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INSTRUCTEONAL SUPPORT COSTS RELATED . |
. TO ‘FACU}TY SALARIES - S

ABSTRACT | . R
Al L . , s - PS //”"“
/r//fnrollment growth beybnd that for wh1ch funds were budgeted has

ated a financial hardship for the current biennium for Montana

tate Un1ver51ty Because of this enrollment increase, add1t1ona1

funds for facu]ty sa]ar1es have been recommended w1th an add-on of -

. 25% of these faculty salaries to .cover other costs.

N

This report exam1ne§5%he adequacy of the.25% non facu]ty sa]ary

a]]owahce for other costs
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INTRODUCTION {
" The Mo tana State Un1vers1ty accounting system cons1sts of the fo]]ow1ng

major d1v1s1ons'1g accordance with standard nat19na1 practices.:

.
EDUCATION AND GENERAL

Instruction (e g., facu]ty sa]ar1es, secretar1a] support, offnée supp11es)
Research .(e.g., faculty research projects) .
<. Public Servife (e g., commuriity serv1ces)
Academic- Su port’ (e.g., 1ibrary, dean's offices) .
Student Services (e.g., registrar's office)
. Institutional Support (e.g., general administratien)
* . PhysicaT'Plant (e.g., heating, maintenance)

Scho]arsh1ps and Fellowships o '
Ju * LA . o g - - \
§¥x ENTERPRISES (e.g. "™

."-’

iLI dorm1tor1es, food services)
-DE 16N 9., motor poo], computer center...) N
MANDATO TRANSFERS (e.g., retirement of bonds ) - .

s : ~ S~
4 A Faquty sa1ar1es are the major component (usua]]y 70%) of the']nstruc-
"“t1on Program 11sted under the Education and General section. This repur*'ﬁé;
':f?h1gh1lghfs two d1fferent concepts of the non- facu]ty sa]ary (instructional
",support) eosts : a ; -
s Flrst one might consider only non facu]ty salary expenses w1th the
P'Instruct1on Program This 30% of the instructional’ budget is expe ded for
R items ‘such as: secretarial salaries, office supplies, travel, quest
;%ﬁ~‘1ecturers} and salaries ‘of department heads.* For this report these
o expenses wfﬁ] be called "direct 1nstruct1ona1 support.costs
. _ )

. 4 * Assume " that an academ1c unit has a_normal operat1ona1’??Ve1 of $70,000

,5:4'1n faculty salaries and $30 000 in direct instructional support costs.

Jf/ Firther as- uﬁi that a 10% enro]ﬂment 1ncrease justifies 1ncreas1ng the

' fwtu1ty salhry budget by 10% or $7,000. An additional 25% support cost

a]]owance would provide $1,750 (.25 X $7,000) for 1ncréhsed direct support
costs Note'that a straight”10% increase 1n both areas would have prov1ded
$3 000 in dirégt support costs. Thus, the;gs% allowance fails to provide
the normal amount ofvsupport funds, q(42 9% a 1owance would be requ1re3 to '

d? th1s (57 000 X‘42 9% = $3 000). (o : —_ j'f




'The second concept’ of non-faculty salary instrut®4M/ costs coffsiders
both these direct support costs as well as the morg i ‘
in the remainder of the Education and General section ‘
System. This second, more inclusive concept is based on\the premise that o
~an increase .in students w111 cause an increase in costs foy the registrar's
office, the Tibrary and pther .functions budgeted outside o instructiopal
program. Costs in these areas, added to the "dYrect instructional support
~ costs" will be ca]l::'the "total ipstructional support costs".

Aga1n, assume that an academ1c unit has a normal budget of $70,000 1n
faculty sa]ar1es and -$30,000 in "direct 1nstruct1onal support costs" and
,exper1ences_a 10% enrollment 1ncrease. ‘The cher costs (heat, Tights,
custodial, etc.) in the tgzgl/hniversity budget pro-rafed to this unit
might well amount to as much as § 80,000. The total operating instructiona]
cost would then be . $180 000. An 1ncrease in this figure correspond1ng to a

‘the accounting

ect costs fncluded .

10% enno11ment increase would prov1de an add1t1ona1 $18 000. - _ .“'

; . . . 1
’ Récap1tu1at1on of alternative 1ncrea;;s for the hypothet1ca1 1nstruct-
1&1&1 un1t e . 3 : _
‘{A) 10% increase in faculty salaries plus 25% of that amount -
(lO%) X ($70 0 0) = $7,000; 57*000 + (25%) X (%7, 00&5 $7 goo
+§1, 750 = $ o ' t

&

e 7 ; - .
ST o

‘(8) 10% stra1ght increase in facult sa]a‘ es and "direct instruct-
= . ienal support costs" - (10%) x_($7o,ooo,+ $3o,ooql = $10,000

~ i
1,0% s¢@a1ght increase in facu]ty sa]ar1es ahd "totaL instruct-

R.Note ¥hut this gmount is $117 000‘or 157% more thih\§7 000 increase -

" facu]ty sa]ar1es’ ' "* . o L,
y . 4 : { / Y . l‘

'\ (3]

\ : " - . g L ,

sp nd1ng to th1s hypothet1caquL2mp1e éttua1 f1gures from finan-
grts of\]iSU ang other}1nst1tut1on

‘LCorr

Aona] support. costs" & (10%) ($70, 000 + §§0 000 + $80,000)= 418 000 

arepresented on the fo]]ow1ng paggs.



""DIRECT INSTRUCTIONAL SURPORT COSTS"

.

Table 1 presents historical costs for Montana State Umiversity
over the™past ten years at different stages of enrollment growth.

]

Table 1

\

Historical "Direct Instructional Suppart Costs" at MSU
o ¢ , '

* C . 7 : . ., . ) .
1968-69 . 1971-72 1974-/5 1976-717 1977-78
N . # . : s . o & \ ]
FY FTE Enrollment 7,526 8,373 -~ 8,585 9;320 . 9,613 .
‘, : .t . ’ . .- v, \ . .
"G

Faculty Salaries . $4,392,794  $5,386,439 $6;202 442 $7,830,911 $8,496,97§ |

L]

Direct Instruc- ' ! ggu
tiona]_Support. $] 836, 883 $2 487 727 “$3, ]45a254 $4 ,204 $3 931, ]05‘

- . ‘;? 1 o.

$6fé// 295677 $7 874, 166 $9 347, 696 $12 181 15 $12, 428 083

4

Direct Instruct1ona1 E . \'”s_ k9

-~ Supports Costs as a . , . S ' .
.% of Facu]ty Sa]ar1es &?’8% : <f6.2% 50,7% 55.6% 46.3%.
| M

Thﬁs, Tab]e 1 shows that direct ihst:2:§1onal support costs have varied
between 40% and-55% of faculty salaries. enro]]ment level appears to be

‘more efficient, in terms of these percentages, than any other. Some of the
‘var1at1on in these f1gures may have resu]ted from accounting changes, but

on the averade. d1rect 1nstruct1ona1 support costs have been about 48% of Q"
—_—

b4

]

-

facu]ty salary costs. - -

~

.. . ’ ’ ‘ V *
: . cy P B . "
4 . . - ~ N . v .



Table 2 provides torrespoﬁd{ng figures for four other universities.
Variations in accounting procedures‘among.different‘states no doubt
limit ‘the reliability of thesé-cdmpérésdns. Yet, they may still serve
- to show that Msuffatjos’arq Within normal Timits. |

' - ) . Tabid 2 . . - :
) . g S ... ) . 2 o N N . - B /
R : . 4 -"Direct Instructional Support Costs" among ‘Four )
E - Other Compari3on Universities (FY 1976-77)
S _ | : ST o ) — .
Montana Siate  North Dakota §ohth Dakota New Mexico University , .
University State Univ . . State Univ - State Univ .of New Mexicc
. \ I i ' | . . ' ! -
ot \ R . | e '. 5 \ ] v ) R ' '
- Faculty Salaries: $ 7,830,91;\\ $,5,304:372 - - %,5,204,]14* $ 7,992,225 $ 12,090,31¢
e, - V ' ' S S »
"Direct Instruc- - B - ‘ |
- tional Support SEURY Ce R
Costs - -$4,350,2048 '\ $ 4,749,870 « § 2}213,310- - $ 4,21%,079 $ 9,585,16¢ .
. .n . ’ .. - \\‘ o .. ' | I ' Y 5 //E' ]
e $12,181,15 ~§1o,os4,fzh42 $ 7,,41\7,424 $12,206,304 $ ’,9/75,“ 8t
Direct Instructional . \\' A é?k J ’
™  Support Casts as a - A S . T '\ - oL ‘
v . % of Faculty Salaries’ 56% ’ v89% ' - 43% : 53% L 79%
. . , b . . \ s . . . &/ a‘n ‘n .
CAUTION: These comparisons are probab]j of limited acéurac}\beﬁause o?gaccouhting\
. . . . [ . '
. differences; they should be used on]y“for rough points) of reference.
~ Jestimated by assuming GTA sa]g;lgs»of $4§5,000. O
€ N . . : T .
. 7o ! o : fﬁ“
The historical and coqufétiVe ictuaJ cost figures suggest that
' tﬂ; "direct instructional fupport Edgzgi‘a1one may reasonably bJ assumed .
S / to equal about 50% of the amount pai i:zfacu1ty_sa1ariesa T
< . Ky . ) * ’- ~

. . A . ° N : ) .
S - . . : &
S o f . —
| N L . . .
' ¥ - / : . : & . \3




o . . . 6.

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT COSTS |
- "Tota]‘instruétioﬁa] support costs" include costs of the 1ibrary, the
registrar's office, ... Es well as the "direct _instructiéna] Jsupboi*t cos;ts" ,

3 presents -historical "total instructional :

-
-

listed previeusly. Tabl
support cgosts”" for MSU.

. - o Table 3

. Historical "Total Instructional Support Costs" at MSU ™ _—
@ .

1968-69 1971-72 ~ 1974-75 .1976-77 . 1977-718 °
. S — R

FY FTE Enfo]]men{ 7,526 8,373 8,585 9,320 9,613
Faculty Salaries $4,392,794  $5,386,439  $6,202,442 $7.830,911  $8,496,978

~

)

"Total Instruction ' v ' )
Support Costs"* -$4,902,893  $6,582,967 $7,797,978 $]0,27],2¢5—/F$]],058,8]4

-

-

. Total Instructional
Support Bosts as a ' o . g .
+% of Faculty Salaries  112% 122% 126% 1318 - 130%

*See appendix for a list of items included - . b <
( Ve N '

The "totaf 1nstruct{8na1zgz;§§§£ costs”" at MSU averaged'abou} 125%t o )

percent of faculty salaries for.the past years_considered. Thus, facu1;y‘ )
salary -costs represent slightly more than 44% of the costs of instruction.
The remaining 56% ded on financial aid, heat and 1ights, building
. and ground maintengance q:ﬁ_ epgqfi cainpus safety, the library, unﬁversity\\x;=:;_ ;

4

adminf§tk“tion, depar me th ad salaries, department Secre§9r1a1 salaries,
office {§2p1ies and T '

her sfmtTar.expenses. - ‘ .
. <A . S S
\’f This:concept of in trjctioﬁ%] support costs and the histé??caﬁgdata J

Sresented'suggest that/ for every faculty salary do]ter. provided for ’ NG
increased enfbllmznt, near]i 1% additional dollars should be provided for ’ (;

the remaining instructional ‘costs. = : : . ‘
/’4‘9' BRI o ' * R A
! Comparat?ggzdata for other institutions relative to this copcept are :
not) presented because of differences in accounting methods (particularly
de'ighq§ed fund accounts) and the-time and skill required(to reconcile

A

]

!

"\ those differences. /

. t 4 ~ . - N ’ ) ,“.‘
. . . N, . \ . -
) \ o o > S N L
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AVERAGE V& MARGINAL COSTS o \ *f.- J}»/"

<
» Pr1nt1ng costs are'a ready exampﬁe of the d1fference between these\
two types of costs:. The f1rst thousand copies of ﬂh item may cost $10,
while the second thousand o ts- on]y $8 and oniy $6 for eadh succeed1ng

thpusand cop1es The average cost for two thpusand cop1es2% ould be $9 .
~ per thousan wh11e tﬁe‘ﬁnrg1na1 or 1ncrementi1 cost -would e on]y $8 for
ﬂle,second, housand. h( s : _ o

ot R ‘
ks, the %ahchoncept ua1ﬁd\for'instruct16na1 costs in unifersities? R
If the enro]]ﬂbnt t a university - 1ncred’es 10% do all instfuctional
costs intrease 10%? “Are? add1t1ona1!funds, equa] to the increased enroll- ﬂ\\
ment times,th verage cost per student requ1red7 Or are, on]y lesser
mar fﬁET’c sts urred by the preBence of ‘g extra students because,p <

’ the 1{brar s the computer center, etc s a] ead ex1s‘t7\L

A recen study of ¢ assroom u n the MSU ampus suggests: that
.average cost. 1eVe1s shou]d be used

. - .. TabTe 4 . .
o) . FY 1975-76' Compared to-FY 1977-78 - R
: : ScheduTed C]aifroom »se S &‘4 S
. . ‘ﬂ' iy y A,' . . . .
‘ 1975-76; ‘ 1977-78 -~ . % Change = -,
' . ! . -
FY'FTE Emrollment . 8,985 . 9) 13 C+1.2%
Fall Quarter . \57— - . .
.~ Scheduled Howrs of- . T ' . !
Clas®room Use /= 4,527 5,087 . . +12.4% ,

If}ghe schedu1ed classroom use 1ncreased at a slower rat€ than FTE
) enrollient } one could assume that excess room capac1ty was simply be1ng
; f111ed \that egonomies of scale were be1ng rta]1£§dh;nd that the marginal
cost§ for addit/ional students was, as in the pr1nt1 example, less than
the Z¥erage cost. _ _
St A
! However, Tahle 4 shows classroomsuse rising. faster than enrollment;
suggestfng'that heat, 1igts and roo hnintenance‘costs for additional
students are higher than the average costs./ The explanation for this is
probab1y the degree df utilization or- eff1¢4any ex1st1ng before the

4
A \@ . . .
. o _h N ° % -

B o 5 ) s . . R ©

. . . h - .
. : ° s . 3
- : ) N - .
. : . .

. : ,
'
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. ’ : R ' L e . * .
. :. Ty - B :_._, - . s . N

. ‘_.!._! * . " . ‘ ) .
“increase. If classes were;genera1]y near capacity, additional.sections . .,
,'@ay’haue begn rEQutred withicorresponding higher room related costs. .

I e

' Thus, wh11e certa1n costs (e. g , 11brary) are re]at1ve1y fixeq,
. resu1t1ng in 1gﬁer marg1na1 costs, others can be greater for add1t1ona1

[ 4

students resu]t1ng in higher marg1na1 costs . : : .
jv.," o L. : ' . e Y’ ’ : ~
" <The m?;t eff1c1ent un1Vers1ty operaging s1ze has been suggested at \

_fbetween 8,000 and 15,000 students , On'ejther side of - this- range, per
students-costs tend tg rise through eith r low ut1]1zat1on rates or:

f'more complgx ad inistration. 7 MSU is currently _
operating within the ymwore eff1c1entlyange with heavy ut111zat1on of ‘> “.'.t .
classrooms and other resource ﬁxd1t1ona1 students probab]y cannot be ' L
acCommodated\at anx)]ess ‘cost than exist for\the avenageastud t. B

‘rthrough higher costs

A K
. \ B b4

- ~ n ’ e . ' ;_./ *
in short, costs of pror‘ding instruction dec]ine-\\£:>\\\\

per unit, as do- printing‘ costs.
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CONCLUS ION » : . _ -
. . o » f\ ° . ".:,‘- N 4.\
: Thé_need:for supplying more faculty sa]éries‘tp.meet increased enroliment

has been recognized. To proyide only 25% of that amount for additional support L
costs is conspicuously inadequate relative to either of two coficepts of support

S

' costs.. .

- - .
oo (:T)T ' T oo , \\_,J v R
A review of total instructional support costs shows that these costs are 7
approximately equa1‘to-125% of the f Huity-ggﬁaryvéostg. Economies of‘sta1e
and marginal cost tonsiderations appgar to bé‘ﬁns?gnifi” nt at MSU's current ' ,
operating Tevel. While student feef will partia]]& offj:£ increased\costst )

B - ‘ 3
large majority -of support costf remain to be funded from other sources. %,

. A i \ ' ‘

e . L} . -k:. 'M"'C .

// Although some errors of comparison caused by &ccounting changes 2;gﬁably
exist in this report and although other means of allocating indirect/support

cosﬁs cqu]d,hayg been used, these differences.are in all probability relative:-

1y inﬁfanif%cant; The cogc]dsions of this report wouTg not be ch;nged._ '

»

Support costs which are not at least,equal to'the added faculty salaries
w cannot support MSQ.instruction at .ifs current level of opératioq. At a

* lower level:of support, increased enrollment would apggar'detrimenta1 to . -

v institdtiona1ﬂqua1ity'and'td Montana State Univef;$%y students. .
. . v i o .
. . /
] v - -
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* APPENDIX - SOURCES OF 1DATA | w \ o ~

Table1: A1} dollar amounts are actual expengatures as reported in the.

annuat MSU financial.regorts. Direct *instructional support costs .are o

nearly equal tp the tota] instructional expenditures less faculty salaries. A

A small amount of funds not related to-degree credit instruction (such as
~—continuing education® costg) are subtracted, when they appear-in this program.

Greater adjustments were required to make o]der financial reports comparable

to the current account1ng systems. Faculty salary expend1tg§es-were ' .

obta1ned from deta11ed records of the MSU Contro]]er T : .

The following (1976 77 data) are ﬁﬁsted as a samp]e of how. the data

in this report may be tied to MSU $1nanc1a1 reports

e 8 7,830 911 (from detailed MSU

T Facu]ty Sa]ar1es
' ‘ . records)

«

./ Direct Instructional Suppdrt Costs 4,350;204 N
. . ‘ - : = - - o
S e ©$12,181,115 oy
Add Contdnuing Education Costy . 130,866
B T \$ 12,311,981 &s on pagé 24 of -
the MSU Annuéﬂ F1nancqa1 Report, year en d dune 30 1977 b
. i
—_ ) » “, - - P - I

Table 2: The corresponding direct’ 1nstruct1ona1 support -costs for FY 1976 77
for other campuses were . der1ved as fotlows: . .

North Dakota State Un1vers1ty N e . o

4

the 1977 -Financial Repsrt

kota State tniversity - Co
‘ ) $ "5,699,114.13 |
£ 195.000.00 (esg.)/

Total Instruction and Departmeﬁt‘Research o L 4
" Expenditures (State Unrestr1cted Funds) ’*gj 9,479,193
/ o
S Tota] Instructian and Department Research ) N
v - Expenditures : (Lbcal Unrestricted Funds) 575,049
‘ N . . / -
. . * . . .
: - : o _ N $ 10,054,242 ™
Source: Page 13 of the NDSU Frnanc1a1 Report for the year ended
, Juney 30, 1977 . . v _
Facu]ty Sa]ar1es -$5 3049372 Do : )
.Y o - b ’ -
‘\\\\\ Source; Letter dated December 29, 1978 from H. D. ‘Stockman, NQSU
. Vice}Pres1dent for Bus1ness and F1uance -
4 ‘ . .
South Dakota State Un1vers1§y*‘// 4 e - _ ‘ ’ -~
. Total Instructional Cost - ' L $-7,817 424 .

>~

—~Source: Page 7 o

) A of South
Faculty Salary Cost.

* ‘less GTA salary inc]ud d .

s A

_— 4 C 0§ 5,204,114.13 v
‘Source: tettg:\dated Octob 4, 1978 from W.A. B g, Divector of :

L4

- o “Finamge, SDSU

-

L 4




* New Mexico State Un1versl_x, ' ":2 - “' e A

}, Total Thstruct1on Expend1§ure - Unrestr;cted Funds $ J2.420,742‘\
7\>y/ Jess Cong:nu;ng Educat1on -) - . T ~-2ﬂ4 438
| o . . ) LI ) % (‘
= SRR N S e
Soprce. Exh1b1t ﬂO page 2 of the-NMﬁU 1978 79 Operat1nq-Budget
Faculty Sa1ames <$ 7,992, 226 . . - Y .= L
- J
, SoUrce Letter from R1chard T Ne]]s, Bnget D1rector .NMSU \
- g . ~
University of New Mex1co~ SRS T e AT
| tha]'Instruct1ona1\Expendttures s 8 $ o, 675,485
Source: _Page 14 of the Un1vers1ty of New Mexico F1nanc1a1 Report - -~
2 " for the year ending June 30, 1977 _ N
Faculty Salaries - § 12,090,316 -\ \
‘ Source: Letter from James Beard,fAséﬁstand.%?rector of Institutional
i _ Researc” UNM

* Table 3+ This table includes both direct and other support costs to obtain

a total instructional support cost. The-following. table -provides a detailed

descr1ptaon of the FY 76-77 MSU Annual Financial Report data used in prepar-
ing the FY 76 77 entry in Tab]e 3.

. (see next page) Ve
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A 36-77"Unrestricted Current Fund Expenditures? : /
as shown in the FY 76-77 MSU. Annua] Financial Report ‘ .
. . 9,)// f.\ EnrgJ1ment Related Costs w1th1n . . En 11ment Related -
- . -'fé%Q’ . the Total MSU Costs.! IR ,Costs . .
R *"(./'L Enro]]méht Re]ated) "+ - (Sum &f vfigures)
Facu]ty salaries <\ $ 7,830, 911 v ' - e
' D1r42t Instr. Support + 4,350,204 . . . N
Continuing Education (p24) 130, 866 ?K\r ‘ ) : 3 _
* Total Instruction (p24) . ~ $ 12,311,981 § 12,181,115~ L

o : . - ™ -

Total Ofgan{zed Research -$ 399,882 | “ -0 -1

Total Public-Service - AN 4 $ 28,700 -0, -

' ) SN L ) Tt

Library $ 999,330 :
_Museum of the: Rockies ©» 64,193 _ [

Ctr for Nat Amer Studies 67,138 . . !

Academic Deans & Directors 651,764 Q\E‘

VP Academic Affairs Office 105,192v/ )

VP Research Office . 32,465 ) .

VP Extension Office 1

Grants ahd Contracts $° 748,329 (

Total Academic Suprt(p26) : $ 2,668,442 : $ 1,823,424

. (Athletics, Placement Office,... .

Financial Aid, Registrar) ., - .

Total Student Services $ 1,514,399 "% 11,514,399
(President's Office...Business '
Office...Security...Telephone)

Total Institutional Support '$ 1i'486;034- . $ 1,129,386(1)
(see Note 1) , .
Physical Plant (see Note(1) .7 % 1,912,884 $ 1,453,792(1)
Scholarships and Fellowships . - $ 482,184 -
TOTAL,EBUCATIONAL & GENERAL $ 20,804,507
TOTAL EDUCATIONAL & GENERAL ENROLLMENT RELATED COSTS - \ . $v 18,102,116

\.

Note: This shows that about 90% of the Education and General Fund portion of
the current Unrestricted Fund Expenditure is related to enrollment levels.
. e .

Total Instructional Support Costs = $18,102,116 - Faculty Salaries ='$ 10,271,205 -

. 14 - ,

O
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T _ ¢ A R A, RN ., N
Note t: - Derivation of Allocation Factors =~ . ' . ;- -~
e R ‘
'InstitutionaT‘SUpport and PhysitaT‘P]aht‘cQsts subport boby instruction
and research as we11 as a sma11 amount-of public -service. J1ed ana]yses
of the actual benef1ts {e.g. which rooms on ;ampus were us;Z/for whrdh v
- program at which time) would be both, very d1ff1cu1t and ti consum1ng
A quick and hopefu11y reasonable approach is to a]]ocate these' amounts to
the 1nstruction, research ahd public serv1ce drograms based on the redative
size of each of these three program s budget (and hent e level of activity).
For this purpose, both unrestricted and restricted funds are considered to
’_take into account the large amount of research act1v1ty supported by re-

str1cted funds. : : e ”
_ Unrestricted ;f Restricted -
Program . Expenditures . Expenditures Total %
Instruction * © 4 $_12,31‘;§,‘9¥31{,«’J . $ ) 876,437 $3,188,418  57%
“Academic Support | 2,668,442 51,329 2,719,771 .12%
~ Student Services _ 1,514,399 73,732 1,588,131 7%
_ Research _ 399,882 - 4,753,381 5,153,263 22%
Public Service 28,700 . 415,733. 444,433 2%
’ . ’ ) @
: , ‘ - $ 23,094,016 100% -
’ S~ . .
. L4 A 4

Source: EY 76-77 MSU Annual Finaoéié] Report
. Thus, the indirect costs of 1nst1tut1ona\\support and phys1ca1 plant were
a]]ocated on tbe basis of 2% charged to public service, 22% charged to research
and the remainder (76%), composed of instruction and.directly re]ated programs,
charged to "enro]]ment related costs". :

i
)Table 4: This tab]e was taken from an earlier report based on a computer
T o pr1ntout of schedu]ed classroom hours prov1ded by the Registrar,
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