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c e cimaes -~ - - » {
T TE T -o27 T ANTRODUCTION
v, .o . E T Ee
. 8 ; . e o, ~“~1 L B
The 1975 Legisfgture, through Senate Reso]ut?én;1975;131»,directedlther' on |
Couscil for Postsecondary Edication to: (1) survey other states-to deter- -
mine those states " ... which currently relate student tuition and fees* -~ '“5 .
to higher éducation costs, along with-the policieg of those 'states as to I
the portion which is-borne by Students .... "; .(2) *" ... develop, test .
and recommend a standard method of determining the cost of higher educa- *
tion which relates to instruction of students, both <inclusive and exclu-- J
|
|
1

' sive of related capital costs .... "; and, in addition, (3)-" ... make -

recommendations concerning the proportion of-’costs which should be borne '
by ‘the.various categories of, students in Washington's public universities,

state colleges and community colleges, includirg recommendations dealing

with waivers of tuition and/or fees for varigus categories of individuals -

not set femth by statute." (See Appendix A for the complete text of the

o

resolation.) - o

This report presents policy recommendations on the items outlined in SR .- . .
1975-131 as. adopted by cite Council on'March 3 and April 20, 1976. In

addition, ‘the report discusses, the-composition of tuition and fees in

Washingtony the basis of "educational casts" as used in this reBort and . a
the current and past relationship of tuition and operating fees to esti-

mated educational costs in Washington institutions. The report. also .
contains an inventory of the tuition and fee waiver, programs now author- - . ]
ized by law and the extent to which these programs are used. Both
general and specific recommendations are made concerning tuition and .fee
waiver programs. Appendix B of the”repor} contains a review of those
states which base tuition and fee 'rates on a proportion of educational
costs outlining the policies~and systems used in each of those _stategs.

Following two progressrreports on thjs subject in late-1975 a cofiprehen-.
sive staff report was presented to the Council in January, 1976. Follow-

ingLthat meeting, the staff report*was transmitted to the Senate Committee “¥~~\ -

‘on Higher Educatien and over 200 copies were distributed to ASB presidents, =~ N -

student newspapers, college and university offi¢ials and other interested
parties for review and comment. The Council's Committee on. Administration

and Finance considered staff recommeridations (which had been given wide . i

distribution) on March 2, leading to Council action on‘most items on March .
3rd. . :

¢ . ' - - ,
The Council requested additional information on nonresident and foreign . Y
student po]i&ies of other states. A special repart was prepared on non- v

recommendations on both norMesident- tuition and fees and foreign student . |
scholarship programs were adopted by the Council on April 20, 1976.and have o |
been incorperated into this Final -report. . ‘ .

Y . . 3

5 ) . ‘ ! ]
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© = .7 L. 'SUMMARY OF POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS - :

Jhe Council for Postsecondary:Education believes it is sound pubiic

LI

. . : k - . . L.
policy to base student tuitipn and feeés as a-proportion of educational

costs and recommends active consideration of this approach by the Leg;

|
1slature

/
=l

(25 * The Counc11 is of the opinion that the state has an ob]1gat1on to pro-

" boards of trustees or regents within maximum limits based on the fol- -

vide the educat1one1 facilties in its pub]1c'1nst1tut10ns and recom-

mends that;capitaf amortization costs,nét be-inciuded in the total - -
educational costs for calculating tuition and fees.

Since services and activities fees are iptended to finance activities
and programs in addition’;o or outside of those inclhded in the state
eperating_b!ggeta the Codnc%] recommehds;thatﬁtﬁii fee category not be
inc]uded in the total fee;#;g;be;dgrect1y related to educational cé§E§.

The Council recommends that services and activities fees be set by —

1bwing percentages of the ‘total undergraduate resident tuition and

' operating feeS: wuniversities, twenty percent; three state co]}eges, :

forty percent; The Evergreen State College, thirty percent; and coms:

Pl
.

muqity colleges, twenty percent. . ’ .

In estqgliehiﬁg thé proportions o% educational cost fo pe paid by . r////,/i%
student tuition and fee;, the-C uﬁcj] recommends that differing per- ' ‘
centage factors be applied to the dffferenf’groupings of institutions.
The Council recommends that the d1fferent fee categor1es be considered
individually .in estab11sﬁ3ng percentage of cost’factors for tuition

and fee purposes.




‘ (7) The Coyncil. recommends that tuition and oberating fee amounts be

. identical in each of the fo11ow1ng categories;
(A) Two universities; . .

(B) Three state colleges; ’

(C) ThRe Evergreen State College; and ‘

(D) Community Co]]eges. - : —

. g
- . ’ I /

*(8) The Council recommends that tiition-and operat1ng fees be adjusted

- s

* .~:-~~“*““"'~'b1enn1a}1y with underrgraduate resident rates for the. ensuing biennium

-

R

based on. educational costs calculated on the basis of the budgeted

' 1eve1s for: the current biennium through app11cat1on'5f factors and
. ( ?at1os der1ved from the most recent Counc11 cost analysis. The bud-
[2 -

1 ' geted levels would be the funding and enrfollment amounts used in the
budget on which original appropr1at1ons were based as adJusted by
subsequent legislative and execut1ve action during the b1enn1um apwk

(9) The Council recommends that the educational cost base include both

¥

direct and indirect costs related to instruction during the academic
| year, Blus the costs of student services to the éxtent included in
the budget on which appropr1at1ons are- based E]ements exc]uded from

L the cost base would 1nc1ude the d1rect and indirect costs of research

- -

and public service activities, self susta1n1ng\act1v1t1es, cap1taw
. [ L] .

amortization costs, summer programs, intercollegiate athletics, auxil-

iary enterprises, financia] aid' grants’ and, student activity programs

C financed from serv1ces and act1v1t1es fees.

The Counc11 also recommends thatlthe fu]] cost of educat1ona1 /'

~

serv1ces be determined for undengraduate students in actordance with '

criteria, defiriitions and procedures,develop by the Council and re-
s . : . .
viewed by the Governor or his Office of Program PTaRning and Fjsca]

- - | | 11




(10)

session in that year.

. stydents enrolled in programs leading to the degrees of doctor of

bJ based on dne hundred sixty percent of the tuition and operating

o T T e e e e 7

* .
Management and subject to the final approval of an appropriate legis-

Tative comittee or committees.. The determination should be‘Fade as

early as possibfe in eéchjeven numbered .year, but following any Special
P

4 ’
“

.

The Council for Postsecondary Education recommends that the total -of

[

tuition and operating fees tharged to res:Eent undergraduate students

bear the fo]]owing relationships to undergraduate educational costs:

(A). Universities, one-fourth.or twenty-five percent;. -

(B) Three statescolleges, one-fifth or twenty percent;

(C) The Ewérgrpen State College, one-fifth or twenty percenﬁ; and

(D) Community.colleges, one-sixth or sixteen and two-thirds ipercent.

Further,,@hat the total tuition and oberatiné fees at The Evergreen
s .k K ’

Stare College not gxceed those of the two universities. i

et
i

The' Council recommends that the statute exempiihg Vietnam -veterans

from tuition and fee increases be repealed and tHat these individuals

. 1

pay the same~tuition and fees as other students.

The Council recommends that the tuition and operating fees charged to

graduate students be based on one hundred fifteen percent of the tui-
- / : \

tion and operating fees paig,by undergraduate students.

‘ .

The Council recommends that the tuition and operating fees charged to

nse

A)

me! icine, doctor of dental surgery and doctor of veterinary mgdicine

fpe paid by undergraduate students.

The Council recormends that effective Fall, 1979, tuition and operat-

NP ' ' . '.. ' . \
ing fees for th? two un1versit1es and the state!s community colleges \ ..

‘ % R, _ .
. be established at 90 percent of educational costs. Further, that

/ 1§

N .. ,
. . . -
- R .
¢ ¥ ’ 12 ¢
- 4 B
.o " . e s :
. R . v
-
.
)
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© -

<

15} The Council recomrends tnat effective Fall, 1879, tuition and oper-

“e18) The Councjl recommends’ that

dur1ng the 1977-73 bwennwun tne current nonresident tui{ign and ¢

‘qﬁnss be 1ncreased tc reflect an additional a equal to

gne-third of tne d1€ference betweer tne estimated 1979 rate ang the

L 4

cirrent rate.

ating fees for the state colleces be establisned at 75 percent of

eJ!&ét1ona1 #gsts. Further, that during the 1277-79 biennium the

carrent non7%sident tyition and oper

an add1t10ﬂa1 amount equal.

</
estirmate e and the curnent rates, prov1ded that the‘\D1t1on

—  and operat1ng fees charaged to nduresident stuuents at The Evergreen

State College ng? excegd sthe anoung\charged by the two universitigs.
&) The Council recmﬂnends that each 1n§$qtut1on ensure that all applica-

;ions for reclassification are supportea\b9 documented ev1dence and

that@ch evidence is mainfained as part of the institution's records

+~_ fow each applicant, with particular reference toward dOCumEQgeq proof
- - - 7

of domicile. - -/

r . (17) The Council recormends that the Council staff a;:iiflzfgursue'the
‘ study and presentation of reciprocity anqlcegio al program options

as cutlined in the planning aed poTicy mmendations.z_,,//‘
egislature efuf1y review egch
. ) ‘ - /
tuition and fee walvergfsggpam*ﬁffh the objective of retaining only
n need

are based To the extent that tuition and fee

provide an opportan1ty for’ cont1nu1 review. The €ouncil therefore

recommends that each tuition and feé waiver program shonld be Tisted

. ® » ,
. . L3 /
LY

13 )
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-

“full awards per state college, such awards to be made through a

\

in the Governor's Budget along with the number of students aided in

each year. The cost of the program; 1n terms of 1oé% Fevenue, should

also be indicated. Those programs;wh1;;f//f/595finued should not be
optio ut should be consistentdy apptied within critéria or .limi'ts

set forth by the law e€t3b13

\
The Counc1l specifically recommends that
- —\

regular session, apolisn or modify iﬁE‘?U?lOuing péograms.

the ‘program. ‘ ——

legislature, 1n 1ts 1977

A, Public School Teacners Supervising Cacdet Teacners From tne,eﬁ*wer—

sity of liashington: RCW 26B.15.330(3). Repeal 1§,Hécomnended

e
,l

(B} University Staff “embers: RCH 28B. 15/;}6(2) Repeal is

- rewwER IR

recommended.

Veterans nho Have Exhausied/?;deral Benafits: RCW 28B.15.380(1) '«u.-i;;}'

5 recawﬂggded except for students

y €nrolled. - : '% i .-

Q}%”ET?ﬁd Student Waivers: RCW 28B.10.215. Amendin

and 28B.40.361.

s

recom to elimi b wa 1V tncrease. the direct
» v —_— !
exttON amount, ,f~ T

The Council recorrend i oreign student scholarsth‘_,

program_auttorized by RCW 28B.10. 200 but recommends te the University

‘of Washington that they take stepg to increase the ﬂUmber of awargs
made on a reciprocal basis {as expressed in the original statute) and’
recommends to both universftiss that the awards to students already
enrolled be limited to the difference between resident and noz:esident
fees unless- justified on the basis of docgpeﬁted f%nancial need.

The Council recommends additional legislation wiich would allow ten ’

14 - S
-7-




recognized eXchange organization such as the Institute for Interna-

t1onal Education. ' )

L 4
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~Fhese revenues are budget
. used for.

e
—)

..
1

o

Less

IT. @MPOSITION OF JUITION AND FEES IN WASHINGTON
e

"f" ) .

[ 2

/R*red tuition ana‘@ees in the State of Nashmgton are-divided “into
three parts: tuition, operat1ng fees and student services and activities
fees. Unlike the majority 6f~states, "tuition" in Washington' refers to

those fees which- support capital consfruct1on These “funds are'deposited
&

in accounts in the state treasury and are used for d1rect construct1on
*

and liquidation of construction bonds. Opgratzng €ees (analogous to tui-

tion in most states) are retained locally for'general operéting expenses.
/‘/ - - e

' Governor and theglegiglatqre and are
ame purposes ;%‘state operating appropriations.\ Student
ervices and activities fee;{are not budgeted at the_§fate level, are
retained.logaﬂy and are used fc;r Student activities and programs.

The current distribution of resident undergraduate tUifioQ and fees
at the vérious segments is shown on the following page. University tuition

and fees are used in thé following example to illustrate the~meehanics

of the distribution and the uses of the various funds.

te . ) C~_;4//'
- $564 Total _\\\\\\\\\\\\\9 .

5117 00 Tuition $336.00 Operating $111.00 Svcs. & Ac
5 + 10.08 + 3.33 = $16. evenoe
3 + $325.92 $107.67 ; Loss Due to 3%
l ¢ l i l ':  Waiver Program
State Treasury | 5 General Local Fund Special Local Funds_
Funds are budgeted and | - Funds used in conjung- Funds used for special
1 appropriated for con- , tion with state agpto- student programs, e. g.,
struction and dond re- ' ' priations for genekal student government, news-|{ °
demption. i - operating expen paper, recreation and
T, ) rn . Funds are budgeted'but special events. Funds
| not appropriated. ! are not budgeted at state
} . | Tevel and are not appro- !
. ! L priated. |

S ".A_d_lli., o . -

T —F- - \

A ) : -g,,



CHART 1

DOLLARS . DISTRIBUTION OF UNDERGRADUATE
600 FULL-TIME STUDENT
TUITION AND FEES

1975-76

$507
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N z (%)
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\ 5 .
S - Services & Act?v1t1es .
0 - Operating '
T - Tuition

* Central Wa State College Operdting $286.50
S & A $145.50

A

*+ Maximum D 17\
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Washington's tuition and fee structure is complex in terms of the

a

number of separate categorias. The statutes prescribe separate fees for

the following categor{es of individuals:

Total Tuition and Fees

Resident Nonresident *©
Universities*: ,
Undergraddates $564 ' "$1,581
Graduat $624 " 81,641
Medical/Dental $840 - P $1,839
Veterinary Medicine $832 ) $1,839
‘Vietnam Veterans .
Undergraduates $432 . XXXXX
Graduates ’ $432 L AXXXX
Medicial/Dental $675 . XXXXX
Vegerﬁnary Medicine . $632 - ’ XXXXX
State Colleges*: ) 7
Undergraduates . $507 i $1,359
Graduates $567 .~ $1,419
Vietnam Veterans ’ . :
. Undergraduates - =T $369 ’ XXXXX
- Graduates C $360 ‘- L XXXXX
Community Colleges*: ) .
Non-Vietnam Veterans . $249%* . $ 681**
Vietnam Veterans //;210 XXXXX

). *App]y to full-time students in tetms other than summer. .
**Maximum -- services and activities fees may be set at lower rates at ;
district option. :

washington is one of three states whose total tuition and fee.rates
are incorporated in statute law. Seven states have machanisms or practices
which spec1f1ca11y 1nvque the 1eg1s]ature in the approval or establish-
ment of tuition rates,” threugh the appropr1at1o process or through prior

cert1f1qat1op of planned tuition 1evels. In the\great majority of states

L ]

tuition and fees are set.by governing boards, usually involving some'fqrm'




. of consultdtion with their legislatures. In general, the fees for special = N’
- . i !

student services (similar to our services and activities fee), are set -

' ’

locally or within guidélines established by multi-campus governing boards.

-

In six states the tuition rates are rg]ated directly to the cost of édu-

s cation {in one of these sta;;§, th%s applies only to nonresidents). The

practices and characteristics 6f these states are.summarized in Section V-,

{ \ of this report and a detailed review of their systems is contained in, o

‘ Appendix B. ' - - ..

Washington's system of tuition and fees is atypical in several re-

A

spect;: ( . - v . -

"Tuition"s refers to cgnstruétion funds.

Fees for coﬁstruction make up a substantial portion of the ‘total.

-

. .- Tuitidn and fee rates are set by statute. : '

Services and activities fees are set by law (some flexibility is
provided to commﬁhity goileges). J

Nasd%%gton is typica[{in one basic respeet.‘ It relies on a "mixed"
system of financing postsééondary education in which both the students
{and their families) énd the general'taipayer share the burden of the

6pefating and capital costs. No state has adopted the extreme positions

™ of no student charges™or full-cost pricing.
B |

.
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FEES ‘WHICH SHOULD 'BE RELATED TO EDUCATIONAL COSTS -

ey

’

-

As was indicated in. the previous section, there are three components
of tuition and fees: tuition (used for construction),doperating fees
(useo for general operating expenses ), and services and activities fees
(used for specia] student prograTs). It is our conc]usion (see recommen-

dation 3) that in no way does the latter category relate to ". ... the cost

" of higher education which.relates to instruction of students .... " as is

specified in the resolution. Services *and activiti;s fees are used for

-other purposes. Uses include support of student government, newspapers,

student organizations, recreation, special events, and, in the case af the

»

four-year schools, “construction of student activity facilities. In the

- 4
5

th(ee older state colleges, a portion of these funds-are pledged to dormi- -

-

tory bond redemption. .
) \ N

The fees whichado re]ate to eoucationa] costs are tuition and the op-
erating fee. These charges supppnt the institution throuéh direct operating%
support and through provision of facilities in which, educationaJ services
are provided. The fact that a 1a(ge amount is dedicated to genera] facil-
ities c!hstruct1on is a result of earlier const1tut1oTa1 proh1b1tﬁons against

/ .
bonded\indebtednéss. ere most states finance constﬁuction from geheral tax

revenue$, Washington has sed a system.of pledging a %ortion of student fees.

There is a direst trade of between the ded1Cat1on of fees for construct1on
and general Yund support avallable to support tpe cost of insgtruction. . -2
Both purposes - operat1ons a cap1ta1 -- are recogn1zed by all states as

e11g1b1e for state support Th's is not the case w1th the types- of act1v1-

A, )
tﬂes supported by serv1ces and a t1v1t1es fees ) . .
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For the above reasoné, it is our judgement‘that it is appropriate to

rélate’the sum of tuition and the operating fee (shown below for each

institution) to the cost 0f education. The comparisons which.are made in

1}

subsequent sections are hased on that premise.

CURRENT TUITION AND OPERATING FEES USED IN COMPARISONS’

Total Less Services Tuition and
Charges ': & Activities Fees Opeﬁgsingffee'
UW, WSU© - . sn6A . o sii1‘.'od T "'//{453.00
cwsex L, ° $507 . $145.50 /" $361.50
EWSC, WHSC, T SC - $507 $157.50 . $389.50 —
Comﬁunity”éfeges $249 $43.50 ° 7 $205.50‘
J

*When the state colleges vo1unta}11y‘ra§sed their total tp the statutory i
maximum in 1974, Central chose to add its increase to the operating fee. !



IV. HOW HAVE TUITION AND FEES COMPARED TO EDUCATIONAL COSTS IN RECENT' YEARS?

The percentage calculations provided in TW}OWS the relationship

of the total of tuition and operating fee cHarges to the gducational costs.
derived for the years 197?-73 through 3975—76. In a1l but one instanch"'
(Thé\Evé;greén State College, 1973-74) the percentage relationships have - '
dec]ined_from the'pékcentaée which existed in 1972-73, the last time tuition
and operating fees were increésed (éther than Central's $12 voluntary in-
';rease in 1974). The reasan);zﬁrthis is that while tuition and operatingl"
fees have remained unchanged, the cost per student has steadily increased.
Chart II provides a graphic illustration of the/Pércentage relationships

deve]oped for resident students for the years 1972 73 through 1975-78.

CHART 11 N
PERCENTAGE RELATIONSHIP FOR
(Percent) . , UNDERGRADUATE RESIDENT STUDENTS K
28 /

-~ . : . )
20 = ~@ Universities '
el . ®........ ° Three State College Average
o ..""""’-Comnum ty Colleges
12-*'__.—.‘.\.
- — -~
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The relationships between educationa]'cost and‘the tuition and eper-.
ating fee charges ta nonresident students reflect similar declines since
- 1972-73. A significant nolicy question in this area is the percentage of .
1nstruct1ona1 costs which should be borne by the Wash1ngton taxpayer Al-
though there are some m1sce11aneous revenues wh1ch prov1de a sma11 1eve1 '
ot sunnort, if we assume that the state subsidizes the difference between

nonresiﬁen;.fees and. the cost of education, the degree of subsidy has been

as follows over the past four years:

- A ’ "
// o 1972-73 ©1975-76
(.
"7 7 Universities o 14.9% 34.3%
- Three State Colleges 24.4% | 42.2%
The Evergreen State College —4372% . °  55.0% i
Community Colleges ~757.7% r62.1% s
"The compar1sons used in‘ this section are based on the Counc11 5'1972~ _-_’

A

— 73 umit expend1ture study and reflect the actual operat1ng expend1tures per-
gndergraduate student for instructionand related educational senvlees.;’y
Th expengiture and enro]]ment relationships developed for 1972-73fwete, '
assumed ﬁb renainf‘ggitant fo;—the ensuing fiscal years. .The instructional -
cqsts fbr years following 1972-73 are therefore approx1mat10ns based on the -
1972-73 study. 1975-76 figures are based on budgeted amodnts for that year. ‘
. Capital costs have not been Wncluded in the above compar1$ons, how- '
eyér the Senate reso]ut1on directs the Council to " . develop: test and

eco end a standard method of determining the cost of h1gher education

ith re]ates to .instruction of students, both inclusive and exclusive of

réﬁated cap1ta1 costs .... "




, P .
fifty year usefu] 11fe and exc]udes auxﬂaary enterp‘rrses mtercolf]egiate
athietics, research and pu.’tc serv1ce space Thts is ,hé approach cur- -
. rent]y used by the State of stconsm The detalw a:/ outl{ned }n Appen- '
dix D along with the calcufatwns prepaé"ed‘izyaeach g.urayeefi‘ mstnut]on
fﬁ\ ’. _."L: h’.‘ LY
and the. State Board for’ Cgmumty Coﬂege EdHCa*hdn fc’ “7 oA J
L '2 ’ Lol O\
i ( Rl oo @ e T el R T TN
. - TABLt II; LT LR e E
, RELAM@NSHIP OF UNDERGRADVATE mmou mmﬁwwe 5.5 e
. T0 ESTIMATED EDlJ-CATIGHA{: LY ; gew ‘3 B {;.,, N )
- IRCLUSIVE AND EXCLESIVE ﬁAP;{IAL {TZQI}QN? % A T
oy & s *;t\‘: 1;’1:"" < !
‘ . ; AR ,‘:,‘ » ','r '- A o : :’ '-‘ ) :A !"t, o _,K;"_.\ '-U‘?...,’: . ._< -~ "3 -
!.‘. . . » .. . IR ‘i-_;-.’\: .:g;. “‘:)‘:_.‘. %,;, *:P-t % _4‘ ’ .'
AT / R Edqca‘tfonﬂ e &lﬁiﬁ'éﬁd . f'* R ff -
“?‘.“’ T Costs k .Qg_e atwg Fees er«c@tagj f';_,
SR Unrvers1t1es N p‘,‘- ~ ";;f;‘:‘-.‘.;a: '-‘, T AR
v Y ':, - ) ’ TR woRy N et AN R
T A Operahng ‘Cost Orly » - 52 238 . 4:'_Wﬁ;ﬁ&f.x,;ﬁ_;_',;33’_,20,2% PR
‘#  Capital. Amortization-Cost .~ .~F 104" R S
LS T .. Capital and Operatmg Costs C o ’5@;33’2.;’-_'» "L $A53.08.5 Tt 7T19,3% ’
= ’ -6.' :-‘ . - -: : r’ ’ '_', * o "%?_....- '1"' ‘:..;“._, : e T - // ‘f
- - “Three State Callege‘s R _’ o
per ing Cost Only Lo $349 SQ -2 17.2% ’
"t al Amortization Cost .
| . Ca ta] and ,(-)peratmg Costs $349 50 - 16.5% /
S Teme S . VA
IRk 'The Evergreen State CoHege PR |
- Operating Cost 0n1y ’ 10.9% -
- .. Capital Amort1zat1on Cost ‘o
oy : Camta] and Operating Costs 10.3% _
‘gammumty Colleges - v S,
] __Operating CostOnly .+~ /" $1,817 o a5 Y
Capital Abortuatwn Cost / + 44 .
: -Capital and Operating QOS]“./s’ - $1,461 14.1%:
' ’ N o * "» v ) 1 /’ ’ E i N
N *Evergreen g high amo?‘uzatwn cost is due to /t/ﬁe factvtha'r. the facilities /
! . . are,all new and have a capacity approxmate]y twice that of existing en-~ .
: . ronents, "The community tollege amount is/ 1ower due, in part, to exten-
K : -~ sive off campus and °evemng enro]lments, / LA . ot
1-“‘{' N ' 't' ) . ’ ," - / ‘. ‘!.“ “ ‘e ’ " : ':' \ [4 -
- F' . :' . “‘ "._-2.5.‘ ; ' ; /'
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' V. TONMON AND: FEES.COMPARED TO COST iﬁ/g}HfR‘STATES ‘ -
/ ) o

' Senate.Reso]ution 131, directed the,CoUncil for Postsecondary’Educa-

o - . )
tion to survey otherast es to determine those states "... which. current]y //(

/
\ re;aye student tu1t1on and fees to higher education costs, along wit

4 - po 1c\es of those states as to the portion which is borne by students ....

A& a resu]t of he survey, wh1ph was conducted in response to that

port1o of the reso

\
tion, it was fo\:d that six state?/currently have op- /

erational systems/or approaches whdch\re]ate student genera] purpose fees

comionly cal)éd tuition)-to the cost of instruction. These states were

rida, Kansas, New Hampshire, Oregon and w1scons1h The sys-/()q’—‘\\

0
ao;roaches used oi/those states are out]1ned~1n detail in Append1x
/ t

A1l of these states/hane a higher than average percentdage of” their popu]at1on
) .

/' enrzlled/1n public hﬁgher educat1on and & IQWer than average proport1oh of
’

enpdliments in prj@ate 1nst1tut1ons t(e1r per cap7ta appropr1at1ons for O

12

’ 2
g //h1gher educat1on are aboVe -average as are the1r aopropr1at1ons per $k@600 of
.,/

7 . per cap1ta income. Four/of the five states e Ipy a 25 percent of cogt Gri- ’

. 7 -
terion in gstab]1sh1ng.tuit1on levels for co]éeges .and universities. H10r1da

\{', uses a 30 percent facter as its obJect1ve, although when only tuition and !

"fees whach are ana]ogous to Washington's tuhtlon and operat1ng fees are/]n-4 A 4x_ﬁp‘,g

7 O bﬂ.‘"

c}uded 1A the comparison, the objective equates to apprq%wmptt?it?ﬁ percent

e . -
hof costs at the Undergraduatg lever‘ f'l ' v ' - \
/e §tafe of New Hampsh1re wh1ch uses a 100 percent of cost standard .
| L 4

.




. their area voFat1ona1 schools) uses 25 percent or 7 percent dependin g o

states allow special~fees (similar to our services and activities fees) to

i
.

The proportion of New Hampshire's pogulation which {s olled in public

institutions is afleng the lowest. It has relatively large.enroliments/in
private institutions and ranks 50th in appropriation Tevels. A1th3p6£/not

d1rect1y re]ated to 1nstructqona] costs, New Hampshire's res1dent tuition
and *ees are among the h1ghest of all U. S. pub11c 1nst1tut1ons
In ]L of the states other than Kansas, the specifjd tuttion. rates are

N
based on a proportion of instructional costs. In Kansas, total tuition

. -

revenue must approximate 25 percent of instructional costs. A1l of the T

ﬁary among the institutians ‘With some except1ons, nonresident undergrad-
uates are expected to pay IOdeercent of costs. Insofar as commypity col--
1eges are‘toncerned Co]orado applies.a 20 percent factor, Wisconsin (for e <\~;\

the program, XOfegon tu1t1o:it::e/expected to- equa? 20 percent of 1nstruc-

tional costs and Florida ¢ ons are set by the Yocal governing boards with

no percenfage gu1de‘2ne ﬂhree of the stgtes, Colorado, Florida and Wi
I
cons1n, base med1caT :ﬁpoo1 tu1t1ons on a percentage of cost. Oregon ad-

Justs med1ca1 school tu1t1dn by the percentage increase in the tuition for N

J

the rest of their system.

Ong state uFes prior fliscal year infoymation in setting the next year's
v b ‘ . ;
rates; two states use the costs of the current™ear in sefting the ne§;

;tar 3 rates,\whlle three states;base their rates on estimates. In all -
states other than New.Hampsh1re, some deductlon of costS/re]ated to research

and extension is allowed. _Wisconsin is the only state fo include a factor .
for deeregiation of capitaﬁ facilities. i - ".; 5 /

7 A1l of the states indicated genera]lsatjytactfbn with their existing /..

2
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system and that _no major changes were contemplated. A Slgﬂ

. is that in no case was the percentagg factor for resident s ints based

(C.\on a determination of the relative benefits td the rnd1v1dua1 and ‘the P

&

state. ~ -~

During‘the October Council .meeting, the staff was requested to surveu
the tuitidn‘pofiéies‘that afe—eurrent]yadn existence in otherjitates; ;i
specifically~California, I11inois, Indiana, Michigan, and Minnesota. A
surmary of the results of that review is provided in Appendix C.

The tables-on the fo]]owing Eagés_illustrate the resident and nonres-

iden undergraduate tuition and fees for each major ‘state public un1vers1ty

and state averages of other four year public col}eges and universities.
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" TABLE 111

, UNDERGRADUATE TUITION AND REQUIRED FEES
' : Academic Year 1975-76 _ -

-~

] . -

-

Public Universities - v, .ﬁesident Nonresident
\
\
_National Average \ $632 $1,656
Seven{g;;;e Average - . \ $715 242,09
/ - I .
* Washington | $564 . © 1,581
"National Rank 33 /// 23
Eight State Rank ' 8 RN
Based on information provided by the National Association of State
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges for the main campus of the
major university in each state. - .

Pub11c Colleges and State Un1vers1t1es

National Average - All 1nst1tutaons . $537

Average of State Averages $526
. K :

Seven State Average. $556

, Washington ’ $507

Natfonal Rank Lo ' 24

Eight State Rank 7

o ,
Based on i formatlon provided by the Amerlcan ociation of State
Colleges an Un1vers1t1es for all institutions urveyéd : -

* Source: Nonresident Fees in Hashlnggfn Public H1gh£; Education,

April’ 1976, Council for Postsecondary EduCation (Appendix
- F, Table F- X) , _

\

I
i
L
* - 29 C




Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Florida
Georgia
Idaho
I1linois
Indiana
Towa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana.- -
Maine
Maryland

- Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota '
Mississippi
-Missouri
Montana

, - Nebraska
~ Nevada“’

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

North Carolina
North Dakota

“ . TABLE 1V

UNDERGRADUATE TUITION AND REQUIRED FEES
FOR FULL-TIME STUDENTS

STATE COLLEGES
Academic Year 1975-76

Resiﬂent Nonresident
$486 $ 587
340 . 940
380 1,136
‘411 713
200 1,448
501 1,547
: 562 1,462
* 653 »890
p-3 483
352
— 550
‘ : ) 720
. 630
i ) 468
427 ' ‘
405
592
611
: 1 521
B -7 606
519 924
470 ~ 1,154
’ 3 845
‘ 55 1,426
’ 554 1,023
s : 540 1,732
/ 734 1,927
- 666 1,201
‘. 333 .
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TABLE IV

-~

Above the all 1nst1tut1ons nat1ona1 average. -

: !

.//A ~

4

“Nonresfdent Fees in Wastington Pulic Higher Education, April

&[/;e"
. . 1976 CoqpciT for>Pestsecondary Education Thppendlx F! Table
: ’ L
: 31
’ T o -24-

, (Continued)
(\l .
. N . ‘
Resident " Nonresident
Texa . $335
Uta , : /447
Vermont £ ‘ 742
Virginia ’ ) , 772
Washington i 507 1,359
West Virginia i - p 311 . 1,217
Wisconsin \ m i Y650 2,076
"~ - AVERAGE OF STATE AVERAGEB R $526 $1,275
\/ni'ﬁnm AVERAGE' “ALL- gnsmuuons ;’5‘37 $1,334
- [, Co
- SR §EVEN STATE commals?n _
é »‘ v ; ) /‘,Hw’,. N
California . - "31."’: e - --$1;448~
ITlinois - &ﬁ ¥y 1,336
Indiana - A ) 1,440 . . .
"Michigan N 1,515
Minnesota S 924
Oregon - . 1,942 .
Wisconsin P . ToR,076 0
SEVEY STATE AVERAGE, o 56 | . ,}1,5?6 ;
: - " R R : " ’ ; 1 . ( o '-'
. Wash1ngten - e - et $807 ,i 51 359—
NOTE: HashIngton res1dent fee, 559?7’:;’gw;%fbe16% the al} instrtutiéns
national average; Washington nonresident feel $1; 359, is 1-9%

T " Waspifigton resv gg ¥ 9.7% belaw the seven state averages;
= wa€hington n dent fee is 12.3% below the seven state ;verage




° o

, ‘,.:Entucky L o
& T?::} (Col]ege Park campus)*  °

. Mi
~ - [Missouni (Columbia campus)*

 TABLE V

UNIVERSJTIES

v !
/ UNDERGRADUATE TUITION AND REQUIRED FEES
FOR FULL-TIME STUDENTS

/ " Aghdemic vear 1975-76

Alabama -

Alaska ;

Arizona ./ -
Arkansas * / /
Californial —--

Colorado// > -

Connecticut

Delaware .

Florida / P

\Georgla Ly

~ Hawaii - - o \ -
: Idaho //// i
Ilinois -

. "Indiana (Bloda1ngton campus)‘ .
: ;Iowa o
“ Kansas ' . 7 -

(3

ssachusetﬁ%

ichigan

innesota - .. .
ississippi, = ‘ e

~

Montana - o -
Nebraska- - )

]

' Nevada / - ) .-

New Hampshire (Durham campus)*

"New Jersey . . o

New Mexico Cor Nl

New York . -] .

North Carolina .

North Dakota

Ohio . o : ~ ,.‘E:f
Ok1ahoma s - 7
Oregon al ’ ‘V////‘ !
Penngy]van13»%0n1ver51ty Park campus)*

Rhode Island .

South Carolina

South Dakota .,
Tenhessee

Resident

$595
472
450
400
648
711
799
795

- 683

615

478

400

470

1,095
. 1,080

r




g wgshington\
7

4 Washingto
Ve . -average.
TS - Washingto
ST Hashfngt,

aver

/obta1ned by telephone fropxValerig
survey refltcts the average\tuiti

™~ of,a university.
‘in$t1tut1ons, compa
of. other states/

'\

Source:

Ventre, NASULGC.
pbn and requlred fees.
Sinfce the Nashington universities are single campus
arfe the main campuses of the 1nst1tut1ons

[

lf "
> g : TABLEV ¢
) g ’ , (Continued)
‘ - Resident/
Texas ) $354 -
" Utah 525
Vermont .‘ 1,100
Virginia 694
Washington 864/ . -
West Virginia 37
Wisconsin (Madison campus)* 630
Wyoming 411
AVERAGE . $ 632.
SEVEN STATE COMPARISON
o ’ . "
) - ' -
California $ 648
ndiana (Bloomingtdn campus) 722
I11inois + 700
Michigan i 904
o Minnesota - 752
.. \Qregon -~ * * <1 648
. jsconsin - S ‘ . 630
. SEVEN STATE AVERAGE ’ $ 715
: $ 564

—

~

1976

"

$1,434
1,335
2,930
1,619
1,581
1,353
2,206
1,377

51,656

$2,148

1,640 .

1,690
Z,862

2,017

2,109

- 2,206 -

. $2,096

$1,581

¢ . -
,//{///NOTE: Washington resident fee, $564, is 12 1% below the nat1on5] average;
nonresident fee, $1,581, is 4.7% below the nat

nat’

or main campusesenf_unlx‘rs1t1es [/

The publ
0 campuses

- - e
ident fees in Wdshington Public Higher Educatﬁon,uApril

, Youncil for Postsecondary Ed jon’ {Appendix F;* Table
F-XII;g\\\. e y Euation 1 . R\

Nonresident

-
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VI. QUESTIONS RAISED BY THE RESOLUTION AND COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS

ate Resolution 1975-131 called on the Council to address a variety
of guestions and make recommagidations to the legislature. This section

lines those questions, the study findings, and the recommendations of

the Council.

(1) Is it a sound,public policy to base tuition and fees as a proportion
of educational costs? .

Recommendation #100 as adopted by the Council for inclusion in, the

Planning and Po]icijecommendations For Washington Postsecondary Education:

1976-1982 document states: "Dur%ng the 1975-77 biennium- the Counc11 for
Postsétondary Education w111 develop recommendat1ons for a. pub11c policy
on the portion of costs to be borne by students. As’ part of these palicy

recommendat1ons, the Counc1% w111 propose methods for determ1n1ng the edu-

cat1ona1 costs related to the 1nstruct1on of” students The Council w111

., t

make 1ts recomMendat1ons to the 1eg1s1ature and the Governor prior to

'.Névember 1976.,"

‘ Recommendation 1: The Council for Postsecéndary'Education reaffirms the

»

above recommendation and believes it is sound public policy to base student

tuition and fees as a proport{on of educational costs and vecommeﬁd!/active

consideration of this approach by ‘the Legislature.

(2) Should the "educational costs"" include capitﬁi/:;sts? _’

-

Technically, the full cost-bf education inc]ud;f all costs. The ques-

" tion here is posed in operat}onal terms and«asks whether a cap1ta1 amort1—
t

zation cost should be 1nc1uded in the poo} against which, tuition and fees

/

should be tompared.




!

] ) ‘\ ‘ /

From one point of view,\these costs should be included since facili-- — .-

L4

\ ‘
\ R /

oW . ,,.‘ . \ 3 N -
ties support'instrucfion-and the‘;}u1t1on" category is used exclus1ve1§/for

-

capital purposes.

On the other hand, it can be argued that the statp has recognized a
respons1b111ty to provide th¢ facilities for/h1gher ducation as evidenced
by 1n1t1a] construction atféhe Evergreen “State College and new community

]

co]]eges prior to student enrollment. In add1t127 the voters have,Ko-

tion bonds, both through Sp

the general bono' g;amendment ‘ ~\ f/ - .

- ° In th1s coptext, "tuition" can be 1ooke€/on .as a fund1ng device which

kM

- proved general obli

~ -
'

c;7j issues and HJR 52,

allowed the e to avoid previous constitutional bars to long-term gen-

eral debt. Unfer this logic, if the tuition were noﬁ used for construction

it would suppbrt operational costs now funded by general tax remenu".

/

Therefore, oth through

e state is in fact supporting construction costs,

general 9 ligation bonds and replacement of-dediceted tuition revenue. o
From a technical point of view, the methods of determinﬁng capital am-
/ ortization costs are open to dispute. A straight 1ine_dépreciation method /

understates the current value of the facilities. A rep]acement cost method

tends to overstate the current value since it only deals w1th current worth

"1n terms of how—mu’ﬁ’/t wou] cost tﬁ replace facilities and does not re- \.
flect obsolescence. (Replagement costs now average.185 percent of original

- costs 3 Questions also exist re arding the assumption of a uniform useful
life when some structures (part1 u]ar]y wood-frame) were intended for ‘

-sherter thanfaverage use and the extent to which.original equ1pment is. to -

be 1nc1uded (See Appendix D for.a iummary oF‘concerns which have been ex-

pressed by this subject ) To be acc rate, an on-going appraisal and’ h1gh1y

- H - /"- 35 ..r - ‘\.
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detailed inventory program would be necessary to enque‘fairness.
t

¥ { ‘ ~ :/ .
Recommendation 2: The Council is of the opinion that the state has an ob-

€ .

11gat1on to;prov1de the~educat1ona1 fac111t1es in 1tsppyb17c 1nst1tut1ons"

3\
T ('aﬁd that the ded1cat1on of tu1t1on to constrbct1on is a funding dev1ce

v
L]

", In addition, the Counc11 bélieves that cap]tal needs shou]d compete with

operit1ona1 needs and that tu1t1on funds not now needed for debt repayment
‘ N i

~§hou1d be ava1]ab1e for operating purposes. The Council therefore recom-

&

mends that capital amortization costs rot be included in the total educa-

tional costs for calculating tujfion and fees.
7 .

s
. /
/ .
ft /

(3) Should the services and/activities,fees'bé’incloded-in the total fees
to be related to educafional costs? e

t

- / 1 ~
The purpose of the services and activities fee category is to provide - -

funds for student activities and related programs outside of those pre-

sented in thehbudget. Insofar as the state is concerned, they are neither
budgeted nor appropriated but are held 1oca1]y to finanoe a variety of

. local programs. Uses include support of student goverhment, newspapers,
student organizations, recreation, special events and, in some ;%sésv
intercollegiate ath]etios. In the case of the four-year institutions,
funds are Tused or p]edged for construction of student activity faoﬁlities.
/In the:three older state colleges, a portion of these fees are pledged to

-

"dormitory bond redemption.’ ‘
In;the‘éouncil's opinfon, this catepory is npt'part of "the cost of

higher education which relates to fnstruction of students" but goes beyond

that cost. It would represent a major ﬁeparture to expect tne general tax-

. payer to support the majority of tpése'costs and could lead to incorporating

36 o i}
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. Student activitiés into the state budget with a considerable loss of local

flexibility to meetavqrying needs and student priorities.
| 4

Recommendation 3: {he Counci] recommends that the services and activities

_fee category not be included in_the total fees to be directty related to .

educational cests. - ; ~ . ' ,

" _ .

LY

" If services and act1v1t1es fees do not relate to educational costs,"
how should these fees be set7

- ) As was noted above, th1s fee category supports local activities which
vary among institutions. Stafflrveys indicate that it is common practice
to set these fees locally,/a1though within general guidelines. This seems

to be an area where 1og41 boards could exercise discretion as to the level
of fees and their plication to certain groups of students (e.g.; evening /,////
or off-campus gtudents) although statutory provision is needed to ensure

bond repayrents in the four- -yegar schoo]s - ' )//

~—

Ke Council is aware of the concerns which have been é&pres

by stu-

dept representat1ves ‘regarding the uses of revenue from /%' source and

elated procedural questions. These concerns have ] to House, Reso]dt1on‘

1976—77 which ca]fs for thé institutional adoptioy of gu1de11nes and proce-

‘—“*\___——

dures for adequate student input on budget1 ‘and expenditures of these

fees and a definition of the programs,aﬁ& act1v1t1es to ‘be supported.

In view of the test1mony which has been presented, the Council sees
considerable merit in se;bfﬁ;/max1mum 11m1ts on this fee category. In thé

light of gener3$\%2f?atdbnary pressures, the Council feels these maximums
- i

pressed as percentages of tuition and Operat1ng fees which would \

|
progucé/epp x1mate]yL¢he same -services and act1v1t1es\fees as now exist
/ . .

should be

(A
z
]
. (#%)
(e
]
by




assuming the adoption of Recormendation 10. The rcllzwing example outlines

)

this 1nterre1atiqnship:

/

| UnJvers1t1es %
f . ; cational Cos ) $2,238
o Re€Commended Tuitign ang’ Operating Fee Percent 25 1~
_ | Tuition and Operdting Fees . ) $ 560
. Services and Acfivities Fee Percent . .20
; Services and t1v1tTes Fee $ 112
/ ' Ex1st1ng—5er ices ahd/Act1v1t1es Fee $ 111

Recommendaffon 4: Ihé’Counéé] recommends that services and activ}ties fees
be set by,boaras’;;>trust s or regents/w1th1n maximum 1imits baied on the

fo]]ow1ngﬁpercentages of/the total. undérgraduate resident tuition and oper-

at1ng fees: un1vers1t1es, twenty perégnt, three state colleges, forty

i

percent; The Evergreen State College thirty percent; and communi ty gol-

leges, twenty percent. e

LY

(5)" Should the same percentage fi tor apply to each type'of institution?

The Council sees considerab]l merit in differentiating the percentage
rate between types of instifutions. The universities possess a greater
variety of ﬁrcgrams(aﬁd options and have a.depth of resiyrces not avail-

“able at the‘state colleges. Community colleges are thehPasic source of

. . ¢ ¢ / ] #
e access 'to postsecondary education. The community college law also speaks "
Cto providing. services to students "at a cost normai]y within his economic ‘\\\

, means". Recommendations 102 in the Council's Planning and Policy Recémmeni ,

dations For Washington Postsecondary Education:"1976-1982 also speaks to

\ .
ﬁhis subject’ ,as follows: "... the €ouncil recommends continued utilization

' of a tuition and fee pricing system that differentiates between cdtegories 1//

, . . / o
of 1nstruct1on " ‘ o /

7 Another factor wh1ch should be cons1dered is the different amounts of

- 38
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'serv1ces and activities fees which would. be out51de the percentage am0unt

These are current]y. state co]leges, $157 .50%*; untvers;&aas, $111; and ’

community colleges, a maximum of $43.50. Application of the same percent-
. , ' /

-age to the state colleges -as used for the universities would result in

approx1mate]y the same total charges even though the -costs at the colleges

s ]ower - . N | . \
; Three © Two
Colleges Universities
1. Estimated Educat1ona1 Cost. $2.,028.00 $2,238.00 "/

2. Percent . x .25 x .25
3. Tuition and Operating Fees . $ 507.00 $ 560.00
4. Services and Activities Fees 157.50 ! -111.00

. . ’ $ 664.50 , $ 671,00 |

/ —

. \ : ;

|
Recommendat1on 5: In estab]1§h1ng the propon¢1ons of eduCat1ona1 cost to

pa1d by studen tu1t1on and fees, the Counc1] recommends that d1ffeA1ng

pententage factors\be applied to the/d1fferent group1ng§ of \nst1tut1on¥

3
H S
A . \

* \ \ L

(6) Should the same ﬁercentage'factor apply to each resident fee category?

\

\

There are four basic categor1es now. 1n the tuition and fee ttatutes
)
which’ aﬁp]y to resident’ students: undergraduate**, graduate V1etnam vet-
eran and,med1c1ne, dentistry and veter1nary heg1ctne{/jThe current amounts

are as follows: ' )
g "State Community

» . Universities ~ Colleges Colleges
Undetgraduate © $564 L ¢507. $249
Graduate*** $624 . $567 " -
" Vietnam Veterans*** $432 . - $360. - $210
MD/DDS/D\?/ ~ $675/$632%***x - . ) -
H ) ) .

- :
*Central Mashington Stat€ College = $145.50 4

-**Undergpaduate includes post- bacca]aureate students not admitted to
gradugte school. ‘ o

**xnti) 1971, graduate students paid'np additional amount- and the Viet-

nam veteran category did not exist ip the tuition and fee- structure.

Sakolel 1 '--ry—méaTtlnj. : .
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/ Vietnam Veterans "

A

Tn? act of freezing charges to Vietnam veterans at 1971 Tevels has
résulted in these fees being from 15 to 29 percent below those charged to
other Washington residents. Vietnam veterans' tuition and operating fees

make up 12 to 15 percent of the full cost of instruction.

Graduaté Students

In Aprd], 1975, a Council staff survey* of universities in 48 states

indicated that 19 of these institutions charged, higher fees to resident

h a median surcnarge of $§1 A copy-of the table describing the var->

graduate students. The differential ranged from $25 to $615 per year
wi£

ious patterns used by other states %ppear@ on the on]ow1ng page

Based on the 1972 73 unit expend1tures study, staff estimated that
s
the current 1nstruct1on re/ated expend1tures per graduate student are ap--
/
prox1mate]y $4,250 at the un1vers1t1es and $3,400 at the colleges.

Graduate twition apd'operat1ng fees now approximate twelve percent of

these/amounts at both the universities and the state cof]eges

1

Of the states bas1ng tuition and fees on a jpropertion of cost, three

]
w1scons1n Oregon and Florida) apply percentage factorx to graduate costs

to\determ1ne gradﬁate tuition and fee levels. Wisconsin|and Oregon appﬁy

|

a lower percentage (20+ percent) and Florida uses the sa%e factor for all

4 catego?1es\\n a per cred1t _hour bas1s S R

1 ER . / s
\ ' - -
'
B

' - A "'. A
\ . ] |

[ .
£ . \
i -

40 / -
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. - 1
_ Medicine, Dentistry amd Veterinary Medicine ) v :

Determining the "cost' of medical, dental and veterinary programs is
» I

.

d and patient service. Based on the 1972-73 dpst study and efforts of the

3

extremely difficult due to the inte}reiatio!;fip of instruction, research

American Association of Medical Co]]eges, the AVMA and other gr0ups, staff
estimate that cyrrent costs would fali in range of from $10, 000 to $13,000

per student. The University of Washington's current per student charge to A
other states under the WAMI Cooperative Medical Program is $12,900 includ- al
ing capital co§t§l |

Using the above amounrts as a guide, current resident tuition and oper-

tting fees bear f1ve percent or less of the total cost related to instruc-
’ tion in these professional areas. -

‘ |
Recommendation 6: The Council recommends that the different fee categories

be considered individually in estab]jshing percentage of cost factors f;>?

tuition and fee purposes. :

(7) . Should the tuition and operating fees be the same for the same type
of ipstitution? Should The EveRrgreen State College be included with
the three older state colleges or treated separately? -

RecommenJation 7: The Council recommends that tuition and operating fee

amounts;ﬁe identical in each of the following categories: -

L 4 ' -
o 1. fTwo universities ‘- ’
2. [Three state colleges .
3. ' The Evergreen State College - s N
4. | Comunity colleges -0
! . Vi .

‘ Th#s recommendation is based on the followjng considerations: the

above institutional gr0up1ngs are separately set forth in the C0unc11 s

KY
.

planning andvpol1cy'regommend ations as haV1ng distinct d1fferences in role

. -/42 < ‘
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%

fusion.

ano mission; the institutions in these groupings have been funded on the
same budget assumptions and their cost patterns are similar. In'addition;
consistent treatment within each group will assist the public in under-

~

standﬁng the basis for tuition and operating fee charges and minimize con-
The Evergreen State College has-been seperated from the other co]}éges

both for the reasons outlined in the planning and poTicy necommendations

and since we feel that students at the three older state c¥11eges should

not have to bear a po}tion,of Evergreen‘s current high cos per student.

Evergreen also has a flexibility notsenjoyed by the older state colleges

in that while their services and activities fees are the same, they have

no commitments to housing or dining bonds which makes up $75{to $90 of

. the tota] at the other state colleges.

-

(3) ‘What should be the basis of the cost calculations and what base year
. or years should be used?

‘In addressing this question, the Counc11 reviewed the alt rnatives’

out11ned in Appendix E wh1ch had been presented 18 the January staff re-

. port. The recommendetlon is based on the fol]owlng consideratibns:

/ o
(A} The full cost of instruction should be based on factors de elopeg '

,through a thorough: study of expenditures in order to proper.y allocate

costs to 1nstructoon, research and public service functions Whi-te

it 1s poSs1b1e to exclude certain large cost elements (federp) coop-

erative extension for exempTe) the costs of operating and majntaining
« the phys1ca1 pTant and the overa]I costs of'aém1n1strat1on among

others need to be - properly apport1oned to tpe funct1ons thex Support.

Q ) *
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(B) The rates which are determined shou]d Be khbwn well in advance. This

P

allows accurate estimates of revenue to be pade for budgeting by all

parties involved; the institutions, the Governor and the legislature.
This also enag]es prospective students to plan more effectively aﬁd
¢ helps in financial aid “packaging”.
LZG The base should not.pe subject to temporary (albeit substantial) fluc-

tuations due to over- or under-enrollment which could significantly

impact per student expenditures. For example, the under-enrollment
at Western Washington State College produced temporarily high unit %
costs which declined rapidly when savings were possibte. The current }
over-en?o]]ment in the community colleges has depressed unit costs j
which, if past experience is a guide,-will be corrected in the next
biennium. h ‘ |
(D) The base should reflect the public policy decisioﬁ§\oi ghz legislature
through thé appropriation process and contain specific financial .and
enrq]]ment assumptions which;can be used in the calculation process.
-The approach that appearé to'meet all of the above considerations is
one which is an adaptation of a}ﬁernat1ve 2 in Append1x E. That is to base
., the rates for the ensuing b1enn1um on the planned and budgeted level of

funding and enrollment for the current biennium. o -7

Recommendation 8: Thé Council recommends that tuition and operating fees

be adjusted biennially with hndergraduate resident rates for the ensuing

bjennium based on educational costs calculated on the bééiS'of the bud-

geted levels for the current biennium through application of factors and

rati0§;gerived from the most recent Council cost analysis. The budgeted
B - [

levels would be the funding and enrollment amounts used in the budget on .

4.4 | R . .
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which original appropriations were based as adjusted by subsequent legis-
- \

~— e

lative and executive action during the biennium. P e

It is the Council's op{hion*that if this method were used, rates for
the next biennium wou]d be known well in advanqe for budget1ng and planning

13

purposes. There wou]d be ample opportunity to mon1tor and review proce-
dures and last minute miscalculations can be av01ded while still basing
the system on a cost analysié‘base and the policy decisions of the preced-

ing legislature.

(9) What elements should comprise the cost base?

This is an extremely 1mportqﬂ//euest1on since the composition of the
cost base is critica] to the entire system. In viey of*previous and cur-
rent efforts in studying'unif expenditures, it is aperepriate fhat the base
consist of those e]ements‘whicﬁ directly or indirectly supBort the instruc-

tion of studente‘including related student §erv$ces as they have been
¢ .
categorized in those analyses. Although the/h'sting is not exhaustive,

the following elements should be included;

(A) Direct Costs As They Can Be Attributed To Instruction*
. .-

-<'Salaries and fringe benefits of inétructional personnel -

--{ Salaries, wages and fringe ben fitk of support personnel in in-
sﬂnuct1ona1 departments, e.g., ]aw assistants and secretaries

-- Salaries, wages and fringe benefits of supervision, e g., depart-
mefit chairmen and directors

-- Non- sa]ary costs of instructipnal departments insofar as they
sugport 1nstruct1on d1rect1y or,the personnel outlined above

NotefgﬁThe bove applies to student credit fours in the academic .
" yea Jand excludes incremental costs cof summer programs,
non- éred1§¥ﬁpstruct1on and contract instruction.

*As opposed to research or public service

45




(B) Other Educational Costs: .The'Expenditures of fhe’?ﬁ%\owing Activities

-~ Admissions / ' o e

-- Registration S _ o F

-- Co ling . , ;

-- Heg?iﬁ\Services" . L \ .

-- Testing - - P .

-- Financtal. Aid Adm1n1strat1 .
-- Student services-t ain groups, e.g., minority. programs for-

eign student programs, veterans, etc. .
-- Student services adm1n1strat1on and related serv1ees N

— ]

(C) Indirect Costs: Propor;1ons of, the Following Activities

y == Libraries and learning resources
-- Academic computing support =
- -- Ancillary support, e.g., demonstration schoo]s
--+Other academic administration
-- Operation and maintenance of the physical plant
-- Inst1tut1ona1 management (general administration).

In the area of exclusions, cost centers outside the st budget

-

structure.would not be included. Activifies in this categody are auxil-

iary enterpriss (e.g., housing 'and dining), intercol)€giate athletics
' - A e

%
s and Ect1v1t1es fees'.

and student ac&ivity programs financed from serviﬁ

Capital amortiZation costs, finamcial aid grants 3rd research and public .

service activities would be specifically excluded]| The indirect costs as-

sociated with all of the above activities would afgo be excluded.

/

In order to ensure good public understanding 'of the costs which are
used in the ea]cu]ations we would suggest that there be ample opportunity
provided to executive and legislative bodies to review the criteria, def-

. initions and procedures The determ1nat10n of costs shouﬂd therefore be .

made as early as possible in each even numbered year, but following any . ' A

special session in that year.

. Recommendation 9: The Council recommends tha /Z;e educat10na1 cost base

include both direct and indirect costs re]aqéz[to instruction dur1ng the
11T -

"6 o
S
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. . | ’
academic year, plus the costs of studept services to the extent inc]ude&yﬁ~\\“\
- L=C = S - -
in the Budget on which appropriations are.based. Elemepts excluded frbm .
the cost base wogidv1qgjude the d1rect and indirect costs of research and ' L
\sg_,_-/-/ . e

-

public serv1ce act1v1€uﬁf/se]f susta1n1ng;act1v1t1es'cmp)ta} amort1zat10n

costs, summer programs, 1nterco]1eg1ate ath]et1cs, auxiliary enterprises,

~.

ol
financial aid grants- and student activity prqgrams f1nanced from servjces””

~and activities fees.

The Council also recommends that the full cost of edu jonal services

" be determined for undergraduate students in accordan;e’ﬁ;;;Lcriteria, def -

~ M /
initions and procedures developed by the Couge#T/andrreviewed by the Gog}-

. & .
ernor or his Office of Program P]annjgg’and,tisca] Management and subject
- - v i '

to the final ‘approval of an appropriate legislative coﬁhittee or committees.

The determination should be made as ear]y as possible in each even numbered

! A

year, but fo]Towing any speciaW session in that year.’ . ,

— .. .
- - . - . i
- . s
I -

) (10) What proportions or rat1os shou]d be appTied tgﬁdeterm1ne tu1t1on and
P operat1ng fees? Y (f :

The State of«Waéhingtdn uses a,“mixed"’systemldf fznancing poetseéon-
d:ry education?wherein both the taxpayer and the studenté (and their
families) sha;e in the costs. In the course of th1s study-, -the staff has -
surveyed\-f/;y 1etter phone and in person -- those states which nelate
fees to the cost of 1nstruction. In addition, we have contacted ‘a number

. Lo .
of states who have proposed such a relationship. Me have also reviewed

the available literature on this subject (whicn is considerable). In no

case have we’found a definitive, uniform]y‘accepted\phi]osophic basis

4

indicating the proportion of total costs which should be borne by the

student or the taxbayer. This was true in both the case of states which ~
v ‘ - ‘ L
. Y A ' _

o A0~ - . . . -
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/ ,
rshould bt borne by the-users of instructional serv1ces As -Bowen and -

'
i

[ .

had impﬁemented a "cost sharing" system and those whioh nere exp]orind:édch'
a system. ) ~ S B “

Arguments can be, and have been, nade for the oosigion that students
should pay the fu11 cost of education beyond the thh sLhool Those favor-

ing this position argue that the only quant1f1ab1e beneflts are f1nanc1a1 .
Vd

and accrue in greatest measure to.the individual. Equa]]y strong arguments : v

can be made that soc1ety should bear the whole cost of/as much education

as an indjvidual can attain due to the,psych1c-soc1eta] benefits of an

j
educated citizenry*. . |
I

Most states, however, have taken the- same approach as Washington, that
the cost of hlgher education or 1ts benefits "cannot be definitely attrib-
utable td e1ther clientel -- soc1ety or the student &- that it is a mixed - -

cost produc1ng.m1xed benefits. .The discussion then‘centered on what is a

4

reasonable .and fair.share for each. ,

If the extremes of full cost pr1c1ng and zero tuition are not meleil+

» vr4

. mented (and they have not been fu]]y Tmp]egented in any state), it becomes/ raf 2

. a matter of Judgement as to the proport1on of the instructional. cost wh1ch

Y ~

Servelle** p01nt out, "The coﬁtroversy is basica]]y one of va]ues and . S

L " '/
judgements. . Neither s1de can overwhe]m .the other " They go on to note

! : . - - >
| .S

A

*A /discussion of the various points of view are ava1]ab1e in a number of
papers and monographs. For further informatiogn, it is suggested that the -
reader refer to the June, 1973 Carnegie Commission report, Higher Educa-

. tion: Who Pays? Who Benef1ts7 Who Should Pay? and.the Commission's

April, 1974 supplemental statement, Tuition. Both contain excellent
:b1bllograph1es ‘Chapter 2 of the £ounc1] s repert, Financing Postsecon-
dary Education in the State of wash1ngton, also’ 1nc]udes an extensive
discussion of th1s subject.

-

**Bowen, Howard and Servelle; Paul, Who Benefits From H1gher Educatnon -~ And

Who Should Pay? Washington, D.C. “ERIC, 1972. . h
. . ' 48 _— ‘ ’
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”5 pét’ "Bas1ca11y the~finance- of Amer1can h1gher educat]on contJnues to be

4 -

'a m1xed system ... evo]ved to meet *he exigencies of institutions and stu-

dents ‘and 1t has been a product of the comp]ex Cross- currents~of‘Amer1can

!

Qo}1t1csﬂ |

~ Within this context, the detérmination of the proportion of-the cost

, o? educat1ona1 services to ‘be borne by the users- is ‘a matter of Jjudgement

which- u1t1mate1y myst be m@de by nub11c “policy makers, in th1s case the .-a
legislature. .Under Senate Reso]ut1on 1975 131 _the Counc11 is asked to
make recommendat1ons on this subJect in keeping with 1ts-Statutory respons-
ibility to "study levels of fees and charges to students and, when neces-

sary, make recormendations to the institutions, legislature and governor.”

y s

(A) Undeﬁgradqate’Resident Students

As the survey discussed in Sectioﬁ V indicates, those states which base
tuition and fees on a percentage of cost have tended to center on a twenty-
five percent facsor* for the four-year jnstitutions and-twenty percent in
two-year institutions. Those states wh ch have made recommendations on

this subjecp have tended to focus on a ohe-third factor for four-year insti-

tutions- which is consistent with the recommendations of the Carhegie Com-

m1s51on on§H1gher Educat1on The Cﬁmm1s740n recommended in Who Pays? Who

|
Benef1ts7 Nho Should Pay? a Tow or no tuition policy for commun1ty collqges

and a one-third of cost pos1t1on for four-year 1nst1tut1ons
In 1ts supplement Tuition (1974), the Carneg:e Comm1ss10n(provided ex-

tensive information on the prébortjpn of education and general expenditures**

*Including Florida, when stpdent aid and.student service fees are exc]uded
**Exc]yding research. Th1s base iy somewhat larger than that recommended
earlier since it includes extensjon and,public service and all genera]
1nst1tut1ona1 expenditures as opposed to a pro rata sharing.
) ’ - ~ .
SR | 49 I '
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‘borne by revenue from tuition and fees which-provide education and general
income. While the base is somewhat different, the proportions and the

relationships among types of_public institutiohs are of interest. In —_

- 1971-72 the proportions were as-follows: ' F
Universities. © . . . . . . . . . .. ... 23.1%* ,
Comprehensive Colleges and Upijversities -
and Liberal, Arts Colleges . :.. . . . ., . 19.5% - 22.8% - ‘
- Two=Year Insfitutions .o . . .. ... .. 16.7% . —

- 9 - M .
* In the Tirst two years after tuition and fees were last increasej;in —_

_Washington, fhe sum of tuition and operating fees bore the following per-

.

centadé relationships to educational costs: universities, 25%; three state

Y

colleges, él%;‘gvergrgen,‘IZ.S%; and cbmmqnity cg]]eges, i7.5%, (See
A TablelI for_a year by year breakdown.) .
The- information in Table VII on the follpwing page is provided to put
the possible alternatives in perspectfve. Educatioqalvcosts for 1975-76
are esf%mated based on“the 1972-73 study applied to*{975é76 budgeted amounts

and include the e]ement§ outlined in the discussion of the previous recom-

P .

. . _
mendation. Services and activities fees are shown at.existing statutory -

4
- , i '
- ! : i )
Recommendation_10. The Council for Postsecondary Education racommends that

" levels.

the total of tuitfon and operating fees charged to resident undergraduate

/ -

students bear the fo]]owfng relationships to uhdergraduate educationé] costs:
) . . ' )

(A) Universities, one-fourth or twenty-five percent; | e
(B) Three state colleges, one-fifth or twenty percent; . \;
{C) The Evergpreen State College, one-fifth or twenty percent; and '
{D) Community'colleges, one-siXth or sixteen and two-thirds percent{,

.

.‘ ) ; '
- T .
*The effect of the larger base is highlighted in that those institutions
with more research-and public service activity were at 21 percent while

the other subcategories ranged from 25 percent to 26 percent.
- /
' L4
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TABLE VII ,°
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE PERCENTAGES
Undergraduate Tu1t1on and Operating Fees to Educational Costs*

*©
Tuition and Services and
- Operating Fees | Activities Feeg Total
LT3 —

Universities- . " . T
Current (20.2%) . .5 453 $111 $ 564
15.0% . 336 ur /- 447

~16.75 (one-sixth) =7~y 374 ' 111 485
£6.05.(onesfifth) . - 448 " 11 7/ 559
25 0% (one-fourth)’ _ 560 111 671
Y 30.0% . 671 . 111 1782
33.3% (one-third) 745 11 856
100.0% -~ $2,238 $111 . $2,349°

‘Three State College Avgrage** . -.
Current (17.2%) $ 349.50 $157.50 " $ 507
15.0% , 304.50 157.50 © 462
16.7% (one-sixth) 338.50 157.50 496 .
20.0% {one-fifth) 405 .50 157.50 563
25.0% (one-fourth) - ~ 507.50 157.50 © 665 -
30.0% ‘ ' 608.50 157.50 766
33.3% (one-third) 675.50 - - 157.50 . 833 :
100.0% - ) 52,028.00: ' $157.50 $2’185'50.
; . ~ g SR .
The Everggeen State Collﬁge : ’
Current (10. Q%) . $ 349.50 - $157.50 _$ 507
2 15.0% - 480 - .+ 157.50 637.50
o 16.7% (on _sixth) 533.50 ” 157.50 = . 691
20.0% (gre-fifth) 640 157.50 ' 807.50
25. gﬁ/(bne fourth) , - 800 ] 157.50 ~ 957.50
30. o 960 . » 157.50 1,117.50
33;3% (one- th1rd) 1,066.50 57.50 1,224
100.0% ° . : $3,200 \ $157.50 $3, 357.SU

Comanity Colleges " | ‘.

__kurrent (18.5%) § 205.50 $ 43.50 § 249
115.0% : . 212.50 < 43.50 256
16.7% (one sixth) ~ 236.50 | \ " 43.50 280
20.0% one-fifth) ' 283.50 43.50 327
75. 0% oni/ﬁgunth7// 354.50 | 1 43.50 398

< 30.0% . 425.50 ? 43.50 469

" 33.3% (Gne-third) ' 472.50 43.50 516
100.0% ' $1,417ﬁ °5 43.50 $1,460.50
*Educat1ona1 costs shown are from Table I. Ve .

**EWSC and WWSC _pattern shown. CWSC operat1ng fees are $12- higher and services
and act1v1t1es fees are 312 lower. . -

. : : ’44“ . ‘\\
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Further, that the total tuition an operatﬁng fees at The Evergreen/gta;e

-nize«practicaJ realities. It could be contended for example,- ‘that the

facilities shou]d be taken into account. As the tab]e 1nd1cates, the total

College not exceed those of the/tgc universities;))/'
; : T 7
The Council-also suggestéd that if these recommendatfons are ;Tpfemented _

that The Everdreen State College Board of Trustees carefully consjider its

, e
level of services and activities fees and thein,impacf'on total charges
,/' p

s

to students attend%ng that institution.

7 The Council recognizes that other alternatives aye possible, 1nc1ud1ng

“higher ob3ect1ves with a phase-in per1od but be]reves that the -recommended

[

praportions reflect its basic policy” and p]annfng recommendations and recog-

;:
co]]eges and un1vers1t1es should be at the same, percentage. The fact’ that

the three co]Leqes have made comm1tménts to Tong-term debt of aux111ary '

/

charge at 25 percent would be'$665 only $6 lower thdn the universitjes. /

"The applicatiop of the 20 pertent factor resylts in an overa]] re]at19n§h1p

‘to the un1vers1t1és which is in keep1ng with the p]ann1ng ob;eetﬁve . The

recommended -level for commun1ty co]leges recognizes the comm1tqent to access

in the plan and the statutoryiobjectlve of keeping cost% ngr@a’]ykw1th1n the” [:

i ¢ . - ’ s N
students' edonomic means. | _ ; 77

7/

(B) Vietnam Veterans \‘ Ay 5 Q
During the debate on the 1971 tu1t1qn and fee 1ncreas meas re, the !l

legislature amended the broposa] to exempt veterans of /he Vietnam conf11ct

from the payment of any 1ncrease in tu1t1on/ﬂﬁd fees above levels in effect

in March 1971. The exempt1dn app11es on]y to resident students The dif-

ferences in. charges to these 1nd1v1duals and othér resident students is as

‘ -
fo]lows~ ' . -




/ ”~
\ /
_jz \ . .
) ' Vietnam ot DolTar
: . § Sident Veteran Percent Difference
. \ | eS'I’ : /;
Univer$ities | -
< Undérgraduate $564 $432 76.6% $132
Gradyate 624 432 69.2% :192
State Colleges ' ,
Undergraduate $507 $360 * 71.0% $147
Graduate 567 . 360 63.5% 207 ’ )
$249 $210 84.3% $ 39°

Community Colleges

K

L

T
(2)

(3)

Recommendation 11:

The Council has taken the following factors into account in making its

recommendatian on this fee category: -~

o
The ‘eligibility of these studepts for G. I. Bill benefits which
total $2700 for a ten month period for singié veterans; :

The des1rab111ty of ‘equity in a system’where tuition and operat-
1ng fees "are based on a pr;port1on of’educatrona] costs, and o
Its overa]] po]1cy of opP051ng wa]vers which #Ve not baséd on
f%‘anciéﬂ‘need.; _ . i &

The Council recommends that the gtatute exempting{Viet-
— 7

nam veterans from tuition and fée increases be repealed and that -thesg

individuals pay the same tuition and fees as other resident students.'

P

(C)

Graduate Students and Students EJLolled Ain: Med1

k f
La] and Dental Programs

Insofar as gLaHuate and medical

-

believe that there,is good reasén to
charges but notlx//the same proportﬁons as undergraduates. '

can be controlled in terms of thé/pub11c 's 1ntere§E/)ﬁ/iie amouut of high]y
trained Tnd1v1dua1s in certa1n fields.

/
- to acces; in this area but has a spegific 1nterest in the res%]ts of grad-

/uate and professional education. ‘ , g
- - ‘/
: P -
, ) 5 } °
. i 3 . /
) — ¢t
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d denta] ‘students are concerned, we
séva procedure whic5/¢;;u1ts in higher

These programs

The state has no overayl comm1tment
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. students, many of whom have already incurred long-term debt inf'their under-

graduate education. Until such time as the many questions as to the state's
Anterest in graduate and profess1ona1 education is resolved and effect1ve

financial aid can be made ava11a§%§ the Council SUggests that these rates

i~ be set as a proportion- of the rates. for resident s%ﬁaéﬁ‘é using the current

. re]ationships as a guide. Th1s approach is illustrated for graduate stu- ‘

dents in Table VIII on the fo]]ow1ng page.

Recommendatioh 12: The Council recommends that the tuition and operating

ia

fees charged to/braduate students be based on one hundred. fifteen percent

of the tuition and operating fees pa1d by undergraduate students.

Recommendat1on 13:  The Council recommends that the tu1t1on and operating

fees charged to students enrolled 1nAprograms 1ead1ng;to the degrees of

doctor of medicine, Hoctor af dental surgery and doctor of, veter1nary med-

icine be based on ong hundred sixty percent of the tuition and operating

tfees‘paid by undergrpduate $tudents. "o

- . - i !
(D) Nonresident Students \ v _ ‘E

#

Two factors havg’substantially added to the complexity of the questio

of nonresident tuitiPn and fees:

(1) The reductfion of the age of majority (for most purposes) to

eighteen, Jand the 1ncreas1ng number of older age students in

public init1tut1ons of higher education.
(2) Residency laws (for tuition and fee purposes) have been modified
\\\n nearly all states to conform with court decisions or to '

1 '
refleéct the prattical realities of an adult, mobi1e'popu1ation.

54
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TUITION AND OPERATING' FEE

. .- N .

. e, . -:Universitygg State Colleges
1972-73 $3,286 $2,692
Percent Increase in Cost to 1375 -76 30% 26%
Eqtimated 1975-76 Cost Per Student $4,255 $3,399

Current Tu1t1%n and Operating Fees $513 (12.0%)

_ v
—_ - == e e — o — —— —— —— b — —— o — — . — e — — - = —— — —
. .

$409.50 (12.0%) -

Services and Activities Fees

-

$755

.~$157.50

$624.00

g:gﬁmpact of Alternative Percentages
. Tuition and Services and
,Universities Operating Fees Activities Fees Total
Current (12.0%) . S 513 S111 ~$ 624
15.07 638 111 749 ]
'16.7": \ 711 h : 111 822
20.0% ‘ 851 111 962
25.0% : 1,064 111 1,175
30.0% 1,276 ’ 111 ; 1,387
T 33.3% 1,418 111 ' 1,529
100.0% $4,255 3111 $4,366
Three State Colleges | ‘
Current (12.0%) S 409,50 $157.50 $ 567 B
15.0% ‘ 509.50 , 187.50 - 667 .-
16.7% . 566.50 157..58-.° 724 .
20.0%. . 679.50 : 157.50 837
25.0% 849.50 - 157.50 1,007 .
30.0% 1,019.50 157.50 ., 1,177
"33.3% . 1,132.50 157.50 1,290
100.0% $3,399.50 $157.50 $3,557
'Suggested Method A ‘
* . ~ Universities State Colleges |
Undergraduate Tu1t1on andiaherating\ , - ' .

Fee . ) $560 (25%) $405.50 (20%) ,
Graduate Factor 1155 115%¢ ¢ )
Graduate Tuition and 0perat1ng Fee $644 (15%) $466.50 (14%)

5111
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At the same tjme, public institutions have been dependént bn the -
higher tuition and'tees paid by nonresidents for cohtinuing'support of
higher education operations. In washingtqn, the annua? amount of éddi-
tional revenue from this source is approximately $6.8 million.

In éﬁew of the complexity of the iss;es éffecting tuition and operating
fees charged to nonresidents, the Council requested a égecial report con- -/
Eerning thi§ subject. The report is presented in its entirety as Appendix

F, and is” the basis for the following Council recommendations.

Recormendation 14: The Councfl recommends that effective Fall, 1979, tui-

tion and opg;ating fees for the two universities and the state's community

colleges be established at 95 percent of educational costs. Furtﬁer, that

during the 1977-79 ‘biennium the current nonresident tuition and oﬁerating

fees be increased to reflect an additional amount equal to one-third.of the

‘difference: between the estimated 1979 rite and the current rates.

, Recommendation 15: The Council recoimends that“effective Fall, 1979, tui-- -

tion and operating fees for the state col]éges be estab11shed it 75 percent

of educational costs. Further, t;;t‘ﬁbr1ng the 1977 79 b1enn1um the current

- (
nonresident tu1t1on and operat1nd\£ees be 1ncreased to reflect an add1t1ona]

amount equal to one-third of the difference betwegn the estlmated 1979 rate

and the Current rates: provided, that the tuition and operating fees -

charged to nonr951dent students at The Evengreen State Co]legf not exceed'/

the amount cha[ged by the two un1ver51t1es Ny ‘ ’ t

Recomnendatlon 16. The Council recomnends that each institution ensure that ' s

- N

all application? for reclpssificdtion are supported by documented evidence
~ . \

and_that such evidence is/maintained as part of the institution's records

-

~
v




-}.

for each applicant, with particular reference toward documented proof'of

domicile. | !
Recormendation 17: The Council recommends that the Council staff acti&&]j

. . 1 J
pursue the study and presentation of retiprocity and regignal program op-

tions as outlined in the P]aﬁning and'?olicy‘Reconmendations.
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© VII. WAIVERS OF TUITION AND FEES

14

r

Senate Resolution 1975-131 asks the Council for recommendations deal-
ing with waivers ofjtujtion and/or fee¢ for various categories of individ-
uals now set forth by st;tute. As the following inVShtory illustrates,
there are ﬁhirteen such progﬂams aiding over 11,000 peoplie through_ need

based waivers, special exemptions or ‘full or partial waivers due to the

3

individual's status or relationship. l
: |
With the assistance of the State Board for Community College Educa-

tion, Council staff. surveyed the two- and four-year institutions to dé}ﬂzf ?

Dmc e “

mine the degree to which each program is being used. . Although in-some

- i

cases estimates have been used, the totals are reasonably reflective of - L

the extent of use. That.jnformatjon, along with a brief description of

each program, follows;

-

(1) "Three Percent"” Waiver Program: RCW 28B.15.530 _ ’

Provides that institutions may waive tuition, operating and services
and activities fees for neédy or di;adyantaged Hashing@on residents
and that the total amount of all such waivers shall not exceed tpree
percent of total collections exclusive of\the»added unt paid by
nonresidents. Thiﬁgagéﬁégﬁﬁhgg %n;tituted in 19}f{;i:g;s in opera- - J

tion as a basic part of the state's financial aid effort. Approxi-

(2). Blind Students Assistance: Bdﬁ'ZSB.IOLZlO;

. Provides that no blind student shall be charbed any tuition or labor-
atory fee by any state institution. This program dates back to 1535
and is supplemented by apprggzigtions for other assﬁstance which are

. made to the Council. Approximate number of studenps aided in 1974-7p:

- . L]

* mate number of students aided in 1974-75 5,656. K ‘

40.
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(3) High ‘School Completion: RCW 28B.15.520-525 , P

(4) .

(5) Children of Deceased or Totally Incapacitated Veterans: RCW 28B.10.750

(6) -Children of POW's or MIA's: RCW 28B.10.265

- Allaws community coiigges to waive<tu}tion, operatinb and services = . -

=7

‘and activities fees for needy siudents pursuing ﬁ’high schdol diploma

-or certificate. Authorized in 1969 and administered as a part of the

_proximate number of students aided in 1974-75: 1,218.

» - —_— - e

#

three percent program. Several attempts (including an appropriations

act proviso) have been made to eliminate the "need" criteria. Ap-

‘Chijdren of Law Enforcemént Officers or Fire Fighters Deceased or
" Totally Disabled in the Line of Duty RCW 28B.15.380, 28B.15.520
and 28B.40.361 y ‘

Allows waiver of tuition, operating and servicesgandyactTQities fees
for such children over the age of nineteen years. Initiated in 1973. !

No students identified as being aided in 1974-75.
V4 - ' , 4 -
Various Veterans Programs* ‘

Provides that no "tuition” shall be charged to such children when cer-
tified by the Council for Postsecondary Education. The proFram began
in 1937 and is still.in operation. Approximate number of students

aided in 1974-75: 712.

Provides that no tuition, operating or services and activities fees
shall be charged to children of persons who lived in Washington and

were classified as a prisoner of war or was missing in action in

\ Southeast Asia or lgrea after 19771. -Enacted in 1972. Approximate

number of students aided in 1974-75: \5.
. - \

*In addition to reduced rates for 10,913 veterars of the Vietnam conflict.

59
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_ (10)

PPN

- & Pl

Veterans Who Have Exhausted Federal Benefits {Universities and State
Colleges Only): RCHW 28B.15.380{1) and 28B.40.361

, _
Authorizes the waiver of tuition, operating and services and activi-

ties fees for such resident vetprans and the waiver of half of the
amount for nonresidents. Authotized in 1947 and amended in 1969, but
has not bgén genéral]y implemented. Approximate number of students

aided in 1974-75: 31 (University of Washington only).

Waiver Programs: Universities

Foreign Students, Universities: RCW 28B.10.200

|
University. Staff Members: RCW 28B.15.380(2) .- . - . .

4
Proviges the two universities may each award up to 100 scholarships
per year to foreign students through waiver of tuition, operating and
services and activities fees. This program began in 1945 and is in

operation. Approximate number of Weudents aided in 1974-75: 182.

o\ -
Provides that members of the staffs of the.two universities m __x_re-

>

ce1ve waivers of tu1t1on, operat1ng and serv1ces and act1v1t1es fees.
1 )
The author1zat1on dates back to 1921 and is in operation on a selec-

tive basis. Apprbximate number of students aided in 1974-75? 1,019
3 R

Hniversity of Washington only).

Public Schoél Teachers Su§¥SV1s1ng Cadet Teachers From the, Un1vers1ty

of Washington: RCW 288 15 380(3)

P
Similar wa1vers as in §9) above are authorized. No students identified

<

as being aided in 1974-75.

o

Waivers of Nonresident Fees: RCH 28B.15.014

-~

Certain classes of people are entitled by this statute to classification .

as Washington residents for fee.purposes:

1

- 60,
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(11) Any person who is employed not less than twenty hours per/wéék at an
\\ , . I - v
institution, and the children and ;$6uses of such persons. Approx-
1 //
imate number of studen&s aided—i 74-75: 1,822.
(12) Military perspnng] difederél employees residing or stationed in
the State of washingtoh, and the children and spouses of such mili-
tary personnel and federal employees. Approximate number of stgdenfs

-

(13) A1l %eterans, as defined in RCW 41.04.005 whose final permanent duty
. ﬂ_ -

station was in the State of Washington so long as such veteran is

aide¥ in 1974-75:- 558, ' /

receiving federal vocational or educational benefits conférred by
virtue of his military service. Approximate number of students aided
in 1974-75: 79.

The total number of students‘aided by these programs in 1974-75 was 11,322.

.

As the above listing indicates, the tuition and fee statutes of Wash-

-

ington”are ho; applied to the same extent to all classes of people. "~ Exemp-.

tions have been used to gompensate or reward groups, recognize need or a
perceived sociaﬂ‘ob]igﬁtion or prbvide a fringe benéfiti Classification
of nonresidents Sf residénts‘hﬁs been usedgto recognize federal employee
transfer po]ﬁgjes_and to provide immediate resident b]gssification for in-
stitutional emp]o;ées iAcluding graduate teaching assistants.

As a general po1icx, the Council'obposes waiver programs which are not
need based and where no overriding educational need éxisté. The Council
recognizes that the legislature has determinéd that specific groups shdu]d
be accorded an educational benefit by virtue of service or circumstances,

but*fee]§/tpat these programs shbu]d be periodically reviewed to determipe

whether these programs are still necessary.

61
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Recommendation 18: The Council recommends that the 1eqis1aturé carefully
)

review each tuitign and fee waiver program with the objective of retaining

only those which‘Jre based on need. To the extent that tuition and fee

K , R
waivers are continued, they shou1H{E? made more visible in order to pro-

vide an opportunity for contihuing review. The Council therefore recommends

that each tuition and fee waiver program should be listed in the Governor's

budget along with the number of students aided in each year. The cost of

‘ ”
the program, in terms of lost revenue, should also be indicated. Those

programs which are continued sh0u1d’nét be optional but should be consis-

tently applied within critg£:a or limits set forth by the law establishing

the program.

. Recommendation 19: The Council specifically recommends .that the legislature,

jn_its 1977 regular session, abolish or modify the following programs:

"(A) Public School Teachers Supervising Cadet Teachers From The University
of Washington: RCW 28B.15.380(3). Repeal is recommended.

This program is not now in use and is not planned to be used to the

’

best of our knowledge.

University Staff Members: RCW 28B.15.380(2) Repeal is recommended.

§evera1 Bther four-year institutions have adopted reduced rate sched-
ules for staff members enrolled part-time; usua11y'{n courses related
to their emp]oymént. The desirabj]ity of staff development is not
questioned, however, it is felt, that either the reduced rate approach
should be used, that the'program be funded as the staff developmenty
activities of stafé agencies arejfun¢ed,~or that a possible approach
combining™the two alternatives be deve]qpeq%ﬁwin either case, it is
reconmended that~RC 28B-15.380(2) be repéated. -

7

*
-

-55-




—{C) Veterans Who Have Exhausted Federal Beﬁefits. RCW 28B.15.380(1) and
288.40.361 Repeal is. recommended except for students currently en-
ro]]ed .

This program is now in use only at the Un1vers1ty of Washington where
31 World War q& veterans-are now receiving waivers he Council rec-
ommends that the program be terminated at such time as these individ-

uals have completed their courses of study and thgt\the prdﬂhgm not be"

initiated at any other institution.:

(D) Blind Students Assistance: RCW 28B.10.215 Amending the statute is
) recommeﬁded to eliminate the waiver and 1ncrease the direct allocation
amount .-

(3

Currently only the tuition and']aboratory fees are waived. The stu-

dents receiving this aid are also covered by vdtationa] rehabilitation
or the Council's direct aid program, which is authorized by this stat-
ute. Both support programs could pay the tuition and laboratory fees
(in the case of vocational rehabilitation, Tederal fdnds make up the

major share) and the waiver provisions can be abolished and the blind

students would not be adversely affected if the a}location amounts in
o /

| the statute were increased, : ,

fAn ]

.Recommendation 26 The Counc11 recommends no change in the foreign student

Lho]arsh;p;program authorized by RCW 23B.10. 200 but recommends to the o .

»Jn1vers1ty of Washington that they take steps tof1ncrease the number- of

awards made on a reciprocal basis (as expressed in the original statute)

and recommends to both uniVersities that the awards to students aiready en- *

3

rolled be 1qm1ted to the d1fference between res1dent and nonresident fees

unless Just1f1ed on ‘the basis of documented f1nanc1a] need

- b 'Y

Recommendation 21: The Council recommends add1t1ona1'1eg1slafion which

would allow ten full awards per state college, such anands to be made

e L

- 83 ' )
. -
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through a_recognized exchange organization such as the Institute for Inter- )

.

national Education.

The above recommendations are based upon an inténsive review of the .
, // .

operation of the foreign student scholarship program and the extent of

foreign student enrollments. The following discussion reflects the/find- /

ings of that review.’

. Background . V '

' the number of awards was increased to 100 and id 1964 the .ceciprocity/pre-

‘\ vision wag}dé]eted'in the recodification of Title/d3.RCHW (Chapter 258, _—
Laws of 1969, Ist Ex. Sess.).. As a metter of fact, virtually no foreign’ :

‘ ' T
countries charge nonresident fees because, if most [cases, their institus - ¢ L

o tions are supported by the naxiﬁnal government. Texas has certified 92
Uhtries that <harge less than $400 per year to V.| S. students. To the

»

best of our knowledge, no substantial questions hale been raised in.legis-

lation concerning this program %n the/last several years.

- \
- 13 A

' /
. . .
Program QOperation ) ~ '

In reviewing the operation off the prograﬁ at the two universities,

=3

two different patterns became evident. At Washington State Universjty,
. ‘.‘ M ’ .

. between two-thirds and three-f Grths of the -awards are tied to exchange
programs initiated by WSU or #arious international organizations such as : .
the Inst%tute of International. Education. ;Bé remainder afe/gﬁanted to o
] - foreign students who have been attending the ipstitution.
_ The University of Washipgton, on the 6the} hand,~reserve about one-

fourth of its awards for exc ange programs and reserve three-fourths for
N g ‘ . -~

’

; ' ' 64 ) . ’ . e ‘-.
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s ) ét FIEEN N . ,
continuing students. In making awards to continuing students//the Unmi- .
cversity of Nashingtoh uses the student S grade pant averagg_(GPA) to - .

determine the rankang: Students with the -highest-GPA receive top priority

for awards. - The amount'of the”award depends on_the financial need of the

app]*cant : Currently, 31 students who were on.the priority 1ist either )

‘-were 1nit1a11y g)Ven partial awards or forfeited fu11 awards»and received« .

a partia] grant ~In addition,.12 other students,yere granted paftial

awards, seven of which were* emergency grants T . = '-
Nashington State Universﬁty makes re]at1ve1y few partial awards but

appears.to giie f;nanq1a} need greater weight 1n the se]ection process

3 -

While agadeuﬁb performance is| a significant factor 1eadersh1p and "con-
" tributien to intercultural communications" are'taken into account. As.at

#ﬂtne,University of Washingtoh, Washington State University also makes a

1imited number of emergenc9 awards. In both 1nst1tutions the maJority of

.the pwards are. for a one- yea< period or less

» ‘a . ~ da

. s ’ . s .
Programs in Other States = . . . A /

_*+The table on the following page identifies those states which prov1ae

3

foreign student scholarship did as reported in Minnesota's Commitment to

Internatiopal Education March\£973 This document preceded the enactment s

of legislation in Minnesota pro iding'for waivér of tuition for foreign
. . . . . )
i . N - A r
students in Minnesota institutions. o

-

-~

In addition 'to’this information, te]ephone_contactsuwere made with

»

officiaTs in Texas, Oregon and Minnesota concerning legislation enacted v
51nee 1973 - » L .
In Oregon, the statutes permit use: of ten percent of, a]] nonresident

fee income for fee renns51ons to foreign students based on need Currently,

- e . )
» Sen . 4
v -y
— :I ' " 85 ):( '
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L ) ¢ . . of L3 v i
. [ .58~ - ' .
e e ' S .- 7:>V:1§’;‘; <. )
T \ .




TABLE IX.

METHODS FOR PROVIDING FOREIGN STUDENT SCHOLARSHIP AID

(Computed Only For University Systems --
‘Mot for Individual Colleges and Universities)

FOREIGN STUDENT SCHOLARSHIP IN OTHER STATES

(Applicable only to university systems -- not to individual institutions)

. oz
= 1
7

plete Tuition
umbers or Special
pecial Provisions

aiver (Fixed
for Waiver

e

-Tuition Waiver Based

on Co-Sponsorship
L, with U.S. Non-Profit

Tuition; Fogeign
Students adg‘Eljgible

Cash Grants to Inst#-
tutions for Foreign
Student Schelarshi

1

\

Fixed % of Foreign
Half Tuition Waivers
(Fixed Number)

Com

Formula

Studefits Given Non-
resident Waiver
Organization
Reciprocity

General Waiversiof

W
Ni

—

-Arizona

>

California

Florida

L+

Georgia
A
/Illinois

Kansas

Michigan

Missouri

Nevada

-

New York

North Dakota

2

Oregom

Texas

\Qgehington Xg’/

Wissonsin » . . ) . XlO

»

1
‘v

1.
2.

3.
4.

-

5.

n/.
ﬁource

Applicable to vvo of three state
universities.

State College System and the:

Wniversity Systems.

University System only.

One percent of the total student
enroliment at the State Colleges

“only. .

Two percent of tota} student
enroliment at the SUNY System.

-

Center "March 1973.

63
-59-

Five percent of total Fall term en-
rotiment. -

N ,
Equivalent to 100 scholarships per
university. , 4

"Good Neighbor" scholarship for Latin
Americans. Preferred rate of tuxtion
for foreign students. .

One hundred per-state 1nst1tution.

One percent of total enrol!ment .-
applicable only for former state
col leges now part of the University
System.

Minnesota s Comiftment to International Education, Minnesota International
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the program covers 753 students; using $8d5,000. 0f these students, 53

percent are graduate students utilizing 20 percent of the funds. Each of

the seven senior institutions are allocated a pprtion of available funds

based on their foreign'student-enro]]ment as wefll as on the need of an

institution to recruit for a cultural mix. Thg awards range fron $100 to
a full remission of all tuition and fees.

Mirnesota statutes provide that (1).1

titutions may grant resident
\

~

status ‘for tuition and fee purposes to foykign'students hfter' their first

A

year.in Minnesota, provdded that the to

e

1 number of thesj students shall
i

not exceeg;one-he1f of one percent of fotal fu]f-time equivalent fall term
enro]]men{, and that they further be pased on demonstrated financial need;

/
(2) an e ergency scholarship fund i
!

tutions eligible for the state qr nt -fn-aid program and which have fore1gn

available to pub]ic and private 1nsti-

L4

students enrolled, for the purpose of enab]1ng them, to ach1eve and maintain
L] mix in their student popylations; (3) institutions are

a deshrab]e cultur

o

adtho%ized to grant resident status to foreidn students who are recipients _

- A

of scho]arsh1p ‘funds contr1butéd by Minfesota 1nd1v1dua]s, organ1zat1ons
or corporat1ons in suff1c1ént .amounts to cover such res;dent tu1t1on fees
in the 1nstJtut1ons cencerned (4) institutions are author1zed to eStab]1sh
prodbdures Wh1ch wou]d requ1re rec1p1ents of grants under the above pro-
-grams to rekurn to the1r countries upon conclusion of their education and |
training; and (5) an approbr1at1on from the general fund of $80,000 for the
purpgse of 1hp]ementing'the provisions of/(Z) above.
¢t The procedures estab]1shed with reqards to provision (4) above state
;that grants to fore1gn Students are f1rst @ade 1n the form of loans, whichf

are forg1ven if the students return home. Af they elect to stay 1n the

" United States, or return w1than f1ve years, they must pay bacg‘the loan. .

.87,




/ / ' ' . / !
. A1l Texas public institutions have a separate per.credit_hour charge

- for foreign students as opposed to other nonresidents. The statute enacted,

in June 1975 provides that students from countries that charge 1ess than or’ -

equal to $200 pér semester for . S. c1t1zeﬁ students w111 pay $l4 per

credit hour at Texas 1n§t1tut1ons, or fees not to exceed $200 per semestera

There are currently 92 countr1es thathhave been cert7f1ed as 04arg1ng 1ess

o

than or equal to $200 per semester/p the Texas Coordinating Board. Stu-
dents from countr1es other than thos certified pay he/regulqr nonresident

rate of 340 per credit hour.. Excepted from this provision are those;stu;
}1/ ] . R +J

dents lenrolled prior to June 1975 whose institution authorized to charge

y . '
less than $40 but not less than $14 based .on the stuqént's determined need.

e o C
’ Extent of Fore1gn Student Enrollment ) ; ) ,

v v
.

i

As Table X on the following page indicates, there are 1,549 foreign.

studepts currently enrolled in Washington's , two un1vers1t1es and 312 fore1gn

%}udents enrolled at the four state co]leges* Afthough no 1nformat1on ;pé
1/ 4
availpble as to the number paying nonres1déht'Fees or the: proport1on wno
l
are V1etnamese or Cambodian refugees at thﬁ ;onmunwty co]]eges, 2,663 stu*

o
. N >

dentg in the community colleges aré from fqre1gn couhtr1es. <

1 ! . T s\ :
Conchsﬁons. . - . ‘ . . ; .

e

( -

. As was indicated previously, the Couh?i1‘§ generhj policy in eva ati§§;/

wa1v=r programs is that they should be based on need or- have a, subs ant1q]

educat1onal benefit of an overr1d1ng naturé Insofar as the exchange based

2 [4 1

. i “
"
. % b .
oot ¢ IR Y Pt ' . B e * ’
AR [ ' . 4 .
® ’ g ¥ \ . . | .
. A . - .
Y
e

f

“+

~

) *Th1s 1nc1udes 190, Canad1an students enro]i d ‘WEstern Wash1ngton State
Co]]ege . o ) “
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portion of the foreign studeni. scholarship program is concerned, one or the

i

other of these cr1ter1a are met

It is d1ff1cu1t to support a full waiver for gh%ents a]ready enrolled .

" and ‘net under some exchange Q¥¥gram For example, a foreign Stﬂdent who is

awarded an assxstantsh1p and works twenty hours a week®will still have to~

L]
' L

pay resident fees His counterpart who attends the institution and qua11f1es

1

~—S0% the waiver will normally pay_n no fees. While bdth universities take need
into account, it is suggested that the?e be a more consistent policy em-
‘ s —

ployed which would limit awards to students already enrolled to the differ-

ence en resident and nonresident fees unless justified on. the basis of

Tr——

doglmented need. : .

Y

The fore}gn student\enrollment in the state colleges is from a limited
number of countr1es. In order to assist those institutions #a- incredsing
the opportunities for d1vers1f1ed cu]tural 1nterchange between Nashington

\

studeats and those from other countries 1t is appropr1ate to- extend the:

<

of the schET???th program to the state colleges. To ensure that€3

the Council's overall criteria are met, it is suggested that the awards be

“‘*“———waﬁE”tﬁFEU§ﬁ a recogn1zed exchange organ1zat1on sush as_the Institute-for-
J

N . ,n.ﬁ
Internat1ona1 Educat1on. ) e
. I - ittt
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SENATE RESOLUTION
1975 - 131

By Senators Sandison, Goltz, Benitz, Scott, Odegaard, Donohue and Guess
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WHEREAS, It is recognized that the benefits of public higher edu-
cation are shared by both the individual who enrolls and society in
general; and

WHEREAS, There:has been considerable public debate, both within the
state and nationally, concerning the portion of the cost of an individual’s
instruction which should be borne by the student and the state; and *

WHEREAS, Tuition and fees in Washington's public universities, col-
Teges, and community colleges, are established as detailed-rate schedules
within the statutes and have been adjusted in the past primarily in re-
sponse to financial problems facing higher education and not in terms of a
standard policy as to the share of costs which should be borne by the
student; and ) -

WHEREAS, A uniform, well understood methodology for determining the
costs related to instruction of students in universities, colleges and
community colleges is necessary in order to consider policies in this area; -

MOM, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLYED, That the Senate Higher Education .
and Hays and Means Committees shall, with the cooperation of the Council
for Post-secondary Education and various public universities and state
colleges, the State Board for Community College Education, the Office of
Program Planning and Fiscal Management, and legislative staff, develop,
test and recommend a standard wmethod of determining the costs of higher
education which relate to instruction of students, both inclusive and
exclusive of relatededpital costs. Such methodology should contain pro-
vision for estimating per student costs for the biennigm following legis-
lative appropriatio.s of fands for highar education ins¢itutions.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLYED, That the Council for Post-secondary tduca-

- tion shall survey the methods used by those states which relate student ¢
tuition and fee$ to higher education costs, along with the policies of '
those states as to‘the portion which is to be borne by students.: i

8E IT FURTH » That the Council for Post-secondary Educa- .
tion shall make recommendations concerning the proportion of cost which
should be borne by the various.categories of students in Washington's
public universities, state colleges and community colleges, including
recommendations dealing with waivers of tuition and/or fees for various
categories of individuals now set forth by statute.

- BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, The Council for Pgst-secondary Education
shall submit a prelimihary report of its ‘u'ﬁngs and recoamendations to
the Senate Comittee on Higher Education o fore November 1, 1975, and,
‘2 final report by nbt later than January 1 6. NS . 3
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BE 1T FURTHER RESOLVED, That a copy of this resolution be trans- o
ption by thé Secretary of the Senate to the l'?

7
4 mitted .immediately upon adg
he Council for Post-secondary Education, State

j House of Representatives,
=2 Board for Community College Education, and the Office of Program Planning . -
'Y and Fiscal Management. ~ 23
Z2] . ‘ . .’d
B
. r
3
1 =

\

$ob 1, Sid Snyder, Secretary of the'
Senate, do hereby certify that this
{5 a true and correct copy of

Senate Resalutiop 1975-131; adopted
enate, June 9, 1975.
SID SNYDER

Secretary of the Senate ~

O
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SURVEY OF SYSTEMS USED BY STATES
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ON A PROPORTION OF INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS




‘ SURVEY OF SYSTEMS USED BY STATES

WHICH BASE TUMTON AND FEE RATES
ON A PROPORTION OF INSTRUCTIONAL COSTS .

»
Appendix B contains the detailed results of the survey conducted by .
\ . | —
the Council in response to Senate Resolution 1975-131. The resolution

——

directed the Council to determine those states which relate tuition and
* fees to instructional costs and the policies of those states.

- /
As a result of a review of research whichihad\Q?en done 4p this area, "//A\\\ :

we were able to use the information gathered by the Virginia Council of .
. !

‘Highe?'gducation in October, 1974. In that survey, the Virginia Council
asked.each state if it set its tuition levels as a percentage of the cost
gf\educational programs. After securing the survey results from the Stat#
of \Virginia, they were combined with information already available in o&ri
office. Through this process we were able }o eliminate thirty-two states.
The remaining eighteen states were then surveyed by Council staff. ' These

- " states were categorized as follows:

¢

(1) Those states for which information was not clear as to whether they . ’
had a policy which related student Eharges to cost. These werg:
Arizona, Idaho, Minnesota, Maryland, Nebraska, and Rhode Island. .

(2) Those states which were considering such a policy: Florida, INlinois, ° Y
Michigan, New Jersey, Ohio, Oregon, Utah and Virginia. |

(3)" Those states where there was a definite indication that fees were set

. s,
ip relation to instructional costs: Colorado, Kansas, New Hampshire '

-
by

\ .and Wisconsin.
\

" As a result of the"survé},fwe have determined that si ates cur-

[ ¥ )
ently have operational systems or approaches .which rg fdent,geQera]

_ g 15 "\

léfgl(;‘ S . ' ‘ =71~ .




purpose fees (commonly called tuition) to the cost of instruction, These

AN

states (Colorado, Florida, Kansas, New Hampshire, Oregon and/ﬂjéconsin)

e

. s N .
were also contacted in person or by telephone. <y
i

The summary that follows provides a state-by-state ) vféw of the
. Y A T T

-
N

. . » A
pragtices and approaches used in the establishment of tuition and fees .

in dpe six states.

Colorado System of Calculating Tuition and Fées

»

\khe approach to tuition charges in Colorado seems to be ‘functioning
well and with*a minimug of contreversy. The methodology used sets tRition

for the current academic year at a percentage of the estimated tofal "Edu-

~cation and General" expenditures for the previous fiscal yeaF.

-

. The tuition policies in effect in Colorado were established by the

N legislature several years ago. Colorado, resident tuition rates are set

.at 25 percent of cost while nonresidents pay 100 percent of cost at the
* - —-5‘ ’ -

four-year institutions. For re;fdent students in the two-year sector,

tuition is 20 percent of costs on a weighted average basis for the two-

»

‘B" year state institutions as a whole. In the four-year se€ tof; resident

tuition is based upon the cost of each institution indiviHua 1y.' For non-

residents the cost base in all institutions (two-year ane r-year) is .
that for eoch individual institution. Some relatively small excepEion§
have been approved by thg/]egis]aturef at the community colleges in the n
southern part of the sf;%e nonresident tuition has been reduced to 65
pércent of cost; rwdent and nonres1dent tu1t1on at the Colorado School
of Mines has been based on Boulder tu1t1on. Tuitions at thé School of
. Medicine and the C.S.U. School of Veterinary Medicine are estab?1shed at R 4

I o

12.5 percent,of the direct costs for residents and 50 percent of the

: o / I
\ , - 76 - :
‘ . R . .

®




direct costs for nonresidents. Tuitions at the School of Nursing are 25
percent of the direct costs for residents and 100 percent for nonresidents. :_

The -tuition for the Dental School is 100 percent of direct costs with 87.5.

in an area of the staté determined by tHe Regents to be;in need of den-
tists. .
¢~b »
Co]prado«tuition and fees are divided into two segments,‘”tuition”

and "student fees”. The percentage factors determine the former while
the latter vary among tHe institutions. Tuition is analogous to Washing-
ton's operating. fee and student fees are similar to our services and

. ; . [ |
ctivities fee. In contrast to the State of Washington, no student  fee$

’

re qedicated to construction or bond redemption.

- S Although the basic concept of setting tuition rates as a percentage

of edhgationa] costs within the institutions is not an issue, the mech-
anics and procedures used are currently under review. For instance, only
the'community colleges have a standard tuition charge based on composite

instructional costs. A1l the four-year institutions have differing tui-

tion rates based on their fndividyal expenditure patterns. A question

éxistg as to whether the compdgfte appraach should be used for groqpf of

14 - - | wg s
folr-year institutions. There is also concern as to thd varying Tevb]s .
ot ' * , - ¢

of student fees charged gt the institutions. Each institution has com- —
plete autonomy”%n‘setting student fees and consequently there are wide  °

‘ ' 4/\4 . - .
disparities amond\ institutions. e ) .

- \ ) ' ~

The Colorado Commission on Higher Education is also studying a number
of policy modifications including: a surcharge for students enrolling for

more than 18 credits; standardization of the definition of a full-time
. /o x 4
. 77. et

~

Q . .-73-“




*

student for'fee purposes; and modifying the cost base or increasing the
percentage to be paid by students. Overa]] f1sca1 prob]ems were c1ted as )

tte reasons far the review. : . ;;
The cost base used by Colorado is an estimate of expendituteg‘for‘the'
_ year prior to the yea? in which the tuition rates will be in effect. In- ’
cluded -are al] state supported activities ther than Extension and Phb]ic
Service. Recovery of -indirect costs§§e]atzz\to research is deductedi No
facilities use cost (amortization) is;inc]uded other than on-going main-
tenance. The cost base is reviewed with the Joint Budget Committee (JBC)
of the 1egis]ature\prior to establishing the specific rates. . ' ;
‘The grocess was prescribed by the JBC and appears to be well under-
stood by its members. No change (6thef than possible procedural modifi- :
cations) is anticipated. The percentage factors used by Colorddo are not
based on any analysis of re1at1ve benefits to the studept and the state.

when established, the 25 percent facgg} produced a tuition which, the 1eg1s-

lature felt was comparable to rates in states with which they compare.

Florida Sx;teﬁ of Calculating Tuition and Fees - - }/;

- In Florida, postsecondary education is made up of: two distinct groups.
sglhe_cgmmgn*ty college Ax;tem has 28 1stRicts each with its own

governing .board. The related state agency has only a coordinating role

" The public four-year institutions (state university system), on the other:
- // ‘
hand, have a single governing board.

. N
The student_fee structure for the four-year institutions is consider-

ably more complex than-implied in the summary provided in_the January 1976
staff report. After Florida officials had ample opportunity to review,

/ comment and provide Coun¢il staff with supplemental data, it became clear

18 )
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that their fee structure actually consisted of ‘four compowents -containing
seven fee categories. A "Matric/ﬁation Fee" is ana]ogous to Washington's

“Operating Fee". The1r "Building Fee“ and "Cap1ta1 Improvement Trust Fund

¢

Fee" taken together are s1m11ar to wash1ngton s ”Tu1t1on" category. (In

contrast to the other states surveyeg F]or1da does dedicate a portion of

-

.
L

the1r student fees to, capital consdruct1on and/or bond redempt1on )
Florida's "Activity and Serv1ce’Fe§" 1s,analogous to wash1ngton s "Services,

4 < { - .
and Activities Fee"; In addition, however, Florida has a "Student Finan- . *
cial Aid Fee", a ”General Student Aid-Fee“ and/ "Student FinanciaV‘Aid '

Trust Fund Fee“ which have no counterpart in the Nash1ngton fee structure. -

-

The current po]1cy bf re]at1ng tu1t1on and fee charges to 1nstruct1ona1 ’ .

costs-in the pub11c four- year 1nst1tut1ons was deve]oped and proposed to the 'f

-

F]or1da legislature by the Board of Regen;s during the 1975, 1eg1s]at1ve '
session. Executive and 1ngs1at1ve revenue estimates for.the state un1yer-
s{ty system for the current fiscal year were based,on the criteria as pre-

sented by the Board. Community college student fee’rates, however, continue

to be_ set 10ca11y w1thnn Lthe state gu1de11ne ‘which a]]ows for. a range of

$8.00 to $12.00 per quarter hour ‘ l’. o .
Florida student fee rates are based on, a charge for eaeh credit hour

.o, . . . .

The determination of 1nstrdct1ona1 costs 1s also based on a per student . .
F4

. - - \ . \ . *
cred1tx‘§ur cqst The state un1vers1ty‘system uses the budgeted student ..

-~ - r

cred1t hours.related to.each/student 1eve1 and the conrespondang apprb-

-,

- priated dp]]ars for the gr1or f\sca] year to ca]cu]ate 1nstruct1on costs

- - . - |

These costs serve as the b; e 1nadeterm1n1ng the s‘tudent fee charges for ° L.
the current year,, /Stated another way, the' student fee charges for. the-, . .

current academic year (1975-76) are,based onothe 1Q74-75’appropr1ation.-\
.o ‘ , ) 79 .' : . - . ‘- [
°‘ \ A r25' ;," ‘: BN - . S e )
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* (Historical costing data are.usgd to apportion credit hours and dollars

-

to the various student ievels.) ™+ - °

The state universiti system ?ﬁpyoach distinguishes between resident

¢ A

* and nonresident students and ﬁdghtiftes five separate student “levels: Tﬁ)

-

, . ) N
lower division undergraduate, (2) upper division undergraduate, (3) gradu-

ate level exéYusive ‘of thesis/diss%rtation, (4) graduate ‘level thesis/

dissertation, and (5) professional. Total resident student fees are to

-equal 30 percent of the instructional costs applicable to each of the stu-~

dent levels identified.and nonresident students are to pay. 100“pérceht of

these costs, with the.proviso that state support for lower divﬁsion stu~

[}
dents not be greatef than that for community college students.

/

} The state unjversity system approach contains three significant pro-
visions. The first provision calls for a phase-in pehiod to reach the
desired percentage levels for resjdent and nonresident students respec-
tively. The second provision calls for equal funding from the state for
lTower division undergraduate student c?eﬁit hours-in both the state
univers%ty syste&wéna in~the communiﬁy college system. Since the costs:

for lower division {nstfuction in the state university .system are currently
h?gher than in tHe comﬁunity college system, the students attending any of =
the state universities must pay the difference. The third provision limits
the th;f%on increase in an; given yeanjt? not more than 30 percent of the
preyious yearl base. Consequently, these provisions will make it diffi-

1t during’ he next few years for the Florida state university system to

specified student fee levels in certain categories (e.g., pro-

80 SR :
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The effect of these po]1o1es ﬂs that the‘proport1on of fu]] 1nstruc-

t10na] costs paid by the fees ana]ogous to wash1ngxon S, tu1t1on and operat-
'\
ing fee will be approximately 25 percent at the undergraduate level and

27.5 percent at the graduate ]eve] after a full- phase-1n. By 1977-78 (the'
third.year of the initial p?ﬂse-in period) the.totdl of the "Hatr1qu]at1on‘
Fee®, ”Bu11d1ng Fee” and "Capital Unprowement Trust Fund Fee" pald by a
.]ower d)v1s16n res1dent st#Cent in the state unlver§1ty system w11] approx
1mate 30 percent of his or/her 1nstruct1onaT ‘costs.” As the fo]]ow1ng T ///
'\table 1nd1cates, the totalfof these/fees paid by an ypper d1v1s10n studeﬁt
and a graduate studeht are expectéd to approximate 24 and 27.5 percent

-4

respectively by 1977-78.

vty

TABLE B-I

: FLORIDA
STUDENT FEE PERCENTAGES AS
A cOST OF JINSTRULTION

1
- ESTIMATED FOR 1¢77-78 -
- an ¥ . \

»
T

N - Matriculation Fee Plu$
. . Building Fee Plus
A1l Fees - . Capital Improvement
Description Included * . . ' Trust Fund Fees

Resident Students/”— 4 | e

Lower Division 37% i 30%
Upper- Division , 30% 24%
Graduate . 30% , 27%
Gradate With Thesis 30% 28%
Profefsional * *

Nonresident Students

Lower Division

Upper Division
Graduate

Graduate With Thesis
Professional {

" %ot available -- however, the reSpect1ve percentages are -less than 30 and
106G percent.
. 531/,
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A

. to 3 times h1gher/th/n.re51den4 charges) counts toward the 25 per/ehtn

"edycational costs". Revenue is expected to approx1ma;e 25 percen of

-

3 ! /

cob® related to instruction. % ‘ 4
* Another difference is the timé cycle used in estab]ishing\tuitjon
/
levels. Adjustments are made every four years based on. pchected expen-/

- diture levels for the next four ygars. The bortion of the dget sd/:

(or Genera] Fees) and Restr1cted Fees. Tu1t1on is set by the regents w1th
- - ' @ v

a standard amount for ‘the: three un1vers1t1es and a 1ower amount for the
three co]]eges ; Restr1cted fees vary by institution. 1In February, 19?4;-

the un1vers1ty tu1t1on préduced revenue equal to 27. 6 percent of re1ated

L

costs,hh11e co]lege tu1t1on generated revenue egual to 20 8 percent Due

It .sho 1d a]so be notedthat the revenue from nonresident’ tu1t1on (2 5.

r

aobJectlve S0 that the propor 1on.borne by resident students i 'Less than
- ) ,; / /_ - l k )
*Calted "General Fees" in the State of Kansas. vThe térm "tu1t1on" s, used
in t/js summary for consistency with the other state C .- :
l - . Y

-
4

‘//' Kansas tuitfon and fees dre divided into two/ma1n categories: ‘Tuition o

v




25 ﬁe;cent -There is no gradudte differentia : at Kansas 1nst1tut10ns

The cost base which is est1mated cons1sts 0 educat1qpﬂ1“aﬁd'general
costs less organ1;eE\FeSeargh, extension sgrvices\and capital_improve-

.' No depreciation Cost is included in the base.. It alsq exclude

.
.
t . .
.
. .

ha¥e no plans to mpd1!& the proportion or 'the basis of "cost". - The 25

—

Y

New Hampsh1re~§ystem of Cal ulat1ng Tuition and Fees

New Hampsh1re'has a 1que system in several ways:\ First, it has a

very small pugh%mgher education system, i.e., the University of New

Hampsh}re s nas only three four-year 1nst1tut1ons {no #wo-year) with

an enrollment of approximate]y 16 500 studeﬁts; second, ere‘are no

charge‘between undergraduate and graduate students. Cdrre t s1dent
ithon at the Un1vers1§y of New Hampsh1re Durham, as repo \ by'the
) State Un1vers1ty'of New Hampshi?e System 0ff1ce, is 3906/:a nonres1dent
tu1t1on is $2,600. = An additional $93. 00 requ1red fees i} ch rged of *
all f@i-tine students. . S \

-

‘O

New Hamnsh1re tu1t1on and fees are d1v1ded 1nto segménts, "tu1t1on"
and "student fees". Tth}en is analogous to Hasb1ngton s operat1ng fee and
¥thdent fees are similar to our services and act1v1t1es fee. In coﬂtrast

< to the State of Washinglon, no student fees are ded1cated to’ construction )

™

or bond redempt1on, \ .

g3/

-




— . . ] & P . ‘ :
:;wﬁﬁﬁhq,,‘ﬁ;;4'/f/gii:>‘4’”7 , - . N \\\-~;
'“\¥~;i:ii%i;;jn_?he'cost of 1nstruct1on figure & are estlmaies/ sase_costls for
’ the preceding f1sca1 ye er words, the tutQ charges for adademic
. year 1975-76 arg -:sed on expen- see_patterns for fiscal year 197! )
(the 1974-75 academ&f year). ‘\LQ>calcu1at1ng the cost of —tnstruction, alN

educat1on andrgeneral expense items are included. In, addition, any state
funds that are expended for extension, public seryice and organized research
are included-in the overall cost of instruction. - '~_1§9

- Telephone contact with the New Hampshire Postsecondary Education Com-

mission in October, 1975 indicated that a policy exﬂpted to set resident

fees at fifty percent of instruetionai'costs. A draft copy of the survey
repqﬂf was sent in November to the New Hampshire Commission asking them
" to advise the €ouncil if substantial errors existed in the rpport. No -

-, ‘regponse was received and the information was incorporated i subsequent

reporEWMM"We are now advised that the policy only applies to\nonresident -
°. ]
. " students whose tuy‘ﬁgn is set at 100 percent of costs. Resident tuition

., 1% set at the discretion of the Board of Trustees. o
// i .\\ . .. B ’ = -

Oregon System of Caqculat1ng Tu1t1on ‘and Fees - ) L.

.

: The approach used by the State of Oregon to calculate tu1t1on and fees
| for the four- year colleges and un1:ers1t1es compr1slng the State's Depart- -
20 vment of H1gher Education is 1dss formal than -that of e1ther Co]orado or
. _N1scoqsln Tu1t1on is. estab1lshed by the State Board of H?gher Education

based on an objective of resldent undergraduates paying approx1mate1y 25

percent of the cost of 1nstruct1on and nonres1dent’fayergraduates pay1ng




::*:3 full instructional costsj 7E;ga§5t5"§t‘ T‘boih‘rgsithtéfégg;qggfg§i:_;4,____yﬂu
dents, pay 20 percent of graduate 1€5¢ uction costs. 1975-7§ resident T
uhdergradggte tuition 15 expetted to be slightly in excess of the:és per-
cent objective. _. -

Tuition in Orfgon's community co]ieges is set by local boards in_
a;cordance with a general state policy guideline. It is assumed that =
tuition will provide 20 pertent of total support with 50 pehcent to be ’;j -
prov1ded by the state and 30 percent from local property. . T

Tuition and fees in:Oregon's colleges and 1vers1t1es 4re divided
into three segments: tuition, building fee and M.’;

Tuition is analogous to Washington's operating fee, the building fee is

—

similar to Washington's "tuition" (a]though at $12.50 peg/Quarter it is
substantially less) and the incidental fees relate to our services and

activities fees. The building fee. is a/max1mpm set by statute while the

<

1nc1denta1 fees vary among the 1nst1tut1ons within a range approved ﬁ} the .

\

State Borrd ’ y

-

~

A s1ng]e re51dent undergraduate tuition rate is estab11shed for all

et e e =

B 1nst1tut1ons other than the Oregon Institute of Technology (OIT). The
-ﬁ§gte is based on the composite budgets of all. the 1nst1tut1ons d1v1éed by
- we1ghted full-time equ1vafent enrollment. Lower division students are .
* welghted 1;0: upper d1vx§1on studenij;jxes, and graquate students at 2.0. '

The cost base includes-all education and general actixjilgifEXbi&sT%e/at
Ry ” -

-

Summer- sess1on, extension and research Indirett cost reimbursement .is

*

e,

deducted to FefTect support costs felated to research. Also excluded from ﬂ///}
: the base are;the cost of CEntral zed activities and estimated deprecia-

s : P “w, ) . . 3 \ ]
. tion. ) ’ . s S . * , l
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Exceptioné to the above practice are: (1) nonresident tuition at the

three state coTleges wh1ch are Jess than 100 percent of cost to broaden

the student body at those campuses; (2) tuition at the Medical and Dental

_Sch051§ which is based on hf;tqrica1 rates adjusted upward §¥ the percent-
age increase in fees at the other institutions; and (3) OIT,\Dhere the
coets of that institution are used as the base. From discussions with of-
ficials of the State Board, it aapears that the approach has been satis-

factory in dealing with the Governor and the leéjs}ature. The Joint Naxs

D
and Means Committee has not gone into great detail in the calculation

"

process. They are, however, aware of the shared cost -aspect when consider-

_ing appropriation levels.

<

It is evident that there was no phi]oéophic basis for the 25 percent
oObjective. There has been no attempt to determine relative benefits.
Rather, the 2§ percent refTects gn historical pattern which has become

more formalized in dealing with budgetary matfers.

Wisdonsin System of Calculating Tuition and Fees

The approach to tuition-and fee cifrges in Wisconsin appears to have

- o . . .
. made routine adJustmeqts A student charges a "non-issue" ‘insofar as the

N

university system and the legislatuHE is concerned. The approach has
A ¥

evolved since 1960 and now is based on res1dent undergraduates paylng 25

percent of average undergraduate costs per student; resident gradu;tes, ' ,
|

21’5% percent* of graduate'costs, nonres1dent undergraduates, 100 percent,
{

. .
! | a . . .
-0 ! , . R .

*Increased in 1975-76 as a result of budget recommendations by the Governor
that graduate /fees be increased to 25-percent. The fee increase was not,. (
however, spegified by the legislature although the general fupd reduction {
was QOt restored.

e



\ .
a:§§;onresident’graduates, 70 percent of cost. "Cost" is the result of

calculations applied to the budget for the year to which/;he tu?tiop will

apply. o . )

wiscoh;in tuition aed fees are divided into two seg%enté; "academic
fee/tuitiop"* (hereafter referred to”as tuition) aﬁd "segregated fees".
The eercentage>factors determine the former while Eﬁe latter vary among
the éampuses: Tuition is analogous to Washington's operating fee and
segregated fees are similar to our services and activities fee. Unlike
the State.of ﬁashington, no student fees are dedicated to construction or
bond redemption of academic buildings.

Twe'fesident undergraduate tuition rates are established through the
system; one for the "doctoral cluster”, the Madison and Milwaukee cam-
puse%,'and the second for theliuniversity‘c%uster" (the formee state col-
leges -as well as Green Bay an& Parkstde, which were originaT!; administered
by the Un}versity of Wisconsin at Madison.) The rates are based on the'
composite budgeég for the two clusters (not individual campuses) as ad- L,
justed by "cost" ratios determined in the previous year. Qentral,adm+ﬁ-
istration for the system is included as well as a faci]ities.depreciation
factor based on a 50 year useful life of facilities. In the case pf
Madison and Milwaukee, a "teaching aésistant;tuitjon remission; coet is
also included. The procedures are clearly set forth in manuals evai]ab]e

<" A\

for executive and legislative review. ’

The W cons1n approach hs noteworthy in that it 15 the only tuition

relat1onsh1p System based on an apport1onment of costs. In other wordg,

N

L

*The term "academic fee" .applies to resident s dents while the term "
t}Zn” applies to nonreS1dent students. 2




supporting costs such as administration are &istributed between instruction
and research. The system is based.on a projected fall term enrollment and

ratios developed from previous fall faculty effort analysis. Summer and

extension costs are excluded. The approach therefore derives sthJent tui- .

e\()
tions which are related only to instructional and instructional support

costs. ' ; -

o\
3

The legislative staff interviewed appeared to be.comfortap1e with~the
system. Staff of the Joint Finapce Committee have reviewed the proéedpres
in detaii and expressed no concerns with the calcylations. The members of
the committee appear to re]y on the staff to anderstand the deta1]s of the
system and to cost out. proposed budget a]ternat1ves in terms of student
fee impact. The posS1b]e concern of disproportionate reductions to a pro-

gram which supports both organized research and instruction without‘recog-

nizing that a portion of the program is not included in-the instructipnaT

s

cost base has apparently not surfaced. b

’ - A

During 1975, the Governor proposed~peréentage'increases'for graduate

and medical students which were partially imp]emented. The Regents' pro-

posal for a fifty'percent undergraduate,résideﬁt fee reduction (fedUcing

the 25 percent(to 1275 percent) was not-entertained ither the Governdr

or the leqis]ature.

felt 1t nece sary to reference the cate“fn Taw. The 25 percent,1s, aifec-
erence the
also applied to ad general vocatxona1 {non- degree or - : ‘

:"

gertiftﬁate)_programs wh' : a 7 percent factor IS qpp11ed ;o ‘associate

. - / 7 : B ) . - ' & .- o
T - . 88 ¢ / *
P . - * ¥ . N .
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" > '\i .

.
»

. AN
degree pgograms. All of these factérs are applied te statewide average

costs in the vocational system. '

It was clearf'in reviewing th system with both the un1vers1ty and
legislative staff, that there is no ph1losoph1ca1 basis‘*or the 25 per-
cent share-to be borne by students. No analysis of relative benef1ts to
students or the state was attempted. The only adjustments have been irf

-resoonse to revenue requirements and the original amounts related to his-
; T
torical practice and to comparisons with other ¢'Big 10" states.
A

3

~0bservations Concerning the Wisconsin System -
i

- . The_depreciation is based on-the originaliéo§t of the instructional

Y Y

“+and academic support facilities. S //J
' . % -, 77‘//

¥
All "unrestricted“ student service costs are included in .the cost base.

Hosp1ta1 and aUX111ary entfrprlse expenses gre“discounted. 50 percent

@

Hospita] costs are» 1nc1uded in medicine instruction cost

”N”d1fferent1a]s basga on?ﬁnftruct1onal discipline (other than med1-

' in the allocation of adfﬁnistrat1

»

c;ne) exist.

-- ﬂn/uBEer/dJ!j§7on/d}?ferent1a] was mandated by the legislature f07

= /‘1974 75 but the- te was not continued. The most telling argument

.against the d1fferent1a]  Was the flnanc1a] aid po]1cy which directs

-

~aid tdkard the f1rst two years ‘of . school.

- The maJor1ty of lab'and course fees’haVe been or .are be1ng £liminated

l under the student hare c0ncept both in %he university- system:and the

‘area vocat1onaL schools //gﬂgu1dg}4nes are s1m11ar to those in t

Counc11 s'draft pol1cy re endat1on
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, " RESULTS OF EXTENDED SURVEY OF
: TUITION POLICIES IN THE STATE OF
CALTFORNIA, ILLINOIS, ENDIANA, MICHIGAN AND MINNESOTA

The summarjes thg;{?arfsﬁ aye'éaseé'on data receiyed from the indi-
JVidual states, phone interviews and research recently completed by the
ﬁState of I1linois. - b |

Singé California and Michigan are also “pacé-settﬁr“ states for the
community coj]ege system, a father detailed description of practices in

&

those states has also been included. I~

CALIFORNIA ¥

Résident Tuition Policy
The Board of Regents of the Un%versity of California does nof charge
’ tuition to resident students. However, there is a $300 Uhigersfty'ReéiQ;;
"~ tration Fee and $300 Educatioga1 Fee,pen year for undergradua;é§ ?hich is
used to support uniVeréity”bperations.‘ At the graduate level, students
pay thensame Unive;sity Regfsfration Feé, but pay aﬁ Edu&a%ion Feé of
$369 per §e§¥?‘ Since botp tuition charges in other state;iand the fees
which the Board of Regents of'th; University‘o% California levies on'stJdents
are used to6_support university operationsé both charges appear to be, com-
Qn parable. University “of ;q]ifornia officials report that fees are }ncreqsed
T from time to timg due ‘to inflation, the need t; maintain program quality,
and tdféémpafe with other‘institupions of similar size and programmatic
\Jséqpe.' Fees gurnent1y i effect’for undergraduqte and graduate studenls
at the Uﬁiversi;ywqa Califfornia campuses are’ as follows: Undergraduate,
'$600; and Graduate, $660. ' S .

t

\ ' ' ' . . ’ ~
L] L) ’ B . . N
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Nonresident Tuition Policy: : y

-

The rules and regulations governing the Boé?ﬁ of Regents of ;he Uni-
versity of Ca]ifornia‘state that the amounp,of,the non;esﬁdent tuition fee
shall be fixed by the Prg%ident with the c urrence of the Board of Re- .

" P;hfs. Nonresident sthdénts Eg;keﬁny pay approximately three times the
amount that resident st : s pay. Nonresjdent tuition rates ;urrent1y in
effect at the Universf{} of California are as follows: "Undergraduate,

~_ $2,100; Graduate, $2,160; and Law, $3,240.

Community Colleges: N\

California community colleges charge no tuition to in-district resi-
dents. Many colleges charge‘nomina1'§tudent activities fees which vary
among districts. In California, the ;tate pays a minimum basic aid charge
of $125 per-sfudent regardless of what\digtrict he aftends. Rega?ding —
out-of-dis?rjct students, their county of residenée is bi]]éd by their
county of attendance for tuition charges above the State basic qid. These
charges Qary with an avefage of $350. 1In an attempt to equalize .enroll-

“ments, some students are denie& this payment by their county of residence.
When this is the case, the student would theﬁ be required to pay the out-

of-district tuition and fees. Nonresident tuition varies but often

approximates total instructignalj costs.

. N -

<> . ILLINOIS
The current undergraduate resident tuition rates and their percentage

) N . ﬂ - -
of tota111972-73 instructional costs for the four-year institutions were

[ ]

_as follows: L Tuition Percent .of
- Rate . Instructional Cost . .
Board of Governdrs, - $420 . ‘ 27.3
Board of Regents $404 25.9
Southern-I11inois Un1vers1ty $429 25.8
University of I11inois . $496 . 31.2_. )
Q ‘ \\ - 92 ‘ \ -

A :\ | . "\ ’ '90- . ' “ .\ " ;‘g
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It should be noted that the tuition rates have not changed since 1972

73; whereas, there have been considerable'jncreases in the instructional-

¢

costs. The current percentagés aré therefore lower than thosge listed

above. s ' . Coe e
The State of I111inois Board of Higher Education has‘ recommended that
resident undergraduate tui%}pn be set at 33.3 pe}cént of the instructional

costs as determined in I11indis' annual“Unit Cost Study.

'ng}jgg;ﬁﬁiicies (réﬁii;ﬂ:and nonresident) in California.and Indiana

universities are summarized from a, document by the State of I1linois Board
of~Highsr Education entitled: -"Master Plan -- Phase IV Tuition and Other
Student Costs: A Supporting Document". California community col]ebe

informaqﬁon is from a telephone quiry to the State of California.

s

INDIANA

1 : , .
7

Residept Tuition Policy:-

L d

/ . ‘ -
- The University of Indiana and other systems haye no set tuition pol-
/s !

,ﬁéy.' Rates are eétab]ishedlat the direction of each governing board with
e . .

+

S . o e '.
" 1ittle interference from the legislature. Currént tuition rates at varipus

~ —

— .
Indiana institutions are as follows:

.

-~

\Undergraduate " Graduate

. University of Indiana . 722 744
Indiana State University 720 . 576

- . Ball State University - 630 | 678" a

A
* [

-

Nonresident Tuition Policy: .
The University of Indiana and governing boards of other systems have

no set tuition policy regarding nonresident students. Rates are estab-

4

lished at the direction of each govérning board at a 1éwe] approximately

2
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twice the charge for resident students. Current tuition rateé/:on non-

-

& ) * - - “0 » -
resident undergraduate students at various Indiana institutions are as

follows:

- Uhivers%ty of Indiana $1,560
Purdue University $1,600 ¥
‘Ball State University - $1,260

A

-

MICHIGAN

Bacca]aureate Institutions

the years‘1965-1974. The1r report ent1t1ed “F1nanc1ng of Pub11c Baccal-
.

_ aureate Institqtion§ 1n Michigan: AZZ;pte Report Analyzing, Trends from

IR
LI y !

1965-1974" contained the foT]owing fifiding:

Extreme]y s1gn1f1cant is ‘the fact that ove! the ten year
period 1965-1974 student tuition and-fées as a\source of
institutional revenue has ]ncreasedfs1gn1f1cantﬂy -- from
a low/of 16.9% in 1965-1966 to a high of 22% in 1973-1974
ste; wide.

'

The/ACcompany1ng—tab;e proy1des ‘the percentages for each of the bac~
ca]aureate Tnst1tut10n561n,M1ch1g§h by year.

/
N4

* Michigan Community Co11eges .- ,

In 1975~ 76 students w111 be expected to’“prov1de“ 24 percent of the
' revenue needed for the 1975 56 f1scaTj§eer. Infd1str1ct tuition has been
set at $341. The community col]ege tdjtioﬁ rates are set By the 1egisIatuee,
" and‘yp until this year the student tuitien was expectedhtokaccouqt for 33.3
'peﬁcent'gf the total eduéétioﬁé] costs. The tyition Eharges‘at the com-
mqnit{}co]]eges in Michigan have been reduced to reflect percentage pat-

1]

terfis sjmi]aﬁ to thdse found in the four-year institutions. The résident

I

_insdist¥ict chargg‘of $341 is-approximately 22 percent of an estimated cost
94 .
/ .
/-92-
VA .
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‘ - v (‘; . }‘ } ‘ ; v .
per student. The newly adopted ‘tuition schedule includes a ‘rate of $511.50

for resident. out-of-district students which is expécted to raise the rev-
B ¢ Gy

enue to the 24 percent objective. ) . v
- 8 " . i “ . Y
P ~ MINNESOTA : <

/

The universities, state colleges and community colleges in Minneso

have no-set tuition policy for eitherresident or hONFGSideOt/§§U:§?t5~
-« However, historiqa{/révenuesff on iq&pm' have apprgximated 25 per--
. ) . 5 v kg . I3

of the systems/according to the

% !

fbmmending that tuition

L Rt} 'L«
f‘f.’r@«

. Charges equa;?ﬁo benceht of tﬁeiestima.lﬂ

/o4
cost of instruction for the

-
. - current fiscal year. ' : Lo
” ! y . . : ' 4 &
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¥ - CALCULATIOM OF CAPITAL COST PER STUDENT

The method used to calculate the estimated capital cost per FTE stu-

Py

dent was as follows:

Calculation
. d

(1) “Exc)ude: )"

(A) Auxf?iafy facilities (e.g.,.dormitories, gnd other student hpus--
- ing, dining halls, student unions, book stores, etc.)

£8) Facilities wholly devoted to intercollegiate athletics.
() Fati]ities-who]]y‘9gvoted to researgh or public services purposes.
v .

(2) Determine the original cost of construction, remodeling, renovatiop
. and additions of all facilities not.excluded in (1) above  using the .
sgme data as used in the building maintenance portion of the plant ‘
operation and maintenance formula. . i

* (3) ,Mhltiply the total original cost by:.02 to équal an annual cost assum-
ing a fifty year life. . -

(4) "~ Divide® the Eggﬁif of step 3'by the three férm average annual enroll-
ment to equal the capital depreciation cost per student.

" Because the method of=calculating student capital costs requiréa judgements
about excluding certain facilities, the four<year institutions and community -
college system were asked to calculate a capital cost per FTE student. Each
responded to the request in a timely manner and provided the following data.

\

Original’ Cost Annual 1974-75 '
-~ " Related To - Cost FTE AA Cost Per -
“~nstitution . _Instruction (50 years). Enroliment FTE Sfudent
U of W* ( $142,512-,893° $2,850,257 30,618 $ 93.09
WSU 98,406,566 - 1,968,131 15,817 124 .43
TESC . +* 36,759,;271 415,185 2,279 - 182.17
"CWSC - 28,811,017 576,220 6,173 - . 93.33 '
WWSC - 36,046,439 720,928 . 8,493 - S 84.88
EWSC 28,907,686 578,154 6,694 i 86.37
CC System + 165,487,000 3,399,740 75,967* ‘f 43.56
1 ’ " T? ‘ - (\

&
-

*1975<76 discounted enrollment projected by the Office.of Pﬁégram Planning
and Fiscal Management. ’ B .

. . 7
R R

. I 1 i

’ O “ “ . '97‘ ‘




Several concerns were ra1sed by the institutions and communlty chlege sys-“'f

ten ‘about ca1cu1at1ng capital costs .per student. A summary of those con-
- cerns fo]]ows . -

A,’ All 1nstruct1ona] buildings do not have a useful 1life of 50 years
(e.g., field service facilities at WSU and relocatable fac111t1es of
the ‘community:college system).

<
.

{B) "Original cqst of bu11d1ngs does not reflect Current caﬁ!!%] cdsts

(C) Rccurate exclusion of research and public service space would require

- a highly detailed inventory system which would need frequent up-dating.

-(D)' Definition &F capital cost would need to be very specific. For ex-
- ample, should capital cost jnclude equipment?

r A

L =]
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DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR THE BASE PERIOD
) 7O BE USED TO CALCULATE EDUCATIONAL COSTS
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- DISéUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR
THE BASE PERIOD TO BE USED
TO CALCULATE EDUCATIONAL COSTS ‘ ,
Q
Tuition and fees must be established before the start of fall term,

preferably by May for preregistration and financial aid "packaging". For
budget purposes, the revenue to be éenerated‘by tuition and feés.gﬁou1d«
be known by the Governor for his budget and by the legislature for their
This means that either the rates must be established by

» . .
November of the previous year or that relationships to budgeted programs

budget review.

must.be established for use in the budget pcoceés.

Ihere are several alternatives available that would accomplish these

-

objectives. In order to ensure a thorough understand1ng of the alterna- -

tives, reference to the following chart will be helpful.
. . ®

A B c - D —a :
Year 2 -- Year 1 -=- Year 2 -- Year 1 -- Year 2 --
Previous Current Current Ensuing Ensuing .
Biennium Biennium Biennium Biennium - Biennium
(1974-75) (1975-76) (1976-77) (1977-78) (1978-79)
\ 3 2 i

Alternative 1

-

August of Year D (August, 1977)
May of Year C (May, 1977)
November of Year C (November, 1976)

e

Base the tuition and fees.for the next year (D) or biennium (D + E)

on the most recent actual cost data (Year A).

/

This would allow use 6f ac-’.

-

tual data and ratios deve]opéd from the Counciﬁ's.ynit expenditure,étudy

which is currently conducted'dnce"each two years.

do ndt support routine production of the data by November of the following

Y .

l J 1
-101-

Existing data systems .
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N ok L. :
=~ year {completion of the 1974-75 study is scheduled for July; 1976). The .
. 3 ~ LI . .
disadvantage, of cours€? is the extensive time ]ag bgtweeh year A and .

years D and E. 3 N y " o

.
e 4 d

Alternative 2

} - . “

Base the rates for years D or D and £ on éstimate; for the‘éurrent ‘.‘7$
biennium (B and C) based on the most recent cd§£_5;;T;;?§ and jpbrove ﬁﬁe G
institutional data bases to allow compétib]e cost dafe to be developed and .
reported for year B prior to Novembef of year C.

By ‘the fall of year C-it is éossigle to estimatg the enroliment and - -’
expenditure pattern for that year. The actuél ehro]]meht and_e{penditure
R data for year B wdu]d also be known. Until suCh‘time as data systems are

improved, thecost study for "year Aﬂcould be used to provide ratios anq/’

cost pattern data for estimating purposes. Current‘6f“bFiOr'year;data are ... o
used as the cost base by three of the six states (Colorado, Florida and

New Hampshire). This approach also has the advantage (or disadvantége de-

ﬁeﬁding on one's point of view) of having rates known in advance which would" -

not be affected by budget decisions in the next legisiative session.

- d ¢ -

[4

A1tgrnative 3 ,
Determine the ratio that each,budgeteg progfam contributes to "in-

étructiona] cost" through the use of the mq}t recent cost study, multiply i

that ratio by the percentage of revenue to be produced By students and use

the derived percentages’to relate tuifion‘andrfeé income for years D and

E to budgeted expehditurég for those yeérs. Aétua] rates.wou1q be set

~— after the budget was adopted although estimates would be available by May

of year C.

. . ETY
: ’ ~102-



This is an extremely complex approach which uses the most recent cost
» ‘ N K

study as the basis for ratios and factors and applies those‘factors‘to”the
‘. , i Y » .
various programs, e.g., Plant QOperation and Maintenance. ?he port1on of

general 6perat1ng revenue to be produced by fees could be computed based

!"

on past experience with proport1ona1 tu1t1onland fee rates'or (as”in the

case of Kansas) by simply setting a percentage revenue objective. - This .

port1on (let us assume 25 percent) would be app11ed to the program's con-
tribution'to instruction zassume that480 percent of physical p]ant expenses

support instruction) to derive an income percentage (. 25 x".8 = .20) which

would be used in budget1ng

A]though thws me thod wou]d be cost study based and current, it is

»

.-Fike1y that it wou]d be confus1ng It also requires some central fee set;

*ting authority (as in Kansas and Mebraska whefe variations of this ap-,

o

pzoach are used) to set rates for the universyties and the colleges and

a

determinefiay differentials for graduate an professionaT Students. The

4

timing of thé'actua] rate ca]cu]at1ons wou]d aJso be a prob]em U

oL ;- i
Alternative 4 . T ‘ A

Usé cost study information only to detérmine cost ratios for the var-

L4

ious fee categories. Apply either a revenue or rate percentage .to a.pre-

-~

determined portion of the budgét (e.g., education \and 'general expenditures
. )

Tess research) and use the approach to compute'rates‘or jﬁcome for years
D and E based on the budget. - r

Although much simpler than A]ternat1ve 3; 1t 1s~11ke1y that the ap-
. proach will be imprecise among institutions and can lead- to claims of

inequity. The timing problems are similar to Alternative 3 although the

caltulations would be more simple. An approach similar to this is used,

L

-
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* by OPegon and rates for year D (for example) are usualdy set by.their

*

éentra1 govern1ng board 1n Ju]y or August of that year.

" A var1ety ;¥'other aTternat1ves, usha]]y comb1natﬂons of aspects of

. » LY .

the above approaches are poss18Te The key quest1ons are? Sﬁou]d the
, rate;'re%1ect current buddet decis1ons or the' previous spendiné Teve]?
'Id'nhat’e;tent sh0u1d cast ana]ysis be—used7 If rates are to be’ standard
among tgpes of institutions and 'a system based on future budgets is used
who should set the rates? A]tﬁgugh ‘the staff is open to (and welcomes)
other approaches, we current1ynfee1 that Alternative é, when the entire:

-

{ current biennﬁum is used, has thd mgst merits.

v
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NONRESIDENT " FEES IN NASHING]DN PUBLIC-HIGHER EDUCATION
. ‘ ’

‘

»

-Background . ' ' v ) X A

At its March, a§76 meeting: the Counc11 for Postsecondary Education

heand staff recommendations dealing w1th tuition and fee policies and prd-

»
s,

cedures in response to Senate Reso]ution 1975-131. The Council took action

. X

on all but two of the proposals: recommendations concerning policies- for

[ 4

nonresident fees and the foreign student waiver program,aindiCating that

they desired more information on each subject This report deals with the

»

former question {although forEign student considerations are discussed

[

since the majority of these individuals pay nonresident fees).

) The Council staff based its original recommendation on previousiy ex-

pressed policy statements of the Council that thé state nad no obligation
to provide tax support for the educationai costs of nonresidents. The

staff recommended that the tuition and operating fees ‘of nonresident Stu-

dents be related to one hundred percent.of totalt educational costs. As

N 1

-part of the presentation to'the Committee on Administration and Finance,

the staff indicated that the P]anning and Poiicy Recommendations called

for development of specific reciproc1 ' programs and urged that the tuition

and fee guideline be phased in over a three year osriod"(i.e., full imple-

hentation in Fall, 1979). R '

After‘an extensive discussion, the committee voted to recommend that

<

. the’ COunCiT suyport a ninety percent of educationai cost guideiine for

)

undergraduate students The modifi d recommendation was intended to rec-

ognize that aiivpersons in the state pay some taxes and that nonresident
)

enrollments add to'the‘diversjty of the public institutions' enroliment
107,
LY ﬁ.
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of re§idency: the reduction of thg age of majority (for most-burposes) to

- 108 . / /

. . ' : ™
with some benefit to Washington residents.. As indicated, the full

f . -

Countil did net adopt the committee's recommendation but requested addi- .

: . . ..
tional information and further study of alternatives. ) ’

o
d:"/ .
.

Introduction to the Discussion : ‘ _

Two factors havg substantially added to the complexity of the question

*

eighteen, and the increasing number of older age students in Pub11c insti-
N

tutions of higher education. Residency laws (for tu1tkon and fee purposes)

. have been modified in nearly all states to conform with court deg1s1ons

L]

or tq reflect the practical realities of an adult, mobile population. . ¥
' S B
’The essence of Washington's residency statute (RCW 28B. 15 012 - 3, ;

see Append1x 1) is that it allows the 1nd1v1dua} to demomstrate that hetor , \

she has in fact established domicile in the State of;Wash1ngton even”

though the individua]'a first extended period in the. state coincided with
, .

. ] !

attendance at ap institution of higﬁer ?6:tation.. beceduresnand forms
have been developed to enable a stUdent to be reclassified from nonresi- - !

dent to resident status for fee purposes (see Appendix 1 for én example

- of forms used). As Table VI on page 20 indicates, a substantial number - _;

.
. [}

of students are reclassified each year. ‘ .

-

Another feature of the résidency laws is that if a stude faljé into

A

. N . .« ®
certain categories, he or she is automatically a resident fof fee4purposes.

These categdries are: o e -
! : . / . - - . ¥
(1) Any person who is employed not less than twenty holrs per week at an

institution, and the children and spouses ¢of such persons. .
. N / N

(2) Military personne] and' federal employees-resi 1ng or statﬁoned in the
state of Washington, and ‘the children andssp uses of suchsmilitary ‘
personne] and federa] emp]oyees y .

‘ * ’

. -110- /




(3) AN veteréns whose final permanent duty station‘was in the state of
Washington so long as such veteran is receiving federal vocational or
educational benefits conferred by virtue of his mijitary serwice.

Foreign students on temporary visas are not able to establish domicile?#

This is possible only when the student meets the criteria for permanent

resideﬁce in the United States set by fhe Immigration and Naturalization

Act.', ' \ , !
"It is within the above context tha;}the staff has reviewed the ques-

tion.of nonresident tuition and fee policies. Additional information has

been collected from institutions (on relatively short notice) and other
. information sources have been used to address several of the subsidiary
arguments in this dverall area.- In thig report we will attempt to isolate

_these arguments, discuss them and report our findings and recommendations.

The following section briefly summarizes (and in some ways overstates) the

major -issues and opﬁosing points of view.
IQ.- .

The Dimensions pf the Argument ' ,

@ Cultural Mix ) - ’ S

(A) Nonrésident students are essential to avoid parochialism and to

<

enrich tpe educational experiences.of residents through an im-
. rproved cultaral mix. ) - -
“ar (B) Mhile there might- be some validity in this argument for foreign
' students, modérn media js, homogenizing Anerida and virtually
eliminating cultural differences. Besides, most .nonresidents
h ‘+are from nearby étates. ’ \¥ )
(2)" Tax Support f _
. (Ai The tax funds of Washington are stretched now. ﬂe should not be

subsidizing ‘those who come to the state for' their higher educa-

tion. { 109 .-

Q . . -111-
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(B) A1l people in this state (including students) pay taxes. The

monéy brought into this state by nonresident students stimulates

' the economy -and p;gdqﬁes more tax réVénué. In addition, how
can a person who mo;ed hete a year ago be distinguished from
the student who just -arrived? > ~

{3) Availability of Spaces ~ o

(R) Thereiare sufficient spaces available to accommodate nonresidents.
In fact, the enrollment in some institutions is stable or declin-
ing and some schools have surplus dormitory space.

(B) While some schools have room,'enrollment ceilings exist in others
and many brograms are filled to capacity. Why should a qualified
Washington resident be denied a place in favor of someone from
Oregon or Ca]ifornia?

(4) Competition with the Private. Institutions

(A) Ve need to take whatever steps we can to bresqrve or strengthen

the private sector. Nonresident students are drawn from the same

) '~ . income levels as private school students and subsidizing their

public education,is unfair competition.

(B) The financial health of the private sector should be addressed

directly; not through establishing "tariff barriers". Besides,

' . it ‘cannot be demonstrated that there is a substantiai'traqg-qff

N between public and private nonresident enroliment. .

(5) Availability of Reclassification
(A)‘.It has been said @hat, "anyone who is a sopﬁbmore and pays non-
resident fees needs counseling”. Our residency law is only-
“really effective for one year and the nonresidgnt should pay

the full cost, at least for that year.

110 .
-2 L
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(B) Not anl students'get reclassified. State po]1cy should not be

.
~

based on what some students gdﬁ,do when other students, partic-
ularly foreign students, cannot be rec]ass1f1ed.
In the followling section, these points of view will be discussed,

: along with information on the policies of other states and reciprocity

I options.

i ”
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Cultural Mix

L
-Drawing on a recent national study, the following is a general profile
» . f -

of the nonresident student:
-- Better- than -average ACT Comppswte Scores,
7 .
-~ Educational expectations at or beyond a bache]or s degree,

-- A ruraTl or suburban\home coimun1ty,
-~ A moderate-to-high 1nc0me.¥am11y,
padi

-- No‘plans to work part-time,
—_ . ¢

--',Little importance placed on low cost as inflbencing their choice of

cbllege,

bl

-- fGreater .influence p]aced'on such factors as national reputation and

spec1a1 curriculum, ]
The staff had ptanned to use data from the 1971 Student Resogyce Sur-

vey to acqu1re a financial profile of nonresident ‘students in 3E;H¥hgton
‘_ .
This proved to be jmpractical due to the condition of the data and the

costs involved. ‘ ’ /(*’ -

The best available data on the source of Ha%hington nénrésident stu-
dents is the fall 1975 Higher Education General Information S;rQey (HEGIS)
on Residence and Migration which captured thé number of students by stafe

of last school attended. This is not a clear plcture of actual nonre51dent

"students since by definltlon it also includes:

AN

&i:~jﬁashington residents whose last school attended was out-of-state, with

"undetermined intervening years since'last attending any school.
¥ N -

.
.

lebert H. anske, Craig S. Scott, and James F. Carmody, “Recent Trends in
Studies of Student Migration". Journal of Higher Education, Volume XLV,
Number 1, January 1974, page 73. .

< M )
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. {2) Washington students wko migrated to out-of-state institutions and

have now returned to continue their education in a Washington.insti~®

//) _ tution. . o . >

Tables F-I. F-II ‘and F-111 are summaries of the HEGIS data.
? ) .
At the undergraduate level, 56.9 percent of the students migrating to

-

Washington came from the eleven Western states; with the greatest percent-

4

age (24.2%) from California. At the graduate level, 37.4 percent came from

the Western states with California again the'greatest single source with d

19.2 percent.

Washington State University and Eastern Washington State College ‘are
both receiver institutions of Idaho students at the undergraduate and grad- /.
uate 1eve1s,'with University of Washington and The Evergreen-State College -
predominant in the receipt of Oregon undergraduates: The source of non-

~resident population of. Western Washington State College is geographically

balanced. Table F-I indicates a similarity between public aqd private four--
yeér institutions in terms of the proportion of nonresidents from Calif-
ornia, Idaho and Oregon. -

At the two universities, which draw 71.2 peircent of éhe four=year un-
dergraduates ahd 97.9 percent of the graduate students, the influx of
graduate students from states outside the West is significantly higher-
(63.1%) than at the undergraduate level (49.3%). Central Washington State
Co]Tege‘gna the community colleges did not complete the Reﬁidence'and Mi-
gration Surve%.

| Indications of the flow of students from Washington foPOregon and

Idaho were obtained from the HEGIS Residence and Migration reports sub- <\\\

mitted- by institutions in the respective states. The states were unable

to provide data on community college enroliments, however, university -

and state college information was available. Again, it should be noted
- o 113
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that this is not a true picture of nonresident students but_rather a sér-
- - - ¥

vey of student mobility which includes.a>substantial number of nonrasidents.

)

From Idaho

§or e
.

TABLE F-1V

STUDENT MIGRATION BETWEEN WASHING

-

AND THE STATES OF OREGON AND- I HO
- -——;Fall Term 1975

v

|

-

Undergraduate Grgflate Professional Total™
" To Oregon * - 964 387 37 1,388
- From Oregon 878 292 66 1,236
To Idaho 725 . 9 &7 846
. . 352 141 58 551

s

The cultura) mix,érgument is highly subjective. It is probable that
the presence of students from otheér regions of the countfy'dd& to the
Washington studgnts"understanding of differént»nationa] ‘érspectives, 4
gspecia]]y in a residential campus. This is also likely to be the case
with students f;om other couﬁtr?g§. On the oth&r hand, the*data:indicaté
that at the unaé}éraduaté ]é&e],-;ver forty percent of nonresidentslare'
from Ca1iforﬁia, Oregon and Idaho and dver fifty-five percent are from
the Western United Statég.- The benefit attributaQ]e to an improved cul-
tural mix would seem to be minimized with such a concentration of nonres-

ident enrollments from neighboring states. ' '

Tax Support ‘
Based on potential coptribution to the state geﬁera] fund, a‘'single
) . iy © ! ‘ ’
ung; graduate student contributes onf;/; small portion tp higher education

Costs through the state's tax system.--

-~ . - 1 l 7.
. ".119- | T -
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In an attempt to analyze what a sAngle undergraduate student's con-
3 ' , . ) . ‘ .
tribution might be, the budget approved byﬁthe:geghingtganjnentiel.qu )

Association was obtained for a single student living off-campus. The

budget is as follows: , . -
Room anfl Board . . . . . . .. .= . .. $1,600 o
¥ Books and Supplies . . .. ... . 200
Personal (includes medical and denta]) Co. 600
Transportat1on e e e e e e e e 375 .

Total . . . | o 82,775

»

- \ -
*Actual budget would include required student fees. .

This budget was reviewed with researchers in the Department of Revenue. .

Based op an aésunption;df-direct taxability on $1,600 of the expenditures

(one half of the room and board and-all of .the other expensesiexciudinn
transportation) the estimate of géhera];?und revenue_was $102*. Since o ’
about twenty percent bf state general fund revenue is appropr/ated to |

higher educat1en, the nonresident student actﬁa}]y contrrbut s about $20 o

s -l N

_ to thé cost’ of jnstruction through the tax Systém. R

While* it is true that somes tax support is provided, it appears to be
iéﬁér that the vast majority is derived from fu]]-time employees, business
and industry.

-

Residency can be established after one year in the state even though

the individual might not have made a’substantial tax contribution in that

< ——

year. The law seems to give greater emphasis to a'presumptipn of .permanence

Qesea on‘estab]fgg;ent of domicile. In this'context, the tax contribution
A Y o . ‘ . ;
* ¢ T, . ". - - -— :

ar
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is presumed to continue for a number of years, regardless of enrollment in

nigner education. . ‘ | '

As in the case of cultural mix, there i§ no "right" answer in view of

. ghe overa]1\mobi]ity of the populationm. Tngre is'merely a presumption that
there'is.évgreater likelihood of continued tnx suppn}t when an individual

‘moves to this state for other tnan educational reasons.

Availability of Space o ) /. )

The current situation is mixed. The Univérsity of Washington has had
an enrollment ceiling for sevé::} yeaﬁsadnd'waéhindfon étnié-UniVersity is
considé?7n§_3_§7ﬁ71ar policy-———Commypity colleges are under héa¢y'enrollment
priessure with wa1t1ng 11sts for some:vocat1on§1 programs. On the otner
hand, several state co]]eges have low dorm1tory occupancy and projections

. —ofdeclining day on-campus enroliment. ‘in effect, some institufiong con]d

. easily accommodate increased nonresidents while. others would have to make

choices. between residents and nonresidents.

About one-third of the states have established maximum quotas for non-

ey

resident students. These quotas appear to have been deve]oped in ?esponsé

|

to enro]]ment pressures and po]1t1ca1 €oncerns in-the Tate 1960's and early

Y -

o 1970's. Append1x 2 contains a more complete descc1pt1on of quotas now
. ¢ ",
©in effect. - S ' ey
"'\s

Compet1t1on w1th Pr1vate Inst1tut1ons ]

o

\ :
From time to t1me, 1nd1v1duals connectqi with private four-year 1nst1-

tutions have raised»quest%ensjfgﬂéfﬂiﬂg:lhe eve1 of nonresident fees in
/

— public._ 1nst1tut1ons~ ' The . feeling has been expressed that nonres1dpnt stu=

dents are part of an o&gra11 poo} of 1nd1v1dua]s, ab]e to pay more than

- . o
. - . . !
© - L ‘
- . . . ) .
. R
.

.« » .119
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$4,000 in total costs, and that the lower nonresident fees in phb]ic insti-

L]

tutions rebresentlan unfair competition for that pool of students. While
( <

our review of thisgsubject indicates that nonresident students tend to be

1

better ab]e to pay§&1gher college costs, we cannot confirm that tnere ts
an 1nterchangeab111ty between public and pr1vate 1nst1tut1ons for the non-
resident student. Non-economic considerations such as parochial opt1ons,
and size of instjtution, affect studentlchoice:

It is worthwhile to conSider the tuition and fee levels in private

institutions in regard to this quest1o;,‘ Table F—V points out the pattern
of tuition and fees since 1971-72 for the pr1va¢e ﬂnstttutjons. (The pub-
l "‘* . "~~ -y N

lic four-year nonresident tu1t1on and fee 1eve1s have MOt 1nCre ‘éé” 1nce

ik

»

' o “{J:ff i - ; '..‘ "‘ T B a’.
1972-73.) TN R o
R e ' LT v <& .‘. _5
The staff also ana}g%ﬁa'the 1975 HEGIS F1nanc1QJ Sﬁét1st1és repofts to-

'determ1ne what port1nn of the totaﬂ.cost 6F% fnstructﬁonhstuéents 1p pr:-
vate 1nst1tut1ons actua11y paxd for f1sca1 year 1976U76 The tU1t1on and
fee income for wh1tman, the Un1vers1ty of Puget»ﬁound Wai]a wa11a to]]ege,
wh1tworth Co11ege, Pacific Lutheran Co11ege Sa1nt Martin‘s Cﬁllegeawﬁonzaga
University, Seattle Un1ver5ﬂty and Fort erght Col}ege was $42 flo 766
Total operat1ng expenditures which 1nc1udes the respect1ve scho]arsh1p
programs were $52,247,420. For -this particuTar 5/ea‘§ the portmﬂ of tota}

expenditures pa1d by students was 81 8 percent " When scho]arshfp expenses

are excluded, the proport1on of operat1ng costs pa1d by student fees was

approximately 90 percent

) s ' - Y
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. Rech;;ification of Status
L) ‘ N . .

- >

_' The cfjtgria by whigh a nonrgsident student may be eligible for re-
c]assification as a resident‘for tuitiod/:id fee purposes at Washington. -
institutions is provided by'wa 28B.15.012: through .014.( A standard ap-
plication fqrm for* change. of §;atus is useq by most institutions in-order

\ - . %

to eva]qate the student's residency as defined by the statutes. The
;T s

Evergreen State College has taken an additional step through the use of

a "Residency Qhange Inférmation" fprm (see Appendix 1 for a copy of the.
1§w and the forms) which the{r students use.to determine whether or not

they ére qualified app]icanfslfor.change of status.

L4

RCW 28B.15.012(2) defines-a resident student as one "who has had a,

domicile in the State of Wash1ngton for 'the period of one year ,.

immediately prior to the time of commencement of the first day of

the semester or quarter for which he has registered at gny insti--
' tution and has in fact established a bona fide domicile ‘in this,

- state for other’ihan educational purposes: Provided, That a nap-
resident student enrolled for more than six hours per semester or
quarter shall be considered as attendihg for educational purposes
only, and for tuition and fee paying purposes only such period of
enrollment shall not be counted toward the establishment.of a bona

. fide domicile of one year in this state @nless such student proves
. that he has in fact established a bgna domicile in this state
: for other than educational purposes.gg’(emﬁhasis added)

g:" - . ' - .

- As prov1ded ‘th. the st:%ute a nonres1 ent student who enters the state

Ty
and enfolls for more than 51x hours is presumed to be here for educat1ona1

‘purposes To be rec]ass1f1ed for tuition énd fee purposes, i®is necessary

for him .to overcome th1s pre&umpt1on by show1ng ev1dence of residency.

hd
-

Fa111ﬁg to prov1de such evidence, the presumption is sustained and he is

o

.classifiéd as a nonresident. \ .

' » " v




In discussing with institutional officials the practices for approv- -
~ ’ . .
ing applications, the Council staff found the-institutionEQto be concerneq - ~.

(1) that the students are aware of the residency laws; and (2) that those

nonresident students who m1ght be e11g1b]e are apprised. of the criteria

-

for rec]ass1¥1fat1on The acceptance of an applicant's proof of res1dency

as valid is handled d1fferent1y among the’?ﬂ§t1tut1ons Some accept the

i}

student's sworn statement, unless they feel they have reason to chec(;

\
. some spot check the data to verify its accuracy; and some requﬂge each
A P . \

A
-

N s, “an K .-

student's application to be closely verified.

Probab]y the most stringent adherance to the intent of«the law is aﬁ

-~

Central wash1ngton State College. Each applicant is given a copy bf the -~

~ 4
statute and is verbally counseled concerning its provisions. * Photogopies

. . L Y
of all pertinent registrations and licenses became a part of the student's

1

application file, as do copies of a full year's rent receipts (or letter, . 8

from Tandlord) and verification of emp]oyment (or letter from emp]oyer)

— '
Thoselstudents living in campus housing during the academic year- must1pro-
vide rent receipts for the summer months if not enro]]ed as a student’

during that time. . tach application is then reviewed on an individual

-

- . IR - - \ )
basis. . , . .- e - S, .

\

While the variious survéillance methods used by institutions heip to’ . L//
’ \ ’
ensure comg;1ance whth the statute they should not be L1ewed as fal]-

]
safe. A we]] 1n}or d student can, 1n all probability, c1rcumvent the

.

- intent qf She Taw .if| such is his desire. A student's tomoblle regis-

tered in \tHe name of|a parent fas. many of them are) c

1d be omitted fr >
an appltcat1on 1f the student lives off-campus and. do s_ﬁot purchase 3 ‘

! . v




. . . .
'Y domicile in the state, without Y®turning to & °

home state_gb'work

\
\
|
|
r’ Proof of one“
} ing the summer, can be circumvented by using the

home-address of a Heshington ?rieqd duriug the.sumﬁer of the qualifying

year of domicile. Students who tﬁus falsify their domicile requirement

yet present evidence of washingfgﬁfjutomobile registrp;ion, driver's 1i-

w C&mse, and voter registration can-be reclassified as Washingtan residents.
\ N -

. A . L3
It is noteworthy that once so classified, there is probably no further

(Ehfsr made and a student can once again return to his home st@te during ,
» »the'SUmﬁer‘mdnths ithout continuing, to falsify informatien. _ét that
point, he 4s simply a Washington resident working out-of-state for the
eummeru
Attaining’residency status by virtue of working twenty or Tore hours

a week at an instituti@n is not widely practiced. . Several institutions

-

have policies whereby no student (excluding graduate assistants) may be

employed by the institution more than uineteen hours a week. This policy
\.—
is not only intended to control the number of nonresident students quali- .

¢ -

fying for resident tuition and fees, but the more encompassing considera-
tion is that of making wbrk available to as many students as possiB]e by

limiting the number of hours available to any one student

/

A more pragmatlc cons1derat1on is that institutigns emp]oy1ng a stu- =
dent 20 or more hours a week must _provide fringe benet1ts to the employee. -
Lo

Such things as. partial payment of medical insurance, and retirement fund

could becone very costly to the institution when extended-to the vast

‘
-

student fébor pool. . _ ) . !

.
P

While the process for reclassification of nonresident students -is.,

aided by the statute, it is still a subjective process dependent upon the %

124 - , "
126~ ;
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et ' A
institution. In some cases, it is very diff

student has actually become a resident of Wa

icult to determine whether a

shington or whether he is

'simply offering minimal evidence of residency in order to avoid the pay- .

ment of nonres1dent fees.
-occur. There is probably another percentage

resident fees for all of their education and

It igpreasonable 4o assume that both .situations

of students who pay non-

subsequeq‘]y find employmept™

in Washington and remai*as tax paying residents. There is finally a
~L . -

percentage of sstudents _g‘éroneous]y reclassif
- »>-

the state as tax paying Tesidents.

. ! ]
It is po%Ejb]e to determine the number
. / ~

-fied as nonresidents who are reclassified.

-

mation for 1974 and 1975. Table:F-VII indic

students at the four-year institutions who a
fee purposes under another legal ‘criteria an

resjdent fees. .- !

The rec]assification ot'foreign student

‘tuityon and fee purposes is virtua]\y imposs

\

|

migr tion T angs

Table F- VIII which summarizes fore1gn s

—

§

ied who ultimately remain in

o

of students originally classi-
Table F-VI provides this infor-
ates the number of nonresident>
re classified as residénts for

-

d the net amount paying non-

\

le due to the stringeft im-

as washington residents fér

8

tugdents in Wash1ngton 1nst1tu-

- tions does show~”c1ass1f1ed as residepts”, howgver, this category captures

those persons who stated they were notl citiz
they are, ir fact, residents of the State of
(1)

. a permanent immigration visa, thoug

\.

N

Persons born in fqre1go countries who r
th

izens,

LA

(2) Persons who entered the United State$ a

< -

25

-127-

ens of the United States. though

Waghington. - In includes:

esid§ in Washington and hold
ey haye not become U. S. cit-

s studdnts and subsequently

.
'
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' applied for and received permanent immigrant status. (Their one year

v

. waiting period for residency status begin§ on the date of application

‘

for perﬁanent status ) ‘ . \

(3)" Persons who are dEpendeht minors ot paréntls or legal guahdiéns domi -

ciled in wash1ngtonﬂ‘

school. She is not a citizen of the United Stétéﬁ, thus “her hegistration
at the ipstitution shows her as a."foreign student" c]assified‘as poying
resident tuition and fees. . .

. While RCW 28B.15.014 o]]ows foreign students who are spouse§ of mili-
téry-and\{ederal employees to pay regioent tu%tion and»tees, there4here no
students éo.c]assified in any Wéshington inst%tutions as.of Fall term 1975.
_  Wni)e there &re a number of indtvtdua]s each year who are reclassified
from nonresident to resrdent status, enro]]ant 1nformat1on 1nd1cates that
there are also a substant1a] number of stuqohts who cont1nue to pay non-
res1qent fees throughout their gducat1on§1 experience in Wash1ngton insti-
tutions. | It cannot be said, thorefore; that all nonresident students can
and d¢ achieve reclassification after one year of enro]]mqnt in a Washington

institution. ' The same fact would be true for virtually all foreign students

‘holdiing temporary visas.

‘Regional ano.Réciprocity Programs. ’ ' o

. Various programs whioh address the ever increasing costs of higher
edudation"dnxa regional basis are in existence. Primarily they are to -
promote shareé\opportUnities for otudents in a cluster .of states to both’
rdduce the barrier of cost™to the nonres1dent student and e]iminate the

L 129




»
duplication of specific programs between the states. By the -removal of

the nonresident tuition and fee differential, the student's cost cg
eration is reduced to the costs.associated with attending an i tution
geographically distant from his home.

The first example of one such aﬁproach is the-Acad€mic Common Market,

!.. / [

i

begun two years ago as an interstate: ‘agreement egpng twelve of the four-
teen states that compose the Southern Reg1on/} Education Board. Prvesently,.

b Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, g1a, Keatﬁziy, Louisiana, Maryland,

year. The deTdy of these two states is because of their reggjrement.qf -

_ legislative ﬁbproVa1"' 2

-

The program is. designed f//encourage the enrollment of stude

uncommon graduate programs. Cr1ter1a is based on the un1q9€n

ment but r her a sharing of opportunity among the”states.

i

for a program to be considered, it must first be offered by an insti-

tﬁtion and subsequently expressly desired by one or more states. This
essentially constitutes the program being made available to all students.

~
1

A second épproach is the interstate reciprocity agreement between
' - 4 N | 130. . | (’///*-\.
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Minn of; and Wisconsin encompassing 2700 students (1973-54). AN resf:
e'ts of both staiis are,e]igiﬁ]e for, waiver of nonresident tu}tion incre-
menys atfzqy pub]%g tnstitution of either stats. All programs are access- .

ible oh‘; space‘av\iﬁable basis, whqther%the'student is part-time or
full-time, undergraduate or graduate, professional or technical.
The basic financ?a] element is ap annual accounting of loss of nonres-

ident fge-income per student per term apdwthe maintenance of_a balance of

paymegg§\betweer the stgtes:
n 1973-4, . ' : : )

| o A‘: — - *Minnesota Wisconsin
Students Participating _ 1,800 ‘ " 900
Loss of Income 500,000 1,800,000
Balance of Payments 1,300,000

Ihitia]}y, reciprocity was between boundary institutions on a one to
offe basis with a maximum of 300 students from each state. Over a period

six years, it evolved into the all encompassing égreeﬁent that now

. f t *
exists. , . -

i
- '

-

The third program is the New Ehg]and Regional Student Program, now
- 1 .

in its 18th year of operation. Thils- program allows qualified residents of

e 4

the six New England states the opportunmity to pay only in-state tuition
and’fees at the recipient New Eng]aéd state institution if agcepted for
study in;one of the regional curricula. If a student enrolled in a re-
gional study transfers to a p}ogram‘hot ih Tuded 'in the regional curricula,
oht-of-sﬁate tuition is applicable a§~of the date of tfansfer, Space

, .

- available preference is first to the-resident of the home state; second to

other quatlified New Eng1and residents and third top other nonresident stu-

s <.

-

dents. y
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| For the most part,.a program ava1?ab1e in. one st te is open to res1-

dents of all five other states. Some programs, howevey, are 1dént1f1ab1e

as being availab]e at perhaps three states and open to pne or two others.

-

Wildlife Management (four-year) is available at the Uni rsity of Maine

'dentshénd the New England state governments. It has reduced fhe costly
duplication of programs while affording thousands of students expanded '??’%§;¢%i
opportunities.

[

A]ternat1ve Approaches to Reciprocity:

)

Two recommendat1ons in the Councml‘s comp:ehens1ve plan (Numbers 90 and

.

9N are relevant to the subject of -reciprocity in postsecondary education.
The f1rst ca]]s upon the Council to cooperate. with its counterparts and the
institutions of h1gher educét1on in this state, Oregon, Idaho and Br1l1sh

Columbia to determine the costs and feasibili'ty of arrangements that wou]df

permiit res1dents of each to attend colleges and un1veps1t1es in the ther

without payment of nonresident "fees. Should it determ1ne such arrangeme
were feasible, the Council would then recommend pilot programs to t

. '0,/

is;g}rected to rec1proc1ty on a pro anmat1c !

orthwest. reg1on It is d1rected to the exploration

v

- 132 -
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and make recommendat1ons to t e 1egis]ature

Within the range of ese two_recnmmendat1ons 11e a number of apprdlghes‘

A .
to reg1ona1 rec1proc1ty ﬁhe most basic is the "c]osest co]]ege concept"

While Washington 1slwe11 served with a number of postsecondary educat1ona1
institutions, zajb,ua‘tually every major popu]at1on center containing at

- least one 1nst1tut1on of some type, there are- p]aces, espec:a]]y border

areas, that are either not served or served with a 1ifiited’ function post-

secondary institution (e.g., Vancouver, thh1ngton, wh1c6’has a community
7-

college in the city, but no senior institution, pr1vate or public). Sdch

areas may be in close proximity to an appropriate postsecondary institution

in a border state (e.g., 1n'the case again of Vancouver, Portland State

- University and other senior eei1eges in the Portland area). Conversely,

. there are border areas in surroundfng states where residents find themselves

P

in close proximity to a Washington 1nst1tut1on and some distance from an

Jnstitution in the1r state (e.q., residents of Columbia County, Oregon, lo-

L

cated across the river from Lower Columbia Co]]ege in this state). “ e

" Examples where app11cat1on of border reciprocity would improve access

" include the following: — .

-

--" Regidents of sauthern Pacific County (Washington) attending Clatsop

L]

s Community College in -Astoria, Oregon; -,
- Eéci]itat?ng effonts in Oregon to establish a community co]]ege‘in The
h Dalles through arrqngementé for residests of K]ickitat County (Nashtng- ‘
ton) to attend such-an—institution; -

- ResTﬂentS“nf Garfield, Asotln and southern Whitman Count1es (SOutheast

’ wash1ngton) attending Lew1s and Clark State Coltege at Lew1ston, Idaho,

-- Lower Columbia College in Longview serving"res1dents of Columbia County,

f

' Oregon; . -

o o T 183




-- The deve]gpment of cooperative arrangements\?nong wa}1a Walla iwashing-

ton), Columbia Basin (Washington), and Biue Mountain (Oregon) Community ‘

-

Colleges to more effectively meet the needs of residents of that part of —

the Columbia River area;

-- Access to Spokane institutiens fonﬂresidents of Coeur D'Alene ana

s

northern Idaho; __ \ » L - oa N -

-- Extending to Canadian citifens, residents of British Columbia, the

’

ington institutions on the sﬁﬁE‘ba§is that

opportunity to attend Wa
Washington residents may attend public universities in British Columbia

{i.e., no requirement for payment of nonresident fees).

The second major approach to reciprocity applies more directly to

’

" educational programs and it involves both the immediate geographic region  __

.and the western states in general. Its focus is greater rationalization .

of‘educational programs, especially those at the gta uate level, by'allow-

ing part1c1pat1ng states to rely upon educational prisnams in other

states ~This can extend to the point of a regional Aca&em1c Common Mar-

ket, such as that emp]oyed at the gr uate 1eve] by member states.of the

Southern Reg1ona] Education Board, or it can be deve]oped in a more i;nnted )

fashion, on a program-by-program basis. . i
Perhaps'the best examples of ‘program agreements are several WICHE -

arrangements (Optometry, Veterinary Medicine, and the Interstate Doctoral

‘ Program in Homé‘ﬁtbnom1cs current]y under déVéTGBﬁEﬁtT‘“*ﬁt*the present, .

Washington part1c1pates in two such WICHE arrangements; one, veter1nary

medicine, as a host state, aﬁd the other, Optometry, as a conSumer <fate

‘ Other interstate arrangements at the qkdgrammat1c Lﬂﬁe1 have been
deve]oped, with Washington's involvement, independent of ICHE. An

example is the WAMI (washfngton, Alaska, Montana, andJAHaho) program for




the education of physicians Washifgton is the only compact state w1th !

a medical school; shesy it is a*host state. Students in the other states

receive their non-clinical educationa] experiences on their home campuses J /

and complete their medical trainiag

)

n the qedica1 school at the University ,/

- &
=,

of Washington. - —

The examples noted here describe the hange of current and potential
i »
alternatives. The major benefits of reciprocity appear to lie in the

extended access provided residents -of participating states to a widened
-array of educational offerings and the’ﬁgtentia] for viewing educattonal
offerings on a. regional basis so that each staté is not obliged to maintain
+a comprehensive, and costly, range of programs, usually duplicative of
those in other states and frequently offered"to limited numbers of students.
The issue of reciprocity is one of'amportance, and it is a matter of\
Consjderab1e interest to the Counciﬂ as it enters its/current comprehensiv;

|
* planning cycle. T ! 5 ‘ ‘ H o \
. | |
. |

! s j 1
Fiscab Impact of Nonresident Tuitioh and Fee Differentials , "

}The origipal reasons for a state establishing a higher fee schedule

f

for students qrom other states may have varied between assumptions of tax

responsibility and a desire to preserve enrollment ophbrtunities for Jocal
residents. In any event, once such differentials are estab]ished they,be-
comeiextremély difficult to eliminate becabse of the'substantial amount of
. \oca} revenue involved. As the fo]]ow1ng mater1a1 indicates, these higher

tuition and fee charges to nonres1dent students in Wash1ngton account for

"d
over $6.8 million per year’1n 1nst1tut1ona1 revenue. Over $4.7 million 2
of this amount is for operat1ng purposes and would require add1t1ona] gen- /
era] fund appropr1at1ons or h1gher fees to residents to make up for the . //

Tost income were no differential charged. . r o
‘135 “ : . -- | ) . v .
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. ' 4 .$ ' . * c-‘
The fiscal impact of the nonres1dent tuition and fee d1fferent1a1 Hs
) P+

based on the institutional surveys of actual fee paying. students _ No ac-

curate breakout of nonresident students by fee paying status was available .

or the communityscolleges at the time of this report. There are 2,663

{foreign studenté at the community colleges ---1,569 full-time and 1,094

'

part t1me, 1nc1uded in a total of 4,898 nonresident students (headcount)
'ﬂf one assumes that 58.9 percent of .all nonresidents are full-time (based
" n the same percentage of foreign 'students) this wou1d‘resu1t in approxi-

/

" —mately 2,884 full-time nonresidents.

s
'
/ | \

i verted to full fee paying students (part-time headcount X ,ﬁ),to arrive

Based on this assumed enrollment ratio, part-time enrollment was con-

-

at an estimated total of 3,488 equivalent full fee paying students.
‘\ . : ; .
\ The overall 1975 fiscal impact of the nonresident tuition and fee

| Jﬁfferentia], including the estimate for the community college system, is °
- ‘ ! )
as follows (see Appendix 3 for detailed tables): ( .

O 1

. . “&‘ a . ‘ 1
. : \ " Juition . ° |\Operatin fota] -
Universities $ (810,835 : gz,als,lsz $3,E25,987
_ State Colleges ~ |sss,o18 11,432,936 1,721,854
* '\ Community Colleges 941,760 ' 565,056 1,506,816
AY » ] - v ‘»
Totdl * - $2,(141,513 [$4,713,144

$6#8543657'

.
' »a
i

- Conclusions and Recammendatidns

n
Frofm our review of the mFteria] which has been‘co]]ected concerning

-,

the issue of nonresident tuit'on and fees in'Washington public institut{ons,

it is clear that there are no easy answers to the many questions wh1ch can

be and have been ra1sed Good arguments can be -made for any of the points

preV1ous1y 0ut11ned in this report. As Tables F-X, F-XI and F-XII indicate,
. / ) ‘ A . ' " : '
Qo / ’ 1‘36 - ‘ K
ERIC” o -138-




» "

“current rates)

virtually all | b[it‘instifutions in the United States charge some add-i-

students who are classified as "nonresidents”. Given the

tional fees to
fact that the; would be an immediate loss 0} $6.8 million per year (at ,
through the elimination of nonresident fees, it would be
econoically i practical to recormend the elimination of these fees. In
addition, therg are sound reasons for charging higher fees to individuals
who cowe to tnfls state for'the sole purpose of receiving a public higher

education. Wasgington's residency law

allows for reclagsification of

by each institution t assification criteria to ensure th‘
full validation is requ§ ‘ th the application. Iﬁ‘appeg?s that
Washington's statute alloks for reasonable separation between individuals '
who have established domici\e /41 tﬁose who are here primarily for educa-

tional reasons.
{

In developing the necommejﬁ:tions, the staff %ttempted to take into =

account all of the information

de available including the prevailing

rates charged by other states. As the information {ndicates, Washington's

-

nonresident fees at the universities are somewhat below the national

L1

average and substantially below the average of the seven states. :}3 the’

state colleges, on the othev hand, the nonresident charges are slight]§

above the national averagg’gnd\are reasonably,close to those of the seven
comgariéoﬁ states. No current information is available for community
colleges. However, we have‘pointed out in previous reporfs that many
states charge higher fees to nonresidents than do Washington gommunity
colleges. * ' )

-

187 . ' :
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The original .staff recommendation would have established a level

"of nonresident fees substantially above any comparison group ana did not
take into account either the subjective factor of an improved cultural
mix or the tangingLfactqr of the tax paying stqtus'bf a nonresident
student (even though the contribution is;small). The staff would therefore
suggest that the Céunci] again consider the recqmmendation of the Committee
on Administration aqd Finance that»nonresident undergraduate tuition and
: operatiLg feeg equgl 90 pércent of educational ¢osts, but modify fhat
\recommek&ation to apply only to the two universities and the community
'col]ege%.i In our opinion, there is justification for establishing a

Tower proportion of educational costs at the state colleges. There exists

a relatively small proportion of nonresident students at three of the

-

v
N a

iinstitutions and there would be little, if any, competition with Wash- _
N € .

' ington res}dents for available spaces at those instTtutions. We therefore
recommend that the state college nonresident tuition and operating fees
be based on 75 percent of educational costs. These total charges would

continue to bear a relationship to national patterns for similar insti-

‘tufions+ ‘ <\§>ﬁ_

As in the caseaf the.resident fees, we would recommend that the
~

tuition and operating fees charged to nonresident students at The Ever-
green State college not exceed the amount-charged by the two universi-

ties. . —

The proposed three year phase-iﬁ of Recommenazz}éﬁs One and Two_%§
v B ‘ .

-

;shdhﬁ on Table, F-IX. ' e

-




| , Lon o

| i ‘ Y
! \ - » b .
\ . |
Recommendadtion One - \\>%
That effective Fall, 1979, tuition and epe ting fees for t 0 un1ver-
sities and the state's comunity colleges be éYtabllished é%§90—z ent of 7/

educational costs. Further, that during>the ﬁ977- 9 biennium the cu ent,"“
’ /7
nonresident tuition and operat1ng fees be 1ncréase to reflect an addi-

tional amount equal to one-third of the d1fferqnce etween the estimated f/

-

1979 rate and the current.rates.

Recommendation Two

1

That effeét{ge/Fﬁll, 1979, tuition and operatind feet for the state col-

. leges be established at 75 percent of educationalkcb ts. Further, that

fees be increased to reflect an additional am0unq«equ

at The Evergreen State Co]lege not exceed the amou?t chlrged by the two .
universities. \ - v ' .
v i '

1
i
v

1 .

B Ly “

Recommendation Three

That each institution ensure that all application§ for reclassification

— i

o

are .supported by documented evidence and that such evidence is maintained
as part of the institution's-reCOfgs for each applicant, with particular

reference toward documented proof of domicile.

. 3
Recommendation Four '

D
That the Council actively pursue the study and presentation of reciprocity

and regional program options as outlined in the Planning and Policy éeéom-

mendations. -

T \ ";.;

~
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Current
1977-78
1978-79

|
\
Universities
l
| 1979-80

Community Colleges

Tuition

Operating

$1,470.
$1,651.
$1,832.
52,014.

Current
1977-78
1978-79
1979-30

$ 637.
$ 850.
$1,062.
$1,275.

" Three State Colleges

Current
1977-78
1978-79
1979-80

-

The Evergreen State College***

$1,213.
_$1,316.
$1,418.
.00*

$1,521

and

00
00
00
00*

50

00
50

00* .

50
00
50

Current
1977-78
1978-79
1979-80

*Assumption for 19

$1,213.

50

$1,480.50

$1,747.
$2,014.

50
50*

TA

IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDED
NONRESIDENT TUITION AND OPERATING FEE INCREASES

E F-

\

Services and
Activities

$111.
S111.
S111.
$111.

$145.
$145.
$145.
$145.

$145.
$145.
$145.
$145.

**Eastern washingfon State College -- $157.50.

Total
Tuition
and Fees Increase
$1,581.00 $. 0
$1,762.00 $181.00
$1,943.00 - $181.00
$2,125.00 $182.00
$ 681.00 $ O
$ 893.50 $212.50
$1,106.00 $212.50
$1,318.50 $212.50
$1,359.00 0
$1,461.50 $102.50
$1,564.00 $102.50
$1,666.50 $102.50
‘8
$1,359. 0
$1,626. 267.00
$1,893. 7.00
$2,160. $28§7.00
The amount

— . .
0 reflects no change in cost per student.
may be higher, dependent on legislative action in 1977.

““wxx1n kSeping with the .Council recommendation that the tuition and operating
fees~at The Evergreen State College not exceed those charged by the two
universities ($2,014), the effective percentage, employing this ceiling,

is 63 percent.

However, it is anticip

with the growth of gggp]]ments.

1 4
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. TABLE F-X
UNDERGRADUATE TUITION AND REQUIRED FEES

Academic Year 1975-76

v

Public Universities Resident

. Mational Average
Seven State Average//

Washington

National Rank

Eight State Ranlk

$632
$715
$564

33
8

Nonresident

$1,656
$2,096
$1,581

23
8

Based on information provided b¥!the Nat1ona1 Association of State

Universities and Land-Grant Col

major university in each state. »

?

Public Colleges and State Universities

National Averagé - A1l institutions
Average of State Averages .
Seven State Average

Washington L -".

Natiomal Rank - .

. Eight State Rank

Based on information providedféy thé-American.Association of State -

$537 -

$526
$556

$507

P

ges for the ma1n <ampus of the

$1,334
$1,275
81,526
$1,359°

.19 .

-

Colleges and Universities for all institutions surveyed.

N V¥
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, TABLE F-XI \ |
UNDERGRADUATE TUITION AND REQUIRED FEES ,
FOR' FULL-TIME STUDENTS :

STATE COLLEGES
Academic Year 1275<76

Resident "Nonrésident
- Alabama . $486 - § 587
Alaska, , , 340 : - 940
Arizona //////” ' 380° . 1,136
Arkansas » 411 713 .
California . 200 . 1,448 .
Colorado : . 501 1,547
Connecticut i . : 562 - -1,462
Florida , 653 1,890 -
Georgia . - 483 - 1,149
Idaho 352 1,216
I1linois 550 © 1,336

" Indiana . : L7 1,440
, Iowa - : ‘ég 1,200
" Kansas : ) T 468
Kentucky ® ‘ ] 427
Louisiana o - : 405
Maine . 592
Maryland : 611
Massachusetts . 521
Michigan ) - . 606
Minnesota ' 519
Mississippi . 470
Missouri : 310
Montana | - 455
" Nebraska 554
¢« Nevada . ‘ : * 540
New Hampshire ‘ . . . 134
New Jersey ' ) , 666
New Mexiico - : : . . 333
* New York - i o - 820
- North Carolina e 475 -
" North-Dakota - : 470
Ohio . 759
.Oklahoma . . = ) 341
Oregon ) . L T 650
Pemnsylvania - ‘ - 893 .
Rhode Island : 504
South Carolina . .
South Dakota
Tennessee




/\\
_ TABLY/F-XI' \ .
) (Continued) \ '
' N
7 .
o \\\ : : . . Resident © Nonresident
Texas - $335 ©$1,415
Utah - h\\\ 447 915
Vermont . - 742 ;057
Virginia - o - 172 . 1,591
.+ Washington 507 . 1,359 -
West Virginia . - . 311 . ’ 1,217 o
. Wisconsin ) - /80 2,076~ ’
BN —— ‘
$§26 - *$1,275 ]
o 1 1 . $537 ¢ $1,334-
7 ~". SEVEN STATE COMPARISON . | .
_ cm/ E . o $200 $1,408 .
I1linois . . B . 550 1,336
I'ndiana = - . : : . 720 1,440
' Michigan b ' " 606 .~ 1,515 .,
’ Minnesota - - . 519 L 924
Oregon ’ y TR 650 - 1,942

-

Wisconsin " ' . 650~ © 2,076

Washington '’ . Coossor $1,359
: NOTE: Washington resident fee\ $507, is 5 9% below the all 1nst1tu;1ons
" national average; Washington nonresident fee, $1,359, is 1 9% -

above the all 1nst1tut1o national average

-..SEVEN-SJ(ATE Avﬁltés X N si?sge." S
|

«F
T

Washington resident fee ?g 9.7% below the. seven staté average,
*- Washington nonresident fee i5 12.3% below the severn $tate average.

J ok
SQURCE: ﬁu1t{;n Room and Board Survey, 1975-76, American Assoc1at1on

of State Colleges and Universities, Jhcob 0. Stampen,’ Senlor
Research Associate for Policy Analysis.

L ! ' Y -

. 143, o ' | |
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P
Alabama : ol .. $595

*Alaska T a2 .
Arizona ‘ SPIPAEEE . 450
Arkansas . - ) i} 400
California s 648
Colorada - 711
Connect1cut - 799
Delaware : ' . 795
Florida - . 683
Georgia ‘ . ’ 615
Hawaii ) v 478
Idaho - 400
I11linois 700
Indiana (Bloomington campus)* 722
Towa : © 682 ¢
Kansas - , 576. )
Kentucky . 480
Louisiana ‘ v ' 330 '
Maine - . 595 .
Maryland (College Park campus)* 718
Ma sachusetts 591
Michigan ' 904 -

i M1nnesotq 752
M1ss1ss1pp1 . 603
Missouri’ (Co]umb1a campus ) * . 580
Montana : 539

' 1Nebrgsk% n 663
Nevada -« ~ ’ 622,

- New. Hampshire (Durham campus)* , 993
New Jersey .. ) . « 725
New Mexico R 456
New York 825
North Carolina : 468
North Dakota . - 528
Ohio | - ‘ 810
-Oklahoma ’ 470 -
Oregon 648
Pennsylvania (Un1vers1ty Park campus)* . 1,095
Rhode Isldnd - . 1,080
South,Carolina . 654 .,
South Dakota - - 658
Tennessee , . . 453

144
: -146-

TABLE F-XII

;UNﬂEkthDUATEVTUITTON AND REQUIRED FEE
: FOR FULL-TIME STUDENTS = .,

UNIVERSITIES
'Asadémic Year 1975-

/////// Resident

aE
Nonresident

$1,190
996
1,640
930
2,148
2,303
-1,849
1,930
1,920
1,479
1,153
1,400

" 1,690
- 1,640
1,550
1,366
1,210

1,060

\

1,770
1,978
1,391 .
2,862
2,017
1,303
1,660
1,511

.~ 1,570.50

1,822
2,693
1,310
1,284

1,287.50 -

2,112 ..

1,25 , .

. 1,860
1,250
2,109

. 2,295

2,120 "

1,414
1,354

1,306 -




TABLE F-XII
. (Continued)
- . S o Resident - .  Nonresident

Texas J A $354 - §1,434 =
Utah P ‘ _ ' 525 . 1,335
Vermont . : 1,100 2,930
Virginia S, 694 - - 1,619
Washington ’ © 564 1,581
West Virginia | 373 1,353
Wisconsin (Madison campus)*: . 630 2,206
Wyoming . . s ‘ 411 1,377
AVERAGE . C $ 632 $1,656

© " SEVEN STATE COMPARISON

California o, $ 648 $2,148

. T Indiana (Bloom1ngton campus) ¢ . 722 © 1,640
~  Illinois 5. 5 - 700 1,690
Michigan 904 3,862
Minnesota ) 752 - 2,017
Oregon o . 648 2,109
" Wisconsin - . 630 2,206
SEVEN STATE AVERAGE* . - $ 715 $2,006 1 _
Washington - _ s~ S $ 564 . $1,581

i

4 § . i . e

NOTE : Nésh1ngt n re51dent fee, $564, is-12.1% below the national average;
* Washingto nonres1dent fee 51 581, is 4.7% be]ow_the national

\ average.
. v Washington re51dent fee is 26.8% below the seven ‘state average;
Co Wash1ngton nonresident fee 1s 32.6% below the seven state .
-average. /\

*1975-76 Tuition and required fees for main .campuses of universities
obta1ned by telephone from Valerie Ventre, NASULGC. The published -
L “survey, reflec t .the average tuition and requ1red fees of all campuses
.~ of a univérsity. Since the Washington un1ver51t1e§ are single campus’ - o
SN institutions; comparable.data are the main campuses of the institutions
"  of other states. ,
' $0URGE: 1975-76 Student Charges at State and Land-Gf nt Un1vers;t1es,
r National Association of State Un1vers1t1es‘&%d Land-Grant

Colleges. ° . <,

: . . -
. gio - v . SR j
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APPENDIX 1
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COLLEEE AND UNIVERSITY FEES

RCH 28B.15.012 T | .
RCW 28B.15.013

_APPLICATION OF CHANGE OF RESIDENCE STATUS
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. A - .
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" ings of such minor and.whose parents no long

College and University Fees 28B.15.012

28B.15.012 ————Definitions. Whenever used in chapter
28B:15 RCW:

(1) The term “institution” shall mean a pubhc university, col-
lege, or community college within ‘the state of Washmgton

(2) The term “resxdent student” shall mean a“student who has
had a domicile in the statigf ‘Washington for the period of one year
immediately prior to the time of commencement of the first day-of
the semester or quarter for which he has registered at any institu-
tion and has in fact-established a bona fide domicile in this state for
other than.educational purposes: Provided, That a nonresident stu- -
dent enrolled for more than six heurs per semester or quarter shall
be considered as attending for educational purposes only, and for
tuition and fee payi oses only such perjod of* enroliment
shall not be counted toward the establishinent of a bona fide domi-
cile of one year in this state unless such student proves that he has
in fact established a bona fide domicile in this state for other than
éducational purposes.

(3) The term “nonresident student’” shall mean any student who
does not qualify as a “resident stucdent” under the provisions of
RCW 28B.15.011 through 28B.15.01 as now or hereafter amended. '’

‘(4 The term “domicile” shall denote a person's true, fixed and
permanent home and piace of habitation. It is the place where he
intends to-remain, and to whicl }ie expects to return when he’
leaves without intending to establish a new dopmicile elsewhere.

(3)- The term “minor” shall mean a male or female person who
is not deemed and taken to be of full age and majority. for all
purposes under RCW 26.28. 010 as now law or hercafter amended;
the term ° emancxpated minor” shall mean a minor whose parents
have entlrer surrendered the right to the cate, custody, and earn-

r in any vray support

(6) The'term “qualified person" shall me
determine his own domicile. A per'son of 'fu

a person quahﬁed to

or maintain such minor. . #
age ,and maJorlty for

.all purposes under RCW-26.28010, as now law or hereafter

amended or an emancipated minor is so qualified.
(n" The term, “parent-quahﬁéd student” shall mean ‘a student

havmc a parent who has a dofnicile in the state of Washingten but -

who does not have legal custody of the student ‘because of divorce
or legal separation.

(8) The terms “he” or “his” shall apply to the female as w@ll -as

- Tthe male séx unless the context clearly requires othetwise.: [1972 Ist
_ex.s.c14981;1971 exs. c273§2]

. Severability —1971-ex.s. ¢ 273: Sce
note f(h-("»wm : RCW 28B.15 011.

- A .

. . fl‘:7

‘ . |
. :

~

.

»




College an;d University Fees 28B.15.013

I - - ' ’ .
" 28B.15.013 ———Standards for determining classification. ‘
(1) The establishment of a new domicile in the state of Washington -
by a gualfied person formerly domiciled in another state has oc-
curred if he is physically present in Washington and can show
satisfactory ‘proof that he i without a present intention. to return to
. § such other state.or to acquire a domicile at some other place
’ out.ide of V' 2sinington.
N — —{2) Except as prowded in subsection (3)(d) of thxs secfion, an
unemanc:pated minor shall be clcssified as a resident student onl\,
if his parents or legally appointed guardian or person.having legal . ¢
custody shall have established a demicile in this state,.  * | .
> (3) Unless prcy@'ﬁhe contrary it shall be presumed that: ]

(a) The domicile’ of an unemancipated ‘minor fis-sthat of his L -
re is a legally -0
2

father; or if no father, that of his mother; or if
appointed guardian, that of such g'uardlan Pygvided, That if one
. parent has legal custody of the-minor. the dofnicile of such mindr
shall be that of such parent except as otherwise prov1ded in subsec
_tion (3) (d) of this section. . -

_(b) The’ dornfcilé of any qualified p%son including a marrled coe
woman, shall be determined according fo the ‘individual's situation. .
and circumstances rathe - than by marital-status or sex. / .
(c) A person does not lose a domigile in the state of Washmgton
by reason of his residence in any state eor country while.a member
“of the*cn il or military service of this stajc or of the United States, )
nor while engaged 1n the navisation of the waters of this state or of . —
o . the Unite States or o/ the hwh seas; any resident student who
v remairfs in this state when his parents, having theretofore been
' _ domiciled in this state, remove from this state, shall be entitled to
classification as a resideiit student so long as his ajtendance (except
summer Sessions) at an inst:itution in this state is continuous.
(d) The establishment of a domicile in the state of Washington
. in accordance with the provisions of this section by the parent of a
parent-qt.uhﬁed student shall entiile the student to classxﬁcntlon as
-—aresident student

(4) To aid the institution in deciding whether a student. parent, .
+ ¢ legally appmnted guardian or the person having legal custody of a oo
student is domiciled in the state of Washmgton the following rules o ‘
shall be applied:
(a) Failure to register or’ to, pay state taxes or fees an a motor -,
., vehicle, mobile Home, travel t;axler., boat, or any other item of
, : personaI property for which state romstratlon or the paymeént of a
R state tax or fec 1s required-1s donclusive evxdence of a fallure to
establish a Washington dgmicile. . -
(b) Attendance at an institution with the -aid of financial assist- .
ance prov1ded by another state or governmental unit or ag&ncy
thereof is conclusive evidence of a fallure tq establxsh a Washmgton
domicile.
(¢) Permanent. full time employment in Washington by a per-
son will be a factor in con51dermg the estabhshment of a Washing-
ton domxcﬂe _ ‘ o




/

»

* ington.

(5) After a student has registered’ at an institution his classifica-
» tion shall remain unchanged in the absencé of satisfactory evidence |
to the contrary. A student wishing to apply for a change in classifi- \ ®

»

\

\

(d) Registration, to vote for state officials in Washington will be
»  afactor in considering the establishment of a Washington domicile.
. (e) Any person not a citizen of. the Unrited States cannot estab- . ’
lish’a Washington domicile untd such. person is eligible and has ;
. applied for an immigration visa, unless sych person is the depend- - /
’ ent minor of a parent or legal guardian who is domiciled in Wash- /

..

' / College and University Fees 28B.15.013

x -« *

f . ’
' .

.,  ‘cation shall reduce such evidence to writing and file it with the -
institution. In any case involving an application for a change from ‘
nonresident to resident status, the burden of proof shall rest with
the applicant. Any change in classification, either nonresident to
resident, or the reverse, shall be based Gpon written evidence main-

*tained in" the files of the institution and, if approved, shall take

- note following RCW 2818.15.011,

.
- <

i

» effect on the first day of the semester or quarterfodowing the date
such evidence was filed with the institution, Any determination of ,
classification shall be considered a ruling on a contested case sub- -
ject to review only under procedures prescribed by chapter 28B.19
RCW. [1972 1st exss. ¢ 149 § 24 1971 ex.s . '

.- v Severabilily —1971 ex.s. e 273: See

. 273 §3] ,

>

(W]




Student [J, Fermer Student [].

e \
NAMI\”M)
Lot
\
A
A\
PRESENT
ADDRESS e e
' Stvest
\\
. A
PE NT |
.LEGAL ADDRESS |
orﬂcsqujse\omv
. U G P
N C R W
1.5 2.Pa v 3.Gv
4 Em 5 Fe 6.5t
L
7 Es 8 M 9 SEA
N 10 FEB
Nonres:dent
[
. . Resident
2 -
Effective™ v -
M 3
Date /
*
. L4
* Res Class Officer
4,‘Now Student ], Ce ing

5. Birth: ; ¢
. i, Date

6 Cour‘m? of ciﬁnﬁshlp .

7. Are you empleyed?

- -

Name and phono Ne, of empleyer

for during each ef the last 3 terms:

Have yeu applied for an lmml‘r-fm\ visa?

i a Wangnn odutdlon-l Immuﬁm, what department, dlvlsl-n, or oﬂco

Flrst Middle :
x
........ i eemeeeeeeentcen s . . veee.. Phone Ne..___
j Chy Siate Zip Code .
» . ~
P e e merdencen o Sec. Sec. Ne
- City sm:’ Zip Code

' WASHINGTON lNSTITUTIONS QF HIGHER EDUCE-ON

: : " APPLICATION FOR
' CHANGE IN RESIDENCE STATUS

1. Have you ptevieusly applied, &t this institutien, fer @ chenge in residence status? '

. 3
If so, e e o l'n

i
Term ’
ot

2. For what term are you new nokin‘:;&h-n'o in classification? Term

Year '

-
: R

Yeat E :
t o 4 +
3. a}—For feur-year scheels. Cellege, Schesl, and/er Major: DI 4

. e : Class:. - ...

a
b)—rFer commupity celleges. Course eor Pregram of Study: .
< . —

«

. “ewy ) . 5 s State ’
. e, : If net USA, type of vise
If yos, when? ... e
. - - . . Dete
. . A4
it yes, frem what date? < - ¢ ’ Numb’L of hours per week
. - oL v et e e e e e 0t eemeene e
Neme ' - Phone
~ L, *
. o . ’ P -

1

8. Describe chronologlully ywr physical - residence _for the Icn 24 momlu. giving EXAC‘I’ infermation as roqunhd bolow.’

.
v

Dates {Month lnd Year} =, lecation ‘ . T, Occupation or Amwlhn
_- From ! Te ; Ccty - - State
. 3 A d s : ) , -
v ede 5 wmaee sameoyese , At ‘ . e . -u—-- ravee ~4- . - eavesnimeane - Smmemmnne aeen amne e
+ ] .
AR . t . i .
* - - aarp -7.... - . \ AT w - . .
i ) L] ’l ” =
) / . ‘s . ': »> I 1 5 0
Q e M s ; ’ .
ERIC = f 0% S :
- R /’ ot o -154- X
. ..’;: .“‘ ‘, 'xA. I' R - , °

It continuing er former student, give number ef credit heurs yeu were registered

Meritel Stotve

g veery




i, .

11 if you were out of Washingten during the (lest 12 menths, give detes, pleces, and reesens for your ebsence
From To ‘ Address City, Stote Purpose
Y . . .
: \
A
- - .
12. When did yev lost register te vete? Whete? .
. R Oete c . Were County Precinet
\
When did you lest vete? 4 ’ Whon‘) C. kI
. Dete Stoe t County . Precinet
Whaere ere you eligible te vete in the next olo:hon?. ! X
. y ete Cownty Precinct
137 De you ewn o meter vehicle, mobile home, Meiler, or boat? It yos, give license numbers, stetes end detes of registry
‘ Type of Vehicle Licome Nuabor ' . Seote L. Dete of Registry
Types of Vehucle Litense Mwmber . Stete Dete of Régistry
14 De you heve o dnvers license? When did yeu ebtein in? _ In whet stete?
Oeote .
15 o) De you have o checking account® If yes, sice whot dote?
Neme of benk ' Crty . Stete
b} Do you hove e sovings ecceunt? i yos, sinco what dgte?
Nome_  of bonk Crty ' State
16 Are you receiving finenciol ossistence frem o state er gevemmento! unit er egency? If yes, indicate stote or c?onty, cnd.oxphin
L, .
17 Heve you ever paid in-state tuiton of ony public inshtuhien of higher odu:cﬁef;? gu, dotes of lost term
Where? ‘. ' . i N »
18. Heve you been or ere you now 0 member of the ermed ferces? . It yes, give officic! heome eddress on yeur Mt;. record ‘(m
“ - t - -
shown en DD 214) Stote v Will you be recelving veteren’'s beneflhs et the time eof enreliment?
. ) ’
Where were yeu dischorged? State Dete . '
19. If you ore 13 years of age or yeunger ' . .
o} give name of parent er legol guerdion . M U .
. ; -
. . . -
b) oddress ! . .
! " Stroet City ;o State 1ol?bm Zip Code
. ' N a ' ’ ' . -
<) i parent or legol gu@m Iives in Woshingten, -gul'd: detel. Nm ""Y b . Te
"20 Please odd ony further informetien thot yeu feel hes o besring on your residence stetus,

NOTARIZAHON {Te be completed by o m'kpvbiu ofter this ferm hos been ﬂ‘l'vd ovt)

Stote of . ’ b - .

County of T, .- .
- .
The undersigned perien, being finst dely swem on osth depeses end sens- \
ANl of the infermetion | have provided oo this foom Is trve and correct
. N * . . »
) . i ! : . Mdih‘ﬂ
Svbreibed and swom to Bofors me this L deyet 19 N
Rl T SN
B . ; 1 -/ .
e . * e - .
o i o . .5~ -155- - . '

] ’

STATEMENT OF INTENT | certity thet et the hgubﬂ. of my present stey in Wuhl:r’nn, it was my intentien te make Weshingten my true
fixed ord permeaent plece of hobitetien e ‘ 4 -

-
- cr Tte Signatere of Stvdont 7

\ ‘ ° 4

. A Q}". *




" " RESIDENCY CHANGE INFORMATION

Rules: 1. .You must be trfxth‘ful .
2. Mark the appropriate box 1-°'R! YES / NO o
3. See definition of terms for underlined words -

START HERE
Are you (or parents if you are under 18 and not emancipated) or your spouse:
Employed 20 hours or more per week in a State of Washington assisted college or
) university?. :

- N
N -»
~ 0 : :

il

-

«

Military personnel with State of Washington as "Home of Record"?

]
v m <

.

—

Military personnel or Federal employee residing or stationed in the Staté
Washington? . ’ ’
]

N

==
K]
<
’
«
l

J Veteran who served in a "pexiod of war" and received an Honorable Dischérge
and fikal duty station was in the State.of Washington and receiving Federal
vocatiopal or educational benefits by virtue of military service.

4 [ . -

v»ui"dl

1 You qualify automatically .
as a resident-now complete
formal application. . \ .

. ’* | ) 152 . ’ . »
-156-
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the State of Washington?
| |
. the State of Washington?

‘N
0

Are you 18 or over or an emancipated minor?

N
< o - ?
Have y pagents or "gé;ent-qﬁalified"
* | parent been domiciled in-the State of

Washington for the past 365 days?

e

NON- |,

w0 <

_ < L

Are you receiving f}nancial assistance from a state governmental agency other than

Do you own a motor vehicle, mobile home, travel teailer, boat or any item of personal
. properly for which you have not obtalned a registration or paid a state tax or fee in

<L

Are you a citizen of the United

States? -
N
(s]

Y
E
S
} Are you in this country on

{ an immigrant visa?

1 Check factors which apply:

".‘
Have you been domiciled

_ - YES l (watch this one-read defi-

Purchase of home for personal use
Lease or other agreement for rental
unit.

Motor vehicle registratiod obtained

:gginning
egistered to vote in State -of -
ashington on -
ployed full-time in State of
yWishington beginning .
nk account in State of ‘Washington

.

JAIPU U S Y JUR

=~ Began
State of Washington driver's license
issued .
$
, MAKE FORMAL APPLICATION YOU'RE A ROTENT
- QUALIFIER! -
. . .
Q . N ' < ot
ERIC. . , -157-
= ‘. .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\
-

nition) in the State of
Washington for the 365 day
period preceding this
request?

| ]
T

Pay.
related
fee.

You can
apply,
but it
will
probably
be .
denied.

There °
is then
an
appeal
proce-
dure
involv-
ing the
State

Attorney
er

’Offico.




Lleor

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DEFINITION OF TERMS

~

' /

and - conQected conQitions pﬁst apply ‘
emancipated\pinor - under 18 whose parenté have surrendered the rigﬂt to the care,
N - custody and earnings of such minor and whose parents no longer
in any way support or maintain such minor. .

parent-qualified - student having a parent in the State of Washington, but who
does not have legal custory because of divorce or legal - N
separation. . .

domiciled - A person's true, fixed and permanent home and place of habitation. It
' ig a place where he intends to remain and to which he expects to return

when he leaves, not intending to establish a new domicile elsewhere. A
persbn can have but one domicile at any time, whereas a residence can be
defined as a home which may be temporary or perhgnent. A person there-
fore could have several places of residence. Thus, as it telates to the .
clagsification of resident and nonresident students, the key issue is
whether or not a person has established a domicile in Washington.

Any period of time in which a person is enrolled as a student for two
or more Evergreen units or for more than six credit hours in an educa-
tional institution in Washington shall be considered as being enrolled
for resident tuition if he/she can provide satisfactory evidence to the
institution that a bona fide domicile has been established in this state
for other than educational purposes. M
Generally, it is anticipated that a student who arrives in this state
and immediately enrolls in”an institution of higher-education without.
any prior contact with this state inteands to pursue the prirary goal of
education. Tt is highly doubtful, without substantial evidence to the
contrary, that this person has established a permanent domicile in the.
State of Washington. N

-

1f, however, evidence submitted by the persomn §aké§ it absolutely clear
A that he/she has in fact established permanent domidile in Washington,
then a one-year requirement will be necessary prior to qualification
for resident tuition and fees. The fulfillment of the one-year require-
ment begins at the point when the person moved to the State, not after
an application has been filed for determination of domicile,
s .




APéLICAT;ON TO CHANGE RESIDENCY STATUS AT THE EVERGREEN STATE COLLEGE

Office Use Onlf ‘INSTRUCTIONS: 1In order to qualify as a resident of the State of
E ¢ r Washington for tuition and fees purposes, the burden of proof 1s
1. Se 2; Pa 3. Gu # upon the student to demonstrate that he/she has established a
¢ ¢ ¢ \ bona fidé domicle in this state for other than educational pur-
4. Em 5. Fe 6. St || poses (See RCW 28B.15.011 to .014).
7. Es: 8. Pv 9.%SEA All ftems must be completed accurately in order to provide the
‘ ‘ ‘ basis for any demonstration of Washington State domicile

+10. FEB establishment. Notarization is required.
Non~resident. -
NAME: ID NUMBER:
Resident
, LOCAL ADDRESS: PHONE:
. Ef fective Quarter
— ) j
Res. Class.Officer Date .

1. Are you, (your spouge or parent, if you are a legal dependent)
4. a permanent employee of a State of Washington controiled institution of higher

education?;
/NO ___/YES Where?
If YES skip to #11 ~

b. military personnel or a federal employee residing or stationed in the State of
Washington or has the State of Washington as "Home of Record"?

/N0 ___/YES Describe __ -

.
. If YES skip to #11 L]

2. Are you a Veéeran whose final peréanent duty station was in the Staoe of Washington and
served in WWI, WWII, Koren Confiict or Vietndm era; and received an honorable discha:‘e; :
and are receiving federal vocational or educational benefits?

___/¥0 ___/YES Describe
If YES skip to #11

3. Country of Citizenship ___/USA ___/OTHER Visa Type
4. Do you own a motor vehicle, mobile home, trailer, or boat? ___/YES ___ /NO ) ‘ .

- License Number' . State: Date of Washington Registry: .
5. Do you receive financial assistance (grant or loan) from another state's government or

agency? ___/YES __ /NO Describe

6. Describe chronologically your physical residence for the last two years giving exact 1n-

formation as requested: .
LOCATION .

FROM - TO CITY STATE - PURPOSE

* Mo. Yr. Mo. Yr. . -

ERIC
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7. What is your purpose for being in Washington now? + .

-

8. ‘Factors demonstrating domicile in the State of Washington:
a. Do you have permanent full-time employment? __ /NO _ /YES Since
v Where?
b. Do you have Wasyington voter registration? ___ /NO ___/YES Date on Card

©

¢. Are you purchasing or have lease on property {(other than college owned housing) in
. the State of Washington? __ /YES __ /NO Where?

d. Do you have any bank accounts? __ /NO /YES Det{ll below:
1. Savings - Name of Bank and Location
Beginning

[

2. Checking ‘- Name of Bank and Location
f Beginning
v e. Do you have a Washington driver's license? __ /NO __/YES Date obtained

9. Date you feel you began to establish domicile in the State of Washington:
Mo. Day Yr. -

10. Reasons other ‘than those described above why you feel your domicile is in the State of
Washington.

11. STATEMENT OF INTENT: It is my intention to make Washington my true, fixed and permanent
home and place of habitation. It is the .place where I intend to remain and to which I
expect to return when I leave without intending to establish a new domicile elsevhere.

-

’ SIGNATURE OF STUDENT -
NOTARIZATION: (To be completed by a notary public after this form has been filled out. )
State of ¥ r -
County of - -

The undersigﬂed person, being first duly sworn on oath deposes and says:
All of the information 1 have provided on this form is true and correct.

. SIGNATURE OF STUDENT
Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of s 19

by - -
Notary Public ‘in and for the State of
- s

v
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LIMITING OF NONRESIDENT ENROLLMENT
THROUGH QUOTA SYSTEMS

A~ *
2
H




-~ 5 N 3
~
"

Nonresident Enrollment Quotas ~

A recent survey1 conducted by Jay L. Chronister and E. Davis Martin
addressed the subject of nonresident.enrollment quotas‘and their, findings -
LP are presented here. The restriction of nonresident enro]l/enf//thﬁough the
1mpos1t1on of quotas_is a policy of approx1mate1y one third of the stat‘. .
and range from 5 percent to 27.5 percent limitations. Th1§,1s part1cu1ar1y ’

.

true of the undergraduate enrollments. Quotas are imposed,on graduate ,

) /and/or professionaT enrollments, (such as medicipe-and law) at Alabama,

Ar1zona, Colorado, Connect1cut Georg1a, 0h1o Nevadas and Texds. These

1 —

quotas, owever, are 1nst1tut1ona1 rather than through state leg§slation

s

jor administrative regulation. -

/
i

/' The following table indicates those states which have quotalsystems.

/ Several iﬁ§t5iutions (such as University of Virgin{a and Universfﬁ’of
Maryland) employ quotas where no statewide policy exists. . ‘

+ ———t. The. twenty-two public members of Association of American Universities
were polled to ascertain the degree of enforcement of state policies or
the existence of institutional policies. They were institutions who might
be/Fons{dered as having ﬁationa] character aed therefore ﬁosg impacFed by
quotas. Eighteen 1nst1tut1ons responded (86.4%). 'One was discarded ‘as
submitting non- comparab]e data University of O}egon, Purdue University,

Un1vers1ty of Virginia and Un1versity of Colorado reported nonresident

- undergraduates i} excess of 20 percent. The mean nonresidents for all

+
18 institutiond was 14.3 percent. ' ) v .
* University of Virginia, University of Minnesota. University of LT |
> S . ‘
BTN W A T ‘
; :

Nonresident- Student Enro]]ment in State Institutions of Higher Education:
An Overview. / Chronister, Jay L., Martin, E. Davis. Virginia Un1vers1ty,
 Char'ipttesville, Center for H1gher Education, May 1975. )

-163-
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Mafy]ana, Iowa State University,\lndiana University, Purdue UniJersity and

~

University of Oregon all reported nonresidents in exc’of 40 percent in
graduate/professional enrolment.

University of Oregon, Indiana University, and Purdue reported nonresi-

“ dents in excess of Sohpchent in graduate/professional enrolliment.

Those employing controls through the use of quotas were the Univer-

- -

sities of Virginia, Missouri, Colorado, Oregan, Texa%, Mar}land, Purdue

[

University, Penn State University and Michigan State University.

-
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t

TUITION AND FEE DIFFERENTIAL

Fall 1975
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|

- J,‘/ ’ \ Tuition . Operatfng ‘
University of Washington o
, ; \ . .
Undergrad(ate: Nonresident 1,098 $250,344 ° $866,322
. Foreign - 367 83,676 - +289,563
Gradugte: .Nonresident 717 163,476 565,713 -
- , Foreign | 262 59,736 206,718
Professignal:  Nonresident 54 11,340 42,606
.« Foreign l 1 210 789
TOTAL | $568,782 $1,971,711
. ‘?e
Washington State University
" Undergraduate: Nonresident 664 $151,392 °  $523,89%
: . Foreign 79 18,012 . '62,331
Graduate: Nonresident 108 24,624 . 8%,212
P Foreign 98 22,308 . 77,322
Professional!  Nonresidént - 120 25,200 94,680
o Foreign 0 0 - . 0
TOTAL '$241,572 $843,441
Two Universities? $310,354 $2.,815,152

TABLE F3-1

$3,625,506 4

‘H/// 22069,90 —
Al
. i

7

Central Washington

State College

Undergraduate: Nonvesident 183 $ 38,979 $144,387
o Forejgn o, 12 2,556 9,468
Graduate: Nonresident 17 3,621 " 13,413
' Foreign , /1 e 789
TOTAL $ 45,369 $168,057
Eastern Washington State College o
Undergraduate: Nonresidents 276 $ 58,788 $217,764‘
. Foreign 37 - 7,861 29,193
Graduate Nonresident. 27 5,751 21,303
Foreign 7 1,49] 5,523
TOTAL " 163 $ 73,891 ' $273,783

- -169- .




TABLE F3-1 ) o -

P, 3 . (Conpiqued) .
fe . | o e, Tuition - Opérating
,( v /0 . . a~ .
The Evergreen State College ‘ . 5
" Undergraduate: Nonresident 472" $100,536 * - - $372,408
4 . : Foreign -+ 13 2,769 -~ = 10,257
& c U ToTAL o © $103,305 , *  $382,665
Western Washington State College ’ ) oo _
Underérqubte: Nonresident 499 - $106,287 $324,849
ForeYgn 86 18,318 55,986
& . Graduate: Nonresident 72 . 15,336 46,372
. Foreign 12 26,412 80,724
L3 » ' K
TOTAL . - $166,353 $508,431
\Eodr ‘State Colleges - $388,918 $1,332,936

$1,721,854 .

memunity Co11eges** -
Nonresident 1,591 |  $429,570 ' $257,742
. Foreign 1,897 512,190 . . - 307,314

TOTAL L ! $941,760 " $565,056
, $1,506,816

*Enrollment assumptions based on final Fall, 1975.
**Estimated. ' :



