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. FORMULA FUNDING IN SREB SBTATES

4 msmrE L ¥
The ;ncrin:ing caﬁpaéitian fct étata appropriations nnd'the‘;tghiliging
) L
df highl; aducation antnllmgnt- have’ hﬂightanad interest in how highir edu—
‘!cgtinn may be funded in the fut Espagially in the Scuth,ighare':nimlny

QS Ehi—l;aﬁjj are using formula pracasses;fformula funding 1s 1)
VAN Coen o - 7

qaz‘ d to aam
- ) f!! . . ° , ) . . s - i‘!
:oni=lqgical stsrging pciﬂt fBE madifying existing funding systenm th fit a

L3

- Qiﬁ set of cnnditinns in higher education.

1

‘based on the 1972-73 or th

JE—

5‘ ‘
Dne of the moat widely c% j%}yurks on formula funding fﬂf public poat-

, SaEGndﬂry edu:atian 18 the 19]4 University of Tennessea dissertation, "A ..

Camparacive Analygia of the insting Budget Formulas Used for Justifying
Budget Requests or Allocating FEnda for the Operating Expenses af State-

Supported Callegea and nivgrai@ies," by Francis Gross. Gross' data are

[y

l973f74 academic years,.and at least four years
have pasued alnge his thgfmatianahas been updated.
’ ’ ) | i .
The purposes of this SREB exﬁminaticn of formula funding practices in

the South are to describe the current practices and to indicate where they

geem to be heading In terms of futu}e funding techniéugsi The formula
proﬁes;és ﬂfL>CXHmiﬂLd by comparing the formulas across states. :ga aﬁgéﬁpt
is made to cgmpgre gtates using funding formulas with states Ehéosing.nct
to use them. It should hg remembered ‘that while 12 of the 14 SREB states
use formulas as a funding mechanism, un]y 13 of The remaining 36 statas

did so, as of 1974. In short, the effectiveness of formulas 1s not assessed

in this study.
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xh' ~Ihl rﬁpare is divided intp .two sections. The first describes current:
AN * g |

Eqrﬁula funding aystems in the}l12 SREB states which usa’ fofmulaa. ;Thé

‘aach ;tgte aince 1973-74. A Eh,rt aaaay fglluwing the ‘gsecond segtiﬁn ex~

‘amines these zhﬂﬁgea and their esaible implic%ticns fgr.futura funding
processes. :_ - R - | L »

tian*shareé with'SREB by the éinaﬁgial

The study is baaed a? informe
officers of the ntate“leval agajciep In each of the 12 SREB states. The .

Ll

data are.for the 1977 78 scademsc year. In additian, the atataﬁlaval fi—

nancial officera yere cgnsulted; as necessary, to clarify applicatinn gf

the fcfmula‘systems and the naﬁﬁre of changesfsin;é 1974. - In each state,
the 1977-78 formulas were compared to the 1973-74 formulas as reported by .
«. Gross. Preliminary drafts of the' analyses were shared with‘financiél”

officers for their ﬁémments and contributions, =

" Current Funding Formulas in the SREB States

Tablles A tﬁfaugh F describe the funding féfmﬁlas used by thé 12 formula
funding states in the SREB Tegion. North Caggiina'and West Virginié do not

uge formulas as defined in this study. The.descriptions consist of - three

kinds. First, the formulas are described in termé of the humbers and kinds
of items that are treated as separate and distinct. Five basic items or

functions'are analyzed: instruction, agademicisuppert,.generél administra-

tion and general institutional, 1ibrariea, and plant cperSticn aﬂd maintEs

3

nance, Attention is also given to the ways in whigh ather itams, Euch as
' .

| : .
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dapartméntal gésearch. ﬁﬁblic service and student services ares fit;ad into
the formula prgcgssxin each of the states. In mgst cases, these items aqg‘v
treated as part Qf\ane of the‘fiva basic items..

Table A ahaysiﬁﬁether the states treat each of the items @eparately

“‘or in camb;natian witﬁyéﬁather formula item. Tables B tﬁrsugh F detail the
ways in which each of theVSEPafata formula itéms is funded. The description

"parallele the analysis by Groés and 1s in three parts. The fitst part con-
cerns the bsse of thE formula, Dr %Pa measure or indicator th&t varies fram

1nstitut;on to inatitutiqn.» The baaéx?ay be credit hours, enrollment, square

.

feet, etc., and provides the variable that 'drives" the rest of the process.

Because. it varles, the base is respcnsible’féf the reséltihg*funding differ-
ences across.institutions.
-5 - i

THE'EEEDﬁﬂxﬁafﬁ of the analysis of each separate formula item within a

. state is-the formula coefficient or the "fixed factor:" The coefficient
does not vary and is mathematically related to thg base, in some cases by a

.d@liéfgﬂf éﬂpercgntaée rate par bése unit. The p:pduc& of thé'caeffisient

-Sﬁd Ehe.numﬁef;of-basé uniﬁslig E@e lEVéi of funding for a-given itemg‘ !
The ‘third Einé of gescription\is of thé ways 1in which the farmﬁla\it;m

1s diffeféntiated;ta account for the'vaifing'funding requirements (of dif- ‘

5

ferent institutians) caused by variatian in programs, student types, kinds

of instruccian, categories of space, sizehﬁf the student bady or institutions,
"and so on. The degree Qf differentiation of a fcrmula indi;ates the extent

“to ‘which the ‘formula succeeds in recognizing, and+*explicitly funding,

i,sﬁituticnal variation. . ' .

LR
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Ghaggaa in the anmulag from 1974 to 1978

The ,8econd section lists the majcr changes in the formulas in each Qf
"

Jthe 12 states over the period from 1973-74 to 1977-78 (Table G). E:f changes

_are classified as to whether thay’ sigﬂifj a move toward more cémpl,jity or
o v ‘ B
comprehensiveness on the one hand or to-less camplexity{ | ,

While the primary purpose of the Etudy was to update ;scriptilémi of
thé formula processes and identify changes since 1973 74, ,;Shculéfbe use~-
ful to attempt an overall profile describing the general direction jof the

i
changes in the formulas of the individual states. The following findings

are listed: /
J
1. Two states, Georgia and Loulsiana, experienced little or }

i

no change. ' , \ 5

: 2. One state, Florida, had changes in its fétmﬂla that may

&

be described as moving toward less comple&ity;

; " 3. Three states, Arkansas, South Carolina, and Tennessee, -

had‘;hangEE in their respective formula processes that

comprehensiveness.
4. Four states haé‘changes that may be characterized as )
' ’ 1
léaaing to a more complex or comprehensive formula process.
These states are Alabama, Mississippi, Texas and Virgi%iaig- {
5. Two states not using formulas oﬁ a statewlde basis in ;973‘74,

Kentucky and Maryland, had adopted formula funding by 1977-78.

Somehparts of the Maryland higher education system were using
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. famulai at qhat I:ima but not on a syateﬁwiﬂe haaia‘ ‘' Bpth the
; Kentugky and Haryland fnrmulag may be deagtibed as "camparativniy
:. : ; ; 'cnmplexlcﬂmpreﬂenaiv%{' relative to the other ‘states. @
‘ ’ XIn summary, it épﬁéars tgéé in the SREB ggates; Q%Ef éﬁe faur;?ear
'ﬁgriad? movement tnwgréamgrelcﬂéplex af campféﬁeﬁsive farﬁulas pfédnminated. -
‘o R - K . .7 , ‘ '
’ . Future Directions for Formula Funding. ’
o , Taken as 4 whole, SREB=s§age funding fatmulaa for higher educatién\

have generally increased in ccmpléxity over the past four years. 'Juigiﬁg
* j

1 déscriptians;éf current uses @, formulas and hbw they have changed,
A . R )

_if

ﬁéy be §s§fui’Ec assess possible dirgctians which fgrmula funding might
iték;‘in the future and why. -
In this section, we assume that the future cfifastseﬂandafy-Edugatiaﬁ ! "

will b iﬁfluencad heavily by the stabilisatiﬂn, and perhaps decline, of

7 _ enroliments and by an environment in which states will b% more and more
reluctant to jincrease the share éﬁ total state revenues going to past—
secandary education It will bé a time when ;régram and instituti@nal growth
and additions will giva way to stability and Eubstigq,,én and, in some cases,

actual net fetrenchmenti It is reasonable to agsume that one very strong

optien for funding higher education during this time will continue to be

A
. . = LY L :
gsome farm.cf formula funding. This assumption is based on the premise that

L Ehé reasons why formulas were developed in the first place-—to fnster falr-
: \
k =
= ness thfgugh a clearer rationale in funding individual ingtitutians and tc

insufe a base level of funding for each institution--are Etill important,

no matter how many total dollars are available. In fact, the goals of greater




aﬁjeétivity andjsg insured support ;ay P; axpecteé tqibaeaﬁe more eru§131

" 4in a time of greater fingncial'préséﬁfé; o o ‘ ! S n
There are atilgast three ways of examining hﬂwlfgfﬁulas fér-funéing' ;

might vary in ?é;pénse to the contextual ghgngeéllikéiy in,tha futuré; |

) xr Lo v . #
Each of the three responses results in a greater degrée-of,gamﬁrahaﬁsiva—'
r

, S T o
ness or complexity in future formulas--that is, more attention devoted to

A

‘detail.
Firét, we ex;mine how formulas may réaét;;g the iﬁcrggsed Emphaéfsiﬁy
funders, on accountability or caét—effeggivéneség as financial pressures
dmpinge on highe£ education and it becdmes more im?artaﬁgggz be able tnl;
~show clearly what results have been generated witﬁ ;he funds made gvﬁilébie.
Increased accountability also means tﬁat funders will-gxpect funding fe;-'i
;queats to includé clearer and more data-based jus;ificétiOp;'qr';eaéons.§h§
oﬁeipqégram should be funded instead of aéothe:. In theFE circumstanées.it

- becomes more important to justify budget requests with greater detail and

comprehensiveness.

The move toward- increased justification and the consequent greater

=

attention to detail is illustrated in the transition from iﬁgremeﬁtal to

3
i- ~ zero-based (ZBB), or program budgeting, being attempted in several states ’;t’
_ ¢ .
' : and at the federal level. In incremental bu&geting, the base budget 1s \
assumed to be continued andxtﬂe key decision concerns how much the total’
sum should be _.anged. Thagkej to incremeqtal budgéti;gfiies in 1ts tacit
asgumption ghatsthe details of the program or the processeé being funded do
E not have to be reviewed anﬁ Justified i1 kach budget cycle. In zero-based
budgeting, all priorities and‘gSSumptioné‘and the%é-ﬁragfam manifestations
. 6‘ ‘7

- : o . , . ;5
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may ba iiaminad in the budget cycle. No base budget or level of fuﬁdiﬁg is

L

nniumed- wh,ther ptagtams and pragram prgceaaes in their past Form ;hould
be cont: nuad, givgn pnssible new pria:ities, nust be reapp:aiagd each cycle,
o i?a-pufpase of zero=based budgeting (as well as of its sister cnn;eptéﬁ

’ Planning, Pragfamming, Budgeting Systema) i8 to maximize the cast-éffectivEﬁ

‘ness of aﬂ.iﬂsti;u;ian (or a stste SYEEEE of postsecondary educatign) by

.

keePing rééﬁérges (énd};heii césts);as directly related as possible to

valued pfagtam goals. In this way ZBB seeks to reduce the resources wésted

éélip?sﬁe) by'gaking the connection between prééesaés and goals more direct.
| Tpéag 8o, the goals of programs, and the individual processes lééding to

those goals, must be clearly seen and their contribution to the overall goals

agsessédd. Such careful épp;aisal of the activities which aie'prgsﬁmed to
»1ead to goals requires that each individual function or process be’judged in

relatien to its dibtinct role in meeting the overall goals.
-4

Should the tendgnay of funders ﬂDntiﬂue to amphasize greater accountabil-

v : i , ,
ity, it may be expe&ted that formulas will change to reflect this trend.

£ N 7
Such changes will likely involve further expansion of comprehensiveness and

" detail of formulas, given the need for more carefully justifying the individ-

uarzﬁnﬂtributicﬁs of tgé gepardte functions of prégfams or iastitutions.

A sécond issue to be resolved that might impaéz on the farmuli;funding
systems of the states will be the.cantinded quest, by institutfons, for a
,easandﬁle share of state funds for post&i@andary education to meet thair
student instruction, tesea¥ch, and public service goals. In most cases the

! need for a system to enable more objective or reasonable funding was the

i




original reason for states moving to a formula process. This reason promiges -
N ' ‘. ¥ ' . ' i
to become even mg?a important as a motive in(the years ahead as funds become
i ) .

5

mﬁre.searce and.céﬁgécitign inﬁensifiesi féjsaaking aé§§$§5§r share (the
ingtitution would say more equitable shére)lc g£he total funda'availablé for
pﬁatsacanﬁafy education, instituti§n5 have had to and will‘hafe to ggn;inué 4
juatif§1n§ requests on therbgais of vardations in their mageéup calling for
different amounts a£ resources., The Qafiatiﬂn may consist of diffafaﬂt

mixes of academic programs or levels of student ;tudyi or a§ fesgarch Fﬁphasasi
+ Whatever the bagis, the institutiaﬁ; as part of the justification protéaai
will have to identify the areas of variakian clearly, compare them to similar
areas in-gayl;her iﬁstitut;{éns; ahow how and by how much theg diffgérr, and how
funding should be altered to compensate for these diffefencési The effect on
. | .

the formula funding process 18 to increase the detail required for justifying

"fair sharég.y
A third issue could stem from the conviction that funding during tighter
financial times must be based an'mcre tatianél knowledge of the eccﬁomiz
Efunﬁtiéningxaf higher educatiénal institutions. One new move 1n the effort
to dﬂderatand‘beéter how colleges and universities behave ecgnamiéally ia the
aétentign being paid to funding, in part, on a magginal rather than on an
. EVEfagEVEDSt basis. ’
A program or institution can be fuﬁded on two different bases--one for
fixea coats (those cus;s which cannot be changed in ﬁhe short-run, no matter
(haw Enf@llmeﬁt changes), and the other for vatiapie gastsk(thﬂae costs that
~can be changed as enfcllmenc changes). The sum of the total fixed and vari-
" able costs is total gastj divided by total enrollment it i3 the average cost
é

10
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“ pif iéuﬂeﬂt." Fundiﬁg enrollment increages or’ dagfan;u *ﬁgii) on the
basis of an avef355 cost per-;;udent maang that 1ﬂﬂtitutibﬂi.raﬂaiVa for
each iddiciﬂﬂa ‘udent an amount Bqual t the avaraga cost per ltudlﬁt

_(uf the basa Entolimant) Ayafage east includes Euth thg fixed and vgginbie

.?cnsé%tampﬂnénta of the base. costs Eppligd to each ndditianal student 1n’fha
game amount as tnieach of the students in the bsa=venrallmenty

Several séatéa in the nation, héwever are moviﬁg t@wgrd mafginal cost
fundingi or the pragesa nf fundiﬁg the two diatingt kinds of. cost basesﬁﬁ
variable and fixed. Fuﬁdiﬂg enrollment changes on the bEEiE of marginal
costs ﬁeaha that inatituti@ng recaeive fdr Egch Edditiﬂnal stgdent an apqunt ‘.
equal to the sum of*two separate cé}éulatian&! ?itaﬁ,rthé far;able éa?és |
are identified in the base entéllmeﬁé and ;ﬂ avé%agg)vgriable cost peribgéé.
student figufé is generated, which fg-then multiplied b§ tﬁe numbef'éé ng;:x
students, Second, the.fixed cgstg-%fe identified in therbase ﬁgti@d and
Egta; fixed cost (nuf_the prédugt of ;he‘fixed,cﬁsts aﬁd'nuﬁbers'gf ngw
enrollment) is added;tg tﬁé product of Ehérafgéage vsriabléfgagt baseff&ggre
times the ﬁumbef ﬁf ﬁgw students. The re5ult is ; lower average cost per'

Etudent for the gfnup nf additional students, because only the variable

cost pcrLian of the base LﬂfDllmEDE casts is included in the :aata af adﬁed

#

enrollment.

As 1:;;;} be, dgmﬂnstrated funding by marginal costs will limitt':he in-'
‘creas®s per studant durinh a periud Df Enrollmenc grawth but will rgduce the

decrements in fundiggﬁduring times of enfgllment decreases. So 1t would be

LIy K]
5,

expected that institiitioge which did not push: the' concept of marginal Eundinng”




bl * )
oo @

in the pa-t migqF ﬁand to do 80 1P Ehg fu;ure, ag enrallmenta start to da- :

]

cline. In fi!PQﬂEE to this mava tuward mdrginal funding, one might expect
(and it is hgppaning in the fev states whefe this idea ia being pursued)
funders to tequest greater detsil on the natute of iqs&ifﬁtiunal costs an%
“reaaurces, apecificslly s to whéther thay act aa fixad or as variabla cosats
when anrallment ehengea.a The reali;ation that vaf}aus c@sts in an 1nstitua '
tion hgve different Eunctians or fElEtiaﬂEhipE tnithe number of students |
\sagvié would mean. that the functions Bhauld he analyzed Bepﬁrataly and
: funded individualiy The formula would have to ‘become more gamplax as 1tems'
. are idgntified that require diffezen; bases on which to relate Qcﬁtég |

~ _ .
Instruction may cgnging;itn be, baged @n»enr@llmen; buE, if mafgingl costing

ia to be used (and it‘is to chavingtitutién'é advantage that it béQQEEdi‘

duringﬂa time offdecréaéiﬁgienrqllments), then the fixed gcsts_ﬁill-hgve to"

be identified separatelyxanéﬂfunéed on other footings which réflagt’this
"fixed" nature. Such resbanseg may lead to increaaing cﬂmplexity ef farmulas,

again in reaction to the tightening financial situatian

E
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FORMUT.A FACTOR )

Tndeges wned to welght eack
cridlt hour aveording to
cunt (tlmes) an overall
doltar rate per cradlt hour

Workload bacters and nmalary
rates

Workteand Dactors amd salary

ratbed

Workload tavtops o salary

by

Stinlent ~taculty eatfos and

salarv rgtes
Ml iar vate per bage student

Pl bar vate per student

hviir

ol lan raiate per stwlent ereldlt
Ih\ill'

Bl bar vare per stwdent ool
hoir

student taval by rat foa and

wrlaty pates

Dol lar rate per stuwdent eredft

b

il lar rate per o atwdent credtt

honir

Student-faculty rat loy and
malary rates

Stwdent-faculty rat {on aml
dalary rates

1o

(a) 15 diwciplines
WY Three atudent levels
(c) Two types of inatitutions

Slx utudent levels

(uy I dlaciplluen
(b}  Four atudent levels

Three student lsyvels

(i) Two eategorivs of
diacipl foes
(Y Six student levels

f

Cay Nhne dfuciplines
(b)Y  Flve student levels

() Three Dostructional methods
(BY  Four atudent levely

(adr M Hsepltnes
(hY Three stwdent levels
(¢) Three tvpes of loaticut fons

() e dp ey

(WY Thies student levels

{(v)  Three tvpen of tnat{tutlons
(malary Jd{ffevent Lat fon)

(a) A0 daelp]l fnes
(Y Four student levels

Y 1 ddeeip T nes
(hy Flue atudent lovels

(a) 1V upecif{ic (and one non-
apeciflcidinciplines
(h)  Four wtudent levels

Separate caleulations for
aff-compus and summer sedsions.
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ALABAMA

ARKANSAS

~ FLORIDA

Academic administration -

Departmental operation
Peraonnel
Operation

GEORGTA
Academic adminlstratlon

Departmental operation
Non=academle personnel

Uperatlon

KENTICKY
LOUTSTANA
MARYLAND

MISSTR51TT

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: v

' ’ Table C
' ACADEMIC SUFPORT#
(excluding Libraries)

Y 7. A

Formila-generated {natruct {onal
expend|fure

Non-formula item

FTIE academic positiens

.
i

g . !

FTE avadente posltlong

FIE avulenle puaitiuuﬁv
FTE teashing and resvarch positions

FTE teachlng, researeh, and
qudv@;f admind«irat {ve
positions

FTE teachlng, research, and

academle adminfatrative

pastt fons
Peojected FTF stwlents
e Lwded o peneral overlond tadoy
e lded with general admin{stration
Formula-peueeat sl cdueat Tonal il

general total ;f

&

__FORMULA FACTOR . . o DIFEEHEHfI.iIQﬂ_AA

Percentage af hase

i

Position ratios (timea) salary rates
Positfon ration (times) salary rates

Bollar rafe per position

3

Fasttfon ratiosw (timed) salary rates
Mallar rate per position

Ballar rate per base student

Percentage of base total (part of compos{te
{tem, "ather Inatitutional cost,” which
includdn all other {tems cxcept
{natruct {on)
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Table € (Continued) —
'  ACADEMIC SUPPORT* x !
(excluding Libraries)
\
e _* . oo BASE LT e DIFFERENTIATIAN
; L3
SOUTH CAROLINA! Formula-generated faculty salaries PergﬁPtage of Fasa\ . Three types of Institutions
’ = | . .
e v i 5 | '
TENNESSEE Formula-generated instructional FEECEPEQEE of base
expenditure l
#
- TEXAS . b .
Academic administration Faculty salaries . Perceftage of base Percentage varles according to
: : l E@mp%gfity of Institution
Departmental opetation Frevious vear's student credit  ~  Dollar rate per credit (a) 19 digeiplines
hours . ) hour (b} Four student levels
VIRGINTA - FTE =teaching and research Position ratios (times) Three types of institutions,
posttions salary rates Y .
w ' y - -

#Expendltures for services that support one of the three primary functlons of instruction, res&afcﬂg and public mervice
and which are an integral part of those functlong. Includes academic adminfstration and personnel development, course
development, comput ing support, audlo-visual services, and others. Lilearies normally included in academic support

are eecluded from this table o that-thelr formulaz can be described separately. !




; " Table D .
' .- CENERAL ADMINISTRATION - o
3 (Includes student services unless indicated otherwise) ’ ’
_ — BASE © " o FORMULA_FACTOR & DIFFERENT’[ATIDN X
ALABAMA ‘ S - s -

General administration Fall headcount enrollment

E

General institutional  Formula-generated total of instruc-
tion, research, academic support,
lihrarigs, general administration

and plant maintepance

ARKANSAS .
General administration Projected ftudenc credit huurq

3 ,
,de” ‘gervices Prﬁjé;tei student eredit hours

Y

H
FLORIDA Total number of academic positions
GEORGIA Formula-generated total of instruc-
- tion, research, extenszion and

_public service
KENTUCKY _ ?rﬂjegted headcount students
H
T
LOUISTANA Formula=generated instructlional
aalary base

MARYLAND .

General administration Formula-generated

{astructional total

Fercentage of base

Dollar rates per student Scale of institutional enroll-""
ment 5
\ &
Percentage of base *
\ L
il 3 :
% 7 §
i g * ] [ ]
L [}

Decreasing dollar rates per

+ Scale of institutional enroll~
credit hour | \

ment

Decreasing dnllar Tates per
credit hour

Five ranges of dollar rates
by number of student credit
hours (to differentiate dullar
rates)

Percentage that ihstitytion's
academic positions is of
total positions system-wide
(times) total funding avail-

-able for library and adminis=
trative personnel and expense. : :

MNe L

Decreasing (by anrollment Sizz)(a)
dollar rate per student by size (4,000 and over:
_ (plus) percentage of state below 4,000)
aupport of primary programs o
(b) Three ranges of student-
entollment in each group
(determining dollar rate)

Two typas of institutions -

y
Overhead rate on instructional .
galary base (rate includes
general administration and
all other educational and
general non- {nstruetfonal
salary cost {tems)

Percentage rates determi.
by Blge of FTE enrollm
(higher enrollment, suallpr
percentage)

tacal
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Table D (Continued) N ¢
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 5
. (Includes student services unless indicated otherwise) N .
i (
—— o BASE . ORMULA FACTOR - DIFFERENTIATION

MARYLAND (Continued) .
Student services

MISSISSIPPI

SOUTH CAROLINA

Projected FTE students
L.

Formula-generated educational®
and general~total

Formula-generated instguetional

¥

t@@f*

Dellar rate per FTE student
plus constant total
applied to all inmstitu-
tions

Percentage of base total
(general administration is
part of the composite item:
"other institutional costs,"
vhich includes all other
itams except instruction)

Percentage of base (general ad-
ministration part of composite

(Y _ . _
[ item including extension and
; B public service and organized

TENNESSEE
General administration

&

Student services

TEXAS )
General-administration

W
‘e

Gepneral ipstitutional

5 .

E

VIRCINIA

“a

==

Formula-generated educationg]
and general tetal

Projected headcount srudents

Previous fall's headcount
gtudents

Previous year's student credit
hours

Number of FTE teachipg and

research instructional positions

activities)

Percentage of total expenditures
plus constant total applied
to all institutions
w
bollar rate per headeount
student

‘Decreasing dollar rates per =

student (plus) percentage
of past year's educational
and general appropriations
minus general administra-
tion and student services
(plus) '
Percentage of past year's
gponsored research funds

Dollar rates per credit hour

.Position ratios (times) salary

rates

™, Ay

Decreasing dollar rate per FTE
student as enrollment

ingreazes
i
3

Décreasing percentage rates
ag aize-of insritutional
budget increases

(a) Two types of institutions
by size (4,000 and over;
below 4,000)

" (b) Three ranges of enrollment

in each group (deter-
mining dellar rate)

Four ranges of student credit
hours (determining different
dollar rates) )

(a) Three types of institutions

(b) Three kinds of personnel
(¢lagsified; teaching and
research; administration)
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S — T _ DIFEﬁﬁgﬁ?;ﬁiIﬂﬁ. _
- J o L 7 - T B N B T e
ALABAMA Projected annual atudent credit Dallar rites per credit hour ° (a) Five student levels
‘ hours (unweighted) - - {b) Two types of institutions
* ARKANSAS . . _ . , .
General Projected student credit hours Dollar ratey per credit hour Four student levels
operation
Imptévemen; Formula=generated total for Percantage af.,ba_s_e
: . general Iibrary operations : ' \-‘
i A v s
Number of volume deficiencies Percentage of base (times) dollar
, rate per volume
FLORIDA \
Personnel and  Total mumber of academic Percentage that institution's number
operation positions of academic positions 18 of total
systemwide positions (times) total
gystem funding availahle for library
personnel and Expenga
Collections 1) Need for volumes as influ~ Percentage of total gyét&mwide funds
enced by number of doctoral  available for ggllectigns H%Eh the
and master's programs, and percentage detgrmined by the »
number of FTE faculty and proportion that the needs and de- ’
students (Washington State  ficiencies of the institutiaﬁ are
formila) of the total system's needs and
deficiencies.
(plus)
o 1) Existing collection deficien~ Base funding for all dnstitutions
! cles as determined by stam-
darde in the Washington State
v formula
]
GEQRGIA Formulargenerated totals for in- Percentage rate of “base \
gtruction, research, public
gervice and extenzion )
KENTUCKY - Previous year's total sthdent Dollar rates per student credit Six student leveld
credit hours hour
LOUISIANA Inatructional salaries 5 Overhead index LiEfaries included in composite
category of .non-instructional
items
“j ] y E
2 t



sy ® Table E (Continued) )
: LIBRARIEG 7
- . l =3 . 2 5 3 x
- C  BASE o ~ FORMURA FACTOR o DIFFERENTIATION )
. N o S . T ' - i i;‘ Y _‘ i ‘ - - o o } B
HSRYLAND _ Projected total student credit Cast péf weighted credit hours .« (a) student leyels '
c , hours : (b] Institutional enrollment
MISSISSIPPL - R Formula-generated ELC total' _ Percertage of base (included Libraries included in a composite
’ - with composite all other category of institutional costs
non={nstructional cost item) other than for {nstruction,
i research, or extension (separate
appropriation for improvement)
SOUTH CAROLINA Formula-generated instrue- Percentage of base {(part of
tional total (compoaite item)
TENNESSEE Projected student credit hours Dollar rates per base : Flve séﬁﬁent levels
TEAS " Previous year's student credit Dollar rates per base  Four student levels
. hours 3 ‘
. & )
VIRGINIA -
Personnel \Projected ¥IE enrollment and Pozition ratlog (a) Three types of institutions
FIE faculty , i (b) Special guidelines for
‘ ' research universities based
7 on the staffing of a
’ o . specified group of similar
* institutions
Gollections Volume standards Dollar rate per volume
mainténance {Voigt formula)
. ,
|
3 =
;) ]
. ’
| ¥
’ 5 4
) @ .
L
|
b
i .
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- ) ,  Table'F : - _
PLANT - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
J | S
o BASE ~ FORMULA FACTOR ¢ DIFFERENTIATION
| Maintenance & custodial ~ Gross square footage Dollar rate per base 7
S . : ‘ s +Touy
i Utilities Groas square footage Historical dollar rate per base
o ' W ) (times) inflation rate
| | " .
ARKANSAS

Building maintenance

‘Custodial

FLORIDA

GEORGIA
[
KENTUCKY -
Custodial & general

maintenance

Grounds

LOUISTANA

MARYLAND
. Public gafety

Total replacement costs

¢+ (dollar rate times

square footage)
?§E§;f§§g§lefeet of bldgs.
f;fﬂ:i§ plant O&M expenditures

acdording to standards
, for each of five functions

(based on Texas POM fomula)

Total asquare footage
Gross square footage
Total acres of landscaping

and paving

Ingtructlonal salariea

Projected FTE students

Operation and malntenance Grpss square feet

maintalned

oo
oo

(a) Nine functional classes
(b) Three conatruction types
(e) Air-conditioned or not

Percentage rate of base

Dollar rate per base g

Five functions, including
general services, grounds,
building services,

A security & madrtenance

]

Percantage of base

Dollar rate per base
Dollar rate per base Three categories of space

g
Dollar rate per hase
POM included in composite

category of non-instructional
items

Composite overhead index

i

constant dollar amount

Dollar rate per base
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o ! Table F (Continued)
PLANT OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
=4
- Y S _ FORMIILA FACTOR, # DIFRERENTIATION
I581S51PP1 . Formula=generated E&G Percentage of base (Included POM s included in a.cgjiasite
- . total with composite "all other category of institutishal

OUTH CARDLINA
Operation & maintenance

Ueilities

TNNESSEE

JUeilicdes

TiAS y
General services
Building maintenance

Custodial services

Grounds wmaingenance

TRGINIA
Peraonnel

Average of previous three
year's expenditures

Last year.'s expenditures

Square feet of educational
buildings

Actual usage -

FTE students and employees,
building replacement costs

Bullding replacement costa

Total gross square feet of
bulldings K

Tatal acres of grounds, total
petimeters of buildings
and headcount enrollment

Projected asaignable square
feet

non-instruetional cost",
itens)

Percentage increase of bage

Annual percentage increase
Averape dollar rate per base
Expected dollar rates

Salary rates and percentagés
of base

Dollar rate per base
Dallar tate per baae

! .
Salary rates and percentages
of bases

H

Ratios of existing POM staff to

assignable squaré feet

costs other than for instrue~

tion, research, or extenslon

Increase could be adjusted to
reflect a growth of bd@ldiﬂg
space at a rate greatei than
.growth of enrollment |

i

Same as operation and maintenance

Six types of bj}ldingé
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/ " Table G
/- CHAH ES FROM FY 74 TO FY 78
‘ )
_ s 7 i . Y I . B . 1
More Comprehensiveness and/or Complexity ~ Lesf§ Complexity Y
— — — e s e i ettt
- . . i
ALABAMA Separated icems for departmental research and Combined building maintenance and cuastodial
instruction services Into one item.
Added a separace dollar rate per credit hour
for funding two-year college librarles
Established an economies of scales serles of dollar ’
rateg per student for the general administration )
and .student services function ‘ ‘
ARKANSAS Formula for faculty salaries changed from Faculty salaries formila is noy differentiated
dollar rate per astudent credit hour Indexes by only six Eﬁudﬁﬂt4{EVEIE; in FY 74, 16
to faculty workload indicators and salary disciplines and four student levels were
rates conaidered.

FLORIDA ' Formula for library personnsl and expenses nov
based on an Institution's number of academic
positions and the proportion this number is of
the total positions in the system, The personnel
fornula was based on a mixture of projected
entollments, vﬂlumas £o be procesaed, and

) library FTE pﬂaicigna
Formula for genetal administration and general
expense now based on an institution's number of
academic positions and what proportion this number
iz of the total positions In the Bystem This )
ftem used to be funded as a dollar fﬂ[T per
academic position. .
GEORGIA \Nt: chango aince FY T
|
KENTUCKY Not on formula in FY 74
- . | R
TOUISTANA No change alnce FY 74
HAﬁYLAND : ‘Not on statewlde formula im FY 744 |
§ ' / v
|
i
\
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Table G (Continued)
CHANGES FROM FY 74 TO FY 78 .
o More Enmg;ghensivenéag and/or Complexity 7i__,ﬁ_;_;h29’ _Less Complexity .
HISEISSIPPI Faculty salarles now analyzed by 15 disciplinary Faculty salaries formula now based on past year's
areas, three student levels and three kinds of student credit houray based on projected FIE
! institutipns; in FY 74 only three student enrollpents in FY 74,
. levels were used '
¥ 7 . 7 ‘ /
~Faculty salaries now fixed to a cost per student
7 : credit hour rather than workload factors
: a nultiplied by salary rates , L

SOUTH CAROLTNA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

k3
La

*Cuidelines were developed for conslderation but not {ntegrated In the funding process,

Established a new item for utilities,
sepatating them from other plant operating
toats

Fstablished a.sepatate’ category for utllities
based on actual usage. Utilities had been
Included {n a total plant operation and
nalntenance category related to a rate per
square foot factor

The following {tems were added ag separace formula
ltems, having been funded on a program baals in
FY 74: general inztitutional expense, communiity
service and gontinuing education, physical plant
general services, grounds maintenance

Formula [or faculty galarles now rielated to 1]
diseipline elusters {n addition to the four
student levels used {n FY 74,

L

L

Merged extension and publit SEfvicé {tem with the
composite item for general administragion,
general {nstitutional, and organized activities

related to educational departments. These had
‘heen two separate ltema. .

Continuing education dnd remedial education are n
longer included ag separate student levels In
the formulas for instruction and libraries.

_ (‘fs. H
continulng aducation 18 now ineluded in the publi
service formula. ’




