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Gentllemen:

We are pleased to submit herewith the report of your Select Commitice on
the Future of Private and Independent Higher Education in New York State.

When we accepted your invitation to sorve last spring you called upon us to
advise “how the state can liclp presceve the strengta saed vitality of our private
and independent institutions of higher education, yet at the same time keep
them free.” As we have pursued our inquiries \ e have become increasingly
aware of the delicate balance of assistance and - raint which the achicvement of
such a goal requires. Out recommendations are almed at strengthening that balance
by providing state aid while, at the tane time, protecting institutional indencn-
dence through procedural safeguards.

We began our inquiry in the face of a widespread belief that private higher
oducation, in New York as clsewhere, faced an imraediate nancial crisis of disas-
trous proportions. We have not been able to substantiate this notion; and indeed
one of out more impottant findings is that no one really knows precisely the evact
financial condition of New York's private colleges and universities. Our own best
judgment is that tkeit needs are real and impottant but in inost cases not desperate.
We think that they may face a combinec annual deficit of $20 to $25 million
within the next three or four years, and ihat they probably have a combined
backlog of deferreu mairtenance of $45 to $35 million more. We reach these
conclusions after due provition for continuing efotts on the part of these institutions
to streagthen their financial position by all conventioral means.




From this conclusion and on the ather evidence before us we reach a series
of recoinn:endations which fall under the fsllowing four general classes:

First: Our unanimous recommerdatior: is that the moderate but real level of
present need now calls for direc® assistance from New York State to private col-
leges and universities. We think it clear that the value of these institutions to New
York is o great that such assistance is justified. Ard we believe that without it
there is likely to be serious deterioration in one of the state's great assets—her
remarkable array of strotig and diversified private colleges and universities.

Second: This central recommendation has required us to face up to the ques-
tion of the present constitutional prohibition upon direct assistance to institutions
which have any significant religious affiliation. We have examined this question
with particular care and again we have reached a unanimous recommendation:
that insofar as it affccts four-year colleges and universities, the State Cinstitution
should b2 amended to conform to the Federal madel. In reaching this conclusion
we are guverned by our convicticn that in the ficld of the higher learning there is
no virtue in testing educational quality by the presence or absence of a religious
connection. \We recognize that in New York State this has been a hotly contro-
versial jssue for many years, but we veature U ask for careful consideration of
the extended argument which we present on this hard question.

Third: We recon.mend that the existing responsibilities and powers of the
Board of Regents be reconfirmed, and reinforeed by strengthening the staff of the
State Department of Education. The Regents are the senior educational authority
of the state and we believe any system of direct aid to private institutions will
tequire reinforcement of this authority so as both to strengthen statewide educa-
tional planning and to insure the maintenance of proper standards of quality in all
state-atded institut ons. We also strongly believe that the Boand of Regents, and
not the state fegislature cr the Office of the Governor, should be the proper author-
ity in Albany for reflecting the concems of private colleges and universities. The
legislature ard the Governor have ultimate fiscal responsibilily, but basic educa-
tional responsibility belongs to the Regents, and their capacily to meet this respon-
sibili.y must be strengthened.

Fourth: Both private institutions and the Bcard of Regents should toke steps
to develop a much stronget base of information and reporting upon which state-
wide educational decisions can be bated. We see a particular importance here in
the emetging Commission on Independent Colleges; this Commission, if it is
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adequately supported by imajor private institutions, can hecome an fmportant force
for efective reporting in the interest of all concerned.

We would einphasize that onr basie rccominendations in these four arcas are
interdependent. We would not recommmend direet assistance or constitutional re-
form if the Board of Regents were not given the necessary streagth for effective
review and quality contrc 1, We would not recommend reinfurcement of the Regents
if we did not also believe in the necessary execulive leadership of the Governor's
Office, and the representative role of the legislature,

Finally, we shonld emphasize that in reachirgt these conclusions on the needs
of private institutions we have been coastantly mindful of the remarkable progress
which New York State has made in recent years in strengthening both the State
University of New York and the City University of New York. We helieve that
the progress of these public institutions sheuld be energetically sustained by the
authorities of New York State and we would wam most strongly against any revival
of carlier destructive rivalries between different kinds of institutions. We believe
instead that New York has now an cpportunity to maintain and to strengthen a
balanced system of public and private institutions which may well be a modcl to
the nation. It is in that spirit that we present our report.

The Committee has enjcyed its work and we are grateful to you both for your
invitation to consider these questions and for the unstintingly generous support
which we have received frem you and 1rom all concernied in the government of
the state.

Yours very truly,

McGronce Busoy, Chaitrman
Jastes Bavant Conast

Jous A. Hanxan

Turobore M. Hessurcn
Asrar L. SacHan
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Chapter 1/Introduction

In 1754 George 11 granted a charter to a gioup of New York citizens for the found-
ing of King’s College (now Columbia University ). dedicated to instruction in “the
Learned Langnages and the Liberal Arts and Sciences.”

For all but a small fraction of the more than two centuries that have since
clapsed, the primary responsibility for higher education in New York State has
been assumed by its private colleges and universitics. There was modest evidence
of interest in state supported Institutions beginning with the establishment of the
first state nonnal school in Albany in 1844, However, even as late as 1911 the pub-
lic institutions numbered only sixteen—ten teachers colleges, two municipal col-
leges and four contract colleges located in and managed by private universities:
the Schools of Agriculture and Veterinary Medicine at Cornell, of Forestry at
Syracuse, and of Ceramics at Alfred.

Scholarship ald as an appropriate eapression of state interest made fts appear-
ance carly in the present century. A scholarship plan offering 3100 a year (then
the average full tuition cost) for four yeass to 3,000 students was instituted in
1913 accompanicd by the observation of Augustus Downing, Assistant Commis-
sioner for Higher Education, that this weuld “forever set at rest the question of a
State University of New York, and. at the same time, provide for the people of
the state all the benefits of a State University on a liberal basis and at a minimum
cost.” For some 20 years thereafter the state contribution to higher education con-
sisted solely of this $300,000 annual scholarship grant, plus tuition-free education
for students at the state-supporterd spevialized schools. In 1831 these schools en-
rolled a total of 10,000 students and the entite state budget for higher education
was $4.972 million.

The developments which led to the radically changed situation we know today
date essentially from 1946. In that vear Governot Thomas E. Dewey and the legis-
lature appointed a commission headed by Regent Owen D. Young to inquire into
the "need. feasibility and cost of a State University.” Following the tecommenda.
tion of this commission. the state legislatare, in 1948. established the State Univer-
sity of New York. Initially the state normal schools, agricultural and technical
schools, and the contract colleges were made constituent units of the university
under a 15-man Board of Trusiees appointed by the Governot.

This was a beginning. but truly dramatic change did not come for another
decade. There then developad a new combination of energy in Albany and of
acquiescence aid even suppeat among the fonmerly hostile private institutions.
Three landmarks along this road are: the Heald report of 1980, the naming of
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Dr. Samuel B. Gould as Chancellor of the State University in 1964; and the con.
tinuing willingness of Governor Rockefeller to recommend and the legislature to
appropriate substantial sums for expanding the state system. Each of the.se deserves
comment,

The Heald report, like this one, was commissioned by the Govemor and the
Board of Regents. Its mandate was to make recommendaltions covering the whole
of the state’s responsibilities toward higher education. While the Heald report
did not neglect the private sector, {t did give vigorous endorsement to the “realign.-
ing of higher oducation responsibilities™ in New York and expressly urged the
expansion, strengthening and upgrading of the State University. The basic recom-
mendation was promptly and firmly accepted by the Governor and the Regents.

1t then became a question of the right man and adequate sums of money.
The first need was met by the appointment of Dr. Gould, an educator seasoned in
the problems and opportunities of hoth public and private nstitations and able
to offer vigorous leadership.

The legislature rlearly took due account of the new currents r - ‘ng in higher
education generally and of the prospects for New York held out by the Heald
recommendations, the specific plans of Chancellor Gonld, and also the reorganiza-
tion of the City University under the new leadership of Chancellor Albert 11,
Bowker. The unprecedented sums of money the legislatu~e was willing to appro-
priate were an absolutely necessary condition of the totel develop.rent.

The full range of the state’s present contribution to higher education includes
not only the ditect support to the State and Ci.y universities but a syster of student
aid in the form of scholarships, Scholar Incentive grants, and loans, which s un-
matched elsewhere in the country. 1n addition there are the Lehman Fellowships
for Graduate Studies in the Social Sciences, the Schweitzet Chairs in the Humani-
ties, the Einstein Chairs in the Sciences, and the financing available from the New
Yotk State Dormitory Authority: for the construction of academic and residence
buildings.

But it is the expansion of the state-supported institutions which has been the
outstanding feature of the new cra in highet education in New York. During the
period from the establishment of the State University in 1948 to the present. uper.
ating budget support provided by the state has risen from $17 to $250 million, and
full-time equivalent cntollments in the public sector have grown from 76,000 to
212,000 in the 65 institutions of the State and City universilies. In the 143 private
colleges and universities there is a tota) full-time equivalent enroltment of 233,000,
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By a veritable educational revolution New York State has begun to overcome
decades of neglect—and even repression—of public higher education.

The first premise of this Committee is that New York State must not now turn
back from this great effort to build state and city universities second to none. Our
study of the private institutions of the state has led us to believe that they have
jmportant needs which justify new kinds of state action. But we emphatically
dissociate ourselves from those who see the growth of the state’s public universities
as an unjustified threat to the private sector. Cur own premise is the opposite.
It is that there is no inherent contradiction between the continued expansion of the
public universities and a prudent attertion to the reinforcement of the private
institutions.

This premise we assume to be that of the Governor and the Regents, too.
Their record shows their commitment to the public sector. Both their record and
their charge to us show their parallel interest in the private colleges and univer-
sitics.

We turn, then, to the terms of our assignment. Let us note first that the

Jovernor and the Regents together requested this study. The importance of this
joint appointment lies not in any status it may confer on the Commiittee, but in its
accuratereflection of the shared responsibility of New York State’s two great instru-
mcnts of executive action for education—the Governorship and the Board of
Regents.

The Regents have a historic responsibility and a historic tradition of inde-
pendence which make them an unusual inst;ument for the exercise of educational
leadership on a statewide basis. The Governorship, for its part, has developed over
the last 50 years into one of the most flexible and effective instruments of active
public policy in the whole spectrum of American political offices. The Governor,
as the chief political officer of the state, has great powers and responsibilities in
the finding and allocation of financial resources. The educational responsibility
of the Regents and the political and fiscal responsibility of the Governorship require
that each maintain a sensitive 1espect for the role of the other. Neither one alone
can frame a program that will command the necessary legislative and public
support. Yet taken together they offer a combination of instruments for framing
and executing a balanced policy toward higher education that is unsurpassed in
the nation,

\We turn next to the specific charge which these notable agents have given
us: it is “how the state can help preserve the strength and vitality of our private

12
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and independent institutions of higacr education, yet at the same time keep
them free.” We observe here a double concemn, and both parts deserve attention.
First, this charge assumes that the state has some responsibility for private higher
education. This responsibility dees not automatically imply an obligation to pro-
vide direct support to such institutions, but it does require that this possibility be
considered in a time when there is general and genuine concern for their finan-
cial condition,

At the same time the words of the Governor and the Kegents ciphasize ihat
the private institutions must be kept “free.” In one sense, of course, all colleges
and universities must ve kept free. Whether public or private, they all require what
Charles William Fliot called the “winnowing breeze of freedom.” The academic
freecom of teachers and scholars is equally important in both scctors. We take it
that the Governor and the Regents are concerned to protect, in the private scetor,
that special kind of freedom which guarantees to each individual institution an
opportunity to develop its own mission and character. We have taken this part of
the charge to mean that if the state, for good reasons, should decide to help private
institutions, that help should be given in ways that preserve, as far as possible,
this special freedom of institutional choice.

In this belief we are reinforced by the fact that the Governor and the Chan-
cellor directed our attention to the private institations, and not to the students or
teachers within them. Obviously the justification for these institutions must be
fargely in terms of what their membiers do, but it makes a real difference whether
cne is looking at the problem of helping qualified students through college or the
problem of ensuring that there shall be colleges of quality for those students to get
into. The Governor and the Regents made it our business to consider the condi-
tion. and the needs, of the institutions as such.

Their evident premise is one which we emphatically share—it is that the value
to society of strong private institutions of higher learning is clear and great. As an
extension of this proposition, we have taken it as axiomatic that any deterioration
in the established quality of these private institutions—whether in terms of faculty,
curriculum, academic standards or physical plant—would be harmful not only to
the institutions themselves but also to the public good.

But let us repeat that the need for effective service by all institutions must
take precedence over any biased commitment to the public or private sector. Each
stands to gain from the vigorous health and stimulating challenge of the other.
We particularly endorse the evident decision of New York that its two great public
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institutions should aim at true acadeinic excellence as well as broader opportunity
for all, anc we are glad that New Ycrk has swung away forever from the worn out
aotion that quality is for one sector and quantity {or another.

Becausc the problem before us is national in charactei, we are keenly aware
that what is done in New York may have national importance. Any doubt that
these problems have relevance beyond the borders of the Enipire State was emphat-
ically dispelled by the inquiries we received from all parts of the country. Yet if
the essential problen.s are shared in other states, New York does have unusual
resources for dealing with them: the hihly advanced stage of development of its
institutions of higher education, the unique instrumentality of the Regents, the
concern and commitment of the Governor’s Office, the strength of the state’s econ-
omy, the wide assortment of programs already in being for student aid and for
institutional assistance—and the established tradition of periodic, independent,
state-financed inquiries into one or another aspect of the developing educational
scene. On the latter score the Coramittee is mindful that its report follows an
impressive array of distinguished predecessors: the Heald Committee discussed
above; the Muix study, concerned with the specialized problems of medical edu-
cation; the Wells report on the activities and Master Plan of the State University;
and most recently the Pearson inquiry, devoted to a re-examination of scholarship
plans.

We hope our observations will be found responsive to the charge as given.
In the course of a rewarding assignment we ourselves have learned a great deal.
Mgrcover we have been reminded of what we knew before from our own experi-
ence rs educators—that, in many important aspects of their operation, our insti-
tutions of higher learning still have much to learn about themselves.

4
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Chapter 2/The Current Situation

A. Tue CoMDITION OF THE PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

We have undertaken this inquiiry amidst a rising volume of public debate con-
cerning the future requirements of higher education. In particular the neceds of
privately coutrolled colleges and universities are widely discussed. In recent
months estimates of the anticipated gap betwcen income and expense for the
nation's private institutions in the years inmediately ahead have reacl:ed the multi-
billion dollar level. Equally alarming reports are heard to the effect that the private
sectar in education is losing its position as enrollments skyrocket in the tax-sup-
ported universities. There are forecasts that financial stringency and enrollment
decline will bring a grave deterioration in the quality of private higher educaticn.

It has seemed to us essential that as far as possible the facts be ascertained,
so that these predictions may be confirmed or modified, and so that whatever
action is recommended may be appropriate in direction and degree. We have
begun this process in the course of our Committee work.

We find the private colleges and universities in New York State to be in better
health than we or they had supposed. As we have studied their financial condition
and enrollment—past, present and likely future—we have found evidence of serious
need, but not of impending catastrophe. We find obstacles to be overcome but
we see no reason to believe that these difficulties must lead to inevitable decline
in standards, and still less to thie eventual disappearance of private colleges and
universities as significant contributors to the higl.er learning. In particular cases,
of course, we have seen evidence of crisis; in general, however, we are persuaded
that a combination of improved management, strong private support, and a modest
amount of public aid should assure their vigorous health for the foreseeable future.

Our inquiry proceeds from the premise that the citizens of New York State
have long nourished many private colleges and universities of s1perior quaiity;
that these institutions can maintain their excellence only with an adequate number
of good students and sufficient funds for strong faculty and the other requirements
of the academic life; and that while money neither measures nor assures quality
it is a necessary condition of quality. It has been our task, among other things, to
gauge the adequacy of the resources of these institutions, and to examine their
capacity to attract their share of qualified students.

This rather broad-gauge assessment of the general position of the private
institutions should be sharply distinguished from the kind of detailed study which
would have been necessary if we had been called on to reach hard qualitative
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judgments on the exact way in which cach private institution has chosen to deploy
its resources. And if we hiwd been required to pass judgment on their present hopes
for growth and for qualitative improvement, a still harder task would have con-
fronted us. Fortunately for us, no such study is called for—or would even be appro-
priate—given the general character of our assignment.

Neither this Committee nor the state authorities, in our juldgment, can wisely
accept responsibility for the choices that private institutions make in their pursuit
of special excellence of one sort or another. The state must ask broader and more
general questions. Its standards should not be low, but they should be such that
they can he applied across the board. State funds must be granted or witl held
on such broad grounds and not on the basis of any attempt to substitute the judg-
ment of the state for that of the private institution itself.

This requirement of breadth has spared us much hard work—and much barren
controversy. We have not had to test every rumor of “unfair” faculty raiding by
new public : niversities, or every claim that a particular private institution de-
serves special support for special reasons. We believe that the private institutions
must always look to many sources other than the state for the bulk of their support.
Their individual claims to special excellence must appeal to--and be judged by-
these other constituencies.

Our task has been broader and simpler, ard yet, as the following pages show,
it has not been easy.

L Financial Condition

There is little information in the public domain about the financial condition of
private colleges and universities. Although there is a growing trend toward more
adequate reporting, the data ordinarily available do not provide any basis for an
objective general assessment. We therefore undertook a variety of approaches to
obtain data which would give us a basis for assessing the extent and urgency of
the financial need.

First, the president of each private college was invited to submit his estimate
of the future of his own institution, espscially with respect to finance; his view of
the distinctive role of his institution; his grounds for a claim on public support, if
he made such a claim; and his opinion of what steps the state might take that
would be of benefit to his institution.
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Second, a number of college presidents, together and separately, were invited
to discuss their needs with us and our staff.

Third, we commissioned a study of the financial condition of 29 private insti-
tutions on the basi. of an analysis of financial statements covering seven consecu-
tive fiscal years, f.om 1959-60 through 1965.68 (Appendix D).

Fourth, we obtained a more detailed picture of the financial needs of 11 of
these institutions based upon a deepzr analysis of financial records as well as
campus discussions with the appropriate officials (Appendix E).

Fifth, we obtained an expert assessment of the condition of the physical plant
of each of these institutions in order to learn whether or not they are providing,
or are able to provide, adequate funds for maintenance and replacement (Apper-
dix F).

Sixth, representatives of 17 institutions were convened for a discussion of tui-
tion charges, the extent to which further tuition increases can be sustained, the
procedures used in establishing tuitiop levels and the extent to which instructional
costs can be underwritten by these charges.

In addition, the Committee reviewed the impact of the Scholar Incentive
Program on the financial condition of the colleges, the available data on the
finances of private colleges nationally, and in general pursued a number of
other inquiries as they appeared relevant to our task. The following findings and
conclusions are drawn from the full range of these studies.

1. The condition of data at the private institutions does not permit a precise assess-
ment of future needs, but in our best judgment a combined imnual deficit for all
private institutions in the state in the range of $20 to $25 million may occur by
1970-71. Part of this deficit can be met by improved management practices and
financial controls and some adjustment in fees.

The above estimate does not include an additional burden of deferred main-
tenance of physical plant which is estimated teday at a combined total of §45 to
$55 willion. If funded over a five.year period the annual cost of removing this
burden wottld he approximately $9 to $11 million.

The 11 schools included in our detailed survey represent about 35% of total
private enrollment in the state and about 44% of total operating expenses for
private higher education. The group includes large and small, rich and poor, upstate
and New York City, sectarian and non-sectarian. These schools alosie account for
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a current operating deficit of about $4.6 million and an anticipated 1970-71 deficit
of $10 million. A rough extrapolation from this sample yields an estimated deficit of
$20 to $25 nillion for all the private colleges and universities in 1370-71. A similar
extrapolation of data obtained at 10 of the 11 institutions leads to our estimate of
the current total of deferred maintenance. Much more reliable estimates could be
made if each institution had carefully developed long-range plans. However, as
we note in greater detail later in this report, such plans are available only in a
very few cases.

We think it reasonable to expect that part of this anticipated deficit can be
avoided by specific measures designed to recover identifiable costs. Over the long
term, for example, these instititions should not tolerate substantial deficits in
sponsored research; recovery of full overhead expenses should be the premise on
which new contracts are accepted. In the case of federally supported research
contracts, where the institution is required to make a minimum contribution, it is
critical that the full overhead costs be assigned and recovered. Similarly, upward
adjustments in fees should be accepted as the necessary means of reducing or
eliminating losses in intercollegiate athletics, room and board, and other auxiliary
activities. It is our impression that such steps would already have been taken by
some institutions if their accounting and management reporting services had accu-
rately revealed the need t» do so.

These cstimates of deficits and deferred maintenance do not indicate imme-
diate disaster. They do show serious needs that are new in the history of private
higher education in New York State. Moreover, we believe that as time passes,
the leve! of these needs must be expected to grow—not as fast as the needs of the
rapidly expanding public sector, but steadily. We agree with the prevailing view
of cconomists that higher education, heavily dependent as it is upon human
services, will tend to increase in its relative cost as technological improvements
spread more rapidly in other parts of society. We see no excuse in this reality for
avoiding the hard work of better cost control and more accurate cost accounting.
But we think it clear that the coming deficits are real.

2. In the institutions studied — large and small — tuition fees, gifts and unrestricted
endowment income are still generally sufficient to cover instructional costs and
non.sponsored research,

On the premise that all tuition and unrestricted income is made available for
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the institution’s instructional activities (including non-sponsored research®) all
but one of the institutions studied had ample income to cover these costs. This
calculation includes appropriate allocations to these academic functions of admin-
istrative costs, plant operation and maintenance and other applicable overhead
items. In the one exceptional case—a large university—the loss indicated was slight
in relation to the total budget and it represented less than a tenth of the total
institutional deficit.

3. After appropriate allocations of overhead custs, deficits are consistently cn-
countered in all institutions studied with respect to auxiliary enterprises and, in
most institutions, in intercollegiate athletics, sponsored research and other non-
instructional activities.

Over the years most institutions have consistently neglected proper allocation
of overhead costs to the various non-instructional activities. In some cases no allo-
cations are made at all. If overhead costs are allotted on a uniformly equitable
basis, as was done in the studies undertaken for the Committee, deficits, often sub-
stantial, appear consistently in non-instructional areas.

The greatest losses are sustained in auxiliary activities where institutions
appear reluctant to charge adequately for services rendered, especially for provi-
sion of room and board. (Auxiliary enterprises are defined to include dormitory
operations, food service, bookstores and intercollegiate athletics. In the Committee
studies intercollegiate athletics has been separately analyzed.)

Auxiliary enterprises “break even” only when the unrealistic position is taken
sthat no overhead costs are to be charged against these activities. It appears that
many institutions are absorbing losses in these areas in order that the sum of the
charges to students—tuition, room and board and other fees—may be kept in line
with charges at other institutions. This results in inequities in those schools having
substantial numbers of non-resident students who, through their tuition payments,
may be subsidizing a portion of the room and board costs of resident students.

In addition to the auxiliary activities, losses are consistenily sustained in spon-
sored research and intercollegiate athletics as well as in extension and public service
programs. The losses have been increasing most in schools where specialized spon-
sored research programs—particularly those of government origin—are greatest.

*The assumption is that tuiton fees are pald and unrestricted gifts and endo vment funds are received for
the educalicnal purposes of the institution and that these educational purposis (including non-spontored
rescarch) therefore havg first call on such funds.
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4. Conditions of financing dormitory expansion appear to account in part for fail-
ure of such services to carry their full share of institutional overhead —and even
direct—expenses,

Many institations in New York State have financed dormitory construction
through the Housing and Home Finance Agency, now the Department of Housing
and Urban Development. As each institution submitted its financing plan, it was
required at the same time to submit a project budget to the agency for approval.
Normally that budget shows what type of revenue pledge the institution is pro-
posing. The Department has two basic types of pledges. The first of these is a
gross pledge, in which debt service is provided first, after which operating costs of
a general predetermined nature are to be covered. The second is a net-piedge, in
which a narrowly defined set of operating costs is funded first, while debt service
is considered secondary to these costs.

Under the first plan the Department is satisfied as long as debt service is cov-
ered by a modest surplus. If income falls below debt service requiremnents, rates
must be raised to appropriate levels. Whatever funds are left are used for oper-
ating expenses. In the second plan operating costs must be kept to a minimum so
that adequate funds are available to pay debt service.

Both of these plans place strong pressure on an institution to hold down
charges against a project, In fact, it is difficult to make changes in predetermined
operating expenses later unless agreement modifications are made and/or project
rates are raised to cover the added costs. At several schools, for example, full pro-
vision for maintenance costs was not made in the original proposal and subsequent
requests to incorporate these charges have been denied by the Department.

A similar situation is evident in projects financed through the New York State
Dormitory Authority. Bondholders are normally interested in reviewing in the
project prospectus the ratio of debt service to net revenues. Therefore, it has been
to the advantage of the institution to show low costs and high net revenues,
thus increasing the apparent safety cf the bonds in the hope of obtzip ng a lower
interest rate,

For these reasons it has been to the advantage of institutions not to look for
charges to add into operating expense categories. As a result overhead items, such
as general administrative costs and depreciation needs, are generally overlooked.

5. In nearly all cases the physical plants of the institutions surveyed are inade-
quately maintained. The backlog of deferred maintenance is rising annually.
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Few institutions have preventive maintenance programs; thus minor problems
develop into major repair needs. Because of deferred maintenance the estimated
cost of building and utilities renovation and removal of building code violations
at ten institutions studied adds up to a shocking total of $14.4 million. While the
institutions are eager to undertake modernization programs, they lack adequate
funds to do so.

Housekeeping is generally far below acceptable standards and is declining
each year, Because staffs are inadequate both in numbers and in quality, broken
plumbing is not repaired, paint is peeling, and other obvious needs are overlooked.
Daily cleaning chores are performed—wastebaskets are emptied and blackboards
are washed—but windows are rarely cleaned, and floors often go unwaxed for
long periods.

Very little long-term planning is evident with respect to physical facilities;
most projects are handled on a demand basis.

The supervision of operating staff is generally inadequate. Top management
seems satisfactory at most institutions but supervisory personnel and workers are
inadequate, except where craft union labor is employed. The low quality of per-
sonnel is due to the fact that the wages offered by the institutions are not com-
petitive with the wage rates of local private industry.

6. In three universities studicd which have medieal centers, these centers account
for major deficits in two cases and a small deficit in the third. Deficits are rising
rapidly in all three instances.

Last year the losses attributable to the medical centers in these three univer-
sities varied from a minimum of $180,000 to over $2 million. The one university
referred to earlier in which current income does not appear to cover instructional
expense attributes this loss of about $240,000 primarily to instructional costs in
the medical center.

The trend of medical ccnter deficits was already evident in 1963 and is pro-
jected to continue at a rising rate into the 1970’s.

7. We find little evidence of inter-institutional cooperation on the scale necessary
to achieve significant educational and economic advantages.

Most college administrators readily concede that some educational objectives
could best be achieved by means of iater-institutional cooperation. A few are
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actively engaged in such projects. Yet it is abundantly clear that very little indeed
is being done in spite of the real potentialitics. The hard realities dictate that one’s
own institutional needs tend to take priority in time and funds over such com-
bined enterprises. The self-interest of 2ny one institution is seldom so vitally
affected by a cooperative program that stch a program can lay effective claim to
the resources of the institution or the atten:tion of its leaders.

As a result possibilities for substantial benefits thrcugh cooperation are
seldom realized. Clearly there are many parts of the state in which location and
common interest indicate the desirability of joint efforts with respect to library
service, common facilitics, computer equipment, joint faculty appointments, com-
mon business services and nccasionally, perhaps, even a merger. We note that in
at least three arcas of the state studies have shown that major gains from coopera-
tion would accrue to institutions that are neighbors, but implementation thus far
falls short of the possibilities.

8. A large group of special schools — in the fields of technology, medicine, law,
education, music — constitutes an unusually strong element of higher education
in New York State. In general the financial needs of these sehools appear to be as
great as or greater than those of the more generalized colleges and universities.

There are at least 29 private institutions of higher education in New York
State that can be considered highly specialized in character--including ten tech-
nical schools, seven medical and medicine-related schools, three law schools, three
education schools and four music colleges. They enroll about one of every six
students in private institutions and include some of the most distinguished insti-
tutions in the state.

While a detailed study of their financial condition was not feasible, we have
the distinct impression that on the whole they face financial problems similar to
those of the more typical colleges and universities. In some instances they must
pay higher-thun-average salaries to attract and hold qualified teachers with spe-
cial talents. In some cases the costs of updating and equipping laboratories and of
acquiring scientific instruments are unusually great.

It is difficult to generalize about these institutions, which for the most part
are as different from cach other as they are from the liberal arts colleges and the
general universities, hut this difficulty does not decrease our recognition of their
importance or our concern for their needs.
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11. Management

We did not conduct comprehensive management surveys ot any of the institutions.
However certain important aspects of their administration inevitably came to our
attention in the course of studying their financial condition. We summarize here
our main findings.

9. In most cases projections of future requirements are either lacking altogether
or are unsupported by detailed analysis,

In some of the institutions surveyed no meaningfut data on future financial
requirements are available; included in this group is one major university which is
operating currently with a large deficit. In most other cases the estimates of future
requirements are based on trend line projections or gross percentage increases
unsupported by program analysis or other forms of detailed study.

10. Essential management information is lacking in almost cvery institution stud-
ied, and misconceptions concerning the nature and extent of their nwn financial
problems are widespread among top officials in most of the institutions surveyed.

Our studies reveal that few institutional administrators are aware of internal
trends in student-faculty ratio, credit hours taught per faculty member, numbers
of non-academic personnel, or other vital data affectiag their financial condition.

As indicated carlier, administrators repeatedly misidentify the sources of their
financial difficulties. Until there is greater understanding of the impact of available
information it is difficult to see how corrective measures can be taken.

11. The large universities are on the whole in worse condition financially than the
smaller institutions studied. This appears to be partly due to shortcoiings in man.
agement, control and planning.

All four of the large universities whose financial condition was studied are
currently operating at a deficit, ranging from $477,000 to over $2.3 million in
1966-67. In contrast, among the small institutions four are operating with modest
surpluses while others are incurring deficits of lesser amounts than the universities.

We have the distinct impression, however, that the difficulties faced by the
universities are not solely due to inherently costly operations. Our studies indicate
that losses being sustained in sponsored research and auxiliary enterprises are
being accepted unwittingly in some cases because cost accounting and control
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operations have failed to identify them and thus corrective measures have not
been taken. We End that administrative ofRcers tend to attribute deficits primarily
to rapidly rising facully salaties when, in fact, in most cases tuition fees and un-
vestricted endowment income continue to cover the costs of instruction and non-
sponsored research.

12, While some of the financial difficultis - of the institutions can he laid to weak
management. it is cqually true conversely that shmtages of fimds have made it
diflicult for st finstitutions to engage the stafl and suppori the information sys-
tems which are necessary for strong and far-seeing administration.

Understandably enough, the colleges and universities typically accede to the
pressure to allocate as much money as possible to academic programs; after all,
these nrograms are what the institutions exist for. Remaining funds have Leen
inadequate to permit administrative staffing that would meet the need for adequate
planning and control.

In stine instances where top policy-inaking staff has been provided, second
levels of operating staff are weak or non-existent. In such cases the administrator
is unable to function properly and thus his vontribution is curtailed. A staff man
competent at one job is often promoted to another beyond his absilities, as in the
case of a good groundsman who is given respansibility for maintenance of a science
building. or an adequate accountant who is selected as a chief business officer.

12 1r cach of the four universities studicd a decline is heing evperienced in stu.
dent credit hours taaght per faculty member. In the smaller institutions en the
other hand there appears to e a gencral npaard trend in this ratio though
dechines are noted in some cases.

Nothing is harder ta measute than teaching efficiency. Yet it seems to us that
o >llege and vniversity administrators would be well advised to keep track of such
grossindicators as ate available to them as well as the more fundamental qualitative
judgments obtainable from informed academic colleagues. The measure we have
chosen, for want of a better one, is that of student ctedit houts taught per facultv
member We fully recognize that when it is tumed around, the faculty-student ratio
is sometimes advertised as a measure of quality—but we do not endorse this fash.

jonable practice.
The four universities studied showed an everage decline of $% over a three-
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vear period. from 308 credit hours taught, in 1963-84, to 284 in 1966-67. Two of the
four anticipate further decreases by 1970-71 and two anticipate increases.

In the seven colleges studied, average eredit hours rose from 409 in 1963-64,
to 445 in 1966-67, an increase of 10%. This composite total includes three insti-
tutions showing rather large increases and three showing decreases. Five of the
seven predict increases in 1970-71 while two anticipate reductions.

111, Iinpact of the Scholar Incentive Program

In the first six years (1961-62 through 1966-67 ) since New York State initfated the
Scholar Incentive Program $144 miilion has been invested in this eflort. Of this
amount about $97.5 million has gone to students attending private institutions.
(These amounts are in addition to the long-established Regents Scholatships. )
It has frequently been said that the Scholar Incentive Program alds the colleges
as well as the students and that in fact the best way to provide additional help
to these institutions is to espand this Program. It became our responsibility to
discover whether or not this is so and we report our findings in the hope that
they will serve to clarify the purposes of the Program and inform the present
discussion of its expansion.

14, The Scholar Inceative Program has served well the studente in need of aid.
It hac not. however. proved to he of sdgnificant finandial henefit o the private
colleges and imiversitics,
During the period in which te Scholar Incentise Program has been in effect.
private tnitien charges in New York State have ric ot a slower 1ate than
the national average,
Of the <iv states having the highed tes el of tuition charges. New York Mate
ranks fifth in rate of increase in average private tuition charges during the
came period.

Private tuition charges in New York State remain the highest in the nation.

There is no question that the Scholar Incentive Program has been good for
New York State. We support it and would like 1o see it continued. In the public
discussion of the Program, however, there has been & confusion of aims which
needs to be dispelled. The Heald Committee recommended that direct grants be
made to the ptivate colleges. In the subsequent discussion, lecause of the consti-
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tutional obstacles, the indirect approach was adopted and the Schelar Incentive
Program was seen as a means not only of assisting the individual student but of
indircctly aiding the private college as well. Our studies indicate that this indirect
effect has been limited—as Mr. Heald predicted at the time.

If a student receives a Scholar Incentive grant of 8100 he benefits by $100 as
long as the costto him of 3 »ing to college remains the same. But if a siudent receives
a grant of $100 and the college raises its tuition by the same amount in order to reap
that benefit for ftself, the student is no better off than hefore. The question of who
benefits then becomes a question of fact. With six years of experience, New York
Stai2 can now determine broadly who bas benefited fiom the Program. We have
examined the available data. They suggesi to us that the beneficiary, quite properly,
hezs been the student and, on the whole, not the college.

Sitce New York State’s Scho'ar Incentive Program accounted for about twe
and one-half times more state seholarship money than was provided by all the other
states combined during these recent years. it provides an excellent basis for com-
parative analysis. If the effect of the Program had been to enable the colleges to
fncrease their tuition rates. then tuition charges should have risen much more
rapidly in New York State than in the nation as a whole during the last fow years.
Or. if it be argued that since New York college tuition rates were already at a hig),
level they could not be expected to rise as repidly as in some sections of the country
where the cost to the student has been very low., then at any rate one might expect
a high rate of increase in New Yok as compared with other high tuition states.
What in fact has been the case?

During the five-year period beginning in 1961, there was an average tuition
increase in New York State of 8272 as compared with ¢ 8235 rise in average tuition
rationally.




However, when the percentage increase in New York is compared with that of
the nation as a whole, we find that while average New York tuition at private insti-
tutions rose 22.6<% from 1961 to 1960, average private tuition {n the nation rose
25.9%. These figutes are shown in the table below.

Table 1

Rise ix WEIGHTED AvERAGE TuimtoN 1N NEw Yorx State
Conparep Wit NATioNAL Avi‘race, 1961-66

New York State The United States
Weighted Pcrcentage  Weighted Percentage
Average Rise on Average Rise on

Private  Dollar  DBase Year Private  iDollar DBase Year
Year Tuition Rise 1961.62 Tuition Rise 1961.62

1961-62 $1,206 s 906

1962-63 1318  $110 9.1% 944 $ 38 43%

1063-64 1376 60 450 1,012 68 475

1964.65 1.441 65 454 1,083 76 484

196568 1418 37 +3.1 L4 8 +58
Total 202 206% $233  259%

Smptce . Committce studics based on data supplicd Ly Office of Education, US. Department of Heakh,
Education, and Welfare, Wachington, D.C.and College Focts Chart, Natimal Beta Chub, Spattanbure. S C,

rubdlished annually .




When we take into consideration the $233 rise in average tuition nationally,
we may question whether the $272 rise in average tuition in New York State fs
attributable as much to Scholar Incentive funds as it is to causes affecting the
«ducation scene in general.

Thus the other states are narrowing the distance between themselves and
New York, which has the highest tuition rates in the country, in spite of the fact
that they do not have programs comparable to Scholar Incentive: in fact most of
thein have had no state schotarship funds at all during iost of these recent years.

An examination of the average tise in tuition at privaie institutions in Massa-
chusetis, Pennsylvania, California, Hlinois and Ohio—-the states which, after New
York, have the highest average student charges—reveals, as shown in the table
Lelow, that New York was only third among six in absolute dollar increase in tui-
tion, and fifth in rate of increase.

Table 2

CorPARISON OF RiSE 1N WEIGHTED AVERAGE TUITION IN Now ORK WITSH
e Five States Havine 1he Next Hienest Tuitiox Levers, 1961-66

Weighted Weighted

Average Avetage

Private Private

Thition Tuition Dollar Percenlage
State 1961.'62 1965-'66 Rise Rise
1llinois $ 850 $1,154 4 $304 +358%
Massachusetts 1.109 1,397 + 288 +200
New York 1,208 1,478 + 22 +226
California 8§95 1,141 + 246 +274
Pennsylvania 1,033 1,268 + 235 +92.7
Ohio 854 1,041 + 187 +219

Carce: Commitee studics hated cn dats froem Colffege Focts Chart, National Beta Chab, Spartanbure.
S C, publithed annaally.

Another factot to be cxaminad is the scholarship money awarded from the
funds of the institutivns themsehvs. 1f the injextion of Scholar incentive funds
had reduced the drain on private finls for this purpose, this would have been as
beneficial to the private institutions as incteased tuition income. However, a study




of the audited reports of 20 schools which enrall 2lmost 55¢% of the full-time under-
gracduate students in New York State indicates that this has not been the case.
Between 1961 and 1966, while enrollment at these institutions increased 255 and
tuition increased 22.6¢, the amounts of money awarded by the colleges and uni-
versities for scholarships fncreased 110%¢. Figures showing the growth of scholar-
ship funds expended by these 20 institutions from 1961 to 1966 are shown in
Appendix H,

Our cnrollment studies also show that in the larger universities in the state,
the higher rates of fncrease in tuition are associated with slower enrollment growth
rates, while in the sinaller colleges there appears to be no such correfation. 1t is
not clear what would have happened during the last five years if the private col-
leges had elected to increase their tuition rates by an additional $200 or $300.

We may speculate that in the absence of the Scholar Incentive Program the
colleges would have had to increase their own student aid outlays still more or, if
unable to do so, would have lost students they would have liked to keep. To this
limited extent, the Prograin may have been beneficial to the private institutions.
But our main conclusion reinains fim: the Scholar Incentive Program, to date, has
provided modest but important help to students and very little, if any, te institutions.

V. Enrollment

\We have alio been concerned to discover whether the private institutions are con-
linning o attract students in sufficient numbers and qualily to maintain their
strength and vitality and to determine, insofar as the data allow, whether in the
vears ahead, it is likely or possible that the rapidly growing State University and
City University may expand so far and in such ways as to make it difficult for the
private institutions to attract the numbers and kinds of students necessary for their
continued health and growth. Qur basic findings are given below.

15. ncollinent in the private colleges and universitics continnes to rise thowgh
not as rapidly as in the public «edtor,

Student enrollment has riscn sharply in New York State in the years from
1961 to 1966. Tot~l degree-credit students—full-time and pait-time, graduaie and
undergraduate, two-year and four-ycar—increased from 333,000 to 456,000, a rice
of 14, and {ull-time students alone rose from 230,000 to 359.000. an increate
of 56%.




Full-time undergraduate attendance at the public universities increased 87¢,
while the private institutions show a rise of 31¢<¢. These figures are derived from
the data provided in the table below,

Table 3

A Cortpantson oF FULe-Tiste UNDERGRADUA TE ENROLLMENT
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INsTHiUTIONS, 1961-G6

Publie Private

Year Number  Percent Number Percent Total

1961 83,274 40.5% 122 242 59.5% 205,516
1962 97322 448 120,909 554 218,241
1963 107,751 45.7 127,986 543 235,737
1964 125,502 478 137,211 522 262,713
1963 143.833 49.1 149,350 509 293,183
1963 156,008 493 160,133 50.7 316,141

S ce: Bureaw of Statistical Sarvices, State Education Department, ATbany, New York.

Part-time undergraduate cnrollment has remained relatively stable and repre-
sents an ever-smaller percentage of the total. This is attributed to such factors as
the increasing availability of full-time places, greater affluence coupled with the
availability of state-sponsored Scholar Incentive funds and student loant and, fot
male students, full-time enrollment as a draft deferment requirement.
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Part-time undergraduate enrolliment has decreased at private institutions and
increased at public institutions as shown in the table below. In total these fignres
are not of major significance, however, representing less than 15 and 18<¢ of the
total undergraduate boxlies respectivesy in 1966.

Table 4

A CortraRisoN OF PART-TIME UNDERGDADUATE ENROLLMENT
1IN Pusnic axp Privare Ixstriivtions, 196166

Public Private

Year Number Pereent Number Percent Total

1961 26,149 444 32,685 55.6% 58,834
1962 29941 51.3 28,424 487 58,385
1963 33,991 512 98,708 458 62,697
1064 368,247 57.0 27,416 430 63,703
1965 33,168 55.1 27.028 449 60,194
1966 32,872 542 27,823 458 60,695

Source: Patean of Satictical S vicce, Sate Edocation Department, Afhany, New York.

It is interesting to note. ako, that in the face of the spectacular growth of the
community colleges. private two-vear institutions have eaperienced a substantial
increase in enrollment. in fact on a percentage basis greater than that noted in the
four-year institutions. Table 5 shows the vear-hy-vear figures for the private
and public sectors. The data reveal that aver the six-year period private two-year
fuil-time enrolhnent increased over $97¢ as compared with an increase of 29 in
the four-year private institutions. Meanwhile the public institutions were expeti-
encing a 147¢¢ increase in their tao-year colleges and a 667¢ increase in their four-
ycar schools.




Table §

A CortrarisoN oF FrrL-Tinte UNDERGRADUATE ENROLLMENT IN
Two-YEAR AND FoUn-YEAR INsTITUTIONS, PUBLIC AND PRIVATE, 106]1.68

Public Private Total

1961
T 4.year Institutions 61,530 119,024 180,559
2 year institutions 91,744 3218 94,962
83,274 192,242 903,516

1062
T d.year institutions 72,412 117,313 189,725
2-year institutions 24,920 3,596 28,516
97,332 190,909 218,241

1063
T A.yeat institutions 78,215 124,984 202,699
2-year institutions 29,338 3,702 33,038
107,751 127,988 235,737

1964
mll-)ﬂr institutions 86,799 132,082 218,881
2-year institutions 28,703 ~ 5,129 43,832
125,502 137,211 962,713

1965
T dyeat institutions 8,057 143,787 939,844
2-year institutions 4 7,776 5,563 53,339
143833 149,350 £93 183

1966
—“4-)ar institutions 102,184 154,025 £56,189
2-yeat institutions 53,844 6,108 59,952
156,008 160,133 316,141

Scurce: Bereaw of Statistical Services, State Education Department, AThany, New York.

The Committee also reviewed freshman enrollment in order to determine
whether thete might be some evidence of a decreasing inclination to attend private
institutions which would appear in recent entering classes and not yet be (ully
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reflected in the total enrollment trends. Two groups of fnstitutions were studied,
the first being made up of 48 smaller institutions and the second consisting of 16
larger schools having enroilments in excess of 4.000. (The two groups together
account for about 79°¢ of the full-time private higher education enrollment in
New York State.)

Amang the smaller colleges, freshman cnrollment increased in tato by 307!
from 1961 to 1966. Of the 48 in the study. 42 colleges experienced increases and
only six showed a decline in freshman enrollment during that period.

Among the 16 largest institutions in the state, freshman enrollment increased
by 11¢¢ during the same six-year periodd. Two fnstitntions showed a significant
decline; in one case the decline was the direct result of an institutional policy deci-
sion to reduce the size of the freshiman class in a successful cffort to improve the
average quality of students admitted.!

Taking both study grouns together, freshman enrollment increased by 197%¢
over the six-year period. (Additional data obtained in the course of this inquiry
are contained in Appendix A.)

Preliminary reports of opening Fall enrollment. 1967, indicate continued
growth of enrolliment in the private institutions. These preliminary data indicate
an increate in private full-time entollment of about 7% over the previous year.
Increases in full-time enrolliment at the public institutions are cstimated at 9%,

With respect to quality of students. such evidence as there is suggests that
private institutions on the whole have been able to be anure sclective in recent
vears than formerly. This is reflected in generally rising average Scholastic Ap-
titude Test (SAT) scores of entering freshmen,

At the graduate level. State University amd City University full-time enroll-
ment in the same period rose from 2.667 to 8.789. an increase of 2307, while at
private institutions there were 22011 full-time graduate students in 1961 and
33910 in 1968, an increase of 51°¢. Part-time graduate students rose from 9.455
in the public sector to 19,327, up 104, and from 39,230 in the private sector to
16,574, up 197%. Total graduate cnrollment. full-time and patt-time, roce 132%
at City University and State University, and rose 32¢ at the private institutions
from 1961 to 1966.

———

1 ANl data on the 3¢ college entvoliments chtained from Nelson Assaeiates, 1nc., A Study of Factors Re-
lated 10 Chanpe in Frechman Farollment ot Frivate Colleges i Nexe York State, 196166, State Fdu-
cation Departmert, A™hany, 1967,

2 S-arce: Committee odies.
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Again, the private universitics are increasing less rapidly, but are continuing
to show a steady growth in gradvate entollment as Table 6 demonstrates.

Tablc 8

A ComparisoN oF Pant-Tizne aND FUri-Tise GRADUVATE ENROLLMINT
IN Pupeie axp Private Instrrvtions, 196166

: ,E?; R Pdvate G R
3 Number * : Petcent ‘; Totd .

X loas_ O T ITR 204%
vwo;";_ 23008

518800 "

&m "’%

REESE

. 8458 e 104% - 30830 - 806% ..
C11860 L 280 asms' R TT
| 987 0038007 - 733
u.o I s9A

. ;«,*E‘ (;:' ‘
F m&& iy

*The Universty of Bufalo which had a large parttime gradeate population betame part of the State
UniversRy of New York in 1962,
Scarce: Borean of Statictical Services, State Educaticss Department, Afhany, New York,

In view of the foregoing we have explored the teasons why there is such a
widespread impression that the private institutions are losing out in the compe-
tition for students. We conclude, on the basis of conversations and inquiries, that
the phenomenon arises partly from a mistcading of statistics and partly from a
projection into the present of substantial fears for the unknown future. 1t is true
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that entollments in the public institutions are growing much more rapidly than in
the private {nstitutions—the State University Is growing at a truly phenomenal
rate—and it also foifows that the proportion of total enroliment carried by the pub-
lic institutions is increasing rapidly. Nevertheless the private institutions are con-
tinuing to grow at the freshman level as well as at the advanced levels. We suspect
that the combination of a slower growth rate in the private sector and a declining
proportion of total cnrollment has led many observers to an unwarranted further
conclusion that the private institutions are in decline. On the contrary, the data
reveal substantial continuing growth in numbers and rising academic aptitude
of freshimen.

Such successes have been achieved only by means of strategic adaptations to
new conditions by many institutions. Evidence of this is scen in the 48 smaller
institutions studied in which resident enrollment of full-time freshmen increased
from 705 to 76% in the period from 1961 to 1966; in the 18 larger institutions a
mote substantial growth in resident enrollment from 46% to 54 took place
during the same period. The increases in residential accommodations for fresh-
men were most marked in the New York City metropolitan area.

16. Presently available information makes it difficult to determine whether there
is a substantial risk that the State University or the City University will expand in
the near futute to the point of jeopardizing the strength and continuing develop-
ment of private higher education.

Many private college administrators have told us that the public universities
threaten their very existence. They ate concerned patticularly about the develop-
ment of new two-year and four-year institutions in areas from which these private
colleges now draw the bulk of their students. As we losk back upon the last few
vears we can only conclude that the rapid expansion was essential in the interest
of providing adequate educational opportunities for the young peopie of the state,
and the continuing growth of the private sector is reassuring evidence that the
demand for higher edutation was not overestimated.

However, it is ot possible to speak with the same assurance about the future.
We can say with the benefit of hindsight that during the past decade the most
vigorous cfforts of the public institutions to expand their facilities were barely
adequate to keep pace with demand. If demand should be overestimated in the
future the possibility exists that excess public facilities may be built and the re-
sulting pressures to 1l them couki adversely affect the private institutions. The
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best protection against such an eventuality—or the opposite case, in which private
aud public institutions combined could not meet an unanticipated heavy demand
—is accurate enroliment projection. (See Appendix B for the most recent long-
term projections by the State Education Departruent.)

The State Education Department is showing increasing capacity for precise
short-term projections—one to two years ahead. But if the state is to have the
necessary assurances against overexpansion or underexpansion it will be necessary
to develop accurate projections with a range long enough to exceed the time re-
quired for planring and construction of facilities. Furthermore it will become
increasingly urgent that such projections become available program by program
at technical and graduate levels; excess facilities for dental technicians cannot
readily be used to train computer programmers, nor can law school places be filled
with medical students.

So long as planning methods remain as gross and short-term as at present
some risk will exist—and we cannot estimate the extent of it—that private instita-
tions may in some respects be jeopardized by future expansion in the public sector.
It is also possible that private and public institutions taken together may under-
estimate needs either of a general kind or for specific programs.

Still there is no present evidence for any conclusions that private institutions
as a whole are “losing students” or “pricing themselves out of the market.” In
individual instances this danger may exist, but in such special cases it could well
be useful to ask whether in fact the students who stay away may not be making a
good judgment of the quality of what is offered, as against its price.

B. STATEWIDE PLANNING AND COORDINATION

We have studied the role of the Regents with respect to statewide planning for
higher education, paying particular attention to the private sector, We have also
inquired into the planning efforts of the private institutions themselves. Two basie
conclusions have emerged from these investigations.

17. While the Regents possess fully adequate authority to plan and coordinate
higher education in the state, private and public, this existing authority is not
vigorously exercised,

It is generally recognized that there is no true counterpart of the New York
Board of Regents in any other state. The breadth of its authority—across every
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type and level of education—is unique, and the responsibilities of its Commissioner
and staff, who make up the State Education Department, are unmatched.

The Regents are vested with the responsibility of determining the educational
policies of the state, consistent with the Constitution and statutes, and are author-
ized to establish rules carrying them into effect. They are directed by law “to
encourage and promote education, to visit and inspect its several institutions and
departments, to distribute to or expand or administer for them such property and
funds as the state may appropriate therefor or as the University may own or hold
in trust or otherwise, and to perform such other duties as may be entrusted to it.”

The Regents and the Commissioner of Education are authorized to inspect
and require reports from any institution of education in the state. The Regents may
suspend or revoke the charter or any of the rights and privileges of any institution
which fails to make any required reports or violates any law or rule of the Regents.

In addition to their broad coordinating and supervisory roles for all of edu-
cation in the state, the Regents have certain specific responsibilities for higher
education, including the promulgation and revision of the Regents Plan for the
Expansion and Development of Higher Education in the state. Others are: charte:-
ing institutions; approving teachers; examining, licensing and enforcing laws re-
garding conduct of 20 professions; administering the undergradute scholarship,
graduate fellowship, and Scholar Incentive programs; and encouraging improve-
ment and innovation ir instruction and college administration.®

Although charged with these many 1esponsibilities toward higher education,
historically the Regents have centered their attention mainly upon the pre-collegi-
ate institutions, particularly on the establishment and regulation of public ele-
mentary and secondary schools throughout the state.

More recently the development of the State Uriversity system and the rapid
expansion of higher education, public and private, have caused the Regents to
give increasing attention to college-level activities. In 1961, with the passage
of master planning legislation, the Regents were made clearly responsible for
coordination of the development of all higher education in the state. Under this
legislation the State University and the City University are each required to
submit master plans for their respective sectors every four years. The Regents

*Adapted from The Regents Tentative Statewide Plan for the Expansion and Decelopment of Higher
Education, 1964: State Education Department, Albany, 1965,
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are required by this law to review and act upon each of these plans; to “evaluate
all available information with respect to the plans and facilities of private in-
stitutions™ and then to prepare “a tentative Regents plan for the expansion
and development of higher education in the state.” It is further required of
the Regents that “copies of such tentative regents plan or general revision
thereof, as the case niay be, shall be made available to the trustees of the state
university, the board of higher education in the city of New York and the governing
boards of all other institutions of higher education admitted to the university of
the state of New York. Thereafter, after giving due notice, the regents shall conduct
one or more hearings on such tentative regents plan or general revision thereof.”
The final version is to be transmitted subsequently to the Governor and to the
legislature as the Regents Plan for the Expansion and Development of Higher
Education. (Quotations are from Chapter 388, Laws of New York. For the full
text see Appendix C.)

We find that for the most part the Regents have been too passive in the
exercise of their regulatory function with respect to higher education. The charter-
ing of institutions and the registering of programs have often been perfunctory.
The Regents have rarely revoked a charter. Sometimes charters have been granted
to institutions so weak that they might better not have come into being. While
the Regents have been commendably free of any tendency to inhibit the full
development of the many superior colleges and universities in the state, they
have on the other hand done little to weed out or upgrade the inferior ones. While
these are exacting responsibilities, the Regents have not shrunk from them in the
even more difficult field of elementary and secondary education.

The Regents have also been unable so far to mect effectively their new re-
sponsibilities for master planning. The formalities for coping with the plans of
the State University and the City University are well set forth in the legislation
described above. But in the absence of adequate staff and funds {o conduct a full
review of these plans, some of the authority implicit in the Regents’ role as
described in the legislation appears to have begun to erode. A notable example
was the general approval given by the Regents in 1968 to the long list of new
programs proposed by the State University in its Master Plan of that year. Their
responsibility to review new programs one by one, with care and with con-
sideration of their impact on other institutions, private and public, was not fulfilled
in this instance. At present tne State Budget Office finds itself in the untenable
position of reviewing State University funding requests for such new programs




before receiving any adequate review made by the Regents from the standpoint
of statewide educational policies.

18. At present no effective mechanism exists for determining or coordinating the
long-range plans of the private institutions as a group.

In the course of its master plan coordination, the Board of Regents receives
plans from City University and State University covering about half of the total
statewide enrollment ard 65 institutions. From the private sector, however, the
Regents receive no coordinated plans. In fact they reccive very little in the way
of detailed plans from any of the individual institutions. Some institutions are
reluctant to confide in the state’s officialdom; others simply have no plans. The
situation that arises from this condition is an irritant to all parties; the Regents
have no basis—other than past performances—for projecting the future role of the
private institutions; the public institutions make their own guesses about what the
private schools will do, but feel that they have nothing concrete to work: with; the
private institutions themselves are of the opinion that they have not been brought
into the statewide planning process and that they have not had an opportunity to
show what they could do if the ground rules were set out for them.

This general situation has existed for a long time but it has become acute
only in the last few years. The rapid rise of the State University has changed
everyone’s perspective.

Part of the problem is that while the City University and the State University
are each of them unified, at least for broad planning purposcs, the case is different
for the 143 private colleges and universities. Each of these stands by itself, with
its own purposes, its separate board and faculty, its distinct affiliations, and its own
sources of funds. Indeed, the term “private sector” attaches an all-too-singular noun
to a large number of highly diverse colleges and universities scattered throughout
the state.
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Chapter 3/Recommendations

A. PLaNNING AND COORDINATION

Our most important recommendation is that there should be general direct state
aid to private four-year colleges and universities. But we believe this recommen-
dation can be justified only if there are major improvements in the way the state
conducts its relations with all of higher education. To emphasize this view we
begin with a series of recommendations in the field of planning and coordination.

It is apparent from the comments in the preceding section that there is a need
for improved planning and coordination of all higher education in the state as
well as a specific need to devise ways of taking into account in an organized fashion
the plans, aspirations and capabilities of the private institutions as an integral
part of the master planning process. We offer several proposals to meet these needs.

1. The offices under the direction of the Associate Commissioner for Higher Educa-
tion must be strengthened substantially in staff and in budget if they are to per-
form the functions of planning, standard-setting and surveillance regnired for an
adequate overview of the private and public sectors.

The current appropriation within the Department for higher education
planning purposes is less than $145,000.

There is a separate planning group funded through the Federal Higher
Education Facilities Act with six full-time staff members, a coordinator and several
consultants. A grant of $265,000 for the current year is provided specifically for a
detailed facilities inventory on each campus and related data collection. As matters
stand the state is undoubtedly obtaining more useful planning information from
this limited source than from the small state funds noted above.

As an example of the present inadequacy of state funding, we note that a
staff of three is confronted with the task of evaluating approximately 7,000 courses
of study offered in more than 200 colleges and universities.

Since staffing is inadequate surveillance is limited. The chartering and regis-
tration processes need strengthening. Perhaps too many new weak institutions
have been permitted to open their doors; in other cases a stronger hand has been
needed to enforce academic standards in existing institutions.

Recruitment of staff for the Department is difficult. There are often major
job vacancies for a long period of time, A substantial part of the difficulty is related
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to civil service regulations—examinations, time lags, establishment of lists, etc.
Frequently the job classifications have been set too low by the Civil Service Com-
mission; when the state has been willing to grant additional funds for selected
positions, the Commission has often been unwilling to upgrade the classification.
There appears to be need for a professional classification outside the present struc-
ture if the Department is to compete in the university market place for the talent
it requires.

We understand that a budget request of $250,000 for higher education
planning in the next fiscal year is contemplated by the Departinent. We strongly
support this request (and perhaps even larger amounts in the future) as a necessary
condition for the adequate discharge of the Department’s responsibilities.

2. A sophisticated and sensitive enrollment prediction method is required so that
total demand for higher education in New York State wizy be accurately predicted
in advance of capital commitments, and so that the res ,cctive obligations and
opportunities of the private and public sectors may be more precisely determined.

The small planning staff for higher education in the State Education Depart-
ment is sharply constrained in its prediction efforts by the deficient quality and
limited availability of basic data and the “hand methods” employed.

Because of the complexity of its responsibilitics—and the hundreds of millions
of tax dollars at stake—New York should have one of the most sophisticated and
sensitive enrollment prediction systems in the country. It should be pioneering
in the development of computer moJels of future enrollment configurations with
the capability of measuring the cflects of a number of significant variables—migra-
tion rates, admission standards, college-going rates, fces, etc.—on the total demand
for college places and on specific needs for specialized programs based upon man-
power requircments.

The ability of the staff to predict enrollment over the short term—a year or
less ahead—is improving, if the most recent efforts are indicative. However it must
be bome in inind that the public institutions require four o five years—and often
a longer time—to develop plans and carry out construction to meet enrollment
demands. This long lead time puts a premium on the accuracy of long-term pro-
jections.

The social, economic and even political necessity of accurate predictions is
apparent. Furthermore, data which command general confidence are essential to
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good working relationships between the Department and the State University,
between the private and the public sectors, and between the leaders of higher
education and the leaders of state government.

The private institutions argue persuasively that if they were asked by the
state to develop plans to meet state needs they could respond more constructively
than under present working relationships. One of the advantages of a sophisticated
planning operation in the Department is that alternative ways of meeting the
state’s needs could be analyzed in terms of costs and benefits.

3. Responsibility for such statewide enrollment predictions should be lodged in
the Board of Regents as part of its general responsibility for hig'ter education
planning.

Since the Board of Regents with its arm, the State Education Department, is
the cnly body with responsibility for all of higher education in the state, it is
the only appropriate agency to perform this task. Up to the current year the State
Education Department and the State University have each made separate—and
different—estimates of total enrollment demand, as noted earlier. If a fully ration-
alized system were operative within the Department, that should be sufficient for
all parties; then each sector could develop its owr more detailed projections and
plans from the same base.

4. When the Board of Regents determines, after an inquirv which it has initiated,
that new or expanded graduate programs are required to meet specific man-
power needs, it should consider contracting with private institutions for such pur-
poses as an equally attractive alternative to expansion of public institutions. Its
recommendations in ezch case should be made on the basis of the institutional
resources available, the comparative cost and other relevant factors.

Such reconiz:endations to the Governor and the legislature should be made
only as a part of the process of master planning for education and thus would be
determined by the Regents after a full review of the altematives.

Graduate programs are generally very expensive to operate. They place a
heavy burden on the private institutions. Yet they provide the society at large
with many of its most needed professionals—teachers, social workers, lawyers, ete.
The use of public funds to educate and train such people, whether in private or
public institutions, requires no defense. Since gradvate and professional schools
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often flourish best in large complex universities, and since New York State is
fortunate in having more strong private institutions of this sort than any other
state, it should have an orderly method at hand for tapping these resources.

We foresee situations in the future in which the Regents, having initiated
and conducted appropriate inquiries, and having as a result identified additional
graduate-level needs iv. a specific field, may invite institutions with appropriate
capabilities to submit olans and proposals. The p.oposals received from the uni-
versity centers of the State University would be weighed along with those of any
qualified private universities wishing tc enter the lists. Such a procedure would
tend to provide optimal solutions and would provide a more rational basis for
decision-making than currently exists.

We appreciate that such a program would place heavy new duties upon the
Regents. We believe, however, that it is completely consistent with, and in effect
implied in, their legal responsikility for master planning. We see such a program
also as another way of involviag the private institutions effectively and affirmatively
in the master planning efforts of the state.

We specifically urge the contract method in such cases. It can help in keeping
an appropriate distance between the private institutions and the state, thus assisting
the former in maintaining their independence while assuring the latter of a well-
specified fulfillment of its requirements. The operating funds would probably
need to be assured on a fairly long-tenn basis, perhaps by means of ten-year
renewable contracts.

In keeping with the Regents’ responsibilities the contracts should be drawn
between the Regents and the selected institutions. We also believe it would be
consistent with this proposal and would prevent possible conflicts of interest if,
in due course, *he responsibility for administering medical education grants were
transferred from the State Universily to the Regents.

5. We urge the development of a unified plan for the cooperative development
of library reference and research resources, private and public, on a statewide basis,

New York State has the potential for one of the best and most comprehensive
programs of regional and statewide reference and research library cooperation ia
the country. The groundwork was laid in the 1921 report of the Commissioner’s
Committee on Reference and Research Library Resources. The plan calls for the
development of strong linkages among all types of reference and research libraries
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and provides a sound basis for reimbursing those libraries whose resources are in
greatest demand. Unfortunately some years have passed without funding or legis-
lation; last year for the first time planning funds were provided to enable a number
of thc .egional organizations to develop specific arrangements and to permit the
beginning of an organized statewide inierlibrary loan network.

Since the library needs of the State University are extensive and since there is
an understandable desire on its part to link its campuses together in a cooperative
fashion there is some risk that two separate statewide library networks may come
into being, one public and one private. Such a development, while an improveraent
over the present situation, would be unfortunate because it would entail costly
duplication of resources and of communications equipment. It should be borne
in mind that most of the rich library resources of the state are in private hands. It
is very much in the interest of the state as a whole to provide inducements—includ-
ing proper compensation—for these private libraries to share their resources and
also to insure that, as the libraries of the public institutions are strengthened, their
resources also will be made widely available.

For these reasons we hope that the excellent conception of the Commissioner’s
Committee will be brought to full realization soon.

6. In addition we recommend that a planning grant fund be provided to the
Regents annually for the purpose of stimulating inter-institutional cooperation,
private and public, and to support other studies necessary for the accomplishment
of the state’s master planning objectives in higher education.

In the preceding chapter we noted that many promising opportunities exist
for cooperation among colleges and universities in the state.

We have concluded that the best way to stimulate such cooperative enterprises
is to provide funds for planning and for the staff effort necessary to work out
detailed agreements preliminary to implementation.

There already exists within the State Education Department an Office of
Administrative Services in Higher Education which is effectively assisting the
private colleges in improving their operations and in stimulating cooperative
programs, It is handicapped by a pitifully small budget. This office could effectively
administer a grant program of the sort we envisage.

In addition the Department may wish to contract with the State or City
universities or with private institutions, individually, or collectively, or with other
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agencies to carry out specific studies of higher education needs and resources as
required for the full realization of its planning responsibilities.

We estimate that about $1 million annualiy should be provided for these
purposes.

7. The emergence of the Commission on Independent Colleges as an effective
spokesman for the private institutions should be encouraged — as long as it is a
broadly representative body — by regarding it as the responsible source of planning
information on the private sector for the use of the Regents, just as the State and
City universities are preseatly so regarded with respect to the public sector.

Any effort on the part of the Regents theinselves to bring all the disparate
private institutions together to develop a “third master plan” would meet with
considerable resistance and would probably fail.

It is fortunate therefore that a new organization, fostered and controlled by
the private institutions of the state, is beginning to take shape (see Appendix I).
The Commission on Independent Colleges, a part of the Association of Colleges
and Universities of New York State, has just engaged a full-time president. Its
membership is nearly all-inclusive. With skillful leadership, adequate staff and a
substantial amount of cooperation from its member institutions it could become
the effective third voice in the state and eventually the source of a “third master
plan.” Thus all of the organizational elements would be present for a creative
mutual planning efort in which each of the three major participants would make
its appropriate contribution.

Essential to the success of this Commission is the support of the largest and
strongest private institutions in the state. As yet, it is not clear that they will provide
sufficient trust, information and funds to enable the Commission to succeed.

The Regents can strengthen the Commission—though they cannot substitute
for full membership support—by recognizing it as the voice of the private institu-
tions and, when it achieves full operation, as the main source of responsible infor-
mation concerning the plans, desires and realistic possibilities of the private sector.
In support of these purposes the Regents might wish to contract with the Commis-
sion from time to time—employing planning grant funds as proposed above—to
conduct studies of the private sector which would assist the Regents in their
planning functions. We think it is critically important, however, that the Com-
mission’s main sources of funds should always be private if the independent
character of the Commission is to be preserved.
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B. Direct STATE AID

We have concluded that limited direct state aid to the private institutions is
necessary. In the following pages we trace briefly the course of the deliberations
which has led to this conclusion and the consequences as we see them: first, the
need; second, the necessity that the aid be direct; third, the constitutional questions
that direct aid raises; fourth, the conditions of state support; fifth and finally, a
suggested aid program.

The Need

Chapter 1I documents the need. We have concluded that by 1870 /1 there is a
likelihood that the gap between income and expenses will be in the range of $30 to
$35 million in the aggregate, consisting of expected operating deficits of about
$20 to $25 million and deferred maintenance at an annual cost of $9 to $11 million.
We believe that improved management can close part of the gap. However, main-
tenance of plant is deferred typically because of operating deficits or to avoid them
and thus both the dcficits and the deferred maintenance must be minimized to
prevent furtker deterioration of facilities in which the state has an enormous stake.

We see the need as critical. Even thcugh the gap to be filled represents less
than 5% of the aggregate anlicipated operating budgets, that small margin fre-
quently determines whether the institution can maintain a competitive faculty
salary scale or keep its campus in repair. It is doubly fortunate that the price is
comparatively small, for the needed amount can be provided without great strain
on the public purse and without critically compromising the independence of
these private colleges and universities.

Direct Atd

Should the assistance be direct or indirect? \We conclude from New York’s experi-
ence with the Scholar Incentive Program that aid via the student turns out es-
sentially to be aid to the student, We think that is good and should be continued,
But our studies reported in the preceding chapter do not give support to the view
that aid to the student has materially aided the institutions or that increased aid
to the student in the future would “Aow through” to the appreciable benefit of the
institutions. If the aid is to be sigrificant while still a modest amount in toto, it

must be direct.
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The Constitutional Questions

The decision tc recommend direct assistance to private institutions by the State of
New York at once requires an examination of the hard question whether such
assistance should be given to colleges or universities which have a religious con-
nection. The provisions of the New York State Coustitution on church, state, and
education are clear and finn. Article XI, Section 3 reads as follows: “Neither the
state nor any subdivision thereof shall use its property or credit or any public
money, or authorize or permit either to be used, directly or indirectly, in aid or
maintenance, other than for examination or inspection, of any school or institution
of learning wholly or in part under the contro! or direction of any religious denomi-
nation, or in which any denominational tenet or doctrine is taught, but the legisla-
ture may provide for the transportation of children to and from any schoo! or
institution of learning.”

We quote this section in full to emphasize our view of its importance. In our
judgment it would be wrong, both as a matter of lJaw and as a matter of policy, for
us to recommend to the Governor and the Regents any measures designed to pro-
vide assistance to colleges or universities which fall under the language of this
Article unless at the same time we are prepared to recommend an appropriate
amendment to the Constitution insofar as it applies to the four-year colleges and
universities.

The Commitiee considered the possibility that it might leave this yuestion to
oneside, Given the strong feelings which are engaged on both sides of this question
in New York State, that course had obvious attractions. In this very year of 1967,
the citizens of New York have had an energetic debate on the general question of
their Constitution, and in the course of that debate arguments were set forth both
for and against the provisions of Article XI, Section 3. It is true that for the most
part these arguments centered upon the question of state assistance to elementary
and secondary schools, and the particular issues aftecting the college and university
level were not in the foreground. But in earlier years when questions of legislation
affecting colleges and universities have been under discussion, the reaction of
New Yoik’s citizens has demonstrated that there is a real division of opinion at
this level, too. In 1960, the Heald Committee recommended direct assistance to
institutions of higher learning, but made no recommendation with respect to the
constitutional question. In the debate that followed, there was firm opposition to
direct assistance to institutions with a religious affiliation, and on the other side
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there was equally strong opposition to the notion of assistance to private secular
institutions without assistance to others. It scems probable that the deadlock which
developed on this point was responsible for the eventual decision in Albany to
abandon the idea of direct aid and ta move instead to the Scholar Incentive pro-
posals. At least in 1981 there appears to have heen no effective political consensus
for dircct assistance to secular institutions only. and none for assistance which
wonld also include sore institutions with a religious affiliation.

In practical termns. therefere, it seems likely that anyone who receives a recom-
mendation for direct assistance from New York State to its private colleges and
universitics faces one of three cliofces: (1) to move toward an interpretation or
amendment of the State Corstitution which would penmit the inclusion of some
institutions which have a religions affiliation; (2) to ove:come the strong political
resistance of those who have insisted in the past that if there is to be aid to the
secular institutions, religious irstitutions must also be included. or (3) to reject the
recommendation. While it is not the responsibility of this Committec to assess the
political censiderations involved n: this hard set of choices. it docs seemn to us tight
that we should offer our best educational judgnment on the alternatives. Since we
have already made clear our belief in the need for direct astistance, we come nest
to the question whether as a matter of sound educational policy such assistance
<hould include any institntions which are "controlled in part o in whole by a
religicus denomination.”

As we read the plain language of the State Constitution. we do not belicve
that we ate {rce o tecommend any direct assistance to institutions which fall
under its language unless we alko recommend a constitutional amendment. We
know that the current Censtitution also limits the ability of interested citizens
to force a constitutional test of state legislation. and we have considered the
argument that as a practical matter it might be passible to devise means of assist-
ance which could not be successfully opposed in the courts. We do not think it
right to make such a propesal. dcspite interpretations by the New York coutle
limiting the scope of A:ticle NI. Section 3. we believe that the plain lanmage of
the Constitution shoukd not be igrored. and we therefore conclude that we must
deal dircetly with the wisdom ot unwisdom of the constitutional provision #self.

In the light of the difficulty and sensitivily of the issue, we ate glad to be able
to say that our own finding is clear and unanimous. We are convinced that in the
fiekd of highet leaming the tigorous prohibitions of the present New York State
Constitution ate umise. In this respect we sharply distinguish the elementan and
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secondary school and also the two-year college from the four-year college and the
university.

The democratic argument for a single comprehensive public school systein in
each community simply does not apply, in our view, at the level of the four-year
college and the university. The clear-cut tradition of this country {s that there
should be a wide varicty of colleges and universities, supported in a wide variety
of ways. Morcover, there has been a general recognition for many generations that
privately controlled colleges and universities—if they are good—serve the public
interest in a wider and deeper way than most private elementary and secondary
schools. We intend no criticism of private schools; we are simply making the point
that there is a pronounced and recognized difference between the public contribu-
tion of Columbia or Cornell and the public contribution of cven the most dis-
tinguished of private elementary and secondan schools. The service of the schools
is almost entirely a service through the students to whom they may offer unusual
educational advantages. The service of the colleges and universities is wider~
including as it dees the leaming of the faculties, the public value of their libraries,
the professional service of the lawvers, doctors and engincers they train. and their
gencral civic ineaning as major institutions scrving the community as a whole.

We are far from concluding that all religious institutions should have state
assistar ce. On the contrary, we would oppose any assistance to institutions whose
central purpose is the teaching of religious belief. We suggest that each {nstitu-
tion applsing for state funds be examined as a whole lo determine if it is primarily
a religious institulion or primarily an institution of higher education. Clearly no
seminary should have state help, in our view. We do not favor aid to those which
are mainly concerned with the indoctrination of their own faithful. Nor should
there be state assistance lo any institution which discriminates in its admissions
on religious grounds, any more than there should be aid to any which discriminates
on grounds of race or color.

But we fimmly reject the wider argument that all institutions of higher educa-
tion having any religious connecticn should be ineligible. We think this kind
of rigidity flies in the face of both logic and expetience. History demonstrates
that there is no automatic connection between the presence or absence of religious
affiliation and the presence or absence of those qualities which make a college
or universily & majot instrument of public service. There are secular institutions
which are narrow and restrictive in their conception of their task: there are te-
ligious institutions which stretch outward to all men and to all human concerns.
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We thus conclude that the flat and undiscriminating language of Article XI,
Section 3, is a poor guide to effective choice at the level of the four-year college and
the university. Yet we recognize the great importance of maintaining the separa-
tion of church and state. We have to consider, therefore, whether the disadvan-
tages of the existing prohibition outweigh its rea) value as a safeguard against
abuse. It is here that we find relevance in the protecting power of the First Amend-
ment to the Federal Constitution. That Amendment has been clearly extended to
the states by decisions of the Supreme Court. Interested citizens are limited under
the Federal Constitution. as under the State Constitution, in their ability to
force a constitutional test of legislation. The Supreme Court has before it a case
that imay remove these limitations. "Whatever the outcomne of that case, we adhere
to the view we expressed with regard to the State Constitution that constitutiona)
demands must be scrupulously met.

The Supreme Court has developed the following test for the constitutionality
of legislation that has some cffects on religious activities or institutions: If a Jaw’s
primary purpose and cffect is to benefit the public welfare—to promc.e some
legitimate intercst of the state not related to religion—the law will he upheld,
cven though persons of diffcrent religious persuasion henefit thereby or some in-
cidental cffect is felt by religious institutions. unless the secular purpose could
reasonably have heen achieved by other means with less effect on religious institu-
tions. In the words of Mr. Justice Frankfurter in McGowan v. Maryland ™. . . once
it is determined that a challenged statute is supportable as implementing other
substantial interests than the promotion of belief. the guarantee prohibiting reli-
gious ‘cstablishment’ is satisfied. ... To ask what interest, what objective, legisla-
tion senves, of course, is not to psychoanalyze its legislators, but to examine the
necessary effects of what they have cnacted. If the primary end achieved by a
form of tegulation is the affinnation or promotion of religious doctrine—primary,
in the sense that all secular ends which it purportedly serves ate derivative from,
not wholly independent of, the advancement of religion—the regulation is beyond
the power of the state. ... Or if a statute furthers both secular and religious ends
by means unnecestary to the cffectuation of the secular ends alone—where the
same seculat ends could equally be attained by means which do not have conse-
quences for promotion of religion—the statute cannot stand.”

Applyving this test to our proposal, we find no violation of the First Amend.
ment, because the primary purpose and effect of the state aid is to benefit educa-
tion; and any aid to religious functions which might result from freeing an insti-




tution’s funds for such purposes, would be incidental. Furthermore, we have shown
that the secular end which §s songht cannot be reasonably attained by other
means such as scholarship grants or the Scholar Incentive Program.

A constitutional test more explicitly devised for a suit concerned with state
aid to an institution with religious affiliations was applied b, the Supreme Court
of Maryland in the Horace Mann League case (see Appendix K). Th-re the
Court examined the instilution as a whole—its administration, faculty, students,
purposes, programs, and all other factors bearing, on religious afiliation, to de-
termit.e if it was primarily a religious insiitution. A test of this nature, also taking
into account the institution’s historical development toward or away from sectarian
ties, is a possible alternative in the courts to the McGowan test and should be
given appropriate consideration by the State Department of Education ir screening
applications for the direct assistance that we recommend.

If the Supreme Court were to review the constitutionality of state aid to in-
stitutions with some religious affiliation. it is unccrtain whether the Court would
apply the test of the Horace Mann case-the degree of teligious affiliation of the
recipient of aid—or the McGowan test—the purpose and effect of aid--or a com-
bination of both tests. We have concluded that aid of the type recommended
would be found consonant with the Constitution under both tests.

~ What we believe as a matter of law we believe 2lso as a matter of institutional
development. The majority of private colleges and universities in the country have
begun with a religious connection close enough to place thein under the ban of
Article XI, Section 3. Harvard in the 17th Century was founded to educate future
Congregational ministers, and her full emancipation from clerical control came
only after two centuries. Columbia in the 18th Century began more broadly-but
the spirit of tolerance in which ministers of five denominations were named as ex-
officio governore would not seem so broad today. Cornell in the 19th Century
was explicitly nondenominational—but equally explicitly "Christian.” Yet all three
are plainly secular today. This evolutionary process has now begun also in Catholic
institutions. The best and most dctached assessment of these institutions which we
have seen is that of Christopher Jencks and David Riesman in two recent issues of
The Public Interest. Jencks and Riesman conclude that the stronger Cathelic
colleges and universities. throughout the country, are moving away from narrow
sectarian attitudes toward a broader concept of what a Catholic-sponsotid college
ot universily sheuld be. We believe that this movement s greatly in the interest
of all.
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A still further arguinent for our view is o be found in the invariant practice
of all agencies of the Federal Government, under all the statutes which now pro-
vide for assistance of one sort or another to colleges and universities. There is not
one statute and not one administrative agency which undertakes to apply to the
activities with which it deals a standard as stern as that of the New York State
Constitution. We do not think it likely that all the legislators and administratoss
concerned with these matters are blind to the value of the historic separation be-
tween church and state. We think it more sensible 1o conclude that in their opinion
there is no justification, in the current real condition of the American higher leam-
ing. for an arbitrary decision to exclude from Federal programs all colleges and
universities which are under any degree of religious control or direction. We think
such a view is right, and we think New York State should follow a similar policy.

We conclude, then, that in its application to higher cducation the Conslitu-
tion shouid be amended. Our general belicf is that in matters affect ng relations
among higher education, religion and the state, the State Constitution should
not be more restrictive than the Federal Constitntion.

The adeption of a special amendment to the New York Constitution is not a
quick provess. If such an amendment were presented and passed in the legislative
sessfon in 1968. it would have to be passed again by the legislature of 1969 before
it could go to the voters. The earliest date for voter approval would be November
1969, and the catliest date on which the amendment could take eflect would be
January 1970. We therefore hope that if vur recommendations commend them-
selves to the Governor and the Regents the process of amendmen;: may be initiated
promptly.

The Conditions of State Suppori

We ate of the opinion that public funding of private institutions must be ap-
proached with care and caution. 1t is almost as easy to do harm as to do good with
public aid. The outcome depends upon the amounts, the purposes and restrictions,
and the procedures established for the funding. State support should not be pro-
vided in such a way or in such amounts that it robs the institutions of their inde-
pendence or of their special excellence or of their appeal to private donors or of
their incentives to achieve maximal efficiency.

Our attitude stemns from a conviction that the independence of most of the
private colleges and universities can be maintained vver the long nin. We do not
see the next slage of development as a preliminary to the collapse of the private
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sector and eventual public control of all but a few institutions. Our review of the
financial condition, resources and prospects of the private institutions of the state
does not support any such calamitous view. Therefore we are eager that the rela-
tively small amounts of direct aid now required to help sustain the private insti-
tutions should be provided under constructive conditions.

\We have rejected categorical aid—-aid specifically for facully salaries or plant
maintenance or computer installations, for example—because of our concern for
the independence of the institutions and our belief that on the whole the best
compelitive environment will be maintained if each institution sets its own critical
priorities.

We also advise against massive ald to selected individual institutions in critica)
difficulty. The case of the University of Buffalo is frequently cited as an instance
in which the state could have preserved a private institution by supplying a few
million dollars annually, while instead. by incorporating it into the State Univer-
sity system, the burden on the public pnrse was unnecessarily magnified. Our study
of that situation { Appendix G) has led us to conclude that the quality of that insti-
tution has been markedly improved by its new public status; that only infusions on
the scale applied by the State University could have brought it to jts present level;
that if public funds of that magnitul~ had been injected into a private institution
its ability to contirue to attract private :apport would probably have sharply
diminished; and that independence of operation would probably have been im-
possible given such a scale of public aid. In other words there are conditions under
which acquisition by a public institution is preferable to continued private vpeia-
tion, and Buffalo is such a case.

Thus far we have stressed the protection of the interests of the private institu-
tions. Equally important arc the conditions which must be met if public aid to
private institutions is to serve the public interest—-by the wise expenditure of public
funds. In developing our proposals for aid we have been guided by these concerns
as expressed in the following principles.

8. Stale aid should be available only for the support of education which is at least
equal in qualily to that provided in the public institutions of the state. The
Regents should require of institutions receiving state aid an adherence to stand.
ards higher than those currently required for holding charters. They should estab-
lish standards of quality equally applicable ta all public institutions of highet
cducation and to all private colleges and universities receiving state ald.
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Public funds m.'st not he used to sustain a* a subsistence level institutions
which would better be dissolved or merged. We recognize the difficulties of devel-
oping ohjective defensible standards: these obstacles do not leave us any less
convinced of the necessity for adhierence to the principle.

The continuing upgradting of the State University, which we so wannly ap-
plaud. an< the recognized excellence of the City University. provide a good base-
line for development of standards. We suggest that wo private institution is en-
titled to public funds which is inferior in quality to the minimum existing level
among the comparable public institutions. We hope that a continuing improve-
ment in the quality of the public institutions will provide a continually rising base
level for the state. (We would capect, of course, that a number of the public
institutions would stand well above this baseline. just as some do today.)

\We suggest that representatives of the State University, the City University
and the private institutions be brought into active participation in the develop-
ment of these standards. Here the Regents have another opportanity: to involve the
Commission on Independent Colleges.

By institutions "supetior in quality™ we do not mcan institutions limiting ad-
mission lo students who have demonstrated high academic achievement. We
endu. .« the support of institutions—and would like to see more of them developed
—wiii <e superior quality is evidenced by their ability to develop to their maximum
the untapped capabilities of students whose potential was not developed during
their secondary school years.

9. The Regents should require prompt and full financial reports. including a cer-
tified audit, of all institutions aided by the state, or having contracts with the state,
such reports to be in a form prescribed by the Regenls; and other appropriate evi-
dence of sound management.

We find that even after the excrtion of a considerable effort we have been
able to obtain only a very approvimate view of the past, present and future finan-
«ial condition of the private colleges and universities. On a continuing basis the
Regents will need readily usable documents cont:ining information gathered and
presented in comparable form. We suggest that the Regents consider adoption of
the format developed by the American Council on Fducation

10. State aid should be so fotmulated and administercd ac to minimis s the danger
of political interference on the campus; it must be evident to college admints.
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trators that no individual advantage is to be gained from direct appeals to the
legislature.

In the aid program entlined below we have suggested several provisions
which we hope will serve to maintain an appropriate distance between the indi-
vidhial cotlege president or influential trustee and the legislature.

The Suggested Aid Program

11, Aid to cligible private colleges and universities should be calculated on the
basis of numbers of camned degrees conferred annually, with differentials for the
appropriate levels and types~the bachelor's degree, the master’s degree, the
doctorate—approximately proportional te average differences in cost. Such aid
shou A be given by direct grant ta eligible institutions for gencral cducational
purposes upon receipt by the State Education Department of an aceeptable count
of degrees conferred and other necussary evidences of cligibility.

Bacing the aid formula on earncd degrees conferred appears to offer certain
cdvantages over a per-shident calculation. The proposed method avoids the diffi-
cultics of defining student status—part-time, full-time. degree-credit. ete. 1t places
an emphasis on productivity as against sheer numbers of students. If it provides
incentives for ‘mproving retention rates and stepping up the completion rate of
doctoral candidates we would not be distressed. 1t limits aid to the recognized
degrees, beginning with the B.A.. for which widely accepte ! standards exist. We
believe the facultics of the institutions, and ultimately the Regents, can be relied
on to protect the integrity of the degrees.

There are na studies available to show the relative costs of education for the
various degrees in New York State private institutious. Most of the individual
institutions do not have the data at hand on which to base such calculations. For
an cqnitable distribution of funds it will be necessary for the State Fducation
Department to conduct such studies periodically based upon data uniformly de-
fined, and collected far the Department by the recipient institutions. Meanwhile
we suggest that the program be started using the best available e<timates.

Our prapasal is that appropria’ely weighted grants should be given on the
basis of eamned degrees (rom the four-year bachelot’s degree upwards. We do nct
recommend grants for work done at lower levels. The varicty of the work done in
ptivate institutions which end at the 1 1th grade is so varied in quality and pur-
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pose as to defy any attempt to establish and maintain statewide standards of mini-
mum quality. Moreover, both the private and the public sectors in New York are
in the midst of rapid changes in their concepts of such two-year colleges. For these
reasons we think it would be a mistake at this time to give direct grants for private
two-year degrees.

For purposes of {llustration we suggest that the relative weights for the de-
grees be set in some such manner as the following:

Pachelor's . . . . . . . .. . n
Masters. . . . . . . .. . . n
Doctorate . . . . . . . . . .6n

In our proposed formula we have equated the last two years of undergrad-ate
education with the first year of graduate work.

The value of n can be assigned in accordance with the needs of the private
sector and the availabitity of public funds. If n were set at $400 the result would be:

Bachelors . . . . . . . . $§ 400
Masters . . . . . . . . . § 400
Doctorate . . . . . . . . $2400

We recognize that this formula is somewhat ctude. 1t is well known, for ex-
ample, that a two-year M.A. is more costly than a one-year program, and that
doctorates in the sciences are more costly as a rule than in the humanities. When
apptoptiate cost comparison data are available it may be wise to refine the formula.

The suggested formula produces the following maximum levels of support
in the years indicated.



Table 7

Cost Pen DEGREE GRANTED Basen oN FORMULA ABOVvE
183686 ' C T e
31,601 Bachelor’s. & . . . . . . .. . . .. . $18,840400
16259 Master’s . . . . . . . . . . .+ o« . . 6503600
&ngm‘t” . . . . . . . . . . . . - . G'W'm
e ; : . $25813,600

t

" 1970-71 (estimated) o - R e
304 Bachelor’s. . . . . . o ¢ 4 . o0 . . $15765,600
20593 Master's . . . . . . . 44 4. .. . . 8257200

3144 poc{m(u PR 7,545,000
107576 (estimated) . " .
. 45,4‘1 B‘W‘ . . . (] 3 . . L] a . . . . . . ‘18.176,8w
23.709 k‘ma” . . . . L] . . . . . . . . . 9.‘83,“
3938Doctorates . . . . . . 0 e e . oe 0. 9445400

437,106,800

The actual amounts required would be less than indicated because of the pos.
sible ineligibility of some institutions either on constitutional grounds or because
of fajlure to meet minimum standards set by the Regents.

Several details need to be settled. We will not comment on all of them. We
would ke however to present some reasons which we believe justify including
students from out of state in the degree count for aid purposes. Fitst, the state
should not discourage the desirable cosmopolitanism of its most distinguished
institutions; an unfortunate tendency toward parochialism would come into play
if any institutions felt that they had to limit their out-of-state recruitment in order
to receive maximum aid. Also many graduates will stay in New York when they
complete their studies (some of the available data on mobility of zradustes are
contained in Appendix J). Furthermore New Yotk should encourage reciproca-
tion by other states, for New otk “expotts” many more students to other states
than it “imports™; mast of thece "exports™ are subsidized now at the private and
public institutions they attend through tuition rates set below cost, by scholaz-
ships, ete. In addition there are reasons of equity: the State University of New
York now subsidizes its out-of-state students through tuition rates which do not
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cover education costs; public funds in the hands of New York's private institutions
should not be subjected to greater restriction. Finally, the amount of the proposed
grant is a very small proportion of the total cost of education and the aid, after all,
is not for the student but for the institution. All of these reasons combine to present
a strong case for an unrestricted policy. The terms of the medical education grants
provide a sound precedent for the proposed program. '

12. A special study should be undertaken to determine the levels of grants appro-
priate to the specialized institutions (in technology, law, education, music, etc.,
but excluding theology) so that they will be aided to the same degree as the
other private institutions,

In the calculations made above, these institutions have been included; they
should be a part of the grant program from the outset. However, the health of these
institutions is sufficiently important to the stete to call for a special inquiry to see
whether their costs are of a greater or lesser magnitude than those of the more
general institutions. Appropriate adjustments in the aid formula should be made
when the results of such a study are in hand.

13. The Board of Regents should seck the proposed funds from the state and
disburse them when appropriated.

Onu of the strengths of the New York State educational structure is tiic fusu-
lation that the Board of Regenls provides f vm direct appeals by educators to the
legislature for support of their particular requests. We believe that categorical aid
would be more likely to result in ditect appeals by the college presidents to the
legislature. The grant formula provides protection against this kind of action. In
addition, however, we urge that the colleges make their case to their own Commis-
sion and to the Regents; that the Commission make its case to the Regents, not to
the legislature directly; and that the appeals to the Execulive and to the legislature
be left to the Regents. For the same reasons the disbursement of the funds thould
be placed in the hands uf the Regents as well.

14. To canty out the proposed program: we suggest an annual expenditure which
in 1970 would be approrimately 433 miltion for:

¢ direct grants to institutions on a pet-degree basis . . . $32million
splanning grants . . . . . . . . . . . .« . . . §1million
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15. Tt may be necessary to weigh, among many other considerations, the possibly
conflicting claims on the tax dollar of an expanded Scholar Incentive Program on
the one hand and direct aid to private higher education on the other. One pro-
gram mcets the needs of students and the other the needs of institutions. Scen in
that perspective, both progrems are clearly essential.

The studies we have carried out, summarized earlier in this report, have con-
vinced us that the expansion of the Scholar Incentive Program, which carries its
own justification—i.e., aid to students—will not produce significant Anancial bene-
fits to the Institutions they attend. The suggested expenditure represents less than
5% of the operating budgets of the private institutions, yet it would produce very
significant benefits and for many institutions would represent the margin of dif-
ference between gradual decline and cr.~tinuing improvement. We think it is a
small rrice to pay for the continued vigorous health of private higher education
in New York State.

16. Federal aid to higher education may be forthcoming in greater measure at
some fater date. New York State should not wait to sce these uncertainties re-
solved, but should take steps now to assist the private institutions.

Too often the states wait to see what the Federal Government will do. There
are so many Imponderables affecting Fede:al action in these next few years that we
cannot predict when direct aid to higher education may assume priority.

New York State, of all states, cannot afford to wait. There is too much at stake
in New Yerk to tisk deterioration, or even }oss of forward motion. If and when the
Federal Government comes forward with aid the state brogram can be modified
as hecessary.
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Appendix A

FRESHMAN ENROLLMENT
IN SELECTED COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
IN NEw YORX STATE

Freshman enrollment patterns were examined by means of two separate studies of full-
time freshman matriculation. Forty-eight colleges with enrollments in the range of 300
to 4,000 were queried in one study® and the 18 largest universities in the state in the
other." Results were compiled separately and then compared.

The small colleges (with 55,500 full-time enrollees or 29% of the total full-time
private institution enrollment) showed an increase of approximately 30% in freshman
matriculation during the five-year period, 1961-668, with a slightly lower growth rate
among schools with higher tuition charges. The extent of dormitory {acilities did not
seem to affect enrollment change while location in or near New York City was assocfated
with a slower rate of incrcase. Church-related schools showed a higher increase in fresh-
man applications than did non-church-related schools but they did not show a higher
matriculation rate. Schools which increased their recruitment effort also showed a some-
what higher application and enrollment rate.

At the 18 large universities, which enrolled a total of 96,300 full-time students in
1968 {50% of all full-time enroilees in private institutions), 11% more freshmen matricu-
lated in 1986 than in 1961, compared with a 30% increase for the smaller schools. Two
universities had fewer freshmen, one as a matter of policy. Two others, by deliberate
choice, maintained a constant nuraber of freshmen. The other 12 schools showed average
increases ranging from 7% to 51%o.

Large and small scheols alike, as well as those with a higher percentage of tuition
increase, showed lower rates of enrollment growth, but the two groups of institutions
differed in that those large schools with greater dollar increases in tuition showed a
markedly lower rate of growth in enrollment.

Freshman growth in the larger institations was somewhat higher among primarily
residential than among primarily commuter schools, a differential which did not appear
among the small colleges.

Large schools showed a faster growth rate in the New York metropolitan area than
upstate, the reverse of the trend in the smaller colleges.

Large church-related schools, even more than the smaller ones, showed a greater
increase in applicants than non-church-related schools but no greater increase in actual
matriculants. Increased recruitment showed less correlation to Increased enrollment
than among smaller schools.

——

1 Nelson Associates, Inc., A Study of Factors Related to Change in Freshman Enrollment at Private
Colleges i1t New York Stote, 1961-66. State Education Department, Albany, 1967. Exhibit A-1 con-
tains a list of these Institutions.

2 Committee study. Exhibit A-2 contains a list of these institutions.
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Following are the statistics on which the preceding summary is t sed:
(1) Whole Study Group

The 16 universities enrolled 11% more freshmen in 1966 than in 1961, Applications
increased 33% and tuition rose 36%. Freshmen residing in college-approved housing
rose from 46% in 1961 to 59% in 1966 and coninuters dropped from 54% to 415.. Com-
parable rigures from the 48 smaller schools are shown in Table A-1.

Table A-1
CoMPARATIVE FIGURES FOR FORTY-EIGHT SMALL AND
SixTEER LARGE INsTITUTIONS, 19G1. 66

Percentage Change
Small Large
Freshman enrollment. . . . +30% +11%
Freshmen applications . . . +44 +33
Tuition . . . . . . . . +39 +36
Residents . . . . . . . from70to 76 from 46 to 59
Commuters . . . . . . . from 30 to 24 from 54 to 41

(2) Church-Related and Non-Church-Related Schools

Large church-related schools increased their apnlications 47% compared with 29% for
non-church-related schools. They offered admission to 30% more applicants compared
with 18% for non-church-related schools. Both groups matriculated 11% more freshmen
in 1966. Tuition rose 40% and college-housed freshmen 119% at church-relat 1 schools
compared with 31% tuition rise and 55% college-housing increase for non-church-related
schools, There were 2% less commuters at church-related schools and 19% less at non-
church-related schools.

Comparable figures for smaller schools are shown in Table A-2.

Table A-2
CHURCH-RELATED AND NON-CHURCH-RELATED SCHOOLS
Forry-Ercar SaaLy, COMPARED WITH SIXTEEN LARGE INSTITUTIONS, 1962-66

Perceatage Change

Sinall Large

Church- Non-Church-  Church-  Non-Church-
Related Related Related Related

Freshman enrollment . . +4-30% +29% + 11% +11%
Freshman applications . +46 +42 + 47 +29
Offered acmission . . . 440 +34 + 30 +18
Tuitfon . . . . . . +42 +34 + 40 +31
Residents . . . . . +38 +36 +119 +55
Commuters . . . . . =21 -10 - 2 -19

(8) Eleven New York City SMSA® Schools Compared with Five Schools
in Rochester, Itheca and Syracuse

Applications to the 11 Jarge New York metropolitan area schools rose 43% while they rose
only 18% at the other five. Freshman enrollment was up 12% in the City and 0% else-
where. College-approved residences housed 111% more freshmen in non-New York City
schools and 279% more in the New York area while commuters dropped about 17% at
each. Tuition rose more than one-third in each group and remained higher ir absolute
dollars outside of New York City.

Comparable figures for smaller schools are shcwn in Table A-3.
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Table A-3
New Yonrk City CoMpARED wiTH NoN-NEw York CITY SCHOOLS
TorTy-E16HT SMALL CoMPARED WITH SIXTEEN LARGE INsTiTUTIONS, 1961-66

Percentage Change
Small Large
NYC NYC
SMSA Other SMSA Other
I'reshman enrollment. . . +20% +37% + 12% + 9%
Freshman applications . . +25 +46 + 43 + 18
Tuition . . . . . . . 438 +43 + 36 + 33
Residents . . . . ., . +46 + 4 +279 +111
Commuters . . . . . . +12 +30 - 17 - 18

(4) Commuter Compared with Residential Schools

Nine of the large schools with 75% or :nore comnmuters in 1961 had 4 much higber in-
crease in applications rate but a somewhat smaller increase in matriculation rate than
those that were p' imarily residential.

Amoag smaller schools those with 209 or more commuters in 1961 did only slightly
better in applications received and had a slightly higher increase in matriculation than
those that were more residential.

¢Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.

(5) Aggregate Statistics for Large ar.d Small Schools

While the problems of large and small scheols differ markedly in several aspects, combined
statislics for the two groups give an overall picture of what is happening in the private
institutions in the state. The 64 colleges and universities included in these two studies
enroll more than 78% of those attending private schools full time.

Two indicators seem most worthy of note. The aggregate enrollment growth over
the five-year period for all schools was 19% which is considerably less than the 28.7%
growth in the 18 to 21-year-old population according to State Education Department
figures. While the small colleges exceeded the population growth slightly, the large
colleges fell far below it.

Secondly, the commuter population at private colleges fell from 52.5% to 41.2% or,
in absolute numbers, from 14,032 to 13,093, suggesting that the public colleges are
absorbing a greater number and percentage of students in this cateZory.

Combined totals for both groups are shown in Table A-4.

Table A-4
CoMBINED TOTALS FOR FORTY-EIGHT SMALL AND
SixTEEN LARGE PrIVATE INsTITUTIONS, 1961-68

Percentage Change
Freshman entollments . . . . . . . . . . . +19.0%
Freshman applications . . . . . . . . . . . +37.4
Tuitfon . . . . . . o 4w e e e e e e +37.9°*
Residents . . . . . « + + « o « « + 4 from 47.5 to 58.8
Commuters . . . v + v « o o o« 4w e . from 52.5 to 41.2

*Weighted by number of schools, not by number of students.
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The raw data on freshman matriculation, tuition and housing upon which this
Appendix is based are shown in Exhibits A-3 and A-4 on pages 84 and 63.

; Exhibit A-1
|
: Alfred University* Manhattanville College
! Bard College Marist College
‘ P.ennett College Marymount College
Lriarcliff College Marymount Manhattan College
Canisius College Molloy Catholic College for Women .
: Clarkson Collece of Technology Mount Saint Mary College
: Colgate University Nazareth College of Roclester
College of Mount Saint Vincant-on-Hudson Niagara University
College of Mew Rochelle Notre Dame College of Staten Island
College of Saint Rose Paul Smith’s College
Concordia Junijor College Pratt Institute
Elizabeth Seton College Roberts \Wesleyun College
Elnira College Rosary Hill College’
Finch College Sarah Lawrence College
Good Counsel College Saint Bernardine of Siena College
Hamilton College Saint Boraventure University
Hartwick College Saiut Francis College
Hobart College" Saint John Fisher College
Iona College Saint Joseph’s College fcr Women
Iihaca College Saint Lawrence University
Keuka College Union College
King’s College Vassar College
Ladycliff College Wagner College
Le Moyne College Wells College

J Excluding College of Ceramics (a public coutract college).
2 Excluding William Smith College.
3 Excluding institutional branch which provides first two years of college tor women entering religious life.

Exhibit A-2
Adelphi University New York University
Columbia University Pace College
Corrnell University Polytechnic Institute of Brocklyn
Fordham University Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
Hofstra University Rachester Institute of Technology
Long Island University 5t. John’s Univessity
(C.W. Post, Brooklyn Center, Syracuse University
Southampton) University of Rochester
Manhattan College Yeshiva University




Exhibit A-3

RErLATIVE CHUANGE IN FRESHMAN MATRICULATINN AND TUITION AS SHOWN BY INDEX
NurBER;® PERCENTAGE OF FRESHMEN HouseD 1N DorMiTORIES OR OTHER COLLEGE-
Arprroven Housing, AT Fouty-Eichr SMaLL PrivaTE COLLEGES

IN NEw YGRk STATF, 1962-68

Percentage of
Freshmenin
Dormitories or
College-Approved

Freshmau Tuition Housing

Institution Index Index 1962-66

1, 117.3 120.0 94.1%
2. 127.7 122.9 NA®
3. 137.2 127.5 64.4
4, 141.5 135.8 97.9
5. 177.1 160.4 95.3
6. 104.3 146.3 NA?
7. 944 108.3 48
8. 137.8 1215 63.3
9. 1227 127.0 583
10. 114.3 NA® 843
11. 90.4 143.1 84.4
12. 124.2 NA® 100.0
13.. 1129 1100 95.7
14. 147.1 110.6 18.2
15. 111.1 1400 91.2
16. 103.2 112.3 100.0
17. 107.0 1422 99.5
18. 108.4 1183 67.5
19. 252.4 120.0 NA®
20. 367.5 112.5 74.4
21, 134.9 122.9 2.8
22. 1114 120.0 2.5
23. 103.1 NA® 0
24. 101.0 110.8 a9.1
25. 123.1 124.6 98.8
28. 1115 131.9 NAY
27. 113.9 103.2 NA®
28, 132.8 132.0 89.7
29. 98.9 134.1 81.3
30. 139.4 132.9 48.2
31. 110.5 117.1 584
32, 123.7 1214 1000
33. 121.8 118.0 99.6
34. 102.6 112.0 NA®
35. 118.8 1147 95.5
36. 130.9 1084 100.0
37. 100.4 127.1 421
38. 92.3 1524 0
39. 1035 NA® NA®
40. 98.5 1138 98.0
41. 128.5 118.8 96.4




E

Percentage of
Freshmenin
Dormitories or
College-Approved

Freshman Tuition Housing

Institution Index Index 1962-66
42, 128.1 148.6 NAY
43, 123.4 138.0 26.06
44. 115.2 138.2 96.8
45, 129.0 1120 09.4
48, 1129 125.0 47.1
47, §0.3 1333 57.2
48, 138.9 105.3 97.2

Exhibit A-4

ReLaTive CHANGE IN FRESHMAN MATRICULATION AND TuitiON AS S1iowN BY INDEX

NunBERs;* PERCENTAGE oF FRESHMEN Housen IN DorvITORIES OR OTHER COLLEGE-

ApPrOVED HousING, AT SIXTEEN LARGE UN1vERsiTIES IN NEW YORK STATE, 1962-66
Peiventuge of
Freshmen in

Dormitories or
College-Approved

Freshman Tuition Housing

Institution Index Index 1962-66

1 113.8 113.3 0%
2 95.8 123.8 19.4
3 100.3 130.7 NA®
4. 114.8 121.5 95.5
5. 103.8 109.1 100.0
6 120.8 134.9 92.7
7 1204 113.0 317
8 105.7 1111 947
9. 108.5 118.8 10.5
10. 1254 107.8 23.8
11. 108.6 131.2 32.0
12. 151.4 140.0 70.9
13. 105.1 1224 88.5
14, 76.5 123.3 47.7
15. 113.0 119.8 0
16. 138.4 128.1 45.5

a In order to determise the relative patterns of change :a matriculation and tuition, index numbers for
each school were determined by dividing the 1962-66 average value for the variable concerned by the
1961 value. For example, the matricu'ation rate for school 24 was constructed as follows:

Freshmen matricuated in:
1961 162 1963 1964 965 1266

—_— — —_—

434 114 456 451 433 11
Average number matriculated, 1962—66: 433.4
1962-66 average divided by 1961 number: “4338;: =101.0
b NA = Not available.

Source: Nelson Aesociates, Inc., A Study of Factors Related to Change in Freshman Enrollment at Private
Colleges in New York State, 1961-66, State Education Department, Albany, 1967.
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Appendix B

FuLL-TiME ENROLLMENT
NEw York STATE COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS
Basic Projections BY TyPe AND ConTROL OF INstITUTION, 1967-81

(in thousands)
1967-68 1068-69 1969-70 197071 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1980-81
Four-Year Colleges 329.57 34222 35469 371.38 388.33 40149 41508 42838 44415 503.01
Private 202,25 20827 21005 21840 223,32 230.17 23592 24132 248,17 265.88
Publio 127.31 13596  144.83 15498 163.01 17132 179.14 187.06 195.98  237.13
CUNY 55.20 58.87 62.75 67.57 69.79 71.99 73.86 75.63 77.67 93.42
SUNY 72.12 77.09 81.89 87.41 93.22 99.32 10528 11143 11832  143.72
Two-Year Colleges 73.33 81.32 90.34 101.11 112,16 12402 13615 14895 162.61  215.58
Private 7.25 7.62 8.46 9.45 9,97 1051 11.02 1155 12.14 14.37
Public 66.07 73.70 81.89 91.66 10219 11351 125.12 13741 15048  201.20
Ag. & Tech. Coll. 10.07 10.59 11.13 11.81 12.48 13.14 14.33 15.01 15.78 21.56
Community Coll. 56.00 63.11 70.76 79.85 89.73 10037 111.34 12239 134,70  179.65
New York City 18.53 21.60 24.92 28.82 33.40 38.36 42,99 4792 53.40 71.86
Other 3747 41.51 45.84 51.02 56.83 62.54 68.35 74.48 81.31 107.79
New York State Total 402.89 42354 44503 47250 49849 52551 55121 577.33 606.76  718.58
Total Private 209.50 21389 21851 29585 233.29 24088 24694 25287  260.30  280.25
Total Public 103.39  209.65 22652 246.64 26520 28483 30427 32446  346.46 438.34
Total CUNY 55.20 58.87 82.75 87.57 69.79 71.99 73.88 75.63 77.67 93.42
Total SUNY 138.20 150.78  163.77 179.08 19541 212.83 23040 248.83  268.80 344.92

Distribution calculated using 1966 base college input rate of 38.9 with annual incremental increase of 1.1, and undergraduate-graduate ratio of 10.0 for
1967-68, 9.5 for 1968-6% and 9.0 for 1969-81.
Source: State Education Department, Office of Planning in Higher Education, Albany, 1967,




FuLL-TIME ENROLLMENT
Nrw York StaTE COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS
Basic ProjectioN BY LEVEL oF PROGRAMN:, 1067-81

{in thousands)

Year Undergraduate Craduate First Professional Total®
1987-68 344.72 34.47 13.70 402.89
1968-69 360.86 37.99 14.70 423.54
1969-70 377.40 41.93 15.70 445,03
1970-71 401.22 44.58 16.70 472.50
1971-72 423.71 47.08 17.70 498.49
1972-73 447,13 49.68 18.70 525.51
1873-74 469.36 52.15 19.70 551.21
1974-75 492,60 54.73 20.00 577.33
1975-76 519.09 57.68 20.00 606.76
1976-77 544.26 60.47 20.00 634.73
1977-78 566.20 6291 20.00 659.11
1978-79 585.71 65.08 20.00 680.79
1979-80 603.87 67.10 20.00 700.97
1980-81 619.73 68.86 20.00 718.58

*10.000 unclassified constant carried through to annual total.

Note: Distribution calculated using 1966 base college input rate of 38.9 with annual incremental in-
crease of 1.1, and undergraduate-graduate ratio of 10.G for 1967-68, 9.5 for 1968-69 and 9.0 for
1969-81.

Source: State Education Department, Office of Planning in Higher Education, Albany, 1967.




Appendix C

Excerer FRoM STATE EpucaTiON LAaw CONCERNING
MasTER PLANNING PROCEDURE

Laws of New York.—~By Authority
CHAPTER 388

AN ACT to amend the education lav, in relation to the regents plan for the development
and expansion of facilities for higher education in New York state and establishing the
city university of New York, and repealing section eiglt hundred fifty-four thereof

Become a law April 11, 1961, with the approval of the Governor. Passed, on message of
necessity, pursuant to artic’» 115, section 14 of the Constitution, by a majority vote,
three-fifths being present
The People of the State of New Yok, represented in Senate and Assembly, do enact

as follows:
3ection 1. The education law s hereby amended by adding thereto a new section,

to be section two hundred thirty -seven thereof, to read as follows:

§ 237. Regents vlan for higher education including approved vlans of state university
and city university of New York. 1. The regents shall, once every four years, review the
proposcd plan and recommendations required to be submitted by tiic state unfversity
trustees pursuant to section three haindred fifty-four of this chapter and the proposed plan
and recommendations of the board of higher education in the city of New York requized
to be submitted pursuant to section sixty-two hundred two of this chapter, tnd upon
approval of such plans by the regents they shall be incorporated into a regents plan or
general revision thereof for the expansion and development of higher education in the
state. Such regents plan shall include the plan and recommendations proposed by the
state unfversity trustees and the plan and recommendations proposed by the board of
higher education in the city of New York and may include plans with respect to other
matters not comprehended within the plan of the state and city universities, including but
not limited to improving institutional management and resources, instruction and guldance
programs, financlal assistance to students and extension of educational opportunities
through library resources and television. In the development of such plans due recognition
shall be given to that historical development of higher education in the state which has
been accomplished through the establishment and encouragement of private Institutions,
In determining the nieed for additional educational facilities in a particular area, the plans
and factlitles of existing public and private institutions shall be fully ecaluated and
considered.

2, During the calendar year nineteen hundred sixty-four and each fourth year thereafter
the regents shall evaluate all available information with respect to the plans and facilities
of private institutions and shall review and act upon the proposed plan and recommenda-
tions of the state university trustees and upon the proposed plan and recommendations
of the board of higher education in the city of New York and incorporate such information,
recommendations and each of the component plans so acted upoun into a tentative regents
plan or general revision thereof for the expansion and development of higher educailon
in the state. Coples of such tentative regents plan or general revision thereof, as the case
may be, shall be made available to the trustees of the state university, the board of higher
educntion in the city of New York and the governing boards of all other institutions of
highzr education aimitted to the university of the state of New York. Thereafter, after
giving due notice, the regents shall conduct one or more hearings on such tentative regents
plan or general revision thereof.



3. The regents shall transmit their plan or general revision thereof for the expansion
and deveclopment of higher education in the state to the governor and the legislature on or
before the first day of December, nineteen hundved six’y-four and euch foi rth year
thereafter, and such plan or general revision thereof shall becoine effcetive upon (3 ap-
proval by the governor.

4. Any modification recommended by the state universiiy trustees or by the board of
higher education in the city of New York to their respective plans, theretofore formulated
and approved pursuont to section three hundred fifty-four or section sixty-two hundred two
of this chapter shall be reviewed by the regents who may hold one or more hcarings
thereon after giving due notice thercof. As approved by the regents, such modification
shall be made a part of the respective plans of the state universily and of the city university
and shall, together with any modifications the regents may make to that portion of their
plan for the expan. 1on and development of higher education {n the state not coprehended
in the pluns of the state and city universities, be transmitted to the governor and the
legislature, all of which shall then become effective upon approval by the governor as
modificaticns of the regents plan. By the first day of Nevember in each of the three years
following the promulgation of the regents plan or general revision thereof, the regents
shall summarize and report to the governor and the legislature any modifications made
pursuant to this subdiviston and shall include in such report a statement on the progress
made in implemc-ting the regents plan and their general recommendations with respect
to higher education,

EXPLANATION — Matter in ftalics is new; matter in brackets [ ? is 0ld law to be omitted.
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Appendix D

REviEWw oF CERTAIN FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL DATA
oF TWENTY-NINE PruvaTELY SUPrORTED CoLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES
1N NEW Yonk STA1E 1'on THE FiscaL YEARs 1059-60 THrovcH 1965-63°

The colleges and universities included in this study represent a wide range of institutions
with respect to size, diversity of programs, and geographic location within Mew York
State. While all are “privately supported” many are receiving both state and Federal
funds to support specific operating of capital projects. Some of the institutions are church-
related, while others are completely Independent of s.ch affiliations.

While there are over 100 privately supported colleges and universities in the state
{exclusive of two-year colleges), the 28 institutions included (n this study comprise a
significant portion of the total, as follows:

Approximate Proportion
of Total for

F.ivate Institutions

in New York State
Enrollment . » .« v v v v v e e xon e e . . 85%
Studentfees .« « v« 4+ 4 e 4 s s e s+ o+ .« . .80
Total current fundsincome . . . . . . + « .+ . . . . . 8D
Book valucof prantassels. » . « » « . .+ . - . . .. 10
Madot value of endowment investments . . . . . . . . . . 70

For parposes of this teport the institutions ate divided into two groups. Group I
consists of 17 small to medium-sized colleges whose academic programs consist almost
entircly of four-year programs tenminating at the bachelor’s level. Group 11 consists of
12 medium 1o Jatge universities offering programs through the doctoral leve!.

All of the institut'uns included in the study were asked to provide copies of their
audited financial reports for the years 1839-60 through 1965-68. On-site visits were made
to some schools.

In Gronp 1 (four-ycar cofleges) current income per full-time equivalent student
(FTES) enrollment has tisen from $1,303 in 1960 to $1,973 in 1966, a total of 51%
and cutrent expenditures have tisen from $1,187 to $1,658, a total of 40%, while FTES
enrollment has risen 48%. In Group 11 (universilies) current income has risen from
$1.382 to $2,2¢2, a total of 60% and current expenditures from $1,875 to $2,97:, a
totat of 62% during the same petiod while FTES entollment rose only 30%.

Exhibit D-1 on page 72 discloses that Group 1 institutions have had an excess of
income over expenditures ardd transfers during the period and that the revesse situation
has occurted in Group 11. However individual institutions vary greatly. In Group I, nine
of the 17 institutions sppeat to have improved their financial positior, six have temained
approximately the ame and two have declined. In Group 11, improvements in financisl
position are shown for Bve institutions; a declining position is revealed in five others while
two renained the same.

A study of sources of cutrent income { Echibit D-2 on page 73) indicates that student
fecs provided from 737% to 76% of income at Group 1 institutions during e period studied
and from 66% to 67% at Group 1 institutions. In Group |, endowment income decressed

it

s Memotsndum poepared for the Coamittee by Prat, Marwkk, MtcheRl & Co.
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from 11% to 7% of current Income, and in Group i1 declined from 12% to 10%. Gifts
remained at about 11% fn Group 1 and varied from 15% to 17% in Group 1. The increase
in “other sources,” from 5% to 8% in Group I and from 6% to 7% in Group 11, is attribut-
able chiefly to the growth in net Income from auxiliary enterprises exclusive of charges
for debt service and before distribution of overhead costs.

The dollar volume of operations of such facilities as residence halls, cafeterias and
bookstores has increased at a faster rate than educational and general cperations. The
increased use of borrowed capital to finance these facilities has necessitated increased net
income to provide for debt service,

Both groups have apparently maintained a relatively constant mix ¢f income sources
while Increasing their combined total dollars of income by approximately 93% from
1960 to 1966,

There also was tittle change in the pattern of allocating resources among major operal.
tng functions in both g-oups (Exhibit 1>-3 on page 74). Instruction and departmental
rescarch received a fairly constant 49% of Group 1 expenditures, and dropped from 60%
in 1960 to 57% in 19668 for Group II. Instructional espenditures could be expected to
represent a greater cost at the uaiversities because of the smaller class size and higher
salarles for senfor faculty required for gradiate programs. Library costs remained 4%
to 5% of expenditures in both groups and physical plant maintenance received a decreas-
ing amount from each—15% in 1960 o 13% in 1968 at Group 1 and 12% to 11% in
Group 11. Student aid received a slightly higher proportion of expenditures in Group 1
(5% to 8%) and a far grealer tise in Group 11 {from 6% to 9%). Administrative custs
remained a faitly constant 27% fn Group I and 18% in Group 11.

7




Exhibit D-1

SUMAMARY oF CURRENT INCOME, EXPENDITURES AND TRANSFERS, FisCAL YEARS 1060-60

(in thousands of dollars)
Total
for Seven
GROUP 1 1960 1961 1362 1963 1964 1965 1963 Years
Currentincome—net  § 91256 23,064 27,134 20708 84291 40408 46851 223612
Current expenditures -net 19,359 21,349 23,734 26,171 30,502 34,271 39,380 194,766
Transfers:
Debt service 748 1,u53 1,254 1,560 2,049 3,308 4,072 14,044
Unexpended plant funds 1,214 1.432 1,654 1,605 2328 2,274 2,569 13,076
Loan funds 22 25 65 54 81 202 119 568
Total expenditures
and transfers 21,343 23,859 28,707 29,390 34,960 40,055 46,140 222,454
Excess of income (expenditures
and transfers) $ (87) 105 427 315 (669) 353 1 1,158
m—— —— p——y o e————
GROUP 1
Current income—net 152,421 168,048 188,366 211,502 298,640 255,184 288,945 1,493,108
Current cxpenditutes - net 140,600 157,341 174,735 197,371 216,679 242,087 272.839 1,401,458
Transfers:
Debt service 1,315 1,986 2,602 2,562 3,501 0,452 8,853 28,578
Unexpended plant funds 7,754 9,128 9,590 10,852 10,993 9,016 10,315 67,654
Loan funds 33 84 372 75 e 8 112 814
Total expenditures
and transfers 149,708 168,539 187,305 210,860 231,535 200,338 289,919 1,498,504

Excess of income (expenditures
and transfers) $ 3713 {491) 1,061 643 (2,895) (3,454) (974) {5,398)

o t——— " P
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Exhibit D-3
CuRrrENT EXPENDITURES BY FUNCTION
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From 1960 to 1968 total endowment funds ircluding realized gains (Exhibit D-4on
page 768) grew from $63.3 to $99.9 million in Group 1 colleges. Group 11 universities
experienced an increase in these funds from $437.1 to $661.9 million. In both groups the
excess of quoted market values of investments grev over the six-vear period, Group 1
increasing $16.9 to $23.6 million, and Group 11 rising from $145.3 to $315.6 million.

The increase in endowment and similar funds is greater proportionately than fs the
increase in endowment income. This disparity might be explained in several ways. First,
there probably has been a shift in investment portfolios from fixed-Income securities
having high current yields lo equitly investments having greater capital appreciation
potential with lower curcent yields. Second, there 1aay have teen an increase in restric-
tions on the use of income of endowment funds. A third factor might be the establistment
of, or an increase in, endowment income stabilization reserves. Such reserves are intended
to equalize endowment income in periods of unusually low yields. During the time when
the reserves are being established, however, amounts reported as income from endow-
ments would be somewhat less than that actually earned.

Another important ftem deserving recognition is the net insreases in book value of
furds lunctioning as endowment over the seven-year period for Groups 1 and 1l:
$4.777 and $76.772 million respectively.

The growth tn fixed assets, land, land improvements, buildings, equipment and
libs \ry books was substantial in both groups ( Exhibit D-5 on page 77). Group 1 increased
from $97.4 to $205.8 million in this period, an increase of 109%. The increase in Group il
was 97% as plant assets rose from $475.9 million in 1960 to $936.1 million in 1963. The
majot source of Anancing was borrowed funds so that outstanding indebtedness for Group
1 rose from $17.1 million in 1960 to $81.9 million in 1968 and for Group 11 from $56 to
$260.3 million in the same petiod. Thus 40% of the value of plant asset: .a Group T was
covered by debt in 1966 and 28% in Group I1. In terms of ndebtedness per FTES, Group
1 showed a rise from $1,046 to $3.448 and Group 11 from $508 to $1,983.
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Exhibit D-4
ENDOWMENT AND SiaiLAR Funps
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Exhibit D-5
PLANT FIXED ASSETS AND INDEBTEDNESS
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During this same period Group 1 institutions transferred $27.1 million and Group Il
$96.2 million from current income to plant funds to provide for additions to plant assets
and to service ovtstanding debt (Exhibit D-1 on page 72).

An cxamination of the changes in the Anancial status of these institutions during the
period studied shows that the most significant increases per FTES have been in transfers
for plant debt service, which have risen 272% in Group I and 294% in Group 11, and
for plant indebtedness, which have risen 230% and 259% respectively (Exhibit D-8
on page 79). Transfers of current income to plant funds for plant addition rose more
precipitously for Group I than for Group 11.

Tuition rates rose 54t and 58% respectively. However, where there was a wide
range among institutions in both groups in 1960, the median tuition charged in 1968
was inuch closer to the mean. Schools which had the lowest tuition rates in 1960 incteased
their rates much faster than those whosc rates were already high in comparison with the
rest of the group. This may indicate some sense of what the "market” Is willing to spend
and what the “competitin” is offering.




Exhibit D-6
PERCENTAGE CHANGES OVER S1xX-YEAR Prriop rroM 1959-60 To 1965-68
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An item deserving consideration is the amount of current funds available at 8scal
year end which, in Exhibit D-8, has been equated on an FTES basis. Current funds con-
sist of moneys which are available to meet future current operating expenditures, These
funds are either restricted by dutside donors or agencles, hence available only for spect-
fied programs, or are untestricted insofar as outside donors are concemed. Unrestricted
or general current funds may be designated or reserved for particular activities by the
governing board, but such designations can be reversed at any time. This distinction
between restricted and unrestricted or general current funds is not consistently followed
by all institutions even though such a practice is recommended. When combining the
balances of the 29 {nstitutions into the two groups for purposcs of this report, the classi-
fications used by each institution in fts balance sheet were followed. As a result the distine-
tion between general and restricted current funds may be somewhat misstated. Neverthe-
less it may be well to look at these amounts separately as follows:

Table D-1

CHANGES IN CUrrenT GENERAL FuNDs
AND CurrenT Restricvep Fuxos, 1960-68

Group 1 Group Il
{tn thousands of dollats)
Curreut geperal funds:

Balancein1966. . . . . . . . . . $1,602 $ 223%
Balanceinl1960. . . . . . . . . . 762 12,302
Yncreoce {decrease) . . . . . . . . 840 {10,087}

Current restricted funds:
Balancein1968. . . . . . . . . . 5403 100,226
Balancein1960. . . . . . . . . . 3,041 66,331
Inctease . . . . . . . . . . . 2382 33,895
Tolalnetfnctesse. . . . . . . . $3,202 $ 23,828

—— 3 ————

While there is an overall inctrease in the total category of current funds, there fs a
significant dectease in current general funds. Group I curtent general fund balances
at the end of 1968 consist of nine universities with surpluses totaling $5.877 million and
thiee univetsities with deficits totaling $3.642 million. Group 1 includes fout colleges with
deficits totaling $831,000 in 19686.

Those institutions having curtent general fund deficits showed some unexpended
balances of current testricted funds. This could mean that the institutions involved have
been able to generate support for some programs and not for others thus leading to an
imbalance in their demand for funds. Since true current restricted funds cannot be used
for other purposes short of telief In the courty, serfous financial difficulties may be indi-
cated for these institutions. Still it must be temembered that improper classification of
fund halances can lead the teadet to incorrect conclusiors.

A more detailed presentation of the factors on which this report was prepared may
be found in Exhibit D-7 on pages 82-87 (Colleges) and Exhibit D-8 on pages 88-91
(Untversities).




It should be noted that while averages and group totals are valuable in establishing
a general framework within which broad policy problems can be discussed, the specific
conditions relating to separate institutions must be considered in determining how policy
decisions may be implemented.

At the present time there are significant differences in reporting practices which
make Impossible an Incisive analysis and comparison of the financial position and results

of operations of the privately supported colleges. Perhaps the most important contribu-
ton of the report relates to the trends which it portrays.

8




Exhibit D-7

Grour I InstitutioNns (Colleges)

Selected Financial and Statistical Data by Institution,
Fiscal Years 1960 and 1968

Institution Code G
Fiscal Year 1960 1068

Current funds: ‘
A Percent of expenditures by function: ‘

Instruction . . . e e e e 50% 48%
Library . . . + . + o+ 0 e e 5 12
Plant maintenance . . e e e e 10 7
Administration and gmeral e e e 26 25
Student aid and other. . . . . . . . . 9 8
B  Aniount of expenditurespat FTES . . . . . § 621 § 990
Amount of transfers per FTES for:
Debt service . . . o e e e - 208
Plant additions . . . . . . . . . . . 182 477
Loanfunds . . . . . - -
Total expenditures and transfers per l”TFS $ 803 $ 1,673
i =
C Amount of income per FTES $ 855 § 1,504
D Percent of income by source: |
Student fees . . . . . . . . . . . . 85% 59%
Endowment income e e e e 1 1
Giftsand grants . . . . . . . . . . . 27 31
Othersources . . + + + +« v 4« « « 4 7 9

E Auxiliary enterprises:
Net income (loss) before debt service . . . $ 20000 $§ 57,000
Debt service . . . . . . . . . ... - 100,000

Netincome (loss) . . . . . . . . . § 20000 $ (43,000)
F Net increase (decrease) in general fund . . . $ 21,000 $ (82,000)
G General fund halance (deficit) . . . . . . $ 79000 $ 72,000
H Restricted fund balances. . . . . . . . . - 4,000

f 82
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1960 1966 1960 10686 1960 1966 1960 1966
46%, 459, 429, 389 449, 439, 43%, 4i9%

6 6 6 4 3 4 6 5

23 21 11 15 22 18 20 18

o5 28 29 37 28 34 8 34

— - 12 6 3 3 3 2

$ 1,888 $ 2572 $ 2374 $ 2099 $ 1,729 $ 1,587 3 2015 § 2,602
107 42 42 170 52 251 65 105

- - 18 246 23 124 26 129

- - - - - 6 1 6

1095 § 2614 § 2434 $ 2515 $ 1804 § 1968 § 2107 § 2842

$ 1981 § 2743 $ 2266 $ 2430 $ 1651 § 1970 § 2111 § 2910
72% 1% 869, 76% 499, 70% 58% 56%

21 15 2 1 3 2 25 25

7 3 11 8 16 7 10 8

- 11 1 15 32 21 7 11

$ (4,000) $ 75000 $§ 4000 $ 141,000 $ 171,000 $ 285000 $ 68,000 $ 182,000
- 24,000 12.000 101,000 18,000 180,000 46,000 87,000

(4,000) § 51000 § (8000) $ 40,000 $ 153000 $ 105000 $ 22,000 $ 95000
(6,000) $ 73,000 (48,000) $ (51,000) $ (53,000) $ 2,000 $ 3,000 § 57,000
$ (76,000) $ (25000) $ (459,000) $ (430,000) § (53,000) $§ £5000 $ 173,000 $ 291,000
23,000 16,000 22,000 46,000 11,000 74,000 885000 544,000
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Exhibit D-7 (continued)

Institution Code F M
Fiscal Year 1960 1966 1960 1966
Current funds:
A Percent of expenditures by function:
Instruction 419%, 45% 49% 42%
Library . . . 5 5 3 8
Plant maintenance . €0 10 13 12
Administration and gencral 28 34 24 32
Student aid and other . 6 8 11 8
B Amount of expenditures per FTES 897 $ 1,441 § 734 $ 1,321
Amount cf transfers per FTES for:
Debt service . . 84 160 47 256
Plant additions 52 46 64 72
Loan funds e 1 7 - 2
Total expenditures and transfers per FTES 1,034 1,654 845 § 1,651
C Amount of income per FTES 1,034 1,647 919 $ 1,687
D Percent of income by source;
Student fees . 87% 87% 63% 82%
Endowment income 1 1 1 1
Gifts and grants . 26 20 28 27
Other sources . 6 12 8 10
E Auxiliary enterprises:
Net income (loss) before debt service 40,000 $ 170,000 $ 63,000 $ 115000
Debt service . 54,000 140,000 —_ 115,000
Net income (loss) (14000) 3 30,000 $ 63000 § -
F Net increase (decrease) in general fund — $ (8000) § 62000 § 14,000
G General fund balance (deficit) 34,000 $ (280,000) $ 93,000 $ 149,000
H Restricted fund balances . 2,000 37,000 23,000 81,000
81




1960 1986 1860 1968 1960 1968 1960 1066

55% 479% 50%, 43% 40% 489%, 40% 429,

8 8 6 8 3 5 4 4

12 14 12 8 18 14 14 13

27 30 21 26 38 28 35 34

- 3 11 15 3 5 7 7

$ 857 $§ 1,200 § 854 § 1,088 $ 1,053 § 1420 $ 1,170 $§ 1,624
57 214 38 211 ) 97 70 150

101 51 34 3 (31) 48 47 78

—~ 8 ~ 2 - 2 — 5

1,015 $ 1,561 § 924 § 1354 & 1031 § 1565 § 1287 $ 1,855

892 § 1614 § 1,049 § 1,475 $ 1,089 $ 1,707 § 1,289 § 1,864

75% 80% 58% 1% 69% 1% 85% 868%
- 1 1 - 8 2 4 3
23 15 34 15 18 8 3 2
2 4 7 14 7 13 8 9

$ (1,000) § 66006 $ 42000 $ 186000 $ 25000 $ 281000 $ 62000 $§ 186,000
- 77,000 25,000 243,000 5,000 129,000 72,000 209,000

$ (1,000)0 § (11,0000 $ 17000 $ (57,0000 § 20,000 § 152000 $ (10,000) § (23,000)
(11,000) $§ 54000 & 87,000 $ 139000 §$ 34000 $ 189,000 $ 2000 § 13,000

$ 35000 $§ 11,000 § 93000 § 590000 § (42,000) § 220000 $ 47,000 $ 139,000
-~ 13,000 7,000 31,000 16000 73,000 88000 224,000
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Exhibit D-7 (continued)

Institution Code P
Fiscal Year 1960 1956 1960 1966
Current funds;
A Percent of expenditures by function:
Instruction 54% 56% 48% 47%
Libraiv . . 8 8 5 5
Plant maintenance . . 15 13 11 10
Administration and general 22 21 28 30
Student aid and other s 1 2 8 8
B Amount of expenditures per FTES $ 2,224 $ 2644 $ 1,635 2,288
Amount of transfers per FTES for:
Debt service . . 58 33 75 81
Plant additions 128 27 - 203
Loan funds . - - - -
Total expenditures and hansfers per F‘TES $ 2,406 $ 2948 & 1,710 2,577
C Amount of income per FTES $ 2,406 $ 2949 §$ 1037 2,600
D Percent of income by source:
Student fees . 57% 53% 78% 668%
Endowment income 30 28 12 11
Gifts and grants ., 14 16 Q 18
Other sources . (1) 3 8 5
E Auxiliary enterprises:
Net income (loss) before debt service $ (163,000) $ (119,000) $ 113,000 176,000
Dbt service . 79,000 s 103,000 138,000
Net income (loss) $ (242,000) $ (174,000) $ 10,000 40,000
F Net increase (decrease) in general fund $ - 1,000 § 37,000 -
General fund balance (deficit) $ 188,000 §$ 159,000 § 40,000 -
H Restricted fund balances . 1,724,000 8,060,000 522,000 421,000

i
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1960 1966 1960 1968 1960 1068 1960 1968
5389%, 57% 48% 53% 55% 50% 55% 50%
4 5 2 2 - 4 3 3
8 9 19 9 14 18 14 13
26 23 25 28 25 29 21 27
4 6 8 8 8 8 7 7
$ 882 $ 1,385 § 1,029 $ 2098 $ 873 $ 1,367 $ 796 $ 1236
12 134 90 151 7 470 22 80
234 84 103 90 76 176 51 7
8 10 - - - <18 4 3

1,134 § 1,613 $ 1,222 $ 2337 § 956 $ 2,001 § 873 §& 1,326
$ 1040 $ 1,688 $ 1,243 $ 2337 § 954 ¢ 2,083 $ 835 § 1317

84% 5% 81% % 90% 83% 95% 91%
2 2 8 4 - - 2 1
13 18 2 13 2 8 - 3
1 5 9 6 8 14 3 5
$ (2000) § 147,000 $139,000 $ 264,000 §$ 39,000 $ 592,000 $ 57,000 $ 187,000
- 204,000 135,000 289,000 10,000 1,364,000 50,000 173,000
$ (2000) § (57.000) 8 4000 § (25000) $ 29,000 §(772,000) $ 7,000 $ 14,000
$ (137,000) $ 139,000 $ 81,000 § -~ $ (3,000) ¢ 153,000 $ (106,000) $ (32,000)

$ 200,000 $ (116,000) $ 50,000 $ 50000 § 5‘3.%6 $ 384000 § 237,000 $ 363,000
- 6,000 157,000 482,000 - 165,000 81,000 128,000




Exhibit D-8

Group II InsTiTuTIONS ( Universities )

Selected Financial and Statistical Data by Institution,
Fiscal Years 1960 and 1966

Institution Code

Fiscal Year 1960 1966 1860 1966
Current funds:
A Percent of expendltures by function:
Instruction .. 58%, 59% 54% 58%
Library . .o 5 5 2 4
Plant maintenance . . 18 13 17 11
Administration and general . 21 1 28 25
Student aid and other . AN - 8 1 2
B Amount of expendituresper FTES . . . . . § 1,443 2,580 § 1,389 2,514
Amount of transfers per FI'ES for:
Debt service . . 18 46 - 7
Plant additions 21 23 9 -
Loan funds - - 2 1
Total exgenditures and transfers per FTES $ 1,482 2619 §$ 1,400 2,522
C Amount of income per FTES . $ 1,481 2649 § 1,422 2,308
D Percent of income by source:
Student fees . . 699%, 72% 71% 76%
Endowment income 28 23 3 3
Gifts and grants . 5 7 24 20
Other sources . (2) (2) 2 1
E Auxiliary enterprises:
Net income (loss) before debt service . . . § (89,000) § (122,000) $ (3,000) $§ 22,000
Debt service . . e 25,000 65,000 - 24,000
Net income (loss) $ (114,000) $ (187,000) $ (3,000) $§ (2000)
F Net increase (decrease) in general fund . . . §  (2,000) $ - § 77,000 § (772,000)
G General fund balance (deficit) . . . . . . $ 45000 § 29,000 $ 389,000 $(2.081,000)
H Restricted fund balances . 810,000 1,085,000 303,000 452,000




1960 1968 1960 1966 1960 1966 1960 1968
49% 52% 64% 57% 47% 47% 59% 56%
4 7 3 5 3 2 6 6
11 9 9 10 13 10 12 12
22 20 18 23 24 24 18 17
14 12 6 5 13 17 5 9
$ 2542 § 3,839 $ 1418 $ 1500 $ 1024 $ 1431 § 895 $ 1415
31 141 78 55 - 89 2 20
304 39 52 75 210 80 - 65
— — 2 1 2 7 -~ 4

$ 2877 § 4,019 $ 1548 ¢ 1631 $ 1236 § 1617 § 897 §& 1,504
2,941 § 3,789 $ 1550 $ 1758 $ 1252 § 1,708 $ 952 § 1,437

38% 51% 83% 9% 94% 89% 88% 80%
29 30 1 1 1 - 3 2
25 12 8 2 - 1 9 8

8 7 8 6 5 10 - -

$ 71,000 $ 555000 $212,000 $ 161,000 § 26,000 § 88,000 § (38000) $(158,000)
71,000 633,000 __ 85,000 169,000 - - 16,000 111,000

$ — §_(78000) $137,000 § (38000) § 26,000 3§ 83,000 $ (54,000) $(269,000)
$ 261,000 $(1,231,000) §$ 8000 § 681,000 § 52000 $ 649,000 § 380,000 $ (588,000)
$3,443,000 § 1,725,000  $413,000 §1,668,000 $(688,000) $ 865000 $1235000 § 426,000
12,621,000 16,208,000 182,000 1,622,000 58000 165000 798000 795,000

89
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Exhibit D-8 (continued)

Institution Code C )
Fiscal Year 1960 1966 1960 1966
Current funds:
A Percent of expendilures by function:
Instruction . . . .o 54% 55% 80% 609,
Library . . . . ., 6 8 2 3
Plant maintenance . 17 10 12 13
Administration and general 17 20 20 18
Student aid and other . 6 7 6 6
B Amount of expenditures per FTES $ 2,147 $ 3610 § 800 $ 1,153
Amount of transfers per FTES for
Debt service . . - - - .-
Plaut additions - - 149 104
Loan funds . - - - -
Total expenditures and transfers per FTES $ 2,147 § 3,610 949 § 1,257
C Amount of income per FTES . $ 2,207 § 3,597 035 1,285
D Percent of income by source:
Student fees . 82% 55%, 93% 04%
Endowment income 10 13 1 4
Gifts and grants . 25 33 - -
Other sources . 3 (1) 8 2
E Auxiliary enterprises:
Net income (loss) before debt service $ (284,000) § (273,000) § (43,000) $ 17,000
Debt service . .. - - - -
Net income (loss) $ (284,000) $ (273,000) §$ (43,000) $ 17,000
F  Net increase {decrease) in general fund $ 482,000 $ (118,000) $ 42,000 § 292,000
G General fund balance (deficit) $ 959,000 ~  $4,226000 $ 624,000
H Restricted fund balances . 15,613,000 31,399,000 1,222,000 1,264,000
90
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1960 1966 1060 1066 1660 1968 1060 1666
45% 48% 79% 74%, 54% 47% 56% 519
5 5 6 6 4 4 2 3
16 13 8 10 10 10 13 14
30 28 5 6 25 23 21 22
4 8 2 4 7 16 8 10
$ 917 § 135 $ 3255 § 455 $ 1,506 $ 2681 $ 1804 § 2774
36 156 11 60 45 138 10 28
132 208 76 88 139 200 76 13
3 2 —~ - - - - -

$ 108 $ 1815 § 3,342 § 4608 $ 1,600 $§ 3019 $ 1690 $ 2,815
$ L,119 $ 187 § 3424 § 4708 § 1,693 $ 39013 §$ 1710 § 2,777

93% 95% 40% 42% 78% 70% 75% 69%
- - 30 24 2 1 5 4
2 1 26 29 8 18 15 19
5 4 4 5 17 16 5 8

<

$ (1,000) § 622,000 $ 342,000 920,000 $1,136,000 $3,431,000 §$ 53,000 $ (274,000)
- 751,000 108,000 732,000 471,000 1,863,000 45,000 247,000

197,000 §$ 665000 $1,563,000 § 8,000 $ (521,000)
$120,000 $ 230,000 $ 819,000 98,000 $ 27000 $ 31000 §$ 434000 § (810,000)
$(50,000) $(370,000) $ 1,529,000 465000 §$ (27,000 $ 75000 § 822,000 $(1,191,000)

66,000 490,000 20,515,000 25,730,000 3,322,000 4,469,000 10,821,000 16,547,000

$ (1,000) $(129,000) § 234,000
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Appendix E

SUMMARY OF STUDY OF
FinanciaL ConpitioN oF ELEVEN COLLEGES
AND UNIVERSITIES IN NEW YORK STATE®

The institutions whose data are included in this report represent a wide range in terms
of size, diversity of programs, and geograrhical location within New York State. Some of
these institutions are church-related while others are completely independent of such
affiliations.

The selected institutions agreed to participate in a more detailed s.udy of their
total operation than that covered in the previous study in an attempt to determine
the nature, extent and trends of their need for financial assistance above the resources
available to them from which private and independent education has been traditionally
financed in the past.

In view of the short time available for such an in-depth study, we had to limit our
examination to one past period, the last fiscal year and one projection year, The year
selected for the past period was 1963-84 due to our estimate that this would be as far
back as it would be possible to find necessary data readily available. The projection year
of 1970-71 was selected because it represented a period of time in the future equal to
the past period and also seemed to be as far in the future as it would be possible for the
institutions to plan with any degree of reliability.

In order to answer the basic questions posed by the Select Committee, it was con-
sidered necessary to evaluate enrollment, student aid, faculty employment and produc-
tivity, faculty salaries, non-academic employment and salaries, and to determine for each
major activity area the cost of operation, both direct and indirect, and the resources
available to meet such costs.

While it was recognized that each of these institutions is unique and that results
would reflect the institutions’ own programs, policies, location, student mix and educa-
tional quality objectives, it was felt necessary to treat each institution on as comparable
a basis as possible. It was also recognized that data would be on varying bases at the
different institutions, Due again to the time limitations for this study, a series of common
definitions were established, which are set forth in Exhibit E-12 on page 133, and the
allocation of indirect cost to the various activities was reduced to the lowest number of
common denominators believed to be consistent with normal costing practices in the
field of higher education. Activity Cost Centers consist of the following:

1. Instruction and departmental research
2. Sponsored research

3. Extension and public services

4. Auxiliary activities

5. Medical centers

8. Other related activities

92
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Indirect costs were grouped into the following categories and distributed to the

Activity Cost Centers as defined after each category:

1. Administrative and General (includes all costs of central administration, central serv-
ices, accounting and financial control and fund raising)—distributed on the basis of
dollar volume of expenditure.

2. Plant Operation and Maintenance (includes sll costs of maintenance and operation
except grounds, alterations and im.provements, utilities services and extraordinary
maintenance where identifiable)—distributed on the basis of space assignment.

3. Student Services (includes all registration, testing and counseling, student activities and
administration of student aid)~distributed on the basis of full-time equivalent student
population.

4. Student and Faculty-Related Cost (includes library and operation and maintenance of
grounds) —distributed on the basis of combined full-time equivalent student and
faculty population. Faculty population in this case includes research personnel.

5. Special Indirect Costs (includes Provost or Academic Vice President’s Office, dormitory
supervision, utilities, alterations and improvements, and extraordinary maintenance
costs)—distributed to user activity on the appropriate basis for each type of cost.

6. Student Aid — Student aid income netted against student aid expense. The remaining
unfunded student aid was deducted from tuition income.

In view of the fact that each institution is unique and has its own financial problems,

a separate exhibit has been prepared for each institution. Each exhibit contains a sub-

section on the availability of data found at that institution.

Overall conclusions are set forth on page 132.

*Memorandum prepared for the Committee by Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co.
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Exhibit E-1
INsTITUTION A

Statistical and Financial Data

1963-G1 1966-67 1970-71
Credit hours (excluding medical). . . 330,621 369,600 380,492
Student-faculty ratio. . . ... 12601 12.1:1 11.7:1
Credit hours per faculty member on dul 328 526 313
Average faculty salary
Professor . . . . . . . . . $1623. $18,539 $21,615
Associate professor . . . . . . 10,761 12,767 15,443
Assistant professor . . . . . . 8,412 10,010 12,142
Tnstructor . . . C oo 6,750 7,621 8,781
Net financial results of curtev'
opetations by activity {in
thousands of dollars)
Instruction and departimental rescarch  § 3,637 $ (545) NA®
Sponsoredrescarch . . . . . . {394) 584 NA®
Extention and public senvice . . . - - -
Auniliary activities . . . . . . (255) (189) NA*
Medicalecenter. . . . . . . . (1684) (2,105) NA®
Intercollegiate athletics . . . . . (304) (399) NA®
Transfers for plant additions . . .  (1,000) (200) -
Net surplus (deficit) . . . . § © $(2,534) $(4,582)
Coast of instruction per full-time -
equivalent student (non-medical) . $ 2,757 $ 3,330 NA®
Cost of fnstruction pet ctedit hout
(ronmedical) . . . . . . .8 95 $ 114 NA*

ONA = Not available.
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InsTiTuTtON A

Institution A is a lurge multi-program, coeducational institution located in a densely
populated urban setting. It is independent, nonsectarian and privately supported.

The institution offers a wide range of undergraduate, gradvate and professior.al
programs and operates an evening session and a summer session in addition to its regular
day session. 115 prograns are heavily research-oriented. Such research covers a broad
range of intere.ts, involving all areas of academic activitly.

AVAILABILITY OF DATA

While statistics on errollment, faculty and non-academic employment as well as financial
data were available for 1963.64 and 1968-G7, they could not be interrelated at a detailed
program level. As a result, it was necessary to combine diverse program cost centers so
that statistical data could be related to financial data. In addition the audit for 1986-67
had not been vompleted. We therefore worked from the institution'’s unaudited financial
reporls,

Data on credit-hour production were available for 1963-64 but were not available
for 1966-67. The figures shown in this report were developed by extrapolating 1963-64
data. The same is true for credit-hour production in 1970.71. This, however, seemed
valid in that the institution indicated no basic changes were contemplated in the academic
program,

Full-time cquivalent students were computed on the institution's basis that while
any student laking more than 12 credits per semester is considered a fulltime enrollee,
15 credits per semester are required for a full-time cquivaltent enrollment. This formula
has been applied to all levels of instruction.

No projection of income and expense was available at the time of our visit to the
campus. The institution subsequently prepared a 1970-71 projection on a broad basis but
this was not capable of analysis or allocation of indirect expense to the direct expense of the
various activitics. Furthermore it does not identify expenditure by academic program
activity which prohibits analysis of trends and causes of financial need on a program ot
activiiy basis. '

ORSsERVATIONS AND CoNCLUSIONS

The financial data of the institution show an increasing need for additional resources
over and above the additional resources developed through luition increases and endow-
ment income, This need, however, is predicated on continuing the current academic
opetation, faculty nroductivity, faculty salary increases and growth of research programs
through the projection: year 1970-71.

Qur study of this institution shows the following:

(a) Enrollment

The inctease in enrollment has been and is projected to be modest. This is largely due
to the institution’s existing space limitations. Additional land boldings are being sought
to permil the expansion of the physical plant but it will not be possible to construc® ~ew
facilities within the projection petiod.

{b) Faculty Producticity

Tlrere has been a slight decline in faculty productivity.

(c) Faculty Salarics

Faculty salary increases ate projected to be continued at & 7% per anhum rate which is
the tate the institution considers necessary to maintain its presenl competitive position.
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(d) Sponsored Rescarch

Expenditures for government-sponsored rescareli are projected to continue growing at the
rate of 5% per annum. A cutback in government spending for research probably would
result [n less Income than that now planned.

(e) Student Aid

In 1963.64 unfunded student aid was 8.1% of total non-medical tuitior and fees. In
1968-67 this percentage increased to 10.7%. In 1968-67 the unfunded student aid would
almost ofisct the year's deficit. The institution predicts that, as tuition rates increase in
future years, sn even higher percentage of student aid will be required.

(f) Fund Ralsing

The histitution has undertaken a major campalgn to increase the endowed funds. Included
in this campaign is a commitment to maintain the 1966.87 level of operating support from
current fund rafsing. The projection for 1970-71, therefore, includes a substantial rise
in endowment income b no change in income availed of from gifts and grants. If the
institution is successful in this campaign effort, it would mean raising endowment gifts
at an annual rate of !1 times the projected 1970-71 deficit.

(g) Non-academic Employment

There {s no projected expansion of administrative and suppott personnel or costs other
than a 5% increase to reflect additional costs due to inflation. This appears to be reasonable.

(h) Physical Plant

One new structure is anticipated to be on line by 1970-71. The annual maintenance cost
for this facility is projected at $715,000. The planned use of this facility, however, will
not affect materially the prescnt limitation on general academic space.
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Eshibit E-2
InstiTUTION B

Statistical and Financial Data

1963-64 1966-67 1970-71
Credit hours (excluding medical) . 573,052 581,200 709,009
Student-faculty ratio . . 11.3:1 11.4:1 12.8:1
Credit hours per faculty member on dut) 287 279 317
Average faculty salary
Professor . $14075 $16,326 $20,225
Associate professor 9,884 11,163 13,829
Assistant professor 8,126 9,305 11,527
Instructor o 6,054 7915 9,138
Net Anancial results of cunenl
operations by activity (in
thousands of dollars)
Instruction and departmental research $ 1,644 $ 4,097 $ 5,295
Sponsored research . (1,546) (2,782) (3,568)
Extension and public service {308) (629) (2,193)
Auxiliary activities (160) (727) (457)
Other organized activities (417) (198) (308)
Medical center . . 683 (180) (300)
Intercollegiate alhlelics NA® NA* NA®
Transfers fot plant additions (707) (167) -
Net surplus (deficit) . § (829) $ (5%6) $(1,531)
Cost of instruction per full-time
equivalent student (non-medicall . ¢ 1,160 $ 1515 $ 1,755
Cost of instruction pet credit hour
{non-medical) . . .8 52 $ 66 $ 13

*NA = Nct available.



INsrTUTION B

Institution B is a complex institution operating in a highly populated urban setting. 1t is
independent, nonsectarian, coeducational and privately supported. Programs are offered
at several different geographical locations within the same metropolitan area.

The institution provides a wide range of undergraduate, graduate, professional, and
adult education programs. Further, it offers a significant evening program which provides
educational opportunities to those who must work in the daytime. An extensive research
program is conducted with studies covering a broad scope of interests.

AVAILABILITY OF DATA

Financial data for the 1966-67 year were not readily available. Faculty effort data were
not available. The information supplied with regard to non-academic employment seems
questionable as does that for space and equipment assigned. Financial plans for 1970-71
consisted for the most part of mathematical projections rather than projections based on
planned programs. Full-time student equivelents were calculated on the basis of a 15
credit-nour Jnad for undergraduates and a 12 credit-hour load for graduate students.

OBservaTIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

From the data available, it appears that Institution B has need for additional support.
The institution {s experiencing an adverse trend in its Anances to the extent that it has
no general fund surplus to absorb the curtent operating deficit which it has incurted in
recent years. As a result, these deficits have the efect of teducing the institution’s reserve
funds invested with the endowment funds.

In eveluating the institution’s nced for additional support, one should consider the
following points:

(a) Planned Expenditures

Plans for the 1970-71 fiscal year indicate that the amount of the operating deficit will
increase. The projected expenditures for this period do not seem to be unrealistic when
compared with plans of other institutions.

(b) Planned Income

The enrollment estimates appear to be achievable. Planned tuition incteases ate similar
to those planned by other comparable institutions. Although past tuition increases have
not been & limiting factor on enrollment, the institution’s administrative group believes
that highet increases than those planned would have that result. Institutional plans indi-
cate continue growth of the research program supported in large part by government
agencies. A cutback in governmernt spending for research probably would result in Jess
income than that now planned.

(c) Number of Faculty

Reference to the statistical data indicates that the institution plans to increase the student.
faculty ratio between now and 1970. This seems to represent an eflort on the part of
the institution's administration to limit the amount of the opetating deficit. 1t should be
pointed aut, however, that data wete not available to identify the portion of faculty effort
attributable to sponsored research activities. Student-facully ratios and credit hours per
faculty ate based, therefore, on all farulty as though their total efforts wete devoted to
the instructional activity of the institution. A large percenlage of the faculty is in the
full professor rank. This seems justified in view of the institution’s heavy emphasis on
graduate study,




(d) Faculty Compensation

Current and planned faculty salaries do not seem unreasonable when considered on a
national basis, This is particularly true fn view of the institution’s urban location with
its attendant high cost of living. Furthermore, the salaries paid at this Institution are less
than those patd by other institutions with which in its opinion it competes for students
and faculty,

(e) Other Factors

The geographical location of the fnstitution places it in a relatively high cost market. As
a result, its dollars do not buy as much as those of institutions in more favorable areas.
One could, therefore, expect this fnstitution’s costs to be greeter than those of comparable
institutions, but this does not seem to be the case.

(f) Treatment of Gift and Grant Income

1t should be indicated that the institution’s current plight may not be quite so serious as
its financial reports show. This statement is based upon the amount of its reported deficit
by determining the amount of gifts it will recognize as income in a given fiscal year.
Members of the Institution's adininistrative group indicate that this treatment s used
because certain gifts are of a non-recurring nature. This practice makes analysis of the
institution’s inances difficult. For purposes of this study, the amount of gift income recog-
nized in 1966.67 has been projected to be the gift income availed of in 1970-71.
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Exhibit £ 3
InstrTUTION C

Stalistical and Financial Data

102

1963-64 1966-67 1970-71
Credithours . . . . . . . . . 276,174 301,255 315910
Student-faculty ratio. . . o 9.0:1 8.2:1 7.5:1
Credit hours per faculty member on duty 311 275 252
Average faculty salary
Professor. . . . . . . . . . $15585 $17,087 $21,944
Associate professor . . . . . ., 11,018 12,648 15,431
Assistant professor. . . . . . . 8,469 9,609 11,723
Instructor . . . . . . . 693 1,737 9,439
Net financial results of current
operations by activity (in
thousands of dollars) .
Instruction and deparlmenlal research $ 4,525 $ 2,797 $ 3,848
Sponsored research . . . 308 523 (528)
Sponsored educational programs . (2,197) 12,399) (3,038)
Extension and public service . . - - (21)
Augiliaty activittes . . . . . (900) (882) {1,268)
Other organized activities . . . . (331) (37) (54)
Medicalecenter. . . . . . . . (388) (479) (1,330)
Intercollegiate athleties . . . . . NA® NA* NA*
Netsurplus (deficit) . . . . § 1,015 $ (477) $(2,389)
Cost of instruction per full-time
equivalent student (non-medical) . $ 1,697 $ 2654 $ 3,337
Cost of instruction pet ctedit hour
(nron-medical) . . . . . . . § 59 $ 81 $ 102

NA = Not available.



InsTrruTiOoN C

Institution C s a major coeducational university. It has no teligious affiliation. Practically
all programs are offered at the main campus site, although certain programs are offered
at other locations.

The academic program provides instruction at virtually all levels. Approaimately
30% of t}:e full-time equivalent enrollment is at the graduate level.

Practically all students carry a full-time academic load. Organized tesearch com-
prised 22% of the 1963-64 and 1968-67 expenditures, exclusive of student aid and
sponsoted educational programs.

AVAILABILITY OF DATA

No data were avajlable with regard to faculty efort and non-academic personnel assign:
ments. The data furnished with regard to enrollments and space assigned appear to be
questionable. Financial projections were supplied; however, there was no opportunity
to determine the method by which they were conceived.

OBSERVA1I0NS AND CONCLUSIONS
The institution’s planned operations for 1970-71 indicate that it has need for additional
support. However, an evaluation of these plans seems to indicate that the need is based
upon maintaining programs at relatively high cost levels and making certain changes
which will further nctease these costs. There does not scem to be a setious effort on the
part of the institution to reduce costs.

Specific considerations indicating the nature of the institution’s plans a'd our
evaluation of them follow.

(o) Quality of Programs

Institution C has as its objective the operation of academic programs which would gen-
erally be recognized as among the best in the country. 1t competes for the very best
students and faculty. The administrative group believes that limited enrollment is a
factor in determining quality. Accordingly, the institution plans limited entoliment
increases, with the majot pottion of such increases being in graduate areas. Limited
entollments in periods of planned cost increases tend to inctease the institution’s unit
costs. The continuation of small group instruction during periods of incteasing cost is
also reflected in the institution's unit costs and need for financial resources.

(b) Planned Income

With the institution’s reputation, it is not likely that it will experience auy difficulty in
achieving its enrollment objectives. Projected tuition charges are similar to those planned
by othet institutions which are consideted comparable in all tespects. Becsuse of its
deep involvement in government.sponsoted tesearch, any serious decrease in government
spending for this purpose would have a deleterious effect on the institution’s Anancial
results.

(¢) Number of Foculty

Dats furnished by the institution indicate that it will add faculty members at a tate
which will reduce the student-faculty ratio between now and 1970. The ratio already is
comparatively Jow. According to the administrative group, only about one-tenth of the
faculty effort expended on reseatch is compensated for by financial support from other
than general funds of the institution.

(d) Faculty Salaries
In terms of the AAUP*grading scale, the institution is in a strong position with regard
to faculty salaties. Plans indicate that this situation will not change.

¢ American Aochation of Usiversity Professees
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Exhibit E.4
InsTiTUTioON D

Statistical and Financial Data

1963-64 1966-67 1970-71
Credit hours 185,860 199,849 243,672
Student-faculty ratio . . . 11.8:1 11.7:1 10.8:1
Credit hours per faculty member on duty 305 258 282
Average faculty salary
Professor . $11,387 $14,107 $20,150
Associate professor 9,585 10,916 14,430
Assistant professor 7,942 8,750 11,440
Instructor . 6,324 7,170 8,970
Net financial results of current
operations by activity (in
thousands of dollars) . .o
Instruction and departmental research $ 1,434 $ 612 $ 700
Sponsoted research . (16) (103) (275)
Extension and public sewioe . (56) (63) (10)
Ausxiliary activities . {608) {993) {1,500)
Intercollegiate athletics . (54) (52) (30)
Net surplus (deficit) $ 702 $ (603) $(1,113)
Cost of instruction por full-time
equivalent st nt, .o $ 985 $ 1,461 $ 1,854
Cost of Instruction per credit hout $ N $ 57 $ 1




InsTITUTION D

Institation D is a private, urban, church-related, coeducational institution, Evening and
summer sessions are provided,

AVAILABILITY OF DATA

The institution provided substantial data regarding student enrollment and faculty assign-
ments; but this <.la required us to consolidate and convert to a full-time equivalent basis.
Information on. 1ce assignmerts. non.academic personnel and student employment had
to be assembled L, . -institu o for this study as it was not normally available.

A ten-year foreC sl which i,ud been prepared in 1985 covering the fiscal years 1963-72
we" made available to us. The a-tual expenditures and income in 1968-67 were sub-
star. ally higher than those projected in the forecast. Furthet, our discussions with the
institution's administration revealed that its planned development would result in costs
substantially above those projected. \We, therefore, modified the projection to reflect such
costs in order to present a more realictic picture in this study.

OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Institution D fs experiencing rapidly increasing costs of operation which result from the
institution’s policy of upgrading faculty, staff and facilities. A major step fn the impletnen.
tation of this policy has been a planning and budgeting approach predicated on program
needs rather than budget limitations.

The institution was able to meet these rising costs from curtent revenue up to 1965-68
mainly through tuition increases and additional gifts and grants. Although additional tul-
tion increases are projected as well as a modest inctease in gift and grant income, these
resources will be increasingly less than tequired to maintain a balanced financial operation
mainly as a result of its policies on auxiliary activily operations.

(a) Auxiliary Activities

While the institution’s inancial records show a break even or slight loss picture on aux-
iliary aclivily operations, the cost of such operations did not include a teasonable alloca.
tion of administrative, plant operation and maintenance ot dormitory supervision costs.
The auxiliary activity space is approximately 40% of the total space. Our allocation of
fndirect costs to the auxiliary activities, therefore, shows what we believe to be & morte
tealistic picture and reveals that this is the main cause of the institution’s financial
difficulties.

(b) Administration

The university lacks a mastet plan that would correlate program and facilities projects to
cost and resoutce projections. Communication between the scademic and financial sdmin-
istrations is not effective.

(¢) Faculty Employment

Therte is a stated goal to obtain a higher tating on the AAUP scale for all ranked faculty.
The institution’s projected costs have been inctessed to reflect the ~stimated cost of this
objective.

(d) Sources of Income

The institution Fas increased its tuition rates regularly, These increases have not, in the
{nstitution’s opinion, adversely affected either the quantity or the quality of the students,
Fund-raising efforts have also been increased for the past two years, and both anmual and
capital gift campaigns have been successful. The projected income from tuition and gifts
and grants appears to be attainable.
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(e) Treatinent of Income

Several ftems of unrestrieted income which should have been recorded as current income
or as reductions of current eapense have been treated as fund changes, For example, in
196568 more than $200.000 of such tems was assigned directly to funds functioning as
endowment. This treatment serves o understate the total unrestricted financial resources
which are available to meet operating costs,

(f) Phystcal Plant

The full impact of debt service and maintenance costs on new facilities will not be
; reflected in expenditures until after 1971, It appears that the institution will have to re-
! assess the projection of its goals and resources before undertaking additional construction.

i
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Exhiblt E-5

InsTiTUTION E

Statistical and Financial Data

1063.64 19686.67 1970-71
Credithours . . . . . . . . . 42810 83,720 08,220
Student-facullyratio, ., . ., . . . 100:1 11.9:1 12.2:1
Credit hours per faculty member
onduty . . . . . e 302 427 440
Average faculty salary
Professor . . . . . . . . . 812609 $14,186 $20,500
Assocfate professor . . . . . ., 9,200 9,962 14,500
Assistant professor . . . . . . 7,400 8,335 12,500
Instructor . . . .. . 06,205 7,121 10,000
Net Rnancial results of current
opetations by activity (in
thousands of dollars) .
Instruction and departmental research $ 552 $ 2,637 NA*
Sponsored research . . . . . . 4 (68) NA®
Auxiliary activities . . . . . . (323) (1,100) NA®
Intercollegiate athletics . . . ., . (125) (160) NA®
Net surplus (deficit) . . . . 8§ 108 $ 1219 NA®
——— — ———
Cost of instruction per full-time
equivalent student . . . . . . § 1,723 $ 1,928 NA®
Cost of instruction per credithour . . 8 59 $ 54 NA*

'NA = Not available.
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InsTiTUTION E

Institution E is primarily an undergraduate, male liberal arts institution located in a tural
environment. There is no religious affiliation. The B.A. degree and a limited number of
M.A. degrees are offered. No evening clusses are conducted and the five-week summer
session consists almost entirely of graduate courses, This session is intended to increase
utilization of physical plant and does not supplement the regular academic program, A
few women are enrolled in the M.A. program.

Virtually all students are considercd as full-time. They reside in dormitories or, after
the freshman year, many live in fraternity ‘ouses. About 75 of the students are residents
of the Northeastern United States, and approximately 45% arc from New York State.

AVAILABILITY OF DATA

The data available at Institution E ‘were sufficient for calculation of full-time equivalent
students and faculty. Space assignment to the various activities was also easy to determine.
Information not readily available included non-academic personnel data, student employ-
ment summaries, and research salaries and wages. A long-range plan was prepared in 1963
which is reviewed anuwally. Projections in the academic erea have been realistic; however,
not all items of income and expense were included in the plan. It was, therefore, not
possible to complete the development of indirect cost allocations or to determine the
surplus or deficit position in 1970-71.

The institution changed from a credit-hour basis to a course basis in 1984-65. The
credit-hour production and cost per credit hour for 1964-85 were based on a full-time load
of 15 credit hours. The 1966-67 information is based on courses which convert to an 18
credit-hour full-time equivalency.

OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Institution E cannot demonstrate unusual financial need at this time. The optimum enroll-
ment for existing facilities has not been achieved, and the student-faculty ratio is presently
scheduled to increase slightly; the current fund reported an excess of income over expendi-
tures. Fund.raising efforts have been very successful for annual giving as well as for plant
and endowments.

(r.) Tuition
The institution has noted no significant impact from tuition and fee incieases, and rela-

tively small increases are scheduled biennially. Applicatinns continue at a high rate.
Increased charges have, however, placed greater demands on student assistance resources.

(b) Other Factors

There are several areas of concern in spite of the relatively sound financial position of the
institution. Faculty salaries es measured by the AAUP scale are considerably lower than
the stated objectives of the administration. Spunsored research, while not a substantial
budget item, is incurring increased costs. Most auxiliary activities and the athletic pro-
grom have been and are projected to be increasingly less self-suppoiting.

(c¢) Physical Plant

The institution has a comprehensive campus plan. Projects are generally undertaken as
funds become available. There is no projected increase in the current level of plant fund
indebtedress.

(d) Administration

An elective balance seems to exist between academic program needs and the manage-
ment of resources. In general, the institution has not yet found it nccessary to curtail pro-
gram interests because of financial litnitations. It is, however, very aware of the financial
framework within which it must operate.

109



Exhibit E-6
InsTiTUTION F

Statistical and Financial Data

1963-64 1966-67 1970-71
Credithowrs . . . . . . . . . 48354 51,274 61,877
| Student-faculty ratio, . . ... 14521 12.3:1 13:1
3 Credit nours per faculty member
onduty . . . . . . . . . . 393 341 390
Average faculty salary
; Professor. . . .« .« .+ . . 811,038 $13,712 $17,894
Associate professor o e e 8,475 10,861 14,173
? Assistant professor . . . . . . 7,345 8,948 11,677
Instructor . . . . . . . 6,492 7,374 9,623
Net financial results of current
operations by activity (in
thousands of dollars) .
Instruction and departmental research $ 443 $ 544 $ (629)
Sponsored research . . . . . (34) (92) (98)
Extension and public service . . . (57) (74) (111)
Auxiliary activities ., . . . ., . (187) (331) (555)
Intercollegiate athletiecs . . . . . (131) (147) (158)
Net surplus (deficit) . . . . $ 34 $ (100) $(1,551)
Cost of instruction per full-time o
equivalentstudent . . , . . , $ 1,206 $ 1,982 $ 3,109
Cost of instruction per credithour . . § 48 $ 61 $ 108
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InsTiTUTION F

Institution F is an urban, nonsectarian, male institution. Its student bedy is prirarily
residential, being housed in a residential complex and a series of fraternity houses.

Its regular day program has two divisions both of which are undergraduate, It also
operates evening and summer classes both of which include undergraduate and graduate
programs. In addition it operates a serics of special institutes on a year-round basis as
extension-type, non-degree programs.

AVAILABILITY OF DATA

The data required for analysis of cost and causes of financial need were available except
that it was not possible to separate the costs of inctriction or faculty time for regular
day sessions from evening or extension programs. For this reason, it has been necessary to
treat the instructional activities as a unit and relate credit hours and student-faculty ratios
to the entire instructional unit.

OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

While any real financial need is rot indicated by analyses of financial data up to the
present time, it is demonstrated by the institution’s projected financial data, Such nced is
predicated on the factors that follow and should be interpreted accordingly.

(a) Faculty Teaching Load

The credit-hour production per faculty member dropped from 393 in 1963-64 to 341 in
1966-67. During this same period, the aver-ge faculty salary was increased from $9,410
to $10,961 in 1966-67.

(b) Academic Program

The projection for 1970-71, which is based on a planned shift to include graduate educa-
tion, shows an increase in both student-faculty ratio and credit-hour production. Such
increases are not planned by the institution and it recognizes that its projected costs will
probably have to increase. Further library expenditures and organized research expendi-
tures are probably also underestimated.

(c) Faculty Support Facilitics

The faculty support facilities have been increasingly squeezed because of resource limita-
tions which, more than salary levels, have caused the loss of faculty the institution wishes
to retain. The projection does not contemplate any improvement in this situation but does
contemplate continuing to increase faculty salaries at the rate of 7% per annum. At the
present time, meeting these needs adequately could add from $250,000 to $500,000 to the
cost of operation,

(d) Fund Raising

The institution has now, for the first time in its history, embarked on a capital gifts cam-
paign. The projected income is based on achieving this objective. The projection also
contemplates sustaining annual current-support giving at its present level. While a fund-
raising organization has been established and professional counsel has been retained, the
institution’s past fund-raising history does not indicate an abilily to reach these goals.

(e) Physical Plant

The projection includes the operating costs of a new science wing, a new maintenance
building and additional dormitory space which are expected to be completed by 1970-71.
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(f) Administration

The institution plans to develop a computerized information system within the projection
period which is reflected in the increased administrative expense.

() Non-acadegiic Employment

Although non-academic employment increased by 83 between 1963-64 and 1968-67, only
12 were added in the instructional area. The major increase * s in the plant operation and
maintenance to handle the additional space and offset a re 'u. .ion in the work week from
33 to 30 hours.

{h) Other Projections

While the institution has based its projection on moving into graduate education it has
also projected the cost impact of remaining a basically undergraduate institution and
strengthening these programs as well as the cost of a status quo operation. The deficit
forecast is reduced from $1.551 to $1.014 million in the former case and to onty $42,000
in the latter case. The institution feels, however, that the status quo operation is not
feasible in that it will not be able to attract students or retain faculty under these
circumstances,
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Exhibit E-7
InsTiTUTION G

Statistical and Financial Data

°NA == Not available.
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1963-64 1966-67 1970-71
Credithowrs . . . . . . . . . 14120 17,867 18,822
Student-facultyratio. . . . . . l10.2:1 12.4:1 11.6:1
Credit hours per faculty member
onduty . . . . . . . . ., 314 257 335
Average facully salary
Piofessor . . . . . . . . . $9239 $10,828 $14,292
Associate professor. . . .o 7,456 9,157 12,087
Assistantprofessor. . . ., ., . . 6,990 8,240 10,877
Instructor . . . . . . . . . 6,250 7,242 9,560
Net financial results of current
operations by activity (in
thousands of dollars) .
Instruction and departmental msmrch $ 108 $ 520 $ 280
Sponsored research . . . . ., . 3 1
Auxiliary activities . . . , . . (89) {138} (176)
Intercollegiate athletics . . . . . NA® NA® NA°
Transfer for plant additions, . . - (138) -
Net surplus (deficit) . . . . § 22 $ 244 $ 105
Cost of instruction per full-time
equivalent student . . . . . . $§ 2,089 $ 2,110 $ 2,697
Cost of instruction per credithour . . $ 67 $ 72 $ 87




INstITUTION G

Institution G is a small, undergraduate liberal arts college situated in a rural setting. As the
nearest city is over 20 miles away, the college is a residential institution, Less than 10%
of the students live off campus and these are primarily inhabitants of the surrounding area.

The undergraduate program offers bachelor’s degrees in four areas. Its program
stresses {ntimate contact between student and leacher combined with considerable inde-
pendent work. There is no graduate program or summer school. Evening courses are
given, but mainly for the maintenance of community relations. There is no extension
program. Organized research, represented by only two or three small profects at any one
time, is virtually nil.

AVAILABILITY OF DATA

The availahility of data was generally excellent, Records of past information, both detailed
and in summary, were on hand or could be readily developed from existug data. An
up-to-date long-range financial plan, through 1974-75, had been reviewed and adopted by
the Board within the past six months.

OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

While Institution G has had fnancial difficulties in the past, it has brought them under
control and by maintaining the existing level of activities the institution should be able
to continue to operate. In fact, the institution’s long-range plan, which on balance appears
sound, projects for 1970-71 an excess of income over expenditures that is sizeable in com-
parison with recent years.

(a) Physical Plant

The plant needs are evidently extensive and are planned to be provided for by a develop-
ment campaign which is ambitious in light of prior experience.

(b) Tuition

The primary source of operating income continues to be tuition and other student charges.
While the college recognizes that a high tuition rate could adversely affect the quality
and quantity of applicants, it assumes the same situation would be experienced by other
similar institutions and that the impact would be offset by substantial and expanding
student aid programs financed by outside organizations.

(¢) Faculty Salaries and Teaching Load

The institution, while small in enrollment and not rich in resources, feels that the unigue-
ness of its program places it in competition with better known and wealthier institutions
for faculty and students. It feels that competition for faculty will force it to ralse its
salaries, which are presently below the standard of its competition, at 2 more rapid rate
than is the average projected elsewhere. Its projection, therefore, is based on salary
increases of 9% per annum between 1966-67 and 1970-71. The institution also recognizes
that pressures will result from its effort to reduce further the faculty teaching load. This it
feels it cannot afford to do.

(d) Academic Program

Another area of resource drain is one division which because of low enrollment is quite
costly. The division is maintained despite the fact the institution’s main area of excellence
lies elsewhere. The administration feels that such a program is necessary to enhance the
education of all students. It, therefore, plans not ory to maintain this program but in fact

to expand it.
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(e) Treatment of Income

With regard to the financial data shown on the supporting schedule, it should be pointed
out that gift and grant income includes $93,700 in 1963-64 and $137,800 in 1966-67
designated for development of the institution. In 1963-84 an amount in excess of the
$95,700 so earmarked was expanded through plant maintenance and operations for
alterations and improvement to plant. In 1966-87 the funds so earmarked have been
treated as a transfer for plant additions. Further, the 1968-67 gift and grant income
includes $192,300 of released restricted Ford Foundation Salary Improvement Crant
funds which have remained in the endowment fund but are used to offset a portion of the
institution’s prior borrowings from the endowment to support current operating expendi-
tures.
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InsTiTUTION H

Statistical and Financial Data
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1963-6+4 1966-67 1970-71
Credithours . . . . . . . . . 58333 102,280 116,912
Student-faculty ratio, . . A BT 15.7:1 16.6:1
Credit hours per faculty member Coe 379 459 477
Average faculty salavy
Professor . . . . . . . . . §49000 $10,776 $12,931
Associate professor . . . . . . 7,960 9,880 11,856
Assistant professor . . . . . . 7,066 8,445 10,134
Instructor . . . e e 6,150 7,031 8,437
Net financial results of current
operations by activity (in
thousands of Callars) . .
Instruction and departmental use‘uch $ 621 $ 1730 $ 909
Sponsored research e 2 {87)
Extension and public service . . . NA® NA°® NA®
Auxiliary activities . . . , . ., {586) (899) {1,021)
Intercollegiate athleties . . . . . NA® NA° NA?®
Net surplus (deficit) . . . . § 35 $ (160) $ (199)
Cost of instruction per full-time
equivalent student. . . ., . . § 961 $ 1,517 $ 1,898
Cost of instruction per credithour . . § 36 $ 52 $ 68

*NA = Not available.
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InsTrTUTION H

Institution H {s nonsectarian, coeducational and located in a rural setting. The under-
graduate student body is now almost entirely residential.

The institution conducts a limited extension program and summer session. It also
offers graduate studies leading to M.S. degrees in several fields.

The undergraduate program accounts for over 95% of the total full-time equivalent
students. The recent construction of additional academic and housing facilities has
permitted the institution to increase enrollment considerably and to attract a higher
percentage of applicants from out of state.

AVAILABILITY OF DATA

The financial records of the institution include the costs of extension services with the
costs of instruction. To match related data to such costs, the statistical data relating to
extension programs have been included with degree-credit programs where appropriate.
Full-time equivalent faculty statistics applicable to graduate, summer, and extension
programs were estimated by the institution on a percentage basis.

Full-time equivalent enrollment has been calculated on the basis of 32 credit hours
for undergraduate and 24 credit hours for graduate students.

OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The institution’s need for financial aid may be evaluated in light of the information that
follows.

(a) Enrollment

While enrollment has been increasing, the percentage of applicants accepted has been
reduced. The percentage of accepted applicants actually enrolling, however, has remained
stable. The quality of the enrollees as indicated by standard test scores has risen. Achiev-
ing the increased enrollment projected for 1970-71 will require additional dormitory
space. To solve this problem, the institution is corsidering adopting one of the following
solutions:

1. Permitting more students to live off campus.

2. Adding another bed in each room.

3, Borrowing additional funds to construct new dormitories.

(b) Debt Service

This institution’s bonded indebtedness is very large. Payments against the indebtedness
are secured by mortgages on the facilities and further covered by pledges of $430 of
the annual tuiticn and general fees paid per student,

(¢) Tuition

The present enrollee tuition rate is covered by a guaranteed tuition plan whereby the
tuition rates in effect in a student’s freshman year will prevail for each of his four years.
The institution has assumed that the discontinuance of this plan in 196869 will have
no effect on the nuraber or quality of enrollees.
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(d) Faculty Salaries

The institution has projected a 20% increase in faculty salaries by 1970-71. This is based
on 7% increases in 1967-68 and 1968-69 and on a 3% increase in the ensuing year. We
believe this projection is understated because the institution has recently experienced
the loss of several key faculty to the State University for higher salaries. Further, ade-
quate housing at costs that can be met by the faculty is not available in the surrounding
communities.

(e) Physical Plant

The 1966-67 actual cost of plant operation and maintenance excceded the budgeted
amounts by $330,000, Whether this will continue and thereby increase the 1970-71
projected cost of plant maintenance and operation could not be evaluated.
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Exhibit E-9
INsTITUTION |

Statistical and Financial Data
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1963-64 1966-67 1670-7%
Credithours . . . . . . . . . 25343 30,520 42,000
Student-faculty ratio . . . . . . 14:1 14:1 18:1
Credit hours per faculty member on duty 445 412 525
Average faculty salary
‘Professor . . . .« . . . %9500 $13,929 $16,904
Associate professor . v . . . 1950 10,781 13,085
Assistant professor . . . . . . 7,375 8,101 9,040
Instructor . . . . . . . . . 6,786 7177 8,710
Net financial results of current
operaticns by activity (in
thousands of dollars) .
Instruction and departmental research NA® $ 522 $ 1,029
Auxiliary activities . . . . . . NA®* (386) (317)
Religious community . . . . . . NA* (48) (60)
Net surplus (deficit) . . . . $ (86) $ 88 $ 652
Cost of instruction per full-time
equivalentstudent . . . . . . NA® $ 1,324 $ 1,480
Cost of instruciion per credit hour . . NA* $ 44 $ 49

®NA = Not available.




INsTITUTION

Institution I is located within commuting distance of 2 large urban center and the college
is, therefore, faced with the problem of the high cost of goeds and services in that arca.

The institution, which is operated by a religious order is an undergraduate womens
liberal arts school. There are no evening or extension courses offered. The iustitution
does not participate in sponsored research programs.

This institution is principally residential with 80% of its student body living on
campus. While there is a wide geographical distiibution represented in the student body
about 50% of its students are residents of New York State.

AVAILABILITY OF DATA

Data for 1963-64 were generally not available due principally to major changes in
administrative and clerical personnel since that time. During 1966-67 a new business
and financial office was established, and plans are now being made for maintenance of
proper accounting records and coordination of statistical data with that of the registrar’s
and academic dean’s offices. We were, therefore, unable to develop the financial results
of the various activities, the cost per full-time equivalent student or the cost per credit
hour for the 1963-64 period.

OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The projected excvss of income over expense for 1970-71 is based on continuing present
programs and methods of operation and should be considered in light of the information
that follows.

(a) Enrollment

Enrollment is projected to increase about 40% by 1970-71. To achieve this increase,
which is timed to coincide with the availability of additional dormitory facilities, the
1970-71 freshman class would nearly double. Approximately 100 transfer students would
have to be enrolled as compared to the present average of about 30. The feasibility of
absorbing such a large number of new students within the existing facilities and academic
programs is questionable. A more realistic estimate would be about 90% of the anticipated
enrollment for 1970-71, with all of the reduction reflected in the freshman class. This
would mean that the freshman class would increase in size by about 40% instead of 100%.
This would reduce tuition and fee income by $252,000 and other net income by about
$83,000.

(b) Faculty Employment

A total of 11 new faculty appointments, all full time, was made in 1967-68. Total faculty
is expected to reach 100 hy 1970-71, and the student-faculty ratio is projected to change
from 14:1 to 18:1. The percentage of faculty on full-time appointinent is projected
to drop from the present level of 90% to 80%. This does not appear reasonable. 1f the
percentage of faculty on full-time appointment were maintained at 90%, it would result
in a 15.5:1 student-faculty ratio and 467 credit hours per full-time equivalent faculty
which seems more reasonable. This change would increase faculty salary costs by about
$110,000 plus fringe benefit costs related to salary. If at the same time the more reason-
able enrollment projections mentioned above were applied, the student-faculty ratio
would remain at its present level of 14:1 and credit hours per full-time equivalent faculty
reduced to 420 which seems still more realistic.
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(c) Physical Plant

No provision has been made for major alterations and improvements or for major rehabili.
tation of older structures between 1967-68 and 1970-71.

(d) Impact on Projection

Should the projected enrollment and faculty employment be revised in accordance with
the above comments, the projected surplus of $852,000 would be reduced to $206,000.
In this regard, however, it should be noted that at the present time the cost of 24 faculty
members is covered by contributed service income. The availability of such faculty is not
within the control of the administration. Shou'd such contributed service support decline
additonal lay faculty +-ouid have to be employed which would further reduce the
projected surplus.
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Exhibit E-10
IxsTiTuTION

Statistical and Financial Data

1083-64 196667 1970-71
Credithours . . . . . . . . . 24012 38,922 47,855
Student-faculty ratio . . . . . . NA* 17:1 17:1
f Credit hours per faculty member on duly NA* 564 550
‘ Average faculty salary
! Professor . . . . . . . . . $10,001 $11,580 $14,758
; Associate professor . . . . . . 8554 10,011 12,747
Assistant professor . . . . . . 7,586 8,164 10,787
Instructor . . . . . . .. 6522 7,248 9,236
! Net financial results of current
? operations by activity {in
4 thousands of dollars) . .
; Instnaction and departmental research $ 284 $ 203 $ 224
1 Auxiliary activities . . . . . . (248) (83) (112)
Religious community . . . . . . (135} (18) (13)
Netsurplus (deficit) . . . . 8 21 $ 100 $ 9
Cost of instruction per full-time
equivalentstudent. . . . . . $ 978 $ 1,348 $ 1,632
Cost of instruction pet credit hour . $ 32 $ 42 $ 51

*NA = Not available.
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InsTiTUTION |

Institution ] is a relatively new college located in a suburb of a prominent industria) city.
Operated by a religious order, it is an undergraduate mens liberal arts school. No evening
or extension courses are offered, and the institution has no sponsored research programs.

The enrollment of this institution is about 35% residential and 85% commuter.
The student body is drawn primarily from New York State, currently about 93%, with
about 57% from the local county. However 14 stales and four forefgn countries are
represented in the current enrollment. The Jocal county enrollment has changed from
93% to 57% of total enrollment during the last ten years.

AVAILABILITY OF DATA

Basic financial data were available, Important statistical data regarding numbers of
employees, faculty, students, space, and the like were not readily available and such
data were not correlated with Bnancial data. Further, statistical data, particularly con-
cerning students and faculty wete provided by different offices and were inconsistent,
making the problem of developing data for this study dificult. Data on full-time equiva-
lent faculty necessary for the computation of student-facully ratios were not available.

OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of its projection, it would appear that this institution can be expected to
finance current activities without undue difficu’ty. However, the projection does not
{nrlude the cost of financing all of the physical facilities needed by 1970-71 if such costs
were to be covered by borrowing. 1t appears that the cost of such debt amortization
could not be met from current operations. It is estimated that $3.6 million will be needed
for such physical facilities by 1970-71.

(a) Space Utilization

The increases in expenditures and income belween the years shown appeat reasonably
in line with average cost increases and incteased enrollment. The significant increase
over the years in space assigned to instruction, in-luding library, however, may well have
an effect on the 1970-71 projection, which was not considered by the institution. By
1970-71, over 50% of the instructional space will be for science students, whoe comprise
less than 20% of the enroliment. No formal consideration has been given to this situation
nor o its possible impact on the student-faculty ratio in the science programs as com-
pated to the other programs.

(b) _nrollment

The 1970-71 projection does not reflect the institution’s anticipation of a drop of about
150 in commuting students which must be offset by a corresponding inctease in resident
students if the enrollment projected is to be realized. Since present dormitoty facilities
are not adequate for this increase, additional facilities fos 150 students would Le
required at the rate of 50 beds each year for the next three years. By 1970-71, the addi-
tional annual operating expenses and debt amortization requirements for these facilities
would be about $220,000. To cover such increased costs and provide funds fot the
required debt retirement reserve would require an increase in room and board charges
of $150 per vear, which would increase such fees to $1,125.

(c) Additional Plant Requirements

The increase in residential enrollment would, in our opinfon, add annther cost factor nat
included in the 1970-71 projections. Existing athletic and recreation facilities for the
present resident population are deemed insdequate by the institution; » one-third increase
in tesident population would appear to tequite additions] facilities, the cost of which is
not included in the $3.8 million projected as the amount needed for dormitories.




(d) Financing New Construction

The institution hopes to finance the cost of the increase in academic and library space
primarily from the institution’s share of a local joint college fund drive and Federa) grants
Should the institution’s projection of these funds be realized, there <vould still remain
over $600,000 to be provided by borrowing. The 1970-71 projection does not include
any provision for dcbt service on such borrowings.

(e) Faculty Salaries

Although the increases in staff included in the 1970-71 projection appear reasonable,
annual salary increases of 8% for faculty are less than the average being projected
by other institutions. In view of the local competition for faculty, this could affect the
institution's ability to attract and retain faculty of the quality it considers desirable.

(f) Cooperation with Other Institutions

The institution has been engaged for several years in a cooperative student exchange
program with a neighboring institution. Discussions are cur-ently in progress to expand
this program, az well as to include ather area institutions in an undergraduate con.
sottium, Such activities could result in more efficient faculty and space utilization. The
cost impact of s11ch a move could not, however, be evaluated.
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Exhibit E-11
InsTiTUTION K

Statistical and Financial Data
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1963-64 1666-67 1970-71
Credithours . . . . . . . . . 73330 90,910 120,861
Student-faculiy ratioc . . . . . . 19:1 19:1 19:1
Credit hours per faculty member on duty 596 558 584
Average faculty salary
Professor . . . . . . . . . $ 890 $12,500 $12,500
Associate professor . . . . ., . 7,750 10,500 10,500
Assistant professor . . . . . . 6350 8,000 8,500
Instructor . . . . . . . . . 5,500 7,000 7,500
Net financial results of current
operations by activily (in
thousands of dollars) . . . . .
Instruction and deparimental rescarch § 672 $ 482 NA®
Fxlension and public service . . . (14) 2 NA®
Auxiliary activities . . . . . (150) (247) NA®
Intercollegiate athletics . . . . . (78) (117) NA®
Transfers for additions to plant . . (243) (238) (200)
Netsurplus (deficit) . . . ., $§ 185 $ (118) $
Cost of instruction per full-time
equivalentstudent . . . . . . § 617 $ 844 NA*
Cost of instruction pet credithmr . . 8 20 $ 29 NA®

$NA = Not available,




INnstiTuTiON K

Institution K, founded and operated by a religious order, {s located in a residential suburb.
It has no dormitory facilities,

The institution, 85% of whose enrollment is from New York State, offers day courses
of instruction lezading to undergraduate degrees. Evening and summer sessions are also
conducted. The institution plans to expand its evezing graduate program. Extensfon and
public service programs are offered primarily in adult education. There is no sporsored
research conducted at the institution,

AVAILABILITY OF DATA

The financial and statistical data required to analyze the financial need of the institution
were available for 1963-64 and 1966-67 except for statistics on full-time equivalent non-
acadetaic employment.

'The financial projection for 1970-71 was prepared without benefit of study and
analysis of programs. The general baszs, assumptions and remarks relating to the 1970-71
financial projection are as follows:

1. The 1966-67 ratio of full-time equivalent students to total tuition and fees plus a
projected percentage incr:ase in tuition and fees was the basis for calkculating fncome
from students.

2. The institution assumed that the percentage of operating expenses to opersting revenue
exclusive of debt service for 1970-71 would be the same as 1968-67.

3. The debt service will be increased by 1970-71 due to additional borrowings for con-
struction and renovation.

4. Unrestricted and restricted gifts were not included in the 1970-71 projected income.

The institution’s statistical projections pertaining to enroliment and faculty were
based on plans for dditional classtoom facilities being available and on the expansion
of the evening graduate programs. Additional classroom space should be available through
the conversion of a building recently purchased from an affliated organization and
through new construction.

The Anandal data for 1966-67 were unaudited and taken from the tecords of the
institution. The audited statements recently made available show a reduction of $26,000
in total expense fot the period which is not refiected in our calculations.

Full-time equivalent enrollment, as calculated by the institution, is based on 32
ctedit hours per full-time student at the undergraduate level, 24 credit hours for M.B.A.
students and 15 credit hours for M.S. students.

ORSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Financial need is not demonstrated by the institution’s cutrert financial and statistical
data. The institution, however, has indicated a concern over the source of funds necessary
for future plant construction and for faculty salary improvement.

(a) Physical Plant

\While not reflected in the financial projection for 1970-71, the institution is planning
to construct dormitory facilities. It has been scquiring properties adjacent to the campus
in the belief that such facilities are requiterd to house propetly the out-of-town students
who presently reside in Jocal housing in the area. It feels the decline in the quality of
such housing might sdversely affect em Iment.

(b) Faculty Employment and Salarics

Members of the religious ordet comptise 22% of the total full-time equivalent facuky,
and 30% of the professor and associate professot ranks. By 1970-71 the institution projects
this petcentage will decline to 18% of the total and 24 of the prolessor and sssociate
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professor ranks. The institution has significantly raised faculty salarics since 1963.64 in
order to reduce tuwmover. The projection for 1970-71, however, makes no provision for
further salary increases in the upper ranks and only minimal increases in the lower ranks.

If the projection were to include the cost of the 76 average annual salary increases
projected by other institutions, the additional cost for the projected faculty would be
approximately $400,000 plus the increased cost of fringe benefits which are related to
salaries.

(c) Non-academic Employment

\While data on full-time equivalent non-academic employment were not available, the
total number of non-strdent employees in these areas rose from 76 in 1963-64 to 127
in 196@.67. This increase was partially oftsct by a decrease in student employment from
93 in 1963-64 to 61 in 1966-67.

(d) Enrollment

\While the percentage of acceptances to applications for admission has declined, the per-
centage of accepted applicants actually enrolling has been steadily increasing. With the
exclusion of summer undergraduate students, the percentage of full-time equivalent
graduate students to total full-time equivalent students has increased from 1.5% in
1963-64 1o 11% in 1968-67. The institution profects a 120% increase in full-time
equivalent graduate students by 1970-71.

GeneraL CONCLUSIONS

All institutions which participated in this study are desirous of improving the quality
of their academic programs and are anticipating growing financial need which they
project will reach about $10 million annually by 1970-71 after the application of all
income from existing sources. We believe, however, that in most cases the extent of
such need is still controllable by the institution. In almost all cases, however, we believe
the institutions need better information as to their operation and the cost impact of
decisions they will make in order to obtain such control. 1t is also noted that the smaller
institutions seem better able to and are under greater pressure to limit their operations
to the resources anticipated to be available to them.

All institutions are projecting an increate in enrollment and in most cases a signifi-
cant inctease in out-of-state enrollment. This cotrespondingly means increased require-
ments for residential facilities.

AN but two of the church-related institutions are projecting the necessity of con-
linuing to increase faculty salaries at an annual rate of 7% in order to maintain their
competitive position and one of these is projecting such increases at 9% in order to
become more competitive. Most institutions also expressed the view that to recruit and
maintain faculty will tequire Jower teaching loads.

All but one institution have projected incteasing tuition tates at an average rate
of $100 per year and further fee] that these increases will require them to allocate a
farger percentage of their tesources to student aid. No institution, however, indicated
that past tuilion increases have adversely affected either the quantity or quality of
entollment.

Only one instilution contemplates any majot change in its academic program. This
institution projects moving into graduate education.

Our study of each institution inctuded separate analyses of each of its major academic
divisions. These studies indicate significant differences i cost impact and indicate that
turther analysis of these differences by the institution might prove fruitful. For purposes
of this sudy, we have teeated all non-medical instructional activities ss one program.
On the premise that all tuition and unrestricted income are made available for the insti-
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tution’s instructional activitics. we have allocated all surh income to this activity, On
this basis. in cvery case such income is more than ample to mect instructional direct and
indirect costs. Conversely on our basis of indirect cost allocation, all other activities are
deficit operations with the major arca of 1oss being auxiliary enterprise operations. Other
significant areas of Joss arc the sponsored rescarch programs and intercollegiate athletics.

Exhibit E-12

Derinitions oF TerMs Usep iy Rrport

1. Full-Time Equivalent Student — As dcfined by the institution. Basis for each institution
defined in Availability of Data section.

2, Full-Time Equivalent Faculty — All ranked and non-ranked instructional personnel in-
cluding those on leave equated to the institution’s definition of full-time teaching load.

3. Credit Hours per Instructional Personnel on Duty ~ Total non-medical credit hours pro-
duced at all levels for all sessions divided by non-medical full-time equivalent faculty
exciuding those on leave.

4. Cost per Full-Time Equivalent Student — Total direct and indirect cost allocations for
all non-medical instructional programs divided by total non-medical full-time equiva-
lent student body.

8. Cost per Credit Hour — Total direct and indirect cost allocations for all non-medical in.
structional programs divided by total credit hours produced.

6. Net Financial Results of Current Year's Activity by Major Activity — Total direct cost
plus allocated indirect cost for such activity area less restricted endowment, gift and
grant and sale of service income applicable thereto. All tuition income and other
unrestricted income have been applied to instruction and general activity.

7. Average Faculty Salary — Excludes refigious personnel in those institutions where con-
tributed services of this nature exist.

133




Appendix F

SunMARY OF STUDY oF Prysicat. PLaxt CoNbpitiox

oF ELEVEN PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

1N NEw YoRrk STATE®

A study of 11 Institutions (seven colleges and four universities) was undertaken to deter-
mine the condition of their physical plants. The chief factors reviewed by means of

interviews and on-site inspection were deferred maintenance, normal day-to-day mainte-
nance and housekeeping. Findings are summarized below.

L Deferred Maintenance (Long-Term Maintenance)

With one exception, the colleges and universities studied did not have an adequate
deferred maintenance program. The reason given by all was lack of funds to carry on
such a program.

The estimateqd cost of building modernization, utility renovation, correction of safety
deficiencies and removal of violations at the schools where adequate data were available
(seven colleges and three universities} as shown in Exhibits F-1 (page 137) and F-2
(page 138) amounts to $14.4 million. 1f the three medica) centers shown in Exhibit F.3
(page 138) for which data ate available were included the total would come to $15.1
million.

Information contained in Table F.1 gives an indication of the status of the preventive
maintenance programs at the institutions studied.

Table F-1

Preventive MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS
AT Eteven Serectep InstrituTions Axp THReE MEebtcat Scitoots

1N New York State

No Smal) Extensive

Institution Program Program Program

A X

B X

C X

D X

E X

F X

G X

H X

1 X

] X

K X

L X

M X

N X

2. Normal Dey-to-Day Maintenance

Most institutions are unable to keep up with the notmal toutines because of shortages of
staff. As & consequence it is not uncommon to see such signs of detetioration as unte-

*Memorandumn peepared for the Committee by Tavioe, Licberfeld and Heldman, Ine.
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paired plumbing, broken floor tiles and peeling paint. There is no meaningful way to
place an exact cost estimate on these items. As shown in Table F-2 it appears that on
the whole the universities are doing a better job of daily maintenance than are the colleges.

Some general statements concerning present practice as compared with desirable
standards can be madw. The consultants projected the amounts of money required to
maintain good standards of physical plant maintenance as compared with the amounts
required to maintain present standards.

Table ¥-2

ApEQUACY OF NoRMAL Day-To-DAY MAINTENANCE
AT SELECTED INsTiTUTIONS IN NEW YORK STATE

Normal Normal Normal
Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance
Institution Poor Falr Good

A X

B X

C X

D X

E X

F X

G X

H X

1 X

] X

K X

It will be seen from Exhibit F-4 (page 139) that the three universities for which
figures were available should be spending almost $1.4 million additional per year at
precent, and almost $2.5 million additional by 1970-7), in order to achieve suitable
star ©. ds of physical plant maintenance.

I'he Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co. projection of 5.5% of total budget for Univeesity
A, which has the most acceptable program, was applied to Univetsity C to bring it up
to acceplable standards. University D presently allocates 10.8% of its total budget to
physical plant operation and maintenance. Its program needs imptovement. :.<lve
percent of total budget is thought to be more realistic. 1t should be noted that Untversity
D is much smaller than the other two universities in enrollment, budget and sponsored
tesearch programs; therefore maintenance can be expected to represent a larger share
of its budget.

In the case of the colleges shown in Exhibit F-5 (page 140) mote than $2 miltion
additional annually would be tequited to bring theit present budgets up to sccepiable
standards. Proiected to 1970-71, the additional amount rises to $2.13 million for the
five colleges v.here available data periitted the calculation.

The norm used for the colleges is the Fastern average of 12 colleges: 18.7% as reported
in A Second Lok at the Sixty College Study, published by the National Association of Col-
lege and Univetsity Business Officers Association. None of the otiginal 12 participated
in the present survey. It is felt to be significant that the colleg - which has the most
eflective program among the seven in this study is spending at almost this level at the
present time.

These figures exclude deferred maintenance. As mentioned pteviously, this amounts
to mote than $14.4 million fot the seven colleges and three universities for which data
were available.
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3. Housekeeping

Altliough maintenance personnel at the institutions are able to empty waste baskets,
clean toilet rooms, wash blackboards, and so forth, floors are waxed and windows washed
too infrequently with few exceptions. As indicated in Table ¥-3 (below), two of the
university housekeeping programs are rated as fair while one each Is rated as poor
and good. Of the seven colleges studied three each received poor and fair ratings and
one received a rating of good.

The study reveals that inadequate budgets and the rather low quality of performance
Ly some employees are the chicf causes of poor housekeeping. In some institutions deep
budget cuts during the past several years have resulted in reduction of frequency of
many of the normal housekeeping services.

Table F-3

ADEQUACY OF HOUSEXEEPING AT
SELECTED INSTITUTIONS IN NEW YORK STATE

Housekeeping Housekeeping Housekeeping
Raled Rated Rated
Institution Poor Falr Good
A X
B X
C X
D X
E X
F X
G X
H X
i X
) X
| 4 X
4. Personnel

Top management of physical plant op<rations seems satisfactory at most of the institu-
tions, but supervisory personnel and wotkets are less than adequate, except where craft
union pecsonne! are employed (in the four universities). In large measure, the low
quality of personnel is due to the inability of the insttutions to compete with the wage
rares of private industry.

As shown in Table F.4, operating supervision is rated as fair in three universities
and good in one. In the colleges studied, supervision is rated as poot in five, with one
each receiving ratings of fair and good.
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Table F-4

ADEQUACY OF SUPERVISION AT
SeLecTED INsTITUTIONS IN NEW YORK STATE

Supervision Supervision Supervision
Institution Poor Fair Good

A X
B X

C X

D X

E X

F X

G X

H X
I X

] X

K X

Eshibit F.1

EstiMatED Costs oF Major 1163s oF DEFERRED MAINTENANCE AT

SELECTED INSTITUTIONS 1N NEW YORK STATE: UNIVERSITIES

Type of Project
Correction
Utilities Building of Safety
Replacement  Modernization  Deficiencies,
and ( Major Removal of
Institution  Renovation Renovations) Violations Total
(in curre.d dollars)

A $140,000 $2.319,000 $ 749,000 $3.208,000
B 200,000 1,228,000 400,500 1,828,500
C - 4,700,000 - 4,700,000
D NA* NA® NA® NA®
Total $340,000 $8.247,000 $1.149.500 $9.738,500

SNA = Not available.
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Lxhibit F-2

EstiMATED Costs oF MaJor ITents oF DEFERRED MAINTENANCE AT

SELECTED INsTITUTIONS iN NEW YORK STATE: COLLEGES

Type of Project
Correction
Utilities Building of Safety
Replacement Modemization  Deficiencies,
and (Major Removal of
Institution Renovation Renovations) Violations Total
(in current dollers)
E NA®* NA* NA®* $1,500,000
F $ 36,000 $1,088,000° - 1,104,000
G 100,000 500,600 $72,000 672,000
H 175,000 - - 175,000
I - 1,000,000 20,000 1,020,000
J - - - -
X -~ 253,000 - 253,000
Total $311,000 $2,821,000 $92,000 $4,724,000

a NA = Not available.
b = Not complete.

Exhibit F-3

EsTIMATED Costs oF MAJOR ITEMS oF DEFERRED MAINTENANCE AT
SeLECTED INSTITUTIONS IN NEW YORK STATE: MEDICAL ScHOOLS

Type of Project
Correction
Utilities Building of Safety
Replacement ~ Modernization  Deficiencies,
and (Major Removal of
Institutions  Renovation Renovations) Violations Total
(in current dollars)
L $150,000 $150,000 - $300,000
M NA® NA® NA® 350,000
N NA* NA* NA® NA®

Total $150,000 $150,000 - $650,000

*NA = Not available.
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Exhibit F-4

PROJECTION OF MAINTENANCE EXPENDITURES COMPARING
PRESENT AND IDESIRED PRACTICE AT SELECTED INSTITUTIONS GF
Hicuer EpucatioN IN NEW York STATE: UNIVERSITIES

1966-67 1970-71
Increase Increase
in in
Maintenance Main- Maintenance Muin-
Expenditures tenance Expenditures tenance
Institution Actual Desirable Budget PMMP TI.H® Budget
(1) (2) (3) (4)* (5) (6) (7}
(in constant 1967 dollars)
A $ 6,619,342 3 6,618,342 - $ 8,632.056 $ 8,635,166 $ 3,110
B NA{ NA¢ - NA¢ NAY -
C 2,295,651 3,373,428 $1,077,777 3,021,169 4,857,591 1,636,422
D 1,785,219 2,098,790 313,571 2,332,661 3,169,718 837,057
Total $10,700,212 $12,091,560 $1,391,348 $13,985,886 $16,462,475 $2,476,589¢

a Column 4 = Column 3— Column £; Column 7 = Column 6 — Column 5.
b PMM = Peat, Marwick, Mitchzll & Co. projection.

¢ TLH = Taylor, Lieberfeld und Heldman, Inc. projection.

d NA = Notavailable.

e Total for three universities only.



Exhibit F-5

PROJECTION OF MAINTENANCE EXPENDITURES COMPARING
PrESENT AND DESIKED PRACTICE AT SELECTED INSTITUTIONS OF
Hicuer EpucatioN iIN NEw York STATE: COLLEGES

1966-67 1970-71
Increase Increase
. in , in
Maintenance Main- Maintenance Main-
Expenditures tenance Expenditures tenance
Institution Actual Desirable Budget PMM? TLHe Budget
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7
(in constant 1967 dollars)
E $ 959,322 $1,276,388 $ 317,068 NA¢ $1,218,705 -
F 465,574 991,552 525978 $ 812,523 1,757,849 $ 945,121
G 140,323 383,897 279,674 146,573 467,236 320,663
H 1,785,282 1,875,467 90,185 NA¢ 2,682,281 -
I 218,220 556,084 337,864 400,403 793,271 392,868
J 246,440 422,315 175,875 396,864 591,111 194,247
K 335,685¢ 616,987 281,302 628,024 911,248 283,224
Total $4,150,846 $6,122,790 $2,007,944 $2,384,392 $3,421,501 $2,136,123'

a Column 4 = Column 3 — Column 2; Column 7 = Column 6 — Column 5.

b PMM = Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co. projection based on present practice.
¢ TLH = Taylor, Lieberfeld and Heldman, Inc. projection,

d NA = Not available.

e Excludes $395,000 for new construction.

{ Total for five colleges only.
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Appendix G

EvOLUTION OF THE STATE UNIVERSITY
orF NEW YoRrk AT BUFFALO

The University of Buffalo was founded as a private corporation in 1848, From its early
beginnings as a medical school it erlarged its offerings so that by the late 1950's when
its serious financial prohlems developed, it comprised 14 operating schools and divisions.
In November 1960 discussions econcerning the merger of the University into the State
University system were initiated. After 20 months of ncgotiations and a change of
charter —to provide for the formation of the University of Buffalo Foundation—~the merger
was agreed upon. On August 31, 1962 the University of Buffalo became the State Uni-
versity of New York at Buffalo,

OPERATING BUDGET

In keeping with expanded responsibilities, the operating budget for its first year as a
public institution <was about $4 million over the projections made tw.o years earlier as
a private institution—$14.5 million as compared with $10.5 million. The cperating
budget the next year increased to $18 million, and by 1966-07, to $37 million. These
figures do not include expenditures for research, construction or funds obtained from
non-state soutces. )

Several factors should be examined in considering the size of the operating budget.
This year the University has rented over half a million square feet of off-campus space.
This involves an allocation from the operating budget of $2.6 million for rental, $300,000
for bussing students and $800,000 for basic equipment, In addition the rapid increase
in faculty resulted in a budget allocation of $1 million for new equipment. These
expenditures would normally be considered capital items.

ENROLLMENT

In the past five ynars, the enrollment of the University has increased by about 39%.
This increase ir.eludes a 47% growth in the full-time undergraduate population and an
increase of 1317% in the full-time graduate population. The part-time graduate enroll-
ment has increased by 73% while the part-time undergraduate enrollment Las decreased
by about 5%.

RESEARCH

Parallel with the rising demand for student admissions has been a significant increase in
research, largely supported by grants and contracts from the Federal and state govern-
ment, foundations and industry. In 1962-83 the volume of research was $4.2 million.
This volume reached $10.9 millior: in 1966-87, a 140% increase.

PROGRAM OFFERINGS

A nuinber of significant changes have occnrred. A School of Healt Related Professions
was established in 1965, It has increased the Univers.ty's cooperative efforts with its
five affiliated hospitals and has brought together many similar functions under one
administration.

A Graduate School of Library Studies was established in 1968, This school plans to
depart from traditional library concepts and center its activities around computer
operations.

Two highly specialized baccalaureate pregrams and 11 associate degree programs
have been discontinued. Sixty-six new degiee progiams primarily on the master’s and
doctoral level have been instituted. Exhibit G-1 (page 144) lists all programs discontinued
and Exhibit G-2 (pages 145-147) lists new degrees offered.
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Degrees granted have increased substantially at every level. Comparing the 1961.62
academic year with the 1966-67 academic year, an increase of 137% was noted in the
total numter of degrees awarded.

The number of doctoral degrees increased by 81%.

The number »f master’s degrees increased by 204%.

The number of bachelor’s degrees increased by 141%.

Quariry

While the University has concentated on increasing facilities and enrollment, a r.umber
of substantial gains in quality appear to have been made.

One ¢f the important concerns in any university is the size of its library and
acquisition rates. In these areas, and particularly in fields of graduate study, Buffulo
has made excellent pregress. The number of volumes have more than doubled and serials
subsciiptions have more than quadrupled. In addition to strengthening existing library
departments, new departments have been established—the Human Relations Area Files;
Government Documents (United States, Canadian and New York State); a Microform
Room to service the growing collections of microfilms, microcards, microprints; the
University Archives; and a Systems Division to study and develop plans for automation.
The Science and Engineering Library was formed from the Engineesing, Chemistry and
Physics Libraries. A separate Mathematics Library has also been established.

Recently the University Library was elected to 'neinbership in the American Research
Library Association which includes approximately 60 major research libraries in the Uni*ed
States. Use of the library has 2'so changed during this period. With the rise in the
calibre of the student body, and the strengthening of the faculty in all fields, the textbook
is no longer paramount. The library is now called upon to provide a greater variety of
materials for directed study and individual research, and to <upp!v more sophisticated
collections for graduate students and faculty.

In 1962, 75% of the freshmen had high school averages above 80.8%; in 1987, 75%
had averages abave 87.0%. In 1961, 30.5% of the {reshmen were in the top fifth of their
class in high school. By Fall 1967 this figure had risen to 86.7¢. In 1964, 50% of the
freshmen had Regents Scholarship Examination scores ubove 184, By Fall 1967, 50%
had scores above 211.

The evening division has become much more selective; the number accepted of
those who apply has dropped from 85% to 51%.

While specific quality in programs is hard to measure, it might be pointed out that
the civil, mechanical, electrical, chemical and industrial engineering programs have
allreceived accreditation since the merger.

FacuLty

In harmony with the University's policy of developing its graduate work it has added
substantially to its staff including persons of academic stature in significant numbers,
It has been able to do this because it has the financial resources to pay salaries competiti-e
with other major universities. In the lacest AAUP salary report the University ranks 40th
in the nation—with an average salary of $12,033 and average compensation of $14,038.
In 1959 the average salary was $7,149.

STAFF

Since the merger the number of staff positions authorized in the budget has had a rate
of growth about paralle]l to that of the faculty. In reality, however, due to the rigid
control of the civil service system, the problem of justifying the need to the Budget
Office and the low salary levels established, many positions remain unfilled for long
periods of time,
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CoOPERATIVE EFFORTS

Through the use of cooperati: + techniques the University has attempted to develop
new educational programs as well as to involve itself in community activity. In July
1966, State University of New York at Buffalo with support from Canisius, Rosary Hill
and D'Youville colleges and from Erie County Technical Institute, and with the aid of
a grant under the Higher Education Act of 1€435, inaugurated the program of the Co-
operative Urban Extension Center. The program of the Center has heen designed to
promote University-community dialogue or. such local problems as poverty, integration,
transportation, and planning. The five institutions that Jaunched this community service
he -2 now been joined by Niagara Community College and Niagara University, This
ceoperative venture, une of the first of its kind, has already given definite and positive
indications of a very promisirg future.

The University and the State University College at Buffalo jointly operate a pro-
gram funded by the state legislature designed to provide an opportunity for students
who may lack proper credentiials or formal preparation to take courses. The program will
qualify them for regular ccilege work.

CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION

Because of the decision to relocate the campus, there has been only minimum progress
in providing new phvsical facilities. When the merger discussions began, a new student
center was under wonstruction, and plans were well along to construct a new classroom
building and an addition to the chemistry building. Interim financing by the state
enabled this construction to move forward. A residence hall for 480 students was being
planned. By 1964, all of this construction, amounting to about $10 million, was corapleted,
All other additions to campus space have either been temporary structures or space
rented in buildinys adjacent to the campus. No depariment feels that it is adequately
housed.

ExpowMENT AND Funp Rarsing

Gifts to the institution have declined substantially. Prior to the merger, annual gifts
amounted to about $2 miliion a year (including bequests). Virtually no income is now
obtained from this source. The planned bequests of many individuals were withdrawn
when the merger was announced. Unrestricted gifts from alumni were running at an
annual rate of about $150,0C0 in 1960. Since that time only about $80,000 in unrestricted
fur.ds has come in.

EVALUATION OF THE MERGER

The ability of the state to provide quality graduate and undergraduate education as
well as to conduct research has been served well by the merger. The advance of the
State University to a position of strength at the graduate level was moved ahead many
years,

The following calculation may be useful in assessing the wisdom of the transfer. Let
us assume that instead of putting the University "vithin the SUNY structure, a decision had
been made to maintain the private status but to previde sufficient funds to enable it to pro-
gress rapldly toward first-class university status, as has in fact been the effect of the take-
over. In that case we would be justified in assuming that the total operating costs under
private control would have been approximately the same over this recent period. This
total comes to $170 million. As a private university, Buffalo could have been expected
to receive $103 million in tuition and $18 million in other income assuming a $100 a
year f{ncrease in tuition and a 10% annual increase in cther income, Table G-1 below
displays the related data.
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Table G-1

CoMTARISON OF INCOME AND EXPENDITURES, AcTUAL SUNY-BUFraLO
AND HypoTHETICAL PRIVATE-BUFFALO, 1961-67

(in millions of dollars)

SUNY-Buffalo Private—Buffalo
Income
Tuition $ 39.0° $103.0
Sponsored research 43.0 430
Endowment income 9.0 9.0
Other non-apprepriated 10.0 19.0
3101.0 $174.0
Expense
Instruction $ 1700 $170.0
Sponsored research 43.0 43.0
Other non-appropriated 10.0 19.0
$ 223.6 $232.0
Deficits $(122.0) $(58.0)

a Income credited to construction fund.
b State appropriation.

The above calculation indicates that over the six-year period $58 million would have
been required to sustain the University at the desired level as compared to the $122
million required for public operation. Heowever we doubt that it would have been possible
to maintain the private status of the institution while it was receiving such large amounts
of state aid.

The merger also provided the impetus for State University officials in cooperation
with officials in the various state agencies to work diligently in creating new personnel
policies, new policies of purchasing and of providing physical facilities, These did

erge solely because Buffalo was merged into the State University system, but the
merger did give significant added motivation to change many of the State University
and state policies.

State University at Buffalo is now a major unit of the state system. It is attracting
staff of recognized scholarship, Its student body is continuing to increase in quality and
is beconing more cosmopolitzn in character. The State of New York and society as a
whole have benefited from the merger.

Exhibit G-1

ProcRrAMS DISCONTINUED SINCE MERGER

BA —Museum—Museum Administration
BA —X-Ray Technology

AAS—Secretarial Service Design & Analysis Technology
Real Estate & Insurance Heat & Power Tech:.ology
Retailing Commercial Design

Traffic & Transportation  Fine Arts
Industrial Technology Engineering Aide
Electrical Technology
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Exhibit G-2

NEw DeGREE PROGRAMS

Offerings at Offerings Added
Degree Offerings Time of Merger Since Merger
American Studies . . A, MA.
American Studies and English B.A.
Anatomy . e e M.A,, Ph.D.
Anthropology . . . . . . E.A, MA, Ph.D.
Applied Music . . . B.F.A.
Art B.F.A.
Art History . B.A,, BF.A.
Bactericlogy & J mmunology M.A., Ph.D.
Bioci:emistry . .o M.A,, PhD.
Biology . . . .« . . . . BA., M.A., Ph.D.
Biophysics . . . .o Ph.D.
Business Admlmstratlon . B.S., M.B.A,,Ph.D.
Chemistry . BA,M.A, Ph.D.
Classics B.A,MA. Ph.D.
Comparative L\terature MA,PhD.
Computer Science . MA, PhL.D.
Dentistry . o e D.D.S.
Drama & Speech . . . . . B.A.
Speech Pathology . . . . M.A. Ph.D.
Oral Communication & Pubilc Address MA
Economics A,MA, PhD.
Education
Adult Education . . EdM.
Art Education . Ed M.
Business Education , Ed.B., EAM.
College Student Personnel Work EdM., Ed.D.
Curriculum Planning . . . Ed.D.
Early Childhood Education . Ed.B,EdM.
Educational Administration Ed.M., Ed.D. Ph.D.
Educaticnal Foundations . EdM., Ed.D.
Educational Psychology PhD., EdD.
Educational Research & Fva]uation Ed.D. Ph.D.
Elementary Education . . Ed.B.,,EdM,, Ed.D.
Elementary School Admlmstration . Ed M., Ed.D.
English Education . . Ed.M. Ed.D.
Genveral Administration . EdD.
Guidance & Student Personnel Servxces Ed.M,, Ed.D. Ph.D.
Health Education . Ed.D.
Health, Physical Education & Recreation Ed.B., EdM., EdD.
Higher Education . . . . . . Ed.M., Ed.D. Ph.D.
Instructional Communication . EdM.
Language Education . EdM, Ed.D.
Mathematics Education . . . : Ed M., Ed.D.
Music Educetion. . . . . . Ed.M.
Problems in American Life . Ed.B.
Reading Education |, Ed.M.,E4D.
Rehabilitation Counseling . M.S., EdM. Ed.D.
Schoot Counseling . . . Ed.D.
Science Education . EdM., Ed.D.
Secondary Education . . Ed.D.
Secondary School Administration . Ed.M,, Ed.D.
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Offerings at Offerings Added
Degree Offerings Time of Merger Since Merger
Education (continued)
Seconda:y School Counseling . EdM.
Social Studies Education . Ed.M., Ed.D.
Speech Therapy . . . . . Ed.M.
Teacher Education . . Ed.M.
Teaching of Business Sub,ects in
Secondary Schools EdM,
Teaching of English in
Secondary Schools EdM.
Teaching of Health . Ed.B.
Teaching of I.anguages in
Secondary Schools Ed.M.
Teaching of Mathematics in
Secondary Schools EdM.
Teaching of Science in
Secendary Schools EdM.
Teaching of Social Studies in
Secondary Schools Ed.M.
Vocational Education . Ed.B.,Ed.M., Ed.D.
Engineering®
Chemical Engineering . B.S., M.S,, Ph.D.
Civil Engineering B.S., M.S,, Ph.D.
Engineering Mechanlcs Ph.D.
Electrical Engineering . B.S.,M.S.
Systems Engineering Ph.D.
Industrial Engineering . B.S., M.S.
Operations Research Ph.D.
Interdisciplinary Studies & ReSﬂarch B.S.
Aero-Space Engineering M.S.,Ph.D.
Engineering Science . M., ?h.D.
Nuclear Engineering . M.S.
Mechanical Engineering . B.S.,M.S. Ph.D.
Engineering Mechanics . Ph.D.
Systems Engineering Ph.D.
English .. . B.A,M.A,Ph.D.
French Language & therature . M.A,Ph.D.
Geography .o B.A., M.A,
Geological Sciences . B.A, M.\,
Gennan Language & Literature . M.A. Ph.D.
Health Related Professions .
Medical Technology . B.S.
Occupational Therapy . B.S.
Physical Therapy B.S.
History . B.A,M.A,PhD
lnterdiscxphnary
Natural Sciences . M.S.
Social Sciences M.S.
Humanities e e e e M.A.
Law . . e e e e e LL.B.
Library Studies . e M.S.
Mathematies . . . e e e B.A., M.A,,PhD.
Mathematical Statistics ;4}‘?). Ph.D.

Medical Sociology . . . . .

*Als0 B.S. In Engineering and B.A, 11 American Studles ( 8-year combined program.)
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Offerings at Offerings Added

Degree Offerings Time of Merger Since Merger
Medicine . M.D.
Modern Languages B.A.
Modern Languages & therature M.A.
Music . .o B.A,M.A, PhD,
Music Composmon B.F.A.
Music Education BF.A.
Music, Sacred B.F.A.
Nursing B.S.,M.S.
s Nursing, General B.S.
' Oral Biology . Ph.D.
’ Orthodontics . . MS.
Pathology, Expenmental M.A,PLD.
! Pharmacology Ph.D.
! Pharmacy . . B.S. {5 years)
Medicinal Chemlstry M.S.,Ph.D.
Biochemical Pharmacology M.S., Ph.D.
Pharmaceutics M.S., Pr.D.
Philosophy B.A,M.A, PhD.
Physics .o B.A, M.A, Ph.D.
Physiolegy . . . M.A., Ph.D.
| Political Science . B.A,M.A, Ph.D.
! Psychology . . B.A,M.A,Ph.D.
: Rehabilitaticn Lounsel.ng M.S.
Russian . B.A.
Social Welfare MS.W, B.S.
Sociclogy . . . B.A,M.A, Ph.D.
Spanish Language & therature . M.A,, Ph.D.
Statistics® e B.A.
Roswell Park vaxsnon
Biochemistry . M.A, LD,
Biology . Ph.D.
Biophysics . Ph.D.
Biostatistics M.5.
Cheuwistry . . M.A., Pa.D.
Microbiology . M.A,PhD.
Pharmacology . M.A., Ph.D.
Physiology . R Ph.D.
Teachers of Mathematics . M.S.

University College .

AA®% AASS®

Business Methods . . . . AAS°®
Desigin & Analysis Tech r1o]og} TLE A.AS.*°
Electrical Technology®**® . . AAS.S**
Heat Power Technology®*® . A.AS.*®
Industrial Technology®®*® . AAS?**
Real Estate & Insurance . AASS°®
Secretarial & Office Methods . AAS"*
Traffic & Tranvportation®®® . AAS**

———

S Approved but not offered this year.

®*Except for Secretarial and Ofice Methods, entering students are not accepted into these programs, a3
day programs, any longer. If all requirements are met, however, the associate degree may be awarded,
All of the associate degree programs ara planned to be under the jurisdiction of Millard Fillmore Col-
lege only within the next couple of years.

i *#0These programs have always been offered only through Mitlard Fillr.ore College The first four are

a0t presently active and are to be replaced by a single program in Electro-Mechanical Technology.
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Appendix H

STUDENT AID PAYMENTS

Over the six-year period 1961.62 through 1966-87, the State of New York provided
approximately $97.5 million {n Schelar Incentive funds te students enrolled in private
schocis. During this same period s.udent aid payments provided by the schools fromn
their own funds also increased substantially, Table H-1 below gives an indication of the
trend of expendituics for student aid.

Table H-1

STUDENT AID PAYMENTS A% TWENTY PrivaTe
CoLLEGES AND UnivERsiTiES 1IN NEW Yonk State, 1981-63

{in thousands of doilars)

College 1961 1962 1063 1964 1985 1368

! 1 $ 193 $ 184 $ 26 $ 222 $ 200 $ 309
i 2 125 145 170 160 190 178
3 27 32 43 62 78 08

4 183 194 190 285 332 308

| 5 85 103 103 146 198 192
6 44 8 14 33 14 2i

1 88 108 119 160 190 2685

8 20 a7 19 21 &7 31

9 0 0 \ 0 0 5

Y 279 285 322 131 480 656

11 181 314 415 531 662 1,110

12 846 868 888 1,073 1,070 1,281

13 75 110 122 147 1 191

14 1,121 1,390 1,728 1,926 2,385 2,540

15 279 349 £17 443 430 482

10 333 522 638 783 854 960

17 15 22 36 56 7} K]

18 1,846 1.358 2,164 2,223 2,650 2.891

19 886 933 1,221 1,488 1,306 2,194

20 290 394 490 558 674 732

Total $6,913 $7,856 $0313 810,50 811,882 814473
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Appendix I

ConaissioN oN INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

The Commission on Inderendent Colleges and Universities is part of the Assocfation of
Colleges and Universities of the State of New York. The Commission’s 15 members now
1epresent 111 of the state’s private institutions of higher education (the Association repre-
sents both he public and private sectors). It was formed by a resolution of the entire Asso-
ciation fn December 1956 and became operational early in 1957 as an entirely voluntary
group, neither chartered nor supported by the state.

The Commission “has been formed to insure the youth of our State adequate edu-
cational opportunity. It proposes to study, discuss and represent before appropriate
authorities the specfal problems, responsibilities and contributions of the private institu-
tions within the total framework of higher education in New York State.

“The principal objectives of the Commission are to insure effective coopecation with
the tax-supported institutions, and to unify, channel and make articulate the vast re-
sources of private higher education. It recks to work constructively under the leadership
of the Board of Regents within the traditional pattern of the University of the State of
New York in meeting the problems that lie ahead.”

The 15 members are selecied for a three-year term on the following basis: (a) five
from colleges and junior colleges with enrollment up to 1,000; (b) five from colleges
and universities of total enroliment 1,001-5,000; (c} five from colleges and universities
of tolal enrollment 5,001 plus. Location and type of school are also cunsidered. The
Commission has "power to act freely and independently within tha scope of its authority
and budget as determined by the Executive Committee on the Assocfation ... .”

The Commission {s inanced by an annual assessment on each independent college
member of the Assocfation (in addition to the graduated annual assessment levied on each
member for the general support of the Association). The assessment fs determined by
the Excowive Committee of the Association after review of the annual budget recom-
tended by the Commission. Funds are collected and controlled by the Treasuter of the
Assoctation. Currently, member insiitutions of the Commission are paying dves ranging
from $150 to $850 annuslly, the amount vatying with the size of institution.
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Appendix J

MoriLiTy oF GRADUATES OF GRADUATE SCHOOLS
IN NEw YORX STATE
This memorandum summarizes the available data on advanced degrees conferred and
the extent to which students taking graduate work in New York State remain in the state
after completion of thelr studies.

For the 1065-68 acadenic year beginning July 1, private institutions in New York
awarded 10,038 master’s degrees and doctorates. Of these, 14,128 or 74.2% were con-
ferred by six universities, as shown in Table J-1 below.

Table }-1

EARNED MASTERS AND DOCTORATE DEGREES CONFERRED
IN NEW YORK STATE INSTITUTIONS
July 1, 1965 — June 30, 1966
Number of Percentage of All Degrees

Degrees in Private Schools
TOPSIXSCHOOLS . . . . . 14,128 T42%
Columbia University* . . . . . 6,434 338
New York University . . . . . 3,843 202
Syracuse Universty . . . . . 1,362 7.1
Comell University . . . . . . 1,241 8.5
Fotdham Undversity . . . . . 684 36
University of Rochests . . . . 564 30

Total all eanied degrees conferred
(masters and dortorates) to
private colleges . . . . . . 19,038
2 Includes Teachers College which awarded 1,632 1naster’s and doctorates.
b Master's - 16,253; doctotates — 8,779,
Soutce: Association tf Colleges and Universities of the State of New Yotk — unpublished Agures.
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A recent study by the National Research Council examined the mobility patterns of all
doctorate recipients throughout the country.® The report indicates that between 1960
and 1966, 11,793 students received doctoral degrees in New York State. This was
approximately 12.5% of the total of 94,000 awarded threughout the nation during the
same period.

New York is bettered only by Californa in the extent of sts “hulding power,” where
42.4% of its graduates accept their initial postdoctoral emp oyment in that state. The
comparative figures fo: the period 1960-68 appear in Table J-2 below.

Table }-2

ACCEPTANCE OF INITIAL PosTDOCTORAL EMPLOYMENT
IN STATE WHERE DEGREE wAs CONFFRRED, 1960-68

Initial Employment Tog:i::;?:: of

State Percent Number Awarded

. Californfa . . . . . . 424% 4,121 8,718
‘ NewYork . . . . . . 852 4,152 11,763
i Pennuylvanfa . . . . . 84.7 1,778 5,031
Ohio. . . . . . . . 3" 1,156 3,650

Massachusetts. . . . . 28.1 1,849 8,577

i Michigan . . . . . . 282 1,301 4,969
. Minois . . . . . . . 231 1,608 6,059
Indiane . . . . . . . 178 763 4,442

Between 1958 and 1966, 5508 of 14,596 gracuates awarded doctorates by New York
State institutions, or 34.6%, were employed ir. New Yotk immediately after obtaining
their degrees. The employer categoties ate listed in Table J-3 page 153

¢ The Council does not separate figutes for public and private institutions,
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Another important consideration s the extent to which graduate students who are
ceally New Yorkers remain in the state after completion of their doctorate. In this respect
the holding power of the state i3 very impressive.

A survey of 5,012* students who obta'ned a high school diploma in New York State
end who also obtained a doctorate from an institution in the state shows that 3,031, or
80.5%, accepted thelr first postdoctoral employment within the state.

The remaining 39.5% were scattered throughout the nation, Tuble J-4 below lists
those stales receiving the greatest number.

| Table J-4

StatE oF INiTiAL PostpocToRAL ExtrLOYMENT FOR
NEw York Hicit SciiooL DirrLoxA AND DocToraTE RECIPIENTS
BY 37040 FiELw oF Doctonate, 1958-66

Physleal klallg;l Bocta) !Al;lr:x::ld r:lr:rfnﬁ- Educa- Total
State sJence. Sciences Selences ties Flelds ton Number Percent
New York . . 858 242 778 475 a8 818 3,031  60.5%
New Jeisey. . 226 A 74 38 58 435 8.7
Pennsylvania . 59 168 a3 28 29 172 34
California . . 88 19 31 20 15 172 34

Forelgn. . . 48 30 15 13 11 116 23

w 0O pme bt =3 OO

lllinofs . . . a7 10 17 11 i8 93 19
District of
Columbia . 27 11 30 9 8 83 1.8

*The tolal population fn this cs'egory is 5,700; however, the whereatouts of 758 persons is
nnhm‘n.
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Appendix K

DiGesT oF THE MARYLAND Case?

Horace Mann League of the United States of America, Inc.,
et ol, v. Board of Public Works of Maryland et al.:
Court of Appeals of Mary tand, June 2, 1666°

Maryland grants for construction of dormitories and classroom buildings at church.
affiliated colleges that are “sectarian” violate the First Amendment’s Establishment
Clause.

To make sut a First Amendraent violation §t must be demonstrated that the statutes
under which thess grants to particular church-affiliated colleges were made resulted
in the use of the state’s coercive power to aid religion. When the power, prestige, and
financial support of government is placed behind a particular religious belief, :he indirect
coercive pressure upon religious minorities to conform to the prevailing officfally approved
religion is plain. Not every religious observance by an institution sectatianizes it; 1ather,
the question of sectarianization depends upon a consideration of the observances, them-
selves, and the mode, zeal, and frequency with which they are made. 1t is a question of
degree as to how far ell religions or a specific religion may be benefited by state action
without the state stepping cut of its role of complete neutrality, and state action losing its
character as being inciden:al to lawful general welfare legislation.

In determining whether an educational institution is sectarian the following fects
are significant: (1) The stated purpose of the institution; (2) the college personnel,
including the goerning board, administrative officers, faculty, and student body; (3)
the college’s relationship with religious groups, including the extent of ownership, finan-
cial assistance, affiliations, religious purposes, and miscellaneous aspects of the college’s
relationship with its sponsoring church; (4) the place of religion in the college’s pro-
gram; (5) the result or vutcome of the college program, such as accreditation and the
nature and character of the activities of the alumni; and (€) the work and image of the
college in the community.

One of the grants challenged is to Hood College, an independent liberal asts college
for women that is church-related through its affliation with United Chazch of Christ.
However, it welcomes students of all religious faiths. There is no requirement that any
member of the administration be of any particular religious denomination, and, in fact,
the administration does 1ot represent any particular church of religious body. The student
body is primarily selected acccrding to educational racotds supplied by the students
and by the schools from which they come; there is absofutely no requirement based on
race, creed, color, or sectarian afiliation in the student body. None of the courses offered,
including those in the department of religion and philosophy, is geared to alding the
Protestant religions or any other; there is absolutely no attempt at indoctrination in
any way.

The United Church of Christ contributed but 2.8 percent of the college’s total
oper:ting budget and contributed nothing in the way of capital gifts with the exception
of one gift of $10,000 for endowed scholarships.

In such circumstances, Houd, although it .s a church-telated school, may constitu-
tionally receive state grants. It cannot be said to be “sectarian”™ in & legal sense of to a
degree that renders the grant invalid undet the First Amendment. The college’s stated
purposes in relation to religion are not of a fervent, intense or passionate nature, but
2 Soutce: Quotation from 34 The United Stoter Law Week 2688 (June 14, 1966).

b 248 MdA. 648 (1966).
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seem to be based largely upon its historical background. Thus, the primary purpose of
the grant to Hood College was not to aid or support religion.

The same may not be said of the statutory grants to Western Maryland College,
Notre Dame College, and St. Joseph College, The first {s affiliated with the Methodist
Church. All its presidents have been Methodist ministers, many of the students become
seriously interested in religion for the first time while athending the college, limited
scholarships are given to the children of Mcthodist ministers, scholarships are awe:ded
to pre-ministerial students, the college campus is made available to Methodist organiza.
tions, preference is given to “borderline cases” of the Methodist denomination in student
body selection, and the basic purpose of the college is to provide the best in higher
education “within the framevrork and emphasis of the verities and values of our Christian
faith.” It cannot seriously be argued that a grant of tax-raised funds to such an institution
would not be “to support . . . religious activities or {nstitutions, whatever they may be
called o1 whatever form they may adopt to teach or practice teligion.”

Notre Dame and St. Joseph are both Catholic colleges. The stated purposes of both
are strongly religious. The governments and administrations of the colleges are under the
control of religious orders. The faciil*es are chosen with a view to achieving the religlous
fdeals of the colleges and preference fe given to Catholics. The studexit bodies include
candidates for religious orders and have consistently been virtually 100 perceni Catholic.
Supplementary uses of the campuses have been exclusively by Catholic religious groups.
The physical surroundings are strongly religious. Religious observance is strongly Catholie,
richly textured, und extensively participated in. Supplementary instructional programs
are strongly Catholic, as ure the images of the colleges in their communities.

These facls speak for themselves and cleatly shuw that the opetative effect of the
grants to these Catholic colleges demonstrates, in a legal and constitutional sease, a pur-
pose to use the state’s coercive power to aid religion.—Prescott, Ch.).

Dissent. The decisive issue is whether state Ri.ancial assistence to secular educationa!
facilities of a college that s sponsored or contrclled by & church o teligious order and
in which thete is a religious atmosphere amounts to the establishment of religion under
the First Amendment, The grants under consideration were 192de pursuant to long-
established praclice to further a secular public purpose and aay ald or benefit flowing
from them to religion vould be slizht, vague, and purely incidental. The grants will not
aid religion or religious groups; those who attend college are or me not, at that age,
religiously inclined and, {f they are, have, in almost all cases, become attached to a
particular faith.

Thete is no reasonable alternative to state aid to private institutions of higher
learning.~Hammond, Homey, and Marbuty, ).
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