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The Challenges

• Erosion of public confidence in higher ed
• Decreased enrollments impacting budgets
• Decreases in state/federal funding
• Drastic measures — mergers, closures, scaled 

back offerings
• Graduates criticized as unprepared for the 

workforce
• Student needs and learning dramatically changing
• Jobs of the future not invented yet

2



The Dilemma

So how do higher education institutions 
choose and support initiatives which will 
successfully “fund the future”?
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The Case Study

• Three different planning efforts
• Public, comprehensive, master’s level regional 

university
• Metropolitan area with significant rural draw
• Mainly a “commuter campus”
• Planning covering nearly two decades
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Learning Outcomes
1. Create circumspect pre-planning strategies to invite 

proposals for forward-thinking campus and curricular 
programming.

2. Develop effective guidelines and methodologies for 
evaluating the impact and desirability of competing 
proposals.

3. Identify funding priorities and develop assessment rubrics 
and budget hearing guidelines to ensure adopted 
proposals deliver expected results and maintain relevancy.

4. Identify best practices and potential pitfalls of 
implementing programs when funding is scarce or 
uncertain.
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For each effort

• Motivation for the planning
• Process for solicitation of proposals and 

selection
• Planning issues
• Projects chosen/results
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Effort I – The “Academic Plan” (1997) and the “Red 
Book” Plan (Strategic Plan 2001: Excellence For a New 

Millennium)

Motivation:

Ø New chancellor, 6 yrs. to retirement

Ø Upcoming accreditation review (1999)

Ø Desire for high-profile advances
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Process:  Phase 1, The Academic Plan

ØOutside consultant working with campus leaders

ØUse of external framework for planning

ØSessions involved the Campus Executive Council

ØEmphasis primarily on academic needs and 
priorities

ØNon-specific consideration of budgetary needs
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Planning Issues:

ØLimited campus-wide input and buy-in

ØPriorities identified by involved leadership

ØUnclear funding

ØStandard, lock-step format via consultant

ØLittle involvement of off-campus stakeholders
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Process:  Phase 2, The “Red Book” Plan in 2001

Ø Mixed accreditation review requiring immediate action; upcoming focused 
visit and interim report

Ø Open solicitation of proposals from entire campus (only 12 received)

Ø Speedy, five-month planning derived from previous Academic Plan with 
help of consultant

Ø Reviewed by campus leadership group for implementation

Ø Six projects selected; clear estimates of funding required; only three 
funded

10



Projects Chosen/Results:

1. Freshmen Year Seminar (committed to 
implementation in spite of not knowing 
upcoming funding levels)

2. ROPES course
3. Marketing Project (5 county area)
4. Facilities Improvements (a plan to plan multi-

year repairs and renovations)
5. Honors Program
6. Website Development
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Effort II – Commitment to Excellence 
Program

Motivation:

Ø University-wide budget strategy

Ø Subsidized by tuition add-on for several years

Ø Promotion of innovation/entrepreneurship; 
advancement of undergraduate education

Ø Mandated by President and Board of Trustees

12



Process:

ØAnnual solicitation of campus proposals

ØFaculty review committee

ØRankings submitted to the Budget Committee

ØCentral administration approval required
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Planning Issues:

Ø No tie-in to comprehensive strategic plan

Ø Very competitive; turf wars

Ø Limited time funding

Ø Unrealistic expectations

Ø No standard format for demonstrating need for the 
proposed program
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Projects Chosen/Results:

ØAnnual Student Research Conference
ØThe Common Experience
Ø Institute for Learning and Teaching Excellence
ØFour internationally focused programs
ØFaculty positions – Criminal Justice, Honors, 

Informatics, Nursing
ØConversion of part-time instructors to full-time 

lecturers
ØNew Dynamic Records
ØCareer Service Testing Program
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Operational Note: 

Ø Funding approved for 1-2 years at a time
Ø Extensive assessment required for continued 

funding
Ø Beyond the subsidy period, need for campus to 

find ongoing funding 
Ø Created Degrees of Excellence program; a 

university initiative to reduce overhead 
expenses by 1% per year for five years and 
reinvest the funds in programs that increase 
retention and graduation rates.
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Effort III – Strategic Commitments for 
Growth to Distinction

Strategic Plan 2005-2009
Motivation:  

Need for Comprehensive Strategic Planning at IU Southeast

Ø 1999/2000 accreditation review critical of five major areas

§ General education
§ Diversity
§ Assessment
§ Planning
§ Tying assessment/planning to budget

Ø Erratic enrollment – no enrollment management
Ø Outdated and limited infrastructure
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Pre-planning Issues:

Ø No previous comprehensive, institution-wide planning
Ø No use of collected institutional data; checkered 

history of effective, data-driven decision making
Ø Little knowledge of institutional history, current 

environment, colleague duties and responsibilities
Ø Little trust that members of other units could represent 

the views of any particular stakeholder
Ø Lack of progress in addressing weaknesses identified by 

HLC
Ø Community members who distrusted academics’ 

ability to do effective planning and implementation
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Strategic Planning Committee 
at IU Southeast

• Broadly based – 27 members
– 5 vice chancellors
– 7 deans/library director
– 6 faculty school representatives
– 5 staff representatives
– 1 community representative (Board of Advisors)
– 2 student representatives
– chancellor
– ex officio:  institutional researcher and administrative 

support staff

19



Additional planning participants

• 80 regional community members for specific 
goals at later stage of planning

• Members of IU central administration for specific 
goals

• Administrators at other regional institutions for 
insights on specific goals
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Process:

ØChancellor discussed the need for 
comprehensive strategic planning in meetings 
with individual campus groups and public 
speeches both on and off campus

ØCandidates selected from among faculty and 
staff – September-October 2003

ØCommittee convened – October 2003
ØCommittee studies school’s history – October 

2003
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Readings for Environmental Scan
October- December 2003

• Census Bureau Demographic 
Information

• Enrollment Reports
• Campus Attrition Data
• Student Body Profiles
• Previous Planning Documents
• Indiana Commission for Higher 

Education Documents  –
“Blueprint for Policy and 
Planning Development in 
Higher Education”

• AGB Documents
• Brookings Institute Study for 

Greater Louisville

• Local Chamber’s Plan (SI20/20)
• STAMATS Information
• Greater Louisville Chamber’s 

Business Network Report
• Kentuckiana Works Planning 

Documents
• Indiana Regional Workforce 

Investment Strategic Plan
• Local K-12 Planning
• Continuing Student Surveys
• NSSE Results
• Best Practices Articles
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Process (continued):

ØSWOT analysis – December 2003

ØJoint determination of major goals – January 
2004
– Six major goals identified by consensus of all 

committee members
– Seventh goal added at insistence of Chancellor 

and supported by committee members once the 
omission was identified
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Strategic Commitments for Growth to Distinction
Indiana University Southeast Strategic Plan 2005-2009

• Goal 1 – Educational Excellence
• Goal 2 – Effective Enrollment Management
• Goal 3 – Enhanced Diversity
• Goal 4 – Strengthened Resources
• Goal 5 – Better Image
• Goal 6 – Stronger Community Relations
• Goal 7 – Ongoing Strategic Planning
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Process (continued):
• Sub-committees with two co-chairs formed for 

each goal;  charged with “fleshing out” Strategic  
Objectives and Initiatives for each goal with input 
from campus and local community members.

• Full draft of plan circulated to all members of the 
campus community for comment – Spring 2004

• Preliminary draft submitted to IU President for 
review – May 2004

• Refined version of plan made available to Board 
of Advisors and campus leaders – October 2004

• Plan finalized with 7 major goals and over 200 
initiatives – December 2004
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Goal 2 – EFFECTIVE ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT:  IUS will develop an up-to-
date, data-driven enrollment management program, which will provide a 
sustainable enrollment base and enhance student retention and 
persistence to graduation.… The following strategic objectives and 
initiatives will enable IUS to achieve a sustained, competitive advantage in 
accordance with its educational mission and fiscal requirements:

Strategic Objective 2.1:  IUS will determine its optimal size and student body 
academic profile for the next five years, including the mix of traditional 
and non-traditional students, undergraduate and graduate students, and 
the percentage of minority and international students.

Strategic Objective 2.2:  IUS will develop a comprehensive recruitment plan 
that will attract potential students

Initiative 2.2.1 IUS will develop and implement a comprehensive recruitment 
plan, including a review of undergraduate admissions criteria, engaging 
Schools/Divisions and alumni in the recruitment process, contacting middle 
school students, and utilizing the admissions funnel to track prospects and 
matriculated students from the inquiry stage to enrollment.
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Planning Issues:

ØHuge document with many initiatives – Is it 
possible?

ØWhat comes first?
ØHow to assess progress?
ØHow to estimate resources?
ØWho does all this?
ØWhom do we tell and how?
ØHuge time commitment
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How IUS avoided S.P.O.T.S.

ØClearly accountable parties for all segments of 
the plan

ØBreakout of prioritized initiatives on a yearly 
basis

ØUse of annual accomplishment charts for 
progress documentation

ØStrategic plan initiatives worked into 
employees’ yearly reviews and goals
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How IUS avoided S.P.O.T.S. (continued)

ØBudget requests tied to strategic plan; 
assessment results and demonstrable progress 
required for extension of support or new monies

ØRegular reports to campus
ØModification of targeted initiatives as needed on 

a yearly basis
ØMajor review halfway through plan time period; 

75% of initiatives completed, completed and 
ongoing, or substantially in progress
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Initial Breakout of Initiatives
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Results - Final Report of 2005-2009 Plan:

Ø95% of 200+ initiatives successfully 
completed, completed and ongoing, or 
substantially in progress and near completion

ØFull documentation of progress

ØOnly 11 initiatives intentionally dismissed or 
not attempted
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Plan Rollover:

• NCA Self-Study process at same time as Strategic 
Plan rollover; many similar goals.

• Overlap in membership on Self-Study team and 
Strategic Planning team

• Goals and initiatives freely exchanged for both 
reports

• Shared research efforts for both initiatives
• Weaknesses identified by the Self-Study team 

immediately addressed in the new Strategic Plan 
for 2010-2015, “The Key to Continued 
Educational Quality and Growth with Distinction.”
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Major Results of the Back-to-Back 
Comprehensive Strategic Plans:

ØRecord-breaking enrollments successively in 
2009, 2010, 2011

ØRecord-breaking graduation classes in 2011 and 
2012

ØDevelopment of first-ever student housing after 
over 30 years of failed attempts

ØMajor facilities improvements to support 
academic programming

ØGreatly enhanced reputation in the region
ØGreatly increased diversity in both student and 

faculty ranks
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Advancement Section of NCA Team Report

“IU Southeast has developed a comprehensive, 
systematic, and integrated strategic planning process that 
involves a broad-based representation of internal and 
external constituents in the entire planning process.  
Throughout the organization, faculty and staff 
consistently note the institution uses data to establish 
appropriate benchmarks and performance targets for 
strategic objectives and initiatives.  It is clear that 
budgetary decisions, requests, and changes are tied to 
the strategic plan.  Most notable, the institution has tied 
self study identified improvement opportunities for each 
criterion into the 2010-2015 strategic plan draft.”
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In the Assurance Section of the report, the 
team commented, “In summary, IU Southeast 
has developed an exceptional strategic planning 
process that engages all campus constituents 
and has significantly enhanced the transparency 
of campus decision making.”
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Ultimately the strength of IU Southeast’s 
strategic planning and visioning yielded a review 
with no “major findings” or criticisms for the 
campus as well as no required interim visits or 
reports.  In an exit interview the team chair 
commented that in his 20 years’ experience 
completing reviews, he had “never been at a 
school that’s better run,” and he stressed “you 
have your house in order.”
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Lessons Learned

Ø Be clear about motivations/expectations for the 
planning

Ø Identify stakeholders on and off campus and involve 
them – judiciously

Ø Create a balanced group of planning participants; good 
communicators and advocates for the process

Ø Thoroughly review revenues and expenses
Ø Carefully gauge support requirements – money, time, 

effort, people
Ø Consider limited-time funding until a program proves 

its worth
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Lessons Learned (Continued)

Ø Take time to do a thorough background study, context 
evaluation, and SWOT analysis

Ø Design an effective mechanism for gauging student 
interest/need

Ø Rigorously assess program success and tie continued 
funding to clearly substantiated progress

Ø Consider combined programming for budgetary 
efficiencies

Ø Make sure that any project chosen is fully integrated 
with the campus’ full strategic plan – a comprehensive 
viewpoint which gauges how important the initiative 
really is to the institution
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Thank you

Questions?
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