
 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Joel Klucking, Chief Financial Officer / Vice President 
Division of Business & Financial Affairs 

July 2019 

Central Washington University 
Fiscal 2020 Budget Report 



2 | P a g e  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table of Contents 
Introduction ............................................................................................................................................... 3 

Executive Summary – FY 2019 Recap and FY2020 Overview ......................................................... 4 

1. Reflections on RCM/ABB ................................................................................................................ 5 

2. Budget Drivers – Revenue ............................................................................................................ 11 

State-Funded Enrollment.................................................................................................................. 12 

Total Revenues – Operating Funds ................................................................................................. 12 

Tuition ................................................................................................................................................... 13 

I. Budget Drivers – Operating Expenses ....................................................................................... 15 

II. The FY 2020 Operating Budget ................................................................................................... 16 

State and Tuition Fund ...................................................................................................................... 18 

State Allotment ................................................................................................................................... 18 

Net Tuition Revenue .......................................................................................................................... 19 

Expenditures – State and Tuition Fund ......................................................................................... 20 

Local General Funds ........................................................................................................................... 21 

Enterprise Funds ................................................................................................................................. 23 

Student Activities Funds ................................................................................................................... 24 

III. The FY 2019 Non-Operating Budget ..................................................................................... 25 

IV. Six-Year Rolling Forecasts ........................................................................................................ 26 

 

 

  



3 | P a g e  
 

Introduction 
 

This purpose of this document is to report on the results of operations for FY19 and to mark the 

end of the development of the FY20 university budget.  It represents countless hours of work by 

many CWU employees and is a tribute to the sophistication of our systems, processes, and, most 

important, to our people.  This is the second annual budget report, and by design builds on 

much of the information provided in last year’s report.  That report went into great detail on 

how we have organized ourselves (our choice) and university funds (as required by the state).   

That information is included as an addendum to this report for reference, and all annual reports 

are posted at http://www.cwu.edu/budget/. 

We continue to leverage the great work done over the past several years to improve our ability 

to budget, forecast, and report on financial data.  It deserves repeating, that with respect to 

budgeting, forecasting and reporting, CWU is as capable as the most sophisticated for-profit 

and not-for-profit entities. 

In 2018, CWU moved academic units away from incremental budgeting to Activity Based 

Budgeting (ABB) within the Responsibility Center Management (RCM) philosophy.  Self-

supporting (not state-subsidized) areas of the university represent about 45 percent of our 

annual operating budget and embraced a commercial-style budgeting methodology many years 

ago. 

As we head into our third year under the new budget model, it seems worthwhile to reflect on 

how it has gone so far, and to review the financial realities of the past three years. So a portion 

of this report is dedicated to that purpose, as well as to the proposed budget for FY20 and an 

update of our six-year rolling forecasts. 

  

http://www.cwu.edu/budget/
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Executive Summary – FY 2019 Recap and FY2020 Overview 

 

From a financial point of view, 2019 was another great year at CWU.  Despite a slight shortfall in 

budgeted, fall-student headcount, actual revenues exceeded expectations in all operating funds. 

With faculty and staff vacancies at typical percentages, expenses generally were lower than 

budgeted.  Higher revenues and lower expenses is a good place to be, and it allows the 

university to set some funds aside for things that do not always fit in annual budgets, such as 

equipment replacement and funds for strategic investments.  

State/Tuition and Local General Funds. Although we did not achieve budgeted fall enrollment 

(+61 actual vs. +100 budgeted), the increase in non-resident undergraduate students (who pay 

higher tuition) and a slight increase in average credit load more than offset the minor shortfall in 

total student headcount. As a result, gross tuition revenue came in $1.5 million higher than 

target. The 2018 summer session was much better than expected, delivering about $1.0 million 

in additional income to the four academic colleges.  First-year retention will not be known until 

the fall census (day ten), however mid-year persistence indicates that we may have a slight 

improvement over the prior year.  This good news was offset by higher-than-expected tuition 

waivers, of about $1.5 million. In FY 2019 CWU waived $17 million in tuition (in the State/Tuition 

fund group). Generally, the optimization of tuition waivers continues to be an area of 

opportunity for the university. 

Looking ahead to FY20, we anticipate another increase in fall headcount of about 150 students, 

a strong summer session, and similar operating conditions to FY19 overall.  This budget 

accommodated across-the-board increases in wages and benefits, another increase in the state’s 

minimum wage, and a long list of state-mandated wage classification upgrades. However the 

compounding effect of these increases will put pressure on future years. 

The Enterprise Fund Group, specifically Housing and Dining, experienced solid financial 

performance, benefitting from a near-capacity residential population and efficient operations.  

Looking forward to FY20, there will be significant budgetary pressure on these areas as we open 

the 402-bed Dugmore Hall, the new 6,000-square-foot dining facility, and experience the full 

impact of investments made to improve the comprehensive residential experience. 

The Student Activities Fund also experienced higher than budgeted revenues in FY19, which 

more than offset higher than planned expenses. With significant student employment, this area 

has felt the impact of the multi-year increase in minimum wage acutely, and will in FY20 as well. 

Capital Development continued in FY19 with the completion of Samuelson Hall, and the start 

of construction of the Health Sciences facility. In the fall of 2018, Central completed new 

recreation facilities and an upgrade to Tomlinson Stadium, funded by the CWU Foundation. 

FY20 will include the aforementioned opening of Dugmore Hall and dining facility, as well as 

significant upgrades to the Brooklane Village apartment complex and Stephens-Whitney 

residence hall. 
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1. Reflections on RCM/ABB 
 

As we enter year three of the “new” budget model, it seems like a good time to reflect on how it 

has impacted the university.  Of course this would be extremely complex, as there are many data 

points, both subjective and objective, and without broad campus input it would likely be subject 

to the bias of the author.  But luckily, at least related to the Activity Based Budgeting (ABB) 

portion of the model, there are facts that can be commonly known about how resources were 

deployed and consumed, particularly in comparison to the pre-ABB era.  This report will focus 

on sharing these facts, not the impact of them on any particular part of the university’s 

operations.  It is important to note again that the ABB model applies only to the four colleges in 

the State and Tuition Fund, which represents only about one fourth of our total operating 

budget.  The remaining three fourths of operating expenses continue operating under either the 

incremental budget model or a common commercial budget model. 

Revenue Allocations 

 A significant distinction between ABB and incremental budgeting is that in ABB budgeting, 

revenues are allocated based on an activity, in our case that activity is student credit hours 

(SCH).  Revenues are allocated to each responsibility center (College) that generates SCH, in the 

proportion that those SCH are generated; expense budgets are created based on available 

revenues.   

Under the incremental budget model, revenues are held centrally, and expense budgets are 

rolled forward from the prior year with incremental additions for wage and salary increases.  

Under both models, if revenues exceed expenses then funding of new initiatives is possible. If 

revenues are less than expenses, either cuts occur or the university spends its reserves.  It is also 

possible to fund new initiatives by reallocating funds away from other areas.  CWU has 

experienced all of these scenarios since 2013.   

One common critique of the ABB model is that the colleges received less funding than they 

would have under the incremental model.  This is true in the aggregate, at least in FY18 and 

FY19.  There are two other factors to consider: in FY18 it is also true that the non-college 

support functions took a permanent $1.2-million cut to mitigate the impact of the college 

shortfall. Initially $1.5 million was removed from the college budgets and set aside for 

equipment replacement.  The following chart tells this story in the aggregate. Note that 

references to Fund 149 mean the State & Tuition fund and Fund 148 represents summer and 

other non-mandatory or course fees. 
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The existence of unspent funds might indicate that the colleges were able to manage their 

budgets well enough, even though in the aggregate there was 1.1-percent less budget than 

there would have been under incremental. This is particularly the case in FY18, just as the non-

college divisions were able to manage a 2.0 percent cut that year.  To complicate the matter, 

three of the colleges were asked to set aside up to 2.5 percent for what was effectively a forced 

(or at least strongly encouraged) savings plan, to be used only if needed.  In the end there were 

no requests to tap into the savings plans and this represents almost $1 million of the 

underspend of about $1.7 million in fund 149 in FY18. 

It is also noteworthy that in FY18 we missed our revenue budget by about $1.0M. Had we stayed 

on incremental budgeting that year, there likely would have been a mid-year, across-the-board 

budget cut, and the colleges’ proportionate share of the cut would have been roughly $500,000.  

As it turned out, the $1 million mid-year cut was absorbed by the non-college units and the 

equipment funds. 

If we dive deeper into this data, we can see that not all the colleges have received less funding 

under ABB compared to incremental.  The chart below shows the annual difference by college, 

and what the difference was between incremental allocation and the actual ABB allocation. 

 

 

2018 2019 2020

All Colleges Budget Budget Budget

If Incremental 58,506,713$         60,123,787$         62,972,615$         

Activity Based Budget 57,854,807$         59,883,774$         63,817,150$         

Difference (651,906)$             (240,013)$             844,535$               

All Colleges Actual Actual Actual

Unspent Funds (Fund 149) 1,669,312$           252,997$               TBD

Unspent Funds (Fund 148) (93,732)$               (202,169)$             TBD

What if we had stayed with Incremental budgeting?

2018 2019 2020

College More/(Less) More/(Less) More/(Less)

Arts & Humanities (541,340)$             (651,559)$             622,649$               

Education & Professional Studies (295,243)$             33,467$                 285,310$               

Business (117,042)$             (202,392)$             (479,578)$             

Sciences 301,719$               580,471$               416,154$               

Difference (651,906)$             (240,013)$             844,535$               

Incremental vs. ABB allocations

By College
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As time passes, one can see the impact of SCH (the “activity” part of ABB) on the allocations of 

revenue.  In FY19, the College of Arts & Humanities (CAH) made an investment in faculty to 

open up more sections of English and Philosophy. This decision helped to alleviate a backlog of 

course requirements for many students and, of course, generated significantly more SCH—

driving more revenues to CAH in FY20, per the model.  The College of Business (CB) has seen 

declines in SCH over the past three years and you can see the impact on their revenue 

allocations. However investments in generating new SCH already have been made in Business, 

which should bring additional revenue allocations in the future. 

 

Governance Over New Funding 

One of the objectives of moving to RCM/ABB was to more intentionally direct resources toward 

mission fulfillment, particularly teaching and learning, most of which (but certainly not all) 

happens in the Division of Academic & Student Life (ASL). Just as important is creating 

transparency in how those resources are allocated, and how decisions are made to increase or 

decrease resources during the budget development process each year. 

To achieve these objectives, a new budget committee was created to serve as the campus forum 

for budget-related topics: the President’s Budget Advisory Committee (PBAC). PBAC created a 

Budget Allocations sub-committee (BASC) to help manage the process of reviewing new 

funding requests for the support (non-college) units. Any new funding added to support units 

would, by model design, be allocated to the colleges (as a cost) and would reduce their available 

funding.  Starting with the development of the FY19 budget, an extensive process took place to 

enhance transparency and invite university-wide conversation about the merits of new funding 

proposals.  Ultimately, the president still makes the decisions, but now makes them within the 

framework of the new shared governance structure. The president also has the benefit of the 

vetting and information provided by this process. 

This has had a dramatic effect in reducing the level of funding additions to support units, 

particularly when compared to the years preceding the new budget model.  The next chart goes 

back to FY13 and isolates new discretionary funding decisions among the institutional support 

areas (Divisions of the President, Operations, Enrollment Management, and Business & Financial 

Affairs); the academic support areas (Provost & Associate Provost, OISP, Graduate Studies, 

Library and Student Success); and the four colleges. Again, this is only new discretionary funding, 

and does not include across-the-board wage and benefit increases, state-mandated funding, or 

budget cuts. As you can see, there were a couple of years where we increased funding for 

institutional priorities and also cut budgets, but only the new discretionary funding is shown. 
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The point of showing this chart is to highlight the difference the new governance process and 

transparency has had over the past two years compared to the preceding years.  Those small 

blue columns on the right side of the chart represent comparatively tiny increases in support 

costs in FY19 ($150k) and FY20 ($160k).   

Another way of looking at increases in funding between Academic and Student Life (colleges 

and academic support) and institutional support is by changes year over year.  One would 

expect from the above chart that institutional support would be growing very slowly compared 

to ASL over the past two years. However when you add in all elements of the budget—such as 

state mandates, wage and benefit increases and cuts as well as new funding—there may be a 

different conclusion.    

The chart below shows year-over-year increases in total actual spending for FY17-19 and the 

budget for FY20 for all both fund 149 and 148 (as already defined), which encompasses all four 

quarters of instruction.  In fact, year-over-year spending in non-ASL areas has been declining 

fairly consistently. The increase in the FY20 budget is due to the fact that we assume all 

positions will be filled for the entire year, but in reality we will see some salary and benefit 

savings due to vacancies.  With all the state mandates in FY20, it will likely grow from FY19 but 

not to the extent shown in the budget. 
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If you were to look at it yet another way, again year-over-year changes, but instead of looking at 

all spending, we could look at just wage changes.  These changes are the result of across-the-

board wage increases, merit and promotion, additional staff, and the impact of filling or 

experiencing vacancies.  The following chart shows the year-over-year impact of actual wage 

expenses for FY17-19 and the budget for FY20.  The steep increase in FY20 is, again, due to not 

budgeting for vacancies. 

 

It is important to note that simple year-over-year changes only tell one part of the story—it 

matters how big the base is to begin with.  ASL is about 65 percent of the total spending so one 

would expect that the annual increase would be 65 percent of the total.  In both of the last two 
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charts that is not the case prior to the implementation of the new governance structure.  Only in 

FY19 and potentially in FY20 is that the case, indicating that the new governance structure is 

having an impact on the allocation of funds.   

A final note on these two charts: in the green and blue wage-expense chart, one would expect 

that the Support wages would be increasing proportionate to ASL increases, as all pay increases 

were relatively similar.  However when you consider the FY20 increases in both charts, the wage 

increase for support is almost identical to total expense increase for Support ($2,809 vs. $2,831) 

which implies that ALL of the increases in the budget were due to wages. This makes sense, as 

there were minimal approved increases and only $30,000 was related to non-wages.  Applying 

this logic to ASL, that would imply that there are budgeted increases of $2,645 ($6,148 minus 

$3,503) to something other than wages (likely goods & services). This may indicate some 

flexibility in the ASL budgets. 

FY20 New Funding Decisions – State/Tuition Fund 

To conclude this topic, below is a highly summarized list of the new funding requests, with 

recommendations by the Budget Allocations Sub-Committee (BASC), the President’s Budget 

Advisory Committee (PBAC), and finally the decisions made by the president and/or provost. 

Green font indicates institutional support new funding. For full details on each request, click 

here. 

 

Description Requested 
Amount  

BASC PBAC President  (Provost for ASL items) 

Financial Aid 
Counselors (3) 

$183,600 Fund Fund only two 
(conditionally) 

Fund two with existing resources – 
no new funding 

Library annual 
contracts 

$71,000 Fund Fund Provost approved, supported by 
Cabinet – new ASL funding 

Expand Admissions 
search pools 

$58,336 Fund Do not Fund Fund with existing resources – no 
new funding 

Admissions 
Processors 

$93,480 Fund if 
Possible 

Item merits 
consideration 

Needs additional justification – no 
new funding 

OISP Recruiting & 
Outreach 

$102,544 Fund if 
Possible 

Item merits 
consideration 

Provost approved, supported by 
Cabinet – new ASL funding 

Increase Athletics 
per diem 

$166,576 Fund if 
Possible 

Item merits 
consideration 

Fund - $100,000  

Employee council 
funding 

$10,000 Fund if 
Possible 

Item merits 
consideration 

Fund from President’s office with 
existing funds – no new funding 

Assistant Athletic 
Coaches 

$157,661 Not 
Recommended 

Do not fund Not funded 

Faculty Senate 
Operating Budget 

$30,024 Not 
Recommended 

Do not Fund Fund - $30,000 

Faculty Senate GE 
Operating Budget 

$29,349 Not 
Recommended 

Do not Fund This should be an ASL expense – 
Provost will use existing funds 

http://www.cwu.edu/budget/budget-summits


11 | P a g e  
 

GE Implementation 
backfill 

$40,000 Not 
Recommended 

Do not fund Already funded by Provost FY19 – no 
new funding 

Internal 
Communications 
Specialist 

$100,000 Not 
Recommended 

Do not fund Fund, but no additional funding.  
Each division VP to contribute 
proportionately from existing funds 

Library Assoc Dean $85,000 Not 
Recommended 

Do not fund Provost may decide to do this, but no 
new funds will be used. 

Project Mgmt. 
Office 

$259,250 Not 
Recommended 

Do not fund No new funding, PMO will continue 
to be funded by users (projects) 

Diversity Outreach 
Specialist 

$110,000 Not 
Recommended 

Do not fund No new funding, however the 
President will fund $50k pilot 
program for faculty diversity initiative 

Enhance new 
student open 
houses 

$30,000 Not 
Recommended 

Do not fund Fund - $30,000 

 

2.  Budget Drivers – Revenue 
 

The most significant revenue driver for the university budget is clearly enrollment, both 

individual students (“headcount”) and full-time equivalent (FTE) students, which for this purpose 

is total credits divided by 15 (for a quarter). 

 

Headcount is most relevant for services that are not dependent upon credits taken, such as 

housing, dining, parking, and bookstore revenues.  Other revenue elements, such as tuition and 

most mandatory fees are charged per credit taken and therefore FTE is the main driver.  Budget 

development at CWU begins with fall headcount estimates, as it is quite easy to derive quarterly 

headcount, as well as FTE using established historical patterns from the fall headcount baseline.   

 

On the chart below, note the repeating pattern of higher enrollment in the fall, with a consistent 

drop each quarter.  This drop is typically 4 or 5 percent each quarter and comes from a 

combination of student persistence issues, graduation, and/or transfer to another institution. 
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State Funded Enrollment 

Headcount by academic term 

 

Once estimates of quarterly student headcount and FTE are established, these data are used as 

revenue drivers for of most of our operating fund groups.   

 

Total Revenues – Operating Funds 
 

Total operating revenues have increased over time as enrollment has grown and rates have 

increased to keep up with inflationary pressures.  Operating revenue growth is budgeted to 

continue to grow in the 5- to 6-percent range, due to anticipated higher headcount, rate 

increases, and an increase in funding provided by the state. 

 

Total Revenues – Operating Funds (‘000s) 

Fiscal Year Total Revenues Change From Prior Year 

Fiscal 2018 $215,366  $10,881 (+5.3 percent) 

Fiscal 2019 (forecast) $227,078  $11,712 (+5.4 percent) 

Fiscal 2020 (budget) $241,189  $14,111 (+6.2 percent) 

 

In the chart below, operating revenues are segregated by type of revenues for the past three 

years, as well as the budget for FY 2020.  Note the increase to the state allotment in FY20, due to 

investments made in mental health, teacher education, and wages. Enterprise Funds are also 

11,071 10,602
10,193

11,120 10,684
10,231

11,263

507 457 441 514 486 466 520

Fall 17 Winter 18 Spring 18 Fall 18 Winter 19 Spring 19 Fall 19
Undergraduate Graduate
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expected to increase more than in the past, which demonstrates the impact of opening 

Dugmore Hall and the new dining facility.  Even with those anomalies, operating revenues have 

been rising fairly consistently over the past three years, except in Student Activities, which is 

mostly fee driven—and there have been few fee increases in this area. 

 

Total Revenues – Operating Funds 

By revenue type 

 
 

Tuition 
 

Tuition accounts for almost half of the revenues needed to cover core activities in the State and 

Tuition Fund.  Over the years, tuition policy at the state level has varied widely.  During the Great 

Recession the Legislature expected universities to cover major cuts to the state operating 

allotment with increases to tuition, resulting in four consecutive years of 14-percent tuition 

increases.  Then the legislature froze tuition for two years because tuition had increased to the 

point that it became politically uncomfortable.  In 2015, the legislature rewrote tuition policy in 

order to reset the balance between state and tuition funding. The new policy reduced tuition at 

regional institutions 20 percent over the biennium, and provided a corresponding “backfill” of 

the lost tuition revenue. All future tuition increases were restricted to a rate no more than the 

14-year average of wage inflation in Washington state, which has been between 2.2 percent and 

2.4 percent. 

 

The following shows some history on tuition changes.  In those years where there were zero 

percent changes, there was no additional state funding provided to cover inflationary pressures; 

they were absorbed by the university. 

 -

 10,000

 20,000

 30,000

 40,000

 50,000

 60,000

 70,000

 80,000

Net Tuition State Allotment Other Fees Enterprise Student Activities
Fees

Total Revenues - Operating Funds
(in '000's)

FY17 (Actual) FY18 (Actual) FY19 (Forecast) FY20 (Budget)



14 | P a g e  
 

 

 
 

Another consideration is how Central compares to the other five public, four-year institutions in 

Washington.  Below is a summary of the estimated FY 2020 tuition rates for each of the 

institutions and CWU’s relative rank (1 is highest tuition, 6 is lowest). Despite attempts to “catch 

up” to other institutions, our increases have been matched by most of theirs, and so our relative 

position remains the same. 

 

 
 

 

Action Item – Tuition 

Given the current law regarding resident undergraduate tuition increases allowed as well as our 

positioning relative to other institutions in the other three categories, the full 2.4 percent 

increase for resident undergraduate tuition is recommended along with a 4-percent increase in 

all other categories. 

  

CWU 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020*

Resident Undergrad 14.0% 0.0% 0.0% -4.8% -14.8% 2.2% 2.2% 2.4%

Non-Resident Undergrad 5.0% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 5.0% 4.0%

Resident Graduate 5.0% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 5.0% 4.0%

Non-Resident Graduate 5.0% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 5.0% 4.0%

*  Proposed Increase

Student Type CWU Rank EWU WWU TESC UW WSU

Resident Undergraduate 6,071             5 of 6 5,836   6,541   6,327   10,370 9,953   

Non-resident Undergraduate 21,200           6 of 6 23,382 22,890 25,665 37,071 24,531 

Resident Graduate 9,220             6 of 6 11,054 10,135 10,274 15,882 11,493 

Non-resident Graduate 21,633           6 of 6 26,553 21,758 24,307 28,467 25,248 

Note:  Tuition includes operating and building fee only - no other fees
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I. Budget Drivers – Operating Expenses 
 

The budget drivers that have the most significant influence on operating expenses are total 

employee FTE and annual increases in wages and benefits.  Both elements imply future 

obligations, as most personnel have expectations of continued employment, and CWU does not 

have a history of enacting across-the-board salary reductions.  The chart below shows FTE for 

the university by employee type for the past few years.  Note that increases or decreases may 

not necessarily mean new positions were added; there is also fluctuation due to vacancies in 

existing positions. 

  

In addition, while classified and faculty employee types have been fairly stable over time, over 

the past two years two programs—Aviation and GEAR UP—have added additional 

admin/exempt staff due to replacing contractors with about 45 new CWU employees.  Even 

considering that fact, there has been growth in the admin/exempt classification across the 

university in all fund groups. 

 

 

 

Wage and benefit increases also have a significant impact on the university’s budget. The 

different employee types tend to experience varying across-the-board, cost-of-living increases.  

During a period of several years after the Great Recession no wage increases were possible, due 

both to lack of funding and a state-mandated wage freeze. Since 2013, however, classified staff 

have experienced wage increases of between 1.8 percent and 3.0 percent, along with increases 

associated with the state pay schedule for classified employees. Administrative staff have 

generally seen increases around 2.0 percent, and faculty have received 3 to 5 percent, not 

including merit and promotional raises, as applicable. 
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Benefits have been increasing at much higher rates, mostly due to health insurance cost 

increases. While CWU benefits from the state’s large employee pool, the rates have been fairly 

unpredictable recently.  On average, the health insurance rates passed on to CWU by the state 

have averaged 6-percent growth. 

 

As stated before, these wage-and-benefit increases place an implicit lien on future revenues.  

The chart below details the compounding effect of wage-and-benefit increases in addition to 

FTE increases since FY 2016.  Obviously, each year we need to grow our revenues to overcome 

these increases. 

 

 
 

II. The FY 2020 Operating Budget 
 

Taking into consideration the drivers discussed earlier, along with the anticipated state 

allotment, below is the FY 2020 Budget compared to the preceding three years (FY17 and FY18 

are actuals, FY19 is forecasted, FY20 is Budget).  This data represents all operating fund groups 

and is portrayed as revenues and functional expenses. 
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One takeaway from this data is that we are budgeting to increase total expenses more than over 

the past two years (8.1 percent).  The most significant contributor to this is wages and benefits, 

which are budgeted to increase at higher rates than we have actually experienced.  This is the 

result of budgeting position by position, without factoring in a vacancy rate.  Each year we 

experience vacancies in positions, as it takes time to recruit replacements; sometimes positions 

are held open for a period of time at the discretion of the appointing authority.  In broad terms, 

across the university this equates to 1 to 2 percent of the university’s budget ($2 to $3 million 

annually).  Our budgeting system does have the capability to calculate a vacancy rate, and this 

will be considered for the future. 

 

Another way to portray the operating funds is by fund group.  The chart below shows the 

preliminary results for FY 2019 compared to budget, as well as the FY 2020 budget compared to 

FY 2019 actual preliminary results.  Again, a key takeaway is in the aggregate we exceeded our 

revenue budget by $2.4 million and underspend our expense budget by $1.6 million, which 

allows for reinvestment in the university where needed. 

 

FY 2020 Budget - Operating Funds

FY17 FY18 FY19 (F) FY20 (B) FY18 FY19 (F) FY20 (B)

Revenues 204,431 215,312 227,078 241,188 5.3% 5.5% 6.2%

Wages 103,327 107,233 115,022 124,513 3.8% 7.3% 8.3%

Benefits 32,788 34,663 36,396 39,703 5.7% 5.0% 9.1%

Goods & Services 64,519 69,181 69,675 74,741 7.2% 0.7% 7.3%

Total Expenses 200,635 211,077 221,092 238,957 5.2% 4.7% 8.1%

Net Margin 4,612 3,796 4,235 5,986 -17.7% 11.6% 41.3%

% Change
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State and Tuition Fund 

The State and Tuition Fund represents 55 percent of the total operating budget. Because it is 

where most of the core instruction and administrative support occurs, it is the most often-

discussed group of funds on campus.  As discussed already, the main revenue sources are net 

tuition revenue and the state allotment, which are nearly equal in size.  Of course, wages and 

benefits account for 88 percent of all spending, and so faculty and staff FTE and wage-and-

benefit increases have the most impact on total expenses. 

 

State Allotment 
State funding has certainly stabilized since the dramatic swings following the Great Recession, 

and with advent of the new tuition law, dubbed the “College Affordability Program (CAP).” The 

new policy reduced tuition by 20 percent in FY 2016 and FY 2017, but backfilled most of the lost 

revenue.  In FY20 we expect over $12M in backfilled tuition from the state, representing almost 

18 percent of the total state allotment. 

 

The state allotment does however remain difficult to predict, as it is the result of the legislative 

process and the state has many competing funding priorities. One significant change that 

occurred in the FY17-19 biennium is that compensation increases were not fully funded. The 

state funded half of the increase lawmakers approved from the state general fund and directed 

universities to cover the balance with tuition—which by law cannot increase fast enough to 

cover state-approved wage increases. Tuition is capped at the rate of historic wage inflation 

(currently 2.4 percent) and wages and benefits are increasing at 3-4 percent. The university has 

had to manage cost increases and grow to overcome this state policy. 

 

OPERATING FUNDS Budget Actual %  Budget Variance Budget 2019 vs. 2020

Revenues

State & Tuition 125,401 125,849 100.4% 448 132,578 6,729

Local General 33,480 34,638 103.5% 1,158 35,510 872

Enterprise 52,122 52,614 100.9% 492 59,056 6,442

Student Activities 13,661 13,977 102.3% 316 14,044 67

Total Operating Revenues 224,664 227,078 101.1% 2,414 241,188 14,110

Expenses

State & Tuition 125,680 124,913 99.4% 767 132,578 7,665

Local General 36,357 35,639 98.0% 718 36,012 373

Enterprise 47,438 47,092 99.3% 346 56,098 9,006

Student Activities 13,300 13,449 101.1% (149) 14,269 820

Total Operating Expenses 222,775 221,093 99.2% 1,682 238,957 17,864

Revenue Less Expense 1,889 5,985 4,096 2,231 (3,754)

FY 2019 Preliminary 2020 Budget
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The most recent biennial budget (FY19-21) did provide additional foundational support, which 

at least made up for a portion of the wage and benefit funding shortfall, but CWU is still about 

$1.2 million short, at least from pre-FY15/17 funding levels.  The university must continue to 

both manage the rate of expense increases and grow enrollment to close this gap. 

 

Below is a chart showing historical state funding, and the proportionate share of total revenue 

over time. 

 

 

 

Net tuition revenue 

Net tuition revenue (gross tuition less tuition waivers, or discounts) is a significant driver for core 

instructional operations.  Again, Washington law limits the amount that CWU is allowed to 

increase resident undergraduate tuition, but there is no limit to increases on other types of 

tuition (non-resident undergraduate, resident & non-resident graduate).   

 

State law allows the university broad authority to waive tuition to achieve university goals. CWU 

uses tuition waivers for many purposes, including recruiting resident and non-resident first-year 

and transfer students, attracting students with specialized skills (e.g., performance in the arts or 

athletics), and to supplement federal and state need grants. Over the past few years, CWU’s 

discount rate and enrollment have grown quite significantly, as shown in the following chart, 

which includes the state-funded tuition backfill for an accurate comparison: 

 

 
 

State Allotment (Operating Funds)

(000's) FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY19

Net Tuition 63,536 63,696 64,257 54,252 56,250 57,402 59,844

State Allotment  40,479 39,988 47,707 58,565 60,845 64,220 68,734

Total 104,015 103,684 111,964 112,817 117,095 121,622 128,578

% of Total Revenue 38.9% 38.6% 42.6% 51.9% 52.0% 52.8% 53.5%

State Allotment per Capita 3,830        3,826        4,397          5,163          5,255          5,520          5,833          

Net Tuition Revenue

(000's) FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20

Gross Tuition 72,412 73,593 77,221 68,639 71,374 74,470 77,689

State Backfill 2,739 10,826 11,104 11,803 12,051

Tuition Waivers (8,876) (9,897) (12,964) (14,387) (15,124) (17,068) (17,844)

Net Tuition 63,536 63,696 66,996 65,078 67,354 69,205 71,895

Discount Rate 12.3% 13.4% 16.2% 18.1% 18.3% 19.8% 19.9%

Net Tuition per Capita 6,012        6,094        6,175          5,737          5,817          5,948          6,101          
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Expenditures – State and Tuition Fund 

Within the context of the RCM/ABB paradigm is the goal to minimize the impact of spending on 

institutional support in order to push resources to teaching and learning, our core functions.  

While there is no “overhead rate” stated or implied, one can see in the graphic below that 

institutional support has hovered very close to 35 percent of all spending since FY 2014.   

 

Of course, even without any additional new discretionary funding our expenses will continue to 

grow due to across-the-board wage-and-benefit increases.  But there have also been cuts, 

particularly in the support functions. These cuts effectively slow the rate of increase and allow 

additional funding to go to the colleges.  There was a cut of about 3.0 percent to all divisions in 

FY16 and then again to all support areas of 2.0 percent in FY18. That’s why funding for 

institutional support is relatively flat between FY16 and FY18.  The budget for FY20 includes the 

largest across-the-board wage increase in many years (collectively over 3 percent), in addition to 

many state-mandated salary increases for classified employees.   
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Another way to measure effectiveness of resource management is to spread expenditures over 

the fall student headcount, and evaluate the changes over time.  The chart below shows the 

expenditures per student headcount, which undulates as enrollment drops in the early years and 

then picks up after FY17.  In the past two years, the rate of expense growth per student has risen 

higher than the rate of inflation, due to larger wage & benefit increases than in the past, as well 

as state-mandated wage increases and programs.  It is also worth pointing out that FY20 is the 

budget and assumes that all resources will be spent, which has not been the case in many years 

due mostly to vacancies. 

 

Total State/Tuition Expenses per Student 

 

 

 

Local General Funds 

The local general fund group is where most of the student fees are recognized, as well as the 

expenditures related to those fees.   There is a very diverse population of fee types, but most of 

them are student fees to support particular student services.   About one third of the activity is 

related to summer instruction (approx. $10 million), most of the net margin related to summer 

instruction supplements the college operating budgets and has the least restrictions on its use. 

 

Mandatory fees are also a large contributor to the activity of this fund group. These fees support 

athletics, student medical and health counseling, technology, and the Wellness Center.  These 

fees support the areas specified in the fee charters.   

 

Course-specific fees are also part of this fund group. These fees are supposed to pay for either 

consumable materials (e.g. clay in a pottery class), expenses specific to a course (fuel for travel to 

a geology field trip), or specialized lab fees (isolated servers for the cybersecurity lab, flight 

FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 (F) FY20 (B)

Student Headcount 10,569 10,453 10,850 11,343 11,578 11,634 11,784

Expenditures/Student $9,697 $9,922 $10,158 $9,770 $9,987 $10,407 $10,911

% Change 12.3% 2.3% 2.4% -3.8% 2.2% 4.2% 4.8%
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training fees).  These fees are, of course, restricted to the related course and are highly 

monitored. 

 

Continuing education, multi-modal learning, running start and a variety of partnership 

agreements make up the rest of the activity in this fund.    

 

Spending in this fund group can be erratic, as resources are accumulated over several years in 

anticipation of asset reinvestment (multi-modal upgrades, for example). This is also where we 

experience start-up costs for new ventures like the Sammamish instructional site or 

enhancements to the aviation program. The chart below shows that we are in an investment 

phase right now that has lasted a couple of years, however we expect this to end after FY 2019.  

There are few, if any, areas that are experiencing structural deficits, and if they were we would be 

proposing fee increases to resolve those issues. This fund group will have nearly $14 million in 

accumulated reserves at the end of FY 2018. 

 

Local General Fund Operations 

 
 

  

('000s) FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 (F) FY20 (B)

Revenues $25,149 $26,607 $26,835 $30,022 $34,638 $35,430

Expenses

   Wages & Benefits - Faculty 5,275 7,197 7,747 6,051 5,428 5,234 

   Wages & Benefits - Staff/Student 3,868 5,047 5,443 6,367 7,451 7,716 

   Benefits 2,322 3,275 3,625 3,526 3,632 4,149 

   Goods & Services 8,025 7,605 7,921 12,715 14,951 15,443 

   Travel 1,732 1,934 2,019 2,071 2,040 2,105 

   Equipment 1,906 1,749 2,804 3,337 2,137 1,366 

Total Expenses 23,128 26,807 29,559 34,067 35,639 36,012 

Net Margin $2,021 ($200) ($2,724) ($4,045) ($1,001) ($582)

Excludes depreciation
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Enterprise Funds 

The Enterprise Funds consist of Housing and Dining, parking, and the Wildcat Shop (bookstore). 

Although many universities contract-out these functions, they are self-operated at CWU, and 

must generate enough revenue to cover their operating expenses and debt service, plus set 

aside funds for asset re-investment.  When combined with the student activities funds, this is the 

“CWU System,” an entity that holds the university’s revenue bonds. 

 

Generally speaking, the Enterprise Funds derive their revenues from student fees, so enrollment 

is critical to the financial viability of these operations. In the case of Housing and Dining, first-

year Ellensburg students are the main driver of revenues as CWU requires first-year students to 

live on campus.  As enrollment in this category has been very strong since FY 2016, the 

enterprise funds have performed very well, but are operating near capacity.  When Dugmore 

Hall and the associated dining facility open in fall 2019, much needed capacity will come online.  

It will also bring additional operating costs and about $2.3 million in additional bond payments. 

 

Expenses are mainly driven by staff FTE, wage rates, and inflationary pressures on operating 

expenses, including cost of goods sold.  CWU is fortunate to have seasoned operators in these 

areas responsible for the day-to-day operations and financial management.  Below are 

operating results since FY 2015.  The increase in wage-and-benefits is subject to the vacancy 

rate phenomenon as in other funds, however we do expect to see considerable increase in 

operating expenses due to the new residence hall and dining facility, as well as other 

investments intended to improve the residential student experience. 

 

Enterprise Funds Operations 

 
 

 

 

  

('000s) FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 (F) FY20 (B)

Revenues $39,663 $44,163 $47,165 $50,566 $52,614 $59,056

Expenses

   Wages & Benefits 11,680 12,562 13,728 14,518 16,545 20,426 

   Goods & Services 10,028 11,115 12,097 11,891 12,703 13,630 

   Cost of Goods Sold 10,915 11,643 12,027 11,989 12,134 13,269 

   Debt Service 5,804 5,804 5,804 6,010 5,710 8,772 

Total Expenses 38,427 41,124 43,655 44,408 $47,092 56,098 

Net Margin $1,237 $3,039 $3,510 $6,158 $5,522 $2,959

Excludes depreciation



24 | P a g e  
 

Student Activities Funds 

Student activities funds are comprised of three main functions: the Services and Activities fees, 

Student Union and Recreation Center (SURC) fees, and Recreation Center fees.  The student 

activities funds carry debt as part of the CWU System, and much of the revenues are derived 

from student fees intended to service the debt related to the SURC.  A portion of the Services 

and Activities fee, which is a component of tuition, goes to service the SURC debt, but the 

majority funds student-centered programming.   

 

Expense drivers for the student activities funds include staff FTE, wage rates, and a considerable 

number of student employees, as well.  The expansion of recreation facilities now open has put 

some additional pressure on expenses going forward.  While there have been very few fee 

increases in this fund group, the Recreation Fee has been increased by $15 per quarter per 

Ellensburg student. 

 

Below is a summary of the operating results for the student activities funds, noting that vacancy 

rates play a role in the FY 2020 wage and benefit budget here as well. 

 

Student Activities Funds Operations 

 

 

  

('000s) FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 (F) FY20 (B)

Revenues $12,255 $12,909 $13,331 $13,400 $13,977 $14,044

Expenses

   Wages & Benefits 5,684 6,228 6,529 6,759 7,267 8,130 

   Goods & Services 3,640 3,895 3,824 3,939 3,841 3,806 

   Debt Service 2,342 2,342 2,342 2,575 2,340 2,339 

Total Expenses 11,666 12,466 12,695 13,274 13,449 14,276 

Net Margin $589 $443 $636 $127 $528 ($232)

Excludes depreciation
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III. The FY 2019 Non-Operating Budget 
 

The non-operating fund groups are a diverse collection of funds that typically work on an 

expense reimbursement model.  For instance, capital and grants are funds that receive spending 

authority from the state and federal governments; we spend the money on the intended 

purposes and then seek reimbursement.  This group also includes the internal service funds that 

exist to provide services to the university, generally at cost plus a small markup for asset 

replacement (such as the motor pool and print shop).  Also included in here are the Trust, Loan, 

and agency funds, for which CWU acts as an agent for resources that are not technically ours 

(such as student scholarships that come with the students from outside the university). 

 

While there are annual anomalies due mostly to our fiscal-year cycle not coinciding with the 

granting authority fiscal cycle, these funds should operate at break-even over time.  Below is a 

comparison of the FY19 budget to actual results, and the proposed budget for FY20. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

NON-OPERATING FUNDS Budget Actual %  Budget Variance Budget 2019 vs. 2020

Revenues

Capital Funds 48,504 53,900 111.1% 5,396 42,263 (11,637)

Grants & Contracts 73,226 50,158 68.5% (23,068) 48,293 (1,865)

Internal Service 9,400 11,303 120.2% 1,903 10,766 (537)

Trust, Agency & Loan 5,403 7,862 145.5% 2,459 6,023 (1,839)

Total Non-Operating Revenues 136,533 123,223 90.3% (13,310) 107,345 (15,878)

Expenses

Capital Funds 48,504 57,620 118.8% (9,116) 41,851 (15,769)

Grants & Contracts 76,233 50,030 65.6% 26,203 48,347 (1,683)

Internal Service 8,675 11,162 128.7% (2,487) 9,689 (1,473)

Trust, Agency & Loan 5,401 5,236 96.9% 165 5,056 (180)

Total Non-Operating Expenses 138,813 124,048 89.4% 14,765 104,943 (19,105)

Revenue Less Expense (2,280) (825) 1,455 2,402 3,227

FY 2019 Preliminary 2020 Budget
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IV. Six-Year Rolling Forecasts 
 

One of the key deliverables in the university’s strategic plan is to prepare a six-year rolling 

forecast in order to give the university community a sense of what the financial future looks like.  

The final section of this report contains forecasts starting with the FY 2020 budget and the 

following six years, as well as the drivers and risks associated with each operating fund group. 

 

Every year going forward, the prior year will be replaced with actual results, the following year 

will go through the detailed budgeting process, and another year will be added to the six-year 

forecast.  In addition, the drivers will be updated and documented. 

 

Enrollment is the main revenue driver for the university, and we are using the recently produced 

six-year targets from the Strategic Enrollment Management plan as the basis for all operating 

fund group revenue projections.  The chart below presents two enrollment scenarios. The blue 

line is the SEM plan target through FY 2025; the green line represents the enrollment needed 

just to pay the bills—and yes, would still require the addition of 150 students each year.     

 

 
 

 

Compared to the prior year report, the “pay the bills” enrollment target has improved slightly 

due to additional state funding, assuming that the FY19-21 biennium establishes a higher 

baseline to which future funding will be incremental (no cuts). 
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For historical perspective, the chart below puts the SEM Plan into perspective.  It is absolutely 

possible, and has happened in the past, although we are planning on deploying sophisticated 

enrollment techniques going forward as opposed the circumstances that existed in the mid-

1960s.  It is also noteworthy that the demographics related to the size of the high school 

graduating class in the State of Washington will not be in our favor as it was in the ‘60s. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2007 2011

2024

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

10,000

12,000

14,000

1
9

5
3

1
9

6
3

1
9

7
3

1
9

8
3

1
9

9
3

2
0

0
3

2
0

1
3

2
0

2
3

H
e

ad
 C

o
u

n
t

Academic Year

Fall Quarter Enrollment
Historical + SEM Plan



28 | P a g e  
 

The State and Tuition Fund 

The main drivers in this fund are student enrollment, wage-and-benefit increases, and 

maintaining reasonable student-centered services and instructor-to-student ratios.  Enrollment 

targets were the product of the SEM plan.  The most significant risk to this forecast is hitting 

these enrollment targets, as well as the lack of predictability of the state allotment, which is 

subject to the legislative process. 

 

State and Tuition Fund Forecast 

 
 

 

The purple bars represent the expenses that will be incurred if nothing significant happens at 

the university over the next six year—no significant changes in operations, good or bad. The red 

line represents the revenue generated by adding 150 new students each year until FY25. This is 

effectively a “break-even” scenario.   If the SEM plan enrollment is achieved, that is represented 

by the blue line, and the additional staffing that would be required to maintain current student 

ratios is the green “expense for growth” addition to the expense bars.  Clearly, the SEM plan 

forecast for this fund provides sufficient revenue to sustain the next six years, however hitting 

the targets set by the SEM plan will be no easy feat.   
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However, we may run into capacity restraints, at least on the Ellensburg campus beyond FY 

2025, which would require costly infrastructure development, for both residential and 

instructional facilities.  So, if we assume that the total enrollment of nearly 15,000 students 

represents the maximum growth potential, the only vehicle for revenue growth will be tuition 

rates or state allotment increases, both which are unlikely at this point.   Under this scenario, 

where enrollment flattens out after FY 2025, the revenue and expense projections cross 

somewhere around FY 2029 shown in the graph below: 

 

Flat enrollment scenario after FY 2025 

 
 

 

 

The SEM plan enrollment projection is critical to long-term forecasting, and these targets have 

been incorporated into each of the remaining fund groups.  This drives everything—housing 

and dining revenues, student activities revenues, as well as the associated costs of operations. 

 

We also rely on estimates for future enrollment headcount and FTE, tuition and fee rates, staff 

and faculty headcount and FTE, and, finally, wage and benefit rates.  These forecasts assume 

growth, and there are some elements built in to accommodate for growth, such as maintaining a 

reasonable faculty to student ratio.  There are modest inflationary estimates in some cases, 

particularly where there has been volatility (medical insurance and utilities, for instance). 
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Local General Funds 

Local general funds are probably the most difficult to project over the next six years due to the 

significant diversity of activity.  Incorporating student headcount growth into fee revenue 

assumptions, as well as wage and benefit increases can get us part of the way there, but there 

are also two new activities that might make this fund group behave differently in the future—

aviation flight operations and the Sammamish site.    

 

Major risks to this fund group are total student enrollment, and more specifically summer 

instruction enrollment which is used to supplement core instructional activities, however 

generally speaking we should be able to scale operations up or down depending on enrollment, 

and have the latitude to change fees as necessary.  The chart below shows a general trend 

towards revenue growth as the investments made over the past few years begin to pay off. 
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Enterprise Funds 

The Enterprise Funds, specifically housing and dining, Wildcat Shop, and parking significantly 

impacted by enrollment projections, particularly first-year residential students.  There is a 

reasonably high debt load on housing and dining, so there is pressure to ensure bond 

covenants are met, as well as that funds are set aside for asset reinvestment. Risks to this fund 

group come primarily from first-year enrollment, wage-and-benefit increases, inflation on cost 

of goods sold (food and books), and of course the external housing market.  Half of our 

residence hall beds are new since 2003, but our apartments are not. If the off-campus housing 

market added a significant amount of new inventory, we could experience lower-than-desired 

occupancy. 

 

 
 

The chart above clearly demonstrates the increase in both revenues and expenses due to the 

addition of Dugmore Hall and the related dining facility.  It is crucial to maintain occupancy at 

rates that will ensure the added bond payment and operating costs are recovered.   Our 

minimum debt-service coverage ratio requirement is 1.0. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25

Expenses 46,862 55,994 57,596 59,202 60,730 62,317 63,969

Revenues 53,195 59,056 61,155 63,752 66,200 69,051 71,737

Coverage Ratio 2.10 1.33 1.39 1.50 1.61 1.74 1.86
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Student Activities Funds 

These funds are historically stable, are mostly funded by mandatory student fees tied to bond 

payments for the SURC and Recreation Center, as well as the operational costs of these facilities.  

The S&A fee is paid by all students regardless of location and also contributes to the SURC and 

Recreation Center bond payments.  The chart below does not paint a very rosy picture, as much 

of the enrollment growth is planned for outside of Ellensburg.  In the future, fee increases or a 

reduction in services will be required to maintain healthy operations, however neither of those 

options is currently forecasted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25

Expenses 13,299 14,387 14,772 15,132 15,473 15,826 16,193

Revenues 13,793 14,044 14,185 14,326 14,470 14,614 14,760

Coverage Ratio 1.07 0.87 0.78 0.70 0.62 0.54 0.46
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The CWU System Funds 
Finally, the CWU System is the collection of self-supporting units on campus that have banded together 

for the purpose of raising funds through the bond market.  It is a combination of the Enterprise Funds 

(Housing, Dining, Bookstore, Parking) and the Student Activities Funds (S&A, SURC, Recreation). 

Taken as whole, the CWU System has promised its bondholders that we will maintain a minimum debt-

service coverage ratio of 1.0.  The chart below illustrates the expected System debt service coverage 

ratio for the next six years. 
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