revenue in three separate tiers: High:
16%, Medium: 8.5%, Low 1.5%

All assignable space (excluding registrar-controlled
classrooms) will incur a space charge. Charges will
only consider cost of utilities, custodial,
groundskeeping, and maintenance. All space will be
charged at the same rate based on the square
footage of space. Units may petition to add or
release space; released space must be feasibly
reallocated. Space charges will not start until FY26
so that there’s sufficient time to validate space data.
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Detailed personnel and non-personnel oriented decisions were made in
addition to broader model design decisions (1/2)

ﬁ Miscellaneous decisions E&

Primary decisions

Merit-based salary
increases

Benefits

Faculty action decisions

Schools to fund merit increases through natural growth
with AMF/strategic providing additional support when
necessary; FY25 hold harmless meets merit needs

Central will fund new lines tied to strategic initiatives,
including the growth of new faculty plan with schools
funding growth beyond planned lines

Maintain current practice of central funding

Promotion & tenure
funding: TTT & NTT

Repricing departed
faculty lines

Academic year time
budget release

Salary top-ups:
retentions and existing
lines newly hired

TTT: Salary raise amount will be split 50/50 with Schools
NTT: Schools will cover any promotion costs

Schools will keep funds from line reprices, but will be
responsible for funding top-ups to existing lines

Continued use of 3-way split between dept. of primary,
dept. of spouse, and central; Central will continue to fund
line fully following tenure and line to be returned if spouse
leaves

Retentions: 50/50 over the pay raise pool between school
and central

Existing line: Schools fund with line reprice savings

College Magisters pool

Department chair
stipends

Faculty senate speaker
base add

Deputy faculty senate
speaker pay

Faculty Fellows
funding

Non-routine salary
adjustments

e Minimum salary

e Department of Labor
*  Compensation market

adjustment

*  27th pay period for Bi-
weekly

* Research faculty parental
leave

Maintain current practice- Magisters who served during
the current academic year are eligible for an additional
base increase from Dean of UG, added on top of school
recommended merit increase

Adjust the base budget allocation per department chair
with responsibility to fund future department chairs within
School

Funding should be largely circumstantial based on the
size and nature of the decision

Non-routine items sourced from either strategic funds or
AMF depending on magnitude

Auxiliary and Self-Supported Units, as well as those staff
paid on soft funding to be funded by those units

Central to pay for research faculty parental leave if not
included in grants
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Detailed personnel and non-personnel oriented decisions were made in

addition to broader model design decisions (2/2)

Miscellaneous revenues

4

Online for-credit
tuition revenue split

Summer sessions
revenue share

Third party revenue
share (e.g.,
Coursera)

Executive education
and non-degree
program revenue

Allocation of student
fees

Online for-credit graduate revenues match graduate
and summer treatment (85/15 split between schools
and Central on net tuition revenue) based on school
of record

Undergraduate courses follow SOI/SOR allocation
like any other course

Undergraduate net tuition revenue is split 85/15
between schools/central; Revenue share allocated
based on SOI

Each school’s existing revenue share agreements to
be maintained in the future

Potential may exist to renegotiate third party
contracts and explore adjustment to royalties-
management following instructor departure from Rice

Executive Education and non-degree program
revenue will shift toward a single, consistent revenue
share model across all schools; Net tuition revenue
is split 85/15 between schools and Central based on
unit of record

Continue current practice

Other non-personnel decisions

<

Carryover - UGO
(A1) funds

Faculty startup for
new hires

Retention “startup”
commitments

Support units continue current practice: Unspent
fringe benefits are swept to central; schools keep
unspent fringe and retain all positive variance to

Central and schools will split startup costs
(equipment/stipend) for new hires 50/50, with Central
covering the cost of lab renovations

Academic Mission Fund and Strategic Fund may be
used to support special circumstances (e.g., off-cycle
hires, unusually competitive hires, unusual lab
renovations)

Central to continue to fund 50% for approved
retention “startups” (equipment/stipend), with
Schools funding the balance

Lab renovations would continue to be funded
centrally, if applicable
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