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ABSTRACT : ,.
.

The governance and mana`gement,of fhi.commUnity.
college system -in the state of Washington' is based upon a- division of
responsibilities between', the 22 d.istrict cards of trustees and the

"XState Board. In 1967, a formal division o esponsibilitibs between'
the district boards and the State -Board was enacted by the state
legislature. Later reports of district and State. Bc*rd,activities
divided these 'responsibilities=into.10 problem areas: (1) operating

" budget actions; (2) capital ,budget and project actionsi (3) personnel
actions, including prefessional negotiationsy (4) real property.
acquisitions; (5) program and curriculUm-related actions; (6) .

planning; (7) fees and chayges; (8)-legislative program;,(9) State
ageny status; (10) multi-district coopenation. This report

. reassesses, district and State, Board responsibilities in- eichof these.'
-10 areas, and mikes a number Of-recommendations. A matrix 'graph is
appendedwhic4 explains the statutory responsibilities of each of the
boards, enumerates tecommendations,.explains the implications of the
recommendations for board responsibilitids, and delineates the steps
necessary for implementation. (NHM)
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SIVNARY STATEMENT

TN governance and management of the community college system is based upon
aialvision of responsibilities between district boards of trustees and the
State Board; however, the decisions mode should be consistent with policies
adopted by the Legislature. The ilnevitable tensions created by this division
of responsibilities and by the state/district interactions necessary to carry
them Out are an acceptable consequence, given the impOrtance'of sustained
state-level financial support and locally-based prograrmand operational
decisions.

Under these circumstances, a balance of responsibilities between the State
Boqrd and district boards is acceptable and desirable. It is the primary
role of the State Board to influence state government policy-making to the
send -that state government management decisions for community colleges are
based upon desirable and feasible policies and upon local, district requirements.
One-of these policies should be that cammunity college educaticni should be
responsible to the public, i.e., accotitable to state government for funds
and resulis, and, to the community for operating and related management decisions.

It is the responsibility of the district boards to operate in a way which
recognizes local community needs and reconciles those needs to state-level
resources and constraints. Community college districts are local agencies
which, should have a max'ium degree of autonomy for the purposes of the services
they provide so that the needs of students and the community can be met.
They are state agencies in terms of their and accountability. While
the business of meeting local educational -4: is the proper responsibility
of district boards, the policies, rules and ''-gulations associated with state
funding are the proper responsibility of the State Board..

DISCUSSION AND EEO:WE:MATIONS

Task Force Process

During its July 1974 meeting, the task force received a summary of actions
taken by the State Board during the 1973-74,fiscal year. The report was
presented in ten categories which were derived from the categories used at
the time in publishing and distributing the State Board agenda. These became
the categories within which problem areas were discussed and recommendations
were made.

Also at the July meeting, the 1973-74 board actions fran two typical district
boards were discussed and displayed in the same ten categories. (A summary
of these analyses is not a, part of. this report but is available fran the
State Board for Community College Education and is listed in Appendix V,
references.)

The riembers of the task force then discussed each category on the basis of
experience and the extent to which it was considered to be a problmn.
Recommendations were formed at the conclusion of the discussions on each area.

e
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1. Operating Budget Actions.

The State Board must ue its efforts to provide continuing fiexibsility
for local district operating budget procedures and expenditures, and its
efforts to resist line -item modpications of coanunity college budgets.

Se'cond, the budget formulas which haVe been used by the ocununity college
system to generate budget-requests for the past several years do a good job
under current circumstances but do not adequately justify community college
needs in term-that influence a majority of the decision- rakers -in the executive
and legislative branches.

size of the pressure
strong programgram demands. Alternative sources of revenw is one way to relieve

aced back to the conflict between limited state-level revenue and continuing
ro

re

rd, many of the operating budget problems faced by the districts can be

New sources of funds are attractive, since authority usually follows the
source of funds/ In other words, if additional funding needs of the community
colleges can be met through new sources of local funds, then what scab see as
a trend towards centralization in the system would at least be moderated.

There are virtues associated with local funding. First, it provides some
possibility of increased total funding for community colleges. That is, it
rdoes not compete with other state sources and so might be more attractive to
state legislators.

Second, the, authority and discretion that goes with local funding "could serve
to offset what seems to some to be an increasing momentum towards state control,
usually justified an the basis of the strings atteched to state funding.

Third, local funding would strengthen .the district negotiations process by
better felating district budget needs to sources of community support. If
part- of the district budget depends on the supplort of the community, then both
sides to the negotiations process will be more Aware of the wishes and needs
of the local community.

The task force Me's not expect immediate relief to revenue probl through
new sources of funds. In order to gain access to them,"we must ( ) success.,

fully convince the State Legislature to authorize nem taxes or to grant
community college districts a share of an exiOting tax; (2) convince the
State Legislature not to offset the new local revenues when they make state,
appropriations; and (3) successfully address the arguments now being presented
in favor of local' levy' relief foi school districts. It would be difficult to
argue for local levies before the Legislature at a time when major pressures
are ber mounted in favor of relief from them.

There are also some procedural concerns.. 'Some boundary changes would be
necessary in order for community college districts to make sense as taxing
districts.. -Also, unless a immunity college district levy proposal would
require Only a simple majority for passage, we would be subject to many of the
same difficulties that have caused local school districts to seek levy relief.
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Two outside resource people invited to discuss th'e issue of locaf,levies
with the task force. Dr. Ra Needham, President of Linn-Benton Community
College in Oregon, argued in support of local levy funding. Dr. Ray Schultz,
Professor of Community College Education at Washington State University, argued
in support of continued full state funding. Their comments appear as Appendix
III. .

The task force decided not to rend thatdistricts be authorized to seek
local levies. It did adopt the following other reoaarendatices to guide
future' operating budgetnatters.

RECOMMENDATIONS - OPERATING BUDGET ACTIONS

1. The district boards shall sstabli h,Addopt and regularlaupdate
an annual budget for district o atons, just as the State Board
develops the system budget.

Rationale: While the broad state
each state agency to maintain an
OPPFM- prescribed formats and rule
responsibility of district boards,
and perhaps contained in the Co
of budgetary responsibility is
responsibility in the system.

udget and accounting act.requires
nuaZ budget in conformance to

, the task force fek-6 that this
should be more clearly spelled out
'ty College Act itself. A balance

ciaZ to a balance of governance

2. The State Board and district oards should resist line-items in
operating budget appropriati sand allocations by either the
Legislature or the State Boa d.

Rationale: The task force concluded that many of the restrictions
on district operations, and much of the movement. towards centralization

.

within the system, originate with tine-item provisos in appropriation
bills. There was also a feeling that the State Board should be con-
servative in its use of earmarked allocations to implement system-wide
,policies.
\\

District efforts to gain operating budget support from the Legis-
ture shall be made onlq through the sgstem budget-ieguest process.

Thq proposed system budget should lidentifg the impact on each
indliddual district at various support levels.

Rationale : notion of s'stem discipline in connection with the
legislative of t has bden a part of our legislative strategy for
several years. ss simply .reinforces the importance of that

- discipline iiccon tion with the operating and capital budgets.

7
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4. The State Board shall decide the system budget request and
district allocations only after adequate adyance notice to the
districts and after providing an opportunitOcfor interested
districts to be-heard. This notice procedure will ordinarily be
through the WACC Operating Budget Committee. The minutes of the
WACC Operating Budget Committee should be prepared and distributed
to all presidents and chairpersons of district boards in order to
provide for wider involvemenintilfullcipx_process.

Rationale: The district trustees on the tack force feel they receive
inadequate information about the overall budget request strategy and
allocations. By the time they. see it, stateLlevel decisions have
already been made and the document is more a matter of information to
them than anything else. This recommendation would increase the rote
cf the district trustees in both the budget request and allocation
processes. Also, it places a responsibility on the WAX Operating
Budget Committee to make cure that the trustees' concerns are satisfied.

.

2. Capital Budget .and Project Actions

The main issue here is the perceived lack of involvement of districts in the
priority and other decisions involved in presenting the system Capital budget
request to the Legislature. Trustees feel that while district boards have
input to the Capital Analysis Model, it is the assumptions ama-conditions of
the CAM that determine final reccumendations to the State $card, and, therefore,
the State Board's recarnendations to the Legislature:

There is certainly a need for uniform rules to assure equi 16 allocation
of resources among districts. But districts need more flexib ty031-the
exact projects to which the resources will be committed. The current CAM
process can be described as one end of the flexibility spectrlim; a local
capital bond issue process as the other. Same choices are needed in the middle.
The task force considered three opti for change in the current process:

1. A process to'allow districts access to a local capital bond issue,
with the proceeds of a successful bond issue to be charged against the CAM
.entitlement for the district.

2. An annual capital dollar allowance for evil district so that each
district can decide how long to cumulate the allowance and to what type and
size of capital project to catfiit it.

3. The present CAM process, with improvements to increase the impact of
district recommendations and priorities.

The task force recommended a combination of options 2 and 3--a lump-s
capital appropriation (no Legislative earearking of'pr?jects) to the state
Board, with district capital allocations according to internal sys alloca-
tion rules similar to those we now-use. The space requirements d cost
standards used in that allocation process should be revised to tter reflect
total Space needs and the need for improving the quality of - ce on same

campuses. Also, the manner in which project priorities set should be

//

8
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more visible and objective and more responsive to district needs as determined
by the district boards. A summary of the discussion leading to the task force
reccumendaticn including an analysis of all three alternatives by Mr. William
Julius, State Board Capital Budget Officer, is Appendix IV.

The recceuendation regarding a lump -sun .capital appropriation and four others.
adopted by the task force follow:

RECOMMENDATIONS - CAPITAL BUDGET AND PROJECT ACTIONS

5. The State Board should request that the capital appropriation be
made by the Legislature in a lump-sum to thow$tate Board for
distribution among district projects according to internal system
allocation rules. The State Board must provide the executive and
legislative branches with evidence assuring accountability at both
the state and local levels of the system.

Rationale: Such a process would take some of the politics out of the
decision process. OPPFM and other-e-would not get into the project-by-
project detail.

Also, it would allow us to better manage our cash flow and probably
develop more capital dollars for the system, primarily because there
would be a better Zink between capital decisions and money management
than is possible when 30 much of the decision rests with OPPFM and
Legislative analysts.

Such a process would reduce the extent to which executive and Legis-
lative staff people duplicate the work that has already been done
within the community college system. )1

Most of all, such a Zump-sum process would discourage internal
district game-playing in the process of building-a request.

Specific decision rules and changes nee d to make them viable were -

left to later staff work with the unde standing that should this
recommendation be implemented, develop nt of such rules would involve
district personneZ.

6. The use of the Capital Analysis Model (CAM) in the capital budget
development process must be modified to assure maximum local
involvement.

Rationale: The capital budget development system including the,CAM
serves an important purpose ... the analysis of district capita
projects against common standards, and the display of all projects
in a prioritized Zist that reflects selected cost and policy
assumptions.

9
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However, many dint et board feel that the state-level capital
budget development /process- -and the CAM in partieUlarso Outweigh
district priorityland design decisions that the district board's role
in capital budge development is insufficient,

This rvominenda ion calla for a review of the capital budget develop-
ment process'tilincrease the impact of district bbard priority and
design Aecisi

7. The Stat Board's internal s stem
cam ster lans and

ital allocation should reco nige
riorities.

Rationale Some districts invest substantial amounts of funds in
comprehe sive campus master plans, with emphasis on total campus needs
and lay t. The capital budget system used by the State Board should
better ecognize the recommendations and direction of such campus
master plans as they address the total space needs for the districts.

8. 'istrict efforts to ain ca ital bud et su rt from the Legislature
shall be made only through the system budget request process.

Rationale: The rationale for this redommendation is the same as for
a similar recommendation Under operating budget actions (see Recommendation
No 3).

/3. Personnel Actions, Including Professional Negotiations

46.

The key issue in this area is the role of the State Board in the district

negotiations mss. StateBoard interference, in district negotiations
has been minimal, there does seem to be an unmistakable trend towards further
State. Board involvement--a possible encroachment upon district board authority.

,Technical improvements, like the LAMS, make it easier for state-level agencies
to involve themselves in district management decisions. The Legislature has
done more to influence,State-Board/district board responspilities than has any
other agency or factdr. The question is what can we do to influence the trend
in a direction that will allow more district board and State Board flexibility?

It is a proper State Board responsibility to interpret legislative intent and
to distribute such interpretations to the districts. The actions of the state

Board during the last fiscal year have been an exercise of that responsibility,
rather than an attempt by the State Board to exercise the full range of
repponsibilities spelled out in the Greenwood case:

The specific recommendations adopted by the task force in the area of personnel

actions and professionaltnegotiaticns follow:

'10
P
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RECQMMENDATIONS'- PERSONNEL ACTIONS, INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL NEGOTIATIONS

9. District boards should conddct local negotiations on salary and
other negotiable, items in accordance with legislative intent.

Rationale: This recommendation is intended to identify professional
negotiations as a district board responsibility and to recognize thdt
legislative intent must always be a factor in those negotiations,
whether or not it is implemented through the State Board.

10. The State Board shall determine legislative intent.

Rationale :` This recommendation implements the consensus of the task
force regarding the State Board F° role in determining legialative intent
and distributing it to the districts.

11. The task force endorses the concpt of removing the State Board
from the professional negotiations process, including impasse
procedures.

Rationale: This recommends ion is consistent with legislationrecom-
mended by the community col ge presidents and trustee° and is acceptable
to tie State Board and Direc or. The effect, of it would be to signifi-
cantly reduce the involveme of the State Board in professional
negotiations.

12. The State Board should not establish a statewide salary schedule.
, If it becomes necessary for the StateBoard to act in response to a

district salary increase which is beyond what the State Board believes
proper under the circumstances of a legislative appropriation, the
State Board will act to protect the integrity of the legislative
appropriation. The State Board has responsibility to assist in the
elimlnation'of' excessive salary disparities.

got
Rationale: This recommendation is intended to limit the role ,of the
State Board in salary management to the interpretation of legislative
intent on salarymatters anO, wiAinthat'limitation, to describe the
State Board's role in the resolution of excessive salary dispoTities
among district salary schedyes. "111

13. It should be the responsibility of the Office of the Attorney.
General to resolve any differences among opinions rendered by-
AssiStant Attorneys General-1:-

0
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Rationale: In mattersthat inz)olve many district boards and the State
Board on decisions of a similar nature- -like the latitude allowed for
salary negotiations -- consistency of opinion among the various Attorneys
General is very important. Even if a decision in one district did not
influence a decision in another, consistency would be needed between
advice to the State Board and advice to-any one district board. This
recommendation applies to all matters that require legal advice ... not
just to personnel matters.

14. The Office of the Attorney General should provide copies of all
legal interpretations and a summary of pending legal issues to the
State Board, and the State,lbard should distribute summaries of
same to the districts.

, Rationale :' This is a further implementation of the point made under
Recommendation No. 13 above. The Education Division of the'Office of
the Attorney General is already implementing .this recommendation.

. 4. Peal Property Acquisitio

The main issue here is the latitude allowed district boards pt gifts
without some form of offset in the allocation of state operating and capital
funds.

The state agency status of community college districts makes many local donors
uneasy. They want the gift to go to their local college, not to the state.
Local boards should be able to hold title and receive the benefits of gifts of
both real and personal property. Prior to acceptance of such gifts or benefits,
the local district should advise the State Board of the pending acquisition:

. The State Board should be able to receive gifts on behalf of. the entire system.

-----"-
On a related matter, the task force endorsed the State Board's role in review
and approval of district leases. This is an appropriate, continuing-role of
the State Board because: (1) rental payments are fully-fur dedzitems within the
budget formulas; and (2) state staff expertise often uncovers unnecessarily
hiajhrrent costs.

,.

. .

The recamendaticns implementing task force conclusions 7vading gifts ,pfj
real and personal property are as follows:

RECOMMENDATIONS - REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS

15. District, boards shall hold 'title to all real ax(d personal property
received as gifts-from private s. rces (and income from such gifts'
of real and personal property) , 4 sistent with the -terms of the
gift, and Shall'.have authority to convey and sell it. If sold,
the proceeds from the sale of gifts of real property must be
reappropriated'by the Legislature in order to remain the property
of the district board. Proceeds from the sale of gifts of personal
property-ahap remain the property of the Jistrict.

12
0



-9-

Rationale: .Gifts of real and personal property community dolleges
properly* belong to the districts, and control over\ such proceeds should
be exclusively in the hands of the districts.

16. Prior to acceptance of such gifts, or benefits, the district board
'shall advise the State Board of the pending acq_uisitfon.

.
A

Rationale: This recon nendttiok is not intended as a limitation on the
districts, but as assistance to districts in the evaluation of the,
value and consequences of cz proposed gift-

17. The State Board shall not redupe'suppaort to a"district because of
sifts or, their value.

. . .

.Sa-tionale: This recortmendaeionilis intended to disconrage any State
Board action reducing either an operating or capital budget -allocati9n
by the amount of a gift. .

18. The task force supports the efforts-of the State Board to obtain
authority to receive gifts on. behalf of the system as a whole.

Rationale: This recommendation distinguiShes gifts,to district boards
from gifts to the system as a-whole mid' endorses the notion of the State
Board receiving gifts for the system _as a whole.

.5. Program and;Curriculum-Felated. Actions
1- '-

No major areas of conflict or disagreenent were identified in this area-.
Prograim and curriculum are the areas best spelled out in the Ccartunity College
Act, and the State Board has-been cautious in implemehting.its responsibilities
in this area to avoid major areas of conflict.

'The recarrtendati.ons that fol.low serve mainly to hi
' carmunity college initiatives that are already

ghtand reinforce
ay.

'RECOMMENDATIONS - PROGRAM AND :CURRICULUM-RELATED ACTIONS

19. To assure thoroughly comprehensive educational and training
programs among. districts of varying size, Opropriate adjustments
should be part of the rules for allocating operating resources
to the districts.

Rationale: This recommenjiatipn reflects legislative debate on the
subject of,a"comprehensiveness" during the 1975 legislative session.
The issue is the difficulty that' did-tn.:eta have offering a full range
of courses, particularly the moil e ive vocational courses' and the
second dear of many college t nsfe Ore .

13
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20. District boards are supportive of 'communi41 service courses and
expect the State Board to make every effort to secures funding

for them. .

Rationale: This recommendation reflects task force conclusions (1)
that community service offerings-are an important part of district
program plans, and (2) that responsibility for seeking necessary state
handing far them rests with the Stated.

22. District program staffing levels shall be,the responsibility of the
d4tricts.

Rationale: This recommendation recognizes recent legislative proposals

t place limits on staffing levels as a way of con fling community

,college expenditures. The recommendation discourages legislative or
state agency involvement in district-level staffing decisions.

22. The State Board has responsibility for supervising and enforcing
enrollment,counting criteria for budget purposes.

Rationale: The task farce a lief discussion about how enrollments
n-are reported 'and the exte to which the counting of enrollments is

important for budgetarypfirposres. The purpose of this recommendation
is to tie down a current practice which ss not explicitly speZZed out
in the Community College Act.

23:The,State Board shall have responsibility to review course coding
and' credit hours assigned to courses and to recommend the changes
necessary to establish minimum uniformity among districts.

Rationale: Ala enrollment counting issues have continually bdthered
community college attempts to achieve better budgetary support from the
Legislature. First, courses which appear to be similar in nature are
sometimes assigned different credit-hour values by different districts.
Second, the manner in which courses are coded (academic versus vocational,
for example) directly affects funding and is not done in a completely
uniform manner by aZZ districts.

Theee.practices are unacceptable to both districts and outside agencies,
since they raise questions about the equity of distribution of funds to
the system and among-the various districts. This recommendation reflects_

the feeling of the task force that the issue is so-complex and.vensitive
that several backgrounds and points of view are needed to satisfactorily

resolve it.

A task fOrcecof district instructional programs leaders, under thf
,leadership of Dr. Frank Price of the StateBoard staff, is already
working on this matter. They.expect to develop recommendations during

1975-:76.

*14 :
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24. The task force subscribes to the consortium concept as presented
in the "multi-district cooperation" sectiozi of this report.

Rationale: This recommendation reflects the task force 'a preference
for tackling multi-district program problems through multi-district
cobperation rather than through the establishment of new regional
governing units.

6. Planning

Two areas cane 'up for significant discussiori, First, the manner
systemrlevel planning is presented for local district review and
review. Local boards of trustees feel that byte ti they see

. plans, it.is too late to do anything-ibotit them. t6
sensitive process for involving district boards,in ten-wide pl

in Which . .

reaction. needs
sysban-level
be a More
anning.

Second, the State Board cannot assume that districts have limited resources
with which to plan. The districts usually have too few staff resources to
satisfy all state-level initiatives, so they must choose which can be done with
limited time. ff district planning and state planning can be made nore,
consistent (can be accomplished with the same effort); then districts would
not have to make those choices. /

A

Fbllowing are the reccumendations made by the task force with regard to
planning:

-4

RECOMMENDATIONS . PLANNING

25. State and district boards should jointly develop the program
planning techniques necessary to meet the requirements of the
program bUdgekrequest process that wilk commence with the
1977-79 biennim.

RationaZe: According to OPPFM, program budget-1,11g will guide the

4977-79 budget process. (The Program Decision System [PDS] concept
is bPPFM's approach to, program budgeting.) Even f OPPFM was not calling
for program budgeting, a. prograM orientation is the next logical step
in the development of coMmunity college operating and capital budget
requests and the allocation of appropriated funds internally .in the
system. For both thehe reasons, the procees for developing a program-
oriented budget request for 1977-79 is underway.

26. The State Board should coordinate the development of efficiency
and effectiveness measures with widespread gystem input from faculty
and administrators and in consultation wiWthird-party agencies.

15
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Rationale: This recommdndation,recognizes recent legislative and
executive branch preosure-on'all state agencies to introduce prosam
budgeting (including standards with which to measure budgetary needs).
into 1977,-79 budget requests. WACC (the community college presidents'
organization) has stressed the impor;tance of this effort and has urged
the emphasis on widespread...I:Totem input and consultationwith thipd-
party agencies.

27. The State and district boards must constantly affirm theit<telief
in the open door concept and seek the funding support necessary to
sustain it.

The State Board is responsible for presenting ,an enrollment plan
to the Governor and. the Legislature .that, if accepted, would sustain
the open door. TheState Board is also responsible for establishing
district -by- district enrollment plans that recognize and protect
(tothe extent poslible within the terms of a appropriation), -

the program diffe ences and per-student cost differenbes.that exist
among the districts.

The district board's responsibility is to adopt admissions and
enr011menpolicies that achieve the best balance between growth
and prograM that is possible within a given budget.

Rationale: Responsibility for setting enrollment polidies, at whatever
level within the system, should carry with it AP-obligation to constantly
affirm the concept of the open door.

The State Boa responsibility is to prepare and present .an enrollment.
plan that ash eve the fastest justifiable growth rate with appropriate
per-student upport levels for aZZ districts.

The district board's responsibility is.to adopt admissions and enrollment
policies that achieve the best balance between growth and program that
i8 possible within a given budget-

.

Conflicts between perceived local and state-level growth/per-student
suppoit decisions can then be discussed within the enrollment planning
process and presented as a part Of the next schedulid'executive'and
legislative review of state agency budgets.

28. State Board planning procedures should prcivide.for involvement: of
district persOnnel. District Manning which'cuts across ''district
boundaries should be shared with the State Board.

. ),.
, .

Rationale: District boards of trustee, too often are not involvedin
major state-level planning decisions until after those decisions. have
been made. AZso, local planning should be shardd with the State "Board;'
so that local directions can be known prior to the time state - level, .

decisions are W(71,3.
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7. Bees and Charges

The task force =tern here was not the fees themselves but the authority of
the- State Board to guide or control district fee policies. Past State Board
acticins an charges and uses of student services and activities fees have had
the effect of regkilation,ip many -districts, and SORB task force markers gues
tioned that as a proper role of the te Board.

The State Board, as the supervising
issue guidelines., but guidelines.
educaticirial agencies, .including

lines to good effect by presenting
only if accepted and inplorented

ncy in the
not binding

State Board o
as S

district bo

stem, has the right to
district boards, -Other

Education, have used guide- -

which became operatichal

The task force concluded that the' State Board Should allow maximum latitude
for district boards in all areas of fees and sholild act to regulate' fee
practices only where uniformitir is clearly required in order to serve the, needs
of the system as a whole. Also, there should be a clear distir'Icticn among
guidelines, ruleg and,regulaticis if State Board acticiis are to be accurately
interpreted and implemented by

Ebllawing are the. recamendati
fees and charges:

district boards.

by the task force with regard to

RECOMMENDATIONS FEES AND - BARGES

ti

29. The ,ailthority to set ee schedules belongs'exclusively 'to the
local:boards; however the State Board, should establish guidelines
encouraging uniform c rges among the districts for the various
"tuition and,fee cats ries.

Ratibnae The authory to set fee scheduleg belongs, exclusiv.ely to
the local boards. However, uniformity of fee charges among districts is
important.an,4is best accomplished through State Board guidelines that
take effect-;only if' adopted by local boards.

30. Guidelines, rules- and regulations should be defined as three
separate and distinct categories ,of State Board actions .so that they

- can be accurately interpreted and implemented by district boards.

Rationale: Considerable confusion existed among districts over the
dent of authority behind the so-called studdnt services and activities
fee guidelines. A guideline is not binding on district boards, a rule
or regulation isbinding, A clear definition and use of each Separate
category would .resolve such confusion in the future.



8. Legislative Program

There was sate general discussign about hag the ccamunity college system can
develop additional legislative in
power base for community collegeg
only a fetsi legislators and others
effectively ccntacted. While we
not always be able to sustain th
to win those issues. We need
support our effort aver a'l

Pestrictices on ccanunity
'applicable to same other s
turlities is a major conger
colleges.

Miming are the
legislative program. of

flmmoe.
is in the
have more,

been
kind

CMS
period

st agree that the legislative
stricts, but same di stxigts have

than can be regularly and
shcwessful on key issues, we may
peak effort that has been necessary
tency and an organization that will.

of time.

lbbbying are more Stringent that those
asencies. This diffexenoe in lobbying oppor-

nt on the 1 slative effectiveness of cchatinity

RECOMMENDATIONS

tions, maae by the task forgt with regard to the
armunity colleges:

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

31. State ant. district community college boards should have the
authori y to communicate with the Legislature.

Rationale: In'the absence ofony'reason to discriminate against
community colleges, community college district 'boards and the State
Board should be given as much authority to lobby as is now granted to
some other state agencies.° ,

32..Vhe task force endorses the concept of a United Legislative
o Council.

Raticlale: The United Legislative Council is a system-levet group
trough which certain legislative positions, common to all elements of
the system, are identified and endorsed. The following groups are
represented on the council: State Board for Community College Education;
Trustees Association of Community Colleges; Washington Association of
Community Colleges (community college presidents); Association ofRigher
Educatio (community college faculty); Washington Federa ion of Teachers;
Council of Representatives and Presidents (community col ege students);
Washington State Employees Association; and Washington Fe eration of
State, EMployees Council.

lImong'-dther duties, the council endorses the Community College United
LegislAtive Program and reviews legislative issues and, proposed
legislation on a weekly basis during legislative sessions. -

Since the United Legislative Council was not mentioned in law, it
seemed important to endorse it and the role it plays in developing the
legislative program of the community college system in this report.

, -
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33. The United Legislative Council should continue to develop a
representative legislative program for community colleges.

1

4

Rationale: Same as Recommendation Nf. 32 above.

IL is important to note/that each member on the council
only to positions endorsed by cat croups represented On

i r

If a group"fails in its attempt to get unanimous United
Council endorsement, it is Free to pursue the matter on
directly with the Legisla

9. State Agency Status

ie.:bound
the council.

Legislative
its own,

Frequent reference is made. to various costly and limiting pr
associated with staff,, agency statbs. These are particularly visible in the
amity colleges which have been state agencies only since the 1967 Community
College Act was passed. any of the desirable local operating prerogatives i
available to school districtS were given up as state agency procedures were
initiated: Examples are the extensive data reporting ,required in connection
with the state budgeting process; the extra costs of Higher Education Personnel
Board salary scales veralls local salary scales; the regulations associated with
the use, of state and piivate automobiles; the costs of unemployment compen-
sation; the costs of honoring purchasing regulations; state printing costs;
and, the requirements associated with capital project development according to
staid standards, rather than according to local standards.

Community college districts are separate state agenaes with some direct
obligatiohs,to various'state-level regulatory agencies on the one hand, and
are local districts with obligations.to the State Board on the other. These
two obligations are occasionally in conflict.

There are fe4 precedents for state agencies to bey exempted from these, kinds
of costs and controls. In mast cases,, the alternative would be to , establish
a state-16vel community college staff to perform the regulatory and other
functions naope#ortned by other state agencies. ,

Most members of'the task force felt that the loss of district autonomy to.the
, State Board under such an arrangemirtimuld more than offset the gains

realized by the districts by being out.from-nder the requirements of other
state agencies.

Following are the recommendations made by the task force with regard to
state agency status: .

RECOMMENDATIONS - STATE AGENCY STATUS

34.'The state office should (a) determine the cost of those reporting
requirements associated with state/agency status, and (b) request
and allocate funds to reimburse the districts for the costs.

i9
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Rationale: Few state regulatory agencies realize how much their
requirements cost local community college districts and the system.
In the absence 'of such a realization;! additional requirements are
levied each year without a proportionate increase in,administration
budgets to bear the costs.' Ths recommendation would establish those
costs and then formalize'them as a budget request at the appropriate
time and in. the appropriate way.

35. All data requests from agencies such as CPE, OPPFM and the
Legislature should be channeled through the state office.

_Rationale: If the qtate office acts as a-clearinghouse for all data
requests, some of them will be screened off and /or Combined with others
with a corresponding reduction in the total data' load.

10. Multi - District Cooperation

pere are occasional suggesticaa that they, governance-of the community colleges
Would be improved if regional governing boards were established, particularly
in areas now served by seteral small community college districts.

The task force feels that the use of program or project-related consortia
accomplishes the economies of scale possible through multi - district cooperation
without establidhin an additional governance layer in the system. .

Also, the task f rce encourages state and local board members to attend each
others' meetings as frequently as possible. This could. be away of facilitating
communication between the two boards short of the establishment of regional
governing - boards. One approach would be for State Board members to attend
the district board meetings of their Congressional district: Ole problem with
such an arra ent is the possibility thatState Board members. might develop
a provincial view toward their discussion of,State Board business.

On the basis of the above concerns regardingmulti-district'cooperation, the
task force adopted the-falowing reccumendations:

RECOMMENDATIONS MULTIDISTRICT COOPERATION
o

4

36. The task force does not favor establishment of regional boards.

Rationale: Other means of multi-district cooperation are'available
short of the establishment of regional b9ards. Regional boards bring
another level of governance and delay int the decision process. They

also involve additional administrative sts. is recomgendation is

an endorsement of the vitality of di ct boar and of the ability
of the state Board to:work effecti ely without an intermediate governing
level.

20



37. The State Board should encourage the\eStablishment of consortia
in 'order to promote economies, promo specialized programs and
services for students, and avoid dupl atiori. Districts should
keep the State Board advised of existi': and proposed consortia
efforts.

Rationale: A variety of consortia have been ablished' during the
last three or four years to deal with various Z44-d'ifitrict program
opportunities. They have served as an effectiv Way to achieve
economies in special programs and to avoid dupli tion of programs in
program areas where one district can Emilie crmat district, area. On
the basis of these successes, the consortiueappro h seems to be
preferable to the establishment of new governing 2,1712 a and levels of
revieW.

.

The task force concludes that the balance of responsibilities be
State Board .and the twenty -two district boardsprovided for in 196 \
a workable structure. The reommendations of the task force, =man
matrix form in Appendix contain a variety .of 'procedural- reommenda
that will facilitate this balance of restonsibiLities.

So that this report can remain viable, the task forVe recatirends that a
'person committee be designated to supervise the inplernentatien of all'
recamendaticns and to facilitate the resolution of new State Board/local,
issues as they arise. The- ommittee should consist of the ChairFerscn of the
State Board or designee and the President of the Trustees AssOmation of
Canrunity Colleges or. designee. It shoold be convened by the State Board
venter whenever either member feels the need to do so. 'The first report. of
progress an the, recxmitendations in the report should be provideil.to the

canntittee not later than six nonth.s after the di>stribution date.
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r
d
 
o
f

S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
i
n
_

f
r
o
m
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

p
g
g
i
o
n
a
l
 
n
e
g
o
t
i
a
-

n
e
g
o
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
e

t
i
c
n
s
.

i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
 
i
m
p
a
s
s
e
 
p
r
d
-

o
e
d
u
r
e
s
,

1
2
.
 
T
h
e
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d

s
h
o
u
l
d
 
n
o
t
 
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
 
a

s
t
a
t
e
w
i
d
e
 
s
a
l
a
r
y

p
.

I
f
 
i
t
b
e
c
o
c
t
e
s

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
a
t
e

B
o
a
r
d
 
t
o
'
 
a
c
t
 
i
n
 
r
e
s
p
o
i
l
e
e

t
o
 
a
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
 
s
a
l
a
r
y

-
1
A
c
r
e
a
s
e
i
d
d
o
h
-
i
s
 
b
e
y
o
n
d

W
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d

b
e
l
i
e
v
e
s
 
p
r
o
p
e
r
 
u
n
d
e
r

t
h
e
 
c
i
r
c
u
m
s
t
a
n
c
e
s
 
o
f
 
a

L
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
a
p
E
m
c
p
r
i
a
r

t
i
o
n
,
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d

N
o
 
C
h
a
n
g
e
-
i
n
 
e
x
i
s
t
i
n
g

r
e
s
p
o
n
S
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
p
s
,

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
s
 
t
o
 
h
e
a
d
 
-
o
f
f

a
 
p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e
 
s
h
i
f
t
`
'

t
o
w
a
r
d
s
 
s
t
a
t
e
 
-
l
e
v
e
l

S
a
l
a
r
y
 
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
.

T
h
e
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
S
h
o
U
l
d
 
r
e
v
i
e
w
 
i
t
s

g
u
i
d
e
l
i
n
e
s
 
t
o
 
s
e
e
 
i
f
 
t
h
e
 
g
e
n
e
r
a
l

p
r
i
n
c
i
p
l
e
 
o
f
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
 
n
e
g
o
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s

i
n

ac
op

td
an

ce
w
i
t
h
 
l
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
v
e

i
n
t
e
n
t
 
i
s
 
a
l
r
e
a
d
y
 
c
l
e
a
r
l
y
 
s
t
a
t
e
d
.

I
f
 
n
o
t
,
 
a
n
e
w
 
g
u
i
d
e
l
i
n
e
 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 
b
e

d
r
a
f
t
e
d
 
f
o
t
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d

co
ns

id
er

a-
tio

n
b
y
 
V
a
r
d
h
 
1
9
7
6
.

N
o
 
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
.

T
h
i
s

L
s
r
 
t
h
e
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
 
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
.

T
h
e
r
S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
s
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t

l
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
p
r
o
p
o
s
a
l
s
 
r
e
m
o
v
i
n
g
 
i
t

f
r
o
g
i
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
f
o
.
g
g
i
o
n
a
l
 
n
e
g
o
t
i
a
t
i
e
n
s

p
r
o
c
e
s
s
.

S
u
c
h

le
gi

sl
at

io
n

s
h
o
u
l
d

b
e
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
f
u
t
u
r
e
 
l
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
-

p
a
c
k
a
g
e
s
 
u
n
t
i
l
 
i
t
 
i
s
 
a
p
p
r
o
v
e
d
 
b
y

t
h
e
 
L
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
u
r
e
.

T
h
a
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
s
t
a
f
f
 
S
h

p
r
o
p
o
s
e
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
o
c
e
s
s
 
t
h
r
o
w

w
h
i
C
h

i
t
 
w
i
l
l
 
r
e
v
i
e
w
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
 
s
 
a
r
y

i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
s
 
b
e
y
o
n
d
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
a
l
l
o
w
e
d
 
b
y

a
 
l
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
b
y

W
h
i
c
h
 
i
t
 
w
i
l
l
 
a
s
s
i
s
t
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

el
in

in
at

iC
tr

-o
f-

ex
ce

Ss
iv

e
s
a
l
a
r
y

d
i
s
p
a
r
i
t
i
e
s
.
'
 
T
h
e
 
p
r
o
v
i
s
i
o
n
s

n
e
c
e
s
s
a
r
y
 
t
o
 
c
a
r
r
y
 
o
u
t
 
t
h
i
s

re
ce

nv
en

da
tio

n
m
a
y
 
b
e

in
co

rp
or

at
ed

w
i
t
h
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
r
e
l
a
t
e
d
 
t
o
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
9
 
a
n
d

1
1
 
u
n
d
e
r
 
t
h
i
s
 
s
e
c
t
i
o
n
.
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IL
IT
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 F
O
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C
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aC
fa

iN
D

W
IC

N
S

IM
PL

IC
A

T
IO

N
 C

F 
R

E
C

C
W

E
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T
M

R
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O
A

R
D

 R
E

SF
O

N
SI

B
IL

IT
I

ST
E

PS
 F

O
R

 I
t7

1.
D

E
N

T
A

T
IO

ST
A

T
E

 B
O

A
R

D
:

'
D

IS
T

R
IC

T
 B

O
A

R
D

S

: P
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

A
c
t
i
O
n
s
,

I
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
 
'

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

N
e
g
o
t
i
a
t
i
o
n
s

O
o
n
t
i
p
u
e
d
)
 
,

.
,

.

.

.

.

.

-

.

.
-

.

-

1
2
.
 
(
o
a
r
i
t
i
n
u
e
d
)
 
-
-

u
a

a
c
t
 
t
o
 
p
r
o
t
e
c
t
 
t
h
e

w
i
l
l

i
n
t
e
g
r
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
l
e
g
i
s
-

l
a
t
i
v
e
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
i
o
n
.

T
h
e
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
h
a
s

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
a
s
s
i
s
t

in
t
b
a
.
e
l
i
n
i
n
a
t
i
a
n
.
o
f

e
x
c
e
s
s
i
v
e
 
s
a
l
a
r
y
 
d
i
s
-

p
a
r
i
t
i
e
s
.

1
3
.
 
I
t
 
s
h
o
u
l
d
t
e
 
t
h
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
t
i
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

O
f
f
i
c
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
A
t
t
o
r
n
e
y

G
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
t
o
 
r
e
s
o
l
v
e
 
a
n
y

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
d
e
s
 
a
m
o
n
g

o
p
i
n
i
o
n
s
 
i
e
u
l
l
L
e
d
 
b
y

A
s
s
i
s
t
a
n
t
 
A
t
t
o
r
n
e
y
s

G
e
n
e
r
a
l
:

,

1
4
.
-
-
T
t
e
:
O
f
f
i
c
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

A
t
t
o
r
n
e
y
 
G

s
h
o
u
l
d

.
,

'

.

t

,

T
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
t
h
e
 
c
u
r
r
e
n
t

p
r
a
c
t
i
d
e
.

,
.

'

,

N
o
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
i
n
 
i
e
l
a
n
c
e
o
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
.

W
o
u
l
d
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
 
t
h
e

f
 
t
i
n
e

re
qu

ir
ed

f
o
r

t
h
e
 
f
f
i
e
 
o
f

A
t
t
o
r
n
e
y

a
l
 
t
o

p
r
o
v
i
d
e
 
l
e
g
a
l
 
a
l
v
t
!
a
e
 
t
o

t
h
e
 
c
d
u
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
c
o
i
l
m
g
e
d
k
'

,
-
.

.
.

,
;
,

'

.

_

N
o
 
i
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
b
i
t
i
o
n
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
,
 
a
s

t
h
i
s
 
i
s
 
t
h
e
.
c
u
r
r
e
n
t
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e
;
 
T
h
e

C
h
i
e
f
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
D
i
v
i
s
i
o
n
-
o
f
i

t
h
e
.
 
O
f
f
i
c
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
A
t
t
o
r
n
e
y
 
n
i
.
n
P
r
a
l

i
s
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
l
e
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
.

.

T
h
i
s
 
r
o
u
t
i
n
e
 
h
a
s
l
o
s
e
n
e
s
t
a
b
l
i
s
h
e
d
.

'
.

.
.
.

.

,
.

.
p
r
O
v
i
d
e
p
a
p
i
e
s
o

'
l
e
g
a
l
 
i
n
t
e
r
p
r
e
t
a
t
i
O
n
s

a
n
d
e
r
i
m
n
a
r
y
 
o
f

l
e
l
:
A
-
i
s
s
u
e
s
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
'

S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e

S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
S
h
o
u
l
d
 
d
i
s
-

t
r
i
b
u
t
e
s
t
r
u
o
r
i
e
s
 
o
f

s
a
n
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s
.

P
e
a
l

P
r
o
p
e
r
t
y

p

A
c
q
u
i
s
i
t
i
o
n
s
-

.

c

.

.

T
o
p
e
r
M
i
t
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t

b
o
a
r
d
s
 
t
o
 
o
t
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
f
o
r

c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
,
 
r
e
-
;

c
o
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
,
 
e
r
e
c
t
i
o
n
,

'
e
q
u
i
p
p
i
n
g
,
 
m
a
i
n
t
e
n
a
n
c
e
,

d
e
m
o
l
i
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
m
a
j
o
r

a
l
t
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
b
u
i
l
d
-

i
n
g
s
 
a
n
d
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
c
a
p
i
t
a
l

P
o
l
e
 
(
n
o
t
 
s
t
a
t
y
P
r
r
y
)
:

T
o
 
M
a
n
a
g
e
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
a
l

'

p
r
o
p
e
r
t
y
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
d
i
s
-

t
r
i
c
t
,
 
s
u
b
m
i
t
t
i
n
g
 
f
o
b
'

S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
a
p
p
r
d
v
a
l

o
n
l
y
 
t
h
o
s
e
 
a
c
t
i
o
n
s

r
e
l
a
t
e
d
 
t
o
 
a
c
q
u
i
s
i
t
i
o
n

o
r
 
d
i
s
p
o
s
a
l
.

.
,

.
.

.
.

,
.
,

1
5
.
 
D
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
 
b
o
a
r
d
s

D
i
S
t
r
i
c
t
 
b
o
a
r
d
s
 
w
i
l
l

T
h
i
s
 
p
r
o
v
i
s
i
o
n
 
w
a
s
,
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

s
h
a
l
l
 
h
o
l
d
 
t
i
t
l
e
 
t
o
 
a
l
l
 
b
e
c
a
m
e
 
t
h
e
 
p
r
i
m
a
r
y

1
9
7
5
 
l
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
a
d
o
p
t
e
d

r
e
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

c
a
n
f
a
c
t
 
f
o
r
 
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
s
 
o
f
 
b
y
 
t
h
e
 
U
n
i
t
e
d
 
l
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
v
e

C
o
u
n
c
i
l
.

p
x
O
p
e
r
t
y
r
e
m
i
v
e
m
d
a
s

g
i
f
t
s
 
o
f
 
r
e
a
l
 
a
n
d

-
I
t
 
w
a
s
 
n
o
t
 
a
c
t
e
d
'
u
p
o
n
.
b
y
.
t
h
e

g
i
f
t
s
 
f
r
a
m
p
r
i
v
a
t
e
.

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
 
p
r
o
p
e
r
t
y
.
 
.
 
T
h
e
 
l
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
u
r
e
a
n
d
 
t
h
o
u
l
d
 
b
e
 
a
 
p
a
r
t
.

s
o
U
r
p
e
s
 
(
e
n
d
 
b
l
o
o
m
 
f
o
r
a
t
V
-
S
t
a
t
e
"
B
o
a
r
d
'
s
 
r
o
l
e
 
w
i
l
l
 
o
f
 
-
f
u
t
u
r
e
:
 
l
e
g
i
s
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
r
a
.
p
g
.
.
6
 
.
.

s
u
C
h
 
g
i
f
t
s
 
o
f
 
r
e
a
l
 
a
n
d

'
 
b
e
 
-
l
i
m
i
t
e
d
 
t
o
 
P
F
c
c
o
o
t
i
n
g
*
 
u
n
t
i
l

i
s
 
a
d
o
p
t
e
d
.

'

p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
 
p
r
o
p
e
r
t
y
)
'
,

a
n
d
,
r
e
c
e
j
A
d
p
;
 
g
i
f
t
s
`

.

,
t
h
e
 
s
y
s
t
e
m
 
a
s
 
a
 
N
.
f
r
h
o
l
.
e
.

,
.

1
6
*
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S
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A
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F
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E
w
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R
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\S
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IE
S

.

S
T

E
P

S
 F

iR
im

Pu
E

m
m

cn
oN

' S
T

A
T

E
 B

O
A

R
D

.
D

IS
T

R
IC

T
 B

O
A

R
D

S

B
e
a
l

P
r
o
p
e
r
t
y

A
c
q
u
i
s
i
t
i
o
n
s

(
c
o
n
-
a
n
t
e
d
)

.

. -

-.
p ...

,
,

a
s
s
e
t
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
t
h
e
 
e
r
:
t
q
u
i
-

s
i
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
s
i
t
e
s
,

r
i
g
h
t
s
-
o
f
-
w
a
y
,
 
e
a
s
e
-

-

r
e
n
t
s
,
 
i
n
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
o
r

a
p
p
u
r
t
e
n
a
n
c
e
s
 
o
f
 
t
l

co
lle

ge
 a

s 
ap

pr
ov

ed
 b

y
t
h
e
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
.

S
e
l
l
 
o
r
 
e
x
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
a
n
d

c
o
n
v
e
y
 
a
n
y
 
o
r
 
a
l
l

i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
 
i
n
 
a
n
y

,

i:t
y 

co
lle

ge
t
e
a
l
 
o
r

pe
rs

on
al

 p
ro

pe
rt

y.

,

-
.

' '

'

.

.

1
5
.
 
(
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
l
a
i
t
h
 
t
h
e

t
e
r
n
s
 
f
 
t
h
e
 
g
i
f
t
;
 
a
n
d

-
-

h
a
v
e
 
a
u
t
h
o
r
i
t
y
 
t
o

.

6

.

,
-

l
k
l
i
n
o
x
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
i
n
 
b
o
a
r
d

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
i
b
i
l
i
t
i
e
s

in
t
h
a

d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
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p
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c
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c
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h
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p
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b
i
l
i
t
y
 
a
t
 
t
h
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p
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r
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b
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p
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p
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t
h
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o
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t
h
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L
e
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a
t
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r
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t
h
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c
c
e
p
t
e
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w
o
u
l
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s
u
s
t
a
i
n

t
h
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o
p
e
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o
o
r
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O
l
e

S
t
a
t
e
 
B
o
a
r
d
 
i
s
 
a
l
s
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r
e
s
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o
n
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i
b
l
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f
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e
s
t
a
b
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l
i
s
h
i
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s
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i
c
t
-
b
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d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
 
e
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

p
l
a
n
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
r
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
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r
o
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e
c
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t
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t
h
e
 
e
x
t
e
n
t

p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e
 
w
i
t
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n
 
t
h
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n
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o
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g
l
e
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a
p
p
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o
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h
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i
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c
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p
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s
t
 
a
m
o
n
g
 
t
h
e

d
i
,
,

c
t
s
.

t
r
i
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1
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i
s
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r
i
c
t
 
b
o
a
r
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'
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r
e
s
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n
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i
b
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l
i
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c
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c
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b
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p
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b
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.
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e
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d
 
p
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c
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p
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p
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c
r
o
s
s
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t

b
o
u
n
d
a
r
i
e
s
 
s
h
o
u
l
d
 
b
e

s
h
a
r
e
d
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
a
t
e

B
o
a
r
d
.

W
o
u
l
d
 
i
n
c
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b
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p
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p
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p
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b
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APPENDIX II(

CHARGE TO THE TASK FORCE AND-OPENING swiTawils

In a statement issued on March 14, 1974, Mr. Andrew 3'. Young, Chairman of
the State Board for Community College Education, called for the, formation of
a task force to review the role of thi State Board and pf local boards so that
the expectations for each may be realized through the effective delivery of
educational services in an efficient manner through the conmunity. colleges.

He noted that'since the Community College Actwas passed in 1967, there havd
been very few changes in the law and no significant changes in the relationship'
between local districts and the State Board. The balance achieved in the

legislation has been quite effective. Nevertheless, there are certain
stresses and there are areas of confusion as to roles. This became evident
during the Community College Governance Symposium held in Seattle on February
15 -16, 1974. FblIming that meeting, the State Director requested State Board
guidance and assistance in resolving the confusion. -Ube result of the. Board's

guidance is this task force. This seems' to be a pranising rcnent to review'
the 1967 Community Ccalege, Act as it relates to roles.

ti
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APPENDIX III

DISCUSSION SUMMARY - LOCAL LEVIES
.

Dr. Ray Needham, President of Linn-BentOn Community College in Oregon,
appeared as a resource person to moment on the situation in gcn. Oregon
community colleges depend upon local community support for about 40 percent
of their budget. TWenty percent of it comes fran tuition, and the remaining
40 percent.comesfrom the state. They have no enrollment limitatial--the
funding formula for-the state's 40 percent applies to whatever enrollments the
district achieves.

The primary governing body for community colleges in Oregon is a local board
comprised of elected trustees.' The State Board of Education alloaptes state
funds to the colleges, but does so through a very limited staff, Their
pnimary involvement with local colleges is related to administration of the
federal vocational plan.

In Oregon, local levies require no minimum voter turn-out, can be pasSed by
a simple majority, and are scheduled on a common calendar that applies to all
districts. The law requires that a local'levy proposal be first approved by
a citizen budget committee made up of lay members selected by the local board
of trustees.

It was Dr. Needham's conclusion that he would rather face the difficulty of
selling levies to his community than face the uncertainties of limited state
funding and program opportunities. In his experience; which included a term
as djan of instruction at Green River Community College, dedication and
accountability to the community are more readily accepted as a part of each
staff member's job when 40 percent of the budget depends upon community support.

Dr. Needham felt that the role odistrict boards in the State of Washington
would be enhanced if we would work toward elected board members, a sharing of
responsibilities with the State, Board, and local funding.

There was some discussion of the history of state funding for Washington
community colleges. Dr. Story pointed out that the 1967 law separated community
colleges from the school districts, not out of a need to limit local autonomy,
but out of a need for a different local governance structure than had
previously existed. rtwas the decision to go to state funding that led'to
state agency status and most of the limitations we now face. The Arthur D.
Little report, which was the basis for legislative action, recommended that
local community college districts have taxing authority and that trustees' be
elected.

Dr. Ray Schultz, Professor of Community'College Education at Washington State
University, presented the following comments on the subject of local funding--
reflecting his view that it would be unwise to move away fran full state funding
for cammnity colleges.

Factors contributing to the community college funding crisis in the
State of Washington

First, our tax base is not large enough to, adequately support
all state services.- The Legislature, is reluctant to change or
increase'the tax base because of recent public opposition td tax
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reform proposals. Second, the Legislature in this state has the
prerogative of funding at less than 100 percent of formula. in
Florida, the Legislature modifies the formula but then fundsthe
modified formula at 100 percent.

Third, the Legislature's decision to withdraw support from-
community service offerings has made it difficult for the community
colleges to provide enough community offerings to adequately serve
the community.

Fourth, the statutory requirement that 60 Percent of tuition
revenue be.earmarked for bond retirement significantly limits local
funding options.

A Case for full state funding of community colleges

People in a11 parts of the state should be entitled to have
access to a community college educational program. While this can be
accomplished with partial state funding and an eqUalization formula,
full state funding is preferable.

When community colleges are funded from local sources (such as
levies) they are in direct competition-with local school districts.
T1-is leads to strained relationships among local educators and makes
it difficult for, community colleges to pads their levies. Local levies
require much staff time for the development and prbmetion of the
ballot issue.

Finally, property taxes are already heavily used for 'local
services, so it is not the local tax with the most growth potential

Difficulties in moving back towards local funding once state funding
has been authorized

, There are difficult political realities involved here. The

decision regarding what constitutes a taxing district may lead to
changed district boundaries--an unsettling action at best to the
local districts. Also, there is a standard concern about difficulty
in passing'local levies--especially a new one. Finally, the Legis-
lature might use the re-establishment of local support as an excuse
to cut state support. To be an effective source of revenue, the
establishme'nt of a local' tax must be accompanied by a halt in
steadily declining state support levels.

4

A Proposal

Dr. Schultz suggested that we might ask for authorization for
a one-mill special levy with the decision to levy it permisSive to
the local board, i.e., the local board would be the taxing agentq
The levy proceeds should be limited to enrichment above ,a supposedly
full state-funded program or'limited to the support of community
service course offerings.

In response to questions-from members of the task force, Dr.

Schultz made the following additional comments:
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--A third possibility for use of local levy proceeds woul4 be

to support facility needs (such as gymnasiums or auditoriums) that

are not usually recommended for state funding.

--Florida shifted from a local/state funding basis to 100

percent state funding at a time when local funding was a small

percent of the total. That may haye made the transition easier.

The rationale for the Florida action was to'equalize the effects of

dilftrent levels of local income on educational opportunities in

different parts of the state.

--The level of state control did not change much in Florida.

The state office had been a service agency and distributor of state

funds before the change. The shift in funding base has not changed
t!e.orientation of the state staff, and the number of people on the

staff has increased only from two to six.

--Virginia is the most centralized syStem in t country with a

state staff of 100. They rely on local advisory boards rather than

local boards of trustees, The State Board hires the campus presidents.

Sensitivity to local needs is a responsibility of the campus president

through his advisory board.

--The definition of taxing districts would be' simple if existing

district boundaries could be used, but that would probably result in

uneven total assessments.

--In Florida, state-support continued to increase after the

shift. In-that state, it seemed that 9ducational services were more
responsible for local identity than la's the source of funds.

--In Florida, trustees are appointed by the Governor, but are
nominated by local school board members. That is not a recommendation

for how it should, be.in this state.

--There is a role for local boards, even in the absence of a

local taxing base. In both Washington and Florida, they play a role
in maintaining a sen§itivity to local needs, they are involved in
personnel selection and negotiations, and are involved in the budget
process, subject in partto requirements established by the Legislature.
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APPENDIX IV

DISCUSSION Ste' - CAPITAL BUDGET DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The main issue addresbed in connection with capital budget and.Project

actions was what was a perceived lack of involvement of the districts in the.

priority.and other decisions involved in presenting the system capital budget

request to the Legislature. Trustee members felt that, while the local boards

had input to the Capital Analysis Mbdel, the assumptions ank 'tions of the

CAM determined the final recommendations to the Legislatur'4:\

All felt a need for union rules to assure equitable allocation of resources

among districts. But most also felt that districts need more fIexibility,in

the-exact projetts to which the resources will be committed. The CAM process -

was seen .as one extreme; a local capitalslevy process was seen as. the other.

The group then-1.. ed for some'dhoices in the middle. \The three options

identified were:

1. Some process s. allow the districts to have a local capital levy

option, with the . ...eds of a successful levy to be charged against the CAM

entitlement for the district.

2. A set of decision rules that determines an annual capital dollar

allowance for each district, leaving it to the district to decide how long to

accumulate its allowance and to what type and site of capital project to .

commit it.

3. The present CAM process, with improvements to increase the impact of

district recommendations and priorities.

Bill Julius of the State Board staff-then presented his analysit of the three'

options for discUssion by the groUp.

RESPONSE TO THE CAPITAL BUDGET PROPOSAK OF THE TASK FORCE ON BOARD RELATIONSHIP'S

Proposal No. 1--To°allow each district a local capital levy option with, the

proceeds of a successful levy being charged against the CAM entitlement for the

district.

This proposal would allow each community college district to attempt to pa

a special levy to pay for sbecific capital improvements in the district.

PRO'S

Such an authority, if granted by a change in the community college act would

.
allow the local- baard oftrustees to overcome state-level relUctance

inability to fhnd capital facilities that are deemed by the local bo a' to be

necessary and of high priority. This could prevent the -long waits th,t now

face many districts for new or augmented facilitiea of types that-ha e

traditionally been accorded low priority by the executive and legie ative

branches and/or by the State Board. Upon coMPletion of such local' -funded .

facilitie the new space would become part of the colidge's4nventory of

facilities and would thereby diminish the CAM entitlement for that type of

space in future capital budget requests for state funds.

4



CON'S

a. The state system was 'create in part at least, to provide equal and-
adequrt% funding for operating an capital requirements of all cotronunity
collegeY by' avoiding dependence on local levies and on" the resultant' varying
liability to pay" of the property tax base in different parts of the state. To
allow son colleges through use of local funding to acquire ci.lities that
would be impossible for other Colleges to get would be to Zos the equity which
is essential to the present concept of the community college stem.

.. b. It is very likely that, a' legislative change in the ,comtnunit college act
to authorize local.ievies for 'capital construction would be accompanied by a
Wit of, types of space that must be so funded.' Physical education, dining,

% - studentlact-ivity andsrsin2ilar- types of' Apace might well be foreclosed from state
finding altc5gether, forcing districts'in need of such space to either be

truccessfulf,ti a locat Zdvy or to continue' to do with'but the. facility. (With
the ccppordnt;Zass of community cettlege tuition revenues for apital purposes,

thPough the stetted unzoillingfess of the State Finance Commit oe to recommend
tuition boni sales, the -governor's budget agency and the Ze stature are now
faced with Ow necessity either to fuyid the "low' priority" types of space from
regular capital fund sources or to deny the need for such' facilities altogether.
We belie've this' situatio,; should lead to .6he endorsement:by 4PPFAI of the
position long *eta, by the State Board-z.that the state should .provide all
capital facilities needed for reasonable campus 'operation, including dining #
and similar student-related facilities: On the other hand, granting a local
levy authority:would-let the, state "off ,:the1-book" ..on the ',issue. of ,providing.

Q..' all necessary types ,of , facilitie. § . ) z. z,

'.c. Establishment-of trio grdtps of types of facilities--state-funded and locally
funded--would likely encau`rage the conversion. of -existing *ace from one group
to 4the other in order to maximi.ze or'minintize the use and 'impact f the local
levy. Such space conversions might, not be 7adequatelylunded the selves. The -
conversions migtt also be simply expedient rather, than the-'hones reflection
of.,,Zang-range needs or to 'enhance the; functional rela!tionikips or on- campus

.spaces and activities
,

d. The geographic,areas of the state's community college districts have widely
varying; degrees of-homogeneity and the inhabitants. of the districts .have more
or less perceptiveness of the local colllege as being "theirs." A local levy
authority would be much more effectiv? in the more cohesive districts; by
the scope taken, colleges in Very large- or diverse districts would be at an
a lute and relative disadvantage in acquiring capital furidin

-

,e-. Where a community college district is larger than a single commuting shed,
there is reasonable doubt as to the amount of service rendered to citizens in
one part of the district by a campus located'in another widely-separated area.
Oistrlete 14, 15, 17 and 20 are ;major xamples of such situations. Such doubt
would reduce the acceptability.of the ,local letiy,.

,f. Local. property taxes are aZready sufficiehtly burdened with existing require-
ments to support other elements of education and 'public services. It could be
difficult to generate executive and legislative support for this additional
local. tax.

PROPOSAL NO: 2--To establish decision rules fOr de-termining an annual capital
dollar allowance for ,each district, leaving' it to each district to decide when
and how: to spend its allowance.
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PRO'S

a. "Depending on the decision rules, the Zocarboard could makd-virtuaiiy
autonomous choices about what capital facilities to construct or improve,
thereby 'coming.as close to meeting Zocaliy-perceived needs as is financially
possible.

b..The preparation and documentation of community college system capital'budget
requests could refiect.the decision -rule data array, rather than the detailed
project plans now required. Thi4, would eliminate spurious spepificity in early
capital project planning.

CON'S

a. The CAN has established an expectation on the part of OFETW, CHE and the
Legislaturethat specific space needs for each project can be identified and
are the basis for requesting funds that will be used to meet those-fteeds.% In
the era of accountability, it is difficult to imagine a reduction of those
expectations.

b. The four-year schoois have developed an equivalent to the CAM. O ?PFM has .

requested a reconciiiation or substantiation of the'differenges between the
two higher education space - entitlement models. The community coitege system,
therefore, no longer has the option to retreat into "model -Zees" conformity
with the rest of pubiic higher education.

c. There is no reason to believe that the Legislature, in the near future,
will be Wiling to appropriate non-earmarked funds to the community coZZege
system for unidentified capital projects. Eve.n earmarked sources such as
tuition bonding and Referendum ti monies have heretofore been specificaZZy
required to be nine-item" appropriations.

c. Because each campus has a different ZeveZ of adequacy of its present space,
vis-a-vis, its present or anticipated enrollment, each campus has a different
level of need for capital funds to achieve an equitable and adequate physical
plant. No presumption of equity between campuses could be made once capital
expenditure decieions.wera based solelion local views ofpriorities. If
equity of educational okortunity for aZZ state residents is to continue to be

a consideration, some uniformity of educational facility development must
continue. If equity of physical plant resources is not to b an object've of
the community college system, clear ZegisZative and gubernators tanding
and approvai of the proposedaiternative to such equity must be gained before
any 'state capital resources could be expected to be appropriated.

PROPOSAL NO 3 -- Improvements in the CAM to increase the role of the local
boards in the final capital budget request Of the system.

There is no question as to the desirability of an increased role for the local
boards in the preparation ofthe system capital request. As the responsible
agency, however/ the State Board has been questioned about two major aspects
of the capital budget proposals: the size and type of projects, and the
priority of projects.. Present procedures are aimed at dealing satisfactorily
with both issues.
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PrAority. TheGfilost recent capital budget action included a detailed analysis
of local and state Priorities. -Local board priorities were used as one of two
prImaiy,deteradnapts of ehe.4stem priority sequence. The second determinant
Was a State Board expression of concern- that projects involving upgrade of
existing facilitiesitilce precedence Over facilities proposed to house growth
or new These °two determinanta were woven into,a state-level
prioritizing schege that%stablished a #1 through #99 sequence for all new

° ,projects.

° For all other projects (those fk6m 1974, Referendum 31, from WISHA, etc.) the
system priarity sequence was adopted exactly as recommended by the Capital

h

Budget 'Cominittee'of. WACC. It.has,beeri the objective of the State Board staff
to:use as Much-isytem guidarice as,Possible in developing the priority decision
rules and in Validating the actual' sequences as determined.by those
rules.

t is4he positApn of the State Baird that educational priority decisions are
properly theie4ponoibility of the community college system. The Governor
requests and receives' a prioritized capital budget proposal from the system.
Therefore, so long as the projectsare accepted as necessary and justified,
the priority sequence should-stand as submitted and the sole qhestion to be

a
answered by the executive and,legislative branches should be:' how much money

.

r

caMbe spent?. The level of funds available, measured against the prioritized
.sequence of projects,' should determine the projects for which funds are
appropriated. '

"iiojectjustificat4on. The equitable distribution of state or community
College-system resources for capital improvements has made it imperative t9
develop a device for measuring capital needs objectively. The CAM is such 'a

a

device. Thee CAM does hot determine priorities; it merely measures the.need
for each type of space on each campus, based on an assumed level of enrollment
and on space-per-student guidelines. The CAM was used first by the State'
Board to evaluate local project requests. The CAM has now been accepted by
OPPFM and the .Governor as the means of validating the need for a given space
On a given campus.

As presently constituted, the CAM can give only a single answer about the
need for a given type of space on a given campus, regardless of unique
program requirements or normal program differences between campuses. At present,
the CAM space-per-student factors are quite restrictive, stemming from the

period prior to 1975 when capital resources were earmarked (hence, "fixed"),
and the objective was to get as many needed facilities for as many campuses
as possible from the fixed devel'of available funds.

Now, however, the community college system has no effective call On any
earmarked funds. The system is competing for general state funds, probably
based on the general'obligation bonding capacity of the Legislature authorized
in 1972 by the voters in approving HJR 52.' There is, therefore, no pre-
determined limit to,the amount of funds that can reasonably be regtested by
theifystem for justifiable Community college capital needs. In light of this
siticAtion, the increasing number of more liberal sets of guidelines from
othec states, and the more generous space factors being Proposed by the state's
public fbur-year institutions, 'the state staff proposes to review and modify
the entire set of CAM guidelines during the 197445 school year. This.process

will accomplish several things:
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a.-To review and reconcile the community college and four-year standards,
as has been requested by OPPFM;

bs:To review and modify as needed the space-per-student factory, based
on the perception of the system as to their Adequacy and based on corroborating
evidence from similar standards in other states; and,

c. To review the rationale on which the CAM is based, including (1)
provision for evening use of campus facilities, and (2) ability to differen-
tiate space needs by local program mix and emphasis, e.g.; music, art, drama.

Discussion of the Proposals

Mile the intention of Proposal No. 1 would be that a district would lose
only its entitlement to the project that was locally-funded, i.e,, walla not
lose its entitlement to other projects cn its priority list, some felt that
such.a rule might not hold from bienpiakto biennium.- Even if local districts
restricted use of local levies to projects too lad cn the state priority list
to qualify for state funding, it would, be hard for the Legislature to ignore
such a source of local funds in this time of short revenue and high demand
for capital projects.

If the Legislature did discount state appropriations by the amount of any,
local levy for capital construction, then Proposal No 1 would not increase .

the capital resources available to the districts andwould not be a viable
option. Given the difficulty of selling local levies, and the possibility of
a legislative discount if it was sold, the group concluded that the disadvan-
tages outweigh the advantages for Proposal No. 1.

Proposal No. 2 requires a major new source of capital funds. While current
tuition cash flow might fund the basic requirements of such a proposal, such
cash flag would be available only if the Legislature authorized us to refund
our outstanding tuition bondsan unlikely event in a time of limited general
revenue. Even if the Legislature did that, they would probably-then capture
our tuition deposits for the general fund.

While implementation of
of more district influence
to be an important rectum

o. 2 has some serious'obstacles, the idea
on the 'nal capital budget request was considered

tion an capital budget and'project actions._

With regard to Prtpcsal . 3, the sta staff argued that the CAM is only
part of the community college capital get development process--the part
that intnodubes space-per-student factors in the'final prioritization of
projects.

The group raised some questions about why
needed, since the Legislature felt free to
staff responded that project-by-project prio
in the OPPEM and legislative budget

ital project priorities were
-part from them anayway. The
A:ties are one of the key elements

The space - per - S=tudent guidelines were described by the state staff as
conservative. Any update will certainly liberalize them. Any liberalization
would probably meantlfewer'ccampnity college projects, rather, than a bigger
share of statewide capital funds for the ocumanity9ollege system.
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The task force discussed at length the apparent inflexibility of the CAM
endways to increase the role of local districts in capital decisions. The

, state staff panted out that much of the assumed flexibility of the capital
budget systems lies in the emphasis that is placed on the CAM in presentations
to the Governor and the Legislature. The CAM is accepted by the political
decision-makers. In the view of the Governor and budget-oriented legislators,
local capital project flexibility is a. way of circumventing executive and
legislative intent. So, the considerable local flexibility allowed by the
community college capital process must be reconciled to executive and legis-
lative demands for accountability. '

A. key point lh the task force's discussion of these options was the possibility
of using the CAM to determine abroad space. allowance as called .for by
Proposal No. 2, resulting in a lump-sumcapital request based on CAM-determined
local space needs.

Most -members of the task force felt they could live with a CAM process so
long as it was internal to the system. In other words, a lump-sum appropriation
to the State Board allocated to the districts based' on an agreed-upon set
of decision rules, something like the existing capital budget-process.

However, the Legislature is not likely to appropriate lump-sum amount
without knowing hag the system intends to spend it. This means that the
process of developing a request would be very similar to the process we now
follow. The main are of flexibility wouldtbe in how far we could depart
from the capital plan used to defend our request, when the-time comes to
actually implement projects.

Mbst members of the task force indicated they were deeply concerned about
the nuMber of other agencies involved in reviewing our priorities--agencies
'whose staff have more authority and influence over our request than we would
ever vest in a person of similar experience in .pur own system.

Finally, the group discussed the Program Evaluator Guide (PEG) which provides
the cost-per-square-foot standards for the capital budget request system. .

The main issue was with the assumption that the cost-per-square-foot
allowed for a new project on a campus will reflect the current design
standards present on the campus for other buildings. 'This means that a
campus can upgrade its design only through the quality they can build into
new capital projects. And they can only do that by sacrificing square feet
in order to raise the square foot cost and establish a. new design level from
which later projects will benefit.

Most members of the task force felt that provisions for improving the
'quality of space should be built into the cost analysis part of the capital
budget request system. It seemed gelf-defeating to request no improvement
in space just because we have not received money for it in the past. Instead,
we should find ways to ask for the money ... and make a case for improved
quality in the process of doing so.
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6piee Oft these materials are available on Zinn by contacting Roger Bassett,
State Board for Community College Education, 319 Seventh Avenue, Olympia,
Washingto (96504), telephone: SCAN 234-3675 or Von-SCAN (206) 75,3-3675.
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APPENDIX V

General

1.. Corr spcnde.nce and staff papers:

'a. "lbgional Maetings of State Board Members and Menbers of District
Boards of Trustees," a memairandurn from L. Evert Landon, Chairman, to
nembdrs tpf the State Board,. NoVenber, 5, 1969. *P

b. "State Staf Manasement. Plan (1973 -75) ," a rnenniaridurn from John C.
Mundt, Sta Director, to the, WACC Eicecutive Committee, January 7, 1974.

c. "MCC Percilktions and SBCCE Managerrent Practices," a paper with the
results ofra questionnaire to %ACC members with discussicn caviled by)
Dr. David B. Story,' President of WACC, March 1974 (date *proximate).

d.: "Surm2ry of State Board Actions in 1973-74," caviled by Roger BasSett
for the Task Florae al. Board Relationships, July 11, 1.974..'

e. "Shoreline Canmunity College Sunmary of District Board Decisions
Considered DuringJuly 1, 1973 thrcxigh' June 30, 1974," presented to
the Task Force cn Board Relationships by Mr. Robert leonai-dv Tpstee,
Shoreline Ccernunity College (District #7), July,11, 1V4.

f. "Surrtnary and Analysis of District No. 8 (Bellevie-Co imunity College)
Board Decisions, July 1, 1973 through. June 30, 1974," presented to the
Task,Foroe on Board Relationships by Vt. C.W. "Pat" Duffy, July 11,, 1974.

g. "Surrmary of State-lever/District-level Responsibilities in Other States,"
canpiled by John C. Mundt for Task norm cn Boald Relationships,
July 11, 1974. ,

h. . "Management of the Cormunity College System: A Synapsis," a- chronological
summary of. the key activities of the State Board between 1968 and 1974,
=piled by Dr. Gilbert J. Carbone, Assistant erixector, State Board
for Oarrimity College Educaticn, January 1974 (date approximate) :

i. letter to. Ibpresentative Jahn Bagnariol from Andrew J. Young, Chairman,
SBCCE, reporting the status of the work of the Task Force on Board
Relationships, March 4, 1975.

3. Letter to Representative John Bagnariol fran Pincloey Enhrback, TrUttee,
Shoreline Catmunity College (District #7), referring to Representative
Bagnariol's interest in the proceeding's of the Task Florae an Board
Relationships.

-2. Other background materials:

a. Chapter 28B,50, RCWCoranunity College Act of 1967 (and Community
Colleges Generally).
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. Senate.Pesolution No. 74 -271, ,Senators Sandiscn, Marsh, Donohue,
Scott, Metcalf and , among other things, for a study
of state and.loCal board roles, adopted April 24, 1974.

c. "Governance in HigherEducaticn: A, Bibliography," Dr. Edward Command,
a staff report done for the State Board staff, 1970.

d. "Accountability. in Higher Education," edited by Winifred Thompson, in
the Managemmt Dorm, a publicaticneof the Management:Division of the
Academy for Educational Development. Vol. 3, No. 4, April 1974.

e. "California Thews Toward Statewide Governance of Community Colleges,"
by Sidney W. Brossman, a publiCation of the Center for State. and Jr
_Regional Leadership (Florida State Lbiversity/University of Floridd),
Tallahassee, Florida, September 1973.

f. "Community Colleges: The Growing influence of the. State," Change,
June 1974, by Arthur M. Cohen.

g. "Pathologies of Participation," by Harold C. Martin in AGB Reports,
May/June 1974.

h. "State-level Planning for Comunity Colleges: Are the 1202 Commissions
a Contripetal or Centrifugal Faroe in Post--Secondary Education," by
S.V. Martorano, Penn State University Center for the Study of Higher
Education,. published January 1974 by the American College Testing P

i. "The Board of Trustees and the Making of Academic Policy," Planning
for Higher Education, Vol. 3, No. 2: 3/6, April 1974, Published by the
Society fcir College and University Planning in cooperation with
Educational Facilities Laboratories.

"The New Managers on Campus," a special report of the Chronical for
Higher Education, date unknown.

"The Organization and Internal Operation of SelectOd State Agencies
in State Operated Systems of Public Community-Junior Colleges," by
Michael. A. DeCarlo, a dissertation submitted in fulfillment of a Ph.D.
degree, Florida State University, 1973.

"The Trustee.a0Public Expectations," MB Reports Vol. 16, No 1,
September 1973.

Operating gadget Actions

1. Correspondence and staff papers: .

a. "%Ma:Questionnaire," a suavity of the results of a questionnaire to
the presidents on the subject of State Board/locat board relationships
and local funding, compiled by, Dr. David B. Story for the numbers" of
the Task Force on Board Relationships, October 7, 1974.

b. An extract of the Oregon State budget request for 1975-77, showing
budget and thstdata for Oregon community colleges.

a
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c. "Three Options for Increased Local Responsibility and Accountability,"
a staff paper for the Task Force on Board Relationships by Roger
Bassett, SBCCE staff, November 13, 1974.

d. "Final Report on Community College Capital Construction in Canpliance
. with House Resolution No. 6999 and Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 10

of the Fbrty-First Legislature-0" dated October 17, 1969. A summery
of capital budget procedures and possible alternate sourcep of funds.

e. TWo draft legislative reSoluticns by Dr. David B. Story, President,
Lower Columbia College, January 15, 1975. One directs a study of
the election of local trustees and the other directs a study of ways
to, authorize local capital and operating fund sources.

2. Other badcgroundmaterials

a. "State Patterns of Financial Support for Community Colleges," by .

Lawrence Ht. Arney, Institute of Higher Education, University of Florida,
Gainsville, Florida, dated Februry 1970.

b. "Statewide Average Percentages of\Financial Support for Current
'Operating Expenses: Public Cammunity/Junior Colleges, 1973-74," from
Financial Support for Canounity Colleges, 1974, by James L. Wattenbarger
and .Paul M. Starnes, Institute of Higher Education, University of
Florida, Gainsville, Florida, June 1974.

Capital Budget and Project Actions

1. May 24, 1974 memorandum from Bill Julius, State Board Capital Budget
Officer, to district and campus presidents, subject: "Capital Budget
Materials for Your Review."

2. Schematic description of the capital
the Capital Analysis Model (CAM) and
compiled by Bill Julius for the Task
September 4, 1974.

budget deVelopment process, including
Project Evaluator Guide (PEG),
Force on BOard Relationships,'

3. MemorandUm to Task Force members from Dr. David . Story, President, lower
Columbia.Cbllege, September 16, 1974, subject; Sum Capital

ooeticn Argyments."

rt
Personnel Actions, IncludinV Professional Negotiationth

"A Statewide Salary Schedule"A rationale in favor, of a statewide salary
schedule by Dr. Nels Hanson, President, Cannunity Co lege District No. 12
(Centralia/O'VTI) .

Program and Curriculuni-Related Acticns 6

1. A letter from Roger BassAt, SBCCE(aaff, to Mr. Louis Soriano, dated
February 10, 1975, ansWering Mr. Soriano's questions Jabont policies on
the establishment of admissions standards and author Ey for a district
to offer programs within the boundaries of another. j

8
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2. "Evaluating and Terminating Eidsting Instructional Programs: The
Controversial Role of Statewide Coordinati'ng/Governing Agencies," by

41 Elizabeth H. Johnsco,14erther, Board of Higher Education in Oregon, March
24, 1974. .

Planning

Far-ward to the Performance.AUdit of the Cartimunity College Enrollment
. Projection Methodology, by the Legislative Budget Committee, Olympia,

Washington, June 22-, 1974.

Student Fees . -

"Services and Activities Fee. State Board Guidelines," a memorandum from-
, Richard M. MmtecuCoo, Assistant Attorney General, to John C. Mundt, State

Director; dated August 31, 1974.

14.

Legi.slative Program,

"Legislative Contact Program," a = memorandum frac' John C., Mundt, State
Director, to members of the Task Force on .Baarl. Relationships, dated'
October 31, 1974.
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