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Thig paper’ develq number of financial indicatore for higher education

inz;}ggtlons derlved from Higher qucation and General Information Survey
WL {/ﬁ GIS) data, a proposed Higher Education Panel (HEP) survey, and other avafll-

able sources. The uges and limitations of these indicators will'be discussed

-

below a¥ well as-the underlying financial processes which they seek to. monitor.

As with human. subjects, there are few gtatistics derived from institutional

questionnaires which allow one fo determine the exact health of any individual.

»

Institutional questionnaires can, at best, reveal only changes in gross

LY

financial relationships. When wve find these trends, we know to look deeply
- - @ a + .

for causes and more complete eXplanations - .
. “

Financial statistiés give UP only one dimension.of the,state of higher

& ~ (S

education. Higher education institutions are complex organizations with many

dimensions along which changes may be occurring These dimensione include

kS

« . financial resources, academic quality and wigsion. In this paper we will

concentrate on the‘financial regource dimension with only passing references

TN

-

//f ' to'surrogates for qualit¥y-apd miséion.‘
) ' e LA oo T
This is not to.degrade ‘the mérit of monitoring the financial dimension.
v & . i \ . : .
¥ -

Financial measures, 1if ag?fopriate, are useful’ becuase they often mirror changes
in quality or mission_and‘occasionelly\even eignal coming revigions to quality

. _ \ - '
~or mission. Financial measures tend to more be sensitive to changes in the

environment#* than'meaaureéﬂof quality or missionﬂ’gcause an institution

Y a

of ten uses financial resources to buffer its quality and mission from' adverse

- )

pgessutes? Ihua, changes*in financial ipdicators mayx show the _degree of stress

. J . . .
] 2o * ) iR : o
,.Q .

*We will use the“term environment to indicate forces extermal to the TN
. institution including the number of college—age people, inflation, salary
competition, etc. ) ) ‘ o

R . - . e S S
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- Which the ingtitutjon ie facing and may show this stress more immediately o

than ‘shifts in measures of gmality or misgion., . e {

—— - \ . 3 . . ' y . ’ ’ : . . 3
Use of Indicatdrs TN ' J ket

» ~ Ut ’ N

" As the development of financial indicigors gor-collegas and universitiea "

has progressed, three uses have emarged. First, institutions have tried to ° -
LS ’ .

use comparative financiai\indicatqrs to evaluate'theirsc0ndition agalnst their .

-

peers. Thg most appropriate indicators permit in7(§tutional manngoment to
"1solhte the differences in financial condition which are caused by tho condi~

tion of higher educatlion in gengral as opposed to the ingtitdtion specifically}

o The publication of.such indicators in.”SelfJAssessment of Financial Conditiopn"
x . . L
" respofds to this use.* . ' - o (

- Second, the national postsecondary education organizations'need to know

-

~

!' ' the trends of financial condition toadequatolhassess the. "industry‘ ‘Rather

than an absolute definition of financial co tion, these financial indicatoxrs

) : N

need only measure trends. The focus for eae'organizations is: on those indi-

.
v - A

1

cators which are "leading" or which foj;past change such as trends in entering
hanges in total enrollment . N

-and transferring students which "lead",o

. ' Third the federal governmg t:needs financial indicators Forecasts of -
¥ . _insticUtional demise are i?portant to permit tipely political aggessment of an
| {qppropriate role for stat%,nndbﬁederal government Several states are usihg o ,'
? financiél indicators foéﬁthisﬂpurpose The.federal goyernment also Mas another

important use for the indicators. As institutions begin to-réduce programs or
S S
to fail, many\studgnts wi 1 be denied access to institutions of higher education
. i /,( . . ¢ . h
] ) 7"‘| !’, /7 Lo ’

l’/' ST S . ) ' N g

v *Dickmeye;/ ‘8 nd Hughes, K. St, “Self—Assessment of Financial Condition:

. A Preliminary. ﬁditio of a WorEbook for Small Independent pstitutions,”

« +  National Assogiation of College *and.University Business Officers/American _ )
douncil On E?hbﬁtiyh. Washington, D. C., June, 1979 . IR | 'f[
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at the game time that student accegs has been a major federal policy obJective *

' . The assessment of the impact of institutional demiee 0X program reduction on

»

federel policy objectives is the primary use identified for th#e survey propoeel

although the other needs identified above will also be benefited

LY

. ‘The indicatore developed below will allOw the grouping of in titutione

t

along lines which are indicative of the pressures which institutions are facing
A

ribt&eir current success in meeting those pressures These groupings will allow

further analysis such that the performance of institutions under great financial
. i

\ duress may be compared with other {nstitutions with less apparent duress Several

questions of importance to national higher education policy may then be addressed

.
¢

s © Are there_indications that.higher education Institutions are more”éﬁecepte

Ll ' o ~
| .

) able ‘to failure than previously? Are there groups of ingtitutions which ,

show declining resourcey (and inCreased risk of demise)?

& v 4+

' .- ¢,
+ What are the dharacterisiticelof'institutipns which are facing greater

Eiﬂéguial concern?

-

'-\ . L - ' 9

. - Can we anticipate other problems b} examining the trends in finangial

-

regources among fnstitutions? Are p&ogram_cutbecks affeéting students
' from particular regions, economic badkgr0unds3 or-ethnic.backgrounds
. unequally because of the uneven distrﬂpntion of types of gtudents among

types of institutions? ' g ' . - u :

A final purpose of the proposed assessments 1is tha. pursuit of a better
"“understanding of certain of the statigtics as tﬁey apply to different typee-of
~ [} 4

institutions with different f‘nancial proepects lthough a statistic 1ike

\
dormitory occupancy makes good\intuitive sense in that schools with low occupany
\ , Y L - 4

shouk\\be suffering from finantial srraip, we may find, after examining the‘

o
! S : -
. N

A
*National Commission on Financing Postsecondary Education, Financigg

Postsecondary Education in the United States, U.S. Gobernment Printing Office,
Washington, D C. 3 December, 1973 . S N
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stntistics, that the schools with dormitory vacancies are the ones with the

greatest confidence in the future, the strongest growch trends, and the best

-,
Ll

overell condiqions oo *- . ..

-
- . Al

The subject Of financial indicators for higher education has been widely

studied. This pahsr will not break mUch_new ground in the area, but will try
to intkgrate the bork of,mehy-of these researchers within a conceptual frdme-

-

work of institutional financial flows. With this framework as a reference, it

should be pgfsible tQ derive an adequate set of indicators from the works of

others in the aree~~with the addition of a few new statistics.

" Part of the confidence that indicators are possibie gtems from theimodels

we are provided from private industry, where numerous Industry-wide and national

*

indicetots are|u9ed to summarize imdustry health and activity. ‘While these
models provide‘upzwith confidenee that our task of describing‘the state of

higher education, can be'accomplished, the experience of private industry ghould

*

T a¥%yo: make us cautiousr Each industry indicator has.a carefully developed set of

{ .
applications apd limitftions There is no single -overall 'health" indicator

(other" than thé’Gross Fational Product which* may be equivalent to the overall

| L} . s ¥

higher edUCapipﬂ production of graduates) 'Financially, we can assess each
l!‘\' . ] . ,
industry's debt Hoad orx profit margin, and we can learn something ebout that
SN

industry, bu? w¢ cannot subceed very often in comparing industries. Even. 0

within indu?tries, apalysts are careful to point out the limitations of their

! A 1} . ¥
¢

indicgtors ] f( ui , ) § . \
N H? o Y '\\ . N . »

1 [ ‘L L st ‘. Y
) j v f ’l Yo . , | . r

. | Ja . \
A Model of lns}itutional Financial Flows |

T : ) ’
o : \
The dlygrpm above depicts the reSOurce flows of an institution The .
B S ;
oo [ a

centor boﬁg

T
y

represents an institution s stock" of resources : financial faculty,
[ 1 B A
adminiatrators, students, reputation, and 80’ forth. These represent

4 i
ﬁg : -
the insti p ipn 8 accumulation of valuable items and intangibles
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Financial regources are somewhét more measurable than resources like the ° .
quality”and adequacy of faculty and certainly more meaaufabl&\

Y ’ - /l X

o gible like reputation. Resources may bé& accumulated when infiowﬁ are higher

than an intan-

vtban outflowg, whe;e inflows can come in the-form.bf c;éh revenue, contributed
‘ . . : Ve
Serviceé or tfé acceptance of the collegé_by gtudgnts, and where outflows can
. . t
- algo be in the form of cash as well as deterioration and obsolescence of
_ ‘ : o - \
noncash resources. Resources also have certain appropriate reference periods.
) . : . _ 1
\F(or examplﬁhe endowment as a ‘resource has a much longer nseful life to the:*

L]

.

ingtitution' than a reserve for building improvements. The émounté in the two

. »

pools cannot be.easily compared because of their different reference periods. Z |

. The financial resources”referred to above are net resources: the differenc
* ) L “ N 7 . . ¢
between assets and liabilities, for examplel That 1is, they are the resources .

. '

left over after all debts are paid. William G. Bowen once declared that insti~

tutions simply tend to spend all théy receive;'in which case the measure of

. 4 - +

. . . , . . ' . .
regsources 18 irrelevant. Previous studies have indicated, however, that some

~

- -

institutions spend more than ‘they receive and accumulate more debts than assets

LY ©

. ’ . . S . ) N
(1.e., negative net resources). Other institutionms not only accumulate*some
financial resources, but are successful in converting financial resourtes into

other kinds of resources like physical plant and ﬁigh'quality faculty.

[

Why do institutions need resources? Having negative financial resources " -

1s clearly an undesirable situation. If these nmegative financial resources are
.. \ ' . . 'Y . . ;
short-term, then the possibility exists that the institution may find itself .

S . | - R ; .
~ unable to meet short-term debt commitments, because more debt exists ‘than,

' ~

v current assets to pay off the debt. This situ&%%on may. require the sale of.-
asgets needed for other purpoées,' It may_glgg_ﬁotce,new_1onger“§erm financial

g -commitmeﬁ;g with aéded COStS,l0r“eVen‘fif no other resources are available--

v 2
wrh e R - :
¥
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Financlal resources of an intermediate term can be used within a two to

3 .

three year perjiod’and represent réserves which the institution has accumulated.

N

‘These reserves can be, used to buffer the other regources in the event of a

_downturn in revenue flows csuse& by, for example, a drop in student registrants.
f N, . ¥

These resohrces may also be used-to attempt a strateglc redirectiop of the

college. In this way, these resources may be invested in an.innovative program
] . .
"with a payoffﬁsometime In the future. o

The necessary amount of financial resources for any institution is deter-

¢ -

mined by many factors. The more fluctuation which income undergoes from year

to year,- the more the institution_sﬁould‘set agide as reserves'to‘protect'its

nonfinaneial resonrces. Faculty sﬁould not be_precipitously fired or hired

with every fluctuation in enrollment;“sone funds nust‘be available to smooth

the transition or to institute a program to counter the negative trends. The
/ .

more flexible an institution can be with its expenses,and yet fnaintain stability,

the smaller a.financiel resource buffer it needs. An institution with a highly
tenuted faculty and a large commitment to deﬁtﬂservice is in a poor position
‘to respond-to income fluctuations without some finahcial protection ‘in the form
of reserves., - '

Many of the finan¢ial health indiqetors previously developed can be fit
easily within this,frame&brk. Some teseatchers have sougnt to measure the rate
of -¢hange of inflows, the rate of-change of outflows, the relative rate of
chénge of both outflows and inflows, changes in financial resource levels,
chenées in nonfinancial resource levels, and changes in thé need for finsncial
_.resoorces. The following table lists thg‘approaches uged by many financial
-healtn researchers. (Appendix A gives the specific indicators used by these

Cw “

-researchers.) . o § . ,
N _ i

The indicators proposed in this paper will eliminate gome of the duplication .

Y

R . (
v .
- . . . .
. . - . .
. . M
» w
.

/& tha(indicators previously used as shown in the table, and will improve the
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attempted measures . Comparisons of rates of inflow -and.outflow are lessxgégx_ . ‘

B . - te -, . ) x
vt to interpret than gtraight measures of fegource accumulation as;wili be proposed. <

\ ' . : : '
¢ Also, comparing .rates of change 1s dangerous because the bases.inftially . must be
‘ * . . . . . 3 .
equal to allow accurate comparison. - . ' _—
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' INDICATORS USED OR PROPOSED : SN
. s - "Il Rate of
RATE " OF INFLOW RESOURCE CHANGE FPinan. ate of . ;
. ; | . N ~ . | Resource T '
tesearchers* Enroll Revenu Rervenue Financisl Non-Financial Stu. || Needs || Expenses-|  Exp”
: ment. Flow MIX : fgc- 1 PLNT. — .
- . A ulty Fac. | "7 K ~ MIX -,
Telléma X X | X X - X
¢ . 1 L- . ) LY . ' - .
anier/Andersen X - X X X i X
Anderson ‘. X X - S X X X X - X
JACUBO X X X - ' X
Collier . X X X X .
Jenny ) X . X X ' X X °
Wotmiey X X D ¢
Farmer X~ | ) I\X ‘ K X
v .. ' . iy 3
McNamee X X ' X X T X
Lup ton X X X X X X X
(73 X X X X. " "X X - X
3 \ .
Minter X X \ . - X X e X
Pa. X X - X X ~ T
) : i £ | —
Coldren | X, , X X X X X - X
' 1l A
*Sme References _\ Lo /
Foxr Sources. o S
) \ Appendix A 1ist§ sources and ihdicator"(lefiﬁit_iol1é. i - '
b Ca P 1 2



& - - ' v A
<« . ) v i p v - «
" K o Paft 2:’ Indicators to be dUsed” and Why? .
. Actions by Fia;ally ContrainedaInstitutions o e » \
S e T, ' - .7
A " Before reviewing the financial indicators themselVes, it may be "useful to

*identify some of the actfons which an iné%itution can take to ameliorate the

» . - - - L

effects of fiacal constrainta. First, aﬂt\nstitution may increase revenue. : 4

* 0w

R " While this iS'most frequently interpreted as increasing traditlonal enrollments, s
9. 4 Y v 4 )
- there are other* actions which can be taken to.incregbe,rebenuesu like fund-

)

-raising campaigns or-legislative,logbying. Second, an institution may eliminate

- or.defer_investment: New programs-require major;—thougb often hidden——investment
by thelinstitution. Crowded facilities, limited or nonexistent equipment'
. -~ replacement"or improvement,'lack of nem academic programs (particularly in
disciplines requiring heavy initial investment) and deferred maintenance are all -
. actions which will reduce institutional flexibility in the future Third, an |
" " institution may reduce costs. Under duress, many institutions will}initially
:dQ " ' . Focus on reducing costs.' Tnere is a limit to cost reductionfbeyond thch'tbe '
o ® quality of the programs is reduced and the access of students to programs is o
limited by decreased institutional offerings. o .
_Reyenue can be increased either by increasing tuition and feesl(a price . - .
increase) or by reducingfthe_institutional‘subsidy by usihg unrestricted |
“student grants from»current funds. - This approach tends to reduce enrollments.
- "Enrollments of students from low income families are particularly reduced
S " by any price;increases,and gome institutionsiwill also suffer'enrollment
¥ declines.of middle—income;students. Thus, net price and enrollment'must
be viewed together, because additibnal enrollments can produce increased
revenue. For example many colleges and universities’in urban and
: N .~
auburban locations are attempting to increase continuing education enroll-
g ments. Since continuing education is usually offered only if.revenues
- ] N
exceed direct costs, the institutidn usual stands to benefit

A
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A

qﬁality,

| T

Continuiig egucntion eﬂrollmenté will thua pe innluded,ae one of thae finencialg

'indicator 2 Tthough it has np pteviqualy\been used by analy&ts. .

In reased enrollments db not necassafily provide increased contributinn
. vy
to the institutions,fixed CORLE o Some students -- partieularly those needing

4 {

remediation < impose ;dd&tion 1 unreimbureed costs on tha institution. _ ‘
In New York for exemple, the gtate Educational Opportunity Fund and '
Higher Education OpportUnity Prggram Grant recognize this burden and ".

subsidize remediation. This Ch\nges institutionel incentivep for enrolling
.ptudents'requiring remediation. Thus, both_enroilments and-costs per student

‘must oe monitoreq to see the impaot of enrdilment on the financial'oondition ;

of an institution. (More than 23% of entering freshmen believe they é;
should have recelved remedial instruction in ong or more areas.) ) L

’ “ l ' ¢
Additional enrollments can also Pe attracted by differential pricing through

hY

the use of unreetricted student financial aid from current fund revenue.

Financial indicators should mbnitor the. impact oéésuch gtudent financial

aid on bdth enrollments 4and revenue per student. . ' S

»

- Institutions may also charge for services to the community which

were previously free. For example, there mny be a charge for usiné the library,

phyeical education facilities or computer which -were previcusly provided K

A W “

at little or no . Because the amount of such charges arL_ hidden

in the total 'rent fund-revenue,_they cannot be included separately in

AN
-

the financi indicetors.

In [order to continue to offer relevant educational programs of high

institutions must invest in the development of . curricula and T

improvements to facilities and equipment. At this time’ financial indipators

-\

can not reflect the inves%ment strategy of an institution. While gsome of

‘ \the HEGIS reports indicate, through enrollments or degrees earned the‘scope}

. of academic programs, there i3 no available inform&tion on’ the relationships




. of these programs to enroliments or financial condition.iv/igﬂce the number - .

-8nd type of'programg, affect both costs and enrcllments, the net short term
L. . Y o -

‘ impact of financial condition ig.nat clear. C ' . : :
\ ' 4

It appears.that both public and private institutions are wearing out

equipment faster than they are replacing it. Faillure to replace oxr repair
- -equipmént does affect instructional quality and pdstpones needed investment.
This failure will not be identified in the current financial indﬂcators until

current or plant funds. are used for replacements, rbpair, or additions.

However, these actions are primarily decisions which have long~range

impact an the financial condition of the institutiOQ. While_they may blunt

R .
» s - LY

federal objectives——gstudent acqess and' student opportunity——they do pnot ., {
immediately affect ‘the likelihood of institutional demise It is important '
to recognize that financial indicators may not be fully satisfactory for the

anticipated federal use. They are reasonable predictors of institutional

\ - A
demise in general but cannot be used to identify specific institutions or :

LYl

s

specific actions taken by instiﬁutions to cope with fiscal conetraints.

- ’ . ,
l

£

H

. . *The Ca ifornia State UniVersities and Colleges have established a , "
relationsh be'tween average cost per student and the number of programs .

per 1,000 students showing increased costs with increased number of programs

ITEs J-

«

.. -
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. THE INDICATORS o / B e
Ap Ovérview . B _ . / , _ | ‘ '

b + ’ > : PRSI ‘.\‘ . / \/ ( - .
‘. At tha present tﬂme there are no generally/accepted finanalal = ° .

< / .
- indicé‘tdrs2 but therg is sufficient experiencu/hnd development to haVe ¢

{ingncial indicators im whigh national organizations, such as NAGUBO and ACE,.
have .sufficient c&nfidence to document and tq digtribute to members.
o | o , :
_ These indicators are particularly.adap;@blé_tp federal use since they
P ) ' /

~

rely’ primarily on federal data sourceg/ This study ddentifies gpkcific
indicatorss inditates the recommende{:spurce‘of data, and 8 gests a ‘

v

survey for the Higher Education Pana% which could be used to supplement

these data: There -are gseveral con%ﬂraints including a typical limit of

v Jd . -

thirty responses op{the HEP surveyg; The suggested gurvey has twelve

Bl
-

]

ques tions with g‘tdtal of thirty-t&o requegted responses. While other

data may have been preferable, wheﬁeVer possible, federal sources have

' ‘ . ¢ .
been used. o : : . 2

Some'indicaturs were éuggestad which have not yet appeared in the

*
' )3

literature. The@e include a measure. of continuing education registrations.
Some institutioPszaré using continuing education piograms to supplement 4

enrollments &nd to provide ‘additional ‘revenue. A quegtion is also asked

s

about student accounts receivable. Thib is a measure both of the quality

hd }

]

of the asset and performauce of the business and student financial aid

-
-r

~

SR

offices. - ) .

- Tﬁese indicutors do not measuré; howevgr, ali possible actions -
which might Be tak:n by an institutiqn with'flscal problems. Deferred
- maintenance is not intludéd because it would_requiré,un instituttunal
estimate wuose vélue would be influenced By its use. Prograu'changes gnd,
perhaps evenfhote importhnt, prugtam dfferings which are not made, are
" ot included diré;tly. The best surrogate which we have chosen is a

g SO U P VG S - : P
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count of tull»time'aquivalent'taculty Limlted progtam offerings rather - - A

"W + v [ - A\

'than instixutional access often preVent students from obtainfhg the academic N =

S

5, . A

opportunities.they prefer or need. - Vo . - )

»

.

Colleges and universitiee hgve always been particularly supportive

& ]

of their communities as. a technioal cultura and sbcial resource.

The proposed inditatorqqdo not measure the changes in community services
‘ ]
which may have been particularly i&portant to gmaller communities‘ : '

.
- L]

-t

-

- N . v . . . i A

The Measures

of the product‘it proVides.. At a minimum 1eve1, howevé&,}éome institutions

The frameworktue uée-is not complex. We believe that all institutions . N

’ -

_ have resources, some of which are financial, and some of which 'ate non-—

*

financial, such.ao fpcuity, studentg, aﬂmin}strators, and the pﬁysical '

. ‘; oo - { . Y
plant. JSinancidl resourges_ar% simply the value of the assets available
0 . . N ] .- . .

3 . Iy

.to fund contingencies, emergencies, innovations and any' of the other "blips'

r

" which appear on any institution's horizon.. Financial resources provide

a cushion té absorb some af the shocks which occur 1in any normal year.

Financial resources provide the protection to allow innovation in timeg.

of erisis. Financial resourCes decreasa the‘probability of failure in
the face of tempotarf emergencies and give cqonfidence to thé other
R ¥ : S i

!

. resources by assuring faoulty, students and -administrators of the longevity

C

of the institutioo; o . : N L

- The more resources’ qpich an institution possesses compared to its

' w v

peers, the' greater its competitive advantage It can react to stress with

| h ]

mora confidenca and can of fer 1its customars" more ih terms of the quality

-

. ;,
may require more financial reaources simply to survive vlnstitutions with

1 ,//

a history of fIUCtuating enrollments, institutions whigh depend, heavily on
v

: r
-short~term or "soft" monex, oY institutions with relatively little budget

o ’ ."‘ T R [

. e

‘ . ‘ '7
<A
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g Whilt balancing the budget’ each year i{s an important institutional

. . .

. . . P . . .o
e s . . . [ ,’.A ‘

X

3 ? e o

“

Financ;§l reaourqa drains or increasqes can be traced to' changes in

v . .

.revénues aﬁd axpenses. Trends in nat tuition revanva, state qpptopriations,‘

-.l'v' . ) L]
/ é;ivate ¥1V1n3, grants and, contracts recaipts, and qosts per student can

all foreahadow changes in financial resources. . o o a

‘.
- ~

; exercisa in axpanditure discipline, monitoring financial ragources gives

t

’ parspectiva to whara the institution is after years of deficits or surpluses.‘

.

To be adequate, financial resources must grow with the budget, and to paglect

their growth is to provide {nsufficient resources for chance avants.

v - ) . - -
. -

Not all institutions have gufficient nonfinancial ragources aven to

begin a program ofkbuildiﬁg)finaqcial regources. Many of these institutions

- have .learned to live with the pogssibility that the environment will shift, and

F

they will have iﬁsufficient rasourcas to meet'khe shift aﬁdasuccessfully'

~

regpond., This i3 not to say that fimancial‘resources alone can make an- .

inst‘tution responsiva to change, but these resources do at least: allow

L

-

the institution the oppértunity to experimant in the face of crisis without/

T

{

jeopardizing their all.

) . & - . ‘_. L L
_Not‘all institutions need high levels of financigl-resourCQs. Instiwl' »

tutions whose continued existence is guarantaed by thF staté tor axample,

need lass of a cushion %or other" emergencias. In fact, it would seem. that:

“

i )

| A
| ' '
i

stats institutions depend on the resource called "co nfidence of tha peoplq

ﬁ@re than any other resourca. This resource has not been reduced to a statlstic,

3 . - . R
‘f . . : , _
- - -~ :
. » s ] . .
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ﬁinancial Regsources

_ \¢ s s . .
In the ragaarqh that led tg‘the NACUBQ/ACE workbook, aevgral-exce%lent

\

~ L4

‘proxies were found that approximaéeg‘aniinstitufioh's financial resource

. r ’ . l. . . -' -‘.'
levels and trends. These proxies or statiBtics estimate the relative - '

-

-

ability of the Lm8titution to take r}gﬁs. For example, the statistic used

-to-eétimaﬁé 1png4term finaﬁcial reaourcé is the‘fatio'df the institution's

"

endo&ment_market value to' total oﬁgﬁstin#cthen;eg' This ratio pgpvides
a useful prdxy for éétimhting the adeqbac;ié

In the intermediate—;ermz the ratio of th su of the fund palauées
for the-current fund and the qdésijénggwment fund to t0t;1 opératigg

nt
K}

expenses 1is used to evq&uaté the inB;itutiOn's oveyall aVailaﬁ}e reserves.
In the shoft*tegﬁ, the assets épd.theélisbilities of the current

fund are'e£ﬁmined.‘ Tﬁe"ratio of current ﬁ.nd assetsllo liabilities gives

an indic;tioﬁ of the iﬁmeQiiFe ability of thé institut;éQ t;'pay its

mogt pressing debts. Ratlios below 1.0 indiLate that the institution lacks

N

sufficgient current assets to péy immediate bills.

A\ . !

EstimateéﬁRisk _ ' . ' v

Also developed are proxles for estimating the ri3k éxposure of
the institution. The more the institution 'is edesed to financial risk, ,
the gfeater the need for increaaed financial resouréea; For the intermediate

term, the ratio of restricted income to total income gnd'ihe-ratio of

L3N - . "
fixed commitments, such as tenured faculty salaries and debt payments,

L3 . -

to total revenue are used. Many restricted revenues are short-term,

[}

while tenured faculty and debt service are not. Heavy reliance on

restricted'revenueé generally constitutes increased exposure to financial
rigk. |
+

There are seVeral proxies for short-term risk exposure. One is the

ratio of shbft~terﬁ debt to annual revenue. This shows the inatitution's'

’

+

- the institution's capital base. ‘
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! * : \ .
relative apility to meet its commitments. The gecond short-term praxy is

P A

« - 1 B .
a msnLure of the volatility of tuition revenues as a propbrtion of total : -,

I -
revénue. ’This proxy 1g computed as the differénce between the highest

real tuitioh level and the 1qwest real tuition level over recent years .
. ; { rb' ¢ . ' >

divided by total revenue FHF Yhe current year.

-

&
» -
ey . - .
. . ’

Changes Affecting Financial Resources g . )

>

'Esbéntiel to the dis%nosis'of financial condition 1s the ekamination . M&i

i

of .the factors which cause decline or expansion of'resources,"let real o AT

tuitrzp rgvenue trends indicate the institution's ability to continue

drﬁwin - sypport from students. Private gifts, . government suppoﬁt and

endowm nt| income as pr0portions of overall revenué indicate 1mportant .
l

'tpends 1q the ability of the 1nstjtution to capture resources’ and the

f Y

-
|
apiliyy,%f the enviromment to provide this support. Finally, the pressure

+

o l'

% pressures are indicated by the trends in total real costs per student
v o ) - . "

P
- v
I3

4

awées in Nonfinancial Resources i v

Nonfinancial measures include continuing education and*totFl enrol ments,
@ 4

[N
¢
~

' total number of faculty ‘and a measure of the 1nstitution'supridrity

. .
x i

. for .instruction. T I R I

> :
- '
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>
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. Medning And Limitatitns OF Fach Indicator
- .

“~ 4
. J
Category: Fimancial Resources, loug=~term I N
Statistic: : ) Endqwment M%;ket Va1ué _ '
. ) Educational ‘and General Expenses _
and Mandatory Transfers . *
Meaning: : . , - ﬁﬁ-‘ __ ~ -

This indicateor shows the financia%‘resg?tcgp which can be used %ver
~the long term to give.the Institution a competitive advantage. incom%
froﬁ endowment may be used to érovide a net price discount to studentgg

: : P
a qualitf bonus to the educational program or both. |
Limiéationg:
. The endowé‘nt mafket value does not net oﬁt liabilities atﬁached
to epdowment assets, and\does ﬁot always accurately reflect the earning
) ' pptentlal of these assets. Further, mﬁny othervféctors nay effeétively
negate the value of the resource over the long run i clu&ing heavy

debt service schedules, income regtrictions, high endvowment payoﬁt .

~ policies or poor budgeting discipline.

-

Category: Financial Resources, intermediate-term

Statistic: Current Fund Balépce and Quasi-Endowment Fund Balancef
Educational and General Expenses and Mandatory Transfers '

sMeaning: ' - . -
Tpis indicator sﬁows the relativae.amount of financial reéources
?vailable to_resﬁgpd to a crisis which might last one t; three years. In- i?
a sense, thé resﬁlting fraction is the pércentage of a year which reserves
could be used to keep the inétitution going if gll other income.sources
'--désappéared. Brief and expérihental'innovationé could be}funded from theée
F;soufqes. - . o | | : y
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Limitations: . | . ) ) e Vo '
. Not all the assets. ‘of these two funds are: sufficientlx 1iqu1d to
. @ -
be useful even over a two or three year period . On the other hand, _—

to the extent that funds are uncommitted in the unexpended plant fund;‘

this indicator understates usable resources. -Allocating hetWeen the .
s ) : !
quagi- and the regular endowment fund balances is often difficult,

expecially with regard to realized gains and losses.

-
)

Category: Financial Resources, short, term

Statistic: ) fCurfep{/;und Assets ~ (Current Fund Ratio) -
. Current Fund Liabilities ' ‘ |

3

Meaning:
This indicator shows the coverage which the institution 8 most liquid v

asgets tave of débts which will be due within one year. When this ratio <

I3

is below one, it is clear that the institution must depend on a flow of

cash from its current operations to stay ahead ot its creditors. Because many

current fund assets like student accounts receivable méy not be liquid enough

to pay these kinds of debts, ratios above one may be recommended. Institutioﬁs'

r

with an insufficient leVel of current fund assets, or short—term financial

resources, will be most strongly affected by immediate changes in the

r .
L3S

) ~
environment which require action; "

- : . . . . y
Limitations: . - &

~

Institutions'have been known to survive pressing financial‘crisesr

o

.with insufficient current assets by selling land, selling quasi—endowment o
~ assets and by refinancing current debt with long~term notes guaranteed by

previously udﬁ&edged assets (often not without gome expense to its
?‘

reputation or.to the ‘value of the assets. ) This statistic also varies

£

somewhat depending-on the time of year'in which 1t is calculated.

N 1
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Category The Need for Financial Reeourcesr Estimated Risk, 1ong—term y
e , SCatistic. Fixed.Propqrtion of the BUdget . ' N Q{\ ----
Estimated Tenured . Faculgy Compensation + AnnUalﬂggbt”Seryiéé
< _ . \ Current Fund Revenues . . oo
i ' : i -
T Meaning: ,

’

This r&ﬁiosindicates the proportion of current fuﬁd révénﬁes which go

to costs over which the 1ﬁstithtion_has the least discretion. Although.it'
2t ’ c .
1s possible to reduce the costs in either of these areas; such actions

are drastic and can damaﬁ% the reputation of the 1nst1tution..TV@ less

~

L‘ixexibility an institution has in the managément of 1its budgeted expéuses,

the more financial resources it needs to cushion possible shocks. TIpstitutions
v : L4 »

with limited control over expenses, faced with revenue declines, need a

A

longer time to adjust and hence need larger reserves to protect them

during the decline.

Limitations:

Ingtitutions have-many other fixed costs and semi-fixed costs than

the ones listed. These costs were selected only because of the trauma

involved in taking actions to reduce them, The baléulated'ratios give

a very understated picture of the_fixéd éost exposure of the institution. _ .-

2
- o

Category; The Need for Financial Resources;>Estimated Risﬁ; intermediaté—term‘
Statigtic: Proportidn of Ravenues Which Are Rgstriéted | ' .

Restricted Current Fund Révenues
Total Current Fund Revenues

Meaning: . ' LT
’ KY #

The risk of discontinuation of ré§tricted revénues 18 somewhat

-
higher than ‘the risk of discontinuatiOn of unrestricted revenues, Many

s
IS

of the restrictiOns are for projects of fixed duration, these revenues
v Co max chan cease. The more an institution»depends on restricted-revenues,

the moxp of. a cushion it may need to smooth oVer gaps betWeen funded projects.
: f)E) S sog
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.Some restricted revenue8~mayébe more dependablé than soue unrestrictad -
revenuea. Also, there are other ways, to a&sorb the diétress caused by the
com letion of a pro ect fqor example, makin sure al e enditu%es T ' R
P project, fqr examp 8 1l exp . . |
(including saﬁiary costs) cease at the fompletion of the project To the
<, ; 4
“\ b
extent that institutions commit themsélves_to rastricted projéccs‘ ;
l with -firm completion dates and Qo carr&over:bxpynditureé, this statistic.: -
. ) ‘ \"' ‘ ’ - . f . - v .‘.:3“.
. R . . - LS
overstates the risk. f . . o ' - L
- : . : ) \ . ’ ‘,‘
P Categor&v The Need For Financial Resources, Estimated Risk;‘short—term T ;
— ‘ - - : r ' .‘ " )
o Statistic: Revenue Fluctuations ’ "
Dollar Difference Between the Hfghest and Lowest Net Tuiltion
@ Revenue as a Proportion of the. Current Budget (usdng congtant dollars)
_'- . . W0 ) s ‘.’17" T »
‘Meaning: ~. ' _ B _ e e
' The greater the swing in revenue from this source in the past, the
| greater the probability of continued fluctuations. Both growth and decline
- require extra financial resources to finance the adjustments.
Limitations:. . ' o '
'Stea&y growth must be interpreted differently than declines or '
'flnctuations. Whilelgrowth aoes generally take additionél financing, }%:-kl
-and enrollment growth is often diffiCUlt to sustain (those 1ast one ' o
. : e
Ry
hundred students are the hardest to hang on to), growth is still easier to'
manage;than decline: ' _ P :' . S e f%
' Category' rhe Need For Finnncial Reeoqbces, Estimated Risk, short—term o :;
- Statistic: - Current Fung.}iabilities ' : S
' : . o : ;Current_FunanQVenuea I * B I
Meaning: o o ‘ .
The‘éhort-term debt load indicates the potential‘drein'on inétitutionel ;fﬁ
revenues should payment be deranded on these notes and other liabilities. Y

B
R

#2
x
-
o Er

. . ..
to . B ’ - - t ot S . ¢
| r - & . "%z \ S
e g (RS Y SN ST — : . S e R I S
B I T S I ANV ¥ AR Sl S N O E R D '""-I‘mﬁ'&ﬁfﬂ"?"’I""":‘*"-‘ ERIN




¢ Tl“»':‘,_-,..,:,.;.,,, Pt e e

‘ By casting this ptatistic in terms of the size of the budget, an indicdeion
18 givén of the risk to institutional operationé-beéause of probléms with

T ungecyred debt.® S ]
' >
Limitations:

S -+ The size of the debt can bary greétl& tvith ‘the time of the

* . -

year: !

i

e

and the time when tuition collections and federal Ffund coilections are

’ 4

made. The use of short-germ 1iabilities‘by state institutions is rare. o .

. This'statistic does not take into consideratién the émount ot kihd of S

"

agsets poéséssed by the instiﬁution.

. ' 1

: Category: The Need For Financial Résourtes, Estimated Risk, Predicﬁion

¥

P

Statistic: ' © Firgt-time fregshman plus Transfers _ ,
' Total FTE Enrollments . 1 '

Meaning: . - T ' ,

| This 1is an indicatof of future suc;ess or.trouble‘causéd by downturns
in enrollment. %fhools méy have many kinds of proble%s with‘énroliments,
buf the anticipated declihe_in.potenfial students of the_traditional |

college.%ge'wili,show3up mogt strongly in declines of first-time students

.o
1
k]

at the ingtitution.

» Limitations: | | o R

'7.$ S o _; This'indicatorhcan oniy be used in,comparisons with previous amounts.

B ‘. There éré'no norms for "good" proportions of first-time students. This

{ .
®

T 1‘:;r inhiéatof will'aléo look dgood"'for schools with att;ition problems . - B !

" e,

: s who continue to attract firsf-timg“students; Alsd, institutiggghyhiéh'shOW'
-a negative trend on this indicator may be successfully upgrgding their : ;
w.- g | quality Y ’ - | ) ' ' ) - . . . '~'. » ) . B _ .-

1

Ly S : ' . ' : S :
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Categoxyt. ine Need For Financial Resources, Egtimated Risk

Statistic: Perceived Financlal Pressure | | | | S
- ) " Loan Defanlt_Status, fedaral . : }
. , S “81gking Fund RequifementlStatus\

| Meaning: . .§z\ ‘
N

When an irstitution’is unable to pay .debt service requirements or to

-

keep up sinking fund paymenta;'it islin effect declaring itself under

-
-

~ extreme financial duress . This simpie'?yes/nov measure i1s an excellent .
indicator of selfvassessed financi"l exigency.

Limitations
¢ - . .
i R T & 11
il Few institutions have cu rantly asked for a moratorium on debt service

L (.

requirements or are in’ aétual default Thus, the indicator is limited by o N

the small extent of its applicat%pn.‘ The in%}cator does not show the

t\”'. 3, '
degree of financial distress, onl§ ﬁﬁn ti:the institution’has chosen‘thie *

' . - *
AR . N

\
P perticular, extreme, mode of temporarii§&éﬂleviating its problems

: . : “ \
3 . ’ . \ | I ",.. PR - e . \
oty . : .
' N . [N ‘o

L] “ . .

Category

T ;
% .

StatistiC' Net Revenues From Students--.

Tutition and Fees plus Auxi&iary IncOme 1ess Unrestriced Aid N
‘deflated by the Higher. Edpcation Pripe Index to
constant dollars™ ' WL‘ N

)

.....__,

Meandng: - . o T ey e i :
) y U \r- ol s ) + - EN \\‘\

This important indicator is in part a predictoy ofi: hanges iq.financial 8
"'&stuqent aiﬂ grants, - | W

L:Fven thoughf_nrolnnents . ;;

ey be, 1ncreasing, heavy financial aid sGBEIﬂies or below .nflanion tuitLpn ‘%

T&Q  .-. - increases mey actually be allowing a decline in support from stud'hfs.l -f'7j;; 2" ;f
;{Nhfi Q7.t For independent institutions, support from students iS;&XErememy 1ﬁn§n§£nt ;y{. pfﬁ




Limitations: . i
3

This statistic doas not allow for the replacemhnt of studant-deriyed

revenues by revanuss from other sources. Thug, institutions which have )

successfully raised restricted gift income for student scholarships to

RS - . .

f S reduce the cost to students will show a negative rate of increase in

net revenue from students. Given the goal to reduce the student's

o

burden, this "negative" indicator may in, fact be positive. .
Thiaiindicator is a complex mixture of many potential changes: : e
enrollment changes, tuition changes, ﬂousing occupancy c¢hanges; and

.

unrestricted student ald policy changes. Further analygis must be done

to make sense of any trends revealed. - _ ‘

IS '

Category: ChaﬁgggrAffectingﬁ?iﬁancial Beéourcép

Statistic: Support from Govefnment_Agencies
Meaning:
Tracing chkuges in gévernment support is another way to attempt’ tbo

i;(;;atezdict: future deglines or improvements in‘instituional resource levels.

Limitations: . ;

. Because of the relatively low level of governmental-support for many .

- ’ »

igstitutiohs, small changes in absolute levels-of support may cause largér
N N . 5 . .

Ly percentage increases.

N
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. Category: Changes Affecting Financial Regources

_ Scacia:ic; _Cﬁrrent Fund Private Giving ' . 54 . _ P —
Meaping ! e ) .
. ! " Thig is an improtant source of financial resources. Changes 1in this

-

-figure are an 1mpo§tant3diagnostic for eatimating the success of 'the

institﬁtibn'é fund-raising program., g
) Limitations: “§3 ,
: The large fluﬁtugtions that a;e normal in this statistic-wake )
hnalysis very difficult It 1s importan; for th -analyst to try and discern.
gengral trends. Sometimes_it is helpful to_reppvg any largé.nonrecurring
g;fts to better uhdarstanq underlying trends. — Ao
A further probiem for analysis exists becauge thié'ind cator guims
restricted and unrestricted gifts togeiher, even though restricted gifts
a;e counted only as fhey are'usedé' A‘separate analysis éor each may be
more Yrevealing of 1mporcant~&rgnds. | ¥ | ,
] . . ‘ - . ‘ ‘v' |
o . , |
Category: Changes Aﬁfecting Fihanqial Resources
v Statistic: Endowment'Inc;;e
Meaning: ° ‘
_ \ :
.‘ 'The interpretation of this statistic is similar to the 1nterpretat1@% |
of the private gifts statistic, i' " .
LimPtation,s! 3 I I
1t ds difﬁicult ta interpret this statistic,'hiven its stock market )
"y dependence;‘ Analysia of endowment perfé&mance is a complex affair -and }
| ) , analys ts are referred to NACUBO 8 Comparat:LVe Performance Study. . o ﬂ
t . . . Lo . ‘ L ’
. . ' i
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‘3;;, ‘rcdngrmnlly not 1pcludod ugd@: bt g§

Category: '
Statistic: Deflatad Costs Per Student
B BGiur ,/'
Studant FIE / ¢
Meaning: ‘ - _ : - | .

| summer billings and collecto 8.

Large increases in r@al costs per student 1ndicate the institution's

-

Uglesa revenues can -be increased on a pex student basia to

>

enrollments,

keep up with costs, institutional resources will declige.

‘Limitations: | | - /8

. Increases in quélity will look ét;he' same as cost control diff}éulties_.*.

! . .
Clearly thig.htatiatig should be interprated within the tontext i?/the quectives

~ : § / b
of the institution. ~ ' /

H N .

. '

L - o ”

~ . :

z -
e .
* ; .
X . . . . U
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Category: Chagges,Affeqt;pg Financial Resources
Statis&ic:' . Student Accounts Receivable °

Total Student Revenue -
Meaning:

This indicator shows shows the change in %yé'ability of the institution

‘to draw revenua from sCudents as it is due, ¥ As this indicacor increases,

< '/\ / - -

a growing proportion of student billings is bﬁpbmming uncollectiﬁle. This
indicatas a change in qdminiacrative effgctiveneas and a decrease in the

liquid;ty of current assats used in other indipators._f. S _' :  -; 
Limitntions: | | | .  | | - '“a;

Slow collection of accounts receiv;bie is occasionally used as a :
form of student financial aid. An inatitution which 1s changing ita clientelef ﬁllliw;

might ba axpected to find this ratio changing.' Gomparisons among

i C : . q
1nstitucions on- this ;Pdicator ara very difficult bacause of the ﬁiming of . N
HOWeVQr, since this indicator is given for f 

the, and of tha fiscal yaar, fall billinga and early collections for fall .

mkr‘
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Gatégory: Changes ;A"g;i;?s;lt;l.gg,ﬂggog_ig;li Resources X
Stat{stic: Studant Load ?efauit Rate | 6
Meaning: o _ 3 ' | o : . ;

] |
This is an indicator of both the institution's fihancial maﬁagemant

-

depth and its ability to'ma;ntain contact with its graduftes. Weakness .

in either of these areas can be particularly harmful to jnstitutions

‘facing a period of financial duress. | o

Limitations: o ) f )

1 Ganeral aconomic, conditions in the area around tha institution may

have an affect on this indicator. "To ascribe all'changaé in this indicator

«

to changes within the institution would be wrong. % )
' ' ~ f .
Category: Changes Affecting Financial Resources //// -i‘
Statistdc: Dormitory Ocoupancy Ratio | . é.
Meaning: | - -~ L o : L-. 2
) ) .
DormiCZries represent heavy fixed cost responsibilities to mady
Institutions., Unfilled dormitoriea usually ipﬁ}ﬁ?te that revenue normally
available fot aeducational and general oorposes 1s being uoed to-cover the Y

A

: +) .
fixed axpenses of the dormitories. Also, this indicator bhould correlate

well with overall unused capacity on campus. Unused capacity means that fixed

costs must be spread to a smaller basa, usually 1ndicatfpg h finanncially . ..W

~

@istressful situation.

!
|
|
|
1
1
!

Ltpitations' |
Revenul shortfolls may be assumed by agencios outside of the institution, I
including separate state-run dormitory authorities. This]statistic does not |
ad just for. the: proportion of the current fund which is dedicated to dormitory |
Cod S

expenditures, and a low occupancy ratio may not be very important to an institution o

. "

*with v\ry few dormitory spaces. . ‘ Lo R o . -..y’
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Category:

§taristic: Continuing Education Enrollm@nts

— Mgmingz ’ . '. . . . . - - - . . - . - e —

Coutinuing education enrollmenta show the institution's relationship

to, the madiﬁta comunity.“'mé atronger the tiee‘,_. the higher the enroilmegt_s.-
Changes in this nuﬁber.indicaﬁé ¢hangas in an‘impoftant resource.
" Limitations:
Theré is no common Senominatorsfor noncredit cdu?se enrollments.
‘ Credits are by dafiniﬁioﬁ ignored, as are standard course lengths and ;geting
,arréngemanta, This has lead to a-diificulc prbblq@*with regard to comparisbns
among institutions and even yithin'the same institution pver tima. |

\
@

¢ . “ 4 )
*

Category: Changes in Nonfinancial Resources .

Statistic: Instructional Expenses . .
' E&G + MT '
" Meaning: ' : - 7 R 1

Instruction is an important resource of tha institution. If‘financiai

o
&

pressures force down the proportionepf budget spent on instruction,  then this

reaourca i4 being sacrificed ‘to other pressures, Many collegea and universities"

. " are being forced  to put more emphasis on student recruitmeﬂt, fund-raising

-

. ‘ and utilities budgets. Student financial aid is also taking a larger '_ o

propoFtion of revenues.é To the’ extent that the instructional program ia ?

forced to grow more slowly than the rest of the budget, 1nstruption is

* -

E receivﬁng a amaller'portion of total':esources. L '
. \ ' N N . N
Limitations: -
i . . o .

”SOme naw budget i;ems are specifical%y funded Qy external sources,
cauaing the qppaaranca of decline to instruction. The best example of this’
is 1ncrpasod federal finadcial aid chénneled through the college ] budgatc ;'

“_amph:sis on inqtruction nay not 1n fact be doclining,

tht 1no$itqtion mly simply be cax:ying but thc qissioq of an externql agency

u,' 4H‘ ';,\_." . £ . ,.' ’
v e it i el S s 2 A i s ‘._,*%& -;ww&,.;:;pw' i B




sy o

Catagory:

- Limitations:

Statistic: Full-time hquivalegt Faculty

e o gt g K b gy T e gy

o 58
N A\-j

Statistic: Full~timq quivglgn; Studant Enrollmeﬁ?% : ‘ - . -
Meaning: . \ | - %j 3

The numb of’'students béing servad by the institution is
an important indicator of the institution 8 investment in this basic

rasourca.,

e

. ’ v

~Declines in this numbe: do not necassarily indicate institutional

decline. The institution mny be choosing to upgrade the quality oﬂ its

. ) L4
I

matriculants at a sacrifice to the total quancity of matriculants.

¥

Category: Changes in Nonfinancial Resources R

Meaning: . . ‘

. AL

Program cutbacks are almost immediately reflected in the numbers of
faculty., To the extent that faculty are not duplicates of aeach other,

each rednction in. faculty réduces student choice'and options for
varied studies. "The faculty as a reaourc} are primary to the inst:itu:t:_ton.

-

Limitations: - . ] . IR | SRY

Some faculty reductions may be undertaken with no effective

reduction in student academic opportunities. = -

A
3




‘not 1ncluds restricted reserves or fund balances.

Data Needs Requiring a HEP Survey

This section describes the institutional data sources and the definitions

o
+

of the &lements required By the survey. -
Appendix C lists each statistic, the data elements needed, and their

gource. Appendix D gives the data elements neéded specifically from the HEP. .-

»

gurvey. A discussion of each item follows.

" Current fund asseta and current fund liabilities are standard annual

‘;g R ~Bora /

financial report items, Tor the HEP survey current fund 1iabilities %hould

+

.
. ‘L

s *«‘3‘ & 4 B
© ..
»3 .
=

Annual debt service amounts are usually av&dlable from the annnal‘finann

Y “ -
.

cial report. They can usually be calculated by sumying current fund mandatory -
S Q

transfers and adding in other nonmandatory amoun&s*paid for debt service listed

in various fund accounts.

The .fund balance for quasi—endowﬁent, or funds-functioning-as—endowment,
may not- appear separately on the annual financial report,. although this is

the exception rather than the rule. The fiducilary respopsibilitiés of insti-

tutions require records for investment funds where the pxincipal is to be held

in perpetuity to be separated from other investment funds (qdasi—endowment)

where no such restriction is attached. Occasionally institutions separate

o
<

fund reserves from fund balances. These two items should be combined when

et e miathas

responding to tne survey.

A
]

. Continuing education enrollments are usually separated from graduate and

undergraduate enrollments as—''other." We are interested in a full year count
. . A 4 i .

of those who participated as "other.“_ E : _ )(: |
Transfer studsnt enrollments are new'studants who have been enrolled at
other. institutions, have transferred credits and have not been'prévidusly

enrolled in this institutionm,

. . .
N 35 ", : ." .
AR R - L Sooas
. . R ' ]
e y




Estimated tenured faculty compgusatégn"includiné frihge benefits can be
ccmputed dlrectly.by adding up ;ll lbe'éaiariea of tenured faculty meubers
(and adding*on an average“friuge benefit amount) or by applying the fractiou>
of fcculty who are tenured to the total faculty compensation amount.

Student accounts recelvable is given in the end—bf-che—fiscalwyear audit

report. For the audit, fall billings and credit amounts are removed frdm the

ac counts receivab le b@nce

Dormitory occupancy (percent of capacity) 13 often found in the audit .o

report, Most dormiEBry bonds require that this statistic be available.

y

Federally guaranteed loan defaults, including HEW and HUD notes, are

always noted in the annual fiscal report. ‘

Defaults on sinking fund requirements are always.noted in the audit report.

Notes.on the Cover Letter . . _ .

health should be publighed. Promising thd

" Particular attention should be pald to the justi c%i’pn given in the cover
letter for the HEP survey. Many of the comments from interested researchers,

when agsked about the potential for such a survey, wgined that many ingtitutions

o .

would find this ‘type of research thréatanin These letters are included in '

Appgndix E. No lists ranking institutiond by supposed degree of financial o a
- may do much to garnerxcqoperation... .
No inuiuious compariuons should be derived between essentiaily noncompérablé
gsectors. For example, no comparison of the health of public and privaté
institucidns should be drawn from.the duta. S

We béligve.that direct aid to institutions is the main issue of this
résearch, and this thg&ibpe Openly stated in the cover letter. Honesty-mcy

promote a better response. Also, 1nstitut10ns may have.'no other incentive

forafilling out the questionnaire than the néed for some_compa;ative_data.

- If this need is the dnly motivationfor'returning ‘the form, then bias is

possible bacauge the response will be only from those institutions who assume

Qb - T ;

L
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considered, including xeroxing and special codihg_of HEGIS forms for the:

on one occasion in the past, but necegsary editing would become tte respon-

that they will look good. The importance of this survey to federal policy-

making should be emphasized, L ‘ B
'Péfhaps a special insert with a request for the data from a high ranking

respected individual might be helpful. Should the gurvey come to fruition,

the authors offer their‘'assistance 1n°draft1ng a final leﬁter._

One further note on data is necessary., The data called for in the HEP

survey is the most radentfpossible. Matching HEGIS data is not

f ' . <,
available. Some COusideration for spacial anxangements'with NCES phould be

-

sample institutions as the forms come in.’ The technique has been guccessful

L]

RS

sibility of the analyzing organization, and 'this could be quite a burden.
One final caveat on the use of the HEP surveyl The low sampling level

of small privatecollegesumy require attempts to generate other sources of
" . o o .

data, or may require a gpecial {and'perhaps costly).abpsal to these participants

in order to improve the response rate. (




‘ Instiuctions to include'witﬁ,HE? survey.

Note: Data for every other year is
being requested

L3

. ltem
1 Use total current fund assets as listed in audited financial state-
ments at the end of fiscal year. Include amounts due from other
funds. ‘ '
2 Use total current fund liabilities as. in Item l Do not include
fund baldnces or resarves. Do include amounts due to other funds
3 " Include both interest and principal.payments regardless of the fund
making the payments. Do not inc¢lude inter-fund transfers of interest
or principal. . : '
4 Qussi—endowment funds should include funds functioning as endowment
B without restrictions on principal payout.
5 ' Include noncredit enrollments for students not included on the HEGIS
. opening fall enrollment report. This number should be a count of
- the unduplicated number of students enrolling in not-for-credit .
courses during the year. -
6 Include students attending the institution for the first time, who
' are not flrst-time freshmen. '
7 . Include only completed applications. Do not. include inquiries. )
8 . Compute by either of two methods:
a) Sum all tenured faculty salaries and add _
" an appropriate amount for benefits i
b) Multiply the total feculty.salaries and benefits by
the percentage of tegured faculty to all facultv.
9 'To find the full-time equivslent number for any part~time faculty
' ' member divide _that faculty member's load (in contact' or course )
hours) by the institution's _ggggtg_ full-time load. ; T :
- 10 Use the audited end—of—year amount. Billings for. terms'or semesters .
1 , , ngtﬁxet,begunranq credit accounts should not be included in the
N audited amount. : e
11 . . This amount should be the percentage of all living spaces normally
- rented sto students which are occupied for fall semester or term.
lli" | Indicate if any loan payments due HEW or. HUD were not paid in fiscal
T yeag 1978-79. . - | i e -
13 i Indicats 1f any payments due sinking funds were not paid in fiscal

year. 1978~79
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' Average of the net 1ncraase§’fqr the year across all five fund

v e

s grouga' - 'A;. C ;R»fi:.,' Collief vJenny, Wormley, Coldren

JEEEE T T
i
APPENDIX A )
- Specific Indicators of Financial Health Researchers ”
. . , .
‘ N "h . '. ' .
| 1 .
. % o - ' h
Rate of Inflow | \ | y -
) ‘ ) : b e
Enrollment. trends: Jellema, Lanier/Andersen, Jenny, '%
 Pa., McNamee, Lupton, Coldren,
) Minter, Abderson |
¢ . : .
, Enrollments under | : o | . N
500 1 VPI _ 5 -
Rate of Inflow . - | o .
Revenue Trends BN
\ - s . . ) . ‘_-
Overall Income Trends: L Jellema, Coldren - L K
. Specific Income Item Trends: Jelléma,.VPI, Pa., 'qﬁf
Tuitign and Fees perx Student: - Lanier/Andersen, VPI, Coldrén- i
Revenue per Student: Mintex _ - 'f Lo x
"Revenue Draw Power': Collier )
' | TQition_ihcoﬁe plus other student paymentq less unrestricted " } N
student aid: | Jenny . | - ;
;o Endowment Use; - S Farmer, “1§;
b ) ' : y . : ' < o R¥ \‘J
Rate_of'Inflow ‘ ) > ﬂ\ﬁ
ReVenuq;Mix - o . 3 S . :
Tuition ‘and Fees/Education and General Revenue (E & G Revenue) .
Lanier/Andersen, NACUBO, McNamee; VPI IR I 1
Endowment Earnings/ E & G Revenﬁe" NACUBO Lupton e
. - ) #. ' ' . ' X .‘ o
,QRQEBQ?‘in Financial Resources _ o -m_’gsfjl' § S »
-Numbers and percentage of deficits' Lanier]Andersen . S '__L.\ fs"'-f
Liquid Assets/Deficit or surplus: Jellema _ S o ‘&x\gx'
Increase 1in enﬂewment\funds' T NACUBO Jenny,'Farmar Lo e
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o N Iotal Aaacts / Total.Li litiea' Minceg, Pg. I ; v “ =g£l
e - B AY . . . I“ )}? "1‘

Liquid Assets / Currant Lidﬁilities. Janny, Mintgr, Andaxaon o -~‘ﬁ%
. "

Current. Fund anicit / Current Fund Incoma' -Farmar, McNamae,

) o At . .
':*; . - Long-tarm Debt / Total Incéme: McNamee . B o | .
: o .
f& A hm&tumvdm,’mﬂmmmmz mﬁmme ff‘ | R B -
| Deficit Y, Endowment: McNamae o | o f;:;ﬁ
E § G ReVenue / E &G Expenshz ver o ) l(. ) . o

S ~ Currenmt Fupd’ Revenues /.Currbnt Fund Expenditures: Luptom, . f. _ . W

e * * ]

"VPI, Pa., Coldren . gy o

LY . ) ) & X . FYL NN . .
“ . . A

- deéing & Food Revenue / Housing & Food Expense: VPI

e VPL S . oy
'3ﬁ§f S . i

Auxiliary Enterprise Revenue /" Auxiliary Ent ggfisg Expense: VPL | S o

| - j
Student A1d Expense / Student Add

o .+ Current Fund Balance / Studant: Coldrenﬂ.‘.l v L - N
' ’ : ’ ! h‘ . tc, L C o —

) Endowment / Student: _V?I,;Mintar{ Coldren T . - _fﬁ
o Assets / Student (FTE): Minter T "_:\ Col : -
Lok | " e E o ; S " o ’ '
N - Net Assets / Tbtal -Assets Less Interfund Borrowing: .Pa P %5

Surplus or Deficit / Student°' Anderson o ) S '“3

\T‘gﬂ '. . ‘ . . . I:._ "
. ‘ Net Worth_/ FTE Faqulty Coldrdn - \ ’
Changes in NonfinggcialABesources ' . - .“' . N i -
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Tuition. and Feeé “ n HEG]S FIN Al
Houaing and Food" Service (Auxiliary Enterprisas) ‘Hﬂégs %IN A16 ' ~Tn
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e - KCONOMICE AND FINANGE YNIT

AMERIGAN COUNGIL ON EDUCATION
ONE DUPONT CIRCLE .
WASHINGTON, D, C. 20038

L1

Dear Colleagua:

n
»

Sal CQ:rallo at the Office of Education has- asked me to help him design
- a questionnaire for a Higher Education Panel survey which will be used to
assegs "institutional financial distress". I frankly don't think it can be

‘done, any more than we can currently assess the earnings potential of a private

company's common stock —-— we can knock it around a bit, but we can only
appraximate the "truth"

Nonetheless, I'think I have learned a few things from you and’ the par-
ticipants at the last two Annapolis conférences on asgessing instdtutional

financial health, and I would like to try my hand at extending the state~ofwthé—

art in this area with the cooperation and raaburces of the Higher Education o
Panel.a?d“the Office of Edycation. , R _'- ST
I have explained to Sal what I bagieve are the major constraints of any

effort to measure financial distress. The first is that it ig extremely .
difficult to predict the deiise of any given institution. The best that' WQ

can hope to do is to assess a raelative prdbability of failure, and theén only

a probability that extends to groups of -ingtitutiong. As an example of ‘the
difficulties we have in making accurate predictions, the closer an institbtion.
is to failure, the more appealing it becomes to the kind of talented individyal
who c¢an come in and turn the ingtitution around. Thede people tend to ruin e
some of our best predictions. Nonetheless, we can improve our ability tb o
recongize institptions in various states of "inadequa e preparation for the.-
future". Institutions without sufficient resources to survive  the kinds of

contingencles and- emerganciés which we all know are normal to'higher educatiOn,_:"

are simply more likely to fail —-— the wrong emergency at the wrong time and--

they are in severe trouble. - . // :
The key word for analysis in the above paragraph is resourées. In order

to make- intelligent statements about changes in the probability of institutional

survival, we need to be able to measure changes in institutional regources: _

financial faculty, administrative, student and physical. " Fipancial resources

' are particularly suited to qur need to monitor changeé in the probabllity of
‘demise, because they tend to respond (or are used to respond) to crises more .
Immediately than the nonfinancial resources. Howevér, the patterns of resource

change used by institutions to meet exigencies varies.- Apy resource can come

“under attack during adverse times ~- cash declines following deficits, low

faculty salary increases, appeals to students nqt suited to the institution s’

' historic mission, maintenance'deferral, etc.
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‘A major factor in an analysia of institutional financial resource Lhanges .
~ = 1ls a ‘careful description of the needs for these resources. Because these ) ‘
" resources muat act as buffers to Protect the other ingtitutional resources
from the shocks of éxtexrnal revenue and expense "ghifts, measures of the changing
size of ‘external fluctuations are meeded. If the enviromnment is becoming more
volatile, more financisl resources are meeded to adequately buffaer the in—
. stitution. Also, the less flexible which an institution can be with its résource -

allocations, the larger buffer it requires to allow it time to adjust to
-external changes without trauma

What I propose, therefore, i3 a set of'meaéures which indicéte:

I. Financigl resource changes . . -
A. Long term '
B. Intermediate term _' 4
C. Short term _
: \
1I. Nonfinancial resource changes
A.  Faculty
B. Student
C. Physical

III. The need for financial resources: risk_eprsure

VEY

"J  A. Long term | ) "
y . B. Intermediate term '
b - C. Short term . .
f- . ' ,a"“-’ ' _ ' : : +°
| .

- | IV. Predictors of resource changeé ' ' X o,
C : - A.- Income trends -
'_/j ' .~ B. Expense trends T )
J' . : The indicators which I propose to examine for: the approximately 700 schools

in the. Higher Education Panel (HEP) sample follow.

Financial Resources"

[y

N 1. Short.term:‘ Curréﬁf.Fund_Ratio -

o . H

. Current Fund Assets L - I : .
Current Fund Liabilities ' o

2,  Intermediate term:'iﬂaserve protection

Current Fund Balance (includihg Reserves) +.
Quagi-endowment Fund_ Balance_ri S
' Current Fund Revenues
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ST T T 30 Long term:  Endowment Size T T e
. o “’ . ' '
. . ' N . . . . |
s | “Endowment Fund Balance
S | . Current Fuad Revenues -
- . avel . o

_ ' . Nonfinqncial Resourcas ' . o | . ) | | LT

iﬂ / 1. Faculty | Fﬁ', %-" L ' s s T
j - e ‘ B ¢ . R S

_%; ’ hvaraga Real1 Fsculty Salaries T

[

2.: Students S o o o

/ | . Enteriﬁg student's average test scores LT
f/ < ' e . i ’ o . e Co. o

I
\

oA
=
v

3. Physical S : L g

T . . B
S
Sy L . [ \
Tor LA

g‘:p L .

! Size of defarred maintenancé 1iability I3 a o

o

*
.
Y

Financial Resource Needs. Risk profilel'V v e T

1. Proportion of fixed costs (defined to include tenured S
~ faculty compensation plus annual debt service payments _ . L
plus utilities (electrieity, fuel, water). :

) e Fixad Costs ' , _ - A N -’7;
Total Current'Eund Revenue ’ ' ' :

A - 2. Dependence on Soft" money ‘short term restriCted révehues

Restricted Current Fund Revenues AR | \ -
Total Current Fund Revenues R '

3. Fluctuation in appropriation and student derived income X L

Highest Minus Lowest Real A%g;opriationz ‘ ' B . L
Total Current Revenues - _ IR L e
o . R : : . v

.f o v Highest Minus Lowest Net Student Revgnua
- B N - Total Current Revenues B . ' .
' N . L o e . P

1 Reﬁoving inflation

-

T

'

/ 2 Over the last five years - - .- L .

— e
S

.

S Y 3 over the last: five years. Net student revenue 1s defined a9 tuition o
Ly B aﬁd fees plus\@uxiliary income less financial aid, from unrestricted 3ourCQSa
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2. Trends 1n renl.abproéiigtiona

[}

. .. .- 3. Private gifts applied ag a proporcion of total curreut e A
FEE ~ . fund revenue kil . : L e
o T, Grants and contracts from all sources as a groportiqn of - s
: S total current fund revenue = - | Lo R
1; 5. Total real educatiopal and genaral expenditure per FIE - o , ‘f
§ students (to examine cost prassures and the i stitution'a | S
ability to adapt) - . . @ i "
Fortunately, much of the necessary data h&v« alraady been gathered aqd -ilfﬁ
v need ask for little new information from the institutioms with the HEP burvey, SRR
Also, almost -all of the necessary data which we must agk for qan be'speggigy o
gathered from,annual ‘reports. ' SR ¥ L
Givnn that HEGIS data covers much of this, T would only aek 4ngtitut16ns A _.f4
to provide the following figﬂres for the fiscal years ending- 1n 1975, 1976 S “3§
qg 1977 and 1978. | ) LT . oy B
. Current Fund Assets o Y o S T Lk
% 2. Current Fund Ligbilities LT . e
3. Current Fund Balance (including regtricted and unreatricted N _ f}?é
‘ ‘reserves, l.e. agsets minus liabilities).. o (I am concernqd, NS 4.f§
- that HEGIS misses the meserVes, 8o 1 will ask here also. ) : fﬂg
P ; . 5y
1-;*-'53:.1\ - : . \d*
S 4. . Quaai—endowmcnt fund balance (funds functioning a8 endqwment) |
o * This may require some allocation, - aince in seme cases only 'pk'“ R
) the asseta are designated aa "quasi"'- e d e oo L @K
_ : SR . ol
BRI
5. Annual Debt Service - 1ntexept and principal repayman:s 1n all _ ,,ggﬁ
funds- T : . .o _ T . "-3): c . ‘w-.-

e ‘ ' 6. _Annua Utilicies Costa (including electridity, erl, water and

o . sevag G | . S
‘ 7. _Dcfekrad MainCQnanca Liability ' ‘: - 7l';'

(This 13 the institution 8 estimnte of the cosc Qf projects
* which were not undertaken, but-which were needed to asgure,
“ the cqgtinued usafulnossﬁpf all ‘bulldings foz their eurkent

‘purposes, Ihis eytim@te ‘should’ not’ inelude pxojgcﬂw to improve
t . .acc#s for' theghandicapped,’ projects, to. dmprove rility ¢ -
- '1'-consumption, rqjecta to ‘alter the use of build;ngs. We .

-:-‘:rc sacking onlyﬁto mcaéurc the_dec‘ine of phy;icg; resourqes ) b
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Items 15 should be~availabla directly from audit reports‘
‘should be easily available from expense records,
_estimata and way not be available. :

PR ]

Item 6
itbq 7 will require an

”

I also anticipate difficulty in getting good HEGIS data for all necessary
years, but I did get excellent cooperation from NCES on tha last study ‘T did -
using 1978 - iingngial data for community collages. ' . .

The greatest difficulty we will have ¥111 be presenting any results in a S
clear context-of meaningful explanations and caveats. Each statistic above
merits at least a full chapter on caveats alone. ' S

o The true liquidity of assets is not .measured...

N 1
te e
3

Endowment fund balance ié a poor proxie of earning powei«,¢
. The need for financial: resources is much different at state
institutions... C . , )

&

< . ’ -
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<
2
£

-
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Average faculty salary growth is’ only a modest predictor of . L “wﬁﬁ
the faculty as a resource... o ' K

P

Unstruetured deferred maintenance estimAtes are poorly

comparable. .. . .

1 believg the ttajor concern: ‘we all haye over the effort which.Sal and T

ptopose is that the statistics will be irresponsibly presented or used in an
uninformed manner. We are sensitive of the damaging impact of bald statements -
about the decline of institutions or sectors. Journalism being what it is, it
will be difficult to prevent any Iimproper uses. However, I will try to guard
against uninformed presentation of any statistics.

*

Sak and’I came away from the last Annapolis conference feeling that some
progress had been aind- could continue to be madé in the area of financial con- _
dition measurement. We need your reaction to the proposed gurvey. We will not, -
.indeed should not, conttnue unless we can show to,the Office of Education that
some cdusansus does exist on the question of how to monitor changes in financial ~
condition. ' We would greatly appreciate a note from you with your encouraged@nt
reservations, insights and.general comments on the framework the indicators and
the survey design. :

T -d’o“

- ) - ®

.'--th Sincerely, |

1

Nathan Dickmeyor

< Y S "‘i""‘"f

r , Director R _ - .
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ml; umvm:m or TH!: STATE OF NEW Yomk
) THE STATE EDUQATION DKPARTM.ENT
) ' . ' . 99 WASHINGTON AVENUK - |

B U o C 1 ALBANY, NEW YORK 12230 - ' B . i
I j-“»‘m_-“ ‘ o RN o S o “_.(‘Q-;E;‘I_Cll: or POSTSHCONDARY RESEARCH, | %
" ‘ " . INFORMATION 8YSTEMS AND INSTITYTIONAL'AID =7
e T N o . ey . 318, 474-3091 \
. W . [ ‘
D o  Mey 23, 1979 - - S
iy “ ) - o ' o b - o 7___%,~““ ‘[{ _
‘._:'.v ' . - | R g . B . . . l\l" o
_ - Mr. Nathan Dicluneyem o ’ . oA
Co Director, Financial Measures Project ' ' :
\ American Council on Education
One DuPont Circle _ _ ) . '
* Washington, D.C. " 20036 = . . - | | o
. Dear Nate: = | ' , ) | | :
This is in. responae to your letter of Mgy 15 concerning the _ ‘ ,
“design of a questionnaire to assess "institutional i‘inancial, diatregs" . B oo
I have a number of thoughts on the subjectx . : 5
B 1.. IA am quite con;fident that using 8 relative]y emall set _ : | L ‘;
of data dn an institution it is possible to determine - '
‘whether it is- having problems. I do not believe that o .
.one can determine f from a paper review alone whether , | )
closure is imminent., | _ : A - R
] 5. Your listyof varisbles. will do reasonably well as the- S
‘ bagis for & sordening process, Becsuse gome institutions : )
experience significant ffuctuations from year to year, ‘
S _ your plan to have four years' dats in your profile is & T ;
.- : ' good one. Y N B o o
- 3. Ehtering students! teat scores are not universally available.
ke Your data set will. involve a Tot of analysis, elther by i
R | you or by the institution .(e.g., deferred maintenance . o
L v . .. liebllity)., It also implies s .relatively large set of -
PUEN . data® elements to be used in ¢omnstructing the final ct o
L incl;lcators. . o S ‘ _ STy

s
X

L If I represented an institution, partioularly one in i‘inancial o SR
troublq, I doubt T would respond to your survey: Such a project is | SRR
.golng to raise awareness levels, etc. and ultimately make it more - *
difficult fo¥ me to operate. I will get more probing questions. . My:
situation is more likely to become 60 _on “‘*MOwledge. I already know
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' | Mr. Dd.ckmeyer - ' o o ;- ' ' K
R May 23, 1979 ) o : ' R
B | Page Two S _ _ . o _;

4

what my condition 1s, and your project is pgt going to help me deal ;
with any probleéms I may have. I see nothing in this project for -
the institutions. _ S, '

I guess my bottom line at present is that, unless you can
- establish a larger frame of reference that holds out the hope of
+-additional assistancé to institutions, financial br informational,
or both, that you will have trouble selling it. Even if you do get’
cooperation, I 'm not sure what progress will have besn made if you .
are just able to indicate that X percent of institutions of different 3
types are having different types of prgb;ans; . _ ¥

- .. Your project might also provide a basis for a '"Moody's-stylet .
. rating service in which the status of all institutions is made public
< for all to see. This may in fact be a very good thing, but I'm not
: sure we're ready for §t. And I‘Eﬂﬂﬁ there would be trauma involved
in getting thers. 2N 3 '
5 .
I hope these thoughts are helpful. I'd be happy to discuss this
further at your convenience. - o ‘ '
. I
Sincersly,
. A
3 ; ;{
L«:Lf’mr“
_ Paul Wing'
§ - ' . Coordinator

cct Dorothy G. Harrison‘ ' : _ S - |

5
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* ONE DUPONT CIRCLE
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OFFICE OF THE VICK'PRESIDEKNT

w ! _ e | et

TO} " NATE DICKMEYER' S '

. // / .
- FROM: BOB ATWELL 5 / R » :
. / , . N x
DATE: MAY 30, 1979 , - c

These are just a few thoughts in response to your May 15
memo concerning the possible HEP survey on financial distress. -
The HEP sample is biased toward the research universities
and that may prove troublesome since they are generally not
as distressed as the smaller privates. Also, I think the kind
of work you have been doing is more applicable to privates than

to publics.

With regard to nonfinancial,reséurce changes, you refer to
changes in the test scores. I also think you would want to .
look at changes in the size of the applicant pool apd changes in
the proportien of the pool which is offered admission. Also;
one would want to know about the changinyg composition of total =~

.enrollment which gets at thé extent to which the institution

has gotten into the older student market. . . ..

I think it is a good 1dea to use the HEP. panel in this way
80 I wisgh yeu well.

BA:ra S , % 

ce:  Carol Van Alstyne -
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- Dx. Nathan Dickmeysr, Director e _ _
Financial Measures Project | . .
Economics -and Financenit: _ ..
American Council on Education - ' . .

One Dupont Circle ] ' . .
* Washington, DC 20036 ’ ' N

Deéar Nate: . - . ™

I wanted to provide my reaction to the HEP Survey Questionnaire, before my

summer work achadule picks up. :

» N :

Having spent the year working on the NACUBO Steering Cpmmittae;‘you already - - =
’ know the regervations many of us have expressed about the Feds' use of and '

attempt to use these types of measures &o assess "institutionsl financial . -

distress." Corrallo's interest along these lines is Particularly bother- - .

gome, but inevitable I suppose. - '

As for your proposed measures, I would only suggast yoq“;ook at trends in o .
your financial and non-financidl resource measures, and in your measure of v
the proportion of fixed costs, rather than a -one year .anapghot. You may '
have intended this anyway,. in light of yout inclusion of the word "changes",

in I. and II. on p.'2, and I'm sure yzf understand why I would suggeet this.

il
¢

Therd are three questions I have.: First, what is the "fluctuation in appro~ .
-priation and student, derived income' measure supposed to show? Wouldn't it

be ‘Just as usaful and possibly more straightforward to look at the ttend

in the real appropriation and' net atudent revenues? : o

L
. ~ ———.

Sacondly, would you clarify your comment pertaining to Quasimandowment fund :
‘balances (p. 4, #4)? What point are you making in your statement: ''This may
require some allocation, since in some cases only the assats are designated.
as 'quasi'." Also, I agree with you that it will ‘be difficult to measure
;, the deferred maintenanCe 1iability. 3 \ _
. 1 ) : SRR
, . My third question is,. fter you hav& examined these indicators for the 700
1'&?;_ - “institutions, how will you decidg what institutions are in financial distresa?
L . What will distress mean for the inetitutions and for the government

w@ll Nate, thexa really isn't much that Ibcan add. I will rest more ¢om~: 3'g
£ortably knowing you are working with Corrallo on this project. However, ;

4 .
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L Mr. Nathan Diclmeyer - : -
May 29, 1979 '
Page 2 .

~

N

there. 1s little comfort “In 'knowing of the Feds' continued interest in this
area. : - ’

L]

‘Sinceraly,

@ & ¢ ~en N

en B
=

. Wayne M. Wormley A
‘ I Director of Institutional Research .
! - - and Planning -
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Dear Nate:

-~ primarily a political decision and rarely has anything to' do with sound

Unrestricted Current Fund are about $1.1 million, while total.annual - | .
“Unrestricted Current Fund Revenues are about $1.5 willion. This means that:

~ 1in_one year to pay off prior years' deficits. In

‘ . PATEROS, AND ASSOCIATES L
N DARNRSVILLE, MD 20708 o '
_soi/ers.ens B O A B S
{. ' , ) . s . ‘
("é\ \" ‘ ’ . * ' p: N e ' v s .
: - . . . e . . 1 L. . ’ 1 2t —
: . " - LI ' S
5 A May 21,:1979 - I
Mr. Nathan.Dickmeyer ' - | R - S
Director, Financial Measures Project Co . . :

American Council on Education _ _ M
One Dupont Circle -
Washington, D.C. 20036

\

o N

. Your Tetter of May 15, .1979,” concerning the assessment of "institutional
financial distress" 1s very well written--particularly, with respect to your
point that you don't think it can be doné. I have heen involved.in this
for a number of years for individual institutions and groups'of,1nst1¢ut10ns
and I am constantly amazed at their capacity for. survival. " (Reminds me of
the Bullets!) C s L R

Some of my associates and I hope to ‘have ready for publication very

" soon, -a document titled Higher Education Indices. Our primary caveat is

that none of the indices, singly or Tn any combination,:can predict anything
definitive about the futufe of an institution--a conclusion I air glad that
you share.. Further, we feel that similarity among institutions 1§ related —
more to enrollment size than any other, characteristic,” and¥hat the quality

of the Board of Trustees is -largely ignored as a most significant factor -

"in- the performance of an’ institution.

T also feel that public institutions should not be included 1n any
study such as the .orie proposed. The status of a public institution is ..

planning or logic. o
$o much For_geneha11t1es; now to the 1nd1c&tors ypu sudgest'

The references to Current- Fund-all sections should be 1imited to the
Unrestricted Curpent Fund since any balances in the Rmztyicted Current must o
either be spent for specific purposes: or retyrnéd. to the grantor. For I
example, I know of one institution whose demand notes payable in the T

1t needs almost twice 1ts horma] annual unrestricted revenue as a surplus Co
ay of wcidently, 1ts currept RU
restricted revenues are about $1 million per year. ' P o

g T
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. _ I would suggest adding a few items to the non-financial resources
- category. The student/faculty ratio, the average number of graduates per
o ~ major, the number of majors with 10% or less of the total graduates, and

S the average credit hour production of the faculty have a great bearing on
- the finahclal stability of an Institution. So too do the financial results

,of auxilfary enterprises, the student/total FTE employees (including faculty), i
- and the percentage of faculty, Qy'r%?k,ﬁoh tenure, ’ . e

. A . i
In the risk profile section, I would lean toward the computation of

Net Student Tuition and Fee Revenue, excluding auxiliary enterprises revenues

which could contain revenue from non-students. Also, the percentage of

students on financial aid of all types and the average award per student

+are significant indices. : A '

Normail Brandt has revised the finance form for HEGIS XIV to request
some of the aata you suggest gathering. It might be well to check.with
him to see 1f you could use the same format and terminology. :

, You are quite correct in your reservations about an:estimate of
deferred maintenance costs. They will range from a complete ignoring of
the problem to estimates of the cost of completely renovating and modernizing

- avery building on campus. ' . St

I don't quite understand your.point about.reserves, In fund accounting,
~assets minus liabilities equals fund balance--rarely are reserves established,
and if they are, they would probably be identified as such in a separate
section, as with the 1iabilities. - '

. Net R _ .
Why do you anticipatévgetting good HEGIS data? Short of going on
campus and conducting an audit, it's the best that's available.

. Your concern about irresponsible use of the statistics 1s well taken.

‘ That 1s our concern about our forthcoming document, even with the caveats
we propose. But since people twist sperts statistics tp suit themselves,
I'm sure that can happen to any set of statistics. C \

- I'am quite convinced that no government agency-or national educational
organization should come out with anything that could be construed as
"standards” for financial condition of an institution. It wouyld be:
better to come out with an analysis which would permit an insgitution to .
Judge itself in.the 1ight of its own missiony objectives, and goals.

Let's get together soon and'chat-abqut all this. S S
. ‘ B . S"VQ% . ' ’ IK " . r.‘;
T 777 ohn J. Pateros | ' r
. NP - . ‘_«,;;“}‘é
62 ‘
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N AC U O National Assoclation of College and University Bus!ness Qmoem
ML One Dupont Gircle, Suite 510, Washington, D.C. 20036 - 202/296-2344

e - ¢ : - - Jupe 7, 1979

MEMORANDUM TO NATE DICKMEYER S L

SUBJECT: PROPOSED HIGHER EDUCATION PANEL-SURVEY

. I have a couple of points to pass on. relative to the proposed survey °
you and Sal are putting together. As you would expect, ¥ have littla
difficulty with the proposed 1ndicatora since they are virtually identical
to the ones we have in the self-assessment workbook for small independent
institutions. You also seem to“have a good understanding of the data
quality and limitations you will be experiencing, 80. I will*not comment
on that gerious: and troublesome aspect®of the proposed project

R and

My concerns, oY cautions, are twofold:

—_— _ , 1) The use of the statistics for other than
' small independent institutions

2) The use of the statistics for purposes
-other than salf—asaeasment
The btatistics you and I put togather ‘with the help of the task force,
and that you and Sal propose using, are imbpedded in the theoretical framework
we developed for small independent institutions, The framework was not
3 designed to include the public séctor ndr the comple§ research-orienteéd
oo universities. As we have discussed on previous occaedons I -have difficulty
- - seeing the relevancy of measuring "institutional. financial distress' fox -
_the public sector and major research universities (MRUs) in terms of the
w-~8tatistics.developed for small independent institutions To me, the relevant
1sgues tegarding institutional strength in the public sector and with MRUs are
‘related more to their success in meeting programmatic*objectives.

&,

The" public sector should be examined in terms of how successfully the

state (or other governmental authority) is providing postsecondary &Hucation .

to its citizens. This line of inquiry looks at tax capacity, demographics,-
enrollment patterns, affirmative action, and ‘other servicespriented indicators.
+The Mcgpy—ﬂalstead studies are a good example of the relevant approach to
o looking\at the strength of public sector, postsecondary education. Current
. - fund ratuos, capital structure, endowment, and private giving patterns are
SR . .examples of statistics .that gaem to be 1rrelevant and possibly misleading
© -7 measures. tor the public séator- '_ o

~-.

-

’Ww e LT e SR . '
~ The Qse of the stacistics for MRUs have similar 1imitations. Examination
of the public sector MRUs have all the problems described.above, 'In addition,
the complexities inherent in the.gophisticated research and graduate programs
for\both public and 1ndependent MRUs cannot be adequately dealt with by the

v
1-,
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MEMORANDUM T0 DICKMEYER-~} U Iume 7 1979 L

set of statistics devaloped for small indepandent institutions. The more
relevant issues, in my opinion, are how auccessfully an-institution -is able -  ———
to support its academic programs, provide quality support services, and :
rocrult the desired mix of undergraduate and graduate students and faculty,

(Ae an aside, I can see an interssting line of inquiry into the analysie .
of the financial atrength of indepandent. MRUs where attention would be - s e
directad toward such factors as capical structure, faculty research strength,
quality of laboratory and other tas® facilicles, student ald resources, and )
fund-raising drawing power.) . Do , S ,

The second poin& -= the use of the statistics for purposes other than
gel f-assagsment -- also causes me some difficulty. The workbook approach
you and I devised with the help of the task force has a very humanistic, #
personal approach. The statistics are an integral part of a process designed
to help presidents and husiness officers .analyze the strengths and weaknesses ‘
N of their institutions. ‘Whan the statistics are pulled out of the context of . L O
/ the self-assessment workbook they have the strong potential of oversimplifying "
and misleading analysts and policy makers. One of the great successes of the
workbook is the  way it profiles an institution. ' The interrelationships that
exist among an Anstitution's resources and expenditures are what define an
. institution's strengths and weaknesses, In my. opinion, when the gtatistics. -
o are examined jndividually for a large number of inmstitutions, they lose much
‘ of their meaning. a ' ' |

I also have the added concern, and I think you do as well, that analysts
and policy makers will try to maka thelrgbwn determination of an institution's
financial strengths and weaknesses based simply on the calculated numerical
valyes. We have to 'be constantly vigilant that this kind of simplistic one-
dimensional analysis cannot adequately describe an institution's financial
condition. . ‘ ' : .

Now that 1 bave been overly critical, let me offer gsomething constructive.
The 1ine of inquiry you and I are using for the.self-assessment workbook isg, .
to me, the most responsible and thoughtful approach to developing means for I
y describing institutional financial condition. . That research methodology is :
transferable to other segments df postsecondary education. “Possibly, the
propoged HEP survey will give results that would indicate which segments
should be analyzed next. However, I think both you and I already know what
the schedule ghould be. B o ‘ - .

-

for the HEP survey. Its purpose, usefilness, and how it fits into the overall
research effort into indicators of financial condition. Such a statement may
 help me better appreciate the value of.tha survey. L v

At some point‘in"time; I would liz: toﬁgée a "statement of objective" "
?

.. -’.'.\ . _.-... :_R‘r,SCO tt;hughelg A m
| ‘Director o . . |
8 . . . N Finan(‘. 18], Manageme“t‘ Center . | ;

“ecet 8, Corrallo. - ! -
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WARTBURG . . B
COLLEGE - S

WAVERLY, KOMA 50677
(219) 3521200 ‘ June 1, 1979

(3

-Dr. Nathan Dickmeyer |

Dtrector of Financial Measures Project -

American Council on Education o . o : g Y
One Dupont Circle ' . .
Washington, D. C. 20036 - : : - o

Dear Dr. Dickmeyer!
I should encourdge you in your study of financlal conditions méasurement,
‘and offer two quick comments on your proposed outline.

One, some additional information on debt service and how it is handled can
help illuminate the importance of this:item in an institution's health. For
example, an ingtitution that has set agide the earnings of a portion of its
endowment to pay the debt service on a buflding is spendmg ag much money
on debt service as an institution that must raise the amount #nnually in gifts:
or through tuition, but there is a ''self-amortizing" aspect in the former
instance that moderates the negative impact of debt service.

Two, one of the best (in a field where all are‘weak) indications of academic
health as it relates to fiscal well-being is the trend in library resources.

To be truly helpful this should look beyond mere numbers and dollars (e. g.
the quality of periodicals over against five or ten yea¥s ago, not merely -
changes in the number of subscriptions) but even dollar change, percentage
of E and G changes, and proportion changes (between staff and materials) Gan
be helpful

‘I shall be interested in seeing the progress of your study and would appreciate
being on your mailing list.

rely yo re, | 4

1amW J lema,
> President o

L WWFizel R SR Qri
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OFFICE OF THE omscrox OF mcmmou SYSTEMS AND PLANNING . | L RS,

202 6358212 . L
- June 28, 1979
g - | &
Dr, Nathan Dickmeyer )
Director , - ' . T e,
Financial Measures Project C o - _ e

American Council on Education
One Dupont Circle |
Washington, DC 20036

Dear Dr..Dickmeycr: ' ‘ R ‘ . '

’ . This is a belated reply to your lettexr of May 15 concerning the Financial
Measures Project. I recelved.your letter on May 25 and my travel -
schedule prevonted an earlier reply .

* I-1like the approach you are pr0posing\and am happy to assist you and the :

Panel. . _ o Lo
- ‘ ' ' . T o
. Some detailed comments: . - S Pt
1. To assure credibil data and a good rate of return, I would favor
' initially dovolopiﬁﬁ a limited questionnaire asking only for major o
data.. You appear to have done this in your list‘of variables and S e
ratios. It is preferable to obtain some credible data quickly : -
‘rather than to get bogged down in second order efforts which are \ o
not overly relevant :

. A .
-~ -

2. There is, a$ you point out, a problem in thc comparability of datay S | 5

particularly in the area of deferred- maintenance. I believe-you S
will have to probe to obtain a credible respopse.g For example a - '-iﬁ,".'f
‘series of sub-questions in various physical plant areas needs to .o Ty
he develope& which would lead to the total level of deferred ‘o I
maintenance, The variation of sOphistication among Physical Plant ‘ RN
Offices is great oo . . L | T e

=* . - 3. In the analysis of the ‘dathy it would be important»to segregate R o
Do institutional responses by |type, e.g., public-private, 2-year, N EEEE O
o " 4syear and universities an hopefully by.the Garnegie groupings o .
E if the response is: suffic ent to assure statistiopl validity. " Sy




Y B

I hope that the results of the survey will not be used to predict the .
- ' demise of any Instftution, The dats should be made available to the . ‘
o in a cogent and coherent format so that .any one institution R
tself to others within its grOuping to obtain insight and .
areas of possible future redirsction.

" An institution in perceived financial .diffigculty may be able to attract
an outstanding turn-around manager. On the other hand many good
managers may be turned off,

Sincerely yours,

T— e e - CEE S
-
. -
L}

Edward D. Jordan, Director
Information Systems & Planning Office .

cc: Dr. Salvatore B. Corrallo |
Director of Postsecondary Programs Div.

\ ] . . ' ’ ) -
) ..
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Mr. Nathan Dickmeyar . _ - S .
Dirsctor, Financial Measures Project -~ ‘ The Univertlty of Alabama, Unlvensty © &
Amarican Council on Education ) S L " The Univirshiy-tAlabams in Biroatngham
Onea Dprﬂf Circle & The Universisy of Alabama In Huntvilte
Waghington, D. G. 20036 * : .
. \

. Dear Nathan'
Your lstter of May 15 fs in hand and raises 8 variety of quastions
Answers to those questions might clarify and aimplify the ta?# at hand.
For example: . ' ,

1. . What point in time is being examinad? Data is generally.availablh : .
. (6 to 12 months old) that can be used o examine sn idstitution's - L,
past health.  Due to '"reporting lag," an Jnstitution's preeant ‘ ‘
health is more difficult to evaluate. Usé of past data to predict ,
an institution's future -health will require the development of' an .
extensive conceptual framework if the predictdors are to be acgeptablé.
Inasmuch ag the prediction of future health 1s an obvious ohjective,
. : the primary wathematical tool is necessarily trénd enalysis, the - .
' : : limitations of which ghould be identified ag early as possible.

™. What health conditidns might ofe expect . find? Contihuing 'in the R
' "health' vein, one might find an institution (a) without painm, (b) o
in pain, (c¢) in unbearable pain (seeking help), or'(d) dead. It .,
nay be appropriate to davelop unique indicators for. Such categories ‘E
and "matrix" them with the poiuts id time mentioned in’ paragraph 1 ) 7
3. " Gan an institution's financia} health be examined separately from
its health in other areas? If not, the ralationshipg. between the
‘ various health categories should be delineated. For exampla, are e
low faculty salariea and poor. educatiOnal quality always‘ companions"? f v
4. Caun indicators be devaloped that .apply meaningfully to different
. types of institutions? For example, can indicators be developed
' ' that apply equally té land grant universities, heavily supported .
regdarch universities, and small liberal arta colleges? If not,* A
and common indicators are used, the findings may do litgle more N R
than discloge that the 1nsuigutions baing exapined are d fferent,_ . )
which would probably be known at the outset. 1Is it possible to - IR

: AN . | | o
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4 o . ) h R < < ‘ O ' . - o .
T "compartmentalize" activities so as to be able ta evaluate common [ -
L . activities at uncommon institutions? For example, csn unrestricted . et

".. Y 1instruetional activities be "carved out" and compared for different "
co@ types Qf institutions? . o o TR R
v s “h ' . « - . . - . )
. ' A
_ 5. Is the Objectivglof the projact to establish an approach and o I £
, c . ' Aechniques or is 1t to ‘delineate specific qu&ﬁtitative indicatora? ) S
Y The formerx, seama the much more practical of the two gnd would, be - o
' ' very useful to on—thevline administrators. L . L
) . - « f.:'_
_ . Time spent on" aspects of the aort noted above will prove wall spent N A

PR . ag the project moves along. Indeed, this type underpinning needs to be LY -

~set in place before attempting tq establish’ or evaluate detailed procedures . S
I ancourage you to pursue this project gnd wish you every success with ) o
L e e | s S T R

e T Please let me know if there 18 any way that I ‘can help. : - o s 5 L
;fl":”a A '.N b T . " Cordially, : ol o . -,
B ' < B n . t>* _ ' i O B o

i . . I . . e . ‘ . . . ‘. "1 w________, , ' R ) .

P i T : ) *° David I. Catrter T - '

. . N ) . . ) '- ‘ . . . ._ L P . € ) -._... . : \ ( r
~ DC:om . S : : ) . : £ ! -
“ycc:  Dr. Carol Van Alstyne ' . N, A _— .1 RN L
o \ ‘ . - - . - ) . L 'oi -:: ..-./
. - Mr Larry Owsley, Deputy Executive Director ‘ - E NN \
o b " for Institutional Finance L e S
.o Council on Higher Education , ot ST S S e
= " West Frankfort Office Complex R Y . - S S §
> : . 'U. S. Route 127 South _ e ‘ o
o . Frankfort, Kentncky 40601 ‘ v |

_ . i _ o : o -
Lo ' ‘ R Co
. (Larry, X suggested to Nathan that he might wiah to talk wigh you. o
S Pogsibly you could make available to him gsome of- Kentucky 8 cost data N 5
e . ‘which statewidg 18 the best in the cduntry ) ' 6 o L : ~"t 54

- * V / ‘ - . :’ t . o
Bers ‘ <0 ¢ e ' _ .
‘.. ) .. “ - [} i 1] . - g s : _' ).b‘ _" o ¢
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Carnegie-Mellon University - sooo Forbes Avenge
. o ' ' Pittaburgh, Pennsylvania 16213
(412] 621-2600

1 August 197?

»

T . 77 Dr. Nathan Dickmeyer - _ ' : .
- : Director ' - ‘ _ . -
{ -, Financial Measures Project '
' - Economics - and Finance Uni _ ,
. _ Amerlcan Council on Education Lo . o ,
° . One DuPont Circle L o : .
- Washington, D.C. 20036 ' ' + o

Déar Dr. Dickmeyer: R

My interest in your financial measures project was ‘heightened
when I recognized your name. I had seen you at the last two
, _ AIR conventions and we have used EFPM‘&or budget planning here
v : . at the University : “
I feel that your project is important for two reasons, First,
we really need to have more comparative data for . institutions.
| At a minimum I would like to compare CMU to other magor re-
e search universities and ideally I would like%to compare our
- profile to spetific institutions. Second, as the financial
plight of private ingtitutdons is brought ¥o people's atten-
tion, T hope that it will exert some pressure to increase
‘higher education funding for student grants as opposed to _ S
N institutional grants‘ L . _ .'.§
. The main reservatiom I have about’ your study ‘are the usual ol
_problems of getting good data. To the extent you can, I " o
recommend getting copies of institution s audited financial : L
- statements and’ extracting the data, ratﬁer than having people L]
_ .« T answer a survey. _ o _ e
‘ 8. o » ‘ ' '
I I do. have a fow specific comments about thé indicators you -
have suggested I have organized these remarks by topic-

. S) .+ - Short term financial resources - An alternate measure S
R used by John Minter 1s a ratlo ' of current ligu#d assets . . ...
to current external liabilities Another short term B
measure could be cash balance as a function of total .
o “general fund expenses. _ e _ o }ﬁ
e - Risk exposure - The problem with measuring risk exposure ."__A
’ - is-thafi risk comes from two directions.; It is just as Lo

risky to have 95% of revenues from tuitionﬁas it is to o
have 50% of revenues frqm "goft money". Unfortunately, s
I'don't know how you c¢an. estabiish -p udentfiimits.-—l R

.o -- personally Feel that no more than 80% of revenues should
o ,be from tuition and no more than 40% from "soft money "
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) N = Deferrqd maintenance - This is a very difficult aconcapt to -

measure, although a very important one. The problem is that
.. for every school which has an estimate of their maintenance
liability, there are ten that don't. And even those ingti-
tutions with estimates could have a range of plus or minus
20% around their estimate. My r@commendation is to use the .
- following measure: :

- o ’ 2% Plant book value - capital budget "
L et . "?Iant book valua |
Although this is a first order, ‘short- te proxy for what you,
are trying to measure, I fael that this approach can be. con-
sistently applied across institutions. _ e
My best wishes for the success of your project,
2 . . _ 18 o
A S o Sindérely,'
ael E
A D e eirector of” I stitutional Planning
a’\) .
. MEB/iwn . L \ ) . -
. | _3
. N
. \
S | b
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i ’ . .
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. | AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUGATION _
- , ONE DUPQNT GIRCLE " | ~
- o WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036

»

. RCONOMIGE AND FINANGE UNIT

s " - September 18, 1979

Dr. Salvatgfe B, Corrxallo .

Director, Poatsecondary Prdigrams Division ' .

Office of Planning and Budget Evaluation- - )

U.S.- 0ffice of Education - ' . ’
400 Maryland Ava., S.W., Room 4079 : '
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Mr. Gorrallo: , L | : .

I have gone over thé proposed survey with HEP staff, and they are ready
to'ﬁield test it, pending an official federal request for a survey.

The HEP staff does find this survey comsiderably,différent than their
ugual questionnaires. The survey reBults do not stand alone, either tach- _ -
nically, in that so many other data elements are needed, or as a project, 3
in that much further work needs to be done before policy recommendations -
cin be wade, To an organization that is accustomed to publishing results
and moving om, the incomplete nature of this survey seems ominoug to them.
They would feel bettar 1f the part the survey 1s to play in overall policy
development were more conclusively spelled out. I did my best to assure
them that; thé full picture would be finalized shortly. -

They still regard the dual problems of gainihg cooperation and assuring
anouymity to be tops on.the ligt of difficulties. I thimk the field test®
will do much to shape our strategies in this regard;” — _

v . Enclosed is the gurvey reflecting your suggeqéioﬂs wad those of
! . . - Dr‘ Moyét . ‘ . . i .. . .. )
L o Sincate;ylf/“ .

| SRy —

- ) Nathan Dickmeyer L
X o Fingncial Planning Analys
| ND:rm L - . '
. Enclosure . '
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*

Mr. Nathan Qickmeyer .
Financial Planning Analyst 4
Economics and Finance Unit - . \

American Council on Education

One Dupont Circle
Washington, DC 20036

There is 1ittle I can say with regard to your selection of indicators

to measure financial distress. They look good to me. The rationale
used appears reasonable and that is essentially all that can be expected
at this stage of the state of the art. Clearly the bia unknowns at this
time relate to interpretation of the data after it has been collected,
not only in terms of individual items but collectively as to how each
interacts with one another. Answers to these questions necessarily
await analysis of the.data followéd perhaps by field visitations. The
latter activity is not possible in current study but as you know some-
thing similiar is proposed in the RFP on financial distress. Hopefully

Dear Mr. Dickmeyer:- .

~{nformation collected from this HEP study will be used in that effort.

Copies of your report were sent out for review, but no replys have been
received at this writing therefore, I propose that the survey instrument
in Appendix D be submitted to the HEP staff for final review with one
change.) Data should be collected for every other year (1974-75, 1976-77
1978-79). .

I ‘have incl a draft letter. Revise as necessary. I think it
Concerns expressed in the report. When you have a final

for ea . that 1s acceptable to the HEP folks let me know and we will

Thanks for a g8 'effdrt. | .

| " singerely, :
- . s.' 3 ' §ZQJN£;§;ZpVV3\(\“,»-5;_,

+

Sal B. Corra11o,f01réctor

Division/O0ED

T ew
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T . FROFOSED HIGHER EDUCATION,PANEL SURVEY .
./ \ L3 . l . . .
o ' . - 1974-75 1976-77 1978-79
1. CurrentWund Assets . ' L
- . ' R :
% 2. Current Fund Liabilities : - e
3, Annual Debt Service Paymente - : " .‘f\ _ - .
(all funds) : . ‘ ' - :
8 4. Fund Balance, Quasimquowment .
5. "Continuing Education” Enrollments ,
6. Matriculations, Transfer Students
7. Applications, Total
.
Faculty ‘
8. Estimated Tenured Féculty Compensation
(include fringe benefits)
9. Part-time Faculty, Full-time Equivalents _ _
(numberxrs) _ _' :
S tudent Récgiv&bles
10. Student Accounts Receivable : , - . _ _
(at end of fiscal year, not ipcluding - Vo
- . fall billings or credit accounts) ' o
‘ _ (Less reserve for bad debts) ‘ , S s
Auxiliaxry Enterprises - ' R i
11. Dormitory Occupancy (percent:of design o E _
capacity) fall term . | . ' .
ggan Defaults . ‘ . o
12, Federally Guaranteed including HEW and HUD N . . L
(any defaults?~—yes/n0) _ - Lo b
. 7 . : . L L 'i
13. Sinking Fund (any deﬁaults?——yes/no) - o ~ A &
. R y i .- : . . . | . | R ..i 1
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