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Rutgers 2019 Revenue Distribution Graphically
Source: Audited Financial Statements, All Campuses Combined
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Rutgers 2019 Revenue Distribution
Source: Audited Financial Statements, All Campuses Combined, in Millions
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In Millions With Med W/O Med With Med W/O Med
Tuition and Fees, Net 1,017.8 1,017.8 23.6% 29.6%
Grants and Contracts 581.8 581.8 13.5% 16.9%
Auxiliaries 256.6 256.6 5.9% 7.5%
Patient and Health Services 871.5 0.0 20.2% 0.0%
State Appropriation, Operating 435.8 435.8 10.1% 12.7%
State Appropriaiton, Fringes 443.8 443.8 10.3% 12.9%
Student Aid 225.0 225.0 5.2% 6.5%
Investment Income 105.3 105.3 2.4% 3.1%
Contributions and Gifts 202.1 202.1 4.7% 5.9%
All Other Revenues 172.9 172.9 4.0% 5.0%
Total Revenues 4,312.6 3,441.2 100.0% 100.0%



2019 Revenue Distribution: 
Main Sources Only:

Even in this breakdown, the State is only 17%
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2019, In Millions Dollars % of Total
Tuition and Fees, Net 1,017.8 40%
Grants and Contracts 581.8 23%
Auxiliaries 256.6 10%
State Appropriation, 
Operating 435.8 17%
Student Aid 225.0 9%Total Main Income 
Sources 2,517.0 100%



2019 Rutgers Revenue Distribution of Major Sources Only
Source: Audited Financial Statements
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Rutgers Revenue Over Time
Source: Audited Financial Statements

7

In Millions 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Tuition and Fees, Net 820.2 863.1 925.1 954.0 966.0 1,017.8
Grants and Contracts 579.7 584.9 615.0 597.7 608.4 581.8
Auxiliaries 291.5 306.3 280.6 259.1 248.5 256.6
Patient and Health Services 487.6 518.0 613.2 726.6 782.0 871.5
State Appropriation, Operating 455.2 455.2 439.9 435.2 428.8 435.8 440.0
State Appropriaiton, Fringes 322.2 326.7 335.7 372.3 385.1 443.8
Student Aid 174.1 188.7 188.6 198.6 214.1 225.0
Investment Income 15.7 47.5 19.4 152.4 128.9 105.3
Contributions and Gifts 81.6 113.0 176.1 134.0 106.0 202.1
All Other Revenues 247.6 215.3 188.5 106.8 175.6 172.9
Total Revenues 3,475.3 3,618.6 3,782.2 3,936.7 4,043.4 4,312.6



Major Revenue Sources Over Time Graphically
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2019 Revenue Distributions of Peer Institutions
Sources: Audited Financial Statements of each institution
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What Does Responsibility Centered Management Do? 
• Each unit is treated as a cost center

o“every tub on its own bottom”
oVanderbilt calls it: VU-ETOB

• Surges in revenue into a specific field move resources into that college and 
out of other colleges. RCM provides an incentive to increase the hiring of 
faculty on contingent contracts so that colleges have “flexibility.”
• There is no incentive for colleges to collaborate or offer interdisciplinary 

programs because revenue is driven only by the credit hours and grant 
dollars that are generated in a college.
• Academic units have to compete with each other for resources, but service 

units just have their revenues allocated.
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The RCM Corporate Budget Model
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The Coronavirus 
Pandemic and Higher 

Education in the 
Press



The Hits are Here
Inside Higher Education, April 27, 2020

• Kent State to address $110 million shortfall; announces 20% budget 
cuts, including salary reductions and layoffs for 2021 fiscal year
• Syracuse University: Claimed $35M loss and is planning pay cuts and 

hiring freezes.
• The University of Louisville: 1% pay cut for employees above $58k; 

halted contributions to retirement accounts
• Boise State: tiered furloughs based on salary; claimed $10M loss
• The University of Kentucky: Will implement layoffs, furloughs and 

hiring freezes; claimed $70M budget shortfall
• Northwestern University: Froze faculty and staff pay; hiring freeze
• Miami University in Ohio: NTT faculty not renewed
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How Higher Education Leaders Should Respond To The Coronavirus 
Financial Crisis: Forbes, April 14, 2020
• Instead of raising tuition rates, universities should cut 

massive athletic subsidies, halt the facilities arms race, 
close centers that are not directly related to the teaching 
and research mission
• Take a chainsaw to bureaucratic bloat.
•Work on improving graduation rates and learning outcomes 

so that employers and families can be confident a college 
degree prepares graduates for the workforce.
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More Advice from Forbes
• It would not be the worst outcome of this crisis for university 

leadership formerly too feckless to stare down intransigent faculty 
and the empire builders in student services finally to recognize that 
their choice is now between eliminating the fatuous and nugatory 
or slipping into insolvency.
• Faculty will teach more. 
• Nor would it be a bad outcome if colleges and universities made 

sure that at 8:00 a.m. and on Friday afternoons expensive classroom 
buildings and laboratories are no longer campus dead zones. 
Employers would assuredly welcome graduates whose academic 
schedules prepared them for the constraints of a real-world work 
schedule.
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Some Progressive Advice
• Only Free College Can Save Us From This Crisis

o The situation demands bold action on par with the New Deal
oChris Newfield

• After Coronavirus, the Deluge
oBy Jacques Berlinerblau (Professor of Jewish Civilization at Georgetown)
oUpper-level administrators have been waiting for the opportunity to finish 

what they started. Watch out.  
oDon’t Let a Good Crisis Go to Waste
o “Experts in innovation on college education” view this moment as an 

“exquisite” opportunity. 
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20% Enrollment Decline for Fall 2020 Is Now Part of the Landscape
Inside Higher Education, April 29, 2020

• Projection comes from SimpsonScarborough a higher education 
research and marketing company.

• All their clients are upper-level administrations. RU has been a client; 
Their CEO has a marketing and sports media background in higher 
education

• The findings are based on surveys of more than 2,000 college-bound 
high school seniors and current college students in March, just after 
the coronavirus began spreading in the United States, and in April, 
after three weeks of record unemployment claims.
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Harsh Statistics as of April 28, 2020
Source: https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/us-map

https://www.nj.gov/health/cd/documents/topics/NCOV/COVID_Confirmed_Case_Summary.pdf
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Queens 3,581
Kings 3,494
Bronx 2,529
Wayne 1,622
Nassau 1,620
New York 1,532
Cook 1,347
Suffolk 1,102
Essex 1,028
Westchester 962
Bergen 960

Top Counties by Death:

https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/us-map
https://www.nj.gov/health/cd/documents/topics/NCOV/COVID_Confirmed_Case_Summary.pdf
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Financial Situation of Rutgers as of 
June 30, 2019:
•Reserves
•Operations
•Debt
•Bond Ratings



Rutgers Balance Sheet, Adjusted for Pensions
(Blue = Green + Red) 

Source: Audited Financial Statements
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2019 Asset Breakdown
Source: Audited Financial Statements
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Does not include:  
• $131M in RU 

Foundation assets
• $78 M in UPA Assets

2019 Assets $$ in Millions % of total
Capital Assets 3,938.3 58%
Cash & Investments 2,078.5 31%
Recevvables/Other 735.5 11%
Total Assets 6,752.3 100%

3,938.3 2,078.5 

735.5 
Capital Assets

Cash &
Investments

Recevvables /
Other



Capital Assets vs. Salaries and Benefits
Source: Audited Financial Statements
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2017 2018 2019
Cash paid for salaries and benefits 2,330.4 2,302.7 2,356.8
Capital Assets 3,575.2 3,772.2 3,938.3

Dollar Change
2017 to 

2018
2018 to 

2019
Cash paid for salaries and benefits (27.7) 54.1
Capital Assets 197.1 166.1

Percentage Change
2017 to 

2018
2018 to 

2019
Cash paid for salaries and benefits -1.2% 2.3%
Capital Assets 5.5% 4.4%

Capital projects completed or in progress 
during 2019
• RWJ Barnabas Health Athletic Performance 

Center on the Livingston Campus 
• New Brunswick Performing Arts Center 
• Busch Livingston and Newark RBHS Co-

Generation Plants Upgrades 
• Student Services One-Stop on Busch 

Campus
• School of Dental Medicine D South Clinic 

Renovation 



2017 to 2019 Changes in Capital Assets vs. Changes in Salaries:
Buildings Over People

Source: Audited Financial Statements
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Debt: Recent Issues and Availability
Source: Audited financial statements
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Recent Debt Issues:
• 2019: $100.0 million of taxable 

commercial paper to provide interim 
financing for “certain capital projects.” 

• 2019: Issued $50.0 million and retired 
$100.0 million of taxable commercial 
paper to manage its liquidity. 

• 2018: Issued 2018 Series N and O 
bonds totaling to $144.7 million to 
provide financing for the Newark 
Honors Living-Learning Community 
project and for various capital 
projects. 

• 2018: $50.0 million of taxable 
commercial paper was issued to 
manage the University’s liquidity. 

2017 2018 2019
Commerical Paper 85.7 130.7 175.7
LT Debt 1,918.0 2,009.5 1,945.8
Total Interest bearing debt 2,003.6 2,140.2 2,121.5
Total Assets 6,272.4 6,508.2 6,752.3
Debt / Assets 32% 33% 31%

New Debt 2017 2018 2019
Commercial Paper 45.0 45.0
Bonds 91.5 (63.7)

Commercial paper: Up to $300 million can be 
tapped into now, with the opportunity of going 
up to $500M; all at the discretion of the Board



Balance Sheet Detail –
Adjustment for GASB 68 and 75 Pensions/Retiree Health

Source: Adjustments made by Rutgers in audited financial statements
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As Reported, in Millions 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Total Assets 5,967.4 6,124.3 6,446.4 6,747.0 6,882.6 7,121.1
Total Liabilities 2,899.0 4,209.8 4,430.8 4,706.9 4,816.5 4,928.6
Total Net Assets 3,068.4 1,914.5 2,015.5 2,040.2 2,066.1 2,192.5

As Reported, in Millions 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Invested in Capital Assets 1,351.4 1,457.5 1,601.5 1,750.8 1,905.8 1,991.5
Restricted Non-Expendable 548.1 563.9 582.0 646.4 713.3 738.7
Restricted Expendable 460.0 470.9 471.9 459.4 511.4 622.1
Unrestricted 708.8 (577.9) (639.9) (816.4) (1,064.5) (1,159.8)
Total Net Assets 3,068.4 1,914.5 2,015.5 2,040.2 2,066.1 2,192.5

Adjustment 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
GASB 68 and 75 
Adjustment 0.0 1,348.5 1,444.3 1,600.4 1,679.5 1,742.9

Adjusted, in Millions 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Total Assets 5,967.4 6,050.4 6,200.6 6,272.4 6,508.2 6,752.3
Total Liabilities 2,899.0 2,787.5 2,740.8 2,631.8 2,762.6 2,816.9
Total Net Assets 3,068.4 3,263.0 3,459.8 3,640.5 3,745.6 3,935.4

Adjusted, in Millions 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Invested in Capital Assets 1,351.4 1,457.5 1,601.5 1,750.8 1,905.8 1,991.5
Restricted Non-Expendable 548.1 563.9 582.0 646.4 713.3 738.7
Restricted Expendable 460.0 470.9 471.9 459.4 511.4 622.1
Unrestricted 708.8 770.6 804.4 784.0 615.0 583.1
Total Net Assets 3,068.4 3,263.0 3,459.8 3,640.5 3,745.6 3,935.4

For 2019:
Unrestricted Reported  of -1,159.8 + 1,742.9 Adjustment = +583.1 True Unrestricted



Rutgers Unrestricted Reserves: Original vs. Adjusted (Real)
Adjustments Made by RU Administration in Audited Financial Statements
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What is this Pension Adjustment About?
• There was no pension liability on balance sheets until 2015 
• In 2014, the government accounting standards board (GASB) added GASB 68, which 

put the liabilities for defined benefit pension plans of public universities on the 
balance sheet.  This was done at the behest of university administrators, who 
wanted to make their balance sheets look worse. 

• In 2017, GASB added the OPEB liability to public university balance sheets, via GASB 
75

• Neither of these liabilities are real liabilities of RU nor of any public university; that is 
because the real backstop is the State of New Jersey. These are state obligations.  In 
fact, these liabilities are also properly on the balance sheet of the State of New 
Jersey.

• In addition, Rutgers, in their own audited financial statements, takes out the effects 
of pensions and retiree healthcare and reports what the balance sheet should really 
be.

• Just as importantly, the bond rating agencies take out these liabilities in calculating 
the relevant ratios to assess the financial health of colleges and universities
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Net Asset Categories:
In 2019, RU had net assets of $3.9 billion; 

The last two categories total $1.2 Billion and are True reserves
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Category Discussion Amount

Invested in capital assets: 
this is the value of the buildings, and this component of net 
assets does not tell us anything about the financial freedom 
or flexibility of RU.   Not part of reserves

$1,991.5

Restricted non-expendable net assets

These are net assets that have restrictions that do not allow 
for the principle of donated funds to be spent; this is mostly 
related to funds that have been donated to the university.  
Not part of reserves

$738.7

Restricted expendable net assets 

These are net assets that are set aside for a specific purpose, 
and the reserves can only spent for that purpose. This 
component IS included in the calculation of reserves  by 
Moody’s 

$622.1

Unrestricted Net Assets

Unrestricted means unrestricted. The administration may 
claim that unrestricted net assets are already spoken for. If 
the reserves were truly spoken for and contractually 
committed, the amounts would not be in the unrestricted 
category.

$583.1

Total Net Assets $3,935.4



Reserves (Expendable Net Assets) in Context
Sources: Audited Financial Statements and Moody’s
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2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Restricted Expendable 460.0 470.9 471.9 459.4 511.4 622.1
Unrestricted 708.8 770.6 804.4 784.0 615.0 583.1
Total Reserves 1,168.8 1,241.5 1,276.3 1,243.4 1,126.4 1,205.2
Total Operating Expenses 3,324.0 3,343.8 3,418.3 3,666.2 3,853.6 4,029.7
Primary Reserve Ratio 35.2% 37.1% 37.3% 33.9% 29.2% 29.9%
Number of Months 4.22 4.46 4.48 4.07 3.51 3.59
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• Rutgers actual bond 
rating is between 
AA and A

• In 2019, the total 
reserves were $400 
million above the A 
level



What the Admin Will Say About Reserves 
vs. The Reality of Reserves

30

What the Administration Will Claim What is Reality
The reserves are not nearly that high, as so much of the 
reserves are restricted by the endowment and donor 
restrictions

The unrestricted reserves do not include any funds restricted by 
donors

Most of the reserves are already designated by Board 
policy for important student initiatives; even if we wanted 
to move some of the funds, we are not allowed to do so

If there is a firm, no-way-you-can-get-out-of-it commitment, 
then the external auditors would put those funds in the 
temporarily or permanently restricted categories of net assets; 
the Board may have voted for certain initiatives, but those 
priorities can be changed at the discretion of the Board.  The RU 
CFO admitted this in a prior meeting

Reserves cannot be spent on recurring expenses such as 
faculty salaries, and we would be violating our fiduciary 
responsibility if we used reserves in a haphazard manner

Reserves should not be spent on recurring expenses, but reserves ARE 
there for this exact purpose: to deal with temporary and unexpected 
declines in revenues or increase in expenses.  That is EXACTLY the 
situation we are in now with the coronavirus pandemic



Operating Results and Cash Flows
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2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Net Cash Flows 186.6 259.4 11.9 72.4 300.9
Total Revenues - Total Expenses 194.6 196.9 180.7 105.1 189.8
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Rutgers on 2019 financial results  - In their own words
Source: Audited Financial Statements
• The University’s financial condition at June 30, 2019, improved with 

an increase in net position of $126.4 million. 
• Total operating revenues increased by $146.5 million, or 5.4%
• Operating expenses increased by $69.6 million, or 1.7%
• Tuition revenue is a significant source of funding for the University. 

In fiscal 2019, the enrollment peak was 70,876 students compared 
to 69,198 students in fiscal 2018. Approved increases in tuition and 
fee rates of about 2.3% were offset by increases in scholarship 
allowances. 
• Annual appropriations from the State represent a vital part of the 

University’s funding. In fiscal 2019, State appropriations increased 
8.1% over fiscal 2018. 
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Moody’s Bond Rating: Aa3 on February 24, 2020
https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-assigns-Aa3-to-Rutgers-Universitys-NJ-2020-Series-S--PR_906334213
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The assignment and maintenance of Aa3 ratings positively incorporate the university's large 
scale of operations, with almost $4.3 billion of operating revenue, and critical role in the State 
of New Jersey's (A3 stable) educational framework as the flagship and land grant university

Strengths:
• Strong growing and diverse revenue 

streams
• Enrollment growth 
• Sizeable financial reserves of almost 

$2.2 billion (this is larger than the 
$1.2B we reported)

• Large Capital spending in recent years 
without too much additional debt

Challenges:
• Unrestricted component of 

reserves is not large
• Risks of the State appropriation
• Risk of reliance on the health care 

sector

https://www.moodys.com/research/Moodys-assigns-Aa3-to-Rutgers-Universitys-NJ-2020-Series-S--PR_906334213


S&P Bond Rating: A+ on February 28, 2020
Source: https://www.standardandpoors.com/en_US/web/guest/article/-/view/type/HTML/id/2390471
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"The long-term rating reflects our view that Rutgers' enterprise profile is very strong, 
characterized by its role as the flagship University of New Jersey's higher educational 
system, consisting of 11 public colleges and universities, with favorable enrollment, 
retention and graduation rates"

Comments:
• The stable outlook reflects our view that Rutgers' enrollment and other demand 

metrics will remain favorable, 
• Financial operating performance on an adjusted full-accrual basis for fiscal 2020 

will be break even or better while available resources have improved slightly from 
operating cash flow, investment performance, and philanthropic support. 

• In addition, we believe additional debt issuance will be modest if any and balanced 
with improved available resources



Higher Education S&P Ratings
Rutgers is A+
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U.S. Higher Education Outlook: Negative

We highlight more potential credit disruptors than favorable opportunities for the higher
education sector in the United States, despite the fact that top-tier institutions continue to
thrive. While favorable investment markets have strengthened endowment spending and
fundraising, and state funding is growing, many regional colleges and universities face
persistent challenges meeting enrollment and revenue targets.

Higher education in the U.S. has always been a relatively stable sector, and we've generally affirmed
most of our ratings in any given year. However, during the past few years, downgrades have
outnumbered upgrades by a significant ratio as schools' credit profiles have deteriorated driven by
enrollment pressures and increasing costs. Despite growing state funding and a robust fundraising
environment, higher education continues to face many of the same issues that have challenged it for
the past few years. We believe that schools' sustained enrollment and revenue pressures will
continue to stress the lower end of the rating spectrum in 2020. Our outlook for the sector remains
negative for the third consecutive year, given the sector's challenging operating environment and our
expectation that negative rating actions will outpace positive rating actions again this year.

Notably, pressures facing the industry are not affecting all institutions equally. We believe many
institutions have adapted to the "new normal" of increased competition for students and limited
tuition flexibility and are taking advantage of their individual strategic positions to continue
operating successfully. Schools with broad national reach, brand recognition, and growing resources
will likely be able to capitalize on opportunities to further strengthen their positions, while smaller
schools with highly regional draws will struggle to differentiate their brands, which will require
additional investment and resources. The credit quality split between higher-rated institutions and
those in the 'BBB' category and below continues to manifest itself with more downgrades and
negative outlook revisions to lower-rated institutions, which often lack the size and scale,
reputation, revenue diversity, or balance sheet to compete as effectively as higher rated
organizations. Consequently, we think that institutions with limited flexibility--whether that be in
programming, financial operations, enrollment, resources, or student draw--will likely face
weakened credit profiles in 2020. Should some of the broader uncertainties happen (such as an
economic downturn or recession), endowment returns or fundraising efforts--or both--could
decelerate, creating more credit stress overall.

Overview Of U.S. Sector Ratings
As of Dec. 31, 2019, S&P Global Ratings had 435 public ratings on U.S. private (288) and public (147)
colleges and universities which are secured by a general obligation or the equivalent. Our U.S. higher
education ratings range from 'AAA' to 'CC'. Comparable to last year, we have only four issuers rated at
or below 'B+'. Approximately 42% of our ratings are in the 'A' category, and 30% are rated 'BBB+' or
below (see chart 1). Approximately 7% of our rated universe is in the speculative grade category; this
compares to a much smaller percentage of institutions rated non-investment grade a few years ago.
Both the lower investment grade (BBB) rating category and non-investment grade categories (BB+
and below) have grown over the past few years as more regional institutions have been increasingly
challenged by enrollment and operating pressures.

As depicted in chart 1, within our private university ratings, approximately 38% of our overall ratings
are in the 'A' rating category, and a higher 41% are rated 'BBB+' or below. This compares to half of
public university ratings falling within the 'A' rating category, and only 10% rated 'BBB+' or below.
While 88% of U.S. higher education ratings currently carry a stable outlook (compared to 90% last
year), negative outlooks (40) outpace positive (14) ones by 2.9 times (compared to 1.5 times last
year), highlighting the pressures facing individual schools within the sector (chart 2).

However, we did affirm 88% of college and university ratings overall in 2019 (chart 3). Many schools
struggled to meet enrollment projections in fall 2019 and are dealing with financial pressures. We
expect schools will remain focused on recruitment and financial aid strategies in 2020, as well as
cost containment or reduction, as sector pressures endure. In 2019, we lowered 17 ratings and
raised 14 (chart 4). Notably, of the schools upgraded, three of them took place in the speculative
grade category (Western Illinois University, Eastern Illinois University, and Sweet Briar College), and
three were upgrades from one rating category to another: Boston University, Villanova University, and
University of Alabama Huntsville were all upgraded to 'AA-' from 'A+', due to strengthening credit
profiles, exemplifying the intensifying bifurcation within the sector.
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Our 435 U.S. higher education ratings span the country, with the majority located in the Northeast
(154, or 35%) and an equal number located in the Midwest and the Southeast (106, or 24%, in each).
As we assess risks and opportunities facing the sector, they can vary greatly by region and state.
Chart 5 provides a view of the ratings and outlook distribution of our rated universe by region. We
expect that competition for students, as well as the cost of living and labor costs, will continue to
affect schools differently on a regional basis, in particular in areas affected by demographic
changes, like the Northeast and the Midwest.

Chart 5

What We Are Watching For In 2020

Demographics

Over the past few years college enrollment nationwide has fallen, and while every sector has felt the
decline, it has been most challenging for small- to medium-sized private colleges. U.S.
demographics are also shifting, and the number of high school graduates is flat--and in some cases
declining--because of lower birth rates about 20 years ago, driven by economic uncertainty. These
declines in the Northeast and Midwest have had a negative impact on many regional public
institutions whose student enrollment is primarily in-state, as well as private institutions with more
regional student bodies. These demographic trends are expected to continue, so the trend of fewer
students coming from high school isn't going away anytime soon. Forecasts for high school
graduates by the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education and other researchers such
as Nathan D. Grawe of Carleton College, indicate that the aftershocks of the birth dearth are
expected to cause a sharp decline in high school graduates, and thus affect college and university
enrollment materially, in the mid-2020s, as shown in chart 6. Projections vary by region and
geography, but will likely pressure enrollments nationally. While higher rated institutions with a
national draw will likely be less affected by these declines, most other schools are expecting to face
falloffs of a material nature. In New England, high school graduates are expected to be down over
20% in every state except for Massachusetts in the mid-2020s. While most schools continue to
recruit outside their states and work to expand their reach through branding and marketing
strategies to offset enrollment declines, in our opinion this is a serious risk that we expect to
challenge countless institutions in the future.

Chart 6

(5)

(4)

(3)

(2)

(1)

0

1

2

3

4

20
19

20
20

20
21

20
22

20
23

20
24

20
25

20
26

20
27

20
28

20
29

20
30

20
31

%

United States

West

Midwest

Northeast

South

Projected High School Graduation Rates

Source: Falkenstern, C. , "Big Change with High School Graduates Through the 2030s." Presented at IPEDS
SHEEO Data Conference, May 1, 2017; via WICHE.
Copyright © 2020 by Standard & Poor's Financial Services LLC. All rights reserved.

Compounding the issue, the recent declines in new international students has also caused some
surprises and created some pressures for certain institutions. Overseas students have become
increasingly important to colleges and universities over time--in addition to global cultures and
perspectives, they bring much-needed revenues to schools and their communities. Despite the
strong increase in international enrollment at schools in the U.S. in the preceding 10 years, the
number of new overseas students has been declining now for four consecutive years. There are
many factors at work, but visa delays and denials, and the shifting political climate in the U.S. are
the primary drivers. Any federal policy changes that limit or decrease international enrollment could
cause additional credit stress for some institutions. Many schools are now partnering with foreign
governments and universities to offer collaborative degree programs. Given projected demographics
for domestic students in the long term, these efforts may help offset potential enrollment declines.
Looking forward, we expect colleges and universities will continue to carefully manage their
recruitment process and tuition strategies to expand geographic outreach and attract students from
shrinking prospective pools. We also believe schools will continue to explore innovative ways to
diversify revenue sources and reduce reliance on student-generated revenues
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Pressured operating environment

Students' continued expectations of increased college affordability and lower tuition at the same
time they demand enhanced facilities, services, and general college experience have left many
institutions at a difficult operational crossroads. Colleges and universities struggle to effectively
communicate their value proposition while trying to moderate tuition increases and maintain or
lower tuition discount rates. Amid these operating pressures, institutions are challenged by
continued competition for a shrinking pool of students. Tuition for all types of schools continues to
rise, exacerbating public concerns about college affordability and student debt (which has
surpassed $1.5 trillion). However, the strong correlation of earnings and employment with
educational achievement will continue to support demand for higher education, in our opinion. In the
near future, as higher education institutions compete on both price and quality, and this trend takes
hold, greater industry consolidation will likely occur as the fundamental economics underpinning
the industry shifts (similar to what we saw in the health care sector).
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We expect that financial operations and ability to achieve enrollment goals will become increasingly
difficult for a growing number of colleges and universities, and those that succeed will reframe the
conversation and challenge the value proposition for potential students and parents. The smallest
and lowest-rated private colleges and universities in the past few years have faced and continue to
face the disproportionately largest share of the pressure. Indicative of these financial pressures, a
handful of not-for-profit private colleges and universities were unfortunately forced to close in 2019.
Given the longstanding and stable nature of this industry, these school closures generated a lot of
attention and concern. While some of these institutions were able to find a merger partner or form a
business combination, retaining some of their faculty, history and legacy, others were left to shut
their doors permanently. None of the schools that have closed recently were rated by S&P Global
Ratings, but we look at available data to identify indicators of stress. Most of these institutions were
located in highly competitive regions for higher education, and almost all were small (well under
1,000 students in some cases). Historical precedent indicates that consistent enrollment declines
can lead to material financial challenges, especially when an institution does not benefit from strong
fundraising or endowment. To read more of our research on how financial metrics and ratios have
changed over time, please see "Recession, Recovery, Rivalry: 10 Years of U.S. Higher Education
Medians," published July 2, 2019 on RatingsDirect. Given the projected persistence of challenging
demographics for high school graduates, schools will continue to compete for a reduced pool of
students. While some struggling colleges or universities with valuable real estate, brand, or
institutional core competencies will be able to secure an affiliation, merger or acquisition, S&P
Global Ratings expects we will see more closures, in particular among smaller, more regional private
liberal arts colleges (see"Consolidation or Closure: The Future of Higher Education?," March 14,
2019).

Chart 9

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

Private Public Private Public Private Public Private Public Private Public Private Public

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

%

Private: >3% Decline

Private: 0-3% Decline

Public: >3% Decline

Public: 0-3% Decline

Percent Of Rated Universities* With Declining Net Tuition Revenues

* Institutions rated by S&P Global Ratings.
Copyright © 2020 by Standard & Poor's Financial Services LLC. All rights reserved.

One of the metrics we assess in our analysis is net tuition revenue (NTR, or gross tuition minus
institutional financial aid) which makes up the most substantial portion of the majority of college
and university budgets. While this is only one data point and cannot be looked at in isolation, during
the past few years we have seen declining NTR throughout our rated universe, one indicator of the
current pressures on the sector. A growing number of schools are generating negative NTR: over 30%
of our rated universe in fiscal 2018, almost double the 20% we saw in fiscal 2013 (chart 6). When we
look at only our rated private universities, this percentage and trend is more pronounced. Smaller
schools (less than 1,400 FTE) are also facing more significant enrollment declines and having a more
difficult time managing their tuition discount strategy than larger schools: the percentage of small,
private schools experiencing three consecutive years of NTR declines is more than triple that of
larger schools. Initial indications from fiscal 2019 audits show continued deterioration of NTR
throughout the sector, especially at smaller, private institutions facing demographic pressures and
increasing competition--although there are also pockets of positive growth. We expect this to
continue in fiscal 2020.

Disruption caused by event risk

Environmental, social, and governance (ESG) attributes continue to come to the forefront of credit
discussions with higher education obligors. On March 28, 2019, we published "When U.S. Public
Finance Ratings Change, ESG Factors Are Often The Reason" and highlighted that 58% of the ESG-
related higher education rating actions taken in the prior two years were driven by social factors,
while 37% were driven by governance factors, and only 5% were due to environmental reasons.
Unsurprisingly, enrollment levels, as discussed in the section above, were key factors for colleges
and universities, due to the declining number of high school graduates and increasing competition
for students. Additionally, colleges and universities are grappling with event risk with increasing
frequency, whether from campus shootings, management and governance controversies, racial
tensions, or sexual assault. These crisis incidents create difficult assessments in terms of their
impact on credit quality, with some not resulting in an immediate rating action and many not
triggering any credit action at all owing to some combination of factors that can substantially
mitigate the associated risks. In our opinion, these factors include strong management and
governance controls; a sound enterprise risk management program that is in place and followed
promptly; and ample financial resources, which may include insurance coverage for the specific risk.
Higher education continues to face substantial cybersecurity risks, and as a result it is not
surprising that we have seen schools raising the profile of their senior technology leadership and
some investing in cyber insurance. (For more on how we view cybersecurity risk, see "For U.S.
Municipal Issuers, Proper Governance Can Mitigate The Credit Risks From Cyberattacks," June 3,
2019.)
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Top 3 ESG factors for higher education:

(S) Enrollment
(G) Oversight and structure, including state funding
(G) Management and policy framework

While most crisis events represent a significant operational challenge and potentially an immediate
headline risk, testing an institution's tactical responsiveness, the long-term effect on a college or
university's creditworthiness often takes several months to manifest. Consequently, it is not the
actual event but the institution's ability to respond and adapt in light of it that determines whether
there will be any credit implications. As risks to higher education institutions arise from less
traditional areas--scandals, lawsuits, cybersecurity breaches--we believe management and
governance need to identify key risks and develop risk mitigation strategies. (For more on how we
evaluate event risks and governance factors in our analysis, see "U.S. Higher Education is Learning
to Manage its Own Risk," Dec. 2, 2019.)

Pension costs and contributions stress budgets

Many public colleges and universities participate in their respective state's pension plan, and some
private universities maintain defined benefit plans. As the burden of unfunded pension and other
postemployment benefit liabilities increases, the cost is passed on to participating colleges and
universities, which can pressure operating budgets. The lower-for-longer economic forecast coupled
with the living-for-longer demographic trend has made some state pension plans credit-drivers.
Compounding this, many state pension plans prudently continue to lower their assumed asset
return assumption in order to reduce market risk, and accept that this leads to higher costs.
However, pension and OPEB challenges are not uniform across the states. While some states have
very large current and future cost obligations, others are at or close to being fully funded with limited
risk of escalation, so the effect on credit from this obligation can vary greatly. On Oct. 7. 2019, S&P
Global Ratings published a "guidance" document, "Assessing U.S. Public Finance Pension And Other
Postemployment Obligations For GO Debt, Local Government GO Ratings, And State Ratings." This
document lays out our views of risk associated with various pension metrics, including assumptions
in the measurement of liability and methods used to fund that liability over time. The map below
indicates fiscal 2018 pension funding levels.

Chart 11

For colleges and universities that participate in state plans with low funded ratios, schools are
generally seeing increasing required pension and other post retirement contributions which can
stress budgets as they grow year over year. Notably, in Kentucky, we have seen this pressure budgets
for regional universities that we rate (Western Kentucky University, Eastern Kentucky University, and
Northern Kentucky University), as their required pension and OPEB contributions had nearly
doubled over five years, to almost 50% of covered payroll in fiscal 2019. In the fall, the Kentucky
legislature passed 2019 House Bill 1, which froze required contributions in order to provide pension
relief--a positive credit factor; however, in our view, pension expenses remain a credit concern.

We work closely with our state analysts to assess a forward-looking view of changes in assets and
liabilities, funded ratios, and funding discipline. Per our higher education criteria, we view low
pension plan funding ratios and a failure to cash-fund actuarially determined contributions or
statutorily required contributions in full negatively. Our assessment includes a forward-looking view
of changes in assets and liabilities, funded ratios, and funding discipline. We expect to see possible
rising pension and retirement obligation costs for schools in certain states, which could further
soften operating margins. We evaluate each individual school's financial flexibility and ability to
manage any additional cost burden on a case-by-case basis. In some instances, rising pensions
costs do affect a school's overall credit profile and rating. We expect this risk will remain an
important credit factor.

Economy at peak of the cycle?

Colleges and universities have been feeling the effects of economic recovery through annual
increases in state operating appropriations for the past eight years, with fiscal 2020 seeing the
largest annual percentage increase since fiscal year 2015 (according to the annual Grapevine survey,
a joint project of the Center for the Study of Education Policy at Illinois State University and the
State Higher Education Executive Officers Association). For fiscal 2020, only three states (Alaska,
Hawaii, and New York) reported a year-over-year decline in state funding for higher education.

However, while state funding has been growing, the increases haven't been as big as the decreases
felt during the recession. Nationally, spending from states' general funds has surpassed pre-
recession levels after adjusting for inflation, but states' recoveries have varied widely, as has their
support of higher education. Funding for higher education still remains below pre-recession levels in
many states, and some schools are still coping with the lingering effects of funding cuts on their
finances. Public colleges and universities continue to moderate their tuition increases, while
considering other ways to raise revenues and lower costs such as completing extensive reviews of
all business operations on campuses, using external consulting firms to make recommendations on
efficiencies, or, in some cases, consolidating or eliminating programs.
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As the new decade begins, U.S. state credit is generally strong. Possibly nearing the end of the
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Examination of Tuition and the State Appropriation:
• Enrollment Levels and Changes
• Tuition Price and Discount Rate
• State appropriation, operating and fringe
• Potential Losses for 2020 and beyond



Enrollment: Largest Revenue Item
Source: https://oirap.rutgers.edu/StudentEnrollment.html
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2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Enrollment 67,556 68,942 69,198 70,876 71,011
Annual # Change 1,386 256 1,678 135
Annual % Change 2.1% 0.4% 2.4% 0.2%
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Breakdown of Enrollment by Campus
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2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Number Percent
Camden 6,408 6,475 6,853 7,171 7,233 825 12.9%
Newark 11,720 12,321 12,768 13,451 13,605 1,885 16.1%
New Brunswick 41,699 42,314 42,808 43,354 43,389 1,690 4.1%
New Brunswick: RBHS 7,729 7,832 6,769 6,900 6,784 (945) -12.2%
Total 67,556 68,942 69,198 70,876 71,011 3,455 5.1%

Percent of total 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Camden 9% 9% 10% 10% 10%
Newark 17% 18% 18% 19% 19%
New Brunswick 62% 61% 62% 61% 61%
New Brunswick: RBHS 11% 11% 10% 10% 10%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Change 2016 to 2020



Breakdown of Enrollment by Level
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2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Number Percent
Total Undergrad 48,096 49,359 49,681 50,957 51,216 3,120 6.5%
Total Grad 19,460 19,583 19,517 19,919 19,795 335 1.7%
Total Enrollment 67,556 68,942 69,198 70,876 71,011 3,455 5.1%

Undergrad: 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Number Percent
Camden 4,899 5,021 5,489 5,776 5,739 840 17.1%
Newark 7,713 8,170 8,551 9,142 9,319 1,606 20.8%
New Brunswick 33,060 33,653 33,274 33,704 33,880 820 2.5%
New Brunswick: RBHS 2,424 2,515 2,367 2,335 2,278 (146) -6.0%
Total Enrollment 48,096 49,359 49,681 50,957 51,216 3,120 6.5%

Grad: 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Number Percent
Camden 1,509 1,454 1,364 1,395 1,494 (15) -1.0%
Newark 4,007 4,151 4,217 4,309 4,286 279 7.0%
New Brunswick 8,639 8,661 9,534 9,650 9,509 870 10.1%
New Brunswick: RBHS 5,305 5,317 4,402 4,565 4,506 (799) -15.1%
Total Enrollment 19,460 19,583 19,517 19,919 19,795 335 1.7%

Change 2016 to 2020

Change 2016 to 2020

Change 2016 to 2020



Enrollment Growth by Campus and Level, Graphically:
2016 to 2020
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Percent of Enrollment by Residency, 2020
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Growth in Tuition Revenue and the State Appropriation
Source: Audited financial statements

42

4.9% 5.3%

1.3%

5.4%

-3.4%

-1.1% -1.5%

1.6%
1.0%

-4.0%

-2.0%

0.0%

2.0%

4.0%

6.0%

2015 to
2016

2016 to
2017

2017 to
2018

2018 to
2019

2019 to
2020

Tuition and Fee Revenue State Operating Appropriation



What About That $200 Million ”Deficit?”
https://www.chronicle.com/article/How-Much-Coronavirus-Stimulus/248471
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Estimated Losses In Millions
Loss from State (1/2 of final 3-month or 1/6th) 74.8
Refunds to students 56.0
Hospital non-elective 55.0
Total 185.8

Direct Mitigation:

CARES Act 54.2
Amount for scholarships per CARES Act (27.1)
Savings on utiliies, food, events, hospital 45.3
Total Direct Mitigation 72.4

Estimated Loss 113.5
Unrestricted Reserves 583.1

Estimated Losses from the State
Cut reported in Inside Higher Ed, 
4/13/2020
1/2 of 3 months 16.7%
2020 Operating Appropriation to 
Rutgers 440.0 
Operating Cut (16.7% of 440M) 73.3

Another Way to determine the cut:
Rutgers is 61.3% of the State 
Appropriation
Total Cut announced in Millions 122
Rutgers share of the cut 61.3% 74.8

https://www.chronicle.com/article/How-Much-Coronavirus-Stimulus/248471


Expected State Revenue Losses
Source: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, April 29, 2020 
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Estimates based on CBPP 
calculations using 
Congressional Budget Office 
and Goldman Sachs 
unemployment estimates. 

Source: Center on Budget 
and Policy Priorities

N.J. tax collections ‘falling 
off the cliff’ in coronavirus 
crisis, Murphy says
Apr 15, 2020



Annual Percentage Changes in Enrollment, 
Tuition Price, and Tuition Revenue 
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2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Enrollment 2.3% 2.1% 0.4% 2.4% 0.2% ??
Tuition Price 2.3% 1.7% 1.9% 2.3% 2.9% 0.0%
Tuition and Fee Revenue 4.9% 5.3% 1.3% 5.4% ?? ??
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2021 Scenarios
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2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
2020 

Likely
2021: 5% 

drop
2021: 10% 

drop
2021: 20% 

drop
Tuition and Fee Revenue 863.1 905.8 954.0 966.0 1,017.8 1,043.2 991.1 938.9 834.6
State Operating Appropriation 455.2 439.9 435.2 428.8 435.8 365.2 334.7 334.7 304.3
Total 1,318.2 1,345.7 1,389.2 1,394.8 1,453.6 1,408.4 1,325.8 1,273.6 1,138.9

Reduction (45.2) (82.6) (134.8) (269.5)
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Examination of the Expenses and 
Priorities of the Rutgers Administration:
• Upper-Level Administrative Costs
• Athletics



2019 Expense Distribution
Source: Audited Financial Statements, All Campuses Combined
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2019 Expense Distribution Numbers
Source: Audited Financial Statements, All campuses combined, in thousands
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2017 2018 2019
Instruction 914,052 911,764 953,424
Patient Care Services 636,343 661,082 702,032
Research 436,186 530,921 540,713
Auxiliary 260,895 262,229 274,758
General Administration 237,767 275,518 285,664
Plant 237,835 245,196 247,371
Depreciation 184,782 180,969 181,337
Academic Support 448,726 442,963 462,491
Student Services 133,840 145,479 146,713
Scholarships 79,708 51,238 72,691
Public Service / Extension 251,856 225,409 225,969
Other 228 0 0
OPEB 0 276,630 185,875
Total Operating Expenses 3,822,218 4,209,398 4,279,038



Percent Change in Expenses, 2017 to 2019
Source: Audited Financial Statements, All Campuses Combined
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Another Breakdown of Expenses
Source: Audited Financial Statements
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2019 In Thousands % of Total
Salaries and Wages 2,144,603 50.1%
Fringes 724,692 16.9%
Supplies and Service 947,730 22.1%
Grant Aid to Students 94,801 2.2%
Depreciation 181,337 4.2%
OPEB expenses 185,875 4.3%
Total Operating 
Expenses 4,279,038 100.0%
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Salary Only Expenses per the Rutgers Budget
Source: https://budget.rutgers.edu
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Salaries Per Budget: 2017 2018 2019 2020
New Brunswick 619,710 634,897 666,414 685,214
Newark 141,435 154,711 172,851 176,169
Camden 83,423 85,955 88,172 89,343
RBHS 847,555 882,290 897,823 971,576
Central 260,323 287,535 319,343 324,373
Total 1,952,446 2,045,388 2,144,603 2,246,675

Percent of total 2017 2018 2019 2020
New Brunswick 31.7% 31.0% 31.1% 30.5%
Newark 7.2% 7.6% 8.1% 7.8%
Camden 4.3% 4.2% 4.1% 4.0%
RBHS 43.4% 43.1% 41.9% 43.2%
Central 13.3% 14.1% 14.9% 14.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

https://budget.rutgers.edu/


Percentage Changes in Salaries, 2017 to 2020
Rutgers Budget, https://budget.rutgers.edu
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Percentage Change in Salary-Only Component of Expenses, 2017 to 2018 
Source: IPEDS (Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System of the U.S. Dept. of Education)

2018 is the Latest Year Available on IPEDS
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Salary Only: All 
Campuses 2017 2018
Instruction 614.4 620.2
Research 209.1 255.6
Public service 145.6 125.6
Academic support 258.6 243.4
Student services 75.8 79.4
Institutional support 108.0 124.7
Auxiliary enterprises 90.3 71.6
Hospital services 366.2 405.0
Other expenses 11.3 6.7
Total Salaries 1879.2 1932.2
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Number of Management (Only high level) Employees
Source: IPEDS, 2017 to 2019
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Management Number 2017 2018 2019  # Change % Change

Camden 17 15 17 0 0%

New Brunswick 239 255 258 19 8%

Newark 36 37 37 1 3%

Total 292 307 312 20 7%

Management Total $$ 2017 2018 2019  # Change % Change

Camden $3,339,421 $3,164,920 $3,557,776 $218,355 7%

New Brunswick $47,127,122 $53,048,857 $54,063,345 $6,936,223 15%

Newark $6,960,585 $7,502,625 $7,637,951 $677,366 10%

Total $57,427,128 $63,716,402 $65,259,072 $7,831,944 14%

Management Average 2017 2018 2019  # Change % Change

Camden $196,437 $210,995 $209,281 $12,844 7%

New Brunswick $197,185 $208,035 $209,548 $12,363 6%

Newark $193,350 $202,774 $206,431 $13,082 7%

Total $196,668 $207,545 $209,164 $12,495 6%

2017 to 2019

2017 to 2019

2017 to 2019

From 2017 to 2019:
• 20 more upper-

level managers
• 14% increase in 

total dollars
• $12,495 increase 

in average salary
• 6% increase in 

average salary

The average 
upper-level 
manager makes 
$209,164 in 2019



2019 Average Salary of Employee Classifications per IPEDS
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Dollar Change in Average Salary of Employee Groups, 
2017 to 2019 per IPEDS
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Increases for 
management 
employees are 
SIGNIFICNTLY 
larger than the 
increases for 
all other 
employees
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Big Ten Conference
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Institution Founded Joined Type 2019 Enrollment
Illinois 1867 1896 Public 49,702
Michigan 1817 1896 Public 46,716
Minnesota 1851 1896 Public 50,734
Northwestern 1851 1896 Private 22,127
Purdue 1869 1896 Public 44,474
Wisconsin 1848 1896 Public 43,463
Indiana 1820 1899 Public 43,503
Iowa 1847 1899 Public 31,656
Ohio State 1870 1912 Public 61,170
Michigan State 1855 1950 Public 50,351
Penn State 1855 1990 Public 46,810
Nebraska 1869 2011 Public 25,820
Maryland 1856 2014 Public 41,200
Rutgers 1766 2014 Public 50,254



2018 Presidential Salaries of Public Big Ten Institutions
Source: Chronicle of Higher Education, 1/14/2020
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Institution Name President's Total Pay
Penn State $1,854,881
Ohio State $1,206,751 Peer Average $881,090
Purdue $926,559 Median $815,603
Indiana $909,185 Rutgers Rank (of 13) 5
Rutgers $870,644
Nebraska $849,775
Michigan $848,505
Michigan State $782,700
Minnesota $724,668
Illinois $720,308
Maryland $703,090
Iowa $623,056
Wisconsin $423,606
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Rutgers Athletics:
Go Scarlet Knights



Athletic Deficits per USA Today Through 2018
$31 Million Deficit in 2018
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2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Athletic Expenses Direct Athletic Revenues Athletic Deficit Athletic 
Expenses

Direct Athletic 
Revenues

Athletic 
Deficit

2013 $78,989,475 $31,992,778 ($46,996,697)
2014 $76,656,339 $40,315,674 ($36,340,665)
2015 $70,558,935 $46,755,032 ($23,803,903)
2016 $83,974,159 $55,363,486 ($28,610,673)
2017 $99,193,280 $63,795,549 ($35,397,731)
2018 $102,518,486 $70,764,595 ($31,753,891)

Direct Athletic Revenues Includes
• Ticket Sales
• Contributions
• Rights and Licensing
• Other

It does not include student fees 
and support from the core 
academic mission



Athletic Revenues vs. Athletic Expenses Graphically
Source: USA Today
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Student and Institution Support Necessary For Athletics To Operate:
Subsidies Likely Until 2027 per Outside Report

Source: USA Today
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According to a comprehensive 
58-page report on Rutgers 
athletics produced by College 
Sports Solutions, a full 
revenue share is essentially 
not happening until 2027, 
when all 14 member schools 
will receive an estimated 
$65.24 million 
(rights fees in prior slide)

Year
Student 

Fee
School 
Funds Dollar Subsidy

Total Athletic 
Expenses

Subsidy Percent  
(% of Expenses 

subsidized)
2013 $9,877,989 $37,118,708 $46,996,697 $78,989,475 59%
2014 $10,323,090 $26,017,575 $36,340,665 $76,656,339 47%
2015 $10,863,906 $12,939,997 $23,803,903 $70,558,935 34%
2016 $11,421,897 $17,188,776 $28,610,673 $83,974,159 34%
2017 $11,766,728 $21,320,750 $33,087,478 $99,193,280 33%
2018 $11,894,203 $18,086,588 $29,980,791 $102,518,486 29%

Student Fee + School Funds = Dollar Subsidy
Subsidy % = Dollar Subsidy / Total Athletic Expenses



Dollar Subsidies of Big Ten Public Institutions, 2018
Rutgers Leads the Big Ten – By A Huge Amount

Source: USA Today

64

$30.0 

$14.7 

$8.6 
$5.6 

$3.1 $2.9 
$0.8 $0.7 $0.3 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 

$0.0

$5.0

$10.0

$15.0

$20.0

$25.0

$30.0

$35.0

Ru
tg

er
s

M
ar

yla
nd

Ill
in

oi
s

M
in

ne
so

ta

In
di

an
a

W
isc

on
sin

M
I S

ta
te

Io
w

a

M
ich

ig
an

Pe
nn

 St
at

e

Oh
io

 St
at

e

Pu
rd

ue

Ne
br

as
ka

2018 Dollar Subsidy to Athletics in Millions



Summary of What Can Be Done From a Financial Standpoint
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There will be a decline in enrollment and the 
New Jersey appropriation. 
The issues are: 
• Can the decline be alleviated?
• What steps should be taken?

Likely RU Management Solutions:
• Hiring freezes
• Furloughs
• Layoffs

Other Strategies:
• Work together to do everything possible to enhance the student 

experience, even in a remote environment
• Reduce upper-level management and athletic spending
• Use reserves – this situation is EXACTLY what reserves are 

designed to be used for
• Borrow – RU has a low level of debt and rates are low, and RU is 

starting from a solid place financially at the end of 2019.  RU 
routinely borrows $40-50 million with short term debt


