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TYING RESOURCES TO RESULTS -
Integrating the Resource Allocation Process into
Planning & Management in a Public Tow-Year College

by

Jokn A. Bers
. Director of Planning & Research
Gadsden State Junior College

PROBLEM DEFINITION

As with other administrative processes forged and tempered in the

ffre of reality, the budgetary process at Gadsden State has had an innate
wisdon: to it, serving the coilege well in an important period of its
deve]bpment. In its first ten years of existence (1965-75), as enrollment
mushroomed from 750 in 1665 to a peak FTE enrollment of 4,570 in the spring
quarter of 1974-75, each budget submitted by the college was balanced and
approved by the State Board of Education without amendment; resources were
applied where they were needad; and in fact, the coliege was abie to save
up a 1ittle each year for the future.

| In those heady years budgeting was a rather mechanical process, more'

an ex post facto affirmation of decisions made earlier than a critical

decision-making process in itself. Even where funds available fell some-
what short of all needs, across-the-board cuts proved a reasonab]y'equitable
budget balancing technique and did not really cripple any program's effective-
ness. '

Times, of course, have changed. Enrollment has come down from its

peak of 4,570 FTE to 3,677 FTE in the Fall of 1977. 1In each of the past
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two years, the college has had to dip deeply into the reserves ft had
worked so long to build up just to make ends meet. By the end of the
1977-78 academic year the reserves will be about depleted, and yet the
co]Tege still finds itself saddled with most of the staff and other cost
commitments it had when the enro Iment was at its peak. Reasons for the
enrollment decline are simple enough to identify: the apparent saturation
of the local nigh school graduate marxet, the leveling of the number of
high school graduates, the drastic c. __z2ck in veterans' educational bene-
fits for those discharged ten or more years earlier, and a more restrictive
application of state appropriation guidelines for continuing education pro-
grams. And while it is true that state appfopriations and student tuition
have risen dramatically in the past four years (a 60% increase per FTE
student), mandated salary increases and the cost of goods and services
purchased by the college have near'y offset these gains. In the prasent
environment of scarcity, the device of balancing the budget through across-
the-board cuts in existing cost centers or Simply not funding new programs
may not be possible without crippling the effectiveness of essential pro-
grams and services. Now, for the first time, the budgetary process would
have to include a tough-minded analysis of prioriiies.

Finding ways to balance the budget without crippling the institutien
was only the most easily recognized and immediate problem caused by the
diminishing resource base. Surveys and extensive interviews with the
Business Manager, deans, and selected division chairpersons revealed that
several other problems which had existed all along were aggravated by the
reduction in financial resources.

The first of these might be called “hardening of the commitments."

The budgetary process of the previous ten years was incremental: a program
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administrator would begin building his proposed budget from whatever his
current budget was. Incremental budgeting saved labor because the budget
manager, as well as those who reviewed and approved his Budget, needed to
concern themselves only with departures from current spending patterns.
Incremental budgeting is in a sense budgeting by exception. The problem
with such a process-in an environment~of scarcity is that it tends to re-~
inforce or extend the status quo and thereby dry up the funds available
for new programs or opportunities that may be in the long-run interest‘of
the college. The perceived necessity to "cover" every existing program
first, to take care of the existing payroll, puts an unsustainable burden
of justification on the proposer of a new program, even though the new
program might in fact be more justifiable than certain existing programs.
It can in fact be argued that when the current markets are declining, more
rather than fewer resources should be committed to research into new needs
and the development of new strategies for meeting them. And so just as
the college was beginning to experience declines in traditional enrollment
sectors, its budgetary process was impeding the search for new markets and
the adaptation of its programs, practices, and people to serving them.

A second problem that was being aggravated as the resource base con-
tracted was,-who is responsible fdr allocating resources among programs and
within programs. When the college was smaller and simpler and resources
were not highly restricted, it was possib]e.for the President, the Business
Manager, and few key administrators to make informed budgetary decisions for
each program. As the college grew larger and more comp]ex, the President
and key administrators found that they could no longer understand the détaiT
of each program and therefore came to rely upon division chairmen, program

coordinators, and other lower level administrators. But the practice of
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going up through channels to justify each request for personnel, equipment,
and other major expenditures persisted. As long as sufficient resources
were available, this process of justifying each specific request was merely
uncomfortable. But by 1976 when the problem had becomé one of where to cut
back, the question of who does the cutting--the person closest to the action
or one who is further removed--had become critical.

A third problem aggravated by a diminishing resource base was the un-
certainty both about the level of future income and the costs of new programs
and projects. When resources were relatively plentiful, the college could
enter into new programs without great concern about whether their costs
could be paid out of the college's revenues. But when resourcas are scarce,
great precision is required in anticipating both costs and income before
commitments can be made. Even though Gadsden State is publicly supported,
there are immense uncertainties surrounding the level of support which it
can expect. About 20% of the college's income is from tuition, which is
based upon future enrdl]ment, itself difficult to predict due to the college's
open-door policy. The remainingy 80% of the college's income is by appro-
priation from the State of Alabama, and this approbriation depends upon,
among other things, the financial condition of the state's educational trust
fdnd, the size of the annual legislative appropriation to the junior college
system, the formula by which the junior colleye funds are distributed to
individual junijor co]]eges,'the total enroliment in the Alabama junior college
system, and the proportion of all junior college students attending Gadsden
State. At best the college knows what its appropriation will be for the
next year at the beginning of that year. There are no assurances about

appropriations beyond one year.
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The uncertainties surrounding the costs of programs and projects which
the college may want to put into place are almost as great. While there is
a state-wide salary schedule thch helps the college to calculate faculty
salary costs, when the co{}ége is planning non-traditional programs involving
new combinations of services from various departments of the college, the
college can only guess at the full human and physical costs which these new
programs will entail.

The uncertainties about future revenues and future zosts tended to place
a premium on short-run commitments. Month-to-month or year-to-year leases
came to be favored over purchases; part-time instructors, who are employed
for a quarter at a time, were favored over full-timers. The luxury of having
~these sorts of short-term commitments sometimes came at a considerable price.
But the most serious consequence of uncertainty about resources and resource
requirements is the impediment it puts in the way of long-range program plan-
ning. Without reasonable assurance of a steady, reliable flow of income, the
college became reluctant to launch new programs, with their often heavy
start-up costs and delayed returns, preferring instead programs with more
immediate returns and fewer risks. |

Fourth, the diminishing resource base raised questions about program
efficiency and exposed important disincentives for efficiency in the existing
budgetary process. Specifically, an incremental budetary process, where
next year's budget is mainly determined by the level of this year's budget,
tends to perpetuate the inefficient program. The fairly ex - qb]e-across-
the-board cut of budget requests unfairly penalizes the con.2- <*ive budgeter
- while encouraging the budget padder. At the end of the year, unencumberéd
funds in any program budget revert to.the general fund for reallocation to

the following year's budget. The prospect of this reversion penalizes the
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budget manager who has conserved his resources in two ways: by taking
away money he has saved and by giving him a Tower current year base as a
starting point for defending next year's budget request. The traditionall
one-year time horizon of the budget cycle also encourages funding of pro-
grams that appear(favorable in the short-run but whose more burdensome
long-run costs are hidden while discouraging funding of programs with high

start-up costs but greater benefits in the long-run.

At the same time its resources began to level off, Gadsden State had
completed the design of a formal institutional planning system with the
support of Title III Advanced Institutional Developmental funds and was
proceeding to install the new system. The planning system lacked a crucial
element, however, the whole process of allocating resources to programs.
The college's Committee on Institutional Planning (CIP), appointed by the
President to provide oversight and guidance to the planning process, recdg-
nized that the rggl_planning decisions were being made, deliberately or by
accident, at the time resources were allocated. Unless the budgetary pro-
cess could be tied to the planning system, the planning system would be
eventually disregarded. The Committee also recognized that the budgetary
process that had served the college well during its ten years of steady
growth was already strafned ¢ 1 would probably soon break down as the
resource base grew increasingly tight. Accordingiy, in the Fall of 1876
the CIP appointed a taskforce to thoroughly review the existing budgetary
pfocess, to study aiternative processes in successful operation elsewhere,
and to develop and recommend to the CIP a new budgetary process that would
be integrated into the planning system and could be put into effect in

time to use in formulating the fiscal year 1978 budget.
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In its review of the existing budgetary process the task%orce found
that surely, replacing the existing budgetary process with a new one was
not in and of itself the answer to the whole range of problems created by
the financial contraction. But, the taskforce believed that it was
reasonable to expect that a new budgetary process for Gadsden State would

help the college achieve the following objectives:



OBJECTIVES

1. The budgetary process should provide an orderly procedure

by which the coilege can apply the resources necessary to
optimize achievement of 1ts central educational mission
and high joriti ; duced resource bhase

1ghest priorities despite the reduced resource base.

Thus, under the new budgetary process, the administrators of all pro-
grams, both existing and newly proposed, should be given the opportunity to
compete for scarce resources by demonstrating how their program will ad-
vance the college toward the achievems-- f jts central objectives. In
so doing, the process would be expected to reward those who conserve resources
and control their costs rather than the squeaky wheels and big spenders. It
" would be highly desirable as well if all relevant parties--administrators,
faculty, staff, students, and community--had an opportunity to piay a mean-
ingful role in determining the allocation of resources.

2. The process should give program manacers at all levels the
authority and responsiEiﬁity to allocate the full range of

resources available to them so as to optimize results.

In effect, the budgetary process should put the program manager "in
business for himself." It should give him an oppovtunity to "earn” money
for his program by producing credit hours or other uni=s of output, to keep
the money he can save by cutting costs in one area so that he can reallocate
it to another where it is needed more. Given a fixed total budget for his
program, sure}y the program manager is in a better position than, say, the
President or Business Manager to make the sensitive trade-offs between
class size, faculty workload, hiring a part-time instructor versus a full-
time instructor, hiring one with a doctorate versus one with a masters,

" purchasing some new equipment, or retaining funds to meet an anticipated

need next year. The process should untie as many constraints as possible

from the program manager’'s authority to allocate resources as he sees fit.




3. The budgetary process should include both a revenue pro-
jection model and a costing procedure which will enable
the college to accurately determine the resource require-
ments of programs and projects before a commitment 1S made

to them.

Such a procedure would reduce the risks entailed in making major long-
range commitments to programs or perscnnel. If, for example, a program
manager could accurately project the resource requirements of a new program
or project over, say, a five-year period rather than the traditional one-
year period, the college may find that a program that appears overly costly
or risky to start up or to maintain for just one year is actually a more
productive long-range investment than the program that appears to be a

bargain over the shorter run.
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The taskforce analyzed three alternative approaches to ‘ncremental
budgeting with respect to their efficiency in achieving the pfoject objec-
tives: outcome-oriented budgeting, formula budgeting, and cost analysis.

The advantages and disadvantages identified in each approach are summarized -

below.

OQutcome-CQriented Budgetfng

In outcome-oriented budgeting approaches, whether Planning-Programming
Budgeting Systems (PPBS), Zero-based budgeting or some other variant, re-
source requirements are determined by establishing goals and oﬁjectives,
generating and costing out alternatives for achieving them, and then select-
ing the alternative that maximizes the attainment of the objectivestwhile
minimizing cost. In one of the most compelling arguments for outcome-
oriented budgeting, Dalé McConkey likens resource ailocation in the public
sector to portfolio management. He views top management as an investor in
a portfolio of businesses who seeks to maximize his return cn investment

(McConkey, 1974). He advocates that top management establish competition

for its resources by demanding that each program administrator demonstrate
how he will use the resources he is requesting to help achieve corporate
objeétives.

Qutcome-oriented budgeting, in t@eory af Teast, solves the problem of
Jhardening of the commitments" by calling into question every commitment,
placing existing programs at exactly the same advantage or disadvantage as
newly proposed ones in the competition for res&urces. Such competition is

not without its costs, however. Organizations have been known to go to

great Tengths to avoid the bloody internal batties for scarce resources
Q - .
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that sometimes produce lasting battle scars. Secondly,'éome conmitments,
such as salary and fringe benefits for tenured staff, are not so easy for
the institution to extricate itself from. Even when an institution decides
to cut off a program completely, substantial costs may continue to accrue
(Dressel, 1976, p. 21).

Gutcome-oriented budgeting also takes on the problem of organizational
size and complexity by forcing the program administrator to translate the
| internal complexity of hié operation into a common language of costs and
benefits that can be understood by those responsible for allocating resources.
In the field of education, however, this is very difficult to achieve. As
with many of the hﬁhan services, it is difficult unambigiously to relate
resource inputs to ciiént outcomes. A relationship has yet to be estabiished,
for examble, between faculty workload and the amount of student ]eérning
taking p1ace: As well, there remains considerable disagreement about how
to measure educational outcomes or even about which educational outcomes are
being sought. |

~ Outcome-oriented budgeting increases incentives for efficiepcy by stres-
sing the generation of alternative program strategies and comparing their
costs and benefits and by creating competition for resources. On the other
hand, some forms of outcome-oriented budgéting, particularly zero-based
budgeting, probably increase the uncertainty about rasources available, par:
ticularly if they are carried out every year. Having to justify his program
from the ground up each year can have the effect of reducing the willingness
of the program administrator to make long-range commitments, producing the
‘ironic result of reducing productivity in.tﬁe Tong run. This uncertainty

can be reduced substantially using one variation of zero-based budgeting
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ir which each manager is asked to prepare, say, three budgets, a minima]_
budget, a maintenance budget, and an expansion budget (Harvey, 1978).
Finally, outcome-oriented budgeting maximizes the potential for educa-
tional accountability by using results produced as a basis for aliocating
resources. But even apart from the problems of defining educational results,
the accountability aspect of outcome-oriented budgeting comes up against
some hard political realities. Since in the Southern Region community
college resources are almost universally allocated at the state level by
formula, all the doéumehtation of positive educational outcomes in the
world won't increase an institution's allocaticn. And it could actually
be financially counterproductiyg to maintain an outcome-oriented resource

allocation system Qithiﬁ the institution when state funds are allocated, for

example, on the basis of credit hours produced.

Formula Budgeting.

Formula budgeting, used today or about to be used;by every state in
the Southern Region for allocating resources among public two-year colleges,
reduces and contains, but never entirzly eliminates, political judgments from
funding decisions by relying upon a formula based on enrollments and some-~
times other quantifiable factors. An important attribute of formula budget-
ing is that it generé11y relies upon actual funding levels in a well-defined
base period in order to establish funding levels for future time periods oE
for simiiar institutions. Because it relies upon actual, and preSumab]y
relevant historical experience, formula budgeting provides some assurance
of an "adequate" level of_funding to the institution or program. It is
hard for a program administrator, a president, or a politician to argue
against a funding level that was sufficient in some commonly accepted similar

=itvation elsewhere. -
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One of the.foremost advantages of formula funding is the opportunity
it affords the pkogram aaminiétrator to allocaté resources within his pro-
gram as he sees fit. The program administrator could survive with his
budget allocation by complying with all the assumptions built intc the for-
mula or by attempting to replicate the conditions prevailing in the base
period. On the other hand, he has the freedom of action to depart from
these"assumptions or base pericd conditions provided only thizt he stays
within his total budget.

Another majgr advantage of formula funding is that, provided the bud-
get year is reasonably similar to the base period from which_the formula
was derived, formula “unding minimizes uncertainty about futuré resourcés'
available by reﬁucing the necessary calculations to a very small number
of variables such as enrollment. Thus, formula funding can permit a more
predictable planning environment in which decisions can be made and fesources
commi ttad with,éome degreg of assurance that the resources avaiiable wiii be
adequate to carry them out. On the other hand, formula funding loses much
of its usefulness when the program at hand is a new one with no precedent to
use as a basis for projecting costs. And formula fuhding, 1ike incrementa;
budgeting, breaks down when large departures in eqro]]ment or resourcas
are encountered, since it relies upon data from a "base period" that roe-
sumably resembles the budget year at hand. |

A well constructed enro]]meﬁt driven formula, unlike an incremental
model, does not reward inefficiency or padding. However, unlike cutcome-
oriented budgeting, for&u]a funding does little to reward éfficiency, since
the same amount i§ a]]bcated for a given enrcliment level regardless of
either the efficiency with which it is applied or the desirability of the
‘results obtained. Both formula and incremental budgetingvemphasize spending

the money made available rather than optimizing results.
Q . . -
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With respect to accountability formula funding is “zero-based" in the
sense that allocations are proportional to, say, enrollment or credit hour
production; as enrollment gces up or does so d6 resources.Buf credit hour
production is a better measure of work performed than educational results
produced, so that formula funding does not directly reﬁard the production
of educational outcomes. Still, a formula approach can be made compatible
with state-wide allocation formulas (since botr are enrollment-driven) so
that the factors that drive piogram allocations will not be working at
cross-purposes with those that drive institutional allocations, as could

be the case with ou:come-oriented budgeting.

-~

Cost Analysis

‘None of the three approaches discussed so far directly answers the
question, what should a program cost, or what should be ailocated to it.
In both formula and incremental budgeting, the point of reference for what
a program should cost is whatever.it did cost, either in the base period
(formula budgeting) or last year (incremental budgeting). Proponents of
outcome-oriented budgeting advocate that programs be costed out from scratch,
but stop short of ihdicating how this is to be accomplished. Top management
may end up relying upon the judgment of tne program administrator who pre-
pares the tudget\requést.‘ For these reasbns, many authorities have advocated
various forms of cost analysis, the breaking down of programs into components
to which an agreed-upon cost can be attached. These cost analysis models
nave sometimes becomé highly complex, requiring sophisticated data bﬁses and
computef hardware and software. Montgomery caustica]ly'critfcizes cost .
analysis as costing more in effort and paperwork than it saves (Montgomery,

1977). In principle, however, cost analysis car help administrators zero

Y 1.,.'
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in on costs reTativé]y quickly, thus limiting the rancorous debate and

the influence of pclitical factors that may plague both incremental and
outcome-oriented budgetary processes. In Dressel's view (Dressel, 1976),
using cost.analysis in constructing a formula-driven budgeting process
yields about the best of possible worlds, given the present Timited state-

of-the-art in educational cost-benefit analysis.
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METHODOLOGY

It was clear to the taskforce that all four approaches to budgeting--
the incremental process (currently in use), outcome~oriented budgeting,
formula bﬁdgeting, and cost ahé1ysis--have their Timitations as well as
strengths. The taskforce's intention in the Fall of 1976 was to incorporate

" the best of each appreoach into the new resource allocation process. The
new process was'written up as a policy statement {(cf. Appendix 1), and then
circulated throughout the adm1n1stratlon for review and revisions before
being submitted to the Committee on Inst1tut1ona] Planning and in turn to
the President for final approval. The policy closely paraileled the five-
stage budget'model proposed by Dale McConkey {McConkey, 1974,.pp. 45-50):

1. Formulation of institutiomal pizaning and budceting guidelines

2. Preparction of pragram p]éns and budget;

3. Review, consol1dau1on, and approval of program plans and
budgets .

4. Implementation of program plans
Each of these steps is described in greater detail below as well as in the

policy statement.

Step 1: Formulation of institutionai Planning. and Budgeting Guidelines

The college had already gone through the prccess of identifying key
vnvironmental developments and assumptiohs and formulating institutioral
goals, objectives, perférmance indicators, and priorities during the imple-
mentation of its pjanning gyStem. This jpformatioh became the core 6f the
planning and budgeting'guideiines. This core was”suppiemented with enroll-
ment proaect.ons, revenueé projections, 1nf‘at1on projections, and budget

targe,s, all proaected over a f1ve-year p]anr1ng horizon.

13
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--Enroliment Objectives: 1In projecting long-term enroliment trends, the
college used Carnegie Council Forecast #3 for public two-year colleges after
confirming that the Carnegie assumptions about nation-wide enrollment trends
also applied to the college‘s service area (cf. Appendix 2a).

--Revenue Projections: Tuition, state appropriations, and other sources of
revenue were projected for tne five-year planning period based upon the
enrollment projections and upon the assumption thet the pattern of distribu-
iion of state funds would remain constant (cf. Appendices 2a and 2b).
--Inflation Projections: To project the rate of inflation over the five-
year planning horizon the college used data from the HEW document, Higher
Educational Prices and Price Indexes (Halstead, 1975, 1976, 1977). The

annual raie of 1nf1at1on for the five-year planning per1od was assumed to
be equal to .the most recent five-year historical‘average inflation rate,
with seﬁarate rates projected for salary costs, utility costs, and other
non-salary costs. ' _' |
-4Budget Targets: There was considerable’debate over the advisabi]ity.of
assigningbudget targets for any program. While the budget policy itself
was deliberately non-committal on this point, the Budget Review-Committee
(discussed below) decided to establish budget targets for each of the col-
lege's five major program areas. In this re;pecf the'c011egé devarted froﬁ
McConkey's recommendation that'no initial budgef‘targets be established and
that every program compete for all of the funds available. In setting
these budgets targets, t)e college was acknowiedging in advanre that ‘what-
ever it did in the future, it would continue to need an Jnstruct1onal pro-

gram, a library, a division of student services, a business office, and

administrative and support services. The budget targets for these areas
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were established by using the same proportional zilocation that these areas

had received in the past. The reascnableness of these proportions was con-
firmed by noting that they fell well within the interquarti?e‘range recommended
by the Southern Associatfon,of Colleges and Schools (Southern Association,

1977} (cf. Appendices 2c, 2d, and 2c).

Step 2: Preparation of Progrzm Plans and Budgets

As a part‘of the college's planning_system, each administrator had
already formulated goals, five-year objectives, performance indicétors, and
priorities for his program withjn the framework of the institutional planning
guidelines, and had propcsed.new programs and projectsrneeded to achieve his
goals and objectives. In keeping +ith the widely accepted proposition tﬁat
planning should preceda budgeting, the bﬁdget policy called for each admin-

'istrator to 'build his budget requests afound the plans he had formulated.

" Step 3: Review, Consolidation, and Approval of Program Plans and Budgets

The policy anticipated that,'as in any healthy crganization with 1imited
rasources, the funds available will fa]] short of the budget requirements of
aT] worthy programs and projects. Therefore, the policy established a review
mechanism in wrrch each dean was given the authority and respon51b111ty to
conso]1date program plans and budgets and to set priorities among them in
order to insure that the overall budget for his area would fall within his
budget target. Tb handie priority areas and new ventures that indivfdua1

 deans could not afford to support, the policy set aside a venture fund
aqunting to 5% of each year's anticibated revenues for which administrators
cou]& compete. The venture fund preserves the concept of compet1t1on for
resources and preserves ‘the incentive for program administrators to reSpond

tp new needs and pf1or1t1es above and beyond their normal operations even

2]
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in times of financial contraction. To recommend allocations from the
venture fund, the policy established a Priorities Advisory Comm1ttee
cons1st1ng of administrators and representatives elected by the faculty.
This committee provides a vehicle for the facuity to participate in over-
all decisions about resource allocation. Consolidated budgets along with
recommended priorities are submitted to the President and then through

proper channels to the State Board of Education for final approval.

Step 4: Implementation of. Program Plans

Once their plans and budgets are approved, the policy gives program
administrators the authority and responsibi]ity to deploy the resources
allocated to them to achieve brogram objectiVes. To provide an incentive
for efficiency and conservationtof resources, program administrators may

i carry forward°unexpenQEd balances to the following year if justified.
The policy calls for the monitoring of progress toward objectives on a
regular basis, and the business office provides each cost center a monthly
budget controi report. If unant1c1pated problems, needs, opportunities,
or other developments occur-dur1ng the yea", the policy calls for the
Priorities Advisory Committee to be reconvened to consider the advisability
of tran;ferring funds among programs. The policy requires that each year
program plans and' budgets -be updated or revised as necessary and extended
“for an additional year tq maintain the five-year time horizon.
2 As planned, the bpdgetary policy was put into operatjon in time for
the development of the FY 1978 budget. Since the issuance of the policy,
it was found that cne other eiement was .needed to minimize confusion and
reduce the burden of data manipulation plaeed dn,program administrators and

higher menagement alike--an instructional costing model. Patterned after
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the Resource Requirements Prediction Model (long method), the model was
designed to project instructor salary costs based upon input from division
chairmen, with the concurrence of the Dean of Inétrucfion, on projected
enrollment, class siie,'contact hours, faculty workload, desired mix of
full-time to part-time faculty, and desired averzge faculty compensation
for each department (cf. Appendix 3). Although tenure and salary commit-
ments ruled ouf immediate impiementation, the college is using it to es-
tablish long-range insfructiona] cost targets to be achieved through

attrition, retraining, and reassignment of faculty where they are needed.
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RESULTS

" “In the fall and winter of 1977, the Committee on Institutional Planning
reéon#ened the budgetary taskforce to conduct an interim review of the new
budgetary process, and to recommend any revisions it considered necessary.

In conducting its review the taskforce asked for the views of ail of the
participants in the process and compared the approved budget for the new
yeaf with the requests made by program managers and the recommendations made
by the Priorities Advisory Committee. The taskforce's evaluation of the
process was limited by the fact that the college had not yet completed a

- full budéef year. However, since the convening of the tasqurce,-the col-
lege has nearly completed a budget year, making possiﬁle a more complete
picture of thé'results.

With respect to the first objective of the budgetary process--to pro-
vide an orderly prdcedure with which the college could apply available
resources to optimize achievement of its mission--the new budgetary process
has not made if any iess painful for the college to confront the finapcia]_
contraction before it."A]though program administrators were expected under _u
the new process toc balance.their budgets over a five-jear planning period,
they have found it difficu]t‘enougﬁ to_ba1ance fhem.for Jjust the first year.

~ So far the relatively easy steps have been taken: increasing faculty work-
]oad to four sections per quarter, cutting back on part-time faculty, not
replacing attriticn, and reducing ﬁon—sa]éry expenditures. The college has
still before it the more difficult decisions about cutting back, and giVén,
its highly !abor—intensive‘budget, these are goiﬁg to have to involve person-
ne1vreductioqs in some form or another. But the new ‘process has succeeded in

making budget managers at everyzgzgelyaware-of the full dimensions of the

Q -
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financial contraction. It has opéned up the budget itself, the sources
and uses of funds, the assumptions, the projections, and the whole buage-
tary decision-making process to study and participation by faculty and
first and middle level administrators as well as key administrators. The
process has helped to reduce the suspicion that resources were being held
back, squirreled away, or squandered on "pet projects." |

One of the major disappointments of the new process has been that
restrictive financial conditions have not led to a fe-examination of pro-
grams in terms of educational results produced. One of the primary bremises
behind the new process was that the best way to survive through financial
contraction is to review programs in terms of educational outcomes pro-
duced and needs met, and then to bd&get accordingly. That premise has not
proven particularly workable in practice. Formulating goals and measuring
performance have come to be seen as a rather fruit]ess_burden, irrelevant
to obtaining resources. When one fates the hard facts of the matter,
there are few forces in the college's environment that wou]ﬁ combe] it to
achieve educationally identifiable resuits, while there are plenty of con-
straints that work the other way.

The biggest constraint was the college's existing commitments--to tenured
faculty, to the maintenance of the physical plant, etc.--that made it im-
practical, if not illegal, to begin and to terminate programs at will.

A second censtraint is the state funding formula; what is funded is
credit hours produced, not educational outcomes produced, and in a period of
financial contraction the college was hardly about to take any steps that

might reduce its total credit hour production.
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A third constraint was the administrative structure itself. The
college is crganized, as are most community colleges, by activity centers
.or cost centers rather than by "programs.” These activity centers produce
credit hours (academic units) or perform tasks such as registration, counsel-
ing, maintenance of plant, etc. Only in rare instances are the administra-
tive uni<s of the co]]ege organ1zed around 1nst1tut1ona1 goals. One such
un1t is the Career Educat1on program, and here the process of relating re-
sources expended to student educational and occupational outcomes produced
worked effectively. But in most instances the achievement of a specific'
institutional goal was the shared'responsibility of a number of differert
'adm1n1strat1ve units, mak1ng it extremely difficult to relate the resources
aliocated to any one un1t to the achievement of institutioral goa]s.

A fourth constra1nt,upon achieving accountability was the lack of
really hard data on educational outcomes. The Office of Plarining & Research
- kad provided the college informa}ion from student surveys reporting the
degree to which exiting students feit they had attained their educational
goals and their degree of satisfactidh with verious programs and services,
but the information lacked sufficient-re]iability and credibi]ity.':Efforts
-have been undertaken since then to assess actual student success through
one-year follow-up questionnaires and employer surveys.

A second disappointment was that the concept of the venture fund yielded
to financial expediency The adm1n1strator of a very 1arge program area
found that he could not "live" within h1s budget target and had to apply for
venture. fund money just to meet what he claimed were his basic operating
expenses. Faculty members on‘the Prforities Advisory Committee did not feel

that they could pub]itly cdntradict this administrator and therefore voted
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to apply the venture fund to meet his expenses. Those who had "played
the game," ﬁad held within their budget targets, or had applied.for money
from the venture fund to support genuine new ventures, felt embittered and
somewhat betrayed by the whole process.

The second objeﬁtive of the brocess was to put each program manager
"in business for him§e1f;" to delegate to him the maximum possible authority
to allocate the full range of resources at his disposai so as to optimize
results. On the Qho]e, the budgets prepared by the program managers and
the priorities recommended by the Priorities Advisory Committee were
approved and put intc effect. In the ten months of the budget year to-date
the programs have been able to function within their budget a]]ocatioﬁs
without disruptions. For the first time program managers were given the
opportunity to include equipment requests in their bddgets instead of re-
questing equipment from a separate fund. This measure further incréased
the range of resources over wh%ch program managers have ailocational authority.
The five-year time horizon and particularly the provision for carrying for-
ward unexpended balances dave pregram managers both the opportunity and
the incentive to conserve resources from year to yeér and to plan for long-
range programmatic modifications.

The delegation of budgetary authority did not proceed completely smoothly,
however. Some administrators still report that they must reapply for and re-
Justify expenditures that had been int!udéd in previously approved budgets,
-while others are still succeeding in getting resources through end runs
around the process. In arriving at initial targets the Priorities Advisory
‘Committee found itself bogged down in all sorts of financial details, such

as which bus routes could be dropped, which should have been handled by

Q ’ .
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program managers themselves. The overwhelming -detaii distracted the Committee
from jts basic function of setting priorities for the allocation of resburces
instftution-widq. In response to this problem the_taskforce recommended the
estabiishment of a second committee, a Budget RevieQACmnnittee, consisting

of the key administrative officers to assume the responsibility of actually
preparing the institutional budget. The Budget Review Committee, appointed
in the second year of the new process, has freed up the Priorities Advisory
Committee to concentrate on the larger issueé. The application of Southern
‘Association expenditure guidelines in establishing budget targets in the
second year also helped to relieve the two budget 'comm’ttees of burdensome
details and internai strife.

The third objective of the process was to prcvide'the college a more
accurate projection of the future resource requirements of existing énd pro-
posed programs and the future revenues available to the college. The assump-
tions and the projections of enrollments, revenues, and inflation rates
turned out to be very accurate,'as shown in Table 1 below. These projections
succee&ed in focusing serious attention on key medium to Tong-range trends
~in enrollments, revénues, costs, inflation rateé, and other major variables
and created a broad acceptancé of the concept of enroliment-driven program
costing and ?unding. Although program administrators are balancing thefr
budgets for just one yeér at a time, they consider the five-year perspeé-
tive valuable in helping to makerhore immediate decisions and resource
commitments. Where resource requiréments have been projected (instructional
salaries) they have shown thé college the way to reduce éxpendifures without
impairing effectiveness by demonstrating where cuts can be made and by pro-

viding the documentation for making them. The college is now actively

N
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TABLE 1

Projected vs. Actual Financial Data for FY 1978

Gadsden State Junior College

Projected Actual Difference (2)
Enrollment? 3,236 3,13 | - 3.2%
Revenues’® | 4,466,799 4,408,261 | - 1.3%
Inflation’ 6.6% __6.4% - 3.0%

1Average FTE enroilment over fall, winter, and spring quarters
o (Summer FTE enrolliment not ava11ab1e as of this writing.j
2Fund 1: Educational and General
3Non-saiary items (salary increases established by State Board
of Education), taken from Halstead, 1976, 1977.
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considering methods for determining resource reguirements in the less
thoroughly charted waters of administrative and support”expenditures. A
management consulting firm has been asked to prepare a proposal for a

cqsting system for support personnel.

i
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CONCLUSIONS

Three conclusions were drawﬁ'froh the resource allocation project at
Gadsden State. First, finahcial contraction alone doesn't Aécessariiy lead
to a re-examination of brograms in relation to educational outcomes pro-
~duced or commynity needs served. The hoped-for linkage between resources
consumed aﬁd outcomes"attgihed,‘as-measufed by such instruments. as student
follow-up questionnaires;‘has not béen achieved. Given the 1ine-up of
forces arrayed against it, meaningful accountab111ty may not take hold until
external agents such as taxpayers, students and other consumers, and elected
qnd appointed government officials demand it. Perhaps that day is not too
far off. Nonethe1ess; an orienfatiOn toward outcomes has been a useful
mental exercise in itself, he1p1ng administrators to clar1fy their needs,
desires, and priorities and has encouraged a more thoughtful and precise
analysis of alternatives, costs, and effect1veness.

Second,'the projéct cbnfirms DresSelfs conclusion that Tormula budget-
ing, combinéd with some judiciousiy chosen, broadly understandable cost
analysis, seems to fit best the needs of the co]]ége's administratofs. It
has;reduced-the uncertainties, the vafjabi]ity,nand the Burdensome calcula-
tidns of a pure- outcome- or zero-based budgeting process. Yet it‘ﬁas.
retained the zero-bas;d element of accountability by relating resources
obtained to units of work performed, if not results produced. And it has
in effect put the program manager in business for himself by giving him thé
opporfunity tb both "earn" and save money for his program and to spend it
so as to optimize his results. |

The third conclusion concerns a process issue. The new resource alloca-

tion process at Gadsden State is homegrown. Thé administration has struggled
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not only with the allocation of resources under thé new process but with.
avery step in tﬁe development of the proceés ijtself. As a reéult, the pro-
cess is responsive to the unique needs, the soft spots, and}thé style of
Gadsden State Junior College. It suits well the ccllege's present Tevel of
budgetary ard managerial SOphistication, the relafive,priority of political,
~ financial,. and educational concerns, fhe state funding mechanism and:bther'
envirommental issues, and the co]1ege s f1n ncial health. The new process
wasn't qu1te:the reinvention of the wheel that it may seem; the college
actually "rediscovered” many of the concepts incorporated %nto procésses
in p]ace elsewhere. Although it took longer to evolve a homegrown product
- than to adopt a ready—made one, the extra time and effort paid off w1th a

process that is used and valued.
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@ | POLICIES & PROCEDURES

T:MIS - REPLACES
ORIGINATOR: President @4{ FILE: 510 T-= s1g =~
DISTRIBUTION: 3/A11 Policies & Procedures Manuals TE: | 1/31/78 L 2/77/77 — -4
SUBJECT: Policy on Budgzet Preparation. PAGE: oF 4 LY of 6 i

Review and Consolidation

BACKGROUND

Each year the Precident is responsible for preparing and recommending to the
State Superintendent of Education an annual budget for Gadsden State Junior College.
Formulating a budget. that makes the most efficient and effective use of the taxpayers'
money and student tuition has been rendered both more important and more difficulr in
today's environment by several developments: the increasing size and complaxity of
the College's operations, a diminishing resource base, rising costs and unprecedented
official scrutiny of the expenditures of public educational institutions.

: In this environment of scarce resources the College can afford to fund only
those programs and projects that make the greatest contribution to institutional goals
and priorities. For -this purpose the College requires an orderly procedure which
‘gives managers at eac level the opportunity to compete for available resources by
preparing and recommending budgets to support programs and projects within their area
of responsibility. The College requires as well a procedure to review all proposed
programs and projects (both new ama existing), to set priorities among them based
on their contribution to institutional goals and objectives, and o recommend to the
President a consolidated institutional budget. Finally, the College requires a pro-
cedure to ensure that. once budgets have been approved, a proper balance is preserved
. between rhe authority and responsibility of Program managers to allocate budgeted
resources to achieve program objectives and the ability of the Ccllege to redeploy
allocated resources in respoanse to unanticipated peeds and opportunities.

POLICY

Administrators at each level in the College will formulate plans and ‘budgets
in compliance with institutional .planning guidelines to support the programs and
projects for which they are responsible. Following review and consolidation of the
proposed plans by higher level administrators, a Priorities Advisory Committee will
review all proposed plans and make recommendations concern;ng”priorities for funding.
These recommendations will be forwarded to a Budget Review Committee, which will
develop a preliminary institutional budget. The Prasident will review the preliminary
budget ., make any changes he deems necessarv, and submit the finalized budget to the '
State Superintendent of Education. Approved budgets will be subject to revision if
unanticipated needs or opportunities arise subsequently.

GUIDELINES

1. Formulation of Institutional Planning Guidelines.

This step will produce the essential information which will enable program
managers to formulate their five-year plans:

33
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o POLICIES & PROCEDURES

— ~ L . THIS REPLACES
"ORIGINATOR: ~ President , FILE: 510 510~
DISTRIBUTION: 3/All Policies & Procedures Marnuals DATE: | 1/31/78 : :

. SUBJECT: Policy on Budget Preparation, PAGE: | 2 of &

Review and Consolidation

(1) A five year projection of student emrollment and demand -
for each ingtructional program. Due to the many uncer-
tainties about future student demands, thesc projections
will be ranges rather than point values.

(2) A range of anticipated resources based on the enrollment
projections. At this point the President will determine
the amount to be set aside for contingencies and emer-
gencies. The balance will be avaflable for allocation
to programs and projects.

(3) A set of institutional objectives and priorities that

represent the best possible fit between the opportunities
- and constraints of the enviromment and the capabilities

and resources of the College. (These objectives are
based on the proceding steps in the plamning process:
envirommental assessment, projection of assumptions, and
analysis of historical performance and opportunities for
the future (SWOTS).)

%) édditional institution-wide assumptions, such as inflation
and cost projectionms.

(5) Budget guidelines, based on recommendations by the Budget
- Review Committee; fcr each major program area: Imstructicn,
Adult and Continuing Education, Learnirg Resources, Stddent -
Services, Administration, and Operation and Maintenance.

2. Preparation of Program Plans and Budgets.

Each program manager will prepare program and project plans based on the _
budget guidelines. Program plans will include five-year program objectives, strate
egies, schedules, and a five-year operational and capital outlay budget. Core
instructional program budgets will be based on enrollment and demand projections,
institutional objectives, and budget guidelines; service instructional program
budgets will be based on the requirements of the core programs, and support pro-
gram budgets will be based on the requirements of the instructional programs. Plauns
for new programs will be prepared in the same manner.as those for existing programs.
Plang will be prepared on forms provided by the College. .

3. Review of Program Plans arnd Budgets.

It can be expected that, as in any healthy organization, the funds available
to the College will fall short of the budget requirements of all worthy program
proposals. It will be necessary, therefcre, to provide a budget review mechanism
in which all programs, both new and existing, will compete for available resources
based on the extent to which they will contribute to institutional objectives and
priorities. This mechanism will be provided through twc committees, the Priorities
*“0"3ory Committee and the Budget Review Committee.
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Review and Consolidation

® The Priorities Advisory Committee will consist of the two Associate Deans, the
Director of Planning and Research (as a non-voting resource person), and six faculty
members. The faculty members will be chosen as follows: For the first year each
division will elect one nominee by secret ballot. The Student Services Division and
the Learning Resources Center will meet together and nominate one professional staff
member to represent them. The ten nominees will stand for the electionm st an at-
large meeting of the faculty. The six nominees with the most votes wiil be elected
to the Committee. The two receiving the highest number of votes will serve for three
years, the two receiving the next highest number of votes will serve for two years,
and the other two will serve for one year. In subsequent years, the nomination pro-
cedure will remain the same, but only the twc faculty members receiving the highest
mumber of votes will be elected to fill the two vacant positions on the Committ ze.
Only professional staff listed on the faculty in the College Catalog are eligible
to serve on the Committee or to vote in the election.

After program pians and budget requests have been reviewed and consolidated by
supervisors into area-wide plans (Instruction, Adult and Continuing Education, Learmin;
Resources, Student Services, Administration, and Operation and Maintenance), the
Priorities Advisory Committee will review program plans according to the following
criteria: . '

(a) Te what extent does the proposed program advance the College
toward the achievement of institutional objectives and priorities?

(b) Is the proposed cost justified by the returns, both educational
and financial? '
" (c) How does the proposed ‘cost compare tc that of previous years, and
of comparable programs, at Gadsden State or elsewhere?

(d) How credible are the otjectives, given historical performance levels?

(e) Whazt would be the effect on program outcomes and costs of transferring
‘1'esources from one program to another? :

As a part cf this review process, the Priorities Advisory Committee may ask
particular administrators to revise their plans to bring about changes in funding
levels or program outcomes. Based upon this review, the Priorities Advisory Com-
mittee will prepare recommendations concerning the long-range allocation of resources
to achieve the institution’'s goals, including the establishment of new programs, the
continuation of effective and relevant programs, and the modification or phasing out

of ineffective or irrelevant programs. o

The recommendations of the Priorities Advisory Committee will be received by
a Budget Review Committee consisting of the three deans, the Business Manager, and
one other administrator appointed by the President to represent programs that are
outside the jurisdicticn of the deans or Business Manager. The Budget Review Com-
mittee will actually consolidate the plans and budgets into a preliminary institution-
wide plan and budget, taking into account the recommendations of the Priorities

LY . DU

O >ry Committee..
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4. Approval and Publication of the Institutional Plan.

The preliminary institutional plan and budget will be transmitted to the Presi-
dent for final review and necessary adjustments. The President will submit the final-
ized institutional budget to the State Superintendent of Education for approval. Upon
its approval, the proposed plan will become the College's five-year plan to take
effect the following September lst. The President will publish and distribute to the

' campus community an Executive Summary of the five-year plan and a supplementary report
summarizing the key issues raised during the planning process by program managers, tht
. Priorities Advisory Committee, and the Budget Review Committee.

3. Implementation of Program Plams.

Once their plans and budgets are approved, program managers will have the author@y
and responsibility to deploy the resources allocated to them to achieve program objec—
tives. Moanitoring of program implementation will occur on a regular basis according
to section 100 (Evaluation) of the management/planning process. If new needs or oppor-
tunities arise during a budget year that require substantial immediate funding, the-
Priorities Advisory Committee will be reconvened -to recommend the best way to transfer:
funds allocated to other programs, based on the impact of the transfer on their perfor
mance. To provide an incentive for conserving resources, if a program manager has un-—
expended funds i<inining in his budget at the end of the budget year, he may carry them
over to the next year provided he justifies this carry-over through channels to the

President.

The budgetary process will be carried out in accordance with the Management
Plarning Activity Schedule (Planning Book File 00.4).
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" ORIGINATOR: President ELOrC FILE: 31.001 _ [F=30.001-<
DISTRIBUTION: All Planning Book Holders DATF: 4/5/78 . 3/23/77 =1
SUBJECT: Basic Socialk, Educational, Political PAGE: 1 ofF 13 ) Q@ -

& Economic Assumptions

The following social, educational, political and economic assumptions are being used
throughout the College for the purposes of projecting enrxollments, revenues, and
expenditures and for developing and gcheduling'academic programs. A deviation from
any oue of these assumptions will have a significant impact on the projectioas.
Therefore, when any such deviation is observed the projections should be adjusted

accordingly:

A. Assumptions about Enrollment! .
1. The number of public high schoel grad in the Gadsden State service area will
remain approximately at 1977 levels ough 1983. (See File 32.001)

2. The rate of student participatiop in college in the Gadsden State service area

is for all intents and purposes tge same as rates in other areas of the natiom.
. | : .

3. The impact of the community college movement on college participation stabilized
by 1968; therefore, the trends in the share of students earolled in different
types of post-secondary institutions (universities, private colleges, commurity
colleges, etc.) during the 1968-73 period will continue through 1985.

4. 1968-73 increases in the enrollment of part-time, non-degree, older (22+), female,
and minority students will continue through 1985.

5. The relatively comservative Series F Census Bureau population projections are
reasonablv accurate.

6. Enrollmegts will not be affected by developments in the labor market through 1985.

7. There will be no significaht changes in 1ife style which would affect College
participation rates between now and 1985. '

8. The drafl will not be resumed between now and 1985.
9. High school graduation rates will remain comstant through 1985.

10. Federal educationmal policy will not shift iIn such areas as veteran eduéation
benefits, students aid, etc.

11. Present economic condititons will continue through 1985 with a rate of inflation
of about 7% and a growth in the real GNP of 3.5Z.

lAssumptions_ 2-11 based on assumpticns underlying nationwide enrollment prcjections
of community colleges in More than Survival: Prospects for Higher Education in a2 Per
of Uncertainty. The Carnegie Foundatiomn for the Advancement of Teaching, 1975, pp.
44—46-59—64 (Forecast 3).
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. ORIGINATOR:  President Z &= FILE: | 31,001 - S3p.001 CT .

_ DISTRIBUTION: All Planning Book Holders DATE: | 4/5/78 -\ .3/23/77~~
SUBJECT: Basic Social, Educational, Political PAGE: 2 OF 3 g ge 2 -

& Economic Assumptions

Students will continue to distribute themselves among programs, centers, quarters,
and full vs. part-time status in the same proportioms as in the years 1971-72,
72-73, 73-74, and 75-76. The academic year 1974-75 is considered unrepresentativc
of long-range énrollment trends due to the impact of the veterans' ten-year

The annual percentage increase in the Consumer Price Index from FY 78 through
FY 83 will be equal Eo the average anrual percentage increase in the CPI from

Net annual receipts into the Special Education Trust Fund will grow in direct
proportion to the Consumer Price Index through 1983. (Based on informal dis-

3a. The FY 79 Junior Cbllege Appropriation will be as passed by the House of
Representatives on March 29, 1578: $39,550,000.

3b. The Junior College Appropriation from FY 80 to 83 will remain at the same
proportion to the Trust Fund as the FY 74-79 average proportion: 3.36Z.

The Junior College Funding Formula for FY79-83 will remzin the same &s in FY78:
$200,000 base, with the remainder allocated in proportion to total credit hour

N

12.
delimiting data on veteran enrollment.
B. Assumptions about Revenues
1. Consumer Price Index.
1973 to 1977: 7.38%
2. Special Education Trust Fund-Receipts
_/' -
cussions with Legislative Fiscal Office.)
3. Junior College Avppropriation
4. Jurnior College Funding Formula
production in the preceding year.
5.

Gadsden State's proportion of State-Wide Credit Hour Producticn

Sa. FY78 Credit Bour Production for both Gadsden State and the Junior College
System will be in the same proportion to Fall and Winter Credit Hour Production
as it was in the average proportion over FY 76 and FY 77. As a result, Gadsden
State will produce 10.52734% of the state-wide credit hours in FY78.

5b. Gadsden State will produce the same proportion of state-wide credit hLours
in FY79 as in FY78.

-ZHigher Educarional Prices and Price Index, U.S. Dept. of HEW, 1977 Supplement,
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N . Appendix 2a
' * OPERATIONAL DATA |

) , THIS REPLACES
ORIGINATOR:  President /A< FILE: | 31.00L 230.001 T
DISTRIBUTION: All Planning Book Holders DATE: 4/5/78 2/ /777 4

.SUBJECT ... Basic Social, Educational, Political PAGE: | 3 or 3 1N 2ee 2 T

& Economic Assumptions »
5c. Gadsden State will produce the same proportion of state-wide credit hours
in FY80-83 as the average proportion for FY 77, 78, 79.

6. Income from Tuition and Fees

6a. The tuition rate will not be increased by the State Beoard of Education
throught FY 83.

6b. Tuition income in FY 78-83 will be based directly upon projected full and
part-time enroliment in degree programs.

5¢. Income from feeé in FY 78-83 will remain in the same proportion to head-
count enrollment as in FY 77.

7. Income from Other Sources

Annual Investment income ($12,000) assumes investable cash-on-hand of $2000,000
- drawing 6% interest.

C. Assumptions about Expenditures

1. FY 78 Expenditures

FY 78 expenditures will be a straight-1ine projection of actual disbursements
through February 28, 1978.

2. Salaries FY 79-83

2a. FY 76 salaries for all personnel will increase 10% over FY 78 salaries.
(For detailed program budget preparaticn, the salary increases earmarked by
the House of Representatives in the FY 79 Education Budget should be used.)

2b. In FY 80-83 salaries of all personnel will be increased in proportion to
. the projected annual increase in the Consumer Price Index (cf. Assumptions
about Revenues No. 1 above): 7.38%.

3. Non-salary Items, FY 79-83

Prices of non-salary items will increase at the same rate as their average
increase in FY 73-77:
Natural Gas: 26.4%
Commercial Power: 11.3%
A1l Other Items: 7.8%3

3 ' ’ .
* Source: Higher Educational Prices and Price Index; 1977 Supplement, Tables

—
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? PLANNING PROF! C TN ‘;
ORIGINATOR:  Prestdent (Z7C * ALE: [~ 55 00] :‘.-55!-:@ |
DISTRIBUTION: ALl Planning Book Holders . LATE: T
SUBJECT: Five-Year Revenoe Projections: Fund ll PAGE: : .
, ’ HISTORICAL CLRRENT LoX®
FOURTH YR,| THIRD YR, [SECOND YR,
~ Scurce of Revenue 13-74 | 1615 15-16
1| Tuition & Pees 714000 55000 927819
1] Governmental Appropriations
3 Federal
‘ State 1908000 |2281,000 |3428000 | 2814094 {332 o
s|___ local
‘ ”
] Pederal? 168000} 11G000| 53000 | 37887 9/28 |/2,000 |/2.200 |/2.000 /2,600 1£2.000 |
] State
’ Local
W] Private GCifts Grants & Contracts !
Sales & Services of Rducational |
i Activities 15000 63000 8Q000 | 72635 ].2009 72,000 | 72 900 |72 000 72.000 173,000
12| Other Sources(lnvestments, miac.) 8000] 19000] 20000 | 153771y | 12,000 | /12,0001 /2 afo 1 (2,000 | /2,000
n Jo»
W| Total Unrestricted Revenues 2934000 [3432000 4678092 |3867512 ,mgu_m 112329] £°197°29.2
o T a
1] x
. o
W[ LFor explanaston of revenne projections, ase File 10.001, /5718, - | 1= — -
) mwmiﬂuect st allowences fof federal prograns ($12,000/yz).
Lo T |
‘. —— S— —— — — bt —l —— —p— I—- L= =Y ' —— tormen [+
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pendix 2¢

Ap

| Qadsiien State Junior College

GEORGE WALLACE DRIVE + GADSDEN. ALABAMA 35903

MEMORANDUM

TO: A1l Planning Book Holders : _

FROM: A. D. Naylor 832

DATE: May 30, 1878
RE: Submission of 1978-83 Plans & Budgets

It is time once again to request that you prepare and/or consolidate a
five-year plan for ycur area of responsibility. With the advice of both
the faculty--through the Priorities Advisory Committee--and the Adminis-
tration--through the Budget Review Committee--I am establishing the
enciosed budget guide]ines_and targets for the 1978-83 planning period.

I thought you might be interested in knowing the steps by which the
budget targets were arrived at:

(1) Anticipated revenues for the five-year pianning period (File 55.001)
were based upon the college-wide assumptions (File 31.001) and enroll-
ment objectives (File 52.001).

(2) A contingency fund amounting to 2% of anticipated 1978-79 revenues
was set aside. If any funds are drawn from the contingency fund
during the year, it should be replenished te the 2% level the fol-
Towing year out of new revenues.

" (3) A venture fund amounting to 5% of anticipated revenues was set aside
to support priority needs that are in excess of each program area's
budget target. The Priorities Advisory Committee will be asked to
make recommendations concerning the allocation of the venture fund.

(4) The remaining 893% of anticipated revenues was divided into the five
major program areas in the same proportion as they received in the
1977-78 budget. These proportions are well within the range recom-
mended by the 3Southern Association of Colleges and Schools {Dec., 1977)
for associate degree granting institutions with enrollments between

2500 and 5000.

Should you have specific questions or problems please contact your supervisor,
the Business Manager, or the Director of Planning & Research.

13



. . | - Appendix 2d
OPERATIONAL DATA .

TI’"S REPLACES .
ORIGINATOR: A/Pres1dent0—a>(,. FLe: [ 92.001 - 1-.-92.00T —.!
DISTRIBUTION: W/A11 Planning Book Holders DATE: 5/30/78  8/Y7 /77 -

SUBJECT: 1978-83 Budget Guidelines PAGE: l ofF 2 ='] “ow . of

BUDGET TARGETS:

The budget for each of the five major program areas shouid fall within the budget
shown on File 92.005 (5/30/78).

CARRY-FORWARD OF 1977-78 BALANCES: | D

If you anticipate a balance in your 1977-78 budget by September 30, 1978, carry it for-
ward and incorporate it into your 1978-83 budget request. If you anticipate an over-
expenditure of your 1977-78 budget by Septembter 30th, deduct the overage from your 1978-

83 budget request
VENTURE FUND:

Additional funding, if needed, shdﬁ]d be requested from the Venture Fund.
INFLATION FACTORS:

i. 1978-79 Salary Increase: Increase 1978-79 wages and salaries of all personnel
by 11% over 1977-78 Tevels {as called for in the State Department of Education's
recommended salary scheduie). Actual salary increases will be calculated by the
Business Office in September when details of the salary shcedule are available.

2. 1979-83 Salary Increases: Increase wages and salaries of all personnel by 7.38%
per year over the previous year (projected cost-of-l1iving increase).

3. Non-salary Items: Apply the following infiation factors to all non-salary items
each year through 1982-83:

Natural Gas: 26.4%
Commarcial Power: 11.3%
A1l Other Items: 7.8%

FORMAT:

The foilowing documents should be submitted by each administrator, coordinator, and
division chairperson consolidated to his own level of responsibility.

1. Executive Summary (Planning Book File 110).

2. Pertinent documents from Planning Book such as mission, goals, performance
indicators, objectives, respcasibility profiles, and any other pertinent
supporting material.

3. A Budget Summary Sheet shoulé be prepared for EACH COST CENTER or DEPARTMENT
jtemizing the five-year budget by object of expenditure. A blank Bucyot Sum-
mary Sheet (File 92.) is enclosed. It supersedes File 92. presently in your
Planning Book. Please use Account Descriptions found on File 9G.001.

14



Appendix 2d

N, | : - OPERATIONAL DATA " '

- - . ) THIS REPLACES
~_ ORIGINATOR:  A/President Gy FILE: 92.001 s
— DISTRIBUTION: W/AIl Planning Bock Holders DATE: 5/30/78 | B/YTI77
SUBJECT:. 1978-83 Budget Guideline | PAGE: 2 _oF 2 LirlioEsiyie

-~

-

4. Iggnadditiona]_BﬁdgeI Summary Sheets should be prepared by each administfator
having responsibility for two or more cost centers or departments:

(1) File 92. summarizing the objects of expenditure for all cost centers in
your area.

(27 A separate Budget Summary Sheet listing each cost center and its total
five-year budget request. A blank Budget Summary Sheet (File 93.) is
enclosed. It supersedes the blank (no file number) Budget Summary Shect
in your Planning Book.

5. A Program/Project Data Sheet to support each proposed program or project that
exceeds the budget targets. Each such project should be accompanied by its
own Budget Summary Sheet and any other pertinent supporting documentation.

DEADLINE:

The deadline for submission of budgets within the targets and venture fund requests
is June 30, 1978.

ADDITIONAL GUIDELINES:

Deans may issue additicnal guideiines and deadlines within their area of responsi-
bility.

QUESTIONS OR ASSISTANCE:

Contact Business Manager or Director of Planning & Research.

Lt
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ORIGINATOR:  President cu¥d(
DISTRIBUTION: A1l Planning Book Holders

FILE:
DATE:
PAGE: |

92 X}

SUBJECT: Budget Targets, 1978-83 .
19 ' ll’ I
ATUAL - MAJOR PROGRAM AREA  poemr| b1e | e | vdeo | sodmt | edez | seles
Current
Instruction? 2,947 264 |
‘ 30 IO~y 7 . ' :
Ault & Continuing Education [Aeountl 03 974 | 792951 pgpgeal  #£.099] 9/569| 97443 |
g / 1Ay Xy A | Ay 'S
Student Servicest ¢ leount] 309 00| 357742| 372304 397 209 423,484 | 449 457
1 749 7/31 __7291- 7291 229 229}
Bustngss Mfajes poountl/ 049,570 | 962933 /006,614 1/,070,/32) 1139 215 \/, 200, 94|
| | s | omepl  /mad  seedl  seul  s9edl  seps
otherl ount] 07,371 | 553.243] 572294 | 4od 067 | 453141 | 404 pdo
sl figel  fro3l  /ragl  ganl - pogl  gpag
A1 Prograzs Mountig 070 9} 156 349 14 947 SHE 1 E106 252 |£555 2|5 957,125
, s | Joooo| 9300 j:fsoo Jlgfao ?@o ﬁ'q;m :
1 enturs Fung3 5034/ | 254789 | 272 434 12891990 | 309270
| 4 5-00 Sool J:‘o;: _S00 5,00
Uncludes institutional and féderal hilocations fo AIOP.- 1977479; asSm_L&_m_mm_]_MﬂmL'__
activities after December JI, IV/F. - _
2Includes Student Activities Budget. | ,
Hentare Fund st at 5% of Total Kanjsal Budget

renls
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~ DISTRIBUTION: ATl Planning Book Holders
Budget Targets, 1978-83 -
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SUBJECT:
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 REMACES

FILE:

DATE:
PAGE:

1}

ACTUAL

bwcn

[YEARLY
478

18-19

81

81¢

MAJOR PROGRAM AREA

Contingency Fund Amoyn [00.437 G "-9"(
3 .00 0001  Qodl 000 0.00
Total Annual Budge® loun £070,0.5 /157006 §291.2 193 22 L £4dp ¢ ¢ 795 392) 45398 )
sl Joooo| fo0.00)  soacyl  se000l 00,00 /M
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Appendix 3a

oA
N OPERATIONAL DATA :
ORIGINATOR: C/Dean of Imstruction faLe: 57 peT —ERLACES

DISTRIBUTION: V/Ali Subordinate Planning Book Holders DATE: 6/16/78

SUBJECT:

Procedures used for determining Sections FAGE: "1 of 1

Faculty, and Salary Requirements for
Instructional Programs:

Number of Sections (File 77):

(1)

(2)

3

Estimated institution-wide enrollment and CHP based on enrollment
assumptions (File 31.001) and objectives (File 52.001, 52.002).

Students are assumed to distribute th-.uselves across courses and
campus centers in the same proportion as in the average of the

past three years.

Number of sections required are obtained by dividing projected
enrollment in each course by approved class sizes.

FTE Faculty Requirements (File 88):

A full-time load is set at 20 or 21 contact hours: four 5 hour lectures,
or three 7 hour labs, etc. Thus., FTE faculty requirements are obtained
by dividing the number of lecture sections by 4, number of lab sections
by 3, and number of sections of other courses by the appropriate number
to equal 20 or 21 hours.

Faculty Salary Requirements (File 98):

(L

(2)

(3)

(4)

Full-time faculty requirements are set at 70% of Fall FTE faculty
requirements.

Full-time instructor salary requirements for fall, winter, and spring
are cbtained by multiplying the number of full-time faculty required
by the average’ full-time salary at GSJC (Master's + 30 hours, 5 years
experience). TFor future years, this salary rate is obtained by

using the salary inflation rates set in File 92.001.

It is assumed that part-time instructors will teach fall, winter, and
spring classes not assigned to full~time imnstructors. The part—time
salary rate is set at $650 for 1578-79% and increases by the same

inflation rate ae ‘ull time salaries thereafter.

It is assumed that summer classes will be taught by full-time faculty
only. Thus, summer salary requirements are obtained by multiplying
the number of FTE faculty required in the summer by the average
full-time summer salary at GSJC (Master's + 30 hours, 5 years exper-
ience).



“ORIGINATOR DEAN OF _msmucnou

DISTRIBUTION = OIVISION CHAIRMEN
SUBJECT-CLASS SCHECULING GUIDELINES

GADSDEN STATE JR COLLEGE
GADSOEN ALABAMA ~

ON LAMPUS FALL 1918

T

"DEPT ~ COURSE

ESTIMATED _ RECDHHENDED

ENROLLMENT CLASS SIZE

-THIS __ REPLAC
FILE - 77,110
. DATE  6/15/78
PAGE = 10F 2 _ OF

__ESTINATED TOTAL
T CREDIT HRS ¢

__ESTIMATED NO SECTIONS
"NEEDED THIS QUARTER

_Bus__121 NIGHT 36 30 180 1.20
BUS 130 NIGHT 28 18 140 1,56

T BuS 181 NIGHY 27 730 135 g0 T T

_Bus__215 NIGHT 19 2 96 80 i

Bus 235 NIGST 23 30 115 g7

TBUS 264l NIGHT 65 25 323 7.58

s 2 NG 19 2 % R
BUS 274 NIGHT 11 25 54 43

T BUS 280 NIGNT 15 25 16 Y S T

_BUS 121 DAY 107 30 534 3,56 I
BUS 130 DAY 31 18 185 2406 |

T BUS 181 DAY 16 T30 19 .75'3"' T

_BUs__ 215 oAY ' 2 2 104 XY B
BUS 235 DAY 20 30 102 .68 E_

RS 281 TV A Y BT 308 TaE 2

_bus 202 w162 R T - T
s 261 DAY 25 30 121 .85

s TEe T oA 20 25 10t Y ] | .
s 280 oy 2 b
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"u 0 -
[ pocct Lo3p? sl lreaio /.a.ml ' L,_gq';

| Division of Business 18-19 | 79-80 80:81 81-82 . | . 82:83

1 | Dept.|of Business Muinistration. |

: fal 99 |0z |05 | jog 1101

3 Ninter 1.9 40 22_ 8£ _&‘

k Spring 91 \/0.9 o3 1 bL | /o9

; Sumer . 59 | bo | 42 | ¢4 | 4L

i | | |

1 { Dept.of Secreterial Science , ,

' - 3/ 1 32 |1 33 | g4 | af

ol | inter | 30 | 3y 72 | 33 | 34

® Spring e | 27 | 2 p 1 29 3o

n| | Swmer 46 | le | 44 L Le | /4

g | . ; ] |
i3 | Divisjon Totals: : j
ul | fn - (B0 | s34 | /3.8 | 43| e itlh-;‘
o| | dinter . sog |d | oud | i1 | 20 |
" Spring 23 | 27 /8] | /35 | /29
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@' | S (, © THIS 1S NOT A BUGE | O

YOR PLARIING.RURPOSES.-QMLY | |

a8H BUDGET SUMMARY
ORIGINATOR: C/Desn of Instruction , ’ : ALE; 98.110  [*&ey
DISTRIBUTION: Chairman, Division of Business . DATE: | 6/16/78 '
SUBJECT: Projected Instructor Salary Requirements, Division of Business PAGE:; ' or

CoOR DESCRIPTION [Ye, 13 Yr. 4, . |vr. 3 T bt Y5, 5 | 5' TR, TOTAL

| | 7819 | 79-80 80-81 8182 | 82-83
| pIvision or BysINESS ; | .

Dept. of Business Administration

Full-Time Salaries /48 L9\ 164.627 | /82722 | 201 294 1232293 IQIQ(?RO '.
Part-Tins Salaries 17096 | /8930 | 20,822 122926 | 25194 1/06,05 8

Dept. Total: (65 900 | /83,557 | 202944 | 24,2001 217487 /024,013

Dept. of Secretarial Science

Full-Time Salaries 45497 | 50743 | 55243 | 0. 818 | 46 917 12158608
Part~Time Salaries 7101 1 7 9&1 | 2813 | 35 295

Dot Total: £0081 | 509] 4asw 140739 | 76786 | 563
DIVISION TOTAL:" : 1. .
Full-Time Salaries 194 19 1 204,770 _&?.LMM 289 2/0 //97‘3}_ |
Part-Time Salaries 22 990 1 25296 | 27923 30,847 ¢ 134‘ 007 o]

ToTAL: 217,061 240064 | 2652891 2029491 323,217 /
3 - | '
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