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Temple’s 2nd Institutional Review
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The promise of continuous 
improvement means embedding 
a routine review process into our 
model. 

Fall 2021 marked Temple’s 2nd 
institutional review since its 
inception in the summer of 2012, 
implementation July 1, 2014, and 
first review in 2017. 

A critical finding from our first 
review indicated that the model 
was widely perceived as being a 
function of budget and finance. 

Our team has devoted significant 
effort to dismantling this 
perception and re-educating 
faculty and administrators about 
the purpose of the tool. 



Continuous Improvement
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Middle States evaluating 
team offered the following 
at the conclusion of their 
February 2020 visit: The 
university should be 
commended for its 
implementation of a 
Responsibility Center 
Management budget model. 
The RCM model has 
improved transparency of 
information, program and 
resource planning, and 
alignment with institutional 
and academic unit priorities.

As
se
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m

en
t One of the fundamental 

tools in aligning resources 
with mission-critical 
priorities is our 
Responsibility Centered 
Management model and the 
annual process of assessing 
how your 
school/college/support unit 
leverages the tool to achieve 
excellence, support quality 
and efficiency, and advance 
Temple’s mission. Re

se
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g Frequently engage 

opportunities for research 
and assessment of the 
model: Building Institutional 
Capacity for Thriving in the 
RCM Environment (2017), 
Designing Service Level 
Agreements (2018), Access 
to Data for Decision Support 
(2018), Higher Ed Finance 
Structure for the Future 
(2019) and Onboarding 
Business Managers and 
Deans for Success (2021), 
Deans & Business Officers 
Intensive (2023)

https://finance.temple.edu/rcm-temple
https://finance.temple.edu/rcm-temple


Approach & 
Review Methods
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Review 2017 findings & recommendations

Survey faculty & staff October 2021

Interview key stakeholders & external peers

Evaluate systems & process to support model

Share findings & develop actionable 
recommendations



Findings & 
Recommendations 
from 1st Review
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Simplicity: Reduced the number of metrics from 
8 to 3, and the number of cost buckets from 15 

to 3 to simplify the model, make it more 
predictable and better align cost drivers with 

actual activity

Alignment: Revised the rules for carryover and 
margin management to support long-term 

strategic planning and further assure financial 
support of priorities and initiatives that are 

central to the overall university mission

Transparency & Accountability: Adjusted 
governance structures to better monitor service 

levels, benchmark performance and provide 
greater transparency for the allocation of 

resources.



Survey 
Respondents
A bit about the 760 who started and 729 
who responded to the survey invitation

October 6 – 17, 2021
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Plenty of feedback 
to share!

2,797 faculty, chairs, deans and 
administrators were invited to 
participate and 26% responded.
Overall response rates for the 
core stakeholders: 

• 22% of faculty
• 45% administrators
• 54% deans & support unit 

leaders
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Perspective is 
everything

• 29% began their career at 
Temple prior to January 2000 
with the earliest hire in 1968

• 26% were hired after July 
2014 and have only ever 
known Temple in the RCM 
model

• 55% have been in their role 
for more than 7 years with 
275 serving 10+ years

• 28% are administrators for 
their school/college/support 
unit

• 66% are faculty and 5% or 34 
are deans
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There is more to 
this than finance

65% of respondents 
do not have budgeting 
responsibility. This is important 
feedback as we continue to 
educate the Temple decision 
makers that RCM is about more 
than just the budget
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Guiding 
Principles
In FY2013 the steering committee 
charged with developing Temple’s model 
focused on developing the guiding 
principles as a way to structure the 
process and decision-making, irrespective 
of changes in goals, strategies or leaders. 
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https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffinance.temple.edu%2Frcm-temple%2Ftemples-guiding-principles&data=04%7C01%7Ckathryn.dangelo%40temple.edu%7C1cca12af0f8f47d9cccb08d982906c6d%7C716e81efb52244738e3110bd02ccf6e5%7C0%7C0%7C637684379069890069%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=SPug006juVoTUiKAQUxO82TDWwtSythVOH%2BMsYxNE%2BI%3D&reserved=0
https://nam10.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffinance.temple.edu%2Frcm-temple%2Ftemples-guiding-principles&data=04%7C01%7Ckathryn.dangelo%40temple.edu%7C1cca12af0f8f47d9cccb08d982906c6d%7C716e81efb52244738e3110bd02ccf6e5%7C0%7C0%7C637684379069890069%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=SPug006juVoTUiKAQUxO82TDWwtSythVOH%2BMsYxNE%2BI%3D&reserved=0


Temple’s Guiding Principles
Mission-driven:  The model recognizes that Temple’s primary mission is to support its teaching 
and research enterprise first, and its goals and success supersede those of the individual units and 
revenue centers.

Simplicity: The budget model, including the allocation of revenues and indirect expenses, should 
be simple to understand, explain and maintain.

Fairness:  The model should be consistent, predictable and transparent. Considers a student-
focused approach to the delivery and funding of services to ensure equitable access to services

Encourage Innovation, Entrepreneurship and Efficiency: Create incentives to 
encourage and recognize appropriate risk taking and efforts to enhance revenue or reduce 
expenses. Support and reward interdisciplinary collaborations and discourage unnecessary internal 
competition.

Align Authority with Responsibility and Accountability:  Realign the authority for 
making decisions with their financial outcomes.
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We must remember that RCM is 
merely a tool. Like any tool it can be 
used well or badly. It is not a 
substitute for decision-making, 
judgement or leadership. It is merely 
an aid. 

The ultimate success of RCM 
depends on the people who use it -- 
on how we choose to use it, how we 
prepare ourselves to use it well, and 
how we are held accountable for 
using RCM to achieve university-
wide goals.

Provost David Hiley in an address to the 
University of New Hampshire community

Assessing the tool with the principles
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Key Findings
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• Model has been leveraged to create competition internally for resources; to discourage 
collaboration and interdisciplinary effort; and to disparate priorities without a clear university 
strategy.

Mission-based

• Units have found ways to cut costs but have not been encouraged to develop innovative and 
streamlined processes.

• Access to data that is ready to use and provide context for making decisions, is still not available.

Efficiency & 
Transparency

• Value assigned to particular characteristics - e.g., credit hours, tuition revenue, unit prestige - 
benefits the largest and most visible units of the university, but burdens others that contribute 
value to in other ways.

Incentives

• Current onboarding endeavors are not sufficient to build institutional capacity for the RCM tool; 
and there is a lack of knowledge and understanding of the model among leaders.Learning

The survey, combined with in-depth interviews led to key insights, some consistent with 2017 findings that persist:



Recommendations & Next Steps
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•Break down the (real & perceived) barriers to interdisciplinarity and advance the 
university’s strategic priorities.Mission-based

•Reduce duplication of services and redundant systems
•Improve feedback loops and strengthen a system-wide effort of collaboration, 

communication, and information sharing.

Efficiency & 
Transparency

•Articulate the university priorities then align resources to drive them, e.g., strategic 
funds, space, subvention 

•Optimize the model by investing in the behaviors that advance the institution
Incentives

•Better educate deans and officers on the purpose of the model and develop 
institutional capacity for the tool among leaders and decision makers.Learning



RCM Optimization
Temple’s Cost & Services Committee and RCM Optimization Committee 

began working with findings and recommendations January 2022
Deans & Business Officers RCM Intensive December 2023
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Issues Identified
• Model inherently disadvantages units that do not generate credit hours or tuition 

revenue
• RCM model discourages interdisciplinary and collaborative efforts amongst units
• Disincentivizes innovation within units and discourages collaboration between them
• Allocation of appropriation is not consistent or transparent 
• Historical spending habits are embedded in model (hold-harmless)
• Internal competition for credit hours at the expense of the student experience
• Allocation of subvention and/or strategic fund not clear



Current State: Revenue Allocation 
• Undergraduate Tuition

• Fall and Spring
• Base tuition pooled centrally and allocated to schools based upon instructional credit 

hours of previous fall and spring term
• Differential tuition 100% to home college

• Summer Sessions
• 100% to home college and tuition transferred to instructional college-based credit hour 

generation

• Graduate and Professional Tuition
• 100% to home college and tuition transferred to instructional college-based credit hour 

generation

• Fees, Indirect Cost Recovery, Other Income
• 100% to revenue center generating the revenue



Model Changes 
Implemented FY2025
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Reforming the model

19

Our most recent review of the model focused on the impediments to innovation and collaboration that drives 
student success and faculty achievement. To address known issues and better align with institutional priorities, 
several significant adjustments were made effective July 1, FY2025:

1. Refined Cost Metrics: The allocated cost metrics have been adjusted to better incentivize all types of 
research, enhancing support for our research mission.

2. Balanced Tuition Distribution: The reliance on credit hours generated as the primary metric for distributing 
undergraduate tuition has been modified. Now, the model includes a blend of performance-based metrics: 
60% based on credit hours generated, 30% based on undergraduate headcount, and 10% based on degrees 
conferred. This change aims to provide a more comprehensive reflection of educational success.

3. Revised Assessments: Assessments for the plant fund and undergraduate financial aid have been 
eliminated. Plant fund costs have been moved to the space cost category to promote more efficient space 
utilization, and undergraduate financial aid has been integrated into the overall undergraduate tuition pool.

4. Subvention Adjustments: The subvention process will evolve to align with university priorities, ensuring no 
school or college is disadvantaged by these recent changes.

https://tuportal6.temple.edu/webdav/finance/document_library/Phase%20Two%20Documents/Phase%20Two%20Documents%20for%20Channels/P2%20Budget%20Information%20Center/RCM%20P2/Review%20and%20Assessment/RCM%20Model%20Changes%20July%202024


Appendix
Support documents and 
resources can also be found on 
our website and the Budget & 
Finance tab of TUportal
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https://finance.temple.edu/rcm-temple


Key Findings in 2017 & 2021
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1) Research of peer institutions found evident support for RCM at the highest levels of administration in other 
institutions, something not found at Temple. 

2) Survey data uncovered inconsistencies in practices related to RCM among the colleges at Temple, which hindered 
some colleges from fully capitalizing on the model’s benefits. The data also gave more detailed insights into the 
Dean’s engagement of faculty and staff in the budgeting process, as well as strategic prioritization.

3) Internal interviews showed that Temple faculty felt there is an overall lack of transparency related to the financial 
and academic performance of the schools/colleges. The research also showed that in some colleges there is a lack 
of expertise to capitalize on the newfound autonomy afforded by RCM. 

4) Interviews also revealed the schools/colleges have not yet adopted a set of benchmarks to measure and recognize 
progress attributable to the model. 

5) During the interview process many stakeholders expressed frustration with the allocation process. Many 
respondents felt their ability to control costs was hindered by a lack of input into the budgeting of central 
services, and several responses revealed a misunderstanding of the methods used in the allocation process.

Over the course of both reviews, several issues were ascribed to the RCM model which appear to be symptomatic 
of other institutional challenges. The following challenges were identified throughout the stakeholder discussions. 
Although some may be exacerbated or highlighted by the RCM approach, there is no viable way to overcome these 
challenges with a change to the financial model alone. 



Key Findings in 2017 & 2021
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Commonwealth 
Appropriations

Flat or slow 
growth of 
revenues 
outside of 
Temple’s direct 
control are often 
conflated with 
other financial 
management 
challenges

Enrollment

Desire for more 
School/College 
input on 
undergraduate 
admissions and 
a more strategic 
and agile 
approach to 
financial aid 

Branch Campus 
Utilization

Treatment of 
Ambler, Center 
City & Rome 
campuses beget 
questions about 
the University’s 
overall strategy.

Data Analysis 
and Support

Lack of analytical 
expertise and 
support for 
schools/colleges
& support units 
who need access 
to timely data to 
make informed 
decisions

High Cost of 
Research

Research costs 
are intrinsically 
high across the 
sector currently 
and historically 
regardless of 
cost allocation 
rules, and the 
costs of research 
are never fully 
recovered 



More Survey Results
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What else did we learn?
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• 52% of respondents have responsibility for generating revenue or containing costs. 
Service units feel far more incentivized to contain costs than their colleagues the in 
schools/colleges where 30% academic administrators and 47% faculty feel they are not 
incentivized to contain costs 

• 72% report they do not believe that RCM sufficiently supports strategic plans and 
priorities of their school/college/department and 55% of respondents report not 
knowing how funding priorities are established 

• 33% of faculty and 48% of academic deans indicated they have adequate access to data 
to make informed decisions and 29% of respondents report participating in training



Survey Results…
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Survey Results…
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Q6: How well do you understand the university’s approach to budgeting 
and the budgeting process?



Survey Results…
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Survey Results…
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Survey Results…
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Q11: Please rate from 1 (low) to 5 (high) how well the university’s approach supports each one

Guiding Principle Mean Count

Mission-driven 2.62 497

Fairness 2.49 497

Encourage innovation, 
entrepreneurship & efficiency

2.63 502

Simplicity 2.39 500

Align authority with responsibility & 
accountability

2.68 502



Survey Results…
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Q14: Do you believe that the current RCM model sufficiently supports your school/college/department – Programs? 
Innovation/initiatives? Strategic plan/priorities?

YES NO

Programs 35% 65%

Innovation / Initiatives 31% 69%

Strategic Plans / Priorities 28% 72%



Survey Results…
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