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LEGAL CAVEAT

EAB is a division of The Advisory Board Company
(“EAB”). EAB has made efforts to verify the
accuracy of the information it provides to
members. This report relies on data obtained
from many sources, however, and EAB cannot
guarantee the accuracy of the information
provided or any analysis based thereon. In
addition, neither EAB nor any of its affiliates
(each, an “EAB Organization”) is in the business
of giving legal, medical, accounting, or other
professional advice, and its reports should

not be construed as professional advice. In
particular, members should not rely on any legal
commentary in this report as a basis for action,
or assume that any tactics described herein would
be permitted by applicable law or appropriate for
a given member’s situation. Members are advised
to consult with appropriate professionals
concerning legal, medical, tax, or accounting
issues, before implementing any of these tactics.
No EAB Organization or any of its respective
officers, directors, employees, or agents shall be
liable for any claims, liabilities, or expenses
relating to (a) any errors or omissions in this
report, whether caused by any EAB organization,
or any of their respective employees or agents,
or sources or other third parties, (b) any
recommendation or graded ranking by any

EAB Organization, or (c) failure of member and
its employees and agents to abide by the terms
set forth herein.

EAB, Education Advisory Board, The Advisory
Board Company, Royall, and Royall & Company
are registered trademarks of The Advisory Board
Company in the United States and other
countries. Members are not permitted to use
these trademarks, or any other trademark,
product name, service name, trade name, and
logo of any EAB Organization without prior written
consent of EAB. Other trademarks, product
names, service names, trade names, and logos
used within these pages are the property of their
respective holders. Use of other company
trademarks, product names, service names,
trade names, and logos or images of the same
does not necessarily constitute (a) an
endorsement by such company of an EAB
Organization and its products and services, or (b)
an endorsement of the company or its products or
services by an EAB Organization. No EAB
Organization is affiliated with any such company.

IMPORTANT: Please read the following.

EAB has prepared this report for the exclusive
use of its members. Each member acknowledges
and agrees that this report and the information
contained herein (collectively, the “Report”) are
confidential and proprietary to EAB. By accepting
delivery of this Report, each member agrees to
abide by the terms as stated herein, including
the following:

1. All right, title, and interest in and to this
Report is owned by an EAB Organization.
Except as stated herein, no right, license,
permission, or interest of any kind in this
Report is intended to be given, transferred to,
or acquired by a member. Each member is
authorized to use this Report only to the
extent expressly authorized herein.

2. Each member shall not sell, license, republish,
or post online or otherwise this Report, in part
or in whole. Each member shall not
disseminate or permit the use of, and shall
take reasonable precautions to prevent such
dissemination or use of, this Report by (a) any
of its employees and agents (except as stated
below), or (b) any third party.

3. Each member may make this Report available
solely to those of its employees and agents
who (a) are registered for the workshop or
membership program of which this Report is a
part, (b) require access to this Report in order
to learn from the information described herein,
and (c) agree not to disclose this Report to
other employees or agents or any third party.
Each member shall use, and shall ensure that
its employees and agents use, this Report for
its internal use only. Each member may make
a limited number of copies, solely as adequate
for use by its employees and agents in
accordance with the terms herein.

4. Each member shall not remove from this
Report any confidential markings, copyright
notices, and/or other similar indicia herein.

5. Each member is responsible for any breach of
its obligations as stated herein by any of its
employees or agents.

6. If a member is unwilling to abide by any of the
foregoing obligations, then such member shall
promptly return this Report and all copies
thereof to EAB.

eab.com
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Supporting Members in Data-Driven Decision Making

Resources Available Within Your Membership

This publication represents only one of our many resources to support members in making
data-driven decisions. Detail about additional resources is provided below.

For additional information about any of these services—or for an electronic version
of this publication—please visit our website (eab.com/baf), email your institution’s dedicated

advisor, or email research@eab.com.

0

Developing a
Data-Driven University

Strategies and Best Practices for
Increasing Reporting and Analytical
Capacity to Improve Institutional
Effectiveness

This study profiles the dashboards, key
performance indicators, and business
intelligence capabilities emerging as the
new gold standard for university decision
support as a growing number of
institutions invest in data and analytics as
critical change-management tools.

0

Selecting Core
Performance Metrics

Filtering Process to Identify Administrative
Unit Measures and Strategies for
Triggering Action

This study explores six considerations
business leaders can use as a filtering
process to identify unit performance gaps
and set principled action triggers.

Register for upcoming sessions to hear our
latest findings or access archives of past
presentations. Many members convene
campus leaders and task forces to attend
and share ideas on practices and
implementation.

On-Demand Webconferences

Unlimited Access to Experts

Business Affairs Forum members may
contact EAB researchers at any time to
discuss our findings, request networking
conversations, or review related resources
and practices.

- All Business Affairs Forum resources are available to
A members in unlimited quantity.

To order additional copies of this book, or to
learn about our other services, please visit us at
eab.com or contact us at 202-266-6400.

©2016 EAB « All Rights Reserved ¢ 33395
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Executive Summary

College and University Boards Increasingly Concerned About Institutional Finances

While college and university governing boards have long maintained fiduciary responsibility over
institutional resources, the tough budgetary climate has heightened boards’ interest in institutional
financial health. In 2014, a majority of board members at both public and private institutions
identified fiscal sustainability and affordability as their top two priorities, and board support staff
report a related increase in financial reporting requests from board members.

Struggling to Determine the Right Financial Information to Share with Boards

Communicating meaningful financial information to boards, however, is a tricky balancing act.
Communicating too little information can cause board members to misinterpret the institution’s true
financial position or distrust administrative leaders, while communicating too much financial
information can cause board members to focus on less significant details or disengage because of data
fatigue. Moreover, as many board members lack backgrounds in higher education, even when they
have the right amount of financial information, they do not always understand it.

The Effect of Information Quantity on Board Engagement

Too Little Information Too Much Information

Under-informed board members likely to Board members with access to all of an
misunderstand institution’s financial institution’s financial information waste
profile or disengage from their valuable time micromanaging institutional
responsibilities as financial stewards. finances or disengage from data fatigue.

A board focused on the most critical high-level

data points is more engaged and better prepared
to contribute useful insights.

Resources to Help Leaders Communicate Financial Information with Boards

Fortunately, financial dashboards offer an established and accessible solution to higher education’s
financial communication challenges. To help business leaders communicate financial information with
their boards, the Business Affairs Forum details a three-step process in this publication to design and
deploy impactful financial dashboards that achieve the following benefits:

 Visualize and contextualize a limited selection of critical metrics

« Support board members with supplementary resources and regular updates

» Meet the information needs of other campus stakeholders through minimal but important
modifications

Source: Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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@ EAB

A Difficult Conversation

Recognizing Barriers to Effective Financial Data Communication
in Higher Education

INTRODUCTION
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Boards Increasingly Focused on Financial Data

Present Challenges Make Effective Communication More Important

While college and university governing boards have long maintained fiduciary responsibility over
institutional resources, the tough budgetary climate has heightened boards’ interest in their
institutions’ financial health. In 2014, 59% of board members at public institutions and 76% at private
institutions identified fiscal sustainability and affordability as their top two priorities. In particular, this
increased attention to institutional finance has led to a greater demand for data, as 65% of support
staff indicate that boards are requesting data reports more frequently post-recession.

Percentage of Trustees Who Identify Percentage of Support Staff Who
Fiscal Sustainability and Affordability Indicate an Increase in Reporting
as a Top Priority Requests from the Board

thitid L thitrie
it ptititi iitid
59% 16% 65%

Public college and Private college and Board support staff
university trustees university trustees

“Board members are worried, and when you're
worried you tend to be a little more detail-oriented.”

President
Small Liberal Arts College

At a minimum, finance leaders need to find a more efficient and effective way to address rising board
demands for financial information. However, simply distributing financial reports is not enough. Senior
leaders must engage board members as strategic partners who not only ask good questions about

finances but also help those leaders develop innovative solutions to their institution’s most pressing
financial challenges.

Source: Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, “The Trustee Voice about the Future of
Higher Education Governance, available at: http://agb.org/trusteeship/2014/novemberdecember/the-trustee-
voice-about-the-future-of-higher-education-governance, accessed February 2016; Association of Governing
Boards of Universities and Colleges, “Survey of Board Professionals: Who They Are, What They Do, and Their
Important Role in Governance,” 2015; Kiley, K, “What's Up With Boards These Days?” Inside Higher Ed, July
2, 2016; Public Agenda, “A Difficult Balance,” December 2015; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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A Delicate Balance

Difficult to Determine Right Amount of Information to Share with Boards

However, there are two key challenges in communicating meaningful financial information to boards.
First, determining how much financial information to share can be a tricky balancing act.
Communicating too little information can cause board members to misinterpret the institution’s true
financial position or question if administrative leaders are “hiding the ball.” On the other hand,
communicating too much financial information can cause board members to focus undue attention on
less significant details (e.g., employee travel spend). Worse still, communicating too much financial
information can contribute to data fatigue, where board members are overwhelmed by the volume of
data and disengage completely.

The Effect of Information Quantity on Board Engagement

Too Little Information Too Much Information

Under-informed board members likely to Board members with access to all of an
misunderstand institution’s financial institution’s financial information waste
profile or disengage from their valuable time micromanaging institutional
responsibilities as financial stewards. finances or disengage from data fatigue.

A board focused on the most critical high-level

data points is more engaged and better prepared
to contribute useful insights.

Ultimately, senior leaders should aim to communicate just enough information to generate trust and
leverage boards’ financial expertise but not enough to generate unwanted scrutiny or data fatigue
among board members.

Source: Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Not an Apples-to-Apples Conversation

Boards Don’t Always Realize Differences Between Higher Ed and Private Sector

Even when board members have the right amount of financial information, they do not always
understand it. The second challenge in communicating meaningful financial information is conveying
the distinctions between higher education and private sector finance. Notably, 75% of board members
at private institutions and 50% at public institutions have backgrounds in private-sector finance or
accounting—experience that undoubtedly prepares them to fulfill their responsibilities as financial
stewards. However, private-sector finance expertise can also render board members quick to
underestimate important differences between higher education and the private sector. This sometimes
leads board members to incorrectly believe they can directly apply private-sector solutions to higher
education challenges.

"Why are we giving “Can’t we hire more
so many students adjunct faculty to
tuition discounts?” teach classes?"

“"Why do we still '—| [—0 “We're investing
have a religious Potential Questions from Board heavily in student
studies department if . Members with Non-Higher ‘ success. Why is
it only graduated two our graduation
majors this year?” Ed BaCkgrounds rate so low?”

“If interest in business “How is the School of

degrees is increasing, can't Social Work in the red but

we start a business school still carrying reserves?”

to attract more students?”

Importantly, even if some board members recognize their struggle to understand higher education
finance, few are willing to acknowledge their confusion—particularly under the watchful eyes of
reporters and other stakeholders during formal board meetings. Therefore, it is even more important
for finance and administrative leaders to convey information that proactively addresses the particulars
of the higher education industry.

Source: Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, “Policies,
Practices and Composition of Governing Boards of Independent Colleges and
Universities,” 2010; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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A Balanced Approach

Dashboards Isolate and Convey Most Important Metrics in User-Friendly Format

Fortunately, financial dashboards offer an established and accessible solution to higher education’s
financial communication challenges. Dashboards, properly deployed, identify a limited subset of the
most important institution-level financial metrics and communicate them in an intelligible manner.
Limiting the information communicated by the dashboard ensures that board members focus on the
most important metrics and strategic imperatives. More importantly, boards that are engaged and
focused on critical financial metrics can more effectively partner with institutional leadership to
generate progressive and industry-appropriate solutions to their institutions’ most pressing
challenges.

Impact of Reporting Format on Board Engagement

& [ =
|

Senior leaders give boards Senior leaders share Senior leaders give boards
brief financial update financial dashboard complete financial reports
with boards
Board members Board members Board members
skeptical, disengaged appropriately engaged overwhelmed, prone

to micromanagement

”m

Study in Brief: Developing a Data-Driven University

Of course, to create effective dashboards, institutions also need strong data
governance processes to ensure the underlying data is reliable. For best practices
on data governance and increasing analytic capabilities, please refer to the
Business Affairs Forum’s study Developing a Data-Driven University. Electronic and
hard copies can be accessed at eab.com/baf.

Source: Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Executive Framework

Three Steps to Successfully Design, Build, and Deploy Dashboards

To help finance leaders better communicate financial information, this publication details a three-step
process to design and deploy impactful board-facing dashboards. In the first step, business executives
design and build dashboards that visualize and contextualize a limited selection of critical metrics.
Next, executives support dashboard users with supplementary resources and regular updates to
continually ensure the dashboard’s effectiveness. Finally, business executives redeploy board-facing
dashboards to meet the information needs of other campus stakeholders through minimal but

important modifications.

Step 1 Step 2

Design and Build a Continually Support
Board-Facing Dashboard Users
Financial Dashboard

+ Consideration 1: « Consideration 5:
Selecting key Constructing a narrative
performance metrics around dashboard data
» Consideration 2: » Consideration 6:
Visualizing and Providing
displaying metrics supplementary information
» Consideration 3: » Consideration 7:
Contextualizing data Updating dashboard metrics

« Consideration 4:
Integrating principled
discussion triggers

* Compendium of
Sample Dashboards

Leveraging Private-Sector Tactics (Where Appropriate)

Step 3

Adapt the Dashboard
to Different Audiences

» Consideration 8:
Engaging academic leaders
with dashboard data

Having effectively used dashboards to communicate with governing boards for decades, the
private sector has much to teach higher education about building and deploying impactful financial
dashboards. At the same time, the differences between private sector and higher education
finance render some corporate practices irrelevant and call for education-specific approaches.
Across the three steps and eight considerations listed above, this publication will identify areas
both where higher education can and should emulate established private-sector best practice and

where unique solutions are needed.

©2016 EAB « All Rights Reserved ¢ 33395 12
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@ EAB

Design and Build a Board-
Facing Financial Dashboard

STEP

» Consideration 1: Selecting key performance metrics

» Consideration 2: Visualizing and displaying metrics

« Consideration 3: Contextualizing data

» Consideration 4: Integrating principled discussion triggers
* Compendium of Sample Dashboards
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Consideration 1: Selecting Key Performance Metrics

No Need to Reinvent the Wheel

Most Senior Leaders Share Similar Set of Dashboard Metrics with Boards

The first consideration when building a board-facing financial dashboard is choosing the right metrics
to display. Selecting key performance indicators and financial metrics can initially seem
overwhelming, as the possibilities are extensive. For example, a recent AGB! survey on higher
education performance indicators identified more than 200 different ratios and indices that colleges
and universities are utilizing to measure operating and financial performance.

Association for Institutional Research
Board-Level Dashboard Survey

n=66

Advancement 72.7%
Alumni Gifts 13.6%
Alumni Giving Rate 57.6%
Financial Aid 63.6%
Total Gifts 39.4%
Tuition Discount/Tuition Reliance 31.8%
Endowment and Expenses 80.3%
Endowment Market Value 51.5%
Endowment per FTE Student 24.2%
Endowment Return 18.2%
Expenditures/Total Research Support 34.8%
General Enroliment Data 77.3%
Graduation Rates 72.7%
Retention Rates 71.2%
Undergraduate Enroliment 66.7%
Physical Plant 37.9%
Plant Reinvestment Rate 6.1%

Seat/Station Utilization 6.1%

Space Utilization 4.5%

Student faculty ratio 54.5%
Tuition and Fees 47%

Net Tuition per Student 9.1%

Tuition and Fees Revenue 24.2%

However, despite the wealth of options, most institutions largely agree on the most important metrics
to share. The survey of board dashboards above shows a small set of core metrics are widely used
across the industry. While the exact list of metrics will of course vary by institution, finance leaders
should not reinvent the wheel. The above metrics provide a proven starting point for metric selection.

Many finance executives also use financial indicator ratios to monitor financial health. Financial
indicator ratios can communicate complex financial information to boards without the time and
expertise typically required to analyze raw financial data. For a menu of commonly used higher
education financial indicator ratios, please see the appendix of this publication.

Source: Association for Institutional Research, “Institutional Dashboards: Navigational Tool
1) Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges for Colleges and Universities,” 2012; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Analysis Paralysis

Isolate Metrics That Facilitate Understanding and Buy-In

Beyond those standard sets of metrics, all institutions should follow the three-step filtering process
outlined below when selecting board-level metrics. Drawing on both private sector and higher
education best practices, this process ensures metrics reflect both industry norms and institution-
specific priorities.

The most impactful dashboards isolate a small subset of available metrics to share consistently. This
serves two purposes. First, the dashboard is easier to skim and understand, increasing the likelihood
that board members will engage with the information. Additionally, isolating a select few metrics
emphasizes the importance of those metrics to the institution’s financial health.

Three-Step Process for Establishing Dashboard Metrics

-

4

® 000 ©
Determine Critical Engage Board in Selection
Set Parameters - . . .
Baseline Metrics of Remaining Metrics

+ Limit dashboard to no more » Select majority of dashboard + Allow flexibility to accommodate
than 20 metrics, which is metrics through metrics of importance to board
private-sector best practice executive conversation - May be less critical to

+ Metric requirements: » Choose metrics most critical to understanding of institution

understanding institution financial health, but may be

— Easy to calculate and . - o !
understand financial health critical for buy-in
« Draw from industry financial

~ Quantitative ratios, KPI inclusion survey,

— Require little manual industry guidance, and
manipulation institutional strategic priorities
— Updated at predictable
intervals

After establishing parameters, senior leaders include the metrics most critical to understanding their
institution’s financial health. Business executives should decide upon these metrics through discussion
with multiple academic and administrative leaders to ensure the dashboard presents a comprehensive
picture of the institution.

Finally, business executives engage board members in the selection of remaining metrics. In
particular, leaders should consider including metrics that are less critical to understanding the
institution’s financial picture but help secure board buy-in.

Source: Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Consideration 2: Visualizing and Displaying Metrics

Keep It Simple

Concise, Static Format and Clear Illustrations Help Users Engage with Dashboard

The second consideration when building a board-facing financial dashboard is determining how to
visualize and display metrics. Some higher education administrators have hesitated to utilize
dashboards because of the high standard set by many private-sector dashboards, mistakenly
believing they must emulate the complex, cloud-based tools that update metrics in real-time. On the
contrary, higher education’s business model makes real-time dashboards unnecessary, as the

majority of important financial data points change only a few times per year.

Three Tips for Designing Board-Facing Dashboards

Be Concise

 Limiting static dashboards to
three pages or less enhances
likelihood that board members
will engage with content

 Private sector standard
dashboard length is 1-3 pages

Use Data Visualizations

« Adding data visualizations
simplifies complex KPIs and
allows more data to be shared
in less space

* Most effective private sector
data visualization elements are
bar charts and pie charts

<l

Reserve Space for

Time-Sensitive Data

« Reserving a portion of
dashboard for temporarily
urgent data ensures
important, time-specific
information is front-of-mind
for board members

* Duke University’s

dashboard features 10 total
metrics, including 2-3
contextual metrics that
change annually

Many institutions have successfully shared static dashboards, distributed electronically or in hard
copy. Rather than expending resources to build automated, cloud-based reporting tools, higher
education leaders maximize the utility of static dashboards by making their content and layout
accessible and engaging. The three design tips above offer straightforward ways to increase the utility
of static board-facing dashboards.

Source: Association for Institutional Research, “Institutional Dashboards: Navigational Tool for
Colleges and Universities,” 2012; Champagne, B, “Too Many KPIs? Tips for Metrics Hoarders,”
available at: https://epmedge.com/2011/02/24/too-many-kpis-tips-for-metrics-hoarders/, accessed
February 2016; Duke University, Durham, NC; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Consideration 3: Contextualizing Metrics

Putting Metrics in Context

Historical and Peer Data Help Users Understand Institutional and Industry Trends

The third consideration when building board-level dashboards is contextualizing metrics. While the
design and layout of dashboard data is important, data depicted in isolation is only part of the story.
The most effective dashboards display KPIs alongside contextual data—reference points which allow
users to understand trends and make effective judgments about those trends. This is particularly
important at colleges and universities, where board members might not have the background in
higher education finance to fully understand the significance of some KPIs on their own.

Historical Data

« Private-sector best practice is to d|sp|ay 5 years of 2-Yr Trend Mos't:;:c/elm‘sws 1011 1/ 1213 1314 184/15  15/16
historical data ENROLLMENT
L. . . . d lled T~—
« Three types of indicators illustrate historical trends: New Students Enrolle © - oo msm el e
Undergraduate Headcount e~ . 2172 2,174 2,229 2,160 2112 2,096
- Stopllght SCheme COIOrS (red' yeIIow, green) Acceptance Rate/Selectivity [+] T 817%  80.6%  80.4%  80.8%  793%  78.0%
- Arrow indicators Yield o TN 345%  310%  314%  307%  307%  204%
_ Trend |IneS Average ACT Score - Freshmen Qo 25 25 25 25 25 25
Average GPA - Freshmen (4] —— 3.47 3.46 348 3.46 3.49 352
- St. Norbert College’s financial dashboard (excerpted
at right, full version on page 29) displays five years of
historical data, with colors and trend lines illustrating
how metrics are trending
Peer Data
» Two ways to display peer assessment data: Composite Financial Index

- Peer group comparative data

- Trend lines on institutional data indicating peer median or
75th percentile

+ Trinity University’s financial dashboard (excerpted at right,
full version on page 27) illustrates peer institution median
metrlcs USIng a QOId trend Ilne 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Best-in-class financial dashboards display two types of contextual data alongside KPIs. First,
historical data helps users understand trends over time. While 78% of private sector financial
dashboards display historical data, presently only 12% of higher education dashboards do the same.

Second, peer data helps board members understand where their institution’s performance exceeds
or lags peers. Currently, just 21% of financial dashboards in higher education contain peer
assessment data. Admittedly, though, peer data in higher education is more difficult to obtain than
in the private sector, and even when available, it does not always translate well across institutions.
All institutions should seek to include peer data where possible, but recognize the limitations on
availability and applicability.

Source: Association for Institutional Research, “Institutional Dashboards: Navigational
Tool for Colleges and Universities,” 2012; St. Norbert College, De Pere, WI; Trinity
University, San Antonio, TX; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Consideration 4: Integrating Principled Discussion Triggers

Directing Attention to Potential Concern Areas

The fourth consideration when building a board-facing dashboard is integrating principled discussion
triggers. Dashboards will likely include more financial metrics than the board can discuss each
session. However, identifying which KPI trends truly warrant further discussion can be difficult, and
allowing the board itself to decide in the moment can invite contentious (and time-consuming)
debate.

Instead, to maximize a board’s time together, business executives should set principled discussion
triggers. Discussion triggers are quantitative values for each KPI that, if reached, signal the
institution’s ability to sustain its mission is at risk. Incorporating concrete triggers into the dashboard
establishes a clear system to determine which metrics a board should—and should not—focus when
convened. For example, a business executive might conclude that a tuition discount rate above 50%
is unsustainable and requires board action. If the institution’s discount rate crosses that threshold, it
enters “alert” status and is automatically placed on the next board meeting’s agenda for discussion.

Association of Governing Boards of Universities
and Colleges’ Warning Signs for Financial Assets

« Increasing cost of debt service

« Current expenditures outpacing current revenues

+ Key revenue streams declining while expenditures increasing
» Student aid increasing as a proportion of tuition

» Reserves to operating expenses decreasing

+ Tuition discount rate increasing

* Major secondary revenue streams decreasing

« Cost per FTE significantly outpacing peers

While there is no universal formula for determining discussion triggers, business leaders consider
historical trends, peer benchmarks, and external literature on what constitutes a financially sound
college or university when setting thresholds. In addition to considering what metric levels are
reasonable for their institutions, business leaders should consider the Association of Governing Boards
of Universities and Colleges’ warning signs for financial assets, summarized above.

Business leaders should obtain board agreement on trigger values before potential issues arise,
allowing executives to more effectively leverage boards as strategic partners, jointly engaged in
creating and maintaining sustainable business models.

Source: Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, available at:
ttp://www.udc.edu/docs/irap/bb/Benchmarking%20Dashboards.pdf, accessed
August 8, 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Principled Discussion Triggers in Practice

Trinity University’s Planning Thresholds Alert Board to Unsatisfactory Metrics

Trinity University has included principled discussion triggers in its board-facing financial dashboard
since 2013. When setting trigger levels, leadership considered seven years of historical data from
Trinity and thirty-three peer institutions. Leadership also incorporated external guidance on what
constitutes a financially healthy institution, most notably Prager & Co.’s Strategic Financial Analysis
in Higher Education. Trinity’s dashboard uses red dots to identify KPIs in “alert” status, as
illustrated below.

Trinity University’s Dashboard Discussion Threshold Example

Trend line indicates Red alarm dot Dark middle Vertical gold bar Wide bar
Trinity’s current indicates current year bar reflects represents peer denotes

and five previous value fails to meet Trinity current schools’ current planning
years’ trend planning threshold year value year median value threshold

/ﬁﬁ\/h ‘ Return on _" 5 .
' Net Assets

0% 2% 4% 6%

Monitoring Financial Sustainability While Investing in Mission

“We set the thresholds with realistic ongoing operations in mind. We
don’t want to be so conservative on the budget that we're choking our
mission to increase our numbers, but we also don’t want to erode the
financial sustainability of the institution.®

Gary Logan
Vice President for Finance and Administration, Trinity University

Trinity’s Chief Business Officer reports that its dashboard’s discussion triggers have changed the
board’s attitude towards financial data. After working under the current dashboard format for a few
years, board members now recognize the need to understand the factors causing metrics to enter
“alert” status and work towards improving metrics on “alert” over the long-term.

Source: Trinity University, San Antonio, TX; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Compendium of Sample Dashboards

To further assist finance leaders in designing and building a board-level dashboard, pages 21-35 of this
publication offer a compendium of high-functioning sample dashboards from both inside and outside
higher education. These dashboards provide concrete examples of which metrics institutions have
included and how they have displayed them. For each dashboard, the three design characteristics most

worthy of emulation are highlighted, along with a brief description.

Higher Education Dashboards

Marquette University’s Financial Performance Dashboard

]
@ Trinity University Financial Dashboard
TRINITY

UNIVERSITY

St. Norbert College’s Annual Dashboard
Southern Illinois University System’s Dashboard

Texas State University’s Productivity Dashboard

Out of Sector Dashboards

@mmonfon Municipal Government - The City of Edmonton’s Citizen Dashboard

AMIDDI;{ESSPEZE Health Care - Middlesex Health System’s Dashboard

Source: Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.

eab.com
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Compendium of Sample Dashboards: Higher Education

#1: Marquette University

Marquette University communicates financial information to institutional stakeholders through its
Financial Performance Dashboard. The dashboard is constructed as a 9-page PDF document, although
all dashboard KPIs are summarized on the first page. Marquette hosts its dashboard online and
updates the document’s metrics on a monthly basis.

Top Three Dashboard Design Takeaways

Design Element Description

Front page of dashboard isolates eight most critical

Limited Metrics

KPIs
. Dashboard summarizes all KPIs on first page of nine-
Concise Format
page document
gé Data Visualizations Sﬁ;t?unlcates KPIs through accessible pie and bar

Source: Marquette University, available at: http://www.marquette.edu/financeoffice/documents/2015-
01Dashboard.pdf, accessed February 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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#1: Marquette University (cont.)

The purpose of the Marquette Financial Performance dashboard is to give the reader a clear depiction of

Marquette's financial health.

Click on any chart to see trends and explanations of each topic. For more information or to ask a question about
any topic, click on the Ask a Question, found at the top of each trend page.

For an analysis of this information, visit the Treasurer's Comments.

Undergraduate and Graduate FTEPs
2,500
2,000
1,500
1,000

WBudget W Actual

Cash Investments

$140,000 $120,504 $125,696
$120,000
$100,000
$80,000
$60,000
$40,000

$20,000 $10,000
$0

$39,165
$17,900

Jan 2014 Jan 2015

1 Operating Fund M Restricted Fund @ Strategic Fund

FY15 Operating Revenue Projection

$265,051

549,809

[
u $4,500

S0 $50,000 $100,000  $150,000  $200,000  $250,000  $300,000

m Net Tuition & Fees m Other Income m Residence Life 1 Contributions

FY15 - Capital Budget Projection
$6,855

$18,145
® Prior/Annual Commitments

1 Safety & Security
i Strategic Facility Priorities
M Other Projects

$24,235
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Programs Budgeted in Student Credit Hours

II T II II il II I __
&
S ) & s
© S

&

S
o

®Budget M Actual

Endowment Market Value
As of January 2015
$533.2

$509,440
$5,949

$17,826

wPooled  m Separately Invested ~ + Helen W. Klingler Trusts

FY15 Operating Expense Projection

$223,588

$67,831
$60,834

$50,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000

mCe i @ Non-Di: i y M Di i y  @Surplus

Bursar Cash Collections

$148,725 $156,353

$116,639 $115,335

FY 2014 FY 2015

WFYTD Student Cash Payment Collections W FYTD Disbursed Financial Aid (cash)

Source: Marquette University, available at: http://www.marquette.edu/financeoffice/documents/2015-

01Dashboard.pdf, accessed February 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Compendium of Sample Dashboards: Higher Education

#2: Trinity University

Trinity University communicates financial data with a broad cross-section of institutional
stakeholders using a 15-page financial dashboard. The dashboard concentrates KPIs on a single
page, shown to the right. The remainder of the document includes a dashboard user guide and
written narratives explaining the most important dashboard conclusions. A sample narrative is

included in the appendix of this publication.

The dashboard is built as a PDF document and is updated annually.

Top Three Dashboard Design Takeaways

Design Element Description

I_l_._ Contextual Data

KPIs presented alongside seven-year trend data and
peer averages

Semi-Flexible Formatting

Bottom left section of dashboard reserved for
temporarily urgent metrics, while remaining sections
display same KPIs each period

& Principled Discussion Triggers

Each KPI has accompanying threshold or trigger, set
to a value that if reached would impede Trinity’s
ability to sustain its mission; KPIs that cross
thresholds enter “Alert” status and are placed on
next board meeting’s agenda for discussion; see
pages 20-21 of this publication for additional detail

©2016 EAB « All Rights Reserved ¢ 33395

Source: Trinity University, San Antonio, TX; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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#2: Trinity University (cont.)

TRINITY UNIVERSITY

wmm Trinity s== Planning Threshold

=== PeerInstitution Median . Alert

Composite Financial Index

Endowment Returns (Per Audit Footnotes)

20% 16.2%
10%
0%
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
10% e
-20%  -16.9%)g 79,

Internally Managed= S 822.2 FHIT= $365.7 Total= $1,187.9

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Core Ratios Other Metrics
7 Yr. History FY 2015 7 Yr. History FY 2015
/ ,/ T T~
SN oy, —
0 —(— Plant (oweris
eserve
0 2 4 6 better) 0 5 10 15 20
Viability E / ization of Plant 1
0 2 4 6 8 0.0 05 1.0 15 20
A\
VA e
~__/ . 1
Income (lower s better)
0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 0% 2% 4% 6% 8%
T % Growth in
0 [ i e Ton  —
Net Assets
0% 2% 4% 6% Revenues o, 2% 4% 6%
Debt Information Operating Revenues (FY15) in thousands
l e e
. - Contribution
Bond Rating long-term (S&P) ~ AA Net Tuition Revenue 43,058 0% 1% 1% 2% 2% 3%
Bond Rating short-term (S&P) ~ A-1+ Endowment 36,946 .
Lowest pro forma credit rating Funds Held in Trust by Others 10,000 //\/\ Growth in I
per 5-yr. model assumptions  AA Contibutions 3,788 Expgn;es (lower -
Debt Covenant compliance?  Yes Auxiliaries 21,089 is better) 19, -5% 0% 5%
Debt Policy Compliance? Yes Other 12,771
Total Operating Revenue 127,652
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Source: Trinity University, San Antonio, TX; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Compendium of Sample Dashboards: Higher Education

#3: St. Norbert College

St. Norbert College communicates financial data with its board using a single-page financial

dashboard, constructed as a PDF. While the dashboard was initially shared only with the college’s

board, the tool has been so well-received that it is now shared with a broader cross-section of

institutional stakeholders. The dashboard KPIs are updated annually, although select KPIs are updated

intermittently as needed.

Top Three Dashboard Design Takeaways

Design Element Description

Limited Metrics

Displays 12 financial KPIs and highlights the most
important information for measuring the institution’s
results in boldface

I_I_._ Contextual Data

Includes five years of historical data in both chart and
trend line form

}II Trend Indicators

Allows users to quickly assess each KPI through both
stoplight indicators and colored trend lines

©2016 EAB « All Rights Reserved ¢ 33395

Source: St. Norbert College, De Pere, WI; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.

26

eab.com



#3: St. Norbert College (cont.)

Updated 2/29/16
2-Yr Trend Most Recent 5 Yrs 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 14/15 15/16
(High/Low)

ENROLLMENT
New Students Enrolled Q Tl 662 655 644 583 572 646
Undergraduate Headcount S~ 2,172 2,174 2,229 2,160 2,112 2,096
Acceptance Rate/Selectivity Qo o "‘*\\‘ 81.7%  80.6%  80.4%  80.8%  79.3%  78.0%
Yield o T 345%  31.0%  31.4%  307%  307%  20.4%
Average ACT Score - Freshmen (] 25 25 25 25 25 25
Average GPA - Freshmen o . . - 3.47 3.46 3.48 3.46 3.49 3.52
ACADEMIC
Student/Faculty Ratio 4 - 14.7 14.1 14.4 13.8 136 13.5
FT Faculty with Terminal Degree Q J— ° 88% 87% 87% 88% 89% 90%
Average Undergrad Class Size V' o . 219 213 214 20.8 20.4 20.2
First Year Retention Rate V] /'/\\//* 84% 81% 84% 80% 84% 82%
6-Year Graduation Rate Qo e 70% 75% 74% 70% 73%
ADVANCEMENT
Campaign (% of Goal) Qo . : 25.4% 55.7% 81.6%  101.3%  117.5%
Total Gift Production (Mill $) o e . 171 275 24 171 140
St. Norbert Annual Fund (Mill S) Qo \\,, . 1.6 14 14 15 1.6
Alumni Participation e . 19.4% 18.2% 18.3% 17.2% 16.7%
FINANCE
Composite Financial Index (CFl) ;Lki 5.13 2.80 6.24 4.28 2.49
Operating Cash (Mill $) [+] TN 17.9 207 232 8.7 71
Investments & Trust Assets (Mill S) o T 88.8 83.1 100.8 114.4 1043
Long-Term Debt (Mill $) (] - N 316 301 2938 334 17.9
Changes in Net Assets (Mill S) (] ~_ ~ 23.7 6.8 343 23.1 5.5
Endowment MV (Mill S) Qo . — 73.2 71.0 85.1 96.0 105.5
Capital Fund MV (Mill 5) Q BN 16.8 16.0 17.5 189 43
Investment Fund MV (Mill S) Q L 90.0 87.0 102.6 114.9 109.7
Investment Fund Return Q « 20.7% -4.8% 17.8% 14.1% 4.8%
Overall Tuition Discount - ° 42.0%  41.9%  43.1%  433%  43.6%
New Student Tuition Discount . o 51.0% 48.5% 48.8% 49.0% 49.1% 48.9%
Increase in Net Tuition Rev TN 1.8% 4.8% 4.9% 1.0% 0.4%
EXTERNAL RANKINGS
U.S. News Ranking - Liberal Arts Colleges @ T 127 127 138 134 123 127
Key Performance Indicators (KPlIs) in bold print are quantifiable measurements that reflect the critical success factors of an organizaton.
*  Projections are in italics.

Source: St. Norbert College, De Pere, WI; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Compendium of Sample Dashboards: Higher Education

#4: Southern Illinois University System

The Southern Illinois University System communicates a broad set of multi-topic KPIs using its
System-Wide Dashboard. The document is constructed as a multi-page PDF file, with linked section
headings and graphics that make navigating the dashboard easier. The dashboard is used by the
entire campus community and is accessible to the general public online.

Top Three Dashboard Design Takeaways

Design Element Description

Key metrics organized into five main categories on

Limited Metrics first page of dashboard

Ié Concise Format Includes two tabs of financial KPIs

% Data Visualizations Uses pie and bar charts to illustrate financial data

Source: Southern Illinois University System, available at: siusystem.edu/pdf/system-dashboard-website.pdf,
accessed February 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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#4: Southern Illinois University System (cont.)

Southern Illinois University System Dashboard

Fall Headcount

| 20037 ‘\4‘_
19,817 18,847

17,964 17,989

Total Employees
Fall 2014

Tuition and Fees
12,093

12,248

11,528

14133 14235 14,055 1.3350 13972 9,666 9,738
sa01 8865 9251

1.0%

0 T

Fall10 Fall11 Fall12 Fall13 Fall 14
e=4==S|UC Enrollment === S|UE Enrollment

[¢] T T T T
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
e S|UC il S|UE

M White M Minority @ International

15,000,000 External Award Expenses Fiscal 2015 Expenditure Budget

12,000,000 som
9,000,000
6,000,000

3,000,000

Budget Finance

Total Revenues by Source % of Total Revenues by Source
Fiscal 2015
100%
Revenue Bond Operations Income Fund 90%
Self-Supporting _—
o2 All Other All Other All Other
70% 1— 1
60% +— -
50% -
40 Tuition & Tuition & Tuition &
Grants & Contracts 2 Istudent Fees Student Fee: [student Fees
30% -
20% 1T— —
2.0% General General General
i 10% Revenu Revenu evenu:
Indirect Costs
0%
FY13 FY14 FY15

Source: FY 15 Budget Book

Source: Southern Illinois University System, available at: siusystem.edu/pdf/system-dashboard-website.pdf,
accessed February 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Compendium of Sample Dashboards: Higher Education

#5: Texas State University System

The Texas State University System shares a set of multi-topic KPIs with campus stakeholders using a
productivity dashboard. The dashboard is built in Tableau and hosted on the system’s website for
public access. The Tableau-based interface allows the dashboard to link an extensive amount of more
detailed data for interested users.

Top Three Dashboard Design Takeaways

Design Element Description

Isolates critical KPIs on dashboard front page, with links to
supporting data and related metrics

Limited Metrics

Highlights 11 of 32 available metrics on the front page; each
@ Concise Format metric is accompanied by a large, bolded percentage change and
brief description of its recent performance

q . - Drill-down tabs contain data visualizations designed to illustrate
é Data Visualizations . . .
more detailed KPI information

Source: Texas State University System, available at: http://www.tsus.edu/dashboard.html,
accessed February 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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#5: Texas State University System (cont.)

measures.

20

PERCENT
LOWER

PERCENT
LOWER

25

PERCENT
LESS

23

PERCENT
DECREASE

83

PERCENT

93

PERCENT
INCREASE

Productivity Dashboard

The Texas State University System does more with less - with better result - than any other university system in Texas.
With a 53 percent increase in degree production over the last decade, TSUS institutions are responding to the demands of
our growing state and producing graduates who contribute to Texas' economic vitality and quality of life. The Texas State
University System's state appropriation per student is 25 percent lower than the state average, and our tuition and fees are
among the lowest in the state. Our Productivity Dashboard provides data on these and other important performance

ADMINISTRATIVE COST PER STUDENT

The average administrative cost per TSUS student was 20% lower than the average administrative cost per
student across the state. Since 2010, the state average had increased by 10% while the TSUS average has

increased by less than one percent.

TUITION AND FEES

TSUS tuition and fees have been consistently below the state average in every year over the past decade,

8% lower in the most recent year.

STATE APPROPRIATION PER STUDENT

In 2015, the average state appropriation per TSUS student was 25% less than the average state

appropriation per student for all Texas public universities.

ENROLLMENT

Enroliment

Enroliment by Level
Enroliment by Race/Ethnicity
Transfer Student Enroliment

Contact Hour Production

Semester Credit Hour

Production
STUDENT SUCCESS

® Employed and/or Enrolled

@ Degrees

@ Degrees by Level

@ Degrees by Race/Ethnicity
® Degrees to At-Risk-Students
@ Transfer Student Degrees

@ Transfer Student Graduation
Rate

One-Year Retention Rate

One-Year Retention Rate by
Race/Ethnicity
Six-Year Graduation Rate

Six-Year Graduation Rate by
Race/Ethnicity

REVENUE, COSTS, &
SPACE ALLOCATION
® State Support

@ Tuition and Fees

® Administrative Cost per FTSE
@ Total Revenue per FTSE

STATE SUPPORT

Since 2005, state support as a percent of total rev| TsUS

51.5m

§1.600

EMPLOYED AND/OR ENROLLE
§1.400
Over the past decade, more than 80% of TSUS g

graduate program in Texas within one year of gra

.20
in the state.

$1.000
DEGREES s

Over the past decade, the number of degrees aw:

23% higher than the state's rate of growth.

sm

“m

2m

=

universities and state and technical colleges.

Administrative Cost per FTSE

Statewlds

» Since 2010 the state average has increased by 10% while the TSUS average has increased by less than one percent.
= The average 2015 adminisirative cost per TSUS studert was 20% lower than the sverage sdministrative cost per student ot ofl Texas public

h
itr+ableau

W2
2015
Yoar
20
15

TS

Satewide
$1625
sms

Source: Texas State University System, available at: http://www.tsus.edu/dashboard.html,

accessed February 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Compendium of Sample Dashboards: Out of Sector

#6: City of Edmonton, Alberta

The City of Edmonton keeps its residents well-informed about a wide variety of issues using its web-
based Citizen Dashboard, which the public can easily access. Despite sharing a variety of KPIs over
multiple topics, its tabular interface and reliance on simple, consistent data visualizations keep the
KPIs from becoming overwhelming for users.

Top Three Dashboard Design Takeaways

Design Element Description

Limited Metrics Isolates four critical financial KPIs
Includes seven years of historical data in straightforward
Contextual Data
bar charts
A Uses stoplight color scheme indicators to illustrate whether
_._.]_ Trend Indicators metrics meet or exceed target, are nearing target, or need
improvement
Source: City of Edmonton, Alberta, Canada, available at: https://dashboard.edmonton.ca
accessed February 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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#6: City of Edmonton, Alberta (cont.)

©

FINANCE

] TAX-SUPPORTED CITY ASSET / CREDIT RATING AA+
DEBT SERVICE RATIO SUSTAINABILITY ACHIEVED GOAL

oef 20\5

5-YEAR ROLLING AVERAGE @

@ Meets or Exceeds Target Near Target €@ Needs Improvement @ Measuring @& Collecting Data

The Citizen Dashboard is best viewed using the following browsers: Chrome, Firefox, Safari, and 1E9 or higher. Note: Use of IE7 or 8 may result in diminished functionality.

Finance

Tax-Supported Debt Service Ratio

Goal: Maintain tax-supported debt service ratio below 15%, consistent with
direction set by City Council (City Council-approved Debt Management Fiscal
Policy C203Q). epeeieas=>

On Track
10.6. . @) e

Current as of Dec 2015 Dec 2016 Target

Measure Description

venues. This ratio also reflects the
current debt load. To be updated yearly

Tax-supported Debt Service Ratio measures tl
rating revenue that is committed toward paying both principal and interest on th

orted debt servicing to tax-sup)

amou

as data becomes available

Historical Data

Percentage
= =1
K .

Report Period
| oor asmio - - TaRGET US|

Source: City of Edmonton, Alberta, Canada, available at: https://dashboard.edmonton.ca,
accessed February 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Compendium of Sample Dashboards: Out of Sector

#1: Middlesex Health System

The Middlesex Health System board tracks productivity and financial health using a 15-page

dashboard. The resource is shared as a PDF and is generated quarterly for board meetings. It uses
trend indicators to help users understand both the short- and long-term trend directions as well as the

trends’ implications on overall financial health.

Top Three Dashboard Design Takeaways

Design Element Description

Limited Metrics

Isolates four critical financial KPIs, along with clear, jargon-free
description of each

II Contextual Data

Compares each KPI's performance to the same quarter, prior year

}.I Trend Indicators

Displays stoplight indicators for each metric on both current
quarter performance and YTD performance; qualifiers alongside
indicators signify which KPIs fared above or below budget

or target

©2016 EAB « All Rights Reserved ¢ 33395

Source: The American Hospital Association’s Great Boards, available at: http://www.greatboards.org/pubs/sample dashboard.pdf,

accessed February 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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#1: Middlesex Health System (cont.)

SIPRLESEX HEALTH STSTEM

Dashboard

Page 4

FISCAL 2003 - THIRD QUARTER & YEAR-TO-DATE

(APRIL 1, 2003 - JUNE 30, 2003)
REPORT OF MIDDLESEX HEALTH SYSTEM PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
Fi*A THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2003

Financial

3 0tr. ¥TD

[ EACGY] |

| Operatng Margin

3 Quarter Budget = 2.3%
3% Chuarter 2002 = 2.3%

Wibove Budget
HEBudget
HEelow Budget

Measure of the hospitals financial viability abzert
invesiment income and charitable contributions;
indicates the hospitals internal cash-generating
ahility exzantial far meeting debit senvice obliga-
tians. The 2% benchmark is imtzrnally deseloped
and believed 1o be a reasonable target to fund
fuiure irvestments in tiechnology and infrastruc-
ture. Historically, the average operating margin in
the state has been 1%. In the last several years,
hnmvar the industry marging in Conmecticut have

negative. For Frscal 2001, the average operat-
|ru%]rrghr-gnmme SA0E WAE dlgh‘th,l ower breakeven
at

Bz | B

Days Cash on Hand

3* Ouarter Budger = 30.0
3 Ouarter 2002 = 31.6

=30 Days
W30 Days
<30 Days

Indicates the number of days the hospital could
operate if mo further revenue were received,
reflects the hospital's ability to pay operating
papenses with operating cash. e s1atis-
tice are not useful 28 & benchmark since hospitale
aeeount for portions of their cash differently.
Some shew all of it under the hospital while
othvers appartion it between the hospital and &
related entity.

Hs: (B

Days in Accounts
Receivable

3 Charter Budget = 60

3% Chuareer 2002 = 60,4

W65 Days
65 Days
W65 Days

Indicates the number of days revenue the hospital
i coved by Ipalpnrx; an indicator of the strength of
the haspital’s cash flowe The 65 day benchmark is
internally set. Statewsde statistics are not useful
8% & benchmark becawse hospitals wse different
aeeounting methods.

Hs:s B

Debt Service Coverage
Ratio

3 Quarter Budget = 1.25

3 Oarter 2002 = 5.3

W=1.25
W=1.25

Meazures the ratio of funds available for the
i.lrrmntn’rwar‘r. mnlg{land interest payment
atians; proxy Fie Ay Nt amllt-.- or
nra imwarthinass. Tretargl.l:;cnh .24 is dietated by
the debi covenants in the hospitals CHEFA band
documeants.
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Source: The American Hospital Association’s Great Boards, available at: http://www.greatboards.org/pubs/sample dashboard.pdf,
accessed February 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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» Consideration 5: Constructing a narrative around dashboard data
» Consideration 6: Providing supplementary information
» Consideration 7: Updating dashboard metrics
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Consideration 5: Constructing a Narrative Around Dashboard Data

Connecting Finance to Mission

Narratives Help Users Understand How Data Advances Teaching and Research

The fifth consideration when building board-level dashboards is constructing a narrative around

dashboard data. As a mission-driven industry, higher education institutions’ financial goals and KPIs
must ultimately link to teaching, research, and student success outcomes. Displaying the right KPIs
with effective visualizations and contextual data can accomplish this, but often a written or presented
narrative is necessary to ensure board members are connecting the dots between financial data and
mission goals. Narratives also ensure board members interpret dashboard metrics uniformly and

accurately.

Financial dashboard narratives can be shared as written reports or oral presentations. Advantages and

disadvantages of the two approaches are detailed below. Sample written narratives from Trinity
University and Marquette University are available in the appendix of this publication.

Type of Narrative

Written

Advantage

Ensures users have access to
narrative whenever they engage
with dashboard—not just at
semiannual meetings

Disadvantage

Extends length of dashboard,
reducing likelihood that board
members read report

o I
[ 4
-

Oral

Engages board members in
discussion of important trends
and metrics during meetings

Does not add value to dashboard
outside formal board meetings

©2016 EAB « All Rights Reserved ¢ 33395
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Source: Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Consideration 6: Providing Supplementary Information

Going the Extra Mile

Four Types of Supplementary Resources Help Users Understand and Trust Data

The sixth consideration when building board-level financial dashboards is providing supplemental
information. Even with a concise, visual format and clear narrative, some board members may want
or need additional resources to better understand financial data.

The four most common types of supplemental information are detailed below. First, all board
members may benefit from data definitions that detail a KPI's purpose and formula for its calculation.
This will help users better understand KPIs and build trust with the dashboard. Users will typically find
data definitions easier to use if presented on or alongside the dashboard, though definitions can also
be shared in separate documents.

Four Types of Supplementary Dashboard Data Resources

0 m =
1111 il

Data Definitions Raw Data Master Data File Tabular Dashboard
Summary of KPIs’ Original source Separate master Electronically-
purposes and data for each KPI document containing maintained dashboards
calculation formulae clean data used link to more detailed
to generate KPIs KPIs or topic-specific

dashboard tabs

Valuable for all Valuable for financially
board members savvy board members

More financially savvy board members may request access to more detailed reporting and
information. In these cases, financial leaders should consider providing three additional resources—
raw data, master data files, or tabular dashboards. To avoid fatiguing board members with too much
data, access to these resources should be granted only to those users that request it. However, to
maintain trust in the data’s integrity and avoid distracting sidebars, dashboard administrators should
have additional resources available on demand to quickly satisfy user questions and requests.

Source: Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Consideration 7: Updating Dashboard Metrics

Keeping the Dashboard Current

Different KPIs Require Updating at Various Times Throughout Academic Year

The seventh consideration when building board-level dashboards is updating data at regular intervals.
While higher education dashboards do not need to update in real time to be effective, KPIs do change
throughout the year. Periodically updating different indicators—at least prior to each board meeting—
maximizes a board’s time together, as members are able to focus on the most timely metrics during
each meeting. The graphic below depicts the relative updating frequency for common dashboard KPIs.
However, board interest, data availability, and institution-specific strategic priorities should determine
the exact updating frequency of dashboard metrics.

Standard Updating Frequency for Common Dashboard KPIs

Low Medium High
(i.e., annually) (i.e., two times per year) (i.e., quarterly)

- Endowment « Enrollment - Financial ratios

» Student success * Physical plant * Research

« Advancement

* Progress on
institution-specific
strategic initiatives

“At each meeting, I focus on the indicators that have changed since the
previous meeting. That allows us to concentrate on new information.
Since different indicators change at different times, the board has a
chance to discuss all the relevant categories over the course of the year.”

President
Private Research University

Source: Allen C, et al., “Making Metrics Matter: How to Use Indicators to Govern Effectively,” available
at: http://agb.org/trusteeship/2011/januaryfebruary/making-metrics-matter-how-to-use-indicators-to-
govern-effectively, accessed February 2016; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Consideration 8: Engaging Academic Leaders with Dashboard Data

Thinking Beyond the Board

Other Institutional Stakeholders Benefit from Dashboard Engagement

The eighth consideration when building financial dashboards is leveraging the existing dashboard to
engage academic leaders in financial conversations. While the board should be the primary audience
for a financial dashboard, other institutional stakeholders can also benefit from engaging with financial
data. The most frequently identified secondary dashboard audience is academic leaders. The effects of
engaging academic leaders, who often remain at one institution for decades, can be long lasting.

Academic leaders and board members, however, engage with financial data in different ways. Many
business officers wonder if they should build a separate dashboard for academics, tailored to their
unique needs. However, most institutions have found this approach is not worth the effort. Multiple
dashboards are unnecessarily complex for administrators to maintain and can lead to distrust, as
stakeholders perceive different dashboards as providing different accounts of financial health.

Fortunately, board-level dashboards can be converted for use by academic leaders with minimal
adjustments to formatting and deployment. In fact, some business leaders deliberately share their
unaltered board-facing dashboards with their academic leaders in order to demystify board
proceedings and build toward a culture of trust and transparency. The following page details key
lessons learned and mistakes to avoid when engaging academic leaders in institutional finances.

Source: Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Deploying Financial Dashboards with Academics

Solutions to Common Challenges

Challenge

Solution

Example

If academic leaders
don’t understand
financial data...

...provide financial
data literacy
training.

g

Higher Education Finance Training Course

The University of South Carolina’s Academic
Leadership Development Program (ALDP) identifies
4-5 associate professors each year as potential
academic leaders and trains them on key university
operations, including finance.

l?l °®
m

Academic Leader Internship Program

The University of Nevada, Las Vegas’' academic leader
internship program pairs up-and-coming faculty members
who have expressed interest in leadership positions with
administrative leaders to learn about administrative
operations and priorities.

If academic leaders
don't trust
financial data...

...involve academic
leaders in the
selection of
dashboard KPIs.

Faculty Focus Group

The Vice President for Finance and Administration at
Trinity University tested KPIs with a faculty focus group.
The faculty not only helped develop accurate and equitable
metrics but also gradually came to trust the KPIs.

Informal One-On-One

The Executive Director of Institutional Planning and
Analysis at one institution volunteered to meet
one-on-one with any faculty leader to explain the list of
KPIs to be included in the dashboard.

If academic leaders
don't care about
financial data...

...provide a
narrative alongside
financial KPIs.

©2016 EAB « All Rights Reserved ¢ 33395

Connect financial data with faculty priorities

Explaining how an institution-wide financial shift will
influence the day-to-day operations of the institution will
help faculty members understand the tradeoffs inherent in
any financial decision.

Source: Trinity University, San Antonio, TX; University of Nevada, Las Vegas, Las Vegas, NV;
University of South Carolina, Columbia, SC; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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« Common Financial Indicator Ratios for Higher Education Institutions
« Marquette University’s Financial Dashboard Narrative (excerpt)
« Trinity University’s Financial Dashboard Narrative (excerpt)
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Appendix

Common Financial Indicator Ratios for Higher Ed

Ratio Category _ Calculation Method

Resource Sufficiency
and Flexibility

Resource Management

Asset Performance
and Management

Operating Performance

Primary Reserve
Secondary Reserve
Capitalization

Current

Viability

Debt Burden

Debt Coverage

Return on Total Net Assets

Return on Expendable Net
Assets

Composition of Equity

Financial Net Assets

Physical Net Assets

Physical Asset Reinvestment
Age of Facilities

Net Operating Revenues

Operating Margin

Gross Tuition Contribution

Gross Tuition Contribution
per Student FTE

State Appropriations
Contribution

Gifts, Grants, and Contracts
Contribution

Unrestricted and Expendable Net Assets / Total Expenses
Non-expendable Net Assets / Total Expenses

Total Net Assets / Total Assets

Total Current Assets / Total Current Liabilities

Unrestricted and Expendable Net Assets / Long-term
Debt (i.e., Bonds, Notes, Capital Leases)

Annual Principal and Interest Payments / [(Operating
Expenses + Non-operating Expenses) — Depreciation
Expense + Principal Payments on Capital Debt

and Leases]

((Net Operating Income/(Loss)) + (Net Non-Operating
Revenue/(Expenses)) + Depreciation Expense +
Interest paid on Capital Debt) / Annual Principal

and Interest Payments

Change in Total Net Assets / Total Net Assets

Change in Expendable Net Assets / Expendable Net Assets

Total Financial Assets / Total Physical Assets

(Total Net Assets - Invested in Capital Assets) / Total
Net Assets

(Total Net Assets — Expendable, Non-expendable
and Unrestricted Net Assets) / Total Net Assets

Purchased Cash Assets / Depreciation Expense

Accumulated Depreciation / Depreciation Expense

(Operating Income (loss) + Net Non-operating Revenues
(expenses)) / (Operating + Non-operating Revenues)

Income (loss)* / (Total Operating +
Non-operating Expenditures)

Gross Tuition Revenue / (Operating +
Non-operating Expenses)

Gross Tuition Revenue / Student Full-time Equivalent

State Appropriations Revenue /
(Operating + Non-operating Expenses)

Gifts, Grants, and Contracts Revenue /
(Operating + Non-operating Expenses)

Source: Mezzina L, et al., Strategic Financial Analysis for Higher Education: Identifying, Measuring, &
Reporting Financial Risks, 7™ ed., NACUBO, 2005; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Appendix

Common Financial Indicator Ratios for Higher Ed (cont.)

Ratio Category _ Calculation Method

Operating Performance
(cont.)

Overall Financial Health

Auxiliary Enterprises
Contribution

Hospital Operations
Contribution

Salaries, Wage, and Fringe
Benefits Demand

Payment to Suppliers
Demand

Instruction Demand

Research Demand

Public Service Demand

Institutional Support Demand

Educational Support Demand

Operations and Maintenance
Demand

Student Aid Demand

Auxiliary Enterprises Demand

Hospital Operations Demand

Composite Financial Indext

1) Although there is no standard system for the calculation of the CFI, the
National Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO)
outlines the above strength and weight constants to encourage consistency
between all institutions and system offices that choose to calculate it.
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Auxiliary Enterprise Revenues / (Operating +
Non-operating Expenses)

Auxiliary Enterprise Revenues / (Operating +
Non-operating Expenses)

Salaries, Wages, and Fringe Benefit Expenses / (Operating

+ Non-operating Revenues)

(Contractual Service + Commodities Expenses) /
(Operating + Non-operating Revenues

Instruction Expense / (Operating +
Non-operating Revenues)

Research Expense / (Operating +
Non-operating Revenues)

Public Service Expenses / (Operating +
Non-operating Revenues)

Institutional Support Expense / (Operating +
Non-operating Revenues)

(Academic Support + Student Service Expenses) /
(Operating + Non-operating Revenues)

Operations and Maintenance Expenses /
(Operating + Non-operating Revenues)

Student Aid Expenses / (Operating +
Non-operating Revenues)

Auxiliary Enterprise Expenses / (Operating +
Non-operating Revenues)

Hospital Expenses / (Operating +
Non-operating Revenues)

[(Operating Margin/.013)*.1]+[(Primary
Reserve/.133)*.35]+[(Return on Net
Assets/.02)*.2]+[(V/.417)*.35]

Source: Mezzina L, et al., Strategic Financial Analysis for Higher Education: Identifying, Measuring, &
Reporting Financial Risks, 7t ed., NACUBO, 2005; Business Affairs Forum interviews and analysis.
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Appendix

Marquette University’s Dashboard Narrative (excerpt)

Fiscal YTD and Back to Dashboard
Annualized Returns as of June 30, 2014

What does this trend indicate?
The active imvestment returns of the
endowment have outperformed the
7% 0.0% passive allocation of the benchmark for all
time periods.
Policy Variance

2.0%
o1 I
-1.9% EMU =
Fiscal YTD 1-Year S-¥ear 10-Y¥ear
Endowment

What is an Endowment?

The Marquette endowment represents finandal donations given to the university that are restricted for a spedfic purpose and
invested with the intent of providing a perpetual stream of financial support. The purpose of the endowment is to enhance fi scal
stability and strengthen the mission of the university.

Current Results
The -0.4%: return in January represents an outperformance of 0.2%: when compared to the -0.6% return of the Approved Policy
Index (API). Public Equity, Fixed Income, and Real Assets outperformed their respective benchmarks.

How is Marquette's Endowment Used?
Annual spendable funds are broadly disbursed to support student scholarships, academic programs, and the general operations o f
the university.

How is Marquette's Endowment Managed and Protected?
The Endowment Office attempts to partner with the highest quality external investment managers in a manner that is consistent
with the Board of Trustee approved Investment Policy.

What Internal Operations Influence the Success and Growth of the Endowment?
The three key variables that influence the endowment are:

1) Donor Gifts

2) Investment Returns

3) Spendable Income

For More Information, Visit the Endowment Office Web Page by Clicking Here.

Source: Marquette University, available at: http://www.marguette.edu/financeoffice/documents/2015-

01Dashboard.pdf, accessed February 2016.
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Appendix

Trinity University’s Dashboard Narrative (excerpt)

Trinity University

Financial Dashboard
January 2016

Attached please find the Financial Dashboard for the year ended May 31, 2015. Thirty-five Fact Book
institutions are included with FY15 data, up from thirty-three in the prior year. Some institutions do not
share their financial statements and others were excluded because their Statement of Activities does
not include a measure of operating net income.

Executive Summary

Fiscal 2015 marks Trinity’s third year using the Financial Dashboard, based on audited financial statement
information, to assess financial health and compare to peer institutions. The goals of the financial
dashboard are to help ensure our strategic and operational objectives and actions maintain or strengthen
the University’s overall financial health over time and to communicate information in a concise and clear
fashion. Key takeaways from the FY15 dashboard are:

1. Most dashboard measures strengthened in FY15, reflecting stronger financial position and results
of operations.

2. The Composite Financial Index (CFl) increased to 8.4, up from 7.2 in the prior year, and well above
our planning threshold of 7.0.

3. Net income from operating activities for FY15 was $10.1M, or 7.9% of total revenues. This
included $5.1M operating budget surplus available for designations.

4. Only two dashboard metrics are in alert status in FY15: Return on Net Assets and Fundraising. The
Return on Net Assets of 3.8%, while positive, was below the planning threshold.

Trinity maintained its strong Standard and Poors’ AA long-term credit rating and A-1 short-term
credit rating.

Source: Trinity University, San Antonio, TX.
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Appendix

Trinity University’s Dashboard Narrative (cont.)

Composite Financial Index

The following chart presents Trinity’s CFl scores for the seven years ended May 31, 2015, along with our
peer median, peer 75 percentile and planning thresheld. Cwer this period Trinity"s CFl has ranged from
a low of 6.6 in FY02 to a high of 9.3 in FY11.

Composite Financial Index

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 20135

m Trinity

Peer Median —TU Planning Threshokd — Peer 75th Perce ntile

Highlights owver the seven years include:

FY09, with a CFl score of 6.6, was the only year in which Trinity's CFl score fell below the planning
threshold, reflecting the effects of the global financial crisis at that time, and Trinity’s -16.9% loss
on endowments (all endowment returns in this report are GAAP-based financial statement
returns unless othenwise noted).

Financial markets healed in F¥10 and FY11, with endowment returns of 14.6% and 17.8%. Also,
the University received significant unrestricted oil and gas income from the Marrs McLean trust
in FY1l. The strong endowment return combined with unrestricted oil and gas income to produce
the largest return on net assets of the seven years, at 12.6%, and boosted the CFl to its high
watermark of 9.3 in FY11.

In FY12 the CFl declined to 7.5 due to a loss of 2.2% on endowment investments combined with
one-time expenses relating to the early retirement program for faculty and other one-time, non-
capitalized expenditures related to facilities and technology.

In FY13 the CFl rebounded to 8.3, led by a 16.2% return on endowment.

In F¥14 the CFl declined to 7.2 due to the large non-capitalized costs incurred at the completion
of the Center for Sciences ($10.2M), in spite of strong returns on the endowment of 12 9%

In F¥15 the CFl increased to 8.4, reflecting strong net income from operations of 7.9% and
endowment returns of 7.8%. Income from operations included 52.5M of net income from grants,
52.5M of Marrs McLean Trust funds designated for building renewal, and 55.1M operating budget
surplus available for designations. The 55_.1M operating budget surplus available for designation
exceeded the 54_3M budgeted revenue contingency by $800k, reflecting growth in net student
revenuss and sound internal controls over expense budgets.

Source: Trinity University, San Antonio, TX.
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The Business Affairs Forum is grateful to the individuals and organizations that shared their insights,
analysis, and time with us. We would especially like to recognize the following individuals for being
particularly generous with their time and expertise.
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Texas State University
San Marcos, TX

Duane Anderson
Mount Royal University
Calgary, AB

Rick Anderson
Washburn University
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Montana State University
Bozeman, MT
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The George Washington
University

Washington, DC
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Brandon University
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Bruce Bollinger
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University of Nevada, Las Vegas
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