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In order to analyze thc Calzfornza,syatem of

connunzty college finance within a national context,.a review of
recent literature was followed by an intensive study and survey of
eight ‘states, chosen to illustrate alternative solutions to

¢ Calzfornla financing problems. National trends among comaunity
colleges that emerged included (1) the developaent of distinct
purposes and identities; (2) funding mechanisas which increasinyly
‘resemble those of four-year institutions; (3) legally distinct
governance and funding; ) budget review prccedures with line-itenm

appropriatioas;

(5) an increasing state shate of support with -

decreasing local support; and (6) the development of the “commuoity
college® concept with a wide variety of prograas, courses, and
activities. Levels of support for students, the arguments and -
consequences of state/local fuuding, the variety of finance

nechanisas,

finance formulas related to affirmative action, and the

issues of educational equity and tuition and fees were also explored.,

\ Two major conclusioas were drawn: before adoptlng any finance systemn
.a state amust (1) decide the basic issues of mission, breadth of
\offering. and student body composition, and (2) recognize the great
force among two-year colleges of tradition and local circumstances.
The survey 'questionnaire and details of the Florida cost-analysis
model are appended. (RT) f&%?
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s 1; REVENUES FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS ' ° ‘ : ’

As part of its two-year study of Community College finance in Cali-

- fornia, Commission staff conducted a survey of the finance systems NN
in several other states. Most authorities on two-year colleges warn “
that comparative studies among the states have limited value because

, the colleges developed under quite different circumstances and gen- ‘

ey erally reflect the local social and economic environments. Broadly
conceived studies are interesting but rarely contain material di- )

.recfly relevant to the community colleges in a specific state.

Therefore, the purpose of the Commission survey was not’ to investi~ ) i

-gate other finance systems as a whole, but to analyze those features
which related to the Commission's concerns in its California study:
levels of support in compavrison with California, state and ldcal
sharing arrangements, efforts toward tax equalization,. financing !
mechanisms which distinguish among students and programs, and tui- )
tion/fees

Commission staff first reviewed the recent literature on community
colleges from the national perspective, especially studies of their
historical development and contemporary trends in finance. The
-7 l staff then selected eight states for intensive study: WNew York, 1
N I1lincis, Florida, Virginia, Texas, Colorado, Mississippi and Hawaii.
These states represent a wide range of governance/finance arrangements
s and important similarities and dissimilarities to California in terms
) of geographic size, demographic characteristics, and educational
Ry philosophy. These various arrangements provided an array of alterna-
"‘\\‘ktive solutionggép the problems of Community College finance in Cali-
) .

“Fornia. e
National Trends
» . Trends among community colleges in the fifty states are rarely clear_

or uniform. However, a few current trends are so pervasive that they
e deserve attention if only to suggest the forces which are influencing
all community collages.

Finance Mechanisms Increasingly Similar to Four-Year Institutions

Before 1960, most public two-year colleges ''were submerged in public
school systems, lacking identity, clarity of purpose, or politfcal

e

-

1. Appendix A describes the selection nroces$ for these states and
the questionnaires mailed to them.




pot:ency."2 Since then) most of these institutions have developed a
separate identity and have assumed putposes distinct from both sec-
ondary: education.and traditional higher. education. Almost without

exception, the various community-college systems have adopted mis-

sion statements similar to those of New York and Florida:

)

These diversified community colleges . . . serve both local
and. statewide interests by providing an opportanity ‘for low
tuition, quality education, primarily on a commuting basis,
to a broad cross section qf the citizens of New York State.

i .
{Community colleges are] assigned the mission to provide
course work normally associated with that which is offered
in the first two years by the university system occupa- ‘
tional (vocational) courses, and programs directed towards
developing knowledge and skills for immediate employment,
and adult continuing educational opportunities. . . . The
State Plan for Community Colleges provide[s] for these
services and educational opportunities to be available with-
.in commuting distance of ninety-nine percent of Florida's
~ population.

Even though these statements distinguish community colleges from
four-year institutions (especially research-oriented universities),
most states have changed the funding mechanisms for their two-vear
colleges to resemble those for their other colleges and universities.
In 1950, almost all public two-year colleges were supported in the
same way as primary and secondary schools, and many were. actually
governed by the public school systems. Although vestiges of this
link still remain, virtually all community-college Systems are now.
governed separately and draw th%%p operating sup.crt from funds
which are legally distinct from ‘hose provided to the other educa-
tional systems. Mdny.states have adopted budget review procedures
with line-item appropriations, categorical aid to encourage certain
kinds of activities, differential cost-accounting among progralls
and student aid grants for their community collegés--all of 15%

-

2. Richard Richardson, et al., The Governance of Iwo-Year Colleges
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1972), p. 10. As junior colleges: broke
away from the secondary schools, however, pressures grew to
charge tuition comparable to public colleges and universities.
See James L. Wattenbarger and Bob N. Cage, More Money for More -~
Opportunity (San Fraﬁciscg, 1974), p. 19. )

37 New York Board of Regents, '"Draft Mission Statement," October 2,
1975. Supplied by Anthony D. Knerr, Vice Chancellor for Budget
and Planning, The City University of New York (September 20, 1976).

4. Florida Community Colleges, Position Paper I for the Florida
Public Postsecondary Finance Committee (September, 13975), p. 1.
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ot cqme from patterns long established for four-year institutioﬁs.

One consequence of this’ trend toward similar funding mechanisns is
that the state's share of support for community colleges is gradually
increasing and the local share is decreasing in most cities and
states. Between 1929 and 1968, the total share of state support in_-
the'nation increased from 3 percent to oger 50 percent, and the, . i .
states’' share is certainly higher today. ’ )

Although this trend holds for most states, the reasons for it are

- diverse. One reason involves a philosophical viewpoint which down-
plays the state/local distinction. 1In 1972, the New York.Regents
recommended that "the State assume financial responsibility for the
community colleges as rapidly as fiscal resources permit . L7
How could the Regents justify this-assumpticn by the'state if, as
theif own:mission statement indicated, community colleges were to be
particularly responsive to local needs? ''The préesent system of
county sponsorship is inappropriate for community cclleges which are
éxpected to serve a statewide policy of full opportunity," the Re-
gents declared. '"Broader sponsorship would permit each community .
college to serve a wider geographical area . . ..without resorting - i . ©
to a complicated system of county chargebacks for non-resident [i.e., Lo
noncounty] students.8 . . . :

: \C
5. Lawrence H. E%ney, State Patterns of Financial Support for Com-
~ municy Colleges (Gainesville, Florida, 1970), p. 9. 'S. V. °
) "Martorana and W. G. McGuire, State Legislation Relating to Com-
~ . Dmunity and Junior Colleges, 1973-5 "(Pennsylvania State University,,
1976), p. 41. Richard J. Meisinger, State Budgeting for Higher
Educaticn: The Uses of Formulas (Berkeley, 1976). Wattenbarger
and Starnes conclude:

-
hd b

Arkansas, South Carolina, Texas and Wyoming have made

changes in their formulae that fund programs based

upon cost analyses’ and the differing, costs in opera- . T
« tion of classes in the various disciplines. . . . The ~* :
. ) .trend is self-evident: a program orientation, and
T * " differentiated funding accotrding to varying costs.

. [James L. Wattenbarger and Paul M. Starnes, "Financial

Support for Community Colleges in 1974" (Gainesville,
Florida, 1974), p. 26.]

°© 6. Wattenbarger and Cage, More tioney for More 0pbortunigz}(3an Fran-
cisco, 1974), p. 21. »

7. New York Board of Regents, Financing Higher Education Veeds in
. ¢the Decade Ahead (Albany, 1972), pp. 25-26. . g

8. Ibid. After reviewing national trends during the 1960s, Leland }
Medsker and Dale Tillery concluded '"that the trend is in the di- . :
rection of greater stacte control over all public higher education

(1]

. «." Medsker and Tillery, Breaking the Access Barriers: A
Profile of Two-Year Colleges (New York, 1971), p. 110/




A second reason for theg s;ate{s exvanding support of community col-’
leges was the disparity between tne local tax base and educational
needs in the first two years of college. Community college enroll-~.
ments tend to be heavier per capita in low-income districts because
middle- and upper-income students are more likely to attend four-
year colleges and universities. The local.tax base in those low-
income districts, however, usually provides less revenue for the col-
leges . than tffe sape levy in districts with higher income levebds.
Therefore, most states which fund all public education on a state/
local sharing basis have developed ‘complex equalization mechanisms
prompted by a spirit of tax équity or, in some cases, because of the
mandates of state courts. The complexity of such mechanisms have
provided strong incentives for states to consolidate the collection
of taxes for educatior and the dlstrlbutlon of revenues at the state
level. . . e

From "Junior" -to "Communlty" College

—— : e

Another universal trend has been the evolution of the "junior col-
lege," with its fixed curriculum of academic transfer credies and
separate vocatlonal-technical dlvisions, toward the "community col-
lege," which embraces a wide variety of programs, courses, and ac-
tivities. The community college tailors icself to the special eco-
nomic and social characterisgics of surrounding neighbdorhoods and
has increasingly stressed learning experiences rather than diplomas
as the major goal of community service. Such an orientation has pro-
. foundly affected community colleges everywhere

The "community college" orientation attracted such a large clientele
that enrollment growth in two-year institutions far surpassed the
expansion in other institutions of higher education, In 1958, the
total headcount enrollment in- the nation's—two-year colleges—stood—at——
374,672. By the fall of ‘1975, the headcount had increaséd to
3,936,000, up 19.3 percegf from the previous year, a?tenfold increase
since 1958.

. F

¢

9. Medsker and Tillery, Breaking the Access Barries, pp. 17-18.
The Chronicle of Higher Education, November 17,-1975, p. 1; De~
cember 15,.1975, p. 5. Total enrollment in- higher education. in-
creased from 3.6 millien in 1960 to 11,240,187 in 1975. See
Robert Berdahl, Statewide Coordination of Higher Educatior (Wash-
ingson, p.C., l97l) p. 202. Walter Garms, Financing Community
> Colleges (New York, 1977), p. 6. :James L. Wattenbarger and Bob N.
Cage, More.Money for More Opportunity (San Francisco, 1974), pp.
1-8. Such growth did not result, as several have charged, ex-
"clusively from a surge of part-time enrollment. Full-time stu-
dent enrollment increased 17.5 percent nationwide between 1974
and 1975 in public two-year institutions. -See Chronicle of Higher
Education, March 29, 1976.

) " , < ‘ . _‘4.6 . "- . ..




" Levels of Support forf iCommum’ty College Students

-

This orientation and enrollment growth, however, has created stresses
in the organization of coumunity colleges In many instaices, the

- cclleges are striving for the flexible delivery systems characteris-

tic of social service agencies while attempting to maintain their
identity as part of the fdrmal education establishment with its
cumbersome system of faculty tenure, gstablished currichla, class,
schedules, academic standards, and credit hours. These stresses
have changed the traditiomal conéept of a college as an institution
with a central campus and full-time, faculty toward an operation with
a headquarters and a small core of full—time teachers .who coordinate

many off-cam?us centers, remote educational services, and part-time
instructors . -

: Many state officials are concerned about the unwieldiness of an insti-

tution -which attémpts to serve as both a decentralized social agency
and an educational organization responsible for certifying the compe-,
tence nf students. This concern intensified as community college bud-

. gets’grew so rapidly during the past decade. The final result of these

stresses may be a hybrid institution which barely resembles either a

government service agency or.a traditional ‘college. a oA

»
’

.

It is difficult to employ a standard measure of support-per-student

sbecause of the varfeties of financing mechanisms and enrollment ac-

counting. Furthermore, level-of-support comparisons can be quife mis-
leading unless their derivations -are explicict and comparable. To the
‘greatest extent possible, Commission staff has attempted to organize
all the information from its Surney of states into similar categories
id 'order to present an accurate overview of the average cost of a com-~

munity. college student's education and the state’ s share of that aver-
age cost

P
- -

.

10.’ Arthur M. Cohen,, "Hiding Behind the Classrobm Door,'': Chronicle of
'gigher Education, July 26, 1976, p. 24. gRichard Richardson in
- The Governance of Two-Yeaf Colieges argues that the most important
shift in perspective is from training students for jobs to the col-
lege as a community resource in the broadest sense. Traditional
concepts of higher education have portrayed institutions as neutral
agents in cthe solution of social problems a concept which has
g ven way to a belief that community colleges must be involved
actively in community affairs’ (p. 22). The social impact of this
concept has hardly reached full tide.

4 ‘& *
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California's elaborate system of State/local support which is based

on a foundaiion amount per average~daily-attendance, generatedA§;.14
billien for the motre than one-hundred Community Colleges in 1975-6.

Of this amount, approximately $495 million was provided by the State,l
.whlch represents $643.24 per Full-Time-Equivalent (FTE) student. In=-
cluding all support--local district revenue, .federal aid and s*udent
fees,~$1,484 was avzilable per FTE community-college student in Cali-
fornia during 1975-6. 11 Tabje I indicates that’ California ranks
foufth-among the Commission's survey states in terms of appropriations
per FTIE student. 12 . .

Although these levels of support are below the approEriations per~ 5
student at most four-year colleges and universities,’” historical evi- $
dence indicates that the level of suppdrt for. two-year, colleges in the <
survey states has increased steadily, thus reflecting. the effects of.
inflation and the demands for new services. Because most states use
enrollment-generated formulas based on average costs to fund their
two-year colleges, and many have recently included an annval inflation
factor, the growth of two-year-college budgets has been faster than
that for other state agencies. In New York, the state s allocétions
to community colleges have risen almost 50 percent since 1971-2. 1In
Illinois, only 10.6 percent of all Students entering .higher education
in 1951 attended community colleges; today, 47.8- percent do so.

t

11. See Table III of this report. According to the Califormia Depart-
ment of Finance, 1,101,548 students were enrolled in the Cali-
fornia Community Colleges during the fall term, 1975, for 768,902
ADA (Total and Full-Time Enrollment: .California Instftutions of

ngher Education, Fall, 1975 [Sacramento, 1976], p. 3). -

12. Appendix B lists the source for Table I. Hawaii was not included
because the relevant information was unavailable. .

13. The California Legislative Analyst estimated that State/FTE costs
at the University of California ranged between_ $3, 085 to $14,623
in-1975-6, depending on the campus. The average student at a -
State University and CGollege campus in California ccst -between
$2,015 and $3,642 for the same year, again depending on the campus.

ee Report of the Legislative Analyst to the: Joint Legislative
Budget Committee: Analysis of the Budget Bill . . . for the Fiscal
Year July 1, 1976 to June 30 1977 (Sacramento, February 1976),

p. 763.

9
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% {. ThesCaliforafa FTZ 13 actually the Averags Daily Actendaace (ADA) figure reported by the Depactzenc

1
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TABLE 1

STATE SUPPORT AND TOTAL APPROPRIATICNS PER FTE STUDEWT
FOR TWQ-YEAR COLLEGES AND POSTSECONOARY
° . . * TECHNICAL/VOCATICNAL SCHCOLS AMQNG THE
: SURVEY STATES -

2

. State Total Ampunt -+ Total Amount

Aporepriation Availaple Percent of Total - <  Availaple
. in in ¢ Supportad iTE Per FIE
State Millions > Miilions By State ~Earollment Student
. New York . sa1.®d . s223.8 3602 128,450 51,742
[1linols ' . 2.7¢ 268.7¢ e - @ -156,883 1,713
Texas Lo 144.0%, 120.if 80.0 108,720 1,656
Californta - 494.5° 1,141.2 £ 768,902° @, 1.686
virgiala . o $9.4 o, 80.0 ~ 40,174 1,479

Colorado ‘ 0558 w94 s 0.0 4. 23,5 1257 .
Mississippl ‘ 27.9% AN 58.5 _ 37,841 < 1,261
Floctda ' 5141.4° $188.6 75.02 " 158,000 51,1943

——— - : 7 —

a. Iacludes scudeac servicas..
. b. 1974-75.

c. L975-76. - -

d. These,figutes includa only those colleges within the State University uf Hew York. ,‘l.'hc financial.
. ecrises in New York City make the City University:) cocmuaity colleges a poor czeasure for iuppqtt;p\cg
studant, 4 * . .

e. The total expenditure-is calculated by usin, estizmaces. for local taxes for FY 1977, tuition, faderal
granss, zad "other.” This {aformacion is contained in Illinols Community.College Board, Fiscal Year
1977 Operatiag 3udgec Recammendactions (Springfldld, 197S), pp. 18-20. This was the best - source
available .2o Commission staff ac the cize,. -

Z. Thiz includes an estizmaced tuition revenue 6f $36,010,544, ‘uhich is 20 percent of the total cost of |
compunity colleges. The 20 percent figure is the standard adopced by the Texas Legislature.
g. State=supported comounicy colleges only. \o )
h. New York supplied earollzent in teras of full-tine aod pacrz=tipe students. FIE enrollmenc was calcu=
lited from this figure by assuaing that 1 full-tize scudeac is 1 FTE, while 1 parc-tiae scudeant ¢
. 1/2 F1IE. This sechod undoubtedly. overestinaces the aunber of 'FIE studencs, but not seriously so. '

.

of Floance. ‘Although FIE scudents and ADA are zot exact equivaleacs, they 2Te sufficiently comparable
< for the puspocas of this overview. o .

. .

Y. This expenditure-per-FTE-scudedc differs froa the ‘cosc-per=FTZ-scudent of $1,257.18 given in Division
of Community Colleges, Departsent of Zducacics, Report for Public Gomouaity Collages.’ 1974-75
(Tallahassee, Tlorida, 1976), ». 63. PRacher than adopting che florida systea's cethod of calculatiag
full costs, Commission scaff cz.lcuu:ed expenditure~ner-fTE for Florida exactly the sace vay as all’

. ocher scaces. .

Source: See Appendix 8. . -
v . . . td
]
-
<
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-
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f: . ' _ ‘During. the past 15 years, ‘the public junior colleges in Texas have

*

increased their share of the legislative appropriations for higher
education ffom-38.32 per $100 (FY 1962) to $15.48'per $100 (FY 1977). 1% .

Such growth, hcartening though it may be to educators, has caused .
many legis‘atorg*to re-examine 'their commitment to two-year colleges.
The. effects of the nationwide récession on state bud&ets, .and the in-
creasing competition 6f other goverument- programs for limited public
funds, forced most of the states surveyed to choose between lowering
j . their level of support for two-year college students of limiting -
e ) enrollments.” Florida provides a good example. The state appropriated .

funds for 138,667 FTE students in its 1974~5 budget, but dctual enroll-
ments surged to .157,849 that year. Under ‘the Florida budget formula,

.o
v

s - . the -additional number of students (19,000) were divided into the state 's

) appropriation for 1974-5 to determine the cost [ :r student as’a basis ,
: ) . for state support in the following year.. "As that process continued,”" "~ -
- reported The Chronicle of Higher Education, 'the support per student ‘i$§

would keep going down, so the presidents of the community colleges. A
called for @ halt. nl5 Virtually all of Florida's 28 community-college
districts pared back their offerings for 1975, and college officials -
estimated that 5,000 studénts were discouraged from enrolling because -
of . such measures.

K
- -~ PR
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: The Debate Over State Fundmg Versus State/Local Sharmg

As long as junior colleges were connected to secondary schools in most
states, a single finance system that mixed local support with state -
. . ' finds made sense. The enormous growth of these.colleges after World
' . War II and their-emergence as a recognized part of 'higher education" -
caused many states to abandon local support and to widen the tax base .

v to the entire state. This trend, toward state “assumption of responsi-
bility for junior college support sparked a lively debate, especially .
in states like California whera respect for "local control" had hard- —

- ened .into -an unchallenged maxim. The following section draws on the’ N

- c. . A *

o) . [

e i ~ .
) x : -
— d 14. New York State Edudcation Department A Summary of Major Changes in
o the State's Higher utation Systém . . .. (Albany, 1976), p. 5.
. + » I1linois Board of Higher Education, Data Book on Illinois Higher

Education (Springfield, 1976), p. 83. Statistical Supplement to .
the Annual Report of the Coordinatigg;B rd, Texas Colleg~_and '
s University System for Fiscal Year 1975*(Austin, 1975), p. 151. -

15. The Chronicle_gf_Higger Education, March 29 1976. -
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experience of the survey states to examine this 1mportant debate
over local cdntrol versus state funding.

.~ The Case for Local Tax Support

* . There is widespread agreement that two-year colleges should be an
integral part of the surrounding <ommunity and oifer courses which
meet the particular social ngeds and manpower requirements within a
limiLed'geograph}cal area. The argument between supporters of local
taxes and advocates ‘of state financing involves how best to assure .
this community-service orientation through governance of the insti-
tution. Advocates of state financing insist that locally elected”
trustees can still retain primary authority over the currzulum, -

_ over faculty policies and salaries, and over distribution of monies
within the college's total budget, even when thc state provides most
of the funds. They assert that funding and decision making can be
constructively separated

-

.

o

Proponents of the local tax. base disagree and stress one proposition:
‘ultimate control rests with that political authority which hds the

power to tax. Local trustees who do not raise a significant portion

’ oFf their revenues will: be overruled when their decisions ceonflict v
with statewide policy.l’ Decisions, they ‘say, invariably follow the *
dollar. Furthermore, concern for é!sponsible management of local

.« taxes will attract high-caliber citizens to board memhership and
so enhance the  standing of the college in the community, an important
asset for two-year local institutions.18 <

L)

’

16. James L. Wattenbarger, "Changing Patterns of Juaior College Con-
trol: ‘Local to State Government,' Junior College Joarmal, 33 .~ .
{May, 1968), pp. 9-16. This section also draws on the useful
summaries of Trecent legislative activity in S. V. Martorana and
W. Gary McGuire, State Legisldtion Relating to Community and :

Junior Colleges, 1973-5 (Pennsylvania State Universit,, l976) .

17. Despite the fact that these arguments could be tested with empir-
ical evidence, the local-state debate for two-year colleges ‘has ’ .
continued on un abstract and "self-eVident" level. Despite rthé: . .o, ®
voluminous informatiod on these colleges, surprisingly few re- » >
searchers have tried to see whether locally-controlled colleges . ’
, differ in curriculum and orientation from their state-controlled B .
counterparts. )

18.. The ideclogy of local control over community-oriented decisions
is properly stressed in Herbert Kaufman, ‘Politics and Pclicies
in State and Local Government (Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1963). .t
This ideology 'is described with regard to public schools in .
Lawrence C. Pierce, et al., State Sthool Financeé Altérnatives
(Eugene, Ore., 1975), pp. 12 3. ’ ,
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What does the evidence from the Commission's survey “teveal abeut
this' debate? A cursory examination of college catalogues from the
eight states indicates that their courses and' acthltiés-are similar
except for the number of aVOcational-recrearional courses (broadlv
defined) and the kinds‘of OGCupational-technical programs offered\
Rather than the'tax\base the educational philosophiés of policy
makers’ 2nd the level of support per FIE student.appear to be the
major variables which influence the number of avocatibnal—recrea-'
tional courses. Those states with. high -levels- of student support
tend ®o offer a'greater number .of nontraditional courses. . Further-_
more, the kinds of‘occupational/teéhnical‘programs appear to raileet‘
the(economic neéds of the compunity.' This is hardly surprising ¢
since most colleges have advisory. committees consisting of local
business leaders. N . -'-‘ ) B
Several people have studied these 3 visory committees and'found that
the most active supporters : ‘of the local-tax-base argument. tend to ‘be
those in business and community service who need a continuing stxaam
- 'of employegs with particular skills.1? Certainly, the surve? states
which have maintained stat /local «sharing--Texas, Illinois, and ‘New,
York--are precisély those siih a long tradition of close association°
between exvlovers and the co leges These oeople can influence
local trustees and advisory committees far more easily than a state
bureaucracy which presides over the curriculum. A reasonable hypo-
.thesis seems to be that strong pressuves will develop for state/
"local sharipg of college revenues and- for a powerful role by’ the
local trustees within those states where local 1nterests’have spe-
cefic needs fnr/trained people. : )

The Case for Exclusive State Support

¢

N
Among the eight states surveyed by the Commission, the mpvement to-
ward state assumption of two-year college funding has been strongest

" 4n Colorado, Virginia,,Illinois, and Florida.' ‘ “

Rather than abolish local comnunity college districts, thelColorado
legislature created a dual system in 1967 in which existing colleges
could. maintzin their local tax base or join the statewide commun’ty
college system. The legislature's decision was a practical oL

~ P

—19; A. J. Riendaus The Role of the Advisorz,Committee in the Junior
College (Washington, D. C. 1967).

Al

» . .
20.. Virginia is a striking exception to this generalizazion. Seventy
' percent of all comununity college graduates are in programs whose
purpose is immediate employment. Therefore, employers would have
strong incentives to keep colléege decisions close to home. Ac-
tually, Virginia 45 one of the most ceftralized systems in the
nation although, as discussed later,:this was a result of a late
'start for its two-year colleges. %,

N .
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A5 involving geography. Because ' 'vast areas are sparsely settled and
P, . . . natural barriers complicate’ trfansportation patterns,'” only the
- _ urban areas of Colorado could support districts compact enough for ¥
- commut:ing.21 Only a state system could provide tax resources for
remote areas and thus insure an <adequate junior college education
for most Coloradoans. This necessity t.o redistribute-monies has
T © been a primary incentive for many states to-adopt full state.support.

<

Because Virginia had no two-year college system prior to 1966, there
e ~ was never a serious effort to divide.the 'state into districts for
: tax purposes. There are now 58,000 students attending 23. two-year
°colleges which have a full array of local advisory committees. ’
) However, the colleges are all governed by the State Board for Com-
e g - munlty Colleges, making Virginia one of the most centralized two-
o year systems in the United States. ' Whatever the disadvantages of
‘ such’ centralization, a college official suggests that th ability to
; ! shift funds from one college to another has helped solve \'the most
i .. serious problem in educational finance: "The proper allocation of
‘ funds to cover the-special needs of the individual colleges and to
. © easeé the f1nanc1al pressures of over-entollments.'

A3
: ' Although recent changes in Illincis' community college systjﬁ\&gye
: . left state/local sharing intact, strong sentiments for a larger
state role linger among those who» manage Illinois' system of higher
e . educat:lon.23 They grant that the colleges should have enough flex-
t.  -.ibility to devote a portion of their courses to local needs but that
~——- - _ thé majority of courses must have uniform standards. "From a broad
perspective . ° .," states the,Illinois Master Plan, "it is assumed
A that the Erograms and services of all community colleges will be
A similar.’ ' .
. Pl : .
The success of the Illinois system has, ironically, posed a major
Do problem ... The .aggressive -expansion of colleges into nontraditional
Do “programs and the large numbers of part-time students (an increase

%

<

1 4

21. Colorado Commission on Higher Education, Planning for the 70's
(Denver, revised in 1971), p. 27. Frederick C. Kintzer, Middle-
S mah in Higher Education (San Francisco, 1973), p. 109.

22. Response to Commission surv§§ from Daniel Crooks, Virginia De-
partment of Community Colleges (October 13, 1976).

- 23. Tllinois Board of Higher Education, Committee to Study Public

’ Community College Financing, 'Committee Report on Financing

Public Community Colleges" (mimeographed, May, 1975).

. ~

e 24. The Illinois Board of Higher Education, A Master Plan for Post-

-~ """ Secondary .Education in Illinois (Springfield, 1976), p. 50. .
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from 111,102 4n 1972 to 188,362 in 1974) are prime concexns for state
officials.2d In 1974, the Illinois Board of Higher Education de-
clared that community colleges "must relate their aspirations to
overall statewide policies and priorities that apply to all -post-~
secondary education institutions,"26 a frank\sugges;ion to limit
growth. Faced with the Governor's cut-back in FY 1976 of credit-
hour support for students in developmental/vocational-skills ‘courses,
the Community College Board called on administrators to "focus atten-
tion away from individual district funding levels and toward a system
philosophy of community college programs and services."2] The 1976
Master Plan 'now distinguishes between programs of statewide concern’
and  those which are more’ locally oriented" by identifying eight cate-
. gories, of instruction and providing different levels of state funding
for each.2® The Illinois mechanism of differential funding based on’

-
r N ’ T

25. Illinois Board of Higher Education, "Committee Report on Financ-
ing Public Community Colleges," p. 10. | :

26. State‘othllinois, Board of Higher Education, '"Role and Scopé of
‘Community Colleges," Item #13 (October 1, l974),fp. 4.

27. Illinois Comunity Collége Board, "Summary of Community College
Funding Proposals for Fiscal Year 1977" (Springfield, 1976), p. 2.

%\ 28. Ibid., p. 8. ' The Board suggesﬁed that the procedure for deter=~

mining flat grant rates from the state be as follows:

1. Estimate the cost per credit hour for each of the eight
inspructional categories for FY 1977 (Baccalaureate ori-
ented, health professions, etc.). ’

2. Determine the "local contribution" (local taxes, tuitionm,
federal sources) and dividfng by the projected number of
credit hours for FY 1977.

T

3. The state would fund the difference between credit unit
cost and "local qontpibution" in< those programs determired
to be of statewide importance.

{ .
The Boatd further declared that "the Stgte of Illinois should be
. funding a greater :portion of the operating costs of Illinois
public community colleges . . . [at least] one half the average
operating costs." ("Summary of Community College Funding Pro-
posals," p. 5.) 4s Table I indicates, the State of Illinois”’
supplied 42 percent of the operating expenditures of community -°.
colleges in 1975-6 through the flat grant method. '"'The state
should move toward state funding of 75. to 100 percent of annual. ¢

operating expenses,' according to educational finance expert
M. M. Chambers of Illinois State University (response to Commis~
sion survey, June 14, 1976). -

»
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the statewide program priorities represents a middie ground between-
strict local autonomy and statewide control. If implemented and
successful, the Flan will likely be adopted by those states which
retain a mixture of local and state.funding for two-year colleges.

The‘Conseqﬁences of Full State Support

1

« Although abolition of local taxes to support community colleges will
guarantee a strong state role in most aspects of education, it is by
no means certain that state funding eliminates a powerful local in- "’
fluence over the colleges. Florida is perhaps the best example of a
system where power is shared, to a substantial degree, between local
districts .and the state. A brief review of the Florida system will
highlight a system which attempts this precarious balance. .

Florida has exp2rienced all the problems of states with major two--
; - year college systems: rapid enrollment growth, demands for colleges
y & ¢+ .within commuting distance of most citizens, competition among higher
’ education institutions for state resources, property -owners exasper-
atéd:@iqh ever-increasing taxes. In 1968, the Florida legislature
established independent local boards of trustees and authorized those
4 boards to assume local authority for the colleges with minimal sup-
P . port from ad valorem taxes. Three years later, the legislature re-
- ‘moved the financial responsibility from the boards, although each of
) the 28 community college districts remained an independent- legal
. entity with "the powers necessary for [the boards’'] governmental-
o operation for theéir respective college." 29 Since that time, the

concept of the Florida sybtem is that™ the boards will exercise au=—
thority over faculty policies, curriculum, and program priorities,
and have limited responsibilities for capital outlay planning. The
budgeting system and setting of educational goals and priorities are
centralized at the state level. ’ )

This system is remarkably successful when local ‘boards and state
officials agree on policies and priorities. The boards have ‘wide
discretion over all policies except the formulas which generate the
district*s—total-budget_and_the dollars for each curricular program.

State officials have €ontrol over resources for programs withim all
institutions of higher education and have some flexibility to trans-
fer resources to areas where they will provide the best education

for the largest number of students. The primary goal of state bud-
geting is to eliminate competition for resources through centralized
decisions#®and to provide equal support for students at similar levels

.-

-

< 29. Florida Commun%ﬁy Colleges, Position Paper L.Eor the Florida
Public Postsecondary Finance Committee (September, 1975), p. 1.
Department of Education, Division of Community Colleges, Report
. for Florida, 1974-5 (Tallahassee, 1975), pp. 1-2. James
. Wattenbarger, 'State Control of Junior Colleges,"” Junior College
Journal, 42 (October, 1971), p. 42. -
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in similar programs by means of a- formula relying solely on cost-

“ contact hours per week of classroom work for community college in-

<
e

analysis.30 TmE e
‘The Florida system, then, is one wherein "local appointed boards . - ,E
. have a high degree of local autonomy,'”" but they operate

within budgetary limits established by the state. -Furthermore, the
boards can be severely restricted by administrative decisions made

in Tallahassee;, as described earlier. In 1974-5, the state-support

. formula forced the districts to absorb 19,000 additional students

into their budgets, which lowered the per-student support when- the «

- average costs were calculated to project funding for the next fis- - '
cal year. This constraint has been widely criticized by Florida “
educators and "local boards.alike. Another major issue arose five

years ago concerning the amounf'of tlme instrictors were spending in

the classroom. The result was a controversial statute reqairing 15

st:ruct:ors.32 ‘S0, the Florida system of centralized Support and . ‘%
. shared authority works well when agreement exists on fundamentals .
such as the decired rate of growth in educational institutions. The .
districts, however, are unlikely to win when this consensus dis=- - .
appears. . . , . * ﬁ

The Variety.of Finance Mechanisms -

The controversy over state/local sharing .is essentially a tension
between "home-rule" governance and. central fiscal management of the
state’s, resources_for_postsecondary education. _The states in the __._
Commission's survey have adopted different systems to balance these ‘e
interests during the past two decades. At the same time, policy

makers for two-year colleges have experimented with a variety of

funding. formulas to determine the amOunts for each institution. Be- .
fore the emergence of the community-college concept, most “formulas . -
specified flat dollar amounts per student. However, most formulas "L
did distinguish between "college age" and "adult” students and those

,in academic as distinct from technical/vocational courses. - These

simple formulas have recently been replaced by much more complex

ones.

30. Florida Community Colleges, Position Paper I, pp. 1l-4. "State Y.
University System of Florida Statement," forwarded to CPEC by
Philip D. Goldhagen, Director of Special Projects, State of ’
Florida, Department of Education, May 21, <1976. See Appendix D
of this-report for a description of Florida's cost analysis
system. .o

31. Goldhagen, May 21, 1976.

32. Ibid.
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Two developments encouraged states to elaborate their financing
-mechanisms and to .make precise distinctions among programs and stu-
’ dents: First was the spread of sophisticated cost-accounting methods :
. ... and cost/benefit theory, techniques seized upon by many state offi- T
: cials as a way to provide adequate resources for education. Second, ‘
as two-year colleges expanded into many nontraditional fields, policy
makers (especially legislators and those in the state budget bureaus) P
became convinced that it was in the public interest to promote cer-
; tain kinds of courses and to encourage certain kinds of pofential
e < .students to attend two-year colleges. Rather than mandating these
: policies through the stick of statute, they often chose the carrot
of positive incentives through finance mechanisms. The following
section describes how the survey states have incorporated cost-
ahalysis, . educational priorities, and affirmative action into their

Leaf

finance mechanisms for two-year colleges. . ‘ é
oo .The’ Cost-Analysis Model' The Florida Community Colleges33 X : -
. The Florida syste finance ig a classic. example of long-range ”
’ planning aid care} l organization. The .entire system of public .
higﬁer education has grown up around the central theme of integration Y —

and. coordination. A single board and a- chancellor govetn the univer- -
sity system, while the state board of education sets policies for the
28 community colleges. In budgetary affairs, both boards yield to v
the leadership of an elected Commissioner -of- Educa_tion.34 Every
o effort is made to provide equal support for similar programs b, uSlng
:standard formulas to Support all higher education.

Florida s community colleges receive allocations through a %eﬁgizu-
funding' process hased on the historical, costs of operations. Each
college conducts an annual cost analysis of the unit cosits for each

: course, based on an examination of records carefully compiled during

= the year. These pro-rated costs ‘are ‘then aggregated into discipline , T T T

. costr and finally into broad "curriculuin program" costs. Finally, a

statewide average cost per FTE student is computed,-and.a cost ratio
for each discipline is calculated by dividing the cost of each disci- . \ s
pline category -by the statewide average cost per FTE §tudent.

&

33. The following description is based primarily on materials by > -
Philip D. Goldhagen and on James Wattenbarger and Paul Starnes, A 8
"State Funding Formulae for Public Two-Year Colleges' (Gaines-
ville, Florida, 1973), PP. 18-25 N

34. Frank Bowen, et al., State Budgeting for Higher Education. Data
Digest (Berkeley, . 1975), p. 275.
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Example: = - . . \

v e ‘Health Sciences $1,80Q/FTE student _ :

s AL Studencs $1,000/FTE student 1.8 ;Z:;tﬁa‘s‘i‘i’eizzs .

: : : // for "n" fiscal o o

ya year ‘ ’ .
3

A coming-year, statewide average cost per FIE stydent is then calcu-

lated through additions for inflation and equipment costs and sub=- * :

tractions for student fees and federal funds. This anitary cost is S

then mult;p}ied by the cost ratio for each discipline to produce the-

coming~year, projected cost per FTE student in each‘’category. The

colleges then submit projections of their enrollments in each disci-

pline category and theSe enrollments are multiplied by the coming-

- year4 average cost per FTE student and the cost ratio for each disci-.

" pline .category. The amcunts in each discipline category are then,
toftaled £n produce the entire college's allocatiorf for' the next fis-
cal year.>- ' o . . , .

' .
. / v P

/’Advantages of.a Cost-Analysis Model : \. . ’ '

‘9 Recognizes substantial differences in costs among

programs and funds programs according to their
resource needs. - . _°

~

N

A

-

&

— - -8---Takes—into-account-variations—in-statewide—-and
regional economic conditions, differential costs

of large and small institutions, and costs associ- '
ated wish remedial and counseling services.

,1;, . 8 Provides better opportunities fc¥ management plan=_ .

+ ting and assessment of outcomes. . . o
) v,

»
1

] : . o
7 ' . N

35.'Fo: a fuller explanation of this process and examples of tha ‘de-
rived discipline costs for 1973--4, see Appendix D.

1

“

36. Several people who responded to the Commission's survey cited
. this as a prime goal. For example, William B. Chapman, Director
of Long Range'Planning for the University of Hawaii, said this:

The most serious problems in financing community ‘
colleges lie not in the'area of amount of public
funds received, but in the present emphasis on j
status-quo, incremental enrollment-driven ‘budget
requeést/appropriation, which does not adequately
address either policy direction or the many nec-
essary programmatic changes. a relatively. yqung

system should be making to achieve appropriate
levels of quality. (April 23, 1976) . .

. .
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8 Alldws meaningful cost comparisons among institutions.

s e # Provides strong element of predictability and ration-
) R ality which encourages careful cost accountlng by
e . campuses. . 5

-~ v - PR
- -

) Disadvantages of a Cost-Analysis Model

Florida is ngw cons1der1ng a fundlno system which uses fixed, vari-
¢ able, and semi-variable costs multiplied by projected . enrollments in -
: the various disciplines. The new formula attempts to solve the chief \\
problems of the existing system which treats costs as varylno with -
FTE enrollment, does not reflect the individual college s ability to
o generate non-state revenues, and is based solély on historical costs.
R Florida is certainly at the forefront in solving the problems of ) ;
: systems based on cost analysis. ‘See Touche Roos and -Company, ''Pro- . %
posed Fund Generation and Apportionment Process for the Floxida Com-
‘ mpnity College System" (November 12, 1976).% - .

. ‘ -
[ . . ' ~

-'V'/a

. “Usually treats all costs as directly variable w1th
enrollment.

. Enco;.xrages uniformity among similar programs in the
‘ community colleges system which might be inappro- A .
A priate for local needs. . » :

~

I 8 Tends to lock.expensive programs inte high costs be- - -
cause they have historically been expensive and does
not encourage suchs programs to be more efficient: Sy

w7 3 Tends to discourage innovations in lower-cost pro-

— .y ~——-grams since-changes are generally expensive and not

reflected in past costs. ) .
- ) S

‘ 9 Tends to make costs and etpenditufes develop a self-

S " fulfilllng relationship which ‘can dlscourage efforts ’

- to break out of established cost patterns

Although Flo:;da s Departmen* of Education can make periodic adjust-

ments during the fiscal year as actual FTE student enrollments are

reported, these adjustments are redistributigns within the college -
system. ‘The total amount of operating revenues available for col-

‘leges remains fixed,throughout the fiscal year unless the Legisla-

ture acts to change lt. Thus, an unexpected enrollament increase

AE1

-

37. Garms, Financing Community Colleges. p. 61.

A~
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will'cause the average level of support to go down and this will be '
perpetuated in the next fiscal year's budget ;3

o]
'. Finance Formulas Which Contain Value Judgménts

-

 The cost=analysis model attempts to determine program costs objecs
tively, without making judgments about the value of programs. Most

dtates, however, have established different funding ‘levels- for differ~ .

ent. programs based, to a substantial.iegree, on judgments about their
contributions to the society as a whole. The Illinois reforms are an
effort to separate programs within the formula*

1. The state funding plan for public community coliegas
should be based upon the following principles'

a. Credit-hour-generating instruction will be

‘o -

2

e divided into eight different categories, #s _ A
- e, follows: : : ~
e : ' ’
o [oN) Baccalaureate .
* “*..  (2) . Business, Public Service and Personal K e
o Services ' - .
- (3) Data Processing and Commerce Tech— .
’ : nologies ' :
' (4) Natural Science and Industrial Tech- :
' nologies ] — :
(S)-~Health Professions 3
(6) Review -of V0cational Skills ~ .
¢)) Remedial/Developmental General Studies N )

(8) Other General Studies - . _ ~

' b.* Noncredit-hour activities included in the
missions will be, considered a ninth cate-
gory. This includes community education,
public service, and research activities.

c. For every credit hour instructional category
(#1 through {#8 above), ‘the state will make
flat grants per credit hour for a certain

E percentage of the difference between:

(1) The statewide average cost in the ‘
system for that category, as ad- ° ’ '
justed for inflation, marginal

- cost savings, and productivity
sdvings, , :
* . ’

38. See page 8 above. - ‘ ‘

[#
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"{2) The standard local contribution cal- 5
*"  culated from statewide average prop-
_ erty taXes, tuition and fees, and

> other local revenues. 7

d. Financial resources will be provided for all
categories. Since the eighth and ninth cate-
gories are more locally-oriented, the state
will fund higher percentages of the differ-
ences described in (c) above for the first
seven categories. Specifically, the state:
will fund:

’ 100 percent of this difference for
" the first-.seven categories

50 percent of this difference Eor
the eighth category oo

Zero percent of this difference for ‘
the ninth category,

e. Additional financing for ti:: eighth category
-and total costs for activities in the ninth
e e e e .-category can. be funded from local -taxes, gui- e
’ tion end fees, and other revenues .

Uniike the Illinois plan, where the value judgments about programs.
are obvious, many states superimpose rough estiumate /s of e ost differ-
ences .on these value judgments in a rather clumsy feffort to appear
valiie-neutral. For instance, seven of the eight éurvey states fund
enrollments in technical and vocational fields at a higher level,

. than enrollments in academic courses, presumualy because the former

are more expensive. Colorado provides $700 per FTE student in local
district colleges,”plus an entitlement of $475 for each FTE occupa-
tional student. New York pays an additional $150 per year for:-each

'FTE student in technical programs. Virginia provides one teaching

faculty per 15 FTE students for occupational-technical and founda<

tion programs, but, only one instructor per 20 students for college
transfer programs.

- -

39. Illinois Board of ‘Higher Educacion, "Committee Report, on Fi-
nancin Public Community Colleges," pp. 1-2

40. Colorado Stite Board for Community Colleges and Occupational
Educations; “"Guidelines for Reporting ana Support Clalms for FTE
Enrollments . .\TQ\(Denver July 10, 1975), p. ‘ Response to
Commission survey from Cornelius Robbins, Assoclate Chancellor
of .Community Colleges) State University of New York, July 13,
-1976. Daniel Crooks, State of Virginia, October 13, 1976.

. N
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?"“;“*"*—“"”"These diffarentials, however, 4ppear to ﬁave‘béen)estaggished with

. estimate the cosc-per-unit difference betweed'vocat\onal and academic

.mulas which represent subjective judgments about -the value--of the- - ]

: Beyond the academ1c/vorationai—drstxnttion”*ail survey statés drew a

42, Writing Iaboratories are’%mall groups of students, led by one

v . N

only superficial cost analysis and without any systematic study of

,the costs necessary to offer a quality program. The range of differ~-
entials certdinly indicates that the states are not usirg' common,
objective measures to establish their formulas. In fact, 'the Missis-
sippi legislature has directed "that vocational programs receive less .
district support than academic programs, although categorical grants O
equalize the amounts. 1 While most states attempted initially to ' .

-~

courses, thare are obviously-certain incentives imbwdded- in—tne~{or-7—~-——~

course to society. 1
]
The entire concept of a course's cost is indeed somewhat arbitrary.
Certainly, ‘different courses require different kinds of equipment,
but the amount spent for instruction depends on the educational ‘mode,
not primarily on the subject matter For instance, a literature
course could be quite expensive if policy makers decided that stu-
dents ''needed" the intensive penson- g-person work and laboratories
characteristic of the biological sciéfices and many vocational courses.
The "point is that the lercure mode will produce students with an
"acceptable" level of knowledge in literature,® *but close supervision
and repetitive practice are deemed necessary for an automobile me-
‘chanic. y

£y

e —

sharp line between academic/vbcational courses and avocational/recre~ 1
ational offerings. Generally, the latter received no state funds be-
cause_vbe benefits seem to accrye principally to the individual.

The major differences among the states in funding noncredit courses _
came over who would be responsible for assigning courses to one cate- :
gory or the other. Those states with:-district governince rend to en- ‘
gage in negotiations with state officials over distinctions and grad-

ually a set of guidelines émerged.. -

. * ,’ I3

41. Francis Geoghegan, Director, Mississippi Commission of Budget
and-Accounting,‘response to Commission survey, June 29, 1976,F

‘instructor who meet for ‘extended periods to review each other's

writing, offer suggestions, rewrite and resubmit, and often
arrange publication of their work. The lecture mode is effec-
tive for transmitting knowledge, but skills are developed best
through practice and close supervision. This appears true for
most fields within the educational enterprise.

¢

43. "In all cases, avocational/recreational courses are to be self-
supporting," reported James L. BuySse, Internal Auditor of the
State Board for Community Colleges and Occupational Educationm, :
Denver, Colorado, June 4, 1976. . .
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;______;>_<:__group iz nature . . ..

The Cnancellor of the State University of New. Yotk recently reported
thut the Department of Audit and Control had placed several -community
colleges on notice for allocating state funds for noncredit courses.
The Chancellor pointed out: - .

+ N 4
" .

Past budgets have contained authorization for support for
. occupational, remedial, continuing education and community-
service non=-credit ‘courses, but denied support to those
courses which are avocational, recreational, or social
&
The State University Central Administration has now reached
an agreement with [the State] on a written definition of
these erms (i.e., Pccupational, avocational, ‘'récreational,

°

. ete.].

On the other hand, those states with centralized funding have more
_formal wmechanisms for approval: "All credit courses offered through-
‘out the system must be approved at the State Department’ [of Community
Colleges] level and 2§rried in the State Curriculum Guide," reports
a. Virginia official. Although enrollments are increasing in avo-
cational/recreational courses, the survey states have decided that

. the financial b\rden should not fall on the public as a whole

Advantages of‘Formulas Which Contazn value Judgments

9 Set_ priorities for education and strive toward ade-
s ‘quate resources for those priorities
® Force educators themselvés to define their goals and ~

to achieve those goals within realistic financial
limits.

*
t

3 Recognize the limits of formal education in meeting
- community needs compared with social service agencies
which are more flexible.
Digadvantages of Formulas Which Contain Value Judgments -

0 Tend toward arbitrary decisions about .what is in the
best interest of citizens.. ot

' Rarely allow those peoplé wWith™ thé"most—experience

[

A

in assessing educational needs (the faculty) to
detérmine definitions.

44. Ermest L. goyer, Chancellor. Memorandum to the Board of Trustées,
“January 28, 1976. ’
R
45. Daniel Crooks, State of Virginia, response to Commission survey,
October 13, 1976.

)
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® Often based on values which stress the practical and
vocational aspects of education to the detriment of
education which offers cultural, aesthetic, and

social development. ' ‘ ,

" i . y 4
Often prevent large enrollments in courses about ways

to cope with problems of modern life for these who <
needy.such 1nstruction EFSt yet are laast’able to pay

.~ for ir: Y
e -

»
...--.._ ’

. e

Finance Formulas Which Contain Value JudgmentS“ -

Although student grants and loans remain the mostr common way to en—-
courage underrepre§ented groups to enroll in higher education, sev-
eral-two-year college systems have.incorporated incentives for
affirmative action in their funding formulas. The most common in~
céntives are tuition.waivers for elderly people and additional -
dollars for students who come from certain racial-ethnic backgrounds
or from lower socio-economic groups. 'These incentives recognize: -

(1) a formal commitment of resources’ is~necessary if a
sgudent bodies are to réflect the composition of
the community at large;

(2) education of -students with poor preparatiun is
more expensive‘than education: for those with ade- : .

- quate preparation.

Among the sufvey states, New York and Illinois have gone furthest in
these directions. In.1970, the New York legislature established the
Full,Opportunity Program which offered additional state aid if an -

; institution agreed to accept all recent high school gradgates withir
its "sponsorship" area. Basically, state support was increased from
35 percent of the institution's ouerating expen32§ ta> 40 percent and
from $150 to $180 per FTE disadvantaged student.*. Today, 28 of the

« L4
b i

46.. By ltatute, Illinoi%'colleges may assess variable tuition rates
and several have waived charges for citizens over 65 years old.
The New York City community collekes have formed a consortium,
the Institute for the Elderly, which offers an extensive program

—_of Ieisure-time courses~of-both an academic and non~academic
nature at college and off-canpus\locat\ons. All city colleges
waive tuition for senior citizens. Illinois Community College
Board, Fiscal Year 1977 Operating Budget Recommendations . . ..,
p. 16. Response to Commission survey from the office of Robert
Kibbee, Chancellor, Board of Higher Education of the City of
New York, June-27, 197%.

-

€
a

47.'See Appendix C for a complete description of _the FOP, including$ -
“the state dollars per disadvantaged student “n non-full oppor— f¢”
tunity colleges. - Tt

<
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730 state-sponsored two-year colleges have open admissions and receive; >
. roughly $7.3 million.moze in state aid thsn would have been the case
-.under the vld formula. Referring 'to all community collégés in the
state, the Deputy Commissioner in the Education Department believes
that the Full Opportunity Program has? \ -

» .
<

. . . markedly increased minority access to community col-
T -legés.. No special ‘recruiting has been necessary, but spe-
:cial programs of preparatory or compensatory education have
had, to be established at virtua&ly every’ community college
to help such studentq,succeed.
Ikt

v .

In'the fall of l975 minority group memb2¥fs constituted 5.6 percent
of rull-time, credit-course students in communigy colleges and 30.8
; percent in New York City's community colleges -

’

~

Illinois has a less ambitious, though important, program to nrovide’
extra funds to insticutions for students who are underrepresen\-d in
) its two-year colleges. Until recently, a district received addi-
i< _ _tiomal -state aid for_ disadvantaged studeats which amounted to the
2 ‘district's percentage of total federal student aid in the state.
_Supposedly, this percentage was the best measure of the proportion
- .0f students attending two-year colleges whd would need gpeclal edu-
cational assistance. In 1973, Illinois two-year colleges received
$732,600 in state aid for 35,000 disadvantaged students. -Policy
»makers in Illinois are convinced that, without such aid, districts
cdnnot effectively implement affirmative agtion principlas- on their

A
: campuses.

H

N 48. Response.to Commission survey from T. Edward Hollander, Deputy
y Commissioner for Higher and Professional Education, The New York -
State Education Department, May 25, 1976, and March 8, 1977.
Cornelius Robbins, response to Commission Zﬂrvey, May 28, 1976.
. State University of New York. Community Colleges, 19756 State
Operating Aid Formula (1975), pp. 1-2. New York Education Code, N
Chapter V, Section 603.5.

49, Response to Commission survey by T. Edward Hollander, March 8,
.- - 1977. State University Trustee Committee on the Special Prob-
lems of the Community Colleges, Final Report to the SUNY Board -
of Trustees (Albany, February, 1976), .p. 15. Open admissions" :
-, have cergainly succeeded in- opering all colleges to many stu-
. Jents. who never would have attended uiider other circumstances§.
See Alexander W. Austin and Jack E. Rossman, "The Case for Open -
Admissions: A Status Report,” Change, 5,(Summer, 1673), pp. 35-7. -~

50. Illinois Community Collega Board, Fiscal Years 1977 Operating
Budget Recommendations . . ., p. 9. Illin01s Commuirity College

4 Bulletin (September, 1973), pp. 3-4. ]
Q ‘ : - - < . : .
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Most colleges and universities in the-United States have mzde’§§eci§1
efforts to enroll and-retain students from those racial, ethnic, and
socio-economic groups which have tradi‘ionally sent few‘rrom their
" //&anks into higher t .acatior. The interesting aspect™of_the two-year
; 2. colleges' effort is that the survey states have attampted, somewhat
o et 1ndirectly, tc implement affirmative action programs by using the
B ‘ " « forhula metiod of finance, rather than cacegorical aid, for programs
' " which attempt to serve certain social groups. Whether the formula
approach is more effective for affirmative action than categorical
- ,aid . is.an important issue in educational finance. )

- . "y -
=% - IS s

£ . . <

Advantages of Usid& Finance Formu:as for Affirmative Action -

-

v 9 _ﬁreviaes positive incentives-for coliegcs_co.serve “
_ - ' .underrepresented groups.
¢ Pealistically recognizes the higher ccsts of educa-

tion for 'students with poor educationel backgrounds.'

Disadvantages of Using Finance FQ?mulas-fbr Affirmative Action
——— ¢ c . - | ”
L ¢ Tends to be arbitrary in meeting the needs of cer-
_ ’ - tain groups for special education (ethnic'groups).
. ’ but rarely-others who ‘face ‘serious barriers to,
'\

college (physically\handicapped students) ., |

*

' ¥ Is‘less direqt than categorical aid for affirmative * %

. RO . action, which has a specific program, responsible .
o personnel, and measOrable objectives.
. . . . ‘e 4 o - s O
The Burden of Financial Support Co . : A

Pl

-

The Issue gg Educational Equity )

During the past decade public school finance has been assaulted by

the rulings of séveral state supreme courts, which have declared

unconstitutional those district systems resplting in enormous dis-

parities in per~-student support; California's Serrano decisiog in

August 1971, established’ a’ pattern followed by several states.

The California Supreme Court found that educational opporcunity was

. a cornerstone in democratic. society and that the guarantee of "equal

. . protection of the law" meant that each thild must have access to -
"quality" education. "We have.determined,” the California Court de-
clared, "that the funding scheme invidiously diecriminates against

4
. 2

-

51. John Serrano, Jr., et al. v. Ivy Priest, 483 P. 2nd. 1241l. See
~ also Robinson v. Cahill 62 N.J. 473; Olsen v. State of Oregon,
Lane County Circuit Court Casz No. 72 0569. '

~
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" the poor because. it makes the quality of¥a child's education.a func- .
tion of the.wealth of his parents and neighbors" (487 P. Znd. 1244).
The Couft did not declare that per-student funding had to be equal;

< . . it did declare that the average expenditure could nct be a function
i of the district's wealth (the proviso of "fiscal neutrality") Al-
b though the Serrano case did not deal with Caiifornia's Community

Colleges, its principles apply if the State accepts public respoun-. .
_sibility for pfoviding two years of such edu:ztion beyond high school.

None of the eight states surveyed by Commission staff have accepted
this responsibility, and it seems unlikely that they will do so.

3 T . (1) Virtually all two-year college students are beyond *
: . 'the .age of maJorlty (18 years old).

(2) All survey states charge tu1tiontand fees, thus
. recognizing that postsecondary education is-.partly
the financial responsibility of students themselves.

° (3) 1If two years of education beyond high school were
. recognized as a public responsibility, this would
et certainly apply to the freshman and sophomore years i

of ‘four-year colleges and universities. Free edu- —
S cation at these institutions would ‘run counter to
’ , strong trends toward higher tuitionm. .
(4) Two-year colleges provide so many kinds of educa- ,

© tion with differing social benefits (naturaliza-
R tion, continuing, academic, vocational, recrea-

' : tional education) that the public's responsibility.

does not appear so compelling here as for students
in their earlier years ‘(ages 4 through 18).

. - The Issue of Tuiéion and Fees

e o 3 - :)

Despite formal commitments to *open-access education," all the survey
states assume that costs should be shared between the government
(state and Jocal in some cases). and the student. Tuition levels

vary widely, however, not only among the.states but also between
colleges within each system, as Table 1II indicates.

(3
~

Several points are obvious from data in Table LI. First, those
states with the highest tuition also provide the hlghest level of
e suppart’ per FTE student' (See Table I, page’7). Sécond, tuition
.- pol@cy is largely determlned by the traditions sur ounding higher
.".education within each state. The high student charges in New York
Pl 1, arg.based upon a long-standing principle that the state supply one-
third' of the educational cost, the district one-third, and the stu-
dent ope-third.  Obviously those states like New York, where the

N ) "« ; N ) - "@
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TABLE II

THE LEVELS OF RESIDENT AND NON-RESIDENT- TUITION

AND FEES IN THE CPEC.SURVEY OF TWO-YEAR COLLEGES

<>
1976-1977 1976-1977 RANGE .
) .NUMBER  RSSIDENT TUI~ OUT OF STATE FOR. , B
OF TION AND FEES. TUITION AND RESIDENT
COLLEGES, PER FULL-TIME FEES PER FULL-  TULTION AND :
_STATE ~ REPORTING STUDENT TIME STUDENT® FEES
Colorado  “ 4 $348.25. §1,349.50  $250 - $520 - .
T"/\ . > - ‘\\1._\;
Florida . 19 368.47 722.84 288 = 450 E
Hawaii 6 90.00 925.00 - 90 * 3
" Illinois 14 372.86 2,131.86 200 - 480 :
Mississippi 5 358.60 733.60 220 - 704
New York’ 30 599.67¢ 1,203.42° 420 - 650¢° ‘
: (state only)
' Texas ¢ 8 234.50 .838.25 170 - 290 )
St Virginia' . 19 f14.58% . . 1,003.53 =~ 300 - %06

P 3
e I

-

a. With one exception, these colleges are those which responded to
the survey by the College Entrahce Examination Board and reported

in The Chronicle of Higher Education, April.5, 1976, pp. 13-17. -
b. This column combines the resident tuition and fees and the addi- .

tional out-of-state tuition in order to arrive at the total
charges, for out of state students.

?

-,

. c. For l975~6 State University of New York, Finai Report of the
Trustee's Committee on the Special Problems of Community Colleges,
Appendix. The non-resident information comes from The Chronicle
of glgher Education, citad Selow. .

N

d.-T. Edward Hollander, New York State's Deputy Commissioner- for
Higher and Professional Education, writes: — .
Your discussions on relative shares of- financing fail
) to take into account the high proportion of tuition
oo - charges covered by the State's extedsive entitlement ©
' program. The Tuition Assistance Program-—financed
100 percent by the State-—shifts financing from the

-26-

. " locil sponsor to the student. The large entitlement
’ ' student aid program is 3 major ‘justification for Neéw
- . Yotk State's relatively high tuition levels (March 8,
- « 1977 .
e.“Since the Virginia system has a standard tuition and fee ‘ i
schedule, the range in the Chronicle must include the :
summer Session (respocse from L. Daniel Crooks, Deputy -
: . Chancellor, March 15, 1977). ) ™ o
) - E
?[H{I(ji ‘Source: The, Chronicle of Higher Education, April 5, 1976, pp. 13-i7 3
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public institutions developed in the-shadow of distinguished private\\\\\\
universities, tend to have highecr tuition than those such as Hawaii,

where public higher education dominated from the beginning. 52 Fi-

nally, most states attempt to establish tuition as a certain percent-

age of .the total educational cost. Consequently, tuition dncreases .

. as educational costs increase, and durin° recent years, this has S

meant -a- steady upward trend. Several state officials beliave that

the policy of .increasing tuition consonant with total costs, althcugh

a restraint on access, is the best method to bring direct pressure on
educators to- keep expenditures down.33 i

*
+ -

Federal, State, and 'Local Support: Trends and Issues

The Comm1ss1on survey also revealed a variety of sources of Support
for two-year colleges. Table III lists the most important revenue .
sources in dollars for certain college systems, and Table IV indicates
the proportions of the total college budget contributed by each

source in 1973 . N

Over the years, the burden of support has gradually shifted away from
local districts’to the state and, through tuition charges, to students.
Faced with large enrollment increases and rdapid inflation, the states
have diversified the sourges of revenue, for two-year colleges and
—spread the‘tax~burden—more—w1dely .among_citizens and students. -Because
such colleges “often grew from the public school system, court decisions
as well as the recent literature about quality education and equitable

tax burdens ‘have also encouraged states to move away from the allegedly

-

”

-

#

52. One of the recommendations in the New York Board of Regents, 'Com—
mittee Report on the Financial Problems of Postsecondary Institu-
‘tions" (1975) is that the "net tuition differential between public’
and independent institutions be stablized." This means raising “~
the tuition at public institutions or massive amounts of student
aid, which is an indirect shift of the fiscal burden for educac*on
to the state.

53. William Adrian ‘in Colorado states this: "By relating tuition to-
costs, the leglslature feels it is providing an incentive to, keep
costs down wha}e also supporting the principle that resident -stu-
dents should pay a proportionate share of the costs" (response to .
Commission survey, June 4, 1976, p. 3).

29
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TABLE

TWO-YEAR COLLEGE BUDGET INFORMATION OBTAINED
FROM STATES WHICH RETURNED CPEC QUESTIONNAIRE NO.

"

“ SNURCE OF REVENUE. T
\ STUDENT STATE TOTAL (IN;
™ TUITION . LOGAL 4PPRO- ‘CLUDES ALL"
STATE . AND\FEES TAXES PRIATION FEDERAL SOURCES)
Colorado‘,$6,721,628 -  $20,542,974 $1,661,213 $29,353,035
(state (22.9%). - (70.0%) .. (3.7%) .
" only) ’ ) :
1975-6 N ;
.esti-
mated . !
Mississi-~ .}4302,281 $8,197,869 27,869,064 A,le,&SZ 47,707,344
ppi . (15.3%) (17.2%) (58.8%) (8.8%) -
- 1975-6 ) .
\\\’ . -
New 74,725,000 74,620,000 95,780,000 5,358,000 255,795,000
York™ . (29.2%) (29.1%) (37.47%) (2.09%) ] .
__(state ' ‘
only) — .
1975-6
esti-
mated
Virginia $i2,240,650 - $58,718,345 $900,000 $71,858,995
1975-6  (17.047%) (81.71%) . (1.25%)
L
| : .
o Y . 4
C3d f. ’
"Sourcest ’R%sponse to the Commission survey from:

\ James L. Buyssee, Internal Auditor, Colorado State Board
|

for Community Collegés and Occupational Education, June 4,

1976, and March 4, 1977,

\
1

_Budget and Accounting,»June 29, 1976.

F*ancis Geoghegan, Director, Mississippi Commission of

Cornelfus V. Robbins, Associate Chancellor for Community
Colleges State University of New York, July 13, "1976.

L. Daniel Crooks, Director of Administration and Finance,
Virginia Department of Community Colleges, Oc*ober 13,

1976

~2g30
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- ' " TABLE IV ‘
o AVERAGE PERCENTAGES OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT
et o FOR TWO-YEAR COLLEGES AMONG. . .
: N ! SELECTED STATES, 1973-1974 B
‘ L
° P . * °
e - SOURCE OF REVENUE . ;
STUDENT . - . STATE
, TUITION LOCAL ~ APPRO- '  FEDERAL )
. STATE - AND FEES  TAXES - PRIATION FUNDS , OTHER
* California 0% - 52% 422 6% 0%
w IS
Colorado ' : L« :
Stite 20.2 0 68.6 10.9 3.0
Local - 21.8 52 29.9 1.5 0
Florida 20 .. 0 - 70 6 .3
% Havaii. 021 0 §3  °  12.8 4.2
- Hlinois 17 40 40 2 1 |
Mississippi 14 . 20 52 12 2
New York State 18 43 35 4 0
Texas 16.8 20 56 3.7 3.5
' Virginia 17% w 0% 72% 0% 1%

<

) .Source: James L. Wattenbarger and Paul M. Starnes, '"Financial
Support for Community Colleges, 1974" (Gainesville,
Florida, 1974), pp. 18-19, and responses to the Commission
survey. .

~

b""
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regressive local property tax.

In addition, states have faced the practical problem that the assessed
valuation of property, which generated local taxes, does not uniformly
keep pace with inflation. "From 1971 to 1973 (after the state income
‘tax was introduced)," reported a committee of the Illinois Board of
Higher Education,,'assessed v#luation grew 1.75 percent while the gen-
eral inflationary growth was'7.5 percent." The committeé then recom-
mended that: . '

A government body with a tax base resporsive to, inflation
should -pay the bulk of rising cost. The State with such

a tax base would pay most of the rising cost in the pro-
posed plan; however, there are recommendations -to change
the.logal tax base to make it more responsive to infla-
tion.”” < ' ~

Four reasons were most commonly cited in survey respanses for the
rrends toward more state support for, and higher tuition at, two-year
colleges around the nation: i ' '

5

54. In 1970, the equity debate achieved formal and incisive expres=
sion in John E.-Coons, William H. Clune, 'and Stephen D. Sugarman,
Private Wealth and Public Education (Cambridge, Mass., 1970).
This book offered "a simple formula with modest aspirations"
which Has bteen followed in latex court decisions involving school
finance: "The quality of public educaticn may not be a function
of wealth other than tne wealth of the state ggigiwhole" (p. 2).
Although most of this literzture does not discuss two-year col-
leges, their origin in the secondary school system and their pro-
claimed 'goal of "equal opportunity" mean that several principles
within the school finance literature apply equally well to such
colleges. ©o

See Stephen Michélsom, "What is a 'Just' System for Financing
Schools? An Evaluation of Alternative Reforms,'?Law and Con-
temporary Problems, 38 (Winter-Spring, 1974), pp. 445-52. W.
Norton Grubb, "The First Round of Legislative Reforms in the
Post-Serrano World," Law and Contemporary Problems 38 (Winter-
Spring, 1974), pp. 459-92. Robert D. Reischauer and Robert W.
Hartman, The Effectls of Reform in School Finance om the Levels
and Distribution of Tax Burdens (Washington, D.C., 1974). Joel
S. Berke, et al. Financing Equal Educational Opportunity (Ber-
keley, 1972). Y

" .

. Illinois Board of Higher Education, 'Committee Report on Fi- .
nancing Public Community Colleges," pp: 29, 5l.

32




(1) The principle that the tax base for colleges should
reflect the state's total wealth; -

(2) The principle that the tax revenues must grow at a
rate close to that of inflation;

(3) “The belief that sbme tuition should be charged to
insure that students of all ages are serious and
. committed to pursuing formal education;
“(4) The belief that tuition as a proportion of. the
total educational cost will encourage educators to
be more cost conscious.

N

If the states in the Commission 's survey are representative, these
trends will continue as resistance to local property taxes- increases
and’ enrollments grow at two-year colleges. Most of the officials
contacted in the survey further believe that these trends, within

- certain limits, are in the best interests of the colleges and the
taxpayers alike. .

3

“The ‘Implications for California's Community Colleges

The°states have responded differently to the dramatic énrollment
growth, the challenge of affirmative action, the rising costs of edu-
cation, and the demands for “local control which have transformed their
two-year colleges. Despite the array of finance mechanisms among
these colleges, however, most of the states in the Commission's survey
‘are tioving in certain directions: .toward funding based on S6mé. coSt-
. analysis of programs, . toward formulas ‘which inclide value judgments
about the importance of programs to the state, toward higher state
shares of the total costs for two-year college operations, and toward
formula incentives for the "educationally deprived." -Californians
should certainly consider each of these approaches. seriously.

Beyond the actual details of finance, two general conclusions emerged
from the Commission's ‘survey. First, there is no "best" way to fi-
nance two-year colleges. All these systems are struggling to estab-
lish educational objectives and priorities which suggest appropriate
- finance mechanisms. Traditionally, the opposite has océurred: formu-
las remained firm as two-year colleges reoriented to sodcial changes.
A state should first decide the basic issues of mission, breadth of

. offering, and student-body composition before adopting any finance
system. .

Second, the force of tradition and local circumstance is far stronger
‘among two-year colleges than in other segments of postsecondary edu~-
cation, which respond more to national currents. Take tuition in

_.3.3.4 -
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: ~ California a$ an example. The Golden State has remained committed

i ., to a tuition=free and low-fee system, even as other states have

B - " 'mowed steadily toward higher student ,darges, This 1s hardly a

: reason for California to adopt tuition: indeed, "no-tuition" may
prove a wise policy as other states labor with complicated systems
of student aid for two-year;, "full opportunity" colleges. Cali- .

. fornia's commitment to zero 4<Uition at its Community Colleges, how-

' ever, means that other sources of revenue must be tapped (more than

in other states) if California is to maintain an adéquate level of
support per student. Again, it is best for any state to examine and
declare its educational principles, its traditions, and its circum=-

stances before adopting any finance mechanisms for two-year colleges.

-3
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- 56. See Garms, Financing Community Colleges, pp.
ful criteria for evaluating finance systems.

38-40 for a thought-




1., FINANCING CAPITAL OUTLAY \

»

~

., The Commission's survey of two-year colleges in the eight selected -
“ states revealed a2 consistent tension between the local objective of
: . having colleges within commuting distance of all residents and the
3 State's interest in fiscal control. The amounts available for
. - capital .outlay--construction and equipment--varied widely among
v these states, generally based on their geograpny, their populations,
their patterns of college governance, and their commitment to com~
- muter colleges. )
More'important than the dollars spent by each state on capital out-
lay are the formulas for determining the state/local share of capi-
tal funds and the review procedures for new projects Table .V sum-
‘marizes the current practices in the survey states. Despite this
’ array of finance mechanisms for capital outlay, there are several
\ uniform trends among the states. First, these states-distinguish
: . new construction costs and "operating capital outlay" (new =quipment
- ., ‘and minor building additions) In general, the Legislature is more
¢ willing to finauce the operating capital outlay expenses. Unlike
the trend in college operating costs, however, §hc survey states tend
to rely on local sources for new cohstruction. ~ ‘ )

<

* ws -

i 57. Descriptions of the results of this local/state tension and - the
PN effect of these factors on construction prcgrams appear in

| g Lawrence Arney, State Patterms of Financial Support for Community
:—ﬂﬁ : ~Colleges (Gainesville, Florida, ~1970), p. Leland Medsker and
' Dale Tillery, Breaking the Access Barriers (New York, 1971),

X p. 118. Rathleen Smith, "Crossroads in Texas," in Roger

-7 Yarrington, ed., Junior Colleges: 50 States/50 Years (Washington,
ER - D.C., 1969), p. 143. James Wattenbarger and Bob Cage, More Money

for More Opportunity (San Francisco l974) p. 11.

58. The nationwide data in Walter Garms, Financing Community Colleges,
" Pp. 23, contradicts th.s generalizationm,

CAPITAL OUTLAY AND DEBT SERVICE REVENUE FOR PUBLIC
COMMUNITY COLLEGES FROM VARIOUS SOURCES FOR 31 STATES

. ‘ Revenue
(in Millions of Dollars) Percent of Total

'\ Source
Federal 21.1 3.8%
State 393.5 70.2
! Local 123.1 22.0
‘ Tultion 10.7 1.9
Other 11.9 2.1
Total 560.3 11.0%

Strangely, Garms provides no further iaformation concerning which

'states were sampled
mine his point.

[:R\}: Yo

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
’

nor the relevant year, oversights which under-

35
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Colorado

¢

Hawali

Florida

Iliinody

Mississippi
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| TABLEV . \

; CURRENT PRACTICES FOR CAPITAL OUTLAY SOURCES AMONG LV
THO-YEAR COLLEGES IN THE COMMISSION SURVEY STATES o .

-Local Share Formula

+

kgffl Dollars (if available)

-

state controlled cc's

None

None

Hiniwun of 257 of
new construction costs

state Share Formula state Dollars (if available) A

—

-
.

A minisum of 50% for -For locslly controlled - §737,568 for 1975-1976
,locally controlled cc's cc's, the atate may . . R -
-No local funds for satch up to 50X of con- o . :

structfon costy as

decermtned by the Legis-
lature, ’ . - N
~The atate provides al- -
most all costs for srate g .
controlled cc's, . - .

One hundred percént, The o
same review procedures

——r .
are used at the state level N . .
for the cc's and che ,
unjversity,
Total state funding of - $32,631,543 for 1974-1975;

facilitiea uccording to pro-
ject priovity deterulued by
the Legislature, State .
higher education bonds support ’ . .
constructjon, Continuing N
capital outlay: $400 per fnstrdc- - /
tional unit X.cotal earned instruc-

tional units - 16251 of total amount,

Combined sratz and federal share ) - ‘

can rahge up to 75% of LﬂP‘(ﬂl

construction costs. ’

Each college district is allocsted $4,645,20  $5,000,06) State éieneral

an ¢qual share of 50X of the state (1974-1925) Fund

appropriation for capital outlay. The $5,000,000 Revenue *

remsining 50% of the state approprisiion T Sharing

is allocated proportionslly according to . $1,200,009 Federal :3‘7

the Fall semester full-time ¢ ‘edit students Government )
(1974-1975)
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: ‘ . TABLE'V (CONTINUED)
\

Comaunity Colleges” (Cainesville, Florida, 1974), pp.

State Local Share Forsula State Share Formula Local Dollars {if available) State Dollars {if availabla)
SN ? " New York Must provide a minimum State may provide up to - $53,668,000 (1975-1976) §53,668,000 (1975-1976)
: of 50X of new construc- 50X of the state trustees- *
i tion approved amount for capi-
: tal expendfture. i
Texas Oae hundred percent None ) s
; ’ ,
Ea Virglnia Developed by polft- Various proportions established  $2,968,605 $3,906,815
" fcal subdtvisions by the Legislature upon (1974-1976 biennfnm), (1974-1976 bienntum)
s and approved by . recommendatfon of the Virginia

RN ) R \ State Board for Department of, Convsunity
.'.ln Cowmunity Colleges Colleges, ’

. . .

. ' :
. ) . )
- ’ Ahis represents the Total Expenditures in the Commnity Colleges® Unexpended Plant Fund Expenditures for 1974-5,
e . 3 confusing table to be sure, See Department of Education, Oivision of Comunity Colleges, Report for” Public
’ Conmunity Colleges, 1974-5 (Taliahasse, Flo.ida, 1976), p. 67.
4 - “«

; ¢ L.
- Sonrces: Response to the -Comafasion survey from L. Danfcl Crooks, Director of Administration and: Finance,
: . - . Virginia Department of Community Colleges, October 13, 1976 and March' 15, 1977; Francis .Ceoghegan,
. . Director of the Mississippl Comstssfon of Budget and Accounting, June 29, 1976; Corncifus V.
. Robbina, Assoctate Chancellor for Community Colleges, State University of Hew York, July 13, 1976; ,

. oo James L. Buysse, Internal Auditor, State Board for Community Colleges and Occupational Educatfon,-

, Deuver, Colorado, Junc 4, 1976. James Hattenbarger and Psul Starnes, "Financizl Support for

20-21 Wattenbarger and Starnes, "State

Funding Formulae for Public Two-Year Colleges" (Catuesville, Florida, 1973).

-
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The “reasons for this continuing reliance o local sources are compel=

iing, and it is unlikely that many states will. assume new construc= ..

tion responsibilicies. Since the new facility will be used mostly
.by local residents and its physical preésence will enhance the commu-

- nity, those who taagibly benefit should bear some of’the construction

costs. Furthermore, local responsibility is an effective way to dis-

courage the .unwarranted proliferation of campuses. Loéal districts {

are less; prone to extravagance when they bear -the princ al burden-’

of cost. Furthermore, the era of abundant new .campuses 1s patently
over, and legislatures will be reluctant to.assume the unpopular task

°of deciding.which districts are most worthy of the few new\facilities.,
This reliance on local districts for.capital outlay, however, has

somé unfortunate consequences. As is true for operating cos§s, the
quality of the educatiomal offering is Xependent upon the we lth.and .
educational commitment of citizens in a small area when snpport is - .

- limited to the district. This means ,that people in poorer districts ",

--precisely those who most need the opportunities afforded by inex~ ]
pensive colleges-will be crowded into, limited and inferior faéili- )
ties. Also, local districts, rely heaVvily on property taxes, a spurce

o0f revenue which continually falls beb<nd the inflation in conszgh

~#ion costs. The Colorado. Commission.onHigher Education reported\ .
. that "the largest state revenuc sources by 1970--income and 'sales % -,
otakes——are also the most rapidly growing ones," and suggésted that’ “
these be the prime source for commynity college budgets.59 Virginii
repoxrts over 43 percent of “the colleges capital outlay budget for N
1974~5 comes from funds generated by political subdivisionms, wihereas

the State provides all of their operating funds. "Our finance system
has,been very Successful in meeting our operating objectives," re~

ports a community college official in Vitgiaia, “however, we have:not
been-as successful in our capital outlay objectives. We have col-

leges that have only 4C percent 6f needed space . . .."60 Obviously,
this mixed system of capital-outlay finance in Virginia is.not—the’

sole reason for this disparity, but it does mean that constructiodCT
planning is more difficult and that poorer districts will invariably
fall-behind the others. . .

- -

One final trend is clear from examining the budgets of the survey
states: capital outlay has, been severely curtailed 'since 1973. A ’
force against further ipvestment is a widespread belief,  unconfirmed

for two-year colleges fintil 1376, that enrollments are leveling .

~

njSsion on Higher Edﬁcation, Planning for the 70's: -
Higher Fi.cafion ‘in Colorado (Denver, 1970), p. 53. See the
discussion n page ¢ 30 above concerning property" taxes and the °°
general cage of inflation.

-

60. Responsg td the Commission survey by L aniel Crocks, Virginia .
Departmant of Community Colleges (Octob r 13, 1976). * .




.situation is serious,"” the Vice Chancellor of the City University
. stated in September, 1976. "The State froze new constriaction for
. the community colleges Major improvements are also at a standstill

'lyzed by similar crises, but most governments will stop construction

. The recqrd of the survey states in plauning capital ‘outlay. programs

.local resources has resulted in uncoordinated efforts and.unequal

: Certainly some permanent divisions .among institutions should be

~well. . -

vu
.

K * ) e

ogfﬂﬁl' Another force is the increasing reluctance among voters to
approve large bond issues} a reluctance aggtavated by

resentment toward the property tax. Consequently} the popdlanﬁty of -
small centers and outreach programs, which offer a way to avoid dup-
licating expensive facilities on a central campus. Finally, the
crisis in New York City shows that the unimaginable is quite pogsible:
a major university with its eight community colleges faces a lon
peridd with po support for capital outlay. A $70 million new G us .
for the Borough of Manhattan Community College had to be halted in '
mid-construction because the State could not sell its bondg during -
the crisis of December, 1975. "With regard to capital outlay, the

.."02  Fortunately, most states and local districts are not para-

longgbefore they 'seriously cut operating expenses.

¢

for two-year colleges is, in mosc cases, dismal. Their relianée on

facilities. Their policy has often been negative: the underlying
goal of many projects has been to keep facilities small and-simple
S0 that two-year colleges will not be attracted to four-year status.

established, but this should be a.matter ‘for a master plan based on
distinctions in govermance and not engineered through restrictions
on construction. "Stalte capital outlay financing is irregular o
sporadic," wrote the Director of Missigsippi's Commission of Budget
and Accounting.63 "There’are no explicit objectives associated with
directions and financing capital outlay at the postsegondary level
and moreover any implicit objective is difficult to discern,” a Texas .
official stated.®4 1In light of these experiences, the Caliifornia
system, which consists of five-year plans and equalization of state/
loéal funding for capital outlay, appears .to have worked remarkably
{

_ /
- /
-/

61. The Chronicle of Higher Education, November 22, I97d, p. 3. I

62. nesponse to" CPEC survey by Anthony D. Knerr, Vice Chancellor for
Budget and Planning of the City University of Newaork (Septem~
ber 20, 1976), The Chronicle of .Higher Education (September 13,
1976), p. 10« . - .7 . . .
Q * .

[

63. Franci% Geoghegan, June 29, '1976. ;

-
L

64. Response to the Commission survey by James W. Haynie, Director
. of the Postsecondary Division of the Texas Education Agency,

June 15, 1976. . L3
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APPENDIX A

UESCRIPTION OF THE COMMISSION'S
#~ SURVEY OF TWO-YEAR COLLEGE
FINANCE IN OTHER STATES

In order to understand the California system within a ‘larger context,
Commission staff first reviewed the recent literature on community
colleges from the national perspective, especially studies of their
historical-development and of contemporary trends in organization
and finance It soon became obvious, however, that such broad per-
spectives would not help in analyzing the specific problems of .the
California Community Colleges or in suggesting tangible alternatives
to the State's present system. Therefore, the staff's focus turned
P toward a few, systematically selected states which would ;be studied
through some sort of questionnaire.

After several meetings and much advice, the staff composed the two
questionnaires which follow this description. The first was designed
for budget experts who were thoroughly knowledgeable about the intri-
cacies of the finance system; the second was intended for administra=-
tors, faculty leaders, state 'officials, and legislators, since it in-
volved general perceptions held by policy makers responsible for the
;direction of two-year colleges. . °

v e

. Two alternatives were possible in constructing the questionnaires. .
They could be short and simple to answer, thereby encouraging prompt
and numerous responses, or the document could be detailed and encom-
passing in order to obtain information not readily available in
existing literacure. 'The staff chose the latter approach, which,
though the number of responses would be more limited, meant that each
response would have more substance and be more useful.

>

The next step was to select a few states, based on pertinent criteria
. Obviously, the "pacesetter states" of Florida, Illinois, Michigan, \\
. “New York, Texas and Washington®” needed some representation in the \,
. poll. From these, New York was chosen because, like California, it
\ has large urban concentrations and New York City had a tradition of
"free'" education. The staff chose Illinois because of its recent
financing changes and Florida because of its curious system of total
state support and local, semi-autonomous districts. Virginia's con-
solidation of funding and governance at the state level made it an
important exception to the common pattern in the United States. The
staff selected Texas because of the challenge of providing education
for racially and ethnically distinct groups who are crowded into

65. Medsker and Tillery, p. 26,




L Tl urban’ tenters with high unemployment and for citizens living in rural
L+ 2 comnunities separated by vast stretches of farm or ranchland. Fi-
' nally, the staff chose three states because of their unique charac- .
teristics: Colorado for its dual system of state and local colleges,
L f K Wississippi for its similarities to California's system of local dis-
3 tricts, and Hawaii for its centralized governance as a division of
the University. This range of states ‘and college systems with simi-~
larities and dissimilacities to California--in terms of geographic
size, demographic characteristics, and educational philosophy--prom-
ised to reveal several alternative approaches to the problems of com=-
munity college finance.
s .\ -
. The questionnaires were then sent, with a letter of introduction, to
a variety of state officials responsible for two-year colleges, ‘the
executive officers of the college systems, a few political leaders
interested in education, and presidents of faculty associations. Al=-
though the return rate was ‘roughly one in four, the staff received -
' enough questiounaires, along with publications from the states, to
. gain a thorough understanding of the two-year colleges' objectives
: : and their financing mechanisms employed to meet those objectives.
This information was then organized to present the experiences of
. other states in facing the most controversial issues in California:
the viability of the district system of taxation and state/local
sharing, a cost-analysis basis for funding, formula incentives for
. certain kinds of programs, affirmative actionm, tuitlon, and an equitr
able tax system. Throughout the discussion appedr examples of the
most important tension in community college finance today: the fact
that the local and institutional objectives of increasing student
enrollment and providing broader offerings often conflict with the
state's interest in curbing expenditures and holding the colleges
accountable for quality in formal education.

A\
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1. SOURCES OF FUNDING

L L WS g

Questionnaire #1
DATA CONCERNING THE FINANCE SYSTEM

- e T Ve

OF -TWO-YEAR COLLEGES

£

California Postsecondary
Education Commission

s e,

(Plecse indicate the souree for this infeymation.)

'A. In the following spaces, please show dollars and cthe percentage

’ ~
s - . ‘
! 't

APPROPRIATIONS FOR

of total funds appropriated- to vour stare's two-vear colleges:

1974-1975
A
LT
. Local Sources .| State Sources Student .
= R (Specify the (Specify General Tuition and Fedezal Qthey Sources
.: local uait,) T Special Funds.; Fees Coverumant (Specity) TOTAL
_ Capical t .
. Outlay
. o
Operating
« Expendi-
tures
. L)
;
2
i . Student -
Services
APPROPRIATIONS FOR
1975-1976
1 cal Sourcss Scate Sources Studeat
(Specity the (Spacify General | Tuition aad Federal Other Scurces
local uniz.) or Special Fuads.) Fees Government (Specify) TOTAL
Capical
Outlay .
Operating
Expendi-
tures \
Student
Servicss -
Sc 44
. A-3 .

[

P




O

e

P v 7ex Providedby exic
’

3.

(2]

2

How ist-zoney raised at the local level for Capital Outlay?

38

Propévey tax (Percent of total raised locally);

3L

Sales tax (Percent of total raised locally);

Income tax (Percent of total raised locally);

o

38

%] Other (Please specify).

~

N
>

-

o N
How is money raised at the local leval for Operating Expenditures?

At

2l froperty tax (Percent of total raised locally);

%] Salas cax (Percent of total raised locally);

-

%] Income tax (Percent of total raised 1§cally)g

%" Other (Please specify).

Who sets the tax _r:ate;x at the local level for Capital Outlay?

-~

who sets the tax rates at the local level for Operating Expenditures?

How wmuch is each student charged for tuition and fees? (If
charge: vary by corse or program, please list all the charges):

0"

Are funding distinctions made among students or programs (for
instance, among regular full-time students, academic transier
students, those in vocational education and recreational
courses, part-tice students)? ‘

1

By what cethods and by whom are these distinctions wade?

45

. A-4

-

”»

A

%




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC
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II. ENROLLMENT ACCOUNTING PRACTICES
A. What is the standard unit to »sasure enrollrent ia your stata's
Two-vear collescs (example: .Average Daily Attendance, Full-Tize-
Equivalent Student, ete.)? .
What neasuzes constituyte this unit (exampla: 1 classxoom lours/weeks
1 FTT studeat)?

3. How are course enrollments and census dates determined? .

)

o

C. Are enrollaents funded by specifiad:- census daces’
Zxplain.

_ D. What determines the academic credit assigned to che following
kinds of courses: lecture classes, laboratory time, recreational $
cources, vocational courses, credit-no credic options?

-

[¢]
.

How does academic credit differ among these kinds of courses?

'

11I. BUDGET DETERMINATION: CAPITAL OUTLAY AND OPERATING COSTS

A. _Is an institution'’s incoce dateramined by a formulae

1. 1Is funding: Dollar Amount Per Student: Amcunt $

~

Dolla- Azount Per Full-Time Student:
Apount §

¢iyen nazber of Dollars Per Institution, based on:

[::] Cost Analysis [::] Institutional Requests

Apportionzent Formula and how derived:

Please explaia any answer more fully:




-

» ) 3. Hpw and by whom ‘are budgers inictially put together?

o

C. “How and by whom are*budgecs subschcncly revieved and approved?

>

' ‘ .~ D. Is thare extensive budget review at the Stace lavel?

i}

.

E. How are adjustzmencs made for over-budgering and under-budgeting?

- ’ . « \ RN

-

AR F. What “tate categorital aid programs exist, and how much is spent
in each category?

«

G. Both for Cavital Outlavy and Ope.ating césts, do the two-year
colleges differ from the finance system used to support other
ingtitucions of public higher aducation? . If so,
how do the.two-year colleges differ?

“ 4. why do the two-year colleges differ from the finance system used
' to support other instcitutions of "higher education?

<

A

“ . o
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T AFFECTING FINANCE OF TWO-YEAR COLLEGES - L

issue? | How has this debate arfected two-}ear college finance"

' . Questionnaire #

e,

SURVEY OF THE MOST IMPORTANT ISSUES /2

Could you provide a general statement on the miss'on of two-yeax colleges ”
in )our state, especially in comparisen with fou"-year lnstitutlons’ . )

LI ,,-e-..l 3

.How 1is the level of student tuition amd fees: jus:ified’ < ' ..j f'ly ','cq'
Is the . .amount of time on instructor spends in the classroom an’ imporpant ‘_;
iSSue ? . ‘, , ¢ ) : .t

- PR
. .

Have certain target populations (senior citizens,/minority gzoup members,
etc.) been identified for-special attention by,cwo-year colleges?. How'
has the system of finance been used in this effor:" Have special efforts
been made to recrui: and hold :hese studentsz- . '{.v

Has public funding of avocational-rezceational courses become an imoortan:

F2 ¥

What are the most serious problems in- your state' s/:wo-year college
finance systen? How is your state solving these problems’ !

- L i ,

What are the recent trends in your s$fate regarding tuo-year college i

finance, especially in regard to changing enrollment‘oatterus and changes
in the proportions of state and local support' L -

. . y . o ¢ N
P “

What are the generai policj justificatlons and objectives for your state's
system of two-year college: finance, bo:h for capital'ou:lay and ooerating
expenses? ‘ : . ;

Hoé effective is your flhahcersystem in- meeting these objectives?

. -
h

e

. . .
$ 0 ¢

o sy




APPENDIX B,

Sources for Table I . v

Comparisons of the Level of Support Per
- Full-Time-Equivalent Student Among Two-Year
Colleges in Selected States, 1974-5, 1975-6

New York State Education Department, A Summary of Major Changes in

the State's Higher Education §ystem and Funding in Recent Years,
Albany, 1976, pp. 23-5.

_Chronicle‘gg Higher Education, August 4, 1975, p. 1.

Response to CPEC survey queétionnaire fzom Cormelius Robbins, Associ-
ate Chancellor for Community Colleges, State University of New
York, July 13, 1976.

***

© Illinois Board of Higher Education, Data Book 1 Illinois Higher .

Education, Springfield, 1974, pp. 10, 192.

" Illinois Community College Board, 'Summary of Community College
-Funding Proposals for Fiscal Year 1977," Sprinofield, 1976, p. 20.

, Fiscal Year 1977 Onerating}Budget Recommendations for the
Illinois Bublic Community College System, Springfield, 1975,
pp. 18-20.

* * %

Texas, Coordinating Board for the College and University System,
Texas Higher Education, 1968-1980: A Report to the 64th Legis-
lature of the State of Texas, Austin, 1975, pp.-29, 102.

lexes, Coordinating Board for the College and University Systen,
Statistical Supplement to the Annual Report of the Coordimating
Board . . . for the Fiscal Year 1975, Austin, 1975, pp. 137-39.

* % %

Education Commission of the States, Higher Education in the States,
Volume V, No. 4, 1976, pp. 216-7.

State Council of Higher Educaticn for Virginia, Higher Educatioa in
Virginia: A Repor: in Support of the Virginia Plan, 1975-6,
Richmond, 1976, p. 2v.

Response to CPEC survey questionnaire from Daniel Crooks, Director
of Administration and Finance, Virginia Department of Communit]
Colleges, October 13, 1976. .

x * % -




» ' ‘ "‘
Earollment information from the State Board for Community Colleges
.and Occupational Education, Denver,. Colorado December 1976

Response to CP'C survey from James L. Buysse, Internal Anditor of
the State Board for Community Colleges and Occupationa. Educa-

tion, Denver, Colorado, June 4, 1976, and March 6, 1977.

Response to CP?C survey from Bill Adrian, .Deputy Director of the
Colorado Commission on Higher Education, June &, 1976. .
* Rk k . »
Florida Department of Education, Division of Community Colleges, .
Revort for Pwblic Commnnity,Colleges, 1974-5, Tallahassee, 1976,

pp. 23, 30, 56, 68.
Edncation Coumission of .the States, Higher Education in the States,

Volume 'V, No.;A 1976, p...161.
' * k * :

\

o Enrollment Information, George V. Moody, Director of the State
Department of Education's Division of Junior Colleges, Jackson,
Mississippi December, 1976. .
Response to CPEC survey from Francis Geoghegar, Director, M¥ississippi
Commission of Budget and Accounting, June 29; 1976. .
&, ' ' ‘

L




P ' ' APPENDIX.C v

e L : ’ STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
I . ) COMMUNITY COLLEGES \
R : , 1975-76 STATE OPERATING AID' FORMULA
- i . .
SN Basic StatelAld: ) . \

. Non-FulliOpportdklty Colleges: ) : '

. Lesser of 1 or 2 N

ENT .
2. a) §5S8/FTE" ‘ ) ‘ ‘ . : Vo
. + 29/FIE {f student faculty ratio is no lees chan 17.5/1
+ 29/FTE 1f no lesa than 50X of the gross cost less rental cost for gphysical space is
R . allocated to I &, DR ) timea
L . + 29/FTE {f sponsor's contribution 1s no less ;han 1/2 mill of full valuztion of rcnl
A S) . property in sponsorship arca
N J % .
b) $150/full-time disadvautaged student, 1{f number of full-tine disadvantaged students
- coming from sponsorship arca as a percentage of all full-time students coming from times
. sponsdérship area 18 no iess than the percentage of dissdvantaged in the sponsorship
area
) c) 33-1/3% of rental cost for physical space - . .
! Supplemental Siate Aid: . N ,
. $1507FTE student enrolled in technical programs, 1if i
- -a) 1975-76 F.T. & P.T. tuition rates are no less thon 1974-75 F.T. & P.T. tultlon
rates, respectively, and
‘b) either the 1975-76 total sponsor’s contribution is equal to or greater than the times
1974-75 total sponsor's contribution or the 1975-76 sponsor’s contribution per FTE ,
N . student coming from th= sponsorship area Is equal to or greater than the 1974-75°

sponsor’s /contribution per FIE student coming from the sponsorship area

Total State Operating Aid = Basic State Afid plus Supplemental State Ald

6 v

s

we ° -

- . . . -

1. _33-1/31 of Net Opérntlng Cost (Net Operating Cost = Gross (Total) Oﬂernting Cost leso Offsetting leveﬂheg)
. "-,. . . . . A

[ of FTE students

‘oliglble fur State
- atd, plus

* &

total § of full-time

%

diaadvantaged students, .

plus

total # of FTE students

enrolled fn teclinical

programe




STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
‘ . COMMUNITY COLLEGES
* . . 1975-76" STATE \OPERATING AID FORMULA < )
Basic State Aid: A i . ‘ . i

‘Full Opportunity Colleges:

Lesser of 1 or 2

1. 40% of Net Operating Cost (Net Operating Cost = Gross (Total) Operating Cost less Offsetting Revenues)

2. a) $670/FIE ¢

+ 3S/FIE if student faculty ratio is no leeu ‘than 17.5/1 \\

+ 3S/FTE 1f no less than 50% of the gross cost less rental cost for physical space is ‘ . 4 of FI'E students
s allocated to I & DR times eligible for State
+ 35/FTE {f sponsor's contribution is no less than 1/2 mill of full valuntlon of real aid, plus
property in sponsorship area Lot L
T ey . \
a b) $180/full-time dicadvantaged student, if number of full-time disadvantnged students . total # of full-time
1 coming from sponsorship area as a percentage of all full-time students coming from times disadvantaged students,
L sponsorship area is no less than the percentage of disadvantaged in the sponsurship fius
area
¢) 40% of rental cost for physical space 7
Supplemental State Aid:
’ i
$1S0/FTE student enrolled in technical programs, if
- a) 1975-76 F.T. & P.T. Luition rates are no less than 1974 75 F.T. & P.T. tuftfon
. rates, respectively, and
. ¢ total # of FTE students
t¥ efther the 1975-76 total sponsor's contribution fs equal to.or greater than the times enrolled im technical
5 1974-75 total sponsor's contribution or the 1975-76 .sponsor's contributfon per FTE K programs
3 student coming from the sponsorship area s equal to or greater than the 1974-75 /
. sponsor's contribution per FTE student coming from the sponsorship area
Total State Operating Afd = Basic State Afd plus Supplemeantal State Atd
£ ) »
53
Q . \\ \ >
ERIC \ | ' o o .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -




APPENDIX D

THE FLORIDA SYSTEM OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES:
A DETAILED DESCRIPTION

The Florida system of two-year colleges is an interesting!éxpefiment.
in designed growth and shared zuthority. Because the system has been
planned so caiéfully and offers such clear alternmatives to mo3t other
systems, Commission staff decided to present this additional analysis.
Shottly after World War II, several local public school systems estab-
lislied junior colleges in Florida's metropolitan areas.: Although fi-
nanced through a mechanism similar to secondary schools, the junior
colleges soon became an important part of higher education: over .
half of the 1962 Florida freshmen enrolled in higher education were
junior college students or in area vocational centers.

Consequently, Florida faced the crisis of two-year college growth be-
fore most other states. The number of junior colleges increased from
S to 25 and enrollment from 5,000 to 30,000 students between 1956 and
1961, a percentage growth unmatched in the United States at that time.
Partly as a result of the perceptive studies of Dr. James Wattenbarger
and partly from a firm conviction among the state's political leaders
that planning and coordination should take precedence over local inter-
ests, the Florida higher education system emerged as a conspicuous
alternative to the systems in other states.66 )

The problem of governance and finance for these booming institutions
was considered initially in 1965 by the Florida legisiature, but the -
outlines of the modern system were not clear until 1968. Indeperdent
local boards of trustees were created and charged with governing the
colleges, a common pattern among the states.67 Although each of the

28 college districts is by law a separate légal entity with 'the

powers necessary for governmental operation for [its] respective col-
lege," full state funding on the basis of a co§t-per-studegt formula
limits the boards' abilities to raise additiomal revenue.® Furthermore,

\

. ) \\\

66. Florida State Department of Higher Education,'Flg}ida's Public
Junior Colleges (Tallahassee, 1967). Dayton Y. Robexts, "Florida's
Community-Junior Colleges," in Highlights of a Decade (?allahassee,
1967). AN .

: \

67. James Wattenbarger, "Five Years of Progress in Florida," i;\nger
Yarrington, Junior Colleges: 50 States/S50 Years (Washington, 1969),
pp. 56-61. Interview with Margaret Gordon, Associate Director of ™
the Carmegie Council for Higher Education, Berkeley, California, \
April 14, 1976.

68. Florida Cohmunity Colleges, Position Paper L_(September, 1975),

po l"
0o
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a September 1975 position paper identifies the establishment of goals '
" and objectives for pnblic education as: .

- « clearly a responsibility'of the state level agency;
however, local agencies [boards] should retain maximum
freedom in implementing the goals and objectives, but
should be accountable to the state for how well the goals
and objectives are aceomplished.

Given large enrollment increases, the Florida Department of Education's
Division for Community Colleges and the legislature have shown little’
irclination to allow the pressures for "local autonomy' to push the
budget for education beyond limits set at the statewide level. - .

Florida budgeting is an interesting process based on historical costs
divided by the number- of Full-Time-Equivalent students. The total

state allocation is computed from aggregating the costs at individual
colleges of providing instruction plus growth and adjustment fact983,

minus student fees and federal funds. The process is as follows:

2

1. An annual cost analysis is performed by each college,
which examines the records of actual expenditures
- for the preceding year. This analysis is reported
to the state in October of each Yyear.

2. The cost-analysis presents the computed unit-cost
per-course taught at a, college. This unit cost
includes a pro-rata share of the teacher's total
salary and benefits and a pro-rata share of instruc-
tional plant and mgintenance costs.

3. The Octcober cost-analysis report shows course costs

combined into discipline costs and discipline costs
( aggregated into broad: curriculum-program costs.

The discipline and curriculum-program costs are ex-
pressed in dollars per FTE student. These costs are-
then distinguished into groups of large colleges
(over 1300 FTE students) and small colleges (under
1300 FTE students).

13

69. Ibid., p. 3.

70. The following description is based on materials by Philip D.
Goldhagen, response to Commission survey, May 21, 1976, aud on
James Wattenbarger and Paul Starnes, ''State Funding Formulae for
Public Two-Year Colleges" (Gainesville, Florida, 1973}, pp. 18-

25.




For both groups (iarge and small colleges), costs
per FTE student by discipline and by program are
collected by the stafe, and a ''statewide average
cost per FTE student" is computzd for each disci~
pline. A cost ratio for each discipline is calcu-
lated by dlvidlng the cost of each discipline cate-
gory by the statewide average cost per FTE student.

Example:

Health Sciences $1,800/FTE student

= 1.8 Cost Ratio
All ?tudents 31,000/FTE student. for Health

*Sciences for
"n'" fiscal year

This ratio establishes the differential costs amoﬁg
disciplines.

A coming-vear, statewide, unitary cost per student
is computed by the state as:

a. The base-year, statewide average cost
per FTE student;

b. An added adjustment for economic condi-
tions (generally calculated from the
Consumer and Wholesale Price Indices and
called "the economic lag factor");

c. An adjustment for equipment costs-and
depreciation; |

d. An adjustment subtracted for student fees
and incidental college income;

e. An adjustment subtracted for Tederal
funds.

The coming-year, statewide, unitary cost is then
muitiplied by the cost ratio for each discipline

to produce the coming-year, projected cost per

FTE student in each discipline category. ~

The escimated FTE student enrollments by discipline
category are submitted by the colleges to the state.
They are then multiplied by the current-year pro-
jected cost per FTE student in each of the disci-
plines. The amounts generated in each discipline
category are then totaled to produce the college's

allocation for the current year.

o




7. The Department of Education's Division of Community
Colleges makes periodic adjustments during the fis-
cal year as actual FTE student enrollments are re-
ported, however, these adjustments are redistribu-
tions within the college system. The total amount
of operating revenues available for colleges re- \
mains fixed throughout the fiscal year unless the \
legislature acts to change it. . 0

- As Table i indicates, this cost-accounting method results in signifi-
cant di€ferences in the state's allocation per FIE students among the
various disciplines.

althcugh the Florida system contains many features which commend it //
as a rational way to distribute resources and insure adequate oper- :
ating support for education, funding by cost analysis has some weak- /
nesses. There is a real danger that costs and expenditures will . / "
develop a self-fulfilling relationship which can discourage efforts

to break established patterns. Furthermore, multiplying the unit !
costs by enrollment is a met’.d which treats all costs as directly 5
variable with enrollment. This is clearly not the case. Florida /
officials are well aware of these weaknesses and are studying an
extensive report which addresses the problems.7l Florida is cer-

tainly in the vanguard of those states committed to budgeting by !
cost analysis.

. UNIVERSITY OF CALIF.
LOS ANGELES

DEC 221977

CLEARINGHOUSE FOR
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71. Todche Ross and Company, "Proposed Funrd Generation and Appor-
tionment Process for the Florida Community College System,"
(November 12, 1976).
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SYSTEMWIDE TOTALS FOR THE FLORIDA
COMMUNITY COLLEGES, 1973-1974
. COST 1973-74
"1973-74 1573-74 STATE STATE LEVELi
FIELD OF STUDY FTE STUDENTS ALLOCATION COST/FTE STU.
Advanced &
Professional :
Agricul. & Nat. Res. 29.83 $ 28,942.75 $§ 970.26
Architecture & Engr. 58.73 . 74,644.13 1,270.97
Area Studies J 2.55 ‘ 2,493.06 977.67
Biological Studies 6,820.92 6,044,223.23 886.13
Business & Managsment 3,345.26 3,006,886.73 898.85
Cammunications 1,120.25 989,939.63 . 883.68
Computer & Info. Srv. 569.25 610,565.69 1,072.58
Education 3,752.15 4,417,780.87 1,177.40
Engineering 100.02 146,545.65 1,465.16
Fine & Applied Arts 9,148.52 8,997,711.65 983.52
Foreig: Languages 1,745.31 1,899,608.93 1,088.41
Health Professions 289.86 340,064.91 1,173.20
Home Economics 113.92 111,376.17 977.67
Law 170.60 150,502.07 882.19
Letters 15,645.48 15,395,225.33 984.00
Etc..
Total Advanced &
Professional 83,600.36 $76,554,108.17 § 915.72
Occupational .
Agriculture 601.13 $ 710,449.32 $1,181.86
" Distributive 3,305.11 3,268,275.32 988.86
Health 4,921.75 7,717,692.66 1,568.08
Home Economics 1,452.02 '1,696,251.21 1,168.20
Office 7,135.23 7,688,263.50 1,077.51
Trade and Industrial 5,259.88 6,193.477.10 1,177.49
Technical 8,448.27 9,999,678.30 1,183.64
Total Occupational 31,123.39 $37,274,087.41 $1,197.62
Developmental - :
Post High School 1,550.48 $1,661,463.95 $1,071.58
Elementary and Sec. 4,686.31 5,037,391.79 1,074.92
Total Develoomental 6,236.79 $6,698,855.74 $1,074.09
Community Instr. Servs. : :
Citizenship 2,029 .44 $1,987,113:29  § 979.14 3
Enrichment & Avocat. 860.02 772,854.18 898.65
Total Comm. Instr. Servs. 2,889.46 $2,759,967.47 $§ 955.18
o GRAND TOTAL 123,850.00 $123,287,018.79 § 995.45
- b5 Y




