
MI1'1UTES OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCm-1l"1ITTEE ON EDUCATIOa 
March 3, 1983 

The House Appropriations Subcommittee on Education met at 
7: 00 a.m. on Thursday, l1arch 3, 1983 in Room 104 of the State 
Capitol. With Chairman Rep. Esther G. Bengtson presiding, all 
Inembers were present. Executive action was taken on several parts 
of the University System budget: Scholarships and Fellowships, 
Instruction and Support, and System-wide modified requests. 

The first area to be addressed was Scholarships and Fellow
ships. Mr. Tom Crosser, OBPP, stated that scholraships and fees 
were driven off of the level of tuition. OBPP used the original 
Commissioner's Office estimates of tuition increases, and the 
numbers are no longer valid. 

Mr. Curt Nichols, LFA, said on the sheet he had distributed 
(Exhibit "A") the current level had been recalculated to reflect 
the tuition increase the Subcommittee had granted. The current 
level distribution is based on the way the Regents distribute 
the monies. He pointed out that the figures for 14SU in the 
Regents' column hadn't been what the Regents wanted. Any changes 
made to the i·1SU figures would be reflected also in the current 
level amounts. He explained that MSU applied what was in the 
appropriations bill to their current enrollment, rather than using 
what had been appropriated for enrollment in the appropriations 
bill. There would be no adjustment in their total revenue, Mr. 
Tom Nopper, MSU, explained. He said the new figures for MSU--
would be $882,803 in 1984 and $960,506 in 1985; if the adjust
ment is not made, their base will be reduced. 

Mr. Nichols explained how the LFA arrived at their figures. 
5.75% of the in-State fee revenue estimate, and 18.45% of the 
out-of-State fee revenue estimate, were considered waived. The 
mandatory fee waivers were kept constant. He said the OBPP may 
have increased the latter in their estimates. 

Neil Bucklew, UM President, wanted to know why Mr. Nichols 
didn't think the mandatory fee waivers would go up, if enrol
lment had increased. 1-1r. Nopper said they didn't go up because 
they were tied to the level of scholarships and fellowships in 
the appropriations bill. 

. Rep. Donaldson moved that the LFA bottom line figures be 
adopted for both'years of the biennium; motion carried unanimously. 

Rep. Ernst then moved to adjust MSU's figures to reflect 
the suggestion made by Mr. Nopper. Motion carried with Sen. 
Hammond and Rep. Peck opposed; see roll call vote. 

The Instruction budget was then addressed. See Exhibit "B," 
bulk testimony file. Mr. Nichols explained that the instruction 
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support rates differed because the Commissioner of Higher Edu
cation's Office inflated an aggregate rate forward while the LFA 
took a different approach. The result by unit varies, although 
the total is the same. He said that both approaches were valid. 
The only difference between the LFA and the Regents' figures is 
on summer school faculty; the Regents count the summer school 
faculty at full quarter pay, while the LFA counted them at 2/3 
pay. Historically they have been at 2/3; the Interim Study 
Committee recommended that they go to a full quarter pay; the 
1981 Legislature adopted to 2/3. The Chairman said this had 
been done historically because teaching loads were lighter in 
the summer. 

The Chairman stated that she felt it was unfair that the 
faculty salaries at EHC were 90% of those at UM and MSU. If 
94% were applied as an alternative it would cost the State 
about $500,000 more for the biennium. 

In response to Rep. Bengtson, Mr. Nichols said the student/ 
faculty ratios resulted from the peer student/faculty ratios, 
both by level and by discipline. To the extent that a school 
had more undergraduate students, their student/faculty ratio 
would be lower, and the extent to which their instruction was 
concentrated in certain disciplines, would influence the ratios. 

In response to Rep. Donaldson, Mr. Nichols said the critical 
area adjustment was included at the dollar rate that was put in 
for FY 1983. Dr. William Tietz, President of asu, said the 
critical area adjustment had been distributed as part of the 
faculty salaries in 1982 and 1983, and was not part of their 
salary base. It was brought out that no additional critical 
area adjustment was being added; the only reason it was being 
kept separate was for accounting purposes. 

The Chairman wanted to know why the Instruction support 
rate was less at EMC than the other units. Mr. Nichols said it 
mainly related to the fact that the disciplines the students 
were enrolled in at EMC were low cost disciplines in terms of 
instructional support. Discussion took place regarding the cost 
of graduate vs. undergraduate programs, and Dr. Irving Dayton, 
Commissioner of Higher Education, stressed that the differences 
in instruction support rates were more related to differences in 
disciplines in the institutions, and were related only to under
graduate instruction. He submitted that the graduate programs 
had a lesser influence than the amount of technical and laboratory 
instruction involved in some undergraduate disciplines. 

The Chairman questioned whether students shouldn't help pay 
for the high cost of some disciplines. Dr. Dayton said this 
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question had been discussed in Hontana and elsewhere, and several 
aspects were apparent: (1) A per credit price could be put on 
every course. It would be an accounting nightmare but in principle 
could be done. A counter-argument is that access is being priced 
in education, which creates a philosophic problem. Mr. Jeff Mor
rison, Chairman of the Board of Regents, said that this type of 
philosophy was being looked at by the Regents for graduate and 
law school. The Law School already has a differential and this 
possibility is being looked at in Pharmacy as well. 

Neil Bucklew, UM President, said the differences were the 
result of a formula approach rather than value judgements. Formula 
budgeting helps address questions of equity, but a disadvantage 
is that the system has to "play to the formula." He submitted 
that in the coming years dealing with the formula would become 
more frustrating. Fluctuations in the formula are the result of 
the movement of students within the institution. He pointed out 
that if UM's enrollment had not changed in 1983, the formula 
would have generated for them about $400,000-$500,000 less per 
year because of the student shift. 

The Chairman questioned whether the formula might not be 
perpetuating a system in a direction the State didn't want to go. 
She submitted that there seemed to be a growing emphasis on 
graduate, vs. undergraduate programs. 

Dr. Tietz pointed out the benefici~l sides of the formula. 
When there is a large shift in enrollment towards high-cost dis
ciplines, the money follows the shift. 

It was brought out that in 1981 the critical area adjust
ment had been made to instructional salaries because the funding 
was unable to bring them to 100% of their peer institutions. Mr. 
Nichols said that based on 1982, he would expect that Montana 
gained in salaries relative to their peers in 1983. 

Rep. Donaldson moved to continue funding at the current 
level, i.e., the LFA figures, at 100%, for both years of the 
bienniillu. He stated that he was aware that the Committee might 
have to come back and reexamine their action, as well as the 
action on other budgets, once there was a good handle on the 
total budget. Since the Comnittee had gone along using current 
level thus far, he felt they should continue the same approach. 
The question was called fori motion carried unanimously. 

Sen. Jacobson suggested that on Support costs, current level 
be held at 97%, as it had been done in 1981. Mr. Nichols pointed 
out that the actual rate in 1983 was probably about 92%, because 
of the increase in enrollment. 



Education Subcommittee r.1inutes 
Harch 3, 1983 

Page four 

Regarding the 193% increase in Sports Information at m·l, 
Dr. Bucklew explained that (1) Title 9 required them to do a 
series of adjustments in the athletics program. A person had 
to be added in the vvomens' Athletic area for sports information. 
This was most of the cause for the increase. In Continuing Edu
cation, there was no change in the overall budgets of that area. 
Deficits in the auxilliary accounts associated with this area 
had to be taken care of, per the advice from an auditor. 

In response to Rep. Bengtson, r1r. Nichols stated that 
there were considerable FTE increases made in support in the 
University System in the 1983 biennium. Mr. Morrison pointed 
out that the formula caused the System to get back to the level 
of support that was called for. 

Discussion took place regarding changes in student/faculty 
ratios. Dr. Tietz gave a short history of the issue. Complaints 
regarding the 19:1 ratio established in 1975 led to the establish
ment of the formula approach to budgeting. The final analysis 
pointed out that a ratio of 19:1 was not appropriate to drive 
all cfu~puses and all disciplines in the University System. 

Mr. Nichols explained that the generation of faculty dol
lars included the generation of dollars for teaching assistants. 
Discussion took place regarding Graduate Teaching Assistants. 

Mr. Nichols stated that the appropriated increase in general 
fund to the University System was 35%, from the 1981 biennium to 
the 1983 biennimu, including the pay plan. Mr. Morrison pointed 
out that when considering the 35% figure, other factors needed 
to be acknowledged, such as inflation, enrollment increases, and 
the attempt to make up previous underfunding. He submitted that 
in 1981 the Legislature had deemed the increase appropriate, and 
now was not the time to cut back on funding. They shouldn't 
be penalized for the catch-up they got in 1981. Sen. Haffey 
said that looking at percentages only could be misleading. 

Further discussion took place concerning the student/faculty 
ratio subject. 

Dr. Dayton said the University System wasn't currently 
running at 18:1, because of enrollment increases, which were 
causing difficulties. The departments try to equalize the 
instructors' workloads. 

Jack Noble, Deputy Commissioner for 1I1anagement and Fiscal 
Affairs, University System, brought the Committee's attention to 
the COmTaissioner of Higher Education budget recommendation book 
(Exhibit "A," February 3, 1983), which listed the productivity 
factors that the formula was based on. He pointed out that be
cause of higher enrollments, the student/faculty ratio at the 
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r-iontana Tech. in 1981-2 was 
22:1; EMC was 20.8:1; MSU 
compensate was by higher 

The question was called for on the motion to fund support 
at the LFA's 95% level; motion carried unanimously. 

The Committee took a 30-minute recess. 

System-wide modified requests were then addressed. Dr. 
Dayton referred the Committee members to the part of the Board 
of Regents' tab in the CHE budget book. (1) State ~vork Study 
Program. The Chairman said she had had about 50 telephone calls 
addressed to herself and the Committee members from students 
regarding this modification request. 

Sen. Hammond said he was in favor of work study, but he was 
opposed to basing it on need. 

Rep. Donaldson wanted to know if the expected reduction in 
federal funding had proved to be the case. Mr. Noble said the 
total level of federal funding was apt to increase, but it was 
not certain what the effect would be in r.lontana. He added that 
work study would be emphasized over other types of aid. In 
response to Rep. Peck, Mr. Noble said he believed it was true 
that federal funds would be more concentrated in high unemploy-
ment, high population areas. . 

!~r. Bill Sykes, LFA, reported that in 1982 $2,344,360 
had been the level for work study. This included the federal 
allocations and the 20% match from the six units and the conununity 
colleges. He said that the LFA's original estimate of the re
duction in federal work study from 1982-3 had been revised down
ward to $290,790. At the proposed matching rate of 70/30, this 
would mean $415,414 in total student earnings. The Committee 
turned to P. 654 of the LFA Narrative. 

The Chairman rose in support of providing funding at the 
$290,790 level for the State work study program~ as a means of 
indicating the Legisl~ture's support. 

Sen. Haffey wanted to know how many students would receive 
work study in the coming biennium if no additional State support 
was provided. Hr. Sykes replied that in FY 1982 there were about 
2,334 students on work study. In 1983 that would be about 2,154, 
using an average award amount of $1,000. He held this constant 
for 1984-5, and this would cause a drop of about 181 students 
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from work study, :from 1982-3. This was assuming that federal 
funds would at least hold constant from 1983-5. The Regents had 
originally assumed there would be about a 25% reduction, but 
this didn't materialize. Congress subsequently restored the funds 
and maintained them under continuing resolution. However, for 
Montana, even if Congress maintained or increased funding, there 
was a probability that the State would receive less funding for 
work study. 

Sen. Haffey submitted that if the State made a commitment 
of about $300,000 per year, it would be recognizing the probabil
ity that the federal government would be doing something with a 
negative impact on Montana. Mr. Sykes agreed, but added that 
there was no way of knowing yet how strong the probability was. 

Sen. Haffey moved that in both years of the biennium, $290,790 
be provided for State work study support; motion carried unanimously. 

Continuing funding for the MONTS Research activities was con
sidered next. Mr. Nichols explained that thus far the Subcommittee 
had removed MONTS expenditures from the base, since they were 
primarily made with indirect cost money. 15% in indirect costs 
have been allowed for the coming biennium, but not specifically 
for r40NTS. If the 15% is not considered, there is no funding 
for HONTS. He said that it was his understanding that when the 
Committee had adopted the LFA current level, MONTS was not in
cluded, because it had been added during the interim. 

In response to Sen. Hammond, Mr. Sykes said that at present, 
MONTS was not self-sustaining. Future grants may allow this to 
become a reality at some point. With the indirect costs that 
the Committee adopted, MONTS would be $398,000 short of the 
$900,000 the Commissioner of Higher Education requested. 

The Chairman wanted to know if the research projects started 
under the MONTS Program could be continued by the Agricultural 
Experiment Station. Dr. Tietz, MSU, said the MONTS grant was 
a provision for research, encouragement, and start-up funds that 
are provided by the National Science Foundation and matched by 
contributions by the State. For the biennium, the match is 
$900,000. The money funds particular projects, and as they mature 
and gain fundability they are "farmed out" to other funding 
agencies. Those dollars will eventually generate indirect cost 
revenues: 39% at MSU. Dr. Dayton said the Regents would like 
to see the amount of indirect costs available to help fund the MONTS 
Program increased, to 25 - 30%. In the long run, this could 
remain in place and be used as the continuing funds to generate 
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new research support. He pointed out that an institutional 
incentive was provided to get grant contract work, because there 
is a return for the institution. 

No motion was made regarding the MONTS Program. 

The Washington Library Network modified request was then ad
dressed. The Chairman said that Dr. Maureen Aldrich said the work 
was going slowly, and if the modified was not approved, the work 
would still get done but it would take a lot longer. Dr. Dayton 
clarified that the six units of the University System, the Bil
lings Library, and the State Library were on the Network, and 
as many organizations could join as were willing to pay to become 
members. He rose in support of getting the work done as soon 
as possible. The Chairman rose in support of getting more money 
out to the local libraries so they could have an opportunity to 
get on the Network, too. Dr. Dayton said there would be con
siderable gains if this could be done; however, the most important 
thing at present was that Montana collections needed to be gotten 
on '.line. 

No motion was made regarding the Washington Library Network 
modified request. 

Faculty Development modified. No motion was made. 

Computer Information Network modified. Sen. Jacobson 
said it appeared to her that if the request was approved, all 
the units of the University System which were having problems 
with their computers would be able to more effectively use the 
time on their computers. It was brought out that there were a 
series of unit modifications in this area. Dr. Dayton said the 
modified would help all units by installing a computer unit at 
the State level, and it was a job that simply had to be done. 
In two years the State will only be further behind in this area, 
otherwise. 

Bruce Carpenter, EMC President, said the modified would help 
eliminate duplication of software on all the campuses. 

Mr. Glenn Leavitt, WMC, said the network would enable them 
to have access to the MSU personnel system, in addition to other 
advantages. 

Sen. Haffey pointed out that access by students and faculty 
would be provided by reducing the amount of administrative soft
ware that would be necessary on the unit level. Dr. Dayton pointed 
out that the system-wide and the unit modified requests regarding 
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computers had been worked out as a group, and they were compli
mentary. 

Discussion took place regarding whether addressing this 
modified would be addressing the student overload problem as 
well. The Chairman wanted to know which was more important to 
the unit Presidents: the system-wide computer modification or 
the individual modifications. Neil Bucklew, UM President, said 
that to link a highly inadequate system together wasn't a sub
stitute for their campus problem. They are already so overloaded 
that to have someone else try to use part of their system would 
probably just increase frustration. He said he wouldn't want the 
Committee to believe that itsacting on the system modified re
quest would in any substantial way be affecting the problems 
on UM' s campus. 

Dr. Tietz stressed that the whole picture needed to be looked 
at. Some advantage is gained by being able to unload some storage 
capacity in Helena. The ability to utilize additional software 
packages does help, but each unit will still have to address 
the problem of student access. The impact on the classroom is 
only a secondary aspect of the modified. 

Sen. Jacobson moved that $247,608 be allowed for the Computer 
Information Network modification; motion carried with Rep. Bengtson 
opposed and Sense Hammond and Tveit excused. 

Writing Across the Curriculum modified. Rep. Ernst said the 
program was a good one, but the cost was a big factor. He wanted 
to know if the Program would be discontinued if funding was stop
ped. Dr. Bucklew said the modification would try to expand an 
already successful experience. Therefore, it wouldn't stop what 
was being done already. Mr. Jack Noble commented that if the 
modified were rejected and money was found elsewhere to fund them, 
and a budget amendment was approved, they would probably be in 
violation of the budget amendment requirements in the bill currently 
before the Legislature. He requested clarification about how 
the Subcommittee's action or lack of action should be interpreted. 
The Chairman said they would be reasonable. 

No motion was made regarding the Writing Across the Curriculum 
modified. 

Rep. Doanldson spoke up regarding the unit modified requests 
in the area of computers. The total dollars involved in all the 
requests adds up to about $2.4 million. He wanted to address the 
unit modified requests, but he wanted to see if there was a way 
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to reduce the amount of money that would be required. Mr. Mor
rison urged that the Committee consider as the first priority 
the need to get all the campuses on an equal basis as far as 
mainframe. The software and secondary parts could be dealt with 
with whatever funds remained. 

Mr. Nichols suggested that, regarding computer equipment 
requests, some of the units' excess auxilliary and plant funds 
could be used. He wanted to know if the Committee would want 
them to consider that use in their proposal. The Cahirman said 
this could be considered as an option. Mr. Nichols said those 
funds had been used in the past, but this option wasn't considered 
in the past biennium. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:10 a.m. 

t ' ,- I 

'. 
Rep. Es,ther G. Bengts9' - Chairman 
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February 18, 1983 

TO: Education Subcommittee 

FROM: Curtis M. Nichols, Principal Anal yst 

SUBJECT: Average Faculty Compensation 

Faculty Compensation 

Faculty compensation (salary plus benefits) at each of the units 

increased relative to their peers in fiscal 1982. With the large increase 

granted in fiscal 1983 it is likely to increase relative to the peers again in 

fiscal 1983. The table below compares the appropriated average faculty 

compensation with the level of the peer group for fiscal 1982. 

Unit 

MSU - UM 
NMC - WMC 
EMC 

Table 1 
Faculty Compensation 

Fiscal 1982 tfverage Compensation 
Aeeroeriated Peers 

$28,761 $29,900 
25,578 25,400 
25,806 26,100 

2 

MCMST 28,641 28,700 

~I ncludes critical area adjustments. 
Colorado schools have been eliminated from peer comparisons . 

.... . 
.: - :." ' 

.~ .-;.: ,L~, "', 

% Over 
(Under) 

Peers 

(4.0) 
.7 

(1.1) 
(.2) 
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The 47th Legislature did not adopt the concept of basing salaries on 

the level of the peers. I nstead base year compensation at each of the 

units was increased by the state pay plan and critical area adjustments 

were made. The base year compensation placed EMC, WMC, and NMC at 

90% of MSU and UM while MCMST was at 94.5 % of MSU and UM. 

The appropriated fiscal 1982 average compensation of MSU and UM is 

4.0 percent below that of MSU and UM peers. 

MSU & UM Peer Compensation 

FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 

Northern Arizona University $26,510 $29,600 $32,700 
University of Idaho 25,930 28,300 30,900 
Idaho State University 22,750 23,500 25,500 
University of Nevada- Las Vegas 26,530 27,400 31,400 
University of Nevada- Reno 27,720 29,200 32,600 
New Mexico State University 25,370 28,200 31,700 
University of New Mexico 26,030 28,200 30,900 
North Dakota State University 23,040 24,800 27,000 
University of North Dakota 23,360 24,900 29,900 
South Dakota State University 21,370 23,100 24,600 
University of South Dakota 21,880 24,300 25,900 
Utah State University 27,160 29,600 31,400 
University of Wyoming 27,620 30,200 33,800 

Average $25,020 $27,000 $29,900 

Appropriated MSU and UM* $25,440 $28,761 
Reported MSU and UM $23,590 $25,200 $28,950 

*Includes critical area adjustment. 

The average Faculty compensation of NMC and WMC appropriated for 

fiscal 1982 is .7 percent over the peer average. 

-2-
' .. '.':'"'-' 



NMC & WMC Peer Compensation 

FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 

Lewis and Clark State College $21,900 $23,500 $25,700 
Peru State 18,480 21,900 24,500 
Wayne State 19,120 22,100 23,800 
Chadron State 20,870 23,100 25,500 
Western New Mexico 23,850 N/A 27,300 
Dickinson State College 21,080 22,700 26,800 
Mayville State College 21,940 23,900 28,300 
Valley City State 22,580 23,200 N/A 
Black Hills State College 19,610 21,600 22,800 
Dakota State College 17,760 20,300 21,400 
Southern Utah State College 23,520 25,900 28,200 

Average $20,970 $22,810 $25,400 

NMC and WMC Average Appropriated 
Fiscal 1982* $22,900 $25,578 

Reported NMC and WMC $21,470 $23,100 N/A 

*Includes critical area adjustments. 

The appropriated fiscal 1982 average faculty compensation of MCMST 

is .2 percent below its peers. 

MCMST Peer Compensation 

New Mexico I nstitute of Mining 
and Technology 

South Dakota School of Mines 
and Technology 

Average 

Appropriated MCMST* 
Reported MCMST 

*Includes critical area adjustment. 

-3-

FY 1980 

$25,760 

23,360 

$24,560 

$24,150 

FY 1981 FY 1982 

$28,000 $30,600 

25,200 26,800 

$26,600 $28,700 

$24,043 $28,641 
$26,300 $30,800 

.~;.,. : .. 

<:-: . 

";:;-

. , -.t ~, 



The average faculty compensation appropriated for EMC is 1.1 percent 

less than that of its peers. 

EMC Peer Compensation 

FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 

Boise State University $23,500 $25,600 $27,500 
Kearney State 20,550 22,700 25,000 
Eastern New Mexico University 24,890 27,100 28,400 
Minot State College 21,770 23,500 N/A 
Northern State College 19,670 20,700 23,400 

Avel'age $22,076 $24,000 $26,100 

EMC Appropriated* $22,900 $25,806 
Reported EMC N/A $22,400 N/A 

*Includes critical area adjustment. 

ED:CN :cm:o 
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UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA 

The following table illustrates the change in expenditures between 

fiscal 1981 and fiscal 1982, the first year under the formula. As you can 

see, the smallest increase in percentage terms went for instruction. 

Percent 
Exeenditure b:t Program Fiscal 1981 Fiscal 1982 Change 

Instruction $13,428,076 $15,580,067 16.0 
Research 354,117 438,419 23.8 
Publ ic Service 184,522 284,860 54.4 
Academic Support 2,563,910 3,049,032 18.9 
Student Support 1,951,053 2,395,532 22.8 
Ins ti tutional Support 2,342,881 2,856,514 21.9 
Physical Plant 2,856,616 4,077,284 42.7 
Scholarships and 

Fellowships 551/407 636£931 15.5 

Total $24,232,582 $29,318,639 21.0 
----------- ---------------------- ----------- ----

The table on the following page gives a description of further expend-

iture detail in support programs. 
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