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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The use of raƟ o analysis has been around for many years, 

primarily within the area of fi nance. However, this 

powerful tool has been eff ecƟ vely shown to transcend beyond 

accounƟ ng evaluaƟ on to the overall management and contol of 

both the private and public sector, including higher educaƟ on. 

While conducƟ ng an introductory raƟ o analysis over the past fi ve 

years using key primary data, the following were observed:

 UNA’s freshman-to-sophomore retenƟ on averages 70% 

and is higher than the Alabama Peer average of 62%.

 Both the four-year and six-year graduaƟ on rates are 

lower than the CSRDE average, but higher than the 

Alabama Peer average. Furthermore, UNA is showing a 

healthy number of non-tradiƟ onal and transfer students 

receiving degrees.

 On a per-student basis, UNA’s staff  and faculty serve 

signifi cantly more students than the average for Alabama 

public 4-year insƟ tuƟ ons. 

 Over 80% of all credit hours produced by UNA are taught 

by full-Ɵ me permanent faculty.

 Although tuiƟ on and fees have increased, they were 

clearly needed to off -set signifi cantly decreasing state 

revenue and an increasing, but parsimonious, budget.

 New freshmen and transfer students as well as out-of-

state and internaƟ onal students show slight declines, 

indicaƟ ng a greater need to buƩ ress retenƟ on and 

improve graduaƟ on rates.
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INTRODUCTION

RaƟ o analysis is one of the most powerful tools that can be 

used in higher educaƟ on. It is used as a device to analyze 

and interpret the health of an insƟ tuƟ on and assist in determin-

ing the direcƟ on in which it should move. RaƟ o analysis can help 

administrators check whether the insƟ tuƟ on is doing beƩ er this 

year than it was last year; and, it can indicate if the insƟ tuƟ on 

is doing beƩ er or worse than other insƟ tuƟ ons within the same 

geographic locaƟ on or with similar role, scope, and mission.

 While the use of raƟ o analysis is mainly found in fi nance, 

it should not be confi ned to that area. Diff erent types of manag-

ers and administrators should be interested in raƟ os so that they 

can beƩ er understand the insƟ tuƟ on as a whole, the division 

and/or department in which they reside, or to understand how 

various components within an insƟ tuƟ on relate to each other 

(KPMG, 2010). Therefore, raƟ os have wide applicaƟ ons and are 

of vital importance in the overall management of higher educa-

Ɵ on. For instance, raƟ o analysis may be used for the following:

 Decision Making – raƟ o analysis helps in making deci-

sions from the informaƟ on provided in fi nancial, en-

rollment, and resource situaƟ ons. It can be used by an 

individual academic department to determine if a new 

program should be established, or it can be used insƟ tu-

Ɵ onally as part of its strategic iniƟ aƟ ves regarding enroll-

ment management, pricing, outreach, etc. 

“While the use of raƟ o 
analysis is mainly found in 
fi nance, it should not be 
confi ned to that area.”
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“RaƟ o analysis helps 
to create eff ecƟ ve 
controls throughout 
the insƟ tuƟ on. 
Standard raƟ os can 
be used to take a 
correcƟ ve acƟ on at 
the right Ɵ me or to 
prevent a situaƟ on 
from ever happening.”

 ForecasƟ ng and Planning – raƟ os calculated for a 

number of years can serve as a guide for the future. 

Meaningful conclusions can be drawn as to the overall 

posiƟ oning of an insƟ tuƟ on in relaƟ on to where it 

wants to go.

 CommunicaƟ on – The strengths and weaknesses of 

an insƟ tuƟ on can be communicated to both inter-

nal and external consƟ tuents in an easier and more 

understandable manner by the use of raƟ os. The 

informaƟ on obtained through raƟ o analysis is also 

conveyed in a meaningful manner to the individuals 

for whom it is meant, allowing for quicker response or 

acƟ on.

 CoordinaƟ on – OŌ enƟ mes, higher educaƟ on tends to 

work in silos where one department or division seems 

to work independently of another department or divi-

sion. The use of raƟ o analysis can help Ɵ e these silos 

together by easily conveying the connecƟ ons of the 

various components within higher educaƟ on.

 Control – RaƟ o analysis helps to create eff ecƟ ve con-

trols throughout the insƟ tuƟ on. Standard raƟ os can 

be used to take a correcƟ ve acƟ on at the right Ɵ me 

or to prevent a situaƟ on from ever happening. Fur-

thermore, by controlling various elements within the 

insƟ tuƟ on, it may more eff ecƟ vely reach its strategic 

objecƟ ves (Minter, 1982).
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“Every insƟ tuƟ on 
should have a mission 
that is Ɵ ed to both 
fi nancial and non-
fi nancial measurement 
to help the insƟ tuƟ on 
understand the extent 
to which it is achieving 
its mission.”

 The basis for the eff ecƟ ve applicaƟ on of raƟ o analysis is a 

clear understanding of the insƟ tuƟ onal mission as well as those 

strategic steps to take it into the future. Every insƟ tuƟ on should 

have a mission that is Ɵ ed to both fi nancial and non-fi nancial 

measurement to help the insƟ tuƟ on understand the extent to 

which it is achieving its mission. These measures help guide the 

insƟ tuƟ on in determining what resources are available and how 

those valuable resources will be used.

 This is all part of the strategic measurement model 

discussed by Brown (1986). This model allows an insƟ tuƟ on to 

develop how it will move forward based upon an established 

mission as well as measurable indicators. The model referred to 

by Brown is in Figure 1 below:
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“Primary data in 
themselves are a 
report of an event 
which has no 
economic meaning...
they must be 
compared with data 
that relate to them.”

 The insƟ tuƟ on defi nes its mission, determines its success 

factors, establishes goals and objecƟ ves, and then forms strate-

gies in order to realize its desired outcomes. Clearly, raƟ os can 

serve as a major component to this process.

 So, why is it important to use raƟ os over primary data? 

The use of primary data may be fallacious and could have a 

negaƟ ve impact on the insƟ tuƟ on. For instance, an insƟ tuƟ on 

may believe itself to be in good shape when it sees increases in 

new freshmen enrollment from year to year. However, this trend 

may be misleading if the yield rate of high school students from 

tradiƟ onally top feeder schools is actually decreasing. 

 In other words, while new freshmen numbers are in-

creasing, the insƟ tuƟ on may actually see a decrease in the total 

number of high school graduates who could actually enroll. For 

example, say an insƟ tuƟ on enrolls 500 students from a high 

school graduaƟ ng class of 1,000. The yield rate in this example 

would be 50%. The following year, the insƟ tuƟ on enrolls 550 

students from a graduaƟ ng class of 1,500. While there is an 

increase in the number of students enrolled from 500 to 550, 

the yield rate of students who could enroll dropped from 50% 

to 37%. This yield gives a beƩ er picture of enrollment than the 

primary data alone.

 Primary data in themselves are a report of an event 

which has no economic meaning. These numbers stand alone, 

being unrelated to anything else that they aff ect or that aff ect 

them. To make events meaningful, they must be compared with 
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data that relate to them (Tucker, 1961). For example, if an auto-

mobile is driven 300 miles in one day, this has no relaƟ onship to 

the vehicle’s economy. However, if it ran that same distance on 

20 gallons of gasoline, the economy evaluated can be said to be 

15 miles driven for every gallon of gas consumed. This is con-

sidered an elementary raƟ o. However, distance traveled is not 

the only factor in the economy of the vehicle. Other factors may 

include the speed at which the vehicle traveled, the terrain on 

which it traveled, and the size of the vehicle itself. When these 

factors are combined, the result is an advanced or terƟ ary raƟ o 

that gives a beƩ er picture as to the vehicle’s economy.

 While primary data have absolute values, raƟ os have 

only relaƟ ve values in that they have no real meaning unless 

they are observed longitudinally. Only then can the true value of 

a raƟ o be appreciated. Preparing raƟ os can be a daunƟ ng task, 

however. Higher educaƟ on insƟ tuƟ ons have so much primary 

data it can be diffi  cult to decide which data to use and how to 

relate it with other data. 

 The researcher begins by asking the quesƟ on, “What 

does the insƟ tuƟ on want the raƟ o analysis to tell it?” Later, the 

researcher must ask “What can the insƟ tuƟ on do with the infor-

maƟ on?” This White Paper is designed to give examples of vari-

ous types of raƟ os that can be used by the University of North 

Alabama to help further defi ne its mission, establish goals and 

objecƟ ves, and to form strategies in order to move forward. A 

total of 18 raƟ os are presented and are divided into the catego-

ries of Student/Enrollment and Financial.

“While primary data have 
absolute values, raƟ os 
have only relaƟ ve values 
in that they have no real 
meaning unless they are 
observed longitudinally.”
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 The purpose of this paper is to defi ne the raƟ os used, 

demonstrate the formula used to compute the raƟ o, off er some 

implicaƟ ons for the use of each raƟ o, and then present the fi nd-

ings of each raƟ o with actual UNA data over a fi ve-year period.

As this paper is reviewed and the raƟ os digested, it is hoped 

that further discussion will follow as to whether adjustments 

should be made to the exisƟ ng raƟ os presented here or if new, 

more powerful raƟ os can be created to give UNA administrators 

the best possible fi nancial and academic picture.  

ConsorƟ um for RetenƟ on

 The fi rst four rates used in this report are compared 

to the ConsorƟ um for Student RetenƟ on Data Exchange. The 

CSRDE is a consorƟ um of colleges and universiƟ es dedicated 

to the cooperaƟ ve exchange of student retenƟ on and gradua-

Ɵ on data for the purpose of benchmarking (The University of 

Oklahoma Outreach, 2012). The ConsorƟ um is housed at the 

University of Oklahoma and has been in existence since 1994. 

In their most recent report, over 400 insƟ tuƟ ons parƟ cipated in 

the study.

The report is divided between public and private insƟ tuƟ ons. 

Furthermore, depending on the average entering ACT or SAT 

score of the entering freshman class during the year of evalu-

aƟ on, an insƟ tuƟ on is categorized as either highly-selecƟ ve, 

selecƟ ve, moderately-selecƟ ve, or less-than-selecƟ ve. Based 

on this criteria, the University of North Alabama is categorized 

as a public, moderately-selecƟ ve insƟ tuƟ on. A lisƟ ng of the 79 

public, moderately-selecƟ ve insƟ tuƟ ons that parƟ cipated in the 

2012 report are included in the Appendix.

“The CSRDE is a 
consorƟ um of colleges 
and universiƟ es dedicated 
to the cooperaƟ ve 
exchange of student 
retenƟ on and graduaƟ on 
data for the purpose of 
benchmarking.”
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RaƟ os, Percentages, and ProporƟ ons

 Throughout this paper, raƟ os and percentages are used 

interchangeably in order to give the reader a greater ease in 

understanding the actual relaƟ onships between the variables 

used. However, it should be noted that raƟ os, percentages, and 

proporƟ ons are essenƟ ally measuring the same thing.

 ConverƟ ng the raƟ o 1/5 to a percent is the same thing 

as solving a proporƟ on. Therefore, 1/5=x/100 = 20/100 = .20.  In 

this case, .20 is referred to as the proporƟ on. When this propor-

Ɵ on is then mulƟ plied by 100, the answer is 20%.

“...it should be noted 
that raƟ os, percentages, 
and proporƟ ons are 
essenƟ ally measuring the 
same thing.”
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STUDENT AND ENROLLMENT RATIOS

Freshman to Sophomore RetenƟ on

Defi niƟ on: Defi ned by the U.S. Department of EducaƟ on as the total number of fi rst-Ɵ me full-
Ɵ me freshmen who entered an insƟ tuƟ on during the fall semester or previous summer semes-
ter (aŌ er high school graduaƟ on) and returned to the insƟ tuƟ on during the following fall semes-
ter. The year at which these freshmen enter is considered the Cohort Year.

Formula: 

(Cohort Year Freshmen Returning Following Fall / Total Cohort Year Freshmen)*100

Analysis: 

 This is an elementary raƟ o converted to a percentage which is used to determine the 
number of tradiƟ onal freshmen who return the following fall semester. Generally speak-
ing, the higher the percentage, the beƩ er for the insƟ tuƟ on because returning students 
are working on degrees and are generaƟ ng credit hours.

 One problem with this raƟ o is that it does not include the number of part-Ɵ me or trans-
fer students which, depending on the insƟ tuƟ on, could be a substanƟ al number.

Findings:

 Freshman-to-Sophomore retenƟ on has generally increased during the fi ve-year period 
with the most notable increases aff ecƟ ng the Fall 2008 Cohort and Fall 2010 Cohort.

 While trending upward, the Freshman-to-Sophomore retenƟ on rate is lower than the 
ConsorƟ um for Student RetenƟ on Data Exchange (CSRDE) rate of 73.3% for moderately-
selecƟ ve insƟ tuƟ ons, of which UNA is a part (Luna & Vaughn, 2012), but higher than  the 
Alabama Peer average of 62%.

FALL 2006 FALL 2007 FALL 2008 FALL 2009 FALL 2010
Cohort 63.5% 63.3% 71.4% 65.2% 70.9%
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Sophomore-to-Junior Progression

Defi niƟ on: The logical succession to the Freshman-to-Sophomore retenƟ on rate. It consists of 
students within a freshman cohort who return to their third fall semester and/or their Junior 
year.

Formula: 

(Cohort Year Freshmen Returning Third Fall or Junior year / Total Cohort Year Freshmen)*100

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o converted to a percentage is used to determine the number of 
tradiƟ onal freshmen who return for their third fall and/or Junior year. Generally speak-
ing, the higher the percentage, the beƩ er for the insƟ tuƟ on because these returning 
students are more likely to generate credit hours and earn their degrees from the insƟ -
tuƟ on.

 One problem with this raƟ o is that it does not include the number of part-Ɵ me or trans-
fer students which, depending on the insƟ tuƟ on, could be a substanƟ al number.

 Students who did not return to the insƟ tuƟ on either quit school, transferred to a 2-year 
college, or transferred to another 4-year insƟ tuƟ on.

Findings:
 In general, this rate is lower than the Freshman-to-Sophomore retenƟ on rate (previous 

page) and, with the excepƟ on of Fall 2008, is showing a declining trend.
 This rate is also lower than the CSRDE rate of 61% for moderately-selecƟ ve insƟ tuƟ ons 

(Luna & Vaughn, 2012).

FALL 2005 FALL 2006 FALL2007 FALL 2008 FALL 2009
Cohort 51.8% 48.0% 47.1% 57.2% 51.1%
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Four-Year GraduaƟ on Rate

Defi niƟ on: Defi ned by the U.S. Department of EducaƟ on as the number of fi rst-Ɵ me full-Ɵ me 
freshmen who entered an insƟ tuƟ on during a cohort year and who graduated from that insƟ tu-
Ɵ on in four years.

Formula: 

(Cohort Year Freshmen GraduaƟ ng in 4 years / Total Cohort Year Freshmen)*100

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o converted to a percentage is used to determine the number of 
tradiƟ onal freshmen who graduate in four years. Generally speaking, the higher the per-
centage, the beƩ er for the insƟ tuƟ on because it indicates that more students are able to 
complete their degrees in the tradiƟ onal Ɵ me frame.

 This raƟ o does not include the number of part-Ɵ me or transfer students which, depend-
ing on the insƟ tuƟ on, could be a substanƟ al number.

 Students who do not graduate from the insƟ tuƟ on either quit school, transferred to a 
2-year college, or transferred to another 4-year insƟ tuƟ on.

Findings:

 Over the past fi ve years, this rate has shown a decline from 17% to 12% indicaƟ ng a 
downward trend.

 This rate is also lower than the CSRDE four-year graduaƟ on rate of 22% for moderately-
selecƟ ve insƟ tuƟ ons (Luna & Vaughn, 2012), but within the Alabama Peer average of 
12.75%.

 An increase in both the Freshman-to-Sophomore retenƟ on rate and the Sophomore-to-
Junior progression rate could posiƟ vely impact this rate.

FALL 2003 FALL 2004 FALL 2005 FALL 2006 FALL 2007
Cohort 17.6% 12.5% 11.0% 11.0% 12.3%
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Six-Year GraduaƟ on Rate

Defi niƟ on: Defi ned by the U.S. Department of EducaƟ on as the total number of fi rst-Ɵ me full-
Ɵ me freshmen who entered an insƟ tuƟ on during a cohort year and who graduated from that 
insƟ tuƟ on in six years.

Formula: 

(Cohort Year Freshmen GraduaƟ ng in 6 Years / Total Cohort Year Freshmen)*100

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o converted to a percentage is used to determine the number of 
tradiƟ onal freshmen who graduate in six years. The students counted in this rate also 
include those who graduated within four or fi ve years, and higher percentages indicate 
that more students are earning their degrees at the insƟ tuƟ on.

 One problem with this raƟ o is that it does not include the number of part-Ɵ me or trans-
fer students which, depending on the insƟ tuƟ on, could be a substanƟ al number.

 Students who do not graduate from the insƟ tuƟ on either quit school, transferred to a 
2-year college, or transferred to another 4-year insƟ tuƟ on.

Findings:

 While this rate was stable during the fi rst part of the fi ve-year period, it is indicaƟ ng a 
downward trend.

 This rate is also lower than the CSRDE six-year graduaƟ on rate of 46.2% for moderately-
selecƟ ve insƟ tuƟ ons (Luna & Vaughn, 2012), but higher than the Alabama Peer average 
of 31.75%. 

 An increase in both the Freshman-to-Sophomore retenƟ on rate as well as the Sopho-
more-to-Junior progression rate could posiƟ vely impact this rate.

FALL 2001 FALL 2002 FALL 2003 FALL 2004 FALL 2005
Cohort 40.0% 40.6% 39.0% 33.1% 33.3%
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Degrees Conferred to Transfer and Non-TradiƟ onal Students to Total Degrees Conferred

Defi niƟ on: Indicates how many degrees were conferred to transfer and non-tradiƟ onal stu-
dents as compared to the total number of degrees conferred.

Formula: 

(Degrees Conferred to Transfer and Non-TradiƟ onal Students / Total Degrees Conferred)*100

Analysis: 

 When calculaƟ ng the four- and six-year graduaƟ on rates, an insƟ tuƟ on is only allowed 
by the federal government to include fi rst-Ɵ me, full-Ɵ me students in a freshmen co-
hort. In many cases, non-tradiƟ onal students (those 25 and older) or those who trans-
fer from another insƟ tuƟ on will not be included in the cohort.

 Therefore, the four- and six-year graduaƟ on rates do not supply an insƟ tuƟ on with a 
complete picture of how many students are actually graduaƟ ng.

 While the four- and six-year graduaƟ on rates include students who never intended to 
graduate from the insƟ tuƟ on where they started, the number of non-tradiƟ onal and 
transfer graduates serves as a more complete picture as to how many students wanted 
to earn their degrees at the insƟ tuƟ on.

Findings:

 Only three years of data could be extracted because these data were not available 
prior to Banner conversion.

 This rate indicates that a high number of transfer and non-tradiƟ onal students gradu-
ate from UNA.

 During this Ɵ me, the rate has shown a slight increase, indicaƟ ng that UNA should ex-
pect more of these students to graduate in the future.

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012
Degrees Conferred 66.80% 65.80% 67.60%
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FTE Students to FTE Faculty

Defi niƟ on: Indicates how many full-Ɵ me equivalent students there are to each full-Ɵ me equiva-
lent faculty.  

Formula: 

((Total UG Credit Hrs./12) + (Total GR Credit Hrs./9)) /
 ((Total Full-Ɵ me Faculty ) + (Total Part-Ɵ me Faculty/3))

Analysis: 

 This is an advanced or terƟ ary raƟ o which is used to determine the actual student-to-
faculty mix. Depending on the role, scope, and mission of the insƟ tuƟ on, this raƟ o could 
vary signifi cantly.

 In determining the appropriate rate, the insƟ tuƟ on must weigh an increased payroll for 
addiƟ onal faculty to ensure smaller class sizes against the diminished return on the value 
of educaƟ on due to escalaƟ ons in large class sizes.

Findings:

 In general, this rate has remained stable over the fi ve-year period indicaƟ ng a slight 
increase.

 Compared to the most recent ediƟ on of the Digest of EducaƟ on StaƟ sƟ cs (2011), the 
reported 2009 raƟ o of 26:1 is signifi cantly higher than the 2009 average raƟ o of 15:1 for 
public four-year colleges in Alabama. This clearly indicates that UNA has fewer faculty for 
its students than its sister insƟ tuƟ ons.

FALL 2007 FALL 2008 FALL 2009 FALL 2010 FALL 2011
Term 25.64 24.57 25.95 26.66 26.98
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FTE Students to FTE Staff 

Defi niƟ on: Indicates how many full-Ɵ me equivalent students there are to each full-Ɵ me equiva-
lent staff .  

Formula: 
((Total UG Credit hrs./12) + (Total GR Credit hrs./9)) / 

((Total Full-Ɵ me Staff  ) + (Total Part-Ɵ me Staff /3))

Analysis: 

 This advanced or terƟ ary raƟ o is used to determine the actual student-to-staff  mix. 
Depending on the role, scope, and mission of the insƟ tuƟ on, this raƟ o could vary signifi -
cantly.

 In determining the appropriate rate, the insƟ tuƟ on must weigh an increased payroll for 
addiƟ onal staff  to support fully the administraƟ ve and educaƟ onal support areas against 
decreased saƟ sfacƟ on and retenƟ on of students who have trouble accessing services.

Findings:

 In general, this rate has remained stable over the fi ve-year period but indicates a slight 
downward trend.

 Compared to the most recent ediƟ on of the Digest of EducaƟ on StaƟ sƟ cs (2011), the 
reported 2009 raƟ o of 16:1 is signifi cantly higher than the 2009 average raƟ o of 5:1 for 
public four-year colleges in Alabama. This clearly indicates that UNA has signifi cantly 
fewer staff  for its students than its sister insƟ tuƟ ons.

FALL 2007 FALL 2008 FALL 2009 FALL 2010 FALL 2011
Term 17.49 16.25 16.49 14.56 14.24
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FTE Faculty as a Percent of FTE Staff 

Defi niƟ on: Indicates how many full-Ɵ me equivalent faculty there are to each full-Ɵ me equiva-
lent staff .  

Formula: 

((Total Full-Ɵ me Faculty) + (Total part-Ɵ me Faculty/3)) / 
((Total Full-Ɵ me Staff ) + (Total Part-Ɵ me Staff /3)) * 100

Analysis: 

 This advanced or terƟ ary raƟ o converted to a percentage is used to determine the actual 
faculty-to-staff  mix. Depending on the role, scope, and mission of the insƟ tuƟ on, this 
raƟ o could vary signifi cantly.

 In determining the appropriate rate, the insƟ tuƟ on must weigh its demand for faculty 
against its demand to sustain the increased responsibiliƟ es of administraƟ ve and educa-
Ɵ onal support areas.

Findings:

 In general, this rate has declined steadily over the past fi ve years indicaƟ ng a decrease in 
the number of faculty and/or an increase in the number of staff .

 Compared to the most recent ediƟ on of the Digest of EducaƟ on StaƟ sƟ cs (2001), the  
reported 2009 rate of 61% is signifi cantly higher than the 2009 average rate of 29% for 
public four-year colleges in Alabama. This indicates that while UNA staff  size has in-
creased relaƟ ve to faculty, there are sƟ ll signifi cantly fewer staff  to faculty as compared 
to its sister insƟ tuƟ ons.

FALL 2007 FALL 2008 FALL 2009 FALL 2010 FALL 2011
Term 68.19% 66.16% 60.60% 54.62% 54.42%
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Percent of Total Credit Hours Taught by Full-Time Faculty

Defi niƟ on: Indicates how many total credit hours are taught by full-Ɵ me faculty.  

Formula: 

(Total Credit Hours / Total Full-Time Faculty)*100

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o converted to a percentage is used to determine how many of an 
insƟ tuƟ on’s credit hours are taught by full-Ɵ me faculty. Depending on the role, scope, 
and mission of the insƟ tuƟ on, this raƟ o could vary signifi cantly.

 In order to capture potenƟ al variability of course level, percentages were disaggregated 
into lower level, upper level, and graduate level categories.

Findings:

 Only three years of data could be extracted because these data were not available prior 
to Banner conversion.

 Based on aggregate data alone, full-Ɵ me faculty teach 80% or more of all credit hours 
produced.

 A relaƟ vely high percentage of 100 and 200 level course credit hours are taught by full-
Ɵ me faculty, although this percentage is decreasing. The highest percentage of credit 
hours taught by full-Ɵ me faculty is within the 300 to 400 level. The lowest percentage 
of credit hours taught by full-Ɵ me faculty is within the graduate level. This number has 
been skewed by the College of Business and is due, in part, to the large number of credit 
hours produced within the China MBA program.

FALL 2009 FALL 2010 FALL 2011
100-200 LEVEL 78% 77% 75%
300-400 LEVEL 91% 91% 91%
GRADUATE 74% 68% 79%
Total 82% 80% 81%
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New Freshmen and Transfer Enrollment to Total Undergraduate Enrollment

Defi niƟ on: Indicates the percentage of an insƟ tuƟ on’s total undergraduate enrollment that is 
comprised of new freshmen and transfer students.
 
Formula: 

(New Freshmen + Transfer Enrollment / Total Undergraduate Enrollment)*100
  
Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o converted to a percentage is used to determine how many new 
freshmen and transfer students make up an insƟ tuƟ on’s total undergraduate enrollment. 
This raƟ o can be infl uenced by the actual decrease in the number of tradiƟ onal and 
transfer students who enroll in the insƟ tuƟ on or by an increase in the retenƟ on rate of 
current students.

 Because this raƟ o indicates the rate of new students who enroll in the insƟ tuƟ on, it is 
sensiƟ ve to an insƟ tuƟ on’s admission standards, tuiƟ on, and markeƟ ng plan; however, 
it can also be aff ected by a decrease in high school graduates or an increase in compeƟ -
Ɵ on.

Findings:

 Overall, this rate has shown a steady decline within the fi ve-year period. During this 
same period, enrollment data indicate a similar decline while retenƟ on, albeit slightly 
increasing among freshmen who stay for their sophomore year, is steady or declining in 
other areas of progression. These fi ndings seem to indicate that the declining rate in the 
raƟ o is more related to declining enrollment rather than retenƟ on.

 When combined with retenƟ on and progression rates, this rate may signal declining 
enrollment health within the insƟ tuƟ on.

FALL 2007 FALL 2008 FALL 2009 FALL 2010 FALL 2011
Term 26.98% 28.82% 28.18% 27.07% 24.72%
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Out-of-State and InternaƟ onal Enrollment to Total Enrollment

Defi niƟ on: Indicates the percentage of an insƟ tuƟ on’s total enrollment that is composed of out-
of-state and internaƟ onal students.
 
Formula: 

(Out-of-State + InternaƟ onal Enrollment / Total Enrollment)*100

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o converted to a percentage is used to determine how many out-
of-state and internaƟ onal students make up an insƟ tuƟ on’s total enrollment. This raƟ o 
can be infl uenced by the actual decrease in the number of out-of-state and internaƟ onal 
students who enroll in the insƟ tuƟ on or by an increase in the retenƟ on rate of current 
in-state students.

 Because this raƟ o indicates the rate of students outside the state who enroll in the 
insƟ tuƟ on, it is mainly sensiƟ ve to an insƟ tuƟ on’s tuiƟ on and markeƟ ng plan. Currently, 
out-of-state and internaƟ onal students pay signifi cantly more in tuiƟ on than do in-state 
students.

Findings:

 This percentage indicates a signifi cant downward trend. Looking at the primary data dur-
ing the same period, out-of-state students show a slight decrease in enrollment with the 
majority of the decrease coming from internaƟ onal students.

 MarkeƟ ng strategies to address this decline may include eff orts to increase enrollment 
of these students which could give an exponenƟ al increase to UNA’s revenue or to en-
courage greater credit hour producƟ on by expanding in-state tuiƟ on benefi ts to selected 
out-of-state areas. 

FALL 2007 FALL 2008 FALL 2009 FALL 2010 FALL 2011
Term 29.26% 26.10% 22.55% 20.50% 19.87%
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Graduate FTE to Total FTE

Defi niƟ on: The percentage of the insƟ tuƟ on’s total full-Ɵ me equivalent students that is made 
up of full-Ɵ me equivalent graduate students.
 
Formula: 

(Graduate Credit Hours / 9) / 
(Undergraduate Credit Hours / 12 + Graduate Credit Hours / 9) * 100

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o converted to a percentage is used to determine the strength of 
graduate enrollment. This raƟ o can be infl uenced by the actual decrease in the number 
of graduate students enrolling or by an increase in undergraduate student enrollment.

 Depending on the role, scope, and mission of the insƟ tuƟ on, this raƟ o could vary signifi -
cantly.

Findings:

 Over the fi ve-year period of Ɵ me, this rate has decreased from about 14% to about 12% 
with a spike in graduate enrollment occurring in 2007-08.

 While undergraduate credit hour producƟ on has increased somewhat over this Ɵ me pe-
riod, graduate credit hour producƟ on has decreased, causing this rate to show a down-
ward trend.

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Year 13.81% 16.81% 15.15% 11.63% 11.80%
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Degrees Conferred to Declared Majors

Defi niƟ on: The number of declared majors in a given academic year to the number of actual 
conferred degrees for that same year.
 
Formula: 

Declared Majors / Degrees Conferred

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o is used to determine the insƟ tuƟ on’s strength to replace students 
who graduate with new students.

 It is understood throughout the U.S. that not every student who aƩ ends a college or 
university will graduate from that insƟ tuƟ on. In some cases, the student will transfer to 
another insƟ tuƟ on while, in others, students will drop out of higher educaƟ on all togeth-
er. Due to this fact, an insƟ tuƟ on must ensure that there are enough students enrolled in 
a given year to replace those students who graduate that same year.

 While this raƟ o is more eff ecƟ vely used within an individual academic department, it is 
useful to an insƟ tuƟ on in the aggregate.

Findings:
 It is logical to assume that there should be fi ve to eight declared undergraduate majors 

for every degree conferred, and between three to fi ve declared graduate majors for 
every degree conferred. Fewer may suggest the insƟ tuƟ on may lack enough students to 
replace its graduates. Signifi cantly more may suggest a greater number of students drop-
ping out or transfering to another insƟ tuƟ on.

 UNA is reasonably stable and within acceptable logical limits for this raƟ o.  

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
UNDERGRAD 7.17 6.91 6.39 6.01 7.71
GRAD 3.76 3.54 2.84 3.39 3.66
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FINANCIAL RATIOS
Total Revenue per Credit Hour

Defi niƟ on: The amount of dollars in total revenue collected for each credit hour produced.
 
Formula: 

Total Revenue / Total Credit Hour ProducƟ on

Analysis:
 

 This elementary raƟ o is used to determine the insƟ tuƟ on’s overall fi scal strength. The 
underlying assumpƟ on is that the more credit hours an insƟ tuƟ on generates, the more 
it will receive through higher tuiƟ on revenue and/or state assistance.

 LimitaƟ ons with this raƟ o include its inability to diff erenƟ ate graduate and undergradu-
ate credit hour producƟ on and other forms of revenue generated from federal and local 
governments as well as increases and decreases in advancement revenue.

Findings:

 During the fi ve-year period, UNA took a signifi cant downturn indicaƟ ng either an in-
crease in credit hour producƟ on or decrease in total revenue. A look at total credit hour 
producƟ on indicates a slight declining trend, and total revenue as well as state revenue 
saw declines during this period. TuiƟ on revenue, however, increased sharply and posi-
Ɵ vely impacted this raƟ o.

 Given the fact that tuiƟ on for U.S. higher educaƟ on has conƟ nued to exceed the rate of 
infl aƟ on, state appropriaƟ ons will have to increase or other forms of revenue will have 
to be sought to keep tuiƟ on increases at a minimum. 

FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11
Fiscal Year $434.85 $430.54 $407.15 $406.63 $426.93
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TuiƟ on Revenue per Credit Hour

Defi niƟ on: Indicates the amount of tuiƟ on revenue collected for each credit hour produced.
 
Formula: 

TuiƟ on Revenue / Total Credit Hour ProducƟ on

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o is used to determine the insƟ tuƟ on’s overall fi scal strength as it 
relates to tuiƟ on. The underlying assumpƟ on is that the more credit hours an insƟ tuƟ on 
generates, the more it will receive through higher tuiƟ on revenue.

 LimitaƟ ons with this raƟ o include its inability to diff erenƟ ate graduate and undergradu-
ate credit hour producƟ on or tuiƟ on. This raƟ o is also volaƟ le in relaƟ on to signifi cant 
decreases in state revenue.

 Findings:

 Over the fi ve-year period, this raƟ o has increased signifi cantly and indicates an upward 
trend. This increase is a direct relaƟ onship to the decreases in state revenue over the 
past fi ve years.

 As state revenue conƟ nues to decrease, UNA is assuming more of the role of a privately 
funded insƟ tuƟ on. While tuiƟ on may conƟ nue to rise in relaƟ on to decreasing state 
revenue for public universiƟ es, addiƟ onal revenue sources will be needed to minimize 
tuiƟ on increases. 

FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11
Fiscal Year $189.80 $188.15 $202.07 $212.26 $229.56
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Percent of State Revenue to Total Revenue

Defi niƟ on: Indicates the amount of state revenue collected to total revenue.
 
Formula: 

(State Revenue  / Total Revenue) * 100

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o converted to a percentage is used to determine the strength of 
state support to the insƟ tuƟ on. 

 State revenue is one porƟ on of total revenue which includes tuiƟ on and fees; federal, lo-
cal, and other state funds; and other funds including endowment earnings and advance-
ment revenue.

Findings:

 Over the fi ve-year period, state revenue has signifi cantly decreased at UNA, and short-
term projecƟ ons indicate even lower percentages.

 Total revenue has increased over the same fi ve-year period which indicates that this dif-
ference is being made up through increases in tuiƟ on as well as other forms of revenue.

FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11
Fiscal Year 40.75% 44.03% 42.79% 37.75% 32.78%
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Percent of State Revenue to Total EducaƟ on and General Expenditures

Defi niƟ on: Indicates the percentage of state revenue collected for each dollar expended of E/G.
 
Formula: 

(State Revenue / EducaƟ on and General Expenditures)*100

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o converted to a percentage is used to determine the strength of 
state support as it relates to the insƟ tuƟ on’s expenditures. 

 State revenue is one porƟ on of total revenue which includes tuiƟ on and fees; federal, lo-
cal, and other state funds; and other funds including endowment earnings and advance-
ment revenue. As this percentage decreases, revenue from other sources have to be 
used to off -set the lower amounts from the state.

 This raƟ o is not only related to increases and decreases in state revenue, it may also be 
directly related to increases and decreases in other forms of revenue as well as increases 
and decreases of an insƟ tuƟ on’s expenditures.

Findings:

 E/G expenditures at UNA have steadily increased over the past fi ve years while the level 
of state support has decreased. Both of these condiƟ ons have caused this rate to signifi -
cantly decrease and show a strong downward trend in the short term.

FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11
Fiscal Year 49.23% 49.47% 44.69% 40.18% 35.30%
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 Percent of InstrucƟ on and Academic Support Expenditures to TuiƟ on and Fee Revenue

Defi niƟ on: This raƟ o indicates how much of an insƟ tuƟ on’s InstrucƟ on and Academic Support 
Expenditures are covered by TuiƟ on and Fee Revenue.
 
Formula: 

(InstrucƟ on/Academic Support Expenditures / TuiƟ on and Fee Revenue) * 100

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o converted to a percentage is used to determine how much tuiƟ on 
and fee revenue is used to pay for the insƟ tuƟ on’s direct instrucƟ onal costs such as fac-
ulty, classroom/lab materials, and the library.

 InstrucƟ on and Academic Expenditures are a porƟ on of an insƟ tuƟ on’s expenditures 
including Plant OperaƟ ons and Maintenance, Student Services, and InsƟ tuƟ onal Support 
to name a few.

 Depending on the role, scope, and mission of an insƟ tuƟ on, this raƟ o can vary signifi -
cantly.

Findings:

 The amount of InstrucƟ on and Academic Support Expenditures was close to or exceeded 
the amount of TuiƟ on and Fee Revenue collected, although there was a declining trend.

 During this Ɵ me, TuiƟ on and Fee revenue increased to off set signifi cant decreases in 
State Revenue. Therefore, this raƟ o actually decreased indicaƟ ng that the costs directly 
associated with instrucƟ on (fi xed costs, supplies, subscripƟ ons, etc.) have been con-
trolled.

FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11
Fiscal Year 99.68% 105.45% 99.63% 94.41% 87.51%
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Plant OperaƟ on and Maintenance Expenditures Per Net Assignable Square Feet

Defi niƟ on: This raƟ o indicates the dollar amount expended within PO&M Expenditures and the 
total amount of assignable square footage.
 
Formula: 

Plant OperaƟ on and Maintenance Expenditures / Net Assignable Square Feet

Analysis: 

 This elementary raƟ o is used to determine how much PO&M is expended per square net 
foot of assignable space.

 Net square footage does not include access areas, hallways, closets, etc. 

Findings:

 Looking at the primary data, both net assignable square footage and PO&M expendi-
tures have increased slightly over the fi ve-year Ɵ me period. However, this raƟ o indicates 
that the amount of PO&M expended per square foot is relaƟ vely stable.

 It should be noted that, during this period, UNA also took steps to address its deferred 
maintenance on-campus and has signifi cantly decreased the amount of postponed 
maintenance projects.

FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11
YEAR $4.59 $4.71 $4.56 $4.45 $4.70
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Appendix CSRDE ParƟ cipaƟ ng InsƟ tuƟ ons

Public, Moderately SelecƟ ve

Northern Illinois University 

Southern Illinois University

University of Memphis (TN)

University of New Mexico

University of Rhode Island

University of Southern Mississippi

Western Michigan University

Bowling Green State University (OH) 

Cleveland State University (OH)

East Carolina University (NC)

East Tennessee State University

Indiana University of Pennsylvania

Indiana U-Purdue U-Indianapolis

Middle Tennessee State University

Oakland University (MI)

Portland State University (OR)

University of Akron (OH)

University of Alaska – Fairbanks

University of Arkansas – LiƩ le Rock

University of Louisiana – LafayeƩ e

University of MassachuseƩ s – Boston

University of Nevada – Las Vegas

University of North Carolina – Greensboro 

University of South Alabama 

Wright State University (OH) 

Arkansas State University

Armstrong AtlanƟ c State U (GA) ConƟ nued on next page
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Bridgewater State University (MA)

California State University – Chico

California State University – Fullerton

California State University – Long Beach

California University of Pennsylvania

Central ConnecƟ cut State University

Central Washington University

Eastern ConnecƟ cut State University

Eastern Michigan University

Edinboro U of Pennsylvania

Emporia State University (KS)

Florida Gulf Coast University 

Georgia Southwestern State U

Henderson State University (AR)

Humboldt State University (CA)

Mansfi eld University of Pennsylvania

Minnesota State U – Moorhead

Missouri Southern State University

Montclair State University (NJ)

North Georgia College & State U

Northern State University (SD)

San Francisco State U (CA)

San Jose State University (CA) 

Shippensburg U of Pennsylvania

Slippery Rock U of Pennsylvania

Sonoma State University (CA) 

Southeast Missouri State U

Tennessee Technological U

University of Alaska – Anchorage

University of Alaska – Southeast
ConƟ nued on next page
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University of Central Missouri

University of Central Oklahoma

U of MassachuseƩ s – Dartmouth

University of Michigan – Flint 

University of North Alabama

University of Southern Maine

University of Tennessee – MarƟ n

University of Washington – Bothell

University of Washington – Tacoma

Valdosta State University (GA)

Wayne State College (NE)

West Texas A&M University

Western Illinois University

Wesƞ ield State University (MA)

William PaƩ erson University (NJ)

Ferris State University (MI)

Coastal Carolina University (SC)

Black Hills State University (SD)

Dakota State University (SD)

SUNY College – Old Westbury (NY)

University of South Carolina – Aiken

Utah Valley University 


