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Figure 1
Slates Using Funding Formulas in 1996

Shaded slates use formulas,



) Table 1
Comparison of Funding Formula Usage
Among the Stales. 1984, 1992. and 19%

) Using Quality
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Among the states there Is some variety in the type and number of formulas and in the
functional or budget areas for which formulas arc used. The number of formulas used by the
states in each of eight NACIfBO functional areas is displayed in Table 2. O f the 30 states
identified as using formulas, only Kentucky, Maryland, and Mississippi have at least one formula
in each functional area, but twelve states had at least six formulas and Kansas, ldaho, and
Arizona have only one basic formula.

O f the states using formulas, twenty-two have only one formula for instruction, while
Oregon has four, one of each of the cost areas related to instruction. The majority of states
applied formulas to all institutions but differentiate among types. Texas uses 13 formulas to
compute budget requirements for E& G expenditures and South Carolina uses twelve. In thirteen
of the states, more than one computational formula is used to determine academic support needs.
Since most states have a separate formula for determining library needs, the academic support
area (which includes libraries, academic computing support, and academic administration) usually
will have expenditure needs computed by mote than one formula. Academic support is an area
for which the itemized approach generally is used

These data tefieci a watershed change in the use of funding formulas that will be discussed
in mote detail later. Briefly, it appears that sutcs are beginning to eliminate the use of formulas
and substitute productivity or accountability methods to determine resource allocations. Other
states mat previously had used formulas now use incremental budgeting with base budgets that
were computed by formula in pnor years: th*s method implies a formula base These are major
shifts apparently away from equity and adequacy goals toward goals of accountability and

efficiency.
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Table 2

NUMBER OF FORMULAS USED BY TIIE
IN 1996 BY FUNCTIONAL AREA
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Instruction Formulas

This category includes all expenditures for credit and non-credit courses; for academic,

vocational, technical, and remedial instruction; and for regular, special, and extension sessions.

Excluded arc expenditures for academic administration when the primary assignment is

administration (such as deans) (NACUBO 1988)

Instruciion is the most complex, and most

expensive, component of an institution's expenditures. Because of its importance, identification

of appropriate cost factors is critical to the validity of the formula development process.

Summary information on the instruction formulas used by the states is displayed in Table 3
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Since the instruction prog.-am is the major component of expenditures at institutions of
higher education, formulas for this activity are quite complex. Each state using formulas
explicitly or implicitly utilizes at least one formula for instruction. Each state provides
differential funding for activities within the instruction program to recognize differences in costs
by level of instruction and among academic disciplines. Over time, formulas for instruction have
become more complex in pan because improvements in cost accounting procedures have resulted
in more accurate data.

States use both the all-inclusive approach and the itemized approach in the instruction area,
but the majority use the itemized. In the formulafs) for instruction, most states recognize
differences in institutional roles and missions, in the mix of classes by level and by academic
discipline, and in teaching method; that is. all the states using instruction formulas differentiate.
Explicitly, the states have attempted to distnbutc in an equitable manner state funds for the
instructional operations of public institutions within the state by recognizing tbc equality of class
credit hours by discipline and level and the differences in institutional roles and missions.

Since ihe formula allocations provide varying amounts based on enrollments by level and
discipline, each institution m the state may receive differing amounts for instruction and different
amounts per student from the formulas Moreover, the recognition of the differences promotes
achievement of vertical equity (ic.. the unequal treatment of unequals).

An example of a simplified formula for instruction follows. Student/faculty ratios by level
by discipline vary in the formula

Instruction funding m the sum of (the number of faculty positions per discipline
times the average faculty salary fot that discipline), where the number of faculty
positions is determined by student/faculty ratios and the number of FTE students

is determined by credit houts by level



Research Formulas

This category includes expenditures for activities designed to produce research outcomes

(NACUBO 1988).

17 states have a formula that provides funds for the research budget area (Table 4).
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Florida s formula is compiex and involves computations related to the magnitude of research

activities engaged in at each institution.

on a ratio by specific department and is then multiplied by a specified salary rate.

The number of research positions is calculated based

Kcmuckv uses

a formula that calculates a level of support that recognizes diffenng roles and nussions in

research among institutions

A sample research formula is shown as follows:

Research amount a 57fc of outside funding for research

»

South Carolina allocates 25 percent of the prior year sponsored and non-general fund



research expenditures. Texas provides an atnoum equal to the number of full-time equivalent
faculty times a dollar amount. Alabama's budget formula for research provides two percent of
instruction and academic support allocations, plus five percent of sponsored research dollars
expended in the last year for which data were available.

Most of these formulas incorporate horizontal and/or vertical equity features. Features that
provide a set amount per position (Texas) or matching funds for each dollar of sponsored
research (Alabama and South Carolina) provide horizontal equity, or the equal treatment of
equals. Formulas that provide research support based on institutional type like Kentucky’s or

Oklahoma's meet the goal of providing vertical equity.

Public Service Formulas

Th;s category’includes funds expended for activities that primarily provide noninstructional
services to individuals and groups external to the institution (NACUBO 1988). Alabama.
Kentucky, Maryland. Mississippi. Tennessee, and South Carolina are the only states that use an
explicit formula approach for the funding of public service activities (Tabic 5). In Florida public
service oositions are generated based on ratios specific to disciplines, and then multiplied by a
salary amount per position South Car dina provides 25 percent of prior year sponsored and non-
general fund public service expenditure* while Alabama's funding formula *s two percent of the
combined allocations for instruction and ¢ adeintc support. A sample of a public service formula

is shown below.

Public service allocation = (instruction e academic support)
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Tahle 5
Public Service Formulas

Calculation Method *POrr»cti Pan Differentiation Con

) ft* AH llath- Cwd'l f-rpend FTES/  OISCi- Type of Vart-
Stain BPBF rar PB/SH "Cluitva iled  llOlri M«sion FTEF plino | ovat intt fi»*0  UN*
Alaoarra X X X X X X
Cakfornm* X X X X X X X X
Flonrta* X X X X X X X 1
Kanaai X X X X X X X '
Kentucky X X X X X X X X
Marytand X X X X X X X |
Mmmw.i X X X X X
Montana* X X X X X X X X
Oklahoma* X X X X X X X X 1
Per.ntyivama* X X X X X X n
South Catokna X X X X
Tenney lt« X X X X X X X X X

sIndicate* mot* than of>» funeronal araa included w trva ‘em«uu

Academic Support Formulas

Tabic 6 displays summary information on the acadetruc support formulas used by the states.
The category academic support includes funds expended to provide support services for the
institution's primary rrussions of instruction, research, and public service. The area includes
expenditures for libraries, museums, and galleries; demonstration schools; media and technology,
including computing support: academic administration including deans; and separately budgeted
course and curriculum development (NACL’BO 1988) However, costs associated with the office
of the chief academic officer of the campus arc included in the institutional support category.

To fund the library component of the acodcmic support category. Alabama. Connecticut,
Florida. Georgia. Kentucky. Maryland. Mississippi. Missouri. Nevada. Oregon. South Carolina.
Tennessee, and Texas have at least one formula Texas allocates an nounr per credit hour

differentiated by level of instiuction



Table 6
Academic Sup port Formulas
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Stnndards on the sire of library collections, number of support personnel, and other factors
have been developed by the American Library Association (ALA) and the Association of College
Research Libraries (ACRL). Formulas to apply these standards, like the Voigbt formula and the
Clapp-Jordan formula, have been developed so that institutions may determine if their libran
holdings meet the minimum requirements established by professional librarians. Only three states
use a library formula that would pemut meeting the ACRL criteria; however, no formula or

standard currently in use accounts for the chances in resource requirements necessitated by



increasing use of technology. In Tact, the ALA and ACRL standards on size of collection do not
consider the use of the "virtual library" found on the Internet where the text of some "books”
may be accessed on the con.; uter networks. These technological changes in media availability
certainly will have profound impacts on funding of libraries, but such changes have not yet been

reflected in funding formulas. An example of an academic support formula is shown below.

Academic support funding = .05 (instruction funding)

Florida. Kentucky, Missouri. South Carolina, and Texas each have at least one formula for other
components of the academic support category. South Carolina calculates an amount based on
a percentage of instructional costs. Since the instructional cost allocation includes vertical equity
components, academic support calculations based on instruction implicitly also include vertical

equity components to provide an unequal amount for uncquals.

Student Services Formulas

This expenditure category includes funds expended to contribute to a student s emotional
and physical well-being Jnd intellectual, social and cultural development outside of the formal
instruction process. This category includes expenditures for student activities, student
organizations, counseling, the registrars and admissions offices, and student financial aid

administration tN'ACL’UO 1988) (See Table 7.)



Table 7
Student Services Formulas

Calculation Memod Approach Ban Oiftarennation Coat*

BP All lI»m Ctadt Mead FTES/ Otto Typ* ot Van*
State APOF PR® Pn/spP ineiuirve uad  Moure Count FTEP  pin* Laval Inal Fiad able
A'ahama X X X X X
Auona* X X X X X X
Florida X X X X X X X
Gaorni* X X X X X X
Kaniat' X X X X X X X
Kootuifcy X X X X X X
IOMMiarva’ X X X X X X X
Maryland 5<( X X
Mmr.noia" 5<( X
IAiinvppi X X X X X
Atuwoun X x X X X d)
Montana* X X X X X X X
Nevada X X X X X
New Mnitco X X §
North Oakota* X X X
Ohio* g X 32 x X X X 3((
Oklahoma* X X X X X
Oraonn X X X X
Penoivtvama* X X 5(
Sooth Carokra X X
South Oakoca* X X X X X X X
Tenneiaeo X § X X X X X X X ;(
Taiai X
Utah X x X X X X *
Wan virTrvar X X X X .

=

* noieai*» more than ora tunenona' araa rnehioad at ihr* tcrmuta

The student services formulas used by Alabama. Kenmcky. South Carolina, and Texas

provide a different amount p r head count or FI'ES As the size of the institution increases, the

rate per student decreases to recognize economies of scale. The formula implicitly docs this by

adding an amount per weighted credit liuut to a base. Such a calculation inherently recognizes

economics of scale. Each of these formulas attempts to provide vertical equitv m the distribution

of resources by allocating unequal amounts to institutions of unequal size A sample student

services formula follows
Student services funding * S395 per student for the first 4.000 headcount + S295 per

student for the next 4.000 headcount ¢ S265 per student for all students over B.000

headcount

24



Institutional Support Formulas

This category includes expenditures for the central executive level management of a campus,
fiscal operations. riministrative data processing, employee personnel services, and support
services (NACITBO 1988). Table 8 displays information on the institutional support formulas
used by the states. Alabama. Mississippi. South Carolina, and Tennessee multiply a specified
percentage by all other E&G expenditures to calculate institutional support needs. Kentucky
includes some differentiation and a base amount to recognize economies of scale and complexity
of operation. Texas multiplies a specified rate by a measure of enrollment to determine
institutional support amounts. All of these methods achieve vertical equity given that unequals
arc treated unequally. An example of an institutional support formula is shown below

Institutional support = base amount S150 per headcount student

Scholarships and Fellowships Formulas

This category encompasses all expenditures for scholarships and fellowships, including
prizes, awards, federal grants, tuition and fee waivers, and other aid awarded to students for
which services to the institution are not required (NACL'BO 1988) Only Kentucky. Maryland.
Mississippi. Montana, and Oklahoma calculate an allocation for scholarships and fellowships
(Table 9) In each case except Oklahoma, winch calculates the amount as a dollar value times
the number of FTES. the formula amount is equal to o percent of tuition revenues These
approaches all provide horizontal equity but fail to provide vertical equity in that neither the cost

to the student, nor the institution nor the students ability to pay. arc considered in the formula



Table 8
Il Institutional Support Formulas

Calculation
Mot'iod apcioaeh Bat* Drfterentianon
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Operation and Maintenance of Plant Formulas

Tabic 10 displays information on the plant formulas used by the states. The plant category
contains all expenditures for current operations and maintenance of the physical plant, including
building maintenance, custodial services, utilities, landscape and grounds, and budding repairs.
Not included arc expenditures ni3dc from plant fund accounts, or expenditures for hospitals,
auxiliary enterprises, or in spendent operations (NACUBO 1988).

Connecticut. Oregon. South Carolina, and Texas use five formulas to calculate detailed plant
needs These complicated methods differentiate among types of building construction, usage of
space, and size of institution Horizontal equity is achieved in that equal dollars are provided for
equal components of the physical plant. Moreover, differences among buildings are recognized
and the unequal costs of maintaining, cooling, healing, and lighting each building are built into
the formulas, resulting in vertical equity. An example of a simple plant formula is given below

Plant funding m S6 50 per gross square foot of frame buildings mS3 75 per gross

square foot of brick or masonry buildings
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TRENDS IN THE USE OF RINDING FORMULAS

As was mentioned earlier, theie appears to have been a watershed in the use of funding
formulas in the budgeting and resource allocation process for higher education institutions. On
the one hand, formulas oic becoming more complex; on the other hand, sutes that have used
formulas for nearly a quarter century are abandoning their use. In the place of formulas,
productivity measures and other accountability techniques are being used to measure institutional
performance and allocate resources. In addition, as state support for higher educauon stagnates,
institutions aie aiilempung 10 protect their bxse budgets by using an incremental approach to
funding over the hase formula-developed budget.

Foitnulas are becoming mote sophisticated or complex, especially in the increase in the
number of formulas within a budget area (e.g.. instruction) and the differentiation within the
formulas. The added complexity appears to be a recognition of differences in roles and missions
and in costs among academic programs. From a technical or public policy standpoint, the
increased complexity can be perceived to be positive. Formulas ihat more closely model reality,
or that which is considered reality, always axe preferable to more simplistic models. However,
legislators, governors ar.d other state policymakers who axe the ultimate "consumers” of formulas
generally prefer a formula that it simple 10 understand.

Institutions appear to be protecting their base budgets by going to incremental budgeting in
place of formula budgeting Several sutes that had used funding formulas for ai least a decade
now use ihe incremental budgeting method The base budget, however, was computed by
formula, so several of these states consider themselves to be “formula states " As stale funding
for higher education becomes more scarce, institutions understandably are concerned with
maintaining the funding they have with minimal restrictions from list state Formulas are. in

effect, a rero based budgeting method under which each institution justifies its request for state



funds each year. Maintenance of the base can become the primary goal when enrollment declines
or shifts into less expensive course offerings.

Many states adopted formula usage to provide and/or achieve equity in the distribution of
resources. In (he southern states, the provision of equity through a formula appears to be directly
related to desegregation orders filed by the lederal government fit also is possible that these
equitv features are spillovers from state concerns with equity in K-12 funding formulas.)
However, no attempt is made to determine whether a formula is «'more" or “less" equitable in
the distribution of state resources to institutions. Evaluations of formulas, and their impacts, like
those done for elementary and secondary education using range ratios, gini coefficients, or other
equity measures, arc not used yet in higher education, except in a few federal court cases.

Now that states appear to be dropping formula use for four-year higher education, is this
a shift away from the commitment to achieve goals of adequacy and equity in the distribution
of resources, to a commitment to goals of efficiency and accountability? Clearly, the higher
education industry has fallen on hard limes in many states (Harman 1995). Many institutions
luve suffered from absolute cuts in Slate funding during the 1990s Tuition and fees have risen
dramatically, and enrollments in some states have declined or shifted among institutions. Perhaps
the switch away from funding formulas is merely a reflection of the hard times that necessitate
a protection of the base budget rather than a movement away from equity and adequacy

Rut. maintenance of the hase may not oe posnble when the general public seems to no
longer be a willing participant in 11l love affair with higher education Hardly a week goes by
when the popular media does not hare a story pointing out the indiscretions of higher education
Legislators have been calling for refotm and accountability fueled by stones of how industries
have been restructuring their budgets, rethinking their strategic plans, reorganizing, and

teengincenne the corporation to be mote efficient and produce higher quality outputs Corporate



leaders, long-time suppoitcrs of higher education, have called on institutions to reinvent
themselves, to rethink their missions (and return to teaching as the primary mission), and to adopt
continuous quality improvements (Harman 1995), just as industry has done. The movement to
accountability and performance measures suggests that d watershed may have been reached in
the way in which higher education is funded. Perhaps it is umc for a new paradigm.

And perhaps the new paradigm is the movement to “productivity” formulas. Tennessee has
included productivity measures as a formula component for more than a decade. Colorado now
distributes some funds based on productivity measures, and Florida begins its productivity
component for four-year institutions in 1997. Arizona. Kentucky. Minnesota. Missouri. Ohio,
and Oklahoma have or are developing productivity components to the funding process. In total,
fourteen states indicate that they ate using productivity components in funding, up from eight
reported in 1995 (Camthers and Layzell 1995) Arkansas, a long-time user of funding formulas,
abandoned its formulas io go to productivity funding This is a significant change.

Some observers (Odden and Clune 1995) call for a restructuring or reinventing of education
finance to address the issue of productivity or accountability They asscr. that changing stare
school finance structures and restructuring teacher compensation systems will result in increased
student achievement and productivity Perhaps a new paradigm for higher education funding
would lead to increased productivity and student achievement The challenge to higher educauon
finance researchers and analysts is to develop that new paradigm

Formulas nevei will solve the resource allocam n problems in higncr education. Formulas
cannot recognize ihe full range of objective and subjective differences among institutions, nor
can the> anticipate changes in the missions of institutions, such as those changes that will come
about with the advent of “virtual' universities. Formulas do provide an objective allocation

mechanism that can provide mere equitv than independent funding of each institution with the
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power plays and patronage that incvitnbly characterize such allocation decisions. Determining
the method for funding higher education will continue to be pan of a political process that
involves the an of compromise. Compromise will be necessary to preserve and improve the
quality of public higher education and to accommodate the changing condition of education in
the new millennium. Perhaps the promise will never be fulfilled, not because the goals were

unworthy, but because the goals have changed.
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Strategic Challenges: Achieving UAA's Vision

UAA continues its work to balance increased costs against reduced revenues. The challenge to
management—both in central administration and within each school and college—is to ensure

all resources are used efficiently and effectively.

In the best of circumstances, decisions concerning the allocation of resources arc guided by
program priorities which are found in an institution’s academic or strategic plan writes Richard
J. Meisinge., Jr. in College and University Budgeting. Such planning identifies what is
important -aid therefore what deserves resources.

Toassis in the allocation of financial resources for instruction and academic support, this
project addresses the following:

. Recommends a methodology to allocate the UAA’s operating budget among its
restructured schools and colleges which incorporates:

— Incentives and rewards for productivity gains;
— A methodology to allocate funds for part-time faculty;
—  Mechanisms to reinforce fiscal accountability and responsibility; and

. Recommends policy changes governing assessment and expenditure of student
course fees.

Information used and referenced in this tcpon was obtained through written requests to the
scnools and colleges, interviews with deans, budget staff, and other UAA officials, and review

ol relevant literature.
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Budget Allocation Model

The project was tasked with developing an allocation methodology that offered incentives and
rewards for productivity increases. Productivity was defined in terms of student credit hours
produced. As discussed later in more detail, student credit hours are used to allocate funding
for school and college operating costs (contractual, commodities, and equipment). Student

credit hours aic weighted:

. Student credit hours produced by full-time faculty arc weighted more heavily
than those produced by part-time faculty;

. Upper division and graduate student credit hours produced by full-umc faculty
arc given additional weight.

Parameters

UAA uses the budget classifications established by the National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems (NCHEMS) to categorize expenditures. Categories are ba ed on the
use. or function, wliich the funds support. These functional expenditure categories include
instruction, research, public service, academic support, library, student services, and
institutional support. UAA'’s accounting system then ctcatcs an account for those funds to
which it assigns an organization code, also known as an “org number.”

Based on direction from UAA’s Vice Chancellor for Administrative Services, the model was to
be developed to allocate funds to the Instructionland Academic Supporr NCHEM categories
only. "Orgs” for self-support courses arid student labs were excluded. (Appendix A lists

“orgs” included and excluded.)

The proposed methodology provides a framework toallocate operating budget state general
fund and tuition revenues. Indirect cost recovery and other variable revenue sources will
presumably supplement these allocations relative to the actual amounts generated. Student
credit hour and related data incoiDoratcd into the model arc from Fall 1995. Because the mode'
was intended to ~locate funds to. one semester, or approximately 50 percent of an academic
year’s budget, for comparative purposes the model’s results arc contrasted with 50 percent of
last fiscal year’s (FY 1996) actual expenditure amounts in the same Instruction and Academic
Support category “orgs.” It is assumed that these figures would be doubled to constitute an

enure academic/fiscal year’s funding.

Methodology

Two allocation methodologies arc used:

. Instructional funding uses the number of student credit hours produced by full-
umc faculty and pan-time faculty as a variable to allocate funding for contractual,
commodities, and equipment costs.

LInstruction category includes funis primarily expended for cmlil and nun-credit courses for academic,

vocational, and development puri)oses o _ _ o
* Academic Support category includes funds exge_nded primarily to provide support services the university's

primary mission— instruction, research, and public service Because the model U limited to Academic Affairs
programs, the model focuses nn support ot instruction (research and public service expenditures are excluded!|

Page 2
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. Academic Support funding uses the number of full-time and part-time faculty as
a variable for contractual, commodities, and equipment costs.

For purposes of calculating a Fall 1996 allocation, personal services costs (salaries and
benefits) for faculty and support staff are considered “fixed" in that it is too late to make
significant funding changes. Potential adaptation of the model to allocate some personal
services dollars is discussed in the "Methodology’s Limitations and Considerations" and
*Part-Time Faculty Utilization" sections. However, it is recognized that downsizing of faculty
positions must accompany a strategic planning process. An opportunity to reallocate faculty to
academic priorities is already contemplated in the Provost’s Faculty Reallocation plan.

Instructional Funding Allocation

Personal Services

The project’s focus was to propose an allocation for Fall 1996. As a result, the only
alternative was to base the model’s personal services funding requirements were the
amount necessary to meet current staff and faculty commitments.

To establish this cost, each school and college was requested’ to provide salary and
benefit information for faculty and support staff.4 This information provided a full
year’s cost for full-time faculty and support staff. To calculate a Fall semester
allocation, the amount was cut 50 percent. Level of funding for part-time instructors
and temporary’ staff was based on the information provided by the school and colleges.
This presumes each school and college had a rationale to the mix of class offerings and

use of pan-time faculty.

Qihcr Operating Costs

The three year (FY 94-96) average' amount each school and college spcnf on travel,

contractual, commodiues. and equipment was calculated. These averages were then
used to calculate each school and college’s average expenditure per student FTE. per
student credit hour, and per full-time faculty FI u.

This information was used to calculate the following instniction-related allocations:

Travel

Using individual school and college three year averages, an Anchorage campus average
travel amount was calculated. To allocate travel funding, to each school and college, this
average ($935.00) was multiplied by the number of Fall 1996 full-time faculty
idcnuiied by the school or college in the data submitted for this project. (Appendix C)
This provided a full year’s proposed allocation; to calculate a Fall semester allocauon
level, the amount was cut 50 percent.

llnstructions k m to school and colleges requesting penonal services cost inforauuon found in Appendu D
This information was supplemented by salary and benefit cost data in UAA Position Control Report (September

13. 1996).
' Colleges and school salary and benefit information ts compiled in Appendu C

’ Based on report prepared by UAA Office of Budget Development and Maintenance (Appendu E)
' Worksheets for these calculations are included as Appendu O

Pat* 1
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Contractual. Commodities. Equipment

Fall 1995 student credit hours7were used to allocate funds forcontracti’pl.
commodities, and equipment. To create an incentive to utilize full-time faculty to
generate student credit hours, weights were assigned. As suggested by Mcisingcr in
College and University' Budgeting, this weighting system also acknowledges the higher
cost of instruction at more advanced levels. In addition, the weighting also 'rewards"
schools and colleges with more funding for student credit hours produced by full-time

faculty.
Weights assigned are:
Part-Time Faculty Student Credit Hours 75
Full-Time Faculty Student Credit Hours
Developmental. Lower Division 1.0
Upper Division 15
Graduate 2.0

The student credit hours were multiplied by the assigned weight. They were then
multiplied by that school or college’s three year average expenditure for contractual,
commodities, and equipment. The amount was then cut 50 percent to represent the Fall

semester’s allocation.

AlicmauveiorC Qimdcrauim
There are significant differences between the school and colleges’ three year average

expenditure amounts:

Table 1
Three Year Average Expenditure Per SCH
Travel Contractual Commodities Eauipment
CAS $ 563.17 $5.60 S 248 $ 174
B&PP 581.13 6.71 3.82 114
Engineering 1.840.14 14 42 12.89 11.09
HESW 1.278.21 1531 849 533
CTCE 411.67 18 50 32.99 1643

An altcmauvc would be toaverage all school and college expenditures. Another would be to
establish an "appropriate” expenditure level in each category (this option is discussed further in
the "Model's Limitations and Other Considerations" section). Both alternatives would help
adjust for historical accidents and/or disproportionate past allocations.

Academic Support Allocation

Personal Services

Same as Instruction funding allocauon

" Appendix D identifies student credo hours by course level produced by fuU-ume and pun-ume (acuity
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Encouraging “Entrepreneurship”

“Tuition-Return” Opportunities

There is understandable interest by schools and colleges to have the opportunity to offer
courses for which it can share in the “‘return” of tuition dollars generated. While this ability
currently is limited to the College of Technical and Community Education (CTCE). other
colleges and schools sec this as a way to generate additional revenues.

Encouraging this type of "entrepreneurship” merits consideration. However, should it be
decided other programs can offer self-support courses, it will be important that everyone fully
understand the rules— from identification of a course’sM cost to how tuition revenues will be

shared— and that the same rules be applied to all course sponsors.

In defining the rules, there arc a number of important considerations. Itis recommended that
these rules address the following:

. Re¥enuesfromc Urses can not red ct ca ture ?ﬂvert orlothe
awa sting tuition regenues tgn Ipt I5for schoo fa
colleges to ent unrmet course demand, there awmg revenuestrom a

new pool of turtion-payers

Existingfinancial resources ‘na,rd ollars ") gan not be used topay apy
OLDE:%S ?t n?ecé%tsere\llver%ues emrlljn pay?%lg aﬁ?g u?[se -Ie aied ct%t?%—drﬁ?g?nd

It will be important that program managers not view ihr as an opportunity to offer self-support
courses and develop various fundraisin? "schemes" that undermine UAA"s traditional and
basic responsibilities. For example, offering a self-support course would not mean that a full-
umc faculty could be released to teach a self-support course and a school or college could keep
all tuition revenues except for the paying the cost of a part-time faculty that may have been
hired to cover the full-time faculty's teaching assignments. As discussed below, there arc far
more costs that must be considered in any "self-support™ program.

To evaluate opportunities for self-support courses, it is recommended that:

e The Ve hancBIIorEorAdm|H|st(at|ve ?erwces rgco Fnd to the
fr NOS amet odology by which aschool or college would caiculate a course's

ThePovost ork| with the ans develo the criteria Spoliﬁ% and
ﬁ |sm orse {) oL F e%% ntw a ewcoun‘eo rngs
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t% Aca use g%us%mn unrhet

0t hasis emic Development und co
enue genera N

An important element will be minimizing competiuon of self-support courses Currently other

schools and colleges view the courseslOoffered by CTCE as “unfair competition." They say

CTCE'scourses divert students away from their sections because C T CE's course., arc offered

at the same time. CTCE'scourses also cost less hecause fewer mandatory fees are assessed

" Primarily these arc the course" offered by the Eagle River and Military programs in the Anchorage bottl area
as tdemniéd in interviews
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when a class is conducted off-campus. To ensure the rules arc the same, it is recommended
that:

The Provost examine the currentfee structure to epsure that it promotes
a "level playing fie fo ﬁdﬁx?or a? | school ancti college course o#enngs d

To further ensure a “level playing field." it will be important that all schools and colleges
follow the rules. Communication of guidelines will minimize problems. To "encourage”
compliance, itis recommended that:

°our:~3es|ffl da?{i mg% er tcom fwét}éthft wdehnesﬁgﬂl —%u r%rfnated If
fm(s) Jle atee r’mma s d choal or co ege sab 90 urese ~SUPPOFt COUrSes

How tuition from self-support courses is actually shared will be important in determining the
viability of this opportunity. Itis recommended that:

. TheV Ice qanc Iorforﬁdm|n|strat|ve Sennf re om nd to the
ProvoFta twpon reve uef (F etvvg N the
schoo dms ration. Centra m|n|s Ja P e

[ n8 e%/r
s
H]Lﬁorﬁime |s®ha H\ Xharmimecﬁ anism an ra% ﬁat% qgmvers% rom

expending its fimited rermurces i stpport ofall y"se ~SUPpOrt" coUrses.

Incentive: Year End Carry-Forward

A logistical issue in allocating tuition revenues back lo the school or college is the uming of
issuance of student credit hour producuon reports. Schools and colleges may not know the
amount of tuition dollars to be shared until late in the fiscal year. The unintended consequence
could be what is often vicwrd by legislators and the public as an "end-of-thc-vear” spending

spree.

A potential solution may also provide an opportunity to "reward” good fiscal management.
Some states have adopted a carry-forward policy for part or all of state agency year-end
balances including general fund and/or tuiuon/studcnt fee receipts. Such a policy discourages
hurried and unplanned year-end spending. It also serves as a positive incentive for good fiscal
management, especially for cautious managers who wait to make major expenditures until late
in the fiscal year toensure resources are available for an emergency.

In Alaska, the Office of the Governor and Legislature have used such a mechanism.1l Should
this become an issue, it is suggested UA A explore the opportunity for a potential can)- forward
mechanism through discussions with the University's statewide adminisuaiion.

" The Legislature discontinued tu use of a carry forward mechanism with Use Fiscal Year 1996 budget; the
Governor 1 office, however, continues to Hus mechanism
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Accountability

UAA can expect that future competition for state funds will get even tougher. Each dollar in
public funds which UAA gels could just as easily be appropriated by the Legislature for more
State Troopers, social workers, build a school, or repair roads. The University’s current share
of the "budget pic” is not guaranteed. It can just as easily be further eroded if it is perceived

that the dollars arc not being used effectively.

As a result, public perception of the University is important. It fuels what the Legislature
thinks. Unfortunately, there arc anecdotal stones about what faculty do—and don’tdo. The
benefits of tenure in a publicly-funded institution results in the public having an expectation of
public accountability. This means that if faculty are paid to teach three or four classes, the
public believes they should teach three or four classes. If faculty are paid to do research, there
IS an expectation there will be outcomes from this research. If faculty arc paid to do public
service, there is an expectation there will be contribution to the community.

Unexplainable exceptions to these expectations results in lost credibility. To ensure such
criticism is not justified, it is important the University have systems in place by which it can
assure the public that UAA is the best use for competing public dollars.

This issue was addressed in a 1993 audit *.port by the Alaska Division of Legislative Audit.
The audit identified a lack of adequate documentation in the review and evaluation of faculty
work and follow-up review of sabbaticals. This gave the impression that faculty were not
being accountable. The importance of documentation can not be overlooked especially as

competition for public dollars grows more intense.

Faculty Releases

A practice that raises questions about whether UAA is the highest and best use of public dollars
Is faculty' releases from teaching that arc not associated with receipt of external funding.

Discussions with the deans identified a number of varying pracuccs, most of which negatively
impact the budget:

. One college requires a released faculty member to provide funds to pay the cost
of a part-time instructor—about S2.200;

. One college requires a faculty member to reimburse the colic, e at a "full salary”
rate and notjust the cost of a pan-umc instructor. |f a m-partiic faculty member is
being released from teaching two courses, he must reimburse 20 percent of his salary’

for that semester.

. One college gave department chairs a release—but the releases were conungent
upon all faculty agreeing to add more students to their sections so overall credit hour
production would not decrease

. Ore college approved releases without requiring reimbursement, even when
part-ume faculty had to be lured to teach the fuli-ume faculty’s sccuons.

WIulc it is important faculty engage in research and undertake special projects, it must be
balanced against the cost of lost productivity and additional expenditure of scarce dollars.
Release requests that do not involve external funding should be carefully evaluated. It is

recommended that:

PageV
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Part-Time Faculty Utilization

Insufficient funding has meant that some departments must chose to hire pan-umc instructors
instead of full-umc faculty to meet student demands. To the degree possible, it is important
that the "first line of production” for student credit hours be existing full-time faculty."” This
not only keeps UAA s faculty in the classroom with students, it also reduces the "variable" cost

of part-time faculty.

At UAA. some deans and department chairs make every effort to maximize teaching
assi?nments of full-umc faculty. In the College of Business and Public Policy, if a full-umc
faculty's section is canceled, a part-umc instructor is "bumped™ and full-umc faculty is re-
assigned to teach that course secuon (assuming discipline and expenisc arc compatible).

To the degree possible, pan-umc faculty should be hired only when full-umc faculty
producUvity is satisfactorily met. To encourage this pracucc. itis recommended (hat:

e %memh i

aCl b|cano

ssc ﬁ aI 0CSSu0U| Eh
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e Documentation in support ofa request should include:
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orw ms ructor s oeing hired: an
Cemflca the dean that the school or college has sufficient
funding 10 suppor% thtg osition. J

Management Accountability

A stable and umely budget allocation process and adequate management reports will assist
deans in managing their resources To ensure responsible decision making throughout the
insuiution requires that eath dean be held to the same standard of accountability. As idcnuficd
by Dennis Jones of NCHEM S. and in discussions with deans, purposeful overspending left
unchecked breeds further overspending. W hile there may be instances in which overspending
can not be avoided, this should be an exception and not a pattern

Consequences for overspending must be clear and consistently applied It is recommended that

11li u recognised Uui wet a policy may become a tubfect ot union arfotuunm
Accordmg lo Mcutngrr tome muifuu(«v prnbiht money from permanent faculty pouuom being uwd for

part-time faculty
10
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In the shon run it may be necessary for the Provost to cover a shortfall from a contingency
fund.However, in thelong-run. if a school or college is consistently "bailed out™ the
contingencyfund may as well be viewed as another revenue source that supports that school or
college. This is not a way toencourage fiscal accountability. But even more important is that
other schools and colleges should mu be required to make mid- or cnd-of-thc-ycar cuts in order
lo cover another school s failure to manage its budgcL If there is no expectation of budget
discipline, it should not be a surprise that if central admimstrauon "rewards bad behavior, it

will get bad behavior".

Budget Administration

The challenge of maintaining services with fewer dollars means the pressure is c.. rach dean,
director, and department chair to scrutinize if each dollar is being spent efficiently and
effecuvcly in meeting school and college pnonucs. Important in this process is access to
umely and accurate budget information

In discussions with school and college budget staff, nearly all keep "soft records" to track
expenditures and revenues. These records are in addiuon to the university’s accounting
system, BANNER, and result in expending resources on duplicating what should be an
unnecessary process Other problems idenufied by school and college budget staff arc:

. How BANNER reports a program’s revenues and expenditures makes it appear
a program can spend a certain amount even though it doesn't haw that much “income™
to cover the spending While some situauons may require funds be spent before the
revenues are collected (i ¢ purchase of lab supplies bhefore student fees arc collected),
this type of report can easily be misinterpreted by program managers and non-budget
staff The result can be overspending the problem is further compounded because
state general funds and tuition revenues are not allocated to individual accounts and
instead, are commingled in a central account

. dM onthly management rcpon information is out-of-date by the time the report is
receive

tag* n
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“User-friendly" reports and trained budget staffin departments are important because most
deans provide department chairs with a budget for travel, contractual, commodity, and
eﬂuipment purchases. Because expenditure of these funds is decentralized, it is important that
all staffinvolved in monitoring and tracking expenditures be adequately trained to understand
the accounting system and its reports. It is also important to determine why schools and
colleges find it necessary to maintain "soft” books. Itis recommended that:

The Vice Chancellorfor Administrative Services:

. o%witp the buﬁs%ﬁﬂafﬁr me hoola dcolle |denti the
reasgns Or tnaintainin ecords m|ne ow an eseco erns
can be satistactorlly accommo ated

. entify how BANNERm nagem ntr S car be more timel
?]er—rbgnd!y 0 mana un erﬁ(ﬂ de th gﬁPere ce%e?vveen expe%da fure
authori dt eamou ey really have ospen

Ensureallstaff%lth bud t¥ HB l?\)tles 1S ag atenétra negdand

rov ean %;)J(P(%rtum I periodicte schoo get taff
ether existing Irrfomation IS meetlng program managementheeds; a

|tur§ ciproniems (eSS SN0
Chal)sT o DI Conteti to the Atenton o1 Provest S0 correc 6 acton
CAT be taken earIy atied Vedr.

Develop a proce wh|ch the ce tral |ceoB tMamtena £
and ngeﬁoépn%nE (%asc Xtref em%eac OLP ié an scg% t—HaI
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Student Course Fees

There is an increasing number of course-related fees for which students arc being assessed.
These fees, gencrically called “lab fees,” range from $5.00 to $75.00.14 Examples of Fall

1996 lab fees arc:

Creative Writing $5.00
Counseling 7.00
An Appreciation 10.00
Drawing 20.00
English Composition 25.00
Chemistry Lab 45.00
Photography 75.00

Another example is the $25.00 fee the College of Business and Public Policy assesses all
students that enroll in a business administration, accounting, or computer information and
office systens course to support its computer labs. The fee must be paid regardless of whether

astudentu  the computer lab.

Current Use of Fees

There appears to be considerable differences in how lab fee revenues arc being used. While
nearly all revenues support tutors and buy teaching materials and lab supplies, lab fee revenues
were also spent on the following in Fiscal Year 1996:”

Journalism Lab (Org #11008
Trave org ) $63930

These expenditures arc for faculty travel to another state for a | urposé not
related to research, instruction or staff development (Expenditure object code4
#2110)

Entertainment $32945

These expenditures arc for entertainment and related expenses that arc “limited
to use by certain university administrators with approved representational
allowances." (Expenditure object code #8115)

Musm&aatgrfr% p?éclz%gl@/ents/Ceremonies $7050

These expenditures arc for catering traditional and/or special ceremonies or
celebrations of importance to the campus for the public, such as commencement
activities, convocations, student honors, parent's day, etc. (Expenditure object
code #2008)

Car Rental $347.10

These arc for car. boat, and aircraft rental expenditures. (Expenditure object
code #3112)

Postage SN2

These expenditures arc for mailing letters, contracts, documents and other
similar written communications These expenditures do oui include charges for

" Course fees far vocational and technical courses can he considerably higher (up to $77300).

" Expenditure data is from the University of Alaska—Live "Organs/auoo Budget Status" accounting system
report on November 4.19% . Appendix Mis selected account expenditure information

" “Revenue and Expenditure Object Codes from UA Statewide Accounting Manual (2/Mtt)

Page If
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postage for commodities, hooks, equipment purchases or repairs. (Expenditure
object code #3444)

Food, Decorations #4800
These expenditures arc for refreshments, floral and other dccorauons for special
or traditional public ceremonies, convocations, or celebrations. (Expenditure

object code #4008).

Note: the Music Lah’s total expenditures exceeded its revenues by $8,029.00.

Art Lab (Org #11043
POt $35300

Same as described above- postage hqi related to commodities, books,
equipment purchases or repairs (Expenditure object code #3444).

Food, Decorations $%10%

Same as described above: refreshments, floral and other decorations
(Expenditure object code #4008).

"venokad Betordions $77.74

Same as descnbed above: refreshments, floral and other decorations
(Expenditure object code #4008).

Social %g&}gb (Org ##11020) $20049

Same as described above: postage nol related to commodities, books,
equipment purchases or repairs (Expenditure object code #3444).

While these expenditures may be appropriate, their use as identified in the University
accounting system raises the qucsuon of whether these expenditures arc appropriate under the

Board of Regents’ student fee policy and regulations.

University Policies

Board of Regents’ policy 05.10.01r authorizes the charging of “course fees" which are
defined as:

.. .those fees which arc course-specific, including material fees, lab fees, fees
for non-credit and self-support courses, fees for self-support summer school
courses, individualized instmcuonal fees, and course specific facility use fees.

The University regulation adopted to implement this policy (05.10.01 (H) (4))" requires that:

Course fees must have a direct relationship to the course ... Lab and material
fees may be charged for expendable items and for the use of specialized
laboratory equipment which normally cannot be purchased by students in small
amounts for individual use. such as chemicals and gases, laboratory specimens,
laboratory and classroom equipment and instruments other than normal
classroom equipment and printed materials

Append!*)
Page 1d
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In 1990, UAA revised its procedureld governing course ices. It incorporates the Regents’
policy and regulation and establishes a "special fee" to cover direct support of specific courses
for "proper presentation of instruction,” such as art materials and special lab supplies used,
consumed or retained by students.

Proposed Student Fee Policy

To minimize concerns regarding how student fees arc expended, it is important the Provost
clarify UA A’s policy regarding assessment and expenditure of course-related fees. It is
recommended that;

. The Provost establish a policy governing assessment and expenditure of
coursefees. A suggestedpolicy is asfollows:

Part V
Administration
Chapter X
Student Fees

Reference: Board ofRegents' Policy 05.10.01 (A)
University o fAlaska Regulation 05.10.01 (E)

The Board o fRegents has authority to set all tuition rates. Authority to
establish other campusfees and charges has been delegated to the chancellors
through the president ofthe University.

"Studentfees " are additional charges thatstudents payfor specific purposes,
including course fees, administrative fees, and usefees.

L Course Fees
Coursefees are course-specific and include materialfees, labfees, fees
for non-credit and self-support courses, feesfor self-supportsummer
school courses, individualized instructio.. fees, and course-specific
facility usefees. (University Regulation 05.10.01 (A) (3))

Coursefees must have a direct relationship to the course and must be
justified on the basis ofthe recovery ofdirect and indirect costs which
are attributable to the course or program for which thefee is assessed

A. Lab and Material Fees

EtcAucumcni
A lab and materialfee may be chargedfor:
— Items consumed by students during instruction
— lItems retained by students at the conclusion ofinstruction
— Use ofspecialized laboratory equipment which normally
cannot be purchased by students in small amountsfor individual
use, such as chemicals and gases
— Laboratory specimens

Laboratgrysand classpaom equi ant-aﬁi;trumints other

(emphasis added) (University RtguTahon 05.10.01 (H) (4))

* Appendu K
Aigt IS
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rov tho
versargpﬂresdent Each chancellor is required to establish a process
for regular review of coursetees.

Use Fees

Usefeesmcludefeesass for parking, auxiliary senices. health
center and Insurance, an(? sn%dlar ap ?r '[Ie% Y

{vers I’-"re3|dent Each cpancellor is required to establish a process
for regular review of coursefees

Additional recommendations concerning course fees arc:

o ThePr |re de nd re tors,to review exi t|n fees to
determing | tﬁef %FM‘ Qand whe her the

ro na e (0es no me riteria, | oul m|na ted:
us eve Ues | uced |f cover

Nerates st
app%pnaecour St expénse3| oul mcrease

e The Provostdwectde nsang Irectors to %ommumcateU rt;rJnoheiy
ﬁ%ﬁrsdg] [E}nate expendimre offee revenues to appropriate cepa

o VceC ancellorfor Administrate Senices shall.ensure department
budgetst are mpormeé ff PJAAspohcy on use ofstu entfee revenugs

Itis also relevant to evaluate the cost of collecting student fees compared to the amount
of revenue collected. Itis recommended that:

. As part of the Prows coursefee val progess, the
C IIﬁq ? ugmit an anarss o} ﬁe CoSt t Iﬁd%?[ﬁ ?eg ﬁe Cost 0 c&ﬁecnon
sﬁe FCU e central admimstranon costs, as well as any direct costto t
school, college, department, or program.

Expenditure Accountability

In Fiscal Year 1996. $722,191 in lab fee revenue was collected. Expenditures, however,
exceeded revenues collected by $156.245;0:

" Detailed breakdown by - o+ number'it to Appendu L

tagr 1?
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Table 3
FY 96 Lab Fee Revenue and Expenditures

School FY 96 Fee Revenue FY 96 Expenditures Revenugs .
Expenditures

Business S116.657 $228,649 -$111,997
CAS 465,380 486,278 *20,891)
Engineering 16,085 21,298 -5.213
HESW 124,191 152 211 -18,142
Total $722,191 $878,436 -$156,245

Shortfalls in individual lab accounts were covered by the reallocation of tuition and/or general
fund revenues. The School of Business and Public Policy had a savings of approximately
$100,000 from funded but vacant faculty positions. Since the school docs not receive separate
funding for its computer labs, it used this one-time savings to supplement the lab's revenues.

Other lab revenue shortfalls were covered by the Office of Budget Maintenance and
Development’s reallocation of funds within the Instruction NCHEM . In practical terms, this
means that one department's year-end surplus was used to cover another department's lab
over-cxpenditurc. The unfortunate result is little incentive to change expenditure nractices if all
expenditures are eventually covered regardless of how much revenue is collected.

It is important central admimstrauon limit this practice to unavoidable circumstances and
instead, hold each dean accountable for the management of their school or college's
expenditures— no matter how small the amount. For Fiscal Year 1997. the Provost has taken
initial steps to minimize this problem. The amount a lab account can spend (its “expenditure
authority"”) has been reduced to how much was actually collected in Fiscal Year 1996. This
may help— but only as long as fee revenues collected do not fall further aojJ the level of

expend?—— is reduced

It is important steps be put in place by which fee revenue and rate of expenditure arc
periodically reviewed during a fiscal year so potcnual shortfalls can be identified early and
appropriate action taken to adjust expenditure rate. It is therefore recommended that:

o Ia& Vice Chgnc;eellsorforAdmhrggtar?enve Senice estab(lei?h 3&@%33?23
q ﬁ?i |s|en6fdd rowstﬂlué%ge ”rH

rovost
gﬁoulégwec e dean to eétepstocorrect po ent|a problem
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Future Alternative: Incentives,
Rewards— and Mission Achieved

The challenge for UA A’s central administration is to provide deans with the tools they need to
effectively and efficiently manage their school or college’s resources. Expenditure of public
dollars adds another level of accountability in which the public benefit from these expenditures

must also be considered.

Some of the preceding recommendations could be interpreted as increasing central
administration's management controls over the schools and colleges. This is not the intent.
Instead, the goal is that there be consistent expectations of accountability regardless of which
school, college, or dean. The temporary nature of management within the schools, colleges,
and central administration emphasizes the need to clearly communicate expectations.

Hopefully accountability is not viewed as a burden. Instead, it should be a catalyst to rc-think
how incentives can be created to encourage and reward each school as it attains goals important
lo UAA’'smission. Success requires that each dean have meaningful authority -and notjust

responsibility— over their resources, including consequences.

Responsibility Center Budgeting

A framework that provides deans with incentives to maximize revenues and scrutinize costs is
“responsibility center budgeting." Emphasis is shifted from budgetary cor /ol to program

performance.

As described by Edward Whalen in Responsibility Center Budgeting, each school and college
becomes a revenue and cost center. All revenues a school’s programs teccivc arc attributed to
that school— whether it be tuition, fees, research funds or indirect costs. Given the interest by
UAA school and college’s in expanding self-support opportunities, this concept should be of

interest.

The other side is that each schoi' id college is also a cost center. This means that in addiuon
to all revenues, it is also responsible for all costs. This includes direct costs, such as salaries
and opcraung expenses, as well as a share of the university’s indirect costs— physical plant
operation and maintenance, utilities, library, and general administration.

The effect is that each school and college becomes a university-like entity in which it enjoys the
full benefits of its performance and bears the full consequences of its actions. Each retains
income earned from its activities and pays the costs associated with its activities. Each school
has a responsibility to pay “assessments” which arc like a tax in that it has to be paid.
Assessments cover the comprehensive service aspect of an insutuuon’s support Junctions. A
school also pays "charges™ sim it to "user fees" in which a program pays only for the amount
of service it uses. If it reduces the amount of services it uses, it pays less. If it uses more, tt
pays more. The result is that services that had been considered "free" (space, library usage,
academic computer) now incur a cost based on utilization. It is easy to understand how this
shift can change behavior and perception of how an institution’s resources arc used.
Implementation of such a concept could also assure compliance with recent changes in OM B A-
21 by which the Federal government has mandated that the enure University of Alaska system

be consistent in its treatment of indirect costs.

Recognizing that tuiuon revenues only cover about 21 percent of instruction and related costs,
not all schools or colleges can be expected to generate sufficient revenues to cover their costs,
at least imually. Before schools express dismay over how can they be expected to pay for more
services given they don'thave adequate funding now. it is important to recognize that
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approximately $18 million2 in funding that currently supports central services will also be
reallocated back to the colleges and schools. Appropriate assessments and fees would then be
charged each school and college to support central services under this model.

A pool of state funds should be set aside to fill “budget holes.” especially in programs
inportant tachieving the Lniversiity"smissian. The emphasis is added as a reminder that if
state funds arc automatically used to cover all revenue shortfalls regardless of a program’s
priority, this simply rubber stamps past decisions and represents “busincss-as-usual.”" A clear
mission, goals, and strategies will provide a template for strategic allocation of funds among

schools and colleges.

Advantages: Incentives and Responsibility
There arc a number of advantages to this framework:

. An incentive is created to enhance revenues and manage costs. This could
include an opportunity to carry-forward surplus balances— and the responsibility to
cany-forward a deficit;

. An appreciation of the total cost of operating a university is developed;

’ The purpose of an internal indirect cost recovery becomes “real” because a
program is now required to pay all costs associated with supporting a grant or contract:
and

. Academic decisions arc clearly connected to financial consequences.

Disadvantages: Misplaced Priorities Potentially Rewarded
There arc also some concerns with how some may respond to these inccnuvcs:

’ An increased focus on the “bottom line" c,.. d potentially sacrifice academic
performance and priorities. The prionty for course offerings could shift to their

revenue-generating ability;

. To attract income, programs may:
- Increase use of less expensive pan-time instructors
— Offer courses that lack content or inflate grades
— Pad degree requirements with courses it offers
— Be reluctant to offer small enroliment courses that students need to

graduate;

«  To avoid paying "charges" for central support services, some may try to
duplicate these services;

«  Some central services, such as a student health center, may try to create a
dedicated income stream by requiring all students pay an "assessment™ (i.e. a tax) that

3 Nearly S18 nullum in fung* that currently support centralized support services would be allocated to the
schools and colleges. This includes Si2 to $14 million in the cunent bud?ets for Administrative Services,
Physical Plant, and Maintenance and Operauons, $4 million from Student Students, $1 million from the
Chancellor's budget, and $400,000 trom the Provost's budget.

Page 20
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I not tied to the level of service used or the priority of that service within the
institution.

It would be the responsibility of central administration to protect the overall integrity of the
institution and ensure that school and college activities support the University’s mission. As a
potential penalty, central administration crnld withhold funds from a school “inappropriate

hehavior."

Potential to Achieve Goals

A responsibility center budget framework could create an environment in which just about all
the recommendations in this report reasonably could be expected to be achieved. Itincludes:

. Incentives and rewards for productivity increases;
. Rewards for responsible fiscal management and consequences for its failure:
. "Tuition-retum” opportunities for all schools and colleges;

' Careful consideration by deans of facuJ v release requests because it would
mean lost revenues when faculty didn’tteach— or increased costs when pan-umc
faculty were hired; and

. Accountability for die bottomline.

The model's advantages merit further cvalualon to determine if it can be translated to the UAA
setung.
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Appendices

Appendix

A

“Org" numbers included and excluded in the allocation model

A-1 College of Business and Public Policy
A-2 College of Arts and Sciences

A-3 School of Engineering

A-4 College of Health. Education, and Social Welfare
A-5 College of Technical and Community Education

Request for Information on Fall 1996 Faculty and Staff Levels and Student
Fees

FY 96 Personal Services Cost Worksheet

C-1 College of Business and Public Policy

C*2 College of Arts and Sciences

C-3 School of Engineering

C-4 College of Health. Education, and Social Welfare
C*5 College of Technical and Community Education

Fall 1995 Student Credit Hours by Course Level Produced by Full-Time and
Part-Time Faculty

D-1 Summary based on restructured organization
D-2 OIR summary based on Fall 1995 organization

Three year- Average of Non-Personal Services Expenditures
Support Staff Ratios at Comparable Institutions

Allocation Model Worksheets
G -1 Business and Public Policy
a. Summary
b. Instruction allocation calculation
C. Academic Support allocauon calculation
d. Three year avcragc/FY 96 Actuals/SCH calculations

G-2 Ans and Sciences

a. Summary

b. Instruction allocation calculation

C. Academic Support allocauon calculaUon

d Three year avcrage/FY 96 Actuals/SCH calculations

G-3 Engineering
a. Summary
b. Instruction allocauon calculaUon
C. Academic Support allocauon calculation
d. Three year avcragc/FY 96 Actuals/SCH calculations
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G-4 Health, Education, and Social Welfare

a.  Summary

b.  Instruction allocation calculation

c.  Academic Support allocation calculation

d.  Three year averagc/FY 96 Actuals/SCH calculations

G-5 Technical and Community Education

a.  Summary . .
Instruction allocation calculation

b.
C. Academic Support allocation calculation
d.  Three year avcragc/FY 96 Actuals/SCH calculations

G-6 Academic Support Calculations Notes and Sources

Lah Fee FY 96 Expenditures
H-1 Journalism Org #11008
H-2 Social Work Org #11020

H-3 Music Org #11037

H-4 Arts Org #11043

H-5 Psychology Org #11058

Regents* Policy: Tuition and Student Fees (05.10.01)
University Regulation: Tuition and Student Fees (05.10.01)
UAA Procedure: Student Fees

Lab Fee Revenues and Expenditures— FY 96
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College of Business and Public Policy
“Org” Numbers Included and Excluded
in the Allocation Model
Instruction Category

“Orgs" Included

11085 Econoro cs

11090 Center Lr Economic Education
11091 Public Affairs salary savings
11092 SPA contingency

11093 ISER Instruction

11094 ISER Instruction salary savings
11115 School of Business

11116 Business salary savings

11121 Business Administration

11122 Business C10S

11123 Business Accounting

11285 Public Administrauon

“0rgs” Excluded

11088 SPA self-support

11089 CEE sclf-suppon

11119 Center for Economic Development
11120 Business lab

11125 SBDC Match

11126 SBDC

11303 Public Relations

Academic Support Category
“Orgs” Included

14300 Dean. Business
14307 ISER Director
14308 Dean. Public Affairs
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College of Arts and Sciences
“Org” Numbers Included and Excluded
in the Allocation Model
Instruction Category

"0rgs" Included

11003 English

11006 History and Geogralohy
11007 Journalism and Public Communications
11009 Atwood Chair of Journalism
11010 Languages

11012 Native Studies

11014 Philosophy

11015 Speech

11016 Biolog

11018 Hazardous Materials
11021 Physics and Astronomy
11023 Chemistry

11025 Geology

11027 Math

11031 Anthropology

11034 Sociology

11036 Music

11039 Canadian Studies
11040 Poliucal Science

11042 An

11044 An Voc-Tcch

11047 Dance

11048 Theater

11057 Psychology

11060 Bio-med suppon

11064 Instruction support
11065 Special projects

11066 Salary savings

11069 Women's Studies
11070 Speech

11076 Performing Arts

11153 W AMI program

11154 WAMI alary savings

"Qrgs"_EAcimlcd

11000 ASL/ESLUDb

11002 RcadingAVnung center

11004 English lab

11005 History and Geography lab o

11008 Journalism and Public Communications Lab
11011 Languages lab

11013 Native Studies lab



11017 Biology lab

“0rgs" Excluded (continued}

11024 Chcmistrylab

11026 Geology lab

11028 Math lab

11030 Computer lab

11032 Anthropology lab

11037 Music lab

11038 Music productions

11041 Political Science lab
11043 An lab

11045 Theater in schools

11046 Theater/Dance lab

11049 Theater native plays
11051 Dance productions

11055 PthicaI/Astronomy lab
11056 Behavioral Science conference
11058 Psychology lab

11081 Theater Productions
11287 Psychology Computer lab

Academic Support Category

"0rgs" Included "Ores.Excluded

14301 Dean.CAS None
14302 Arts Building operations
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School of Engineering

“Org” Numbers Included and Excluded
in the Allocation Model

Instruction Category

“Qrgs™ Included

11140 Engineering

11142 Engineering salary savings
11185 Survey/Mapping staff
11186 Survey/Mapping program

“Orps™ Excluded
11141 Engineering lab

Academic Support Category
"Ores" Included

14314 Dean. Engineering
"0 m lExcluded
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College of Health, Education, and Social Welfare
Org" Numbers Included and Excluded

in the Allocation Model

Instruction Category

mrgs" Included

11052 Masters in Social Work

11054 Social Work

11083 Justice Instruction

11084 Justice sala* j savings

11096 Educauon

11097 Administralon and Foundations
11099 Educauon salary savings

11103 Teacher Educalon

11106 Recruitment

11109 Foundations

11110 Secondary Educauon

M il Special EducaUon

11145 School of Nursing

11147 Health Sciences

11148 Nursing program

11149 Nursing salary savings

11197 Human Services staff

11198 Human Services program
11273 Elementary Educalon

11274 Early Childhood Education
11277 Health. Outdoor, id PE
11279 Teacher Educauon admimstrauon
11280 Development and Leadership
11281 Clinical and Certificate administration

“0rgs” Excluded

None

Academic Support Category
"0rgs” Included

14309 Justice

14310 Research and Graduate Studies
14345 Dear.. SNHS

14317 Dean. Educauon

QrgT Excluded



Appendix A-5

College of Technical and Community Education
a0rg" Numbers Included and Excluded
in the Allocation Model

Instruction Category

“Orgs™ Included

11163 Developmental Studies

11164 Instruction management

11166 CCCE salary savings

11168 CCCE contingency

17 Adult Learning Center

11183 Architectural EngineeringTechnology (ATE)
11184 AETprogram

11187 Aviation Maintenance Technology (AMT)
11188 AMTprogram

11189 Air Traffic Control (ATC)

11190 ATC program

11191 Aviauon Administration/Pilot

11192 Aviation Administrauon/Pilot program
11193 Aviation Administration and Simulator
11195 Electronics Technology

11196 Electronics Technology program
11199 Technology program starf

11200 Technology program B.S.

11201 Vocational education staff

11202 Vocational educauon program

11203 Food Service Technology

11204 Food Service

11206 Home Economics program

11207 Autn/Diescl

11208 Auto/Diesel program

1211 Dental program staff

11212 Dental program

11214 Emergency Services

11215 Medical Assistant staff

11216 Medical Assistant program

11217 Medical Lab Technician staff

11218 Medical Lab Technical program

11219 Welding Technology staff

11220 Welding Technology program

11221 CCVE educauon

11222 CCVE procram support

11223 CCVE professional development
11224 CCVE replacement equipment

11225 Total Quality Leadership

11227 CCVE salary savings



“Orgs” Excluded

11170 Crab Observer program
11155 Eagle River instruction
11172 CCCE revenue distribution
11194 Aviation flight school

Academic Support Category
“Orgs” Included

14306 Dean.CCVE

14328 CCCE Instruction

14329 CCCE Administrative support
14330 CCCE salary savings

14331 LRC/AV Services

14334 Association Dean (Instruction)
14335 Military Instruction Support
14336 CCCE Dean’'soffice

14337 Uiililics/Mainicn.u.'e

14348 MAPTS Academic Support

“Orgs” Excluded



Appendix B

Budget Allocation Project

Request for Information on
Fall 1996 Faculty and Staff Levels
Student Fees

Project Background _ . _
The information requested is about your Falll996 staffing level. Itis part of a projectthe Provost and

Vice Chancellor Hillycr have undertaken toallocate the FY 97 operating budget between UAA's
restructured Colleges and School. Your timely reply will provide valuable input into development of the

recommendations for the budget allocation model.

Information Requested _
Three forms request information about Fall 1996 staffing levels for:
* FulJ-umc faculty

*+  Part-time faculty _
 Full-time support staff and temporary clerical and student staff

A fourth form requests information about:
+ Student course fees

Faculty and Support Staff

The following information for each course section offered is requested:
Orgamzauon identification number

Department

Course number

Section number

Faculty member's name

Course level (check the appropriate box)

Number of credit hours

For part-time faculty, dwtr bi-weekly salary and number of pay periods

Similar information about full-time su(fport staffis requested. For temporary clerical and student staff, the
requested information should be based on staffing levels in Fall 1995,

Lab Fees
Requested information concerns ex ting and new student lab fees expected to be assessed in Fall 1996.

Informauon requested includes:
« Fee amount and purpose
+ Basis for the fee amount
« Esumatcd revenues to be collected in Fall 1996
« For an cxisung fee. revenues collecteddunng 1994-95school year
« For anew fee. briefly explain the reasonfor its implcmcntaucn. If an existing fee amount will

change, explain the reason for us change

How and By When
« Please use the enclosed documents in electronic format to provide the information (Excel 5.0 lor a

PC). The worksheets arc also available in Mac format and/or earlier version of Excel.

» Please complete the information by Wednesday, August 1st. When completed, please call mo at
258-1226 and I will arrange to have the documentation picked up

Your assistance is appreciated. Should you or your staff have any question’, or need additional
niormation. please just give me a call.

Thank you.

Cheryl Frasca
258-2331/258-2332 (fax) scfrascaftalaska net



. Sl 1!
Full Time FactI 11333

Faculty Member ci?ureeLev<:l (check one)

org* Dept Course# Section laetHam d FITBt Mame Devi Lower Upper Grad #credt Itxm

I 1

Faculty to belisted 8nthis form are those ®ith academic rat*. liavawlthe title of profeosor. associate professe>r. sndas*distant professor.

Contact for emotions about thralove infoniuntoic
Name:
Phone:



2'cart Time Facull
Facu Ity Member cJurseLevel (clieck me)

#credit  Bi-weekly #pay

Org # Pept Course #  Section Lost Name First Name Devi Lower Upper Grad Hours salary periods

4

Faculty tc be listed 2nthis formas=g »ewith special academicrank. Titles inclucle lectuirer. adjim ., affiliate. dsiting, research, anc clinical,

Contnct for questions al>out tlieabove information:
Name:
Phone:



Support and Temporary Btaff

Full-time Support Staff

Org # Department Position Last Name FirstName Bi-weekly salary # pay periods

TemporaryCltsrlcal and Stuclent Staff (based on Fal 1995 staffing level]

Org# Department PositionDesorption
rg partmen p # of hours Average hourly rate ent Tmnnrfirv ¢

-List positions related to
instruction, research, and

public service

*""Position description” should
be more descriptive of what
the position does (ie."
Research Assistant™) instead
of position title (ie. "Student
Worker If)

Contact for questions about the above information:

Name:
Fhone:



Lab Fees

Pee («(96 Est Eal 95 Actual If newInFjrft 1996, Implenvjntjrtion
Ortf 9 OtyX. Course# Sactbn Fee Purpose . Baste for amount
Amouit Reverues Ravo reeeon

Liotcource ¥ .. authorized inLriversity R aticnC>5:1001(A) (3) and(H..., tobe/MycenredinFel 1996,

Conlacl for queotiony about- I\\r above information:
Name:
Phone:
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Fall 96 Personal Services Cost Worksheet

Appendix
C-l Business and Public Policy
C-2 Arts and Sciences
C-3 Engineering
C-4 Health, Education, and Social Welfare

C-5 Technical and Community Education

Appendix C



0*0 »  School

Instruc tion
£1085 Bin
MOBS Bos
11085 Bus
11085 Bus
11085 Bus
11085 Bus
11085 Bus
11085 Bus
11085 Bib
11085 Bus
11085 Bus
1'085 Bus
11085 Bus
11085 Bus
11085 Bus
11085 Bin
110B5 Bus
110B5 Bus
11085 Bib
11085 Bus
11005 Bib
11085 Bus

11085 Bus
11085 Bus

11085 Bus
|Io%o Bus
11090 Bus
11003 Bus
11093 Bin
11093 Bus
11093 Bus
11115 Bin
11115 Bus
11115 Bin
11115 Bin
11115 Bib

A Otuif@ﬂ% f(})ﬁ cx&e r&%ﬂ uLY\fm%MO rilM freed ekxeton ot on uMXKet le<" <@t wig* gonootng SO*

Dept

EOCN
EGON
EGON
EOCN
EGON

EIN
EGON
EOCN
EOCN
EQCN
EQCN
EQCN
EOCN
EOCN
EOCN
EOCN
EOCN
EOCN
FOCN
EOCN
EOCN
EOCN

EOCN
EOCN

EOCN
EOCN
t

a
EOCN
EOCN
FACM
EOCN
90
LAB
|AB
|AB
Dn*i

Couni*

202
350
463
201
421
625
201
201
201
202
425
201
202
602
321
412
101
201
202
202

201

359
429
635
394A

S¢ SOl Last Nam*  Hrst Nam*
604 30HI PJ
601 30HI PJ
601 3.0 Hl PJ
602 3.0 Husko Loo
601 3 0 Huskoy Loo
601 30 Husko Loo
604 3.0 Jackstad Slophon
603 30 Rohaook Jorry
606 3 0 Rohnook Jorry
603 3.0 Rolmook Jorry
601 30 Rotmook Jorry
601 30 Ross Lairy
601 30 Floss Larry
601 30 Ross Lar
601 30 Turk Bra
601 30 Tuck Brad
601 30 Veicutia Kil
60/ 30 Veroolla Kit
602 30 Vercala Kil
005 30 Vorcolla Kit
Builon Janot
Kou Jamos
605 30 Jackstad Slophon
Stockwall Ootxxa
601 3.0 Berman Mallhow
001 300Coldsmlt  Scoll
601 30 Haby Sharman
601 30 Knapp Glesiar
Barboo Joy
Brown La*
k 9, nr»
{Howard Oonms
Huffman Siwfto

Fall 96 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Business and Public Policy

- S
ey A Gl &Vcogl{ﬁ

Status

n Faculty
n Facully
n Faculty
n Faculty
1| Faculty
FT Faculty
n_ Faculty
FT Facully
n_ Faculty
FT Facully
n Faculty
n_Facully
FT Faculty
n_Facully
FT Faculty
n Facully
FT Tacully
n_ Faculty
FT Faculty
n Facully
n_ Support
FT Support

Temp
Tomp

Tormp

n_ Faculty
F7 Support
e
acy

FT Feci.ity
F1 éla<| A
n

FT SuB%rt
FT Support
In Support
In Support

!

74.3C4
85,948

51018
01,133

92,101

95.159
88.8f1

31,547

22,344
21.8/6
17.01l
25582

S

8,778
2,358

7,895

16,067
19.421
1943J
28,507
19.001

It T .
Yr (Faﬁn}’{)r%g%b Position

468
653

3,460

Other.
Information

* S SOX
Systems Analyst 10X
Sucknt Grager  { HyCLEMr

As  DRer-
encl Ay EFISW sex
minderk DS P

JX

SI0Coor doctor
tab Tech
tab IechNg
W r
HASec

Pflfilnl
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Fall 96 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Business and Public Policy

_ - FT_Suprort
Orge School  Ogpt  Course Sec SCH LestName Flral Name  Slalui (FFuYI F\%C% Ad&n%l(f)all <SOﬁé0 %th? \Vr (Fgwré% Poeltion Infgrtrhn%[[ion

11115 Ddm AL Moofos Palncia FT Support 23421 Dept Sec
11115 Dv*  LAB RufocTM Blako R Support 19,557 Pgm Ans
tins Dus  ALL Slaton Fannn R Support 14.187 Dept Sec
1115 Dus SO Tomp 6, 11 Cerical Aid (23 41¥gP=M gy 1
11121 Bus  BA 343 602 30 Botm Coral Adjunct 2,192
11121 Dus  BA 300 603 30Can Greg Adjunct 2,557
11121 Bus DA 131 601 30 Fts lrahim ~ Adjunct 2,190
11121 Bus  BA 231 601 30 Inorctiild Lonnior Adjunct 2,190
11121 Bus  BA 361 601 3.0 Kahn M Adjunct 2,192
11121 Bus  BA 273 601 3.0 Kim Jn Adjunct 2,192
11121 Bus  BA 273 707 3 0Ken n A dJunct 2,192
11121 Bus  BA 306 603 3.0 Kowaleruk  Kathleun  Adjunct 2,192
11121 Buis  BA 300 602 30 Nh%/ Kalh Adjunct 2,192
11121 Bus DA 233 601 30 Slitou Bar | Adluncl 2,192
11121 Bus  BA 462 60: 30 Stilou Basted Adjunct 2,192 .
11121 Bis DA 6 0 Ahmoil Irian R Faculty 72,688 H>Weill V)
11121 Bu.  BA 0 0 Bhagat Paranal R Faculty 72,688
11121 Bus  BA 223 601 3 0Brurvcs Brian FT F.cutty
11121 Bus DA 242 651 3 olBfumIm |Brian FT Facully : g
11121 Bus  BA 60Gamy ~Omo, R. 52164 — ie\ coneic
11121 Dus  BA 0 0 ChoudIMjiy ~ Askar R Facuity* 60,316 SiUmicil
11121 Dus DA 9 0 Essayyad Misa FT Facully 93,309
11121 Bus  BA 90 Coistauts (oorno R Facully 104,152 .
11121 Bus  BA 6 0 Bauck Vein R Faculty* 56,753 e
11121 Bus  BA 9 0 Jeflde* (IERM)  Trank JFT Facully 72,685
11121 Bus  BA 3.0 Johnson Pad FT Faculty* Pm MbyACB
11121 Dus  BA 6 0 Jane* (TERM)  Qarth RFaciiry 62,154 0S cerel
11121 Bus  BA 9 0 Jordan Pari R Faculty 95.156
11121 Bus  BA 00 Kan Jotm 1l faouty* 0 L
11121 Dus DA 12 0 Man Don FT Fardry 89,545 gL )ma Wir«
11121 Bus  BA 12 0 Putwi Jon FT Facuity 70,440
11121 833 BA 12 0 So* Gary FT Faculty 74,103
11121 Dus  BA 0 0 Strvaslava Surosh R Facuity* 51578 laiiln |
11121 pw*  BA Tomp 2233 Da*fsst())  Nieela tore
11121 Bus  BA Tomp 1834 CompAsst (1) n IWlaa<S
11121 Bus  BA , Tomp 1,528 (Iracer (1) JokM /04
11122 bus ~ COS 105 601 30 Blown lisa Adjunct 2.373
11122 Buis ~ COS 110 706 3 0 Charlolon Sanira Adjunct 2.192
11122 i COS 110 603 30 Crocde Adjunct 2,557
11122 s cos 110 606 30 Ctocrhi Adiuncl 2,557

P«Q«?

&lus>rPVlion ot i 9>\Vot: Poailoon Gorkor > ) ) Summary ol School Data Iltrt
*lie* ITIK&F_Hol uiM locaaiale iwHn d M IntAf > til «» bavtl %ac*kad at 00 ut!>*ed. »"> C>retgtwitteg ".rM
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(all 96 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Business and Public Policy

_ : FT Support
g Sl Dt Core So SOH sl Fravama Sems (SR Ul GopAi T  eetn 0,
11122 Bus 008 1920 601 1.0 Endor MaryLlou  Adjunct 731
t112? Bus  Ci0S 192F 601 L0 Endor Marylou A dJunct 731
11122 Bus 008 1924 601 1.0 Endor MaryLlou  Adjunct 731
til2? Bus 008 110 605 3.0 Goodwin Palil Adjunct 2,373
11122 Bus 008 105 604 3.0 Horloil Mary Adjunct 2,192
11122 Bus 008 110 601 30 Howard Dwimit Adjunct 2,557
11122 Bus 006 110 20 Hward  Doratis Adjunct 1,705
11122 Bus  cios 110 604 3.0 JaMonowski  Dick Adjunct 2,192
11122 Bus 008 119 60l 1.0 Oborrocht Koillt Adjunct 731
11122 Bus 008 119 602 1.0 Oborrochl Koilh Adjunct 731
11122 Bus 008 119 603 L0 Oborrocht Kol Adjunct 731
11122 Bus 008 107A° 601 1.0 Oborrochl Koilh Adjunct 731
11122 Bus  cos 380 603 3.0 Qorborrj Susan Adjunct 2,192
11122 Bus 008 192A 601 10TBA Adjunct 791
11122 Bus  oos 12.0 Bolirtor Donna FT Faculty 82.202
11122 Bus 008 Bradloy Kay | T lacuity* 66.306
11 2Bus  oos 9 0 Courtnuy Looland  FT Faculty 73131
11127 Bus 006 60 Endor nek FT Faculty 94,411 6= (H
11122 Bus  oos 0 O Hill Chuck FT Faculty* 63,351 S/ alf <+
11122 Bus  oos 12 0 Shmdor Cheno FT Faculty 65,199
11122 Bus  oos 9 0 Submmantan  BaiTioslt FT Faculty 73,131
11122 Bus  00S 12 0 Warron Gariyn FT Faculty 90,565
11122 Bus  00S 12 0 Wklor (IEDM)  Kathryn  FT Faculty 58,108
11122 Btis  oos 90 Yon Mrntn FT Faculty 77.771 _
11122 Bas  ILC Baiiur Joy' FT Supporrt 11,789 Instrtic tech
11122 Bus  TLC Briscoo-lartd  Dal | FT Support 11,966 Instruc Tech
11122 Dus  oos Tomp 2,233 Kesearch aim (?) oSzl L0,
11122 Bus 008 Tomp 3.667 Comp Assl (]) Okn 1Nt
11123 Bus  ACCT 201 707 3 0Boom Titoodoro ~ Adjunct 3.009
11123 Bus  ACCT 202 707 30 Crockott Jamrs Adjunct 3.009
11123 35s  oos 3 0 Hortorl Mary Adjunct 2,192
11123 Dus  ACCT 9 0Bozo Kon FT Faculty 95.604|
11123 Bus  ACCT 120 601 30 Brundki Brian FT Fkotily 83,072
11123 Dus  ACCT 9 0 Camphol Slovit FT Faculty 715.284
11123 Dus  ACCT 12 0 Fomando; Body FT Faculty 84.927
11123 Bus  ACCT 901lor . Patrick FT Faculty 94.662
11123 Bus  ACCT 12 0 K*hiyama— Lynn FT Lacuity 69.095
11123 3is  ACCT 9 0 Makmoy oborl FT Facully 81,812
11123 Dus  acct Maschmoyor  Dick 1 Eacuty* £ *«th
11t?3Du.  ACCT 12 0 Palm Jorry FT Faculty 74,730

I'kjo 3
Summary ol School Ot*U1Im

Shad”g.l'oillon not *n NVM "oUkon Cortiol IWpotl
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Org e School

11123 Bui
11123 Bus

1128S Bus
11205 Bus
11205 Bus
11205 Bus
11205 Bus
11285 Bus
11285 Bus
11205 Bus
11285 Bus
11205 Bus
11205 Bus

11205 Bus

Dtp!

Acer
ACCT

PADM
PADM
PADM
PADM
PACM
PACM
PACM
PADM
PADM
PADM
PADM

PADM

Academic Su pport

I

14300 Bus
14300 Bus

14307 Bus

14308 Bus
14300 Bus
14300 Bus

o 1|

Doan
Ooam

Dorm
Doan

BUI

HP
Up
EFP

m  fn» ix G@riiol |/“

Course

601
601

624
686A
603
606
620

Fall 96 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Business and Public Policy

Adunct (Fall - ERSUPRORE Tanmorg n
Sm S LastNem## FlratName  Matus Fu]l i &% s Coa(u {BO%OFZLWW (ra Co%l) Position
9 0 Rosier Barbara T Facully 01,96/
Tomp 3,055 Cradsr (2)
601 3.0 Augtochl Stovon FT Faculty 76.639
715 3.0 Augtoch| Slovon FT Facuity
601 30 Augiochl Slovon FT Faculty
601 30 Augiochl Stovon 14 racuity
601 30 Augrochl Stovon FT Faculty
601 30 Prolatol Grog FT Faculty 65.179
601 30 Prolssnl Grog FT Faculty
601 30 Prolasal Grog FT Faculty
o g g w8
r ne U —cy.y" ,
. Tompppo KT/wm-cy.y"am 0% dsgg
Tomp 3.460 Admin Claifc
Instruction Total 3,347,807 1477 223,145 29.514
 [50% facuty 1,673.904
60% facuity &FT Support 1.097.051
Groon IUyden FT Faculty 114,260 ,
Burd Card FT Supporrt 25.703 Asa i0Dean
Burgli Nancy FT Support 23.766 Eddritavy
Gearhart- Ctiaroso  FT Support 19.020 Admin Sac
DoVreon
Kruso Jack FT FacuRy 120.273
8Mr Darla FT Support 1.359 SupSva Tech
Trudgen Marcaa FT Support 4011 o
Vacant FT Support 3.725 AkarinCerk
Acsdsmlc Supgort Total 234533 0 78,344 0
0% Facdly 117.262
50% Faculty « Support) 195,645

Research ami R/ubllc Sorvico NC
Support NCHI

11000 SPA Salt Support CraiM
11089 CIE Sell Sup
LLL1V Center lor Fconomce Development

Inrwif [>> [t Miri **ri>» oo an UWri<ri *'«

IFMorgs not meludod  Orgs tromal Instruction and Acadmtc
S u sled euept

11125 SBDC MakJi

Mkm M

[1 126 H
11303 CBPPPutAcIW|atnm

Other.
Information

fDiwnOIO4 o

10%
10%

Zr@%% to*

012\
11%
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Pago 4
Surrun.uy ol School Data-Rut



Org * Depl

Instruction

11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANfM
11031 ANLH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
110.11 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11031 ANTH
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
110 42 ART
11042 ART
110 43 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11043 ART
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202
333
101
20S
485
200
250
101
200
480
250
312
325
211
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437
432

224
3940
100
209
16 0
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160
224
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313
313
413
414
213
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k> t-t» UWM

Sac

601
601
601
601
601
601
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601
603
602
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601
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601
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651
601
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601
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651
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652
652
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Ltd Nam*

Fair
Fadman
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Hanson
Hanson
Hanson
langdon
langdon
V«ltre
V.hr.
Valtro
Workman
Workman
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Freeman
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McPee*
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Ubi
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ot*f |

ot MWUM
M*fl« M H

1996

FTrel Name

College

Susan

%] o

%]

A~ 0O O O U W W W O © U

pll

| w
M

Personal

Statue

Adjunct
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Faculy
FT Fecuky
FT Support
Temp
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Atjunct
Adjunct
FT Faculy
FT Faculy
FT Faculy
FT Facufty
FT Faculy
FT Faculy
FT Faculy

Services

FT Faculty
Yr Coet)

term

Cost Worksheet

of Arts and Sciences—

81,139

57,047

78,005

78,006

82.366

68,567

1,041

2,191

45.141

Mrt atnotgM t*q V.M

(Full

Adjunct
(Fall 9C
Cost)

2,373

2.557
2,191
2,557
2.557
2,557
2,557

5,373

FT Support
(SOX Full Yr
Cost)

46,651

Tamp (Fall
94 Coel)
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Org -« Dspt

11043 ART
1104.1 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
1104? ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
1104 ? ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11014 ART
11044 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
1104? ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
110 42 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
110 42 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART
11042 ART

Courn

313
413
256
356
213
394B
394A
4948B
494A
201
202
301
401
112
111
499
309
323
357
409
105
215
315
415
261
261
392
364
105
105
205
305
405
495
498
302

ViMang-lfoMton nut m SM19*
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651
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601
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601
602
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601
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601
601
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Fall

Last Nam*

Benson
Benson
Boyles
Boyles
Boyles
Boyles
Boyles
Boyles
Boyles
Conway
Conway
Conway
Conway
Etkson
Erkson
Erkson
Gonzales
Gonzales
Gonzales
Gonzales
Kaulrtz
Kaulitz
Kaulilz
Kaulitz
Llcka
Ircka
Ucka
Licka
Sabo
Sabo
Sabo
Sabo
Sabo
Stall
Stall
Tagseth

1996

College

Per

First Nam#

Deo

Deo

© o oo

I "ottm Coc*nd IW fxx| ot suthnrt#'] poMkxn

itouim

sonal Services Cost

Status

FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Faculty
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Faculty
FT Facully
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
. T Faculty
FT Facufty
FT Facufty
FT Facufty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Facufty
FTFacufty

iton

FT Faculty (Ful
Yr Cost)

46,079

40.238

58,520

54.952

48.811

56,564

73,149

35,046

tom né«+mmt4 ot NOt gMwtong scm

W orksheet

of Arts and Sciences—

Adjunct
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Cost)

FT Support
Temp (Fall
(50% Full Yr
06 Cost)
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11042
11042
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11042
11042
11042
11042
11042
11042
11042
1102/
11027
11027
1102/
11027
11027
11003
11003
11003
11003
11003
11021
11021
11021
11016
1101G
11016
11016
11016
11G 16
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016

f.htitr4

MUt 11

Dapt Court*
ART 402
ATTI 224
AR1 324
ART 424
ART 113
ART 211
ART 311
ART 411
ART
ART
AS 252
AS 307
AS 252
AS 252
AS 252
AS 307
ASI 121
AST 121
ASL 121
ASL 131
ASL 221
ASTR 103L
ASTR 103L
ASTR 103
BDL 112
BCL 105
oCX 105
OCX 105
OCX 106
OoCX 219
B O 219
oCX 105
BO. 102
MOL 111
BDL 111
B O 105

SER SR

See

651
652
651
651
601
601
651
651

601
601
603
604
602
602
603
602
601
601
601
602
603
601
604
651
652
653
651
651
652
659
605
611
615
657

SCH

W W W W W W W w

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
0
0
4
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0

n CgrtM

M*ri

Fall

Laat Nam*

Tagsoth
Tharp
Tharp
T-.arp
W Hkwm
Wiliams
Wiliams
Wiliams
Gibson

Egenolf
Egenoll
Lovoland
Thiru
Thiru
Thiru
Clausen
Doishor
Mayes
Route
TBA
Donkewaltor
Denkowaltor
Marlins
Abadte
Atanan
Atarian
Bullor
Butler
Bullor
Bullor
Butler
Butler
Ceterrochio
Catomicho

IChaitolf

1996 Personal

College of Arts

First Name

Deb
Deb
Dob
A.
A.
A.
A.

Isolde

Jriin
John
S.

S

O°- 3 n o

- >» > > > >»>» < <2 O3 D >

T <«

Statu*

FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Facully
FT Faculty
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Support
Temp

FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Facully
FT Faculty
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
FT Faculty
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adiunct

oll\{v%lrv?/{yw\fof Tﬂ*ﬂ pI(t)*tg*gf ri]ka INi at on t4dk*llrel larm

and Sciences—

Adjunct
(Fall 96
Cost)

FT Faculty (Full
Yr Cost)

42,546

42.546

62.252

F1.507

2,557
2.557
2.557
2.557

2.557

1.278
1.095
1.095
1,186
3.559

1.186
2.373
2.191

4.380

Services Cost W orksheet

FT Support
(50% Full Yr
Coat)

23.879

ot nol rpprsu*»wj SO

Tamp (Fall bositi Other
96 Coat) osition Information
w/302

alckod wrart
era Wad art

ml 411
ml Oil

Admin. Sec.
1,636 Grader

Pag
Sumnuiy Ol beftool D ta- - %Q



Org

110

1G

1101G

110
110
110
110
110
110
110
110
110
110
i10
110
110
110
110
110
110
110
110
110
110
110
110
110

16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16

1101cC

110
110
110
110
110
110
110
110
110

16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16

Shning

Dspt

BIOL
BIOL
BIOL
BIOL
BIOL
BIOL
BIOL
BIOL
BIOL
BIOL
BIOL
BIOL
BIOL
BOL
BIOL
BOL
BIOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
POL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BIOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL

AitfMinol n f'H K Poillon Cortiot |Ittm| ol mNikUh
*«H* 11 »acuSy>Hol uta.1lo cak utils nmrtist of 1T Uiu*» IM In

Courai

111
105
103
111
111
111
111
240
240
240
240
240
105
105
100

103
103
103
103
111
112
103
106
106
106
333
333
492
102
102
102
105
105
105

Ssc

607
606
656
60S
610
604
612
613
653
651
652
655
654
658
651
601
614
603
604
606
607
605
605
608
651
652
653
651
651

601
602
603
659
751
658

SOl

G)OWOWOOOOOOOU‘!ONONO

- O A A N N o

A A M W W w

Fall

Lad Naina

Chalto ff
Challolf
Chaltoff
Cuslck
Decker
Hunter
Hunter
Hunter
Kendall
Looney
Looney
Looney
Looney
Olioto
Ohio
Orr
Paige
Pekar
Pekar
Pekar
Pekar
Roadi
Tarrant
Vogt
Barker
Barker
Barkor
Barker
Barkor
Barkor
Davies
Davies
Davies
Davws
Davies

Tavios

1996

Personal Services

College of Arts

First Nama Status

~

)P

w - -0 on 0 n oo

@ 6666 e =g xdm T

Ifany

otfnm
tf* H

Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjuncl
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjuncl
Adjuncl
Adjuncl
Adjuncl
Adjuncl
Adjuncl
Adjuncl
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
Adjunct
FT Faculty
Fr Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Faculty
FT Facully
FT Faculty
FT Faculty

and Sciences—

FT Faculty (Ful
Yr Cost)

76.012

52.753

Adjunct
(Fall 96
Cost)

3,206

1.095
1,095
1.270
3,286

1,270
3,286

1,095
1,106
1,186
3,157
1.278
4.746

1.095
1,095
1,278

Cost Worksheet

FT Support
(50% Full Yr
Cost)

(ton at on tabtoslKal. turn apfralrimsrS ot not gsnsrsling SCM

Tamp (Fall . Othsr.
96 Cost) Position Information
Ovaiload

Summary Ol School Dala—CAS



Org -«

11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
110 1G
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
110 1G
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016
1101G
11016
11016
11016
11016
11016

D*pt

BOL
BOL
BOL
BDL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BDL
BOL
BOL
BDL
BDL
BDL
BDL
BDL
BDL
BDL
BDL
BDL
BOL
BOL
BOL
BDL
BDL
BDL
BDL
BDL

110:1c BOL

11016

*aft* f 1 ficuty.Nol uwd lo cakgltt* nu*rc*« ol f

BDL

685
102
112

112

485
685
488
488
30B
403
403

111

112

371
371
109
240
240
240
240
240
241
105
105
105
105
105
105
257
252
219

651
604
602
603
651
651
651
651
601
601
601

601
601
G02

603
601
651
652
654
651
652
653
654
655
651
651
652
653
655
656
657
651
652
6 S 11

SCH

© A W M O W W O O W w

3
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

Fall 1996 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Arts and Sciences—

Laal Nam* First Nam*
Dully FT
Hatch M FT
Hatch M FT
Hatch M FT
Hines M FT
Hines M FT
Hlinterberger FT
Hir.terberger FT
Kudonov J. FT
Kudenov J. FT
Kudonov \] FT
Kullborg R FT
Mam K. FT
Milkgan FT
Milligan FT

________________ m
Milkgan FT
Milkgan FT
Peterson K FT
Peterson K FT
Reuer FT
Rouer o] FT
Reuer Q FT
Reuer 0 FT
rteuer (0] FT
Rouot (0] FT
Reuer FT
Rouer FT
Rouer FT
Rouot FT
Rouer FT
Rouer FT
Rouer FT
Rouer FT
Rouot FT
Spalmgor FT

Portion not In0/uee Portion Cortroi IIoFoiI ol *ulhotU*d portion*

Statue

Facu.ty
Facully
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
rocuny
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Facury
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty
Faculty

FT Faculty (Full
Yr Cost)

54,581

64,900

55,623

77,690

86,888
80,017

92,995
3,157

77,944

52,753

58,410

Adlunct
(Fall 9t
Coal)

taruly lo* frt W lia.n aMocalton at on uMMIILal. to*m appear*mar*, o* not ganaialinj SCM

FT Support T*nip (Fall Olh**

(50% Full Yr »S Coil) Intormillon
Cost)
Monied P»y>
i .

Overload
Pago 9
Summary of School Calla—CAS



Fall 1996 Personal Services Cost W orksheet

College of Arts and Sciences —

Oge Dl Qutt o SH  Lathme  AriNae  Sens e, B 2% ! (5(% v @R Retn
11016 BAL 210 682 4 SHigr FT Feauty

11016 BOL 48 661 3 SHlngr FT Feaity

11016 BOL 635 661 3 SHigr FT Faauity _

11016 BOL 476 61 3 Sdrgomssm FT Feauity 8I505<d w/676-
11016 BOL 46 601 1 Sdrgorssn FT Feaity 75.592

11016 BAL 48 601 3 Sdrgorssmn FT Faaity

11016 BOL 6/6 661 3 Sdrgarssn FT Feauty tided W40
11016 BCAL 698 001 3 Sdrigarssm FT Faaully

11016 BOL 69 o001 3 Sdrnigarssn FT Feauity

1101GBCL 48 &1 3 Duly FT Feauity* 7,109 8% to CAS
11016 BCL Herd Jarifer FT Sy 172/ Admn Ast

11016 BOL Jdmsm Wiliam FT Sypoart 1252 Lab My

11016 BOL Knonles Jo/ FT Syt 8161 Admin S

11016 BOL 106 663 0 Dillan J Tamp

11016 BOL 106 652 o Dllon J Tap 5250 Ced TA
11016 BOL X2 62 0 kKod B Tamp

11016 BOL 252 6l 0 KoM B Tonp 5.250 (Wed rA
11016 BOL 106 655 0 Rah W Tamp 5250 Greet | A
11016 BOL 18 605 1 SQwyer G Tap 5.250 Grad TA
11016 BQAL 371 &6l 0 Teder D Tamp 5250 Grad TA
11016 BOL Top 1,791 Qackr 282

11016 BOL Tamp 642 Qe 5

11016 BCL Tamp 248 Lab AL 30

11016 BOL Tap 607 aAs 80

11016 BCL Tamp 1726 LabR 228

11016 BCL Tamp 1,39 LeoWader 220

11016 BOL Tamp 1,891 Mediatech 248

11153 Btomad 49 &6l 4 IANS FT FeaLity 62.238 (Homed Pay*
11153 Boad A &6l 0 IANS FT Feauty

11153 Bovad 104 602 4 Srmhesn R T Featy 78.969 (Homed pays
11153 Boad 692 601 1 WILLAVB K FT FeaLity 55.168 (Homed I'eyt
11153 {Hornod Onmo M FT gt 62741 Oiroctar

11153 Bromed Rodrgo M T gt 19897 Adhin Asd

11039 CenSd Tamp 477 Aaicd A 03
SharlnP Portion nol In 9M34M Potllon Cortroi Report ol authorized poMUorn J
« allot TF Fani*y«Nol wad to rekuUle number ol FI burly fo» Fall 9Onaval aeocatton at on taUtallcal laim appoTrtnwrt. oi nol generating SCH Smmayd Sdod Deta—CAS



11023 OEM

SlisrSng-Potrtion nol In 9M1/M PosSlon Comto! lleport o1 aullnrl/M] position* ' o o
*all*" FT Fsculy.Not umi) lo cakuUts rtumtwr ol H Un Hylor Fan 00 Iravsl sSoralkMi a* on M Pbslksl. twm awoiniirwra. or nol ganoraiavj rom

Frreadty (U Ot FT
Cuaxr S< 9H Lagt Nne FArt Nama S s | B oFUl Y
W Qo) (Fngt) (ﬂp&a)

B BB AR R R R B RRREREREERRE

cbleR s RRRRRRER R R REREE

Fall 1996 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Arts and Sciences—

2

S S I U;U;UZUK??DEDD_O

E
E

=L
:

i

7

FT Sygood
FT Syqoav
FT Sy

80.245
A,865

91,870
64,402

27,427
7,408
19197

1884
22,709

Tt i os € 958
g@%‘ Rosition

Information

Admin Ast
Bt Tech
PodLtion
Bgrexr
Adhin Ast
Adhin Ast

Pago 11
Summary ol School Data— CAS
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Fall 1996 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Arts and Sciences—

Qg« Dpl Qs Sc SH  LastNait FAtNare Sens O rodty (R @g\li%% gw&ﬁﬁ)lw%' Rei i

Y Gost)
11023 G-AM 60l 4 Kdyen M FT Feauly
11023 0 ' 0B 62 4 Kdyn M FT Feallly 42,164
11023 o-em 1B 601 4 Kdyan M FT Fealy
11023 OEM 18 602 4 Kdyen M FT Faauly
11023 OEM 212 661 5 Karish J FT FeaLity
1 11023 G-B4 212 652 0 Karish J FT Feally 82,350 _
11023 OEM Vesdko FT Feauity* 44,718 Sabbatical
11023 OEM Conidendd Am FT Sy 16,756 Achin Sc
11023 OEM Jorem Wiiam  FT Sy 12,612 LabMy.
11023 GHEM 108 604 0 Whle D FT Qoo 24,726 Res Asst
11023 OEM 104 604 0 While D FT Qoo
11023 OEM 16 604 0 \hile D FT St
11023 OEM 106 603 0 Whio D FT Qo
11023 emu 1 62 0 Whte D FT S
LIUZ5 oem Tenp 2301 Qericdl AL 413
Tenp 133 daicd /9. S
/3 0EM Tenp 1,374 Jericd A~ 139
/[ S §§i 60l 3 dak W FT Fealy
[ CS 60l 3 dak W FT Feaully 76,866
11027 CS 430 601 3 Epl Jim FT FacLity
1107 CS 107 601 3 Gaun Wiliem  FT Faally
[ CS 207 01 3 Gadn Wizm T Feadly 77,046
11027 (S 100 601 3 Godn Wiliam FT Feally
11027 S 100 % 3 Jds J FT Feaully
11027 (S 101 3 Jads I, FT Faaully
11007 CS 0 01 3 s ] FT Feally 68,079
[ CS 30 601 3 Jds 3 FT Feaully
10r7 CS G4 601 3 Jads FT Faclly
[ (S 106 601 3 Turbow FT FeaLity 51,920
UZ( CS A2 0L 3 “urow FT FeaLity
11027 (S 106 601 3 Turbow Je FT Feaully
11027 (S 310 601 3 Wik B FT Feally
11030 C3 Al Tenp 2557 Leb At 263
11030 CSL.AB Tamp 4,153 Lab At 440
11047 DNE 0@ 601 1 Grd T Adud &2
11047 INB 12 601 2 Fotes L Adunct 1,460

Pago 12

Slia<tn9*Position nol to 9'UVO Po»*ton Cortrol ftaporl ol aulhortfwd' potitiom o _ ie.hnnin
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Fall 1996 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Arts and Sciences—

1 Adjuncl FT Support
. . FT Facult Ful 0 Tamp (Fall - Othar

Org f Dapl Count Sot SCH Leal Name First Nam Statue Yr Coyat)( (Fcaoliitg)ﬁ (SO/SOI;UtI)I Yr 9% go(at) Poaition Information
1 11047 DICE 121 €01 2 Hamen A Aderd 4.261

11047 once 10 61 3 Haman A Adut

11047 DINE 122 601 2 LBdle N Aduct 1480

11047 ONE 131 601 2 Lindsey A Adut 176

11047 once 101 61 2 Palusch C Adut 1460

11047 once 208 601 2 RAims S Adut 1,718

11047 ONE 145 a01 2

11047 DINE 145 62 2 Quy J FT Fealy

11047 ONE 231 a1 2 Quoay J FT Feauity

11047 DNE 24 a0l 3 Aoy J FT Feauity

11008 BN 212 601 3 Adook N Aduct 2191

11003 BENA. 100 601 3 Aeade Caid Adut 2,557

11003 BENG. 111 618 3 Alen Gaoge Aduct 5113

11003 BN 200 602 3 Alen Gaae Adut

11003 BN 111 3 Amen M Adut 2,373

11008 NG 111 626 3 3J=ma A A'dud 2191

11003 BNG- 19 608 3 Bammn A Aduct 2,191

11003 BN 111 614 ? Baret Glyide  Adut 2,373

11003 BN 10 603 3 Buwd Mded Adut 2,557

11003 ENL 340 601 3 Byfes J Adut 2191

11003 BNG. 10 64 3 Garcbo S Aduct 2,557

110083 BN 111 601 3 GCan Jaoguedm  Adudt 4,330

11003 BENG- 111 617 3 GCamn Jagd < Adudt

11003 BENGA- 212 Cheezen Aduct 2191

11003 BN 362 601 3 Chgyoe R Adut 2191

11003 ENL 111 621 3 Qitterden R Adut 2191

11003 BN 30 601 3 Dais J Aduct 2,191

11003 BN 211 604 3 Deder N Adut 2,191

11003 BN 212 Denisn K Adud 2,191

11003 BN 607 a01 3 Depe T. Aduct 2191

11003 BNA- 111 607 3 Ddndem T. Aduct 4,647

11003 BNA- 111 608 3 Ddiidsn T. Aduct

11003 BNG- 18 602 3 DOdan S Aduct 2191

11003 BN 212 Giday (?) R Aduct 2191

11003 NI 107 601 3 BasDent Laurie Aduct 2,373

11008 NG 111 612 3 BasDem aule Adut 4,746 |
ShadkH]'Totlllon nol In 9/13/S6 ('(Milton Contiol livporl OI4u|(»tI/M3 potWom _ _ _ Pago 13
"rtinx 11 f mnOr riot utad lo takuU1* iwmbat ol I'1 laculy lot I all 94 Itaval aHocallon #» on taM>allrAl. trim appcirtrnnrr, or nol ganoialing Sell Summary ol Sdool Data— CAS



Fall 1996 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Arts and Sciences-—

uct FT
Qu* Dgr QU SCsa: Las(Nama Arst lara Sas FI'%)(FLI CIIEtC)B (préﬂ)lw %I Patllion Info?m{ion

11008 BN 16 606 3 BasDreen lare Aduct

11003 BN 212 Fath S Aduct 2191
11003 BNGL 120 601 3 Ga Kaen Aduct 5113
11003 BN 120 606 3 Qe Karen Adut

11003 BENA. 106 603 3 Qe Belly Aduct 2191
11003 BN 372 601 3 Hires J Adudct 2191
1008 ene 212 603 3 H C Aduct 2191
11008 BN 111 609 3 Haper Q Adut 2191
11003 BN 111 616 3 Hapr R Adudct 2191
11003 ENA 111 627 3 Hdilevan M Aduct 5113
11003 BNG- 111 3 Hloan M Aduct

11003 BN 213 Jdrem J Aduct 2191
110083 ENG- 106 602 3 Ky Ny Aduct 2,557
11008 BN 687 601 3 Madin K Aduct 2191
11003 BENA. 106 606 3 MNaddl Qlette Aduct 2,557
11003 BN 111 613 3 Malin e Adut 2,191
11003 BN 211 Mllay (?) N| Adut 2191
11003 encL 121 601 3 Adud

110083 ENA. 429 601 3 Nmk J Adudct 51*3
11003 ENGL 106 603 3 Fdner Mertin Adut 5113
11003 BN 201 604 3 Rdner Martin Adut

11003 BN 212 Aerce K Aduct 2191
11003 BN 106 602 3 Ry Reter Adud 5113
110038 BNG 201 603 3 Ry P Aduct 2,557
11008 BN 213 601 3 FRoter S Aduct 2191
11003 BN 111 620 3 Reagdhard(?) C Aduct 2,557
11008 rNL 111 604 3 Riats T. Adut 2191
11003 BNG- 111 602 3 Riats T Aduct 2191
11003 BN 111 619 3 Rdots T Aduct 2191
11003 BN 212 Roatry Adut 2191
11003 BENG- 1® 6056 3 Ren Parida Adut 2,557
11003 ENG 111 610 3 Seay Pala Aduct 7,120
11003 BNI. 111 611 3 Swexy Paub Aduct

11003 BN 111 62 3 Sweoy Pab Adut

110083 BN 212 62 3 S M Adut 2,191
11003 BN 111 603 3 Sed S Adut 2,191

StUKfnj.Position not In 0/13/90 Position Cortiot Hapoil ol authort/ad positions Pegp 4 r*
*allot f I facuHy-Nol used lo cakuMa numbar ol n- laculy lo* I all 90 luvol aKocaimn os on tabbatkr.il. m» appowmanl. o* nol (jotottalltig SCH Summary of School Data—CAS i
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Sc son  FTREUY (Ul S SR
Quf Dt Quem SCSA leiNmm  FtNnm  Sea Ot %ﬁ) (aymﬁ)

11008 BN 111

11008 BNG 308
11003 BNG 203
11003 BNA. Pival
11008 BN 476
11008 BN 320
11008 BN 424
11003 BN 631
11008 ence 107
11008 BN 306
11008 ence 107
11008 BN

11003 BN 107
11008 enee 121
11003 BN 211
11003 ENG 667
11003 BN 475
11003 ENL 637
11003 BN 212
11008 encL 212

BEEESERRERRR BEREBRREEE §8 88 RRBBRS

WWPRAWWWWWWWWW WWWWWWwwWwwWwwWww wWww

Al
PRR
q9ae
E

P WWOWWWwwwww

=k
aeld
Sadom
Sanill
Stuait
Sart

WA

WishSepred

W\eaer
Wass
Williars
Wyatt
Btb
Bdmad

Bosanor
Qoaran
Quoaran
Goaran
Forctar
Foster
Foister
Ftoelich
Gler

Quetsdow
Quotschow
Qesdow
Hiley
Hiey
Jorks
Jorks
Jorks
Katesse
logor
Legar

]

Y . Oogl—gmom
=

g
B

2070

@° 0" A== DvUwUAT © 2=

+foMNon not m 9MV96 I'otMon GCortiot Itepoti ol aotwUMI poUtom

*alter ft faculty .Nol UM<I lo calculate nuntmr ol |

FT Facully

FT FecLity

FT Faculty

45877
6109
37.898

56,852

47.208

47.298

46,621

84.614

70.564
47.298

83,662
49.258

Fall 1996 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Arts and Sciences—

2191
2191
2191
2557
2557
2373
2191

3,408
219
2,373
219
2191

laculy lor fan Miliavaf akxalbn at on uHuMIcal. term arpoaanwrl, or nol gtnrralng SO

. Qe
E%g’)" Roatn  |rfamation

Pago 15
Summary ol School Data— CAS



Fall 1996 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Arts and Sciences—

Adjunct  FT Supporl

Org f  Dapt  Couiti S« SCH Last Nam* First Nama Status T Fﬁ(cr”(l:t%'st)(m (Fcal(lJlst9)6 (SOW%O%FI))I Yr T9a6mpC§E?)II Position Infgrtrh]w%rtion
1100 BN 202 61 3 Unon P FT Fealy 53934

11007 BN 213 @8 3 Lnon P FT Feauity

11003 BN #A3 601 3 Linon P FT Feauity

11003 BENG- 4F¥ &1 3 Linon P FT Feality
; 11008 BN Il A1 3 MCarsm L FT Featy 57.112

11003 BNGL 6l 601 3 MCaridm L. FT Feadly

11003 BNAL 662 a0l 3 MCarsn L FT Feauity

11003 BN 201 601 3 Nomdly C FT Feauty

11003 BNG- 211 601 3 Nurdly C FT Feauity 97.122

11008 BN 211 608 3 Numdty C FT Faauity

11008 BN 640 601 3 NurHly C FT Feauity

11003 BENG 120 602 3 Patasn B FT Feauity

11003 BENAL 07 601 3 Pdatersn B FT Feauity 86.217

11003 BENGL 363 601 3 Patersn B FT Feauity

11003 BENG- 120 604 3 SadEy K FT Faadly

11003 BN 120 606 3 Savbay K FT Feaity 76,694

1108 BO 213 602 3 Sadoy K FT Feadly

11003 BN 1P 602 3 Sas A FT Feauity

11003 BN 212 64 3 S=as A FT Faauty 89.662

11003 BN 212 6056 3 S=s A FT Feauity

11003 BENAL 662 601 3 Spau R FT Feality

11003 BN fioc 601 3 Soat* R FT Feauity 78,186

11003 BO. 60l 601 3 Wddomio T FT Houty 4,362

110083 BO. Mooto J FT Feauty* 53,732

11003 BN Cimmick Lori FT St Ik« 37 Admin At

11003 BN Rdnod Ddoah FT SQygood 5,929 Adm deak
11003 BNG- Whight ol FT Sy 14.903 Dt Sc

11003 ENGL Tap 1970 Adhin dak 177
11003 BN Tenp 162 Cared Ast 919
11008 AL 108 601 3 QOUNNAGAN L Aduct 2373

11008 E3 106 601 3 Lson Q Adud 2373

11008 B2 1083 601 3 Kaase C FT Feaully

11008 Ea 107 601 3 Kaese C FT Feaity

11010 FTIN 102 602 4 Dusmn Betite  Adut 2.920

11010 fPE* 102 601 4 Pandier ran Adud 3164

11010 ATXf 1011 601 4 Ichut/iu* Tida Adut 2920

«]« [ Pagojﬁ

" et 'g%i”}} oL 0 seobte n Gt o1 1 pef e o ft on »dxkilKet at no* gO*Urej MM Summary of Sol Oata-CAS



ea
11025 &ea
11025 GEa
11025 Gea
11025 GEa
11025 €ld
1105Gea
11025 GEa
11025
11010 CM
11010 an

*alto*

Gout*  Sac SCH

FEERRERNEEEEEEERERBRRRBERRRRRRABE

28

@1 4
&l 3
60l 3
60l 3
603 3
62 3
6b 3
&l 3
606 3
a0l 3
a1l 1
604 3
a0l 3
62 0
&L 5
652 0
663 4
4 4
655 4
656 4
62 4
653 O
64 0
65 0
666 O
a1 3
&l 4
&l O
652 4
6oL 4
a1l 3
601 2
a0l 3
603 4

Fall 1996 Personal Services Cost Worksheet
College of Arts and Sciences—

Latl Nam*

QiBnin
QiBrin
QiBn
QiBom
Doger
Dlomor

Hayrw
CQrantad
Qantod

Ven Domrden
Ven Dommrdaon
Van Donmeaon
Ven Domrelon
Adud

Ciloy

levessy
Loesay
lovesay
Lovosay

Srith
Srith
Srith
Srith
Jith
Tudor

\Misdor

"wtyMftig.PoiakMt not to P IVW Pot=J* COr*|ul iwporl ol aultstfM
flfaarBy.tM <t<Llo rakuteto iw rtoi ol 11

Uruty to fa*

}

First Nam*

Meiyvomo
Maywoma

mmhgfgg

Oridina
Cmsnra

foU»ori»

Status

FT Faculty

(Full
Yr Cost)

47,343

76,657
45,238

57,437

82873

Adjunct
(Fall 96
Coat)

2373
2373

38%
4.380

105
1056
10%
1056
105

2,557
3164

FT Support
(50% Full Yr
Coal)

5579

0 lin« ! aaocatfen at on utibalt'al tom <MioMmto, Ot not ytrmtalrt) sr.m

Tamp (Fall - ahtr
96 F()?o(st) Position Information
r
\,
a
Adhin Soc
2.543 Lab At 400
Pago 17

Summary ol School Data— CAS



