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Highlights

The survey data represent weighted national estimates for 676 institutions,

including all public and private uniVersities, all medical colleges, and all

four-year co11dgeSi4th-f01 -timi-equiva1e1t:(FCE).enrul1]nents-of;2,,000.or-. %-
0

more students.

o More than one-fourth of these institutiong have established systems specifically.'

designed-to facilitate equipMent sharing, and'an additional 18 percent were

plahning to do so in the near future.

The value af equipment in sharing systems was approximately 10 percent of that

in property-accounting systems.

o Three-fifths of the tharthg systems have been in operation for two years or more.

o In nearly two-fifths of the sharing systems, the total value of the scientific

equipment'inventory in each system was at least $5 million.

o MOst of the sharing systems weri computer based and administered centrally at

the institutions.

o The average cost of operation was $14,000 per year, with almost two-thirds of the

sharing systems being maintained at an average annual cost of more than $10,000.

o One-fourth of all institutions have informal sharing arrangements that are used

extensively on their campuses.

o Survey respondents described formal sharing teChniques::aiher'han those asked

about in the sUrvey questions. These included consortiUm arrangements between'

colleges as well as intercampus sharing within university systems; centralized

equtpment'centers; and hierarchical priority-setting techniques that administrators

use to assign priorities among requests for.scientific equipment purchases.

*



Background

The survey gathered information about the kinds of forma
\c---

d informal prd-

ceduit'es colleges arid universities follow to facilitate s ring of scientific

equipment. These procedures haire become-increasingly widespread because rising

equirent and funding stringency in many science and engineering f ds

have combinei to form a serious constraint on reaeareh.

Methods of sharing range from small-scale cooperative arrangementS between

'N_
departments to sophisticated institution-wide computer-maintained systems. Tn ese

methods vary in the level at which they are adminiStered, the value of equipment

being shared, the length of time they have been iii operatian, and their oVerall

degree of success.

The federal government, particularly the National Science Foundation and the

National. InAitutes of Health, is seeking inforMation an institutional sharing

arrangements in ordef to develop programs to.encourage optimal utilization of

available scientific research equipment. Institutions may also benefit from this.

study. Knowledge of the procedures and methods used by other colleges and univer-

sities mayqlelp them develop their own plans for meeting faculty needs for' scientific

equipment.

Methods S6mmary

, The Higher Education Panel is a continuing,survey research program created in

1971 1;', th American Council on Educaticin to conduct specialized surveys on topics

of curr it liolicyinterest to the higher education community and to government

.e"
ageftoies.

1

The'Panel is a stratified sample of 760 colleges and\universities drawn from

the more than 3,000 institutions listed in the National Center for Education StatistLos'

Education Directory. All institutions in this popuaation are grouped in terms of the

;variables constituting the Panel's.stratification design, based priparily on type



;

(university, four-year college, two-year college), control (public, private), and

size (fult-time equivalent enrolimenil. For any given sur;ey either the entire

Panel or an appropriate subset is used.

AO

( n August 31, 1978, the survey instrument Oppendix A,) was mailed to the 545

universities and four-year colleges in the Panel. An examin ian of responses

- from four-year institutions with Iow enrollment indicated that their respone raes

'were relatively low (between 64 and 74 percent) and that-most_ neither had-nor were

,planning to develop any system to facilitate the shared use of scientific equipment.
Ai

Furthermore, many of these colleges were theological seminaries or ether specialized

institutions not involved in scientific activities. Therefore, the survey Analysis

was limited to universities, medical colleges, and other four-year institutians

with FTE enrollments greater than 2,000 students.

Of the 439 Panel institutions thus defined ass eligible, 372, or 85 percent of

those iurveyed, provided usable responses. Responslo were institutionally weighted

to repreSent the characteristics of all institutions in the eligible survey populat4on.

A comparison of the rdspondents and nonrespoidents and the weighting methods ara can-

tained in Appendix B.

Findings

As of fall 1978, morp than one-fourth (27 percent), of al; institutions had

established some system or procedure specifically designed to facilitate the sharing

of scientific equipment and an additional 18 percent had plans to establish such

\ systems in the near future (table 1) Cverall. ,somewhat greater proportions of

public institutions than prlvate in"stitutions had sharing systems already in piace

Or in the planning stage. And, as simmarized in t'able A,.universities weee more
.MM

ram

likely to have a sharing system in place oroplanned than were four-year colleges.
4*
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Table A: ProcedureS.for Facilitating the
Shared Use of Scientific
,Equipmenf, Fall 1978

Public universities

-Private universities or

Percent
in Use

Percent JI
Planned

36

28

33

28,

Public four-year colleges 28 14

Private tour-year colleges 19 lo
Total 27. 18

a

Since a property-accounting system could be adapted to serve as a vehicle for

equipment sharing, institutions were also asked if they maintained such a system.

Of.the 676 colleges anti universities represented by the survey; 83 percent maintained
\, )

a formal aFcounting or control system for institutional frbperty other than real

estate. As with the sharing systems, such control systems were more likely to'

exist-at public than at private insitutions. Within each sector similar proportions
7

of universities and four-year colleges reported having swh systems (t,Ole B).

-

Table B: Percent of Institutions Having
Formal Property-Acpounting

Systems, Fall 1978

thiversities

Public Pvivate

96

Feur,yedr colleges 94 t2

In public institutions the control 9ystams were most often initiated in

to state requirements; in the private sector, control systems resulted from

-institutional requirements (table 2).

response ,

In most instarices the procedures designed to facilitde the sharing of scientific,

gtequipment were clo ly linked to a more general property-accounting system. Among'

4
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,Table C: Sharing Systems: Years in Operatthn, Fall 1978

thiversities
Years in Operation Public Private Pu ic _aivate

Number
Total percent
Less than one year
One to two
'Pwo to fiçe

Mbre than ive

(40) (21) (91) (32)
100 100 100 100
42 14 19 .. '5
12. 14 - 18, 33
27 14 12 33
19 . Ri 3; 29

the 184 institutions that had a.sharin ystem in operation at the time of the

survey, more than two-thirds described this system as an integral part of, or

,

significantly coordinated with, a,more general property-accounting system (table 3).

Fewer than one-fourth of the institutions reported that their systems for sharing4

scientific equipment were basically independent of the more general property-;

accounting systems.

Characteristics of the Shating Systems

Information was obtOned about se'veial descriptive.characteristics of the

sharing systems in use during1fall 1978, including the folloWing:

1: the .length.of time the systems have'been rating

2. the total value of the equipment incorpOrated into the system

3. the Minimum value,for inclusion of an item in the system
%

4. the descriptive elements included in',eataloging the items of equipment

5. the types of recordS used in operation of the system

L. the administrative level which maintains the system

7. provisions for updating iilformation held within the system

These characteristics are briefly discussed below.

4

Time in Operation.

410.Approximately two-fifths of the sharing systems had been in operation for more

than five years; onefifth, had been in operation from two to five years, another

1 ,2
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..onejifth f;c7 one to two years, and the final one-fifth for less than deai

r

(table 4)
, *

Public intitutions constituted 65 percent of thesolltiges and'universitie*,

covered in=the survey,' but a slightlyllarger proportiLon (71 percent) of the insti-

tutions with sharing systems now in use. As shown in table C, Sharing systems in

public universities and.four-year cidnegeS were more likely to be recently established

than were those in private institutions..

The gclIPTal 11179PC_Tt.Y-.aecouning_sems.were somewhat older at public than

at priVhe institutions.' Almost two-thirds (65 percent) Of the public syStems-

were =Sian five years old, whereas among private inst

(53 percent) had been operating longer than,five yeart

ions just over half

Total Value of Equipment 0
ir

At the.time of this survey, formal sharing systems*covered more than $1 bil- #

00

lion worth of equipment; with nearly nine of every ten dollars contained in the -.

public sector.

valued under $1

Ono-fifth of the

4

million, whereas

institutions,with sharing systems had equipment

nearly one-third had equipment valued at $10 mil-
.

lion crr more. (table 5). ,Th6 ranges of equiwient values for public and private

universities and fouf-year colleges are summarized in figure 1: .

The totd1 value of equipment in pr rty-accountirig systems wus approximately

$10.3 billipi (table 6). CverIpf of this dollar value in *equipment was reported

'bylvblic universities and about one-third by public fkir-year Alleges. Of the re-

,

,

maining iS, percent, ll pdiocent was reporte0 by private universities and 4 pertent

by private four-year colleges., (It should be recalled that 74 percent pf institu,

tions which had propertrfaczoiling systems were in- the public' sector.)

Minimum Value for Inclusion

Property-accounting systems had lower minimum values', for ark item of equipment

to be included than did., equipment-sharing system,s.
.

Thelaiiiiraura dollar value Was.
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,Less Than
'$1 Minion

Figure 1: Distripution of Institutions by Total Value of Equipment, Fall 1878

111. IN PROPER1Y-ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS

$1 to
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Private Universities

4
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) or less for more than three-fourths of the, property-acCounting systems, but this
4

was the Iminimum value for about one-half of the equipment-sharing systems (table 7).

Descriptive Content

In both types of systems the equipmeInt record-iircluded the name.of the'item,- its

afr

location, its technical description and acquisition cost; and the.person responsible

for the item (table 8). Additionally, many systems recorded the item's age, currant

market value and condition.

llpe,of Record

, Most institutions ,6!intainpd their equipmentrecords as part of a computerized

system (74 percent of he property-accounting systems and 59 percent of the sharing

systems, table 9j. st of the other collegesnd uniyersities used file cards

or other manually prepared paper records. IA general, pubA4c institutions made

more use of the computer for record,keep4ing than did private institUtions. Public

universities in particular made heavy use .of the-computer (for 96 percent of tbeir

property-accounting systems and 68 percent ol their equipment-sharing systems.)

Administrative Level

The.prepogiderant majority of property-accounting systems (80.percent) and half

of the equipment-sharingsystems were 'administered at the institutions' cential

offices (table 10). Compared with prOperty-accounting systems, proportionately4

twice as pany equipment-sharing systems were administered at tlit departmental or

school level (38 percent vg. 17 perceAN.

Provisions for Updating

Current information about,newly;acqUired equipment is obviously an important

feature,of any systeM that seeksto facilitate the sharing of scientifiC equip-

ment. Slightly. More than half of the institutions with sharing systems indicated

that all new equipment was added to the list or inVeniory only at time'of acquisi-

tion .(table 11). Such. informatiOn 'Was entered in a more timely fashion at public

1 5
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dnstitutions where 68 percenl of those with sharing sytems recorded,new.equippont

,at iime of a isition; at Private institutions only 10 percpnt did so.

Information-about equipment alre' y entered into the system was usually up-

dated by physical inr.rentory -In the equApment-sharing systems, such
,5

irnrentorieg'were. conducted annually in 41 percent of the systems and less frequently

in 49 percent, In 1,0 percent of the sharingestems, upcT.ing was aChieved by means

other than a direct,physical inventory. These methods included annua\ feviews of

computer printouts, quarterly reports from deans of schools, and colleges, and volun-

tary inputs from department heads and principal investigators

Cost of Operation

The mean annual cost of operating the property-accounting systems covered in

'the survey was approximatelx $24,000. The cost attribpted to the equipment-sharin

.system was smaller, ranging between $500 and,$60,0 ) amPaveraging about.$14,000.1

Table 13 gives additional detail of the cost differences at public and private

universities and colleges.

Access to thq Information

Survey respondent: were

from the property-accodhting ai

asked whO received complete copies of the inventories

the equipment-sharing. syst For three-fourths

of the roperty-accounting systems, the institution's purchasing officer was a

recipient of the inventories (table I4).. Between one-fourth and one-third,of the

,property-accmAing systems also provided the inventories to'deans of schools and

colleges, research administrators hnd departmerdheads. Dissemination of equipment

inventories from the sharing syStems was substantially broader, as shown in table D.

In asi;essing these cost figuresjt should be toted that the respondents were asked,
to exclude the start-up costs (i.e., establishing the initial ventory) but to
include salaries, space, movement of equipment, computer charg s, etc.

4

6
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Table D: Dissuninatien, of Equipment, Inventoriefs, Fall 19:78

Wice or Officer Prerty-Ac-cunting
Receiving Complete Systems
Equilment Inventories (N=560)

,Equipment-
Sharing Systems

(N=184)

Institution purchasing
officer 73% 65%

Office of research
administration 25 61

Equipment-sharing system officer. 10 43

Deans of schools, or colleges. 32 65

Department head 34
111.

43

Individual faculty or res achers "9 16

4E..sess of Sharing Systems,
A

About one in ten institutions desciibed.fheir sharing systems as considerably

successful, but most others (46 percent) limited their evaluation statement to

"fairly successful" (table 15). ,Only 1 percent felt their system was a fa4140.

In the judgment of the rospondents, more tthn one-fourth of tIle systens were Still

foo early in their development. to 'warrant an evaluation Of their success or failure.

Other Devices for Sharing

The absence of a fc;linal sharing system on campus did not neCessarily mean

tbat scientific equipment was not shared or that duplicatb purchases of equipment

were inevitable. The survey inquited about some of 'the other means by which sharing

took placeand duplicate equipment purchases were avoided.

Informal Sharing

Survey respondents were asked'about the.degree to which equipment sharing

occurred outside the framework of any formal system. Twenty-five persent stated

that informal equipment'sharing was extensive, 49 percent said that it was moderate,

and 23 percent, that it was minimal. Only three percent reported no informal sharing.

The data also permit examination of the degree to which,informal. sharing was a

,substitute for or a supplement, to formal sharing systemS. Figure 2 suggesfS that a

substantial amount of,informal sharing took place in all institution settings, but

17



.

NSA* 2: inform) Sheringi.of Scientific EquionVont Among Institutions
With and Withojt a Sr1Tig System, Fall 1978

4.2iku wail SHARING SYSTEM NO stim vikqG sysiv
nivereities 4-Year Colleilei Universities 4-Year Coilegele

1

000 3Qa3c,

,44V0'4'5

0,1,10,alo'n000,71100..

Zaln=rf:
20'11?,:TO4.1.t?

.41

'that informal.sharing tended to beameVe extensive at institutions which also had a .

' 'formal sharing system. 'This was especially so among private four-year colleges, ,

where 69 percent of those with form41,sharing Systems also claimed,extens,ive infor-

m4 :sharing (table 16). Only 24 percent of the comparable colleges without 'formal

systems indicated they usedfinformal sharing extensively.

Contrel Over New Purchases

Another-device that *may facilitate equirmr.it sharing is itt review often asso-
,

ciated with processing research proposals and requests for purchaSe of scientific

equipment. Survey respondents were asked to identify the officials who participated

in the reviews that determine whether ..equested scientific equipment may already



be available an the campus. Thpse review processes involved types qf ins'titution

fficials who wOuld be aleTt to possible sharing arrangements.

.
To screen equipment purcha es, well gver half of the institutions involved the

appropriate department head in r viewing research pro als (table 17). In addi-

tian, at two-fifths or more of the institutions,-th dean of the school or college

or the office of research administration also participated. Tjle review process asso-

ciated with actual purchase requests did not change significantly even when tke.

acquisition of more expensive equipment was contemplated (table 18).

Other Methods of Control

Those 106 institutions that had no formal system either for property\

accounting or equipment sharing were asked if they had some other means

of avoiding unnecessary. purchase Of new scientific equipment. More than three-
*

fourths reported having other means (table 19). The table below sumMarizes the

level at which these methods operate at public and private institutions that

have no formal system.

Table E: Levels at Which Equipment Purchases
are Screened at Institutions with .

o Formal System, Fall 1978

Levels of Operation
Public
(N=21)

Purchasing office 41%
Office of research
adminlistration 29

Other central institution
office 0 \

Office of dean of school
or college 30

Department head 41

Other 0

Private

(N3185)

22%

10

15

36

. 53

8

Other Sharing Techniques .

This survey is, of course, a limiled Ire, and Obuld not incorporate the full

range of techniques for equipment sharing at colleges and universities. Correspondence

a.
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eived fram survey respondents referrqa to a variety of sharing techniques that
A

may not be fully reflected in the data-of this 'report, including the fol3.9w1rlg:'

1. Co4sortium arrangements between different instittltions.

-2. Inter-campus sharing within University systems.

3. Research cost centers. A: major midwestern university enclosed a
selected list of more than forty kinds of facilities and equiptent
approved for sharing among sponsored resealsch projects.

.11W

4. -Equipmipt centers. A respondent at-another midwestern university wrote
that the institution shares "centralized facilities which are used
extensively by people from a number of departments," such as the

4 '4.' ;

S. Priority setting for purchase of equipment. "...(A)11 special equip-
vent purchases start with departmental priorities, are judged and ,

given school priorities, ...are Yudged and arranged in,campus priorities,
...are further judged..by all deans in committee, and are (finally)
approved by the chancellor. The system has worked effectively." A4

It shaLfd also be noted that a, number of respondents doubted that formal,

computerifed systems to facilitate sharing of scientific equipmeirt wbuld be ,cost-.

effective on their own campuses or would be much of an improvement dyer their

current sharing techniques, This was principally because of small campus size,

-existing cooperative arrangements, and the absence of a sizable research equip-

ment inventory.
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TABLES'

Table 1

to ,

Institutions Maintaining or Planning a Scientific Equipment-Sharing System (SESS),
by Type and Control of Institutigtv

(In Percentages)

, 4;0

_

Status of SESS

. All Institations ! Universities Four-Year °alleges

Total Pub1ic
.(N.676) -QM.437)

Private Public
04.1121:

Private
(N.74)

. 'Public
. V%; =125)

Private
(N*16)

SESS already in operation'

STSS planned to be in,operation

by December 1978
by July 1979
by December 1979
by January 1980 or later
no reltaonse

No flans fbr SLSS

Total

116

.27.2

.

1 . 1

1.2
4,9
5.6

4.8

55.2

10.0.0

.30.0

'4\ 1.3
1.2

5.8
15.6

3.6

51.5

.100.0

_04.239)

22.2

.6

1.1
3.1
3.8
7.3

,

61.9

1 000.:
*

35.7

3.1
2.1
11.4
12.5
4.0

-31.2

.100.0 ,

28.4

0
1.7
10.0
6.7
10.0

43.2

100.0

28.0'

.

.7

.9

3.9
.4.6

3.4

58.5

. locf.o

19.4:

7.,

.

. A
0

2.5

6.1

.

.

70.3

100.6

Note! On this M. Subsequent tables, subtotals may not add-exactly to-their respective otalS due"to
weighting and rounding.," .s

Tgble 2
!

Institutions Maintaining a Formal Accouniing or Control System fbr
Property Other Thih Real Estate,

by Source of Requireaent and.Type and'Cbntrol-of,4nstitution
(In percentages)

Source of Requirement

Numtvp'with formq1
accounting or contra system 560

%

'State requirement 52.1

System requirement 15.8

Institutional requirement 30.4

Other 1.7

Total .100.0

All Instituticcs Universities , Four-Year Colleges

.
Tal Palk FiVate PUblic Private Public Private

(tp7) 04,1-4371_ .(y.2.1s) . (N.112) 0..14) (N.132.5)._ (N.165)

413 ,14?

67.11

15.4

16.0

1.5

100.0

10.0 4

16.9

70.7

2.5

100.0

108 44 305 103

56.8 2.8 70.8 13.0

221 1904 13.0 15.8

17.9 69.4 15.3 71.2

3.2 8.3 .9 0

100.0 10D.0 100.0 100.0 *
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Table 5 j

Relationship oi Scientific liqudpment-Sharing System ) to Property-AcccUnting System (PAS);
by Type and actrol of Institution

(In Percentages)

Relationship
Al nstitutions ivers ties .cur- ear

rail Public. -Private Palic Private Pulic -Private

Milabeitaf.puotituti.ana with an SOS

SESS is in integral_part
of the PAS

SESS is coordinated tqya significant
'extent With the PAS

. . , -
CMS is entirely or mostly indepemdent

:84

4.

35.3

23.5

4.7

3.6

100.0

119

37.9

12.3

9.3

40.5:.

0

100.0

131

35.2

34.0

24.0

5.8

1.0

imp
81

.38.2

12.4

9.6

, "39.8

0

100.0

53

27.6

38.1

22.5

2.2

9.5

c. 100.0

3,8

37.1

12,1

8.5

42.2

o

100.0

40

40.0

49.0

17.1

.2.9

P

100,0

37

29.0

,22.6

12.9

35.5

o

100.0

21

29.4

47.1'

5.9

5.9

11.8

100.0,

21

'53.3-

'20.0

6.6

% 20.0

0.

100.0,

.

'

'

44

33.2

31.5

26.9

7.0

1.4

100.0

44

46.3

3.3

6.7

43.6

0

100.0

.32

.26.6

32.6

32.6

8.2

100.0

27

12.2

o

11.3

- 76.5

, 0 ,

100.0.

of the.the PAS

Too early to determine,

Net applicable (no PAS) -

Total

liumber'of institutime planning an SESS

SPAS will be an integral part of the PAS

SESS will basoordinated to a significant
extent' with the PAS

SESS will be entirely,or'mostly Independent
t

Of the PAS

Too early to determine

Not applicable (no PAS),

° TOtilr

.

Table 4

..

Length of Operation of Property-Actounting System and Scientific Equipinent-Sharing System,
by Type and Control of Institution

(In Percentages)

Lpngth of pperation
.All InstitutionS Uhiversities Four-Year Colleges

Total Palk Private Public 1>rivide Public, Private

Proparty-aecounting sliatil.,,n_
)

Number of institutions 880' 413 147 108 44 305 . 103,

Less thinone year 3.7 2.8 4.2 4.4 14.7 2.2
t

2.7

One hat less than two years a
5.9 3.4 12.9 3.3 5.9 , SA, : 15.8

TWO to five years

'More

28.3 28.6 27.6 15.4 35.3 35.5 24.4
than fiveyears 62."1. 65,2 53.3 76.9 44.1 61.0 47.1.

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Scientific rquipment-ehfring system

Number of institutions 184 131 53
41.0.

21 yl '32
Less than one year 21.1 26.0 8.9 42.3 14.3 1.8.9 5.4

One but less than two years 18.8 16.0 25.7 11.5 14.3 18.0 33.0..

Two to five years 19.3 16.8 25.7 26.9 14.3 12.4 33,0

More than 'five years 40.8 41.2 59.8 14.2 57.1 50.8 23.4
Total 100.0 100.0, 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

a



Table 5'

. .

Percentage Distribution of InstitUtions by tlle Estimated Total Valik of Equ4
Included in the Property-Accounting and Scientific Equipment-Sharing Systas,

and by Type and Control of Institution

'

e'LOtai

NYT-InstituffaTs
-PtiFfic

_
.Total Value.

1TveriT1e
PGUlic PrivATIF

Tour=Vear COTTeges
Private Pub1ic---119NOF

Prupart:,-alnanting system

Number of institutions 10... 560 473 147 108 305 103
4

Less than $.5 million 7.8 18.5 0 9.1 26.4

$.5-.9 million 78 4.1 . 18.2 0 4.5 5.6 24.1

$1.0-1.9 million 11.3 12.3 8.4 0 9.1 '16.6 8.1

$2.0-4.9 milli( 15.7 13.2 22.8 1.3 4.5,, . 17.5 30.6

$5.079.9 million 14.5' 16.1 9.8 5.3 22.7 20.0 4.2

510.0-19.9 million 16.8 21.8 ,2.8 29.3- _ 4.5 19:2
1

2.1

$20.0-29.9 million 6,3 6.5 5.8 8.0' 9.1 6.0 4.4

$30.0-49,9 million 7.6 7.4 8.2 . 17.3 27.3 3.9 Q.,

$50 million or more 10.7 5.S 34.7 ''' 18.2 2.1 0

Total 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100,0 10e0 100.0

:icitintioquirment-sharing oyatcm

'Number of:institutions 184 132 '53. 40, 21 92 32

Less than $.5 million 15.6 . 13.;",. .
33,4 0 12.5 21.4 59.1

1.5-.9 milliOn 2.3 3.2 0 .8.3 ,0 0. 0

$1.0-1.9 million 14.5 17.2 ,6-.9 25.0 12.5. 12.4 ',0'
,.:

52.0-4.9 million 27.2 27.7 26.0 16.7 25.0 34.5 27.2

$5.0-9.9 million 6.7 4.2 13.8 0 25.0 6.8 0

$10.0-19.9 mili,ion .22.6 26.0 13.0 33.3 12.5 21.5- 13.6

.120.0-29.9 milli* 5.7 5.3 6.9 8.3 .12.5 3.4 0

$300 49.9 million 2.3 3.2 0. 8.3 . 0 0 ' 0

,$50 million or more 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0
N

.Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 ...100.0 10b.0 100.0 100.0'
-

-,-,---
-x."

,
Table 6

. . .

,.

Estimated Total Value of Equipment Included in the Property-Accounting..

and Scientific Equipment-Sharing System4i
by Type and Control of Institution

,

institutional Catwly
All

To-fir---WRITT---"TFIVate
institutions Universities Four-Year

-76T11' i

Colleges

PublIc Private Tiivate

Pn'perty ,:..7,1,ounting ,7yst.'m

Number of institutions 660 41:i 147 208 44 '. 303 103

Total value (in millions
of dollars) 10,276.4. 8,707.6 1,561.9 5,303.4 1,158.0 3,404.1 ' 410.8

. Percentage distribution . 100.0 84.7 15:5 51.6 11.3 33.1 4.0

, r

..,.Tentifi,- equipmrzit-oh4rimi

a:,stem
,

Number of institutions 184 .131 53 40 21 v./ , ,:..

Tutal .valtsu

of dollars) 1,030.2 907.1 123.1 499.6, 63.7- 407.5 59.4

Percentage distrihution 100.0 88.1 11.9 48.4 6.2 39.6 5.8

11046.
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4,hlinimup Value for,picl:usion Total Public Private yublic . Private Public Private

Table 7

Percentage Distribution'of Institut ons by, the Minimum Value of,Equipment for Inclusion in

the Property-Accounting and Scientific Equipment-Sharing Systems,

and by Type and Control of Institution

All Institutions Universities Four-Year Colleges

iroperty-accounting

Number ,of trititution's

Less than $50,

.$50:100,

$201-300

$301-400

$401-soa

$501:or more

4 Total

Sci,entific equipment-sharing system

Number of institutions

Less than $50

$50,400

$101-200

$2017300.

$3017400

$401-500

$501 or more

l`otal

1

560 413 14? 108 44 305 103
,

18.2 20.0 13.2 11.0. 9.4 23.3 14.9
..,

16.7 31.2 14.1 26.4 6.3 33.0 17.7

32.5 32.7 32.0 330 25.0 32.7 35.2

14.2 12.3 19.4 20.9 28.1 9.2 15.5

3.3 2.1 6.7 6.6 15.6 .4 2.7

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

,5.0 1.6 14.5 2.2 15.6 1.4 14.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

184 231 63 40 21 91 32

10.4 12.1 6.6 4.3 8.3 16.2 5.2

8.6 10.8 3.6 , 8.7 8.3 11.9 0

31.4 34.4 24.3 8.7 8.3 48.2 36.4

20.8 .15.0 34.4 170 25.0 13.7 41.6

6.6 6.3 7.2 13.0 16.7
2'7

0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

22.2 21.5 23.9 47.8 33.3 7.4 16.7

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

2 4



Table 8

Information Recorded for Equipment in. the Property-Accounting and Scientific Equipmtnt-Sharing Systems,
by Type and Control of Institution

(In Percentages)

Information Item
Ti5.171

Property,,accounting eystem

Number of institutions .560

Name of item 98.4

Tedhnical description 58.4

Person responsible for equipment 62.8

Availability 0

'Actual acquisition value 82.6

'Market value at time of
acquisition 30.6

Location ' 92.9

Condition 36.4,

Age or year of manufacture 63.0

-g&i'nift equ il5ment-sharing jetem

Number of institutions )84

Name of item 91.4

Technical description 61.4

Person respOnsible for equipment 65.0

Availability 41.1

Actual acqUisition value 56.2

Market value at time Of1
- acquisition 15.5

Location 83.3

'Condition' 38.0

Age or year of manufacture 47.3'

All Institutions
Public Private

Universities
Public Private

Four-Year Colle es
lic Private

0

413

99.2

58.6

64.9

147

96.2

57.8

56.9

108

99.4

49.7

57.3

44

97.5

63.1

60.2 ,

205

99.1

61.7

67.6

103

95.7

55.5

55.564

0 0 0 0 -1".
0

0 0

'86.2
%

72.5 88.6 9E.8 85,4 64.2

.'

30.7. 30.4 22.7 11.5 33.5 38.5

92.0 95.4 92.9 94.6 91.6 95.7

33.0 45.7 29.2 45.9 34.4 45.7

64.9 57.6 61.6 66.0 66.0 54.1

-...,

131 53 40 21 91 32'

97.3 76.7 9549, 99.998.0 61.6
4

64.1 54.9 .61.4 66.6 65.3 4J47.2

62.9 70.1 72) h 83.2 58.5 61.6

41.0 41.2 46.0 25.0 38.8 51.7

63.2 38.8 76.7 74.9 57.3 15.3

19.1 6 15.3 8.3 20.7 5.4

82.1 86.3 92.0 91.5 77.8 82.8

44.3 22.4 49.$ 33.3 41.8 15.3

57.1 22.9 61.4 49.9 55.2

26
0,
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)
hocief keeping Records for Property-Accounting and Scientific Equipmmit-Sharing Systems.'

by,Type and COptpl of institution '

(In Percentages)

Melhocis.

Property-iwoeuntinif sydtem

Number of institutions :*

File ca3ts.or other manum11y
prevaTed paper recor

CoOputerized system

Personal knowledge of t
program manager

Other

Total

SceeNtifio odquipmo.:nt-ahari>soyetem,

Nimtber, of institutions

File cards or other manually
prepared paper records

Computerized syltem

Personal knowledge of the
program manager

()they

Total

Table 9

560

All Institutions- lkiiversities
fotaT Tyblic

23.4

73.6

.9

41.

15.5

83.2

.9

147,

45.5

46.6

.

108

3.2

95.7

1.1

31.4

65.7

2.9

2.1 .3 7.0 0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
0

.184 1j1 40-' 21

,
26. d 25.6 27.2 '16.1 21.4

58.6 63.7 . 44.6 67.7 57.1

9.Y .. 8.5 11.4 12.9:'. 71.4
..

6.1 2.2 16.9 3.2 0

100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0

Public , Private

19.9

78.8

.9

-

1000

91

103

SI 6

38.4

o .
10.0

32 .

29.8 SO.&

61.9 36.8

6.6 5.

1.7 27.3

100.0 100.0

Table 10

Levels at WhiCh Property-Accounting and ScientifiC EquipMent-Sharing Sy4tems Are
Administered, by ND and Control of Institution

(In 'ercentages)

Administrative Levels
All Institutions Universities

, .

Pour-YeartColleges_
Total -Valic. Private FiFic Private -1915I1c . Private

$4
Pmpoorty-woo4ntinti .airotam

NIumber of institutions bee 147 108 44 . 10.5,41J
OP

College or university-system office 23.4 24.5 20.3 26.8 14.3 22.9
Institutipn's central office. 79.6 83,1 69.9 83.5 80.3 82,9 65.5
School or'Oepartment

io.711-c? squir,mwrit-ohariny .rpe am

16.6

4
17.0 15.4 16.1 44,3 17.3 15.8

Number of Uistitutions 184 131 bJ , 40 21 91'

College or university system Office 15.4 : 15.8 14.5 26.0 28:5 11.4 5.4

Institution's central office 50.0 50.8 48.1 77,9 64.1 "- 39.0 37.6

School Or department' 37.7 27.4 I 63.0 40.8 49.9 21.5 71.6
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rableril
.

Occasions..for Adding New Bquipment to Inventories of properfY.-ACcoyiting
,and SCientific EqUipment-Sharing Systems.

by'lype and Control of nstitution
(LA Percentages)

e

OcCasiOni
All Institutions Universities

b1ic ilvate
Four-Year Colleges

Tetir-TtliTc. 11.1vate

Pivipartu-4.cookolting vitem

'Usber.v.Ith provisionS'for adding
.neW uquipment,:,: i0P I4J 44 302' 9.9

.0111,y at time cif.:.4cquisitio 467.7 68.1 66.5 66.3 64.7 63.7 67.3

-Nie,frequently thAn annually 19.1 -21.5' 12.0 26.1 26.5 19.9 " .

opually 10.3 8.6 15.4 6.5 5.9 . 9.Z" %-- 19.6 4 -7

Leiss frequently tilan annually 2.9 , I. 6' ' 6.0 1.1 2.1 ,- 7.4

'Total.; ;'
:

iniff oquipmentinv ayatam

100.0" 100.0' 100.0 100.0

.2.9

100.0 100.0 . 100.0

Numberwith provYsio4's for adding
, new equipment 182 129 58 J8 111 91 32

(lily at time of acquisition 51.4 67.9 '9.8 60.0 15.4 71.3 6.0

,More freqUently than annually' %
29.0 21.0 49.2 24.0 61.ior 19..7 40.9

y'Annually 23.8 11.2 20.7 16.0 1514 :9.0 24.2

iess..froquently than annually', 5.8 0 20.3 0 JA7 0 28.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Table 12 t

Provisior::for Updating Ilifortmit icrivOirtrIpmeert in. the Property-Accounting

. . and Scientific Equipment-Sharing Systems',
by Type and Control of Institution

(In Percentages)

;71.

Provisions

7--

/ Institutions . Universities Four-Year,Colleges
-Privateic OXI'vate Public Private 1)11thlic

,I.b.qwety.civownting system

With:provisfons.for
::,updating infOrmation on

equipeant '.',"' .

BY physical inventory made:
annually .

leks frequently than'annuilly
By other means

TOtal

Scienific 4quipmwrit-wharirqi 'oyeter

t!aimber with provisions for

updating information on
,

equipeent

By physical inventory made:
annually
liegs:Irequently than annnally

By other means
,

Total .

512

64,8

32.7

5.5

100.0

171

.

, 41,2

44,0

9.8

100.0

36$

70.3
25.5

4.2

100.0

126

48.6
44.5

7.0

100:0

124,

35.1

',55-.2

'. 9,...8

100.0

47

21.2

611.6 ±7

100.0

104

70.6
23.5

5.9

100.0

41

4w. 57.7

26.9

15.4

100.0

. 42

40.6
43.7

715:6

100.0

18

40.0
30.0

30.0

1.00.0

grit

70.1
26.3

3,6

100.0

85

43,9
53.4

2.7
4

100.0

82,

32.3

60.8

6.9

1 00.0

29

10.6
78.7

10.6

100.0

29
.o



Table 13

Percentage Distribution of Institutions by the Estimated Annual Cost of Operating Property-Accounting
and Scientific Equipment-Sharing Systems, .

and by Type and Control of Institution

Annual Cast

Property accounting system
Number of,institutions 560 413

Less than $2,000
.

12.8 5.4

12,000-5,000 4.0 4.8

$5,001,100000 9.1 8.6

$10001-20,000 17.6 16.8

4 $20,001-30,000 17.0 18.3

$30,001-50,000 18.1 21.9

More than $50,000 21.4 24.2

All Institutions
Total Public

Total

Scientific equipment-sharing system

Universities Fout-Ytar Colleges
Private Public Private

) .

147 108 44

33.6 0 * .0

1.8 0 5.9

10.5 1.6 5.9

19.6 ..8.2
23.5

13.4 9.8 23.5

7.4 26.2 17.6

13.7 54.1 23.5 ,

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Public Private

565 103

7.3 48.1

6.5 0

11.1 12.5

.

19.9 17.9

21.3 9.0

20.4 3.0

13.5 9.5

Number of institutions

i.,ess than $2,000

$2,000-5,000

-45,001-10,000

$10,001-20,000

$20,001-30,000

$304001-50,000

More than $50,000

184

12.1

14.2

9.6

35.1

16.;

2.6

9.9

100.0

131

12.5

154

9.3.,

38.7

15.2

0

9.2

100.0

0

53

10.7

10.7

10.7

21.5

21.5

12.4

12.4

100.0

40

*

*

*

*
,

*

*

*

21

*

*

*

91

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*
/

32

*

i

*

*

*

*

*Insufficient response rate to present detail.
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'Table 14

RecOients of Complete Copies Of Equipment Inventories for Preperty-Accounting.
and SCientific Equipment-Sharing Systems, \

by Type and Control of Institution
,

(In PerCentages) ,

ow

Recipients

All Institutions f Universities Four-Year Collelys
Trivate Ti1ic Vrivar&

Pivrartli accourrAihg eyetem

Number of institutions

Purchasing officer

Office of research administration

Equipment-sharing system officer

Deans of schools or colleges

Department heads

individual faculty,or researchers

660

73.0

25.3

10.0

32.1

34.5

9.1

413

73.1

28.3

10.1

35.4

36.6

7.5

147

72.6

16.8

9.7

22.9

28.8

13.7

108

57,2

27.5

14.9

.32.1

36.6

5.7

44

51,8

38.0

17.3

20.7

34.6

17.1

31115

78.7

28.6

8:4

36.5

36.6

8,1,
,

103

81.6

7.6

6.4

23.8

12.1

Saierraifitr mquipmitent-sharbki oyotam
1

-'S.4411ber of institutions

Purchasing officer .

184

65.4

131

69.8

53

54.8

40

49.9

21

45,4

91

78.4

32

60.8

Office of research administration 60.9 58,9 65.6 66.6 90.9 55.6 49.2

EqUipment-sharing-system officer 43.4 47.0
. 54.5 54,1 54.5 43,9 21.5

.Adeans of schools or colleges 64:6 69.6 52.3 54.1 9 36.3 76.4 62,6

Department heads 42.9, 37.7 55.7 54,1 27.3''\ 30.6 74.3

Individual faculty or researchers 16.0 14.5 19.6 25,0 18.2
_ _ _

'9.9 20.6

Table 15

Self-Evaluation of the Success of the Scientific Fquipment-Sharing System,
by Type and Control of Institution'

(In Percentages)

Level of Success Total
All Institutions Universities-

FrUate
Four-Year Colleges

Thilqic N7117ate lllie Privatir

Me 1hr' F its t t 184 131 6,3 40 21 91 32

Cmisiderable success 10.3 10.6 9.6 11.4 17.6 10.3 4.3

Fair success 46.1 43.7 52.2 22.9 41.2 52.8 59.3

No success 1.3
o

0 4.6 V.
,

11.8 0 0

Too early to determine .27,1 29.7 20.6 48.6 17.6 21.4 22.5

Not applicable 15.2 16.0 13,1 17.1 118 15.5 13.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Table 10

Informal Sharing of Scientific Equipment, by Type and Control of Institution

(In Percentages)

-E-gree of
Informal Sharing

Inatituti,ana Leith acionti!fic

-41111t11 Institttiens

Total l'ublic-7-1,Fivaii
. Universities

c t>rivte

equipftant-aharing oyatams

Number 184 131 53 40 21 91 Se

Extensive . 37.3 31.6 50.7 28.6 23.5 v31.0 69.!.0

Moderate 45.5 48.9 37.3 54.3 52.9. 46.5 26.8

17.3 . 19.5 12.0 17.1 23.5 20.6 4.2
None 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0

Total. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Inarituriona without aci.antific
'&quipmunt-ehaning #yotarso

Number 492. SO IA' 72 63 234 133

Extensive 44 20.4 18.6 23.5 19.0 22.5
,

.18.4 23.9.

Moderate 49.6 48.4 51.7 57.1 57.5 45.7 49.4

Minimal 25.6 26.6 24.1 . 22.2 17.5 27.9 26.7

None 4.3 6.5 / .7 1.6 2:5 8:0 0

Total
.

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
,

100.0 100,0 100 0
......%-...-

Table 17

Perscns-OiFiewing-Researai -Proposals to Determine IT
Required Scientific Equipment is Already Available,

by Type and Control of Institution
(In Percentages)

Reviewers

All Institutions

TFFET-Trull1=WITra-e-
,(N-67.6) (N0437) (N-219)

UniversitieS Four-Year-Colleges
PrIvate

(N=112) .(N=74).
vate

(N=325) . (N=165)

Yor equipmont costing Loraft than
$441,vuo

Project proposer ( . 64.8 58.4 76.5 .67.7 80.0 55.3 74.9
Department head 56.5 55.4 58.7 44.0 .56.7 59.3 59.6

Dean of school or.cor1ege 43.1 45,3 39.3 38.3 38.3 47.6 39.7

Office of research administration 40.0 47.9 25.5 J 42.9 15.0 49.6 21.2

Other aoldamiC officer 7.2 6,9 7.71 1.1 5.0 8.9 9.0
)ther admdnistrative or business

. -

officer 5.1 5.0 5.1 4.5 6.7 5.2 4.4

Not applicable

lor squipmwnt obating mOrri thun
10,4,00

4.1 5.3 1.9 5.6 0 5.1 2.7

Project proposer 59.0 54.7 66.8 62.2 76.7 52.1 62.4

Department head 55.7 53.2 60,4 43.7 60.0 56.4 60.6
Dean of schoor or college 45.8 45.8 45.7 40,4 .43.3 47.6 46.13 c'
Office of research administration 45.9

s
53.9 31.2 56.8, 43.3 52.8

.
25.8

()the. academic officer 7.4 7.2 7.7 2.2 5.0 8.0 9.0

Other administrative or business
"officer 5.9 6.3 5.1 N 8.7 6.7 5.5, 4.4

Not applicable 4.1 5.0 2.4 3.3 1.7 5.6 2.7
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Table 18

Persons Reviewing Requosts to Purchase Scientific Equipment,
'by Type ahd Control of Institution

(In Percentages)

Reviewers

All Institutions Universities
Total Public

[N-6761 (N4.437)

Private
(Na239)

hiblic
(N.112-

Private
(t/.774)

For equipment ceetisse Ieeo than 310,000

Project proposer 50.4 47.2 56.4 50.7 64.4

Department head 58.5 56.1 63.0 47.3 48.3

:Dean of school or college:. 44.8 44.2 45.8 36.6 35.8

Office of research adeinistration 26.1 29.0 20.9 29.5 28.6

Purchasing-office : 31.2 35.5 23.3 37.8 26.8

Other McadtaiC Officer- 4.9 .' 4.9 4.8 2.4 5.4

Othior edministratiVe Or business
officer 5.8 5.1 7.1 4.7 8.9

Not applicable 2.5 2.2 3.1 5.9 3.6

For equipment carotin more than &/0,(500

Project proposer 47.2 45.5 50.4 7 53.0 62.6

Department head 56.3 54.6 59.5 44.0 50.1
,

Dean of school or college 50.0 47.8 54.2 42.9 41.1

Office of research administration 32.0 35.2 26.2 41.7 34.0

Purchasing office 32.6 35.1 27.8 3 2 30.4

Other academic officer 5.3 5.7 4. .5 5.4

Other administrative or business
officer 6.4 7.0 9.0 8.9

NOt applicable 3.1 3.2 3.0 4.5 3.6

Table 19

Four-Year Coll es
Public PrIva

0'0325) (N165

43.9 52.9

59.1 69.5

46.8 50.3

28,8 17.5

34.8 21.7

5.8 4.6

. 5.3 6.3

,9 2.9

43.0 44.9

58.2 63.7

49.5 60.0

33.0 22.7

34.4 26.7

6.1 4.5

5,5 6.2

2.7 2.8

Institutions with Methcds for Avoiding Unnecessary-Purchase of New Scientific Equipment,
by Type and Control of 141stitution

(In Percentages)

bevel of OPeration

Number of institutions with ;16 formal
property-acc,ownting or scientffia
squipment-shar'ing systems

PurChasing office

Office of research administration

Other central institutimoffice
4.

Office of dean of school or college

Department head

Other

No method

All Institutions Universities Four-Year Colleges
fptal Palic FFR-eite 15135117c Private -WIRIC riivate

106 21 86 3 20 18 69

25.3 40.5 21.5 33.3 19.0 41.9 22.6

13.3 28.5 9.6 33.3 14.3 27.5 7.5

12.1 0 15.1 0 9.5 0 17.5

34.5 29.9 35.7 0 42.9 35.6 32,6

50.4 40.6 52.9 66.7 47.6 35.6 55.2-

6.0 0 7.5 0 19.0 0 2.4

22.7 30.5 20.8 33.3 28.6 29.9 17.4
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APPENDIX A: Survey Instrument
AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION

ONE DUPONT CIRCLE
WASHINGTON. 0. C. 20036,

Higher Education Panel Survey No. 44
Shared Use-Of Scientific Elyipment

This is the forty-fourth survey of the Higher Education Panel, 'Shared
Use of Scientific Equipment," sponsored by the National Science Foundation.
The purpose of this suiNey is, to gather information about the arrangements
colleges and universities make to facilitate sharing of scientific equipment.

One of the factorsilimiting the productivity of science and engineering 7

faculty members-is the lack of timely availability of scientific equipment
needed for conducting research. In addition, the quality of gradUate science
education is dependent Upon the availability of appropriate scientNequip-
ment for dissertation research. This constraint on the.output and-qui:Thy
of research has becone more serious in recent years as the cost of research
equipment has risen. Obviously 'More research can be accomplished with available

funds if the purchase of equipment can be reduced by the shared use of suit-

able equipment.

To increase the availability of scientific equipuent when and where it is

needea, sone institutions have initiated formal methods for.sharing eqvipnept.
These methods range from sophisticated institution-wide computer-oriented equip-

ment assistance to small-scale cooperative arrangements. The federal ,government,

particularly the National Science Foundation and the National Institutes of ,
Health, encourages the sharing of scientific research equipment. These agencies

plied information on institutional sharing arrangements to develop program alter-.
natives related to optimal utilization of available scientific research equip-
meat. Information on the methods and procedures presently used by-colleges and

universities for shared use should also be beneficial to local institutions in

meeting more adequately the needs of faculty members for scientific equipment.
Institutions can profit through knowledge of the experience of others.

AUgust.31, 1978 ..

Upon completion of the questionnaire, please.returh it to your HEp representa-

tive for forwarding to us by Septenber 22, 1978.

Thank yoU for your cooperation.



American Council: on EdUcation

Higher Education Panel Survey No. 44

Shared Use of Scientific Equipment

1. AT YOUR INSTITUTION, WHO REVIEWS RESEARCH BROPOSAIS
TO DETERMINE WUETHEI( SCIENTIFIC EQUIPMENT REQUIRED
MAY ALREADY HE AVAILABLE ON THE CAMPUS?
(Check (I) aZZ that apply in each. column.)

Project proposer (proposed princi-
pal itvestigator)
c,

Department hoed

Dean of school or college

Office of research administration
(Include anyone.with central
institutional responsibility
far research),'

Other (please specify)

Not applicable

Equipment
Costinu

Under $10,000
$10,000 or more

014B0099-R0265 exp. 6/81

4s. DOES YOUR INSTITUTION HAVE A SYSTEM OR PROCEMRE
WHICH IS SPECIFICALLY DESIGNED, AT LEAST IN PART,
TO FACILITATE THE SHARED USE OF SCIENTIFIC um-
KENT?

YES so

4b. If answer to otelstion 4a ts "NOV please answer
the following:

! .

IS yogR INSTITUTION NOW DEVELOPING PLANS FOR,A
SYSTEM OR PROCEDURE INTENDED 30 FACILITATE THE
SHARED USE OF seIrNTIrIc EQUIPMENT?

YES NO

jf the answer to the above is "Yes," HY WHAT DATE
DO YOU EXPECT THE SYSTEM TO BE IN OPERATION?

2. AT ToUR INsTTTUTIPNAlili=15gLIU.T./1$11--FOR
PURCHASE OP SCIENTIFIC EQUIPMENT TO DETERMINE
WHETHER THE EQUIPMENT MAY ALREADY BE AVAILABLE
ON THE CAMPUS?
(Moak aZZ that appZy in each aonerr.)

Equipment
Costiols.:

Under $10,000
$10,000 or more

Principal investigator

Department haad

Dean of school or college

'Office at:research administrattan
(Include anyone with central

'institutional reallonsibility
far reaearch)

Purchasing office

Other (please specify).

Not applicabl

0
34. DOLS YOUR INSTITUTION MAINTAIN A. FORMAL ACCOUNTING

OR OaNTROL SYSTEM FOR INSTITUTIONAL PROPERTY OTHER
tiAll REAL ESTATE?

YES wa

36. If "Yes,' plums imlicate the source of the re4ire-
sent for thii system.

(Chsok (/) ths.pingZe most appraprthte answer.)

State requirement affecting institntiots
of higher education

College or university system requirement

Required by administration of individual
institution

, Other (specify)

MONTH AND YEAR

5a. If "Yes" in 4a or 4b: HOW IS (WILL NE) TfiE EQUIP-
MENT SHARING $YSTEM RELATED TO THE INSTITUTIONAL
PROPERTY ACCOUNTING,SYSTEN REPORTED tN QUESTION 37
(Cheok ()lithe liztsaigriatia_ aniuuar )

. It ie (will be) at integral part 'of the property
accounting or contr61 system.

-

It i*(will be) coorditated to a significant ex-
tent with ths propegty accounting or control
system.

Ii is, (will be) entirely or moitly independent Of
tha property accounting or conVol system.

Too early to determine.

Not applicable (Answered "No" in Question 3a.)

5b. If 'Yes" in 4* , NAY WE RELEASE TO THE NATIONAL
SCNNCE FOUNDATION INFORMATION ANDUT yOUR SYSTEM
IN IDENTIFIED FORM? Tha Foundation say wish to
cattset you'r institution lor sore information

,

about'your system and would appreciate having the
tame, address, and telephone number of the persot

.to wham these inquiries should B. directed.

NO. Please do not release information identi-
Afied with this inst4tution.

YES. 1w4uiries hould be directed to:

'Name:

Title:

Address:

Telephone:

6. DOES INFO*MAL
PLACE AT YOUR INST ON7

Yes, extensively

Yes, to a moderate degree

Yes, but only minimally

No

or SCIENTIFIC EQUIPMENT TAKE
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:uuvi,oi "Yea". either Queation 3a or
plea:re comp:.ete I / throuc,,h 17.

11"yok ansoared "No" to both Oadvation za and

4"eatiam 4a Pi-dajo +Ail) Queutions 7 thrvugh :7,
hut qnauvr 41Luentinna 18 and 19.

The following questions apply both to formal tnstitutionel property sccounting systems (Question la ) and to systems
which are specifically designed, at least in part, to facilitite.the shared ties of scientific equipment (Question
40). The letter type of system.is referred to in the following questions as a "Scientific Equipment Shsring System."

Note: Institutions which have only one of the twm systema should answer only in the column appropriate to the
system. petitutions which have one ayitemwhich is designed to serve both-property Accounting purposes and equip-
ment shering purposes should give anwwers in both columns. Institutions which have a separate system for each pur-
pose should likewise answer im both columns. If your institution'has mots than one Property AcCounting System or
moTe than one Scientific Equipient Sharing System, surh as separate syytese for the School of Engineering or the
Medical School, the answers to Questions 7 through 17 should be based on the eystem which includes the most equip-
ment AS measured in terse of 'acquisition cost.

ia. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS OF INFORMATION ARE 8. IN WHAT FORMAT ARE THE RECORDS KEPT?
RECORDED FOR EACH PIECE OF EQUIPMENT IN EACH (Ctwc:k (i) gingo most approrqnztc item irsaaAcoturn.)
SYSTEM?
(C77.,,; (// L ch.xt apPI:t in each column.)

Scientific
PrOperty Equipment
Accounting I Sharing
System SystemIniormation item

Name uf item

Technical description

Person responsible for
the equipment

Availability (the portion of
time the equipment may be
ovailable to others)

Value;

Actual acquisition

Market value at time
of acquisition

Location of equipment

Condition of equipment

Age or year of manufacture

7h. TS THERE PROVISION FOR UPDATING INFORMATION ON
EQUIPMENT IN EACH SYSTEM, SUCH AS THE PERSON
RESPONSIBLE, AVAILABILITY, LOCATION, OR CONDI-
TION ()1 yn-1E EQUIPMENT?

YEE NO

If "Yes," how:

(.f) (.7ne f.n each olurIn.)

By physical inventory.._

Made annually

Made less' frequently
than annuall

By other means
(please describe
briefly)

Pruparty
Accounting
System

Scientific'
Equipment
Sharing
System

Scientific
Property Equipment
Accounting Sharing

Type of.record 'System System

File cards oi other manually
prepared paper records

Computerited system

'Personal knoWledge of tha
program manager or coordinator

Other (Please specify)

9. AT WHAT LEVEL ARF THE SYSTEMS ADKINISTERED?
(Check (/) all that apply'in ouch column.)

Scientific
Property Equipment
Acconnting Sharing

Level System Systsin

College or university
system office

Central Office at your
institution .

School or department

10. DO THESE SYSTEMS HAVE PROCEDURES FOR ADDING NEW
EQUIPMENT TO THE LIST OR INVENTORY?

YES NO

If "Yes," when:
(Check (/) one in each collorm.)

Only at the time of
acquisition

MOra frequently than anmually

Annually -

Less frequently than
annuslly

Scientific
Property Equipeemt
Accounting Sharing
System System

11. HOW LONG HAVE THE SYSTEMS BEEN TN OPERATION SUB-
STANTIALLY IN THEIR PRESENT FORAIL
((,'heck (,') nc (n each co1.47n.)

Less than ane year

One but less than t o years

Two to five yeare

More than tivs yehrs

Property
Accounting
System

Scientific
Equipment
Sharing
Ustem



12. WHAT IS THE MINIMUM VALUE MR
INCLUSION OF EQUIPMENT IN:

a. Tha Property Account-
ing System

B. The Equipment Sharing
System

13. HEAT IS TUE TOTAL VALUE OF
EQUIPIIENT NOW INCLUDED IN:

t. The Property Account-
ing System

b. The Equipment Sharing
System

14, WHAT IS THE ANNUAL COST OF
OPERATING THESE SYSTEMS?
(Do not include the original
inventory cost but do in-
clude salaries, 600,9*-; move-
ment of aquipment,computer
charges, etc.)

a, The Property ACpeunt-
ing System

b. The Equipment Shiring
System

2 8 7

. (estimate
if

necessary)

(estimate
if

necessary)

(estimete
if',

necessary)

15. WEO ARE PROVIDED COMPLETE COPIES OF EQUIPMENT
INVENTORIES?

(Please check (i) all that apply in each nolurilm.)

Scientific
Property Equipment
Accounting Sharing

Office or Offtcer Systei System

Institution purchasing
officer

Office of research.
administration

(1.-ncluda-anyons with

central institutional
responsibility for
research)

Equipment sharing system
officer

Deentog.;ichiols or colleges

MiduallicEtR
researchers

,01

16. IF DEANS OF SCHOOLS ORIDEPARTHENT HEADS ARE NOT
PROVIDED COMTLETE COPIES OF SCIENTIFIC EQUIP-
MENT INVENTORIES, ARE THEY PROVIDED INVENTORIES
OF SCIENTIFIC EQUIMENT ASSIGNED TO THEIR ag-
SPONNILITY?

YES NO NOT APPLICABLE

17. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE DEGREE OF SUCCESS
OF THE EQUIPMEWT REARING SYSTEM TO DATE?

Considerable success Too early to determine

Fair success

No succesi

1fyou answered "No" In Question &z amd Question 4a
(Inititution doge not have a forimal property account-
ing syctem or a system specifically designed, at
Least in part, to facilitate tha,sharad use of scien-
tific equipment), pleas& answer the following.

18. DOES YOUR INSTITUTION RAVEiA METHOD FOR AVOIDING
UNNECESSARY PURCHASE OF NEW SCIENTIFIC EQUIP-
MENT THAT ALREADY MAY BE AVAILABLE?

YES NO

19. If "Yes" in question 18, at what level doss the
systelm operate?

Purchasing office

Office of research administration

Other central institution office

Office of dean of school or college'

Depsrtment head

Other (please specify)

,

Thank'you filar your assistance.

Please return this form b September 22, 1978
Higher Education Panel
American Council on Ed ation
one Oupont.Cirole.k N.W
Washingtoh, D.C. 20036

If you have any questions or problesm,

to:

Not applicable

Please keep a copy of this surveY for your records.;
Person completing form

Name

Department Phonis

please call the pm? staff collect at (202) 833-4757.

3 8
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APPENDIX Re.spanse Analysis and Weighting Methods

A

Of the eligible Panel institutions, 85'Percent provided tiSable data before the

deadline for questionnaire returns., Higher-than-average response rates were recorded

for public universities and for institutions with PTE graduate enrollments of 1,000-

3,900 (89 percent each). Institutions with the lowest.PTh enrollinents--a total of

1,000 or fell., and 200 or fewer graduste students--had the lowest ,response rates

(73 percent and 76,percent, respectively).

Respondents
Characteristic (N=372)

Nonrespondents Response
(N.67) Rate

'Total 100.0

Control
Public
Private

69.9
30.1

100.0

64.2
35.8

Full-type
Public universities 26.3 17.9

, Private universities 16.1 16.4
Public four-year 43.5 46.3

, Private four-year 14.0 19.4

Census Region
East 26.6 36.9

,Nlidwest, 25.2
a

21.5
South 31;7 27.7
West 17.1 13.8

,/Total FTE enrollment
<1,000 5.1 10.4
1,001-4,999 29.6 32.8
5,000-9,999 34.1 28.4

>10,000 31.2 28.4

Graduate ME enrollment
<200 19.6
T01-1,000 41.1 32.8
1,001-3,000 30.4 20.9
>3,000 8.9 12.0

84.7

85.5
82.4

89.1
84.5
83,9
80.0

80.0
86.9
86.7
.87.5

73.1*
83.3
87.0

1(
85.9

76.0*
87.4
89.0

80.5

*Rate falls more t 10 percent below the overall response rate.

3 9
4111$

.
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Weighting

Survey responses of the Panel members were statistically adjusted to represent

the characteristiss of the 676 colleges and universities in the eligible population.

The dataswere weigbIed within each of the ten stratification cells listed below,

by the ratio of the number of institutions in the population to ..the number of Panel

institutions which responded. Weights uere computed separately for each data item

to allow for a varying number of responses to the survey questions. The fesulting

cell and item weights were applied to the responseS of each institutian, and the

weighted data were then aggregated into the broad institutional categories use4 in
1

the survey analysis. Thus all data represent independently computed population esti-

mates. Because each data element was weighted separately, sub-totals generally ap-

proximate, but may not add-exactly to, their,correspanding totals.

Stratification Design

Stratum
Panel

Respondents
Represented
Pcpulation

1. Public Ph.D. Universities 98 112
2. Private Ph.D. Universities 60 74
3. Public Medidal Schools 22 30
4. Public Black Four-Year Colleges

9 13,3000)
S. Public Nonblack Four-Year Colleges

(FTE > 8750) 81 107
6. Private Medical Schools .,) 13 18
7. Private Nonblack Four-Year Colleges

9 138750)
8. Public Four-Year Colleges

34 77(F'T E 3700 8750) -

9. Public Four-Year Colleges
(Fa: 2000 3700) 16 98

10. Private Four-Year Colleges
(1,11 2000- 3700)

' 30
,

134

10
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