NESCAC Staffing and Resources Report - Summary
Section B. Counting Teams and Players
For the number of Varsity teams at each school, Hamilton’s 28 teams is close to the median of 29.  The number of Hamilton Junior Varsity (JV) and novice teams is the same as the median of 4.

The report then breaks down the number of athletic participation opportunities by gender.  For men participating in JV and Novice teams at Hamilton, their opportunities are about average compared to the other NESCAC schools; however, Hamilton women have the smallest number participation opportunities- 12, compared to the high of 112 at Williams.  The participation opportunities for varsity sports is unknown because the corresponding chart is missing from the report.
The report breaks down Varsity participation rates and opportunities by gender, and Hamilton falls at or closely around the median for all four indicators.  For participation opportunities as a proportion of the undergraduate student body for men, Hamilton’s rate was 39% and the median was 38%; for women, both rates were 31%.  Much of the same is true for the percentage of undergraduate men actually participating in a Varsity sport (34% for Hamilton and median), as well as women (25% for both).

Club sports are another topic of focus, and the report found each school to have about 10 such teams, as Hamilton did.  The median number of opportunities for participating in club sports was 253, with Hamilton having 241 opportunities.  In comparison to the other ten schools, Hamilton provided an especially high percentage of opportunities for coed club teams, while opportunities for participating in single-sex sports were below the median.  In addition, Hamilton has opportunities for many of the most popular NESCAC club sports (in descending popularity): Rugby (men and women), Equestrian, Sailing, Skiing, Ultimate Frisbee, and Outing.  Among popular club sports, only Men’s Volleyball is not available at Hamilton. 
Section C. Revenue for Athletic Programs

Some of the information in this section of the report is modeled data “in order to compensate for both cultural and accounting differences between schools,” and should be used for as a beginning point for institutional benchmarking and comparison.  The author completes the disclaimer by emphasizing that in future years, time series data will provide a clearer picture of the situation and will be actual data, not modeled data.
To complement the athletic department’s budget, each school receives some support through outside monies, i.e. gifts.  Hamilton is in the middle of the pack with its giving system for athletics; whereas many schools have an informal group of friends and boosters for the athletics department (if any at all), Hamilton has a formal booster club for every team.  In addition, Hamilton, like a number of other schools, receives parent and alumni contributions.  While Hamilton’s endowment for athletics is relatively close to the median, we lag far behind in the amount of support we receive from friends/booster groups and parents and alumni contributions ($61,707 versus the median of $112,189).  Hamilton’s total revenue from athletics—including varsity and club sports—is short of the median ($372,409 versus $430,752) and actually ranks the third lowest out of the 11 schools.  This is, in part, because we do not receive revenue from ticket sales and facility rental fees, and also because of the smaller amount of outside monies for support.
  Not surprisingly then, we rely much more heavily on student out of pocket contributions and student fundraising and concessions, which account for about half of the athletics revenue.  Among the peer group, anywhere from about 20% to about 65% of revenues come from students and their fundraising efforts.  One final note, Hamilton’s endowment monies and revenues will increase due to the fact that the class of 2004’s senior gift is an endowment fund for the fitness center.

Section D. Coach and Staff Numbers and Salary Expenditures

Similar to a number of peer institutions, Hamilton coaches rarely work as a single-sport coach with one team—almost all actually coach or assist another team or serve as a physical education instructor.  Of note, Hamilton coaches serve as a head coach/assistant coach or head coach/phys ed instructor a higher percentage of the time than their peers.
Hamilton is the only school in which all coaches have faculty status with rank, but one must remember that Hamilton does have a physical education requirement, full-time coaches are required to teach, and physical education enrollment as a percentage of the student body is the highest among the 11 schools (61% to the median of 31%)—all of which are not the case at every school.  While the report did not find a direct correlation between faculty status and coaching salaries, it did find that years of service to an institution were the strongest determinant of an individual coach’s salary.  Therefore, it should be of no surprise that because Hamilton coaches tend to have fewer years of service (11 years versus the median of 15 years), our median salary is lower than the peer group median salary ($46,499 versus $51,000).  But Hamilton is at the peer median for both minimum salary and maximum salary.  A final note- the report did not find a particular sport for which a head coach automatically earns the highest salary; instead, a variety of sports can boast the highest paid coach at the schools.

Hamilton’s headcount for its athletics staff is smaller than that of the peer institutions.  While the size of the full-time coaching staff is about average, we employ a much smaller number of part-time coaches and a much greater number of grad assistants/interns/volunteers.  Also, Hamilton’s full-time and part-time athletics staff headcount is less than the median.  In sum, the total athletics headcount at Hamilton is 55, while the median total headcount is 61, with a low of 46 and a high of 79.
The report breaks down full-time equivalencies of all coaching and staffing positions.  The only figure of note in which Hamilton deviates from the mean is total teaching FTE; the following are relatively close to the median: total coaching FTE, total staff FTE, total FTE.

In terms of salary and benefit expenditures, Hamilton ranks below the median for every indicator- total coach salary, total coach benefits, total staff salary, total staff benefits, total salary expenditures, total benefit expenditures.  Hamilton’s figures total staff salary and total staff benefits are particularly low in comparison to the other 10 schools, while total coach salary is only slightly less than the median.  Finally, Hamilton’s salary expenditures for the entire athletic enterprise rank second to last: $1,294,400 versus the median of $1,625,500.

Section E. Non-Salary Expenditures
The author notes the difficulty in comparing institutions because the schools each had different methods of calculating athletic expenditures, either by team, sport, or level of competition (club, varsity, etc.).  For example, most schools had no separate funds set aside for club sports; rather, club expenditures were part of the overall athletic budget.  In addition, schools had different methods of accounting for sports information and sports medicine personnel.  Thus, the author created the following model in order to allow for comparison across institutions:
Intercollegiate expenses + All staff except for sports medicine and sports information staff + 

All department expenses not explicitly for recreation/physical education/intramural/club +

Miscellaneous non-staff training costs – Costs specific to recreation, physical education, 

intramural, and in-department our outside-department club.
The model within 10% of the expenditures reported by the athletic departments.

For each school, expenditures were broken down into 12 categories: coach and staff salaries, recruiting and evaluation of talent, travel and officials, uniforms and equipment, fundraising costs, contract services, student and temporary employees, all facility rentals, extra AD/coach travel, all office costs, interdepartmental transfers to physical plant, and other training room.  First, the range of coach and staff salaries was between $1.3 million and $3.0 million, or 58% to 77% of a school’s athletic expenditures.  Hamilton fell at the low end of the salary range, with salaries accounting for 58% of expenditures.  Our expenditures for recruiting and talent evaluation and travel and officials was at or near the median of $4,500 and $453,600, respectively; like every other NESCAC school, travel and officials were the second largest expenditure at 22% of the budget (median was 17%).  The report further breaks down expenditures for travel and officials.  Hamilton’s expenditures on regular season competitive travel was the median for the 11 schools.  In addition, Hamilton allotted an extra $50,000 for special trips and foreign travel when compared to the median of $80,390; however, most of this spending is funded by student fundraising and out of pocket expenses.  Because Hamilton relies more of these sources for funding than other schools (we have the highest fundraising costs on any other school), the fact we spend more on travel and official expenses is not surprising.  Also not surprising is the fact that Hamilton spends much less on post-season play and travel (because of athletic team performance).  Finally, Hamilton expenditures on officials was on par with our peer institutions.
Hamilton expenditures on uniforms, equipment, and footwear were below the median ($115,600 versus median of $132,500).  In addition, unlike many schools, Hamilton allotted no funds specifically for athletic events for contract services (on-site ambulance at football games, setting up timing systems, security and police services at games, outside speakers, catering and food services, or outside equipment repairmen).  

Of the 11 institutions, Hamilton by far spent the most on student and temporary employees, such as lifeguards, fitness center helpers, ID checkers, and back-up time keepers.  Hamilton spent $116,200 on such workers, with the second highest figure at $94,100, and the median at $53,500.  Hamilton also spent the most of any school on facility rentals ($40,000 versus the median of $10,300.  Included in facility rental costs are fields, tents, ski slopes, artificial turf, golf courses, ice rink, and rowing rentals. Compared to the other schools, Hamilton spent less than the median on extra travel for the athletic director and coaches, as well as office costs, and “other training room” expenses. 
The report then breaks down athletic expenditures as a proportion of all school expenditures for 2001-02.  Hamilton tied with one other school for the third highest percentage of athletic expenditures at 3.4%.  The median was 3.1%.  Also, schools are compared by their expenditures per varsity participation opportunity.  Although our figure of $3,622 ranked second to last, Hamilton was on par with the four other schools that fell around the median of $3,854.  Finally, in a table, the report outlined the medium and large capital expenditures for each school; obviously, as the author notes, such expenditures vary from year to year for each school.  For 2001-02, Hamilton’s medium capital expenses (including a pool pak unit, women’s soccer field water service, and football practice field lights) were about average when compared to the other institutions.  Like a few other schools, Hamilton has a few large capital expenses planned over the next 5 years: $2.5 million for a soccer field, track, and turf field; $97,000 for rebuilding the tennis courts; $850,000 for the Field House addition, floor, and indoor track; and a $94,000 gift for fitness center equipment. 
� However, as the report notes, sports camps, free clinics, and other services provide a great benefit to the campus and local communities that cannot be measured monetarily.





