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. SUMARY STATEMENT ~ - . o

/

governance and management of the cmnunity college system is based upon

ivision of responsibilities between district boards of trustees and the
State Board; however, the decisions made should be consistent with policies
adopted by the Legislature. The 1;1ev1tab1e ténsions created by this division
of responsibilities and by the state/district interactions necessary to carry
them cdut are an acceptable consequence, given the impoértance of sustained -

state-level financial support and locally—based program; and operational
decisins. - _ ; , _ . L

Under these circumstances, a balance of responsibilities between the State
Board and district boards is acceptable and desirable. It is the primary
role of the State Board to influence state government policy-making to the
end that state government management decisions for commmity colleges are ‘
based upon desirable and feasible policies and upon local district reqlnrements.
One of these policies should be that cammmity college education:should be
respensible to the public, i.e., accouptable to state government for funds
and resulfs, and to the cammmity for operating and related managenent decisions.

It is the responsibility of the district boards to cperate in a way mhich
recoghizes local community needs and reconciles those needs to state-level
resources and constraints. Commmnity college districts are local agencies -
which should have a maximum degree of autonomy for the purposes of the -services
they provide s6 that the needs of students and the camunity can be met.

They are state agencies in terms of their g and accountability. While
the business of meeting local educational is the proper responsibility !
of district boards, the policies, rules and redqulations associated with state
funding are the proper responsibility.of the State Board. . v

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

"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 de;ived from the categories used at
the time in publishing and distributing the State Board agenda. These beceme
thé categories within which problem areas were discussed and recommendations
were made. .
Also at the July meet:.ng, the 1973-74 board actions fram two typical district .
boards were discussed and displayed in the same ten categories. (A summary E
oftheseanalyses:Lsnotapartofthisreporhbutisavailablefranthe' ﬁ
State Board for Coammunity College Education and is listed in Appendix V,
references )

The menbe_rs of the task force then discussed each category on the basis of
experience and the extent to which it was caisidered to be a problem. i
Recommendations were formed at the conclusion of the discussions on each area.
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1. Operatmg Budﬁt Actions.

The State Board must CL[U‘.J.DLE its efforts to provide continuing flex:.‘tﬁ?hty ,
for local district operating budget procedures and expenditures, and its o
efforts to resist dine-item modj fications of cawnmity college budgets.

Second, the budget formulas which have been used by the canmmity college \
system to generate budget: requests for the past several years do a good -job I
under current circumstances but do not adequately justify camum.ty ocollege ‘,
needs in texme.that influence a majority of the decision-makers -in the executive
and legislative branches. -

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

aced back to the conflict between limited state-level revenue and continuing
strong program demands. - Alternative sources of revenue is one way to relieve
spme of the pressure.

New sources of furds are attracta.ve, since author:l.ty usually follows the
source of funds] In other words, if additional funding needs of the cormunity
colleges can be met through new sources of local funds, then what sone see as
a trend towards centralization in the system would at 1east be moderated.

- There are virtues associated with local funding. First, it provides some

. possibility of increased total funding for commnity colleges. That is, it
~does not compete with other state sources and so might be more attractlve to
stabe legislators.

Second, the, authority and dlscretlon that goes with local fund:.ng ‘could serve
' to offset what seems to same to be an increasing momentum towards state control,
usually justlfled on the basis of the strings atti\ched to state funding.

"I!hird, local f\mcﬁng would strengthen .the district negotiations process by
better felating district budget needs to sources of comunity support. If .
part of the district budget depends on the supp of the community, then both
sides to the negotiations process will be more &ware of the wishes and needs
of the local community. _ 3 !

~ The task force déés not expect immediate relief to revenue problemg through
new sources of funds. In arder to gain access to them, we must (I) success-
fully convince the State Legislature to authorize ney taxes or to grant '
community college districts a share of an exigting tax; (2) convince the

State Ieglslattne not to offset the new local revenues when they meke state . |
appropnat:.ons, and (3) successfully address the arguments now being presented

in favor of local levy relief for school districts. It would be difficult to
argue for local levies before the Legislature at a t:ure }gen major pressures

are being mounted in favor of relief from them. '

necessary in order for caommmnity collegé districts to make sense as taxing .

, ~ districts.. ‘Also, unless a comunity college district levy proposal would
require orf.l.y 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.

There. are also some procedural concemns. ‘Some boundary changes would be LL

t
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Two cutside resource people invited to discuss the issue of local+vlevies
with the task force. Dr. Ray Needham, President of Linn-Bentori Cammmity
' College in Oregon, argued in support of local.levy funding. Dr. Ray Schultz, © | |
. Professor of Commumnity 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 reddmmend that.districts be authorized to seek
local levies. It did adopt tlie following other regémmendations to gm.de
future' operating budget matters. . / .

L
v //

RECOMMENDATIONS ~ OPERATING BUDGET ACTIQNS

L

1. The district boards shall establish,,dﬂopt and regularly update
an annual budget for district ope&athons, Just as the State Board
develops the system budget.

o i\:.

< ‘' &
[ 4

OPPFM-pmscmbed fomats and ruleg, the task for'ee felt that this
responszbzhty of distriet boards should be more clearly spelled out
- and perhaps contained in the Communmity College Act itself. A balance
of budgetary regspongibility is etal to a balance of governance
responsibility in the system.. - » ’

) .‘., - d

2. The State Board and distribt, oards should resist line-items in
operating budget appropriatidns and allocations by either the
Legislature or the State Boand. /

Ratiorale: The task forece concluded that many of the restrictions -
on district operations, and much of the movement towards centralization
within the system, originate with line-item provisos in appropriation
bills. There was also a feeling that the State Board should be con-
. sewvative in its use of earmarked allocations to implement eystem-wide
“:ﬁgoZiCies. ,

system budqet: request process.
identify the impact on e
indiyidual district at varjous su levels.

notion of system diseipline in comnection with the
rt has béen| a part of our Zegzslatwe strategy for
18 szmply reinforces the itmportance of that

< - discipline’ mc conne: mon th the operamng and capital budgets.




" The task foroce recommended a combination of optims 2 and 3--a lup-s

campuses. Also, the manner in which pro:ject, pr:Lor:Ltles

4, mhe State Board shall decide the,;ystem budget request and

' district allocations only after adequate advance notice to the
districts and after providing an opportunityf for 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 chalrpersons of district boards in order to .
provide for wider involvement -in the budget buildigg;proceua.

Rationale: The district trusteee on the tagk f‘oree feel they receive
inadequate information about the overall budget request ctrategy and
allocationa. By the time they aee it, state-level decteions have
already been made and the document i3 move a matter of information to
them than anything else. Thie recommendation would inerease the role -
. of the dictrict trustees in both the budget request and allocation
‘procesces. Also, it places a responcibility on the WACC Operating
Budget Committee to make cuve that the trustees' concerns are caticfied.

2. Capital th;get .and Project Actions

The main issue here is the percelved lack of involvenent of districts in the
priority and other decisions inwolved 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 and- conditions of
the CAM that determine final recommendations to the State , and, therefore,
the State Board's recommendations to the Legislature:

There is certainly a need for uniform rules to assure equitdiie allocation

of resources among districts. But districts need more flexibNity (irf-the

exact projects to which the resources will be committed. The current caM
process can be described as ofie end of the flexibility spectrum; 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 accéss 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 each d‘l.Strlct so that each
district can decide how long toaecumilate the allowance and to what type and
size of capital project to it it.

3. The present CAM process, w1th mproven’ents to increase the impact of
district recomendations and priorities. . ] o /

capltal approprlatlon (no leg151at1ve earmarkmg of projects) to the Btate

total $pace needs and the need for improving the qual:.ty of

9 P
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- more visible and dbjective and more xesponsive to district needs as detemmed

by the district boards. A summary of the discussion leading to the task force'
recomendation, including an analysis of all three alternatives by Mr, William
J‘ul:Lus, State Board Capital Budget Officer, is Appendlx Iv.

'me recamendation yegarding a 1unp~sun capital appropr:.atim and four others .
adopted by the task force follow:

RECOMMENDATIONS - CAPITAL BUDGET AND PROJECT ACTIONS
b ?

5. The State Board should request that the capital appropriation be
made by the Legislature in a lump-sum to the State Board for
distribution among district projects according to internal system
allocation rules. The State Board musggrov1de the executive and
legislative branches with evidence assuring accountab.ility at both
the state and local levels of the system.

;
Rationale: Such a procesc would take Bome -of the poZv,twe out of the :

decicton process. OPPFM and others weuld not get mto the progject-by-
" project detav,Z

Algo, it would allow us to better manage our cash onw and probably
develop more capital dollars for the system, primarily because there
would be a better link between capital decisions and money management
than ie poesible when so much of the decision rests with OPPFM and
legislative analyecte.

Such a procese would reduce the extent to which emecuf:we and legis-
lative staff people duplicate the work that has aZready been done |
unthv,n the community college syetem.

. Most of all, cuch a Zump-sum procese would discourage internal
dv,smct garne—playmg in the process of building-a mquest _
Specific decision rulee and changes needed to make them viable were -
left to later staff work with the undefetanding that should this
recommendation be implemented, development of such ruZee would involve
district personnel.

<

-6. ‘The use of the Capital Analysis Model (CAM) in the capital budge.t"
development process must be modified to assure maximum local
involvement. v

Rationale: The cdpital budget development system, including the. CAM,
‘serves an wzportcmt purpose ... the analysis of district capita
pro,yects against common gtandards, and the display of all progecte
in a prioritized list that reflecte selected cost and pony
asswnpmons.

9
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Hawever, many distifiot boaz’dg feel that the state-level capital
budget development| process--and the CAM in particular--go outweighs
dictriet priority/and design dectstions that the district board's role
in capital budge development ie ineufficient..

Thia recarrmenda ion ¢alle for a veview of the capm‘;al budget develop-

ment process’ td inerease the impact of distriet board priority and
design deciel

7. The Statg Beard's internal system capital allocation should recognige
campus mAster plans and priorities. .

Pe)

Some digtricts invest substantial amounte of furde in
comprehepcive campus master plans, with emphacis on total campus needs
and Zay t. The capttal budget system used by the State Board should

Pistrict efforts to gain capital budget support from the Legislature
shall be made only through the system budget request process.

Rationale: The rationale for this vecommendation ie the aame as for
a etmilar recommendation under operating budget actions (see Reaommendamon
Ne. 3).

/ . ' \
/3. Persomnel Actions, Including Professional Negotiations'

-,
The key issue in this area is the role of the State Board in the district |, :
negotiations s. While State Board interference in district negotiations
has been mi ﬂleredoesseemtobeanumm.stakabletrerxito.vardsflmther
State Board 1nv01venent--a poss:.ble encroachment upon dlstrlct board authority.

Technical mprovenents, like the MIS, make it easier for state—level agencies

to involve themselves in district menagement decisions. The Legislature has
done more to influence.State- Board/d:.str:.ct board responsibilities than has any
other agency or factor. The question is what can we do to influence the trend '
in a direction that will allow more dJ.strJ.ct board -and State Board f1ex1.b111ty°

It is a proper State Board xespons:.blllty to 1nterpret 1eg:.s1at1ve intent and
to distribute such interpretations to the districts. The actions of the State
Board .during the last fiscal year have be2n an exercise of that responsibility,
rather than an attempt by the State Board to exercise the full range of
responsibilities spelled out in the Greerwood cases>

" The spec1f1c recamendations adopted by the task force :Ln the area of persomel

actions and profess:.onalﬂ negot::.at:l.ons follow:




.,

e

v

RECQMMENDATIONSx~ PERSONNEL ACTIONS, INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL NEGOTIATIONS

| ’ ) - "; - T
9. District boards. should condict local ne§otiations on salary and .
other negotiable items in accordance with legislative intent.

Rationale: Thie recomendamon\ 18 intended to zdenmfy profeeewnal
negotiations ae a digtrict board respomsibility and to recognize’ thdt
legislative intent muet always be q factor in those negotiations,
whether or not it 18 implemented through the State Board.

1b.»The~State Board shall deéermine'legislative intent.
K] : T _~ .

Rationale: This recommendation wzplemntc the consensus of the task

foree regarding the State Board's role in detezmmng legislative intent _
and dwtmbutzng it to the districts. | .

11. The task force endorses the concept of removi;g.the State Board .
from the professional nggptzatzons;g;ocess, 1nc1uding impasse

procedures.

v
te
o

Rationale: This recommendation ie consictent with Zegwlamon .recom-
mended by the commnity college presidents and trustees and is acceptable
to the State Board and Director. The effect of it would be to signifi-
cantly reduce the mvolveme of the State Board'in prafesewnal
negot'bamons. y

A ]

12. The State Board should not establish a statewide salary schedule.
~ If it becomes necessary for the State Board 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 integfity of the legislative
appropriation. The State Board has responsibility to assist in the
elimination’ og;gxce551ve salary disparities.

. ) ' Q i .
Rationale: This recommendation ie intended to limit the role of the
Btate Board in salary management to the interpretation of legislative
intent on salary. matters ang, within that’ limitation, to. describe the
State Board's role in the reaolumon of excepsive saZary dwpamt'z,es
a.mong district saZary schedy?es.

.

AN : y

13. It should be the ré_pon51b1114y of the Office of the Attorneg
General to resolve any differences among qplnions rendered bg-
" Assl§tant Attorneys General’ v »

P

v e

‘%' . 11




. o -8-

g

-

~

Rationale: In matters that imvolve many district boards and the State
Board on decisions of a eimilar nature--like the latitude allowed for
salary negotiations--consistency of opinion among the various Attormeys
General ig very important. - Even if a decision in one distriet did not
influence a decioion in another, consietency would be needed between
advice to the State Board and advice to any one dictrict board. This
recommendation applies to all matterc that require legal advice ... not
Just to pergonnel 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 Xoard should distribute summaries of
same to the districts. '

—~—

. Rationale:' This ie a further implementation of the po“'zlm‘: made under
. Recommendation No. 13 above. The Education Diviecion of the" Office of

et the Attomeyl General is already implementing this recommendation. -

>

. 4. Real Property Aoquisitiag

The main issue here is the latitude allowed district boards ot gifts <

without some form of offset in the allocation of state operating and capital
.The state agency status of commnity coil‘ég‘e districts makes many local donors
uneasy. They want the gift to go to their local college, not to the state.

Iocal 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-funded:items within the
budget formulms; and (2) state staff expertise often uncovers unnecessarily
higb-rent costs. : ) ‘ o '
: T ) . N
The recomendations implenenting task force coriclusions %.mg gifts of ]
real and personal property are as follows: ‘ L ’

¥
/

RECOMMENDATIONS -~ REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS ..

&

o . .
15. District boards shall hold title to all real ar{?i personal property
‘received as gifts-from private somrces (and income from such gifts'
* of real and personal property), histent' with the “terms of the
,gift, and shall-have authority to convey dnd 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\s.gigl remain the property of the district-. :

. . .t .
.‘J‘ . e . ) ° . 1

~ . 12
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RS Ratianale. .GLfts of real and pez'sonal property tq eommumty coZZeges
T properly belong to the districts, and control over, such proceeds should
v -, be echus'LveZy in the hands of the dwtmets. L . )
» "y S '16 Prlor to acceptance of such gifts.or benefitsL the district board
R : . »  shall adv1se the State Board of the pend.mg a_qu:.sitlon. : _
o - “ " - ) . . . . . . B ’ . -
co | T T -
S Ratwnale This recommendgtw% 18 not mtended ae a Z’Lmtat?.on on the - +
o dzs%mata, but as an assistance to districts in the evaZuatwn of the
. ‘valie . and consequences of a proposed gtf.t. N . .
| 17. The State Board shall not reduoe support to a dlstﬁuct because of ;Q
o 9‘lfts or_their value. : . . S L
. - o ] ‘ 3 . . '_ : v - ‘b.. o
Ji’atwnale. This recomendatwn LA mtended to dtsco‘urage any Stm‘;e ‘
-+ ..% - Board action reducing either an operatmg or cap’btaZ budget aZZocamgn
e - by the amount: ofa g'z,ft._~ . . :
o : . {1 R F}
o 18. The task force supports the efforts. of the State Board to obta:.g
authorlty to_receive g.1fts on. behalf of. the system as a whole
o ) . L .s., /' . ) ~ ! :
vt Rationale: Thw recommendation dwtmguzahes g’bftsa to dwtmct boarde .o
R from gifts to the system ag a‘whole and endorses the notwn of the State '
e Baard recezmng ngts for the system as a whoZe. :
S:b..y,',h" g ) N s - . R . ;-_-’ - '. '. . . »_-.-.,_ . ? ‘ .
N . . 2 - L ['5
e ,5 Program and’ Cuxr:.culmn—kelated Actlons Lo o

P
Ry

ot No major areas of confllct or dlsagzeement were 1dent:.f1ed in th:.s ared. o

" . " Program and- cm‘r:.culum are the areas best spe]led out in the Comunity College- .
. Act, and. the State Board has ‘beén cautious in mrplementmg its r&spons:.blhtles,

in’ thJ.s area to avo:.d major areas of confl:.ct.

a

._’&

The recamendatlms that follow Serve maJ.nly to hi. ght and re:.n.foroe
oommm.ty college initiatives that are aln:eady ay. .
’ ‘~ - | .- . . . |-‘.> 7 .- v ’ ) . | ‘. ,, Lo -.. - .V
‘RE'GOMME‘NDATIONS - PROGRAM AND CURRICULUM-RELATED ACTIONS . S

a

19. To assure thoroughl)q comprehens.ure educational and tralmng v
T - ‘programs among districts of varying size,. abpropr:.ate adjustments
T et should be part of the rules- for allocatzng operatlng resources:
: o . to the d.zstrlcts.

a ... * ’, . ]

Ratwnale. This recommert&atzpn mflects Zengamve debate oni the
s%aect ofén"comprehezzs'weness " dumng the 1975. Zegwlafnve session.
. The wsue 18 the dszzculty that’ d’bstmcts have offemng a fuZZ range
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.
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. 20. District boards are supportive of communiff} service courses and

Cre

expect the State Board to make every effort to secure funding
for them. M : : - e

. ’ ) ' : .

Rationale: This recommendation refieets task force comclusions (1) -
that commnity service offerings-are an important part of district
pyogram plans, and (2) that responsibility for seeking necessary state
. funding for them rests with the State Board. - '

) . .J -

21. bDistrict program staffing levels shall be, the zesponsibility of the

digtricts. o

[

Rationale: This recommendation recognizes reeent legislative propoesals
to place limits on staffing levels as a way of conﬁqlling communi by

. college expenditures. The recommendation discourdges legislative or.
state agenecy involuement in distriet-level staffing decisions:

* .

22. The State Boa}d has responsibiligg,fbr supervising and enforcing
enrollmentucountigg criteria for budget purposes. : ”I ’ (

2

Rationale: The task fo_rce;}ad’a biief discussion about how enrollments

are reported‘and the extent to which the counting of enrollments ig

important for budgetary ptrposes. The purpose of this recommendation

i8 to tie down a current practice which is not explicitly spelled out

in the Community College Act. : '
. . P | S

23.:The[3té%é 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.

» -

. e . \
Rationale: Two enrollment- ecounting issues have continually bdthered
- commmity college attempts to achieve better budgetary support from the
. Legislaturé. Pirst, courges which appear to be similar in nature are
gometimes 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 all districts. ‘
‘These .practices are ungeceptable to both distriets 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 igsue is so “complex and-eensitive
that several backgrounds and points of view are needed to satisfactorily
regolve it. - ’ - S _ '
4 task foreecrof district instructional program:leaders, under the
.leadership of Dr. Frank Price of the State-Board staff, is already
working on this matter. They.expect to develop recommendations during
1975-76. ' ’ . \ _

- -

SV




. ) e .
24, The task force subscribes to the consortiUm concept as presented
‘in the "multi-district cooperation” section of this report.

‘
a

SR ‘_RatwnaZe. This recommendatwn reflects the task force 's preference -
7  for tackling multi-dietrict program problems through multi-district
; ca”opemtwn rather than through the eatablwhment of new remanal
governing umts. o ..

"y
A4

6. Plapning ’ ~ _ ’ L )
Two aras came up for 31gmf1carit discussiod, First, the manner in wh:.dm Co
) system-level planning is presented for local dlStrlCt review and react:.mneeds 'L
review. Local boards of trustéés feel that by the* they see system-level
.plans,ltlstoolatetodoanythmgabwtthem re tobeam:)re
' sens:Lt:Lve process for 1nvolv1ng district boards in ten-mde plannmg.

. Second, the State Board cannot assume that districts have lum.ted resources . -
- with which to plan. The districts usually have too few staff resources to .
satisfy all state—level initiatiwss, so they must choose which can be done Wlth

“*  limited time. ZTf district. ‘planning and state planm.ng can be made more,
.~ consistent (can be accomplished with the same effOrt) ' dlstncts would
' not have to make those choices. j’ . ) )

Fbllomngaretherecamendationsmdebythetask forcewn.thregardto
planning: :

- ' 2 ' :

RECOMMENDATIONS — PLANNING ' S :
E . . ‘l ~ K Ty
: 25 State and dzstrzct boards should jointly develop theAprogram '
planning techniques necessary to meet the requirements of the
program budget; request process that will commence with the
1977-79 mennﬁm

Rationale: Acecording to OPPFM, program budgeting will guide the
, 977-7 budget process. (The Program Deciston System [PDS] eoncept
- . = 1is OPPFM's approach to program budgetmg ) Even if OPPFM was not calling
. b ~ for program budgeting, a program orientation ig the next logical step
in the development of commnity college operating and capital budget
- requests and the allocation of appropriated funds internallyin the
system. For both these reasons, the process for developing a program-
omented budget request for 1977-79 ie underway

26. Thé State Board shoﬁld coordinate the development of efficiency
. and effectiveness measures with widespread system input from faculty
and administrators and in cons&ltation with ‘third-party agencies.

. f . . . '_".
S 15 DU
. ’ - R e e .
. - . L
.




Ratzonale This recommendhtzon recognzzes recent Zegzslatzve and h VL
. © executive branch pressure-on aZZ state agencies to introduce progmam
: . budgeting  (including etandarde with which to measure budgetary needs)
i into 1977-79 budget requests. WACC (the community college presidents' -
onganization) has etresced the tmportance of this effort and has-urged
] the emphagis on wzdespread stem znput and consuZtatmon wzth thvrd— o
@ ' pa.r’ty agenciee. - .ﬂ? R Co

. . , Q: R .. L ,“
27. The State and district boards must constantly affirm- thelrﬁyellef
. s . . in the open door concept and seek. the funding sugggrt necessary “to
sustaln it. AU e .

- . 7 U
L TN

The State Board is résponsible for presenting an enrollment plan
to the Governor and the Legislature .that, if accepted, would sustain
‘ the open door.. The-State Board 1s also responsible for establishing '
P " district-by-district enrollment plans that recognize and protect
: " (to“the extent posgible within the terms of a yiven appropriation) -
the program diffetences and per-student cost dlffErences that exist
.- among the dlstrlcts o

v - The district board's resggnsibllify is to adopt admissions and'
oo . enrdllment policies that achieve the best balance between growth
and progr ah that is;posslble within a_g;ven budget
3 - o , _ . SRR

o Ratzonale Responszbzlzty fbr settzng enroZZment polzezes, at whatever
Voo level within the system, should earry with zt aﬂ!oblvgatzon to constantly -\
' ‘ affirm the concept of the open door. - | ] L

The State Boa ' responsibility is to prepare and present an enrolZment
plan that achieves the fastest justifiable growth rate wzth approprzate -
- per-student Aupport levels for aZZ dzstrchs. .

. The distriet board's reSpanszszzty i8' to adopt admissions and enroZZmen# ~'
- pochmes that achieve ‘the best balance between growth and program that
' zs posszbZe within a gmven budget.. -

) - Conflicts between percezved local and state-level growth/per-student
// - support decisions can then be discussed within the enrollment planning
‘ . process and preeented as a part of the next>scheduled‘executive ‘and -

legtislative review of state qgeney Budgets

Ty L}
Nes or
I - ) T
’ hast

28. State Board planning procedures should provide- for involvement of
district persénnel. District Edanning which “cuts across dlstrzct
boundaries should be shared Wlth the State Board. :

\ . a } c. o) F)
Rationale: District boards of trusted® too often are not involved- in - .
major state-level planning decisions until after those decisions.have

been mide. - Also, local planning should be sharéd with the State Board,”

8o that local dzrectzons can be known prior to the time state level, -

dectszons are made.




: tmned thatas a proper roie ofthe

‘for district boards mallazeas'effea andshduld acl:toregulate fee

| fees and charges.

/
¢ /
‘ Ut .. 'I ‘{,;. Lo ,.

L The task force Goncexn hee' was not the fees’ thenselv&s but the authon.ty

the State Board to guide or contrél district fee policies, Past State Boa.rd

actions on charges and uses-of student services and-activities fees have had

the effect of regulation ip many -districts, and some 1;ask force menbers ques-
te ,Boqrd , :

issue guJ.delJ.nes, but guidelmes
educatidnal agencies, -including
lzmes.to good effect by pzesentmg

practices only where uniformity. f(s clearly required in order to serve the needs .

. Of the system as a whole. Also, there should be a clear distinction among

guidelines, rules and requlati

s. if ‘State Board actidns are to be accurately
J.nterpxeted and mplenented by

: dlstrlct boards,
"/

Ta

Follmmgaxethereqamendatx : bythetaskforcew:.thregazdto |

b

Ce RECOMMENDATIONS - FE‘ES AND IIARG’ES

; 29. The authorlty to set fee schedules belqus excluszvelyAto the
w .. local boards; however) the State Board should. establzsh;guzdelines

v

e ,ﬂ < encouragzng uriiform charges among the distrzcﬁs fbr the varzous

P taition and. fEe catejprzes.

o

Ratwnale " The autkom to set fee scheduleg beZongs echqu,eZy to
the local baards. _However, uniformity of fee.charges among districts ig
important andais best accomplished through State Board gmdeZmes that -
take effecb only 'bf adopted by loaal baarda T o / o

<

- 30. Guzdelines, rules end r;gulations should be defined as three
_ separate and distinct categories.of State Board actions ‘'so that they
cdn be accurately interpreted and im glemented by distrzct boards. -

) N 3 o ):'.‘? N

Rationale: - G’onszderable confuswn emsted among dwi:mcts over the :
- éxtent of authority behind the so-called studént gervices and activitiee
< fee guidelines.:. A guideline is not bmdmg on distyict boards; a rule
-or regulation ig-binding. A clear definition and use of each 3eparate
category wouZd resolve such conf‘uswn in t-he future. S

¢ . L . R o . : . S




.~ not always be able to sustain the kind of /
" to win those issues. We. need '

: E‘ollonlng are the '
* legislative program of

8. Iggisiativé Program S -_ / -
> / .):

There was some general discussion about how the ‘comunity college system can :
develop additional legislative influence. Most agred that the legislative
power base for cammumity college$ is in the
only a feiw legislators and others have more/than can be regularly and
effectively contacted. ‘While we been/stigeessful on key issues, we may

support our effort: over a' lon

Restrictions on community¢o. 1obby1ng are more. stnngent that those -
appl:l.cable to some other s agencies./ Thig difference in lobbying oppor—

tufiities is a major constr nt on the 1 slatl.ve ,e,ffect:.veness of community -
-col]eges. ' _ - ' :

; tlonsn\adebythetaskforcbmthregardtothe
, /carmmlty colleges:

. RECOMMENDATIONS/~ LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

:-’ ’ - ; 4
'31.” State anA.istrict community college boards should bave the l
authoritly to communicate wb.ith the Leg.islature.
T .

Rationale: I‘n the abgence of any’ reagon to discriminate against
o community caZ’Leges, community college district boards and the State
\ Board should: be given as much. authomty to Zobby as i8 now granted to
gome other state agena'Les Ve .

EA . \
32, \The task force endorses the concépt of a United Legzs]:at.we
Council.

1

Rdtw?‘zale‘ The Umted Legzalat*wa Cotineil ia a system—level gr’oup
through which certain legislative positions, common to all elements of
the system,- are identified and endorsed. The following groups are
rgpregented on the ecouncil: State Board for Community College Education;

. Trustees Association of Community Collegee; Washington Association of .
Community Colleges (community.college presidewts); Association of Higher
Education (comminity coliege faculty); Washington Federation of Teachers;
Couneil of Representatives and Presidents (commnity college students);

i Waahmgton State Employees Assoabatwn, and Washington Fe eration of
Stage, E‘mpZoyees Counezz

Among bfher duties, the council endorses the C’ommumty CoZZege United
Legislitive Program and reviews legislative issues and. proposed
, Zegwlat'z,on on a weekly basis dumng legislative sessions.

$ince the United Legislative Council was not mentioned in law, it
- seemed tmportant to endorse it and the role it playe in developing the
legislative program of the comminity college syetem in thie report.

18 . o S

e
*

istricts, but some distrigts have
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33. The United Legislative Coun&il should continué to deve{gp a .
re}wesentative 1eLislative program fo‘r community colleges.

Py . . l .
» ) & L
Rationale: Same as Recomnendatwn N)é 32 above. : g E B :

It is important to note /that each member' on the couneil ie bound
only to poaztwns ‘endorsed by all groupe represented én the council.

/
If a group’ fails in zts attempt to get unanimous Umted Lengatwe 7
Council endorsement, it is free fo pursue the matter an its oun, '
 dirvectly with ‘the Legzsla w

9. State Agenqy'status

Frequent reference is made to various costly and 1:.nu.t:|.ng procedz\&e '
associated with state agency status. These are partmularly visible in the
comunity colleges which have begn state agencies only since the 1967 Commmity

~ College Act was passed. Many of the desirable local gperating prerogatives /

available to school districts were gJ.ven up as state agency procedures were
initiated. Exanples are the extensive data reporting, required in connection
with the state budgeting process; the extra costs of Higher Education Personnel . |
Board salary scales local salary scales; the regulations associated with |
the use, of state and private automobiles; the costs of unemployment compen= -/
sation; the costs of hcnormg purchasing regulations; state printing costs; ~
and. the requirements associated with capital project develcprent accord:.nq to

Camumnity college districts are separate state agenc:s.es with some dlrect

.Istate standards, rather than accord:ing to local standards

- ‘cbligatiohs.to various state-level regulatory agencies m the one harnd, and -

are local districts with obllgatlons.,to the State Board on the other. These
two obllgatlons are occasionally in confhct. / :

There are few precedents for state agencies to be, exarpted frcm these kinds Vil
of costs and controls. In most cases, the alternative would be to éstablish

.a state~level cammunity college staff to perform the regulatory and other

funct:n.ons now per;forned by other state agencies.

~) a ’_ '

Most menbers of "the task force felt that the loss of d:.str:.ct autonary to_the

State Board under such an arrangement would more than offset the gains
real:.zedbyﬂxedlstrmtsbybemgwtfranmﬂerthe xequivenents of other

‘ state agenc:.es .

o

v

Fo]:low:.ng are the recmnendatmms made. by the task foroe w;:th regard to
state agency status t

RECOMMENDATIONS - STATE AGENCY SﬂATUS

1

34.‘The‘state effice should (a) determine the'eost of those-report.ing!'i
requirements associated with state’agency status, and - (b) request e 7
and allocate funds to reimburse the districts for the costs.

':vivv A n. 19




”.A . . e

Rationale: Few state regulatory agencies realize how much their ..
requirements cost local community college distriets and the system. -
 In the absence of such a realization,' addzj:wnal requiyements are : '
 levied each year without a proportionate increase in administration
 budgets to bear the costs.' Thits recommendation would establich those
costs and then formalize “thém as a .budget' request at the appropriate
time and in, the . appropmat'e way. ¥,

35, a1l data reguests from agencies such as CPE, OPPFM and the

Legislature should be channeled through the state office.

‘ . .Rationale: If‘ the atate ‘of fice acts as a- cZeamnghouse for all data
- requests, some of them will be screened off and/or éombined with othevrs
with a cor-respondmg reduct'wn in the total data’ load,

‘\ . ’

10 mlti—DJ.stnct Cooperat:l.on

‘;’Iheze are occasional suggestlons that the governance” of the oommm.ty colleges
'would be improved if regional governing boards were established, partlcularly
J.n areas now served by seteral small ocmmmty college districts.

" The task force feels that the use of program or pmject—related consortia o
accomplishes the economies of scale possible through multi-district oooperat:l.on
w:.thout establishing an additional governance layer in the system.

Also, the task fdrce encourages state and local board members to attend each
others' neetmgs as frequently as possible. This could be a way 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 meet::ngs of their Congressional district. Oge problem with
such an arr: t is the possibility that'State Board menbers.might develop

a prcm.nc:Lal vilew toward their dlSClJSSlm of .State Board bus:mess. o=

On the basis of the above cmoerns regarding nult::.—d:n.smct oooperatlon, the
task force adopl:ed the follow:.ng recamendatlons )

REcomENDATIONs - MULTI-DISTRICT ‘COOPERATION

9 &

, C ‘ ,
" 36. 5_Z'he task force does not favor establishment of regional boards.

-

Rationale: . Other means of multi-dietrict cooperation ave' available .
short of the establishment of regional boards. Regwnal boards bring
another level of govermance and delay int the dectsion process. They

. also involve additional administrative gbsts.. 16 recomgendation is
an endorsement of the vitality of dig#fict boards and of the ability ,
of the State Baard to. work effect"l, ély mthout an mterlned'z,ate govermng
level. ,

4

LA
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37. The State Board should encourage thehestablishment of consortia
; in ‘'ordeér to promote economies, promote specialized programs and
services for students, and avoid dupl2cation. Districts -should

: - . keep the State Board adw.sed of existil and/groposed consortJ.a
‘o efforts, ' L

@
o - *
.

- Ratipnale: 'A variety of consortia have been ,abZzshed dumng the

. last three or four years to deal with varioug Hlm-dwtmct program .
apporf;umtzes. They have served as an effective way to achieve o
econonies in special programs and to avoid dupli tion of programs in
program areag where one district can serve a multlwdistrict.avea. On
the basis of these succesges, the consortiun dppra h seems to be -

' preferable to the est-ablzshment of new _governing uni¥e and levels of

*

SR The task force ooncludes that the balame of responsa.bilit:.es betwee
Sl State Board .and the twenty-two district boards—provided for in 196 N is. stllln
. a workable structure. The recamendations of the' task force, summary j.n '
“matrix form in Append:x I, contain a variety of procedural’ recam\ex’wda ‘
that will famhta:te ttus balance of respons:blhtles. e
i
S0 that this mpoa:;t can remain v1able, the task force reccmnends that a -
. "'~ “person committee be designated to supervise the implementation of all’
e "recam\erﬂata.ms and to facilitate .the resolution of new State Board/local b [
‘ issues as they arise. The committee should consist of the Chairperson of the
State Board or designee and the President of the Trustees Association of .
Camnmity Colleges or designee. It should be convened by the Stdte Board -
member whenever either member feels the need to do so. 'The firstreportof
. prograsmthemcamendatmnsmthexeportshwldbepmdedtothe :
. -commttee not later than six months after the ?tnbutlcn date. -. '
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APPENDIX II/
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P v N

CHARGE TO THE TASK FORCE AND OPENING STATEMENTS
o . » E 53{ ,&;t; :, L .

In a statement issued on March 14, 1974, Mr. Andrew J. Young, Chairman of
the State Board for Commmity College Education, called for the formation of

a task force to review the role of the State Board and of local boards so that
the expectations for each may be realized through the effective delivery of '
educational serv:Lces in an efficient manner through the community, oolleges.

He noted that since the chmum.ty College Act was passed in 1967, there have '
been very few changes in the law and no significant changes in the relatJ.onshJ.p‘
between local districts and the State Board. The balance achieved in the
legislation has been quite effective. Newertheless, there are certain
stresses and there are areas of confusion as to roles. This became evident
during the Commity College Governance Symposium held in Seattle an February

- 15-16, 1974. Following that meeting, the State Director requested State Board
guidance and assistance in resolving the confusion. The result of the Boaxd'

- guidance is this task force. This seems to be a pramising moment to review =
the 1967 Cammmity College ‘Act as it relatgs to roles.
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ADPENDTX TIT

DISCUSSION SUMMARY - LOCAL IEVIES . : 3

.

Dr. Ray Needham, President of ILinn-Bentdn Cammunity Oollege in Oregon,
appeared as a resource perscon to cament on the situation in gon., Oregon
community colleges depend upon local commmnity support for about 40 percent
of their budget. Twenty percent of it comes from tuition, and the remaining
40 percent-comes from the state. They have no enrollment limitation--the
funding formula for “the state s 40 pexcent appl:.es to whatever enrollments the

, dlstn.ct achleves

‘The primary governing body for comm:mty colleges in Oregen is a local board
comprised of elected trustees.' The State Board of Education alloc“s@tes state

funds to the colleges, but does so through a very limited staff, Their

primary involvement with local colleges is related to administration of the
féderal vocational plan.

In Oregon, local 1ev:.es require no minimum voter turn—out, can be passed by
a simple majority, and are scheduled on a common calendar that applies to all

'dlStrlCtS ’lhelavrequlresthatalocallevypmposalbeflrstapprovedby

ac:.tlzenbudgetcommtteemadeupoflaymenbersselectedbythelocalboaxﬂ

"« of trustees.

It was Dr. Needham's conclusmn that he would rather face the dlfflculty of
selling lEvies to his camumity than face the lmcerta.mtles of limited state
funding and program opportunities. In his exper:.ence, which included a term

as déan of instruction at Green River Commmity College, dedication and - -
accountability to the commmity are more readily accepted as a part of each
staff menber s job when 40 percent of the budget depends upon cammmity support.

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

There was same dJ.scussJ.on of the h:Lstory of state fundlng for Washington
camunity colleges. Dr. Story pointed out that the 1967 law separated commnity
colleges from the school districts, not out of a need to limit local gutonamy,
but cut of a need for a different local governance ‘structure than had
previously existed. It was 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, recammended that

local commmity college districts have taxing author:.ty and that trustees' be
elected. Iy

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 from full. state funding
for canmm.ty colleges.

Factors contributing to the community college fundlng 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
1ncrease the tax base because of recent publlc opposition to tax
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reform proposals. Second, the Leglslature in this state has the
prerogative of funding at less than 100 percent of formula. [In
Florida, the Legislature modifies the formula but then funds 'the
modified formula at 100 percent.

. Third, the Legislature's decision to withdraw support fromf'
community service offerings has made it difficult for the community

- colleges to- prov;de enough community offerlngs to adequately serve

the communlty.

- Fourth the statutory requirement that 60 Percent of tuition
revenue be.earmarked for bond retlrement 51gnif1cantly llmlts local
fundzng optlons.

A Case for full state funding of'community colﬂeges

’ People in all parts of the state should be entltled to have
access to'a community college educational program. While this can be
accompllshed with partlal state fundlng and an- eguallzatlon formula,
full state fundlng is preferable.

When communlty colleges are’ funded from local sources (such as
levies) they are in direct competltlon‘w1th ‘local school districts.
This leads to strained relatlonshlps among local educators and makes
it difficult for community colleges to pass their levies. Local levies'
require much staff time for the development and promotlon of the
ballot issue. v R e . k

Eunally, property taxes are alreadg heavnly used for local
servzces, so it is not the local tax with the most growth potentlal.

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

. There are dlfficult political realities involved here. The
decision regarding what constitutes a taxlng 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
establishment of a local tax must be accompanied by a halt in.

steadlly declining state support levels. ) 4§ : N

A Proposal ' > ‘. v
Dr. Schultz suggested: that we might ask for aythorization for

a one-mill special levy with the decision to levy it permissive t&fﬂ\\
the local board, i.e., the .local board would be the taxing agent. 3

The levy proceeds should bé limited to enr1chment above a suppose lg
full state-~funded program or’'limited to the support of communlty

-service course offerings.

In response to questlons from members of the task force, Dr.
. Schultz made the following addltlonal copments.
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" gtate staff of 100.

“ shift.

N .o -t 3.—. " -

vy
A

==A third possibzlitg for use of local levy proceeds would be
to support facility needs (such as gymnasiums or audi toriums) that
are not usually recommended for state fundlng./

~-Florida shifted from a 1oca1/state fund1ng baszs to 100 ~
percent gtate funding at a time when local funding was a small
percent of the total. That may have made the transition easier.
The rationale for the Florida actlon was to’equalize the effects of
di¥#orent levels of local income on educational opportunities in
different parts of the state.

.

~--The level of state control did not change much in Elorida.
The state office had been a service agency and distributor of state
funds before the change. The shift in funding base has not changed

‘ tge-orientation of the state stdff, and the number of people on -the

gtaff has increased only from two to six.

—-Virglnia is the most centralized system in the country with a
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 preszdent
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 incréase after the
In- that state, it seemed that educational services were more
responsible for local identity than wels 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 sensitivity.to local needs, they are involved in
personnel selection and negotiations, and are involved in the budget
process, subject in part-to requirements established by the Legislature.
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,’ . DISCUSSION SuMRRY — CAPITAL BUDGET DEVELORMENT PROCESS (v
% e main issue addressed 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. g

request to the legislature. Trustee menbers felt that, while the local boards -
‘had input to the Capital Analysis Model, the assumptions and\é_c[ﬂitims of the
CAM determined the final recommendations to the Legislatuges '

... All felt a heed for mﬁ% rules to assure equitable allocation of resources
among districts. But most also felt that districts need more flexibility in
' the-exact projects to which the reseurces will be committed. The CAM process -
Pr was seen.as one extreme; a local capital 1€y process was seen as- the other.
The group then -1looked for same’ ¢hoices in the middle. i ‘

o \
' 1. some process to allow the districts to have a local capital levy
option, with the eds of a successful levy to be charged against the CAaM
. entitlement for the district.  ° o .
.. 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
© . accumilate its allowarice and to what type and size of capital project to
: canni.tit. - : 1 , . | .
3. The present CAM process, with improvements to increase the impact of
-district recam)erﬂat;i.ons and priorities. - S o

Bill Julius of the State Board staffthen presented hisv analysis of the three
op¥®ions for disciission by the group. K _ _

RESPONSE TO THE CAPITAL BUDGET PROPOSALS OF THE TASK FORCE -ON_BOARD RELATIONSHIPS °
* . B .va ] - ‘

o

Proposal ﬂo; 1-~To‘allow each district a local capital levy option with, the

Lt

proceeds of a successful levy being charged against the CAM entitlement fbrjthé
district. < . . - .

This proposal would allow each community college district to attempt to paé
a special levy to pay for specific capital improvements in the district.

Eggig X S - a‘l.'{ //

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

. allow the local board of. trustees to overcome state-level reluctance ¢4

inability to fund capital facilities that are deemed by the local bo

necessary and of high priority. This could prevent the ‘long waits th :

, face many districts for new or augmented facilities of typee that -ha T

.- traditionally been accorded low priority by the ewecutive and legieljative : :

< branches and/or by the State Board. Upon completion of such ‘locally-funded .
, faeilities\,,the new space would become part of the collége 's gnventory of .
FacilitiesVand would thereby diminish the CAM entitlement for that type of

- space in future capital budget requests ‘for state funds.

. ’ s .
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~we. gtuden \aetzmty and.eimilay types of" spdce might well be foreclosed from state -

-

- ooN's

a. The sﬁate system was greate m part at least, to provide equaZ. and’
adequaty funding for. opemtmg capital requivements of all comminity .
eollege¥ by’ avoiding. dependence on Tocal, levies and op”the resultant varying
. "ability to.pay" of the property tax base in d'bfferent parts of the state. ’!Z’oi

allow some colleges through use of. local funding to acquire Factlities that
. would be imposeible for other coZZeges to get would be to losd the equity which
.'bs essential to the present concept of- the comnumty coZZege stem,

b It is very. szely ﬁhat.a Z’egzslat'bve change in the commmv,t coZZege act
to authorizg local.levies for capttal constrietion would be gecompanied by a
Vist of, typés of spuce that must be go funded.- Physical education, dining,- -

ﬁ\mdv,ng thogether, j‘ormng districts’in need of such space to either be. .
‘Bheeessful-in a local levy or to continue to do without thes facility. (With
‘the apparent:loss of cpmmumty college. tuttion revenues for apital purposes ,'
thiough, the steted wwi llingnese of the State Finance Commit¥ee to recommend
tui tion bord sales, the Govemor 's budget agency and the Legiglature are now .
- faced with the necesstty either to fund the "low priority" types of space from

-

" regular copital fund sources or to deny ‘the rneed for such’ facilities aZtogether.

'

' We belidve this aituation should lead to the endorsement by OPPFM of the
posz@,on long %eld by the State Board--that the state should: promgle all
copital facilities meeded for reasonable campus operamon, mefudz.ng dv,mng +
.and eimilar student-related facilities: On- the other har;d granting a local
levy autho.mty would-let the. state ”off the hook" on the issue. of promdmg

.all necessary '(:ypes pf facnhmeé ) : _ co

B .
-, Ao T‘ [

e, E'stabZzshment« of two gmups of types of. famlwzes-—stm‘;e-fmdéd and ZoeaZZy |

* funded--would likely eneaurage the conversion of valsting spaee from one group
‘to the other in opder to maximize or ‘mintmize the use and tmpact f the local
levy. Such spage econversions might, #ot be gdequately funded therfselves. The ~

- convérsions might also be simply eaepecfzergt vather -thay the honest reflection

.- of. lang-range needs or. to enhance the, functzon&l re Zatzonsh’bps o on-eampus

. .spaces and aemmmes

4

d The. geographw areas of the state g eommumty coZZege dv,stmets have undely
varying degrees of ‘nomogeneity and the inhabitants of. the districts have more.
or less. perceptivenese of-the loecal coLZege as being "theirs." A local levy
authomty would be much mozre e ffectivd in the more cohesive districts; by
the same token, colleges in very large or diverse districts would be at an
aUZute and reZa-bzve dzsadvantage in. acqmmng capv,taZ fundm '

Pl
a4 *

& Where a commumty coZZege dv,stmct ig Zarger than a single commutv,ng shed

there'is reasonable doubt as to the amount.of serviee rendered to citizens in.
one part of the disirict by a campus located'in another mdely-sepamted area.
Digstricts 14, 15, 17 and 20 are’ major -examples of such sztuatwns Such doubt
would reduee the aeceptabv,lv,ty of the local Zevy '

f. Loeal property taxes are aZready sufﬁmeﬁtly burdened with. e.mst'ung requwe-
ments to support other- elements of education qnd public services. It could be
difficult to genemte executive and legis Zattve suppor# for th'z,s ad’dztwnal
local taac. . : ; , _
PROPOSAL NO. 2--To establish deCJ.SlOH rules féz determ.mlng an annual capltal
dollar allowance for each dlSt&‘lCt, leav.mg it to each dlstrlct to decide when

ot and hOw to spend its’ allowance.

. ) a
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‘o

- a. Depenchng on the decision rules, ‘the local board couZd mke~mrtually o

autonomous choices about what capztal facilities to comstruct or wrprove, LN
thereby ‘coming as cZose to meetzng ZocaZZy—percewed needs as 18 ﬁnanmally
possible. T

b. The preparation and documentatwn of .conmunity college system capz.tal budget

requests could reflect’ ‘the decision-rule data only, rather than the détailed °
project plans now required. Thze;, would esznate spurious specifwzty in early
capital progect pZanm,ng. v

CON'S LT . - . . e = ° L

. . . . o A

a. The UAM has established an expectation on the part of OPPFM, CHE and.the
Legislature that specific space needs for each project can be identified and.
are the basis for rvequesting funds that will be used to meet those +eeds.. In
the era of accomtabzlzty, it 18 dzfﬂault to 'Lmagzne a reducmon of those
expectqtions.

*

by

b. The four-year schools have developed an equivalent to the CAM. OPPFM has .
requested a reconciliation or substantiation of the' differenges between the
two higher education spaoe-entztlement models. The community college system,

_ therefore, no longer has the option to retreat znto "model-less" conformty
with the rest of public hzgher education. :

c. There 18 no reason to beZ'Leve that the Legislature, in the near future,

will be willing to appropriate non-earmarked funds to the commnity college R

system for unidentified capital progects. Even earmarked sources such as

tuition bonding and Referendum ®31 monies have heretofore been spemﬁcally

required to be "line-item" appropmatwns

c. Because . each campus has a different level of adequacy of its present space,
vis-a-vis, ite present or anticipated enrollment, each campus has a different
level of need for capital funds to achieve an equ'btable end adequate physical
plant.. No presumption of equity between campuses could be made once capital
expendzture decisions. were based solely on local views of pmomtzes. If
equity of educational opportunity for all state residents is to continue to be

a consideration, some uniformity of educational famlzty development must .

“eontinue. If equity of physical plant resources is not to bg an obgect ve of
the community college system, clear legislative and gubernatom tanding
and approval of the proposed alternative to such equity must be gained before ’

any ‘state capital resources cozde be expected to be appropmated .
PROPOSAL NO. 3--Improvements in tﬁe CAM to increase the role of the local
boards in the final capital budget request of the system.

There is no questlon as to the de91rabillty of an increased role for the Iocal -
boards in the preparation of ‘the system capital request. As the responslble
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 deallng satlsfactorily

with both issues.
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Priority. The® most recent capjtal budget action dncluded a detailed analyszs.
of local and state priorltleu. Local board priorities were used as one of two
pramaryadetermlnants of the-system prlorlty sequence. The second determinant
was a State Board: expresslon of concern. that projects involving upgrade of
exustlng facllltzesstake precedence over facilities proposed to house growth
or new programs. These two determlnants were woven into,a state-level
prioritizing sgheme that establlsﬁed a ¥l through #99 seguence for all new

,° juojects. o T s . .} . : .

- - -
. o

[}

LI XY ’ : 0 -

:‘ “ Far all other projects (those £rom 1974, ?eferendum 31 from WISHA, etc.) the

system pridrity sequence was adopted exactly. as recommended by the Capital
Budget Commlttee of WACC‘ It.has been' the objective of the State Board staff

‘Q - to.use as much,system guidance as, “passible in developlng the priority decision

'rules and in Valldatlng the actual prlority sequences as determined-by those
rules.; e X v R ‘ o . '

¢ : ’ : ’ A . ' v

It is “the posfti n of the State Board that educational priority decisions are
properly the respon§1blllty of the comiunity college system. The Governor .
requests and receives’ a prlorltlzed capital budget proposal from the system.

‘., Therefore, so long ag the.projects ‘are accepted as necessary and justified,

the priority sequence should.stand as submitted and the sole question to be .

; 'answered by the executive and legnslatlve branches should be: ' how much money
" carf* be spent? , The level of funds available, measured against the prlorltlzed

A.sequence of projects, should determine the progects for whlch funds are

D
-

'{, 0 approprlated ' PR e . o . . -

- PJOJect;Justlfhcation.. The equitable dlstributlon'of state or community

college system resources for capital improvements has made it imperative tg

' .deve10p a device for measuring capital needs objectively. The CAM i& such
device. The° CAM does not 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 guldellnes. 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 valldatlng the need for a glven 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 p0551ble from the fixed devel of avallable 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 requested by
the ,;system for justifiable community college capital needs. In light of this
si¥u tlon, the ihcreasing number of more liberal sets of guidelines from_
other states, and the more generous space factors belng proposed by the state s
public four-year institutions, ‘the state staff proposes to review and modify
the entire set of CaM guidelines dur1ng ‘the 1974-75 school gear. ‘This. process
- wnll accompllsh several thlngs. o . \

'
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a. To review .and reconcile the community éallege and fbdrfyear standards,

as has been requested: bij OPPFM; . .

b." To review and modify as needed the space~per-student factors, based. .
on. the perception of the system as to tﬁéir adequacy and based on corroborating
evidence from similar standards in other states; and, =~ = ‘f:a\g

c. To review the rationale on which the CAM 1s based, including (1)

. provision for eveling use of campus facilities, and (2) ability to differen-

tiate space needs by local program mix and emphasis, e.g., music, art, drama,

© our tuition deposits for the general fund.
While implementation of

Discussion of the Proposals - Y

‘while 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., would not

- lose its entitlement to other projects on its priority list, some felt that
- such- a rule might not hold from biemium to biennium.. Even if local distriéts

restricted use of local levies to projects too low on 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. . ' L - L
If the Iegislature did discc;mt state appropriations by the amount of any -
local levy for capital construction, then Proposal No. 1 would net increase..
the capital resources available to the districts and would 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. C . :

Proposal No. 2 requires a fmajor new source of capital funds, While current,
tuition cash flow might fund the basic requirements of such a proposal, such
cash flow would be available only if the Legislature authorized us to refund
our outStanding tuition bonds——an unlikely event in a time of limited ‘general
revenue. Even if the Legislature. did that, they would probably then capture

con

al™WNo. 2 has some serious cbstacles, the idea
of more district influence/on the Final capital budget request was considered
to be an important recamendation an\capital budget and’project actions.

With regard to Proposal No. 3, the state staff argued that the CAM is only
part of the commmity college capital get development procesg~-the part
that introduces space-per-student factors in the final prioritization of

projects. - . g\ | ¢ |
The group raised some questicns 1s about why Sapital project priorities were
needed, since the Legislature felt free to &epart from them anayway. The
staff responded that. project-by-project prio ities are one of the key elements

~ in the OPPFM and legislative budget . /

The space-per-student guidelines were described by the state staff as R
conservative. Any update will certainly liberalize them. Any liberalizatién
would probably mean{fewer ‘cammmity college projects, rather than a bigger

share of statewide capital funds for the camunity gollege system.
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The task foroe dlscussed at 1eng'th the apparent :mflex:.bllity of the CaM
and ways to increase the role of local districts in capital decisions. ‘The

.. state staff pointed out that much of the assumed flexibility of the capital
~ budget systems lies ih the emphasis that is placed on the CAM in presentations

to the Governor and the Leg:leature The CAM is accepted by the political
decision-makers. In the view of the Governor and budget-orlented 1eg:.s1ators,
local capital project flexibility is a way of circumwenting éxecutive and
legislative intent, So, the considerable local flexibility allowed by the

. copmnity college capital process must be reconc:Lled to executlve and leg:Ls-
. lative dsmands for accountablllty

A key point J!ﬁ the task force's discussion of th&se optmns was the possibility . IS

of using the CAM to determine a broad space.allowance as called for by

Proposal No. 2, resulting in a lump-sum capital request based on CAM—deternu.ned
1oca1 space needs. .

Nbst menbers of the task force fe1t they could live wz.th 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, scmethlng 1:Lke the existing capital budget:- process.

However, the Ieglslature is not lJ.kely to appropr:.ate a 1unp-sum amount ‘
without knowing how the system intends to spend it. This means that the
process of developmg a request would be very similar to the process we now
follow. The main area of flexibility would.be in how far we could depart.
from the capltalplanusedtodeferﬂourrequest,whenthetmeoares to
actually implement pro;jects ' : <

.
h

Most members of the task force indicated they were dseply concerned about

the nunber 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 experlence in pur own system., = °

FJ.nally , the gmup discussed the Program Evaluator Gulde (PEG) which promdes

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 pmjects And they can only do that by sacrificing square feet
in order to raise the square foot cost and establish.a new design lewel from
th.ch later projects will beneflt.

Most menbers 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 self-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 mproved

quality in the process of domg s0.

‘.
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. é‘bpzea bf theae matemaZs az-e avaz,labZe on Zocm by contacting Rager Bassett,
. - State Board for Commmity College Education, 319 Seventh Avenue, Olympia, _ .
Washmgt _(98504), telephone. SG’AIV 234-3675 on Non—SC’AN ( 206) 753-36‘75
, ’ — 4 . 7 o
v General . ' ‘ - >

'y,l.mmrspmdencearﬁstaffp@ers o . : \f

¢

‘a. "Regional Meetlngs of State Board Menbezs and Menbers of D:.strict
'Boards of Trustees," a memorandum fram L. Evert Landon, Cha:.rman, to
merrbérs@fﬂ';estateBoard Nove:rbers, 1969 _ e

~ b. "State Staff{ Management Plan (1973-75) ," a n‘emrandun from John . -
T _Mmdt(, _State D:Lrector to the WACC Ekecutive Committee, January 7, 1974

‘ _ c. "WACC Per tlonsandSBa:EManageIrentPractlces "apaperw:.ththe
- yesults a questionnaire to WACC members with discussion compiled b&
Dr. Dav:.d B. Story President of mcc, March 1974 (date mprommate)

d. "Smrmary of State Board Actions in 1973-74," campiled by. Roger Bassett
for’ the Task Force an Board Ralatlmshlps, July 11, 1974.- .

e. "Shoreline Camumty Qollege ... Summary of District Board Deasims \
‘Considered During‘July 1, 1973 through June 30, 1974," presented to
Task Force an Board Relationships by Mr. Robert Ieonard,. 'I'n;\stee,
reline cmmmty College (District #7) , July, 11, 1M4. 3 '

. - f. "Sumnary and Analysis of District No. 8 (Bellevue Ccmmmity college)
’ - Board Decisions, July 1, 1973 through June 30, 1974," presented to the . o
Task, Force on Board Relationghips by Mr. C. W "Pat" Duffy, July ll, 1974. -

g. "Sumary of State—level/D:.stnct-level Responsibilities in Other States,
campiled by John C. Mundt far thé Task Force on Bodrd Relationships,
July 11, 1974, | o '

" h. -‘"Management of the Carmm:.ty College s¥s’aem A Synopsis, g chronological
- summary of the key activities of the State Board between 1968 and 1974,
compiled by Dr. Gilbert J. Carbane, Assistant Director, State Board
for Oommmlty College Educata.cn, January 1974 (date approximate) ..

i. Ietter to Representative John Bagnariol from Andrew J. Young, Chairman,
. SBCCE, reporting the status of theworkoftheTaskForcemBoard
Relatlonshn.ps, March 4, 1975

¥

j. Letter to Repzesentatwe John Bagnariol fram Pinckney lbhrbadc, Trustee,
Shoreline Commumity College (pistrict #7), referring to Representative

. Bagnariol's interest in the proceedings of the Task Force on Board
M Relat:.cnsh:.ps. .

‘. L

2. Other background materials:

o e e Kt e pa AR S A% s B s AR Cat

.t o e ek

a. Chapter 288,50, K:W-—Camm:.ty College Act of 1967 (and cammlty . -
Colleges Generally)
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h. Senate. Resolution No.  Senators Sandiscn, Marsh, Ponchue,
Scott, Metcalf and Odega ing, among other things, for a study
of state and.local board roles, adopted April 24, 1974. o,

Govemance in Higler Education: A Blbhography," Dr. Edward Comnand, |

a staff report dme for the State Board staff, 1970. o

d. "Accomtablllty in Higher Education," edited by Winifred Thonmpson, in
$rent Forum, a publication,of the Management Division of the
Educational Developnent. Vol. 3, No. 4, April 1974.

Callform.a Views IWard Statewide chemaxwe of Cmrrum.ty Colleges,“
by Sidney W. Brossman, a publication of the Center for State and

. Regional Ieadership (Florida State m:.vers:Lty/Uruvers:Lty of Flori
!I'allahassee, Flor:.da, September 1973, :

| £. Oamumty colleges. The Growing Influence of the State," Chéng P
June 1974, by Arthur M. Coben. . .

"Patholog:l.es of Part:.c:.patlm," by Hamld C. Martin in AGB ReEgrts
May/June 1974.

h. "State-level Planning for Cmmm.ty (blleges- "Are the 1202 Commissions
a Contripetal or Centrifugal Force in Post-Secondary Education," by
S.V. Martorano, Penn State University Center for the Study of Higher .
Educatton, p\?}blished January 1974 by the American College Testing P

. "The Board of Trustees: and the- Maklng of Academic Policy," Planning .
for Higher Education, Vol. 3, No. 2: 3/6, April 1974, published by the
Society for College and University Planning in cooperatlon with
Educat:.mal Facilities Laboratories. - L

Je "'Ihe New Managers on Camwus," a special report of the Chronical for
: ‘Higher Education, date unknown.

k. "The OrganJ.zatJ.on and Internal Operation of Selectgd State Agencies .
- in State Operated Systems of Public Carmmlty—Jumor Colleges," by

Michael A. DeCarlo, a dissertation submitted in fulf:Lllment of a Ph.D.
degree, Florida State Un1vers1ty, 1973.

Septenber 1973.

Operating Budget Actlms

1. "The TmsteemdPtmllc Expectatlons " AGB Reports, VoJ.. 16, No. 1,

1. Correspondence and staff papers. .

"WACC Questionnaire," a su?mary of the results of a questionnaire to
the presidents on the subject of State Board/local board relationships .
and local funding, compiled by Dr. David B, Story for the members of
.the Task Force on Board Relationshlps, October 7, 1974. ‘

b An extract of the Oregon State budget request for 1975-77, showing
budget and oost data for Oregon oamnm:.ty colleges. _ '
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. '.L'nxee Optlons for Increased Local prcns:tblllty and Accomtabn.llty,"
R astaffpaper for the Task ForcemBoardRelatimshlpsbyRoger :
;~ Bassett, SBOCE staff, Novenber 13, 1974.

d. "Final Report on Community College Cap:.tal Construction in Carphance
, . with House Resolution No. 6999 and Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 10
. -~ of the Forty-First Legislature," dated October 17, 1969. A summary

. of capital budget procedures and poss:ble alternate sources of flmds

e. Two draft 1eg}sla,tive reso]m:lms by Dr. David B. Story, ‘Presgident,
Lower Colutbja College, January 15, 1975.- One directs a study of
- ' o the election of local trustees and the other directs a study of ways
. to, authorize local capltal and operating fund sources.

- 2. Other background mal:enals S

a. "State Pattemms of Financial Support for Camum.ty Colleges," by

Lawrence H. Arney, Institute of Higher Education, University of Flonda,
Galnsmlle, Florida, dated 1970.

b. "Statewide Average Percentages of\Financial Support for Current

- " Operating Expenses: Public Cammmity/Junior Colleges, 1973-74," from -
Financial Swport for Cammmity Colleges, 1974, by James L. Wattenbarger
and Paul M. Starnes, Institute of Higher Education, University of ‘
Florida, Gainsville, Florida, June 1974..

£ Capital Budget and cht Actions .

v 1. May 24, 1974 memorandum from Bill Julius, State Board Capital Budget
Officer, to district and campus pres:.dents subject- "_CapitalﬂBuiget
Mater:.als for Your Rev1ew "

2. Schematic descn.pt:.on of the capital budget deVE1opma1t process, including
the Capital Analysis Model (CAM) and Project Evaluator Guide (PEG),
cawpiled by Bill Julius for the Task Force on BQard Ralatlmshlps, )
Septenber 4, 1974. Lo

-

3. Memrandun to Tagk Force members from Dr. David
Colunbia. College, September 16,.1974, subject

' _ ._.'t"%g.ocaumz\rgg‘n‘en M
\ -

\ Personnel Act:.ons, Includu;b_Professlmal Negotlati

. Story, President, Lover

\ (Centralia/OvIT).

Program and Cumculm—Related Actlms | | L

1. A letter fran Roger Bassett, SBCCE' staff to Mr.
“February 10, 1975, answering Mr. Soriano's questians jabout pohc:.&s on
the establishment of admissions standards -and authority for a district
to offer programs within the boundaries of anotl"ler. |
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2. "Evaluating and Terminating Existing Instructional Programs: The .
., Controversial Role of Statewide Coordinating/Governing Agencies," by .
¢ Elizabeth H. -Johnson, Menber, Board of Higher Education in Oregen, March
24, 1974, ' o e e |
Planning . ,
Foreward to the Perfomance,Aﬁdit of the Conmunity College Enrollment R
Projection Methodology, by the Legislative Budget Camittee, Olympia, -
P Washington, June 22, 1974. : o
Student Fees , - S AT e
- "Services and Activities Fee State Board Guidelines," a memorandum frem- / | ;
*  Richard M. Montecucco, Assistant Attorney General, to John C. Mundt, State - '
Director; dated August 31, 1974. :
“ ’ ‘ R . ) : -
Legislative Program. ’ | ' A °
"Legislative Contact Program," a'memorandum from John C. Mundt, State
Director, to members of the Task Force on Board Relationships, dated " - j
. ’ October 31, 1974. ' ' _;
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