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Dear Provost Alutto: 
 
 Attached is the report of the Central Distributions Subcommittee of the Senate Fiscal Committee (SFC) 
on rebasing tools for consideration by you in the context of re-basing adjustments to college budgets and 
other budgetary decisions.  The report was considered by the full Senate Fiscal Committee at its January 22, 
2008 meeting and, after full discussion, received its unanimous approval. 
 This report is the fourth in a sequence of reports developed by the Senate Fiscal Committee. In January 
2006, SFC submitted a report to Provost Snyder on Sources and Uses and the use of this tool in analyzing 
college base budgets. During the 06 – 07 academic year, SFC submitted two reports to Provost Snyder on 
‘going forward’ rules for research support (February 2007) and Undergraduate Instructional Subsidy and Fee 
Revenue (March 2007).  
 The current report examines college budgetary progress using three tools – sources and uses of 
financial resources, marginal income, and growth in PBA. It notes that the three tools provide 
complementary insights into the fiscal progress of different colleges. Analysis based on marginal income 
and growth in PBA indicates considerable differences between colleges. For example, one college 
consistently exhibited marginal income well above that of the majority of the colleges, while several other 
colleges exhibited sizeable and repeated annual deficits in marginal income. Annualized PBA growth rates 
also indicated considerable spread among colleges, significantly more than would be the case if basically 
similar factors were at work in influencing the budgets of different colleges. 
 The report recognizes that fiscal progress made by colleges reflects the combined effect of decisions 
and actions taken by the colleges, the structure of the budget model, and external factors. And these college 
decisions made may or may not have been aligned with Academic Plan priorities. Since analysis of progress 
by colleges toward Academic Plan goals is outside the purview of this committee, we feel the Budget 
Review Committee might be well-positioned to address that issue, with the current report providing the 
fiscal analysis.  
 Finally, the generation of this report and the analysis of the underlying data required considerable 
effort and diligence, as well as the ability to consider different perspectives in a thoughtful manner, on the 
part of the members of the Central Distribution Subcommittee. Special thanks and recognition should go to 
Ralph Boerner, the chair of the subcommittee, for leading and guiding the effort and ensuring that the final 
report articulated concisely and well the issues that need to be addressed in rebasing colleges.   
 If you have any questions concerning the enclosed report, please feel free to contact me. 
          
         Sincerely 

         
             K. (Cheena) Srinivasan 
       Professor and Chair, Mechanical Engineering 
                 Chair, Senate Fiscal Committee  



Charge to the Committee 
The Central Distributions Subcommittee was charged with developing tools for use by 
the provost in considering re-basing adjustments to college budgets.   
 
Summary of Findings 

 Sources and Uses of financial resources, as well as the surpluses or deficits 
reflected by the balance between the two, result as much from decisions made 
and actions taken by the colleges as they do from the structure of the budget 
model or from changes in external factors that influence the model.   

 College decisions made in response to the budget model may or may not be 
consistent with progress on Academic Plan priorities.  While the Academic Plan 
represents the university’s long term aspirational goals, the budget model reflects 
immediate fiscal realities, and it is those proximate realities to which colleges 
must respond first. 

 This suggested to the committee that colleges that experienced slow and modest 
increases in PBA may still merit serious consideration for rebasing, pending an 
analysis of their progress toward Academic Plan goals.  Said another way, all 
colleges merit consideration for rebasing, not just those that exhibit relatively 
extreme fiscal behavior. 

 As the charge to this committee was to focus solely on developing tools for fiscal 
analysis, an analysis of progress towards the Academic Plan is well outside our 
responsibility, and could perhaps be considered by the Budget Review 
Committee.    

 One college consistently exhibited marginal income well above that of the majority of 
the colleges, and several colleges exhibited sizeable annual deficits in marginal 
income.  The analysis presented here does not allow us to separate the influence 
of factors internal to each college from the influence of those that have occurred 
as unintended consequences of the budget model.  Such an analysis would 
seem to us to be a more immediate priority than that suggested in the previous 
point.   

 While we are quite aware that uniformity in marginal income over time among 
colleges was not a goal of the initial budget restructuring or of any subsequent 
re-basing, progress towards Academic Plan goals and fiscal stability are both 
compromised when colleges run large deficits, and a host of opportunities in 
many colleges are foregone when significant amounts of marginal income are 
concentrated in a single college. 

 
Data Sources 
We considered the following data in conducting our review and analysis: 

Sources and Uses Summaries for FY03-FY07, with separate versions of the 
teaching-related income sources (tuition/fees and SSI) allocated in three different 
ways: 

 An unweighted method allocation method that allocated all 
teaching-related income based on headcount (Table 1), 

 The partially weighted method instituted in 2007, which allocated 
undergraduate teaching-related income 60% on headcount and 40% on 
the state SSI categories (Table 2), and 

 A fully weighted model, which allocated all teaching-related 
income by state SSI categories (Table 3). 

 

 1



The annual difference between Sources and Uses for FY00 and FY03-FY07 in 
relation to the rebasing targets for FY07 established by the provost in 2001 
(Table 4). 
 
The mean annual difference between Sources and Uses for FY03 – FY07 (with 
rebasing transfers and TIE included) calculated using the unweighted, partially 
weighted, and fully weighted models (Table 5). 
 
Estimates of marginal income based on original budgets for FY04-FY07 as 
published in the College Profiles (Table 6). 
 
PBA by College from FY03 to FY07 (Table 8), with annualized rate of change 
calculated from those data (Table 7). 

 
Caveats to be considered in attempting to interpret these data sources: 

 The subcommittee is aware that uniformity in marginal income over time among 
colleges was not a goal of the initial budget restructuring or of any 
subsequent re-basing, and used the college rebasing targets for FY07 
established by the provost in 2001as its beginning point.  The committee was 
also aware of the changes made to the budget model over the period under 
examination, and included those changes in its discussions. 

 In reviewing the Sources and Uses Summaries it is important to consider both 
absolute and proportional differences among methods, years, and colleges.  
A small proportional change experienced by a college with large PBA may 
actually represent several millions of dollars, an amount almost as large as 
the total PBA of a small college.  Similarly, a large proportional change 
experienced by a small college may actually represent a relatively small 
absolute change.  

 Changes in marginal income and PBA reflect effects of the budget model, effects 
of decisions made by colleges, periodic investments in excellence made by 
OAA, and the interactions among them.  The data sources we reviewed do 
not permit us to clearly separate model effects from those other sources of 
variation.  

 Undergraduate program and technology fees have increased in number and 
magnitude over the time period we considered; however, these sources of 
funds are not included in either the marginal income estimates in the College 
Profiles or the annual PBA figures, as they are considered cash rather than 
annual rate.  The Sources and Uses Summaries do include income from 
undergraduate program and technology fees, and therefore reflect actual 
spendable income somewhat better.  The subcommittee recommends the 
University consider classifying undergraduate program and technology fees 
as non-taxable PBA for purposes of annual financial assessments. 

 We did not consider either the impact of the changes in the GEC or proposed 
changes in doctoral program funding on the various colleges.  Both may have 
significant impact in the future and should be considered in the context of 
comprehensive rebasing. 
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Issues 
1. Sources and Uses 

 
The sources available to a college are influenced primarily by three factors: (1) the 
structure of the budget model, (2) changes in the external environment that impact the 
model (e.g. changes in the SSI formula and/or funding level, increases in tuition/fees, 
NIH/NSF policies), and (3) actions taken by college leaders.  Changes in uses are 
primarily the result of actions taken by the college leaders. 
 
1.1. Balance of Sources and Uses.   
The subcommittee compared the proportional difference between sources and uses over 
FY03 - FY07 to the goals established by the provost in 2001 (based on FY00 sources 
and uses).  The trajectories over time of five of the colleges (BUS, DEN, MED, OPT, 
ENG) were consistent with the goals for FY07 established in 2001 (Table 4).  Among the 
colleges for which the goal was no change over time, three colleges shifted from a net 
deficit to a net surplus (ART, MAPS, LAW) and one from a net surplus to a net deficit 
(VET).  In four colleges (BIO, SWK, NUR, PHR) the goal established in 2001 was 
overshot.  Particularly noteworthy were two colleges (SBS, HUM) that were to reduce 
moderate surpluses but instead experienced considerable increase in their surpluses, 
and the one college (FAES) whose deficit increased considerably.  Determining the 
relative importance of the budget model, the changes in the external environment, and 
the within-college decisions responsible for the trajectories that were inconsistent with 
the targets or overshot the targets would seem an appropriate next step. Further, we 
note that the balance of sources and uses reflects the totality of changes in two 
components, and might obscure the significance of changes in the individual 
components. Growth in college PBAs, addressed subsequently, isolates changes in one 
of these components, and identifies other colleges differing substantially from the norm 
and also meriting special analysis of progress under budget restructuring. 
 
1.2.  Alternative Weighting Methods for Income from Undergraduate Teaching. 
From the inception of budget model to FY07 marginal income from tuition and fees was 
distributed based on head count (unweighted) whereas the marginal income from SSI 
(after POM was subtracted) was distributed using the B.O.R. weighting system.  In FY01 
tuition and fees comprised approximately 60% and SSI 40% of the total undergraduate 
teaching income. This allocation of undergraduate teaching-related sources is reflected 
in the unweighted sources and uses model (Table 1).  As the result of increases over 
time in tuition and fees and decreases over time in SSI, this 60:40 ratio shifted to 
approximately 70:30 by FY07, and this had a negative impact on the funds available to 
colleges whose courses fell primarily in the higher SSI categories (BAC III). 
 
As part of the “going forward’ rules established for FY08, all marginal income from 
undergraduate tuition/fees and SSI are now pooled and distributed 60% on head count 
and 40% on SSI weighting categories, thus restoring the relative balance of these two 
income sources to where they were in FY03.  Our partially weighted model (Table 2) 
reflects what the sources and uses might have been had this partially weighted model 
been in place throughout FY03 – FY07.  In addition, we modeled what sources and uses 
might have been had all undergraduate teaching income for FY03 – FY07 been 
weighted using the SSI categories (Table 3).  It should be noted that income from 
graduate education was not subjected to these three weighting options, as the “going 
forward” rules consider income from undergraduate teaching only.   
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A comparison of Sources and Uses estimates among the three weighting methods 
revealed a range of sensitivity to weighting method among colleges (Table 5).  Eleven of 
the 19 colleges would have experienced either no change or only a minor change in 
either the proportion of sources over uses or in the absolute dollars implied.  The 
greatest sensitivities to weighting method were exhibited by ART, BIO, ED/HEC, ENG, 
and SPH.  ART would have fared best under a partially weighted system (similar to the 
one instituted in the “going forward” rules) and least well under an unweighted, head-
count based system.  The difference between the partially weighted and unweighted 
methods would have produced an annual average addition of $326,000 in marginal 
income to ART.  BIO and ENG fared best under the fully weighted method.  This 
reflected the large proportion of relatively high cost laboratory (i.e. high SSI weight) 
courses taught in those colleges.  Under the fully weighted model, BIO and ENG would 
have received $282,000 and $943,000 more, respectively, in marginal income than 
under the unweighted method.  Similarly, SPH would have received  $357,000 more 
under the fully weighted model than under the unweighted model (Table 5).  In contrast, 
ED/HEC fared best under the unweighted model, which would have produced an 
average annual addition of $825,000 compared with the fully weighted model.  This is 
presumably a reflection of the large proportion of lower division courses offered through 
the HEC component of the combined ED/HEC college.  

 
2. Marginal Income 
2.1. Marginal Income from Teaching. 
Income from teaching (tuition/fees and SSI) constitutes the majority of annual sources of 
general funds income for all colleges, and therefore even small changes in credit hours 
taught per year can be an important potential source of volatility in marginal income.  
Although a cursory examination of the total number of credit hours taught suggests that  
most credit hours taught by most of the colleges changed at a modest rate between 
FY04 and FY07 (Figure 1), even changes of <10% can have significant fiscal 
implications. For example, marginal income from teaching (tuition/fees + SSI + 
SSI/POM) in ENG decreased from $4.2M in FY04 to ($0.8M) in FY07 as the result of a 
net change of 7.6% in total credit hours taught over that time. 
  
2.2. Marginal Income from Indirect Cost Recoveries (IDC). 
Interannual variations in marginal IDC income are much greater in magnitude than are 
those in income from tuition and fees, and this is a particularly important source of 
volatility for colleges that depend on IDCs for a relatively large proportion of their annual 
income.  It is important that the leadership of colleges affected by such volatility plan 
appropriately to buffer its effects over time, and it might be desirable for the provost to 
interact with the deans to determine the level of risk associated with allocations by the 
various colleges of IDC-based marginal income to continuing commitments (e.g. faculty 
lines). 
 
2.3. POM Charges. 
Changes in POM charges due to additions of new or newly-renovated space can also be 
a source of considerably interannual variation.  This will be an important issue in 
colleges which acquire in the future a large inventory of space, and even more so if the 
some or all of that new or newly renovate space is subject to POM surcharges. 
 
2.4. Changing Proportions of Tuition/Fees and State Subsidy for Instruction (SSI). 
As noted earlier, the changing proportions of income from tuition/fees versus SSI over 
the last five years have affected colleges differentially.  Those with relatively high cost of 

 4



undergraduate instruction have experienced greater erosion of teaching-related income 
relative to expenses than have colleges that teach mostly traditional classroom courses.  
Although the “going forward rules” adopted last spring have addressed the 
undergraduate education-related component of this gap moving forward, those changes 
will have no effect on the PBA gap that developed over that five year period.  Some 
combination of rebasing adjustments to PBA and designated fees would seem 
necessary if that gap is to be narrowed to the range that existed when the current 
rebasing goals were established in 2001.  It should also be noted that the changes in the 
“going forward” rules apply only to marginal income from undergraduate teaching.  
Relatively high cost graduate programs have also experienced erosion of funding over 
this period, and to date no steps have yet been taken to ameliorate that situation relative 
to graduate programs. 
 
2.5. Net Marginal Income After Compensation Expenditures. 
The subcommittee then reviewed each college’s net marginal income after all central 
assessments and faculty/staff salary/benefits expenses had been deducted (Table 6), 
and considered the relationship between marginal income and compensation expenses 
both with and without IDC income included.  When IDC income was included, thirteen of 
the colleges had positive average net marginal income after faculty and staff salary 
adjustments and benefits, ranging in magnitude from ~$72,000 to ~$700,000 (Figure 
2A).  One college (SBS) averaged more than $2,000,000 in annual net marginal over the 
four year period.  Four colleges had net negative marginal income after assessments 
and salary/benefits adjustments were made, and those three apparent deficits ranged 
from -$80,000 per year to -$560,000 per year.  
 
As the volatility in marginal income from IDCs is, over the long term, much more 
pronounced than that from teaching-related income sources (Table 6), we calculated the 
marginal income remaining after compensation expenses without IDC income (Figure 
2B).  Not surprisingly, the three colleges which depend to the greatest degree on IDC 
recoveries (BIO, MAPS, MED) showed the greatest change.  The mean annual marginal 
income available after compensation and assessments decreased from ~$283,000 to 
~$92,000 in BIO and from ~$657,000 to ~$107,000 in MED.  The marginal deficit in SPH 
increased from ~($82,000) to ~($190,000).  ED/HEC had considerable negative IDC 
marginal income during this period as the result of the loss of several sizeable research 
centers.  As a result, excluding marginal income from IDC improved the mean annual 
marginal income after compensation and assessments from ~$379,000 to ~$872,000.  
As we indicated earlier, these data suggest that it might be desirable for the provost to 
interact with the deans to determine the level of risk associated with allocations by the 
various colleges of IDC-based marginal income to continuing commitments. 
 
3. Growth in PBA 
3.1.  PBA Growth Rate. 
As the annual fluctuations in marginal income within and among colleges were often 
considerable (Table 6), we decided to compare the annualized rate over five fiscal years 
of the PBA for each college, using a five year PBA compilation (Table 8).  The mean 
annualized rate of increase in PBA from FY03 to FY07 was 5.77%, and ranged from 
2.30% (FAES) to 9.35% (PHR) (Table 7).   
 
The 90% confidence interval around the mean spanned a range from 4.87% to 6.51%.  
That means that annualized rates outside of that range would be expected by chance in 
less than 10% of colleges (=2 colleges) if all colleges were growing at a uniform annual 
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rate and annualized rates were normally distributed.  Among the 17 colleges for which 
annualized rates of change could be calculated, seven exhibited rates of change over 
that time that were significantly below the 90% confidence interval (ART, BIO, MPS, 
FAES, ENG, ED/HEC, DEN) and six exhibited rates above that interval (SBS, SWK, 
LAW, NUR, PHR, OPT).   
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Figure 1.  Total credit hours taught by college from FY04 to FY07.  Data are from college 
profiles. 
 

 

0

100000

200000

300000

400000

500000

HUM
SBS

MAPS

ART
BIO

Arts and Sciences Colleges

0

25000

50000

75000

150000

200000 HEC/ED
ENG
BUS

FAES

SWK
LAW

Professional Colleges

FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07

FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07

0
10000
20000
30000
40000

100000

120000

140000

FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07

Health Science Colleges MED

VET
DEN
PHR
NUR
OPT
SPH

 7



Figure 2.  Average net marginal income (in $1000s) after assessments and compensation adjustments for 
FY04-FY07 with IDC marginal income included (2A) and without IDC marginal income (2B).  Income, 
assessment, and compensation estimates are from the original budgets for each fiscal year, as given in the 
college profiles.  The estimates of some colleges would change significantly if final, reconciled annual 
budget figures were used. 
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List of Tables. 
 
Table 1.  Sources and uses for all colleges during FY03 – FY07 with all income from 
undergraduate tuition and fees allocated on a head-count basis (unweighted method). 
 
Table 2.  Sources and uses for all colleges during FY03 – FY07 with all income from 
undergraduate tuition and fees allocated 60% on head-count basis and 40% using 
B.O.R./SSI weighing factors (partially weighted method). 
 
Table 3. Sources and uses for all colleges during FY03 – FY07 with all income from 
undergraduate tuition and fees allocated using B.O.R./SSI weighing factors (fully 
weighted method). 
 
Table 4. Differences between sources and uses by fiscal year (based on the unweighted 
methodology), the target difference established by the provost in 2001, and an indication 
of how the trajectory of each college from FY00 to FY07 compared with the 2001 
rebasing goal. 
 
Table 5. Annual total sources less uses with rebasing transfers and TIE included in 
$1000s (left) and percentage (right), based on three alternate weighting models.  Means 
of FY03 – FY07 are shown. 
 
Table 6. Marginal income components for all colleges, FY04 – FY07. 
 
Table 7. Annualized rate of change in PBA from FY03 to FY 07 in $1000s, calculated as 
(FY07/FY03).25-1. 
 
Table 8.  PBA Allocations by college from FY03 to FY07. 
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Table 1.  Sources and uses for all colleges during FY03 – FY07 with all income from 
undergraduate tuition and fees allocated on a head-count basis (unweighted method). 

Appended as a separate file 
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Table 2.  Sources and uses for all colleges during FY03 – FY07 with all income from 
undergraduate tuition and fees allocated 60% on head-count basis and 40% using 

B.O.R./SSI weighing factors (partially weighted method). 
Appended as a separate file 
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Table 3. Sources and uses for all colleges during FY03 – FY07 with all income from 
undergraduate tuition and fees allocated using B.O.R./SSI weighing factors  

(fully weighted method). 
Appended as a separate file 



Table 4. Differences between sources and uses by fiscal year (based on unweighted methodology), the target difference established 
by the provost in 2001, and an indication of how the trajectory of each college from FY00 to FY07 compared with the 2001 rebasing 
goal. 
 

Academic Units FY00 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 Target for FY07 
02-Arts -3.5%  -1.4% 0.4% -0.3% -1.3% 0.2%  no change 
03-Biological Sciences 6.8%  -5.6% -3.3% -2.8% -3.3% -3.5%  reduce to 5% 
05-Humanities 10.8%  16.8% 16.5% 15.5% 13.4% 13.8%  reduce to 5.0-7.5% 
06-Math & Physical Sciences -5.2%  3.0% 3.6% 2.9% 1.2% 1.2%  no change 
07-Social & Behavioral Sciences 6.6%  12.9% 13.1% 13.0% 12.9% 12.5%  reduce to 5% 
10-Business -8.0%  -2.2% -1.3% -1.6% -2.5% -1.3%  reduce to 0% 
11-Food, Agr, & Envir Sciences -2.2%  -15.6% -13.9% -13.3% -13.8% -12.7%  no change 
12-Education and Human Ecology no data  -0.4% -0.4% 0.0% -0.4% 0.4%  none established 
14-Engineering -7.0%  -7.3% -6.9% -7.6% -5.3% -8.3%  no change 
19-Social Work 18.8%  11.4% 11.9% 11.1% 7.5% 9.2%  reduce to 15% 
23-Law -5.6%  7.4% 3.5% 2.3% 5.5% 5.4%  no change 
17-Nursing -16.3%  -6.5% -7.6% -5.3% -5.1% -4.4%  reduce to -(10-15%) 
18-Pharmacy -16.3%  -0.2% -0.9% -0.5% -0.8% -0.1%  reduce to -(10-15)% 
21-Dentistry -21.8%  -21.5% -19.7% -17.6% -16.9% -15.8%  reduce to -(10-15%) 
25-Medicine 5.4%  6.3% 5.8% 2.2% -0.2% -0.5%  reduce to 0% 
26-School of Public Health no data  no data -43.0% -31.0% -44.5% -38.4%  none established 
27-Optometry 22.4%  19.4% 17.3% 12.8% 18.4% 13.0%  reduce to 15% 
29-Veterinary Medicine 7.2%  -2.7% -2.6% -1.9% -2.9% -3.0%  no change 
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Table 5.  Annual total sources less uses with rebasing transfers and TIE included in $1000s (left) and percentage (right).  Means of 
FY03 – FY07 are shown. 
 

Total Sources Less Uses, FY03-FY07 
averages Unweighted Partially 

Weighted 
Fully 

Weighted Unweighted Partially 
Weighted

Fully 
Weighted  Variation Among 

Weighting Systems 

02-Arts -189 137 41  -0.49% 0.32% 0.07%  considerable 
03-Biological Sciences -1132 -1257 -850  -3.72% -4.04% -2.65%  considerable 
05-Humanities 17667 19064 16990  15.19% 16.15% 15.19%  minor 
06-Math & Physical Sciences 2675 2688 2443  2.36% 2.38% 2.15%  minor 
07-Social & Behavioral Sciences 14331 13803 13397  12.87% 12.42% 12.32%  minor 
          
10-Business -910 -1620 -1082  -1.77% -3.16% -2.10%  modest 
11-Food, Agricultural, & Environ. Sciences -3940 -3742 -3863  -13.87% -13.13% -13.58%  modest 
12-Education and Human Ecology -11 -158 -826  -0.15% -0.27% -1.74%  considerable 
14-Engineering -6506 -6805 -5563  -7.06% -7.39% -6.04%  considerable 
15-Human Ecology 5839 5439 5777  28.34% 26.99% 28.54%  minor 
19-Social Work 1153 1216 1175  10.22% 10.78% 11.22%  minor 
23-Law 818 819 819  4.81% 4.81% 4.81%  none 
          
17-Nursing -589 -660 -478  -5.77% -6.39% -4.89%  modest 
18-Pharmacy -94 -162 -104  -0.49% -0.91% -0.70%  minor 
21-Dentistry -4218 -4213 -4176  -18.29% -18.26% -19.05%  minor 
25-Medicine 4489 4426 4745  2.69% 2.62% 4.46%  minor 
26-School of Public Health -1832 -1479 -1475  -39.22% -31.76% -31.66%  considerable 
27-Optometry 1352 1355 1355  16.19% 16.23% 17.35%  minor 
29-Veterinary Medicine -686 -671 -672  -2.61% -2.54% -2.55%  minor 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 6. Marginal income components for all colleges, FY04 – FY07. 
Appended as a separate file 
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Table 7.  Annualized rate of change in PBA from FY03 to FY 07 in $1000s, calculated as ('07/03).25-1 .  FY 
03 PBA includes FY 03 PBA as of May 31, 2003 & Restatement of 02 Budget Cut, 0.81% Budget cut, and 
FY 03 Reconciliation to Actuals as presented in the FY 04 Final Schedule A.  FY07 Includes FY 07 PBA as 

of May 31, 2007 & FY 07 Reconciliation Adjustment as presented on FY 08 Schedule A.  Annualized rates in 
italics were those below the 90% confidence interval (4.87%-6.51%) around the all-colleges mean of 5.77% 

and those in bold were above that interval. 
 

  2003 FINAL PBA  2007 FINAL PBA  Growth Rate 
02-Arts  $            21,619   $                      25,410  4.12% 
03-Biological Sciences  $            20,127   $                      24,181  4.69% 
05-Humanities  $            46,985   $                      58,578  5.67% 
06-Math & Physical Sciences  $            55,901   $                      67,414  4.79% 
07-Social & Behavioral Sciences  $            45,131   $                      58,503  6.70% 
10-Business  $            27,987   $                      35,937  6.45% 
11-Food, Agr, & Envir Sciences  $            16,649   $                      18,238  2.30% 
12-Education and Human Ecology  $            34,085   $                      39,074  3.47% 
14-Engineering  $            55,277   $                      61,301  2.62% 
19-Social Work  $              3,879   $                        5,048  6.81% 
23-Law  $            10,348   $                      13,433  6.74% 
17-Nursing  $              5,234   $                        7,123  8.01% 
18-Pharmacy  $              9,196   $                      13,147  9.35% 
21-Dentistry  $            16,999   $                      20,504  4.80% 
25-Medicine  $            46,338   $                      58,197  5.86% 
26-School of Public Health  $                      -   $                        5,736  NA 
27-Optometry  $              3,759   $                        5,188  8.39% 
29-Veterinary Medicine  $            17,800   $                      22,465  5.99% 
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Table 8.  PBA Allocations by college from FY03 to FY07. 
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Changes to PBA
FY 03-07
(In Thousands)

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
PBA Before  Rebasing Quality Total PBA Before Rebasing Quality Marginal Total PBA Before Rebasing Quality Marginal Total PBA Before Rebasing Quality Marginal Total PBA Before Rebasing Quality and Marginal Ending

Academic Units Transfer Transfer PBA Transfers Transfers PBA PBA Transfers Transfers PBA Transfers Transfers PBA Transfers and TIE Transfers TIE PBA PBA
02-Arts 21,406$        -$            213$        21,619$     21,743$        -$                    -$            124$        21,743$          22,594$           -$            100$       851$       22,694$      23,964$             -$            1,270$    23,964$        25,410$                     -$                  -$                     1,445$    25,410$    
03-Biological Sciences 19,856$        210$        61$         20,127$     20,997$        22$                  -$            870$        21,019$          21,779$           150$       -$            760$       21,929$      22,687$             -$            758$       22,687$        23,551$                     40$               570$                 883$       24,181$    
05-Humanities 45,507$        578$        900$        46,985$     49,973$        750$                50$         2,988$     50,773$          52,675$           750$       50$         1,902$    53,475$      54,912$             200$       50$         1,437$    55,162$        58,578$                     -$                  -$                     3,417$    58,578$    
06-Math & Physical Sciences 55,320$        -$            581$        55,901$     59,477$        -$                    119$        3,577$     59,597$          61,754$           -$            119$       2,158$    61,874$      63,655$             -$            40$         1,781$    63,695$        64,998$                     275$             1,778$              1,666$    67,414$    
07-Social & Behavioral Sciences 43,553$        215$        1,363$     45,131$     49,088$        290$                50$         3,957$     49,428$          53,373$           330$       50$         3,945$    53,753$      54,911$             -$            1,158$    54,911$        58,078$                     -$                  312$                 3,279$    58,503$    
43-Exec Dean for Arts & Sciences 4,394$          -$            -$            4,394$       -$                 -$                    -$            6,995$             -$            -$            6,995$    6,995$        6,708$              -$            500$       (287)$      7,208$          7,829$                       -$                  -$                     621$       7,829$     

Subtotal Arts and Sciences 190,035$       1,003$     3,118$     194,156$   201,277$      1,062$             219$        11,515$   202,559$        219,171$         1,230$    319$       16,612$  220,720$    226,837$           200$       590$       6,117$    227,627$      238,444$                   315$             2,660$              11,312$  241,914$  
6,117$              

10-Business 27,987$        -$            -$            27,987$     29,705$        -$                    -$            1,718$     29,705$          31,264$           -$            -$            1,559$    31,264$      33,784$             -$            2,521$    33,784$        35,869$                     68$               -$                     2,084$    35,937$    
11-Food, Agr, & Envir Sciences 16,455$        -$            194$        16,649$     17,312$        -$                    40$         662$        17,352$          17,932$           -$            40$         580$       17,972$      17,815$             -$            (157)$      17,815$        17,416$                     200$             511$                 (288)$      18,238$    
12-Education and Human Ecology 33,895$        139$        51$         34,085$     36,463$        21$                  195$        2,378$     36,679$          39,032$           -$            144$       2,352$    39,176$      38,029$             -$            (1,147)$   38,029$        39,028$                     46$               -$                     999$       39,074$    
14-Engineering 54,552$        -$            725$        55,277$     59,747$        -$                    294$        4,470$     60,041$          63,291$           -$            44$         3,251$    63,335$      60,587$             -$            46$         (2,748)$   60,633$        59,856$                     477$             917$                 (726)$      61,301$    
19-Social Work 3,774$          105$        -$            3,879$       3,856$          75$                  -$            (23)$        3,931$            4,198$             80$         -$            267$       4,278$        4,765$              -$            487$       4,765$          5,026$                       22$               -$                     261$       5,048$     
23-Law 9,898$          -$            450$        10,348$     11,347$        -$                    50$         999$        11,397$          12,591$           -$            50$         1,194$    12,641$      12,927$             -$            286$       12,927$        13,388$                     45$               -$                     461$       13,433$    

Subtotal Professional Colleges 146,562$       244$        1,420$     148,225$   158,429$      96$                  579$        10,204$   159,104$        168,307$         80$         278$       9,203$    168,665$    167,908$           -$            46$         (757)$      167,954$      170,582$                   858$             1,428$              2,791$    173,031$  
-$                  

17-Nursing 5,339$          (20)$        (85)$        5,234$       5,777$          (20)$                85$         543$        5,842$            6,269$             -$            85$         427$       6,354$        6,715$              -$            361$       6,715$          7,123$                       -$                  -$                     408$       7,123$     
18-Pharmacy 9,176$          (20)$        40$         9,196$       10,234$        (20)$                -$            1,038$     10,214$          11,786$           -$            -$            1,572$    11,786$      13,066$             -$            1,280$    13,066$        13,114$                     -$                  33$                  48$         13,147$    
21-Dentistry 17,249$        (250)$      -$            16,999$     17,867$        (240)$               -$            868$        17,627$          19,319$           -$            -$            1,691$    19,319$      19,497$             -$            178$       19,497$        20,504$                     -$                  -$                     1,007$    20,504$    
25-Medicine 42,298$        1,000$     328$        43,625$     46,655$        1,500$             43$         3,030$     48,198$          51,273$           1,400$    293$       3,075$    52,965$      53,603$             1,200$    3$           638$       54,806$        56,689$                     1,400$          71$                  1,920$    58,197$    
26-School of Public Health 2,713$          -$            -$            2,713$       3,691$          -$                    50$         978$        3,741$            3,437$             200$       500$       (304)$      4,137$        5,289$              -$            773$       379$       5,289$          5,380$                       28$               164$                 255$       5,736$     
27-Optometry 3,685$          74$         -$            3,759$       4,252$          121$                -$            494$        4,373$            4,565$             120$       -$            191$       4,685$        4,683$              -$            (2)$          4,683$          5,188$                       -$                  -$                     505$       5,188$     
29-Veterinary Medicine 17,795$        -$            5$           17,800$     19,524$        -$                    95$         1,724$     19,619$          20,768$           -$            95$         1,149$    20,863$      21,407$             -$            543$       21,407$        22,306$                     -$                  96$                  963$       22,465$    

Subtotal Health Sciences 98,256$        784$        287$        99,327$     108,001$      1,341$             273$        8,674$     109,615$        117,417$         1,720$    973$       7,802$    120,109$    124,260$           1,200$    776$       3,378$    125,463$      130,304$                   1,428$          364$                 5,105$    132,360$  
-$                  

Total Colleges 434,852$       2,031$     4,825$     441,708$   467,708$      2,499$             1,071$     30,394$   471,278$        504,894$         3,030$    1,570$    33,617$  509,494$    519,005$           1,400$    1,412$    8,738$    521,044$      539,330$                   2,601$          4,452$              19,208$  547,305$  

PBA Taken from Final Schedule A data
FY 03 Final PBA includes adjustments for
Restatement of 02 Budget Cut, .81% Budget cut, and FY 03 Reconciliation to Actuals
as presented in the FY 04 Final Schedule A
FY 07 Final PBA includes adjustments for 
FY 07 Reconciliation Adjustment as presented on FY 08 Schedule A.

Quality Investment, TIE, and 06-07 Rebasing Transfers taken from OAA
FY 03 Rebasing Tranfers Taken from General Ledger
FY 04 Rebasing Taken from Final Schedule A
FY 05 Rebasing Taken from Current Funds Budget
Human Ecology retrended with Education FY 03-06

Resource Planning
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