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A
3

An original charge to NCHEMS was to develop a set of procedures and definitions that would
enable peer institutions to compare information about their resources, activities, and educational
outcomes. To fulfill this responsibility, NCHEMS developed in the early 1970s what eventually B
became known gs the Information Exch_angé Procedures (IEP). Thbugh IEP was generally ac-
cepted by colleges and universities, one sector of higher education—the major research universities
—expressed reservations as ta the apphcabxhty and validity of the procedures to their situation.
Thus in early 1975, several of them petitioned the NCHEMS Board of Dlrectors tokeexamine
certain portions of IEP from their perspective. ' N .

A 1ask fofce répresenting the major research universities was subsequemly appointed by the
Board. Twd working groups were formed—one to focus on the costing methods contained in IEP
and the other on alternative ap_proaches to information exchange. The first group, subsequemly
‘known as the Experimental Apphcandn and Analysis Subgroup, conducted an active pilot test of
the costing portions of IEP to determine their relevance to a major ‘research unfversity. This work -
is documented in two reports:

o Ewvaluation of the IEP Costing Procedures: A Pilot Study by Six Major Research Uni-
versities (1979). A report that.summarizeé the technical findings of six major research
‘universities based upon their experience in implementing NCHEMS Information
Exchange Procedures. Participating in the study were the Umversuy of Colorado,
University of Illmoxs, University of Kansas, Purdue University, State University of
New York ‘at ‘S@ny Brook, and the Umversuy of Washington. 5

o Techm'cal Dz'ary of the Major Research Universities’ Pilot Test (1979). A step-by-step com- -
mentary on the m?piefn tation and analysis of the NCHEMS cost-study procedures, in-
tended to be a s¢t of te hnical appendxxes to Evaluation of the IEP Costing Procedures.
Modifications tc‘ adapt the procedures to major reseasch umversmes are included as part_
of the advxsory group ‘recommendations.

j

- vii
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The second groupy Rhown as the Measures and Definitions Subgroup, examined alternative
apprdaches to information ethangé among major research universities, Its work, largely concep-
" tual in nature, was developed by representatives from public and private universities, including
Stanford University, State University of New York at Stony Brook, Univérsity of California at
Los Angeles, Univqsity,of Michigan, and University of Rochester. Their report is entitled Infor-
mation Exchange Procedures for Major Research Unrversities: Alrernbitive Conceptual Approaches
(1979). . SRS ’ \ - . |
Together, these three documents constitute the final report of ‘the NCHEMS Major
Research Universities Task Force. NCHEMS is indebted to the ‘partigipams' in this project for
their contribution of time and energy. While substdntive conclusions were 1ot reached in all
aspects of the study, significant progress was.made in explorihg the issues surrounding informa-
“tion exchange among major research universities and, in some instances, in suggesting tentative

J solutions to the problems. We publish these répoftg in the*hope that they will help other univer-
Ysities that want to undertake similar comparative studies.
L - , & - N .
| . A. Ray Chamberlain - !
“ ;

Chairperson; Board of Directors
~ ™

' Ben Lawrence
Executive Director

. i ' Jim Topping
' Project Director R .
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" A comparative cost study, of six ahjor universities is a large updertaking and could not be accom-
plished without the full sup

s;nted the pilot-test institutions:

University of Colorado: - Russell Nelson, Chancellor of the Boulg,gr Campus Sl
‘ Jack Bartram, Vice President for Budget and Planning
. Mark Meredith, Director of Institutional Studies

' University of Illinois: ) Rofiald Brady, Vice President for Planning and All ocation
/ . - s=Peter Czajkowski,, Director of.Long-Range Planning and
‘ " Analysis
-Martin Zeigler, Associafe Vice President for University
Service

- University of Kansas; Richard Mann, University Director for Institutional Research
' amd Information Systems ,
Deborah Teeter, Director for Institutional Research and
Planning

~Purdue University: »John Hicks, Assistant to the President
‘ Howard Lyon, Fiscal Planning Director
! Laverne Knodle, Director of Analytical Studies
Tom Schellhardt, Assistant Drrector of Analytical Studies

State University of New York Alexanaer Pond Acting President
at Stony Brook: qumond Maniuszko, Director of Institutional Studies
» .
University of Washington: - Robert Thompson, Vice Provost for Planning and Budgeting
/ Laura Saunders, Director of Planning and Analytical Studies

In addition, thanks arejue to the. members of the NCHEMS staff who conmbuted to this
px‘o)ect, particularly Anahid Katchxan@xck Johnson, Lorraine Hori, and Cathy Patrick.
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Q ' ) AN
o . STEP 1 *
1 -(/ )
f.‘ ’ ‘ = . . [
/ C : e , : .
TOPIC: - Inventory of student programs and academic disciplings. ™
* : ’ /\) : « ‘ . v, l :
OBJECTIVE: ° . To {fst student programs and discipline offerings -t -
'} 4 on the basis of the HEGIS codeg asSigned to them by
) - ‘ . the five participating 1'nst1'tu't*lons.ql

{ ‘ . R

N . .
. ¢

GENERAL 1EP PROCEDURES: The development of the IEP activity structure as
4 . . [

-«

t ‘detailed on ﬁages 2:2%2.11 of the sédond,eqftion _

of Technical Report 65, Procedures for Determining

- 5istorig@J Full Costs.

, -
TN

ADDITIONAL MRU : gh]] partiéipating i@%titutioqs classified their
PROCEDURES: o - :
| . student programs {and academic disciplines by assigning
each of them a unique HEGIS code. The institutiong
. used the inventofy forms developed by the Uhivérsify
- of Colorado to ‘determine the extent of commonality,
of disciplines and studeht programs"among the univer-

¢ siiiegz' The inventory forms, labeled exhibits 1A and

. 1B, are shown on pages 1.9 and 1.10. The results
. . )

—

- 1. The University of Colorado at Boulder, the University of Kansas at

Lawrence, Purdue University at West Lafayette, the University of I1linois

at Champaign-Urbana, and the State University of New York at Stony Brook were
the original pilot-test institutions. A sixth university, the University of .-
Washington, joined the group midway through the pilot-test pericd. Washinaton's

_ data were added td” the analysis beginning in step 5. ‘
. i . .. ‘
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- . . . o {
.

from the f1ve un1vers1t1es were then dlsp]ayed side-
- ‘o | : by s1de for review by the Exper1mental App]xcatwon

~ ) o | . and An@lys1s subgroup’. (See exhibits 1C and 1D on |
' C . : . ‘ ]
pages 1.11 and 1.12 for‘examnles'of these discip]ine

and program compar1sons ) It took several 1terat1ons

l ' ‘of the data before an acceptable 1nventory was achieved.
B 3. o / ) - ’ |
.h : "', ! . v »

COLLECTION TIME PERIOD: Three months. This step was originally schedu]éd

-

| for one mcnth but due to m1sc1asswf1cat1on and < o
, '_‘ J | | cher 1nconsxstenc1es-w1th1n the datagsig§“t1me |
- o | | period -was extended to three months . ;fﬁﬁ‘ |
v . : o : : I o A !

ANALYSIS.OF THE DATA:  The institutions were asked to.collect and display

their instrqcﬁiona]—disgip]%neAand student~program
offerﬁagﬁéwithin oréénizatignal departments using
the Higher Eduéépion Géneral'Infofmation Survey. .,
Co (HEGIS) codes. This iqvéhtory was conducted a%
PO ) : i the discipline specialty 1e§e1,(f0ur-digit
| | codé) After each school compTeted its 1nventory,
s ' NCHQMS -assembled and d1sp1ayed the data in a number
LR . | - of differg fnrmats "The formats consisted of
| . . R ’i detailed #Hstiqgs of disciplineslﬁy course level and
| ;f' : student prégrams by student level for all five insti-
‘ tuf%ohsly.These lists were reviewed by NCHEMS and the
‘ 'study gTQUﬁ to determ1ne the extent to which the proposed

| SR
data cateaories (disciplines and student programs)

-

¢ . [ 13
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“'were common am

~ N
- catalogs were dsed to

1.3

the five institutiéns.' College
larify the course éontent-of

a particular discipline eMstudent program. In

-reviewing the data, it became apparent that the extent

» . A A
to .which commonality of program and discipline profiles

existed at the.four-digft'HEGIS'levéf was ﬁé&ative]y

limited. For éxample, based on preliminary data on

disciplines across fﬁe five universities, 37 disciplines

were common to two institutions, 21 disciplines were
common to. three jnstitutions,'154diségplines could
be'found'in four i stitutions, and only 17 disciﬁlines
wefé/zg;;on to all fiye instituféong. Similarly when
comparing sfudent Program data across the‘ffVe schools

at the four-digit level, it can be seen that there

-ﬁere 68 student prbgrams common to two. institutions,

26 "tudent programs common to three institutions,

_fS student progréms common to four institnfiéns, and
another 16 student programs common to all five
institutions. Commonality was increased when digc{~
ﬁ\ines and programs weréé]isted at the two-digit level,
with>h6.1 percent (12 out of 26) discipline c]usterg
being common to all fivé institutions and 50.0 percént
(14 out of 28) of the student-program clusters being
¢ommon to all five schools. In addition, when credit
hours were examined, it was found that the majérity

of the credit hours (80%1 pércent of thé'discip}ine

1y
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| . " .
clusters and 70.9 percent of the student-program’
clusters) produced in the instructional areas

common to the five schools. Table 1.1 summarizes

data qﬁk&ﬁscip?inés and student prdgrams for ‘the
“ fzve inétitutféns. When initialTy comqar{ng the
preiimfhary'inventories from the five universities,

-

. {

o

TABLE 14} w

DISCIPL INES/STUDENT PROGRAMS

WITH COMMGN HEGIS CODES ACROSS THE FIVE UNIVERSITIES;

Disciplines/Student . .
Programs Common to R :
the Following Number ! 2 3 A 5 IGTAL
of Schools
Four-digit disciplines - . _
Number - 100 * 37 21 15 17 190
“ Percent - a 52.6 18. 6 11.1 7.3, 8.8+ 1g0.0
Credit hours 539 458 444 588 1,439 3,468
Percent - ' 15.5 13.2 12.8 \ 17.0 41.5 100.0
Two-~digit disciplines .
Number . & 2 3 L 4 1 25\\
Percent a 16.0 8.0 - 12.0 16.0 48.0 100.0
Credit hours 14 # 127 83 464 2,780 3,468b
< - Percent 0.4 -+ 3.7 2.4 13.4 80.2 100.0
Four-digit disciplines ‘ ’ :
Number 127 68 . 26 16 16 253
Percent 50.2 " 26.9 10.83 8.3 £.3 100.0
Credit hours 731 883 511 39 950 . 3,468
Percent’ ) "21.1 26.6 14.7 11.3 27.4 100.0
Two-digit disctplines R .
Number 5 4 0 4 14 28,
Percent a 17.8 14.8 ., 3.6 14.3 50.0 100.0
Credit hours 22 463 48 477 2,458 3,46
Percent 0.6 '13.4 1.4 13.8 70.8  100.

aStated in thousands

bDoes not sum to 100

,
. 2
o -
. - ’ &
» .

due to rounding.

15
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it was evident that numerous differences had occurred

]

in éssign%ng»HEGIS data codb;:to the djsciplines and
student programs. Thesediffgféncesvcan be attributed
| to the following reasons: (¥)'the‘iﬁétructions to
the institutjons,for conducting the inventory were
A L open té different interpretatiShS,A(Z) organizational
. “ . | _ units wé;e eqﬁétgd to HEGIS disciplines, and-(é) #he
usé of the HEGIS taxonomy 1eavés rbdm for a greaf
@®al of interpretation, and as a'resu1t, when'assigning g
codes, the five institutions may have applied different \
, definitions. | ’
- The_firiE‘two problems can be corrected by Q]ari- v
fying the,1nstructipns_to-the individual universities.
Thelihird proE]emyis‘a deficiency in the HEGIS

Taxonomy. The Taionomy that is curfent]y being

»

* revised could be Jést1y improved by adding *
~ 0 \ ¢ descriptions for each of the subject—mgtter‘areas
L and instructional programs. X
& - - A% . .
a . RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE  As a result of these observations, the study group

STYDY GROUP:
' strongly recommends that fﬁgre be a clarification of

the HEGIS definitions. Thig group feelsﬁzhat this action
n\\~;;__*‘ will provide for more valid HEGIS 1nformat1on as |
well as bromote interinstitutional research efforts

. ' such as the one represented by this project. ‘In




1.6 -
- N\
addition, the study groupﬁheeommends that each instiin-
tion part1c1pat1ng in an informat1on exchanqe effort
produce and maintain data at tbe four digit HEGIS

: 1evek1but, for exchange punposes, aggreqate the data
to a h1gher Tevel of deta11-—e1ther the two d1q1t .
HEGIS or a mod1f1ed three d1g1t HEGIS whene certa1n )
'd1sc1p1ines are- dist1nct}y recogn1zed For examp]e,
in physical education, the teaching techn1ques éns ‘
"the resources required to carry out the teaching ‘\
d1ffer substantia]ly from the other educatlon dzsc;\
p]ines Hence physical educatxon would be ass1qned

a modified two-digit code to dﬂstingu1sh it from the
other\Eduqattpn disC1p11nes A samp1e taxonomy ﬁer
exchange of ‘cost information is illustrated in tab]e i
1.2. aFinaﬁly, the“study group recommends that in any‘
informat16h exchange effort a statement descrfhing "
tthe goa]s and objectives of-the part1cu1ar academwc
Un1t teaching the dlsc1p1ine or offering the degree
pregram\ the areas of specxa]izgtgpn the degree
requirements, and any 1nterdwsc1p]1nary re1at1onsh1ps
should accompany the data Pregram statements of

‘this nature w111 a1d the reader in 1dent1fy1ng h
sim11ar1t1es.or dwfferences among programs with

identical names and HEGIS codes.

L

17 N
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B CONCLUSION: . The maj" neseqrt‘h‘universities included in this

hd

- -

A . ST‘: d1sp]ayed consmerable diversity in thew
t

[

student programs and. dxsciphne offerings Th1s

¢

. o dﬁ‘&rsit‘y musY -be taken into account in makmg inter-

- o institutiona] compamsons but” does not prevent the

study gmup fmm proceeding with the: study.

£

‘-




].8 / . ly‘. *> ’ [

e ‘ | - TABLE 1.2 o
" GAMPLE TAXONOMY FOR INFORMATION EXCHANGE

P

0100 Agriculture and Natiral Resources

; 0200, Architecture and Environngfital Design :
. - 0206 Urban and Regional Planning

S S 0300 Area Studies | i
e C | 0400 Biological Sciences | |
L | . LOSOO Business and Management  ; Sl
0600 Communfcations ' o
/0700 Computer and Information Sciences =~ ﬁw‘

L : B 0801 Education (A1l Other)
- . . . 0808 Special Education
T T o 0835 , Physical Education ‘ ;

RRT
RIS
L aee =

_ 0839 Industrial/Vocations/Technical Educatid@‘,
- o 0900 Engineering ‘ ¥

. “ 1001 Fine Arts, General o
R 1099 Studio Arts .

* , 1100 Foreign Languages . : )

T 1201 Health Professions (A1) Other)’ o
T 1203 Nursing' . - - |
- ' 1204 Dentistq - s
- 1206 Medicine ‘
1211 Pharmacy 1 R
1218 Veterinary Medicine

oy

‘ 1300 Home Economics
. 1400 Law o
' 1500 Letters -

1600 Library Science i ’

1700 Mathematics | E ‘jg . - ‘ ;o
. 1800 Military Sciences ff : . n
= 1900 Physical Sciences N B Ty

2000 Psychology “ R I
A < h 2106 Public Affairs and Services f .
2200 Social Sciences ’ ’ *‘ﬁ;1~
2300 Theology \_ . Lk ;
‘ 4900 Interdiscié}?nary Studies / : <\\\\
. 0000 Undeclared Majors

oy - L

S . 1Many of gpe health professiops were not included tnithe MRUZIEP y
B 1 2 . pilot test if they were organizationally a p;rt of § separate campus. /;

A
. . '
: ' .
s . X A ' !
’ - J X -
.

\‘1“”' L _ ' * _ . . 19 :
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. : - %—/ : . EXHIBIT 1A T
. . . L po - . ‘ ,
T ~—F0RM A:  INVENTORY OF DISCIPLINES BY DEPARTMENT AND HEGIS CODES
RELIMINARY. | - ) ) D
LFOR TEST usE. . ) ‘
. . \ . * * . e ] .
Institution: Campus: Academtc.Year 19 __ - _

_ _ : ) Full List % ’ '
: b Reported - Ltevel of *
_ Cepartrent, Division, pr of HEGIS Instftutional Nage for Unique

hesdenic Program Nase! HLGlS Institugional Qiscipline Name Codes Act. HEGIS Codes ‘“Fég‘f‘:g}""
- . Involved : J
— = - 1 I
. | -
— . AR
7 ' Xw —
A . -
-~ {

f AY

M
/—J

s |

‘A department or division is normally & budgeted, academic, organizational.unit; an acddemic program normally is & nonbudgeted‘
- as well as conducts or coordinates certain academic course offerfnqs often interdisciplinary in nature.

Level of Instruction codes:

0 - remedial;

(

1 = lower level; 2 = Gpper level; 3 = graguate level.

7

‘e"ﬁnty that designates
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T - « EXHIBIT 1B
a0 ‘ FORM B: INVENTORY OF STUDENT PROGRAMS BYDEPARTMENT AND HEGIS CODES
. mt%mmv. o ‘ Ny : -
‘ EST USE.] . . . L
? ) ° ) ) #;\ . ;
Institution: ‘ - Campus: Academié Year 19 _ -
D \ T {e Full List o
. nid Reported : ¢ Level of
Department, Division, or, - g of HEGIS Institutional Name for Unique

Acadewic Program Ham?' ﬁzzs Insgitutional Student Program Name Codes Act. " HEGIS Codes  ° Student-Pror

‘ M Codes . gram Codes

. : ‘ - Involved -
' A
~ ‘i : & , - R
Y y < -
. . ‘ i
_ e % - B ‘ “
- - \Y ¥ " v —
; IR \ \
]

-\

P

—d

=

' department or division is nomnally a bud 3
as.yellas conducts or coordinates certain ac\\demic course of ferings,

2!.“91 of Student-Program collas : v noncertificate; 1 = certificate; 2 ¢ associate; 3 = bachelor; 4 =~ ma
-

.

0 = nondeg
5 = doctor.

¢

é{ academic, organizational unit; an academic program normally is a nonbudgeted entity that designates
often interdisciplinary in nature, .

;" and first professional;



© 0497 -Pharma b Toxi

-

0411 Migrodio
0414 Biochem

* 0421 EntomdYogy

. . ’ * ¢ -~
« . ' R CEXHIBIT IC - .
\ ) . . ] .
° lN'JENTGRY OF ACADEHII‘, DEPARTMENTS BY THSO DIGIT HEGIS CODES (DISCIPLINE/DERARTMENT) . T~
WITH DISCIPLINE SPECMALTIES : ) '
7’ C e . - ‘
\
- PURDUE ILLXNOIS COLORADD STONY BROOK KANSAS.
. 0000 GENERAL USE T - >
. - t — .
0001 Schl Of Hehe Adm Gen !
0002 Schl Of &1 Admin N ° - "
0004 Schl Agr Gen a
CO0¥ Temp Undergrad - .
" D100 AGRICULTURE & MATURAL RES
i '
< 0107 Schl "Agr Gen " 0101 Agr Admin . .
. 0102 Agronony 0102 Agronomy .
0104 Animal Sci - 0104 Animal Sci
0107 Wildlife Mgt 0105 Dairy Sci -
0108 Hartfcu!turt 0108 Hort
0111 Agr Econ - 0111 Agr Econ /
0113 Food Sci & Tech 3-Fgod Sci
0114 -Forestry 114 forestry . .
0415 flat Res Mgt : 1 Voc Agr - ) —
. 0180 Agr Unclass { - .
0134 Agr Mech . . . - —
0197 wood Tech - ¢ —
0200 ENVIRGIMENTAL DESIGN ) "
0203 Int Des 0202 Arch” 0201 Edviron Des 0201 Environ Std 0202 Arch
gazm Hort 0204 Landscape Arch 0202 Environ Des 0206 Urban & Pal Sci
& 0290 Creative.Arts 0206 Urban & Reg Plan .
0300 AREA STUDIES
" 0301 Asfan Std Cntr 0359 Interdis 0301 Asian Std 0302 £ast AsTan Std
. * 0308 Iberp Amer Std 8307 Slavic & Soviet Area Std
0396WPuerto Rican §td 0388 Lat Amer Area Std
. ‘ 0313 Amer Std
Q400 BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES o . ———
04Q1 Bio Sci 0401 Schl QF Lf&ﬁ 0401 BiolsEPDB; 0401 Bie Sci 0401 Bio Sci
0414 Biochem . 0402 Botany 0416 Bio (MCDB 0414 Biochem . 0409 Pharma & Toxi
0421 Entomology 0404 Plant Path - 0417 Cellular & Compar . D411 Microbio
0430 Bot & Plant Path 0407 Zoology -~ 0418 Marine Env Std 0415 Radistion Biophys
0491y Bichucieonics 0410 Physio & Biophys ' 0420 Ecol-& Evol

+ 4
L’.o;
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Q114 .Forestry & Nat. Res
.Y

-

0200 EUVIROMVENTAL DESIGN

# .

D300 AREA STUD%gﬁ

0400 BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES

E

0401 31ology
D414 Blochem
042} Entomology

C470 Botany & Plant Path .

. 0831 Bionucleonics
i TH Pharma & Toxi

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~

.

0108 Horticulture
0117 Agr Econ -

. D113 food Sci.
0114 Forestry
03151 vSfatianat Agr

0202 Architecture
0208 Landscape Arch -

3 0206 Urdan & Regional Man

0301 Asian Std Center
0305 African Std -

. 0307 Russian B E, Euro Cngr
v 0308 Latin-AM & Caribd Stds Cp

0312 Medieval Civil
0313 Amer Civil

rl

0401 Sch1 of Life S:ipwﬂ

0402 Botany
' 0304 Plant-Path
0407 Zeotogy

0410 Physio & Biophys '

0411 Microble

0414 Didchem Coo
0420 Envirun Std
0421 Agr Enllolo
0424 Nutritional Sci

0201 Environmental Des

o

OO

0201 EVvirommental Sc
0208 Urban & Policy Sci

030} Asfan Std
0308 Ibdero Amer Std
0386 Puerto Rican Std

0401 8iol0g Sci

0414 Biochem

0417 Cellular & Compar
0418 Maring Environ §Std
0420 Ecol & Evol

1y

L4

I J
- .
' EXHIBIT 10
mvsmonv OF . Aq\nemc DEPARWENTS BY TNO-DIGIT HESIS CODES (PRGGRAWDEPARTHENT)
. WITH PROGRAM SPECIALTIES
‘ PURRQUE ” nators  COLORADO ) STONY BROOK KANSAS
< 000D GENERAL USE , )
“ 0001 General Studfes "
moo AGRICULTURE & wuw RES v 4@
' 0102 Agronomy 0101 Agr .
0108 Animal Sciences 0102 Agronomy ! '
+ 01C8 Morticulture 0104 Animal Sct L
0111 AGr fconomics . 0104 Dairy Sci t

0201 Environrental Design
0202 Architecture
0206 Urban #lanning

0302 E Asian Std
0307 Slavic & Sov Area Std

. 0308 tat Aver Area Std

0313 Aner Std

0401 Rielog Sci

a2 fotany

S48 fiochemistry
0415 Radiation Biophys
0421 tntomology

0489 Pharms & Toxi
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~STEP 1 APPENDIXES
- PROTOCOL STATEMENTS
' FOR-
. "‘ﬂ‘

~ UNIVERSITY. OF COLORADD
" UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOTS
UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS
‘ PURDUE UNIVERSITY - *
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT STONY BROOK

o
(|
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+# -~ -UNIVERSITY OF COLORADD . - , .
[ 228 .
Protoco]-StageE%Tt | “eg"- | e
A S P N ,

'-Nbfes on‘Uhiversity of Colorado data for the MRU-IEP*p%dject with'identificatibn
of areas where Colorado data may dvffer from that pf ather 1nst1tqt1ons because

. ﬁ « < ) -

(a) 1EP protoccls are so broad or (b) Colorado did not have data ava1lab}e07n

. -IEP(protocol form and'hed'to impute 1t.from other data.2 PR ‘ .

Included with these notes are technicl comﬁéntgfﬁ?gto the eg%egt.tO;whicﬁ’ -
.Coléredqg;epresentatives believe that the. input did or didunot bias the com-
parability of data.

- | Statement of institutional completion of Step 1--identification and comparison /gff.

of HEGIS codes used for institutiﬁna] éourse'dischJines_and'stUdent'progfa@§_ _ /';i

I. Synopsis of Task

To list institutiona] etudent program§ and discipline offerings on the
lbas1s of HEGIS codes assigned to them and prov1de them for compar1san
with codes aSsigned‘by the other"fouf perf?clpatvng Tﬁstffﬁﬁ?ense\mlhe e ﬁgﬁ :xueg

gurgose of the task was to provide information for a§§?551”9 the extent
‘h . to which there was comparable HEGIS coding of student programs end course—

| discipline offerings among the five institutions in advance of fUnnfng

:i‘\\w,:’ ihe‘Studenﬁ Data Modu]e‘in%ormation. This permitted both an estimate of
| ‘ " the eumeerkof units that could be compared and eT deportunitynto adjust

.
¥ N i »

-

© 2. Tt s suggested that the final MRU-IEP reports should note data collection
differences as one of the resultsﬁyf the researqh

L | : v :" .
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'Synopsjstof‘Institutional Corpletion of Task

'J.Hggxs codes were assigned (1) to .course disciplines on the basis of the

‘ Q, D, E = dhctora]) ‘ N 1 o 4

. 1.16

HEGTS codes to achieve &omparisons with a'greater number of programs and '

~disciplines. S o )

\

In the'existfng~Bou1der Campus daté base. (Combined Cqurse‘Information File),

L 3

course abbreviat1on (example: AM = Applied Math = HEGIS.1703) and (2) t

-student programs.on the~basis of the three-digit student-major code (exam-_

ple: 40§ = App]ied Math = HEGIS 1703) and, for graduate programs, of éc;ode

distingu1sh1ng master S . from doctoral students by program (A B = master's;

3% Wl
i

\

* This institutional assignment resulted in the association of approximatdiy 90

percent'of the courses Wwith a HEGIS code that also tracked to the academic

. department as a cost center. Assignment also resulted in the association

of appr0x1mate1y 60 percent of the student head count by proqraﬂ with a

‘similar departmenta]megst-center HEGIS code.

!

~

After,initial interinstitutional comparison of the assignment of HEGIS

* . v

codes to course disciplines and student programs, the instjtutionally

assigned codes were adjysted~fn accordqqi:\rith agreed~upoh~MRU-IEP pro-

‘cedures (a) to coincide as much as possibde with the codes assigfed to '

similar disciplines and programs at the other four 1nst1tut1ons (to

induce compar1son with a greater number of four-digit HEGIS un1ts and)

(b) to track to the assoqxated academic departments as a cost center, because

there is no ready way to cost below the departmental unit level.

27 g



III.

) :
~dition might be a reason for cost differences.

: . o ‘ ‘ '1.17

\\

Adjustments were made to 45 course-discipline HEGIS codes, resulting in -

100 percent of the courses tracking to a deparfment and in improved

compar1son for six disc1p11nes with, those at the_other 1nst1tut1ons

-AdJustments were also made to 54 student- program codes. resulting in im-

3

‘ proved compar1son for 22 programs with those at other 1nst1tutions but not

sign1ficant1y affecting the 60 percent track of program HEGIS codes to

‘department HEGIS codes.

. Inferences Regarding this Recoding of Data

P ]

The effect of. recoding to improve the track between the HEGIS codes of subject
discibline and departmqpt, and the HEGIS codes of program and department, may
be that whﬂe a. greater number of four-digit HEGIS compar&ns may be

i

achieved, a pcssib]e condit1on is that academic organ1zat al units with the

~same HEGIS code but with varying ‘subject dwsc1p11nes may be compared putt1nq

‘_the posts in a different place than the subJect matter._‘This would be es-

) s’
pecially the case for'an institution with a large number of interdiscipli-

. * . L ’ W . -
nary disciplines. - It may be appropriate to watch for instances of widely

differeht cqstscomparison§ at the lower-divisioﬁ level to see if this con-

0

A}

‘The HEGIS recoding conventions mdy aflso be e;aluated in terms of differences

\ ,
" between (1) changes for the purgpose of achieving greater interinstitutional

HEGIS comparison versus (2) changes to achieve more complete tracking of

subject disciplines and student programs to debqrtmental units. With re-

gard to whether these changeé do any violence to the integrity of the data,- -

* .

it would appear that theéy do not in the case of interinstitutional comparisen



1v.

- 1.18

changes, but that they might possibly in the- case of 1nst1tut10na1 subJect

to department changes. Such changes cou]d affect disc1p11ne gosts but

z
-

would not affect program costs. . J .

i

Eg}iex;jﬁmlications Regarding the Data

In testing IEP to see if it works for major research uqiversities, one im-

.portant aspect is the extent to which the data are meaningful to the 1nst1-

tut1on “The data are more meaningful 1f they track to the institutional

organizat1nna1 units. Therefore there appears to be a trade- off between

- the meaningfulness qnd usefulness to the institution in track1ng data to

departments VEersus the,purwty‘of data that focuses on subject matter.

&

- #

Other Comments

A general problem of TEP{ZS that the activities ot a given departhent may

differ, but thare is 19t le way to ascertain the difference. It i¢ diffi-
cult to get behind the facade of input data and know, for example, whether
there are significant pedagogical differehces in the instruction of # HEGIS

4

department at two or more 1nst1tut1ons As an illustration, onefdepartment
may have a greater amount of 1aboratory instruction and higher costs "than a
similar department at another institution that has little laboratory

A

ystruction and Tower costs.
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is a unique entity with a sfngle mapping to a four-digit HEGIS code. - .

1.19

-

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS

" Protocol Statement

—— - Step 1

"Procedure

The University Office of Administrattve Informat1on Systems Development main-

Aol

tains the offxci;?\tooe Book andiigsoc1ated computer files of all approved .

‘and exist1ng organ1zatione1‘un1ts$7academic and administratﬁve departments)
and curricula (student programs). These files not only.contain the institu-
tional name and code of such units and curricula, bot they also contain a_
reference ta a four-digit HEGIS discipline code that has been assigned,for
external reporting purposes. The internal coding structure permits an iden-

%
tification of departments by subunits.called divisions (for example, the Depart-

L4

ment of Mechanical and Industrial Engineering can be broken into the Division

of Mechanica] Engineering and the Division of Industrial Engineering). How~-

| ever, budget al]ocat1ons and expend1ture records do not recognize d1v1s1ons

\

within departments, Hence for the purposes of the IEP study, the %asic organi-

iationaf unit {discipline) \ségjwas the department, and each department

was mapped initially to a single four-digit HEGIS cetegory using the.épproved

Qniversity mappings from the Code Book computer file. Each curriculum code

Revisions for the IEP Project

The great majority of all disciplines and student programs listed-in the final
University of I]]inoxs inventory was o9r1ved d1rect1y from the Code Book file

described above However, the Un1vers1ty of IT1inois has used the YY- XX option

"for institutional assignment of four digit HEGIS codes that do not correspond

3



1.20 .

one-to-one with preassigned codes, where YY refers to the bhsic two-digit HEGIS
code (for enample, Engineering: YY = 09) and XX 15 in a range exceeding any
nationally reassigned codes (for examp1e, X = 49 for the Department of Mechan1cal
and Industria1 Engineering) In order to 1ncrease the number. of d1sc1p]1nes and

) student programs that would be cdnpired acrpss the MRU-IEP institutions, severa1
departments and currxcu]a were. reessxgned four- d1g1t HEGIS codes in the nat1ona11y
preassigned range, based upon a judgment of the principa1 act1v1ty of such depart- .

‘ments and curricula {for example, the Department of Mechanical and Industria1

. Engineering was reassigned to HEGIS code 0910)q .
S g,exf

sgp]1cat10ns and Conc]usions S | \\ g
It is recognxzed that the revisions performed for the rez;;-s noted above may
result in a 1ater comparlson of unlike discxp]ines and. student programs. However,'
the number of such revis1ons was not great, nor 1s it 1ikely that they cut |
across ‘the modified three- digit HEGIS disc1p11ne categories that are likely to
be the level of MRU-IEP analysis. Thus we are Tead to congclude that the revised,

) University of Illinois inventoty qf\diséip]ines and studept programs is an

acceptable one, not reQUiring\any major deviation with institutional ‘policies

or procedures in order to force a fit to the IEP methiodology. s
‘ - ] ! . \ * . .
@ >
v t
Y o
% 3 1 .




» .one broad category.
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R "UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS '
' ' - N
Protocol Statement t
Step 1 /
As part of an earlier effo%t‘mahda@ed'by the Kansa$ Board of Regents, the -

, . : . { .
University of Kansas had mapped the taxonomy of the Program Classification

Structure onto thquniversity accounting structuré;x Each budgeted instructional

" department has a unique. account code associétgd wi th it, and it was an easy task

to assign to each unique account number a matching HEGIS d1sc1p11ne code fwo !

major criteﬁ?a were employed in this match1ng process. First, every attempt was

A

~made to match the HEGIS discipline code with the account number as it had—been

.’réported'in annual HEGIS réports. In addition, the Kansas Board of Regents had

. ‘ ' § ] -
employed the HEGIS taxonomy to classify degrees offered at all Regents institu-

| tiqns, and theﬁnétching of HEGIS discipline codes was made to conform with.the

Regents fnventory of degrees. Since both these criteria were based on HEGIS

standards, the resulting match of HEGIS disciplines to instructional departménts

‘ follows very closely the MRU-IEP standards.

Mapping of HEGIS codes to instructional majors was achieyed by associatinésihe

*uinersityAthree~digit major code (a unique code for each major) with the gppro-

priate HEGIS code. Again, the Board of Redents degree 1nventory proved very

’he]pfu1 in convert1ng the unique un1xersity major code into HEGIS major codes.

Within Jhe major areas, the MRU-IEP conventions were followed veny c]o§e1y.

However, in the nonmajor area, many four—digit’codes were created with specific

'app11cation to the Univérsity.' This is. not a problem in terms of thé MRU-IEP

concern, since thé modified three-digit inventory éo11apses all nonmajors into

/ -~
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| PURDUE UNIVERSITY | > ';'f
F | Protocol Statement f ’ :
; Steps 1 and 2 L g
| . o _, R

The student data used as innut to the étudentLData &odu}e (SDQ) agreé'with the

registraY’S«records as Of the'end the drop/add’registration period. The. end

of the drop]add registration perfods is defined as follows: 3 o . o,
1. Semesters—~the end of the first week of cl&Sses i f 0'Q: . |
2. Summer Session--the end of the third day of classes. ’:' ﬁ o

I
. Students regigtering after these periods are not included in the SBM

Each student isgciassified upon registration and that code is. carried throuqhout
-the Purdue System. The undergraduate c]assification used in the SBM is based dn
- the registrar 3 égassification rather than on accumulated credit hours Purdue 3
assification df»graduate students is based on completion of various graduate~
school requirements§ including filing a plan of study, passing pre]iminary exami -
. | nations, and such, nntnon credit hours. Thé enrollments repnrted are based on the
'.ciassification assigngd by the graduate school. |
Each‘registratien peri”], the registrar creates an academicirecord file, which is
| used to.create the SDM. IQStudent majors (fields of study) and diSCipiines are
- l included in the SDM. The Offices of the Registrar and Anaiyticai Studies by
nutua] agreement assign HEGIS codes to fieids of study, and these codes are in

agreement with the HEGIS, codes used by the Indiana Commission for Higher Educa-

tion. Each field of study is associated with a subgect or,. in certain cases,
?

.‘with the discipline having responsibilities for severai simiiar subjects. This:>

- '
. A ¢
AR S , ..
. Cey : STy
. ~ E .
. . B . M RN N : " L]
: ‘ - B
5o . Lo - . o
) i ' T R * -
\ " LR Y ’ . -
. ' . \ . i ¢ : +

¥

,5535
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' o
. coding tracks approximete1y 70-percent of the student mejors‘(?Ters of ‘study)-

, ' « : . R .e
to the department responsible for the major.. ‘

-

. | \
“HEGIS oo&es were assigned to disciplines or departments to track all suobects' .
K | to ine,deoertments having responsibility for the subject. In some'cases, Purdue

_} esteolished‘unique HEGIS codes for departhents that are structured differently
fromt the HEQJS taxonomy An example would be HEGIS code 2291, which was ass1gned
to the Department of Soc1o1ogy and Anthropo?ogy
N
Dual level courses required special treatment so'that better comparisons could
" be ochweved. There were . approximately 550 dua1-1eve1 courses with enro]]ment at,
the end of drop/add for the fall semester. "Fach course‘was analyzed as to student

enrollment by classification. Whenever the graduate-studentAenro11ment'wasiso

percent or greéter the course was moved to grad 1. A1l courses with graduate

¢ enroliment 1ess than 50 percent were moved to upper-division undergraduate
Us1ng the fall semester as the control, courses with the same subject abbrev1a—
tion and course number for summer and spring were moved 20 the same division as
:.f « , the matchfng fall course. A totatm of 38,034 credits was moved from ﬁhe grad I .~

' area and placed in the upper-division undergraduate This action resul ted in . e

‘ increasing the cost of grad I coursds and reducing upper- d1v1s1on course costs.

. Master's -thesis and doctoral -thesis courses were pulled from the 1975-76 file, :
\and the credit ‘a]ues for all these courses were replaced with a constant value
of "1." This action reduced the credit-hour total by 36,216. The file was H
reduced by 8, 902 in summer, 13, 483 in fall, and 13,831 in spring.
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STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT STONY BROOK {SUSB)
Protocol Statement
.~ o o Step 1
The Stony Brook General Campus is composed of the Co]leges of Arts and Scxences,
Ce Engineering, and Urban and‘Po]icy Sc1epces A]] other pnograms of the Un1vers1ty o
are located in the various schools of the Health Sciences Center (HSC) The work
load of the Health-Sciences Center is not included in the Student Data Module (SDM)

. as per original agreement. Howeger. the work Toad taken by HSC majors onm the

. 9 )
General Campus is'included.. 4 R : :

- -
» . R

»

QI*‘The assignment of HEGIS codes to discip]ines for | e most part resulted 1n .
atl discip11nes matching the1r sponsoring organizat1ona1 units. _The‘exceptions
to this are the Departments of Computer Scfence and App]ied Math, which are
assjgned‘in accordance with national conventions for purposes of comparison§

among major research universities, ratner than by organizational structures at SUSB.

~

e

TheAfO1lowing procedures were used i assfgning HEGIS codes to disciplines and

Inventonx!of Disciplines and Programs

\orogramse , o
h \
Disciplines/Courses. Codes assigned to departments and then to disciplines
'Jithin the department. Codes were assigned by major sybject area, for examp1e,
all'Economice courses were coded Economics. No attempt was made to code each

course in accordance with specific course content or subtracks within the

’
.

discip]ine ' v
l!!x. Dept.*HEGIS = 1102 French and Italian | 5
Discipline = 1102 French Tlevel 1, 2, 3 "
1104 TItalian 1, 2 s
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—

Majbr/Proérams. Codes were assigned to departments and then to degree and

nondegree programs within the department.

[N

vt

minors are not shown.

Ex.

Dept. HEGIS
Degree Program

Nondegree Program

1103
1103
1106
1115°
1115
1114
1197

non

]

Subtracks within the program'bf |

.
*

\

Germanic Languag® &“Literature

German . levels 3,4,5
Russian : 3
Polish 0
East Euro Lang 0
Swedish ~ 0
Yiddish 0

e



2.1
STEP 2 ]
TOPIC: | ’” . Co]]ectio;?;ndfénalysjs of‘studen£-regi;trat}on data.. )
f‘ . onoeeTIves: | o deve10§‘an Instructional Work Load Matréx {T0LM) |

for each institution. This matrix identifies the
;relationshih between disciplines aﬁd student progéams
o énd must be produéed before direct and full-unit
‘costs can;be computed f;r student programs . A second
objective wa§~to enable each institution fo compare

: : ‘ !
its IWLMs with other institugions.

-, . -
3 ' -
r

. GENERAL IEP PROCEDURES: The pfocedhreé fo{ devé]oping thé instructidnaT work
’ 7 Load Matrix can be found on pages 2.12-2.]17 of the
second edition of Technica]“Rgport 65. Basically,
"/?g/'~ ' . this matrix describes the instruct¥ona] re]étionship/
| between discip1ineé and stUQent\programs. This ré1q;
. "~ tienship can be viewed in two ways. First, the TWLM
- - disp1§ys the credit-hour totals that each disciplfﬁe
(by course level) contributes to each+student program

(by student level). This is re¥erred to as the

L . contribution report. Second, it disp1ays'the credit- -
s hour totals that each student program’(gy student

* level) cansumes from each discipline (by course level).

This is referred to as the consumption report.




L d

N

The study group decided to collect student-registration

date for theA1975—76 fiscal year, reaffirming'its

.
earlier decision to collect the student and faculty
data for the fiscal year, Fatper than the nine-month)

academic year. Thus Eiudent-registrafion Files for
edChfadademic'term were merged to;produge a single
;t) Student Data Module report for the entire fiscal year
with the institutions mdintaining the option,of
identifying separate'terms if desired. However, no 3
separate reports were produced for summer or other

!

! o special sessions.
. »

H
|

ADDITIONAL MRU ~ The course Tedels in the regular IEP were expanded
PROCEDURES : .

N

from three (Tower, upper, and qraduate) to five to

oY

1nc1ude separate categpries for doctoral course work
and doctora1 dwssertations The c0urse 1evels and

student levels of the MRU Instruc;1ona1 work Lead

Matrix are illustrated in tabl

. | - o Semester credit hours were yetained as the aetivity
measure at'éaéh of the source and student levels wi%ﬁ
. the exception og\the doctdra]dissértation. At this
advanced stage of graduate| work, each registration X
for thesis/dissertetionrwas counted as'a single»unit
‘\ - ; per term; regard?éss of the numder of:dissertatdon

credits for which the student was registered. This'

38




2.3 )
¢
.- 7
N | | TABLE 2.1 R BN
. ‘ . pp‘ ) . . ) ‘ . .
* MRU INSTRUCTIONAL WORK LOAD MATRIX
) © Student Level
Course g - : : _ -
Level : Lower Upper First |Graduate | Graduate otal
Division| Division|{ Prof. I AK;II I
. Lower : . '
Division . ‘ | . \
Upper o
Division, ~
‘Graduate
I ' , , | "
‘Graduate R ., -
I1 5 . oo .
. « ]
Doctoral .1
Dissgrta- ; . T . o -
tion o | ' . ‘
Total _ , L o =
N ' ¢
‘ e | . . ' ’ o - .
was done in ordeér to eliminage andy variability in
* - o , . ;
. the method in which semester credit hours were assigned
" ‘to dissertation activity. These disseptation regis-
. trations were then linked to the faculty activity
4 '}“ ' ) .
! reports” {as part of step 3) to determine the amount
g r . of faculty resources.devoted to the advising of
dissértation students.
thﬁés recognized. that there is no clear distinction
o , . 'bétweeﬁfﬁfr:and-GjI«]eVeT courses and, to a-lesser
\ . ‘ . (v"‘:.-"'."“‘ ’ , ’.:"‘,. .‘ | F,‘z 3 i . ’
' . e | '




2.4

R extenﬂ“'between GI .and GII students. fhe study group
N ‘agreed with the 1P definition of GI students as
| 3 those who are pursu1ng a master's or other 1nter—
‘ ‘mediate 1eve1 degree or those who are in the 1n1t1a1
stage of course work for a doctoral degree (rough]y
~ equivalent to the course work for.the master' s degree)
GII etudents are defined as tRose who are in the
':advanced stages of the doctora] proqram " The pilot~ -
test 1nst1tut1ons fe]t that it was 1mportant to ma1nta1n
the'GI and GII‘cburseiieve1 distinction ‘and chose‘to
def1ne the course 1eve1 based upon modal enro]]ment
That 15, 1f more than 50 percent of the course enro]]ment
constituted advanced doetora1 students.'then the course -
was. classified as'a GII course. The moda?—ehrol]meht
ftest was also ueed to distinguish‘between upfer-
. dijvision undergradqgtefend graduate I coursework.
JCOLLEC&iON TIME EERIOD} Six ﬁinthsm This tjme period included the development
' ; \ | and testing ot.the computer program that Wae written
. | to aie in the comparative enalysis of the'IwLMs. -
slh. ”;RNKLYSIS OE THE DATA: ~ The five participating institutions developed and -
| | submitted to NCHEMS their Instructional Work Load
- . , /0 Matrix (IWLM) for the fisca1 year 1975-76. The
: !‘%i‘.i | :/// .', ‘ institutions also exchanged their program cataloqs

- The NCHEMS staff comb1ned all fvve institut1onal IwLMs

N |
S " | ’ R 0 40
‘. ’ ’ ' ' A: ‘ - ‘- [ it




- - and graphically displayed the results. These graphs
- '." o ‘pruvided a visual d1sp1qx_for quxck 1dent1ficat10n of
those student programs that were common to more than

. one 1nst1tqt10n.

) The graph, &isp]ayed in hiStogram fashion, iS'i11uStr5ted
e | ‘  : , ‘“'rn exhibits 2A,.2B, and 2C at the end of this section,

AR | The student program and level are 11sted at the top,
0] } L wtth the disciplines aﬁ§§course 1eve1 listed dqwn the |

;_ . N .‘. I s1de Each institutien s IWLM credit hours were

| L 2 | , i-. I ,sca]ed to 3 percent, with the tota1 credit hours |

| | | attached to each institqtiona] htstogram ltne. The

. percentage distribution of credit hours is derived'

“for ‘each, instjtution by teking the toté1‘student,cred1t_
“hours (SCH) in a student program for an ipstitution and
using that total as the divisor ;or all contributing

. : R . disciplines. For example, Purdue's (P} total upper-

.? o | L :diﬁt;ien SCH in the Computer.Schience’(6700) student

| | | ' pro?ram is 4f204 SCH. .Each discipline centributor is 4, '

‘ | converted to.e pereentage by}dfviding the discip{ine |

| "" | ‘ f _ | * SCH by 4,204. Thus 4,204 is divided into 589, which

. is the credit-hour>contribution of the Mathematigs

Vo * L discipline to the Computer Science program giving a

——t

A ' ~relative percentage of 14 percent. This procedure is

e

followed separately for each institution represented

on the graph.

A W
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A_legénd is provided ;t the bottom'ot,eac:agraph.

It gives the name of each inst1tutiun, the.symbol'fbr
eath institution représehted in the graph, its corre-
‘sponding'tctq} student credit hourt, ahd the Towest  °

and highest student-credit-hour 'contm'bution td the - ‘

student program. | Eﬂi

P

o L
To further aid the schools 1n.judg%ng diécipline and
pkograu simi}arity, a summary‘of"the number of student
credit‘hours produded'by each di;cipliné and céupse

1evéf ﬁus bfovidéd.‘ Etkewise, a summary was prepared
displaying student credit hours cunsumed by studeut
programs for all student 1eve1s ‘These were displayed

at the four-digit HEGIS Tevel, two-digit HEG&S level,

and for the instructional program as a whole. Tables >
2.2 ;nd 2.3 illustrate types of summary reports

derived from these data. These reports were designed

to aid the study group in judginq the. relative magni tude
of disc1p1ines and student programs and the ‘relative
distribution -of SCH across course levels and student )
levels. Fina]lyu'é ratio was constructed relating

"‘SCH to headcount enrollments for each of the student
Tevels (table 2.4). }hjs table contains a measure of

| the averagé credit-hour Toad at each of the designated
;tudent Tevels for the 1975 fall semester. The fall-

.“term'data were used rather than those covering the
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TABLE-2.2 -
SEMESTER CREDIT HOURS.BY COURSE LEVEL ACROSS ALL DISCIPLINES

B P

. . - _ Stony
Lourse Level Colorado Ilinois | Kansas Purdue Brook®
Lower div., no. | 332,434 447,406 | ' 280,900 | 460,209° | " 153,264
Lower div., % 54.5 42.7 47.9 55.8 45.2
Upper div., no. | 208,602 | 392,138 | 212,591 277,154 | 127,966
Upper div., 2 | . 4.2 , 37,8 ' 26.2 33.6 37.7

" Graduate I, no. 55,037 | 148,368 64,952 51,415 40,188
Graduate I, % 9.0 14.2 11.1 6.2 11.8
Graguate 11, no. 13,651 58,908 | 28,314 35,621, 18,020
Graduate 11, 2.2 | ' s 4.6 4.3 5.3
Total, no. 609,724 | 1,046,820 586,757 824,399 339,438
Total, % w0070° |- .o 100.0 100.0% 100.0

- ] .
Doctoral ¥,
dissertation 2,199 6,375 2,294 4,118 1,174

%oes not sum to 100 due to rdunding,

¥

Doctoral disserfation was recorded as a single unit for each registration
Therefore thesa data are not comparable to the SCH units reported

per team.
above.
1 ]

cExcmdes sumer activity.

/

»

'




TABLE 2.3
| SEMESTER CREDIT HOURS BY STUDENT LEVEL ACROSS ALL STUDENT PROGRAMS

hY

»

-

Student Leve! Colorado . | I11inois Kansas Purdue Stony
. y; , Brook |
7
Lower div., no.| 285,343 | 387,255 255,046 405,733 152,488
Lower div., % 46.8 37.0 43.5" 49.2 44.9
Upper div., no.| 251,314 | 424,832 | 225,748 322,360 | 128,875
- Upper div., ¥ 41.2 40.6 38.5 39.1. 38.0
First prof., no 5,958 35,870° 14,338 10,896 -
First prof., % 1.0 3.4 2.4 © 1.3 -
Graduate I, no. 46,667 125,901 ' 65,473 67,281 39,264
Graduate I, % . 7.7 12,0 $11.2 ‘ 8.2 11.6
Graduate II, no 20,442 72,962 26,152 18,129 18,811 .
Graduate II, % 3.4 7.0 4.5 2.2 5.5
~ Total, no. 609,724 | 1,046,820 586,757 824,399 339,438
Total, ¥ '100.0° 100.0 100.0 100.0 " 100.0

4oes not sum to 100 due to rounding.

Y

44
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~ ‘ ! ‘.
TABLE 2.4
HEADCOUNT ENROLLMENT BY STUDENT LEVEL
Fall Semester 1975
Student Level Colorado | I11inois | Kansas Purdue gﬁgg{
’ B
Lower div., H.C.E.? 9,962 | 13,114 8,712 | 13,484 5,604
SCH/headcount 14.890 15.81 14.47 15.27 14.18
_ Upper div., H.C.E. 7.328 | 12,674 7,087 9,857 4,337
SCH/headcount 18.27 15.88 15.3¢4 ¢ 15.81 14.88
.First pi:'df‘.. H.C.E., 485 1,065 455 283 -
14.09 16.96 14.65 17.38 L -
‘2,189 " 4,308 | 3,593 3,345 3, 381
SCH/headcount et 72,11 12.80 7.89 9.81 5.78
Graduate 11, H.C.E. 1,694 3,956 1,921 1,954 1,453
ScH/headcount? 490 7.18 . 5.88 3.30 7.68
Total, H.C.E. 21,618 35,117 21,768 | 28,923 14,775
SCH/headcount 13.44 14.57 18.91 14.01 11.81 -

aH.C;E. - Headcount Enrallment

b

~

“poctoral Dissertations counted

as a single unit.
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' !

entire fiscal year, because they provided a convenient

~reference (snapshot) of headcount eqrol1ment thaf
varies by term.~' |
« ;
A methodoIogxtfor judging similarity of student
programs was developed at.Purdue‘University and‘

Qv . _ 1nitié11y applied to its undergréddate programs. This
methodoiogy consists‘of célcu]ating‘a similarity
index representing the average percentage difFerence
of the top 80 percent of thé discip]ine‘éontriputois
to the student program bnder examination. More
specifically, the steps req&iredlto make such compar?
isons are given below and are i]]ustratgd for the

- Computer Science program fn table 2.5:

1. ?Obtain a histogram such-as exhibit 2A‘1n which

. upper-division courses are exampled.

2. Examine the total SCHs at the bottom of the
_ appropriate histogram. If the institutions.heing
- compa®ed have program total SCHs that are
substantially different, the’two programs are,
a_priori, judged dissimiTar. For example, in .
table 2;5, Purdue's total SCH is 4,204§ Colorado's
" . ' ' total SCH is 193. Clearly the order of magnitude

. ' between these two numbers is so great that the

two programs should be judged dissimilar.
46 |
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? . , ‘ | ,
. . B N ] \ '
. | : - TABLE. 2.5
W \ | V , ' . ' | . .
) 06/27/17 P ’ PROGRAN 0700 - Computer Science , L "PAGE ?
* TOTAL UNDERGRADUATE
| UPPER DIVISION » DISCIPLINES. -
¥ . R Y - ) .
» CALCULATION OF SIMILARITY INDEX FOR PURDUE UNIVERSITY
. ' PERCENT DISCIPLINE CONTRIBUTION ABSOLUTE PERCENT nxrrsaslcs
P Cc K Lo, S c K VoL s .
X X & ¥ S X - xx X X x X
. 0700 CQmputer Science. ,x 65.03 X 10,887 X 57.54 X 48.10 X 31.20 XX S54.15 X 7.89 X 16.93 X 33.83 ¥
' X X S X xx X S X
. 1700 STAT,BATH & THEO x .01 X 1.55 X 15.46 X 19.45 X 26.74 XX 12,06 X 1.45 X  S.46 X 12.73 X
: ix X X X x xx x .X x X
2200 Socia1 Sciences . 9.14 X 7.77 X 5.85 X 4.20 X 15.93 ¥x 3.63 X 1.7t X .06 X 11.79 &
X X . X X X XX ¢ X X X.
xxxxx:xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
X X X X X XX X X X X
TOTAL % DISCIPLINES * X 83.18 X 20.20 X 78.85 X 71.75 x 73.87 xx X X X X
‘ - X X X X - Xx X X X X
TOTAL SCH XN PROGRAN X 4,200 X 193%x 1,300 X 4,505 x 1,952 xx X o R & X
X X X X xx X X X X
. xxxxxxxxxxxxxnxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx:xxxxxrxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx:xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxrxxxxxxxxxxxxx
f X X X x H xx X X X
TOTAL ABSOLUTE % DIPP X X X X X XX 70.24 X 10.65 X 22.43 I 58.35
X X x X x xx X X x
AVERAGE ABSOLUTE % DIPF X X X X X IX 23.41 X 3.55 X 7.48 X 19.45
(SINILARITY INDEX) X X X N XX X X X
] & P e
L] . I +
' -
] *Total SCH in the proaram were of such oreat difference from Purgue that“on a Erxor qarounds,
, programs were judqed dissimilar. AP | g
+ . “ ) - o
[y ‘ ‘ ' “ & . 4 H
. ’ »* i
. , . +

LL"¢
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-ﬁTables 2.6 and 2.7 show two additional examples of

| '%.1.2

L

Seleét the disciplines that. account for 80

percent of the total SCH for the student program
under examination in your institution.

Record percentage contributions for each of the
»

disciplines listed in step 3 for all insti--

tutions participating in fhe‘program comparison.

‘Subtract each institution's discipline contribution

percentage from the corresponding discipline percent-

- age at,your'inStitution. In table 2.5, Purdue's

percentages were subtracted frqm every other
institution's for each discipline 1#sted. Record
the.ab;nTﬁfe value of the percentage difference,
that is, ignore the negative signs.

For each institution, add the absolute percentéqe
differences ‘across disciplines ﬁnd'divide by

the number of disciplines to obtain the 'similarity
index. . .

»~

<

these computations for Purdue's Biology and

Engineering programs.

@ \



08,271/717

L

gs00 Biological Sci.

. 0100 Agricylture

A

1900 CHEMISTRY, GEW
2200 sncxonocisnnrﬂn
' zoﬁa rsrcsonocr, GEN

»

150D Pstzosoegr
xtx:gxxt:x:xxxxxxxxxx
1arnt 4 nxscxpnxnzs‘l

TD‘!‘AL SCH IN vPB(!GIAH

TQTAL' ABSOLUTE % pIrr
AVERAGE ABSOLUTE % DI

1' t 4
t ¢
» . - ’é \-
) <
1 ' ' . -
N ’ TABLE 2.6 .
. _ . . N
rrocean  0v00 - Biological Sciences PAGE .
TOTAL UNDERCRADUATE . i .
) ursen DIVISION nxscxpxxnzs : . -
CALCULATION OF SINILARITY INDER FOR PUKDUE uuxv:xsx:z . ;
*  PERCEZNT DISCIPLINE co:rnxsur:on ABSOLUTE PERCENT DIPPERENCE
‘ P c ' L s Cy. K L s
x X, X xx Y x SR
X #6.85 x' s8.42 x-\52.1a X 68.23 X 88,27 XX Y1.57 X" 15.29 ¥ 17.38 X+ 2.58 X
X X Cox L X X XX, x X x X
X 9.14 X 5 x . X 2.5 X XX 9. 18 x> 9.16 X. 6.59'% 9.18 X
X O 4 ‘ ‘\ 4 X b 4 4 L { X b ¢ X
X 8,05 X 18.3% xF 1.7z 3.us X 18.61 XX 10,29 X 8.69 X ° 4.61 X 10.56 X
X x X X X Xx x x X X
X 7.89 X 6.90 X 5.72 X &.86 X° 9.2%5 XX (99 X 2,17 X 3,43 X 1.36 X
X X X X X X - 'x X 1 X
X 6,83 X 5.33 X 5.80 X 9.19 X 9.57 XX 150« 1,03 X 2.32X 2.7% X
- X X X } 4 X = XX X * X X X
X 5.19 X .08 X 3.86 X 5.00 X 5.25 XX 1.5 X - 1.31 % .19 X .06 X
} S X X X ol X XX X X X X
XX !!X!IX!X!!X!!XXX!!IXX!X!!J!X! XX!!XX!!XI!I!X!X!XXX!XX!XXX XX!!!!!!!X!XKXX!XI!X! YXXXXXXXXX
X ) § XX X X X
X 83.95% X 93.03 X 94.36 83 1 186,95 XX x x J’“gt\ X
X . X X x v XX X I X X
X 6,805 X 18,976 x 8,064 X 20,488 X 10,726 XX X x X X
X X X X XX X X X X
xuxnxxxnxnxxxxxxxxxxnuxxx:xuxxxxxxxzxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxuuxxxxxzxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx l!!XX!X!!!IXK!X! XXXXXX
X - X X X Xx X X X
} 4 b 4 X X X XX 34.64 X 137.6% X Jg.52 x 26.448 X
X X X x X X X X i * X
rrrox 8 S X B | - XX 5,77 X 6.28 X T 5.75 X &.41 X
‘% X X X X g X : 2z X

{SINILARITY INDEX)

» T

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L

»

oy
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TABLE 2.7
) M ’ ‘ ' - : ) .
08,2117 : progaan 0900 - Engineering - PAGE 9
& TOTAL UNDERGRADUATE
I O UPPER DIVISION n;s;rpnxx:s
CALCULATION OF SINILARITY INDEX FOR PURDUE ONIYERSITY
. . A -
- . _ PERCENT DISCIPLINE canrarnuwxon, ABSOLUTE PERCENT DIFFERENCE
. P c s . L s . ¢ ‘K L s
. X . X X X I X x . 1 X
0900 Engineering X 77.09 X 73.38 X 75.48 X F7.38 X 78.51 xx 3.71 X 1.65X .29 X .21
i X X X X S 1S I ¢ X X ¢
0500 Business X 3.80 ¥ 3.73 x 1.96 X 1.93 X xx <07 x 1.84 X 1.87 1 3.80 X
) § X X X X X X X X
xx:ruuuuuxxunxxxxuxxxxxuuun:xntxxxuuxuxxuxxxx:xxxxxnxxuxxxxxxxxxlxxxxxxxxxxuxuux:xxxxuxn
X X X X Xx X X X
TOTAL € DISCIPLINES. T 80,89 X 77.11 X 77.40 X 79.31 x 78.51 xx 1 X ‘X
X X % X ﬂ X X X
, TOTAL SCil IN PROGRAN  X- 52,353 x 22,094 X 18,950 X 56,965 X 4, 482 XX X X X
X X XX X S X
. xnuxuxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxuxxxxxxxxxxnxxx:xxxxxxxrxxxx:xuxxxxx:xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxnnxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxu
X X - . X XX X X X
TOTAL l&SOLUTB i DIFF X X X X X XX 3.78 X 3.89 X 2. 16 ! t5.22 l
X X x ., X X XX X v X
AVERAGE ABSQLU‘I‘E ® oIrr X X X X X Xx 1.89 X 1.75 X 1. 08 X 2.61 l
* (SINILARITY INDEX) X X X 4 4 X X X X X

. . ¢
.

Q . ’ #

“ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:
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‘ ' Suggested categories for judging the similarities of
' ~ : AR {
programs using the similarity index are:
0.0-5.0 Similar,
5.1-10.0 Moderately Similar

10.1 or more Dissimilar

R - R It should be hoted that these catééories are arbitrary
| ﬂ However, 1t may be poss1b1e to assess and refine their
usefu]ness and accuracy by validating ‘them against
expert judgment offered by SubJect-matter spec1a1ists
iﬁtimétely faMi1iar‘with the student programé being
compared. For examﬁie& if thé head of the Department
of Mathematiés at Purdue'agrees with his counterpa;fx
at the University of I11inois that the. two departments
L({ | \“ _are sim11ar 1n thgigatterns of courses taken by
‘ - | ' - students. this consensus would serve ‘as ope indication
that the calculated similarity indéx,of 4.4 has sdme
. .a J§ Q - degreevof vé1iq1ty and utility relating to student.

. . | ~ credit_hour distributions.

-~ Sixteeﬁ undergraduate programs at Purdue were ana]yzed
B using the above methodolﬁgy. Similarity indexes for
Purdue compared witL the qther four institutions are
shown in table 2.8. The.suggested categories given
above were then gpp]fed to the table 2.8 results and

- A are presented 4n summafy form in table 2.9. Of the

o

<
ro
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TABLE 2.8

+ STUDENT-PROGRAM SIMILARITY INDEXES BY
UNDERGRADUATE TWO-DIGIT HEGIS PROGRAM FOR .PURDUE

. # N
Program Coce and Nane * MRY Being Compared with Purdue
Colorado ~ Kansas ITlinois 7 Stony
i Brook
0200 Architecture® . 18.4 ‘19.6 19.0 19.3
0400 Biology T8 | es 5.8 4.4
0500 Business 7.8 | . 7.0 4.2 NP
0600 Communications 7.3 5.7, 3.0 v
D700 Computer §cience --b .:‘3.65‘ 7.5 9.5
0800 Education 15.6 . 8.9 7.3 13.1
§.0900 Engineering , 1.8 e 1.1 2.6
1000 - Fine and Applied Arts 5.8 | 1.8 7.5 8.1
1100 Foreign Languages %.7 b 9.4 “7.7 ' 8.5
1200 Health Professions . 4.5 ;8{1.;,‘ J11.3 b )
1500y Letters 8.0 8.0 B0 5.0
1700 Mathematics ‘4.0 5.9 Lo 7.0
-1900 Physical Sciences 1.6 2.3 Sl Tl 1.
' 2000, Psychology <= 8.7 9. 3.9 1 7
21007 Plb1ic Affairs b b LI
2200 Social Scfences 8.9 4.7f. 4.2 | ’ 8.7
i f ha

- NP = No Prograh

%this represents a Landscape Architecture program at Purdue and
dissimilar 1n pro
four schools.

As therefbre
gram composition from the Architecture programs in the other
; ¢ o _

b » [ 3 ) . . '.' o : ]‘ ’ .
The total SCH generated hy Purdue program was of such great difference from

- that of comparative institution's program that a score was not'computed,f;
‘ N . ‘ - ‘ SR

v

T

at,



TABLE 2.9

NUNBER AND PERCENT OF UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS
SIMILAR, MODERATELY SIMILAR, AND DISSIMILAR T0 PURDUE S PROGRAMS

i

™
-

. ¥Total does nqt.gﬁm to 100:0 due to roynding.

©
&

Lo }lﬁ“ Colorado . Kansas ITYinois étony Brook .!
e N (N) % Ny %1 (N -2
similar (score of 0 o 5. 0) . | '(5.)_'31'.3' - (8) 31.2 (8) 50.0 (4) 30.8
F - , . L ‘ S
querately similar (score of 5.1- 10 0) (7 43.8 - (8)50:0 J}‘(S) 31.2 (5) 38.5
Dissim11ar (score of more than 10.0 : (4) 25.0 (3)'13,3 1 (3) 18.8 (4) 30.8
or juﬁged dissimi]ar gr1or1) v , C
. Total of ngﬁams anonﬁiqn 3 _Q\,J '(16) 180.0 (16) 100.0 (16) '100.0. (13) 100.0°
: . ,“ § N/ ' 4: .
NV ‘

(’ L1°¢
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STUDY GROUP
RECOMMENDATIONS :

-

, )
. , NN

“»

L

16 undergraduate student programs Purdue had in
common with Colorado, Kansas, or I1linois, 75 to 80
percent were categorized as similar to moderagely

similar in discipline-contribution patterns. 'Stony

.Brobk had the greatest number of programs in the

dissimilar ‘category (31 percent) and the fewest number

g

of programs in common.with Purdue (13).

t

It should be noted that similar analyses could be -

‘conducted at the graduate level. The more detailed

four—digit HEGIS discipl nes.wouﬁd probably show

“more meaningful coﬁiribution»patterns than thg two-

digit HEGIS discﬁp]jnes used at the undergraduate’
lTevel. This greatef-fefinement is possible because
graduate students tend to select more courses within
their major department or school.

/

The results of the analyses described in this step

indicate few difficulties in ‘the exchahge‘of IWLM

data among major research universities. The study
, aroup recommends that each registration for doctoral-

dissertation credit count as-a single unit, ‘regardless - .

of the number of credits for which the student was
registered. The study group also recommends that

PR ;
judgments of similarity, moderate similarity, and

dissimilarity of student-program information as

g



CONCLUSION:

2.18

| meagured by SCH be made using the method outljned.’

It is urged that the similarity index be used together
with more subjective evidence, suéh as A departmeht
ﬁéad's expert opinion, catalog course descriptioqs: and
so forth. -Cautioé must be exercised in interpreting

the phrase similar programs. This phrase means no more

than that the programs are similar in the contribution

_ A , .
_of.diseiplines to the prbgramsf total SCH. The study

group(reéommenﬂs analyzing most undergraduate programs

in terms of contribution of two-digit HEGIS discip]ines,
but graduéfg or high]yﬁstructured undergraduate

programs , such as engineering, in terms of four-digit

-

HEGIS contribution.

- »

Q¢

The five major research universities in this study

exhibited more similarity than dissimilarity in the
sample comparisons that were made of their IWLM data.
It also is possible that the'exten% of dissimilarities

is overstat

v the analytical technique used. The

AN

instftutions coded acadeﬁic,deparﬁménts and all of the

courses taught therein to HEGIS disciplines because of
the manner in which bﬁdgets and expenditures are
developed and recorded. Thus 'it is very possi51e that
similar courses taught to students in a similtar HEGIS
program (such as Computer Science) might be mapped

to dissimilar HEGIS disciplines (such as

S -

o7



2.20

Engfﬁeering, Math, or Business), depending upon the
organizatiopal‘structures of the institutions. -
:

. There is re3$on|to believe ﬁhat some of these apparent,
rather than real, dissimi]ar{ties might disappear
:}gnhstudedt-pragram‘costs aré analyzéd. Copvgrsely,
it is possible that programs that appear to be

similar from the IWLM analysis may,Ain fact, be
somewhat dissimilar (such as Art History, or Appre-
ciation versus ‘Art Practice).

There is nothing in step 2, given lhe one modifi-

cation to the procedures, that wou}d'prgvent this

study group from proceeding with the sthy.

haud
»
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. were taken:
\ ,

. Course level was determined as follows:

2.27 =
UNBVERSITY OF COLORADO
Protocol §tatement‘
Step 2 - ) ‘ -

~
L

. Synopsis of Institutiona] Completion of Task - 2

The‘existing &oufﬁér Campus data base containing both the student-program

and the course-discipline data for-1975-76 data was the Student Term Master

File. Files were available for the Summer, fall, and spring semesters.

ot .-
|

-In accordance with conventions of the MRq-IEP project, the fo]1owing steps

RN

it
: '

,'”a ’

Do aaiadind

I

’ Lower division (100 and 200 level courses) ~
\ |

UPper division . (300 and 400 level courses) *
Grad 1 - (500 and 700 Tevel courses)
Grad 11 (600 and 800 level courses)

The lower-division and upper-division numbering schemes conform to the.
MRU-IEP definitions. Grqduate‘courses meet the general definition of
MRU-1EP levels; however, the assignment of course numbers has not been

) : ' Wl AR
consistently followed by all departments. The primaryAdisc?pTine in

which inconsistent numbering otcurred {for 600 level courses) was Busi-

ness. . |

')‘ s :';’;, o }
B . .

Student-major numbers ‘were converted to four-digit studentéprogram HEGIS

&

codes using a table that converts student-major codes to the student-program

' HEGIS inventory generated in step 1.

63
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] -

Student-level codes were converted to MRU student-level categories using

-

-

a simple look-up table.
| \ .
Course credit Hours iﬁ the Term Master File were used in creating SDM‘
‘data: The folToQing,idiosync;acies affecting course credit hours by
HEGIS and level were noted: (A) Each indepenqent-study student enroliment
was tre;ted like a separate section (that.is,.three students enro)]ed:in the

 same independent-study course for three hours would add up to nine crégitl

hours, the effect of which is some maldistribution of facu?éy service a

months among levels if done on a Eredit-hour basis). (B) Doctora1;thesi;
i credit hours per student enrollment were, converted to units of one, in 1 |
a;cordaﬁce with the project conventions. \ | i -

-

\ T {

\II. Inferences Regarding Conventions Used in ConVéfting_Institu;ionaT Data \‘

to Conform to MRU Categories o _' o o o A

. i . . . - . i
The limitation of existing institutional data in a predetermined format \
: , i : x

~and the conventions used in convertihé fhe‘data for NRU—IEP pUrposesksuggest | ;
the following inferences with regard to graduate course level, assignment B
. : . \

~ of Course-discipline HEGIS codes, and the counting of credit hours for - |

independent study. . " L SN

Courses at the 500 and 700 levels belohg in‘gfadvl ipstruction§ 800-Tevel
courses are used for doctoral dissertations. It'is known that’ some 600«]e§e1 @&
| courses are desigﬁed for grad 1 instruction rather ;han grad II, 
pqrticularlylin Business. |

o

‘_‘/
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2.29

Idiosyncratic treatment of independent-study credit hours inflates that

&

measure_of<preductivity.‘ ifis weuld result in a maldistribution of faculty
service months allocated to those courses if credit hours were to be. used
as the activity units for.dfstribUtion purposes. (Tﬁe Colorado activity -

¥
units were contact hours, derived from another file,)

4
Po]i_y Implications Regarding these Data

~The policy 1mplied in inadequate track1ng of qraduate ]evel courses

- to grad 1 and” grad 11 is that if the inst1tut1on were to exchanqe these

' data on an ongo1ng basis an additional step of convert1ng courses to

1evé1 on the basis .of the level of 50 percent or greater of the students

€

enrolled wou1d need to be followed.



______

'Procedure

‘ codes were mapped to

~ments were mapped to

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS -~ SRR Y
Protocol Statement B Lh;jﬁfﬁ"

Step2

¢
The Un1versity of I1linois student data system contains .a record of the\req1s~

tration (and assocxated semester credit hours) of each student in each ¢ urse-

~ ' )

sectton The students are 1dentif1ed by curriculum code--student 1eve1 an

The curr1c;1um S

tt\\feur dig1t HEGIS student-program codes, dand the dep"t—
t

A

the course sections are identified by departmentncourse number
fourvdigit HEGIS dwsC1p]ine codes ident1f1ed in the

MRU-TEP inventory Tists developed in step 1 of this progect The student and

“course 1eve1s also were mapped to -those aqreed ypon by the MRU- IEP study nroup

"under the convent1ons descr1bed below:

~

l,i;Student 1evels The coding of student 1evels in the UA/;ersity of

}111nois data system corresponds to that proposed by the MRU*IEP
;Study group. Hence there was -a one-~to- one transformation of same..

Course levels. Lowersdivxsion (100 Tevel) and upper- division (200 ]'

nvleveT) -courses were- mapped d1rect1y to thewr IEP counterparts The

University's 300-1eve1 and 400-Tevel courses were mapped to oraduate

I or graduate II depend1ng upon a determinat1on of the moda} enroll-

N o

ment of such students 1n those courses

. N
\
' +

Doctoral- dvssertat1on .

SO courses were defined as those wherejn a doctoral candidate was | L

enrolled in a University of I1linois 499 course.

Semesters Included | 3
Three semesters have been 1nc1uded in the data base-—summer 1975 faTT }975
and spr1ng 1976. While the summer term partially overlaps fiscal years 1925 and
o , / .
0y

N
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M

S MRU IEP -pilot- test 1n;;ztut1ons

" to undertake given the structure. of our data systems.

Credﬁt Hours Inc1uded

iy
4
™
w
N
——

. -
fe : ) *e
.

. 1976, this procedure 1s consvstent with that followed annually when the Unw—
‘varsity part1c1pates in the State of I]i1nois Cost Study, and the var1ab111ty

‘ef summer enrollments 15 not great enough to try to splxt nd recombine suc-

cessive summer sessions. Furthermore, such a procedure would b most diffwcu1t

- “
N

’Credit~Hour Values

All cred1t hour va]ues were taken direct]y from the student records, with the

' exception of doctoral dissertatton courses, wh1ch were revised to a unit of

one each semester It shou]d be noted that the Un1versity of Ill1no1s asswgns |

graduate units or port1ons thereof to graduate students rather than semester

cred1t hours. The data system translates such. un1ts 1nto cred1t hours on«'

I

. the baSis of‘four credit hours per un1t A later comparison of average se-

mester credit hour loads per oraduate student may reveal whether or not th1s ’
4
procedure results in cred1t hours that have simi}ar va]ue across the MRU-IEP

p:lot test 1nst1tutions o T »
vy |

AT on campus cred1t hours taught 1n~the three semesters have been’1nc1uded
None of the extramural credit hours have beeh included, 1ndependent of the
phys1ca1 1ocat1on of such. c0urses " Cred+t hours taught in the School of Baswc
Medical Sciences have been 1nc1uded to gate but will- be exc]uded 1f it is |
des1rgd to do so later-in the ‘project. ‘Even 1f they are 1nc1uded the net

resu]t will be a uanue HEGIS d1sc1p11ne that will not be compared across the

w67
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A Imp]ications/Contlusions

Very Tittle man1pulat10n of Un1vers1ty of I1linois student,records was needed
. e
o in order to f1t the MRU-IEP’ convent1ons The only areas of sxgn1f1cance n this
W
\regard were: (1) mappwng 300- and 400- Ievel courses to graduate 1 and graduate

Ir using the moda] enrol]ment teSt and (2) fdentifying doctora? dwssertatwon

| credit hours and reducxng thEIW value to one per semester. We conclude that there.

P
~im

. ﬁ; no part1cu1ar reaSon to reject the MRU IEP convent1ons w1th regard to the
‘.treatmeqs of credit hours based upbn the procedures app11ed in step 2. We repeat

K tﬁé need to test ihe equ1va1ency of .graduate cred1t hours at the University of

j§ | : I11:nois vis-a-vi other gnst1tut1qnsfbecause of the un1t—to-cred1t hour conversion
~process used at the University of i]]innis;B,
. ,1‘ : t‘

. - ’ - -
- D - . . ’
4, P . .
‘ . . K . £ "
. R .
- " 4 , '
. . ‘ . k] -
' . , * ] -,
. . ) ~ -
- * Y . - -
' . . ,&) ) .
' -
I C )
LI . . R R .
. ~ . -
B

.- 'r*v,

+

R 3. The Univer51ty of I]TTHOTS subsequently made test checks on selected programs
- and detérmined’that their degree requirements (in terms of sfudent credit hours) -
were roughly comparable to those of the other pilot institutions, Therefore, it
can be concluded that the I11inois one-to-four conversion rate on graduate cred1ts
did not distort its credit-hours data for purposes of comparisons
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2.35
N UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS
| * Protqcol Statement
» Step 2 | 2., | -

,\l’

‘he University df*Kansas;naintains atdata file for each semester, which contains

infdrmatidn'concerning each tndividual student enrolled, that is, the student's .

major, the student’ s -¢lass, what c]asses the student is enro]]ed\\n, and so

forth The class. 1nformation inc]udes the instructional department through which

" -the class is of?@red, the course number that determines the level of‘the.course,

and the numbep'of_creditdhdurs'fer‘Which the ceurSé is being offEred Creation

—-

: of the data for the Student Data ModuTe (SBM) was stra1ghtforward~-the 1nstructiona1'

department could be mapped into a HEGIS discip]ine, the student's major could be
mapped Ents a HEGIS major; the course numbers were used to map into d1scip11ne
leveTs, (for exanp]e, 0-299 mapped to 10uer~divisien unde}graduate); and the

J

student s class was converted to a student level, (for example, class 1 and 2

¢ nepped to freshmen and eophomores) Thus it was a ?elative1y eaay matter to”

construct the Induced Work Load Matrix. In this fashion, data for the Student

Data Module wereﬁfreated without exc]uding any student majors or disciplines and

withdut departing from MRU-1EP ‘conventions ;- Except*for’doctora? ‘dissertation, -

no va]ues for student cred1t hours were modified Data were‘collected for fall

1975, spring 1976 and‘sunner 1976 and were compared against independent data

-~ ~

N

sources td,ver1fy that University tota]s matched. ' - \\\\
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. . STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT STONY BROOK (
Protocol Statement |

Step 2 ’ Cw
P

\ .
The fo]1owing detax]s qualify our structure of the Student Da dule.

1. 'Fa11 1975 and spring 1976 semesters are included The Extended Day student )

~ work IOad (Cont1nu1ng Educaticn~~Master S Tevel) funded from regu?ar state .

ot

funds is also included. ~ Summer student work 1oad is not anluded. " The 1nfo§mal-

L

studies noncredit -bearing work load is not 1nc1uded

’

2. The source of student credit- hour data was the regwstrar S f11es The SUNY .
reporting period (end of the fourth week ), afté<\51gnif1cant add/erp tran-‘
sitions have settled, was used to snapshot work load for each semester

o LY
o 3. The only modified credit-hour values are those defaulted to one for doctoral

'dissertation courses. o
4, Dual 1eve1 courses are not a prob]em at'Stony Brook. s1nce they do not exist.
5. All Hea]th‘5c1ence Center disciplines were excluded. That pott1on of work
| Toad taken in the Health Science Center by Géneral Campus majors was not
included. wThét portion of the.woek load taken by Hea1th,5cieece Center majo;s
.‘fn General.Cempus-d}scip?inesswes"tncfuded;-(665 credit hours were.all coded .
HEGIS 1200). © . | | o ,

‘6} The data are arranged to array a matrix of four student Tevels--.20, .30,

]
L]

.50, .60-~and five discipline levels~-.20, .30, ..50, .60, .90.

7. HEGIS discip]ine codes were assigned in accoraance with the major exmphesis
of study as ideptified by course{abbretiation, that is, MSR = Applied Math
and Statistics = HEGIS 1703. .




10.

1.

12,

13..

14.

15,

16.

2:38

HEGIS pﬁogram codes were assigned to a valid 1ist of programs maintained in

the registrar's office and existing on the -Student Data File. Three position

alpha codes are used, such as CLT = Comparative Literature = HEGIS 1503.
'Thev.QO cburse level is defined as one fina} course in each advanced doctoral

.pfogfém (G2), which is a thesis or dissertationgcourse. All required G2

courses and preparatory courses for exams are not included n level .90. .
To determine .60 course level (G2), we looked at the studept levels in
all graduate courses (excep%rthose tagged .90). If 50 percent of greater'

of the Students enrolled were advanced doctoral Tevel (earned greater than

'24 credit hours of graduate work or possessed a masteér's degfee and enrolled

in a Ph.D. pfogram), the course was f}gged .60 (G2).

The .50 course level is all graduate courses remaining after the determination
of .60 and .90 as described above.
The .30 course level was assigned to courses with numbers from 200 through 499,

The curriculum offered at this level was designed as introductory and general

-in subject 5copé‘and generally Qas taken by freshmen and sophomores.

1

The .20 course'1eve1'waﬁ‘éssighed to courses with numbers less than 200. The

.,
curricutum offered at this level was designed as introductory-and general

in subjett,scopg_and_dénerél]y was taken by freshmen and sophomores.

The .30 student program level i§ assigned When the student has earned more
than 56 credit hours toward a bachelor's degree. -

Student program code OQDO was assigned to records whem the major was unde-
cided, generg];‘or visitor. ‘It was also assigned to worthless data to recon-
cile totals to éxisting campus reports. ‘

Discipline code 4997 was assigned,to'worth]e;sureqfstration data tg reconcile

totats to existing campus records.
. | | .



17.

18.

2.39

The control cards of the SDM (ENRL 115) were set to define FTE and full-time

‘parametérs as follows: ; | . .
| Student . FTE Minimum Hours
Level Value for FULL TIME
.20 30 SCH | 24 SCH
.30 30 . 24
. .50 © 24 18
.60 . 24 18

Bachelor's degree requirements for the College of Arts and Sciences require

]20 credit hours far graddation. The Col]ége‘of Engineering requires 128.

- s s e
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.



1.

'The,studentéfi1e was extracted from the Student Information System. The

2.4]

) UNTVERSITY OF WASHINGTON - (
Protocol Statement

Step 2

R
)
| )
=

'y f11e used was the “Sectioned" file, which reflects the students enrolled status

f
for the tenth day of each quarte?

The academic terms (quarte?s) used were:

Autumn jk 1975 - F 7
Winter 1976 [
Spring . 1976

Summer 1976

Summér 1976 was used instead of sunmer 1975 because the Faculty Activity
Analysis {source of data for the Personnel Data Module) reporting was poor
for that term. -

-

No student majors or disciplines were excluded (a1l health sciencés were

included) l | ?{
For Doctoral Dissertation (Eourse Tevel .90) credit hour STUD~UN}T) was set

tosage in the extract. In the Student Data Module, all credit hours were

multiplied by'.67 to convert quarter hours to semester pnurs.

There were two categories of dual—leve1 coursés that we Handled specially.

. These were our 500 level {draduate leyel c?assroom 1nstruct1on) and our 600 -

Rl R

P PP D PR . L T e 1 U g

1eve1 (1ndependent study or research) courses. |
/

For the 500\lJ§e1 courses, a census of each class was taken. A Tevel .60

student was counted as G2. Level .40 and .50 stEHents were counted G1. If

G2 » G1, the.course was coded .60, otherwise .50. y
. / | ,
\r-s_f
\\ ’ 7 ‘?



'
2.42

~

.. For the 600 level courses, if the stndent was level .60, it was coded .60,
~ otherwise it was coded .50. | 4
6. 'The extfacﬁ_programs were tested at the “détail level forﬂoﬁe departmént‘ 'lﬁ
k (Architécture) for one quarter (summer 76). against an .existing ﬁtudént 
| In%brmation Syéfem\détail report (Caursé Content Report).. Also, the érahdj,

tota]-studehf credit hours weré'chebked for reasonableness.

R



3.1
;
STEP 3
-
TOPIC: | Collection and analysis of faculty-activity
. ‘ _ ‘ - ‘ 1
data.
) \ | ) | | o
- OBJECTIVE: oo To determine what reasonable set of facu]ty activities/
‘ [ 4 oL .

assignment§ should be cbsted. These data represent ‘f
theiprimary progréms of instruction, orgéﬁized
researCH, pubiic service, and othér academic-support
functions as may be necessary'to represent an MRU, ..
The faculty data. 1nc1uding both actwvity and salary
informat1on -are hecessary to determwne how the,
expendxtures of an accou?t should be’ d1str1buted to N
CTEP activity centers The Personnel Data Modu]e
develops these dzstr1but1on percentages wh1ch will
be applied to the 1nst1tutiqn.s expenditure da;a in

. | étep 5. A second objective of this step is. to
examine the s{milarity‘of facu]tg-activity daté

across the five instftutions. ‘g

v e B i

GENERAL IEP PROCEDURES:f The procedures for collecting and processing the

faculty activity data can be found on pages 2.29-?.37

s of the second edition of Technical Report 65,

Further documentation can be found in NCHEMS Technical

. Reports 44 amd 58, Faculty Activity.Analysis:

. - Procedures Manual and faculfy Activity Analysis: L

Interpretations and Uses of Data.

\ ‘ oy | 7'3’ , '



3.2
. . (’
ADDITIONAL MRU " The pilot-test group analyzed the five institutions'
PROCEDURES: : .
: N f, : faculty-activity forms and 1gftia11 made the
-following recommendations for a.com[on\groupinq.
t 1
of facufty activities:’ , \
. o Scheduled Teach1ng and Related Activities--
- Including preparations,. grading, supervising of
individual students, and such
\ o .
¢ Doctoral Student TResis/Dissertation Advising--
v Thiszfategory is intended to isolate the faculty
: - member's time spent in the supervision and
- _ gwidance of graduate -students who are writing
- - . - their doctoral thesis/dissertation

] - .. @ Cours® and Curriculum Deve1opment—~1nc1ud1nq the

o s . 3 ' development of new instructional materials or the

‘ o | | " revision of existing materials ~‘

) Administration and Committee Work--Includes work
as a departmental administrator and service on
departmental or university-wide committees

s -2
, ¢ Departmental Research-—Research scholarship or «
. ~ other creative work funded through the depart-
mental budget .~
- « : ¢ Sepahate]y Budgeted Research--Research, scholar-
' ship, or other creative work that. has a separate
funding source
g . | . Counseling and Other Student¥oriented Services--
e e o o e s oo wiiw wow.. JIncludes personal, career,.and financial counseling,
. writing recommendations, participating in student
‘social clubs, and such -
e Public'or Community Service
" .*' ‘
e Cooperative Extension Service -
1 :
e Professional Development--Includes sabbatical
o leaves and time devoted to professional organi-
zatio%s ‘ \ | ,
' _ ' II.I[
. i/‘ : _ -




An FTE facu]ty definition was adopted by the study ’
grodp that basica]}y ac00uﬁts.for the FTE:facdlty in'
uni;s of- person months. An individual emp]dyed full
time feg one acédemic éemdster was treated as the ‘
'edufva}ent of‘4_1/2 person months, and fikewise an -
indididua]\employéd.full time'during an eigﬁt~week
| ;uhmér'sessidn was counted as 2 1/4 person months.

Ca : Institutions'were instructed to include‘any staff

¥ . *"member with -an aCademic or professignal appoxntment

who had teaching, research, or service respons1b111t1es -

in their faculty act1vity reports. o

_ . _ | ]L . .'/\
In the faculty act1v1ty analys1s. facu]ty time
spent on sabbatical Teave was regarded as Profes-.
sxonalfDevetopment. Foré%ost purposes, the salary
paid to a faculty,hember while on sabbatical was .
,identif%ed with the home-débartment code so that ‘
those costs could later be allacated to the home

department's activities.

\

e aen el e e A e e e el e e W B R R R A ST SR

IEP recommends that total compensat1on be used

to develop the faculty distribution percentages.
Total compensation was interpreted to include all

fringe benefits (including those paid by a state

agency) as well as tuition waivers to graduate students.

\

“ COLLECTION TIME PERIOD: Six months,




ANALYSIS OF DATA:

Table 3.1 is a summary of the facuTty'daté‘availabiq
|
|
|
|

3.4

-

v

Each institution exa&}ned its faculty-actiﬁity

reporting system in light of the 10 recommended

/
categories. Because facu]ty‘rep9rting Systéms'wére
preestablished in eacﬁ of the fivé,universitieé and
because the 1975-76 faculty data had already been
collected, some of ;he‘institutions cou1d'not‘report'
faculty;ébtivityvdata fof a]W‘TO'cétegﬁries.;

!

from each_inStitution.‘ fﬁe‘study group decided to

" maintain all 10 facuity—ac;iv y tategories at”

least through the data-collection phasé.- _ !

{ .

' o IALE LY I : \
FACULTY ACTIVITY DATA , \

AVAILABILITY FROM THE PARTICIPAfﬂ&h INSTITUTIONS

. 3
g )
3 ~ I3
g/ /) a .
’ > o <
Q ~ -
Faculty Activity N & i
A. Scheduled Yeaching and
Related Activities Yes }+ Yes | Yes | Yes Yes
B. Doctoral Student Thesis/ _
Dissertation Advising Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes
. Course and Curriculum . '
Developayent : No No .| Yos | Yes | Mg
' | SO - : - e —
0. Administrat¥on’and
Cmittee Work Yos | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

E. Departmental Res.earcl‘wv.v\?l Yes | Yes Yes Yos | Yo

F. Separately Budgeted ! .
Resegrch Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

G. Counseling and Other

, . Student Uriented ¥

Services . Yes | No Yoo Yes | Yes

H. Public or Community /
Service ™ Yos | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes

1. Cooprrative Extension Yoo | N/ZA | Yeo | N/ZA | Yes

J.c-frgfessional Duvelopment | No | Yes*| Yen | Yrs | Yes

-,

SRS P UUU SN FUUI C RPN DUNS SIS
.

*Includes sabbatical Toaves unly.‘ e
' ~
. , ‘S

-t . e



3.5

Each institution further described in a protocol
stafement their faculty-activity reporting procedures.,
These showed significant differences in ever super-
‘f1c1a11y similar categor1es of Facu]ty Act1v1ty

.Analys1s (FAA) Nhere procedures differed,

attempts were made to br1ng the data 1nto

al1gnment For eiamp]e, two of the 1nst1tut1ons,
| | ‘Stony Brook and Kansas, had not surveyed the1r o
L . B Lo o faculty in f1sca}.year 1975-76. Therefore they
- | | were forced to rely on facu]ty—act1v1ty data from

1954\ 75, but efforts were nade to update their

facu]ty f11es by matching them agaJnst current course =
assignmentsjqnd adjusting their facu]ty~activity di;tri~1
but%ons whefé‘necessary. Another différence-fﬁat shouid
be noted is that.tQOQOf the institutions, I]Jinbis and \;

~ Purdue, surveyed a broader group:of faculty and |
academjc staff than did the other,firee inst&tutions.
Ip addition, "these universities‘differ‘uniqdély in

. mission from the other three universities by'inciuding-
"WA”L”‘”\sSJh. . ? an Agriculture Experiment Stat1on*iad;£gn§ef§t1ve-‘“

. Extension Services, Therefore relatively larger

-

‘\\; I | per;entages of time appeared in Institutes and Research
{ | Centers (2.1), Separately Budgeted Research (2.2) and
Cooperativé Extension Services (3.3) for these two insti-
«;wf’Qtutions. There were also significanf differences in
the definitions of total effort (percent versus hours )

and different levels of reflection of assigned versus

\ &J

Q Q ‘ ' v » 7()




3.6
self-assessed effort. Assignment methods typically

place a Higher proportion of féculty effort into

_the three primary functions, while self-assessment
-emphasizes supporting activities. Table 3.2 contains

" a summary of methodological di fferences among the

five un1vers1t:es in the CO]TECtTOn and repartwnq

Cef*the facu}ty activity data. \er‘f

»

o .

A waE:Shget was drawn up for recording faculty
dmpensation percentagés in the 10 activity éategories
for a11 two dxqit HEGIS discip]ines (tab1e.3 3). A |
swm11gr work sheet was used for examin1ng the person—
unit;data._ At this paint in the ana]ys1s the data

'wepe grESEnted-to the,studyﬂgrqup for reV1ew. It

became evident from examining. the iniffal Sumary

of the data that a degree of comparability did exist
émong the five MRUs, especiaily witbin the primary -
faculty activxties However, the degree of comparabi{ity

was somewhat masked, because some univens1t1es

v sk

" (primarily I I}l1no1s and Purdue) had ass1gned faculty

activities to categories in 5ddit1on to the recommended

set. In addition; not all institutions had collected

data for all 10 eategories. Therefore 1t was dec1ded

- to collapse the data d1sp1ayed 1n tab]e 3 3 into the

foTTowwng‘X categories:

Y



o~ | : TABLE 3.2
o . . INSTITUTIGNAL DIFFERENCES IN COLLECTING FACULvaAcmvx};%niTA*
o N : T . -
- ‘ y | -
- . : ..Prdcedure Colorado f11inois _ Stony Brook Kansas Purdue
-~ N ‘ ’ ) . )
* ] Institutionall gw inistgred Yes ‘ B “ Yes Yes - Yes ' Yes
PR -Facu1t§ Activf \ggiﬁg,ysfs' - '
] . i ' Each academic “Fall 1974 a Each academic -
.| Wnen adminfstéred . Fal1 1975 term spring 1975 Fal1 1974 o
N . A' ‘ . - * .
) " A11 ranked Instruction and| - Instruction * | Instruction Instruction and
‘ | o ’ resident research "and research and research research faculty
Administered to whom instructional . faculty and *ﬁfkéquy faculty and . |.and academbc
o . ' faculty 4 academic . , academic = | administrators
| $ ) e L « | administrators y administrators L.
e L ! Not surveyed R ~ Not surveyed - ‘ :
v} Jeaching and research but included | T.A%/R.A.s but included. | T.A.s/R.A.s | T.A.s/R.A.s
- ‘é\ - in total comp, | in total comp. |- ° . o T
* ',Fg;m/ty response rate 852 . tooz . 80zP 100%

100%

~g | Compensation inclusive of

Yes, fringe *

Yes, fringe

Yes, fringe

| Ye§, fringe

*

Yes, fringe

; ' fringe benefits and . . benefits were enefits were benefits were benefits were bengfits were
SR, P tuition wajvers DI imputed tmputed actual expense { actual expense | imputed
-~ _ ‘ . . . . , A
N K Egszgzsggi?" g{st;Tigfgfort Faculty céntact Faculty contact| Faculty contact| % of time/ %z of time/
evels. hours . hours hours effort reported: effort reported
o - iqstruction N » T
» . Sabbaticals included 4.8 4.8 4.8 Spread dcross 4.6¢
R ! -, : | : . all activities
"‘ . . AN N . )
. _l‘.; hese facu1€;::;t1vity responses were, updated to refTect the activfties that actua11y occurred during the
o ﬂff‘ academic year’1975~76 Colorado, Stony Brook, and Kansas reports do not refTect summer facylty: activities.

i L

. “ '

.%}

A,

-

bNonrespondents were aSSigned %§g~average of their col?eagues responses.

cSabbaticals weré of?g1na11y inc1uded in 4.6 at Purdue but in later steﬁ' -are neported under- 4 8




PERCENT-OF TOTAL COMPENSATION BN EACH FACULTY-ACTIVITY

-

TABLE- 3.3

TOTAL OF ALL DISCIPLINES

i

CATEGORY

{

*

| FacultysActivity Category® ~ cmprqdbb - [inois Ston;grookb " .kansas® Purdue

o Teaching (1.1, 1.2,1.3, 1.4, 1.8} - 4.9 9.2 50.0 5.0 56.3

" Doctoral Advising (1.1.---.90) , 5.1 56 4.5 24 4.4

-Separgte’ly_Budgeted Research (2.2) -- 11.3 8.3 3.9 L 19.2

| Departmental Research [2.3) . 2.2 4.4 13.5 10.8 2.7

~public cervice (3.2) 2.3 1.1 ‘“——*3.3 1.6 2.5

. Extension 3.3) o - 8.4 T e 1.3

" Academic Administration (4.6) - 1.1 1 14.4 8.5 4.9

* Course Development (4.7) | ) ) 3.5 e -- 3.7 -

r?mfessional Development (:1.8) . 7.0 2.9 . 5.5 7.6 -~

r—ﬁounseling and Ca»reér Guidance (5.3} -- 7.6 ,‘ oot ’\L 4.1 -
Other - Institutes & Research Centers (2.1) 9.8 15.2 [ 0.2 e 7.4

?TOther - Patient Services (3.1) ) .- 0.2 - 1 -- - T

—Bﬂxer - Public Smadca;tilg Services {3.4) -- Pl "0 .- . -- —
Other ~ Lé#braries (4.1)1 . . -- 2.2 — LT -

f Tthgr —}Ancil1éry Support (4.5) T N 0.6 ' 0.2 - 0.2
_Other - Social & Cultural Development (5.2) -- 0.4 -- -- --
‘Other - Student Auxiliary Services (5.5) - 0.1 ’ .- - --

f’EZBer - Execdtive.Management (6.1) 4 -- -- -- . ' 0.9

Otr‘ner - General,Adrmi'ni;trative Servi'ces (5?3) -- -- - -- E 0.1
Other - Public Relations & Devghpment (6.7) ¥ C 0.0 N .- --
“TOTAL PERCENT o o 9.9 | 999 - 199.9 | 100.0 ¢ 99.9
TQTA;'CO&P&NSATION IN§ ;HOUSANDS $24,595 $105,768 Yé]ﬂgQZZ ‘‘‘‘‘‘ ‘Fhsé%i;;§-—LAML_~;EBTEEEA~—

- 8uotation following each faculty-activity category is the PCS subprogram to which the faculty compensation was assigned

fr:om externally-sponspred funds and
was corrected in step 5.

O adoy Stony Brook, and

-
.

[MCfae underreported faculty compensation in catfegaries 2.1 and 2.2.

Kansas did not survey faculty paid excluswelyq_m
s

3

i)

oy



o Ncademic. Student, and Institutional Support (4.1 to-

3.9

o Instruction and Refated Activities (1.1 to 1.45 1.9,
4.7)~:Iﬁc1udes'schedu1ed geaching, thesis advising,
student academic advyising, and éounse and,
curriculum development‘

) Instithes and Research Centers (2.1)-- Includes -

all on-going research activitieé conducted within

the framework of a formal research organization

. o Separately Budgeted Research (2.2)--Includes all

t .

sponsored research activities that are normally
:*nmnaged wiéhin the academic departmehts
] Deparfmenta}Reéeanth‘andtProfessioha} Development
(2.3,.4.8);—A11 Bther research activitiés and,
brofegsional development, including sabbatical
Teaves, that ére funded through the departmed£a1
budget . . L .
o Public Service (3.1, 3.2 3.4)--Includes patient . 2,
cagé,“comenftj services, and public broadcasting '
e Cooperative Extension Services (3.3)--Includes
programs where direction and fiscal control are
'sharediby the institution with other govérnmental o

s

agencies, such as the Agriculture Egténsion pfpgrém

~t
-
-

o

-
L 4

4.6,-5.0, 6.0)--IncTudes all administration”and

committee wo?k,Astudent dareer counseling, advising
- . i ) .

student clubs, and so forth . .~/

L] .

———
-, )
o . .
. - -
< ' .
3 .
R, - .

.
o



3.10

The percentage of totai faculty cohpensation.in each
of these seven categories was calculated using the
total discipline compensation as the base. Tatall
compensatdon was also recorded.for reference with

the pertentages. Table 3.4 displays the distribu-~

tion of faculty compensation for all two-digit HEGIS

categories. A weighted average for each of the
facu]ty actithy categories was computed to aid

in the comparison prncess ‘ o ' j

-~

By examining table 3.4, it can be seen that theé

bulk of faculty compensation appeared in the Instruc- '

“tijord énd_Related’ﬁctivfties category (49.8 percent),

followed by Separate]y_ébdgeted‘Résearch inclusive

of Institutes and Research Centers (21.3 penéent),

_Academic, Student and Institutional Support (12.0

pércent), and Departmenta] Research and Professional
Development (10.2 percent) These)fcur categor1es
accounted for approx1mate1y 93 pe;cent of the faculty's
effort and compensation. ﬁub]igéervice attracted

only 2.§ percent of the facu1t¥'s effort,gand
Cooperative Extension was evident primarily at two
universities. I1lihb{s and Purdue, and only in selected
disciplines, for example, Agriculture (0100) and

Home Economics (1300). (§he researgh accounts were

somewhat underreportéd‘at three univérsitjes (Colorado,



o~

TABLE 3.4
PERCENT OF TOTAL COMPENSATION IN PCS‘PROGRAM CATEGORIES * v
- Total of A1l Disciplines
A\
b '4\\\
PCS Categories Colorado | I114nofs gﬁgg{ Kansag- Purdue .wiigﬁﬁgi

Instruction and Related Activities

(}0]-104. 4-7) ' 54-5 44.8 54.5 63.2 50.2

ln§t1tqtes an? Research Centers: (2.1) 9.8 ‘!5:2 0.2 - ) 7.5
L Separate]-y/g“qgeted Research (2.2) i 1.3 8.3 3.9 19.3
" Departmental Research and Professional ' |
;. Development (2.3, 4.8) 18.2 7.4 ©19.0 18.4 5.9

g ]

; Pub'HC Se”ice (3-], 3.2.- 3:4) o 2-3 1‘4 3.3 ] 1.6‘ 4.5

Céoperative Extensioﬂ {3.3) i 8.4 . 0.3 " 1.6
" Acadenric, Student,.and Institutional - .
~ Support (4.5, 5.0, 6.0) 14.1 11.5 14.7 12.5 1.0

Total percent 499 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0

Total compensation in thousands , L ' ‘

of dolldrs . $24,595  $105,765 7| #8,922 1$22,482 $65,580

Note: Colorado, Stony Brook, and Kansas did not survey faculty paid exclusively from externally sponsored
This yas corrected

' pesearch funds and therefore underreportéd faculty compensation in categories 2.1 and 2.2.

in step 5.

-

86
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Kansas, and Stony-Brook), because the research
faculty were not entirely s&rvéyed in their regular
faculty-survey procedure. This tended to skew the
data away'frow research and toward the remaining
. qafégo?ﬁes for these three institutions. Another
| .observatibh of the data is that Colorado and Stony
BrOok had higher percentages df faculty time andl
compensation devoted to Academic'Suppo}t catégog{es,
primanily_ﬂfademic Administration (4.6), while
| Purdue had the least. This could be due to the way
the facd]ty—actfvity'forms'were cons?ructed and
administered, or it could reflect differing adminis-
trativgﬁstructufes at the test universitieé.

vy

STUDY GROUP To achieve comparable data~#n this.step, it would
RECOMMENDATIONS: )
: | be necessary for all pi]ot—testﬁinstitutions to meet

four conditions: (1) to use 3 faculty activity form
with common actjvity categories, (2) to sﬂrve& the
facu1pyyrout1ne1y'every academic term, g;) to use

the séme definition of faculty for all ihs?ﬁtﬁtfcns,
ahd’(4) to use the same method of administering the

~ FAA (assignment“versus self-reporting). Unfortunately,

i '()' oy none of these conditions was met in this pilotstest.

cheverg by collapsing each institution's unique set

n
P,

f - i ‘ of fabuYty activities into a standard set of faculty -

activities (initially 10.and later 7 catggdfﬁes), .
I ' ;

4o ' -




I L - A L =
. (;f - e \\, o Lo 7
- ’ o . the study grou%*fe}t that the effects of the f1rst
| Timitation were swgnifwcant]y reduced Sim1}ar1y,
- the seoond }imit;tion‘wasQet Teast pertially addressed
NG . by haQing’eec‘h institution that did not survey its
} o o faou1tx every term update its facuTty;fiie to reflect
L current course and research assignments; The third
Timitation, dissimilar faCu1ty‘groups,fwou1d not
~  likely attegt unit costs but may affect intermediate
results such es‘student/faculty ratios.n The fourth
s , f}fmitetion nes‘addressed by intToducjnq the Modified
| fﬁﬁreet CostnconCept,'more‘fully described in Step 5.
CONCLUSION: 5 IR ;The:study qﬁoup recoonized-that thére'Were major
\u.dlfferences in/ data co11ection instruments and
procedures used in co?!ecting faculty data amonq
the pilot-test institutions S1nce a- goa1 of IEP is
to produce comparable cost-data by dwsc1pline and
course 1eue1, and since most account1nq systems do
‘not record costs by Teve1 of instruction, the '
gy ‘ _ h dtfferences noted in thws chapter may have a siqni« '
” | ficant effect~on the final disaggregate unxt-cost

data.




ri.

STEP 3 APPENDIXES » g
,
'PROTOCOL 'STATEMENTS )
FOR

UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
| UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS
S " PURDUE UNIVERSITY
* STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT STONY BROOK ~
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
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N
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO
Protocol Statement’

Step 3

Synopsis of’ Instltutioaal Completion of Task

The institutional data for creatwon of Faculty Activity Ana]ysis (FAA).and
B 2

- Personnel Data Moduﬂe (PDM) data existed in two streams--one for faculty Paid

. 4 .
from Resident Instruction accounts and the other for faculty Paid from Sponsored
Research accounts. The Resident Instruction faculty service months were distri-

buted among instruction and nohinstructiona] tasks on the;basis‘of FAA data

described below. Sponsored Research faculty were assigned 100 percent to research.

The creation of FAA, PERSON, FUND, and TASK records occurred as follows:,

~Creation of FAA Data for Ranked Faculiy in Resident Instruction

The exiSting data base for determining the distributioh of faculty'
service months over the various MRU-IEP categories of effort was the .
Faculty Estimate of Actfvity and Time (FEAT) file. This file was com-
posed of data reported by approximately 85 percent of the full-time
faculty on the Boulder Campus for the fall 1975 semester. (No;other

] ~

facu]ty-effort reports were available for that year.)

- r

It was neaessary to extrapolate from'the 85 percent fall sample to 100
percent of the fiscal year 1975 76 facu]ty through the fo110w1ng metaod
Data from the FEAT fi]e were averaged by rank within academ1c depaft—
ment for subsequent use in distributing facu?ty,serv1ce months acrass

the following MRU=IEP effort categories:



- EEETRY L . . « . VL . 0 -
. . . !
. ‘ ‘g . . .
. b .
. - 1 A
. . - o
L)

b 318 o

o~ I. Ipstruction (total) (1.1)
| 2. ‘Nonwnstruct1onal .'
a.  C0urse/Curr1cu1um Development (4.6)

1'b.‘ Adqnn1§;gation/QQmmxttee Work (4.7)

. C. Depart&gﬁtaiqReséarcH' (2.3)

’ .‘#7',d.“Coun§e1§ng an& Student Service (5.3)'
. ’ e. ,fubljéﬂService . . (3.2)
 <f; ,Erp?égsfbnaY Development - (4.8)

. &

Tﬁé;programs‘for converting institutional data into TASK records in-

cluded the” following hrovisions: _ ]

o All ranked Reéident Instruction faculty were assianed the
;veggge‘distribution for their rank in their department

.o- A-campuéwide qverageldistribution were assigned to any
faculty for whom av;rage’rank‘data were not contained‘in the

CFM file o —~
) The Sponséred/ProJect Research category was blanked out in

‘the’ FAA data fi1e, since the service—month information for
facu?ty pawd from spansored research would come from account—
ing rec0rds obtained from another file (the Genera1 Ledger) .

» -A}l Teachwng Assxstants/Assocxates were a551gned 100 perg\nt

| .to instruction | .

e \

Creation of PDM PERSON, FUND, and TASK Records

, The'fbi}pwing stépg;were taken to create the PERSON, FUND, and TASK

) | . 5, ' - -
A :j" N , o 91




309

1. A f1nance office. table of accounts (for Resident Instruction, .
: ’ﬁi h

Organized Research’ Pﬂb11c Service, and Sponsored Research

¥

a;counts was obt;‘?ed and used to obtain faculty dollar and

FTE data froﬁ sumher 1975 and academic year 1975-76 Faculty

» B
Personnel Rosters

2. FTE data were converted into MRU-IEP service months according
- " to the formula - :
| \t o 3. PERSON and FUND records were generated for all Faculty ‘
| 4, ‘TASK records were generated as foliows: ‘
a. ‘InstrUEtional Tasks
| For Resident Instruction faculty, the total number of
. Seovice months distributed to Instruction was generated.
through the orocedure§ described above under Creation'
LI | © of EAA'Dafa. Then these service months were distributed
acros;leachvfoguitygmembef’k_courses taught (the courses-
-taught data were oota{ﬁed from a Course Informotion‘file)
including lah, and recxtation subsectlons, accord1ng to
the percentaqe d1str1but1on of his/her course Gontact hours

k4

(also obtained from the Course Information file)

T
) ™ . .
P - . a R -

. b. Nonwnstruct1ona1 Tasks

Res1dent Instruction facu]ty service months for non-

instructioha? act1v1t1es"wers distributed by rank thh1n

k]

departmen# us1ng fhe progrmq for FAA data descr1bed above

. i s
-
o "

Following the creation of the PERSON; FUND, and TASK retords, the POM Y.

programs were run. | .t ' o p

.
L .
o
-
1 ]

. €
- 1y . .,
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Inferences

A likely skewing of the diStribution of service months for mahy faculty

probably results from the use of fall-qonly average effort by rank within

department. This skewing could“have a nbticeabfe effect upon the results

of the MRU-IEP data for Colgrado. Institutional staff are uncertain as
! ' b

to the nature of the skewing. L 2

The'treatment of Sponsored Research faculty as 100 percent research, éven
for those faculty who taught orne or more courses, assumes this instruction

to be a costless .byproduct of research.

The use of FAA data that are faculty estimated for total scholarly

/

effort; as opposed‘to only/éssigned effort as determined by a dean or

/
chairperson, contains igherent‘skewing among categories, especially af-

. - : / ' N s .
fecting the amount of service months 13;Jnstruct1on and departmental

research, as a result of the open—ended,rvo?ﬁntary_nature of the hours
per waek worked. This skewing may very well produce data that are mark-
edly different from data produced at other institutions using different

data-collection methods.

Y

Policy Implications

Y *

Institutions thaifwéu]d want te participate in IEP on an ongoihg basis’

would need % adopt consisterit FAA reporting.

8

it

)

Y “
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UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS |
Protocol Statement

Step 3 :

Procedure

Each semester, the Universfty'of I11inois collects information on the activities

of 1ts academic staff.” The academic staff largely‘consists of teaching-

.research faculty, including graduate research angd. teachxng assistants Howaver,
it is best defined negatively, in the sense that the academic staff contains’

“a11 1nd1viduals who are‘hot in I11inois Civil Service positions. Examples of
A Y

“academic staff other than the traditional -facultygranks, i %ﬂude deans and {s
+

department heads, high 1eve1 administrators in both academic\and admxnlstrative

D

support‘unjts, 1ibrar1ans, research associates, and field’ sta in the coopera-
tive'extension service‘ The primary objective of the faculty- activxty survey
is to apportion each 1nd1vidua1 s FTE-appointment salary for that semester to
various categories of activiti®y--instruction (both direet and indirect), or- -
ganized research, public serv1ce and other support or administrative func-
tions of varigus types. The process by wh1ch this 1s perfermed is descr1bed

- .‘ .

briefly below: oS s
a .

,‘1._‘An 1nd1v1dua1 s tota1 appointment,ﬁs d#stributed by account’, where

an account distingu1shes a d;partment and a fund. For example, a :

fu]1~fime (1:0 FTE) professor in electrical enq1neer1nq may have
two appointments-« 5 FTE 1n e]ectrxca] eng1 er nq paid from state~- - -
-approprlated funds. and 5 FTE 1n-the same department paid from a

specifxc orqan1zed research contract (separate fun&9 Sxm11ar1y,

another 1nd1v1dua1 nght ha*e an appointment in two d1fferent de~ _ i.
~ =7 partments, hoth paid from the same fund. This also would result in . {
-~ two sepa:ate accounts. ‘ o | o .
o I - | ~d fl4 ' ’
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‘“ﬁgrqdﬂn\released t1me act1v1t1es in_which he or she is enqaged that SEmESr

. 3.22

The 1nd1v1dua] with the appﬂbva] ofitﬁﬁﬁﬂepariment head, d1str1butes

the totaL,FTE appo1ntment with¥n each yiven account to the various !

o

ter. To cént1nue the example above, the professon in electrical
engineering wou1 11ke1y to assign all *(.5) of his activity on the |
organizedAﬁesearch contfact to orqanized research. On the other

hand, the .5 state- appropr1ated funds appointment might be split .4.

to 1nstruct¢nh and .1 to adm1n1strat1on\‘f that professor had <

. some approved re]eased-tfme administrative duties that semester,

The FTE assigned to instruction is split further by a computer

“algorithm between the various course sections taught by the faculty

member where the algorithm is based upon the clock hours of each .

section,- 1ndependent of the 1eve1 of the course and the totaj stu-

-

dent semesteﬁ credwt ~hour load of the course. For example, if the

professor in electrical engxneerwng tauqht two course sect1ons that
%

semester, one meeting Eour hours per_week and the other,;hree hours

per week, then 4/7 X .4 FTE (and salary dollars) weuld be assigned

- to the first course and 3/7 X .4 to the second, éven if one course

' : ! a
was an undergraduate course and the-other was at the graduate level,

or if one had 10 students and the other had 50 studente.

. % ~ '
the data-collection system recognizes subsidies for tnstructional

L]

activities. For example, an’academic administrator may teach. a couySe
oné semester a year. Rather thdn transfer a portion,of that admin-

istrator's salary to that departmenl'(aceount) in the budgetary pro-

»

cess, the faculty-activity system will make that transfer via a

shbsidyAgjven—subsidy received record, which transfers a portion
\ . ! ﬂ

¢ - ¢

- h
: J,
- A 3

<

4

el

P4



. ‘ : | 3.23

of the person's FTE salary to the,departm§%a~rece{ving the benefit

of his or her services.

. é : . /{,"/

e

The process described above results in a data base conta%ning a record of FTE

salary for each activity of each academic staff member for each account for

each semester. It should be noted that simi?ar'records-are created for indi-

viduals on sabbatical leave, with such leave being defined as an activity ¢ For
the purposes of the MRU-TEP project, these records have been combined to én—‘
compass all three semesters. Because of the contents of the dété base, there -

was a straightforward means to map:

1. Departments to four-digit HEGLS d15c1p11mes via the inventory created
in step 1 of the MRU- IEP pPOJECt ,5$¥f “{ .
. /., « ' .
L 2. Course levels to course Tevels Cﬁdr instruct1ona1 activities) in step

N F}:/“,

2 of MRU IEP

3. Un1vers1ty of I1linois activfties to IEP act1v1ties on a Judgmental

basis, given thE'defin1tioﬁ of each

L

4, ‘Univeréity of Illinois fund.codes were not changed in steél3 because
agbeement had not béeﬁ reached at that time as to the IEP fun? cate-
gories. "Héwgvéra tﬁe University of I11inois fund codes were kept
intact and c;h'be mapped to IEP funds later in the project

L

Revisions Required %or 1EP

. i . “
The only revision required for the MRU~IEP project concerned the treatment of

academic salaries,. The University of Ill1nois financial and budgetary system
~ does not charge back fringe benefits or the value of tuition and fee waxvers
to individual emp]oyees or their departments. Rather, the real (in the case of

fringe benefité)»exﬁenditures or foregone income-imputed expenditures {in the case

04
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v of tuition and fee waivers) are all recorded in central poél accounts. Thus

.\,nﬂ‘""A 5 -

in order to correspcnd to MRU 1EP convent1ons, 1t was necessary to revxse the

;ﬂ,,cash Salar1es shown in our act1v1ty ana]ys1s system to ref]ect fr1nqe benefits and

tu1t1on and fee waivers. The revision was made by multiplying the ‘cash salarxes
by a variety of factors that reflected the employee rank and the fund, since the .

fringe benefits'and'wqiveis differ to some extent depending upon rank or fund.

\
Imp11cation*/Conc1u51ons

It should be noted that the procedures descr1bed above would make‘kt,possib]e

. A
to develop distribution percentages for the a]]ocation'of expenditures in any

department that employs academic staff. It is 1ikely that such pércentages .

-n

will be used only for the basic teaching reseqrch public service departments,
institutes, and centers. Most,’'if n6§3311, of the support units will be assigned

to the IEP activity structure directly, given the primary nature of those units.

With, the }eJative1y minor exception of the addition of fringe benefits to cash

salaries, we were able to mdp University of Illinois activities/salaries to the

_MRU—IEP structure in a reasonable and straightforward manner. We conclude that

=

there is no reason to believe that the protocol involved in step 3 of this

14 ]

project (for the Uni&ersity of I11inois) reqdired a{dié%ortion of our ba§ic

academic personnel-activity data. * ' | > f
Y A
/ | ’ 7
$
v g ¢
; ‘¥
| ¢
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!
LY
! 07 £




— " | | ' 3.25

~

” ib : ' o g o . UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS ’
o Protocol Statement ‘ ‘ : .
- : Step 3

- 1. Synopsis of Task

The purhosé of this_task wa\ to ascertain whether faculty activiﬁies among
the MRUs are comparable and to attempt’ta implement the Personnéel Data ModuTe
(PDM) of IEP as amended for MRUS byl(l) determining‘a.reasonab}e‘set of ~
MRU facu]ty'aEETVTties fhat can be costed-and (2) using appropriate faculty-
acfi?ity data available withi¥ each institution to map dnto the agreed-upon

" set of faculty activities.

1 o
: ‘

II. Synopsis of Institutional Completion of Task

In\drqg; to col]ect'peréonne] data for the PDM, a two-step approach was

employed. The first step was to collect financial data. These data were

L]

col]ectéd for instructional personnel (including teaching assistants and
assistant fnstructors) only, and were collected from an institutional pay-

roll data base: This data base was used to ascertain person units (numbér
/ . . :

® of months of an.individual's appointment),. compensation (salary and fringe

¢

‘ benefits'péid out to ihdividua1s), and the other information necessary

o

for pﬁe FUND records of PDM.

f;’ﬁfep 2 was more difficult and involved considerable divergence from

L

MRU-JEP ;onvention. Rather‘than using the TASK records and the software
™
of PDM to distribute compensation and person units among the faculty

activities, the following approach ﬁ?s employed.
. ‘ . t ‘ ‘

Q. ' 9y .
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In order to spﬁ1t,up an academ1c profess10na1 S twme into the var1ous .
; act1v1t1es spec1f1ed by the PDM -it was necessary to use the Faculty Aet1v1ty
~ Analysis (FAA) conducted 1n fall of 1974. - Every member of the unclassi- .

fied staff at Kansas UntvEethy wds asked to deta11 how many hours a week

.
®

'?ere spent at varaous actwvxtfes (see left-hand column of téble 1). The
w .
. 1nd1v1dua1 prnf11es were summarwzed into a departmenta1 profile, which

111ustratedlwhat,percentage 0f.t1me the;ent1re,academ1c stafﬁ.speht at

> certain activities, -, . , W N
o Tw e Lo

- . . - Y
'Y . o Lo f' !

$ince time d1d not permit the generat1on Qf a current Faculty Act1vity
,Ana1y51s, the'felloWTng method was used to update and validate the fa]l 1974
-data A copy of each department s’ fa11 1974 profﬁ]e was sent td that depart—

<

ment S head, a]ong w1th a letter from the Executtve Vice Chancellor fer the

r -

TLawreng\-Campus, explaining the. 1nformat1on in the prof11e and the 1ntended
1‘use-of the information. FEach department head Was asked to. mod1fy the pro-
‘,f11e to reflect FY 1976 activities, if any m0d1f1cat1ons were necessary,

. :
,‘*,otherW1se, it wou]d be assumed that their profi]e had rema1ned unchanged

since 1974, : o ' & oo

. The upd&ted‘prafiles were used to provide the percéntage.distfibutidn among
; . . T

faculty activity for each instructional department. . This information was

then coded onto the TASK records.

-~ I11. Other Comments

T-

~ Some difficulfy arose from the fact that there is not a one-to-one corres-

pondence between the activities used in the FAA and the'actdvities incor-
: A ; ,

o~

porated into PDM. However, most activities could be- mapped from the KU

L{. : N
¢ . .(j()

: ' / é
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study to the NCHEMS structure-(see table 3A.1). Two mgfgr problens developed
in this mappihg process. The first regarded‘a cate%gg; called Unscheduled
“ feaching {B. f), which includes thesis advising, thegis cormi ttee partieipe—
b t1on, and partic1pation in another facu]ty member S course - This activity
‘was mapped into 1. T Xxxx.90 in the NCHEMS structure which created severa]
JF* _ m1smatches “when the Student Data Modu]e (SDM) and)pDM data were merqed THE
resolution of thege mxsmatphes s de;cr1bed 1ater} This mod1f1cet1on also had
a tendéney to siight]x_eyerstate Ddétoral Student Thesis Dissertation Advising
‘kactinty 1.1.xxr;£90): - The othervdhtuse activity was Academic Support (ﬁ.3),
. ; nhidh.had'no anang as far as the NCHEMS structure is concernéd To solve,
| . th1s‘prob1em, the percentage of t1me spent in Academic Support (usua]ly qu1te
snﬁW]) was dwstrwbutdﬂ proport1onete1y across all other activities.
BRI The finel stage for imp]enentatiqnéof the.PDM_medule involved some “1eundry”
work to e]iminate‘?he m?smetches mentioned above. A great many of these Y
‘oceurred because of the assumptipn'concerning the hmpping‘of unsgheduled
‘teaching into.1.7.xxxx.90." Itsappears that in some departments, there were
no doctd\al thes1s student credrtﬁunne, but that the effort reported at
that TeVel resu]ted from a faculty member adv1s1ng doctoral students in
anether department.or part1c1pat1ng in another facu]ty member's course.
ﬁo resolve the mismatches, whenever effort was reported but student credit
hours (SCH) did not exist, ‘the effort was redistributed prpportxonately to
c0ursev1evels where SCH were generated.
| e |
T . Sabbaticals were handled in the~f011owing fashion. Sin;e the generation

4L0f the PDM depended on a departmental profile rather than individual faculty

records, it was quite impossible to distribute the time of those faculty

Fug
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' ﬁn sabbatical to Personal Development (4.8). Instead, the departmental
profile was applied to all faculty dﬁ sabﬁaticaJ; and thus Personal

Development will be somewhat understated.

Table 3A.1
KU FACULTY ACTIVITY ANALYSIS- : ' PDM CROSSOVER
Part 11 - . Scheduled Teaching:
Sec. A ~ UG-LD 1.1.xxxx.20
. : UG-UD . 1.7.xxxx.30
| - G-1 - 1.1.xxxx.50 "
. G-11 .- 1.7.xxxx.60
B.1 . Unscheduled Teaching ) 1.7.xxxx.90
B.3 . Course Development 4,7 -
D.2 ~ Administration Duties 4.6
D.4 - Committee Participation 4.6
. €A Creative’ Activities 2.3
C.3 'Sponsored Research - ¢ . ) 2.2
"""‘"wna“,%' B.2 R 'Academic Advising, : . e . 5.3
| e Y Student Activities 5.3
CE.2 ﬁggﬁeral.ProfessiohaT Services 3.2
Wy, )
- E. ‘ ‘Extension 3.3
c.2 Professional Déve1opment 4.8
D.3 Academfc Support--suppressed category and redistributed per-
\ v4' centage assigned in proportion to effort
+ devoted to remaining activities.
S )
A
QT “ ‘ . Illl
584(;57 ' 4
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, PURDUE UNIVERSITY I
~ Protocol Statement

"Step 3

Purdue University Activity and Assignment Report

Purdue's Activity and Assignment (A&A) feports are the meqium for collecting

the types and quantity of‘effort that indtvidua1 faculty members are invb]ved

in during a gtyen operating period. Genesis of the staff-activity reports began

in the early thirties, when President E. C. E1liott requeeted sych informatidn from

nis faculty, which numbered about 70. The data gathered wene_used originally as

reference, available for answering inquiries from legislators, citizens, and others.
, It wasn't until 1952, when the Office of'Institutional Studies was established,

that the service report was used primari?y fnr eosting purposes. S1nce 1952

Purdue has prepared annua] cost studies, both direct and ind1rect with the

heart of the studies being the data generated from the staff-activity reports'.

From a beginning distribution of approximat,}y 70 has grown a system that now

produces actfvity reports for more than 6,500 staff a semester.

Semester reports are generated for every monthly paid staff member from a

teaching and research'departnent or for anj‘individual who is involved in con-
tact teachang Staff c]ass1f1cat1ons include faculty ranks, qraduate assistants
‘bOth teach1ng and research; and month1y paid adm1n1strat1ve and profeﬁisﬂgal staff.
The reports are 1ssued to all department heads by the Office of Analytical Stud1es
(OAS) at the end of each semester. Two parts of the four-part form may be sent '
directly tq the faculty memben, who reports his activity in terms of average

hours per week. The departmentfhead reviews this ‘information and completes. the
copy that is forwarded to the dean and OAS, reporting Bnly assigned'fu]]—time-
N

H
Ye

* . o l
.
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equ1va1ent (FTE) staff for each-applicable catfgony The indijvidual's copy
a]so may be sept back to him W1th the assigneds FTE entered. Differences be-
tween the relative weights of the activities as reported by the faculty and

the assigned weights as ?eported by “the departma&t head idea1Ty are exp]ained,

: Justif1ed or ot“erw1se resolved through d1a109ue between the part1es In this

way, the A&A reports fulfill their central. report1nq function and a]so may be

. used as a planning and management tool by the departments.

N ' ¥

, >
Input Data to the Personne1 Data Modu]e (PDM)

Much of the 1nput data to the PDM was gathered, massaged, and d1str1buted by

Purdue's jinternal direct-cost system. The Person, Fund, and Task records
were created in two distribution programs from this system and autématicdlly
inputted into the PDM. One program distributes salary dollars and payroll FTE to

the activities reported by each individual during the fiscal year (on a semester

1Dy seméster-basis). The outputiff]e from this program contains one supporting

,  :payrq11 recard for each assignment record. This file is then ufed to create

L

. the Person, Task, and Fund records.

-

, e ‘ :
Funding {payroll) input to the PDM is created from the University's Staff Bene-

fits and Payroll Data. Payroll charges fof those salaried individuals included

in the PDM are accumulated each month and organizéd into files relating to each
. : / , - ‘
operating period (semester).- From the earnings infgrmation available by account,

FTE staff is calculated and incorporated into the records. There is a total of

2.500 FTE staff per individual available in a given fiscal year, 1.000 for each

semester and .500 for the summer session. For inclusion in the PDM, these
activity units had to be multiplied by a factor of 4.5 to create man montryv
(person units).

I
r
- bt
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N

Compensation reeords'used to create the fund records' encompassed both salaries
ena fringe benefits. In ﬁurdue‘s PDM, theee two ‘components ere identified
separately. - Fringe benefits‘comprise institutionally peid,premiums_for medical
{nsurance, 1ife insaranceq social security, and-stdff tuition waivers. Staff fee'
remissions were determined us1ng an averaqe semester fee remit for both res1-
dent and nonres1dent students of $590 for the’ fa]l and sprina semesters and

$285 for the summer ses§1ou.

were created from the aforementioned system on a seméster by semester'

basié Tasks spec1f1ca1]y fdent1f1ed in the PDM were c1ose1y aliagned to the

' 10 acti 1ty\d7tegor1es on Purdué's report The only activity not identified

separately was Course and. Curr1cu1um Development. This act1v1ty is included in
. (Academic Admjn1strat1on). The salary paid to a faculty member while on

.. \
sabbatical was identified with the home ‘department and placed in 4.6, as

£

-

]

Since Purdue's directfcost system is used to provide data for the indirect-cost
study conducted by the Office of Contracts and Grants Business Affairs, if is
essential thatvactivities reported are dictated by the individual's funding.
Therefore the person qoalifier-is an inherent'feature that s Rrepared prior to

*

PDM input. Forvexample,*if'none of the account numbers in an,in&%vidual's
fonding record wids é,general.unrest icted fund, a “ﬁook—up" table was used to
create Program glassificéti;n Structure (PCS) assignments baseé upon the payroll
record. ‘If;an individual's funding was entire?yvfrom a sponsored reseérch |
account, a‘PCS code of 2.2. (Individual or Project‘Research) was aésiqned. One

departure fnomytﬁe MRU-IEP conventions was in the treatment of unsponsored
| _ .,

® Toq



3.32

L

departmental research. Reéearth'aetieity funded from general, unrestricted funds
is regarded as an 1nstruet1ona1 program elemerft at Purdue and was therefore
crossed to 1.1. (Instructwon) rather than 2. 2 (Ind1v1duaT or. Project Research).
Assignment of admwn1stratpr ranks appearan in the PDM were as follows
Adm1nistrat1ve activities re1at1nq to the Un1vers1ty act1v1t1es and‘conducted by
departmeqt heads were assigned a. PCS code of 6 o - (Executxve Management).
Department’ adm1n1strat1ve act1v1t1es were assigned to 4.6. (Academic Administra-

tion). Administrative act1v1t1es reported by deans and adminiéfrators from a

‘dean's department were also assigned to PCS 4.6.

{
-
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STATE UNIVERFITYS'OF.NEN YORK AT STONY BROOK
* ‘ - - Protocol Statement .
| Step 3
/7 . .

In this moduie, two significant sets of data were not included. Thg first‘
represents the areas in which we lack detail necessary for 1nc1us1on iﬁ~MRU IEP
Summer-school curricu]um and informal studxgs are such areas. The second NS
area is that of contributed personnel not inc]qde& in the Personnel Data Module

pl

(PDM). Within this area, the unfunded individual teaching was dropped rather

’

“than costed at some average rate. . The research funded individua] was. also.not f
1 ¢ costed due to & campus p011cy that all our professionals should be encouraged
to undertake appropriate instructional assignments that do.not detract from the1r
pe}formance'of‘primarj duties. Generally, less than five instructional cdntact )
) hou;s per week 1is consid&red not to de%ract>from primary research duties. | ‘\\
\ Thefr cbmpensgiion'remaihs.1odged %n Organized Research rathek thap split
between instruction and resedrch.

[}

Personne] Data Module (PDM)

The follow1ng details qua]ify our structure of the PDM.

1. Fall 1975 ang spring 1976 semesters are included. Extended Day student
work Toad (Cpntfnuing Education--master's level) funded from regular
state funds is also included. Summer student wérk Toad is not included.
Informal-studies noncredit-bearing work 1oad is not included.

2. Instructional tasks (1.1) were assigned to course levels in accordance -

with the Student Data Module (SDM) design. Fg;e levels aré i.ndudedT
biscip]ine HEGIS codes were assigned also in achrdanée with the SDM:

Contact hours (activity units) in instructional tasks taken: from our

i ' :
‘ L@ -y




used for faculty compensation FUND records.

! 3.4 -
~ | -

¢
L

o ‘ >
Course and Section Analyses (CASA) file. A1l individuals with teaching -
g .

L)

'\tasks supported by unrestr1cted funds are 4ncluded in the 5DM

Instructxonal supportive and'non?nstruct1onq1 act1v1ty units of facu]ty
were obtained from the F74-S75 Faculty Act1v1§L\Ana1ys1s (FAA), as thls
was the most current report ava11ab1e FAA data were availahle for
facu1ty supported by unrestr1cted funds (less teaching and graduate
a551stants) Addwtiona] TASK records for, act1v1t1es outside of qeneral

A '
academic instruct1on‘were generated based on faculty response in terms of

,percentage of time. If o response was rece1ued for a partlcular faculty

member. a department average was assigned based on his fundwng departmeot.

. :,.r ,‘

Hea]th Sowence faculty with teaching tasks on the General Campus and

Health Science Center disapﬂnes were dropped General Campus facuH:y -

- with teach1ng tasks in Health Sc1ence Center. disciplines were dropped

. “Service months were assigne on the bas1s of FTE and number of semesters ‘

taught. FTE was mu1t1p11ed by 9 months 1f the faculty member taught

two semesters and by 4.5 months if he only taught one semester. ‘Teaching

- and research assistants were initially equated to .Zé FTE. 'This was later

increased to .50 FTE to bring those data into conformance with practice
. e
estab]ished by the other pilot universities. The FTE of teaching

'administrators were mu1tiplied by 12 montns, no%EA$ter how many semesters

the admin1strators taught." Serv1ce months for adm1n1strators 1n 1nstruc—

\

tion were later scaled down by the PDM proqrams, since add1t1ona1

administrative tasks are generated. e

‘The state year-end payroll file (April 1, 1975 - Marh 31, 1976) was

!

Eringe benefits of those with instructional tasks are included on inde-

pendent FUND records.
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included as fringe benefits.\Independent FUND records were generated.

Waivers are!estab?ished in 1ine wigh the FTE.

y " Waiver $° FTE
1/2 time § 675 . .12/.13
3/4 time , 1,015 .18/.19
Full time . 1,350 4

a. mfd«point between.fn-state and out-of-state tuition~charges. |
Researcﬁ funded and unfunded individuals th had teaching tasks were
dropg?d. Contact hou}s'dropped for fall gnd'spring numbered 1,215,

Administrators were assigned service months and salary dollars in accor-

" dance with contact hours delivered in instruction. The SUNY costing

algorithm was used as follows: \‘_,

Weekly faculty
contact hours

(Sum_of F-75 and S-76) | ~ PDM Treament

Less than.lo . -Tasks dropped} no costs or service months

- : .. applied to instruction e
10 to 15.99 ' 25 perteht of salary and three service

.months applied to instruction \
16 to 23.99 . o 50 perceﬁt{of salary and six service months
: o A - applied td instruction

24 or moQF 100 percent of salary and twelve service
months applied to instruction

The balance 6f administrators' salaries was maintained in the administrative
: - . e

funding account. This split was accomplished by generating additional

TASK records for administrators who taught.

Sabbaticals--Instructional teaching tasks for a faculty member were

dropped from the PDM for the term in which hé was on sabbatical Teave.

Those on sabbatical for the academit year were éisigned nine service months

.
. N
.
3

f

l)

_r1.s
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in activity task 4~8. The salary '?ssigned to the 4.8 task was half thé

. regular annua1 salary. Those on-sabbatical for one term (fall or

spring) were ass1gned 4.5 service months in act1v1ty task 4.8. The
salary assmned to the 4.8 task was half the regular annual sa?ary . The .
ba]ance Q‘F salary énd service mon ths was ass1gned to teaching tasks in
the other semesteg. Th1s was accomphshed by usinq quahﬁed FUND and
TASK records. '

Compensation and person units were d.jstributed within the PDM software

- in accordance with activity upits (co}ytact hours) reported in CASA and

FAA. | v ‘

‘ + - ‘ - e 3
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

4 . Protocol Statement .

Step 3‘

-

i . |

<1,  ? data were'extracted from our Facu1¢y Activity Aha]ysis (FAA)

| systemlngeport1ng to this sy;tem are academic faculty, research facu]ty,
adminxstrators\of academic departhents,‘{Zach1ng asswstants and research
assistaﬁts. The reséonse'rate is about 95 percent.

'2.; Cdmpensaticn réported waé'just three times monthly salary; no fkinée benefits or
tuition waivers were included. |

3. Person units were calculated as 3 (percent FTE)/100. The percent ETé comes from

the payroll system
.. Activity units used were simply percentage of time as reported to the FAA

s

£

system. ¢

5. FUND data were extracted from the FAA, which had extracted it from the -

~ payroll system. | | L o )
6. TASK data came from the FAA. ) - e
7. FAA data are collected and,:eviewed_bykééth academic department. How much
. _’rpvigw-Qﬁd by whom varies. -
8. Compensation and person units were distributed to activities via the PDM.
9; Person qualification was used. o \

10. Persons on sabbatical are coded with qgtivity code 511 (1eave), which in turn
is assfgned to activity center 4.8. Compensation reported is their leave L/
salary. Person units are reduced in the same proportion as salary.

11. Research and/academtc administration are repoYtéd in tﬁe'FAA.

Academic administratfon was assigned to activity center 4.6.

o . | - 10
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, . : \. .
i -

Research was split between acbavity centers 2 2 and’z 3. That doﬁfion

. “A
. { v
, - funded by the state was coded as 2.2, the rest as 2.3 %
o +27’_Thg grand totals of person units-(person months), compensation, and averane
monthly salary were checked for reasonableness.
[y - , \
\ k]
» ! . v ‘
. . ] ‘
. . . o ‘
* - ‘ 1‘ ‘| . 4
- g ;:i- * / ' !
¢ . ’ N %
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\ ¢ | ; STEP 4 L
y .j: . \ » .‘“ )
. TOPIC: SIS . @Eoss-check for errors between faculty—activixy'
{f o | déta and student-enroliment data.
¥ | |
DBJECTIVE: -+ To determine that the disciplines and course
. | “levels taught by the faculty are identical to
"th&'&3§é?plines and course 1evé?s in wﬁich the: .
students are enrolled and to visually in§péct
N faculty and student data for errors, inconsi§-

" tencies, and improbable data. '

GENERALILE? PROCE@URES: In order to relate the faculty-activity data to

- . . “  the student-enrollment data, both sets of data
R L

e must be coded ts&ihe fdentica1.actiyity structure.
( Freduentiy, mismétches°among distip}ines and |
, - course levels occur. The plrpose of this step is

.ri::) - to vesolve any signjficént mismatches between

. the two data sefs befofe‘proceeding with the

analysis.
J
ADDITIONAL MRU  None. - ‘

PROCEDURES _ : - , | -

( ‘ ( ‘ B :
COLLECTION TIME PERIODY No new data were collected in this step. The
@q '

oy - : ‘matching of the two data éets is an iterative

L process that proceeded simultaneously with the

. collection of the faculty data in step 3.

Y - o 112
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ANALYSIS OF THE DATA:  The analysis of the data was doneby visually
o ‘examiniﬁg a listing of thé faculty and studént

s data by four*dqut HEGIS codes and course Tevel to
. | ;f" o jidentify any number Of pcss1b1e=1ncon51stenc1es.

Table 4.1 lists the ﬂumber of potent1a1 problems

for each inst}tutvon, Bas1ca1lf each 115t1ng

¢

3 |
was checked by looking down-columns for mismatches

b

N _ | , or unlikely data. A1so; dccUrrencés.of 1éss.

“than 50 cred1t hours, very high credit- hOur/

.

service-month ratios, and serv1ce months 1ess L

\

. | - | than 1.0 were recorded for double-checking by th?.

institution. When credit hours or service

' ‘ S | months are very lbw, or when the faculty and

TABLE 4.1 NG
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL PROBLEMS IN FACULTY AND STUDENT DATA

.

. cu - IL KU “py S8
1. Number of occurrences of salary with no SCH 6 12 0 3 10
2. Nymber of occurrences of SCH with no salary 8 6 17 8 5 —
";. Number of SCH < 50 hours (excluding -30) ‘ 8 28 29 18 g
4. Number of Center ID errors (in 1.1 only) ,{ 0 2 0 2 _ 3‘
5. Number of productivity ratios over 1,000 (combined ’f 2 % ] -_-}; P
with Tow person units and SCH) ‘ .
k. Mumber of person units < 1 | 6 17\ 7 IR
: F;*N:n;;—r*o(fa -5;1;'; arrors . | 0 11 F 0 O_’_( ) O o
o) ndar of Mies witn ore ormreof besewn |2 o %o
Total disciplines and course levels . | 228 573 210 w26 189
. ‘Problem rate ‘ : 10.5% 10.6%  13.3% 5. 4? _1'5”33 T

boes not subtotal from figures above, because some lines contain multiple problem types.




1

. data are from different terms or years, small
é}rors'can.bécome-maénified, and resu]ts_(parti—
? | ' cu?arly ratios) can be.badly diSforted:
e .
R A]So?ca]cu]ated at the bottom of table 4.1 is
o a ”brob]em rate“'fsf eachxihstitutién'ca1Cu1ated
by 3f§iding the numﬁet of potentfa} inconsis-
tencies by the total of a]]_discip}}nes and
\ Ccourse 1évéls for each institution. fhis pkbb]eh
rate ranged frdm 6.4 percent at Purdue‘te 15.3
percent at.Stony Brook, éveraginﬁ 9.9 percent for
a]Ylinstftufibns‘in the pilot test. Thus about 1
of every 10'disc§pline/coqfse levels contained a
. S ‘ potential problem or érr§r. White this may seem
| "1ike a -arge occurrence of prbbﬁem‘aregé, most
. of them were readily éxp]ainab]e when‘examined by
the institutional ;epresentatives...qu example,
the type 1 error, salary but no student credit
hour (SCH), occurred in disciplines where a faculty
member was agsigned,'ﬁut studénfsﬂwg¥e régiste+ed with
a course brefix that indicated a differeﬁp discipline.
Likewise the type'2 error, SCH but no sa]af&, was often
\‘ . ) - ~the”resu1t of a university not recogniéing the |
cost of.facu1ty salaries, for example, in military
scjence. Type 3 errors (SCH < 50 hours)AQccurred

in the event of extremely small discipline or

)

flggig‘ | | !*74
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\

course-1%‘e1 offerings. High productivity "N

ratios ( pe 5 error) were often the result of

extremely iow person units (type 6 error).
Gl

Institut1ohs were 1nstructed to examine each potent1a1

prab]em aré& and make a correctlon to the data

“set where né@essary As a resu]t of this step,

-

titutions generated new student

many of the i1

and/or facultj ata sets before moving on to

the next step in 1h( pilot test.

'\.'

The visual inspect1on Df the credit hours, ~4

compensation, person un1ts and productivity

’

-ratios for each d1scip11ne qnp course level
showed that errors'or prob]eﬁéjip combining-‘
the faculty and student data séts were very

. N 3 . .
common, although not necessarily serious in '

“terms of absolute magnitudes. Institutions . °

need to be alerted to this fact and be prepared

to spend some staff time locating ana_resblving ‘ ‘
mismatches., inconsistencies, and errors. It |
would be he]pfui if the IEP spftware‘éutomatically
edited and summarized the data in the same way

that the visual edit was done here. Suggested

f

editing rules are those for which errors or
problems were rétorded in the list in table 4.1.
One large source of error in the data examined

here was the use of current student data with

.5 |
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'STUDY GROUP -
RECOMMENDAT IONS :

4.5
¢ - |
t -~

faculty-activity &ata from former years. It ’
. Y .

18 fecommended that institutions, if at all

pOssibTe, use faculty and studenf data frdhm

the same terms and years. If it is necessary S
. pll , ‘
to use the two data sets from different years,

then problems will continue to’arisé in two
1nstances: (1) where a very Jow credit Hourgg_
paired with a Fe}atively high compensation
figurelkwﬁi;h'w%ﬁ]“{hf1ate-uqit costs) and
vice versa and (2) wheré‘nd créﬂ?is were
pkoduced-butgcompensatidn‘do]]ars‘have
been allocated to the course 1evél and vice
versa.
Step 4 was basically des#gned as a technical
step ‘to match the consistenéy of the student
and facu?éy files at each of the inqimidhé1
institution;. This was done, and a\numbér of
inconsistencies were found and pointed qut to
the institutional representatives. Most of 1:hem..A

- errors were discovered to be oversights on

their part or occurrences for which there was

an acceptable explanation. For instance, in

most cases, Military Science (1800) producéd
a mismatch betweeh student credit hours and faculty
service months, hecause thé faculty time was

for the most part "donated" by the armed

/

i'](j
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. ‘ ' ) ' ! .
‘services and therefore the-compensation and °
service months were not, record®d in the institu-
o tional records. Even though the problem rates were

relatively high (6.4 percent to 15.3 percent), . .

-

*

the*instituﬁions felt the types and magnitude of

the errors were minimal and could easily be

corrected. ThélstUdy group recommends, however,
“hat a recqncilia%ion‘of student and faCu1ty.data.

be performed before introducing the expenditure

data into the ana1y§is.‘

- CONCLUSION: | The data examined here, while diverse, appeared
sufficiently consistent and reasonable that - o
SN _proceeding with this test of information exchange
, ;- |

among major research universities seemed appropriate.

-

§




5.1 '
: | v STEP 5
; - ]
TOPIC: . Collection and analysis of instituttona];expenditure
data and production of medified direct cost data.4
. («- OBJECTIVE: L To aid the institutions in crossing over their current

funds expenditure -data to the IEP activity structure
and to'analyze the results for cpnsistedcy and

completeness.

]

GENERAL 1EP 3ROéEDURES:' The general IEP procedures are discussed on paqes
2.14-2.42 of Techn1ca3 Report 65 (2nd edition).
. ' | The general p?ocedures do not attempt to distinquish‘

among“sources of funds, nor do they attempt to main-

-

; , tain separate object of expenditure categories.

B | -

ADDITIONAL MRU One of the orig1na] charges to the MRU study group

PROCEDURES: :
g s was to attempt ta differentiate costs by source

~ of funds. Consequently, the pilot-test group
agreed to cpdify their expenditures data into
four categories of current funds:

e General Funds (GEN)--Primarily unrestricted
fuhds arisifdg from state appropriations and
student tuition income.

° Restricted Funds (RES)--Primarily gifts,
grants, and contracts that are restricted
by the funding agency or granter.

£

b

4, The University of Washington data were added to the analysis at this
point in the pilot test. '

ERIC » . 118




5.2 &

e Indirect Cost Recovery (ICR)~-The indirect-
. ¢cost-portion of grants and contracts.

e Auxiliary Funds (AUX)--Funds generated from ™
services provided to students, faculty, or
staff for which a fee is charged that is
directly related to but not necessarily equal
to the cost of the service. Auxiliary enter-
prises are essential elements in support of the

, educational. program and conceptually should be,
g regarded as self-supporting. ¢ Examples of
‘ /f{ auxiliary enterprises typically include“housing
and food services,\college unions, college
‘ _stores, faculty clubs, recreational facilities,
/ ’ o and frequently, intercollegiate athletics.

*

- In addition, each university classified it§ current=-
funds expenditures into one of the following object-
of-expenditure categories:

. - ¢ Academic Salaries (ACAD.SAL)--The gross
salaries (exclusive of any fringe benefits)

~ paid to employees holding an academic
appointment. This cateqgory includes graduate
assistants, postdoctoral students, as well"

.as those individuals holding temporary or
part-time appointments..

e Academic Fringe Benefits (ACAD.FRG)-«The .
fringe benefits paid to the academic staff.

, o Fringe benefits typically include expenditures

i o 3 for: |

. - Social security N
, - Retirement ,
- Medical insurance
- Life insurance
- Disability insurance
~ Unemployment compensation
~ Workmen's compensation
- Dther benefits such as fee remissions
and scholarships for staff and staff
dependents , '
F) -

!
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“~ L
¢

Nonacademig,salaries (STAF.SAL}~-The gross:
sal’arie%{exclusive of any fringe benefits.)
paid to“employees not holdiny an academic~

appointment, This category includes salaries

.. paid to managerial and techmical support

~

‘staff.
‘benefit expenditures.) . = -

. staff, clericdT and service staff, and works

study students (both the institution’s 20

‘percent portion as well as the federal

government's -contribution of 80 percert).,

Nonacademic Fringe Benefits (STAF.FRG)--

The” fringe benefits paid to the nondcademic
?See abover 1ist for typical fringe-

~

Supplies and ExpenseslQS&E;EXP)--Inc}ude‘thé.“
. following types of_current-funds.expepditures:

Travel

Telephone °

Honoraria :

Association dues T
Purchased publications (nonlibrary and
subscription) R .o
Mailing expenses' o ] o
General office and instructional smﬁﬁi@S"
Office equipment , ‘
Instructional or educational equipmerfl.
(capital and noncapital items budgete® on
‘a recurring Basis, incfuding repair)

. Expenditure items not appearing on this list,
“such as utilities, should appear
cost in a support-activity center. Y

Table 5.1 was later added to c1arify~which

expenditures were to be considered a direct cost

of the user department and which were to be

c]a§sifiad‘initia?]y'in_a support account.

20

initially as a~
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. , “ B TABLE 5.1
» . ‘ - RECOMMENDED ‘TREATMENT FOR SELECTED. 0BJECTS EJF EXPENDITURE
o
Direct Support
-~ Object of Expenditure Cost - Cost Center.
Academic Computing Support /
, Administrative Computing ' 6.3
Mai1--Postage A N _
Mail--Personnel 6.4
‘ Motor Pool v/ »
- . ‘ Physical Plant--Dept. Request '
o . | | Physical Plant--Janitorial A 6.5
., . A . Physical Plant--Major Repair . 6.5
LT . - o Printing, Copying o /
g \ - '. _ Rental of Building and Equipnent / .
« ' P Security \ \ ‘ 6.4
/ _ \ ‘ ' " Telephone~-Installation v/
- ‘ ' Telephone--Tolls ¥ _ 4
| | Telephone--Service o . . 6.4
. ' Travel .
Utilities--Auxiliary ‘ vt v/ . .
' Utilities ’ ' | . 6.5

»

s
- . N | .
~ COLLECTION TIME PERIOD: Approximately nine months were allowed for
the entire direct-cost phase of the cdst study.
This inc}udéd collecting expenditure data from
. f%e institutiond, checking it for consistency

' ¥ L,,\§\\\?nd completeness, Eunninq the initial set of

N~— | | allocations, and producing the direct-cost

*
*

H
+ reports. ~
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ANALYSIS OF THE DATA:  As in earlier steps, each institution was
‘asked to submit a protocol statement explaining how
the IEP pro;edures were implemented on their cémpus.
'In addition, each 1nstitu£ion was asked to prepare a
sfétement reconciling their total cur?ent funds'éxpen-
. ditures,asvre&orded'in their fiﬁancia1 statements

to those expenditures reporteﬁ in the MRU-IEP cost
. ’ study. Table 5.2 is qﬁ example of the reconciTiation-
statement prepared by Purdue University. These

" reconciliation and protocol statements were analyzed

| 8
_to pinpoint differences. or inconsistencies among the
-
six univerSities jigat might have occurred during
- this implementation step.. Table 5.3 records those
. differences that were evident from the institutional
. statements and from discussions with study-group
} . members. | ‘
TABLE 5.2 _ .
o ’ ' March '78 ‘
! PURDUE UNIVERSITY i
1975-76 MRU Cost Study , &
' Reconciliation
) ' ' Unrestricted  ICR Restricted  Auxiliary Total
Campus West Lafayette . . Fund Fund Fund ___Fund © A1l Funds
1. Financial Report Expendi tures 91,985,150 51,826,472 23,130,936 166,942,558
I1. Expenditure Adjustmen££>, \
A. Fee Remissions ' ,
1. Staff and Graduate Assistants 8,298,878 - . - 4,798,878
" 2. Institutional and Statutory 1,484,781 . - - 1,884,781
Total Fee Remissions 5,783,659 5,783,659
g. Imputed Eringe Benefits oo 2.653,376 - - 2,653,315
C. Transfers o S 2,825,725 (1,077,454) 4,398,696 5,746,967
Regfonal Campus Adwin. (23 Fund) - ' . .
Elimination ~ o+ {20,786) - - (70,786)
E. Indirect Cost Recovery  (6,823,534) 6,823,534 - P -0-
: w. - Subtotal - Expenditure Adjustments . 4,018,840 6,823,353} . (1,077,454) 4,398,696  14,1§3,216

111, Gross Adjusted Financia) Report Expanditure 96,003,590 6,823,53¢ 50,749,018 27,529.632 181,105,774

-
. . . \\\ ) * N . | ’_
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Colorado
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TABLE 5.8

INST(TU%lDNAL DIFFERENCES IN COLLECTING EXPENTITURE DATA
SUMMARIZED FROM INSTITUTIONAL PAUTOCOL, STATEMENTS °

e -

"I1linois

~

— et iwie = aa L F_—

Kansas

’

3

Purdue

Stony Brook

“ee e

Wisniniton

Treatment of indirect
Ll recosery ;!CR)

-

AeRAnr e computing
esnenditures

»

|

|

|
|
|
|

o o+ ————— = - et

E,
; Ml, ey e fenr e
|
i
¢

irouted fringe benefits

. “ .

Turtion waivers as
fringe benefitd

t11+ination of interfund
or interdepartmental
transfeérs

Allogation of central
vl anstraliun
rrprnAditures

crofessions

Student naspital
g4peniitures

fypitatinn qrants for
heglin-srience educ.

Grganized activities

and research

‘| Distributed pro rata

according to 1975-76
ICR cost study

Adjus ts made to
inciud® ‘as direct costs
based on usage periods

‘Adjustments wmade for
fringe bhenefits paid by
Lstate .

Res ident and nonresi-
dent tuitfon waivers
inc luded at the average
rate

Interfund transfers were
eliminated

Yes, based on gross
vependitures of the
rerpinnal rampuses

L]

Organtzed as 8 weparate
campus and therefore
exc luded

flecorded as Auxiliary
Funds

Racorded as Restricted
funds

Primarily recorded as

*

related to inslru:tion*:ﬁuxilfary Funds

Budgeted {ndependently
of negotiated ICR
formula

Recorded as dirpct
expenditures in the’
accounting recosds; no
amortization of equip-
rent

Adjustements made for

fringe benefits paid by
state

Resident portion
included; nunresident
portion not recognized
as cost

Financial reports were
prepared at net; no
adjustments were
necessary

Yes, based on gross
capumtitures of the
reqinnal ragouses:

universitywide
aradembe unite,
exc luded

witre

Draanized as a separate
campus and therefore
vaL fuded

Recorded as Auxiliary
Funds

Recorded &s Restricted
Funds

Recorded as Auxiliary
Funds

b e e e e e e

Budneted indepgndently
of ncgotiated ICR
formuls

Recorded as direct
expenditures in the .
accounting records;
equipment 1s leased

No'adjustment was
necessary

.

Resident portion
includled: nonresident
partion not recognized
as cost Y
Financial reports were
prepared at get; mo
adjustmenté were
necessary v,

I3

Yes, most university-
wide functiens were
already allocated as a
part of the operating
hudrnet

]

g
Organized as a separate
campus* and therefore |
extiuded

3

Recorded as Auxiliary
Funds

Recorded as Rest®icted
Funds

Not applicable |

f

Mt . o - = e & o b o m — e ¢

t

Oistriduted in same
were qgenerated

Recorded as direct

expenditures in the
accounting records.
equipment fs leased

Adjustments made for
fringe henefits paid by
state

Resident and nonresi-
dent’ tuition waivers
included at the average
rate

Financial reports were
preparad at het, no
adjustments were made
for interfund transfers

Yes, based on gross
expenditures of the
regional campuses

Not applicable

e

Recorded as Auxiliary
Funds‘

Recorded as Restricted
Funds

Recorded as Restricted
Funds

manner as indirect costs
¢

14

hootis = e e —

Distributed in sanme
manner as indirect costs
were generated

‘Adjustments made to

include as direct costs
based on usage records

Adjustments made, for
fringe benefits paid by
state »
Resident and nonresi- .
dent tuftion waivers
included at the average
rate

Interfund transfers were
eliminated

Yes, a pro rata portion
of central administre-
tive expenditures was
fncluded

Adiustments made to px-
clude héalth-science-
center costs frowm cost
s tudy

Recorded as Restricted
Funds

Recorded as (eneral

“Funds
[¥13] y

Did not atto-rt to brex
eut TCR funds (o ey
with Genela' Funds

Recorded av direct ey
ditures in "he accouri

ords; no a.ortization
of equipren®

No adjustment was
necessary Iy

Resident an ! non-

rosident tuition waners |

included at the averace
rate

Finanajal reports were
prepared at net; no
adjustrents were
necessary

hot applicadle

¥

Tncluded in cact study

?/3 General Funds
1/3 Auxiliary funds

Recorded as Restricted
Funds

Recorded as General
Funds

|
J
|
n-

it

9°G

| I
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L ' . fThe pilot-test group decided it would be necessary to

. perform a §erigs of preliminary al]ocafions at the
‘depa}pmen;al level before direct costs could be
compared among fhe six universities. The group
felt these preliminary allocations were necéssar}. Aﬁi
to partially offset the differences arising out of
step 3--the collection of theffacu]ty-activity data.w
Six different instruments were used to ¢ollect the
faculty data. Some of them were!e comprehen-
sive than others in the type of aCtivities surveyédﬁ

This had the net effect of drawing dollars out of

instruction inﬁo costtcenfers!that Tight be termed

Tnstruction-related activities. These included

such activities as'DepdftmenQal Research ' 43

(2.3), Academic Administration (4.6), Course and

Curriculum Development (4.7), Professional Develop-
A 8) s and Academic Advising/Counseling {1.9).
men Ll 8 ) ’ ( ing/Co A
) The following~table illustrates the magnitude of
_ these instruction-related qctfvities for the six
pilot-test institutions.
-? } . ‘ " . |
The -allocations were made according to the following

decision rules.

® Academic Advising/Counseling (1.9)--Allocate

. ) , to all activity centers within 1.1 Instruction
_ (excluding doctoral dissértation) by four-digit
\t , HEGIS and course Tevel on the basis of student

credit. hours.
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' E
e “‘ TABLE 5.4
: : : UNMODIFIED DIRECT COSTS OF
\\ ) .
\ - INSTRUCTION-RELATED ACTIVITIES. '
! . . o
(In Thousands of Dollars apd as =~
- Percentages of Total Direct Costs) |
Instruct1on ity Colorado | 11linofs | Kemsas | Purdue Stony | washingtan
l ‘ ¥ T
| - - 12,708
Academic Advising/ - $1,038 $3,597 $ 70
Counseling §1.9) oo 0.4% - 2.2% - 5.7%
‘| pepartmental $3,116 $6,226 $3,203 $2,295 $3,321 $16,707
’ | . Research (2.3) 1 4.2 2.6% 4.6% - 1.4% 5.2% 7.4°
"‘ B
’ Admin ’ ' " §5,826 $20,295
. Academic Admin- . $5,518 $14,327 1S,,4,.66(J $10,123 $5, 129
: : istration (4.6)° U sen sox | e | 63 9.0% 9.0%
Course and Lurric- § 938 - $1,141 - - $‘;,g§:8
ulum Development {4.7) 1.0% - 1.6% - .
- " Professional stoen | $4.387 | s2.3 | 82,362 $1,408 83,569
: pevelopment (4.8) 7.9% 1.8% 3.5% 1.6% 2.8 |, L6
- : : ‘ -
- < |
- ‘ ‘ 30n1y the depantmental adifnistration was allocated at this point in the cost study.
-
}
' £
™~
- - ’ ‘ ¥

o Course and Curriculum Development (4.7)--

Allocate to all activity centers within 1.1
, | Instruction (excluding doctoral disseration)
R : by four-digit HEGIS and course level on the
v _ « - ‘ basis of faculty person units.

_ . ¢ Departmental Research (2.3)--Allocate to all
¢ o . activity centers within 1.1 Instruction (except)
lower-division course level) by four-digit
» , HEGIS discipline and within fund group. The
: . _ . basis for the allocation is faculty salaries
~ (which include T.A. salaries in this cost

*
~ 3

I2g




study). Lower-division instruction was excluded
from the allocation base, because much of the
lower-division instruction at MRUs is-performed
by teaching assistants who typically are not
' engaged in departmental research; hence the
cost of dgpartmental résearch should not be
attributable to their efforts.
?
: | ) P?ofessionqﬂ?Deve]qpment (4.8)--A1locate to
- Instruction? Research, and Public Service by
. : four-digit HEGIS on the basis of faculty
’ ‘ salgries within each fund group.
&;}
. | ¢ Academic Administration (4.6})--Allocate only
8 o the four-digit HEGIS (departmental) Academic
: .Administration to Instruction, Research, and
Public Service by total direct costs within
' | each fund group. Exception: ICR and RES.
- S ACAD. .ADMIN. costs were allocated on the sum
, of ICR and RES. 1.0, 2.0, and 3.0. The re-.
B ' mainder of the 4.6 dollars were allocated
/ff . | in a laterstep. | ‘

In addition, the following guidelines were established
- for making the recommended a]]ocations’

i T1m1ng of A]locations—«These allocations were
made after the crossover of expenditure data
(step 5) but prior to the calculation of
- : _direct unit costs (step 6). This allowed the
group to examine the distribution of expendi - ,
tures as designated by the individual in$titutions
- R .. - but at the same time created a more consistent
* data base before direct unit costs were cal-
culated.

e Sequence of Allocations--These allocations were.
made independently of each other! that is,
they were not made in a step- down fashjon. "The
costs of performing sequential allocations for
this pdarticular set of allocations appeared to
outweigh any gain in the precision of the data
that might have resulted from a two- or three- .
step al]ocation process.

e Level of Data Aggregat1on--The allgetations were
made at the four-digit HEGIS level.™ The data
were later summarized at the two-digit HEGIS
level. for display and analysis purposes.
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o o Terminology-=Strictly speaking, once the
.allocation process had begun, we were no
S . onger distussing "direct costs," as costs
\ o N : were no longer directly assigned to a final’
o | cost objective. In subsequent.'steps, they
- will be referred to as modified direct-costs.

.“ - | ) ' - . . . | ) . . . ,

The first step in tﬁe‘analytjcél phgceés.was to prOduce‘
a report for each institutioﬁ'displéying its fisé%l;
year expénditures in?Proqram CT&ssificafién Struc-
ture (PCS) format by fund @rnup (Eihibit SA) |
The first columm pepresents the total unmodi fied
«d1rect costs for each act1vity center; the secand
column conta1ns the genera1 funds do]]ars, the th1rd
. L . co]umn the aux111ary funds, the fourth column the
| restricted’funds, and the fifth column the 1nd1rect-
. ‘“f. o R Cost-recovery funds. The sixth column 15°bas1ca11y ‘
a control total aga1nst which to check the first |
colutn. The percentages in thws report arejbased on
‘éolumnar"totals: It should be noted that this report
trupcates the'éctivity center listing after 6.9.
This was done so that the percehtagés could be based
“ . on a common set of‘actiQiﬁies for all institutions.
Those activity centers beyond 6.9 are not true
activity centers but rathe} holding accounts for
reconciliation purqoses. qu the‘mogt part, these
. A o additional activity centers (7.1 through 9.9) can

_—

. ' ’ be ignored for the remainder of the study.

“g‘ S | _' N ’:.'8
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\ . ¥
- B \k . The second step inatne analysis was to perform the ':
. - series of'depertmenta1 allocations outlined earlier
to arrive at modified direct costs. A report.
i(exhiéit 5B) was produced for each institutian
disp]ayihg Fhe’amount of unmodified direct cesfs
(prior to a]]ocatioes), the amouni of modi%ied diredtﬂ
costs (after al]ocations) the amount allocated L;he
difference between ce]umns 1. and 2), and the
-percent difference based on the" unmodjf1ed direct
costs, Table 5.5 illustrates the effect of these.
deéartmentai allocations on the primary pfograms‘of .
each of the pilot institutione -The impoftant tﬁing
o ‘ *. to be learned from this -table is that large amouﬁ%s
| of dollars were shifted from the support areas
(primarily academic support and departmentg] research) -
into the hrimery programs of the fnstitution. GeheraT
< Academic Instruction (1.1) received most of these
> o | departmental euppoft dollars ranging from $7.3 mj]lion
for Stony Brook to $43.5 million for Washington. This
had the effect of increaeing the direct instructfﬁna]
costs by increments raeging from 28.9 percent at I11inofs
fo 134 percent at Washington. This wide range can be
attributed in part to the differing FAA survey |
techniques employed at the pilot institutions (see
v step 3); I11inois and Purdue used primarily an

n ’ | 'assignment technique'that tended to restrict

-~

~N
)
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\
v TABLE 5.5 B
AMOUNT AND PERCENT INCREASE OF PRIMARY ACTIVITY
- CENTERS AS A RESULT OF DEPARTMENTAL ALLOCATIONS
) {In Thousands of Dollars)
_PCS Activity Center Co]oﬁ?do I11inois | Kansas Purdue g:ggi Washington
| 5 . : . .
General Academic $9,327 | $15,951 | $10,658 | $15,626 | $7,323 $43,580
Instruction (1.1) 48.0% | 28.9% 58.7% | 38.7% | 51.4% 134.1%
Community Education (1.3) - $ 54 - - - -
.‘ ‘ ) o 13:0: - - - -
| - Institutes/Research $ 335 1$2,453 | $§ 633 $1,081 | $1,476 -
Centers (2.1) - 4.4% 8.0% 13.2% 8.1% | 145.6% -
~ Indivijdual Project - $2,979 | $ 221 | $ 1,007 | § 755 $ 8.853
Resgarch (2.2) - 8.8% | . 4.5% 4.1% 8. 6% - 16.5%
Patiemt Services (3.1) - § 129 - - - 2
: T \g , 16.2% - - - -
_ - b ' : >~ I
Community Services (3.2) $°.490 1§ 2,881 | § - 12 - $ *326 - e
| B 9,1% | 114,8% | -.0.7% - 23.6% - |
Cooperative Extension - § 516 | N . - -
Services (3.3) - 3.2% - - -
Pubdic Broadcasting (3.4) . - $ 99 - - - -
_ - 43, 3% - - - -
' ’

‘l:fU
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.the amount of faculty compensation reported in the
i académic s&pport areas. The other four institutiéqs
- ”h'used a self-reporting technique that had the’OPP055t€
! effect. The study grcuﬁ felt that this series of
| a]1ocatidn§ waswheceésary to bring the pilot-test
h ‘1pstitutions into a common base from which to proteed

with the cost study. -

- P

. ~ Next, a‘report was produced for each institution
| that disp1ayed‘the,m6dified direct cost in PCS |
format by fu%d‘group.(exhibit 5C). Here tHg funds
are arranged in a s1fght]y different order than they'
¢ were for unmodified dj;éct costs. The first column
kR | | displays thé total direct cost‘fér each activity
~  center; the, second cofumn displays the.&irect‘cqsts
found in the Benena1 funds ; tbe third,co1hmn’conta1ns-
the 1ndirect-costFrec5ve(y }u?ds; the'fquhth column
. ' :15 a subtoté1 of the general and'icﬁ‘funds;‘the\fifth'
0o | _ | column coniains the resiricted funds, and ;he sixth.
colu&n the auxiliary funds. The pilot-test group
decided to subtotgi the general and ICR funds, becaﬁsé
~institutional practice varied with respect to treatment
’ o ‘. of ICR fﬁhdST- While all institutions recognized ICR
‘ funds as‘a(sepafate soJ}cevof revenue, only two
(ITTinois and Kaﬁ;qs) budgéted and reported-

) expenditures of ICR funds as separate'from-their general

s , , | ,appkdp%iatgd funds. The'othef pi1ot-test instdtutions

M




STUDY GROUP
RECOMMENDAT TONS :

4

~

pré?ated4their 1ICR funds to.the academic and support

~units that generated the indirect costs aé!ording to

their negotiated formulas. Because two different
methods were used for attributing ICR fuﬁds to acade%ic
agd support units, 1t was dec1dg€'ﬁhat a more va11d
compar1son could be made by examiqgng the subtota1

of general and ICR funds.

1. Departmental allocations. Because of the lack of

consistent FAA data, a series of allocations was
made at the depérfmental level for Academic
Ainsing/Cbunse]ing (1.9), Course and Curricu1;m
Development (4.f),‘Départmgnta1 Research»(2.3); :
Professional Deve}obment (4.8), and’Academic
Administration (4.6). The pilot-test group and
siéff found these departmental allocations to he
time consuminé,and costly. Most of_thesefallaca~
tions could have been avoided if a more tightly
structured facuTt;Eactivity analysis with commog -~
categories and‘é common reporging method had been
adopted for all %nstitutians at.the beginning
of the cost study. In the absence of a uniform FAA,
_ some departmental allocations will continue to be

necessary to compensate for the differences -in

survey techniques among participating institutions.

132
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Reconciliation of cost-study data to financial

Statements;. Each institution was_qsked'to
reconcile its expenditure data submitted in
stép 5 to its published financi&1 statements.
This reconciliation process was important for

two reasons. First, it gave the data collector

- the asiurance*that all expenditure items were

accounted for in the cost study., Second, the

reconciliation statements were the bgsis for

‘determining. whethér certain expenditures and

transfers hSH been handled in a' consistent

4

manner. The study group found the reconciliation

.statements to be an essential part of the MRU

costvstudy and,strongly recommends their’DFe

in any future cost studies. .

h
‘ «
!

¥

~

. Source of funds. One of the criticisms of the

original IEP cost stud& was that it did not -

recognize costs by source of funds. The MRU
‘ .

‘study attempted to correct this deficiency.

A11 expenditure items were separated during
the account crossover into four fund groups:

general funds, indirect-cost.recovery funds,

‘restricted funds, and auxiliary funds. The

. .

~ study 'group founq that in four of the'insfituffSFS" '

the,éxhenditures made from ICR funds were not

~ g T \
. ‘ ’ - )
A
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sebarately budgeted and’ reported.’ While the schools
could identify the ICS funds 1n total, they had o
‘separate expenditure=fund cdde‘to identify them,.

. . . : 3
' ~and henee the expenditures were co-mingled with

general fund expenditurés. The manner in which ~
they were broken out for this cost study was to

separate fkom genera] funds amounts equal to-the _

- IR totals and allocate those amounts to the

N

,'.academic and support departments in ﬁoughly dthe

‘., o f R ' same proportions as they were genefatggv For this
. ‘reason, ICR and general funds were combinéd for 

this set of displays but will be maintained as |

separate funa groups th?oughout'thé remainder of .;

the study.

.

»

. . | ' R 4. bbject of expenditure. notﬁer:critfcism(of the‘
e : | . : -*;rigipa1 IEP cost study is‘thaf it did not distin-
. ‘. guish among objects of expenditure, The MRU cost
N | | | ' Study recognized five expenditure Eategories:

| ' academic salaries, nonacademic salaries, academic

fringe benefits,,noqacademic frinde benefits,’

: \‘ ‘ and supﬁ?ies and services. A sixth object for
gradua§§~stﬁdent salaries ié recommended if this
study'is replicated. While it ia recognized
that“these objects of expenditure+are important -
for exp]anatory‘pyrpbses, it became increasingly

. f cumbersome and expensive to carry this amount of

¢

i34 | :
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detail through discipline unit costihg. program

" unit costing and full costing. Therefore the study

‘group reluctantly collapséd_6bject~of—exbenditure'

data into a sing]e'totai for the remainder of the

cost’ study However, the ‘pilot 1nstitutwons still

'be1ieve that object~of~expend1ture data are useful

. in understanding differences among un1t\gz;ts, and

such data ?Hin]d be avai1ab1e if practica}

&

Through the series of departmenta14a11océtions to

-

correct for the‘d%ssTmi1ar_facu1ty-activity data
and through;the careful analysis of éach~schoolfs
expenditure data and reconciliation of those data
to the institution's financial statements, the
pilot-test gr0up felt reasonab]y confident that
they could proceed with the remainder of the

study.

135'_
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UNIVERSITY OF COLGRADO .

) Protocol Statement
ot © Step5
]", P . . . v‘
The Untversity of Colorado Account Crossover Module (ACM) procedures include -

" some areas where MRU- 1EP guide]ines could not be strict]y adhered to. Followinq"

is a discussion of how these areas were hand1ed and the impact they . wan have,
| as we see it, on the project ‘In addition, some other: prob1em ereas are
1dentifﬁed that we fee] have been handled in a manner ons1stent with MRU-TEP™
guideHnes.g - | | - 3 )

Indirect Cost Recovery (ICR)

At the University of Colorado Indirect Cost‘ﬁecoverfes (ICR) are revenue i teins
and do not have - related identifiable expenditure entp+es\in the accounting
system In accordance with the MRU-IEP. guidelines, general, fund expenditures |
were reduced by the amount of JCR revenues. based on the 1975 76 ICR

reports pro rata.across a11 appropriate cost centers in 1nstructidn, academic
support, generaT administrationu state—funded research, student serv}ces, _

‘physical plant, and capital out]ay These same amounts were then shown as

expenditures from ICR funds by cost center

g Computtng_fxpendtﬁurgs ‘ B B

.~Under the MRU-IEP guidelines, computing'eXpenditures.nere to be recorded as

‘direct cost tovinstruction. At the university'of Coloradog thesehcosts were
’not recorded as expenditures to the academic departmentS' Academic computing
expenditure informatxon fpr each depar;ment was obtained from the: Computing

Center, and the appropriate amounts were added to the academic expenditure data
X

’11(1 -
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I

. in the general ledgeér. The sum of these expenditures was ‘then deducted from

‘Computing‘Center expenditures.

Workmen's Compensation and Unemployement Insurance

Horkmen s compensadion and unemployment insurance are paid for separately by

- the state and not recorded in the University of Co]orado accounting system.

¥

-Estimated u@ounts of the va]ue of these benefits were added to the general

1g@§95i3n an’ attempt to adhere to MRU-TIEP guide]ines

3 -

Tuition waivers as Fringe Benefits

Graduate students emp]oyed by 1nstructional departments already have the value
of their tuition waivers expensed in the University:- of Co]orado accoun*wng

system. Certain‘graduate students working on sponsored research rece1ved
- ‘ ‘

waivers of the rionresident versus resident tuition differences; These were
noted, and the appropriate changes were made to the instifution's general ledger
| BN

to reflect these waivers as expenditures.

 Duplicate Reporting in General Ledger

In 1975-76, the University of Co}orado financia] systems dup]icated some

~ revenues and expenditures due to accounting pract1ces. This occunred primarily

in auxiligry enterprisés. Examples of areas where this problem occurred

are as follows:

1. ICR reimbursement treated as revenue in sponsored programs

. 2. Student fees

Interdepartmental trgnsférs

3
‘4. Service enterprises--such as residence halls, the motor pool, and print
-+ shop .
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To control the amaunt of expenditures shown in the 1975-76 financia] report,

_—_ appraximateTy ‘$16 mi11ion of revenues and expenses were removed from the

. -
.

general ledger due to this prablem

b

Non1nstructional Cros Racords.

*

QAACM Cros Records for a11 noninstructiona1 accounts were generated by computer
program using a table of account ranges mdpped into Program CIass1f1cation
Structure categories This method 1acks the relative]y greater precision
offered by manual preparation of these CROS records but was employed because

-4

af time contraints.

Inference | | _
A]though the handling of ICR expenditure data‘w111 differ among institutions,
partieu]ar1y at the detail level, it is anticipated that most differences can

be washed out shen dea_ ng with the sum of the data 0veraI1 the Boulder

 Campus ICR re enditures. In the area of 1nstruction,

however, it only pepresents 1 percent jof the expenditures, and so is' not
. e .

- regarded as a

... The method oﬁ creating noninstructio aWoé Records may result in some

“—

Program Classificature Structure coding that is not consistent with MRU-IEP

guidelines.
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e e | SRR e, o ‘cu 3/22/78
S | o : o o C . TABLE SA.1 ‘ - | ' o

i S ' " ,1975-76 NCHEMS MRU-LEP COST STUDY . )
: , ¢ ' : ‘ s
C o . , ) Unwersity of Co!orado - Bmﬂder Campus
. ' 5 ' T, ol Recontiliation ) . \ - e
R' : . . ) ,‘ ""\ ’ ‘ f <
" N .+ {(Unrestricted) « ICR Restricted Aux{liary Totsl
, N General Fund Fund Fund Fund . All Funds
i K . « M o . , . ™ T
I. .Total starting General Ledger (Expenditures) . - 5%,234 186 2,887,159 22,669,869 %0,277,932 , ‘3,069.146 .
i - . El - “
A - . . ‘ : -
11. Expenditure Adjustments: ' :
A. Eltmination.of interdepartmental charges & creditsé
: 1, General Fund P (-356,585)- T ¢ ~ (-356,585)
o i . . . »
. 2. Bookstore - _ < . (-836,224) . (-836,224)
3. Housing . o “ p ~ . ' (~6,414,273) (-6,414,273)
8. Other Adjustments: )
1. Organfzed Activities AccruaI'Adjustment . ‘ 230,845 230,845 ’
2. Hiscellaneous Adjust. (Stu Unien, Univ. Clb., . ‘ : (-24,022) . {-24,022)
‘ other) .
3. Revolving Fund Adjustments ° ! : ] (-4,609,760) (-4,609,760)
4. General Fund Overhead to ICR (~3,004,093) 3,004,093 v . - o
5, Restricted Fund ICR Reversal ' (~2,887,159) )  (-2,887,159) w
6. Salary Adj. & Income T:s)s. to Expenne : : , . (+51,579) . ~ €~51,579)
7. Excess of Receipts qur Transfers: ary adj; ° (-1,031,269) (-1,031,269)
and Balance of ICR Rév.(Progata) ‘ . B
B. Reconciliation Adjus:Meh;s‘(Proru&a) ‘ (-22,271) 9,881 (-58,903) 30,225 {~41,068)
Total Expenditure Adjustmeats: j R - (-3,382,949) 126,815 ° (-1,141,751) (~11,623,209) (-16,021,094)
III. Actual Final Adjusted General Lquer{ (AcL) - " 53858237 3,013,974 21,528,118 . 28,654,723 107,048,052 \
IV. Actual 1975-76 Financial Repurt/Request Sudget ICRf andk 53,850,461 3,014,153 21,527,448 28,655,465 __ 107,047,527
' including est. Worlmens Compenéation ,f
V. " Difference Between Final AGL and Actual Fin. Repott X 776 (-179) ‘ 670 (-742) ‘ 525
(Due to prorata adj.) P - T :
t&' : N .‘, ,.‘ ‘., ‘ ) ‘ »
¥ ‘I"“ . .-
141 , _
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LiN!VERSITY OF ILLINOIS -
Protocol Statement R ,
v "~ Step 5 L - |

Preparation of the Genera) Ledger File | S y

The University of Iiiin01s prepares a year—end summary Comptroller's Report

Fiie which contains the fiscai—year expenditures by several o __gects of expen-

gitutg_for each Univer51ty account - An account is identified by a ]O“digit
code défined as- foiTows . C v - ;,< s) |
o (5(1—-_.§!Campus ccde (Generai University, Urbana- Champaign. Medicai Center, |
| | ‘ ‘i'Chicago Csrcie) ' - | | |
"z-é-—- Fund code (used for mapping UniverSity of I iinois funds to MRU IEP
e N . .
) .funds) — -

4-7-- Coiiege department (an organizationai unit identifier)
'8-;v“ Function (used for mappinqwexpenditures to the Functions in

the Financiai Statement not used in MRU<IEP) |

h 9 10~- Prdject (used for internal control purposes not used in MRU IEP

L :
Saiaries _ o . . ‘ —

The Comptroiier s Fiie contains total expenditures for sa]aries and wages in
each account but does not discriminate between type. of empiayee (academic'versus

'nonacademic) Thus the data coiiected in the Personnei Data Moduie (PDM) step

>

of the study were used to determine academic saiaries and staff saiaries were forced
to be. the remaiang amount shown in the Comptroiier S fiie However, the PDM is

i : .
based on a "snapshot" of academic~staff activity (and salaries); therefore neither

149

*



5.32 | : )
© the academic salaries nor the residual staff salaries are exact Furthenmere<
the fund codes mawntained in the facu]ty-actithy survey do not match exactly
to those in the financial statements This accounts for the reconciliation
'ﬂbetween these two data systems nOted in the reconc111at10n tables (tab]és 5A 2,
5A.3, and 5A.4). ither of the two d1fficu?ties noted above should create any
.si'gnfficfant d”lstﬁ:ons in the ACM data o |

L S———

Fringe‘Beneftts .‘ ‘ i - -~ : N
Two major types of fringe benef1ts are included in the financ1a}’statements
. 1. Retirement contributions (emp]oyer) .
2: Imputed va]ue of tuitidn and fee waiVers .
jHowever, these benefits are reported as 1ump sums for eaeh campus, rather f
than: being associated with the ind1viduals receiving the benefits of their
. *‘specific departments (accounts) “In addition there are other fringe benef1ts
:“‘]that never . appear in. the financial statements, most notab]y the State of |
*; E}J}nois payments fer health dependent, and 11fe 1nsurance In order tOv
"overcome these problems, the retirement and tuition fee waivers were e]imi-
; nated from the Comptro11er s File, and factors were applied (which depended upon
- fund and type of empToyee) to the academic and ndnacademic fringe benef,ts, which

vnowrinc1ude retirement, tuition/fee waivers, ggg_the fringe benefits not included in .

“the financial statenents This procedure could introduce the following error
in these va1ues No attempt was made to estimate the distr1bution of gnaduate-

assistant sa]aries by account, since these data no Tonger exist after the PDM.
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e - TABLE 5A.2°
Aniversity of I1linois
1975-76 NCHEMS MRU Cost Study ‘
. Raconciliation of Financial Statements
» Urbang-cmumﬂgn Campus
N ‘ _ -
e . o o Unrestricted , .
o ' ~ ‘- B ‘ . State Appropriatiops Other Restricted Tatal
1. Expenditures from Fina"‘ 1al Statement $132,515,693 $51,584,591 | $58,057,280 - R $242,157,564
_ - . , o . General - Restricted” ICR Auxiliary Total
g ’ ! . . ) . ’ .
: 2.  Expenditures Mapped to M%Ru Funds ' $T32,515.693 ;58.057.280 $8,412,595 $43,171,9596 $242,157,564
3. Imputed Value of Fringe Benefits Not o . - \ _
Included in Financia] Statements 3,018,104 -- -- -- 3,018,104
. . . £ - ) )
4. Adjustments for Dffferences between
Financial Statements and Facu]ty _ .
SR X Urbana-Champnim General Ledger Sent - X — : .
to A.C.M. $132,305,738 $58,258,649 $8.435,101 $43,176,180 $242,175,668
/
Vo i
1o . -
Lo 152
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- Expenditures from Financial Statement -

.

*

Expenditures Mapped to MRU Funds

Expendi tures Excluded for General
University Teaching, Research and
Service Departments '

!mputed Fringe Benefits not Reported
in Financial Statements

Adjustments . for Differences between
Financial Statements and Facu}ty
Activity Survey

General University General Ledger Sent
- to A.C.M.

TABLE 5A.3

" University of Illinois
1975-76 NCHEMS MRU Cost Study
Reconciliation of Financial Statements
General University

3

Unrestricted

’St;le Agprqp%iations " -Dther
$10,734,034 ' $5,292,363%
General Restricted
$10,734,034 $1,310,926
(1,276,081) {1,165,569)
517.8‘58 -
(s.ssa)" 3,409

$ 9,967,003 . $ 148,766

-
& v
Rastricted Total . .
+$1,310,926 $17,337,321 }
- ITR Auxiliary Total '
$1,457,028  $3,835,382 $17,337,326 .
- » o
w
<5
(44,527)  (3,834,751) (6,320,888) '
-- 517,868
L ¢
5,849 - - .
‘ p
$1,417,946 $ 591 $11,534,306
SR



9.9 15°a holding account for general &niversity overheads allocated to the other University of I11{nofs campuses.

Cbcnpaign-uébana Expenditures
Sent to'A.C.N.

General University Expand! tures

" Sent to A.C.M.

-Tots} Expenditures Sent'to A.C.N.

Rounding 1n A.C.M.
Expenditu-es Distributed in A.C.M.

. General Lniversity Qverheads

Allocated to 9.9 in A.C.M.° %ii

Ne:.Expendiiures Distributed to
Urbana-Champaign by A.C. M.

N

General
$135,305,738

9:5967,003
185,272,741
(995)

" 145,271,746

{4,366,596)

$140,505,150

»e eliminated for the MRU cost study of Champaign-Urbana.

TABLE 5A.4
Uﬁiversity of Il1l{nois

1975-76 NCHEMS MRU Cost Study
ation of Financial Statements

Restricted
$58,258,649

148,766

58,407,415
(151)

58,407,264

(66,337) -

$58,340,927

155

IC

—

$8,435,101

1,417,946

9,853,047

(13)

9,853,034

L4

(640,332) .

$9,212,702

4

Auxiliary

$43,176,180

591
43,176,771
| (3)
43,176,768

(75)

$43,176,693

Y

Y

Total

-

Q

|

!
l

$245,175,668

11,534,306 -
266,709,974
~(1,162)
256,708,812

(5,073,340)

$251,635,472

This account will

\
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5.36

Graduatedassistants do ndt'qualify fdr retirement contrtbutions; hewever,

they represent'the major-pdrtion of tdftion/fee waiversf To the extent that
these two factors do not counterbalance each other, those accounts with
greater/lesser actual graduate-assistant sa]arwes than average will receive
*disprdportidnate shares'efifr1nge benefits. dhce again, this should not re-
sult in majdr distortions of thehACMAdata'and probabiy even lessen distortions
‘after the al%ocation of overheads, since the primary 1n1t1a1*distortions will
be between the acadenic units (re1ative1y heavy users of qraduate ass1stants?
Jand the support units, rather-then between the academic un1ts_themse1ves,'

~o-

Treatmenpt of the General University Administration - .

&

The University of I11inois is a multi-campus system {Chicago Circle, Medical

Center, Urbana-Champaign) with a central administrative unit called 'the ‘Gen-

‘eral University Adminjstration (GUA). The GUA houses three'tyees of activi-

ties: | |
’71,;\Certa1n Universwty -wide 1nstruct1en, research, and pub11c service | h,
. '..d units o . S o -
2. The president and other central officers and-their staffs
3. University- wide administrative support functions, especially
business and financ1a1 affairs and adminxstrative data process1nq

The first of these, the instructidn, research, and pub11c serV1ce un1ts, were

o eHmmated fra’rq the General Ledger File as. be1ng a type of fourth campus

The total expenditures for the remainxng accounts were included in the General

“Ledger File (p}us the additional fringe benefits for these units) sent to ACM.

However, in ‘ACM a pro rata share of these expenditures (based upon the expen¥

~ ditures at Ch1cago Circle the Medical Center, and the GUA campus“ units)

was’ distributed to an artéficia1 holding account 9.9, whxch w1L1 not be costed

]

L . | - ! | . ’,5()'
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‘

'back'against the Urbana~éhampeign campus. The remaining expenditures were
distributed to the appropr1ate X.Y activities as if they were expend1tur S

- of -the Urbana Champa1gn campus. The resu]ts of this procedure are documented
in the reconciliation tab]es.

a

fndirect Cost Recovery .

The Universxty of I]linpis budgets and reports expenditures of Indirect Cost
‘Recovery (JCR) funds by organizationa] unit as separate funds from the genera]
. appraprfated,funds (state general revenue funds“and tuftidnjincome). =A‘gen-,
| erdl formulavis used to allocate ICR funds to the General University, the
| campus that‘generated the funds, and the college and department that generated
| the funds generated meaning where the research contract was housed; The
N ';canpus edministration, in'turn, bUdgets'its share to various campuswide units
:q;- f‘ “(0 &M Physical Piant Edbrary) The percentage allocation df ICR |
) | funds to .the varijoys Fcadem1c and support units in fiscal 1976 did not corres—‘
pond in any eneeto one relationship W1th the formula negot1ated to produce
dd; the ICR add-on to nesearch contracts. The differences between.the formula
R | and the actual pa%tern of expenditures are summarized in table
5A 5. while some. of these differences esgec1a1]y Academic Units and 0 & M
g Physica! Plant) are fairly large in absplute do11ars or as a percentage of ICR
’ expenditures 0 & M PhyS1caJ Plant is the only area where there is a major differ~
ence when v1ewed in the perspectlve of total expendwtures, and, even th1s

difference (7.78 percent) is not of an overwhelming magnitude.

1‘0ne additional convention should be noted with respeEt to ICR funds. The
. faculty activities in the PDM Were‘used to spreéd the,expenditures in the

General Ledger File to the Program Classification Structure (PgS) for the academic
. | N . | |
Q | , ’e_J 7




Academic Units 1.X, 2.X
3.X and 4.X excluding
Library (4.1)

Library

. ' &
Student Services and Student -

Aid {5.X, 8.X)

‘Administrative Unfts (6.1~
6.4, 6.7, 6.8) '

0 & M Physical Plant (6.5)
Total

 TABLE S5A.5
- UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS f
‘ %+ THDIRECT GOST RECOVERY ° .
. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN EXPENDITURE PATTERNS
", AND NEGOTIATED AMOUNTS
o o L Differences
Actual ICR - Negotiated . as a % of - Total
Expenditures IR Formula Differences . " ICR Expendftures - Expenditures
$4,802,091 $4,098,731 803,360 16.39 $159,754,713
485,598 479,982 5,616 . 1.16 7,219,872
. \ 5 R
558,958 232,160 323,798 58.24 44,761,309
© §,609,250 - 1,323,865 285,385 17.73 13,576,457
1,659,804 3,077,963  (1,418,158) (85.44) 18,235,621
B ‘ N . S .
$9,212,701 $9,219, 7015 -0- : $243,547,972
LN -
)

'S

Differences
as a’% of

To;a} Expenditures
L
%50
.08

8E°G
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A\
units. ‘In,scme cases, a barticyiar'acaﬁemiq unit may have Qséd a?T-bf its
ICR funds for nonacédemﬁc salaries or §upb1ies and expenses. Hence, no PDM
records existed\to‘u§e as a basis for proratién of the expenditures. whenéVer
this occdrred in an academfc unit, the ICR expenditures were assigned arbitrarily

to a psuedo-PCS‘category--2.4--with the intention of allocating 2.4 to 2.1 and

2.2 in the next phase of the IEP project.

r “v\‘ . * . ¢ ’ . *
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Protocal. Statement ﬂ3vfifi?f'

Step 5 [ i

Account Crossover Module (ACM) Development L \

The deve]opment of the Account Crossover Module at the \ iversity of Kansas .
)

utilized the Annual F1nancia1 Report for FY 1976, the yeak-to- date payroll tape,
and a tape bf other opereting expendftures by accoUnt by .

Y ject, and by fund.
Specifiihfocus was on operating expenditures and research gr‘nts; Entries in

the financial reports, onto which the Progran Classification Structure (PCS)
had been mapped.orevious1y, were identified by a unique account co . This

code faci]itated the distributipn of agcounts to appropriate PCS ca egories.

ﬁajor adjustments to the ACM included:

1. Exclusion of the University Medical Center accounts

.t

L

: 2.‘ Allocation of accounts tor Suyner school, visiting, hniversity and
distinguished professors to the respecti?e instructional departments '

3. Assignments of training grants.to a PCS of 1.6 and the aoprdpriate four-
digit HEGIS number. : N

4. Assignment of general, federal, and private‘rfsearch grants torfour-digit
_ HEGIS categories within 2.0 .

b

-

The University payroll tape, which contains both's'1ary and fr¥nge-benefit infor-
.mation, and .the University genere1~1edger tape, whtch contains other operating

expenditures (supplies and expenses) provided the data that were tncluded in ACM.

-

L]

16
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/-

A1l expenditures were coded by object-of-expenditure or -job codes that allowed .
‘éxpenditures to be assigned to the agreed-upon expenditure catégqmies. Furthermore,
all expénditures were coded by source of funds~—genera1,.réstricted, ICR, or -

auxiliary. . N - o

L . . F b - '

Frxnge Benefits \ . . ‘\*\‘&\v

: A1l fringe benefits were paid by the University and were recorded in departmental
" accounts according to actual expenses. -
Lndirect Cost Recovery Funds
- ICR funds were nat necessari1y allocated according to the pattern in wh1ch the -
b4
'overhéad rate was determined. Funds werg treated similarly to genera1 funds, but-
-some effort was made to supporf those activities contributing to the overhead rate.
f ‘tgntra1 Adm1nistrat10n | .
e Nh11e the Chance1lor and part of his stgff are funded ent1re1y from the Lawrence
campus; no allocation of these expenses was made to the Medical Center.
- w8
| Ny
- . - -
.
' A \
[
o sl p | &

N )
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- 5
TABLE 5A.6
) UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS
4 RECONCILIATION STATEMENT
‘ o ST A B [
[ ' X ' 2
” Y . .
y . ‘ e
Total Operating Expenses $ 72,597,238.80
, ess: ' . :
' Auxiliary Enterprises ' 5,577,629.33
Local Administered Scholarships 112,743.50 o
Reri{ssion of Fees 266,252.00 ~

I - Service Clearing Work Study Wages . 33,836.19

RS o Accts. w/o department numbers . 3,000.00

' af ‘ “Adjusted Qperating Expenditures ' $ 66;593.277.7§

(AP - ' , l - ‘ . | \ *
Do ‘Kszf“' '__ Operating Expenditures Accounts
e ‘Salary Differences (FY 1976 Financial | o
R N Statement less ACM Crossfile Records) - §'1,407,524.81 .
. \..}F’»: ) ] ‘.. . N N Less 4 . ‘ . ‘I ‘

Y #2942 - Named Professor. i-u , . 172,496.82

. #2914 =« Distinguished Wofessors . 55,101.49

' ¢ #2840 - Sumer Session ) 950:541.37 -
42176 - Theatre =~ : = 157,508.87 -

' " Net Salary Differénce ©§ 71.876.26

i -, Adjusted Operating Expenditures plus: Net Salary Difference = $66,675,654.04

&

’ g , - Adjusted Operating Expenditures +
, % Net Sa!arx Difference - $ 66,675.553.04
- : o '
Iy v, _-P}US. ’ . - : A
A *' ) Bookkegping Accounts - 10,060,431.95
. i Capital- Improvenents - 1,300,372.91
‘o ¢ Basic fducationa] Opportunity Grants * 752,882.50
o Besidence Halls 5,577,094.33
y . Service Clearing « 3,297,978.65
Lo, ,Capita) Construction - 6,341,416.76
‘ : ‘Miscellaneous Student Senate e, B2T A8, s L
TR T T Yoo T MTsceTTaneous Accounts T T 5, 43453
« - : | 94,010,893.12
T _
R L Less: A;M Cross Record Amount 94,009,229.71
;’ &@ . ' Net Difference between Financial
L i S ' Statement and ACM $ 1,663.41
. o ‘ S
* . ! AN
A “ -
. 65
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- PURDUE UNIVERSITY
o Protocol Statement
Step b

’;\"

I. Preparation of Genera] Ledger LT ;, | L - - A

' The construction of the General Ledger used in the cost study ‘took place in
twc phases. Phase I reconciled the cost-~ study genera] ledger expendxture -
totals with the University s financial report, Statement of Current Expendi-

tures (schedu]e II) Phase 2 1nvo]ved a serﬁ“l df adJuétments-necessary to

&
| ‘comply.d;th‘the guideIines outlined by the ‘study group.
*r'ﬁeconciliatign ]
Recohciliatdon of the GEﬁEra] Ledger to the University's financial report
_Q;:> _© was necessary because of manual entries made to the financial-report file
| A at year-end after the accounting file was created. The reconciliation
) entries brought into balance eupenditures by current unrestricted
N o restricted, and auxiliary fund groups. ;
N e | AP
Adjustments e
A. Fee Remissxons
o F;; rehfesxoneuarederd;e1ae@; redu;;;ed‘;; re;enue 1n Purdue S fid;;ciaf
‘ report; therefore they were added to the General Ledger expepditure
_ _ file.to conform to the account—crdésovengguide]1nes. Remitted graduate-’
, student and.staff feee were obtained from bursar records Qsd‘charged to
| - the departmentdaccohnts supporting the staff.
I .




- - - crms - W memeae

»

5.46

f

B. Imputed Fringe Benefits

Payments made by the State of Indiana for clerical and service employees'
socidl security and public-employee retirement were included ih the |
department accountsuéuppbrting the employees. Imputéd staff—benefit
records were dbtained from aUniversity.CDntréct‘Adminiétration Office

document entitled "Survey of PERF Participants.”

Trans¥fers S

Mandatory and monmandatory,transfers among fund groups were analyzed

. and adjusted tofjnsure that expenditures were recorded in the proper fund

category. This review of transfers made during the year helps to avoid

ovéfstating or undersfating student program costs.

Reallocation of Regional Campus Administration Account
Expenditures from the céntraI.regionaI campus-administration account
were allocated to Purdue's three regional campuses based on gross.

expenditures, and the central account was closed out.

Indirect Cost Recovery (ICR)

The distribution of income received to offset the indirect costs
associated with sponsored reseprdh, service agreements, and work-study
administration was made based upon how Pufdue's indirect cost rate was
determined. The effect of.the distripution was to reduce unrestricted
current fund expenditures in various support areas, such as Physical

Plant, Library, and General Administrative services, and shift them to

an ICR fund group.

165
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-

I1. Preparation of Account Crossover Module

A. Personnel Data MggoJé (QDM)‘Produced Crossover Instructions
| The majority}oﬁpacademic accounts werehcrossed over to activity centers
via the PDM. The only ,cost componénts to be crossod over fo respective
course 1eve1s were academic salaries and academic fr1nge benefits. The
other cost components within ‘the academic aﬁéounts were crossed over in
Tump sum to the major PCS and HEGIS code for academic departments ‘A
speC1a1~Data Management Module (DMM) program deve1oped by Indiana University

will be used to orossoyer the Tump sum in th@se components to the proper

course level within the 1.0 area.

Y

B. Crossover of Other Accounts
. 1. Crossover of specific funds-—AT] funds that could be crossed over to
\ Spec1f1c PCS categories were machine created via a program written
. for use in preparing the state study. For example, a11 sponsored |
resoérch fuods (50-63, 68 in Purdue's occodnting system) were auto-

f

matically crossed to 2.2.

~

:
L

ez — e e . 20 Lrossover of unrestricted accounts not included-in PDM--Accolnts not

crossed over in the PDM were assigned manually to the properééctivity

centers.

b

C. Creation of Parameter Identifier Names

)
{

Parameter identifier names (PID names) were attached to each crossover
record via a program written at Purdue. Fund numbers and detail class

‘} dictated the PID name associated with each crossover record.

’
i

Q- - - o ’thf K
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|

- 1II. Problems Associated with Creation of Account Crossover

A. Assignment of Costs to Fringe.Benefit PIDs .

“In Pufdue‘s aeéounting system, fringe benefits are recorded regardless of
staff classification. Therefore it was difficult to separate faculty
Afr1nge benef1ts and staff fr1nge benefﬁts The PDM updete CROS-FILE
feature was used to adjust several fringe benefits from the general ledger

totaT Unfortunate1y, fer many academic accounts, th1s PDM feature could

not be used therefore all fringe benefxts in'those accounts were assiqned'-"

to the stafﬁifringe-benef1t parameter. The use of .the ARTH feature in
the PDM will be used to assign dollars to the academic fringe-benefit PID -

based on-an aVerage fringe-benefit percentage for faculty staff.

B. Distribution of Costs to Course Levels within 1.0. Category

‘Several facu]ty activities 1nc1uded in Purdue's PBM cannot be directly
associated with course levels and are‘therefore,only ass1gned to the 1.1.
PCS and HEGIS category. Ieaching support, counseling, and departmehta]
administratﬁon are examples of these activities. Distribution of costs
assigned only to an instructional cost center to the proper course levels
will be assigned in the DMM using tHe Indiana University allocation

"program.

*
“
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TABLE 5A.7

6¥°%

March 1978
PURDUE UNIVERSITY
1975-76- MRU Cost Study
Reconciliation .

R T ( — Unrestricted ©  ICR Restricted  Auxiliary . Total
Campus: West Lafayette Fund Fund Fund Fund A1l Funds
. 1. ‘Financial Report-Expenditures 91,985,150 51,826,472 23,130,936 166,942,558

" I1.+ Expenditure Adjustments

A. 'Fee Remissions S | : .

- 1. Staff and Graduate Assistants 4,298,878 - 4,298,878
- 2. Institutional and Statutory 1,484,781 - - 1,484,781
«  Total Fee Remissions 5,783,659 | 5,783,659
"B. [Imputed Fringe Bene#ts 2,653,376, - - 2,653,376
" Transfers - | 2,425,725 (1,077,454) 4,398,696 5,746,967

Regional Campus Admin. (23 Fund) | | '

Elimination (20,786) | - - ~ (20,786)

E. Indirect Cost Recovery {6,823,534) 6,823,534 ~ - | -0-
Subtotal - Expenditure Adjustments 4,018,440 6,823,534 (1,077,454) 4,398,696 14,163,216

e
27,529,632 181,105,774
S

50,749,018

III. Gross Adjusted Financial Report Expenditure 96,003,590 6,823,534

. | 169
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5.51
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT STONY BROOK
Protocol Statement
Step 5 .

'\‘ Accouht Crdfepver Module {ACM) generetion at'Stony Brook wes fer:the most‘part_a
{/» straight-forward and 1nterestﬁng but time:tonsdming exercise. The first objeetfve
| was to 1dentify and eliminate Health Sciences and Summer School accodhts from
' the genere] 1edger in a11 fund groups to assure consistency with earlier Student

Data Modules (SDM) and PerSonneI‘Data Modules (PDM}. The second/pbaective was
to pursue a study of -the remaining accounts in the‘GeheraT Fund group included
in.the ACM that serve the‘health‘5c1ences and residence‘operatiens as .well es the
Main-tampds. Many accounts in- Student Services, Maintenance and Operations (M & 0), ,
. General Administratio;'(GA) General Instructional Support (GIS), and Auxiliary
incdr costs‘reiating in part to the HEaIth Sciences and Residence functions |
. These: accounts were not prorated in our- regular accountinq ledgers durinq 1975-.
76, but more recent procedures on campus reflect distributions of theSe accounts
to Main Campus Hea]th Sciences, and Residence Operations The same principles:
of cost sharing were emeddyed in the ACM modu1es based on 1975-76 data and uswng
various parameters such as FTE student headc0unt OGSF employees expenditures,
: and such. The portion of expendit&res distributed to the Health Sciénces was
subsequent1y removed from the ledgers and not included in the ACM. Portions
.attributed to Residence Operations were crossed over to PCS 5. S/Of the Program

1

C]ass1fication Structure (PCS).

Residence and Student Health functions classified in the Geheral Fund group were

transferred to Auxiliary in accordance with MRU conventions.




) - 5.52
%reparation of the Account Crossover Module

Most Genera] Fund academic accounts were crossed|over to the ACM directly in

]

accordance with the previous PDM process. Certair nonacademic accounts were rescaled
| in the‘PDMtto prevent the total expenditures of the account from flowing to Instruc-
| v‘"tion.(f 0). In the'rescale process, only a portion of salaries was crossed over'
l.to Instruction The ba1ance of the account was crossed to the appropriate
N noninstructiona1 PCS category. In cases .of academic accounts, total expenditures,

Y

1nc1uding nonacademfc salaries fr1nge benef1ts sdop11es and equipment, and
recharges were crossed over to activity centers 1% the same proportions as faculty
*contact hours reported 1n the. PDM “A small number of General Fund acadamic
- accounts not crossed by the PDM were crossed manua11y in the ACM. The PCS and
HEGIS codes and Tevel were assigned in accordance with the mission that the
’?i}f_f ‘,.aCCoudt*squed within the University. General Fund nonacademic accounts,
' NS

Restricted ICR and Auxiliary accounts were crossed over manua11y in the ACM in

x 1n accordance with the guide]ines found in the NCHEMS IEP Act1v1ty Structure

l

(Technica] Report 63). a

General Funds

“The preparation of E’H'e*‘"j“e‘f&‘gé*f For “the General Fund expenditures was accomplished
in two phases. \ |

!

Phase 1 | |

|
~ Individual year«end (March 31, 1976} PSR regular employee records. academic
and nonacademic, were received from SUNY Central and summarized by account

. | | J
number. Programs then calculated fringe-benefit costs on each individual,
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. A
-

based on salary and employee selections of health insurance, retirement,
and other benefits, and summarized these costs by account numbers. This

4‘createq four of the five categories of expendfturg; for MRU.

'f ..". ' N i s BTN T

. Other expenditures were then added to the academic and'nohacédemiﬁ,categorieg.
Stony Brook accodnting‘expenditure reports by account ndmber'weﬁe‘usedlin the
process. The categorieé are as follows: | o

a. Temporary service personnel salaries were included in‘the appropriate

category by account number. (Fringefbenefits were not calculated or ,

¥ o~ ! .

fncluded in MRQL) ' \

b. College Work Study expenditures--state énd federal portions included as

nonacademic salary by account number. \
. - /

" ¢1. Tuition waivers/fee remissiohs--waivers'of all state-funded graduate

.

students were included as fringe benefits per MRU guide]ines. Individual

FUND records Qere generated based on FTE as follows:

Waiver $5 .;. FTE
1/2 time $ 675 .12-.13
3/4 time 1,015 .18-.19
Full time 1,350 25

Waivers of other employees not included as data were not readily available .

e - = . [ P . - e o -
by account number.

c2. Tuition waivers/fee remissions of all research--graduate students

»
LN

supported by restricted funds were qiso included‘in the same manner.

However, the expense js carried as an unrestricted state expense in

keeping with MRU guidelines. . .
. ‘ >~-. K ‘ .
5M1d~po1nt between in-state and’out—of-state tuition charges.’ o
S
~ . 172 \



~ Phage 11
Supplies and Expenses

- L4

/
‘efforts administered through the Research Foundation of SUNY.

5,54

" Stony Brook accounting expenditure reports were used to cost this category.

Individuai categories of suppii and equipment expenses as well as individual

categories of recharges (except computing services) were obtained by eccount
number from this source. Computing-services expeneitures were then obtained
from the Computer Center. whose records displayed the total annuai expenditures
charged back to all user depertments—-both instructional and administrative |
These' two .sources’ tqdprprovided supplies and equipment, rech#rge, and computing
expenditures by account number. | | ]

. ‘ |
} ‘ : ' . t! .

. : |

|

.Lgi' ' ¢ | k . L ’

Indirect cost‘recoveries‘(ICR) are generated bp the campus-sp%nsored research

l A1l ICR is
therefore accumulated by the Central 0ffice with'oniy-a minor portion. reverting
to the campus for administering the fiscal and logistical operation of‘those

programs.

For the purpose of MRU, all ICR funds were used to replace state appropriations

“in the same functions and proportions as they were generated. An example is

the distribution of the departmeﬁta1 admtnistration portion of ICR to- the- -~ - - -
academic departments by their relative ratio of sponsored résearch activity.
State-funded expenditures were therefore reflected net of Stony Brook's

contribution of ICR mbéies to the State of New York.
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Restricted

The preparation of the general ledger for this fund group was relatigely‘

streightfbrward for Stony Brook. This‘group.consists solely of dellars ’

funded through the Research Foundation of SUNY. Year-end {March 31, 1976) - =
- expenditures were provided to us by the Fouhdation on computer tape by |
account number. Fringe benefits were included but not by the breakdown of

Academic/Nonacademic. Additional effort was required to obtain this breakdown

accurately in keeping.with the requirements of MRU.

The account numbers contaiﬁ codes that reveal the intention of the grantsy
whether instructional, research and such and the PCS category was assigned .in .-
accordance with these codes For thase expenditures crossed to PCS category

1.0, course level was further studied and then appropriate?y_aésignedl

,Auxfliarzi‘;,~ - o ‘  o , \'
?Adxilidrx exbenditures'included those funds other than‘tﬁe éenera17state funds
: and funds channeled through the Research Fo dation - They were class1fied
as unrestricted and restricted in our annual report but were*included as
| Auxiliary in the ACM., Residence anhd Student Health functions classified in
ththenera1 Fund grcup.were transferred tq Auxiliary in accordance with MRU
R SRS .conventions. ~Inc1uded also.in. thismcatego;;jzégefzgzjStony.Brank‘Eeundatlon._.NU?_
Faculty Student Assdciation, fellowships and scholarships such as BEOG and SEQG,
. and the 1aw—enforcement program. Costs of goods for sale were also included
iﬁ‘the PCS category 9.1 in accordance with MRU conventions. Other scholarship
' ~ programs.such.as the state and federal portion of‘tbe Educational Opportqqity

et Program were inc]udedlfn the General Fund unrestricted category.

-
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Other | : v

A

The expense of SUNY Central lédgeq»against the Stony Brook campus was included
in the -General Fund PCS category 6.9. The Health Science Center (HSC)

component was not included.

) T
A}

AN The expense of the SUNY Research Foundation lodged against the Stony Brook //’iL
.( _
was not included. < | \\,

campus was included in the Restricted PCS category 6.9. The HSC component

TN

S~}
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C ; : . . TABLE 5A.8 &N

. . . _ . ‘ .
' State University of New York at¥Jony Brook 2/21/78
| .. 1975 76 MRU Cost-Study Recon jation : 3/15/78 revised )
r‘/\ ] ? . .
y ) General " Restricted  Auxiliary
. o Funds ICR Funds . Funds Funds Total ,
Financial Repart Expenditures \ ’ : $79,621,110 $ ‘ $13,524,2 . $ , $93,145,5%2
. , N oy -l - . ' N °
. N Adju st.ment-" * o : * ‘ . o
AL IR foset of .tate Appmpriations | _ (1,708,376) 1,708,376 , A
B. Reclassification of Campus Research Administration Costs (459’902; 459,902 - , -
C. Reclassification of the Stony Brobk Foundation (107,971} N (331,385). 438,356 - 7.
. D. Reclassification of the Faculty Student Association * . 51,527,0863 ) - 1,527,086 -
» E. Reclassification of Stu Health & Residence Operations - 15,967,202 : . 5,867,202
¢ , ) -
. ) I
-Additions: T ® o, C
A. S.U.N.Y. Central Expenditures . ‘ ‘ 656,410 ! . " . 656,810
B. Research Foundation Central Expenditures : . 491,816 _ 4 491,816
. €. Financial Aid Programs . 'Y §32,407 - 810,331 1,242,738
D: Student Govermnment Organization -+ . L 869,270 869,270
" E. College Work Study Program (Federal Share) . 488,761 488,761
F. Fee Remissions: ' . : '
1. *State Funded Students E " .. 1,118,138 1,118,138
. 2. Research Funded Students ™ - 319,275 319,275 .
& ) - ' ‘
Deductions: - » . :
A. Indifect Costs Shown as‘Expenditure n Financial Reports ) . (2,234,833 22 ,234,833)
B. Fringe Benefit Rate Ad.)ustment (Es@Mvs. Actual) & HSC (6,888,082) R L N 6,888,08?)
€. Summer Sessfg ' €230,019§ ' . (230,019)
D. Income Fund Reimbursable Accounts (Costs Inc. Elsewhere) 810,203 (810,203)
E. Health Science Center Costs Excluded: )
1. Stony Brook Foundation Restricted Accounts ? (95,422) (95, 422;
2. Campus Research Administration tosts . : (166,961) ) 166 961
3. Sponsored Research * . {3,992,273) (3,992,273)
4, Al}ocation of Campus Costs to-HSC' for Student Services,
K , G.1.S., M3, and Residence Halls (4.591.000§ . {4,591,000)
5,/ Indome Fund Reimbursable Accounts (389,078) . ) (389,078)
. $. State Funded H.S.C. Expenditures . (11,838,295) ¥ Vo ~ S (11,838,295)"
L. . B .- T
MRU Exp'eﬁd‘ftures‘ .',. T o 848,118,887 §1,708,376 57,750,573 § : -$9,517,823 $67,095,764
R / . 5) - S P | . s§
* ., , . . - :2*:' .
T s ’ ) . : Coa '
] { ()‘ ~_ - o o . -
L ] ' - ‘ . ’ N -

G°§
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-UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
: .~ Protocol Statement™ - RN

' . Step 5

'Expendifdre‘records were extraEted from the Financial Accounting System (FAS)

s

'histdry files. This ptovfded detail at the object-af-expenditure level.

h )

Accounts for the Joint Graduate Center at Richland, Washington, were bypassed.

N

I

Staff benefits were bypassed based on object-of-expenditure code These were

added to the MRU IEP files as a percentage of sa]ary The main reason for

this approach was tﬁat‘frvnge benefits could be matched to an academic

- department and consequently a HEGIS code.

The detail reports that are uéed‘tO"prepere the finanéia] statement were

studied, a‘ a reconciliation program was written This program read the ..

extracted expenditure file (1nput to the Account Crogéover Matrix {ACM)

~and summarized the known differences by category and fund source.

. o ,
The expenditure file (inpuf GENL—FILE) was eartitioned inﬁo three separate’
files. These were (1) academic salaries, (2) staff salaries, and '
(3f supplies and expenses. §ix crosso?ér runs were made against each
partition and the results merged. Four of these runs used manually prepared‘
crossover cemmands, the other two used slightly med1f3ed Personne1 Data

Module files, '+ T s
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J

5. The FAS expenditure records contain a three-digit fund code.. A conversion
table was included in our extract program. This table has'an error (see
table 5A.9, row 7). This relates to\sﬂg difference in fund source between
our MRU-IEP cost study and the Financial Statement (see table 5A.9, row 8).

- The_ Financial Statement classified source df funds B} budget number, which

refTecfs’hpw.funds were budgeted. Our methbd shoutld ref]ect more closely how

the money was actually spent.

- \ ¢
< . . . ¢

6. The object-of-expenditure code was extracted fﬁom the accounting system.

N

A
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"

Reported in MRU-IEP

Inputed Fringe Benefits
A )
Uncrossed

- Total (Input to ACM)

Joint Grad Center (bypassed)

.. Fringe Benefits (bypassed)

Extract Program Error
Fqu Code Definition
a. GEN

b. AUX

TOTAL

Financié] Statement

Difference (unreconciled)

180

TABLE 5A.9

- UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

1975-76 MRU-IEP COST STUDY

RECONCILIATION

__GEN

? <

118,801,330

(11,882,536)

1,592,174
108,510,968
-0-

13,406,757

-0~

-

/11,000,223
(69,211)

132,848,737

131,824,136

1,024,601

AUX

\i 9/21/78

RES

24,618,722

(3,151,418)
(154,126)

21,313,178

85,081

2,916,551
-0~
(10,405,623)
69421
13,978,397
14,365,585

(387,188)

90,148,076

(6,102,012)
675,309

84,721,373

837,181

5,707,191

-0- \

(594,600)
-0-

. 90,671,145
190,054,577

616,568

TOTAL .

233,568,128
(21,135,966)
2,113,357
214,545,519
..922,262
22,030,499
..0....
-N-
-0-
237,498,279
236,244,298

1,253,981

181
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6.1 | .

STEP 6
| ™~

-

TOPIC: | A Calculation and analysis of direct unit costs for

academic disciplines. and student programs.

OBJECTIVE: " , | To aid the institutions in the calculation of direct

-l 7.
k]

;ﬁ. o . unit costs and to assist the study group in making

comparisons of their direct-unit-cost data.

. ",gfﬁENERAL XEP‘PROCEDURESt A unit cost is simply the cost of an activigg or
| ‘\ | < senﬁﬁas-divideﬁ by the number of units of that activity
or service produced within a‘givén time period. The ‘

purboée of expressing costs in terms of units of
activity is to‘facilita;e comparisons--with a pre-
determined cost, a-eoSt of past activities, or the
qost of‘a similar pnit of activity in another orga-
nization. In this}ﬁﬁﬁdy, the,égreed—dbon'unit of acti-
\\ o vity for instruction was the semester credié hour, except
| for the doctoral dissertation where each enrollment
was initially counted as a sing1éfun?t.A Steps 1
and 2 facilitat;d the collection and ahalyQis of
thg credit-hour information, that is, the‘denominatof‘
\ _ i‘ ' af‘the unit-cost equationy steps'l, 4, and 5 were’
,“ . concerned with the collection and analysis of the
cRd3t data or the numerator of the equation. Step b

was the first attempt to merge these data files and,

a% a result, produce unit-costgedata for each of the

T bt ' . ' N B
N . : ST ‘ ldl
ERIC . ~
a
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ADDITIONAL MRU

-PROCEDURES :

‘Repbrt 65. B

6.2

)

two-digit HEGIS discip]ine categor@es and for each

of the course leve]s within those HEGIS discipline

céte90r1es.d.L1kesze, through the use of the

4Instructiona1 Hork Load Matrix produded-in step 2, -~

modified direct unit costs were produced for each -
student program and each student level within those
‘'student programs, Specific 1nstruct10ns for computing
direct 1nstructiona1 unit costs can be found on pages

2.39 thrqugh 2.42 of the second editidn of Technical

/ Lo ' - 4

The pilot- test institutions requested that their

modified direct unit cost (MDUC) be displayed hyl‘

acadenﬁc disc1p11ne and course level by s&udent

prdgram and suudent 1eve1 and by FTE studenﬁ by

student level. Irf order to producé. the latter

display, a common definition'of‘FTE student was
needed; for the purposes of the pilot test, the
following fuli-time equivalencies were used:

o 30 student credit hours for lower division, upper

division; and first professiomal )

o 24 SCH fdr graduate 1
| e 18 SCH Ger greduateII
Doctordk-dissertation units were merged into the
graduate Ii d\?inition by equating each dissefﬁation

enro]].ent to nine student credit hours at the

graduate II level. This, in. effect, equated two

183

' . ‘ v
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COLLECTION TIME PERIOD:

&

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA:

6.3

semesters work on the dissertation to a full-time

-

graduate Il workload.
No new data were collected in this step.

Several question; were addressed in this phase of
the study dealing with modifled direct unit costs
These questions were concerned with whether and by hdw
much unit costs varied across institutions, across

'

course 1eve1s, aéross student. levels, across two-

digit HEGIS discxp]ines, and across two-digit HEGIS

. student programs.

The first step in the analytical procedure was to

produce tables 6.1 and 6.2, which highlight institutional

‘differences and similarities by course.level and‘studeht

level. Means weré computed for the six institutions

“as well as a cost range indicating the difference

between the Tow and £he high values. In addition,

ratios were calculated for each course and student

level using lower-division unit costs as the base
within each‘institutioh Severa1‘genera1 observations
can be made by examining the data in these two tables.

e As course 1eve1 increased var1abi11ty among insti- .
tutions increased. Thus underqraduate discipline
unit costs differed from the mean by no more than |
21 percent, while at the graduate level, variations friom
. the average as wide as 65 percent were observed Viewed

. .

1,



aBecause of the confiden
“institutional code.

' [

tiality of the data in step 6, institutionaI names hdve been replaced with an,

\
TABLE 6.1
‘ 7’ COMPARISON OF DISCIPLINE UNIT. COSTS BY INSTITUTIDN AND COURSE LEVEL ?\
Based on Modified Direct Costs (Gens+ICR Funds) . o
. | ] InstftuITona Ewa High Range
ou L - ‘ -
rse eve‘ A 8 T C D £ F Mean Yalue | Value |(High-Low)
Lover diviston | 30 | §33 | §25 | 31 $23 | $3¢ | $20 | $23 | $38 | s
X of the mean 103% 114% 86% .| 107% 79% 117% 100% "79% "N 117% 8%
ase fatctor 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 S . .
gp"i”tﬁ‘?fsion 550 | $50 | s60 | $63 | $44 | $53 | $53 | $44 | $63 | $79
. of the mean 1 94% 94% 113% : . 4 : R SR
Ratio to base - 1.7 1.5 2.4 zg?g" 2 ??E ggog - zgog‘ 83% | . 119% 36%
grgﬁﬁg 1 570 | $173 | s106 | $8 | $95 | sw06 | sw05 | $70 | $173 | %103 "
67% 165% 101% ' » g SR
Ratio of base 2.3 5.9 4.9 g?? g?? {gff " 1g0§ - 67% 165%° .|  96% -
Graduate- 11 $105- | $196 | $137 | $176 | $115 | $116 | $147.| $105 | $196 s 91
’ % of the mean 74% 39% O : ‘ | ,
' Ratio to base 8.5 "15.9 5.5 1252 232 ggg \ 12"? - o o
Dissertation $ 56 ‘$130 $ 98 $192 $134 $168 i $1.30 $ 56 $Igé '$I3
b : 6
% of the mean 43% .| 200% | 75% | ' 437
Ratio to base 1.9 pag g 148% . 103% 1292 1008 43% | 148% | 105%
'S . * . et .
Qﬂfgrad- levels | $76  $165 .| $107 $123 $107 $122 ,\sm' $:76 $165° | . § 89
of the mean . 65% 141% L91% | 105% 91% 104% | 1009 65 141 6%
. Ratio to base 2.5 5.0 | 4.3 | 4.0 4.7 | 3.6 4.0 " :
F _ Note: Health-professiofs data have been echuded ’ | /
¥ 1389 ,



' ‘ - TABLE 6.2 ‘

)

B . ¢ ~ -

g ; ‘ COMPARISON of STUDENT PROGRAM UNIT COSTS BY INSTITUTION AND STUDENT LEVEL
) \ Based on Modified Direct Costs (Gen+ICR.Funds)

i
e e 1 —
. Institution T
. a . : . : Low High Range
StPﬁﬁﬂt Lgvel‘ I A 1 B c D £ F Mean Value | Value [High-Low)
3 ‘ ‘ . . '
TI ' | : - ¥ (
- Lgwer division | $33 | $97 $31 | ¢ 38 $23 | $36 $33 | § 23 $ 38 $ 15
* % lof- the.mean foo% }  112% 94% 115% 70% 109% | 100% 70% 115% 45%
| Bage factor - | 1.0 ‘1.0 1.0 | 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 - :
|, upper division | $45 | $52 | $50 | $53 | $39 | $50 | $48 | $30 |$53 | $714 ..
. % of the mean 94% | 108% + 104% - 110% 81% 104% 100% 81% 110% 29%
Ratio to base 1.4 1.4 1.6 | 1.4 1.7 1.4 1.5 |
Master's - | $ 69 $143 $101 $ 90 $ 82 $100 $ 98 $ 69 $%43 $ 74
% of the mean r 70% 146% 103% 2% 84% 102% 100% 70% 146% 767
- Ratio to .base . 3.1 : 3.8 3.3 2.4 3.6 2.8 3.0
~ Doctoral .| $ 68 $153 | $ 86 $164 | $119 $132 $120 $ 68 .| $164 $ 96
% of the mean 57% 128% | 72% 137% | 99% 110% 100% 57% ) 187% 80%

Ratio to base ‘| 2.7 4,1 2.8 4.3, |. 5.2 | 3.7 3.6

PEA N

S°9

: .

~Note: Hea]thrprofessions'data have been excluded.

aFirst-profess'idnal program data have been excluded because of insufficient data.

”

187 . | ' '
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6.6

another way, 1ower- and upper-division costs had
ranges of only $11 and $19 respectively across
- all institutions, while at the graduate level-
~differences between 1nstitutions averaged $91
or more

.n Generally, rankings acros .inatitutions fronm 1owest

to highest were the same within one or two
ranks of each other using either program or
: discip11ne unit costs

() Student-program and discipline-unit costs were both
much more stable across instdtutions at the under-
graduate levels thall at the graduate level.

(] Roughly, over al] inst1tut1ons upper-division o
courses cost twice as much per crgdit hour ($53)
and graduate courses cost four times as much ($117).
as lower- divi%‘on course ($29). The corresponding
amoupts: for student programs were: Tlower division
($33), upper dxvision (g , master's ($98), and
doctora1 ($120). B

e As course level 1ncreased,,var1ation in ratigs across

- institutions increased: for example, the ratios of
upper-division to Tower-division costs were between
1.5 and 2.4 across “institutions, while for disser-
tation credits, the ratios were between 1.9 and 6.2.
There was somewhat less variation in the student

- program data.

‘ » - N4

After viewing t@e data aggregated acros$ disciplines

and stqp&nt grcgﬁams. the data were exampled by two—
ﬁ‘

dfgit HEGIS category Since there were 24

HEGIS catsgories and 5 course and student 1avei§, s
the large volume of data made it very difficult to
assess simwTarities and differences.- Tables 6.3,

6.4, 6.5, and 6.6 were prepared to highlight discipline

and student—prOgram unit-cost comparisens.. Eleven

’discipline and s;udent~program categories were selected

Lt 7
e * . f

-
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-

- ‘ , that were common to an&s1x 1nst1£ut10ns These common
| i ~; 'é;i‘ "d1sc1p11nes akd programs’ were then ranked from 10wes$
. ‘“ﬁgﬂ—%f‘\ | to highest cost, with 1‘denotjng the 1ouest cost §nd
| S o 11 denoting the Highest gos%. TRe first table, 6.3,
. - : | S éhe three Teast expensive discip]ines (in terms

»

of modified direct unit costs) by institution and course
T ) -

é .. level. Several discipline similarities in rank
. - ‘ ) |
ordering are evident across institutions:

- b .

, L ® PsychoTogy and socgal sciences were among the lowest
| ' unit-cost d1sc1d§1nes at the undergraduate level for
every. 1nst1tut1on except one.
- - i
¢ At the graduate 1eve1s, education was uniformly
. . the least expensive discipline for all institutions
! v -@xcept one {one institution did not offer Graduate 1I-
level courses in education)..
' ' A
o At the gradlate level, psychology was again among
the three least expensive disc1p11nes in 8 of the 12
(twa levels by six institutions) possible qe]ls where
- ‘ , ~ it could appear. .

e Letters was among the threé least expensive disci-
plines in 6 of the 12 graduate level cells.

& S . '
e In general, the Teast expensive disciplines were
in the social sciences and humanities areas.
LY
. . . : #

In Tab1g§6.4, showing the three higheétfcost disci-

plinés by course level, similarities weré not quite.

as striking as in table. 6.3, but patterns were still
! evident: < | '

o At the undergradufte level, fine arts and engineering
together accounted for two-thirds of all the entries;

physwca] sciences also appeared frequently. -~
. ’ b ‘ .

A g ~

190




" TABLE 6.3

- . {)néw‘dﬁ";
' ‘ LT a et T oot
,LOWEST UNIT-COST DISCIPLINES COMMON ACROSS INSTITUTIONS | (ﬂﬁpéf«ff‘”r
Based on Modified Direct Casfg (Gen*ICR Funds) el
. = = ' ‘- P LS
Course . | | b }/ Instxtutipﬂ
Leve] Rank A ' | Bf . 9'), C ( Da ) E F
Lower 1 Psychology -Psycho1ogy Mgﬁh «Engineering PsychoTogy : Social Sci.
division 2 | Social Sci. Math ; {:-Psychology Psychology Social Sci. Psychology
.3 | Math ‘ Comput&r Sci rSocial Sci. *Social Sci. Math Letters - o
Upper  1°| Psychology psychelogy | Psychology | Social Sci. | Education Psychology '
division 2 | Letters Biq¥bdy Social Sci. Psychology Social Sci. Social Sci.
3 | Social Sci.. _JCpmputer Sci.| Letters Letters Psychology Biology
Graduate I ] Education - Educatxon Education Education Education . Education
2 Psycho1ogx, 1-"Computer Sci.| Letters Computer Sci.| Social Sci. Letters
3 | Letters } Math Psychology Psychology Biology Psychology - -
Graduate II 1 Educa&&on Educatidn Education Psychology Education Enginecq@ing
2 | Psychology Fine Arts | Psychology Letters Social Sci. For. Lg’kL
3 Letﬁérs For. Lang. Lettgrs Math Psychology Fducation ,

aInstitution‘D'fdi"d not report cost data at the graduate 11

f

<

level for education and fine-arts courses.
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. \ a
- ‘ *
r ) ‘
. ‘ e
- r AR
® | TABLE 6.4 '
| HIGHEST UNIT-COST DISCIPLINES COMMON ACROSS INSTITUTI@NS
; ‘ Based on Modified Direct Costs (Gen+ICR Funds)
) 7 . .
" Course Institution
Level Rank A B C . pY . £ F
. L'ower " 11 | Engineering Eggineering Engineering Education Cbmphter Sci. | Fine Arts
' division 10 | Biology Fine Arts Computer Sci. | Computer Sci. | Fine Arts Engineering
9 | Fine Arts Letters Fine Arts Physical Sci. | Education Physical Sci.
Uppefl‘ 11 For. Lang. ﬁﬁysical Sci. | Physical Sci. | Math Math Physical Sci.
division 10 | Physical S¢i. |. Engineering Engineering Fine Arts Fine Arts ‘Engineering
’ 9-1. Fine Arts For. Lang. - Math Computer Sci. | Engineering’ For. lLang.
Graduate PO Math Psychology Math For, Lang. Physical Sci. be1ogy
10 | Physical Sei. | Physical Sci. | Physical Sci. | Biology Engineering Physical Sci.
9 | Engineering For. Lang. Biology - Fine Arts ‘Psychology Computer Sci.
Graduate- 11 &%1 Computer Sci. | Math Computer Sci. | Physical Sci. | Math Math
, : 0 | Physical Sci. | Biology Math Engineering Letters Computer Sci.
9 { Math Physical Sci. | Engineering Computer Sci. Biology Physical Sci.

-

A

aInstipution D dfd not report cost data at the graduaté IT level for educatidn.and fine arts.
- [ S . .

a4

1u3

.

\
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) | L o At fne graduate level, physical sciences was among
' the three most expensive disciplines in three-
fourths of the cells.

' o o In general, the sciences and -engineering were the
s . highest unit-cost disciplines across all levels.

L ]
. * -

- ' . This analysis was repeated for ‘student-program dataw
)/‘ but the results did not differ significantly from the

-

disbip1ine data and therefore are not reported here.
' a " ‘ The next analysis examined the ratios of unit ;osts' ‘
‘ < o across the 11 discipline and student-program ‘
| ‘?h‘ ‘},'categoriés common "to the six institgt{bns. This analysis
| A Was coqyucted separately by‘course level (lower division,
uppet divisjon,‘graduéte I, graduate II:\énd dissertafion)
o . . - 3nd student level (lower division,-upper division,
. . master's, doctoral; first-professional program'daté‘

P
}

o | were excluded because of insufficient data across the >
"'\\\ o ,program'cafggories). Two éxamp1es are included in this
~ » ) ) w .
. report. Tab}e‘ﬁ.s displays the discipline ratios for
Jower-division courses, and table 6.6 contains the
RPN S . student~program ratios’ for the‘master}s~degree programs.
'Agajn, several general observations can be made by
examining these data.
- e In general, the high-cost disciplines were ro&ghly
& two and a half to three times more expénsive than
: ( . ‘ the lTow-cost disciplines. This held true generally
s : . ~ for all institutions although there were specific

. instances wbere an institution reported a discipline
) cost five or six times the base-figure cost.

-« .
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Course Level: Louér Division

-\
L

.Based on Modified Direct Costs (Gen+ICR)

*

H

TABLE 6.5

RATIOS OFDISCIPLINE COSTS ACROSS COURSE LEVELS

. Institution " §ix-
, —_— Institution
B o D £ F. Average
Unit | unie Unit Unit Unit ‘ Unit Unit
Discipline Cost Ratio® Cost Ratio® Cost ‘Ratioa Cost Ratio® Cost Ratio® Cost Ratio? Cost Ratio®
04 Biology $4 22 | s3 21 $26 1.9 [$19° 1.6 | $25 25 |$32 19 | $30 1.9
07 Computer Science 36 1.8 22 1.4 . 43 3.1 59 4.9 53 5.3 23 1.4 397 2.4
08 Education ' 20 1.0 a1 2.6 31 2.4 76 6.3 29 2.9 5 2.1 " 2.4
09 Engineering 46 2.3 65 4.1 47 3.4 12 1.0 28 2.8 49 2.9 41 2.6
10 Fine Arts ~ 44 2.2 45 2.8 36 2.6 8 2.3 52 5.2 54 3.2 a3 2.7
- 11 Foreign Lanjuages 2 2. % 2.3 2 2.3 ¥ 2.8 26 2.6 33 1.9 w27
N . ] - ,
15 Lettérs ‘ ; 28 1.4 44 2.8 24 1.7 39 3.3 28 2.8 26 1.5 32 2.0
17 Mathesatics | ‘23 1.2 20 1.3 14, 1.0 3 2.8 21 2.0 28 1.6 23 1.4
19 Physical Sciences | 41° 2.1 36 2.3 3] 2.2 40 3.3 29 » 2.9 46 2.7 37 2.3
., 20 Psychoiogy 21 1.1 16 1.0 14 1.0 15 1.3 1wt o ‘8 1.1 16 1.0
22 Social Sciences ' 2 1. 22 1.4 18 1.3 18 1.5 14 1.3 17 1.0 19 1.2
' $20-46 | $16-65 $14-47 $12-76 $10-53 $17-54 $16-43
Range 1.0-2.3 1.0-8.1 1.0-3.4 ©1.0-6.3 1.0-5.3 . 1.0-3.2 1.0-2.7
, Note: Based on 11 discipline categories common to all six institutiens.
v g
“"”"Wa&sed on the lowest-cost discipline for each institution. .
- " 4* “Nf. ,
e
‘ o - , 14
i‘-f o
o
I 4 i

i1 g
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) S
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3 . '\
™ | TABLE 6.6 s ’ .
RAT‘IO OF STUDENT PRGGRAM COST ACROSS STUDENT LEVELS ¢
o , Based on Modified: Direct Costs (Gen+ICR) o ‘
Student Level: lflaster:’f "
, e - Institution v $ix-
: - TInstitution
N A B ;‘ C D £ F Average
! Student Program 8’;:{ .Ra'tioa | gg;i Ratio® gg;é | Ratio® gg;z Ratio® gg;g Ratio® gg;: ' Ratio® gg:‘ti Ratio®
Ofl Biology $118 . 3.4 5157 1.5 $159 2.3 $125 1.7 $ 83 1.2 $135 1.9
07 Computer Science 86 S?%.S‘ 126 1.1 ¢ 97 1.4 74 1.0 105 1.6 . § ~100 1.4
,08 Education 35 1.0 11 1.0 68 1.0 -- - 67 1.0 69 1.0 ] 70 1.0
09 E‘ngineering ' 141 + 4.9 187 1.7 126 1.9 RRA 1.5 130 1.9 123 1.8 136 1.9
10 ;’iné Arts | 99 2.8 121 1.1 108 1.6 148 2.0 85, 1.4 106 1.5 113, 1.6
11 Foreign Languages .100 2.9 168 1.5 103 1.5 157 2.1 100 1.5 1000 1.4 121 1.7
IIS Letters 79 2.3 158 1.4 80 1.2 88 1.2 1;8 1.9 94 1.4 105 1.5
17 Mathematics 147 4.2 '!I84 1.7 220 3.2 94 1.3 153 2.3 119 1.7 153 2.2
19 Physical Sciences . 202 5.8 248 2. 176" 2.6 161 2.2 132 2.0 200 2.9 187 2.7
ZO‘PsychoIo.t_{y 70 2.0 . 165 1.5 89 - 1.3 92 1.2 122 1.8 120 1.7 110 1.6
A??Sociﬂ Sciences 77 2.2 ' 158 1.4 97 1.4 112 1.5 g2 1.4 115 1;7 109 1.6
. f» "X‘JRange $35-202 : 0—?8 —5111-248 1 0.2.2 $68-220 | 0-3.2 $74-161 1 0-2.2 $67-153 | 0-2.3 $69-200 1029 §70-187 027
¢ ‘ ‘ ‘ | .
. Note: Based on 11 discipline categories common to all six institutior}s.
Based on the lowest-cost di§ciph"ne for each institution. J ’ ) ]-1
, . '

R



‘.9 The range in the cost ratwos 1ncreased as course
level increased (1.8-2.7 for lower division, 1.0-
3.0 for upper division, 1.0-3.3 for graduate I,
1.0-3.2 for, graduate II and 1.0-6.9 for dissertation).

® This finding also held true for program costs, but
the cost ratios were more tightly clustered, and they
did not increase as rapidly as for dwsc1p11ne costs.
(The corresponding ratios for program costs were
. 1.0-1.5 for lower division, 1.0-1.7 for upper
" division, 1.0-2.7 for master's, and 1.0-2.7 for’

doctoral. ) . | o

e" As borne out in the earlier analysis, the rankings .
of disciplines/student programs were relatively
. consistent from institution to institution.

. R' | The final ana]ysis‘éxamined mbdiffed direct unit costs
| in terms of their components—~d61}ars per service month
and SCH per servicelmonth. Figures similar ta figures
6.1, 6.2, and 6.3 were produced fgr.several.qf the
two-digit HEGIS cl&sters Engiheem’hg is shown as an_
examp1e In fioure 6.1, unit costs per credit hour
| are plotted by course Tevel for each of the six
‘ 1nst1tut1ons These data show a def1n1te upward trend
in cost data as course leve} increases Thé data
> appear: to be re1at1vely~stab1e_at the undergraduata
levels but fluctuate widely at the graduate levels. -
In figure 6.2, faculty workloads are examihed in
, ferms of SCH per service month. The general pattern
of decreasing numbers of SCH'per~service month is
exhibiied, a]though fhere/are fluctuations among

. A
ingtitutions. The fi}a} figure, which examines expen-

ditures per service month, shows increasing dollars

fan



- . - FIGURE 6.1
J |

MODIFIED DIRECT CO$T OF DISCIPLINE CREDIT HOURS, GEN/ICR FUNDS
| DOLLARS PER CREDIT HOUR BY LEVEL OF COURSE
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l FIGURE 6.2
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DISCIPL'INE CREDIT HOURS PER SERVICE MONTH BY LEVEL OF COURSE
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STUDY GROUP
RECOMMENDATIONS:

6.17 ‘

@

per service months as course level increases. There

-appears to be substantial dollar differences among

the six institutions across all course levels in the

' endfneering disciplines. The point'td be made here is

that even if unit-cost data appear to be simitar on

" the surface, the underlying components may behave

in dissimilar ways..

. 1. Course levels. Five course levels were used in

the collection of the dafa: " Tower division,
upper division, graduate I; graduate II, and
dissertation. The data ana}yze& in this stgp
appeared to be relatibely consistent at the

' undergraduate 1eye1s but Tess consistent at thé‘
'graduqte ]evelsi Data at the di;sertation Tevel
showed: wide fluctuations aeross institutions and
across discipjines. The pilot institutions had
difficulty iﬁ making consistent course-level
distinctions at the graduate.level. They recommend,
HBweVer, that the five. course tevels be maintained
and that consﬁderationhbe given to adding}a sixth
Jevel for first-professional course work, if the k

programs warrant it.

2. Student levels. -MRU data-collection procedures

also specified five student leyels: lower division,

upper division, first professional, master's,

.

2uq .
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and doctoral. Again the data.were more consisﬁgnt
at the undergraduate 1gvels thgn at the‘graduate
-levels. However, in'thi} case, the pilot insti-
tutions fouhdit eagﬁer to distinguish between
gradﬂ%%e'stu.ent levels (the master's candidate
_yersus the doctoral candidate) than between graduate
course levels. Thg.first-profesgzonal level was
used selectively in specified fiéldé'(primari}y
law and s ome of the health professions, although
for the most part, the health proféssions were
eliminated from the study). On the basis of
these findings, the study group recommends five
student levels, maiqpainfng separat® Jevels for

master's, doctoral, and first-professional students.
‘ ‘ . ) \. ‘ N
'Di'scipline costs versus student program costs. The

'aata showed that student-program costs were somewhat
mo;e consistent thanjdiQCipline costs across insti-
tutipns, implying that student-level desigﬁations
were more consistent than course-level designations.
The differences in variability of costs between

the two data sets Qere small, Eowever. The study
~group was of the opiﬁion that discipline pésts were

more appropriate for institutional-management use,

- and student-program costs were appropriate‘for

external comparisons.
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P L 4. HEGIS categorigs. At the two-digit'lével, there

was a reasonable deqfee o?"%onsistency Qf data across
~ 1nst1tut1ons for both academ1c disciplines and
o ’student programs . Thosé d1scip11nes (programs)
that were expens1ve at one 1nstitut§?n tehded to
D | be high cost at the other f1ve inst1tutwons and
‘vicg versa. No ana1yse9 were conducted to examine
-‘Qi' L the variability of cost data within }he two-digit
.-T"- T @f L c]&sters It was hypothesiznd by the study group
| L _ - .that had these ana1yses been cnnducted a further
: » division of some of the two-digit clusters might
| Se appropriate. (For example, separatingﬁhys%éa)
Education from the 800 series ande dividing. Fine
Arts into Music, Art, and Theatre). }he stuéy group
.recommends a modiffed two-digit HEGIS' structure

for making costrcompar1sons as descr1bed in >
step 1. » ‘ o L N
SR S | :.
v iﬁONCLUSION: | . THefEesu1ts of‘these-1imited analyses suggest that the.
data are reasonably comparable when examined across
insﬁﬁtutions, across course levels, and across two-
° digit HEGIS clusters. This statement is based on a
range of variability of £‘20 percenf of the mean at the
undergraduate levels and + 40 percent of the mean at the

‘graduate levels. It is unclear whether this Was due

; e ' to differing faculty-activity analyses, to differing

z S ' 2"'(;
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K R . allocation strategies, or some combination of the two..
-4 ); . ) - ‘ . ) . Q‘ ) B y
| The study group, whe’]e not endorsing the accuracy of
- . b the data, was rea_sonab‘ly comfortable with the results
" - . of this step and agreed to ﬁroceéd to the full cost‘ing
o Lo ’ !
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Collection of assigﬁab]e square feet and allocation
of indirect costs - . -

\
}

To aid the institutions in allocating their indirect

costs to final cost quectﬁves aﬁd to assess the

consistency of;the allocation process across the six

universities.

Direct unit costs were produced athe result of step

6. -Before full unit costs could be produced (step 8)

each institution had to perform a series of allo-

cations distribufing‘théﬁr indirect cost pools to

4

those cost centefs previously designated as final
cost objéctive§. In IEP, the final cost oEjectives
fall principally within the three pfimary progréms--
instruction, research and ppb1ic service-~-but also
include some‘of the student support services that",//'
are normally treated as auﬁj]iary services, such as

o ¢ .
dormitories, fbod services, and intercollegiate athletics.

'A11- other cost centers are considered indirect and

are therefore allocated to the final cost objectives
as part of this step. The study group decided to .

exclude the caéita1~cqst portion‘of the general IEP

study (pp; 2°.43-2.47 of Technical Report 65, second

editiohj, basing their decision in part on the

following conside}ations:
@

;?"éi N
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o No existing.policies -for amortizing and replacing
capital, assets exist within the universities except
_possibly within the auxiliary enterprises.
’ [}

e Current IEP procedures based on histdrical costs
-introduce cost variances that do not necessarily
reflect differences in educational services.

. -9 Differences in accounting and property-management
. . ‘ practices may make it difficult to identify
: capital equipment items with particular academic
disciplines and PCS programs.

| e Conceptual’ problems exist with combining costs based
.. L on current operating funds with those that attempt
to measure capital-asset acquisition and utilization.
‘ . LR Such a combination might undermine the utility \'
\ ' . : of the data. .

'ADDITIONAL MRU After rev?éwing the allocatipn procedures contained '
‘PROCEDURES: C _ , - N .
o ' in the general IEP cost study, the study group made

‘ the following modifications.

o A1l libraries were to be treated as a sinale cost
center with the exception of the law library,
- which was allocated only to the Law discipiine

+ (1400).

] 51] direct costs were-to .read modified direct costs
to reflect the allocation that were made in  ~
' . / step 5. . : .
b ‘ .

e Audiovisual Services, fomputing Support (the

- remainder after all direct charges), and Ancillary
Support were allocated on the basis of modified
direct costs. Collecting usage data was infeasible.

e Academic Administration was allbcated in a
hierarchical fashion with departmental academic
. administration allocated first (step 5), then
‘ colTege or school academic administration
(Business School, Engineering School), and finally
4-campuswide academic administration)*

® The allocation procedures cannot be generalized
when dealing with Auxiliary Enterprises. Accounting
practices differ Strqss the six pilot-test

/ | 2.y
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institutions, and expenditures for some auxiliaries
bear -more indirect costs than do others. Therefore
when k1ng allocations of indirect costs to

\} auxiliaries, care was exercised not to duplicate

. the irdirect costs of any of the support services,

{x F

Tab]e 7. }sreflects the set of, recommended allocation
*t

parameters that was used in the calculation of full

- un1t eosts Inst1tut1ons were given the opportunity

A'

to state’ on .an excepchn basis deviations from the

genera11y‘accepted procedures., While each -institution

¥

listed a number of exceptions, it was extremely |
d;fficult to'summarize these deviations aeross the,
six pilot iﬁéf%tutione. Table 7.2 has been included
to il]ust}éte'dnéischoo!’s list 'of exceptibns fo
the geneﬁa] p?ocedures 4Mest of these grose because

of the group s effort to m§§e allocations’ w1th1n “fund

'Qt%grngg " This deC1s1Un sometrhes caused an institution

to specify a different a]locatfqn basis than that

‘generally recommended. Andther Peason for
~exceptions was the varying treatmeﬁf.of auxiliary

"enterprises from university toéuniverSity In some . -

cases, suppertmg services were: totany charged\e)uf .
to aux111ar1es as part of the 1nst1tutldn S regular
‘account1ng entries; in those cases, no additional
allocations needed to be made. In ofherl§nstitutions,

auxiliaries wereggnly partially "fu]l-costed“ and

therefore required additional allocations as part of

" this step. “While ‘the general.methodo]ogy estabtished

: o
LI
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_ INFORMATION EXCHANGE PROCEDURES FOR MAJOR REGEARCH UNIVERSITIES
* PRECOMMENDED ALLOCATION PARAMETERS AND RECIPIENT ACTIVITY CENTERS

¢

TABLE 7.1 *

— ' i . N
o ' | : ‘ _ " Recipient Activity Center
- ‘ ' ' o Instruction, © A1l Eligible
/ P , . Instruction ~ Research, & Final Cost
: Activity Center : _ * «~ Suggested Parameter (1.1 only) Public Service Objectivesa
/ - 1.0 Instruction ' _Final Cost Objective? ‘ '
2.0 Hesearch Final Cost Objective®
3.0 Public Service | Final Cost Objective® '
4.1 Libraries - Modified Direct Costs® %
8.2 Museuns & Galleries Medified Direct Costs V X
§:3 Audiovisual Services’ Modified Direct Costs X
4.4 Cogguting Support ( remainder) Modified Direct Costs X
4.5 Ancillary Support Modified Direct Costs X ~
4.6 Academic Administration (remaipder) Modified Direct Costs ( X .4>_
5.1 Student §erviéé Administration Se?n'ester,Credfts i X ‘
5.2 Social & Cultural Development . Semester Credits X
. 5.3 Counseling & Career Guidance Semester Credits X
5.4 Financial Aid Administration Semester Credits X
5.5 Student Auxiliary Services Final Cost Objectives®
5.6 1Intercollegiate Athletics Final Cost Objective® -
6.1 Execu'tive ‘Management " Modified Direct Costs: X
- 6.2 Fiscal Operations . Modified Direct Costs X
6.3 GEnerabAdmin‘istrative Services Modified Direct Costs X -
6.3 Logistical Services Modified Direct Costs X
6.5 ‘Physical Plant Operations Assignable Square Feet. \ ' . X
6.6 Faculty & Staff Auxiliary Services Final Cost Objective® . . -
6.7 Public Rngtliuns & Development ~ Modified Direct Costs \ ’
6.8 Student Recruitment, hzm“ssior?s & Records - Semester Credits X | ' ‘
6.9 Central Office Operat! . Modified Direct” éost?\'

N

2 1 ' Fina\l Cost Objectives eligible to“receive allocated costs are all subprograms 1,0, 2.0, and 3.0, and subpmgrams 5.5, 5.6, ‘nd 6. 5

EKC AH Hbraries are to be treatdd as a single cost center with the exception of the Law library, which will be allocated only at the
Law discipHne (1400).

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC



TABLE 7.2
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO EXCEPTIONS TO NCHEMS FULL-COST ALLOCATIONS

-

-

Source of Fund \

and Sending Pcs? &) §ﬁ§°§€§§%3§n§“335 . 53?52' _ Allocation Basfé ,
| | Vo
GEN 4.3 and 4.7 CGEN 1.7 (only) AT | GEN 1.1 Modified Direct Cdsts
ICR 4.1 through 6.9 | ICR 1.1 through 3.2 | A1l | RES 1.1 through 3.2 Modified Direct Costs
RES 4.I fhrﬁhghnﬁ.Q RES 1.1 thr0u9h43.2,' A1l “RES 1.1 through 3.2 Modif{ed Direct Costs
AUX 5.2 and 5.3 CAUX - 5.5 (only) N/A | AUX 5.5 Modified Direct Costs
AUX 4.1 through 418 | AUX -3.2 (only) WA [ AUX 3.2 Modified Direct Costs
AUX 6.0 through 6.9 | AUX 3.2 (only) WA | A 3.2 Modified Direct Costs
f

-

%The sendin§ PCS always excludes final-cost dbjecgives 5.5, 5.6
‘ ' -

, and 6.6, as wel] as PCS 7.2 and 9.2.

214
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N the intéht fop.tﬁe full cost al]béation; each insti-
tutibn haé’toﬂlend its own interpretation to the N
procedure to make it meaningful for that particular

- SEhoof,; If cérefu] attention had not been paid to '.'

. these exééptions, the walidity of the full oosf data :

" would have beer substantially reduced. -

-

v

COLLECTION TIME PERIOD: Approxlmately six months were. allowed to. comp1ete the
full cost portion of the study (steps 7 .and 8).

I - vg
-
T

ANALYSIS OF THé‘DATA:; | The on]y new datg co11ected 1n this. step were the- |
| ‘ass1gnab1e square feet (ASF) data, which were co]lected
to prov1de an aTlocat1on bas1s for Phys1ca Plant
Operations (6. 5) Table 7.3 is a summary 4‘~each 1nst1~“
D ) tution’s ass1gnab1e square feet by Program C1ass1fication

- 'Structure (PCS) maJor functionﬂ3 The ré1at1ve amounts

of space committed to each functwnn rauthy para11eled
» the percentages of total expend1tures‘comm1tted to those -

same functional areas.

Basically, eaéh school summarized these data from
their space ihventoriés. de]etinq spaéé assigned to
indepéndent‘opera;ions, health care,'residentiéT

e spéce, and-any otheﬁ‘é%%te for which a direct charge
for ﬁ1ant operations aﬁa maintenance had already

~

been made. The remaining space was assigned to

a

D= h S

|
| @
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maJor programs within the PCS Instructional space
was d1sagqregated by two -digit HEGIS cateqor1es (four-

, digit HEGIS categories in some cases) on the bas1s of

. these. Space inventories and w1th1n two- d1q3t HEGIS

categor1es, 1t was further disagaregated to ccurse ]eve] .
on the basis of stugent credit hours. ' The- ASF thus a
distributed because the basis for cﬁarging.p‘ nt g
.opeiat%ons_and maintenance to' the various as:32;225 '
._units'(disciplines arid course &fvels) for the pérposél(

L4

of arriving at full costs.

L}

-The sthdy'groupﬂconsidéred~two procédura} questions

beyond those aiready discussed. . The first dealt

with making allocations within fund groups versus

making allocations across fund groups. The second

< -altesnative would have ‘the effect of collapsing

fund groups at this point in the analysis. "The

N ‘
- second procedura] question.the group addressed was
whether to perform the allocations in a step-down
v | ~approach versus a one-step approach. The step-down -

approach wou]d'group indirect éosts.into four cost
_\\ngls (physical-plant- operations, all other institu-

tidﬁal support, student services, and academic support)

and would establish a sequence ?Qr making the allocations.

jThe one-step approach would make the allocations.as

if they were simultaneous, allowing fbr no interactions

. ¢ among the indirect cost centers.
- ¥ R

-

€t
.
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- _ TABLE 7.3.
‘ I FACILITIES' ANALYSIS
S . . | Colorado | I1linois | Stony Brook | Kansas Purdue ‘;Na'shi‘ngtoﬁ "
| Total ASF ©4,087.2 2,960.6 | 3,303.9 | 9,708, -&@41‘
. Less: 1.0 Ind. Op - '} ( 190.7) . 0.0 é 27.4) § 646.9) . *.40, 9;
Unassigned 0.0 - 92,7 . '33.2 132.5) ¢ . 0.1
o .+800 Health Care | (- 18.6) ° .12 25.6 . 50.0) 204. ;
... *e - 900 Residential 1 237.8 998.2) 822.8 3,178.1. 1,040.2
e 000 Unclassified 21 9 - 0.0 | 8.4 o . "107. 7).
. Space. for Academic L B 1 '
. Operations . > 2,618.2" 5,976.4 1,857.6 2,386.5 -] 3,700.9 5,300.4
? :nstruction - asf . 986.3 '2,831.1 751.9 795.8 1,643.2 1,776.7
: : B 4 ‘ 37.7% - 40.7% 40.5% 33.4% - 44.4% "33.5%
~ Research asf 554.5 1,243.0 385.8 340.9 760.9 1,263.0
' | ‘ % . 21.8% ~+20.8% 20.8% - 14.3% 20.6% 23,8%
" public Service  asf 16.4 252.2 31.6 12.7 ° 73.8 117.2
‘ , ‘;l’- _ ~0.6% 4.2% 1? 0.5% ‘ 2.0% 2, 8%
- Academic .Support ‘asf . 289.1 818.6 442, 480.3 405.5 1 728.3
. ‘ : % . 11.0% 13.7% 23.8% - 20.1% 11.0% 13.7%
- Student Services asf ' 570.0 758.4 91.3 565.2 406.0 801.4 -
‘ : y 21.8% 12.7% 4.9% 23.7% 11.0% 15.1%.
" Institutional asf 201.9 473.1 154.1 191.6 411.5 613.8
Support % 7.7% . 7.9% i 8.3% - 8.0% 11.1% 11.6%
2,618.2 5,976.4 1,857.6 2,386.5 - 3,700.9 .. 5,300;47 a;
100.0% « . 100.0% 100.0_’ 100.0% - 100.0% 100. 0%
. aqua‘. not .r;um to 100 due}tc rounding..
o o AN
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,Bébause each of theée choices was independent
of the éther, there were really .four alternative
(\ ~ procedures to test: .}our funds, fqur step (4F4S);
| four funds, one step (4Fi5); onévfuhd , four steps (1{45);-,
and one fund, one step f]F]S). Each of these alterna- |
tives was tested on one institution's data, keeping’
. \ : the -allocation parémetefs and the allocation b;sis
constant. The results of this tedt are displayed in
v table 7.4. The‘d6i1ar figures aﬂd the percentaqes
-represeht the amounts in éach of the activity
;ehters after the full cost allocations were made.
o y | : | By;comparjng the amounts jnfany.one activity center
 §¢?055 the four columns, oné can gauge the effect
the al]dcatfbn method had-on the final distribution
of dollars. Biqexamin%ng'Fhe results of this test,
the study group concluded that the four allocation
procedures tested did not méteria11y affect the final
“results.. There was some minor shifting of dollars
from instruction into research and pub1{c service ’
under methods 3 and 4 (the'co11apsinq of the fund groups).
. - As a further consideration, the studygrdup wanted to
maintaiQ the integrity of the fome- fund aroups
throughout the cost study. ThezEEPré they chose to
~make the full cost-allocations using the simpler,

' .
one-step approach, but to allocate each fund‘group

separately- (4F1S). The one exception to this rule

v

iy
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TABLE 7.4
TEST OF FOUR ALTERNATIVE ALLOCATION PROCEDURES
\ » v
. {In Thousands of Dollars) ‘
PCS Activity Center " 4F48) 4F1s 1F4S . 1FIS
1.1 General Academic " $105,478 $103.893 ¢ 99,844 | $ 99,398
Instruction ¥ 4<%:as . 40.48% 38.89% | 38.72%
1.3 Cemmunity Education § o8 |s 645 | § 597 | s 618
' _ j .24% .28% ‘ ) .23% . 84%
2.1 Institutes/Research - | § 38,480 | $ 39,250 | $ 40,410 $ 41,486
Centers 14.99% 15.29% 15.74% 16,15%
2.2 Individual Project $ 31,451 | $ 32,054 | $32,779 | $ 33,567
Research . 12.86% 12.49% 1 12.77% 13.08%
3.1 Patient Services $ 1,009 | $ 1,400 [$ 1,411 | § 1,523
) .. .55% .H8% . 04% : .59% .
3.2 Community ‘Services $ 5,657 $ 5,731 $ 5,736 $ 5,850
. 2.20% 2.23% %.23% 2.26%
3.3 Cooperative Extension §19,009 | §19,163 | $19,604 | $ 19,858 ]
) ’ N ?.;1% 7.47% 7.604% 7.74%
3.4 Public Broadcasting $ 381 $ 384 $ '374 3 378
’ . 15% .15% .15% .15%
5.5 Student Auxiliary . § 35,163 | $ 35,005 | $ 36,93 [ $ 35105
Services A 13.70% 13.3§% 14.41% 13.68%
7.1 Independent Operations $ 1,305 | $ 1,305 |$ 1,305 | $ 1,305
. .51% - .51% .51% .51%
8.1 Scholarships $ 3,000 $ 3,000 |$ 3,000 $ 3,000
. *1.17% 1.17% 1.17% 1.17%
8.2 Fellowships § 3,082 | 3,082 |$ 3,082 | 4 3,08
. ( 1.80% “ _1.20% 1.20% 1.20%
9.0 Holding Accounts $11,585 | ¢ 11,585 $ 11,585 .1 $ 11,585
: . 4.51% 4.51% 4.51% 4.,51%
TOTALS® $256,628 | $256,687 | $256,720 | $256,715
88.99% 100.01% 89.89% 1P0.02%k

aTotals for the four meth?ds do not agree due’ to rounding differences and some
minor allocations not reported in this table.

*
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was that indirect cost recovery (ICR) funds were allo-
cated to fiﬁél cost objectived on the basis of restricted

funds -+ ICR dollars. The intent here was to allocate

the 1cﬁ dollars back to academic units in a manner that
closely approximated the way in which they were %;
generated. All 6ther sUppdrt costs were allocated
solelyﬂwithin fund gro&ps | |

_ | | r

By %xamining table 7.5, the impact the full cost N
allocations on the final cost objﬁves can readily

be observed? As would be expected, most of the support
dallars f]owed into the Instruction programs (rdugh]y
‘éz;;é out of every four support dollars). The remafnder
were spread across the Research, Public Service‘andJ;
Auii]igry Service progr;ms. The impact fﬁat the allo-~
cations had on the instruction programs varied. from
institution to‘institutidn. Stony Brook and Colorado
received the ﬁneatesé percentage increments (73.1 percent
and 65.0 percent respective]y) with Purdue réceiving

%he least (39.8 perceni). Ihé other three jnétifutioﬁs
increased the cost of their instructional proarams by .
roughly 50 percent through the full cost allocation
précess. Difféfences among th; six institutions can be
directly attributable to the amounts that the institu-

tions assigned to the support arkas during the account

crossover, As learned in step 5, Colorado had

220



“p\

. :%
\ .
“
v oo
) ' TABLE 75
 AMOUNT AND PERCENT INCREASE OF FINAL COST
. ‘ VES AS A RESULT OF FULL-COST ALLOCATIONS
: (In Thousands of Dollars)
o . —: 0
g;g:ltgszt' ' Coloradp Iinnois . Kansas Purdue g:gg{ Washington
p o W M
General Academic $18,718 | $36,739 | $15,350 | $22,288 | $15,763 | $39,235
Instruction (1.1) £5.0% 51.7% 53.3% 39.8% 73.1% 51.6%
r e
‘ Community Education: ¢ -~ $ 201 $ 387 $ 78 $. 27 $ 600
(1.3) ' - 42.7% 36.6% 4. 3% 31.7% 25.5%
L Preparatory Adult - - K T . $ 45
‘ - Education (1.4) - - 27.9% - - 21.4%
Institutes/Research $ 1,462 " § 4,002 $ 1,505 $ 3,835 $ 1,364 $ 573
Centers (2.1) 1 18.4% | 12.1% 27.7% 23.8% 54.8% 37.8%
2 . o | . )
Individual Project $ 1,666 | $ 2,460 | $ 2,005 | $ 4,979 | $ 2,977 | § 5,382
" Research (2.2) . 16.3% §,1% | 39.3% 19.4% 31.2% 8.6%
‘Patient Services - $ 739 - - - $ 1,947
- {3.1) ‘ - 80.3% - | .- 28.7%
Comunfty Services | $ 1,505 $ 1,036 [-$ 553 $ 227 $ 913 -$ 1,228
(3.2) . 25.6% 21.4% 33.6% |- . 9.3% 53.4% 30.7%
Cooperative Extension - $ 2,789 - $ 703 - -
Services (3.3) - . 16.5% - 7.3% - -
Public Broadcasting ‘- $ 56 | $ 90| s 6 - § 340
- (3.4) , P 17.0% 45.1% 31.0% - 22.5%
P N
4 Student Auxiliary - $ 234 - - $ 1,08 $ 4,323
Services (5.5) - 0.7% -7 - - 16.1% 35.5%
Intercollegiate  , | § 237 - $ 24 |8 3 - $ 736
Athletics (5.6) 10, 2% - 11.7% | 1.1% - 27.7%
| f///// SOURCE: Computer print-out table 158. ~ :
) . ' = Ty {
¢
R N
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reported pfop&ftionate1y“1arger expénditures in the

| Student Service érga, and Stony Brook had expended
relatively more dof1ars in the Institutional Support
proéram. The expendituye pattéfnﬁ noted in step 5
would atcbuﬁt for the relatively larger amounts being'

allocated to Instruction for these two universities. .
o L, _ ,
Py

» .

| Allocations outside of the instructional area do not
reveal much consistency among fhe six pi1gt-test
institutions. Some uniyersities;‘hbtably Stény Brook
‘ and Washington, aiTocatéd support dollars to Student( .
Auxiliary Services; the other universities chose not

- to make théese allocations. Presumably support

costs for the remaining 1nstituttons\had beén.fu11y
accounted for as part of their regular aceoynting
entries. The Research programs received varying

s amounts of support do]lars‘ranging from roughly a 9
percent.incrgaSe for broject resea}ch at I1linois and
Héshingtbn tojé 55 percent increase for Institutes and
Research Centers at Stony Brook. Likewise,‘Commuﬁity
Service costs increased from a low of 9‘percent at Purdue
'to a high of nearly 55 percent at Stony Brook. These
differences, while 1a}ge, were: not examined in depth,

because it was primarily the 1nst;uctiona1 costs that

were being analyzed. If analyses were to be conducted

in the noninstructional areas, the parameters

T, . - P B
s
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and allocation processes should bevreexamined in

Ti§h€ of’thé'ﬁéfa presented in table 7.5.

STUDY GROUP 1. Capital costs for the most part were excluded ‘
RECOMMENDATIONS: . |
. from the MRU-IEP cost study due to the lack of \

* pe
i .

existing prdcedures for ca]cu]aiing capital

costs and cdnceptga] ﬁ}oblems witﬁ cov?ining
capital and éurrentjoperating costs. Assignable-
square- feet déta by major function weré exchénged
ramong the pilot-test institutions in lieu

of this procedure. - o

2. The study group adopted the IEP full cost procedures

Qi;h mino difications (see table 7.1). -
Hawé;gr’{ir?;plementingthese procedukes, the
pildt-te;t ipstitutioﬁs found it"necessary.tqi
add further clarification to the procedures

before support costs could be allocated in a °

'mganingful wayf

3. Full cost allocations were made within fund groups’ w

(General, Restricted, ICR, and Auxiliary), but
using a direct, one-step approach rather than the-

more comp]%cated step~ddwn me thods typica]ly‘_

employed in full cost 'studies. The study group-'

found the direct allocation method simpler to use,

. , 2.3
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- these variations.
‘J .

¥

and the added steps did not materialTy'affect .'i

the results. - . .

“ »
There wed¥e variations among the six institutions
in the extent to which support ;osts,such.és

physical plant and adm&nistration wereié1ready

“allocated as patt of the institution's accounting

policies. This was‘parqicularly true in regard
to auxiliaries. Each institution provided .

specific allocation decisidn ruies‘to adjust for

T

1

IEP does not reédf1y provide for allocating.”
academic—adﬁi&%stration cost'centérs, sich as
coi]ege deans' offices, back to disciplines. It
was necessary to makg Sebarate allocations to
appropriately assign‘col1e§e costs to disciplines

before making campuswide allocations of central

costs. . . . ,

>

IEP does hot have an adequate tracking mechanigm
to trace costs from their support categories to
the final cost objectives. Final cost figures
sbou1q be broken down by contributing support
categories, such as libraries, student.serVices,-
physica1—p1ant operations, and institutional |

support.
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CONCLUSION:

by -
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¢

v

No major problems were encountered when using the IEP.

\fuTl'costing'procedures except for the modifications

alréady noted. Full cost data are not particularly
useful for internal management purposes , because

large amounts of data are compresséd into a single

1

figure thereby complicating the analysis rather

than simplifying 1t. However, full cost data may be

“useful for interinstitutional comparisons, because

the effects due to institutional differences in

"accounting practices, organizational structures, and

>

internal funding levels for indirect cost centers are -

eliminated or significantly reduced in the fu11_co§ting

process.
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8.1

<
STEP 8
. ,:;g . i t — ,‘
-t TOPIC: " " Calculation and analysis of full unit costs for

academié disciﬁ]ines and student programs.
“ OBJECTIVE: . To aid the institutions in the calculation of fuf1‘
| unit cbsts and to assistjfhe study §roup in making

comparisons of their full unit-cost data.
¢ N | e | . !>
GENERAL IEP PROCEDURES: The procedures in step 8 were identical to those
} described in steb 6 with the exception that full
cost datairather than direct cost data were used
- as the numerator‘of ;he’;oiting equation.
»

"ADDITIONAL MRU IEP recommends two units to express fuT] costs--
PROCEDURES: » '
_ - the discipline credi4¢ hgur and thq student-program
credit hour. In addition, full costs were displayed
. by, FTE student, which resulted in an‘?TE—studéht
" - . definition coﬁsistent witﬁ step 6. ~.
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA: In analyzing the full unit costs calculated in
| ‘ this step, the central focus was on assessing
differences and similarities between thegg costs

-

and the direct unit gosts calculated in step 6.

Most of the tables shown in this stép are simiiar

e/ ' | . to those in step 6 except that full- costs were

RIC - . %y
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8.2

‘ | o o used insteéd of direct costs.” Throughout these
‘ | tables, the principal questibﬁ of interest was:
Are the results shown here consistent with the
. | : R corresponding results in step 6 tables? If'hot,
, | where did khe dif%erences occur, d'what factors

might have created them? y &

In arder to have a frame of reference for full and
direct unit-costs varfaf1on across institutions,
student programs and academic diéciplines, tables
8.1‘and 8.2 were preparéd. These Fab]es give the

- - ratios of full to direct unit costs by coursé_leye1‘

L

and student level respectively.. (The differences
between full and direct costs are referred to as
support or inHirect costs.) Some comments concerning

these tables are: .

® Across all institutions, full costs were approxi;

“mately 60 percent greater than direct costs at the
undergraduate levels and 50 percent greater than
direct costs at the draduate levels. :

. @ ' ) ® Institutions varied in the amounts and percentages
: : by which they increased their cosis as a result of
the full cost allocation procedures. For example,
at lower-division insgruction, the percentage of
increase ranged from 49 percent at Institution B
to 100 percent at Institution D. Likewise at the
. - graduate 1 level, the range was from 36 percent to
75 percent. Generally, those institutions that
o employed a faculty-assianment method increased
their unit costs the least, and those with a
faculty self-reporting method increased the most.




TAELE 8.1
DISCIPLINE FULL UNAT EOSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF DIRECT UNIT COSTS
| (Gen+ICR Funds) |

R _ | Institution?

Course Leve 71 A R S - D A F Mean
Lower division “F $47 | '$49 | $42 | $62 | $39 | $54 || $4a9
o D $3 | $33 | §25 | $31 $23 | $34 || $29

/% 157% , 148% 168% 200% 170% 169% 169%
Upper division F $76 | $72.] $98 | $101 | s$70 |'s8 | 83
o D $50 f $5 | $60 | $63 | $44 | $53 | $53
% 152% 144% 1863% .| 16p3 159% 153% 157%
Graduate I F $104 | $235 | $172 | $142 | $145 | $150 || $160
' D $70 | $173 | $106 | $ 8 $95 | $106 || $105
% 149% 136% 162% 175% 153% 150% 152%
.| Graduate 11 3 $152 | s261 | §221 | 270 | $170 | $1e8 || $207
- D $105 | $196 | $137 | %176 | $115 | $116 || - $147
yA 145% "13_3% " 161% 163% 148% | 146% 147%
Dissertation. | ° F $-85 |  $182 $160 $262 | $195 | $240 $187
v D $56 |-$130 | $98 | $192-| $134 | $168 || $130
o "% -152% | 140% 16 3% 136% 146% 143% 144%
. A1 grad. levels, F $112 |+ %227 $175 $194 | "$160 $180 $175
T D $76 | $165 | $107 | $123 | $107 | $122-| $117
. . % 147% 1387 ©164% 158% 150% » 148% 150%

N

\Néte- Health-professions data have been excluded.
%Because of the confidentiality of the data in step 8, fnstitutfonal names have been rep]aced

- with an 1nst1tut1nna1 .code.

PE2Ful1 Cost ‘ .

D=Modified Direct Cost
2u8 ‘ v

O




TABLE 8.2°

o ‘ v ' ‘ C ‘ - o
| ~ PROGRAM FULL UNIT COSTS AS.A PERCENTAGE OF DIRECT UNIT COSTS
. . (Gen+ICR Funds) ,
\ - -
Institution’
Student Level F/D® BTN N T D E F Mean
 Lower division F $50 | $50 | $52 | $71 | $44 [ $57 | §55
o D $33 | $37 | .$30 $ 38 $ 23 $36 |I-$ 33
‘ . ' % 152% 146% 168% | 187% 191% 158% || ~167%
-Upper division “F |, $69 | $75 | $78 | $89 | s62 | $77 | $75
- - D $45 | $52 | $50 $53 |“$39 | $50 $ 48
% 153% 144% | 156% | 168% 159% | 154%° 156%
Master's - F $102 $197 $165 $154 | .$127. $148 $149
D $ 69 $143 | " $10% $90. | § 82 $100 $ 98
% 148% . 138%. 163% 171% 166% 148% 168%
"Doctorate F §99 | $212 | $140 | s2a2 | $175 | 191 || $177
' D $ 68 $153 .| $8 | $164 $119 $132 $120
% 146% 139% - 163% 148% 147% 1456%. 148%

Vote: Health-professions data have been excluded.

AF=Fyll Cost =
D=Modified Direct Cost

S - 299




e Institutional variability was also evident when
examining the student-program data (table 8.2).
The corresponding percentage ranges for Tower-

- +division Instruction were 46.percent to 91 percent

and for qraduate I ‘Instruction, 38 percent to
71 percent’..

Q‘Acﬁoss-course levels, the percentage of full to
direct costs decreased monotonically from an
average of 169 percent at the lower-division level
to 144 percent at the dissertation level. This
decrease was similar across student Tevels (from

. 167 .percent to 148 percent) and generally the
same within institutions across either student
or course levels. One of the most 1ikely -explana-
tions fyr this pattern derives from the fact that
suppor?® costs for the Student Services program
were allocated on the basis of credit hours. Since
credit hours decreased as level increased, one
would expect the relative proportion of student
support costs to direct costs to decrease also.

‘Next, modified direct unit costs were correlated with

full unit costs for all coufse levels ‘and sfudent'

levels ‘within each institution. By looking at the -

»

correlation coefficients in table 8.3, it can readily

 be seen that the pairs of observations are;high}y ,

correlated. Except for one jnstitution, all corref‘

~lation coefficients are .95 or greater. This finding

would indicate that the allocation paramégers used
in step 7 (MDUC, FAC SAL, SCH, ASF) were highly
interrelated with modified direct unit costs. It
would also suggest that if a unit-cost comparison

\

were being made to highlight instructional program or

Jevel differences within an institution, mod1f1ed

direct costs would serve as well as full costs.
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8.6 .

- TABLE 8.3

CURRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR MODIFIED

DIRECT UNIT COSTS WITH FULL UNIT COSTS

(Gen+ICR Funds)

A B E F
Discipline
Lower .87 .97 1.00° | .99 97 .98
" Upper .98 1,00 | 1.000 | .95 .96 .97
GI N .00 | .99 | 1.00 .81 .99 .99
Gl 1.00 .98 | 1.00 .79 .99 .99
Dissertation 1.00 .99 1,00 ' 1.00 .89 .95
A1l Levels - .99 .98 1.00 .96 .99 .99
: , ¢ .
| Student programs ) ;
Lower 98 | .95 | 1.00 |. .84 | .96 .96
Upper .98 .98 1.00 | .96 .98 .98
Master's, 1.00 .98 1.00 .90 .99 .98
Doctoral .99 .99 |, 1.00 .97 .99 .98
A1l Levels 1.00 .99 | 1.00 97 |, 1.00 .99
! B 2 -"j I




8.7 | -

Given this information as background, tables 8.4 and
8.5 were.prepared shéwihg discipline and students
'prbgram full unit costs by institugion'and Tevel and
wers then compared to the corresponding tables for
’madified direct costs in step 6 (tables 6.1 and 6.2).
Generally, the results obtained for full costs acrdss
- instituﬁfcns were quife similar to those obtained for
direct costs In order to reach this conc]usion,
institutions were first ranked from lowest (one) to
h1ghest (six) across the six institutions at each course
or student level. For both student program and
discipline'data, the rank posit1on of institutions
using fu11 cost data was always the same as, or within
one position of direct cost rank1ngs (with one | |

exception tpfeach case): From these similarities in
..rankings of institutions across student programs,
diSciplines,'and levels ;nd from tables 831,.8.2, and
8.3, it‘can be concluded that full and modified direct
cost data produce nearly the same results when using

IEP procedﬁges;

These sgﬁe data were examined for discfpline or
studént-}eveT differences bydalculating the Yratios
in tab1e§ 8.4 and §.5 and comparing them to. the
corresponding modified direct cost ratios. In all

cases, the ratios of higher-division costs to



TABLE 8.4 ) e
COMPARISON OF DISCIPLINE UNIT COSTS BY INSTITUTION AND COURSE LEVEL

A ¥ Based on Full Costs (Gen+ICR Funds)
Institution , - | =
" | | - L High | Range .
Course Level A B ¢ | o ] B g F Maan Va?ﬁe Va?ue (Higthowi
Lower division $47 | $49 | $42 | s62 | § 39 $56 [ $49 |l $39 | $62 | 23
‘% of the mean | o962 | 100% 86% 127% | ° 80% 110% 100% 80% 127% 473
‘Base factor - .| ;. 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 |- 1.0
~ Upper division $76 [ $72 | s98 | s101 | s70 | s8 | se3 |l s70 | s01 | s 3 -
% of the mean - 92% 87% 118% 122% 84% 98% 100%. 84% 122%. 38%° o
Ratio to base . 1.6 1.5 2.3 1.6 1.8 1.5 1.7 > )
" . - ~ . . . . . ~
Graduate I - $104 $235 $172 $142 $145 | $159 $160 $104 $235 $13) ‘
% of the mean 65% 147% 1082 | 89% 91% 99% 100% 65% 147% g2% |
Ratio to base 2.2 4.8 4.1 2.3 3.7 2.9. 33 o
Graduate 11 $152 $261 $221 $270 $170 $168 $207 $152 $270 $118
% of the mean . . 73% 126% 107% 130% 822 81% 100% 73% 130% 57%
* Ratio to base 3.2 5.3 5.3 4.4 4.4 3.1 4.2 '
Dissertation $ 85 $182 $160 $262 $195 $240 $187 1| $ 85 $262 $177
% of the mean 45% 97% g6% . 140% 104% 1289 100% . 45% 140% 95% 7
Ratio to base - 1.8 | 3.7 3.8 4.2 5.0 4.4 3.8 ‘
AT grad. Tevels ‘| $112 | s227 | $175 | 194 | s1e0 | s180 | $175 | s1iz | sz | sus
% of mean . 64% 130% | 100% | 111% 91% | 103% | 100% 647 130% 66%
Ratio fo base i 2.4 4.6 4.2 3.1 4.1 3.3 3.6
73

) “3 yote: Health-proféss1ons data have been excluded. | ' .




TABLE 8.5 ‘ :
TN

COMPARISON o"r STUDENT PROGRAM UNIT COSTS BY INSTITUTION AND STUDENT LEVEL
| Based op Full Costs (Gen+ICR Funds) | .

. © . " Institution
‘ o a - ‘ ‘ Low . High Range |
‘i.Student,Levell :‘A _‘? c D B ' F Mean Valve | Value |(High-Low)
' . ] : ‘ ] ' ] - .
Lowef division - | §5b | /554 |52 | s | s4s dags7 | s ' | s | s2r
% of the mean 91% 98% | 95% | 129% 80% | 104% | 100%-{//80% | 129% 49%
~ Base factor 1.0 1.0 | 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1. ‘ |
‘Upper division | $69 | $75 | $78 | $8 | $e62 %77 $75 || $62 | $8 | §27
% of the mean '92% 100% | 104% 119% |- 83% 3% 100% ” 83% | 119% 36%
Ratfo to base 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.4 | 1.4 1.4 , - '
Master's | $102 | $197 | $165 | $154 | $127 | $148 | $149 | s102 | $197 | § 95
% of the mean 69% 132% | 111% 103% 85% 99% 100% || 68% 132% 84%
Ratio to base 2.0 3.7 | 3.2 2.2 2.9 2.6 2.7 |
Doctoral s99 | s212 | sw40 | s2az | s175 | s191 | $177 | s90 | sea2 | $143
¢ of the mean 56% .| 120% 79% 137% 99% 108% 100% || s6% | 137% 81%
Ratio to base 2.0 3.9 2.7 3.4 4.0 3.4 3.2 | !
Note: Health-professions data have been excluded.
aF.irst-professiona] data have been-excluded because of insufficient data.
<
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AY

than when using modified direct unit costs.

g.l0

/

lower division costs were lower (or .in a few cases,
the same) for full unit costs than for modified direct
unit costs. Another way of stating this finding is
that the ratios were more tightly c1usteréd in full
costs ghgn_they were in direct costs. This result
isfsfmp]y another view of the same phenomenon observed
in tables 8.1 and 8.2 where percentages of full to

direct unit co;%s decreased as level increased. Since

‘tables 8.1 and 8.2 showed that i greater proportion of

support costs were allocated to the Tower-division

levels, it follows that the ratios of other levels to

. Tower division will be smaller using full unit costs

—~F
y

THE final comparisqn between full and direct cost

data was made at~§;L two-digit.HEGIS category level.
Tab]és 8f6’and 8.7 were prepared showihg'the Towest-
and Highest-cost disciplines based oﬂ full unit costs.
These tables wé?g compared to the results fro% the
correspanding stepls tables (6.3 and 6.4,. The lists
of the highest and iow&st‘three disc1ﬁ1ines were
inspected for occurrences of‘the same three disciplines
in both the full and direct cost tables and for the
same ordering of these disciplines. ~The test was
repeated for the stu&eht—program daég, but the corre-

sponding tables have hot been réproduced in this report.



TABLE 8.6

LOHEST UNIT-COST DISCIPLINES COMMON. ACROSS INSTITUTIONS
Based on Full Costs (Gen+ICR Funds)

§

]

Institution
Course , . a E
Level  Rank _A . B ‘C 0 _ .E_ F
Lower 1 | Psychology | PsychoTogy Math Socfal Sci.* | Psvchology | Social Sci.
division 2 Social Sci..| Math Psychology Biology Social Sci. Psychology
3 | Math Social Sci. |.Social Sci. Psychology Math Computer Sci.
Upper 1 ] Ps}chology Psychology ' Psychology ~ Social Sci. Social Sci. Psychology
- division 2 Letters Biology Social Sci, Psychology Education - Social Sci.
: 3 | Social Sci. Computer Sci. | Letters Letters Psychology komputer Sci.
Graduate I 1 Education = | Education Education Education Education édﬁcation,
2 Psychology Computer Sci. | Letters Computer Sci.| Social Sci. Letters '
| 3 Letters Math - _Psycho?ogy Letters Computer Sci.| Psychology
‘Graddéte IT 1 Educatien Education Education Letters Fducation Eﬂgineer#ng‘
2 Psychology Fine Arts Psychology Psychology Social Sci. Fér. Lang.
3| Letters ~For. Lang. Letters Math Psychology Edycatior .

' Y, aInstituticn D did not report cost data at the graduate 11 level for education and fine arts.

4
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TABLE 8.7

HIGHEST UNIT-COST ‘DISCIPLINES COMMON ACROSS INSTITUTIONS
Based on Full Costs (Gen+ICR Funds)

7
Institution,
Course | —— " a '
Level Rank | A‘ B ¢ D E F
Lower 11 | Engineering . Engineering fngineering Education Fine}Arts Fine Arts
- division- 10 | Fine Arts ‘| Education Computer Sci. | Physical Sci. | Computer Sci. | Engineering
9 | Biology Fine Arts Fine Arts Computer Sci. | Education Physical Sci.
Upper 11 | For. Lang. | Physical Sci. | Physical Sci. | Fine Arts | Math Fine Arts
division 10 ]Physical Sci. | Engineering Engineering Physical Sci. | Fine Arts Engineering
9 | Fine Arts Education Math ‘Math Engineering | Physical Sci.
Graduate I 11 | Math - | Psychology | Math  Biology ™ | Physical Sci. | Biology
10 | Physical Sci.| Physical Sci. | Physical Sci. | For. Lang. Engineering - | Physical Sci.
9 | Engineerjng For. Lang, Biology Fine Arts Psychology Computer Sci.
Gra&uateAII‘ 1 Computer Sci. | Math Computer Sci. | Engineering Méth _ Math
10 | Physical Sci.| Biology Math Physical Sci. | Letters - Fine Arts
9 | Engineering Physical Sci. Enginegring Bioloqy Biology Computer Sci.
X

nstitution D did not report cost data at the graduate II level for education and fine arts.

¢L'8
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CONCLUSION:

8.13 - -
» g‘;-: .

Full and direct Lnit cost data wielded the same
;ankiﬁgs“iqAa}mogtfq11 cases. In two of the institu-

tions, there'Was only one occurreénce where the rankings

F Y

?ghahged and in another institution, there.were two
A occurﬁenceé. The greatest number of occurrences'(nine)

. was in‘Institution‘D, which also had the lowest

correlation coefficients in table 8. 3A Generally, the

few m1smatches found between dvrect and fu11 cost

"rank1ngs were spread evenly across the d1scip11nes and

."{prngrams at all levels.

5.

‘ffFar intrainstitutional analysis, very little was
"Iearned by progressing from modified direct cost data )

'%ta fu11 tost'data Full unit costs within dn institu- '

i

tion were QEnerally proportional to modif1ed direct
unit costs wvth the ranges tending to narrow as course
and studept ngel 1nc¥gased. Variations in full to
direct co$t§ Qere5nufedacross institutions, however.
PresdmabTy,‘fheseiwere-due to institutional djffereﬁces
in faCulty;activity ééporting, accounting procedures,
andfintéfna] differences in levels of funding support
for 1ndir;ct cost‘centeré. The study group beliéves
that ﬁhe effects due £o these institutiona differences

may haVe been minimized thdugh the full cost procedures,

thereby 1ﬁcreasing the vaT1dﬁty of the full cost data

. for 1nter1nstitut10na1 samparlsans

) -,‘)?‘




