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Update on the Corvallis  
Shared Responsibility Budget Model 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Oregon State initiated an effort to reform its budgeting approach in 2014-15, with the goal of 
addressing several concerns and limitations identified by deans, university leaders and faculty. 
The university moved to a new approach for allocating the Corvallis campus Education and 
General (E&G) budget in fiscal year (FY) 2019. This approach is referred to as the Shared 
Responsibility Budget Model (SRBM). The model was partially implemented for academic units 
in FY2018.  
 
The SRBM process was developed with goals to: 

• link allocations clearly to the programs and results delivered by academic units; 
• be transparent and consultative; 
• recognize that academic success also requires strong service, support and facilities 

services; 
• encourage financial decision making at the local level to align decisions with OSU’s 

strategic goals; 
• be equitable and predictable to allow unit leadership to plan for the future; 
• keep the university and all its components financially healthy. 

 
The SRBM allocates E&G funds in three major functional areas: 

• Academic program delivery: This includes academic colleges, centers and institutes, 
and some teaching delivered by other units. These funds support delivery of instruction, 
research and public engagement. These activities generate most of the revenue that 
supports OSU. 

• Academic support, institutional operations: These functions include academic 
support (the library, information services, graduate school, research administration, 
etc.); student and faculty support (student affairs, undergraduate studies, etc.); plant 
and facilities operations and institutional operations (finance and administration, 
business centers, etc.). These services are essential to supporting colleges’ delivery of 
programs and for students and faculty to access support for their work. 

• Financial stability and university commitments: This includes commitments for debt 
service, contracts with the OSU Foundation and INTO-OSU, reserves for mid-year 
salary increases, reserves for settle-up of tuition and returned overhead, charges paid to 
the city and other entities and similar costs. It also includes contingency funds for 
revenue shortfalls or unexpected costs. These costs are necessary to maintain OSU’s 
financial stability and obligations to partners. Most of these costs benefit multiple units 
across campus and are therefore budgeted centrally. 

 
The model is a modified version of what is called Responsibility Centered Management1 (RCM) 
budgeting and distributes a portion of revenue directly to the units generating the revenue 
through measures like credit hours delivered, degrees awarded and other factors tied to the 
mission of OSU. Based on the advice of the University Budget Committee and the Provost’s 

 
1 A brief summary of university budget models: https://www.hanoverresearch.com/insights-blog/6-alternative-
budget-models-for-colleges-and-universities/  

https://www.hanoverresearch.com/insights-blog/6-alternative-budget-models-for-colleges-and-universities/
https://www.hanoverresearch.com/insights-blog/6-alternative-budget-models-for-colleges-and-universities/


FAC Agenda Item 5b 

January 27-28, 2022 Board of Trustees Meetings 
 
Finance & Administration Committee   Page 2 

Council, OSU leadership determined that a pure RCM budget model would not serve OSU’s 
mission. This led to the adoption of the SRBM – a hybrid approach that uses elements of RCM 
budgeting and encourages collaborative decisions about revenue generation, investments in 
services and academic programs and the development of cross-unit collaboration. The model 
distributes a significant portion of academic college budgets based on credit hour and degree 
measures but retains incremental allocations for service and support units, strategic institutional 
needs and academic initiatives. 
 
This approach was a major change in how OSU budgeted Corvallis operations. The 
implementation plan included a commitment to review and revise the model after its first few 
years of use. 
 
PROCESS AND INITIAL OBSERVATIONS 
 
In March 2021, the provost convened five workgroups to solicit comment and ideas for 
improving the SRBM. It should be noted that the charge from the provost specified that the 
review is not intended to revisit the basic RCM strategy in budgeting but rather identify 
principles and practices in the current approach that are working well, those that are not working 
well and those that are creating unintended behaviors or outcomes. Indeed, one of the clear 
outcomes of the review discussions was that the SRBM has been more transparent than the 
older budget approach and has encouraged units to plan strategically, with an understanding of 
sources of revenue and costs. There was clear consensus to improve the SRBM, not replace it. 
 
The workgroups convened in April 2021 and met in spring and summer terms to identify 
themes, stakeholders and schedules. The University and College workgroups focused on 
completing meetings with all academic colleges and holding five open forums before the end of 
spring quarter. The remaining workgroups met with various administrative and technical groups 
throughout the summer. Most meetings included prompts about how the SRBM and associated 
budgeting practices were enabling units to advance and support Strategic Plan 4.0, how the 
approach was helping or hindering the unit’s contributions to making OSU an anti-racist 
institution, pain points in the budget-setting process and any other issues. Notes from every 
meeting were reviewed, analyzed and grouped by thematic areas to develop a comprehensive 
summary of the input received and to create an initial draft of possible SRBM changes. This 
comprehensive summary was further reviewed, edited and expanded on by the five 
workgroups. 
 
Key observations identified through the review process can be summarized into four broad 
areas:  

• Context. A subset of observations spoke to how OSU’s mission and roles as a land-
grant and research-intensive university are or are not supported appropriately by the 
SRBM approach. Additionally, there were many observations that suggest that how 
budget decisions are made at different levels is not clear to a broad set of stakeholders, 
particularly those in academic colleges.  

• Budget model. The most common observations about the model itself included that it is 
too complicated, is difficult to use as a planning tool, and does not recognize important 
elements of unit level costs, e.g., the costs of integrating experiential learning into 
courses. There were also observations on the way in which research and scholarship 
were or were not recognized in the budget allocation approach. Many observations 
indicated that the model helps units: understand where university revenues come from, 
think about costs, encourage creative thinking and planning, foster an awareness of 
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market issues, and improve engagement in student recruiting and retention activities. 
There were helpful discussions about the degree to which elements of budgeting (such 
as using national norms for cost-of-delivery of programs by discipline) perpetuate 
historical inequities. 

• Budgeting process and communication. This area was the focus of many 
observations collected through the review sessions. The model and associated 
budgeting practices are not well understood by a broad set of faculty and staff and the 
model’s complexity make it difficult for units to apply the underlying principles to inform 
unit-level planning. There were ideas about how to improve the budget process in terms 
of communication, making the process for incremental budget decisions more 
transparent, considering the degree to which services should be centralized vs. 
decentralized, ways to align service unit capacity with stakeholder expectations and a 
variety of technical budget process changes raised for consideration. The timing of and 
effort required for the annual budget development was raised as a concern in multiple 
observations. 

• Resources availability. Many observations were less about the model or the budget 
process than about the total available resources. Many expressed a perception that units 
were unable to implement improvements and that basic programming investments were 
limited by the new revenue that is distributed on an annual basis, i.e., after funding 
inflationary increases. The University Mission workgroup noted that both academic and 
service units commonly maintained a scarcity mindset in the review sessions and 
discussed how this mindset might not be serving the institution well and the need to shift 
to an opportunity mindset. 

 
NEXT STEPS 
 
A synopsis of the findings based on the full set of review sessions and notes, as well as a 
synthesized set of preliminary recommendations for revisions will be shared and discussed with 
leadership groups across campus during winter term 2022. These conversations will be used to 
edit and refine proposals for budget model and budgeting process revisions. Proposed solutions 
to technical issues, as well as incremental changes, will be discussed throughout winter 2022 
and implemented in the FY2023 budget cycle. 
 
Larger changes, particularly those impacted by potential changes to the structure of the 
baccalaureate core, will be finalized in spring 2022 and discussed through fall 2022 for 
implementation in the FY2024 budget cycle. 


