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This paper was prepared by the stratégy plamhing wmit in the ‘Tepartment
of Education. The purpose ‘of strategy planning is to analyze proposed:
policies in terms of their-future consequences. Such analyses are

- . designed to bring about the adaption of policies which optimize future

conditions. -

The policies addressed by this paper relate to (1) popllations to be
-served through public education, (2) programs to be supported for those .
populations and (3) taxing policies for providing revenue to support

state s€rviices (including.educationk. The analysis assumes a continued
implementation of policies currently in effect. .

. ?

The data ‘presented in' this report did rot originate with the strategy .,
planning staff. Population data came from the Bureau of Economic and
Business Research at the University of Florida, the official source for

. state population projections. Data on enrollments and expenditures came

.

*

\/\‘

from the various divisions of the Department of Education. Data on

state revenue came from the Office of the State Eeonomist-in ghe Department:
of Administration.” Data on changes in the consumer‘price in (i.e.,
inflation rates) came from Chase Econometrics, Inc., an organization

which performs economic research for a number of clients in business and
government. . - . _ ' - L,
The role of the strategy planning staff in this project was to organize
the data fdom the various sources to provide information on the problem
uzger consideration, namely, the rélationship between projected educational
economic trends in Florida. The fact that this has been acgomplished is
quite significant. However, the.projections in this paper .should be -
considered provisional. The Department of Educatién is in theprocess

of refining its techniques for projecting ehrollments, Alsd; méthods’
for projecting population, and particularly the membership of subgroups-
within the total population, is under study. In addition, techniques

for projecting revenue are béing refined;.thjs*includes ‘the projecting °
of prqperty tax revenues, a revenue source not .included in this report.
Most ?h%gitantly,,SQMe‘of the policies which undergird the, projections

are curréently beipg reviewed. Among these -are policies regarding services
to specific client gréups, such’as adults, polit¢ies regarding specific
programs, such as Vocational education, policies regarding financing of
education, and policies regarding taxes to support state services.

Even though the projections in this report must be viewed-as provisional,.
the basic finding cannot be ignored. - Basic policjqs for financing -

< education in Florida must be studjed. Refinements im.the projections in
this report will'not alter the dilemma which is-brought to 1ight.
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[ o . 1. OVEBVIEW OF }SINDINGS T ) . . '
‘ . is report brings together prolections of studeﬂt 'enrollment, educational

expenditures and state revenues. It was prepared because of a suspicion
that changing state and national economic trends might have an undesirable’
. impact on the future of public education in Florida. o o

The analyses’ reported herein confirm that suspicion. ' They show that
education expenditures in Florida will continue to increase, while real °

. revenue will actually decrease. Consequently, either the growth of , . '
education expenditures must be curtailed or the‘gystem for financing . - .
: education must changed to provide for more revenue. ' - :
‘. ' ' . b A i
. To illustrate, in %974¥ 75 education expenditures accourMed for about 60 - T
~ = . ! .
“percent of the State General Revenue Fund. -If projected trends in ,
Neducation and revenue were to be realized, education would require 74 o
percent of the State General Revenue in 1980-81 and 86 percent in 1985-:
86.- This is obviously impossible, since education is only one of many .
public services which draw on the General Revenue Fund. * .
These figures are presented in Table I1.1. The ‘derivation of the data
. can be reviewed in Chapters 2 and 3 of this report. These chapters are > '
\_ followed with chapters givingalternatives for increasing tax revenues . .
and curtailing growth in education costs, e '
M S ‘ ‘ B ) * -t ’ /
. \ ! > * . . . - . A . e "o
LN * . %
N ) $
f . N ' . ‘ - . :\ 4
) . ¢ ’ - TABLE I.1 © ' : "
) . GENERAL REVENIEAN =+, - . ‘
- L b GENERAM REVENUE EXPENDLTURES FOR EDUCATION g .
L (In illions. Projections in constant ‘dollars: 1976=base year)’ . e
. "y _\' . o ) ) . ’ s 3 . - !
‘ A5 (1980-81 . 1985- 86 )
. S 3 . . N Y .
< State General Revenue -Fund %23 1008 2.3 100t $2.2 1w008. --°
- . L . . ——,
General revenue expenditures ‘ . . - s .
. for education | : $1.4 608 - S17 . My @19 gey . ~
) {ncremdli&revemenquiredto ) . ~ '
meet education expenditures - '
rrEpe - N T AR
1 - o (% £ . . o
. Does not include Fixed Capital Qutlay AR ‘(. ’ ..
* 3 g} . v ' - ) Al * - ’ ' ‘
- » v . <. ‘ 5 . —. . ‘ : < ] r
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,Assuming that general revenue expendltures for educat1bn sere to rémain' - o
‘at the present level of 60 percent of 'the Gene;\l Revenue Fund, a o~
22 percent increase in the total General Revenue Fynd would be required . .

.in- 198081 and a 45 percent inctease’ in 1985-86. Two general approaches/’*

for 1ncrea51ng'revenues are discussed ‘in Chapter 4: ~(1) ,increasing ‘
revenue .fom exd sting sources and’ (2,) tapping mew sources of tax revenue. .
Reyenue could be increased from exi plng sources-by increasing tax '
ratés, eliminating some of the p t '"loopholes,’ and 'shifting from’
unit base to dollar base excise taxes., [f new t@{ Sources were con51derel
a state 1n60me tax might be the prihe candidate, .

»

Yif educatlon expenditures were to be curtailed 84 as not to exceed 60 .
percent of tﬁéaprOJected General Revenue Fund, a“reduction of 20 percent

would be required in 1980-81 and & reduction 31 percent in 1985-86.

Three general approaches. for curtailing expenses are described in Chaptey 5: S,

(1) increasing efficiency in the present programs “by teaching the same
number of 'students with fewer teachers or to, reduce, the n r of adminis- .
trative personnel in proportion to classroom teachers, (2).reducing

service-through techniques, such as shortenlngsthe school year, cuttj
back on the. hours each student spends in school, .abolishing certain
programs or grddes, etc., and (3) using alternative delivery systenms, ~
such as instruction by the family, educational technology, or independent

study. Table 1.2 illustrates a possible combination of actions which

could reduce educational expenditures in 1980-81 and 1985-86 to 60 * . -
percent of the projected general revenue. These actlons and others,-

are discussed more exten51ve1y in Chapter 5. / N

~adl
. . . - REDUCE Pmmcmn EDUCATION TURES v . ¢
TO 60% OF PROJECTED GENERAL FIND . :

/ Pel'cbﬂt.age reducticn in genera]_

Action’ - )
. ! ’ nd. € educ -
_ \U , ' . :‘/W‘TUG 2 / or at1o ' { .
\ . ‘ 7 PN .

Operate schools IS half-time pmgrams. - ’ o ( o
{one teacher per two ®Misses) for K-3

and 10-12 in 1980-81, and £ S
.. 1985-86. : \an or~p-12 lﬂ ' N

‘Uimit program in the c_.nity Lolle s )
. and SUS to nio dore than the gmwtgeof
the adult populgtion w1th no additiongl
expenditutes pef'student - . N Loy
» \ ' N o\
Require conm.mty hege and SUS stu- : ' " - ;7

-
!

-

. .
’

v

t’ o Pa)' 308 of programecosts , . 7 PO ’ -
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. It should be'recognized tMat the analyses presented in this report dé8 )

* not: constitute’ recommendations. This repdrt is.viewed as an. early step

* in the strategy planning process. It presents alternatives,aith optimums —

. to be considered+later in the process. This Teport presents only om€, ’
recommendation: ' < s . ’ !

A e
-t

Since educational expenditures are projected fo increase
without .comménsurate increases in,state rgvenues, policy
changes Which will bring the reyenues and ‘expenditures .
into balance should be given serious copsideratign.  _
Such policy, changes could include broadening the (tax base
to increase available revenues for pubkic setvices. They
could also include support of arx intensive effort to
acquire qQr develop alternative instructional delivery
techniques which allow greater gmounts of elucation to be
i rovided in the home or at’ ozher sites outside the school
ﬁr upiversity. *

’ ‘ 4 . ' .
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‘PROJECTIONS OF ENROLLMENT AND EXPENDITURES

- "‘ v ' :\ )
Invmgking projections for public eduication over a period even as short
as, ten.years, a number ofyassumptions must be ‘made~ about bdth the * °
populat1on growth and program growth. The most réalistic projections
ie not made merely by logklng at_the past; hlstorlc trends are helpful
bat not definitive. . ‘ , -
Below are the assumptidns under1y1ng the prOJectlons fo‘ Flor1da pub11c
education for-1976-86 discussed in thlS report.
1. lThe pepulation within the various age-groups (0 S, 5- 8 8-14, .
15-17, 18-24, 25-64 and 65 and above) will grow at rates wh1ch
, conform to the population projections made by the Bureau of Economic
and Business Research, the University of Florida. ese prOJectlons
show that the public .school age-groups: (age 5-17) wjll grow'at a
i somewhat smaller rate than that of the adult populatlon
7. The K-12 programs will continue to serve.all eligible app11cants .

<

'Z/'S' By 1980 exceptional student programs will serve all eligibie students
B ¢

enrolled in pub11c schqools. After that year the programs will gTrow
. at the same rdte as total general public school enrollment.
4. By 1980 all students in frades 7 through 9, except potentjal dropouts
who need dirict job-relaged training, wiM be involved in prevocational
exploratory. courses. Consumer home economics programs will be
‘offered to the same proportion of secondary students as they are
currently. . A1l decondary students in gradés 16412, and all potential
dropouts 'in grades 7-9, will receive two years 6f job preparatory
+ training. This will mean that two thlrds of the 10-12 enrollment
will be served by vocational, preparatory programs each year.Z2
. Post-secondary preparatory vocatignal programs and supplementary & -
programs will each eniroll 6 perceént of the labor force. This .
repmesents a growth rate sl;gh;ly_larger than the adult’ populat1on
growth“
6. Adult education programs in the-dlstrlct schools, which 'now recelve
- less than ? percént of the expenditures for pub11c schools, will .
- double over the next teh years. It will st111 serve ouly a small:
proportion of the adult population. . ] :
7. There will be*no enrollment caps for post- secondary progrdms.
8. University parallel programs within. the community colleges will
grow at a rate of almost twige that of the adiilt population growth.'
This means that by 1980 a slightly langer proportion of -the adult
population will be attending cgmmmity college. .’

9. Upper level undergrhduate university progr and.the medical and

*¢ agricultural -units ﬁn the state university will grow at about the .

same rate, as the adult population growth; lower'devel undergraduate
programs and graduate programs will grow.at a rate somewhat.smaller o
than the adult population growth.

The Department of Education, the School for the Deaf and the Blind,
Scholarships and Grants, and other state-level educational prog¥EMS
will grow at the same rate as the other educatiohal programs; that

. is, they will continue .to represent about 1.6 percent of the education
L -expenditures from ptate general revenue. f\. -

If1orida State Plan’for the Educatlon of Exceptlonal.Students,
275- 76 p. 16. ' .

' . 2197576 Florida State Plan for the Administration of Vocational

Education undér the Vocat1ona1 Edu;at1on'Ameﬁaﬁents of 1968, Part JIIT,
pp 29 37, 40. ) o i
Pl
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. These pro;&tlons do not take into accoﬁnt two t&‘ends--mflauon and -

increases in required local effort. A " expenditure projections are .
made in constant 1976 dollars. In addition, projectiors of the general
revenue contributions to education in 1980- 81 and 1985-86 represent -the :
same percentage of total expenditures to education as in 1974-75, the
Jast year complete data are available. This assumes that thé balance

' between funds from general revenue and funds from other ‘sources-<both -
local ‘and federal--w1ll be ,the same for the projected years as it was .
for 1974-75. ] . .

.
]

Not included in this analysis is a projection of funds needed for fixed
capital outlay. During the year 1974-7S a.portion of the experditures - -
for capital outlay came from the General Revinue Fund. Capital outlay '
funds were not. approprlated from General Rﬁii&ue for 1975-76 or 1976-77.

This repert focuses--en the expendltures for education from General -
Revenue. Therefore, even thdugh it is obvious that funding for facilities
is essential if education is to continue to provide for a growing population,
fac111ty projections are not 1nc1uded below. ¥ : .

Table II.1 presents expendxtures for ‘Florlda public education for 1974—
75, with a summary projection of needs for 1980-81 and 1985-86. This" .
table indicates that there will be a need for about a 35 percent 1nc¢ease

.
-
! .

¢ > H l . X .
Dl N : 0
. + -

S .

TABLE I1.1 ,
; EXPENDITURES FOR FLORIDA PUBLIC EDUCATION * | ‘
' “1974-75, 1980-81, 1985+86 - .
. (In millions. Projecti}ons in cohstant dollars: 1976=base year)L ’ Y
. N % % %
. 5% : | Change |, Change | Change
. . 1974-75 | 1980-81 | 1974-8¢ i} 1985-86 [*1980-85].0%7.-85 .
EXPENDITURES FROM | . 1 N B -
ALL SOURCES ', P 1o . -
Publfc Schools = /| $1,800.6 | $2,063.9 152 }$2,240.9 9% 247,
Community Colleges 197.1 294,5 49 379.3 29 92
. Statg University ! ’ N ! . .
__Syatem ' 375.1 498.7 33 552,2 11 » & .
EXPENDITURES EROM : : 3 ’
GENERAL REVENUE! .
Public Schools, $1,005.9 | $1,155.8 15% | $1,254.9 9% 257
Comgunity Colleges 141.0 2137 52 T 275.0 29 °9s
State University @ - . ) t .
stem 255.4 .|~ T 327.9 28 362.7 11 42
»0:!11 23.2 7.8 .20 {1- 30,9.] 1 33
ot TOTAL3 $1,425.5 | $1,725,2 21 $1,923.8 11 35
s % OF TOTAL . 1 B .
Public $chools < 70.6% 1 7.0 65,2 :
Community Colleges 9.9 12.4 . 14.3 +
State University , ’ ' T
+ Bystem 17.9 | 19,0 .. 18.9 - . ’
Other 1.6 | 1.6 ° 1.6 ,
1OTAL 1 100.0% . 100,09, .

"1Does not include Fixed Capictal Outlay. '
.zlncludu FYlorida School for the Deaf and Blind the Departhent of Edupation
(gxclusive of the Division of Universities, bndg.t.d under the.State University

’ sg.:.m), and othler state education services.
7300 this and subsequent tables, some columns may not equal Total due to round-
Apng error. ¢ | / .

- ae .
« LI ‘ i
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in state revénue expenditures for educatlon frop 1974 to 1986 - During
this Same period the total state populatlon is projected to increase by -

about 36 percent. s -can be determinéd €rom Table II. 1, and from a

" different pe‘fspectlve in Table II. 2,- during+1974-75 some $71 Yut of
every’ “$100 earmarked by the State Yor ‘education went 'to support district

school systems s . )

.. v - \ . . . . .
: Li - « L / . o
' . TABLE 11,2 P
‘ - P FLORIDA' PUBLIC EDUCATION . . . »
. ° . . EXPENDITURKS FROM GENERAL REVENUE - .

1974-75, 1980-81, 1985-§6

* (Projecriotu in constant dollars: 1976=babe year) R
v . .
q .
. v .
p . 3 - . i ' . Vi L} .
19%-75 [ °* - 1% .| cclsus-181f] . ’
£ ) 10% Other-1,6% ~ =
* -
1980-81 -T67%: fcc-12%] sus-19% [] . ‘.
. Other-1.6% . )
i R A
1985-86 | PS g65 % ~Jec -142] sus - 19% l
[ a N . ther-1,67%
[ )
¥ 1 i 1
500 1,000 ° 1,500 2,000
MILLIONS OF DOLIARS ,
. 1 ~
bl ) L
PS. = District Public Schools . -

’ CC = Community Colleges .
SUS = State University System .
K Other = Florida School for the Deaf and Blfnd, the Deplrt:ment *f
Educatidn,  arrd o;her state education services.

.
»

Over/the next ten years other ‘programs--particularly the commmity
coileges—-w111 be growing at a faster. rate than the public schools.
1985-86 public schools will receive about $65 eut of every $100 of t

15”

total state experditures to education.

Based on population projections

and current expendltures ab
xpenditures’ projected fo

t 69 percent of the increase in total o
lorida public education programs will { -

/Aesult from population increases, some 25 percent from net program

growth (serving a larger proportion of the population than ini the base

year), and about 6 percent
within individual programs.

from increased experkhtuxes per student

" Below are summaries of the projections for spec1f1c programs within )
» Florida's three systems of public educatlon. : . tos

Y

Public Schools i

-~

Just as’the pubhq schools requlre«a Large proportlon of the publlcgs

1nvestfnent in education, so

the support given public schools.

75 about four fifths of «the

the K-12 basic gram requires the bulk of
As shown by Table II.3, during 1974-
expenditures to pub11c schools went for the -

do9 . U
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' TABLE 11,3 - .
. , DISTRICT SCHOOL PROGRAMS . . ’
" 1974-75, 1980-81, 1985-86 ’
’ . (Projcctio‘ha in constant’ dollarl. 1976-ba3e yeqr) ,
[ 2
; : % ’ % ‘% - -
* e .t 1. Change . Chnnge Change. -
. N 1974-75 1980-81 1974-80] 1985-86 1980- af 197%-85
ENROLLMENT* N ,
. , (In thousands) 'X ' ’
v K-12 Basic 1,469.1 | 1,589.7 8% . 1,705.8 7% 16%
. Exceptional Students 97:1 148.4 53 161.0 8 66
Vocational% 7494 v 973.6° ._30 14123.0 15 50
Adult Educldeion 409.0. 653.7 60 801.8 22 9% * . &
. FTE!
- (In thousands) . 1 ‘~
S . . K-12 Basic . 1,383.5 1,492.0 8% 1,597.2 4 3 152,
Exceptional Students * 49,0 7540. $3 81.4 | *.9- 66 )
Vocational ' - 141.2 187.1 3z F214.5 | C1S 52 -
Adult Education 27,4 ebb, 1 61 54.3, 23 98
. . TOTAL C 1,601.1 | 1,798,2 122 2imrd| s 2l
TOTAL EXPENDITUREST _ - . b
. ot (In millions) . ) R . =
) { - K-12 Basic - $1,448.7 | 81,565.3 | ) 8% $1,677.6 L 1%8 16%
. 4 FExcepitonal Studentd 14,6 | 1905 | s3 | 206:7d 8 66
. Vocational Students 203,3 (268,17 ‘ﬂ32 308.0 15 52 “
™M, _.Adult Education '~ %.0. 8.9 62 47,9 | .23 100
TOTA ' |31,800.6) | 57,063.%.] "1s  [37.740.2 | *e v -
% OF-TOTAL . y [~ .
EXPENDITURES,' | ar . _ . ..
K-12 Basic 817 Ta76% L e [ 75% ‘ :,
Excepgional Students A 9 . . 9 Lot
Vocational | s’ - © 11, 13 ’ 14, ‘s
Aduit Education - 1 L2 2 : T, /
. N ., 100% 100% 100% ‘. .
. ‘'« lSource: Vocational projections from the Division of Vocational Educationgs
All other projections from the-Divuion of Publ;c Schools, R .
Includes area vocational technical schools, - ' A
L] P . - -
EECRE N ' : SRR v
. . . [ - . LY ’ .
’ ' N

K-12 basic program .Over the next ten years, with the expansmn of the .

. exceptional student, and vocational prograns, the K-12 basic program w111
The K-12 baslc programr

receive proportionately less than it did in 1974.
already serves all who enroll; "therefore, pjected growth is .due

* entirely to prulatlon growth. By contrast, nearly three-fifths of the
projected n5)1;owth df the exceptional student -and adult education programs

t ten years, and one half of.the growth in vocational programs ,.

er the
le"e based on expected expansion of service to ® larger proport'lon of the

public §chool population. | , R
) / - s A g . ) 3 L2
Communirty:. Collggteul-‘:rogram[‘ “ a )

- »

The growth in the community colleges has been phenomenal during the past
few years. Although the pice has now slackemed off, the commmity
colleges continue to be the fastest growing segrent of Florida pt
education. Ten-year prOJ ections, for programs within the commmity
colleges may be se7/1.n Table II.4. By 1985 expends.tures for unlvc-;r51ty
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. : - . . TABLE I1% . L . X
‘ e . . " GOMMUNITY COLLEGE PROGRAMS ‘
. - . ‘ 1974-75, 1980-81,. 1985-86
¢ (Brojections in constant dqllars: I976=base year) .
‘ , . - ' B
. ¢ ’ . - < % N % % \
! . ' fe Change . ‘|Change | Change
) A L. 1974-75. ] 1980-81 [1974-8Q ] 1985-86 11980-85 | 1974-85 .
’ L. . ENROLLMENTY v, N R .
' University Parallel | 199,918 | 275,000 |, 38% | 3s2,000| 28% | Ter
Occupational * ¢, 167,949 235,561, 40 o 280,641 ° X ” 67 . -
Developmental &4 38,358 , 800 61. ‘ 78,116 26 - 104
*Citizeaship 88,720 17119,111 34 149,418 25 |- 68
< T T FED <= ‘ i - ,
. , « N . ‘/ ’ , . [ .
Lo \ . " University Paralel . 92,405 | 126,000 k17 161,000 28% 74% ’
: e T Occupational . “47,518 68,287 4 81,319 19 "
. * Developmental . - 12,399 17,250 |- 39 21,800 6 76
* { Citizénship 1 _3,9u 6,756 <1 22 5,975 53 P
:. \ . ‘ TOTAL 153,233. | 216,293 | 38 . | 270,000 25 73 .
- ¢ TOTAL EXPENDITURESL»¢ . . ) qr e .
7 - (In millions) . B . '
‘ . * University Parallel $111.6 $162.7- | 46% .$216.% 33% 947
o Occypational « - T 67.0 105. 9 8 [ 129.9 23 94
Developmental 1 (10| 20,7 48 26,2 |. 27 87 .
; - Co Citizenship - - e,s 5,2 16 : 6,6 27 47
’ TOTAL -$197.1 $796. 5 49 $3719.3 29 92
, . ROF TOTAL " | . : ; - K
- . , ~, EXPENDITURES I W o S : .
e, ™ University Parallel 57% . 57% 60% v ) !
* ' 7 Occupational . 34 % .1 2 . T
, ' he Developmental , 7 o1 . * 7 ' . ]
. v . Citizenghip s ' 2 2 -2 .
TOTAL « . . 1002 100% - 100% .
. ’ T TSource: Occupational'profections based on frojections from the Division of
> t Vocational Education., All other projections from®the Division of cénnunitx.. /
N oo . Collegeg. All FTE's are given as three-quarter averages, .
" - zhpptnxgmately 70%. comes' from general' revenue, 21% from student fegh, 6% from .
. ‘ federsl funds, and 3% frfm other sources. . .
] . .' v B
! ‘ ~ Voo, . :
ot parallel courses are projected to be nearly double what they are at
< present, with expenditures for other programs increasing almost as much.
About 48 percent of ‘this increase in expenditures. would be necessary to
serve & lapger adult population, 38 percent would go to pay for the
. expansion of programs to satisfy the anticipated d for two-year-
, programs by, a larger proportion of the population, and 14 percemt.would’ .
N result from an increase in the amount spent per student. ) .
, . Lo . .-
. . \\,‘ ‘ S . - :
State University System D -

.
' ' .

Ve R :
Projected expenditure to support the State University System are given
on Table LI.S, includifig the funds administered By the Board of Regents,
.those used-to support research and services, and those needged.to support
instruction. - Currently, about 37 percent of the SUS general revenue
* funds go to research and service, and 59 percent ,to support instructson.
“his ratdio will shift slightly in favor of ifstruction over the ne)% ten
. years. Over all,-according to these projettions by 1985 the State ill“
. & o ° ‘ i N v .
- = 7/ .

. - 0y
| " 4
EMC . v
| . ‘ . —
. .
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by half over tBe’next ten years. More than four- fifths of this increase . . - r

" by 1980 and, in tontrast to the prpjections for enroliments in- "the

university patrallel p am in the commmitp Wlleges, to level: off or - T,
. even to decline slightly. Graduate enrollments will.grow at a ra% L
smaller thdn“the growth in the adult population. The special pfo ess1onal . .

' ¢ . . - . ) ,
4 vt ‘ . a - .\' ’
. ’ U . -9~) . . - . LI . '
\ < s “- '\ v’ ) . . 14 -
) * + “ "'( ' teh (‘. .u TR | 4 ”~ -
v \ DGRV %
' . % TR ‘! ‘\ ‘ ‘ ‘ .
" LT . » ] ... . . v
~ PO ©~ - 1'«; N % : - . N s , ' i . .
ls - - - ‘ f/‘“s::’h‘" ’ )X "%{ ’J'Q : “' w - & ‘l " .. -
: ., “mms 11.5 ' . la L
' STATE UNTVERSITY SYSTEML * - . . . T
L 1974-75, 1980-8), 1985-86 JER § .
L4 - _ (Rrogectious it tonstant, dollars: 19]6=base ycar)” N Ty e . . . .
. - ‘ s %
d L7 ,A . » |
. . * . IV R %,
. . CHiange . Change &ange ) .
o b L . 1974-75 ] 1980-81 N1974-80 | $1985-86 |1989.8 1974-85
EXPESDITURES FROM  ~| ] L a8 LES B ‘ -
- AL SOURCES ) 3 S - : . w T ,
,v (i mlliens) - ? P : 1. e .o .
BOR Adwinigtered $ 12l s13.2 18nt| s 14.4 9% 287 . A
Rescarch/Service? ' 160, .193.8 21 2199 13 - 36 -
Instructions 203, 59i.7 |~ 4 31,9 |« 9 57° - ‘
TOTAL v §375.1 $498.7 33 o] 2 $552.3 11 47 - L S
EXPENDITURFS FROM . |- . . ’ R N
. GENERAL REVENUE“ “ ‘ . ) s T
*  (In millioms) e 1t - “‘ " 1. L . T - . .
_BOR Administered Tos12 | s 13 18%, $ 16,6 | 9% w2 ,
Research/Service 9.1 3.3 (W20 | 280 {Ta3 %36 Co R
Instructions __1507 201.4 34 220,4 9 LY -
TOTAL 255.4 $327,9.1 28 §362.7° 4 1 42 -
- ISource: Division of Universities .. J ’ P T ) .
Inclu?es Contracts and Grants , ' N : * 5 sa, B ‘
[ Boes not irtluJe Auxlhary Fnterprises (dormitories, books:ore étg.) - o -
. ‘: h “
rl < ]
8 B . -
. . - ‘ . e - ) -S -
: s s - * - ~ t <
3 A=" ‘ : ’ 4
> - -

need to proV1de a&pp $363 m11110n 1n/gtoday s dollars. This-means that |
for every "$10.00 the State_now spends support the State Unlver51ty G -
System, in 1985-86 4t will need t about-$14.20. More than 75 St
percent of this additiofral $4.20 will résult from populatioR growth, . Lol
nearly'8 percent from expanded instructional programs, -and about 17 -
percent from hxgher program costs. - .

Table I11.6 gives -the projections’ for ’1980 81 and 1985-86 for un1vers1ty .
instructional programs, iricluding efrollment, ‘total expenditures, the e

percentage of expenditures covered by student fees, .and the amount which- - - . '
woyld be needed from general revenue. The largest growth in enrollment R -
is anticipated among upper level mde.rgra&ates which may well increase (. .:@ ' ,

will be tied to growth. in population and .one-fifth to program expahsl,pn, el Ll
the latter perhaps ih.part to take care of the influx from .the commmity- N
cblleges. Lower level enrollments are proJected 10 incredse one-fourth X e

-*

units (health and agricultural centers.at the University of Flodida and .
the medical center at the Unlver51ty of South Florida) will increase “ N

sharply, but egrollment in-these units will still remain at'less than -~ . - Y

four percent of the. tota1 unjversity enrollment . K . . o

" ’ f ’ ‘ - L
‘I * o .1'2 N - h Yy g .’ : P -
s R -‘ ’ . ~
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. public education in ‘
. more in state funds than it received in 1974-75, a 34 pereent incyease.

Z10°
\
v 1ABLE 11,6
STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTFM!
INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS
L 197p-75, 1980-81, 1985-86’
« (Projections in constant dollars: 1976=base year) ’

. - , % i SN
. . i Change b / Change | Change
. 1974-75 | 1980-81 | 1974-80-L 1985/8¢_ | 1980-85] 1974-85
ENROLLMENT® P . . '
S
Lower Level Undergrad,’ 5,656 31,109 21%
Upper Level Undergrad.” |" 63,299 | 86,317 36
. Graduate * 15,623 18,575 19 20,191
Professional. Unitsd 3,151-| - 4,724 50 5,113
,' FTE}»% “ .
ool — -
Lower LeYel Undergrad. 18,271 522,942 26, . 22,911
Ypper- Level Undergrad, |~ 41,431 56,478' | .36 . 62,371
Graduate ' L 15,377 | 17,646 19,805‘
Professional Unfts 2,436 3,892 \ 5'6’16 ;
TOTAL -.* L 77,515 14 100,958+ ° 109,241
TOTAL EXPENDITURES! ’ R T R
(In millioms), _.\ . :
Lower Level Undergrdd. $ 29.3 $ %0,5 $ 40,6
Upper Level Undergrad., |,- 105.5 158.3, 174,8
Graduate L 55.9 - . 746 1. 79.2
Professidnal Units .- 12,3 |- ' 24,4
. . 'TOTAL ; $203,2 g $318.9
~ “STUDENT FEES AS % OF ’ v
WOTAL EXPENDITURESspY .
Lower Level Undergrad. 40% . n
Upper Level Urfdergrad. |- 25 " 30
Graduate o 20 30 °
Professionsl Units 30 . L - 3q
" TOTAL + - 26 - 31
‘ EXPENDITURES FROM ©¥- ’

i NERAL REVENUE! g . J
e L ‘Level Vmdergrad. .| § 17, r 54%
’ 40,

= Uppe:‘ Level tjndergrad. 7 . . 110,8
Graduate R . b4, © o 49.4 11 4
Professional Units : . 15.6 %

TOTAL - . [ -$150.1 ] $201.4 | 234 :
lSource: Divigion of Universities. . .
2Includes unclassified Students. . . T
IRefers to 1th, ‘mddical, and agricultural uflits. : ‘ ' :
~'FTE's are clnted by course level, not by level of student, ., Thefefore, ratios

between léevels for enrollmend are not the same as for FTE. All FIE's are given ss. . o> .
® B \*' -

.t

Rbughly 26, pgrcent of” the instructional expenditures in the SUS eé‘s )
covered by student fees. Over the next ten years it is projected that
this portion.wiTl ‘increase o about 31 percent. This increast in
roportdonate share, howeyer, will still not overbalance the 26 pertent

fhcrease,in 1976 state rev ﬁo}lars needed because of highet ‘expenditures

¢ s
'

5. pel student. - , - L A ) . . )

. .
hd - .
- e

Sumary .. A

. .

"To reéapiatulaté, the?e projet;:tions sﬁow that in the school yﬁrliQBS-BQ,

lorida will need nearly $500 milfion” (1976 ‘dollars)

-Some 64 pergent of-this incyease in expenditures will be needed just to
" keep up with the populatien growth; almost 26 percent wili make it
possible for selected pro§rams to.serve a larger proportion of the .
population than’ they-do curfently; and-about 8 percent willgrésult from
real incr,eas?s'”,m expenditures per student. -
e gy gt
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'\,; ¢TI RRO;E&IONS OF TAX REVENUES -

'The pugpose of this portion of the paper is to prOVIde an analysis of

reven

.
Ca—

Prior Experlence«wlth Revenue PrOJectlons , _ ) e

" A report bn reverue trends covering the period 1963-83 was prepared in

1973 by representatives of the Senate Ways and Means Committee, the
House ,Finance ahd Tax Committée, and the Department of Administration.
The pro;ect1ons of Tevenues prov1ded in the report were primarily based
Jon extrapolations of economic and demographic trends observed for the
previous decade, one’of the most favorable economic periods in the

history of the State. Urifortunately, a few months later an economic

recession of a severity not experienced since the 1930's was being felt-
throughout the nation and its ¥dverse effects were having a disproportionate

effect on the State's economy. As a consequence the revenue projections
c0nta1ned in the report became quest1onab1e, 111ustrat1ng the 11mf!at1en§
of th¢ methods used and suggesting the need for a revisien bf the basic

assumptfbns under1y1nga§geestudy'

;Assumpt1ons .

h ]

- N ¥ —— e
N

A

For . the purpose of providing current. revenue ro;ect1ons, the following.

assumptlons have been made:

1.-

~the University

'

The population will ratgs which conform to the popﬁiat1on
projections made by he Buréaw of Economic and Business Research,
orida. These estimates are considered official

for the St and arg used for'buagetary\and other administrative
purposes- é »

2. The rateé of inflation will be consistent with the consumer .
price index (CPI) prepared by Chase Econometric and published in
Long-term Macro Economic Forecast,. June 1976, for the period

-1985. The rate for 1986 was est1mated~from the 1nf1at10nai¥

- " - trend of the prev1ous five years

3., Thevggneral Revenue Fund p ctions will be consistept-with thase

" provided by the Department of Administratiofi in September; 1975. .
Since fiscals<years 1975-1976 and 1976-1977 have been revised "
recently, the pro;ectlonsshave been adJusted in order to rgflect
these changes. ..

4. The percentage of total revenues .divided into general revenue and

! trust fiunds for ‘fiscal year 1974-1975 will remain constant for the
-niext ten years. The 1974-1975 proportions were 48 percent for the
General venue ‘Fund and 52 percent for the Trust Fund.

Revenue Projections » ° ° . y

’
L]

One of the main determinants of future revenues is population. 'From the
.information provided in “Table III.1, it is clear that the ‘population
Wwill tontinue to grow rapidly, but the rate of growth will be reduced

L]

Lo : ~ . ‘

- 14

N
trends for the next decade, taking into cqns1derat1on the Hevelopments

the last few Years.and potential changes in the future part1cu1ar1y
the areas’ of economic growth and pr1ce levels :

2

v
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; \ TABLE 11,1 M ;
. L . ST, OF FLORIDA .
DEHMOGRAPHIC 'AND ‘FRICE DATA: 1975-1986 .
- . . ’ . ‘ - -
¢ » . N} B N . . -
. POPUCATION' *  CPI* CRI* ‘ CPI*
: L YEAR (July 1) % CHANGE— _ 1967-100  1976=100 % CHANGE
* {J -.. \ -
' ., 1476  8,7817700 L3l 171.0 100.0 “16.1
5 - * ' * §
1977 9,051,500 - _ 3.1 183.5 . .107 3 . 773
N . ~»' .
. : 1978 9,351,760 3.3 < 196.7 115 0 7.2
3 o . L. ’ _
, 1979 9,659,600 3.3 206.3 C120.5 4.8
. ) . ® . \ . .
. ,1980°  _9.%45,700 3.0 217.0 126.8 5.2
~ 1981° 10,219,400 " 2.8 "* ~ 228.3 1333 . 5.2
o s :
- 1582 10,431770 2.6, | 240.4°  ©  140.5.° 5 A
1983 10,733,400 2.4 253.7 148.2 ' - 5.5
) 1984 ° 10,985,100 2.3 268.3  156.8 .5
) . 19k5 \i,zas,éoo . 2.3 283.2  , '165.% ’ Ys.6
x € ly ! o ’ ‘. ] k
fdf’" o198 11,273,380+ wilL 299,14 174,79 - 5.6
\5 . . ‘ A . ' N\
o * Consumer Price Index Y '
B - ’ Ce . - ‘
o significantly by 1986. The total increase in population during this

period will amount to 2,956,280 new residents, an imcrease of 34.7
percent over the 1975 populatlon total -for the State and four times *the
estimated average populatlon growth for the rest of the pation over ‘the
, same period. In- mlgratlon from other areas accounts®for more than 90 7/~
percent of the increasg in population®and a large proportion of these
newcomers will.be retired people. Although, the rate of population °

growth to- cover the increase in populasggon; consequently, increases in
opulation tend to reduce .real revenues per capita. A corollary is am -
increase in the demand for the services provided by the goverrment. with
. a reduction in the ability of-the government to maintain or improve
o, J//quallty levels in the perfbrmance of these services. Tab¥e I11.2 shows
“~. that Tevenues per capita in nominal terms will increase by 21 percent
between 1976 and 1980. However, when revenues pep capita are megaured
3 in 1976 dollars over the 'same perlod there is a, decrease of 26.7 percent
T with average per capita-taxes' falling from-$550 to $403. It is clear
. from our analysis that these results are contingent upon the projected
L X rate of inflation, populatjon growth, ahd revenue growth.® Different
v € srestlts would be obtained by changing some,or all of these variables.
It seems, however, that under realistic as3umptions' the results will
indicate that ?eal per caplta revenues will be decre351ng for the next

10 years. ;- R

1
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growth is very high, ouf tax structure does not prov1de adequate revenue




- T " . TABLE*III,2 . ‘
. ‘ , @ PER CAPITA REVENUE PROJECTIONS: 1975-1986

~ '
' ° @ -
L]

- : [ Y : .- ’ )
L . - REVENUES PER
FiscaL- REVENUES s \ CARITA IN
.- YEAR PER CAPITA *.& CHANGE 1976 DOLLARS

- .- . .- . :
, 76-77 - ss50 7' .s.e™ $550
2.7 . 829

SR TR ) 565 .

1 78-79 ~ - 5'_87 . . % S 3.9 R Y 510- -

"19-80 596 1S . 495 -

- 80-81 . geos \ 1,5 Coan
8l-82 . 615 . 5" ‘L3 46l

{ 82-53 627 . | T

C A%
L., M o

o © . A
Other important detefminants of future revenues aré tax sources, tax / .
rates and personal income. Both tax sources,and rates aye dssumed to . , ‘
remain constant for ‘the next 10 years due to.the fact that changes in - T
: these areas are determined exogenoysly by policy decisions which tannot
be predicted with any degree of'ajlracy,. Furtheridre, the purpose of . ..
this section of, the paper is to analyze the future fiscal position of T\
the State-based on the present tax structure without addressing issues ~ .
such as alt " atives-and/or ddditiomal revenue sources. A discussion , . -
A of these issues will be presented 4in the next section. &,. - T - .
— s o, P . . . - e R _'&,V R . “,,‘ . >
- Reliable personal income proj€ctidns were not available at the time this
paper was prepared. However, the effects of changes in personal ‘income LA
on future revenues is reflected in the revenuesprojections provided by N
-\ . the Department of Administration.® A compariso ofg income and revenue ]
- trends could add an important dimension to this analysis, but .is not T ’
/*  considered essential to the conclusions advanced.in this paper.. - 12 : /(— .
. e . . - ’ . \

The revenue projections preserged in Table FI1.3 show an increase
revenues of 54 pggcent ($2.663 billion) from July, 1976. to June 1986. o *
. Based ort the assumptions previously made, both the general révenue fund ¢
and’ the t fund are shown increasing at.the}same rate ($1.278
$1.385 b111idW respectively). An opposite picture emerges when piQjected -
_ revenues for the period axe measured in 1975 dollars. In this -egse} .
— total revenue .and consequently tfie general revenue fund and ‘the trust _
) ' und are shown declining by 6.3eperlent. o G / o
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.
. . , .
4 . » . " . - .
. A 7
. ~ ’ .
. . - . s f-
R [ . -
= R .
. ' .
: .




. From the infofmation  provid
: State is entéring a period

structure.

v present time.
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in the tables it appears clea
prolon”ged fiscal crisis if .it gttempts to
! maintain or 1mprove present service levels based on the existing tax
It is conceivable that the crisis miglt be avoi
vigorous and sustained recovery coupled with a drastic reducfion in
rate of inflation; this’outcome howeve&‘ appears very unlikely at the

t 4
, . * -
, ) i -14-
. . ]
* - ,
\‘ : - s L4
A - . : TADLE III,3 .
REVEWUE PRGJECTIONS °
. FISCAL YEARS 1975-76 THROUGH 1985-86
A ’ {In millions of dollars)
. [ d - i
i . I
N ‘. \ e 2 A L !
CUPILT DOLLARS - .| v_cuance . COMSTANT 1976 DOLLARS v CUANGE
: FISCAL SEVERAL PROM || CENERAL - : FROM
. REVENUE roun’ | revonnes | previous || revewve, [ TROST ToTiL 10Us
AR FUND YEAR *FUND FOKD REVENUES .\ yzaRr
. ’ . . e : ) « vr\
976-77 2,320 | 2,513 4,83% 8.9 j 20320 2,513 4,833 1 2
- - — & N
- g ‘ - v -
"477-73 2,455 2,660 4§ 5,115 _<s.s 2,288 2,479 4,767 | -~1.4
. 4 . 4 , . M k./ .
197&-79 2,834 2,854, 5,488 7.3 " 2,290 2,482 4,772 .1
t > i u . , i
. \ . .
1979-8¢C [/,7&3’ 2,993 5,756 4.9 2,293 2,484 e o 2 S U
| - N . .
1 s - . »
1983-81 2,887 3,128 6,015 4.5 , 2,277 2,467 4,744 -7
{ [ S ‘\,.n N R ‘°'
I '1 " i -
I ) ] B . \
' '.,,n—ei o oAa017 *3,268 6,285 4.5 2,261 2,450 - | 4,11 *
* Ls ‘ . : !
] - ’
1982-83 3, 1w 3,416 6,569 4.5 2,244 ° 2,431 }¥,675 -.8"
| £ - . 8
. 1953-64 3,£s 3,570, 6,865 4.5 2,223 2,409 4632 | -9
N - 2 (
. | dres-es 3,443 3,730 7,173 4.5 2,196 .| 2,379 "4,575:@ -1.2
k - i . ' ;‘, -
v / . 1985-86 ’ -1,598 3,898 7,496 |. 4.8 2,173 2,354 4,527 '), 0
* » ’ s .

that the
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: The g)‘é)‘o
revenue structure and analyze s
could be considered:in order to

services of- the State's-residentg.

of the revenue alternatives which
t the/in}r‘t_easing needs for public——

* /

-

e study looks first into the /relatiwveyshares of total funds contributed
by different.tax sources, Once the ¢umposition oferevefiues is andlyzed,
efforts are directed towa temmiping addit revenues which could -~ .
be obtained under the present tax sgriucture. Finally, efforts, are
contentrated in explaining gome alfernative sources which are not
. presently contributip§ to St;te's Teyenue. :
- . ' ] . /r . ) A Y ‘ <
'The dramatic growthf experjences'by Florida, particularly in the period
* 1960 to 1973, propelled the State.into a position of mational economic
prominence.. ' Preséntly, HlQrida is ofie of ‘the largest states in the
natjon-irn terms of_ populptiOn; it.is ranked ninth in per capita income, _
‘third in the valug 'of ngw'construction, and seventh in re#il sales.
. The ‘rapid growth and imhrovemeht in the egonomic. areas, however, has not

A 3
.

. ./ s

-

., .

* ' . ,been accompanied by difroportional increase in support for public services. s

L.
Y-,

- ~
o T 0
.
!

- )

» structure to growth i
)

h Althopgh local préperty taxes hdve important J'.mpfications .in state

 which is allo
“'percent of all refe

“In this category, the ftate falls below the national average. Part of
the explangtion for this condition=ig the low responsivestess of the tax
f @gfi@r areas, particularly population and gersonal

v
L4 .

income . N

Florida 1“emains one Jof the few states that have not as yet implemented
. a state persomal -infome tax. It depends-very heavily og.the general
sdles- tax at the stite level and pyoperty taxes at the local”level.
This dependency onfales and property ‘taxes raises not only very serious
gquity issues, but produces a system which is inﬁdequate in providing.
for the growing fifcal needs of, the state.. *' _ Lo .

d

-

.
4.

finance, and cons§itute the most significant local source of revenues,. )
these taxes are gdly superficially ‘treated since this analysis is
particularly .condgrned withmstate TEVenue Sources.

[N

devenues for .the rate are dWided into general reverue funds and trust

funds. The gega revenue, fund constitutes the portion of statefrevénues
ftefl yearly by the:Legislature and accourts for about 50

s received by te. - The trust fund, which

ining portion-of the revenues consists of receipts °

ed for specific purposes, and contains apprdximately®

L 4

accounts for the §
which are earmary
600 accounts.

-
.
A ) t .
~T . " »

A breakdown of the general revenue fund-'and its tax sources is presented
in Table IV.1. Ffom the informat}en contained in the. table, it is clear
that sales.tax collections gre the primary source of re s under this
category. Together the.three main sources, sales tax coMection,
beverage tax and Jicenses, and cofporati}m income tax a&colflt for over
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e Tax § Licenses
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Y G
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8.6

o

# .  Motor Vehicle Licenss. ., - AR S | SR
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based to dollar-based excise taxes. . Table IV.4 shows add1tgona1 Tevenues
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S * In trying to detemme alternative revenue sources for the State, it ‘
Pl “~
C seems loglcal to start by looking at the possibility of obtaining larger |
‘- *.  revenues from existing sources by infreasing-the tax rates, eliminating
”" " - |
. .+ some of the present "loopholes” or exemptions and shifting from unit }
|

. which could be obtained by applying these strategies to the siX major .
! sources of state r e. These sources presently account for 70 perceat
of all*revenues. The information contained in this table has béen’ )
’ " estimated by memhers of the House Committee on Finance and Taxation and .
' ’ is based on revenue ¢ollections for the fiscal year 74-75. In the case .
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. TADLEMIV. 4 L
ADDITIONAL REVENUES FROM SELECTED SOURCES
BASED ON 19.74-75 LEVELS '
(In millions of dollars)

SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS N

’ .o Additional
Revenue Alternatives . Annual Revenues

.Beverage Tdx ;

- a. Increase, tax mates for "all beverages
b. Renove Federal Beer sales exemption
c. i}mmination of above -

Cigarette Tax

a. One cent increase

b. 1Two cent increase

c. Three cent increase

Corporate Income Ta S

-a. Every one percefie increase equals

Motor and.Special Fuel TEx .

a. One cent Increase

b. "two cent increase

c. Tax non-propulsion special’ fuel purchases--
¢wery penny levied egeals .

-

Motor Vehicles
a. Increa7b all tax rates

Sales Tax .
a. - Tax professiojél services -,
b. Repcal dealer |collection allowance .
c. Recduce dealer collection allowancegﬂ'
d. Personal purchases--use tax--dcaler :

cotlection allowance e .
e. Tax motor and special fuel
f. One cent increase N

4

P SOURCE: House Committee on Finance and Taxation «
’y . - e

of beverage taxes, the proposed increase of tax rates for all beverages
wogi amount to approximately an 11 percent increase over the existing
rates. For motor vehicles, the increase of tax rates would amount to .
approximately 10 percent over the existing loyel. %

The strategies for increasing tax rates presented in Table IV.4 extend -
the existing -system of relying heavily on taxes which are considered to
weigh more heavily on lower income groups. In addition, this does not
* ‘reduce the.rising burden of real property taxes pr provide a responsive-
mechanism to capture population and income grewth. The strategy of
removing the exemption of professional services, however, is condidered
both to improve equity and make sales taxes more responsive to income
‘growthi. There is little justification for providing exemptions of
persoftal services from the sales tax. It can be assumed that taxing
rsonal services will not aggrevate the distributive®®ffects of the
sales tax and, on the other hand, will substantially increase revenues.
, .- 3 ! « .’ !
. - .. o N -
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Strategles which would convert certain taxes from‘unfi based taxes fto
dollar-value based taxes wre considered desirable, since these typks of.
taxe$ would help in dealing with the problem off the e1051on‘of revenues
in periods of inflation. . ‘

» . .
New Sources for Tax Revenue = & ‘ ' [
- e~ O s .
An ional a1ternat1ve that may be considgred by the State in raising

revenu®¥ is the implementation of a tax on personal income. This type /
of tax would not only impfove the revenue response to economic growth
but under certain conditions it may also add an e1ement of equaty to our
present predominantly regressivegtax structure. -

The Advisory Commission on Inter- Governmental Relations has indicated
that an ideal state tax system should émploy personal income tax for

about 25 percent of its tax revenue.- The simplest way. of -levying such a -

state personal income tax would be to tax income by a. rate state
surcharge on the - federal,gﬁrsonal income tax paid by FloTidigns.” At the~
present time a 5 percent 1Mte.is estimated-to increase revenUgs by
approximately $250 000,0004 .
€ .
A‘problem associated with a flat rate state income tax sur;harge on
federal income taxes is the fact that deductions for state taxes in the
federal personal income tax -laws ‘wil make these taxes regressive. For
example, for individuals-presently paying fedéral gncome taxes at the 50
percent bracket, the net.cost of $1.00 for State income tax would be .
$.50, whereas individudls with lower incomes in ‘the 25 percent federal
intome tax bracket would pay a net tax of $.75. A way to solve this
problem is to implement .a.graduated rate structure.

An additional problem associated with the adoption of a personal income
tax is the fact that although revenues would be increased from this
source,- the income will come partially at the expense of the few pro-
gressive tax sources presently in the structure: the intangible personal -

_property tax and the estate tax. The adoption of a personal ifcome tax

would force the repeal of the estate tax and portions of the intangible
tax.’ ;

B . - /
Addltlonal sources of Tevenue for the state are, of course, lotxerles
and c 15inds. Reliablé information on potential revenues from these
was not availgble. It is however conceivable that state revenues
increased by the legalization and taxation of these activities.
, however, the issue of the social costs that these act1V1tles

se! N *
-~ . L] ’ #,

_The analysis provided in this section on alternative revenue sources for

the state has by no means'been exhaustive. There are many areas of
taxation which need to be contemplated, particularly the structure of -
local taxes on real property. It is hoped that the materials contained
in the sections on revenue trends ‘and-revenue alternatives point out
some import i'ssues .for consideration of those concerned with p1ann1ng
in the area publlc services. :

¢
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V. ALTERNATIVES FOR CURTAILING GROWTH IN EXPENDITURES

‘.

Many people Ar’ieW.schooIS{xg through the .eyes bf the i)ast .. They vlzoulél

. like to think of it as simple and direct,“Wkin to what Bresident James

A. Garfield once said when he described the ideal college as 'Mark
Hopkins on one end of a log and a student on the other." Mark Hopkins,
pgesident of tiny Williams College“from 1836 to 1872, has through the
yeéars been a symbol for the one-to-one teacher-student relationship that
comes’to .many people's minds when they think about «ducation. Even

though schooling involves humans reacting with othet humans, it is at -
‘the same time complex, large-scaled, and expensive, In other words, it . \
is Big business. To put yesterday's ideal school instoday's temms

where would the Florida economy be if it took each of its quarter of a
million public school, college, and university students and tried to put .
a teacher 'at the end of each log? v : ’

As with otﬁe; businesses; when potential expenditures appear ‘to be

greater than potential recdipts, public education must think of curtailing i
costs. ' This section outline$ some of the cost-iutting options open to

the state. Three qualifications need to be kept- in mind, 'First, most .

of the options explored represent extreme measures. They kg meant tq

"show the lengths state education would hdve to go to reduce expenditures

tp the level of projected revenue. . As such, what follows should not be
taken as recommendations. & - :

. Second, these options take into account only economic. consideratién’s,'

with no thougitt of such possible affects as reduced learning outcomes or
reduced service to the commmity. Were.any of them to be contemplated < .
seriously, a careful study; involving perhaps smill pilot projects, '
would be warranted to make sure that negative affects d¥d not outweigh
positive. One issue which Florida citizens would need *to-deal with
would be whether they were willing for the sthools to focus only on

certain basic learnings without, in additian, serving as a primary :

-means of the custodial care of children and the means by which adolestents

and young adults are kept out of the labor market.

Third, any savings realized could be Used to lower expenditures at the
local level, at the state level, and, for post-secondary programs, at I

‘the individual level, or any combimation'of these three. The dicusssion

that follows relatgs all savings to state revenue expenditures for' ~
education, .assuming that other sources will be the same as they would

have been if the savings not beem realized. In addition all expenditures,
including savings, are in 1976 dollars, with no alldwance for inflation. .-

- . -
Curtailing Growth in Expenditures in the District School Systems

Seventy-one percent of the State expenditures for education is made to
sypport the district school programs. The massiveness of the program--
the number of students and teacgers and the amount of money involved--
makes exploring alternatives a(ij?o

U

“Teducing costs in the public.schools
crucial to any attempt to re

de state expenditures in generdl.,

Reducing expenditures for public schools can be made in three generél'»
ways: by increasing efficiency in 'the present program, by reducing
service, or. by using alternate delivery systems. Examples of increasing

. \/ !
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- efficiency would be to teach the same number of students W1th fewer
v teachers or to reduce the number of administrdtive persomnel in proportion -

to classroom' teachers. Shortenlng the school year, cutting'back on the -

hours each stullent spends in school abollshlng certain programs or .

grades, and limiting state fund1ng’%br non-basic, high cost programs,

are all examples of«reducing offerings. The sections that follow discuss ' ‘
> most of these examples and give comparative cost information for 1980-81 ) |

and 1985-86. Following this dlscu§§1on is a list of suggestlons for ' ‘ .

using alternate delivery systems. .

Increase Class Size.--During 1974-75 the average classmom student load |
was 24.6-for—grades K- 3, 26.0 for grades 4-10,.and 22.9 for grades-11-12. ST
Table V.1 gives the savings that would be ga1ned by increasing this . R |
class size by one or two students at each grade level. It shows, fbr v

' ‘example, that nearly $27 million would be saved in 1980-81 if the.class’’
' size at all levels of the,K-12 basic program were increased by one, gnd -

a nearly $52 million if the class size were increased by two. This would
- represent a savings to the State in 1985 of about $29 million and $56
K 4 . million, . .respectively, ‘or:from one o three percent of the general
- revenue contribution to education. .
Y ’ ’ o
\ . TABLE V.1 - -
| y - DISTRICT sOoLs  ° .
! . QOST SAVINGS POSSIBLE IF CLASS SIZES
' , WERE INCREASED WITHIN THE BASIC PROGRAMS!

(In billions. Projections in constant dollars: 1976=base year)

» . . _ — ‘ . . .

Alternative”  1980-81  1985-86 Alternative 1980-81  1985-86
WITJ\ ONE more _ - v With WO more ”
» 'student per . *  students per ‘' " '
- . class ' class
X-3 $ 7.6 $ 8.3 . X-3 $ 147 $15.9
4-9 - 12.0 12.3 o 4-9 23.1 23.6
10-12 . 7.2 7.9 10-12 13.8 16.0
N TOTAL | 26.8 28.3 TOTAL . 51.5 55.5
Total General Total General .
. Revenue-Needed . Revenue Needed -
for Educatlon sl 715, 3 31,909.0 for Educauon 31 715.3 31 909.0
A ‘ L
Percentagé Porccnt
Savings Possible  1.6% 1.5% savmgs= ss1b1e ﬁhﬁ

1
Basic programs mclude all courses. exclmxvo of those in the excepuonal

student and vocatmnal progrags.

Comments: Increaslng class’size 1s a complex undertaklng

should be kept in mind: ¢

1. The general public Zgﬁen thinks of small classes as syhonomous '
. However, research gives no such assurance

W%;h quality educati
t

at smaller classes mean better)|results.

a3 \ .25

If the State
contemplates using the means°to cut costs, the following considerations
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2." -An "average' indicates that some classes are alrgady larger “than* . 2
‘ the stated ratio; ‘some smaller classes are small s§mply because

of population density within the district or:school atea. Mandating Lo
. larger classes without some creative effort could mean that classes e R

L

"ﬂ,%’ that are already very large become even 'lagger:, and small classes °
. % remain the same size. o0 . ' S .
- 3. ;"Ihe"a\{erage of .22.9 for grades 11-12 is deceptive. Actually, basic . . X

" subjects suclr as language arts and social studies have averages: .~ *,
wat are closer to 30. It isWhe offering of many electives and

v uppe¥-level courses that make this average so 1ow, Greatly limiting p o
. the electives offered could alter. the character of ®he high“sthool ~
in all but’ schools with very large enrollments. . : S SRR
vm‘\\ ' ~ : - ' ; ' » o ’
' \; .‘ » . ’ \i (( ’ . ’: : ’ v I .
Ways of Achieving: ° +. .- . L ' , . e

’

1. "Maintain large class-feacher ratios; hire aides to make more
T individualization possibl€; and utilize volunteer adults.
2, - Combine large and small groyp instruction by means of team-taught
courses. . Z oY : ‘
3. At the secondary level, offer only those courses with a certain L
minimum registration, a minimum much higher than used ctirrently.
Problem: wide-ranging electives would be available only: in
) large high schools." . . ' :
- 4. Combine small classes across subjects or grades. Examples: ‘tombining
: grade .4 and S5, ®r typing I and Il.. ¢ , -
- 5. At the secondary level in larger districts, designdte different’
- . schools as centers in different subject areas. Problems: (1) the =

center-concept woul;l/r?uire transporting students; (2) the ";yping"" L—

. . of certain schools as #cademic, vocational, terminal, etc., may e
s < Dot be desirable; (

smaller districts would not be able 'to put
this' into effect. o ' :

¢ ‘« . ,

Half-Time Schedules.--Except for kindergarten, school has-traditionally
been regarded as a full-time 3ctivity. Despite this long-standing’ e e
practice, one option open to education if cutting costs is to be the
main consideration would be for the time each ‘'student spefids in school - -7 s
. t@ be cut back dra#tically. .Table V.2 gives the savings in teachers' e

salaries -that could be realized.from h(ﬁf-time schedules for all students.
"Half-time'" could mean hailf-day ‘p; a schedule whereby students attended = ”

_ 'school on alternate days, weeks, months, or semesters. Regardless of :
the-attendance pattern, teachers would be employed full time. .. .

-

[
-

% ; If half-time schedules were adopte\d for all K-12.students, while at the
same timé mhintaining-current class-size ratios, the state would need . .
approximatély 3,500 fewer classroom teachers than projected for 1985-865, °
resulting in a savings'of about $367\millién (1976 dollars).in salaries
aloné. The $367 million savings reépresents nedrly 20 percent of the "'
state géneral révenue needed for education.” - There could be additional ¢
savihgs realized in-other areas, such as salaries of other personnel, .

* materials and supplies, school const't}zﬁbn, and perhaps the lunch

L3




. : JABLE V. 2_ o
S «- DISTRICT SCHOOLS - .
COST  SAVINGS PQSSIBLE IN TEACHERS' SALARIES
IF SCHOOLS. CHANGE TO HALF:TIME PROGRAMS1
. (In'nillion;.’Coustant‘dollars; ‘1976:baso year)

N €

‘Grade . . 1980-81 A85-86
I 1‘.2 P E TN
' A . 26.0 - 27.9 -

Cy _ )
. 285.% 27.4 .
26.7 ‘ 28.6 ..

6.7, 2&7
28.7, " 30.8
28.6° 30.7
29.5 . 31.7
. 30.0 32.1
30.2 - 32.4

100 ' . : 28.3 . 30.4
11 27.7 29.7
12 : 21.1 22.6

TOTAL . : _$342.3. - $367.2
Totgl General” N \ .
Reveriue Needed - ’ L’

for Education . $1,715.3 - $1,909.0

Y

v

Percentage Sav- ° :
ings Possible ) 20% . 19%
‘}éll'x-lz programs.; including exceptional.
ome 25% of the kindergarten programs are .

currently half-day. The above amoungs repre--
sent what the district would save if fhe re-
maining 75% of the programs were to go to
half-day sessionsg o

.

""s-:\ — ‘q\’.

“ [ ‘».
3 - A a

‘program. These gther savings dre not included in Table'V.2. At-the

* same time, - some -of the savings might have to be used for additional ‘.
remediation. - - : A :

- . | ) ’ ‘ . -
An alteé®native would be to. put only certain grades on half sessions.
Assigning 3}1 kindergarteners-and first graders to hal¥ time would save
$42 millio?ﬁ\ﬁ})‘f-‘tiﬂ\e sessions for grades 10 through 12 would save °
nearly $83 milTdon. LT e . *
Comments; A half-time schedule would mean ¥t some things-now regarded
as” jmportant tq the educational program migh®*have t be left. Sut_of the
curriculum. Unless drastic,EhaJiges were made in instrictional methods,
such as expecting a large amount of practice of new material to. be done
outside of school hours, schools would probably have to limit the currfculum
to basic skills and certgin general education. sypjects regarded as . .-
essential. A half-time schedule would zlso mean that more reﬂ&:s_ibility ‘
would have to be assumed by parents and the commmity dn supervising and
providing worthwhile activities ‘for students who ytoday spenid most . of. .’

4

their time.in school. " e ) «
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Shorten School Year.--Florida schools by law are in session’a minimum of -
180 days, a period slightly longer than the 179.2 national average
Averages for the fifty states range from Alaska's 170.3 to Illinois'
182.1. (California and Oregon. both have a school year of 177 days.
There is no reason 'to believe that, if Florida adapted-a slightly -
shorter school year, students would learn significartly less,. espec1a11y
since many of them study in unairconditioned classrooms, even in the
heat of June and Septeémber. Table V.3 showg that for each day the
school year were shorteried, Florida wowld save about 0.3 percent of its !
state expenditures for educat1on -1f, for instance, the 1985-86 school
year were shortened by ome day, the state could save about $6 million;
-if four days, $24 million; and if ten days $60.million, or about 3
percent of the educational expendltures needed that year from general
revenue. ese savings are Computed from what could be saved from ~ °
salaries p d to personnet employed for the *school year only. Although.
schools could also save money spent for.operabions and for materials and -
‘ lies, the bulk of the potential saY-pgs would come from a reduction -
in salarres '

\

TABLE V.3 :
DISTRICT SCIOOLS’
COST SAVINGS POSSEBLE: IF
SCHOOL YEAR WERE SHORTENED . :
“ (In lulhoms Projections in constant dollars: 1976=base year),

-

Shorten year by. © : 1980-81 1985-86 -

ONE DAY . ., '$5.5 $ 6.0

Total gerieral revenue needed $1,715.3 | 31,969-0
for education . )

Percentage savings possible ) 1 .38 .33
$24.0
o

R

FOUR DAYS' . . e $22.0

Total genera} revenue needed $1,715.3 ‘$1,9n9.0
© for educatlon :

Pm‘z.entjL savings poss1b1e o L3 1.3%
TEN DAYS . T $s0.s, $60.0

Total general revenue needed $1,715.3 $1.909.0
$ for education -,

Percentage savings fhssible 2.9%

’

% - . . - . . .
Abolish Kindergarten and/or Twelfth Grade.--If the fimancial crisis
pictured throughout this paper .proves true, Florida's citizens may .
¢onclude that thirteen years.of fully supported public education is a.
luxury ‘the state can no longér afford. - Table V.4-shows what the ‘state
- cquld save.if kindergarten and twelfth grades were eliminated with local
effort kept the same. In':1985-86 some §38 million (2 percent of the
. money needed‘ for education from state revenue) would be saved if there..

.. were no state-3supportedskindergartens in Florida, and $52 million (2.7

percent) if public school. ended at the end, of the eleventh grade.* If,

both were e11m1nated the state could gﬁg;dbspendlng some $90 million.

7 Y




COST SAVINGS POSSIBLE IF - *°
KINDERGARTEN AND TWELFTH GRADE
L WERE ABOLISHED %
(In millions. Projections im constant dollars: 1976=base year)

Alternative » 380-81 1985-86
KINDERGARTEN -

Savings to'Statel $ 35,9 :

Total general revenue 16) . $ 3 Y
necded for education $1,715.3 $1,909.0

Percentage savings.possible (2,18 2.0%

savwg[[rm GRADE ) - .
ings to State 47.1 -51.
Total general, revenue ; 5L .
needed for education -7 $1,715.3 $1,9%9.0
_Percentage Savings oﬁfﬁe i | ]

TIncludes costs associated with t{ac}re s'. :
’ s
and materials 4nd supplies only. TS alarz‘eh.

-~ . . . . o ~

s . I3 . . R 1

Limit Funding of Non-Basic Programs.--Three-quarters of tjg additional
expenditures for public schools needed for the school yea 1985-86 is- -
projected to cover the- costs of gducating a larger school-age population.
The remaining quarter, however, will result mainly from éxpanding the |
exceptional: gtudent, vocational, and adult education programs’so they
can serve a larger proportion of the population. Table V.5 shows the
expenditures that cguld be avoided by keeping these programs as they

are, that is, by limiting special state funding of these program$ to the
same ratio tq the basic K-12 program as they were in 1974-%. If funding
for all threg programs were kept at present levels (allowing for growth
proportionate to that of the basic K-12 program), the state could save,
over $173 million in 1985-86; if only the exceptional student program' .
were expanded, the state could save about $110 million; 'and if both the
_ exceptional and adult programs-were permitted to-grow as projected, the- .

state would save about, $90 million. » <

Comments: Two of these programs--vocational{rid exceptional student--,
ge strongly influenced by federal legislation. For instance, states .
. a¥e currently being required to extend their prqgrams to cover exceptional -
‘students over a wider age span (preschool through age 21) and to thosé :
not formerly eligible, such ds the profoumdly retarded. This-would mean
that any attempt to limit the programs might well rum afoul of federal
legislation. On the other hand, if a1l three of these programs--exceptional,
. vocational, ‘and adult--are permitted to grow as projected, .apd all -
ing sources remain gs théy were in 1974-75, by 1985-86 expenditures .
.the basic K-12 pro. will have to be 16 percent Iess in real . +
lars than it was in ]1974-75, even the school-age population is

. \ B

projected to be 27 percent larger. ~ v

- ) .




: . \TABLEV.S * -
; Dt LS 4
COST SAVINGS POSSIBLE IF
FUNDING FOR NON-BASIC PROGRAMS IS LIMITED

40 SAE RATIC TO BASIC AS IN 1974-75
(In millions cohstant dollars: 1976xbase year) we

4

. 1980-81 1985-86

Savings.to Sta -$36.3 §:63.3

To}al general :%me -

- needed for education $1,715.3 $1,909.0
Percentage' savings .

ssxble ., 3.3 3.38

szgrllgs to State © $13.0 20,3
To general gyenue ‘.
ededsfor education $1,715.3 $1,909.0
Percentage savings - i
ssible .88 1.1%

Savings to State * s 648 . /%897
Total general revenue -

needed for education $1,715.3 $1,909,0
Percentage savings R 4

C 3.8t Wi

Savmgs to ctate . $133.8 $173.3°
Total general revenue ) )
needed for education ' $1,715.3 "7 $1,909.0
Percentage savings -

_possible . y 7.8% _ . 9.1%

B

Use Alternate Delivery Systems. The traditional picture of education is
that of a teacher standing before a classyoom of 30 or fewer students,
usmg the’ chalkboard and the textbook ‘as the chief tools for teaching a

* predetermined lesson. is may be neither the bést nor the most economical
way to teach’'or to lea Below are alternate means Florida could,
use to help citizens predete ed education‘goals.

.1. Combine redw“:ed schedules in the public schools with the .
use of other comtmity resources, such as the pub)g,lc library,
and the use of modern technology, such as educational
-television, ‘the computer, and individual teachmg learning .

" modules. ~

2. Do away with attendance requireflents and set up a_series of
exams-at different levels which would certify that those who

éassed them had mastered the basics, mastered certain subJect
or mastered- certaifi'skills, In cormection with these,’

. dlStI‘lCtS would,pro¥ide non-required classes, either open to all -
who attended or open only to-the disadvantaged. Incentives to
master certain skills could be provided by mklng procuring a
social security.card, getting-a job, receiving a driver's or °
martiage license, or reglstenng to yote; contingent on passing
certain of these exams. : a 1' .




-

Transfer some or all vocationa
chargmg institutio
4. Transfer the respons

.

.- -}8-

(pr1vate

<

to emplo

.

’

+» family, just as they now assume responsibility for teachmg the

" revenue in 1985-86.

spoken language and self help skills.- After certain minimum SklllS
have. been mastered, students could enter public schools for more
complex learnings. Probably spécial schools would have to-be -
estabhs}}ed for chlldren who qualified under Cert socmeconomic’
-criterial
5. Conversely, have the pubHc Schools responsible for teaching,

only-the basicaskills: All other learnings would be the -
, responsibility of the family, the commnity, employers, .and/or

- fee-charging institutions. Scholarships would be needed to ‘
provide for a limited number of students who were motivated:
to go beyond the basics but could not afford to do so.

¢z
q
Curtail Growth in E.xpendltures 1n the Communi ty Colleges and. State
. .Un1vers1t1es .

[

_ While the size of the pubhc colleges and university programs is- -Small

when compared' tp the public school program, there is also less agreement B
on how many students these programs shéuld serve. Cost information on
two alternatives for reducmg expenditures--limiting enrollment and
increasing student fees--is given below. Fodlowing the discussion of °~ ~
these two. alt.ernatlves $ther suggestlons are listed, but without cost
information. ) .
. . o .

Limit Enrollment --In the projections presented in section two, almost

' 79 percent of the additional expenditures for Florida higher education

needed ‘ for 1985-86 would provide for the expansion of, certain college-
level programs, enabling them to serve a higher proportion, of the popu-
lation. An additional 15.percent would give programszh‘fm

student. Table V.6 indicates what the state would save if commmity.
college and state universyty enrollments were ‘ca at the :1975-76

level, or were grow at no more than the growth rate of the
adult populati $200 million would be saved to the state if
enrollments j were limited to the 1975-76 level, without
the project 1tional. cost per student. This, amount represeats

almost one-tenth of the expenditures for education needed from state

If higher educatjon programs in Flprida were.

2
ers and/or fee- . .
fee- chargmg lic). t? m
ility for basit minimmm skill training to the

1

Te money per - A

permiffed to grow at the same rate assthe ‘adult population, the state

would 41.5 million at the projected expend1ture per student, ‘dnd
$82.5 mllﬁon at-the 1974=75 rate: These savings represent some two and
four percent, respectively, of the pro;ected amount needed from state

+ revenues.

bomnents If enrollments are capped at the 197S~76 level, this would
méan that a small proportion of the population would be attendmg college
than at present. The state would need to come up with ‘acceptable -policies

- for detemining .which students would be denied admission.

If the presenpt

, tren? dontinues toward making education thro

ugh the commmity college

the norm, even limiting growth to that of the adult population
would mean denying admission to.many md1v1duals

-
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. /"/ ' TABLE V.6 : .
. TY mumﬁm u\ﬁrvmsrrms' o
- ) SAVINZS. POSS!I-BLE 1 E\ROLDENTS
¥ n ’
) B . (In millions. Gonstads dollars: 1976=base. year)
. ' Alterpatives - 1980-81 1985-86 )
i g ) .
1975-76 LEVELS, WITH ° . .
NO ADDITIONAL EXPEN" b
.o . DITURES PER "SUDENT ’ e
s ‘ Savings to State ° . ‘ -
' Commmity Colleges - $ 72.3 $140.8 *
State Universities’ 36,9 §6.0 -~ . -
TOTAL - Wwz . .
" Total general revenue ' 1 .. L.
needed for education $1,715.3 _ - $1,909.0°
Percentage $avmgs . - g
sible’ 6.4% 10.3% .
GROWTH A »
d ‘s TO A RATE ND HIGHER THAN - .
’ . THE GROWTH OF THE ADULT ' . .

) POPUIATI L
- VAT PRIJECTED FTE RATES . vow
st Savings to State | -

Commamity Colleges $ 19.5 $ 36. 6
: State Universities - -.12.4 5.5
- "/7 m » "\ , , !I-g .
'lb’tal ral revenue . ‘.
for education $1,715.% r$1,909.0
ige- savings Co-
.l possible Lo 2.2% .
\. ) - --AT 1974-75 FTE RATES.
. . . Savings to State s \
. Commmity Colleges $ }2 $ 66.1 .
. - State Universities 0. 16.4-3 ' ) =
rwtﬁu' 1 rov  FOES ' ‘
0 revenue .

N . heedernfz:edpcatim f1, 71s 3 . $1,909.0 , .
SN Percentage savings ) :

. sible - 4.3%
%mm%ﬁmm D
- from staté revenues, not those from s t fees: /\

Increase Studmt;Oontnbuuon to E.xpenses.--(h the ayverage, the Flor1da
ty colleges charge tees that absprb slightly more than one-fifth
of thj total cost of operating. State university students finance about
;one fourth of the cost of the instructional pyograms. How much would °
“the state save,if students paid .a greater p rtion of their college
expenses? Table V.7 shows that the state could save almost 9 percent
($172.5 million) of its budget for education if student fees covered one
J/q.ha;lf of their expenses, and 17 perq.ent (5343 1lion) if they pa1d three
quarters. :

=&




TABLE V.7

¢ : COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND STATE UNIVERSITIES .
’ COST SAVINGS POSSIBLE.IF 3 ) e

~ PORTIONS STUDENTS PAID WERE INCREASED
+.. (In millions. Constant dollars: 1976sbase year)

. _ o= " Alternatives 1980-81  1985-86,

STUDENTS PAY ONE .
s« " HALF OF EXPENSES .o ’ s
Savings tq State 1 ' \ . . # -
Community Colleges \ §$86.9 $111.2
State Universities 55.6 . 61.3 1!
. TOTAL \ C§TITTT . STTTE
A, ) Total general revenue . . )
needed for education $1,715.3 $1,909.0
« Percentage savings .
possible ) - "9.0%
N\

. ENTS PAY THREE . .
URTHS OPF EXPENSES ;. .
avings to State . o

Community Colleges $158.2 $202.2 ‘ .

-, . ’ . Ssate Universities 128.; 140.8
) TOTAL $ e $373.0 .

- Total general revenue :

. . needed for education $1,715.3 $1,909.0 -~

. Percentage savings ‘ . -
possible ©16.7% -17.9%: :

v ¥
' T\_’_\ . .

. D N . -
Comment: An obvious problem would be how to keep public higher education
in Florida from becoming elitist. If federal scholarship programs are
expanded, the problem would be less acute. Otherwise, additional state
’ funding for student scholarships and loans would need to be subtracted
-' from the savings. Even with such .scholarship and loan assistance,
— however, if tuition were to be raised to these levels many capable )
- individuals ineligible for assistance would likely find college education
prohibitive. . : .

—
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' ' . L | APPENDIX A* °, SRR
. i . 4 - - ' FLORIDA PUBLIC EDUCATION - o
¢ . . ANALYSIS OF PROJECTED ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES NEEDED . . . ;
X . o : 1974-75, 1980-81, 1985-86 p :
(lxponditurn in millions. Constant dollers: 1976+100)
? “ L4 . > - " \
. , . . 4 I;Eun Increese - Increese
- N . from 1974  from 1980 - from 1974 .
, . to 1980 to 1985 . to 1985 -~ -
r PUBLIC SCHOOLS ’ ‘ ‘
- Amount of increese needed from ) ) A
Generel Revqnue $149.9 $ 99.1 $249.6 .
Increese es % of increese in : + .
- Generel Revenue oxpcnd!tuul b .
for wducetion 52% 51% 51%
‘ ~ \
- .-' i a — .
. ' !% Populetion growth ' , 70% 821 J14%
’ ¥ @} Expension of programs . . 30 18 - 26
g 3| wore § per student * 4 0 * .
R l‘ L] ¥ - . -" © -
. . L N\ P4 . - . ' ’
! COMMUNITY COLLEGES - -
%, Amount of increase needed from . "
Generel Revenue ", $ 62.8 $.56.7 $119.5
Increese es % of increase in ' . ,
Generel Revenue expenditures TN .
for educetion . . 222 . 29% 25% |
e . ) ¢ . R ‘
5 L Populetion growth ¢ 7% . 612 48% J
. ué Expansion of programs 40 s - 38 . |
3 More $ per student 13 11 14 *
e
' STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM : - . ,/\
- Amount of increase needed from N
nerel Revenue $ 72,5 $ 3.8 $107.3: " S .
Increase as 1 of irncrease in ro L o
. Censral Revenus expenditures . . .
for educetion ; 25% . 182 221 .
. . ! ) ¢
. - Populetion growth 607 \,/ 100% . 75% , v :
* - ¥ o| Bxpansion of programs 18 -* .8 ‘
4 3| More § per student 22 0 Y7
(] []
' _ ommm! , iy
. Amount of incresse needed from > e .
’ Generel Revenue & 4.6 $ 3.1 $ 1.7 .
. Increase’ as % of increase in . . . . y -
Generel Revenus expenditures ’ ,
’ L for education . . 1.6% 1.6% ' 1.6
: .
R . 8 Populetion growth . 7% 100% s 9% - 5
- g 3| Expension of programe 23 ¢ ] 6 -
. = . . ) . )
[] T 14 - - M
v, Amount of increese needed from . - .
! ‘ Gengrel Revenue . $289,8 $193.7 $483.3 . N
. Increese ps % of increase in’ . - )
. Generel Revenue expenditures
) ’ for “educetion 100% 100% + 100% . .
N 4 -
L : o © i . e s . . '
- gu Populetion growth i Y 79% 681 4
Expengion of programs 29 . 18 1] .
.o EE| More ar schdent 7 3 7 C
Q- ) 1lncludee rlorida School for the Deef and Blind, the D.pl{\tunt of Rducetion, .
sud ether stete aducation servicee’ ' ,‘. -

. ER]

. B *Less than ‘one vercent.
. < & .
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. : . APPENIARX B ™7 %

DISTRICT SCHOOL PROGRAMS -
ANALYSIS OF PROJECTED ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES NEEDED
1974-75, 1980+81, 1985-86 ~

Q N

T

35

: * (Expenditures .in mfilions. Constant dollars: 1976=100) .
Lot ; B . 4; Increase Increase Increase )
* from 1974 , frém 1980 . from 1974
‘ . to 1980 to 1985 to 1985 ;
S K-12 BASIG -
a Totsl amount of increase nee¢ded! $116.6 $112,3 $228.9 - -
Increase as % of increase needed ) . . .
; fox}Dfltrict Schools . Y 3 632 - 52% -
opulation growth o ~ 100% " 96%. 100%
ansion of program - 0- -5 0
per student ;e ! 0 0 0
i i
R ‘ N - B ]
Lo ’ EXCEPTIONAL STUDENT ¢ . . - -
, Totsl amount of increase needed $ 65.9 $ 16,2 § 82,1
Increase as % of increase neaded - v = .
0 for District Schools 25% 9 191
* : . i . "‘ -
Y v . . “ .
) . & S| Population growth 36% 80% - 41z . "
¥ o| Expansiod of program ° . 64 - 20 59 N .
g 3| More $ per student P | 0 - 0
. =1 R . N - -
. J ' . R ’ /
VOCATIONAL
- . Tatal amount of increase needed $ 65.9 $ 40,6 $105,4
- ° Increase as % of incresse %needed :
| . for m-:nc: Scheols 25% - 23% 2%
5 ’ : — "
; . :-: 9| Population growth Ta 58%. 47% 52%
’ . : 8 o/ Expansion of progr 42 53 6:[ e ,
| g 3| More § pexistudent . o 0
L4 — N -
- - , ’ ;
. . “-ADULT EDUCATION
) Total gmount ‘of increase needed * $ 14.8 $ 9.0 $ 23,9 B
! Increase as % of increase needed . ' .
i for Distritt Schools ’ 6% -3 5% , -
L & .
. DT —— ) — -
% O Populstion growth 4% 697 40%
- ¥ of Expansion of program 65 31 58 . ¢
' ’ g 8| More § per student ' 1 0 4
i
¢ - TOT&L . g
Totﬂ. smount of increase neaded / $263.3 $178.2 $440,3 .
Increase as % of increase needed . -
, for District s:hooll - 100% 1007 1002
@ o Population gr‘ ©70% } 823 6% .
* ;. ) Expsnsion of pdogram . 3 18 .
- vy Hore $ per 'student * 'y 0 *
' 'g <) H ¥
- IAll expenditures included in thil figure are for total upon‘iturcl from
\ sll sources, mot just t.ﬂo-e frou General Revenua, ) .
N "#Less than one percent, .
e,
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“ APPENDIX C
P COMMUNITY COILECE PROGRAMS
M\A‘.YS IS OF PROJECTED ADDITIONAL EXPEXDITURES NEEDED
. 1974-75, 1980-81, 1985-8
f ' (Expenditurel in milllonl. COnatant dollars: 1976-100)
* . - Incraase Increass Increase
! L @ from 1974 from 1980 from 1974
. to 1980 » to 19857 to 1985
UNLIVERSITY PARALLEL » ,
; Total amount of increase neededl $ 51.1 $ 53.9 . _ $105.0
. Incresse as % of increase needed .
for Community Colleges 58% 687% -63%
; v - . o
o ES Population growth ’ 51% . LA ] 43%
' & o] Expansion of program , 34 o, 35, 36
§-8 More $ per student 2] 16 . -21
> —ppp—— .
: OCCUPATIONAL .
- Total smount of iflerease needed $ 29.3 § 18.4 $ &7.7
Incresae as % of increase needed .
for Community Colleges Kk} I ‘23% 9%,
. [ ° * 1 . .
5 & Population growth © 48% 84% 6% |
 o| Expansion of program 52 16 & v
Ev ¢ $ per student . . 0 e 0 0
DEVELOPMENTA . * -
Total emount of iglraasse needed - $ 6.7 $ 5.5 $ 12,2
Increpse as % ase neaded .
for Community Coldeges 8‘5 b3 - -
» : .
@ O Population growth - 43% . 100% 46%
° Expansion of progeam * k1] 0 41
. -~ te $ per student 18 - (1] 13
» i 13
CITIZENSHIP ,
Total amount of increase neaded $ 7 ’ $ 1.4 $ 2.1
Incresse as % of increass needed -
for Commnity Colleges 1% 2% 12
. . - 4 ’ L
2
2 9] Population growth 1062 60% 831
¢ o[ EXPansion of programs . 4 36 - .26
g 2f More § per student? -10% 8 L
. L ﬁ_, - D , .
TOTAL . .
Total amount of increase tieeded $ 87,8 $ 79.2 $167.0
A Incresse as % of increase naeded .. -
for Communfty Colleges 1002 ° 100% 100%
.. . . L
‘s S| Populetion grovth 47% 61% , . 48
—— ¥ | Expansion of program 40 28 38
. ¢ 3| More $ per atudent 13 = 11 14
-t .
! . IAll figlres included im this table are for total expemditures'from all sources,
) not_just’ thosa from Genersl Revenue, .
P Ths projected expendituras per student for 1980 are lass than those sor 1974;
tharefore, this line shows a negative parcentage. ' , .
. ¢
!

“ERIC | ~ -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
N -
.




4

O

ERIC

.

PAruitext provided oy enic [

-34-
< = )
» 14
+ - ) ’ '
t ’ ~
\ 3 ~ = ’
[ : - . -, R
. . APPENDIX D ' r
* * ’ STATR UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
, ; AMLYSIS OF PROJECTED ADBITIONAL EXP!IDITUR!S, NEEDED-
/. . 1974-75, 1980-81, 1985-86
(Expondﬂmru in ulllou. Constant dollars: 1976=100) - :
(Y ! ’ " y
’ Iacrease Increase < Increase
. . from'1974 frowm 1980 from 1974
‘ . . to 1980 to 1985 to 1985 .
BOR ADMINISTERED FUNDS coe
Amount of increase needed from . ;
* General Revenue ~ s $ 2,0 $ 1.2 $ 3.1
Increase as % of increase in , .
- General Revenue cxpendi.turu v
. for }utesumverlity System 3% K} 3 3%
8 n;suncn/sznvzcz CLT
Amount of increase needed fron
- General Revenus $ 19,2 . $ 14,7 $ 33.9
Increase as % of increaee in .
, General Revenue expenditures : . M '
. _for State Uniyergity System 26% 42% / 32%
Y . \ \
INSTRUCTION ’
Amount of increase needed from - »
s General Revenue $ 51.3 $ 19.0 $ 70.3 °
‘Idcrease as % of i.ncreue in .
. General Revenue- expenditures . , hd
for State University System . % )41 66%
- c'
TOTAL N
, ‘Amount of increase nseded from .
General Revenue : $ 72,5 $§34.9 $107.3 e -
- Incresse as % of increase in - . i .
General,Revenue expenditures - *
for State Universily Systea ‘ 100% ., - 100% 1002
' = ~ 4
‘ a
v * .! ¢ «
> / . \
- . 3 . \ * ‘\ "
' N ! -
. - ' \ = .
) . .
. . . . . .
/ ' /-/.._Q - '
¢
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. APPENDIX € -
STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM ~ .
INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS ..
1974-75, 1980-81, 1985-86
/(Expenditures/}n millions. Constant dolla.n: 1976=100) .
’ - 3 S .
Increase Increase . Increase !
. . from 1974 from 1980 from 1974 o,
. - . to 1980 +  * o 1985 to 1985 :
. LOWER LEVEL UNDERGRADUATE .
Amount of increase needed from . p .
Ceneral Revenue . $ 7.8 0 i 7.8
Increase as % of increase in | .
. General Revenue expenditures p
for State University System 11% 0 ;1%
v . =N ' C >
2 3| Ppopulation growth “ . 53% 0 . 62%
Y o Expansion of program 12 0 0
2 3| More $ per student - 35 , 0 33
- . s N - .
L3 x ,
UPPER LEVEL UNDERGRADUATE .
Amount of increase needed from
General Revenue * +  $ 31,6 $ 116 $ 43.2
Increase as 7 of increase in . .
General Revenue exp&nditures. R .
for State University System : 447% . 33% 407 -
< = .
0 .
8 5| Population growth T 427 100% ° 61%
£ o| Expansion of rogram k) 0 .16
E-g More $-par student . 27 - 0 ;23
GRADUATE . 7
Anfount of incresse needed from - ’
General Revenue . § 4.8 § 6.1 $ 10.9
Increase as % of incréase in .
General Revenue expenditures - ¢ -
for State University System’ }1 17% 10%
[ ’ 7- /
% 9 Population growth - 56% 100% 69% .
& o| Expansion of program . ) 0 0 9 * -
v 23 tt.
gd ﬁo;e‘$ pfr student ’ el @ [ 0 31
- ' » —“* ';n « ¢ .
PROFESSIONAL UNITS! ,
Amount of increase needed from
Géneral Revenue $ 7.0 $ 1.5 $ 8.5
Increase as % of increase in X "
General Revenue expenditures .
. for State University System 102 5% 8%
.8 - '
S 8| Population growth / . 26% 10? 41%
$ o/ Expansion of program ) 48 32 1 -
2 8| More $ per student -7 . 26 -19 21" =
-
"ALL INSTRUCTION ) ) PR :
. Amount of increase needed from . :
General Revenue . $ 51.3 $ 15.07 $ 70.3 .
Ji¥%ase as % of increase in
General Revenue expenditures -
for State University System - 7% s4% 66%
- 4 ‘ -
* 2] Population growth 4% 100% 61%
s .
% ol Expansion of program 25 - 0 13
E‘U More § per studeat 31 0 26 -
— . —_ ol -
1

’ lc\fekn to heslth, medical, and agricultural units.
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