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INTRODUCTION
NACRO’s Financial Metrics Survey was launched in fall
2020 as a part of the organization’s goal to establish key
metrics that serve as hallmarks of effective corporate
relations. The purpose of the survey is to build an industry
standard reference point that establishes the “all-in number”
for corporate investment in higher education. While
institutions can answer this for themselves (often restricted to
organizational silos), there is no national repository for an “all
sources” data set captured with clear and consistent rules.
Given this gap in available benchmarks, this new collective
data set will assist NACRO members in determining true
peer institutions, setting office and officer metrics, advancing
internal management conversations, and otherwise elevating
industry best practices.

THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT
The Gold Standards Subcommittee developed the survey
instrument over several years by administering, evaluating,
and revising two beta surveys that were answered by a small
group of institutions. The final survey asked institutions to
provide “Four Easy Numbers” that include the organization’s
dollar totals for gifts and non-gift revenues, as well as the
portion and type of these investments supplied by corporate
entities. The survey remained open for responses until
January 15, 2021. Twenty-four institutions provided data
that was included in the analysis. This level of response met
NACRO’s first-year goal of 20–25 respondents.1

NACRO’s Financial Metrics Survey is inclusive of
all the funding that comes into higher education
institutions. This includes funding from a corporation
or corporate foundations, an “all-in number” with
sufficient granularity to shed light on the nature of the
programs supported.

“While the annual HERD (Higher Education
Research and Development) survey provides
a narrowly defined slice of corporate research
funding, and CASE (Council for Advancement
and Support of Education) has the broadly
categorized philanthropy numbers, no
organization has it all.”

Charley Hasemann, NACRO Co-President, 2021–2022
Assistant Vice President for Innovation & Economic Development
Michigan State University Innovation Center

Gifts: University Support
Total gratuitous funding received by an
academic institution from corporate and
non-corporate sponsors.

Gifts: Corporate Support
Total gratuitous funding received by
an academic institution from for-profit
corporations and corporate foundations.

Everything but Gifts: University Support
Total non-gift funds received by an
academic institution from corporate and
non-corporate sponsors.

Everything but Gifts: Corporate Support
Total non-gift funds received by an academic
institution from for-profit corporations and
corporate foundations.
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Corporate Support Subcategories—
Where does all the money come from?
The NACRO Financial Metrics Survey
has begun to identify the nature of the
programs driving corporate support in
higher educational institutions. By asking
institutions to detail their corporatespecific dollars, NACRO is building a data
set that serves as a reference point for true
peer-to-peer comparisons.

DATA RESULTS
All data is available to NACRO members
on dashboards created in Tableau and
accessible via the organization’s website.
These dashboards allow the data to be
filtered in various ways that can help
members address questions and issues
pertaining to individual circumstances.

Research

Clinical Trials

Fee-ForService

Student
Programs

Community
Outreach

Uncategorized
Support

Demographics
A key component in assessing peer institutions is finding similar
organizations with comparable characteristics; therefore,
demographic factors were established for each respondent. Among
others, the demographic data collected includes Association of
American Universities (AAU) classification, athletics division, Carnegie
classification, public vs. private status, and student enrollment.
The standard profile for a 2020 survey respondent was a large
(30,000+ students), public, Carnegie R1 Doctoral University
institution that competes in NCAA Division 1 athletics.
INSTITUTION TYPE

“In order to understand what is realistic
and/or possible, we need to have a way
to effectively measure ourselves against
peers, looking at corporate support and
investments from every feasible angle.

CARNEGIE CLASSIFICATION
1

6

1

Private

M2
R2

18

This data is essential for our strategic
planning processes, our goal setting,
and sometimes for the justifications of
our work.”

Public

R1

22

SPORTS DIVISION

AAU

4

7

20

Division 3

Division 1

17

No

Yes

Mark Nolan, Associate Vice President,
Business Engagement & Strategy,
Carnegie Mellon University

THE FOUR EASY NUMBERS
Across all 24 respondents, regardless
of demographics, the averages of the
four easy numbers were:

GIFTS

EVERYTHING BUT GIFTS

$242.7M

$623.4M

$33.7M

$68.4M

University Support Average
Corporate Support Average

University Support Average
Corporate Support Average
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CAMPAIGN YEAR VS.
NON-CAMPAIGN YEAR

Data Observations: Campaign Status1
Institutions that were or are in a campaign reported a 2.5-fold advantage in
corporate gifts. Because over half of the institutions that responded were in a
campaign and had an enrollment of over 40,000, it is unfeasible to determine if this
holds true regardless of institution size. An increase in respondents is expected to
allow multi-factorial analysis where trends of this type can be analyzed.

University
Gifts

Corporate
Gifts

No

$125M

$17M

Yes

$302M

$43M

Gift Support for Institutions in a
Campaign Year
For institutions in a campaign, a correlation was
observed between the size of institutions and
gift dollars received. Larger institutions (based
on enrollment and faculty size) report higher
totals for university gifts and higher corporate
gifts when compared to smaller institutions.

40,000+ Enrollment

$59M

3,500+ Faculty

$57M

30,001–40,000 Enrollment

$25M

2,500–3,499 Faculty

$34M

20,001–30,000 Enrollment

$20M

1,500–2,499 Faculty

$25M

CAMPAIGN YEAR

Yes-16

No-8

“The Financial Metrics Survey is a critical tool
for understanding our institution’s strengths and
opportunities…knowing how we compare to our peers
in corporate funded research, philanthropy, and other
University endeavors provides valuable insight to inform
decisions and strategy.”
Kimberly (Field) Jacobs, NACRO Co-President, 2020-2021
Director of Engineering Extension and Outreach
University of Florida Wertheim College of Engineering

CORPORATE SUPPORT FOR
STUDENT PROGRAMMING

Data Observations: Student Programming Support
Of the institutions that submitted subcategory information for detailed
corporate dollars, it was observed that Everything but Gift Support
($2 million) for student programming doubled funding coming from
corporate gifts ($1 million).
This may indicate that student programming support from
corporations is processed as contracts, sponsorships, or other
transactions rather than gifts.
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Data Observations: Hospital/Medical Affiliation 1
While only in the first year of NACRO’s financial data collection, some initial
observations from the data could be observed. For example, institutions affiliated with
a hospital or medical center overall had nearly a 3:1 advantage in total gifts raised
over non-affiliated institutions, as well as higher corporate gift totals by approximately
41%. In addition, non-gift corporate investment is much higher at affiliated institutions
($100 million) compared to non-affiliated institutions ($26 million).

Observation:
Institutions with
hospitals or medical
centers have more gift
and non-gift funding
than those without.

Gift Support

Everything but Gift Support

University gifts are three times
higher in institutions with medical
centers, but the same difference
for corporate gifts is not observed.

University non-gifts are threeto-four times higher in both
university and corporate support
in institutions with medical centers.

University
Support

Corporate
Support

Without

$123M

$27M

With

$328M

$38M

OPERATE A HOSPITAL/
MEDICAL CENTER

Yes-14

University
Support

Corporate
Support

Without

$254M

$26M

With

$900M

$100M

SUBCATEGORIES: RESEARCH AND CLINICAL SUPPORT

No-10

Data Observations:
Minority Serving Institutions
25% reported as a Hispanic
Serving Institution. In alignment
with NACRO’s values the
survey seeks input from a
variety of institutions.

Detailed Corporate Support
The majority of the $100 million in corporate non-gifts to institutions
with hospitals or medical centers is mainly composed of Clinical Trial
and Research Support.
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Dashboards
Survey data has been imported into Tableau, the interactive online data
management and reporting platform also used by NACRO for member
survey. Dashboards have been created to be completely interactive,
with the intention of providing NACRO membership with full access for
direct comparisons.
The dashboards include all data collected, identifiable by institution
including demographics, the “Four Easy Numbers,” and the additional
predetermined subcategories. Dashboards can be accessed through
the NACRO website under Member-Only Content: NACROcon.org

MOVING FORWARD

Conclusion

The Gold Standards Subcommittee made revisions to the 2021
survey instrument based on member inquiries and comments.

It is expected that the survey and
supporting documents will continue to
be refined over time. Integration of data
from NACRO’s Member Survey and other
benchmarking analyses will be explored in
order to expand observations.

1

1

Revisions to survey resources to enhance assistance
in completing the Financial Metrics survey.

2

Elimination of some data reporting choices
(e.g., grant expenditures or grant awards).

3

Survey changes to drive responses to better defined
categories to eliminate respondent uncertainty.

The survey has been written into
NACRO’s by-laws and will be
administered each fall. While the
organization will annually report and make
observations on findings, the first in-depth
analysis will occur following the 2023
survey, incorporating three years of data.

Six additional institutions submitted partial responses, but this
data was determined insufficient for inclusion in the evaluated data
set. Please note that in making observations, the initial data set
evaluated did not include all 24 institutions, as many were unable
to provide complete data for at least some of the predetermined
subcategories of funding.
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