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The Steering Committee considered a range of options for 
splitting Master’s revenue between Schools and General Fund 

Design choice question: How should schools offering Master’s/professional degrees share tuition 
revenue with university support functions? 

Support/graduate school of record scale 
General fund School 

Emphasizing school of record 
(90%+ school) 

Incentive implication 
Incentivizes enrolling more 
Master’s/ Professional degree 
students by allowing them to 
retain most revenue 

Emphasizing general fund 
(30%+ general fund, <70% 
school) 

 Benefits: rewards both support 
units and schools for growing 
graduate programs 

 Challenges: schools may not 
understand purpose of support 
split; may wish to retain all of 
their tuition; anything less than 
~100% SOR could 
disincentivize master’s program 
growth 

 Benefits: incentivizes program 
growth at the school level and 
could led to greater investment in 
recruiting and retention of master’s/ 
professional students 

 Challenges: may disincentivize 
financial aid as schools want to 
retain as much tuition as possible; 
could lead to strain on support units 
attempting to cover costs for 
increased student enrollment 
without additional funding 

Balancing general fund and 
school of record (70-90% 
school) 

 Benefits: ensures central 
funds to cover university 
costs associated with 
supporting graduate students 
(e.g., GPS) 

 Challenges: may 
disincentivize schools from 
growing graduate programs 
and enrollment if percentage 
taken by central/support is 
perceived as too high 

Rationale 
Schools have direct control 
over Master’s/Professional 
degree tuition and student 
recruitment; allowing them to 
retain most of their Master’s 
revenue incentivizes creating 
growth 
Differential tuition by school and 
program means it is important 
for schools to retain the tuition 
they generate, vs. a portion of 
total university Master’s revenue 


