
Meeting #22
Welcome to the January 11, 2024 meeting of the Technical Modeling Workgroup. The meeting will begin at 9:00 a.m.

Members of the general public will remain muted throughout the meeting and will have the opportunity to comment 
during the public comment period. To make a comment, please leave your name and the organization you represent 
in the Q&A section by 10:45 a.m. We will call on you during the public comment period and ask that you keep your 
remarks to under three minutes.



Welcome & Agenda Overview



9:00 am     Welcome & Agenda Overview

9:10 am Action: Approval of Minutes from December 14, 2023 

Workgroup Meeting

9:15 am January 8, 2024 Commission Meeting Recap

9:30 am Accountability & Transparency 

10:15 am Allocation Formula



11:00 am Review of Timeline

11:15 am Public Comment

11:30 am Next Steps & Adjournment



Action: Approval of minutes from 
December 14, 2023 Workgroup 

Meeting 



January 8, 2024 
Commission Meeting Recap



Topics Covered at Commission Meeting

- Process and Timeline
- Three more meetings
- Focus on key issues:  ESS, Medical/Dental, Other Resources, 

Allocation Formula, Accountability

- The TWG will meet through January to support closing out of key 
issues.



Topics Covered at Commission Meeting

- Faculty Diversity
- ESS Subsidy Levels
- Other Resources
- Medical/Dental

- Currently working on pulling out Schools of Medicine as 
separate institutions in the model



Accountability & Transparency



Allocation Formula



Allocation Formula
- Proposal:

- Guardrail with remaining increases split 50/50 between the 
share of adequacy gap percentage and the share of adequacy 
gap total dollars

- Remaining Discussion Topics:
- Size of the guardrail
- Considerations for allocating cuts
- How to tee up these decisions to the Commission



Proposal Output

Scenario:  Guardrail Factor = 67%;  State Approp Inc = 9%;  Inflation = 3%



Allocation Formula - Target Increase

$100m per year -
Fully funds all institutions in 15 
years, assuming ~3% inflation 

$135m per year -
Fully funds all institutions 
within 10 years.

$60m per year -
In Year 15, the state gap is 22% 
(down from 32%); institutions’ 
gaps range from 11%-31%. 

Minimum State Increase
to Fully Fund Adequacy by Year 15

Inflation % Increase $ Increase

2% 7.7% $87.95 million

3% 9.0% $102.80 million

4% 10.1% $115.37 million

5% 10.9% $124.50 million

6% 11.9% $135.93 million

Note:  All calculations assume annual increases in 
ESS and Other Resources equal to inflation.
This is not the same as an increase in current 
tuition levels, as ESS is lower than current tuition.



Context for Discussion
- There is a misperception that a 3% increase increase in state 

appropriation will cover the increase in costs at 3% inflation.

- However, the appropriation represents about ⅓ of all revenue 
from state funding and UIF (varies across institutions).

- If state appropriations are the only source of increased funding a 
university receives in a year (i.e., tuition is kept flat), the 
appropriation increase must be significantly greater than inflation.



Total Cost Increases at 3% Inflation

Total State Funds 
equals each 
university’s state 
appropriation 
plus its UIF.

If inflation is 3.0% 
and tuition and 
enrollment are 
flat, it would take 
a $96.3 million 
increase in State 
Appropriations to 
cover all costs 
paid for by those 
funds.



Appropriation Increase vs Inflationary Costs

The Break Even is 
the percent 
increase in state 
appropriations 
required to fund 
inflationary costs 
if tuition and 
enrollment are 
kept flat.

A 6% state 
appropriation 
increase would 
leave a number of 
institutions with 
gaps.



Allocation Formula - Guardrail

A guardrail would allocate a portion of the state appropriation increase in an 
across-the-board manner, with the remaining increase going through an 
adequacy gap-based allocation.  

The percent allocated this way could be calculated as:
- The lesser of inflation or half or the state appropriation increase.
- Apply a guardrail factor to dial back the portion of funds allocated this way.

Example:  Inflation = 3% State 
appropriations increase = 9%

Guardrail = 3% (3% < ½ of 9%) Guardrail factor = 67%
Amount allocated across-the-board:  2%  (67% * 3%)
Amount allocated by adequacy formula:  7%  (9%-2%)



Impact on Share of Funds Allocated by Guardrail

In all situations where the State 
Appropriation increase is twice the 
size of inflation or less, the 
guardrail will allocate between 
25%-50% of the funds.

Inflation = 3%;  State Approp Inc = 4%

Guardrail 
Factor

Percent of Formula 
Allocated by Guardrail

Guardrail 
Allocation

50% 25% 1.0%

66% 33% 1.3%

75% 38% 1.5%

100% 50% 2.0%

Inflation = 3%;  State Approp Inc = 9%

Guardrail 
Factor

Percent of Formula 
Allocated by Guardrail

Guardrail 
Allocation

50% 17% 1.5%

66% 22% 2.0%

75% 25% 2.25%

100% 33% 3.0%

In situations where the State 
Appropriation increase is more 
than twice the size of inflation, the 
guardrail will always allocate less 
than 50% of the funds.



Impact on Adequacy Gaps



Impact on the Minimum Increase

The minimum state 
investment to provide 
all institutions with at 
least a percent 
increase in state 
approps equal to 
inflation varies 
depending on the size 
of the guardrail.

Minimum State Increase for All Schools
to Receive an Increase Above Inflation ($m)

Inflation Factor: 50% Factor: 67% Factor: 100%

2%
$76.5
(6.7%)

$58.8
(5.2%) 

$38.8
(3.4%) 

4%
$153.4

(13.5%) 
$117.7

(10.3%) 
$77.7

(6.8%) 

6%
$230.7

(20.2%) 
$176.5

(15.5%) 
$116.5

(10.2%) 



Impact on Institution’s State Funding



Allocation Formula - State Funding Cuts

Options:

1) Same formula as for increases (guardrail + 50/50 adequacy gap %/$)
2) Across-the-board
3) Ratio of the statewide adequacy gap to the institutional adequacy 

gap to, plus a guardrail



State Funding Cuts - Options 1 & 2 

1) Same formula as for increases (guardrail + 50/50 adequacy gap %/$)

- This does not produce the same sort of distribution as when used to 
allocate increases.

- Some institutions that are closest to fully funded have some of the 
smallest percent cuts in state appropriations.

2)  Across-the-board

- An across-the-board ensures that no institution faces significant cuts
- Disproportionate impact on institutions that receive a greater share 

of their funds from the state than tuition.



State Funding Cuts - Option 3 
3) Ratio of statewide gap to the institutional gap, plus guardrail

- Starts with the same guardrail
- Calculates the ratio and applies it to the state cut

- e.g.,  IL state gap = 32%,  ISU gap = 45%,  State cut = 4%
ISU ratio = 69% (32%/45%),  ISU ratio-based cut = 2.8% (4%*69%)

- Calculates each institutions’ cut based on its ratio-based cut
- This generates a total cut larger than the overall cut, so all school’s 

cuts are scaled proportionally to fit within the total

- Guardrail factor could be increased to minimize chance of significant 
cuts at any institution.



State Funding Cuts - Option 3



State Funding Cuts - Impact on State Funding



State Funding Cuts - Impact on Adequacy Gap



Review of Timeline



Remaining Meetings

January 23 Commission meeting (11:00am-2:00pm CT)

January 25 Technical Modeling Workgroup meeting

February TBD Commission meeting (presentation of draft report)

February TBD Commission meeting (review of report)

There are no current plans for the TWG to meet in February, but it could 
convene if the Commission requires its assistance.



Public Comment

Instructions for Members of the Public:
Please wait for your name to be called. Public 
comments will be limited to three (3) minutes per 
person. 



Adjournment

Next Workgroup Meeting:  January 25, 2024


