Faculty Assembly Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, April 24, 2018, 3:00-4:30 PM
Browning Hall Auditorium 160
I.

Meeting called to order by Faculty Senate President G. Renz.

II.

Announcements
G. Renz announced that there would be no discussion that day concerning next year’s
salary and benefits as negotiations were still continuing. Another Faculty Assembly
meeting will be scheduled around May 10, 2018 to discuss the outcome of the
negotiation.

III.

Request by Dr. Tom Cornell, Interim Dean of the School of Education, that the
Faculty Assembly approve a proposal to restructure the departments in the
School of Education
Dr. T. Cornell asked the Faculty Assembly to approve the School of Education’s
proposal to reconfigure the School from three to two departments. (Appendix 1 to
these minutes is the proposal.) After Dr. Cornell’s presentation of the proposal, the
Faculty Assembly unanimously approved (by an oral vote) a motion by R. Olliges,
seconded by J. Carter, to approve the School of Education’s request to reduce the
number of departments from three departments into two departments that are named
the Department of Teacher Education and the Graduate Department of Education,
effective June 1, 2018.

IV.

Presentation by Gary Renz, Faculty Senate President, concerning the Letter to
the Board of Trustees and its Attachments
G. Renz told the Faculty Assembly that on Wednesday, April 18, 2018, the Faculty
Senate and Faculty Senate President emailed a letter addressed to Webster’s Board of
Trustees expressing their concerns with Webster’s serious ongoing financial
problems. The letter was addressed to the entire Board of Trustees, but the letter was
emailed to Board Chairman L. Britton and Board Vice-Chairman J. Galmiche, as well
as sent to Board Finance Committee Chair J. Schreiber and Board Audit Committee
Chair T. Chulick because the Senate President had been advised that board protocol is
to send the email to them and not to the entire Board. The assumption was that Board
Chairman Britton or one of the other individuals would share the letter with the rest
of the Board. In addition, the Finance and Audit Committee chairs were sent the
letter because those Board of Trustees standing committees focus on Webster’s
finances. A copy of the email sent to the four Board members and the letter to the
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Board were also sent to President Stroble and Provost Schuster. (Appendix 2 to these
minutes contains the letter to the Board of Trustees and attachments.)
G. Renz described the letter sent to the Board of Trustees. The letter proposed, inter
alia, that the Board of Trustees and the Administration President meet with the
Faculty Senate and Senate President to collaborate on addressing the problems
confronting Webster University. G. Renz reported that he spoke with Chairman L.
Britton about the letter the next day after the Board of Trustees meeting. G. Renz
said he asked Chairman Britton if he wanted to publicly respond to the letter or
address the faculty. Chairman Britton told G. Renz that he did not wish to publicly
respond to the letter to the Board nor address the faculty. Chairman Britton said Renz
should meet with President Stroble about any response to the letter. Chairman Britton
also said the faculty should work with President Stroble to address the faculty’s
concerns instead of asking to work directly with the Board of Trustees. G. Renz
reported that he subsequently met with President Stroble and Provost Schuster on
April 23, 2018. The President and Provost did not wish to respond publicly to the
Senate’s letter to the Board of Trustees.
G. Renz said he invited President Stroble and Provost Schuster to the April 24, 2018,
Faculty Assembly meeting in case they wanted to say something about the letter to
the Board when G. Renz discussed it at the Faculty Assembly. President Stroble and
Provost Schuster attended the April 24th Faculty Assembly meeting and made some
comments.
Faculty Assembly members had questions and made comments, some of which were
directed to President Stroble and Provost Schuster, who responded to some of the
questions. Many different concerns were raised by Faculty Assembly members, but a
key concern was the Administration’s and Board’s unilateral decision to cut the
university’s contribution to 403(b) retirement accounts from 9.5% to 8% in next
year’s budget. Two members of the Salary and Fringe Benefit committee (D.
O’Bannon and D. Psihountas) said the contribution reduction had not been discussed
with, nor agreed to by, the Salary and Fringe Benefit committee. Nor had the Faculty
Assembly ever approved the reduction in contribution.

Meeting adjourned: 4:27 p.m.
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Appendix 1
SCHOOL RESTRUCTURING PROPOSAL
FOR THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
Presented by Thomas Cornell, Interim Dean, School of Education
April 24, 2018

PROPOSAL:
The SoE will be reconfigured from three departments to two. The Department of
Teacher Education will remain the same, but the two graduate departments will be
merged into one.
SCOPE:
The SoE scheduled several all-school meetings to discuss this proposal and held one Town Hall
to discuss it further. A straw-poll vote indicated that the two department model was the most
valued. All three department chairs voted to move forward with the two-department model.
RATIONALE:
1. Webster University does not intend to replace Dr. Roy Tamashiro’s FT faculty position in the
Multidisciplinary Studies Department and the Special Education faculty position has moved to
the Department of Teacher Education. This would leave the Multidisciplinary Studies
Department with only three faculty;
2. This reorganization would provide savings of a department chairperson’s stipend and the two
course releases associated with it;
3. The SoE department chairs, after consulting with faculty and listening to several school-wide
discussions, voted unanimously for merging the two graduate departments into one department.
RECENT DEVELOPMENT:
The faculty from both graduate departments met to write a new set of bylaws and voted on their
approval.
The faculty voted on a new name for this department – the Graduate Department of Education
The faculty voted on a new chair for this department – Dr. Ralph Olliges
The faculty is petitioning for the Department of Graduate Education to take effect June 1, 2018

3

Appendix 2 (the Letter to the Board of Trustees) starts on the next page
April 17, 2018
Dear Members of the Webster University Board of Trustees:
Webster is experiencing a severe financial crisis, one that is worsening each year. We, the Faculty Senate,
fear that Webster’s finances are deteriorating so rapidly that, unless substantial changes are made soon,
Webster’s future is in jeopardy. As the elected representatives of the Webster University faculty, we feel
it is our duty to convey our alarm to you, the Board of Trustees, because Webster’s administration has
been unable to rectify the university’s financial problems. The Faculty Senate, faculty advisory
committees, and even the entire Faculty Assembly have met repeatedly with Webster’s administration
over the past couple years to discuss the problems, including twice this spring. But we do not feel we are
making any progress toward rectifying the financial crisis confronting Webster by having these meetings.
In this letter, we briefly discuss what we see as the key financial problems and causes, and urge you, the
university’s governing board, to initiate a collaboration with the faculty and top administrators to chart a
sustainable course for Webster University. As key stakeholders, we are fully committed to working with
the Board of Trustees and the administration to reverse the university’s untenable downward trajectory.
Financial Problems
Using public data from Webster University’s audited consolidated financial statements, the charts below
highlight critical aspects of Webster’s financial problems. The first chart shows that Webster’s operating
surpluses have declined since fiscal year 2008. Former operating surpluses have become operating
deficits the past three years. Although we do not yet know the size of operating deficit for the current
fiscal year (FY 2018), we fear it will be the largest operating deficit to date, far exceeding the $6 million
deficit that was budgeted. If there is a deficit, this will be the fourth consecutive year of operating deficits.
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Annual Changes in Net Assets from Operating Activities (In 2017 Dollars)
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The next chart illustrates another facet of the current crisis: net cash flow provided by (or used in)
operating activities has become negative after years of decline. Although we do not know the overall cash
flow for the current fiscal year (FY 2018), it will be negative. Chief Financial Officer Karaman told the
faculty assembly in February 2018 that Webster will need to either take out a line of credit or draw down
its quasi-endowment to pay its bills this year.
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Net Cash Provided by (or Used In) Operating Activities (in 2017 Dollars)
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The ongoing operating deficits have reduced Webster’s liquidity and, if not addressed, may lead to
insolvency. Over the long run, negative cash flow is unsustainable when combined with ongoing
operating deficits. Operating deficits and negative cash flows must stop if Webster is to survive, much
less prosper. The logical next question is: “What is causing Webster’s financial problems?”

Causes of the Financial Problems
There is no question there are multiple causes for Webster’s financial crisis. Two fundamental causes are
that 1) Webster’s operating expenses are too high, particularly its institutional support expenses, and 2)
Webster is not adapting to the changing educational environment, which has led to declining enrollments
and lower tuition revenues.
Operating expenses have been greater than operating revenues for the past three years, as shown in the
next chart using data from Webster’s audited consolidated financial statements. Although operating
expenses have declined for the past three years, they did not decline enough to offset the decline in
operating revenues during that time.
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Webster is also increasingly inefficient in its operating activities. The following chart shows that
operating expenses per full-time equivalent student (“FTE student”) have been increasing much faster
than operating revenues and net tuition revenue per FTE student.
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Webster’s operating expenses per FTE student are increasing because our total operating expenses are not
declining as fast as our FTE students are declining. (The number of FTE students was reported in
Webster’s continuing disclosures that are required in its bonds and the financial data came from
Webster’s audited consolidated financial statements.)
Of particular concern is that “institutional support” operating expenses have been increasing while
“instruction” expenses and “academic support” expenses have been decreasing and “student services”
expenses have remained relatively stable over recent years. “Institutional support” expenses are expenses
relating to the day-to-day operational support of Webster, such as general administrative services, central
executive- level activities associate with management and long-range planning, human resources, public
and alumni relations including fundraising, and procurement. In other words, Webster’s administrative
operations are becoming increasingly expensive per FTE student. The chart below shows the trends using
data from Webster’s audited consolidated financial statements.

Operating Expenses by Functional Type (in 2017 dollars)
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Despite its operating losses, Webster makes money on its instructional activities according to the audited
consolidated financial statements. In fiscal year 2017, Webster made $81 million from its instructional
activities (calculated as net tuition revenues minus instruction expenses). Unfortunately, this was down
from a peak of $121 million (in 2017 dollars) in FY 2010. A chart showing these figures (called changes
in net assets from instruction) is in the attachments. The problem is that Webster spends more on noninstructional expenses than it makes from its instructional activities. We are living beyond our means.
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Declining enrollment and the resulting decline in net tuition revenue are key factors driving revenues
because Webster’s operating revenues are largely driven by net tuition revenue. Many private higher
educational institutions have been experiencing declining enrollments. However, according to data
collected from the federal Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data System (IPEDS), from Fall 2009 to
Fall 2016 Webster’s FTE student enrollment declined by -28.3%. This was a much greater decline than
the decline at Columbia College (-7.7%). In fact, FTE students increased during this same time period at
Lindenwood University (+4.3%), Maryville University (+67.5%), and Park University (+18.4%), which
are comparable regional universities and colleges that compete with Webster for students. (This data is
found in a table in the attachments.) It is important to note that IPEDS’ student data do not include
students at Webster’s international campuses, only students at campuses and locations in the United
States.
As shown in the next chart, based on IPEDS data, Webster’s percentage of the total number of FTE
students enrolled each fall at this group of universities dropped from a peak of 34.5% of the FTE students
in the fall of 2003 to 21.1% of the FTE students in the fall of 2016. In other words, Webster’s share of
this market has been shrinking, while the other four other universities have gained market share.
Percentage of the Total Number of Full-Time Equivalent Students in Fall Among Selected
Universities & Colleges (Data from IPEDS Database)
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If external environmental factors were the cause of Webster’s declining enrollments, all universities’
enrollments would decline equally, and each university’s percentage share would not change. Yet,
Webster’s FTE student enrollments and percent of the FTE student market have declined relative to the
other universities in the group. Therefore, Webster’s declining enrollments cannot be attributed to
environmental factors affecting all private universities, such as demographics or increased competition.
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Another factor affecting enrollments and tuition revenues is that other universities and colleges have
invaded Webster’s domestic metropolitan and military markets, which have traditionally generated large
profits for Webster. This competition has reduced enrollments and tuition revenue, sometimes causing
Webster to close a site and withdraw from that market. Similarly, Webster’s graduate online program is
no longer enrolling as many students, no doubt in part to strong competition in this maturing market.
Webster needs to stop the enrollment losses in these programs and may even need to expand into potential
new domestic markets. Domestic metropolitan and military markets have long been a Webster strength.
Finally, Webster’s international campuses also contribute to Webster’s financial troubles. Webster is
understandably proud of its international campuses and has invested ever-increasing amounts of time and
money in its international campuses in recent years. Our style of international education is expensive
because we usually create and run our own campuses. Yet, as has been the case for many other
institutions, Webster’s international campuses have not delivered the promised benefits, often losing
money. We do not know how much money is being lost because the international campuses’ operating
losses are not identified in the consolidated financial statements. However, when our international
campuses lose large amounts of money, they drain resources from Webster overall, without enough
offsetting benefits. Needless to say, losses at the international campuses must stop or be dramatically
reduced for Webster’s finances to improve.
Proposed Actions
We fully appreciate that this is not a simple situation to address. However, the institution’s top executive
team has the responsibility to reverse Webster’s deteriorating financial fortunes. They have not done so.
In fact, Webster’s finances are going from bad to worse. This inability to turn around our finances, while
many other small private universities are rebounding from losses and even generating surpluses, is telling.
We fear that Webster’s top executive team does not fully comprehend the urgency of the situation or the
need for immediate strategic changes. Our university is at a critical juncture and Webster’s current vision
and strategies have proven to be financially unsustainable.
Top administration’s inability or unwillingness to adapt to the changing educational environment has
been a large factor in causing the years of declining operating margins, and now has caused four years of
operating deficits with no end in sight. Even in the face of ongoing operating deficits, top administration
has remained steadfastly committed to allocating time and money in pursuit of a money-losing “global”
or “international” vision and strategy instead of focusing on our dramatically declining domestic
enrollments. Webster’s vision reads in part: “Our vision is to be a premier U.S. - based international
university setting a distinct standard for global education. . . . The educational endeavors in support of this
vision are meeting the needs and enriching a global mix of learners within an ever increasing network of
students desiring a U.S. education in multiple parts of the world.” (Emphasis added.) (Retrieved from
www.webster.edu/faculty/faculty_resource_guide/welcome/mission.html).
The administration’s unwillingness to strategically reduce operating expenses is also a key factor in
Webster’s operating deficits. The administration has relied on across-the-board budget reductions and not
filling vacant positions created by voluntary turnover to cut costs. These are not strategic decisions. Even
if this strategy has reduced expenses fairly quickly, there is a limit to how long this strategy can continue
before core academic competencies are damaged. This plan has not been and will not be sufficient to
reverse our financial losses. In short, the Faculty Senate agrees that Webster’s expenses need to be
reduced, but they need to be reduced strategically.
In January 2018, the administration created an ad hoc steering committee charged with suggesting ideas
to cut costs and generate new revenues. The administration has repeatedly touted the steering committee
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as the key to solving Webster’s daunting financial problems. Expecting the steering committee to resolve
Webster’s financial crisis is wishful thinking because the steering committee was not charged with
identifying and addressing the fundamental causes of the problems confronting Webster. The ideas
generated and collected by the steering committee are not guided by, or related to, any targets, strategies,
or vision. Haphazardly generating ideas unrelated to each other or to a strategic goal or vision is not going
to rejuvenate Webster. What is needed now is a comprehensive review and revision of Webster’s current
vision, strategic goals, and strategies.
Although this letter has criticized Webster’s administration, we also want to recognize that the
administration has taken some important steps to reduce Webster’s expenses. In 2017, CFO Karaman
arranged to restructure Webster’s 2011 bond debt at a lower interest rate and freed up cash by delaying
principal payments on the new $49.7 million 2017 bond until 2020. (See Official Statement, $49,690,000,
Health and Educational Facilities Authority of the State of Missouri Educational Facilities Refunding
Revenue Bonds [Webster University Project, Series 2017, p. 16]). The administration also purchased the
Vienna dormitory to reduce operating lease expenses and took out a mortgage on the Palais Wenkheim,
thereby freeing up funds for other uses. While significant, these one-time initiatives are clearly
insufficient to address Webster’s underlying financial problems.
The Faculty Senate and faculty are fully committed to doing our part to make the necessary changes to
reverse the downward trajectory of our university. The Faculty Senate and faculty have already attempted
to help address Webster’s financial problems as follows:
•

The Faculty Senate proposed creating two standing faculty advisory committees to improve
communication and to allow the faculty the opportunity to provide advice and recommendations
to the administration on important, strategic financial and marketing matters. In the fall of 2016,
the administration agreed to form the committees. Unfortunately, since then, the administration
has largely ignored these two advisory committees. In fact, the ad hoc steering committee
recently formed by the administration effectively supersedes these newly created joint facultyadministration standing committees. Nevertheless, members of one of the standing committees,
the Marketing Advisory Committee, recently presented a comprehensive market research
proposal to the Provost/COO. Their framework for conducting market research and allocating
resources is in the attachments. They also recommended that the university develop a system to
track the results of its advertising and marketing programs.

•

Over the past two years, the Faculty has conducted faculty institutes, faculty assembly meetings,
town halls, and informal faculty meetings to discuss Webster’s financial problems as well as the
faculty’s role in changing Webster. This letter incorporates many of the concerns and ideas raised
at those meetings.

•

This spring, in light of Webster’s severe financial problems, the faculty’s Salary and Fringe
Benefits committee proposed that the faculty would not seek any salary increases for next year,
despite our increased health insurance costs. This proposal shows the faculty’s willingness to
share in the sacrifices needed to address the financial problems. As a condition for us accepting
yet another year of declining net take-home pay (due again to the ever-increasing expense of
healthcare), we said that that ALL Webster employees, including top administrators, must not
receive raises, bonuses, or any other type of increased compensation either. The sacrifice being
made by the faculty should be shared by all employees.

Against this troubling backdrop, we feel compelled to bring our concerns and ideas directly to the Board
of Trustees because top administration has been unable to fix Webster’s financial problems. Something
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needs to be done and be done soon. We ask you, the Trustees, a simple question: If this were your
company, would you accept year after year of financial losses, losses that would threaten the future of
your company? We assume the answer would be “no.” Nor should Webster’s recurring losses be
acceptable to you, as Trustees of Webster. Ultimately, the Board of Trustees is responsible and
accountable for Webster’s success or failure.
Accordingly, the Faculty Senate respectfully urges the Board of Trustees to take steps immediately to
address Webster’s financial problems. Clearly, Webster’s current vision, strategic goals, and strategies are
not working, so change is essential. The question is what needs to be changed.
To answer this question, we ask that within the next month the Board arrange for its representatives to
meet with the Faculty Senate, or its representatives, and top administrators to start the process of
analyzing the causes of Webster’s financial problems. Based on those analyses, we can then jointly revise
Webster’s vision, strategic goals, strategies, and make operational plans. We will also need to set
priorities and identify other actions needed to turn around our finances in the long run. Concurrently, to
help reduce the deficit in the short run, Webster needs to continue identifying and implementing cost
reductions. Some of the steering committee’s ideas may be valuable in this effort. But, we need to ensure
that any cost reductions will not inadvertently impair our ability to implement important future strategic
actions. Although this process will be challenging, it is imperative we act now while Webster still has the
financial resources to fund promising new initiatives and programs.
In closing, we hope the Board of Trustees accepts the Faculty Senate’s request that the Board intervene
immediately to help rectify Webster’s financial problems. We think collaboration among the Board, the
faculty, and the administration is critical during this transition. The Faculty Senate is ready to meet with
representatives of the Board of Trustees to discuss our concerns and proposed collaboration.
Webster has overcome adversity and celebrated many successes over the years. We hope that by working
together, we can reenvision and reinvigorate Webster, thereby ensuring its future.
Respectfully submitted,
The Webster University Faculty Senate and Faculty Senate President
Kathy Corley, Professor, School of Communications
Anne Geraghty-Rathert, Professor, College of Arts & Sciences
Ted Green, Professor, School of Education
Gary Glasgow, Professor, Leigh Gerdine College of Fine Arts
Scott Jensen, Professor, School of Communications
Julie Palmer, Associate Professor, Walker School of Business & Technology
Debbie Psihountas, Professor, Walker School of Business & Technology
Terri Reilly, Contingent Faculty, College of Arts & Sciences
Gary Renz, Professor, Walker School of Business & Technology
Eric Rhiney, Associate Professor, Walker School of Business & Technology
Elizabeth Risik, Associate Professor, Walker School of Business & Technology
Basiyr Rodney, Associate Professor, School of Education
Chris Sagovac, Associate Professor, School of Communications
Hemla Singaravelu, Professor, College of Arts & Sciences
Jill Stulce, Associate Professor, College of Arts & Sciences
Lara Teeter, Professor, Leigh Gerdine College of Fine Arts
Paula Witkowski, Associate Professor, School of Education
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Attachments to the Letter to the Webster University Board of Trustee from the Webster Faculty Senate

April 18, 2018
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Net Cash Provided by (or Used In) Operating Activities (in 2017 Dollars)
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$87,278,564

$98,901,433

$81,180,068

$70,000,000

$50,000,000
2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17

"Net Tuition Revenues"

"Instruction Expenses"

Changes in Net Assets from Instruction

"Non-Instruction Operating Expenses"

19

Percentage of the Total Number of Full-Time Equivalent Students in Fall Among Selected
Universities & Colleges (Data from IPEDS Database)
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Maryville University
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Columbia College
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Lindenwood University

2009
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Maryville University
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2011

2012
Park University

2013

2014

2015

Webster University

2016

FTE Student Enrollments and Percentage Increase or Decrease (Data from the Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data System (IPEDS))

Institution Name

Columbia College
Lindenwood University
Maryville University
Park University
Webster University

Full-time
equivalent
enrollment:
Fall 2003
(HD2003)

2003
7,782
6,249
2,331
5,380
11,444

Full-time
equivalent
enrollment:
Fall 2004
(HD2004)

2004
8,371
7,010
2,280
5,470
11,582

Full-time
equivalent
enrollment:
Fall 2005
(HD2005)

2005
8,249
7,474
2,352
5,822
11,095

Full-time
equivalent
enrollment:
Fall 2006
(DRVEF2006)

Full-time
equivalent
enrollment:
Fall 2007
(DRVEF2007)

Full-time
equivalent
enrollment:
Fall 2008
(DRVEF2008)

Full-time
equivalent
fall
enrollment
(DRVEF2009)

Full-time
equivalent
fall
enrollment
(DRVEF2010)

Full-time
equivalent
fall
enrollment
(DRVEF2011)

Full-time
equivalent
fall
enrollment
(DRVEF2012)

Full-time
equivalent
fall
enrollment
(DRVEF2013)

Full-time
equivalent
fall
enrollment
(DRVEF2014)

Full-time
equivalent
fall
enrollment
(DRVEF2015)

Full-time
equivalent
fall
enrollment
(DRVEF2016)

2006
9,310
7,931
2,401
5,854
11,215

2007
9,732
8,137
2,430
5,917
11,535

2008
10,655
8,435
2,486
5,535
11,234

2009
11,236
8,658
2,478
5,822
11,382

2010
12,702
9,602
2,598
5,461
11,441

2011
13,585
9,698
2,675
5,339
11,213

2012
13,286
10,119
2,800
5,371
10,672

2013
12,460
10,385
3,156
5,023
10,424

2014
12,153
10,071
3,565
4,999
9,729

2015
10,825
9,832
3,813
7,220
8,894

2016
10,375
9,032
4,151
6,895
8,162

Peak years for each university or college is highlighted
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Percent
Percent
Change from Change from
Fall 2003 to Fall 2009 to
Fall 2016
Fall 2016

33.3%
44.5%
78.1%
28.2%
-28.7%

-7.7%
4.3%
67.5%
18.4%
-28.3%

Market Research Questions, Resource Allocation Options, and Markets by Programs Matrix (1/18)
Questions for Each Market and Program Segment
Local and National Market Size
1. Current size of local and national markets for an existing or proposed program
a. For existing programs, what has been the local and national enrollment trend over the past few years (e.g., stable, contracting,
or growing)?
b. For existing and past markets and/or programs, what factors led to the local trends (e.g., poor teaching, facilities,
administration, customer service, or locations)
2. What existing or potential programs or markets (local and national) offer growth potential in the future?
a. Next 1-2 years
b. 2-5 years
c. More than 5 years
Local Market Share
3. If Webster already offers programs in the local market, what is the strength of Webster’s brand and/or programs in the market?
a. Existing and potential students’ perceptions of Webster’s program and brand
4. The number and strength of competing programs already in the market relative to Webster’s existing or proposed program.
a. Existing and potential students’ perceptions of the competing programs
b. Length of time other programs have been in that market
c. Are the competing programs stable, growing, or contracting
5. Likelihood of new competing programs entering the local market?
6. Likelihood that existing competing local programs will allocate resources to limit the growth of Webster’s program?
Resource Allocation Options
•

•

•

Attack: Allocate substantial new resources to enter and grow the market and/or program
o Appropriate if growing local or national demand for a program, weaker local competing programs, and strong Webster brand
locally
Defend: Allocate enough resources to maintain market share in the market and/or program indefinitely
o Appropriate if stable or growing local or national demand for a program, weaker or equivalent local competing programs, and
Webster brand strong enough locally to defend against competing programs
Retreat:
22

o Fast Retreat: Do not allocate any more resources to the market and/or program (i.e., pull out of market and/or program).
Appropriate when rapidly declining local demand for a program, strong competing programs, or weak Webster brand locally.
o Slow Retreat: Allocate enough resources to maintain presence as long as the market and program generate positive cash flow
and/or net income. Appropriate when slowly declining local demand for a program, stronger competing programs, or weak
Webster brand locally.

Program by Market Matrix is on the next page.
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Programs
Existing
Degree

New

For-Credit
Certificate

Student Type:
Traditional UG FT
Non-traditional UG PT
Graduate PT

Existing

Location:
Webster Groves
St. Louis Metro
Metropolitan
Military
International

Modality:
Markets

Classroom
WebNet
Hybrid
Online

Student Type:
Traditional UG FT
Non-traditional UG PT
Graduate PT

New

Location:
Webster Groves
St. Louis Metro
Metropolitan
Military
International

Modality:
Classroom
WebNet
Hybrid
Online
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Non-Credit

Degree

For-Credit
Certificate

Non-Credit

