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About this information

Rutgers has undertaken a strategic planning process to set the university's course for
the next 10-15 years.

« A Steering Committee was formed in early December, and the team has been engaging
with members of the Rutgers community to gather perspectives on the university's future

* On March 6th, ~200 leaders from across the university community came together to learn
about the Committee's work to date and to provide input on the strategic plan

These materials are intended to lay out a base of facts to allow the university
community to be prepared for deeper conversations about Rutgers' aspirations and
strategic plan

« These materials were prepared with assistance from The Boston Consulting Group
(BCG), Rutgers' partner in this strategic planning process

 BCG has conducted almost 120 interviews and 13 focus groups and received more than
5,000 survey responses from Board members, students, faculty, and academic
administrators/staff!

» These slides were informed by these interactions with stakeholders, as well as through
research and analysis and BCG's broader experience working in higher education

1. Student survey still open. Alumni survey has been released to 3,000 people . ) ) ] ) 1
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Summary: U.S. higher education trends (I/11)

Role of the Funding shift from public to private sources is raising the question of public vs. private good for

university higher education in US
» State appropriations per student are decreasing and tuition is increasing

Transparency and accountability in higher education is gaining attention on the national stage
* Obama announced the College Scorecard in his recent State of the Union address

NIH research funding is decreasing

More and more states are allocating funds based on outcomes they deem important
* Many states have implemented or are transitioning to performance-based funding (~5-25% of total
funding), therefore graduation rates becoming increasingly important

Students and Overall enrollment is growing, but beginning to slow down, and demographic shift is occurring
value » Largest growth segments for the next generation of students is 30-34 year-olds, and Hispanic and
proposition African-American students

» For-profits are capturing largest share of growing older demographic

Value proposition has been questioned in recent years
 Increasing tuition and debt for students
» Alternatives to traditional degrees are increasingly being viewed as viable options by students: three
year degrees; "$10,000 degrees” (earning credits in high school); stackable degrees; industry
accreditations
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Summary: U.S. higher education trends (11/11)

Operating Technology is a major driving force impacting the traditional higher education model
model and » Demand for online courses and programs is increasing, driven in part by fast growing MOOC
productivity enroliments

» Traditional universities are beginning to offer online degrees — most prevalent online offerings are
masters degrees in business and education

Faculty mix is shifting away from tenured professors to part-time and adjunct teachers
Revenues Revenue increases from tuition, federal funding and auxiliary services are partly offsetting declining
and costs state appropriations

Student aid has been increasing, driven by federal grants and loans, but sustainability is under
question
» Several entities are exploring options to redesign federal aid to incentivize completion and not just focus
on access

Expenditure mix has remained relatively unchanged over past decade
* Increases in faculty benefits and administrative costs
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Summary: New Jersey landscape

New Jersey is one of the
nation's most populous and
prosperous states

New Jersey produces some
of the nation's highest-
performing K-12 students
but many of the best and
brightest leave the state for
college

Overall quality of New
Jersey higher education
system lags other states

State and local governments
in New Jersey invest heavily
in K-12 education, but less
so in higher education

New Jersey invests less in
higher education than other
states

11th most populous state and number two in median household income
Large presence of Fortune 500 companies with headquarters in the state

New Jersey students among the best in the nation in standardized test scores and SAT
scores

Test scores of New Jersey college students do not reflect the test scores of high school
students in the state

New Jersey has a net loss of ~30K college freshmen each year — highest in the U.S.
Many high-caliber New Jersey students leave the state to study at higher ranked
universities, especially in New York and Pennsylvania

Fewer highly-ranked universities in New Jersey compared to states with comparable
demographics
New Jersey colleges have the lowest capacity to meet the state's student demand

New Jersey spends more on K-12 education than all other states
States with comparable K-12 spending spend a proportionally higher amount on higher
education

New Jersey appropriation for higher education in line with other states on a per-student
basis, but proportionally lower given the state's prosperity

Total state appropriation for higher ed in New Jersey relatively flat over the past five years
For many years, New Jersey has underinvested in capital expenditures for higher
education
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Summary: Assessment of Rutgers' current position

Rutgers faces a wide gap
in financial resources
relative to peers

Rutgers' mix of students is
different than many peers
on several dimensions

Several specific academic
programs are clearly
excellent, but Rutgers lags
aspirants in overall
academic performance

Rutgers has historically raised much less money than peers

Among public AAU universities, Rutgers ranks in the bottom quatrtile in total
endowment, alumni annual giving, and annual fundraising

Rutgers receives lower state appropriations relative to peers and is more
dependent on revenues from tuition

Rutgers is less selective in admissions relative to peers and aspirants
Rutgers attracts fewer out-of-state students

Rutgers serves more diverse students, more under-represented minorities,
and more students with financial need

Rutgers lags aspirants on some student outcome measures
— Freshman retention and 6-year graduation rates on par with peers, but
lagging aspirants
However, some evidence that Rutgers may exceed peers and aspirants in
improving student performance
Faculty receive fewer awards and less research funding than peers
Publications and citations by Rutgers faculty are below peers
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Summary: U.S. higher education trends (I/11)

Role of Funding shift from public to private sources is raising the question of public vs. private good for
the higher education in US
university » State appropriations per student are decreasing and tuition is increasing

Transparency and accountability in higher education is gaining attention on the national stage
* Obama announced the College Scorecard in his recent State of the Union address

NIH research funding is decreasing

More and more states are allocating funds based on outcomes they deem important
* Many states have implemented or are transitioning to performance-based funding (~5-25% of total
funding), therefore graduation rates becoming increasingly important

Students Overall enrollment is growing, but beginning to slow down, and demographic shift is occurring

and value » Largest growth segments for the next generation of students is 30-34 year-olds, and Hispanic and African-
proposit- American students

ion » For-profits are capturing largest share of growing older demographic

Value proposition has been questioned in recent years
* Increasing tuition and debt for students
» Alternatives to traditional degrees are increasingly being viewed as viable options by students: three year
degrees; "$10,000 degrees" (earning credits in high school); stackable degrees; industry accreditations
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Summary: U.S. higher education trends (11/11)

Operating Technology is a major driving force impacting the traditional higher education model
model and » Demand for online courses and programs is increasing, driven in part by fast growing MOOC
productivity enroliments

» Traditional universities are beginning to offer online degrees — most prevalent online offerings are
masters degrees in business and education
Faculty mix is shifting away from tenured professors to part-time and adjunct teachers
Revenues Revenue increases from tuition, federal funding and auxiliary services are partly offsetting declining
and costs state appropriations

Student aid has been increasing, driven by federal grants and loans, but sustainability is under
question
» Several entities are exploring options to redesign federal aid to incentivize completion and not just focus
on access

Expenditure mix has remained relatively unchanged over past decade
* Increases in faculty benefits and administrative costs
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Increases from tuition, federal funding and auxiliary
services offsetting declining state appropriations

'00-"10
Percent of total revenue for public research institutions CAGR
0.0010 Gifts, grants, &
""""" investment income 0.13%
State and local -2.69%
0.0008 - appropriations
Federal +4.80%
0.0006 1 [ appropriations,
' grants, contracts
0.0004 - Net tuition +4.69%
0.0002 -
28% 28% 27% 26% 27% 27% 27% 27% 28% 29% P18 Auxiliary enterprises +2.22%
0.0000 -

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Note: Data for Public research institutions. Auxiliary enterprises includes revenues generated or collected from auxiliary enterprise operations of the institution that furnish a service to students,
faculty, or staff and that charge a fee related to the cost of the service. Federal appropriations includes revenue coming from federal appropriations, grants, and contracts (excluding Pell grants).
Source: IPEDS Analytics: Delta Cost Project Database 1987-2010. BCG Analysis.
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Enrollment in public institutions growing faster than
state appropriations

'90-'10
Total state appropriations in 2011 dollars ($B) Total Public FTE Enrolliment (M) CAGR
90 - 12
—&— Public FTE enrollment® o atataiinte +1.9%
85 - B Total state appropriations? - 10
80 - 8
75 - 6
-------- +0.6%
70 A - 4
65 - -2
60 - -0

90-91
91-92
92-93
93-94
94-95
95-96
96-97
97-98
98-99
99-00
00-01
01-02
02-03
03-04
04-05
05-06
06-07
07-08
08-09
09-10
10-11

1. Enrollment figures are fall FTE enroliments for public two-year and four-year institutions. 2. Appropriations reported here are for institutional operating expenses, not for capital expenditures.

Funding includes both tax revenues and other state funds allocated to higher education but does not include Federal Stimulus Funds.

Source: lllinois State University, Grapevine reports; NCES, Digest of Education Statistics 2011, Table 227. BCG Analysis. 11
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Funding from the largest federal funder of university
R&D, the NIH, has been declining since its peak in 2005

Federal NIH funding for universities in constant 2005 $m

20,000
CAGR ('05-'12) = -2.2%
16,649

16,512 }6’68% gga 15812 15,736 15,822
 wm 15,221 0 e 15,099
15,000 - 14,222 ! 14,329

13,100
12127
10,931
10,000 - 8,763 g 158 9,547
8039 85588512
753 Bl

5,000 -

1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012

% of total

. 53% 53% 52% 52% 60% 50% 509 57% 55%
Federal funding ’ ° ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’

Note: These data do not include projects funded by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. NIH includes funding to Domestic Higher Education Institutions
Source: NIH, Research Portfolio Online Reporting Tools (RePORT). BCG Analysis. 12
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While not new, more states are investigating
performance-based funding

15 states have implemented or are
transitioning to performance-based funding
* Arkansas is beginning at 5% of higher
education funding in 2013 but increasing
it to 25 percent over 5 years

* Tennessee is the first state to base 100%
of higher education funding on
performance

Use various performance indicators to
determine funding for institutions. For
example, Indiana uses three main metrics,
such as:
* Improvement in degree attainment
— Change in on-time attainment

a — Change in low-income students
Teees” &> * Improvement in credit hour completion
— Completion of dual-credit hours
M Performance funding in place M Transitioning to performance funding and “early college” credit hours
M Formal discussions on performance funding [[] No formal activity » Total Improvement in research

Performance based funding will likely only be

between 5-25% of total funding in most states

Source: National Conference for State Legislature, "Perfor.mance Funding for_ Higher Equcatior]" http://WW\{v.ncsl.0rq_/issues—_research/educ/performance-fundinq.aspx. BCG Analysis 13
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Future growth in enrollments coming from older and
non-Caucasian students

Adult student group expected to grow faster Shift in racial demographics driven by Black
than traditional college age groups and Hispanic student groups

'10-'20

CAGR

% of total enrollment in postsecondary institutions % of total enrollment in postsecondary institutions

100 - Overall 1.1% 100 -
Asian/Pacific
14-19yrs 0.7% Islander
80 1 80 - Hispanic
Black
60 - 20-24 yrs  0.6% 60 -
40 A R : 40 A
25-29yrs 1 1.6% |
! : White
20 - 30-34 yrs. 2.3% i 20 -
35+ yrs i 1.7% i
O e e A s T 0

2000 2005 2010 2015E 2020E 2000 2005 2010 2015E 2020E

[ American Indian/Alaska Native
- Nonresident alien

Note: Race categories exclude persons of Hispanic ethnicity. Enroliment data in the "race/ethnicity unknown" (all years) and "two or more races" (2008 and 2009 only) categories of IPEDS "Fall

Enrollment Survey" have been prorated to the other racial/ethnic categories at the institutional level

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, “Fall Enrollment Survey” (IPEDS-EF:95-99), and Spring

2001 through Spring 2010; Enroliment in Degree-Granting Institutions Model, 1980-2009; and U.S. Department of Commerce, Census Bureau, Current Population Reports, "Social and

Economic Characteristics of Students." BCG Analysis. 14
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For-profits capturing largest share of older students

4-year public 2-year public Non-profit private For-profit private
Enrollment by age group (%) Enrollment by age group (%) Enrollment by age group (%) Enrollment by age group (%)
100 - o R— 100 1 ——27 100 - F,—17 100 - 1=
6 5 L5 4 "] 13 7
4 8 NCE 7 I
10 6 c 5 —3— 16
80 - 7 80 - 80 - 9
8 12
60 - 60 -
40 - 40 -
20 20 -
0 - 0 -

2001 2011 2001 2011 2001 2011

[l unknown [ ]40-49 []30-34 I 22-24 I 18-19
[ 50+ [ 135-39 B 25-29 []20-21 M under 18

Note: Degree-granting institutions grant associate’s or higher degrees and participate in Title IV federal financial aid programs.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System. BCG Analysis.
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Traditional age group's

share of enrollment
has decreased
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Value proposition has been questioned in recent years

Increasing tuition

Increasing indebtedness

US higher education tuition *

Constant 2009-2010 dollars ($)

20,000 ~
CAGR: +3%
15,000 -
10,620
10,000 A
5,000 A
0 -

1980-1 1990-1 2000-1 2010-1

US average debt/borrower 2

Constant 2011 dollars($)  Borrowing (%)
29,900

30,000 ~ r 100

22,500 - 75

15,000 A

50

7,500 A 25

1999-00 2010-11

I Non-profit private  —®— Non-profit private
M Public Public

Outcomes

US higher education retention
and graduation rates (%)3

80 7 77%

Two year institutions  Four year institutions

- Retention rate - Graduation rate

1. Includes private for-profit, private non-profit and public total tuition, room and board rates charged for full-time undergraduate students in degree-granting four year and 2 two year programs
2. Average total debt levels of bachelor's degree recipients, private non-profit and public four year colleges and universities, in 2011 dollars from The College Board
3. Fall 2009 data from NCES report published in Chris Kirkham, "For-Profit Colleges Spend Much Less On Educating Students Than Public Universities,"

The Huffington Post May 25, 2012. BCG Analysis.
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Three year degrees emerging as an alternative choice
to traditional degrees

» HARTWICK
| COLLEGE

= UMASS
i & AI\/IHERST

AMERICAN UNIVERSITY

WASHINGTON, DC

* One of the largest 3-yr
programs in the nation

e Launched in fall 2009;
— Started with 18 but
up to 87 students in
fall 2011

» Students complete 120
credits in three years,
— 18 credits each
semester
— 4 credits in a short
January Term.

* Available in more than
20 majors

Called "UNCG in 3", the
program was launched
in fall 2010

Open to students in 17
departments

Students must enter the
program with 12 hours of
college credit gained in
high school

Administrators believe

the program will grow in

the future

— Large numbers of

students below the
poverty level who
could benefit from
forgoing 4th year

Launched in fall 2010 in
economics, sociology
and music

No admission process —
academic advisors
present the option and
students can decide
whether to pursue

Geared to students who
have amassed
considerable AP or IB
credits in high school

Source: Washington Post, "Three-year degrees: A closer look," Jun. 6, 2011; university and program websites. BCG Analysis.
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» "Global Scholars
Program" launched in
fall 2011

* Only for students
interested in School of
International Service

— 3-year B.A. program
with the option of
enrolling in 4-year
BA/MA

* Intense academic
program that focuses on
undergraduate research,
collaborative work,
global study and shared
learning
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Increasing demand for online programs and courses,
but still small proportion of total

~31% of undergraduates took Traditional universities
Growing enrollments at least one online coursein increasingly embracing online
in online courses 2011 vs. 8% in 2000 and blended models?
Enroliment in degree-granting Undergrads enrolled in at least Examples:
postsecondary (M)?! one online course (%)32
30 - 40 + * University system of Maryland
20011-2015 requires undergrads to

CAGR (%) complete 12 credits in
alternative-learning modes,
206 208 211 214 28 including online learning
* Texas university system
proposed similar requirement
with 10% of credits to be
earned in alternative-learning
modes

* Minnesota State Colleges and
Universities system proposing
that 25% of all student credits
be earned online by 2015

2011 2012E 2013E 2014E 2015E 2000 2004 2008 2011

I Al other I Fully online

1. Online enrollment indicates a course where most or all of the content is delivered online, typically without face to face meetings. Fully online programs are those where a student is enrolled

in a distance education degree program versus simply in a distance education course. From BMO Capital Markets "Education and Training 2012" and Eduventures 2. National Center for

Education Statistics for 2000—2008, data Sloan Consortium for 2011 data. BCG Analysis. 18
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The ratio of instructors to students has remained steady,
but the mix has shifted away from tenured professors

Total number of instructors per student
steady over the past ~30 years

Shift of faculty from full-time tenured/
tenure track to part-time professors among
AAU public universities

Instructors per 100 FTE students

Total instructors (%)

10 - go | 793
8.7 : 76.5 .
83 84 ' 5
8 - 7.9 ' | =
7.3 20 22.9 23.5
6.6 68
20 A
6 -
4 -
10 -
2 -
O .
1976 1999 2009 2011 1976 1999 2009 2011 1993 2001 2007 2011
L v J v J
Public universities Private universities B Fulltime [ Parttime

Source: NCES, IPEDS Data Center; "Trends in Higher Education," The College Board, Figure 26A. BCG Analysis. 19
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Student aid has been increasing in the past decade,
mainly driven by growth in federal loans and PELL grants

01-'11
CAGR
% postsecondary education student aid per FTE by source Overall 4.6%
100 -
5 5 5 5 5 4 4 6 7 8 7 | Education tax benefits 8.7%
80 -
40 40 40 40 40 39 40
46 45 44 43 | Federal loans 5.3%
60 -
11 11 11 10 J ° 9
10 - Federal PELL grants 7.3%
/Other Federal programs ~ 9.2%
, State grants 1.0%
20 - 5 \ Private & employer grants  0.0%
Non-federal student loans -2.7%
Institutional grants 3.8%
O -
01-02 02-03 03-04 0405 0506 06-07 07-08 0809 09-10 10-11  11-12
Source: "Trends in Student Aid," College Board, 2012. BCG Analysis. 20
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Expenditures mix relatively constant over last decade

10010
: CAGR
Percent of total expenditures 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
4% 3% 3% 3% l 3% 3% l 3% 3% 4% -0.13%
100 ’:4%— —4%:‘ N 1 1 T 1 1 1 1 Student services 4.42%
70/ 7(y 4%_ T T T T T T T _4% N . -4,
= 2 e% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% | | 59 | Scholarships o 000t
S% | | 6% o Operations and '
80 - \Maln'tenanc':e +0.95%
PUb.|IC .serV|ce +1.15%
77777777 Inst|tut|o.nal support 1,
60 - Academic support +1.88%
Research
40 - Auxiliary enterprises  +2.56%
20 A
28% 28% 29% 28% PILZN  Instruction +0.81%
O -

2009

2010

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Note: Data for Public research institutions. Scholarships and fellowships net of allowances includes institutional spending on scholarships and fellowships net of allowances. Does not include

federal aid, tuition waivers, or tuition discounts (which since 1998 have been reported as waivers). It is a residual measure that captures any remaining aid after it is applied to tuition and

auxiliaries. Student services includes noninstructional, student-related activities, including admissions, registrar services, career counseling, financial aid administration, student organizations, and

intramural athletics. Academic support includes research and public service, including libraries, academic computing, museums, dean's offices, and central personnel for curriculum and course

development. Auxiliary enterprises includes dorms, bookstores, and meal services. Public service includes costs associated with conferences, reference bureaus, public broadcasting.

Source: IPEDS Analytics: Delta Cost Project Database 1987-2010. BCG Analysis. 21
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Faculty compensation and administrative costs
Increasing

Higher proportion of
Increase in faculty compensation More staff hired to support faculty costs spent for admin

Non-faculty employees

Compensation ($K) per 100 faculty members Admin costs as % of total costs (%)
20
80 1 1999-2009 120 - 20 -
4 CAGR
64 CAGR: 1.3%
60 { g 100 - 97 15 -
3.0%
Salary .
40 - 80 - 10 Admin and
support
20 - 60 - 5
Benefits 2.6%
0 - 40 - 0
1999 2004 2009 1999 2009 1999 2009

Note: Average total compensation is the sum of salary (which excludes outside income) and fringe benefits (which includes benefits such as retirement plans, medical/dental plans, group life
insurance, or other benefits). Salaries reflect an average of all faculty on 9- and 10-month contracts.

Source: "Not What It Used To Be," The Economist, December 1, 2012; U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data

System (IPEDS), Winter 2011-12, Human Resource component, Salaries section; Winter 2011-12 and Spring 2012, Finance component. BCG Analysis. 22
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Summary: New Jersey landscape

New Jersey is one of the
nation's most populous and
prosperous states

New Jersey produces some
of the nation's highest-
performing K-12 students
but many of the best and
brightest leave the state for
college

Overall quality of New
Jersey higher education
system lags other states

State and local governments
in New Jersey invest heavily
in K-12 education, but less
so in higher education

New Jersey invests less in
higher education than other
states

11th most populous state and number two in median household income
Large presence of Fortune 500 companies with headquarters in the state

New Jersey students among the best in the nation in standardized test scores and SAT
scores

Test scores of New Jersey college students do not reflect the test scores of high school
students in the state

New Jersey has a net loss of ~30K college freshmen each year — highest in the U.S.
Many high-caliber New Jersey students leave the state to study at higher ranked
universities, especially in New York and Pennsylvania

Fewer highly-ranked universities in New Jersey compared to states with comparable
demographics
New Jersey colleges have the lowest capacity to meet the state's student demand

New Jersey spends more on K-12 education than all other states
States with comparable K-12 spending spend a proportionally higher amount on higher
education

New Jersey appropriation for higher education in line with other states on a per-student

basis, but proportionally lower given the state's prosperity

Total state appropriation for higher ed in New Jersey relatively flat over the past five years

For many years, New Jersey has underinvested in capital expenditures for higher

education o4
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New Jersey is one of the most populous and
prosperous state in the nation

States with highest median States with highest
Most populous states household income GDP per capita
Population (M) ($K) ($K)
40 80 - 80 -
30
20
10
0
50>5ES0520 5928 R S2=228328%5 5% 28538973225
EFzI=35 Q060gnSE2= S5 oI 22 £33 809 2zn<g £2
T @ » 0S0z2"Go< - S5E~> ®©O ® €£253="%3
o z = 5 & 55 g 8 00 a} S’z 3 s O
o] €2 =23 Z 0O 7 c g =z =
(o o ] S = ©
z = =2 =
Source: US Census Bureau; US Bureau of Economic Analysis. BCG Analysis. 25
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New Jersey produces some of the highest-performing
K-12 students in the nation

NJ students among best in nation in New Jersey among top-10 states
4th/8th grade standardized test scores in mean SAT score
Students achieving advanced level® (%) Avg. combined SAT score
12 A 1,600 -
91 1,500 -
6 1,400 -
37 1,300 -
0~ 1,200 -
MA VT NJ MN MD NH CT PA WA OH NH WA MA VT OR CT VA NJ AK CA

Pool of qualified graduates, with state's size and wealth,

could fuel a high-performing higher education system

1. Average percent of students achieving "Advanced Level" on the National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2009. Average of 4th and 8th grade reading and math scores.
Methodology measured the percent of students who scored at an advanced level or higher for 4th grade math, 8th grade math, 4th grade reading, and 8th grade reading
Source: US Department of Education. The College Board. NAEP. BCG Analysis. 26
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Fewer top institutions are located in NJ relative to
comparable states

Fewer top institutions are located in NJ On average, New Jersey's institutions are
relative to comparable states ranked lower compared to other states

Mean ranking of top 5 colleges
# of Top 150 colleges and universities in each state! and universities in each state

24 A 140 ~
120

20

18 1 105 -

12 A 70 A

35 -

0 - 0 -
> < < < oz < — N8 X85 8®O N YT O >E BT C
Zo§&§85='82§§;>5§01 B EGEQELSETo5888532¢8
25735280382 852538¢
I >c0< M 50-60K 53382e2>8 T8gt5Est8
, . s O=z¢<c§5 ¢ =0 3 8 =

Median household income @ O T z =

g £ 2

1. "Top 150" includes the top 100 national research universities and top 50 liberal arts colleges

Note: Includes all states who have at least 5 schools among the Top 200 national research universities and top 50 liberal arts colleges. Took mean ranking of the top 5 schools from

each state ranked among these top 250 colleges and universities

Source: US News & World Report 2013 annual undergraduate rankings of colleges. BCG Analysis. 27
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NJ colleges have the lowest capacity to meet its
student demand

Capacity of colleges in each state relative to demand from students in that state!

(%)
200 -
e At most, New Jersey colleges have space available for 73% of NJ students going to college
¢ New Jersey one of only 13 states with a deficit of available seats for its students
150 - » Deficit of -30K is by far the highest in the nation
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1. Information specific to Fall 2010
Source: National Center for Education Statistics: Enroliment in Postsecondary Institutions, Fall 2010 (http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012280.pdf). BCG Analysis 28
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NJ has a net loss of ~30K college freshmen each
year—highest in the nation...

Net migration of college freshmen in/out of each state!
Students (K)
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Source: National Center for Education Statistics: Enrollment in Postsecondary Institutions, Fall 2010 (http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012280.pdf). BCG Analysis
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...With many high-caliber students leaving New Jersey
for schools in Pennsylvania and New York

Half the students leaving NJ go to With many students going to schools ranked
schools in PA or NY lower than Rutgers®

Students going out of state (%) Top schools for students leaving New Jersey?

100 - I """ Penn State
Drexel
11 NYU

Delaware
50% to PA Boston U.
Temple
Syracuse

U. of Maryland
St. Joseph’s
West Virginia U.
UTI of PA
Villanova
James Madison
Cornell

20 - U. of Scranton
George Washington
Fordham

Towson
0 - . . . . . . . . . Loyola (Md.) M Higher ranked than Rutgers-NB

PA NY MA MD VA CT Other Sun All Total Q”'rl‘_r(‘a'ﬁi'gﬁ B Lower ranked than Rutgers-NB
New spotslother non- ' . . . |

England? NJ 0 200 400 600 800
Students

~30% of NJ students who leave NJ attend one of the top 60

universities or top 50 liberal arts colleges*

1. Includes FL, CA, AZ, NC, SC, GA 2. includes ME, NH, VT, Rl 3. Top schools for 2010 4. Students attended either a top-60 national universities or top-50 liberal arts college,

as defined by US News and World Report 5. "Lower-ranked schools" are either ranked lower than Rutgers-New Brunswick in the US News rankings (# 68) among national universities or are

identified as a "regional university"

Source: National Student Clearinghouse. US News and World Report. BCG analysis. 30
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New Jersey schools have the second highest
percentage of in-state students

Spaces in each state's schools occupied by in-state residents

Seats occupied by in-state residents?! (%)
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Source: National Center for Education Statistics: Enrollment in Postsecondary Institutions, Fall 2010 (http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012280.pdf). BCG Analysis
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New Jersey iIs spending more in K-12 than all other
states, but less in higher education

State and local government direct expenditures! on K-12 education? (%)

30 ~ [ ] I
+ 90,
New Jersey :Average. 9%
|
|
° .
A Geolrgla
A I Y \
| ® Virginia A
25 A ! A A
A lllinois @ Ohio A ® Michigan
A o 2 y Aa
> . Maryland
Pennsylvanlla A Average: 22%
__________ LA Y Y
Massachusetts A A{‘ A A R ® North Carolina A
20 | A'xé N
A A A }‘Washington A A
I A
A
|
|
15 T T I T T T T 1
4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18

State and local government direct expenditureston higher education? (%)
® NJ Peer States B New Jersey A Other states

1. Direct expenditures relate to external payments of a government and excludes amounts transferred to funds or agencies of the same government. In this analysis, all capital expenditures

have been excluded 2. Covers fiscal operating support given to degree-granting institutions operated by state or local governments that provide academic training beyond the high school

(grade 12) level, other than for auxiliary enterprises of the state or local institution 3. The operation and maintenance of public schools and facilities for elementary and secondary education

(kindergarten through high school), vocational-technical education, and other educational institutions except those for higher education. Covers operations by independent governments

(school districts) as well as those operated as integral agencies of state, county, municipal, or township governments. Also covers financial support of public elementary and

secondary schools 4. Similar in terms of GDP. States include: Georgia, lllinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Washington

Source: US Department of Commerce. BCG Analysis. 32
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Total state appropriation for higher ed in NJ relatively
flat over the past five years

Change in total state appropriations for higher education between 2007 and 2012 (%)

60 Median
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Note: State appropriations include state tax appropriations and other state funds allocated to higher education and exclude government services funds used for modernization,

renovation, or repair

Source: Center for the Study of Education Policy. BCG Analysis. 33
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NJ state appropriation for higher ed in line with other
states on per student basis...

Amount of higher education appropriations per FTE student enrolled in public institution in 2011 ($)
20,000 +

NJ ranked at 22nd with
15,000 - $6372 per FTE student

Median
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Note: Higher education appropriations include state and local support available for public higher education operating expenses including ARRA funds and excludes appropriations for

independent institutions, financial aid for students attending independent institutions, research, hospitals, and medical education.

Source: State Higher Education Finance FY 2011, State Higher Education Executive Officers. BCG Analysis. 34
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...but proportionally lower given the economic
prosperity of the state

State appropriations per $1,000 in personal income in 2011 ($)

157 Median

10

Utah

Louisiana
Tennessee
lowa

Wisconsin
Ohio

lllinois
New Jersey

Alaska
Hawaii

West Virginia
Idaho
Kansas
Texas

South Dakota
Maine

South Carolina
Florida

New York

Mississippi
Indiana

Georgia
California
Nevada
Michigan
Connecticut
Montana
Arizona
Virginia
Oregon
Missouri
Pennsylvania
Vermont
Rhode Island
Massachusetts

Wyoming
New Mexico
Arkansas
Nebraska
Alabama
Kentucky
Oklahoma
Minnesota
Delaware
Maryland
Washington
Colorado
New Hampshire

North Carolina
North Dakota

Note: State appropriations include state tax appropriations and other state funds allocated to higher education and exclude government services funds used for modernization, renovation, or

repair.

Source: Center for the Study of Education Policy. BCG An@lysis. ) . ) ) ) ) 35
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For many years, New Jersey has underinvested in
capital expenditures for higher education

State appropriations for higher education capital expenditures
($M)
200 A

150 ~
100 A

50 -

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

I New Jersey (CAGR -4%)
[ ] Average, all other states (CAGR 7%)

Source: National Association of State Budget Officers’ Annual State Expenditure Reports (1997 - 2006). BCG Analysis. 36
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Summary: Assessment of Rutgers' current position

Rutgers faces a wide gap
in financial resources
relative to peers

Rutgers mix of students is
different than many peers
on several dimensions

Several specific academic
programs are clearly
excellent, but Rutgers lags
aspirants in overall
academic performance

Rutgers has historically raised much less money than peers

Among public AAU universities, Rutgers ranks in the bottom quatrtile in total
endowment, alumni annual giving, and annual fundraising

Rutgers receives lower state appropriations relative to peers and is more
dependent on revenues from tuition

Rutgers is less selective in admissions relative to peers and aspirants
Rutgers attracts fewer out-of-state students

Rutgers serves more diverse students, more under-represented minorities,
and more students with financial need

Rutgers lags aspirants on some student outcome measures
— Freshman retention and 6-year graduation rates on par with peers, but
lagging aspirants
However, some evidence that Rutgers may exceed peers and aspirants in
improving student performance
Faculty receive fewer awards and less research funding than peers
Publications and citations by Rutgers faculty are below peers

38
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Rutgers students paying a steadily increasing share of
the cost of their education as the state share declines

Relative % of total cost of education?

80 -
'89—'12
CAGR
60 - % tuition +3.30%
& fees
40 -
% state
approp -3.0%
20 -
O T T T T T T T T T T T 1

1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012

1. Includes the percentages of the total costs covered by tuition/.fees and state appropriations — not all costs. Percentages are calculated as the share of the total of these two items

(tuition/fees + state approps)
Source: Rutgers Office of Institutional Research. BCG Analysis. 39
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Rutgers receives lower state appropriations than peers
and i1s more dependant on revenues from tuition

State appropriations per- Revenue from tuition and Tuition & fees: % of
student fees? total revenue
State appropriations per student ($K) ($M) (%)
12 - 800 - 40 -
CAGR (%)
614 9.2 31
9.9
10 - \ 600 - 30 -+
8.9
- 486 9.1 24
392 8.6
8 7 75 400 7 20 7
16
-
14
13
6 T T T 1 200 - T T 1 10 T T 1
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2004 2006 2008 2010 2004 2006 2008 2010
®— Rutgers-New Brunswick ®— Rutgers —8— Rutgers-New Brunswick —¢— AAU w/ med schools
®— Public AAUs? ®— Public AAUs* —#— Public AAUS* AAU w/out med schools
—&— Aspirants® —A— Aspirants?

—&— Aspirants

1. Tuition and fees after deducting discounts and allowances 2. Excludes Penn State Univ. and Univ. of Pittsburgh (data not available) 3. AAU Aspirants, as defined by Rutgers.
See Appendix for full list 4. Public members of the Association of American Universities. See appendix for full list of schools
Source: National Center for Education Statistics http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/datacenter . BCG Analysis. 40
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Rutgers endowment lags peers and aspirants
Peer endowments per FTE have doubled since 2002 while Rutgers growing modestly

Total endowments of selected
peers and aspirants Total endowment per student FTE

UMichigan 7.8 ($K)
UVA 4.8
UC Berkeley 31 100 -
3 UNL(J:CJ:‘Q 2.8 Aspirant
3 2.3
UWashington 2.2 average $3.0B o
UWisconsin 1.9
Ulllinois 1.6 e

Aspirants

~ Texas A&M 7.0 62
UTexas at Austin 2.9
UPittsburgh 25
UMinnesota 2.5
Ohio St 2.1 50 -
Purdue 2.0
Penn St 1.7
GA Tech 1.6
IndianaU 1.6
Michigan St 14 20

UFlorida 1.3 25
UKansas 1.3 - i
UNebracha 15 AAU, non-aspirant ._././././‘\0\././0
3 UMissouri 1.1 average $1.4B
lowa 1.0
UMaryland 0.8 0
UColorado 0.8
SUNY Buffalo 07 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
UC Davis 0.7
Rutgers 0.7
lowa St 0.6
UOregon |-—+0.6 —8— Rutgers-New Brunswick Aspirants?
Arizona | —+0.5
UC Irvine [=0.3 —— AAU Publict
UCSB [+0.2
\_  StonyBrook U f0.1

Peers

1. Public members of the Association of American Universities. See appendix for full list of schools 2. AAU Aspirants, as defined by Rutgers. See Appendix for full list
Source: Rutgers Dashboard Indicators, 2011. Reports from individual universities. University of California Annual endowment report—fiscal year 2011. BCG Analysis. 41
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Rutgers fundraising significantly lower than peers

RU has historically raised much less ... including alumni giving rate well
money than peers and aspirants ... below peers
($K) Annual fundraising per student Alumni annual giving rate
15 & .
0 g{ Princeton 61
3 % Duke
(2] ~
UVA
@ UNC-CH .
c Aspirant
G < . .
10 - 10 £ Michigan average: 14.5%
2 Wisconsin
=~ Purdue 21
6 Penn St
UC-SB
S o Maryland oo AR
@ < ) ublic
3 & Rutgers N,B average:13.7%
._’_.___.,,/—'—0—\0—’—0 UC-Davis
UC-Irvine
Arizona
0 T T T T 1 ~ T T T T 1
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 0 20 40 60 80

0
—0— Rutgers-NB —&— Aspirants? (%)

AAU Publict

1. Public members of the Association of American Universities. See appendix for full list of schools 2. AAU Aspirants, as defined by Rutgers. See Appendix for full list
Source: Rutgers Office of Institutional Research. US News and World Report. BCG Analysis. 42
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Rutgers is less selective in admissions relative to
aspirants

Acceptance rate (%)

100
A |
A A |
75 - Peer :
A A A Average !
A lllinois
‘A A Ohio State
A Washington A P|ttSbLirgh Georgia Tech
] .
50 - A A A penn state ATEX""S Wisconsin
UC Irvine /A _ A Maryland Michi
______________________________________ ugoavjs/A__g9_§@9_f_>l_e_g_q__<>____________1°__'9?P________
SUNY-Stony Brook . Virginia ()
Rutgers - NB
Aspirant ' 00th Carolina J
25 - Average ! B Rutgers - Newark
'UCLA inl
| UC Berkeley A AAU Public
| Aspirants?
1,100 1,200 1,300 1,400 Median SAT3

Note: Rutgers-Camden is considered regional university and not included in national university ranking

1. Public members of the Association of American Universities. See appendix for full list of schools 2. AAU Aspirants, as defined by Rutgers. See Appendix for full list

3. ACT scores were converted into SAT scores using the conversion table published by ACT

Source: US News & World Report 2013 annual undergraduate rankings of colleges. BCG Analysis. 43
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Rutgers attracts fewer out-of-state students than peers
Out-of-state students are not more qualified than in-staters

Little distinction between in-state

Percentage of out-of-state students well
and out-of-state on SAT scores

below peers and aspirants

Difference in SAT scores, out-of-state minus in-state3

(%)
27 40 -
23
20
22
18 1 20 -
3
9 1
9 A 0
(2
(14)
O T T T T T T T T 1 (20) -
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 50th percentile (median) 75th percentile

—&— Rutgers-New Brunswick —#— AAU Public! —&— Aspirants? [ | Rutgers-New Brunswick B AauU Pubiics R Aspirants*

1: Public members of the Association of American Universities. See appendix for full list of schools 2. AAU Aspirants, as defined by Rutgers. See Appendix for full list
3. Difference in median combined (Math + Verbal) SAT scores, average for 2007-2012 4. Average of 7 aspirants, excludes UC-San Diego and Univ. Washington—data not available for these
schools 5. Average of 23 AAU public schools—data not available for all schools 44

Source: Rutgers Office of Institutional Research. BCG Analysis ) . ) ) ) )
Draft: advisory, consultative & deliberative material for discussion purposes only



m__ITGERS Jersey Roots, Global Reach

Aspirants use out-of-state students to raise standards
Out-of-state students at UNC, Berkeley, UVA, UCLA better-qualified than in-state

Difference in median SAT score between out-of-state/in-state?

100 -
B Purdue
¥ Indiana North Carolina
50 UC Berkeley
UC Santa Barbara ® B Pittsh UCLA  virginia
¥ Oregon B Georgia Tech
, A Rutgers-NB rvi ]
0 Maryland - - = o
¥ Ohio State linois © Michigan
- .
SUNY-Buffalo ® UC Irvine
B Arizona . .
B Colorado Wisconsin
(50) B Minnesota
B Florida
[ |
(100) - lowa S.tate lowa
1,000 1,100 1,200 1,300 1,400
Average SAT (verbal + math)
Aspirants A Rutgers-NB
B Peers
1. Difference in Median combined (Math + Verbal) SAT score, five-year average, 2007-2012
Source: Rutgers Office of Institutional Research. BCG Analysis 45
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Rutgers serves more diverse students, under-
represented minorities, and those with financial need

Total minority Under-represented Students receiving
enrollment minorities?! financial aid
Students (%) Students (%) Students® (%)
45 - 24 - 80 -
40 -
60 -
35
40 -
30
20
25
20 T T T T T 1 O .
2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 Fall Fall Fall Fall Need-based Financial aid

1980 1990 2000 2009 aid recipients* recipients
M Rutgers!? M Rutgers?

I AAU Public? B AAU Public3

[ | Aspirants® [ | Aspirants*

1. Underrepresented minorities exclude white Asians (includes African American, Latino, others) 2. Universitywide: includes all campuses 3. Public members of the Association of American

Universities. See appendix for full list of schools 4. AAU Aspirants, as defined by Rutgers See Appendix for full list

Source: Rutgers Dashboard Indicators, 2011. BCG Analysis. 46
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Rutgers aligned with peers in freshmen retention and
graduation rates but behind aspirants

Rutgers has slight advantage over peers in ... but lagging behind aspirant average
freshmen retention rates ... graduation rates?
Retention among freshmen (%) Graduation (%)
100 - 100 -
92 90
75 75
50 50
25 - 25 -
0 - 0 -
Rutgers—NB AAU Public? Aspirants? Rutgers—NB AAU Public? Aspirants?

1. Public members of the Association of American Universities. See appendix for full list of schools 2. AAU Aspirants, as defined by Rutgers. See Appendix for full list

3. Percentage of students who graduate within 6 years

Source: US News & World Report 2013 annual undergraduate rankings of colleges a7
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Some evidence that Rutgers iIs increasing student
outcomes more than peers and aspirants

Average predicted! and actual graduation rates from 2001 to 2012

Graduation (%)

100 -
A between predicted and
90 - actual graduation rates is
higher for Rutgers than peer
and aspirant average
> 2 84

80 - @ 79
[ |Predicted
[ ]Actual

70 - 69 [ Predicted

67

[ lActual
[ Predicted
B Actual

60 . . .

Rutgers—NB AAU Public? Aspirants?

1. Predicted graduation rates are calculated by US News & World Report using SAT scores and education expenditure per FTE student 2. Public members of

the Association of American Universities. See appendix for full list of schools 3. AAU Aspirants, as defined by Rutgers. See Appendix for full list

Source: US News & World Report 2013 annual undergraduate rankings of colleges 48
Draft: advisory, consultative & deliberative material for discussion purposes only



[Q_ITGERS Jersey Roots, Global Reach

Rutgers lags peers in research activities per faculty

($K) 2011 total research expenditure per tenured faculty*

600 -
522
408
400 -
330 338

r———="~>">"~>">~>>"=7 1

283 i ]

200 - i :

O i | | 1 |
Rutgers—NB Rutgers NB AAU Public AAU Public w/ Aspirants?
& UMDNJ3 w/o med school? med school?
[ |Alother [ Non-Profit M State and local govt

[ Iinstitutional [l Industry M Federal govt

1. All aspirants have medical school except for UC Berkeley 2. Public members of the Association of American Universities. See Appendix for full list of schools 3. Funding for

all UMDNJ schools was included except for the School of Osteopathic Medicine which will be integrated into Rowan University 4. Tenured faculty includes non tenured faculty on tenure track.

Note: Rutgers-NB tenured + tenure track faculty size is 1,526. UMDNJ excluding SOM tenured faculty size is 482 based on data from UMDNJ annual institutional profile.

Source: BCG Analysis. National Institute of Health grant database; 2011 National Science Foundation database; National center for education statistics http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/datacenter 49
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Rutgers' academic memberships and citations are
below peers

Lower % of faculty with

academic membership Fewer citations per faculty
Tenured faculty* in Publications and citations
academic organizations? (%) per tenured faculty* (2007-2011)
6 - 160 - 157
140 -
120
4 1
100 - 00
80 -
60 -
2 -
40
20 12 16
0 - 0 -
Rutgers-NB AAU Public Aspirants Citations Publications

M rutgers-NB [ AAU Publicz [l Aspirant?

1. Includes membership in National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering and institute of Medicine in 2010 2. Public members of the Association of American Universities.

See appendix for full list of schools 3. AAU Aspirants, as defined by Rutgers. See Appendix for full list 4. Tenured faculty includes non tenured faculty on tenure track.

Source: BCG Analysis Rutgers Dashboard Indicators, 2011; Thomson Reuters Citations & Publications for 2007 to 2011 50
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