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Almost everyone who works at Indiana University Bloominglon knows that our
campus enrolitment is now al record leveis, And it is widely understood that both
good and bad consequences flow from increased enrollments. We have more
revenue and & more diverse student body, But we alse have more crowded
classrooms and additional strains on the physical plant of the campus.

What follows 18 the fina) report of a task force that reviewed the issue of the
capucily of the TUB campus. The task force was convened last fall by President
Myles Brand. in consultation with Chancellor Kenneth Gros Louis. Its open-ended
charge was to collect and review all pertinent data and assess whether the current
student population was at, below, or abave our capacily to provide each student
with 4 quality education. The goal of this assessment was not to reduce the
Capacity issue 1o a precise number or set of numbers, bul W specify kev indicators
for the capacily issues and to provide an assessmnent of data for those indicators.

The tusk force focused its cfforts on undergraduate enroliment and produced a
dala-driven assessment. Relatively little attention was given to perceptions about
different aspects of the capacity issue. Capacity itsclf is a compiex concept that
can be assessed only in terms of the interplay among many variables, These
include physicai facilities, the size and composition of the instructional staff,
student demand for courses, scheduling practices, our ability o recruit students,
academic and residential suppon services, and so o,

‘I'he task force’s principal finding is that we are at or ncarly at capacity to offer a
quatity education to all undergraduate students, and we should not continue
increase the size of the entering class, Beginning in 1998-99, the size of the
entering class moved up ta a range of 6,500 Lo nearly 6,900 students. While there
may be opportunities for modest additions of non-resident students, the current
prionity should be stability in the size of our undergraduate student pepulation,
coupled with efforts to enhance both the gualily and diversity of recruited
studints, This s an especially timely finding in view of Time mugazine’s recent
choice of IUB as its College of the Year among research institutions, bused on
guality programs that assist freshmen adjust o the expectations of college-level
waork.



We need 4 plan that will build on this, other current initiatives, and promote new
initiatives, that will exiend our ability to recruit academically superior students
and to increase diversity. Bul such efforts can succecd only if there 15 wade
agreement that thig is the right direction for our campus. It thus seems important
thar the report be widely distiibuted, and discussed. Accordingly, we have shared
this report with the Trustees of Indiana University, local legislators, the
Bloomingten Faculty Counctl, the Professional Staff council, student leaders, and
academic admimstrators. We request that the academic deans discuss it with their
policy committees and/or other appropriate groups.
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Executive Summary
Report of the ad hoc Task Force an the Capacity of the IUB Campus
April 2001

President Myles Brand appointed an ad hoe Task Force to review the issue of the
capacity of the [UB campus. ‘The Committec was constituted in consultation with the IUB
Chancellor and given the charge to ascertain the capacily of the campus, not by specifying a
precise number, but, instead, by using relevant indicators of capacity lo provide a hroad
assessment of capacity issues. The charge was open-ended: the Committec was asked o agsess
whether the 1UB campus is facing ihe limits of enrollment growth, of perhaps has grown (oo
large, or not large enough. ‘The Committes’s deliberations werc driven by data and relatively litle
sttention was given to percepiions about different aspects of capacity.

The prncipal findings of our review of the capacily issue are:

fa) Inasscssing capacity, undergraduate enrollment is the critical issue. Over the last
rwenty yeats, there 18 little vaniation in professional enroliments. Graduate
entollments have changed, with divergent trends in different schools. We examined
trends in pradustc enotlments 1o the extent these have imptications for the supply of
associate Instructors. But unlike nndergraduate enrollments, graduate enrollments
should be driven by programmatic considerations at the school level.

(b} At the lower level (100-200) of the undergraduate curriculum, we are at capacity in
terrns of our ability to provide quality instruction. At the upper level (300-400), we
are hear or at capacity. This vanes across schools, and in the report we disaggregale
this asscssment and nole school-level differences. Principal indicators [or these
agsessments are data on course-availability and course enroliment levels,

{c) The current sugply of instruction at [TUR requircs efficient us¢ of physical facilities
and instructional staff, Relative to other public CIC institutions, TUR's supply of
classropm space is low. But the intensity (i.e., efficiency) with which we use
classroom space is high relative to those institutions.

(d} Relative to other public CIC institutions (and other leading public research
universities), [UB's supply of {enure-line faculty is low, We do not have comparative
data from other instilutions on faculty instructional effort {i.e., teaching load). Data
compiled by the University Budget Office show 2 irend toward higher levels over the
last few years, which correlates with higher enrollment levels since 1997-98 at [UB.

(e) The efficiencies reporied in (¢} and (d) explain haw 1UB has met instractional
demand from more students in the latter part of the 1990s. Since 1996, our suppiy ol
classrooms and seats in classrooms has been essentially unchanged, the number of
tenure-line and non-tenure-track faculty declined by 4.4%, and the proporiion of
undergraduate classes taught by graduate students has not changed. For the campus
a5 7 whole, we offered 1,422 morc spaces in undergraduate courses and 277 fewrer
spaces in graduate courses for Fall 2000 compared to Fall 1994,




(f) More intensive use of physical facilities and instructional steff to teach more
undergraduates has not negatively affected some indicators of the quality ol
instruction. Average section size has held steady since 1996-97, in spite of record
enrallment levels recorded in subsequent years. Freshmen-to-sophomaore retention
rates continued to improve modestly over already excellent levels.

{g) The composition of the IUB faculty has undergone mild changes over the last ten
years. Overall, there has been a slight decrease in the number of tenure-line facuity
snd modest growth (c. 80) in overall facilty size dus to mors non-tenure-track
appointments. kost of the increase in the number of non-tenure-track facuity has
been concentrated in fuil-time and not pari-time appointments. Modest additions of
non-tenure-track faculty will not substantially changea the overall proportion of
faculty with tenure-line appointments.

(h} Over the last ten years, most of the increase in the IUR vndergraduate population
occurred since 1997-98. Since 1997-98, the proportion of non-residents among first-
year stzdents has increased from 3015% to 34.2%. ACT scores for new students have
been stable; SAT scores show slight improvement. This is offzet by wortisome
declines in the high school ¢lass ranking of new stdents, some of which may be the
result of the prowing proportion of non-residents from highly cornpetitive high
schools. Other quality indicators {e.g., diversity, amount of substantial high schoot
coursework) continue to improve.

(i} We may be nearing our fiscal and competitive capacity to recrit more
undergraduates with qualifications at Teast equal (o current matriculants, Several
developments may provide room 10 grow by modest additions over current levels ar
to make gradual improvements in quality indicators of new students: e g., continued
suceess in refiming financial 2id modes to recruit academicelly superior non-resident
students. In the report we note demographic and programmatic issues that will
determine our recruitment options.

() Aneconomie mede] for enreliment growth must assume that we have no slack
instructional resources. Based on this assumption, a budgetary rationale for additional
growth is plausible only for non-residents. Bven modest growth will require
expansion in the current supply of instructional facilities.

{k) Resources for academic and residential support do not pose critical bottlenecks on
[UB's capacity. Responses from academic and residential sepport units do not
generally indicate that these units are unable to meet current student demand for
support services.

(1) Tieans of [UB’s academic units have somewhat divergent views of the capacity issus,
but the divergence is over a relatively namrow range of options, Some think that
cwrent entroliment levels are about where they should be (for their unit); some see
opportunities for modest growth and revenue enhancement by recrvitment of more
nen-residents; a minority view prefers modest retrenchment for selectivity gains over
modest growth as a source of incremental resources.



Report of the ad hoe Task Force on the Capacity of the 1UB Casnipus
April 2001

Last fall, President Myles Brand appointed an ad fioc Comnuites o review the issue of
the capacity of the 1UB campus. In order (o ascertain the capacity of the campus, he asked the
Commitice to examine all aspecls of the issue and develop broad recommendations on whether
the current student population is below, at, 6f above the capacity of the campus to provide each
student with a quality education. The President's chaige to the Committee requested that it not
altempt to specify a precise murmber. Rather, the object of this planining exercise is (0 specify the

ralevant indicators that supply objective data on capacity and to provide an assessment of thaose
indicators.

‘The Commiltee was constituted in consultation with the JUB Chancellor. Pursuant to its
charge, the Committee tocused its discussions on indicators for the many aspects of the capacity
issue as oppesed to perceptions of the capacity issue. Perceptions are important [or formulating
policy. But though the Committee's work is closely related fo palicy issues, its principal tagks arc
(o think conceptually and broadiy about the interrelated dimeasions of the capacity issue, sollect
and snalyze objective indicators [t these issues, and provide an asseszment of whether we are

facing the limits of enrollment growth, have grow too large, or, perhaps not large enough.

Work by the Committet followed this open-ended charge. The Commiitee widely
explored the capacity issue, solicited suggestions fromt Faculty, staff, administrators and students
on data that shed fight on the capacily 1s5U€, and consulted with school deans. Without duta
supplicd by many acadenic and support units, the Committee could nol have conducted 1ts wurk.

Four assumptions guided the Commitlee in its deliberations on the capacily issue.

1. The goncept of capacity. Capacity involves predictions about near fumare, 1.€., five to len years
from now. In the long-term, anything is possible. Hut in the near-term, we can specify a set of
parameters (¢.8., 1B teaching mission; the character of the campus) and then ascertain an
optimal level or range for student entoliments that minimizes average costs. Below thal range,
fixed costs are relatively high, and we do not efficiently deploy public resources entrusied i us.
Above hat range, quality deteriorates; marginal instructional ¢osis are inflated by SCATCIy COSLs
and these olfset the net revenue generated by increasing student enrollments. Capacity thus rcfers
1o an intermediate of optimal leve) at which we provide quality education and have the largesl
financial marging to invest in qur future. This last point shows there is no necessary contradiction
hetween qualitative and 2COTOMIC 1ISEUCS.

3 The teaching missign of {UB. This requires a batance between access and excellence. We
provide an sutstanding undergraduate education, with excellent instruction and high standards.
The conumitment (o excellence by & public institution like IUR should not he coupled with
needlessly exclusionary practices. Economic means must not be a barrier (o gualificd students.
We must provide educational opportunilies to urban and rural minaritics, as well as to students
who are the first generation in their Eamily o go on to post-sceondary education. On the othet
hand, we must maintain the overall quality of our undergraduate stadents; and we should seek
opportunities for modest improvemenlts in qualifications (€.g., class rank, standardized scores)
that will raise the average level al performance by our students. In assessing capacity, the
following is a critical question: for how many students can we provide quality instruction?
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1. The character and_culture of the campus. Our assessment of capacity should be constrained by
our assessrment of the character and eulture of the carnpus. IUB 15 an aesthetically-attractive
campus; it is a facuity-centered institution; and it offers a friendly and supporuve envirgnment for
students {which, in part, is reflected in cur outstanding retention statistics).

4. The need for indicators. Capacity is determined by the interplay of mmany variables.
We musl oblain data that provide reliable indicators of these variables. In assessing the capacity
issue, we should rely more on these indicators and less on anecdoetal accounts of capacity.

The capacity to provide instruction is determined by the supply of instructlors and
classrooms, and constrained by scheduling practices. Assessments of capacity must be made
relative to student demand for courses, which 1s jointly determined by overall enrollment levels
and student preferences. Given the assumptions, cutlined above, about the teaching mission of the
1UR campus, the Commiittee carefully explored our ability te recruit additional resident and non-
resident students with academic gualifications at or above current levels. Recruitment is a eritical
component of any assessment of the capacity of our camgus.

The report beging with deterrminants of the demand for undergraduate courses. After a
summary and assessment of current trends for enrotlments, stident preferences and our capacity
10 recrit more students, the report assesses the issue of cumrent course availability and the
different supply factors {e.g., utilization of instructional staff and physical facilities; scheduling}
that jointly determine our capacity to meet demand for courses. The report then reviews the issue
of academic and residential support, and concledes with a discussion of budgetary issnes, hased
on an cconomic model whose assumptions are consistent with the foregoing assessment of
capacity issues.

Underpradoaie Becruitment and Enrollments: Trends, and Future Options

Long-term enrollment trends can be surmmarized as follows: the number of graduate and
professional sdents at IUB has been relatively stable while the number and proportion of
undergraduate students have increased. These trends appear on the following table. Note that for
freshmen, these datz refer to current class-standing and not to new students. Thus, the number of

ILB Enroliment by Class and Level
1980 1985 1990 1992 1994 1996 1937 1998 1999 2000

roshman | 6,749 6,878 6,764 70674 6,964 6617 6984 7,706 7,308 7.997

WUnder- 15 ya4l24 653026 686026.905]26. 182 (25 451|25.852|26.792]27 461 22 207

iaraduate

Graduate 65461 5,878 6,260 6,534 6,709 6,600 6,508 6432 6,365 6279

Professional| 839 89§ 919 EﬁJI 903 93 19 213 S04 907
Office of the Registrar, 20000/ Fali Enroifment Report

freshimen in this table, like the overall number of undergraduates, reflects retention rates as well
as the number of new students recruited each year. Record undergraduate enrollments are the
result of recreitment efforts {discussed below) that have brought relatively large numbers of new
students to [UB for the last three successive years. 1f recruitrnent of new students for Fall 2001
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oceurs at these lovels, our undergraduate student population should experience roughly the same
year-to-y&ar increase as last year, and reach record levels for the third year in a row {19YE-99 was
Just below the prior record year, 1992-93). The apparent stability in graduate enrollments masks
divergent trends: in the College, deeiining enrollments; in other schools, stable to growing
graduate programs. In the subsequent section an course availability, we discuss changes in
enrollment trends across different schools.

OF course, enrollment trends are principally determined by recruitment. Gver the last ten
years, an increasing number of students apply for admission and matriculate into [UB
undergraduate programs. Fer Fall 1990, [UB received 16,831 applications and 5,821 new
beginning stadents; for Fall 2000, 20,306 applications and 6,890 new beginning students—a
record for new students an this campus. 187 of the new beginning students in 2000 were non-
domestic {i.2_, intetnational) students. In recent years berween 700-E00 new external transfer
sindents {1.¢., from outside the IU system) come to [UB each year. This year is the third
consecutive year in which applications and mairiculations have been at generally higher levels
than those in previous year {see Appendix 1),

Recruitment trends have brought more resident and non-resident students 1o 1UB. From
Fall 1950 to Fall 1997, IUB had between 3,966 (0 4,318 resident first-year students, and 1,556 to
1,817 non-resident first-year students. Over the last three years, we have had 4,442 to 4,630
resident first-year students and 2,007 to 2,180 non-resident first-yvear students. A decline in the
number of non-resident first-year shudents, from 1,817 in 1992 o 1,667 in 1995, was reversed by
implementation of wition-fee discounting as a strategy for recnuiling non-resident students. This
development has modestly altered the composition of our undergraduate population in terms of
residency. Currently, just about one-third of new first-ycar students and new transfer smdents are
non-tesidents, whereas in 1995 (the first year for which comparable figures are available) the
comparable figures, respectively, are 29% and 24% (see Appendix 1). Tuition-fee discounting
relies on a complex financial-aid model to target different ability groups among non-resident
apphicants with different aid packages. Refinements in the model by 1UB Enrollment Services use
simulations, based on prior recruitment experiences, to develop multiple scensrios or pulicy
options, each of which represents different trade-offs between yield, ability, and cost,

Preparedness to undertake college-level work and diversity are important components of
any assessment of the quality of students recneited 10 [UB. Appendix 2 dispiays data for the
following assessment of these issues. Success is a key indicator of preparation. Our freshman-to-
sophomore retention rates are steadily improving over recent levels that are already excellent
(relative to predictions based on background charucleristics). For Fall 1999 {the latest available),
the rate 1s 82.1%, which is up 2 few percentage points higher than five 1o six yeams ago. A similar
pattern exists for graduate rates. The composition of new undergraduate classes has become
gthnically and racially more diverse. Owver the last five years, the proportion of new
undergraduates who are white dropped from 92, 5% to 86. [%. Longer term, the number of new
African-American, Hispanic, and Asian-American undergraduates since 1990 has increased,
respectively, 133%, 63%, and 78%. Ower the fast ten years, composite ACT scores for new
undergraduate students have been steady. Over this



sarme period, SAT seores for residents have increased modestly, and are stable at higher levels
for non-residents. And new undergraduate students have completed more substantial coursewark

Fall 1994 Fall 1996 Fall 204}
Besident By 1096 (1005} 1038
Non-Resident 1036 1T (L1059 L150
Composite 10407 1105 (1012 11906

1996 data indicate recentered SAT scores
Data supplied by Office of Encollment Services

{(e.g.. English, mathematics, forcign languages, sciences) in high school compared to ten years
aga. Al the same time, there has been a decline in the high school class rank of new
undergraduales:

Fzll 1930 Fall 20(K}
Top Decile 29% 20.0%
2™ Decile 27.4% 22.1%
Lower Half 1.8% 6.8%  Data supplied by Office of Enrollment Services

This decline is warrisome, even though it may, in part, be the result of the increasing proportion
of non-resident students. We target non-residenis in high schoals with high academic standards
{which 15 reflected in higher retention and graduation rates for non-residents compared to resident
students). Monetheless, compared to other public CIC institutions, IUB falls among the [ower tier
in terms af selectivity indicatars (see Appendix 33, Yet we are among the top tier in terms of
trition for non-resident students. Relative 1o other CIC institutions, [UB's rank in terms of the
diversity of its undergraduate population seems to correlate with the demographic base of these
Inshfulioms.

IUB now spends roughly 312 million on tuition-fee discounting m order to attract
academically-superior non-resident students. Other public institutions are also moving in this
direction, and we anticipate that tuition-discounting to recruit non-residents will cccur under
increasingly competitive conditions. For high quality restdents, 1UB does not match up as well as
would be expected against other regional institutions (e.g., Miami of Ohio}. Demographic
projections indicate that the number of Indiana high school graduates will experience 0.5-1.0%
year-to-year declines until 2005-06, and then move in the opposite direction (see Appendix 4}.
Like Indiana, Ohio and Kentucky also will see little growth in high school graduates through
2010, but, as Appendix 5 indicates, this will be offset by rends in Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey,
and New York.

Under these current angd Likely future circumstances, IUB will be challenged to continue
recruitment at current levels and maintain or enhance quality. [t may be possible to recruit
modestly more undergraduate students and make modest enhancements in the overall quality of
the entering students. Opportunities ta do so will arise from Lhe success of several developments:
the new Schoo! of Informatics; a markel positioning study (now underway) that should help us
project our strengths to potential students and their parents; initiatives with direct admissions of
superior students 1o the schools; continued success in refining financial aid models wsed for
recruiting non-resident smudents; and increased admission of transfer students from other stale
institutions. But these opportunities may be offset by other developmenis—most notatily,
initialives by our competitors, e.g., state-sponsored scholarships for residents.



Course Availabidity

Course availability refers to our ability to meet current
courses. How successful are we i meeting current demand for

answer this question, we can then 8sSess the efficiency with whi

instructional staff, physical facilities) to provide instructian to our undergraduates.

Dernand for courses is shaped both by overall enrollment
examined, and student prefecences. Because the lattet arc volatile, ch
undergraduales across different schools is inevitable and somew
and magnitude of shifts in the distribution of undergraduate majors ac
the following table. In analyzmg implications of these shifis for student deman

Propostion of IUR depree-sceking undergraduates in degrec-granting schools

trends, which we have just
ange in the distribution of

hat unpredictable. The direction
ross schools are shown on
d for courses, it is

=}

student demand for undergraduate
undergraduate courses? After we
ch we use resources (e.g.,

. 1988 1990 19%1 1992 1993 1994 1995 1994 1997 V95 1999 2000
COAS 55 1%, SR 1% AN2M 54 WG] KT A0 3% HeAte 3ns Siamn R At IR G
JOUR NP W 08 2T yorag, 1T iEN 1% 34 13m0 33 RaAT
BUS 1o 14.3m B 1% 4%, 16 3% 198 2l Wiy 22 S 2R 24 7% T
EDULC g, 0 [0 1.3 1A L] 700 120 11 N A 13%0 1A%
HPFER A9n, 44 401 A AT, 5% T REN T L 0 o N 08 ST G
SPEA fomy 3E%, AT 44 A% 4% 4a% 3E% T4t VA% 1% B
MUSIC A4, 10 a0t 4T 5% 350 54 64 PR O A I S I
NURSING  1.0%: La%  Lu%  25%  L1.5% a0 1.7% 1.4% e 07w D 0%
SC% a7, 2 RS 2T 2N 17% 3H% A% 49 Em 32 At A M
QTITER At a3k, 4% 0.3% DA 0% 6% 0.5% ans  M4% 04t LA

Note: data exclude students without 2 declared major, i.&., (hose in Lin

important to bear in mind the overall growth in the numb
The Kelley School of Business has confronted the largest
last five years SPEA has had the latges! percentage increase

absolute increase over this time in Business is roughly equal to

Education, HPER and Music have experienced growth of roughly 10%.

iversity Division

er of TUB undergraduates since 1597,

task in teaching more students. Qver the
in undergraduate majors, but the
the otal number of SPEA majors.

Growth at a slightly

[ower level has occurred in the College since he exodus of majors from 1591-

ckills and distribution requirements for students in all schools.(1)

An aggregate indicator of IUB’s capacity to offer instruction
undergraduate courses (Le., the maximum enrollment Limit}.
growth, we provide moze seats in undergraduate courses, and,
omewhat fewer seats in graduate coNrses. Actual Fall 2000 enrollme

In response
as the following tables indicates,
nts for 10¢- and 200-level

is the number of scats in

10 the enrollment

| Roughty 70% of undergraduate credit hours in the College arc taken by students in other schools; for

other schools, the corresponding perceniage i€ 40% (Buasiness), 34% (Education}, 63%

{Journalism}, 45% (Music), 42% (SPEA). Fail Enrolfment Repor: 2000-2001, p. 35.

(HPER), 34%

96, Journalism has
been stable. The exodus of majors :n the College lowered demand for upper-level courses, but

this is offset by increased demand for lower-level courses in the College that provide fundamental



courses were, respechively, 64,379 and 36,039, Increases in the number of undergraduate seals
have not accurred by increasing the average size of sections. Data in Appendix & show that Lhe

Number of Classroom seats (Fall Semesters)
Excludss non-credit, independent study, readings and research courses

Course Level 1992 199% 2000 Change 1998.2000
100 65,540 70,471 70,901 43
200 35,1900 38,061 1865) 590
300-400 51,763 56895 57297 402
All Undergraduaie 152 493 165427 166849 1,428
Graduate 28963 32387 311 -277

Office of the Registrar, 2000-31 Falif Enroiiment Repori

average section size by course level has held steady in spite of recent high enrollment levels since
1996-97. That appendix also provides comparative data that show JUB ranks in the middle of
other public CIC institutions in terms of the distribution of undergraduate courses by size,
However, data for enrotlments by course level and for class size do not really address the crucial
issue. How good is the match between available seats and stodent preferences for our courses?

T assess this crucial issue, we use other indicators: wail-1ist statistics and course
enrollment levels, These are good indicators of cur ability to meet current student detnand.
Courses appear in wait-list statistics when a student encounters a closed section and reguests to be
placed on 2 waitlist from which students are added 1o

aitlIst_Statjstics the section when other students drop the course or
nd of First Week — - new sections are added. Waitlisted students who do
all 2000 Wailing to|Rainchecks| . get their desired course can ask for 2 “raincheck,”

Add i.¢., 1o be placed in the class in the following

llege 2,138 1450 | semester. While in some instances a wait list may not
usingss 230 Bl be a meaningful indicator of unmet demand (2), the
ducalion 98 30 overall the number of unsatisfied waitlist requests at
PER 193 102 the end of the first week of classes is a good indicator
oumalism 137 92 of unmet demand. Moreover, nearly all waitlist
LIS 37 3 courses are undergraduate courses, and most

usic 132 78 undergraduate enrollments are in courses that appear
PEA 32 24 on the waitlist. {For the six largest [UB schools,

between 65% to 98% of undergraduate enrollments are in waitlisted courses. See table, next page,
“Brnrollment Levels in Waitlisted Courses, column ong). Since 1994, increases in the number of
rainchecks and nnmet waitlist requests to add a course have outpaced enrollment increases, Over
the last five years, the undergraduate headcount has increased roughly 10%, but, according to the
2000-2001 Falf Enrollment Report (pp. 58, 61}, over that time waitlist and minchack requests
increased 54.4% and 281.6%, respectively. Most closad courses that did not accommuodate
students waiting to add are in the College. Telecommunications, Fine Arts Studio, Apparel
Merchandising and Interiar Dezign, and Spanish & Portupuese have at least ten or more such
courses. Business, HPER, Music and SPEA aiso have ten or more closed courses with students
waiting to add. Education and HPER use emeriti facuity to meet undergraduste course demand.

2 E.g., a course with open seats but restrictions on waitlist requests preclude use of the avatlable places.




Management of waitlist requests in the Kelley School involves faculty who teach
overloads. Data supplied by the Ketley Schoolshow 100% enrollment levels in 298 of the 572
undergradeate lecture and discussion <cctions olTered this fall, OF the 68 sections that werc helow
% 1% enroliment, nearly alt are small courses in small rooms, mostly discussion sections. A fiewr
business courses have been “chronic” waitlist courses because they must be taught in speeial
technology classrooms or berause student demnand has always exceeded what can be met. The
same situation exists on a larger scale in the College. Classes with substantialiy Jess-than-fult
entollments are concentrated in upper division scienee COUrses and some less commonly taught
classes, Some courses with large waitlists have constraining facility requirements (e.2., Finc Arts
Studic, Telecommunications} and high student demand.

Waitlist statistics provide evidence that increases in undergraduate enrollments are
bumping up 2gainst capacity 1o supply instruction. The trend over time for the College, where the

waitlist problem is most acule, appears i the Tollowing table, Waitlist statistics are the putcome

Historical Waitlist Statistics-- College of Arts & Sclances
Sludents wailing ta add, end first week, fall semestars

}_ 1995 100g] 1997] 1998 _1gu9] 20
749 a7l 913 1.208 1311 2,1

of a dynamic process in which students encounter closed eourses during registration, move onto

a waithist, and (hen off the Tist as space becomes available. As noted above, waitlist requests arc
reasonably seen as non-problematic when they involve courses with open seats and spucial
restictions imposed on requests (2.5, prefemred times). But as the following dJata indicate, courses
on (he waitlist tend to have very high enrollment levels; thesc courses constitute the bulk of
undergraduate enrollments. The first columa shaws that actual enrollments in waitlisted courses
somprise between 65.3% (Music) to 97.9% (SPEA) of total undergraduate school enroltments.
The second column shows that the enrollment level in waitlisl courses for fall 2000 15 92.1% in
Education, and roughly 94% for Business, the College, and SPEA. Finally, the third columa
displays the trend over time for enrollment levels in waillisted courses in the College.

Enroliment Lavels in Waitlist Courses,

2400 Enrollments in 2000 Enrollments in Aclual Enrollments in College

W aitlist Course as %o wWaitlist Counrses as % Waltllst Courses as %

of All School Enrollments Capacity in these Courses| Capacity in those Courses
Collage N g5.8% 94 3% 94.3% 20400
Business 02.2% 894.4% 91.5% 1999 |
Educatien B7.2% $21% 81.1% 1988 |
HPER | 7 T% 72.2% 85.5% 1907
Music | B5.3% 74.3% M.E5% 1098
SPEA o7 .9% g4 (%4 B7 2% 1995

These mumbers, though instructive, should be treated with caution a3 they include a small mumber
of graduale classes and, as nated above, courses with open seats due (o student requests that do
not involve course availability issues. Nonetheless, these data highlight course avaitability issues
in the College, the Kelley School, and SPEA.
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Similar trends appear in course-specific enroliment levels. According o the 1U
Registrar, 95% is an optimal enrollment level. Al this level, students have a reasonable degree of
choice in secheduling classes, consistent with efficient use of instrectional resources. Over the ast
six years, courses that are 100% or more enrolled have increased from 10.6% to 16.3% of
undergraduate offerings (Falf Enroliment Report, p. 64). Turning to enroliment levels for specific
courses, Appendix 7 shows that since 1995 our large 100- and 200-level courses are néaring
100% enroliment levels. This holds for large lower-level courses that are gateways to Business,
Education, HPER, and SPEA, as well as for College courses that are widely used to meet
fundamental skills requirements for all [UB underpraduates (e.g., Englhish composition,
mathematics, public speaking). In these courses enrollment levels have moved from around 95%
to close to or at 100% levels. This trend alzo appears in large College courses used by students
from all schools to meet distnbution teguirgments in the humanities, social seiences, and
computing and natural sciences. Courses in Appendix 7 include the twelve largest LB courses at
the 100 and 200-level {except for TOPICS courses).

In the area of fundamental skills and general education, JUB now barely meets
undergraduate demand for 100- and 200-level courses. Nearly ail freshmen are required to tzke
several of these College courses in their first year. In terms of providing students with a
reagsonable degree of choice and Nexibility when they register for these courses, we tay be just
above capacity {i.e., at a near-100% as opposed to 95% enrollment levels (or key courses), On
this issue, then, the data are consistent with anecdotal complaints from faculty, parents, students
and our own academic advisers. Enrollment levels for lower-level courses with large enrollments
m other schools {e.g., in Business, A100, A201, K201, L201, X100, X201} are at capacity, but
waitlist statistics indicate that {with & fiew exceptions) we now meet nearly all current demand far
these courses,

Course availability problems may be a bit less severe in upper-level undergraduate
instruction {i.e., 306- and 400-level classes). Yer 2 somewhat higher percentage of upper-level
courses are enrolled to 100% capacity compared to 100-level courses, aithough the latter are
generally much larger (Fall Envoliment Report, p. 64). As noted above, upper-level courses
required for majors are enrolled to capacity in many departments, both in Business and the
College. Upper-level caurses with less than full enrollments are concentrated in areas where we
do not anticipate prowing student demand.

Based on course-availability data, [UB sppears now to be at capacity in terms of the
ahility to deliver quality insiruction to undergraduates.

Instructional Stalf

Course-availability does not address the question of whether the supply of instruction
exhausts our current instructional regotirces. [n this and the next section, we assess the efficiency
with which we use current resources (instructional staff, physical facilities}).

Facuity {(tenure-line and non-tenure track) and graduate students appointed as A Ls
deliver nearly all undergraduate instruction at [UB. Since 1995, insiruction by other types of
instructors (mainly staff and hourly employees) accounts for only 3%-8% aof lower-level
undergraduate ( 100- and 200-level) courses, and 2%-3% of upper-level undergraduate {306- and
400-level) courses (see Appendix B). [nstructional loads for faculty and graduate students vary
across unils, in response to disciplinary norms and competitive pressures. Hence, the capacity o
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olfer instruction is fargely determined by the number of terure<line and non-tequre-line faculty
and associate instructors.

Ower the last ten years, the number of tenure-line faculty at 1UB has been fairly stable,
moving higher in the first half of the 19905, and lower Lo a level just below that at the beginning

of this penod, Currently there zre 1,326 tenure-line faculty at IUB, compared to 1,355 in 1991
{see Appendix 9). This closely tracks trends in the College. Relative to the number of student
majors, the carrent size of the Collepe faculty—after growth in the eacly 1990s and then
declines—is where it was in the mid-1980s (see Appendix 10, At current levels of faculry
staffing, IUB's student/faculty ratic is near the battom compared to public C1C instioutions and
iop public universities nation-wide.

Public CIC Institutions in Student to | Other Public CIC Student to
USNWH Fop 50, 2004 Faculty RatiojInstitntions, 2040 Faculty Eatio
Wisconain 13/1 Towa 1441
IMichigan 16/1 Ohio State University 1441
lilinois (61 Minnesota 15/1
Penn State University 18f1 Purdue el
Michigan State IRA
[Current Trends for IUB Stodent to | Other Public Institutions in~ Student to
Student-Faculty Ratio (1)  Faculty Ratio] USWWR Top 50, 2000 Faculty Ratio
UNC-Chapel Hill 1441
1997 F University of Yirginia lofi
1998 189 LC-Berketey 1741
14999 19.3 UiC-Los Angeles 181
2000 1.0 UC-Davis, Irvine, San Diego 181 - 191
LiT-Austin 19/1

The Committes obtained data on instructional load, but it was unable to obtaio
comparable data for other CIC institations. {A cwrrent CLC imitiative is exploting options Lo
develop such data) For IUR, data compiled by the University Budget office for its mstructional
effort report show that the average number of credit hoors per faculty FTE has been increasing
since 1997-98, following a period of modest year-to-year declines earlier in the decade (see
Appendix 11). This pattern ¢losely tracks trends in the College—not surprisingly, given the

1996 1997 1998 1999 relative size of the College. Data

Undergraduate Majors/ Faculty Effective FTE| 7.9 | 9.0 ] 9.3 | 9.5 | collected by 5_1: ?':'"“Igﬁt‘,fw;i?h
] ) rmeasupes instcnonal ¢lIor in
Wiraduate Majors/ Fa.cuit‘_'_.r I:;ftf,{wc FT?T ‘ 454444 |43 terms of “Faenlty Effective
Undergradlfatc_(:mdll Hqu Faculty I ..F'I Cf 3394337 [ 154 { 367 ETE" {4), also shuw a recent
Graduate Credit Houwrsd Faculty Eff, FTE 32 [ 30| 31 ] 30 | ond toward mere credit-hour

generation per faculty FTE, more undergraduate majors per FTE, and fewer graduate majors and
gradualc crodit hours per FTE.

3 University Budget Cfice, using USNWER methodology aod rebasing TUB prior yecars (o cument
methodalogy.

4 College data for “effective FTE™ exclude any portion of FTE assigned to administrative jobs outside
depariments. It measures faculty FTE devoted to teaching and ressarch,
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Over the last decade the number of non-tenure-track faculty on the 1UB campus has
increased moderately. Increases in these aeulty ranks are mainly in full-time a8 oppuosed to part-
time appointments (see Appendix 12}, which from & pedagogical point of view is reassuring,
Among full-tims non-tenure-track faculty, the propetlion of visiting appointments ([R.V-} has
declined from 60% to 43%, and the proportion of clinical-rank appointments {IRM-} has
increased from 6% to 17%. The latter is a relatively new type of appointment, with substantial
provisions [or job security, promotion, and academic freedom. A proposal to extend these
provisions for lecturer appointments has just received UFC approval. [f implemented, (UB will
have greater flexibility in meeting instructional needs with appointments that facihitate delivery of
quality instruction 1o our undergraduates.

Moderate changes have aceurred in the compasition of the IUB facuity, with a very small
decrease in the number of tenure-eligible faculty and modest increase (c. 80} in the overal! size of
the faculty due to more non-tenure-track appeintments, Data collected by the Dean of the
Faculties (see Appendix 8} show that tenure-line faculty are the principal means by which we
deliver nndergradiate instruction, but there has been an overall decline in the proportion of
undergraduzte courses Laught by tenure-line faculty.

The supply of assuciate instructors depends on trends in graduate enrollments, which
should be closely tied to considerations such as program quality and prospects for employment.
Recent trends in graduate enrollments vary across I[UB schools. In the College, the number of
graduate students is now in its sixth consecutive year of decline of roughly 100 students per year.
The graduate headcount in the Coilege is now lower than it was in the late 1980s, largely as a
result of planning in response to perceptions about declining oppertunities for academic
employments in fields such as English and History. However, the decling is pervasive, three-
quarters of graduate programs in the College are smaller than they were three or four years ago,

MHumber af Collaga & Non-College Graduate Studants
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But as the next graph shows, the trend in the College diverges [rom trends in other IUB schools,
where the number of graduate students continues to grow. Schools with growing FhD) programs
will have epportunities to add more associale instructors to the supply of instrctors; the opposite



situation holds for schools with declining graduate enrollments. The following tabte shows
these trends over the last frve years.

Percentage of Classes by School and Level taught by Graduate Studenis

Course Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Course Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall

_ Level 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999  Level 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
BUS 100 & 200[ 149 100 e 120 6% 300&a00 | 9% 9% 6% 59l 4
College 100 & 200] 308 3ced 30%] 204 28 2300&400 | 6% 7% T 7 6%
EDUC 100 & 200| 2650 34%]  36% 4004 4R% 300&400 | 20% 18% 20% 28%d 22%
HFER |00 & 200) 23%¢ 23%] 27% 17% 21%] 300 & 400 O 3% 5% 6% T
MUS 100 & 200 34%]  44%y  42% 399 40% 300 & 400 MWy 6% 10% Y 3%

SPEA  LOD& 200 17%] B 13% 25% 20% 300&400 | 6% 14% 4% 9% 6%

Looking 1o the Mature, the College may have opportunities for growth in some FhD programs,
e.2., Computer Scicnce, Cognitive Science and Telecommunications, Growth may also oucur in
the number of fee-paying students in terminal MA programs, but this will not add to the supply of
agsociate instructors, These trends in graduate enrollments are unlikely to provide additional
opportunities to redeploy Faculty in the College to undergraduate classes. The College has been
offermg fewer graduate courses in response o entollment treads, 27 fewer in 1999-00 than the
previous year, and a similar decline is likely to be reported when data for 2000-01 are compiled,
Somc graduate seminars formerly offered annually are now offtred every other year; many are
taught jointly with an undergraduate class—an arrangement some departments use with mixed
results for a third to nearly half of their praduate ciasses. Department chairs indicate that firrther
reductions in the number of graduate classes would necessitale programimatic change in degree

requirements.

Classrooms: Space and Schedules

The supply of classrooms is a function of physical space and scheduling practices. IUG
has roughly the same number of classrooms today as ten years ago. Due to changes in the
inventory of classrooms, we now have modestly more seating capacity in general classrooms
{15,155 compared to 14,479 in 1988), but there has been, proportionaiely, a tnuch larger increase
io the number of students, credit hours, and course enrollments. (See Appendix 13.} Central to
any discussion of space ts whether we have the right kind of space, e.g., classrooms with
multimedia facilities or arrangements that facilitate active learning exercises. Beyond noting the
need for continued renovation and new construction of classtopmns, discussian of this issue is
beyond the scope of the Comnuttee’s charge.

In addition to classrooms and seating capacity, the ratic of classroem square fect per
student FTE i5 an important measure of spatial capacity to offer instruction. This is a standard
measure that can be used to compare physical Facilities across public CIC institutions, Relative to
these instilutions, IUB is near the bottom for average square feet in classrooms per student FTE
(see Appendix 14). The measure of classroom space is for general classrooms and excludes
instructional laboratories and study spaces. Relative to measurcs of other types of space (e g,
class labs}, which are stronply effected by programmatic differences across institutions,
classroom space is a meaningful indicator of differences in instrectional capacity, (Below, we
discuss space resources for academic and residential support issues.)
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[UB's stable supply of classroom space, its low level compared to most other public
CIC institutions, and our growth in the number of students and enrollments are reflected in
indicators of space utilization. A useful indicator is the time at which an ideal hypothetical
instructional day ends. The hypothetical instructional day assumes an ideal sequencing of courses
across five insructional days and 100% enrotlment levels, and uses the current distribution of
students into courses and classroom inventory. For Fall 1988, the hypothetical instructional day
{which begins at 8:00 a.m.) ended at 3:40 p.m. For Fall 1996 it ended al 5:40 p.m., and for Fali
2000 il ends at 6:50 p.m. [See Appendix 13.) Of course, actual schedules are less than ideal; and
many courses are tawght after 6:50 p.m. What this suggests ts that in spite of inefficicncies n
scheduling, € 2., growth in MW 73 minute classes (see below), opportunities to ulilize classrooms
more infensively are limited.

A standard indicator of space utilization is used by many institutions, including state
agencies, for calculating room use: classroom square fect per student contact hour, The formula
for this measure yields a ratio, for which lower means mare intensive use of rooms. This ratio can
be used to campare room wtilization across institations. An optimal level is .84 (higher means
less efficient utilization; lower signals potential problems in terms of servicing space). Data in
Appendix 15 show that [UB has a very high overall utilization rate (which may be biased mildly
upward by small seat size in unrenovated classreoms): 31 overall; .36 in lecture halls; .58 in
regular classtooms; 1. 17 in seminar reoms. These figures reflect very intense use of large lecture
rooms and regular classtooms. These data indicate that, relative to other public CIC institutions
that use this measure, IUB makes very efficient use of existing ¢lassroom facilities,

For the near-term future, we anticipatc that modest growth will oceur n 1UB classroom
capacity. Some new large lecture halls will come onling as a result of renovation or construction
of new facilities {e.p., the renovation of Myers Hall, constraction of the new theatre and drama
center; the classroom pod in the cxpansion of Kelley School}. These additions will be offsct by
rooms taken temporarily out of service for renovation (e.g., Kelley School, Psychology Building).
Overall, we can anticipate rmodest additions to an inventory of classreoms that is now used
intensively 0 meet undergraduate demand for courses.

Scheduling is also influenced by the supply of rooms. Room assignment and scheduling
at TUB are governed by policies developed by the Campus Calendar and Schedule Committee .
These provide guidelines for the schedule copy submitted by instructional units to the Office of
the Registrar. The guidelines are desipned to facilitate an oplimal match between existing
facilitics and the specific needs of courses being offered, relying on two principles: 1} academic
clessroom space is not owned by academic units; 2} scheduling is driven by both faculty and
student preferences regarding dates and times for classes. The second principle distinguishes IUB
from other institutions {&.g., OSU and Purdue) where dates and times for classes are set by the
scheduling office, which then assigns faculty and students to classes based on course preferences.

[t response to increases in undergraduate enrollments, noted above, more classes are
taught outside the “primetime” period that faculty and students tend to prefer (9:05 am. to 2:29
p-m.). As Appendix 16 shows, the percentage of instruction time in farge (90 students)
¢lassrooms during “‘primetime™ has declined from 70% in 1988 to 51% in 2000, and similar
declines have vecutred for medium-size and seminar rooms. The trend for this indicator
comesponds to the lengthening of the “hypothetical instructional day,” discussed above.
Appendix 16 also displays data on one of the many factors that make for a less-than-ideal
schedule: 75-minute classes offered on Mondays and Wednesdays. The proportion of 75-minuts
classes offered on this schedule (as opposed to Tuesday-Thursday, which does nat overlap with
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S0-minute classes offered Monday-Wednesday-Friday) varies across schools but fhe overall
level has been stable since 1996. The principal reasor for offering 75-minutc classes on Mondays
and Wednesdays is responsiveness to facully desires for the best pedapogical practice for specilfic
courses. This, like other demands on class reoms—e.g., for departmental colloquia and meetings,
extra break-out rooms for large classes, scheduled review sessions—will make actuzl utilization
of rooms for instruction inevitably less than the hypothetical maximum. This is pedagogically
sound: moreover, the cormparative data discussed above indicate thal the discrepancy at 1UB is
jower than at ather institutions.

Residential and Academic Support

The ability to deliver quality instruction to undergraduates requires good residential and
academic support, [UB’s outslanding retenlion rates are indicative of the excellence of support
services offered to our undergraduates. However, we da not see residential issues as a critical
variable for the issue of capacity. Tn view of current student preferences and the robust private
housing market in Bloomington, IUB has ample capacity in the residence centers to sccommodate
all freshmen and many sophomores who are likely to elect to live an campus,

For other residential and academic support services, responses 10 a queshignnaire sent 1o
15 1JB units of operations (see Appendix 17-18} indicate that requests for services (aside from
childcare) are being met. These responses indicate that these units compile waffic statistics,
counts of students who use a facility {c.g., gate counts at the main Tibrury) ot request & service
{e.g., from Academic Suppart Centers or the Office of Student Ethics and Anti-Harsssment
Programs). But these and other academic and residential support units generally de not know if
there is unrmet demand, and they do not have data for comparable activities at cther public CIC
institutions. Orpanizational differences across institutions complicate efforts to collect
comparable data. Advisers are a critival component of academic support, but it is unclear how
advising loads in our University Division match up with ather institutions where individual
schools and departments provide much of the advising for undeclared students. Information from
lowa, Purdue and Fennsylvania State University suggests that loads for their agvisers are similar
to those for departmental advisers in the College.

Comparative data on space in different types of physical facilities suggests that, unlike
space for classrooms, IUB has ample facilities for many residential and support activities. We
compare favorably to other public CIC institulions in terms of space available for study {which
refers mostly to library space), for “general use™ {which refers to performing arts facilities and
museums), and for physical education and service {which refers to recreational and athlelic
facilities). For thesc three types of space, respectively, we now rantk 4™, [* and 3" among public
CIC institutions (see Appendix 14).

Budgetary Issues

In developing economic models to estimate budgelary imphcations of dilferent
enrollment spenarios, greater uncertainty surrounds projections of incremental income than
projections of incremental costs. For income, we can use historical retention rates, estimate
changes in [ee rates, and assume slability in financial aid formulas and the distribution of students
across schools. For costs, estimates vary widely, depending on assumptions about unused
capacity and the fype of staff used to deliver instruction.



Asa planning exercise, we examined estimates for costs and income if 500 addition
undergraduate students per year were rocruited to the [UB campus for the next four years, two
thirds resident, one third non-resident. This exercise assumes (1) we are now at full capacity and
must add new instrizctionat resources to teach these students, (2) that &, 70{ shudents (s the base
size of new freshmen class before the enrollment increase, and (3) that the distribution of these
additicnal students across schools and classes is the same as the current freshman class. Cost
estimates for the added instruction are based on different combinations of faculty and associate
instrictors, detcrmined by section size and course level. For example, sections with fewer than 30
students at the [reshrman level are tanpht by A Is, whersas these sections at the upper level are
taught by faculty. {See Appendix 19, p. 3.} Salaty levels For instructional staff vary across
cchools, as does overhead, which includes all costs for the additional instroctional staff and
siudents gther than salaries and financial gid (e.g., advising, stail support, space, S&E). Lasily,
we assume 3.5% annual inflation and hition rates increase,

The result of this exercise (see Appendix 19, p. 1) indicates that by the fourth year, 1,640
additional studenis (based ¢n current reication rates) would generate approximately §12.6 millign
in additional fes income. Approximately $10.9 million would be needed for the full cost of these
four eohorts of additional students. Cost estimates would be lower if non-tenure-track faculty are
sed in place of tenure-line faculty and praduate stedents. A key point (o be noted is that the
average cosl for the 1,640 additional students is nearly $6,700/student, an amount substantially
higher than tuition for resident students.

Although there is a positive overall budgetary imphicatian for adding 500 additional
students por year for years, the magnitude of net incremental inceme is not commensurate with its
tangible and intangible costs. Qur assessment of recruiting issues leads us to question whether it
is possible to recruit this many additional students with qualifications at least equal to current
matricitlants. Cur assessment of space suggests that we are reaching an upper [imit in our
intensive use of physical facilities. Clor assegsment of course availability suggests that we have no
slack instructional resources that ¢an be used 10 meel increased demand for undergraduate
courses, Yet if we add new instructional stall, where would we find space for them? Thus, we
lack capacity for a substantial (500/year) increase in undergraduare enrollments, and the
budgetary benefits of adding this capacity are small.

However, this planning exercise does spggest that there may be substential benefits from
smaller additions of non-resident students to our undergraduale population. In addition 10
substantial incremental revenue, relative to mcremenial costs, that can be invested in pew
programs, these benefits include a modest increase in the diversity of our student population.
Recruitment i1ssues are crucial. As noted abave, enhancements in advertising the strengths of our
professional schoals, experiments by the Collepe with direct admissions, and the success of
Informatics will augment IUJB's ability to recruit superior non-resident undergraduates.



Appendix 1

Applications

Maticulzted Students

Total Beginning Students

Domestic First-year Stedents

Mew International First-year Stwdents

New Extemal Domestic Transfer Stedents

New International Transfer Stadents
Mew Exchange Students
Intercampus Transfer Stdents

Reridency

Resident First-year Students
Nonresident First-year Students
Resident External Transfer Students
MNonresident External Transfer Students

Residency - % Distribution

Resident Fitst-year Students
Nonresident First-year Students
Resident External Transfer Stdents
MNanresident External Transfer Studenis

Source: Office of Enrollment Servicss

Fall Fall Fall Fall Fail Fall Fall Fall Fall
1980 1992 1994 1965 1996 1897 1998 1999 2000
16831  16151] 16854  17.372]  16,725]  160935] 18,599] 20,399 T 20,306]
5821 6,086 6,054 5838 5,964) 6,039 6,735 6,509 6,850
nfa nia 5 5% 5,75 5,837 5,924 6,616 6,75 5,703
n/a nia 57 87 123 115 119 134 187
n/a a nfa 690 630 750 624 671 691
n/a nia n/a 42 54 98 73 89 109
n'a n'a n'a 6o H| 4 51 a0 n'a
n/a nia n/a 562 546 595 522 592 $47
4,114 4 269 4,318 4083 4,032 1,966 4 630 4,442 4,526
1,707 1817 1,736 1,667 1 B 1,739 2,105 2,057 2, 18]
nfa nfa niz 524 52 549 a0z 512 532
n/a n‘a n/a 166 178 221 155 248 268
71% 69% 70% 69% 68% 86%
29% 71% 3% 3% 32% 34%
76% T4% 73% 72% 63% 67 %
24% 26% 27% 28% 37% 34%




Appendix 2

Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fal} Fall Fall Fall
1990 1992 1584 1595 1996 1997 19498 1999 2000
Average SAT Scores for Entering Class
Resident 989 271 286 gud 10961005 1091 1090 L4 1088
Nonresident 1056 1044 1044 1063 1131010507 1161 1159 1145 1150
{SAT te=i seales recentered 4/%5 conversion)
Average ACT Scores for Encering Class
Composite [ 24 24 24 24 24 | 24 24 24 1
Ethnicity — First Year Students
White 5477 5,738 5,666 4,828 4,946 5,181 5,79% 3 65 5,932
African American 127 117 113 116 140 252 274 318 296
Hispanic 20 74 87 81 o} 124 132 116 [31
Asian American 131 L4 175 165 169 179 194 182 233
Wative American & 1 8 [ 14 16 2l 10 1
Mo response
Average High Schoel Units
Total 1181 18.7 18.5 8.9 16,1 19 | 19.1 19.2 19.8
{Year-long courses in English, Math,
Lab Sciences, Social Smdies, and
Foreign Languages)
Hlgh Scheol Class Rank
Top Decile 29% 24% 24% 25% 24%, 24% 22% 22% 21%
Znd Deeile 27% 25% 23% 24% 24% 23% 22% 2204 22%
3rd Decile 23% 2% 22% 2% 20%, 20% 20% 21% 21%
4th Deeile 14% 16%% 17% 1 7% 17% 16% 169 17% 1 7%
Sth Declile 5% % 10K 9% [ 194 11% 12% 11% 12%
Lower Half 2% 3% A 3% 5% 6% K% P 7%
Retentlon ~Freshman-to-Sophomore tifa nia B0.3%% 829 §3.0% B4.1% 84.0% B4.6% nfa




Appendix 3

Michigan
Illinecis

Penn State
Wisconsin
Minnescta
Ohio State
Purdue
Michigan State
Indiana

lowa

Freshman Class, Tublic CIC Institwtions

Class Rank (%) ACT{5AT)
Top 10th Top 25th Top Half 25th/75th percentile
2000 1998 2000 1998 2000 1998 2000 1558
63 61 90 940 5% 89 25730 {1150/ 1360)
49 51 25 86 g9 0% 25720 22i29
48 54 20 90 93 7 (110131030 (1 110/1210%
46 43 93 91 Q0 ge 23728 24/29
28 26 60 60 88 89 22127 2227
26 23 56 49 57 20 21027 20/27
25 25 57 57 o0 g9 (980712200 | {960/1220)
21 21 54 55 90 G0 21726 21126
21 22 53 52 93 92 (10107125031 (1000/1210)
20) 22 50 | 5] 89 90 22427 22/27




Appendix 4

Projected Growth - Indiana High Schoo! Graduates

(based on WICHE data)
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Appendis 5

Projected High School Graduates - Growth Through 2010
[based cn WICHE and EPS data)
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Appendix &

B

Average Section Size by Course Level, Fall Semesters

100
200
300
400
All Undergraduate

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
434 | 435 | 1.7 ] 429 | 43.0
6.3 | 377 | 369 | 356 | as7
320 | 307 { 1B | 315 | 314
167 | 164 | 187 | 1656 16.8
334 | 333 | 332 ] 35| 334

Ofthice of the Registrar, 2000-0f Full Enrellment Report

Percentage of Undergraduate Classes, by Sectlon Size
Public CiC Institutions, L5, News & Wortd Report

Michigan
Minnesola

Iowa

Ohio Stale
IU-Blootmington
Wisconsin
Fennsyvania State
inGis

Michigan State

Tecll %S0
31 16
51 17
48 I
43 ¥
39 1%
37 0
32 20
249 1%
2 235




Appondix 7

Coursa Enroliment Lavels, Fall Semester, end firsl week

Fundumental Skills

Helley School of Business

Enrollmeni e Full Errall paeni %2 Full
Moo 2000 1994 1995 2000 2000 1996 1995
ey | 1,287 98%] 9E%%] 97%|Public Speaking Algd X022 99%| 97%| B |Wasic Acceanting Sidils
AZOr 1,139 95%] 90%|  S1%:|Introduction fo Flaancial Accosnting
WI3I| 2446] 9%%[ 99%] 25%[Elementary Composition
K2l 1673 9994 9E%| Y3%|The Campuier in Bosines
MILE| 2216] 27%] 98%] 98%|Finlte Marhematics
M119] 1,.685] 9%%) 95%| 9&8%|Bricl Survey of Calculas L0l 1,333 99%d  99%] 97%[Lepal Environment of Business
S105 [ 60| 100%| — | - |Flrst-Year Spanish X100 1050 TP 99% | ¥9% |Business Adnilnistoation: laireductan
Homanithes Education
Eurallpaent % Full
2000 2000 199G 1995 Wik 5231 J02%  BEY 99 Lsng Compulers in Education
Fil I 9% Yitk| ad%e)Intreduction te Folklore
HIOS [ 764 28%| 6v%| Vi%]Amedcan History - | HFER
HL106 | 543 47%] 31%| E&%|Amerlcan History - 1 Enrelitent %% Full
000 2000 [9%G 1985
Fitl I 96% 90%| PE%|Imtroduction to Philosephy
Fios 34| 4% 97| 24%|Thinking und Reazoning E109 268] 95%F 95T 92%FRallreom and Soclal Dince
TI20 { 536 (0% 92v] 101%) Acting Et30 [ 3BG[ SB[ G7Te) 1OUT|Yogal
PE12 2151107 T100% | B5% | Intreducdon te Exercise Sclance
Social Sciences
Enrollrment %% Full
000 1000 1996 1395 Journalism
AIDS | 337 93%%] 73%) Y| Hwinan Orlglns & Prehlstery Enreliment & Full
WH 2000 1996 1995
P10G g5l 90| 100%) 99%|inireduction ta Crimioul Jusilce
P04 12 99%| 9E%] 22%|Theorles of Crime and Deviance J1I0 | F20[ 100%| 99%| 98%|Feundstigns el Journ, & Wass Comm.
J200 [ 74T I0FEL] T0ES:] BB |Heporiing, Writing & Editlng |
E20l [ T.913] %98 94%) S6%(Llmroduciion to MiToeconomics
EI02 7530] 97| vE%)  BS%|Llmireducdon to Macrosconemics Music
Enrollment %o Fuil
Yi0h aze] 9%y 99%| — |Amercan Folitical Controversies 000 lobd 1884 9495
YiQ3 AR0] 97| B1%([ A7 |Introductioh lo American Folllics
A0 [ T3] 93%) S0%] 80%]introduction te Audis Technalogy
S100 | 14105 9% 9% 96%|lotradecton (o Soclalegy E2d1| 200]100% | 99%[M/A  |intredection to Muslc Fundamentals
S101 I50| TOE| o] DATa|Seclal Frohlems & Poleies P00 [ TGB! T00%] 71%| 77 % |FMang Performancs
TZ51 OO 1000 Do%al Bb 5| Music Theory & Literature 111
Materal Selences
Enrolimeni %o Full SLIS
2000 2000 F906 1355 Earallment %5 Full
AGD [ 455] 99%] 93%| 959%|The Sclar System 2000 200 19%& 1995
LIty { rrol o[ 92N PE%a|tetreduction 1o Blaegy LAS5 [ 1007100 ] SURJNFA jinformatlon Resources in Journallim
C101 349] 26%[ e6%| T I%IElemenisry Chemistry [SFEA
Encollment %a Full
GO | 207] 9ate| 96%| 9E%|Earth Science 00 2000 19%G6 1995
E162 | 323 HO%|N/A [N |Environmeent and People
Pinl | 2.674] 98%| 95%]| RE%|Introdmctary Prychology — I V160 [ 336| 99%[M/A  [N/A  |Nailonal and Internanianal Policy
PO [ 500 9% B3%[Intredwctory Paychology - LI VIG1 | JE7TTOO%NFA [NFA - [[irban Problems and Salutigns




Appendix 8

Office of Institutional Research
Academic Affairs and Dean of the Facullies

IUB CAMPLUS Pamend Coursos Taught at thls Leval
Coursa 5| 4 9J
Laval Instructor Type Fall 1985 Fall 1998] Fall 1997] Fall 1635 Fall 159
100 & 200 |TEMURE-LINE FAGULTY 47% 43% 47% 41% 3%
100 & 200 |F-T LECTURER 2% 2% A% 2% 1%
100 & 200 |F-T CLINICAL FACULTY 1% 1% 2%
100 & 200 |F-T VISITING FACULTY 7% 7% 5% 7% 7%
100 & 200 {F-T IRP RANK FACULTY 2% % 3% 4% 4%
100 £ 200 |F-T ADJUNCT FACULTY
100 & 200 |F-T AGAD RESEARCH 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
100 & 200 [P-T CLINICAL FACULTY
100 & 200 |P-T VISITING FACULTY 1% 2% 2% 1% 2%
100 & 200 |P-T IRP RANK FACULTY % 5% 5% 6% 8%
100 & 200 |P-T ADJUNCT FACULTY 1%
100 & 200 |P-T ACAD RESEARCH
100 & 200 JGRADSTUDENT 28% Zi% 26% 2T 2
100 R 200 |STAFFMHOURLY 3% 5% Gt 8% €%
100 & 200 JUNKNOWN 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Mumber of Courses af this teval 573 04 616 820 631
00 & 400 |TENURE-LINE FACULTY 71% 71% 67% B6% B5%
300 & 400 |F-T LECTURER 1% 1% 2% 2% 2%
300 & 400 |F-T CLINICAL FACGULTY 0% 1% 1% 1%
300 & 400 |F-T VISITING FACULTY 7% 5% 7% 7% B%
300 & 400 [F-T IRP RANK FACULTY 2% % 1% % 3%
300 & 400 |F-T ADJUNCT FACULTY
w08 400 |F-T ACAD RESEARCH 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%,
300 8 400 |P-T CLINICAL FACULTY
3005400  |P-T VISITING FACULTY 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
300 5 400 |P-T IRP RANK FACULTY T% 6% 6% % 6%
300 & 400 |P-T ADJUNCT FAGULTY 1% 1% 1%
300 5 400 JP-T ACAD RESEARCH
300 & 400 |GRAD STUDENT % 8% 8% 8% L)
00 & 400 [STAFFMHOLURLY 2% 1% 2% 2% 2%
300 8 400 [UHKHOWN 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Number of Courses al INs fevel 1018 1044 1038 159 1075
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Appendix &
O Part-Time Non Tenure

|| OTenure Faculty @ Full-Time Non-Tenurs
1800 o ol tot tot bt 1ot tot 1ot
1 1649 1663 1647 1661 1675 1892 1697
1600 -
1400 -
1200 -
= 1000 -
E
8
800 -
1355 1358 1385 1371 1377 1387 1374 1354 1307 1308
600
400 -
200 -
04 : . . . . . . .
Fal 1991  Fail 1392 Fall 1993 Fall 1994  Fal1995  Fall 1998 Fall 1997  Fall 1998  Fall 1988 Fal 2000
yaat
Acagamic Atars

Office of Insutulanal Hasearch
all {aculty herngs 13012000 als
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Appendix 10
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Appandix 11

Fall Semester Source: University Budget Office. These data report the average credit hours taught by fa Culty
in IUB schools for the fal! samester, Data include only full-time faculty, and they pro-rate
hours for faculty of record who shara instructional respensibility with graduate students.
AY
ReName Data 1992-95  1993-94 1984-95 109506 1998-67 1997-98 199898  1000-20001
College of Arts and Sciences CrHrFTE 232.32 215,91 21173 20722 198.76 20122 20472 217.14
Pct Change -7 1% -1.9% -2.1% -4.1% 1.2% 1.7% 6.1%
School of Medicine/Heaalh Sciences |CrHIFTE 478,40 458,55 825,07 536,38 32622 127 .19 8075 85.21
Pct Change 2.3% 7.3% 21.2%  -4BT% B1.0% -284%  -27.3%
School of Busingss CrHAFTE ©223.07 238,24 24726 250.20 280.22 265.73 28216 26378
Fct Change §.85, 3.8% 1.2% 12.0% -5,2% £.2% -6.5%
Scheol of Education CrHrFTE 107.03 131.37 119.09 108.95 113.89 114.48 105.61 111.99
Pet Change 22.7% -5.3% -5.5% 4.5% 0.5% -7 7% 6.0%
School of Physicat Education CrHrFTE 31116 3184 28583  259.02 21931 22546 20367 22306
P¢t Change 0.3% f1% -107% -15.3% 2.8% -8.8% 8.5%
School of Law CrHr/FTE 228.53 24062 27224 22597 246,48 242,97 206.84 23031
Pct Changs 5.3% 13.1%  -17.0% 91% -1.4%  -14.9% 11.3%
School of Public & Environ Affairs CrHi/FTE 23169 255,02 250.19 24560 215,16 173.81 181.08 196.12
Fct Change 10.1% -1.9% -0.2% -13.8% =18.2% 4.2% B.3%
S¢hool of Library & Info Science CrHrfFTE 12876 113,73 89.00 9232 101.14 120.21 129.31 123,21
Fct Change S11.7% -12.0% -5.7% 9.6% 18.89% 7.6% 4.7%
School of Music CrHr/FTE 92.47 810 8813 85.84 8485 85.26 33.55 96,69
. Pct Change -14.5% 11.4% 1.8% -5.5% 5.2% -G.4% 15.7%
Schoal of Optometry CrHWFTE 113.84 161.88 162.27 176.09 143.97 167.84 194,50 183.43
Pct Changa 20.8% -10.8% 10.4% -16.8% 12.7% 15,9% -5,7 %
School of Jeurnalism CrHARFTE 15710 16745 163.72 164.44 178.64 12765 157.02 158,36
Fct Change £.6% -2.2% 0.4% 8.6%  -229% 14.1% 1.5%
Other Acadamic Programs CrHrFTE 18346 177.02 17928 170.67 174 67 147 .87 T198.00
' Fct Change v -3.5% 1.3% -4, 8% 23%  -155% 2T
Al IUB Student Credit Hours 208,38 20254 199,38 194,95 185.66 18738 188.72 187.31
-2.8% -1.6% -2.2% -2 % -1.2% 0.7% 4.5%




Appendix 12

Fall

Tenure-Track Facuity
Tenured Facutty

Tatal Tenure Faculty

Ful-time Lecturer 1RG5
Full-tirme Clinical Faculty
Full-tima Visting Fasully
Ful-tima I8P Facully
Full-tlre  Adjunct Faculty
Total Ful-Time
NonTenure Faculty

Pan-tima Clinical Faculty
Part-ttma Visiting Facu |ty
Fart-trme IRF Facudty
Part-tima Adjuncl Faculty
Total Part-Time
MenTenura Fasulty

Total HonTenure Faculty 275 .69

Total Facuky

IUB Faculty

1981 19971 1982 1922 1993 19893 1994 1904 1995 1985 1996 1988 1097 1087 1008 1998  185% 1592 2000 2000
FTE N FTE N FTE M FTE N FTE M FTE K FTE M FTE M FTE N FTE N
<7y 344 340 341 334 352 343 320 304 298

1014 1014 1025 1030 1043 1036 1025 1034 1023 1028

1355 1358 1365 1341 1377 1387 1374 1354 1327 1326

45,00 45  47.00 47 49.00 48 4700 47 4300 43 43,00 43  51.00 51 51.00 60 &0.00 &4 5300 63
12.00 12 1504 15 14.00 14 12.00 12 1400 14 17.00 17 1504 15 2500 25 3200 32 43.00 49
11900 119 12500 125 127.00 127 11200 112 111.00 {17 10800 408 119.00 119 127.00 127 14200 142 12700 197
21.00 21 24.00 24 2B0) 28 28.00 28 3r.00 37 4200 42 4400 44 53.00 53 4500 45 50.00 50
500 5 560 5 400 4 S00 5 500 5 500 5 500 5 400 4 400 4 o0 7
203.00 203 21600 218 22200 222 20400 204 21000 210 21500 215 224.00 234 26000 2839 28300 287 20600 206
261 & 200 ¥ 183 8 18 7 315 7 37 @& 386 8§ 239 8 3ad 7 338 7
11.55 27 1532 3 1a57 28 7.8 18 823 18 12.08 25 1257 28 104 20 1514 31 10.57 22
5080 128 5155 146 51280 156 5281 145 5185 155 5028 154 B400 179 5911 178 5925 193 55 200
T2 30 6.43 23 QB8 28 872 3B 10,78 33 680 22 848 M4 s0r 27 504 23 B.8H 30
7285 184 T75A0 206 7566 221 7200 206 7441 214 F293 208 B351 249 BOOI 233 HB293 254 G142 98y
397 29130 422 29766 443 27500 410 28411 424 28793 424 31791 483 34001 5Q2 38593 541 3RF 42 EES

1762 17BC 1808 1781 T801 1811 1857 1858 1868 1881

Acadarnic Affairs

1 Ho m equivmlance ol 1 pargan warking 1009 tme

Ciflee ol Insfittlanel Reesamch

BT fagulty change 18971-2000 f# and pt.xis

e



Appendix 13

IUB Fall Genera) Classroom Inventory

Total Eorollments

Course Envollments (1)

Number of Sections Requiring Roems (32)
Mumber of Classroams

Seating Capacity in Classrooms

End of Hypathetical Instroctional Day

Sourve: 1) Registrar

(1) Le., total number of courses taken by students

1988 1996 1997 1998 1990 2000
33776 ] 34700 | 34937 [ 35600 | 36201 | 37.076
144,447 | 158049 | 160,486 | 165,005 | 168,363 | 173,643
3,715 4,465 4,584 4,783 4,835 3031
259 253 251 252 259 258
14,479 15,154 | 15060 | 14956 | 15036 | (5155
3:40P.M. ] 540 P.M. | 550 PM | 6:44 P M. | 630 P.M. | 650 P M,

{2) This excludes reading courses, thesis hours, and lab sections that are scheduled by depariment and not the Registrar




Appendix 14

Average Square Feet/Sludent FTE
Fall 1999 daty, main campus

Classroems  Offices Siudy  Phys. Ed, {Geoeral

Facilitics & Service Use
(1) (2) &) (4
Michigan 13.65 7314 24.69 17.21 27.22
Wizconsin 13.34 83.01 25,74 1.7 2235
MSU 12.63 43,85 12.17 14.85 34.69
Minnesota| 1234 66.79 29.53 15.31 23.52
Tawa 1223 &4.05 22.5 12.87 2704
[LIPLI Q.99 45,76 14.06 7.61 14
Ilineis 5,26 51.62 158 12,19 26.94
PRU 2.2l 3946 858 14.04 21.84
IUB B.0% 35.09 2201 16,04 4] .82
Qsu 1.6 5147 13,74 4.21 22.35
Purdue £.23 3201 10.06 12.59 21.27
1995 Classroons 1997  (Clasgyrooms
Minnesota 171 Michigan 138
Michigan 13.24 ML 12.63
lowa {283 Tawa 12.31
Wisconsin 12.58 Minnesata 1212
iurUI 10,64 Wisconsin 12.04
Itinois o 5] [urut 10.82
asu ®.d4 (A1) (] 3.72
PSU %16 Ilinais g.51
IJBE 8.04 PSU E.i6
Purdue £.91] OsU T.66
Purdue a2

{1} Otfices exclude confarence ronims bul Include clarcal, advising and aministrative offices
{2} Study faciltias & mainly spaca in libraries

{3} Physical Education & Service refers to athletic and recreational facilitios

4} General Use s moslly facilities for performing arts, museums, & atc,



Appendix 15
Roam Utilization Rales

IUB Fall 1599

Purdue Fall 1945

Purdue Fall 2000
Wisconsin-Madison Fall 1899
llinnis-Urbana Champaign Fall 2004
lowa Fall 2699

Lecture Classrooms Seminar Combined

Halls Rooms Rate

0.36 0.58 1.17 0.5
0.52
0.51

070 1.07 {.89

0.57 (.81 0.91

0.75 .85 1.83

Stale agencies typically caleulate ultilization of classreoms as follovs:

# of 2q ft per statton or seat

{(# of lirs room is used X % of seats Niled)

sq ft per student contact hour

The formula for this measure yviclds 2 ratio, for which lower means more inlensive use of rooms.
A higher nomiber means presumaldy less efficient wiilization of space for instrsgtions,
This ratio can be used to compare rogm utilization 2cross insttutions. An optimal level iz B4

(Higher means less eflicient utilization; lower signals potential problems in wmms of servicing space),

Source: 1U Bureau of Facilities Planning and Utilization




Appendix 16
Scheduling Issuss

% Of Classes in Prime Tlme (2:05 a.m. to 2;29 p.m.)
IUB Campus, Fall Classes

1968 2000

Seminars 57.64% 31.67%

1-57 65.10%| 55.79%

Class Sfze 58-89 71.83% 57.36%
=80 FO11% 51.25%

Combinead 66.06% 55.08%

% of Classes taught MW/T5
ILIB Carmpus, Fall Classes

1396 2000
Campus 12, 50% 14.30%
Buslness 43 50% 37.90%
Collage 7.40% 9.10%
EDU 24.20%  20.10%
HPER 2.70% 6.60%
Informatics - 20.00%
Journalism 47.50%) 22.20%
LIS 5.30% 0%
SPEA A5.10% 40.20%




Appendix 17

INDIANA UNIVERSITY  MEMORANDUM

T Academic & Residential Support Unts

FROM: David Zaret, Execulive Associate Dean
College of Arts and Sciences

DATE: February 13, 2001
RE: Bloomington Enroliment Capacity

As you may know, President Brand has established an ad hoc commities whose
charge is to ascertain the enrollment capacity of the campus. The focus of the
Committee is undergraduate students. Due to the complexity of the capacity
issue, the Committee is examining a broad range of indicators that will assist us in
ascertaining whether we are at, above or below our envollment capacity for
undergraduate students. As chair of the Committee, I write to request your help
30 that we can incorporate academic and residential support issues in our
assessment of the capacity issue. Can you or someone in your office provide the
data requested below? The Committee will be grateful if you can respond with
this information by March 2. The Comunittee would also like to receive whalever
comments or suggestions you may have about the capacity 1ssue, but 1t is muost
anxious to obtain the data described below. Thank vou in advance for your tune
and assistance with (his project. Please send your quencs and responses to David
Zaret, College of Arts & Sciences, Kirkwood 104 {email “zaret™).

L. Daoes your unit use objective indicators or ather data to measure student
demand for your unit’s services and your abilily to meet that demand? If
yes, can you please forward the relevant report or data stmmary to the
Commuites?

2. Based on these indicators or data, how do you assess your unit’s ability to
meet student demand for services?

L Do you have data on resources and/or student demand for units like yours
at other CIC institutions or other peer institutions”?
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Academic Support, Office of Vice Chancellor for Academic Support and Driversity
Auxiliary Enterprises

Career Development Center

Campus Life Division, Office of Dean of the Students

Campus Health Center, Office of the Dean of the Students

Chald Care

Dizsabled Student Scrvices ¢

Honors College

Indiana Memorial Union

IMU Union Board

Instructional Support Services, Office of Academic Affairs and Dean of the Faculties
International Services

IURD

ILSA, President

Language & Computer Labs, Rallantine Hall

Librarics

Multicultural Affairs, Office of Vice Chancellor for Academic Support and Diversity
Physical Plant

Recreational Sports Division, HPER

Residence Halls Association, President

Residential Programs and Services

UITS

Office for Women’s Affairs



Indiana University Bloomington

Credit Hours and Fee Income Generated by Increasing Fulltime Undergraduate Enrollment Page t of 1
. Yeari | Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Appendix 19 PR PTEEYEIE _ FailzFald
‘u'ari'a!ﬁles Frosh I Feash Soph Fiat Frosh Soph Juniors Rat Frash  Soph  Juniors Seniors Figt
Fall Headooun! 5004 E00] 500 £Q0|
Farcam ManPesident 5% 3% 34% 345
Imer 2000-071 Tuition Q5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5%
Fall BARS Factor {531 200 0.93120 Do5120 0,55120
Spﬁng EARS Factor 0.29370) 0.95370 0.93370 0.93370
Retention Rates
Serm 1 o 5em 2 Res 03.45%] 93.49% 93.45% 82.49% Estimales reconaiing witk BL Registrar
Sem 1 to Sem 2 NA 95.58%] 55.58% 95.68% 95,.58%
Sem 2 to Sem 3 Res 88.84% BE.BA% BB.BA%
Sem 2o Sem 3 NR 90.47% 00.47% 90.47%
Sem 3 1o Sem 4 Res 95.7 2% 95.72% 95.72%
Sem 319 Sem 4 KR 98.63% GB.653% 95.63%
Sem 410 Serm 5 Aes a0.80% 90.90%
Sem 4 to Sem 5 MA 80.01% 50.01%
Sem 5to Sem & Pes 88 0% 899.00%
Sam 510 Sem B NR 06.14% 86.14%
Sem 6 to Sem 7 Res 94.76% o
Sem € to Semn 7 NR 10037% ~ UYL
Sem 7 to Sem 8 Res PATE%R L aed
Sem 7 to Seam & NA 98.94%
Fall Headcount
Fulltir Resident 230 330 24 BIOE" - S0 274 238 T2 330 274 238 204 T T
Fultime Nonresident 170 170 147 B547°. 170 147 131 5 TTy 170 147 13 g6 T
e | 00 421 S00 421 359 506 4 359 250
All Claz=s Levels s00] an 1280 1640
AY Credit Hours
Resident 2,455 8455 7 A65 &A35 7,885 5,215 9455 ¥.805 65915 G,25%
Nanresident 5 032 5032 4,383 5,032 4,383 3,806 5,032 4,393 3,800 3,523
14,487 | 14 487 12,278 14,487 12,278 10,715 14487 12278 10 M5 S B7H
All Class Lavels 14,487 26,766 37,481 47,357
AY Fee Income
Besidentw, BARS Adj| £ 1,279,690 5 2,434,605 ¥ 3282855 ' 5,463 485
MonRes w. BARS Adj § 5 2,212,654 5 4,295.816 ¥ 5300825 £ 7988175
FiMA Tuitson Discourt § (222,225 § (428247} s Ga0,270 $ (815473
{includas OVST Ad) 1% 3270159 g A304178 § 84963231 & 12,616,183
&1l Class Levels 5 3,200,000 $ 6,300,000 5 9,000,000 5 12,500,000

—
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Instructional Cost of Adding 500 Students for 4 Years

Yaar 1 Froshmen Tolal Thvamesd ol [FUET P
(UM W T H Instraclenal A0 Hasa Los! Lofon

SCHL Tolel Cost 30 Cosl 3.5% Col
BUS § 187737 5 tELTI? % T ULpds & 362H32 & 273031 %  2E7 050
COAS 3 1,130,057 3 130587 gasa0e % L4ERI2E 3 1520548 5 1,606,175
EQUC 5 5097 - 60,197 & 150658 X TBESE 3 HOMG% 5 p5SEG
HPER $ 4100 1 164100 % 43230 § 213330 0§ 220797 5 233w
INFOY 1 7.705 5 FI0S % 2312 % T % 10,357 % 10,881
ICHIR 5 6,650 3 6658 § 1997 ¥ 2555 % Bess § 5,453
WMED 3 575 1 5754 ¥ 1.726 % Tagn % Ta2 % B.178
LETIN H 2,208 5 4,798 % EER % 2,907 % 3092 3 3266
RS $ 738592 3 71682 % 22106 % 5800 § Q9153 3 104,735
oPT L an3 5 33 5 1i5 % 454 % 515 § 544
SLI5 H 1,305 i 3205 % 9w % 4167 % 4312 3% 4 ESR
SPEA § B,756 L4 B3 % 2510 % 10876 § TL2% % 11,880
BT, ¥ 4, FeE 5 1759 % 1.1 % 4,800 % 50711 % 5057
Gerand Tolal | § 1,550, 951 5 1653981 % 514962 5 2168821 3 2244835 § 23712583

Bar 2 Frashwmen  Sophomoms Tatal rhaad olal Inflalad i+

Cala IresLriaclional 405 Baza Cosl Cohoa

SCHL Ingtnee Cosd  inetnad Cotl Gt 0% Cost T A% Coal
BUS § 1ETTAT § 3831M L 550904 5 ZF0383 § Y7I271 § 626,086 §  GORG6F
COAS $ 1120087 5 910,154 § 2040251 5 E12075 § RGSEAM 5 2841172, § 3,009,066
EfuS 3 60197 5 100489 $ 165,BBE ¥ 50508 § 0 X592 OF 26298 5 257604
HPER F 154100 5 115487 $ 219587 % BiBVE £ 383462 $ 380,342 & 424545
INFQ 1 Ts % 4,500 ¥ 11605 ¥ 3482 % 15087 % 16161 % 176232
JOUR 3 GESE 5 16864 % 25521 % 7857 % HATY % 3933 § 40373
MED 5 5754 % 5HS 5 12183 % AG45 % 15,799 5 16524 % 16,454
ML 3 2 3 . 3 2204 % cEn % 2987 % 1200 % 2,489
(E1NL 3 O7AER2 § TIasd §  4vimg % 44157 § 191347 F  ZDESTY 5 223504
HURS 1 5 5,25 Ly 6,290 % 1.887 % 8717 % 5753 % YA
OFT ] 3 0§ 3 343 F 115 % 495 3 533 % oG
LIS 3 35 8 B240 ] B,445 % 2534 % 10978 3 1,10 3% 12,924
SPEA 5 B35 5 ML215 3 3G.585 ¥ 11576 3 50161 § 53,73 % EBESO)
SV, 5 3763 § 3943 % TIE % 2311 % 10013 % 725 8 11,695
Graed Tolal [ § 1553961 § 1647 644 $ 3300605 35 1045572 % AS4T1TT % 466606 $ EO77.T4E

Yaar 3 Freshmen Sophovmoma  Janloms wial Croarhaad Tatal latad Full**

Lais gl AN Easy Loz Cokart

r-HL Inelrug Cogt  Inesdoog Lofl Ingkiue Lesl o5l 0% Cost 141.67% Cael
aus § 18RI 5 AT 3 48tdm § 97233% § 356035 % 1.361,275 5 1508045 § 1,591,756
Coas $1130,097 % 2054 5 TI5.1% ¥ ATE5380 3 B25EIV ¥ ASEZ006 § ASTIATO § 4425307
EDUC F BOAST % 10B4ES 5 12845 $ 29TE31 % 689248 §  SETARD §  APLDGT § 470,303
HFER F OI64100 $ 115487 3 99.74b $ 279,336 5 113801 5 403187 5 BA6 741 3 60925
IMFO % THIS % 3900 % 4,523 5 16,528 % dpxs % 065 3 23245 § 25902
JOUR H G538 3 19884 3 xyags 5 49847 & 14954 % B4E01 % TILE4E 5 BOOST
MED ¥ 784§ gam3 ¥ 4,087 L3 16,240 % 4872 % 21112 5 23467 5 25082
MIL ¥ 2298 % + 5 - 4 298 % BEg % 2987 % 32 % T
MLIS $  TIEFZ 3 Tadme 5 4338 5 181525 % 64450 §F 235883 § 26164 5 pO150T
NUAS $ - 3 G20 3 15,728 5 22018 3 68505 3§ 28623 3 N7 4 35,262
oPT ¥ Ha % - % - 5 S8l ¥ 115 3 408§ 552 % B16
S0 3 20 & 5240 % 1572 5 mwar 5 005 % 13,022 % 1442 % 16,088
SFEA L] BG 3 30219 § TR §F omar A3 95 F 144712 ¢ 16042 5 175781
S H v ¥ AFR ¥ 513 ] 15833 § 4,750 % 20583 % e % 25409
Grand Toll | 3 1653067 § 1647 6d ¥ TEO0006 | $ 4B3LB01 $ 1546384 & 6375885 § 7070053 5 7878976

aar ra% & Junion ] olad ndlenad Ful**

Cedn, Ingirucikonal T Raza Cosl Cohon

SCHL Ingtuc Cosl  nsbroe Cost  Inglnpg Cost Tnstrue Cosl [Conl 0% Coal 14.75% Caost
B 5 1977317 § MEIITT § 421431 § 45354d | § 1455883 $ 5RO AR3 % 2030538 3 LB AThE § 2.567.530
GOAS FLAM0ST 5 20054 3 G038 F STIAG7 |5 3226696 5 RIEO09 5 4224705 § 406259 3 5658933
DG § BOET % 109484 % 128145 § 137500 |5 4953335 5 100602 §  S55%41 § sdRdiT 5 TADETZ
HFER § 1500 3 15487 5 SR8 F 122873 ]F SOEO0® 3 OOO697 5§ BAALDZ § 0 r40.319 5 AS4G12
IMF % TS % 800 3§ 4523 § - |s 16128 % 483 % 208966 3 26028 § 2P0
IR H 665 3 19884 § IS 0§ Z2BOE|S T2ea8 % 21,794 % 54442 3 108373 0§ 12360
LETU § - i - % - 1 Fi:Fll ] mr 3 2% § 1,022 % 1,174 ¥ 1,333
MED § 5754 3% 6383 3 4087 % 7288 | % 25K % T8 % 584 % 309 3 40,026
bl 4 2008 % - x . H . H 22 3 ey § 2907 4 A 3 3910
ML $ 73692 §¥ TIM9E 3 34335 3§ 482 |5 230237 % BD07F1 % 9R306 5 34343 3 391718
MURS ¥ 5 E290 5 15728 % 5505 | 5 27523 % 8257 % IS Ted % 41057 § 46827
oPT 3 ko I 3 - ] - |5 32E3 ¥ nMs g 498 % 571§ 552
SLIS 3 3205 F 5240 ¥ 1,572 % - s wnmT f 006 % 13022 % 14543 % 17,043
SPEA 3 B.3E 3 3021B § FeTI S BRG|§ 151331 F 59000 F 251,333 % ZBAMQS § 328,051
SWE % 1768 % 393 % 13 % 7ar7 | % 16820 % 4908 3% B £ ALTEY 5 28T
Grand Toal [ % 1BE1061 § 1.BA7T644 5 1,52P8596 § (4BAEMG|S £313727 § 2009708 ¥ 8350433 § DEBS565  § 10,532,500

“hiple; Bacause of rouwnding, nol o new ervolments wett Inciuded in (e cakcubsions. For sxamole, whin dalrbuling 5177 new Weshmen ensolmenta in ooy, based oo
the cumnent Beloal datAbUton of 76,1 73 reshmen sAoMents, mady oobtees will Aot B et 8 5 e awollmen). Thess snoiments, whon roundng, »il st ively
becoirt diwo. b 10U, Bhen, thars aoe Rwar srvilmants Led i e calculdibons compared W ohe numer of anolmans satimale] by ha mode!  The colemn aBsmpls. K
nckd Tpck bhe lond eovoliments god cakecks an estimalion of the ol cod, See "AY 2000-01 Envoliment Pase § Assumplions” page or gelais.
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Appendix 19--P. 3

Incleania Lnivarsity Bloominglon
AY 2000-01 Enrollment Base & Assumptions

DCata

Sem Sumof FR Sum ol S0 Sumal JR Sum of SR

Fall 2000-01 42,956 35967 32,573 36,155 . 147,651
Spring 00-0ri 33217 32,781 28,207 40,480 134,655
Grand Total 76,173 68,718 G0, 780 76,635 282,306
Fall Heads 7,997 6,842 B.357 7095 28,292
Sprg Heads B.277 6,331 5,504 8,213 26,325
Halio of Enrellments to Heads (conversion factor)

Fall 837 5.26 318 510

Spring 5.29 5.17 512 4.53

Relantion Rates (Fall 1897 cohort--DOF dala)

Fal 89.4% 90.6% BE.0%
Spring l 94.1%/ l QE.E%/ l 95.1%/‘ l 95.5%
Retention of Headcount

Fall 500 421 368 349
Spring 471 4045 =61 333
Total &7 827 789 682
Eslimated Enrgliments

Fall 2,688 2211 1,BEY 1.777

Spring 2491 2,103 1,851 1,641

Total 4314 3738 348

*EJ??

Actual Enraliments in Calculations {loss due to rounding where, =.5 = -0-)

AY Enrollmants 4 901 3,803 3,168 2,724
%o of est, Enrolimis 94.7% £8.2% 84.8% 79.7% .~
F'_,..-r"'

Freshmen Instructional Cost ost Cost
Seao Siza Dlvisor COAS per Seat BUS por Saat
<30 Al 30]§ 11,500 §  2383[§ 11500 § 383
J0-80 Faculty 451 § 23600 % 241§ 33,750 0§ VRO
G1-100 Faculty Bl % 23600 % 29501 % D3,750 $ 422
101-180 Fac + AL 1400 3 35100 % 25t | 45280 $ 323
=180 Fac+ 2 Als 20013 46800 3 233 | % 56750 & 284
UpperClass Insiructional Cosl Cosl Cost
Soc Size _ Divisor COAS por Seat BUS par Seat
<30 Facully 3 % 23600 % A7 S 23780 $1.1235
30-60 Facully d5 § 23600 ¥ bed 3 33780 F5 FRD
BI1-100 Facully 80 % 23600 % US| $ 3970 F 422
1071-180 Fag + Al f40 & 35,100 & 251 | % 45260 § 323
=180 Fac + 2 Als 20 % 46600 3 233 | %F 56750 F 284

Overhaad Inflation at 3.5% a year
Business 40% Yaar 1 2150% Year 3 10.87%
Cihers 30 Yaar ¢ T 12% Year 4 14.75%

aMA/01 AY OB.xls swarup




Appendix 20

Zaret, David

From: Zaret, David
Sant: Thursday, April 05, 2001 3:06 PM
Ta: Mobley, Tony A ; Dalton, Dan R_; CRONIN, BLAISE; Gonzalez, Gerarde M. Mergel, Astrid

Elizabeth; Aman, Alfred C.; Richards, Gwyn, LOWTHER, GERALD EUGENE; Brown, Trevar
F.; Zarat, David

cc; Zaret, David

Subjact: Capacity Task Force

As you know the ad hoc Task Force on the capacity issue is neaning the completion of

its work. On behalf of the Committee | want to thank those of you whe sent comments in
responsa to my presentation last month at the Chancelior's deans meeting. At this point the
Committee thinks it would be helpful if | send all school deans a few, broad guestions

and invite whatever response you care to offer.

1. Does the current size of your undergraduate student population prevent you from
undertaking new programs or activities that your school would like to offer? In other
words, if you had seamewhat fewer undergraduates, would you implement initiatives
that would enhance the quality of undergraduate education?

2. Conversely, if the size of the freshmen class increased modestly with the addition of
200 out-of-state students, would the incremental resources enabla yuu to undertake
new initiatives that might nat otherwise be possible?

The Committee will greatly appraciate recaiving your thoughts on these (or any related)
questions. Please do not feel obligated to choose belween these questions; use them
instead to share any final thoughts on the capacity issue with the Committee. Informal
responses by email are fine. (Your comments will not be reproduced verbatim in an
appendix!) Thank you in advance for atiending to this. It will be helpful if | can have
responseas within two weeks, and please reply directly to me and not the group.

dz

David Zarat

Executive Associate Dean
College of Arts and Sciences
(812} 805-2761
zaret@mdiana.adu




