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Nothing will stir up a heated debate on a college campus like saying that the institution “needs to 

be run like a business.” This cry seems to grow increasing louder in times of stagnant or declining 

revenues, increasing expenses and tight budgets. 

 Governing board members whose success in business is their primary qualification for a leadership 

role at the college or university (along with their ability to “share” their success with school’s foundation) 

are usually the loudest proponents of such a strategy. 

 The more vocal members of the academic community whose professional lives have never been 

subjected to the vagaries of the free market system usually lead the opposition to such a notion. 

 True, solely maximizing profits should not drive the high-minded mission of a university. 

However, it is absolute folly to ignore the intensive competition that exists in today’s academic 

marketplace and that, in order to compete, some market-based fundamentals such as efficiency and 

accountability are not only warranted, but truly necessary if the institution is to remain both relevant and 

financially viable. 

 One such tool for analyzing efficiency and creating accountability is responsibility-centered 

management (RCM). Such an approach can provide information on the financial viability of an 
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institution’s academic units. In this regard, we would define  “financial viability” as revenues generated by 

the academic unit exceeding expenses. 

 Perhaps, the life or death of an academic program should not rest solely its financial viability. 

However, we believe that the RCM model can serve as a valuable tool in evaluating programs for the 

purposes of allocating scarce resources.  

 This paper will (1) discuss the concept of RCM and the influences of market-based qualities; (2) 

demonstrate its application using the budget at West Liberty University; and (3) address the challenges 

and criticisms of the system.  

 
 

What is Responsibility-Centered Management? 

 At most modern universities, authority is highly decentralized, but responsibility – especially 

financial responsibility – is held centrally. This decoupling of authority from financial responsibility 

creates problems for university leaders at every level of the institution.  

RCM is a combination of market-influenced policies and practices designed to overcome these 

problems by coupling decision-making directly to the associated financial outcomes. True, there are 

differences between large research universities and smaller, regional institutions. As such, the policies and 

practices implementing RCM should be clearly articulated and constructed to correspond with the unique 

mission of the university. 

In short, RCM designates certain academic units within the university as “responsibility units” 

(RU). Then, the system (1) attributes tuition and fee revenue; (2) allocates direct costs; and (3) apportions 

indirect costs to determine the financial viability of each RU. 

 Regardless of the size or mission of the university, all RCM models share similar market-based 

characteristics in that they: 
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• Prescribe precisely how responsibility units (RU) share revenues; 

• Create incentives for greater production at the local level by associating revenues directly to the 

revenue creating activity (such as student credit hours, majors or degrees awarded); 

• Permit RU leaders to realize rewards from good financial decisions; and 

• Allow good local decision making to benefit the entire university. 

Moreover, the implementation and operation of RCM are guided by the following principles: 

• Transparency – The formula is simple allowing everyone to know the rules and have access to the 

information they need. 

• Accountability – Decision makers have clear lines of authority. 

• Equity – Everyone is playing by the same rules and is held to the same standards. 

• Predictability – The rules don’t change without broad discussion and ample notice. 

As well as determining the operating budgets for each RU, RCM can influence the availability of 

funds for Central Administration and, specifically, tuition remissions (discounts and waivers). The RCM 

usually does not impact the operation of certain auxiliary units such as housing and food service. 

Principles of Resource Allocation in Higher Education 

 In the early 1980s, the committee appointed to create an RCM system at the University of 

Southern California developed a set of broad organizational principles to guide the development of their 

system. These principles are as follows: 

1. The closer the decision maker is to the relevant information, the better the decision is likely to be.  

2. The degree of decentralization of an organization should be proportional to its size and complexity.  

3. Responsibility should be commensurate with authority and vice versa. 

4. The central administration should retain sufficient academic and fiscal leverage to ensure 

achievement of institutional goals.  



 

4 
 

5. Clear rewards and sanctions are required to make the distribution of responsibility and authority 

operational, as well as to effect their coupling. 

6. Resource-expanding incentives are preferable to resource-dividing rules. 

7. Successful decentralization requires common information systems providing local central managers 

with timely and accurate performance reports. 

8. Outcome measures are preferable to input (process) controls. 

9. Achievements of academic excellence require that academic performance criteria be explicit and, 

where possible, quantified. 

10. Stable financial environments facilitate good planning. 

11. People play better games when they own the rules.1 

Guidelines 

 In consultations with major universities employing RCM, a consensus emerged as to the benefit of 

adhering to the following guidelines: 

1. Keep the process simple.  

2. Develop a general agreement on the principles. 

3. Assess the proposed allocations in terms of the principles. 

4. Maintain a high level of discretion in funding the GFS. 

5. Utilize the same source of information in preparing reports. 

6. Exhibit transparency for all financial activities. 

7. Do not retreat to basing an analysis solely upon the direct revenues and expenses of each 

RU. 

                                                
1 Strauss, Jon C. and John R. Curry, Responsibility Center Management, National Association of College and University Business 
Officers (2002). 



 

5 
 

8. Constantly reinforce the principle that RUs must be responsible for both their financial and 

academic performance. 

9. Fully incorporate the budget process in the institution’s strategic planning process. 

10. Make the budget public to encourage comparison, prioritize priorities and reduce suspicion. 

11. Reinforce the idea that the purpose of RCM is to improve academic performance. 

12. Assure that all senior administrative officers (including the president and the CFO) believe 

and support the process.2  

Budget and Planning Process 

 The purpose of RCM is to plan the following year’s budget. The typical budget and planning 

process used by most institutions who have adopted RCM is as follows: 

1. Prepare the overall budget for the institution for the upcoming year that takes into account tuition 

rates, enrollment, salaries and benefits, new programs, changes in administrative services and the 

distribution of any expenditure reductions between the academic and administrative sides. 

2. Prepare a preliminary budget for the administrative departments mindful of the overall budget and 

the need to maintain the proper quality and quantity of administrative services. 

3. Use the preliminary administrative budget to calculate and apply indirect costs to responsibility 

units. 

4. Project tuition and fee revenue and financial aid (including tuition remissions) based upon 

proposed rates and projected enrollment. 

5. Estimate funding for the general fund supplement for each RU. 

6. Based upon budget assumptions, charge each RU to prepare balanced budgets and to justify any 

deviation from prior assumptions. 

7. Engage in a structured review of proposed budgets from RUs. 
                                                
2 Strauss, ibid. pp. 20-21. 
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8. Rebalance the overall budget based upon reviews and consultations. 

Is this new? 
 

RCM is not a new approach to budgeting at colleges and universities throughout North America. 

In 1974, the University of Pennsylvania fully adopted RCM. In the 1980s, the University of Toronto, 

University of Michigan, University of Southern California and University of Indiana adopted RCM.  

These institutions now have considerable experience with the ideas, benefits and problems of RCM and 

continue to use the system. In the last two decades, many other public and private universities have 

implemented similar models. These institutions include the University of New Hampshire, Kent State 

University, University of Illinois – Urbana Champaign and the University of Iowa. The University of 

Oregon adopted the model in 2010 and the Universities of Arizona and Washington implemented RCM 

in 2011. 

 

RCM Application – West Liberty University 

Historically, West Liberty University has used a traditional, highly centralized approach in 

preparing its budget.  

1. The college uses the prior year’s budget to establish a baseline.  

2. The institution’s chief budget officer works with the institution’s chief enrollment officer to 

determine the estimated enrollment for the following year.  

3. The chief budget officer meets with the heads of various academic and administrative units to 

ascertain their needs for the following year.  

4. The chief budget officer prepares a proposed budget for the subsequent year that includes the 

distribution of revenues. 
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5. The chief budget officer presents the proposed budget to the president who offers his or her 

input as to changes. 

6. The president presents the proposed budget to the governing board for approval. 

On occasion, there may have been opportunities for additional discussions and reviews, but, for the 

most part, the process was highly centralized within the office of the institution’s chief budget officer. 

Under this traditional budget model, there is no system of accountability to gauge the financial 

viability or effectiveness of the allocation of funds.  

The West Liberty University Model 

As such, in 2015, we decided to create an RCM model for West Liberty University where I 

(Capehart) was serving as president.  We looked at several universities and determined that the University 

of Oregon, as one of the most recent institutions in the country to adopt a form of RCM (2010), had 

incorporated many of the best practices utilized by other colleges and universities. 

We developed an RCM that was similar, but not identical, to the Oregon model. The primary 

difference was a result of the large research capacity and activity at the University of Oregon in 

comparison to the relatively lower degree of research activity at West Liberty University. 

Under our model, West Liberty University established six Responsibility Units (RUs): 

• College of Arts and Communication 

• Gary E. West College of Business 

• College of Education 

• College of Liberal Arts 

• College of Sciences 

• School of Professional Studies 
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The Dean of each college or school would be designated as the Budget Manager for his or her RU. 

In our model, departments within a college or school were not RUs. However, for the purposes of internal 

management, an RU could apply RCM principles at a lower level. 3 

Attribution of Revenue 

The operating revenues for West Liberty University are derived from a number of sources 

including: state appropriation, gifts and endowments, grants, contracts and indirect cost recovery, 

overhead assessments, auxiliary services such as room and board, and, most predominantly, tuition and 

fees. RCM only addresses the distribution of tuition and academic fees. All other revenue flowed in the 

traditional manner. 

 The distribution of revenue under the our RCM model involved four steps: 

1. Apportionment of Tuition 

2. Allocation of Specific Revenues 

3. Calculation of Net Position 

4. Distribution of a General Fund Supplement (GFS) 

For the purpose of this analysis, each step used revenues, tuition remissions, student credit hours, 

majors, degree production, tuition differentials, graduate course fees, summer term revenues and expenses 

from the 2015 academic and fiscal years. Moreover, we focused on the College of Arts and 

Communication as our example of an RU. (See Appendix A) 

Apportionment of Tuition 

1. Determining the Revenue Pool 

                                                
3 The purpose of our RCM model was to determine each RU’s share of revenue for the budget year utilizing the RU’s 
performance in the prior year. Then, the Budget Managers, i.e. the academic deans, could determine the use of their share to 
meet the expenses of their RU. This approach rewards efficiency and innovation. However, this approach also requires constant 
vigilance as to the quality of education and the alignment of each RU’s activities with the strategic plan of the university. 
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 The apportionment of tuition begins with Academic Year Tuition Revenue (AYTR), which 

consists of all academic year undergraduate tuition including tuition remissions. As such, AYTR is greater 

than the amount of actual revenue realized on tuition payments and available for apportionment. AYTR 

does not include summer school tuition. 

 Next, we subtracted a percentage that represents tuition remissions provided by the University. 

Tuition remissions include tuition discounts, institutional “scholarships,” waivers and other mechanisms 

that produce foregone tuition income. AYTR minus tuition remissions produces the revenue pool.  

 In FY 2015, AYTR totaled $17,980,000 and tuition remissions equaled $1,797,00 for a revenue 

pool of $16,183,000.  

 

2. Allotment of the Revenue Pool 

We allotted the revenue pool in accordance with a 50-30-20 rule, i.e.: 

• 50% based upon Undergraduate Student Credit Hours (SCH); 

• 30% based upon Undergraduate Majors; and 

• 20% based upon Undergraduate Degrees. 

For this calculation, multiple majors and multiple degrees are pro-rated; pre-majors count as 

majors; and undeclared majors are excluded. 

These areas represent the level of work relative to the campus, in general (SCH); the interest and 

participation in the programs provided by the RU (Majors); and the RU’s production in terms of outputs 

(Degrees). The areas and percentages are representative of those used at colleges and universities utilizing 

RCM.  

Utilizing the 50-30-20 rule, the allotment would be SCH - $8,091,500; Majors - $4,854,900; and 

Degrees - $3,236,600  
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3. Distribution of Revenue Pool 

We based the distribution of the revenue to each RU upon the RU’s proportion of SCH, Majors 

and Degrees produced relative to the total for the university. 

In FY 2015, the College of Arts and Communication taught 6,530 undergraduate student hours 

or 10.00472359% of the total student credit hours taught. As a result, the RCM distributes 

10.00472359% of the revenue allotted for SCH to the College of Arts and Communication.   

Continuing, the College of Arts and Communication had 298 majors in its various disciplines 

or 13.5086129% of all declared majors. Consequently, the RCM distributes 13.5086129% of the 

revenue allotted for majors to the College of Arts and Communication. 

Also, the College of Arts and Communication had 46 graduates during the year or 12.7777778% 

of all graduates. Thus, the RCM distributes 12.7777778% of the revenue allotted for graduates of the 

College of Arts and Communication. 

The total from these three areas represent the amount of tuition the RCM apportions to the 

College of Arts and Communication.  

 
Allocation of Direct Revenues 

 Certain types of tuition and fee revenue can be directly allocated to the RU as a source of revenue. 

These allocations include: revenue generated from tuition differentials; graduate degree tuition and fees; 

specific course fees; and revenue from summer school courses. 

 In FY 2015, disciplines housed in the College of Arts and Communication generated $30,250 

from tuition charged over and above the university’s standard tuition rate. The College also generated 

$25,000 in course fees, $28,108.66 in tuition from summer school courses and no income from graduate 
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programs. The RCM directly allocates these amounts to the tuition that has been previously 

apportioned to the College of Arts and Communication.  

 In our example, total income for the College of Arts and Communication equals $1,965,725.95.   
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Determining Net Position and Rate of Return 

 We determined net position by subtracting direct and indirect expenses from total revenue. Direct 

expenses are those that can be directly attributed to a specific RU, such as faculty salaries and benefits. 

Indirect expenses are those costs associated from operating the university, in general, and are expressed in 

terms of a percentage. A common amount assigned to the indirect expenses at a university is 35%. 

 The College of Arts and Communication had (1) total revenue of $1,965,725.95; (2) an indirect 

expense of 35% of $1,965,725.95 or $688,004.08; and (3) direct expenses of $2,286,830.  

 As a result, the net position of the College of Arts and Communication was ($1,009,108.13).  

 

 The RCM calculates the rate of return by dividing net position by total revenue.  

 In our example, the College of Arts and Communications has a negative rate of return (-

51.34%). (On the other hand, the School of Professional Studies has a rate of return of nearly 20%.) 

 

 Appendix B provides an additional analysis in which the amount of indirect costs is reduced to 

20%. In many institutions, this may be more appropriate. In any event, this additional analysis provides a 

range (20% to 35%) that illustrates the potential for an increase of rate of return as indirect costs are 

reduced. 

 

 Utilizing Appendix B, the rate of return for the College of Arts and Communication is 

improved, but still indicates a significant loss (-36.335%). (On the other hand, the return for the 

School of Professional Studies improves from 18.9% to an impressive 90%.)  

 

General Fund Supplement (GFS) 
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 Each RU would receive a General Fund Supplement (GFS) that represents an additional 

distribution of revenue derived from the university’s general revenue fund or from reductions in the net 

position of other RUs. At the startup of the RCM, the initial purpose of the GFS would be to hold 

harmless an RU that is operating with a deficit.  

 In Appendix A, three of the six RUs have a negative net position. In order to hold those four 

harmless, revenues would have to be moved from the three RUs with a positive net position or from 

the university’s general revenue fund.  Moreover, the total net position of the six RUs is a negative 

$815,585.30. Thus, it is clear that funding from general revenue would be necessary.  

 In Appendix B, only one of the RUs has a negative net position – the College of Arts and 

Communication. Resources would need to be moved from the other RUs, perhaps proportionally, or 

from general revenue.  

 

 Once the RCM model is in operation, the GFS would serve additional purposes. 

• Support investment in new or existing programs. 

• Provide for increases in such areas as travel or professional development. 

• Provide for the ongoing investment or improvement in technology that is specific to its area. 

• Provide scholarship or other student support. 

• Serve as a source of assessment for improvements in general administration. 

 

Selected Findings of the Application of RCM at West Liberty University 

 Based upon the application of the RCM model, we would offer the following selected findings: 
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• The College of Arts and Communications is a financial loser with a negative position of over 

$1,000,000 due to its lack of tuition differentials, graduate revenue, substantial course fees and 

practically nonexistent summer school revenue. 

• The School of Professional Studies is a financial winner due to low costs and high per student 

production. The School produces nearly 50% of the revenue as the College of Arts and 

Communication with only one-fifth of the number of students. 

• Tuition differentials, graduate revenue, course fees and summer school revenue are critical in 

maintaining the financial viability of the highly expensive College of Science.  

• The financial viability of the College of Education would be in serious question without the 

productivity provided by the graduate program.  

Clearly, this is not an exhaustive list of findings, but it does provide a taste of the manner in which 

RCM can be used to analyze the financial viability of an RU.  

Lessons Learned from RCM Institutions 

 In 2002, the National Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO) released 

Responsibility Center Management: Lessons from 25 Years of Decentralized Management. This report provided the 

following assessment of RCM in terms of (1) criticisms and responses to such criticisms; and (2) 

performance at institutions that implemented decentralized budget planning and management. 

Criticisms 

RCM encourages institutions to make decisions based more upon financial than academic considerations 

 All academic decisions are linked to financial decisions whether the decision is made in a highly 

centralized or highly decentralized budget process. It is unreasonable - approaching ridiculous - to assume 

otherwise. The difference is that those at the local level who have a greater understanding of the facts and 

circumstances render budgeting decisions made in a decentralized process such as RCM.   
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 Those who resort to this criticism are usually those who do not want to take the responsibility for 

their decisions, yet will be highly critical of those who do. Academic values must drive financial decisions 

while resource availability will determine priorities. 

RCM inhibits cross-disciplinary programs 

 Studies have shown that the establishment of cross-disciplinary programs face significant 

challenges even in a highly centralized budget process. In fact, institutions have claimed that the use of 

RCM has lowered such barriers and encouraged interdisciplinary collaboration and cooperation through 

the utilization of subvention funding (e.g. GFS). 

Financial incentives encourage improper faculty behavior 

 Many faculty members find it unseemly for a system to incentivize faculty performance through 

financial means. Yet, once most realize that compensation reflects their contributions relative to those of 

others, they have been quick to quantify those benefits in terms of the prospects of additional faculty, 

facility upgrades, increase budgets for such areas as professional development and additional support staff. 

If incentives do encourage bad behavior, most RUs have been quick to change the incentives.  

Financial incentives create tension and argumentation 

 No question that tensions are elevated when the financial performance of academic areas are 

brought to public light. Naturally, those who perform poorly intensify these tensions and are usually the 

provocateurs of unproductive arguments. Support and commitment to RCM by the right leadership can 

redirect such energy into better performance and a greater focus on achieving the common good. 

RUs can erect “trade barriers” 

 In some instances, RUs have sought to capture their students’ tuition by limiting the courses that 

can be taken in other RUs or creating their own courses in certain areas (such as history for nursing 

students). When such practices are made public, peer pressure and the actions of the curriculum review 

committee have tended to lessen this problem.  
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RUs may offer inappropriate incentives 

 Many claimed that RUs might offer “dumbed down” classes in an effort to attract students to their 

courses. “Cake” courses are not a phenomenon created by the implementation of RCM. True, financial 

incentives may exacerbate the problem. However, in both centralized and decentralized budget systems, 

the answer is an elevated awareness and enforcement of quality control. 

Local interest may not advance the common good 

 There is a concern that RUs make take steps to enhance their financial circumstances by engaging 

in activities that hurt the common good. We have already mentioned actions such as offering their own 

general education courses. In addition, RUs may urge harmful reductions in indirect costs, such as student 

services or facilities budgets, in order to free up more funding for direct program support. In the 1990s, 

significant declines in first year students prompted several University of Southern California deans to 

reduce the quality threshold for enrollment.  

 The response to these situations have been and should be strong senior leadership that demonstrate 

strong support for programs that benefit the whole instead of the individual RU. 

The rich get richer 

 Those who proclaim that RCM will allow the “rich to get richer” embrace the zero-sum mentality 

that exists in a highly-centralized budget system where the CFO, the Provost and/or the President controls 

a limited number of resources and the name of the game is grabbing your fair share. 

 To the contrary, RCM promotes “increasing the pie,” not merely divvying up available resources. 

It is the responsibility of senior leadership to select deans and other department heads that understand and 

embrace the opportunity to control the success of their RU through creativity, innovation and hard work. 

Public information invites misinterpretation and meddling 

 Many institutions using RCM reported governing board members armed with public information 

engaging in unnecessary intervention in such areas as administrative costs and the awarding of 
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supplemental support. This is not a situation peculiar to colleges and universities employing a more public 

budget management system that may be addressed by strong board leadership. 

Performance 

• RCM focuses the proper attention on revenue including attention to the development of 

philanthropic and other external sources. 

• RCM facilitates responsible management of entrepreneurial activities that promote the institutions 

core mission. 

• RCM provides an important cost/benefit analysis and trade-off study. 

• RCM provides explicit recognition and support for institutional priorities. 

• RCM encourages provision of efficient, competitive administrative services. 

• RCM creates self-correcting organizations. 

• RCM expresses and quantifies an institution’s strategic plan. 

• RCM encourages good academic and administrative outcomes. 

• RCM promotes collegial governance. 

• RCM focuses attention on cost control, price restraint and educational outcomes.  

 

Conclusion 

  

 The purpose of RCM is not to identify the parts of the university that are financial drags on the 

overall operation of the institution in order to create an excuse to discontinue programs. Instead, the 

purpose is to quantify their respective financial situations in order to create strategies that will move them 

towards financial viability. 
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 For financially successful academic unites, RCM creates a basis for prioritizing the allocation of 

scarce resources. Incentivizing innovation and growth will benefit the university as a whole. 

An institution that is committed to using responsibility-centered management greatly increases its 

ability to generate greater productivity, which is extremely important in times of tight budgets and public 

pressure to restrain increases in tuition. This has been successfully demonstrated in major colleges and 

universities throughout North American whose leadership exhibited a great deal of courage in overcoming 

the most dreaded word on most college campuses – change. 
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APPENDIX A 

35% INDIRECT 
 

 
Responsibility	

Unit	
Und.	SCH	 Und.	SCH	

%age	
SCH	Revenue	 Majors	 Majors	%age	 Majors	

Revenue	
Degrees	 Degree	%age	 Degree	

Revenue	
Tuition	
Differ.	

Grad.	Revenue	 Course	Fees	 Summer	
Revenue	

Total	Revenue	

               

Arts	and	
Communications	

6530	 0.100472359	 $812,972.09	 298	 0.135086129	 $655,829.65	 46	 0.127777778	 $413,565.56	 $30,250.00	 $0.00	 $25,000.00	 $28,108.66	 $1,965,725.95	

Business	 8195	 0.126090502	 $1,020,261.30	 382	 0.173164098	 $840,694.38	 49	 0.136111111	 $440,537.22	 $93,000.00	 $0.00	 $0.00	 $94,156.61	 $2,488,649.51	
Education	 10979	 0.168925884	 $1,366,863.79	 451	 0.20444243	 $992,547.55	 56	 0.155555556	 $503,471.11	 $55,350.00	 $615,000.00	 $18,500.00	 $224,925.20	 $3,776,657.66	
Liberal	Arts	 20965	 0.3225732	 $2,610,101.05	 368	 0.16681777	 $809,883.59	 75	 0.208333333	 $674,291.67	 $0.00	 $0.00	 $0.00	 $237,315.91	 $4,331,592.22	
Sciences	 17103	 0.263151416	 $2,129,289.69	 628	 0.28467815	 $1,382,083.95	 107	 0.297222222	 $961,989.44	 $252,400.00	 $1,135,000.00	 $200,000.00	 $486,177.01	 $6,546,940.09	
Professional	Studies	 1221	 0.018786639	 $152,012.09	 79	 0.035811423	 $173,860.88	 27	 0.075	 $242,745.00	 $0.00	 $215,000.00	 $14,000.00	 $106,070.00	 $903,687.97	
               

Totals	 64993	 $8,091,500.00	 2206	 $4,854,900.00	 360	 $3,236,600.00	 $431,000.00	 $1,965,000.00	 $257,500.00	 $1,176,753.39	 $20,013,253.39	
               

Academic	Year	Tuition	 $17,980,000	            

Tuition	Remissions	 ---$1,797,000	            

Revenue	Pool	 $16,183,000	          

SCH	Allotment	 $8,091,500	 50%	of	total	revenue	            

Majors	Allotment	 $4,854,900	 30%	of	total	revenue	            

Degrees	Allotment	 $3,236,600	 20%	of	total	revenue	            
               
 Total	Revenue	 Indirect	(---.35)	 Net	Revenue	  Expenses	 Net	Position	 Return	        
               

Arts	and	
Communication	

$1,965,725.95	 ---$688,004.08	 $1,277,721.87	 $2,286,830.00	 ---$1,009,108.13	 ---0.5134	       

Business	 $2,488,649.51	 ---$871,027.33	 $1,617,622.18	 $1,837,050.00	 ---$219,427.82	 ---0.0882	       

Education	 $3,776,657.66	 ---$1,321,830.18	 $2,454,827.48	 $2,376,325.00	 $78,502.48	 0.02079	       

Liberal	Arts	 $4,331,592.22	 ---$1,516,057.28	 $2,815,534.94	 $2,483,960.00	 $331,574.94	 0.07655	       

Sciences	 $6,546,940.09	 ---$2,291,429.03	 $4,255,511.06	 $4,423,435.00	 ---$167,923.94	 ---0.0256	       

Professional	Studies	 $903,687.97	 ---$316,290.79	 $587,397.18	 $416,600.00	 $170,797.18	 0.189	       
               
 $20,013,253.39	 ---$7,004,638.69	 $13,008,614.70	 $13,824,200.00	 ---$815,585.30	        
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APPENDIX B 
25% INDIRECT 

 
 
 

Responsibility	Unit	 Und.	SCH	 Und.	SCH	%age	 SCH	Revenue	 Majors	 Majors	%age	 Majors	Revenue	 Degrees	 Degree	%age	 Degree	Revenue	 Tuition	Differ.	 Grad.	Revenue	 Course	Fees	 Summer	
Revenue	

Total	Revenue	

               

Arts	and	
Communications	

6530	 0.100472359	 $812,972.09	 298	 0.135086129	 $655,829.65	 46	 0.12777778	 $413,565.56	 $30,250.00	 $0.00	 $25,000.00	 $28,108.66	 $1,965,725.95	

Business	 8195	 0.126090502	 $1,020,261.30	 382	 0.173164098	 $840,694.38	 49	 0.13611111	 $440,537.22	 $93,000.00	 $0.00	 $0.00	 $94,156.61	 $2,488,649.51	
Education	 10979	 0.168925884	 $1,366,863.79	 451	 0.20444243	 $992,547.55	 56	 0.15555556	 $503,471.11	 $55,350.00	 $615,000.00	 $18,500.00	 $224,925.20	 $3,776,657.66	
Liberal	Arts	 20965	 0.3225732	 $2,610,101.05	 368	 0.16681777	 $809,883.59	 75	 0.20833333	 $674,291.67	 $0.00	 $0.00	 $0.00	 $237,315.91	 $4,331,592.22	
Sciences	 17103	 0.263151416	 $2,129,289.69	 628	 0.28467815	 $1,382,083.95	 107	 0.29722222	 $961,989.44	 $252,400.00	 $1,135,000.00	 $200,000.00	 $486,177.01	 $6,546,940.09	
Professional	Studies	 1221	 0.018786639	 $152,012.09	 79	 0.035811423	 $173,860.88	 27	 0.075	 $242,745.00	 $0.00	 $215,000.00	 $14,000.00	 $106,070.00	 $903,687.97	
               

Totals	 64993	 $8,091,500.00	 2206	 $4,854,900.00	 360	  $3,236,600.00	 $431,000.00	 $1,965,000.00	 $257,500.00	 $1,176,753.39	 $20,013,253.39	
               

Academic	Year	Tuition	 $17,980,000	            

Tuition	Remissions	 ---$1,797,000	            

Revenue	Pool	 $16,183,000	          

SCH	Allotment	 $8,091,500	 50%	of	total	revenue	            

Majors	Allotment	 $4,854,900	 30%	of	total	revenue	            

Degrees	Allotment	 $3,236,600	 20%	of	total	revenue	            
               
 Total	Revenue	 Indirect	(---.20)	 Net	Revenue	  Expenses	 Net	Position	 Return	        
               

Arts	and	
Communication	

$1,965,725.95	 ---$393,145.19	 $1,572,580.76	  $2,286,830.00	 ---$714,249.24	 ---0.36335	        

Business	 $2,488,649.51	 ---$497,729.90	 $1,990,919.61	  $1,837,050.00	 $153,869.61	 0.061829	        

Education	 $3,776,657.66	 ---$755,331.53	 $3,021,326.13	  $2,376,325.00	 $645,001.13	 0.170786	        

Liberal	Arts	 $4,331,592.22	 ---$866,318.44	 $3,465,273.77	  $2,483,960.00	 $981,313.77	 0.226548	        

Sciences	 $6,546,940.09	 ---$1,309,388.02	 $5,237,552.07	  $4,423,435.00	 $814,117.07	 0.124351	        

Professional	Studies	 $903,687.97	 ---$180,737.59	 $722,950.37	 $416,600.00	 $306,350.37	 0.900883	        
               
 $20,013,253.39	 ---$4,002,650.68	 $16,010,602.71	  $13,824,200.00	 $2,186,402.71	 0.109248	        

 
 
 

 

   

 

  

   

    

  

  


