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. The Council's development 6¥~budge f :
_ philosophy that strives for reaiﬁiab11ity, equity, and consistent -
treatment for both two- and fou -;

the Council remains committed to

formula. . Prior to the submission of the final repor two pr
gress reports. were presented to the Council. Progress reports in Marg
and April. explored in détail the new approach which was under developme

virtually unchanged from the Council's recommended
“ the September, 1976 1ibrary formula report.

. PREFACE

Tﬁe Council's follow-up reyiew of the CibraryrFowmu]a hag,-been extenstye
and has resulted in the development 0t an entirely newﬁFz
determining. the level of ‘dcquisitions in the "resources'

i

The Jyne report, which was transmitted to Governor Ray, the Office of
Financial Management, the Chairmen of the respective House and Sena#
Higher Education and Fiscal Committees and their staffs, and instity
tional.representatives for their information, was conditionally approved
by sthe Coufitil at-its:June meeting, pending follow-up analysis of th
fopmula's relationship to the Washington Library Networking System [a
the addition of statements’which would ensure the continuation of
priate deletion programs in the two-and four-year institutions.
final. report reflects” the added information.
anchanged from the”June report. _

- the fu}? Council on Thursday, September 21, 1978:

Jéé%pivéd,-thét the C@uLgil for Postsecondary Education
adepts the Library-Formula recommendations as presented

formulas continues to reflect a

year institutions. In addition, if
adjustments in formnula suppcrt-1egels are needed to correct inequities,|

n approach that would accomplish 4.
these corrections through increases in funding rather than through
redistribution of current funding levels. ' 7

=1

thodology for
portion ‘of the
t in June, two pro

in the resources area, The "operations" portion of the formula remains
approach contained/in

. The recommendations
The following res@jution was passed

in the June, 1978 staff report with additions to the nar=

. rative as recommended in the September, 1978 staff report;

Resolved further, that the Council urges the uniform
application of the revised formula in attaining egquit-
able funding-among the four-year institutions and the.

«  community. college system and common treatment of ;audio-

- visual mediaﬂmatgrialS“éﬁj staffing as 4 major noncompar-
able item outside the formula for all institutions, and
that adjustments in formula levels to correct inequities

'should be accomplished by increases in.funding rather than

through redistribution, and

. /o o < : :
Resolved further that, during the next biennium, tlhe
Council for Postsecondary Education join with the State

Board forsCommunity College Education and dther interested.

institutions in 2 thorough study of institutional library
‘comparisons, resources, needs and formula format." t

i
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-T'two new substantive recommendations in the resources portion of
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" ABSTRACT

! \ : -
%ﬁThis peport yepresents the Council's secand effort in developing’
.'Ycomprehens ive recommendations in the ‘1ibrary formula area fore the
i
" %he formula. Also, a,slight change has been made in the defini-

‘tion 6f a library resource unit. In addition, slight modifications, \’

were made to three recommendations in the operations portion of the
‘formula. The remaining recommendations are those adopted by the
Council in 1976. L . , '

R '

fh# first report was transmitted to the Governor and Legistature =
in, September, 1976. Generally, all parties felt the 1976 revisions
represented considerable limprovement over the original two- and
four-year formulas. However, in implementing the Council's recom-
mgﬁdations for- inclusion in the 1977-79 biennial budget, several

portion of the formula. Based on the various concerns, both the

*ﬁub11c two- and four-year institutions in Washington, There afe-a“{

-qﬁzstions and various concerns developed,”primarily in the resources

exgoutive budget, as well as the final legislative Appropriations .
Bi il directed the Council to continue its review of the Tibrary

fowﬁ\la.

} o ) . B £ B
As 'a resiRt of this dual-directive, the current review has, been
extgnsive §nd has “included the analysis of considerable amounts
ofdata. sed on this effort, the report recommends that the
lilirary resources portion of ‘the formula be stated in terms of.
number of acquisitions per year based on mathematically determined
relationships of acquisitions to collection size derived from the
- experience of comparison institutions and statﬁg. These acquisition
unifs would then be converted into. dollar amounts based on each
institution’s (and the community college system's) experienced unit

~costs adjusted for inflation.

woo ; . A o _
In terms.of the op@ratfons ‘portion of the formula, questions were
raiﬁgd regarding staff years, branch libraries, and the standard -
dollar amounts for staff years and binding. These questions were o
primarily related to the “interpretation of the recommendations and
accompaning definitions and guidelines. contained in the Council's . ~
final report. As a consequence, slight modificatiod to three
recommendations, more explicit guidelines, and specific examples
as.ta how the reconmendations are to be interpreted have been
added to the "operations element" section of the report.

! » ) ’ . - . 4 —

m .

- vii -



. - B l‘!
’ D Summary of Reccmmendatigns \

jﬁ Genera] : -

o b ’ | Existing Recammendaticns (Infarmaticn On]&), '

(1) ‘That the library. formula contain two e1ement5 (1) a
- Tibrary resources element, and 2) a library operations

y - ' - ‘element, with both elements re1 ting to dollars for the
. fisca] per1nd E

(2) That the two- and four-year 1nst1tut1gns use cemmen
: budget request forms. ‘

Library Resources Element

(For Council Action)

A - (1)° That the definition for a umit of 1ibrary resources as delin- -
v : eated in Appendix C'be-accepted . _ _

( )-.That resource-unit acqu1s1t1gn5 ent1t1ement for the four-year ﬁi}
. ' institutions and the community college-system be based on
. . mathematically determined percentage relationships betwegen
' : actual-collection size and annual acquisition rates. (The
9 analysis, methodc]agy and resultant mathematical equatians
are exp1a1ned in detail on Pages 21 - 32).

- (3) That thé per unit cost for resources be unique ta each four-year
‘ L institution and the community college system and be based on
\ o historical multi-year expenditure patterns for all resource units
) . . purchased exc]us1VE of audia v1sua1/media materia]s
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1 o 'i'!‘: LibﬁaryZOPE?atjgng,Ejeméhts 7 -

ﬁ}iﬁting‘ﬁe§aﬁmgqgatjgn§ (Information Only)

\ ' (1) That all the 11bfaryf5perat1an3‘eTement categories be divided by
. 300 to determine staff years. : ’

(2) That there be four "FTE student” categories (100/200, 300/400,
j 500 and 600/700) with weights of 1.000, 2.000, 4,000 and 6.000
- «as four of the Tibrary operations elements. o .
(3) That there be a "maintenance of current callection" category
with a weight of 0.0135-as one of the library operation elements.

That there be a "new'acquis{tibn" category with a WEight of
\.270 as one of the Tibrary opdrations elements. .~

(5) ThAt there be a’ "base staffing" entitlement allowing three (3)
“addMtional staff years per four-year institution or two (2) per
‘branch library apd 54 (2 x 27) additional staff years for the

community college system. - S o

(6) That the two- and four-year institutions use common budget
, request forms. *

Amendments_(For. Council Action)

(7) That there be an "instititional staff year" category with a weight

of 1.000 as one of the.library operation e]ementﬁ.*i

(8) That binding costs be a major sub-element with the overall"

' library operations element. It is further recommended that
the basis for determining binding costs be the current total
subscription units times 1.200 (weighting factor to handle
rebinding) times a standard dollar value per unit bound. It -~
is further recommended that the standard dol1lar amount be
determined by the Office of Financial Management after con-

sultation with the state pringer and adjusted for inflation
for each year of the ensuing biennium. : : :

' (9) That a standard dollar amount per staff year be adopted that

' would include fringe benefits and operations costs. It is further
recommended that this standard dollar amount have as its base the
Higher Education Personnel Board classification for a.library -
specialist I (step two) for the four=year institutions and the
community college system. ' ’ - !




e II!f Background and Su&mary Discussion; Library Formula

Back round

!

_ Fgrmulés for the m2§5urement of 11brary Pesaurc25 and asses&lmg
g staFfing leve1s have been in use in the State Qf Nashingtan since 1969,
In the cr1g1na1 fornula, the 11brary resources portion measured holdings -
against predetermined formula values and the Gperat1on5 port?&n measuwed}
staffing 1eve15 aga1nst formula requirements for the year in guestion.
The or1g1na1 four-year library formula was applied to what 15 refers
red to as the "comparabie" area within the 11brary budget program, In .
“addition, the Tibrary budget programs for the foursyear institutfens |
“Yncluded several "noncomparable" elements such 3s: specia1ity Vibraries

(1aw, medicine, etc), the audio viéUaT/medié area, curriculum laboratories,.

closed cjrcuit teiévision and those,éspécts'a? zﬁarchives wﬁizh el

lso1ely w1th an institution's h1story Organize collections, recarws

~ management and non-recurring and se1f sustaining activities also reﬁe1ved

| separate ("noncamparab]e") cen51derat1on R

o | o o The standards and criter1a for the original two-year f@rmu1a Wt e
Ee?e1cped after the four:year model had been Eomp1eted The fOPMM]@

\ used by the cq@mun1ty cG11ege system was also divided 1nto two parts
(resource units and 5taff1ng) Hawever, the community ca11ege appruamh

-used different 5taff1ng cr1ter1a as we]] as System -wide da11ar values
fof both resource units and staff years to arrive at a tatal dollar
request. In addition, the twgégear formg]a was a11_enzampassing;}nu

noncomparabTe areas) and iné]udéd a .component for the ‘audio-visual

area. See AppEﬂde D for a Summary of the farmu]a standards’ @B1ch,were

~included in the 1976 revisions.




N
As mentioned earlier, the original formula based vesource entlt]ement
on how meny units (current holdings) eech 1ﬂ;t1tu110m had in re1ut1nn5hlp
to a set of predetermined standerde Since many of the Turmu1a ce]cu1etion5
were based on ettua1 exper1ente management detisiens 1nvuﬂving day~to- day
operations had a direct impact on the budget formuTa famtbrs used in future

budget requeste In add1t1bn3 the way the er1g1ne1 bemu1e was structured
sudden changee 1n the number of ;tudents, facu]ty or qreduete programs ebu]d
inflate or defTate the percentage of Yormula. Without edding a resouree

unit, those inet1tut1one that exper1enced enre]]ment declines-in the ean]y

£

seventies experienced increases in the1r!bvere11 percentege of Formu]a

b pbe1t1on5 B AN ’

Pr1or to the 1975 76 nev1ew§ an adv1soﬁy task fette cbmpbsed of twe—‘
and Fuur-yeer people wes 5e1ected The edv15bry group 1mc1uded acedem1c :
eff1eers, 11brary/med1a d1reetbr5, as well 7as f1nenc1n1/fteca1 personnel .

The rev1ew prbcess that 1ed up to . the 1925 Cbunc1] recammendat1bne included-

an ena1y51s of Formu]as current]y 1n usé in wesh1ngt0n a5 we11 as but51de
“the state. There was a careful review ef the f1nd1ngs and Subsequent recom-
: mendet1o:5.c0nta1ned in the 1974 Leg15]attve Budget Ebnmﬁttee review bf

FbrmuTee -There was a15e extensive input from’the Oftlce of F1nene1e1

Menagement in terms of the Governbr s directive askng the Council to prepare

- = 5

reebmmendat1on5 fbr 1mbrevement of ex1st1ng formulas, and to propose new
Fermu]as for areas not now covered. During 1975 and early 1976 the

adv1sory task fbrce m t three times as a greup. thera Were several sub-task

force meet1nge, an; JumETGtS one=on-one censu]tet1ons, bbth 1n\persen and

on the phene before staff reebmmendat1bn5 were formulated and presented

#

to the Council.




Qnew Inetruet1ena1 an ~Library Fermu]es

~ held with. ﬁheee exeeut1ve end legje1et1ve analysts who “had hudgetary respohv -

. s . . . ' . . - .
* ! . )
A N

The revieed 11bhary formula and the reeemmehded dPPFDﬂCh adopted by

the Ceuncl1 1n September, - 1976 were not accepted byﬁe1ther the executive ar

1egi51etive brenchee of government. Beth the exeeutive budget, as, we11 as

lthe final 1eg151at1ve Appropriations 8111 directed the Ceuiei1 to continue

its review of the ]dbregy fennuTa The Ceunci] s section 'f the 1977-79

~ As a result oF this due] direet1ve, there has been xteneive eentaet

with 11brery and fiscal personnel at the twe end feurnyeer institutions
_during fiscal year 1978, D1scuse1ens have a]ee “included two- and feur—year R

i peep1e who have state-level reepene1b111t1ee, ‘Several meetinge heve been

s1b111t1e5 for the- 1977-79 b1enn1e1 budget, as well as those ena]ysts who

_'ere axpected to have budgetery reepon51b111t1ee Feh the 1979 81 budget eyc1e

-F

Mejur Areas of Ceneern

Genere11y, all part1e5 fe1t the 1976 revisions represented eene1derab1e

-1mprovement over the or1g1na1 Formu1e Hewever, 1n'1mp1ement1ng the Ceuhc1ﬂ S

reeemmendet10hs fer 1ne1ue1en in the 1977:79 b1enn1e1 budget, severa1 questi@nsﬂ

were re1sed'ceneern1ng the revised formula. MeJer areas of concern §hd sulpw

rsequent eentreversy w1th the rev15ed fermu1e have been eonf1ned primarily to

the resources pert1en of the formula and 1nc]ude the Fu1iew1ng issues:

as'l The methed used to ee1eu1ate the Five:percent currancy edjuetment;

-~ The use of.a etendard dollar concept for other res@uree unlts , ;,

" -when actual exper1enee was to be used for per1ed1ee1s end eer1a1e,

-~ The assumptions used to determine the standaed doller value

for resource units;

-5 -
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-- Acceptanca of a concePt that ;tresaed d01lars rather than the
o number of resource units;

-, The contﬁnuaduggestions as, to the accurigy OF ex1st1ng 11brary
“inventories and DtHEhupgrtinEnt data; amd

“"Lu, ey
-- General confusion with the rep1acemenb mdjustment and its
relationship tu actual- deletions and 1Q$SES

!

In terms of the operations portion bf the Formu1a, quest1ons were
gaised regard1ng StaFFsyears branch 11braries, and the standard da11ar
amﬂunts for stafF years and binding. These "yuestions were pr1mar11y
re1ated to the 1nterpretat1on of the recammendatioﬂs and’ accompany1ng

” definitions .and gu1de11nes contained in the Counc11 s final report. More
exp11c1t gu1de11nes and spec1f1c exampTes as to how the recommendat1on5
are tg be 1nterpreted have been added to the “Operat1cns e1ement" section
of the report. _ ' ‘ e N

. During finaT ccns1derat1an oF the 11brary Formu1a at its June, 1978
_Coync11 Meetmgﬂs a’ concern was raised regardmng the 1nterr21at1onsh1p afﬁ-z
the fonnu]a to the Nash1ngtan Library Netwnrk1ng System F1na1 Coun§11

aﬁticn in Septamber; 1978, reflects the addition of the f0119w1ng 52ct10n.

Nash1ngt0n Library Network1ng System

" The 11brary netwark1ng System under deve]opment in the. State gf

'Na5h1ngtaﬁ represents one of the m@st camprahens1ve autamatgd 11brary

?sysﬁemg undértaken, The @vera11 system 1% made up af four campenents

Iﬁteriibrarg Lcans; Ref?reﬁce and Refe%ra1‘ Te]eacmmun1catlan5 “and

the Compuég% Netwarking.Syétem@§ The latter ccmpanenf is designed

FDF'ﬁhp1ementati@h.thraugh five subsystems:" Biblographic, A?ﬁuisiticns;
,: Circulation,. Detailed Holdings:and Serials Cﬁntra1 AcéDFding to

, State Library personnel, these subsystems are 1ntegrated ta minimize '
=

)

"




P

the. duplication of information in the data base and to simpl 3fy ac cess.

The Bib1Jogvaphic and Acquisiticns "Subsys tems are currentTy n opera—
~tion at several.dnstitutions and public1 1br*ar*ig’5; The Circula tion
Subsysteﬁ is being tested and is expected to be awvailable later this
year, Deta ’ﬁéd_lHﬂd‘inQS anfj Serfais.céntrol imp-iemeritaﬁc:n are still
in thte chye‘lopherﬁt stagéz. L ‘ ,

The purposes of the Washington Lidrayy Networking Systermare to: _

1, Improve 1dbrary responses to informational inquiries;
2. 'Facilitate resource sharing among libraries of all
types;

Reduce unﬁecéssaw dupl icatién of eF*FoEéfgﬁmﬁg Tibraries ;

S W

‘Provide automated support for all library operations;

n

Improve.accuracy, consistency amd ,——CDrﬂpfétéﬁESS in biblio graphic

B

o g T3 records; ’ ]

6. Provide for interface with other regional and naticna | j
EnE—:t\,ﬂmr‘l:f:s; and ‘

7. Allow flexibility for system gr@wth,‘_k lew types Cigf p:arﬁc ipants
and changtng priorities. @

Initially funding tor Jdevelopment included state fund a}:prapri—
ations with sole federal grant funds, -lLegiSﬁf;lQﬁ passed in Mawch,
1976 estalb] Ished a v evolving Fund for the Cofiputer Netwark ing System
which is to be replenished by participating libraries by charging
user fees, Appruval of fees 15 the Jont responsibility of the Wash-
ington State L ibrary Commission and the Data Processing Authority.
The funding system callds tor each participating 1ibrary to pay for

its own direct costs. Ihe costs of maintaining the data baese and of




_‘computer center operations is shared among parti ci;ﬁ:’ianis in @rczpoﬁticjn
to the use each makes of the system. Each pa&tiﬁci;:at"ing 11 Brary - assures
the *f‘u’ﬁ cost of its own equipment. tele communicat{ons, ana sy‘sté;m
p;rodhc_t;s. According o state i bra;*y pe rsonnel, ‘n(:: additiomal funds
will be heeded to support the revolvimg furnd ZDﬁCE[ﬁi’t; Federal funds
are being¥sought, however, to help of fset the de veToprment of the
Se;‘ialg Subsystem. |

In discussing the concept o f the ne twork and resaurce sharing
with State Library persomel, it is clear that the emphasis of the
system is én service stfessing voluntary partici pation, The decsian
as to whether to wtilize amy given subsy stem s up to the particdpamt.’
In addi tion, when f‘uifly‘ operational a,_i an Tnstitutton , the <orcgpt

“calls for full freetor o f.chodce relative to acquisitdimns. That is,

e

there is no intent to overlay a cer;tm%li zed purc hasing mechani sm
for the state supported institutions.

The interest of the public two- and faur-year institutions war ies .
Eghieen of the !Zf}mmu,ﬁit,j col leges are c urf‘ertqy full pa:;:ic:i[:,anf:s.

=

The E{lergr‘een State Collegez isa full pa rt*iéi;aﬂti yhile the remaining
four-year institutions very in their omuitment. For inStamce, Ghe
two doctoral wuniversities are invoTved i n cdevelopnent work on the
Serials S‘ubsygten;i while the three regional universit-des are currently
assessing .t'hefr potentjal wuse of the metwork before comfitt ing any
iﬁSt’ituﬁDﬁﬂ resources W the systen.

There appears to<be nath fng im the networking system framework

that would conflict with the Counctl's 1 ibrary formula recormendatians .



In the resources area, since the institutions are not now purchasing
all the material being printed, the%e appears ta;be no need to alter
the acquisitions curves that have been developed. As a matter of
fact, even if resource sharing becomes widespread, an institutioﬁ
may choose to purchase .as many units as in the past;‘but,pérchase
multiple copies 5? high demand items or single copies of very highf
cost items. ,

In the opergtions area, the standard dollar concept is made to
. i

£
order in terms of trade-off management flexibility; that is, the

1iérary director has the option ta‘vary the mix of people and computer
services. Since full implementation of the networking system is in

the futugg, cost data are limited; therefore, fhe'cngtrre1aﬁﬁonships
and 355u5g£?@ﬂ5 included in the formula will need to be monitored to
determine whether a higher or lower percent of formula will be needed

in the future assuming a larger role for the networking system.

Thé current review has been extensive and has included the analysis
of considerable amounts of data. Based on this effort and the time de-
voted to thiy pruject vver the last three years, the following conclusions
have evolved.

1. Uui analysis indlcates that discrele furmula factors that

appiy equitably to institutions as diverse as those in
Washington are difficult to achieve. Our experience in

review of various propusals indicates that nearly every

|



2.

alternative is subject to extensive debate and disagreement.
This is especially true in trying to define an optimum or

appropriate library size for diverse institutions. For-example,

" during our review of the past research in this area as it relates

o

to cogmunity colleges, it was found that in 1965 the American

Library Assaciation in an article entitled: Nat%anai Inventor

of Library Needs suggested .an opening day collection 51i?fbf .

20,000 volumes for aﬂ enr011ment up to 1,000 full-time equivalent
students. The association Wéﬁt on to suggest that for each
additional EDé studeatsg 5,000 va]u%e&,shau1d be. added. If
these assumptions were applied taday to Nhsh1ngtan s 80 plus

thousand full-time equivalent community co11ege'students, the

community college system s current collection size 6? approx1s
mately one million volumes would come c1§se to equaling ID&
percent. Also, the dactoral universities have raised quest1a651?
on éEVEFai oceasions regarding the use G% the same "standards"
Foﬁrg?i four-year institutions. Tﬁé Evergreen State College '
on the other end of the spettrum has raised questions concerning
the applicability ot the four-year formula “standards” to their
institution. This discussion is included to illustrate the
d1Ff1cu1ty of deteymining optimal or ﬂpDFDprlatE LD]]EEE]DH size
using discrete formula factors. x : -

In the T,ibfdtf‘y resource areda, formula factors have been used as

a basis for building budgets since the 1969-71 biennium. During

that time, the executive and legisiative branches have had extensive



e v

/- -
. A - _ o
. ’; ' exposure to those faCtDFE and the arguments advanced in. the1r suppgrt

and no serious Effart;at formula equa11zat1cn has been attempted at

P

the state level. At the same time,’ the four- -year 1nst1tutians aﬁd

the community cDT]ege sy é%ﬁg have had amg1e opportUﬁ1ty from an

institutional perspect1ve through 1nterna1 pr1gr1t1es, to effegt

decisions, that wau1d 1nf1uence respectvve cc11ect]on sizes. Again
e - :
no substant1a1 change5 in re]at1ve status have churred

; 3. After a thgraugh and extensive eva1uat1an of ia]1ect1@n size versus
i
annual acquv%1t10n5 for two- and four-year 1n5t1tut1ons in the
5
comparison states used by Nash1ngtanﬁ1n5t1tut1ons, it was felt

that a camparizéngbased approach using'actua1 collection size
would represent a more meaningful and realistic.alternative to

the use of numeric hypothetical formula factors.

 Revised Formula Framework

The revised formula excludes the "noncomparable" elements outlined
earlier. The Audio Visual/Media element is to be excluded from the formula
framework for both two- and four-year institutions. Also, the resources
associated with new Jegiee programs dre to be treated separately; that is
1ibrary neeés four sli ne;»grmgrams should be baggg on an assessment of the

EfE"Eth ot the tustitullon's current library holdings coupled with the goals
and objectlves uf;‘Lh:: propesed new pr‘ﬂgr:am, With this degree of flexibility,
resource enti£1ém%2g would be ullowed to range from zero to whatever number
of resvurce units are ne@ltd Lv bring a new quality program on line. Any
additional tunding necessary Faﬁflﬁbrary resources related to new prﬁgrams
should occur in the tirst tull hiEﬂg;vaiTmédiatETy following final approval

of the program. I ANV




- Based an our conc?usions; coupled with a conscious effort to alléviate
'the concerns outlined above, the overall objective Gfﬁthé library resources.
‘ggiement is to present a stra1ghtforward approach wh1ch bases annual resource

=

* . i
aCQUisitioﬁ-ratgsion var1ab1e equations. The adgusted equat1gns which re-

/ o B ‘ j!

/brésent 100 percent of formula for the community college system and the
%buriyear institutions are_ represented by, the uppermost line depicted in
the i]]ﬁgttatiéns in Appendix E. Figure [ on the f@11owingiﬁage provides
the two fe§r83§ign lines, the adjusted equations and a transitional line
connecting the fyﬂ equation-based lines. The number of volumes in each of
- the f@d;syea% institution's collection* along with the average institutional
hﬂ?dings of tha community colleges, will be used to Ca1cuiaté the respective
' percentage factors prior t@ the -determination of annua? resource acqu1s1t1an
ent1t1ement at 1GG percent of formu1a The percentage factors are then
'app11ed to cp]1ect1@n size (prior to de]et1ons) to determine formula acqu151s
tions. -The per unit gost for resources will be unique to each four-year
institution and the community college system. The respectifé costs will be
Based on actUa] expénd1tuﬁe patterns. for all resources 1nc1ud1ng serials
and periodicals over the previous four years and adgusted for anticipated
price increases. Exhibit 1 provides an outline of the PPDﬁQSéd process.
The 1ibrary operations elefent in the revisedvfarmu1a is made up'of
two parts (operations and binding). The operations portion of the Formula
is based on factors reflecting full-time equivalent Studentslweigﬁted at ’
four 1eve¢%!0f1instructiaﬁ, total staff-years including faculty, maintenan;e
of the current collection and new acquisitions in addition to a base staffiﬂg

I . {

]

)

N

- Ih an effort to improve on actual collection size counts, the dafinition

and accompaning explanation describing resource units have been Subge*ted to
minor revisions. (See Appendix-C).

F .
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| FIGWE I
-_ f-/e #
. Fourear and Comunity College Systen
Currency, Replacement and Collection Improvement
/ Entitlement Curves

/ . | S
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. ~Conmunity College Curve:- ‘ ’
Unit Addition Percentage .
‘ at 100 Percent ‘of Formula = 10,465 + _ 9.913 .
: Systen-wide Averaqe CG 1eét1nn
Size in Thousands

TransitmrmeE One_tenth_(0.1) decline.for_ Every 6,240 vo]umes
added between 100,000 and 150,000 wnits,

—oe
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\___ Four-Year Curve
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EXHIBIT |

[
\\ \\ ;'
} Library Resources Element
' 4
\ |
| | \\' ! _ i ) .
ear-End | - 7 B
Institut1on - i . — Resource Unit 1
Collection Size Times |, Unit Adtition QTS |- pnvitienent at ines
(xh' Percentage (=) 1100 Percent of Formula | (x]

Exclusive of

Deletions*,

- ¥1 -

Budgeted
Resource
Unit
Entitlement

Percent
o of
Formyla

\‘k
Individual Average
(ost for Each : _
Institution Based | (W48 Total Dollars
1 on Four Years Ber- 5|~ for Resource )
ionce and Adjusted | T Aequisition
for Inflation |

NOTE: Resource entitlement at 100 percent of formula and budgeted resource unlt pxpenditure wi l be’
1dent1cal for a 100 percent of formula assumption.

+ See Table 111

I:IQ\V(Z
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N ! !
( EXHIBIT 1]
. Library Operations Element
STAFFI: !
100/200 FTE | | 300/400 FTE 00 FE 600/700 FTE [nstitutional M ntenicd New
Students Students Students Students Staff-Year* of Qurrant Aequfsttions
| Timesa | | Times 2 Tines Times a Ties a4 | Colleetion Neidht of
- Wedght 0f Neght of | | Weightof | | Height of Helght of beight of 020
1.000 2000 4,000 6.000 1,000 000 o
7 T T T AN PrT
' 7 A . # - - / L # e -
l 7 g;" s_f S#S Errs-‘!g.ﬂ kﬂwm’w
| s‘g; sg", Iééa"gr irgaf‘-i"i' . \
., - = - = = - - = - -
I’. _.?SV .‘,:_s?;?ii_lf?; 1
| - ‘?2 ="
I Jeir I
! \ .
v Four-Year [nstitutions
e A Base Staffing: F o
o Ny || 3:00 Har-Yedrs Per. Institution Mhes | o
| gi:ggzig +(300) = [Staff-tear | [¥) || O 2.00 Per Branch Library v Tow W Dni?;ing;;gnfg .
o [ ] o) [ e S [ g e [
. — v /\ Comun ity College System T e
H ~ Base Staffing a
7 x 2 = 34,00 for the Systen
]
Tings | ;::ﬁx';i ' . T
Current s Neight " | Standard Dollar |, | .
sbseription || ot L0 L0 e | ngilngg;};gs ;
Units To Allow “ Blnding and ad Rebindin
Wdated Annually For Reblnding Rebinding ind Reatiaing
i . _ - — T - “-r.J
(
I

* This fs exclusive of Progran 10,0 (Granks and Contracts) staff-ye

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

2

Total Dollars. |
For The
Uperations

Element




o~

assumption. Fortwla staff -years are calculated and a standard dollar amount
per staff year is apglied to bring this portion of the formula to a total
dollar amount, thereby\encouraging flexibility in actudl operating practice.

The staff year amount is wn intermediate calculation and jis not intended to
control actual staffing levels. The binding portion aisq assumes a standard

agsumes to require one

dollar value. The number of current subsription
hinding per year with an added factor of ;2 to alj)ow fér rebinding of cur-
rently bound materials. Exhibit II is‘uﬁchang’ from the Caunci1‘$’5eptemberj
© 1976 report and represents the process f"béiyéed in determining the necesséry
g 'dDIIars for the operations portion of tS: formula. The overall intent of the
operations portion is to calculate a dollar amount for each institution and the
community college system fgrfthe aﬁtivitiFS covered by the formula, as in the
case of staffing. It {s not intended to limit institutional ‘flexibility in

the ,deployment Qfxthgsé funds. 4
Library Formula Responses

In our April presentation to the Council, we asked the community
college system and each of the four-year institutions to comment on the
preliminary recowmendations. Appendix A contains copies of the community
ca11égé system and the four year institutional responses Lo the proposed
récﬁmﬁéﬁdations. As you wlll recall, the preliminary reconmendations related
only to the réesource EIEH&:‘HL The communily wvollege systel response ex-
pressed concern with the operations element recommendations related Lo the
use of standard dollav values Béééd on Lhese concerns, we héve included
the discussion and rationale un standard dollar values adopted by the Counctl
in September, 1976 as Appendix b In veviewing the responses, theve appears
to be general agceptance of che proposed apérgach. The concerns raised fall

into two categories: (1) Resources Element: The "collection size" base to

- 16 - e
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be used in the equations to determine resource entitlement; and (2) Operations

Element: fhe use of standard dollar factors in the staffing category.

The issue that relates to’ the resources element concerns the use of a
formula derived "volume count" as Dppoéed to the use Df!actua1 ca11eciion
size as proposed ﬁﬁ our April, 1978 report. This point\was raised by the
State Board for Community.ollege Education and Washington State University. '
Significantly, it is in the areas of community colleges dand doctoral.upAver-
sities where most questions exist as to the appropriateness of existing
measures. Neither sector has recognized national standards. A:major portion
of our current review in the resource element category was to determine if

the standards prev1au5]y used and those outﬂ1ned in our 1976 reégzt were bath

x= e - ev
W e}-.‘.

reasonable and‘appropr]ate. S ‘\

During the staff's extensive review of budget formulas in 1975-76,

the Council 1nd1cated ‘that it was not their intention to determinezyhat_"must"

be provided for an elﬁment or a program. It was the Eaunﬁi, S pasitﬁaﬁ that

formulas are 1nt8ndéd tq provide an equitable d1str1but1nn of resources aﬂﬁgg

Tn.

schools and systems, to be relatively easy to understand and to serve as.a 1?

form of shorthand for a numbér of detailed factors. The cr1ter1a app11ed

&

E
5

by the Council was the guldeline of reasonability. In other words, the formulas

and the related measures andj;atio; should be reasonable, the standards used
should have c¢redibility, be undarstaod by th@se who use them, &nd not be -
interpreted as specifig gpend1ng plans .

In prepartny the '119/3 rormula recommendations %m‘ library fESGur‘CESQ
the staff becamg convinced that the earlier approach of attemptiﬁgAto
determine an opLimum sized 1ibrary through Lhe use of numeric Faitérs and

subsequently attempting to convert that calgculation into annual dollar



LR .
£

: requirements wes the root eeuse df the cemp1ex1ty pf ‘the old 11brary fermu1e
The steff therefore, ettempted to T1ink the cencept of numeric stenderds to
“an. ennue] eequisition fprmu1e epproaeh - It 1is extreme1y 1mpertent te note
thet the formula facters 1ne1uded in the 1976 revisiens were npt meent to be
used tp determine an eptimum 'sized 1ibrary. The overall. ebjeet1ve for the . _

- Tibrary respurees element in the 1975 eppreeeh was to epnvert the "steck in -

hend" or 1nventdry epneept which re]eted a set of stenderds to the.current

he1d1ngs efﬂﬁhe fpurﬁyeer 1nst1tutiens and the edmmunity ee11ege system into

., 11brery resources element based on desirable fiscal year expenditures For
. 1nstence, the f1ve pereent "currency adjustment“ as defined and used in the |
1976 eppreeeh hed es its ‘base only the epening day collection "stenderds
. epup]ed with the pregrem entit]ement faeters Ne student or feeu1ty feeters

came inte pTay The verieb1e "rep]eeement,edjustment“ reTeted to actual

ee]ieetien size end hed no re]etipnship to any fdrmu1e stenderds X[The

:”"stenderds“ for etudents and feeu1ty were involved o nlg if there ‘was

- . projected 1nereese in e1ther stude ts or feeu1ty in.a particular bienn1um

The “new!prpgrem adjustment“ epp]iedeen1y tevgraduate prpgrems, requ1red.
a sil-yeer phase—in end was a meximum, thet is, it was not an autematic
: entitlement In otheriiprds the fermu]e'"stenderds" as they epp]ied to -

‘ the¥ver10us eetegdries that made up that 1976 eppreeeh were pn1y 1ne1dente1

te the process and had en1y a merg1na1 1mpeet on the evere]] reseuree en-

t1t1ement model. In essence. the 1976 eppreeeh represented a transition

Hih Frem hypethetiee1 stenderde to f1sca1 year expenditure levels.
, ?7 As a part ef the current formula rev1ew preeess, the staff- egein —
" attempted to determine if it was.feasible to link numeric formula “stenderds“_

to eequisﬁtien assumptions. The evidence gained from the work with Ege_
-'A_"u E X ~

<. 18 -




“actual information from four-year institutions in the comparisorf states,

‘analysis of eomﬁunity ep11ege experience. ‘The findinge based on an extensive

T

indicated that actual collection size was a more.realiable indicator. In

'dieeuseihgfthis matter with the community college iﬂbeariegs and the State

Board etaff; the community eeilege representetiees-requested»e eeeerete

i

‘analysis of ebfleetien size and eequ151tien rates for 306 eemmunity colleges

in the "peeeeetter etetes 1nd1eate that when the fermu1e factors deve1qud

i

"-:for eommunity celIeges ‘are used to generate an eptimum eized 11brery eo]Ieetion.i

the resultant fermula ent1t1ement is totally unsupperted in aetua] prectiee

In fact, not one eommun1ty eo11ege 11brery exeeeds or even eque1s the fermu1e

stendeeds" included in the- Counc11 5 1976 approeeh end eut]ined on page Qne

of Mr. Mundt's letter. What wee»foune; hewever,ewere ]ibrary collections and-

' eequieition patterns similar to those eXPEFieneed'by Weehingfehfeemmundty‘

e011eges By way of eentrast the opposite is true with the four-year 11brery! "

*

standerde Thet is, many of the feur-year institutions in the comparison

states exeeed the fourayear 1nst1tut1enel "standards" Nhat exists then

_are "stendards" with varying re1at1oneh1pe to reality in terms of aetua]

~1n5t1tutione] petternsiAvIn edd1t1en, the "etenderds' are en1y reeognTZed

- fr= 1imited nEmbEr of schools. It is e]eer, thereFore, that this base

i

eequ1s1t1on to he]dlnge.

--Medifieetione to the-Apf%l 1928 Staff resentet1on

-a collection size base exclusive of deletions in

—
A s1gn1f1cant outeeme Frem the po1nte ra1eed during the review process

is the prepoeed change to the ce11eet1on size b“ It is recommended that

’35QErt1eu1ar year be used

-
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as the base fpr caIcuIating the annueI ecquisitipn rete.“ Althpugh

the prppesed recen'mendet’lon which reIetes ECC]LI’ISIHDHS to current.

o cpIIection size 15 besed on a décIfning percentage reIetionehip as -

epIIectipn eize grpws. the 3nducemEnt Fpr deIeting 1tems from the

thIettipn 15 eubstentiei]y reduced 1f yearsend collection size (net

: pf deIet1pne) is used as the base fpr’detennining the aequ151t1pn ,

rete The collection size base’ for the beginn1ng of the next fieea]

‘ 7
' yeer wou]d 1nc1ude the de1et10ns in order to me1nte1n the 1ntegr1ty

of the actual tpunt Pages 30 and 31 and Table III on Page 32 putﬂine :

.ﬁthe CpunciI 1ntentipns to mon1ter the ongping deIet1en eet1ﬁ1ty at

e
the twos end fpur-yeer 1n5t1tut1pn5 end provide a deteiIed descrif tien

and exempIes as to how cp]Iept1on size 15 to be determined aIpng with
edd1tipneI infpnmetipn on the reeepns fpr the chenge

w1th the above exceptipn, the pre]iminer{irecpmmendet1one as. ;
preeented et the Apr11 Ceunc11 meet1ng reme1n unchanged The resource _"
recpmmendat10ns are restated in the following seetion as part of the

deteiled discu5519n re1eted to the respurtee eIement The concluding

sectipn putIines the September, 1975 reeommendatipns w1th emendments :

for the pperatipns pprtion of the formu]e “As stated eerlier the

' pperetipns SECtIDﬂ is virtueIIy unchenged frpm thet edppted by the

Council in 1976. o E ! oo

&

] w
NS
#
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(111 Detailed Reviey of Recommendations: Resources

. Library Resources E] sment

N Acquisitions %hat resource’ unit ach15{tians entitlement for the
- Entitlement - - Fbur;year institutions and_the community college
' . ) hematically determined per-’

: 11 ps. n_actual. cuT,ect on _size
and annua1 acquigition rates : , I

The backgr@und and the research 1ead1ng to this retommendation was B
reviewed in. Sect1on II Aé was 1nd1cated in that ddscussiun, attemp1ng to
operat1ona11ze a resource- based madgh made up Df d15crete numeric FormuTa
Factors that app]y equitably to 1nst1tutﬂanf as diverse as thase }n Nash—

| ington 15 nct on1y difficult but yie]ds 1ess than satisFacthy resu1ts |

It was therefare gﬁhg]uded that a compar1snn based apprnach which related

more meaningFu] and rea11st1c a]ternat1ve to the use  of numeric. hypathet1ca1

farmula Factarsi

- Community CG]Tege AnaTys1s and Methodology -

The analysis of data for the two-year 1nst1tutions 1n the "pacesetter
7

Y

. states of Ca11fcrnia, Texas, F1or1da New York M1ch1gan, and I11inois was
based on a cnmpar1son of acqu151t1ﬂn rates to 1nd1v1dua1 11brary cc11ect1ﬂn ‘
- size. The regress1gn ana1y§3€‘1ngiuded 306 observat1ons with an Dbsgrved

A : .
equation of the parabg]av(:urve) expressed as fo]]pws; o ﬁ;

Unit Additidn Percentage = 8.40 + 7.9 *
: ' : Ins'1tut1ana1 Collection Size

P : ~in Thousands

: , J _ ) o

*The equat1on developed for the curv111near regress1an line was
Y =a *+ (b/X) where Y_ is the computed or expected value of the dependent
v§r1ab1e Y, and X is the independent variable. - Y_ is further defined as
"Percent Adds" and X is the number of volumes (¢of1éct1on size) expressed
in millions. ‘Normally the constant "a" is the "Percént Adds" value when
the collection size equa]s zero. With this equation, however, as the
collection size approaches zero, the "Percent Adds" value would approach
infinity. The s]cp QF the curv111near regression 11ne is "b".

o _ o . ‘='Z>1—




u.the re1at1dnehip betweenfthe observed valyes for the six "paceeetter" states

and the Nashingtdn 1net1tutione were ena]yzed ﬁ weighted percentage re]aa,'
under 60, DDO For the time period covered by the;ene]ys1e, all weeh1ngtdn

| expreesed ebdve was adjuebed by the 8027 fattor to arn1ve at en equat1on

'Fnur Yeer AneTys1e and Methddd]dgy

the cdmper15dn four- yeer institutions in the statee of Ca11Fdrn1e, Dregdn,’

/
' equet1dn of the parabdla (curve) expressed as fd11dwe e
Unit Addition Percentage = 1 : Y
S CL ‘ 1242 F (. 03995) 1Cdl1ect1dn &
. - S1ze in M11110ne) ///
i

%
B

~To detenmine a curve ,at would represent 100 percent, df fdrmuTa, , f!

t1on§h1p*ef 8027 was ea1cu]eted fdr thdee 11brar1es with ed]]eetidn e1zee

cnmmunity cn11egee had coT]ectidns of less than 60, 000 units. The equat1on _

. / B
thet wou]d be ‘representative of an acqu151t1ons ent1t1ement factor at IDD pen— i
“"cent of fdrmu1e The adgusted equation is: -, o
Unit Add1t1on Percentage L o : . : f“'}} C .7,;

at 100 Percent of Formu1a =10.465 + 9. 913 ,
' Syetem-w1de Tnstitutional Average
C011ect10n Size in Theueende

“In ana1yz1ng eequ1e1tidn date as a percent of total co11eetidn s1ze fdr

M1nneeote M1ch1gan, N1scone1n, Ind1ena end I111nd15, regreee1dn analysis !

- was a]eo used. The ene1ysie included dver 140 observat1dne with the observei N

*The equat1on developed for the curvilinear regress1on line was

Ye=. 1 where Y 15 the edmduted or expeeted value of the dependent ' vz

a+ o+
variable Y, and X 15 the independent var1eb1e Y_ is further defined as /
"Percent Adds" and X.is the number of volumes (ce?]ectudn size) expressed 7
in millions. - The constant "a " is-the "Percent Adds". value when the collection
size equals zero. The s1ope af the eurV111neer negress1dn 1ine is "b".

&=
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adjusted Equation is:

;Twp} and Faur?Year-Gréphic'111ustrétjcns

equat10n based 11nes never 1nterseat _to form a sing1e curV111near relatit

: shipr .Theré 1sireason to bé]1gvg,,hOWEVEP, that a .graduated adjustment:

N

5

va1ues were detzrmined for the s1x four—year instituti ns. A WEighted

v
-

B?fthe 7833 factor to arrive at an éqeggign that ould be representative o

f of an acquisit1ons ent1tiement factar at 100 pE' ;;%;waﬂ*'f . The ,-'f B

" Unit Addition Percentage -
at 100 Percent of Formula

0959 ¥ ( '312) (Co1ieﬂtion .
L Size in Milljons) "

The 111ustrat1cn in Figure 1 on Page 13 (and the detaiiea chéfts”ih7 ,;ﬂJm;

' Append1x E) pravide a. graph1c represenratinn of the curves and re]ated

. equations. The adjusted équatlons as recommended ref1ect appraximate1y the

85th percent1le of the QbSérved values in both instances. In otherpwords,
one. wou1d expect 15 o&t of every IDD institutions in Nashingtcn 3 comparisan_
groups tD acqu1re resource’ at a’ h1gher rate than that allowed by- the recems”

mended equat1ans at the proposed 100 percent 1eve1 Th1s.s]ear1y meets the -

b

" Council cr1ter1gn of reasonab111ty.,_t Sl el Ly

Trans1tﬁon Factor

Due to the d1fFerent mathematical bases Far the equations, thanj’:

is appropriate between 100,000 and 15Q,DDD‘uhits:> A transitional factor

| connecting the two equation—based'1inesAis therefore recommended for the

s



- ) Resource Un1t Add1t1cne Ca1cu1et1cn5 and. Ccmpar1ecne

d
. . . ‘. . . . s pie .
L . ’ : o . . . ". .
Y . i i ) . . ) ) . . . . f s .
. ) . . Coat \

range of 1 o ucc to 15c 000 . unite The equation for the transittopal 1ine...

) 1nd1catee a cne—tenth (O 1) dec?ine for every 6,250 vc1umee added etwéen |
. -

100, 000 and 150 000 unite : fi,, P

i

| 1t 15 intended thet the "10D percent ‘of fcrmu1e“ eguaticns pres nted
"ebcve be neviewed after severe] yeare of experience It is, mcet 11ke1y that
: the declining percentage epprcech wcu]d ccntinue to be- euppcrted by u deted

1nfcrmaticn a1thcugh the equeticne might change Exhibit III on Page '5

xprcv1dee stepeby -step calcu]aticne for determlning ecqu1eit1cn retes and
‘ dollars at IDD'percent of formu]e A four-year inetituticn examp1e, as we11
es a cdmpreheneive exampTe fcr the, ccmmunity ce11ege eyetem, are ehown u'1ng

;,the1?ereepectfve equetinns The ccl]ecticn eize and unit cost data are ée: (@am-

3

. p1es only and are ncteeepreeentetive cf either a fcur—yeer 1n5t1tut1cn or

‘*%,.

vthe commun1ty cc]]ege eystem in Wesh1ngtceeegsﬁk

ﬂax,a_ﬁ’a_
Tables I end 11 on Pegee 26 and 27 compare 1ihre%y%eegcurce un1te
"—-x.e

added for each cf the fcure?ean 1net1tutidns and the commun1ty chtege syste -
Aand includee their respective cc11ect1cn sizes end the new fcrmu]a ”Ferce;t
Adde" factors. - The tab]ee ccmpane the budgeted units expecaed to be added 1n
.'1977 79 end ectua1 units edded fcr 1975 76 to the number ct units thet wculd
have been edded under the. new fdrmu1e

Ih add1t1cn to eo11c1ting nespdnses to the fcrmu1e 1tse1f ‘more
o upetcsdate 11brery etetiettta1 dete was e]sc nequeeted from all the Fcur-yeer |
1nst1tut1one and the ccmmun1ty chTege eystem As the data beccmee eVa11— v
eb1e. 1t w111 be passed a1cng tc the executive end 1eg151et1ve enelyste as
pent of our ongoing neepcnsib111ty in wcrklng with those individuals ccncerned

;with-%his issue. ) - ' . o

-2



\ - e : EXHIEIT‘III
uo ' Caﬂculat1nn of Annual Resaurce Ent1tlement and Total Dniiﬂrs

at 100 Percent of Formula.
-~ 1978- 79 F1scal Year

Fnur Year Inst1tutiﬁn (Esamg]e Calculatian) )

Cﬂl1éttion Size ' o o } L
Nunber of Volumes (July 1, 1978): 707,633 (, 707633 m1111nn)

Average Unit Cost: _‘ . $ED 56*>
] S _ o _;‘ Four-Year Equatiﬂn (100 percent of farmula) ; o » A ;
Unit Addftian Percentage = ~ : ' |
.; - *\ . ‘ . = . -
. E S
: . - .0969 + ,022]
: ) - ‘ S V E [0 ;
,'"". o ~ Unit Addition Peréenfagé = BQQD%J,J‘ ; vi'
hﬂin_‘““sigh;;s . Unit Addition % Factor 'a 4 if’ .0840
' . . } T 00z - - ,
' Resource Unit fntit]ément o= (ZOB4D) (707 633)'= 59,441 441'
Budgeted Resaurce Unit Ent1t1ement = (59, 441) (1. OD) 59,441 441

Total dollars for Resaurce Acqu151tinn = (59 441) ($ED 56) = Sl 222,107

Commun1ty Cnl]ege System (Examp1e Ca1ﬁu ation): ’ ;" Yo

o

Collection Size
h ]

%\\Average Number of Volumes (July 1, 1375)5 ]

AveragesUnit Cost: . '_ $21.03*

‘#CDﬁmunity College Equatlan (IDD percent of fﬂrmula)

Unit Add1tign Fercentege.= 10.465 +( 9,913 -
C o Volumes in thousands

10,465 +( 9,913 )
. 39

']

10.465 +- 2542-

%&% .Unit Addition Percentage = 10;72%
N Unit Addition % Factar = 10.72% = .1072
| « . ~100% ,
. o -\xg .- ‘"Resource Unit Entitlement - = (.1072) (1,053,000) = 112,882
&ka - Budgeted Resource UNjt Entitiement = (112,882) (1.00) = 112,882 :
Y : ~ Total dollars for Resource Acquisition = (112,882) (21 03) = $2,373,908
Y
K f@k ~* The histﬁrlcal base for these values would be updated based on a current
- N “ dollar methodology. The 1978-79 value would include an iﬂflatinnary
_ AN adgustment for- 1978-79 over the 1977-73 value.
. \)‘ | .. \\\\,\ - ' . .
ERIC N B -25 - JL )
. ey Yo )

053,000 = 39,000 (39.0) -



CmEET L

X . T . i!.. o E :
. .. Comparisdn of Budgeted - -
.+ Units Added for the 1977-79 Biennium and
* . New Formula -Resource Unit Entitlement .

o S %o Projected - New Formula: -~ - . - ~ Percentage

Budgeted - . Collection . Percent . Umit " Relationship:
..+ Resource - Size - v+ Adds- ~ Entitlement: ‘Budgeted
Institutions - Units* = ‘July 1, 1978 " Factor New Formula ._Versus New . -

Cow . ms;z 2,072,095 0607 V131;S7gi, . sa.sek
=*isd- o ’.f&L,Iiz 1,384,652 o714 =“’_i ,';u=§s;554- ;gj'; . 161;83% |
w1026 i Coaem oo o ,29,253"';f, ©53.74%
o asss0 wseiz. 0@ o ;e osoges
*nud f"f ',1‘7‘26;542 - 4ii§35§ ‘ ;7’“1';o§;;ﬂ; S a3 O gpa08

TESC 10,505 163,000 . .0981 1599 65.67%

Coec's . 113,089%% 1,260,743 - . 106B*** 134,647 - - © 83:09% .

*  Biennial total divided by 2. :
o N FE A . T . ( I
. ** Based on'past ‘expenditure patterns, 20 percent of the budgeted units were assumed to beifgz
’ nonfnrmu1a’Audin_Vi7ua1/Media purchases. (Total units funded for the biennium were 282,72Z,) .
k% Based on a system-wide average of: 1,260,743 ‘= 46,694 |

r'
L]
I
.
L]




T
" Comparison of 1975-76 Actual
‘Units Added and Unit '
Entitlement with New Formula

™
.’A_

: : , e _ - Percentage
, ‘Units “Collection -~ - - Percent .~ Unit . Relationship:

~ Added - Size Adds Entitlement: = - ~Actual
. Institutions 1975-76 - July 1, 1976 .- _Factor -~ _New Formula - Versus New

W, 87,36, . 2,006,030 G082 12?,252' " 68608
sy 54523 B 1,275;5'75;_;_» .1 Loraz '93',.3.7’9  - és,.'z;:_z
.‘!cwu ;-f:} : Q'igézal_' i%%%*¥?zgzé}§s(_i' L0043 éi;ééé N ; 344f5?i"

TR 20,119 209,078 L L0043 e 7Lan
. - . 25?379_';1 313 L0919 .'35*544 o 180,93%'

CqEsc 15,040 143,928 0986 . (14,091 . 105.99%

= =

F-l

oeecC's S8y - 925,843 0 L1078% - 99,528 1 5B.64%

. Based on a system-wide average EF: 925,843 = 34,290,
o o ' S —27

a
‘..‘ -“

"




per unitieust;ferﬂresoureesfbeauni-ue,te’eech

'Reeeuree ﬁbThat the:: UIC b I
Unit - . four-year institution and the community college system
Costs and be based on historical multi-year expenditure

patterns for all resource units purchased, exc,usive
- of eudia-vieua /media materia]s

The Ceunc11 s September. 1976 recemmendatians inc]uded a "standard de11ar55

.concept for “other reeeurce unite (benks microferm materials, ete )

Since 1t 15 neceseanf te knew how many units are to be aequired in any

| g1ven yedr fer etafF entit]ement determinat1cn, the use of a "standard dollar" -

"value when eempared to the 1net1tut1en s h1ster1ca1 unit cost pattern made

1t difficuit to assess.how many un1ts an 1net1tution wou1d purehase and at
ot

- what price. This prob1em ceup1ed with the ?eet that our ar1g1na1 recomnenda-
_ tiens a11ewed far separate and on-going Fundigg of per1ed1ca1s and 5er1a15

o baeed on historiea] patterne 1ed us to a recommeudatien baeed on each 1net1~'

tutien s historical reseurce un1t expend1ture patterne

~ Resource Un1t Cost Ea]cuLat1ens o

The per unit eest va1ue5 w1]1 be based on aetual state and general Tocal

'1Fund expend1tures for purehased units added fnr fiscal years 1973-74, 1974- 75

1975-76. and 1975é77a The unit cest va]uas Fer each institution w111 include =

-a-edrrent doT1aE-ad5ustment based on the H1gher Edueatien Price Index for

-Baoks and Peried1ea1s Inf1atienary adjustments baaed on final 1eg1s1at1ve

act1on for the current biennium will be used to. update the ‘current dollar

““adjusted" average for 1977~ .78 and 1978-79. Exh1b1t IV, on Page 29~ out11nee .

the etepsey step preeedure gzeeesary for determin1ng the eest per unit -

va]ues fer 1979 -80 and 1980 81 The determ1natien of h15tar1ca1 ceets Fer

bthe community ce11ege system w1]1 1ne1ude analysis. related to the1r purchas1ng -

patterns in terms of paper mater1a1e beth in terme of books and monegraphs

o
T
Ty



_ EXHIBIT IV
>

- ‘Resource Unii Cdst Calculations

- .. Higher Education ' Inflationary. Assumptions

~ Price Index Values P E . (Washington:. 1977-79 Biennium)

1973 ¢ 177.0° » . T

1974 : 1953 . - SR 197778+ 5.20%
1975 ¢ 219.5 e . 1978-79 i 5.00% |
1976 : 251.8 : . s - e

1977 ¢ 267.7

\ Higher Education Price Index Percentage Increases

71977 vis-a-vis 1973 : 51,24% ..
1977 vis-a<vis 1974 ;. 37,07%
- °1977 vis-a-vis 1975 : 21.96% .
1977 vis-a-vis 1976 : - '6.31%

",fgﬁ% . nistorical per Unit Costs for Institution "A"
S o " with Current Dollar and Inflationary Adjustments .

_ . . _Actual -~ - ! Current Dollar . . Adjusted
Fiscal Year . Unit Cost __Adjustment - Unit Cost

© - $21.48
21.88

1.5124

1973-74 -~ $14.20 1
1.3707 -

1974-75 i 15.96 3707 88
1975-76 . i . 17.0 1.2196 20.78
1.0631 19,14

1976-77 :18.00 . S 9. 14
| S - Total - §83.28
‘ : A Average (Adjusted) - $20.82

D B M e

Adjusted Values for the Current Biennium

1977-78 ;. $20.82 X 1.050° $21.90
23.00

1978-79 " :  21.90 X 1.0500

B

'NOTE: The cost per unit values for 1979-80 and 1980-81 would use the 197879
adjusted figure as the base and would include the inflationary assumptions as
- prescribed in OFM's Budget Guidelines. .

1 .
" - s\r} . . T
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A

, _!Resource Unit Definitien C1ar1f1catinn '

&

Our analysis over. the past : severa1 months 1nd1cates that the def1n1tian :
af a "resource unit" needs to be c]arified in an effort to 1mprove the accuracy ;;=
{ . Df actua1 cn11ectign size caunts we are prgpcsing that future co]1e:ticn

counts should 1nc1ude unbgund;periadica1s (tg be ca1cu13ted at six vo]umeswggr '

Tineai FQot); as. we11 as music scares _which haVE been catalaggd (These two

1*i¢hanges are ¢cns1stent with recent definitinnaT changes in the Higher Edugatian
’General Infﬂrmat1on Survey (HEGIS) for c911ege and un1vers1ty 11brar1es ) In
:additian, a c]ar1f1cat1on GF the phrase "otherwise prepared for use" is 1ntended

_tu cover those acqu1s1tinns which thnugh they may nat be fu11y Catalﬁged and/ur

c]assified are accessib1e and avai]abie to patrons throug__a pr1nted ]15t, card

cata?og, or simi1ar means; it dcés not in31ude a ser1a1 re:n#d1gggsuch as the,

. government dacument c1assif1catign system applied to documents which-have nat

fbeen';atglgggd. ‘This change has met w1th the apprGVa1 af the twaa and four~'

yeér 1ibﬁarians

C011ectian Size Ca1gu1atiﬁns S L

Since the resaurce unit entit1eﬁent recammendat1ﬂn has as its basis
~ w actual 11brary cc11ect1dn 5122 an accurate cn11ect1on ccunt and the att1tude
of the two— and four year 1nst1tut1on5 regarding de1et1ons Frqm th91r

:u1lectjons,are extremely important.. The c1ar1f1cation to the resaurce
R . B 5 5 f

unit definition discussed in the previqus. section was made ta recagnlze

gthe des1rab111ty of a continuing effort ta, wher .appropriate, remave cut;

* ‘dated mater1a15 It is therefgre recommended fhat the c914ectian S1ze base
to be used in calcu1at1ng annual resnurce un1t ént1t1ement be: exc1us1ve of .

| de1et1ans “fo ensure that appropr?ate de?etian programs are cont1nued at

the two- and four-year 1n5titut1ans,,Counc11 staff will annqa]]y monitor

- 30 -
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ST

‘”these data for any deviatians from past practices Tab]e III.provides an .

Example af how coI]ection size 15 to be determined and 1nc1udes a "subteta1"

B !x.‘“ . S
-which wcqu 1nﬁ1ude a11 additinns to the €u11ectian 1n a parti;u1ar year and L

e “‘*a.‘

wouid be the basis for determ1n1ng annua1 rescurce ent1t1ement "Year—end
co11ectian size" N which is détermined by 5ubtract1ﬁg de1et1nns from: add1tigns,,1
.: is used as the base fcr caicu1ating staff ent1t1ement for the "maintenance of |
current cn11egt1an" category in the nperat1ons part1Qn of théfid%mu]a ' _:’;
| In: the example shawn in Table III,el 110, DOD and 1 200 GUO wnuld be the
;o %ase numbers tD be used 1n determ1n1ng the annual FESDUPEE unit entit1ementﬁy
;The year -end cu11ect1an size numbers Qf 1, 080 000 and 1 ITG 000 wuuid be R
used" ta determ1ne staff ent1t1éhent Far the “Ma1ntenance of Current CoTTectian"'
;categnry The use of th1s apprnach w111 recognize efforts ta remaﬁn turrent

o » and affset any tendency to curta11 thase effopf% Fbr short term gain




;
P
TABLE III
Year-End Collection Size
, Ensuing Biennium _
First Second
Description : _Year - - Year
Collection Size as of July 1 1,000,000 1,080,000
Units added thyough state fund
o ¢ parchases’ o 100,000 110,000
Units added:through research indirect
cost recoyery (dedicated) fund
purchases” 2,000 . 2,000
Units added through gifts and grant53 _ 8,000 - 8,000
- -SUBTOTAL: Resource Unit Entitlement 7
Base 1,110,000 1,200,000
Deletions from the cg11ection3 30,000 30,000

Yeari§rd collection size

Has to be updated with each percentage of formula change assumption.

Research overhead funds speéiFTE§%1y dedicated to the purchase of library
resource units are expected to cover the cost of ordering, acquiring, and
processing. This activity should be treated as a non-formula item and the
number of resource units involved should be based on a combination of past
experience and anticipated revenues available for this noncomparable item

in any one bienntum. Based on the available dollars and assumptions involved,
the values may vary for each of the two years of the biennium.

Based on an average of actual experience for the past two biennia (1973-74 -
' 1976-77 -- four years). The same value will be used for both years of the
biennium. '

- 32 -
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Jt :
-IV. Detailed Review of Recommendétions: Operations

L1braﬁy Operations Element

Amendments That the techn1ca1 amendments to the S,ptember!
1976, recnmnendat1cns be agproved

In terms of library operations, the Council adopted comprehensive
revisions in Seﬁtember, 1976. As has been noted earlier, the mainA
reason for the current review of the formula was concerns in the re-
sources portinnAavnot in the operations area. Theré were, however, a
few operat{ona1 areas where technical clarification was needed. The |
F following is a list of the September, 197€, recommendations and the
’reé@mmended technical amendments. The staff urges the adopfinn of the
technical amendments but recommends no Qhangé'in the basic approach to

library operations as approved iﬁ,;gjéiﬁ; 7 )

Existing Recommendations (InFormat1on Only)

(1) That all the library operations eiement categories be divided by
300 to determine staff yedrs.

(2) That there be four "FTE student" categories (100/200, 300/400,
" 500 and 600/700) with weights of 1.000, 2.000, 4.000 and 6.000
as four of the library operations elements,

(3) That there be a "maintenance of current collection".category
with a weight of 0.0135 as one of the library operation elements.

(4) That there be a "new acquisition" category with a weight of
0.270 as one of the library operations elements.

(5) That there be a "base staffing" entitlement allowing three (3)
additional staff years per four-year institution or two {2) per
branch library and 54 (2 x 27) additional staff years for the
community college system.

(6) That the two- and four-year institutions use common budget
request forms.

Amendments (For Council Action) '

(7) That there be a-“tetal-faeulty-and-stafé- man-year® an "institutional

staff year" category with a weight of 1.000 as one of the 1ibrary
operations elements.




(8) That binding costs be a major sub-element with the overall
library operations element. It is further recommended that '

the basis for determining binding costs be the current total
subscription units times 1.200 (weighting factor to handle
rebinding) times a standard dollar value per unit bound. It
is further recommended that.the standard dollar amount have-as
é{£=535€%éﬁﬁkaﬁéﬁﬁﬂxﬁkﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁgﬁ%£§¥EH¥§rfigif{$€ﬁ?4%24%ﬁ2{%e
Ffour—year- 1nsti tutd ens- for- 1974—75- and- updated- by- the-cost
Qf=;é¥§ﬂ§s§ﬁ€¥€i§é§éf%é§€ﬁﬁk%Fff#iéﬁ{%gﬁfé¥§d€é=4¥ki§§5§?€
and-1976-77-be determined by the Office of Pinancial Manage-
ment after consultation with the state printer and adjusted
for inflation for each year of the ensuing biennium.

(9) That a standard dollar amount per staff year be adopted that

would include fringe benefits {17-pereemt ) and operations costs.

{13-pereent) It is further recommended that this standard

dollar amount have as its base the Higher Education Personnel

. Board classification for a library specialist I (step two) for
- the four-year institutions and the community college system.

With regard to recommendation number seven, the ﬁFFése "faculty and
staff man-year" was redundant. Also, additional clarification was requested
as to which staff should be included and the'base year to be used, as well
as an interpretation of how the staff year amount was to be determined.

It was determined that the staff year value should include all insti-
tutional employees except thuée in Program 10* (Grants and Contracts). The

value will be a static number and will be the same for both years of the

ensuing biennium. The number to be used is the budgeted staff year count
for the second year of LﬁﬁrggngnL Ltennlum
The change in 1 econmendation number elghl evoived afler aevﬁfﬂv
. = L
individuals sugyested that the tovulvene.t of the state printer's ofrice

in the decision proCess with 1cyards Lo Lhe delermination of a standard

dollar value thdt would apply to the Linding component would be appropriate.

*The Grants and Lontract Prugram statf-year amount is not to be
included since calculations which relate to dedicated revenue from indirect
cost recovery funds have already taken into account this potential group
of users.



-&

.- Append1x E prov1des an est1mete of library reb1nd1ng eherges developed

by, the, Department ef Pr1nt1ng in December, 1974 It is suggeeted that the

$7.00 rate be used as the base for f1eea1 year 1974 75. (Thie rate cemperes .

closely w1th the we1ghted average for 1974-75 of $6.74.)

Table IV illustrates the pest and foreeested increases in the coneumer
price index. If the index for 1974-75 (155.2) is used as the base for -

percentage adjustments for 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78, the percentage

ve{uee would be 7.1, 5.8, and 6.5 percent. The respective dollar amounts

would be: 1974-75 : $7.00
1975-76  : $7.50
1976977 ¢ §7.9%
1977-78 : $8.46

< The amounts for subsequent years would be estimated based on forecasted

inflatidn rates.
TABLE 1V B

Consumer Price Index
Fiscal Years 1968 - 1978

Fiscal Year Index . Pe ercent Change
. 1968 101.9 v

1969 ( 106.8 4.8
1970 113.1 5.9
1971 119.0 5.2
1972 123.2 3.5
1973 1 128.2 4.1
1974 139.7 9.0
1975 155.2 11.1
1976 166.2 7.1
1977 - 175.8 5.8

Estimated
1978 187.3 6.5

Sources:~ Actual U.S. Department of Labor Estimates: Department
’ ff of Revenue : |
- 35 - ,
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Nith regards to recommendation number nine, the basis fcr the 1n1£}a1
determination of the standard dollar amount per staFF year was the 1975- 77
biennial budget. The weighted average salary determined for 1974- 75 was
found to compare favorab1y to the sec@nd step ("C") of the Higher Education
Personnel Board (HEPB) classification Df a Library Specialist I. As outlined
in the Septémber3 1976 report, the addition of fringe benefits (17 percent)
and operations cost (13 percent) to the 1976-77 salary amount ($10,452) Faf
a Library Specia]istAi (Step "G") would produce a standard dollar value of
$13,588 for the 1976-77 fiscal year. Dbjéctiaﬂs were raised, however, cons
cerning the rﬁgidity,cau%ed by the use of actual percentages.

In terms of fringe benefits, the improved health benefit package adopted_,;ﬁ
by the 1977 1eg151ature and increases in social security rates cau1d mean g
as much as a four percent increase in the fringe benef1t percentage re1a§1ﬂn=
ship for an average salary of $11,000. Although the 17 percent was appropriate
%n 1974-75, an analysis of current fringe benefit relationships for the
college and university libraries would probably yie]d‘an Dver5]1 percentage
relationship closer to 19 percent.

In terms of operations costs, the 1976 approach set the operations
costs value at 13 percent ot the standard dollar value for salaries. It~
was pointed out duriny the enecutive and legisltature review of the revised
forfula that salarles may ur may not rise at the same rate as other gouds

A .

and services; theretore, It was felt that an operations cost amount based
on a set percentage relationship related tu ; hypothetical dollar value
was a less than dés1rable long-range approach. It is 5uggesﬁed that the
1974-75 weighted Gper‘aud'ﬁs costs per staff year of $1,131 as used in Lhe

September, 1976 report he used as the base. Annual increases would be based




E o= ¥

on increases in the cofisumer price index as shown in Table IV. The

percentage increases would be the same as those outlined in the discussion

d s?egarding the;binding standard dollar values. The kespective dollar
e o amounts would' be: . ’
. = 1974-75 : $1,131 |
1975-76 : $1,211 — ' )

1976-77 : $1,281
1977-73 : $1,364
Overall then, it is suggested that the fringe benefit and-dperations
cost amounts should be continually updiged'bxtthe foice of Financial Manage-
ment based on known and-anticipated fedefa1 and state changes in fringe
benefits and adjusted for inflation in the operations cost area.

R

Calculations: Library Resource Element

Exhibit II in Section Il provides the framework for the Library

Operations Element. Exhibit V provides the detailed calculations for _&rﬁl/}
LAY
7 o~ s

determining total dollars for the Operations Element.

Community CD]]é957C9né§ﬁn§§

The State Board for Community College Education expressed concern
with khe standard dollar concept in 1976. Mr, Mundt's May 3, 1978, letter

includdd in Appendix A reiterated this concern.

the determinatign of staffing factors as they relate to the

operatiions portion of the formula, a staffing mix of 22 percent prDFessidﬁaT

N librayians and 78 percent other staff was assumed based on our ﬁna1ysi5.of
Exi§§§ffua1 institutional patterns. (The Association for EéTiegé and Research
. Librarians suggests a standard of 25 to 35 percenﬁ prcféséioﬁal 1ibrariansg)v .
The community college staff makeup in 1975-76 was approximately 35 percent

professional. As we pointed out on Page 30 of - the September, 1976 report:
;,-i E37§

ERIC - - 46
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EAHIBIT ¥ f*

Library Operations Elenent Calculations
1976 - 77 :

Staffing and Operations Costs .v'Agf,* R :
. — - | o | | : ~ Heighted
FTE Students:
100/200 12,262 1,0000 | 12,262
300/400 9,749 2,000 - 19,498
- o 1,584 ot b0 . 9,504
Staff Years 8,006 1,0000 8,076
' Maintenance of Current Collection 2,443,659 | 0,015 32,989
[A] .
o .
| New Acquisitions 99,156 02700 . 26,1
e iatet Tot: Staffing sortes__ 1410
(D1v1ded by) D1v1snr Df 300 ; | +300
(Equals) Staff-Year Subtotal () o au -
: (Add) Base Staffing (+) k | N
(Sum) Total Staff Years (=) R g
(Times) Standard Dollar Amount (x) - B 1L R
| (Fquals) Total Dollars for Staffing and Operationst $6 087, El
Binding/Rebinding | 5
Number- of Heighted Standard
Perdodicals Weighting lalue Dollar Values

Total Dollars for -
9,19 x L = W99 X §7.94 Binding and Rebinding 277,829
Total Dotlars for Operations: {6,369,253
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"CéuﬁéiT staff feels, however, that the 22 percent relationship is more
épérapfiéte since the ccmﬁunity céi]eges already héve a high percéﬁ;age a?
prjfessiona1 librarians and consequently, as‘additiana1ﬁsuppart staff are
ad;ed, the percentage relationship will more closely equaivthe relationship
aTrgady experienced in the four-year institutions. Also, since the new staff
thgt are being hi;éd will be at the support level, the proposed standard
staf% year salary should adéquateTy reflect the needs of the community
colleges." . i

In terms of the standard dollar concept, the discussion paper entitled: .

The Use of Standard Dollar Factors in Formulas for Supporting Prcgrams;*iﬁé
cluded in Appendix B points out that since historical data would be adjusted

to reflect the institutional percentages against the new formulas, there would

~be no necessary disadvantage to an institution unless the legistature-based ———

its funding levels on a lower percentage of formula than had been experienced
in the past. Since the actual staffing and fﬁnding levels are currently well -
below 100 percent of the formula values, the use of Standard.d011ar factors
merETy serve to adjust the 1nstitu£€ona1 position vfs—asvis 100 percent of
formula. '
Data Tables

Since no substantive changes are recommended, the data tables and
ana]ysis'gﬂc1uded in the September, 1976'repart have been included as Appen-

dix G, As wasrnéted earlier, more up-to-date library statistical

" .a¥so requested from all the four-year institutions and the communi ty\ college

.system. As data becdmes available, it will be passed along to the executive

and legislative analysts as part of our ongoing respcﬁsibiTity in working -

with those individuals concerned with this issue.

o 40
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APPENDIX A

Responses to the Council's Library
‘Formula Recommendatiens:

University of Washington
Washington State University
Central Washington University
Eastern Washington University
Western Washington University
Community College System

<
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON LIBRARIES
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98195

June 5, 1978

Mr. Norm Fischer

Senilor Analyst | X
Council for Postsecondary Education
908 East 5th Avenue /

Olympia, Washington 98504

Dear Norm:

The proposed férmpla based on collection size is workable and provides

-satisfactory results for the University of Washington. We regret aban-
- doning program needs as the basic formula factor and also regret the

‘Thg?alte:nat;vg,fctmﬂla, based on ACRL standards updated by the 5-year

‘emphasis on counting the collection, an activity which has been regarded

with suspicion in the past. Nevertheless we support the new formula
approach: . :

’Q-"xh

eufrency‘adjustment’faéid?}‘ﬁfﬁvideS'eqtaiiy“Eatigfsttary‘resu1f5?~is:;aﬂw‘MTM;ﬁ;,;.gﬁ:;
eagsier to compute since it omits the collection count, is based on ob-
jective, outside factors, and is preferable in that it reflects the
library's program needs. We support this approach as the more attractive
alternative. While a collection count is required for the operations
formula,in either case, the resulting entitlement is so small that dif-

ferences in counting methods are relatively unimportant.

Both formulas, whether based on collection size or the ACRL formula

inventory, utilize a curve calculated on observed acquisitions rates
in comparable ‘libraries. The underlying \assumption is that® all libraries
of the same pize have similar needs and should acquire the same number

of volumes annually. In reality there are many variable factors affect-

»"'ing the need to purchase materials; location in relation to other libraries,
" depth and breadth of programs, decentralization, whether part of a State
- system, responsibility to non-academic clientele, etc. In additidn, the

statistlics on which the curves atre based are not uniform. HEGIS survey
data reflect the statistics libraries can most easily and conveniently
gather, whether or not they match HEGIS definitions. Nevertheless, use
of these observed acquisitions rates is an acceptable formula approach
provided we acknowledge these variatious, and hence the fallability of
the factor. : s

ez
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Mr. Norm Fischer -2- ‘ ' June 5, 1978

"

In short, the University of Washington supports the current formula
proposal to use acquisitions rates in comparable libraries as the method
of determining formula entitlement, and finds either actual collection
aize or the adjusted formula inventory acceptable as the basic formula
factor. :

Sincerely.-yours,

, <
MNB:CMC:pr

cc: Craig Purkey
Bob Thompson
University Budget Committee _ E;F
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WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY
PULLMAN; WASHINGTON 99163

OFFICE OF THE FRESIDENT

May 9, 1978

Mr. Denis Curry
Deputy Coordinator for Finance and
- Informat ion Systems o
Council for Postsecondary Education . .
- 908 Fifth Avenue , ,
Olympia, Washington 9850k - - _ ,

Dear Denis:

This letter is in reply to the letter of

April 21, 1978, from the Finance and Informa=
tion Systems of CPE. It s directed only to
the Library Formula, and you will be receiving
from Warren Bishop a reply on the Building
Maintenahce Formula,

Washington State University recognizes that

, changes to ‘the basic Library acquisition formula

T 'W“ﬁéfﬁﬁdalagy’aTE*ESSEﬁtialy~i¥«thémfaﬁmaLa,is to

) be more responsive to institutional resource

requirements. The concept of basing the acquisi-
tion level upon units required to maintain a
eurrent collection' is acceptable in principle.
However, from the viewpoint of the Univers ity,-
such an approach appears irappropriate in practice
for *two important reasons. o

First, his approach fails to take into considera-
tion the essential program needs of institutions
and their dynamic character. Library resource
requirements obvielisly change as academic programs
are added to the curriculum or eliminated from

it, and as programs grow or contract. ’ .

i

Second, the funding level of the Washington State
University's library resources is much lower than
that of all of the other four-year State insti-
tutions. This condition has evolved over several
biennia. It has resulted primarily from the
fact that the Library's shelf and storage space
was extremely limited unt¥il late Jast spring
when the new Science and Engineering Library was
opened.. ‘It does not reflect a low institutional

%
1l
lY
¥
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Mr. Den|s Curry

‘current collections formuTa approach would be

May 9, 1978
Page Two

PFIDFIty for the Library as some have suggested
the Library has always been regarded as an = -
indispensable component of ‘the University's

academic and research pregrams

The proposed CPE formula, based on current col-
lection size, would perpetuate the University's
present snt@l@rably low library resource level,
penalizing the institution for following the
principle that resources acquired before the
could be made available to users was an ineffi-.
CIEﬂI utilization of State resources. Accord-

g to preliminary CPE staff calculations, the

ference for WSU between the acquisitions
generatlng power of a current collection approach
and a national standards model is 19,259 units/
year at 100 per cent of formula. Even at a
reducéd formula level , the relative .impact of the
significant, especially when gompared to its
effect on other four-year institutions which
would actually receive more resources under such
a formula than on -one constructed on-model col-

,]eCfIDﬂ size. . . _ ,”;g

The University recognizes that equity adjust-

ments can be requested as a non-formula item.
However, without a recognized model| standard .
against which all State four-year institutlons. v
can be compared and institutional equity réquests
cah be justified, the probabilities of receiving .
equity adJustments must be recognized as less .~

. than Favarable

L

For these redsons, Washington State University urges
the staff of the Council for Postsecondary Educa- '
tion to. amend® its library formula recommendation.

by basing the acquisition entitlement:-on a model"
standard rather than on the actual collection size,
This would provide equitable formula-treatment for
all institutions, and it would permit future-



Mr., Denis Eurry .
fFage Three _ .

comparative analyses DF librsry resaurceg to
recognize. esseﬁtial instltut onal program
elements. o _

SFHCEFE|y yours,

\ o .h'\i e k_‘-fi—éﬁlx?’g?’!ff//
L ' “-Glenn Ferrell .-
K - Pﬁes&dént

: cé:. Bill Chance‘a

Bob Carr

i&k: S o ?,‘:é\

= D;g"
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EEN‘TEAL WASH INGTON U NIVEESITY

Ellerishu g, \N.mhmgtun 96926 Aﬂmmtwe Actmn/Lqual Empmyment DppurtumtvlTnlc IX

.May 8, 1978

=

. % )
- _ » ‘ . jﬁff . ) B
Mr., Dpénis Curry S : : . &
»epyr®y Coord inator ' :
"Finance and Infnrmztlan SyEt?mg_’ : . .

Couxycdl for Pa%taeran darty Educ;}.t ion -
D08 Last 5 th- Awﬁﬂuev
O lympda, W & 98504

Deam,Mrg curxy : § : ' ’ . )

- We hawé reviewed the document entitled, "Preliminary Recommendations:
- L-db 2 Y - Palmglg,ﬁusnurgéAEIEmEEtU -and believe that it represents an
" impyovement over previous proposals. Specifically, our Dean. of.
'L ibxary Services believes "an entitlement of resources based upon
- collection sdze which varies inversely is apprnpriate and fair to all-
1 ibraries, and the use of EEDPTIPDEEd unlt Gﬂbts is better thaﬂ the '
. s tandard cost uSgd be fore. - : X :
O-ur Dedn o1 Library SEPULFPS also” re:ommendq ”%uppart for the
resources <@lement and a bindery element which is treated in another
rvpnrﬁ ", #He still has ''reservations on the staffing and operations
. élpmeﬂt vhich en;oulagea brqnch libraries and uses a Etandard leiar

a@p:gguh teo’ %allflé“

50 be lieves that, in lieu of a standard salary, we

Dean wid dle a
erienced per;ﬂnnel &ﬁftg at each.

als
""should try for
igstitut lom. "’

Y}
"I;J\
r"l
e
o}
[y
t
o
o
ot
"U« o

'

1 haope t hese commen fs will be of use to you,

Edward J. Harrington
Vice President for Academic Affairs

=y Drr. Arooks
. pr. Waddle

| ﬁ, - 47 - |




' The Library

Offica of the University Librarian,

J y STERN . | . | : | : g '. anay, Washington '
ﬁASHINﬁTDN o o o os 3559%’2% :
- UNIVERSITY - S ‘ ‘

May .30, 1978

Mr, Norman Fischer ' ’ - . .

denlor Analyst ' ' Yo, e

(ouncil for Postsecondary Educatlan ' : .

908. E. 5th Avenue : T L , : }
'Olympia, WEShlﬁthﬂ SBSDM : . : P - ;

Deal Norman: ﬂ!x ; D
1 have ilﬂally taken time to review yaur affbrﬁv with‘the Library Parmula
rsv1slan,fand w1gh to offer the fciLawing abaervatlﬂns .

'
1 i

1. It is cleafkthgt YGQ% FerDEéd revision if less ccmp;icated then tﬁg‘
existing formula and, therefore, is an 1mPPDVQment

o=

R el ycu: p:gpasal is made

2 !gub;tantlal flelﬂ.tEﬂ ting" shauld be carried—gut before. the change .

3. . It is difficult to. ¥now if Eagfprn would. be helped or hurt by your
formula. Too much depends -on tﬁe "percentagey of model" to be allowed. s
‘Assuning the same percentages’ “as were allowed for 1977/79 budget, this .
. library would “definitely benefit: in resources, but would suffer in gtafflﬂF.
¢« The overall result would pfgbably produce .a gmall gain in dollars, especjally
if gtandard dollar values were ;haden for regaurces, staffing and binding.
) : 4 L
. hi I WGqu antlclp&t@ bubatantlal opposition if your prapasal results 1n_
mass shifts of dollars,or percentages of the total dollars: torthe library
progran,from one institution,or-group &1 lﬂgﬁiiujlﬂﬂs,tDﬂDthgrS‘ Only.
-Sub;tantlﬂl testing will dem@n;trate the likeldhoad- DF ‘ééb¢a éltu&tlén
arising Wﬂeﬂ the new formule is adopted.. ’
5. 1 ﬂQtP that th? Lammunity colleges are reprE%ented in the, EuTV111naar
expression by factors thEh are drawn from si% pHCP-SEttET .atates while
the four-year institutions rely on the Fxperleﬂcé of the gevén states with
vhich Washington has traditionally compared ﬁt%elf - Only three of the pace-
setter gtates are repres sented in the seven states and, therﬂfare, a dletUIblﬂF,
i patpntialjy nor- Lampif&blp F]PmPﬂt is iﬁtrodueﬁd :

-

g . - 48 - s ' .

b , ) . . & & -
Q ) | ' . e ‘ !

E lC T - - Eastern\Asshington Unhvarsity I8 an equal spportunity, atfirmartiva action hatitution. . :

A FuiText provided by Eric =




Mr, Narman'FiEéhEPI_! o ) o B o :
May 30, 1978 \ - X o . LT e o
. Page 2 L o : - : g o .

6. The use @f standard dnllar amaunts, hinted at in 3 abgve waulﬂ generally

‘ . be favored by EWU. Vhile T mast . concede a.certain pelfishness in this amtitude,_
o I suspect we would'all benefit from an enhanced ‘eredibility if standard costs

" were used. The differences in costs, especially for materials, may be more a -
‘matter of reparting than of re&l'differencea, In staffing, once lacked 11:1 tc: a
low cost’ mi:c, it 1s difficult to a,lte:r the pattern ,
Lf’a sum‘up, based.an very limited éxperience with ycur pr@posal I have ne
ﬁbJectiQns other than those autlined, You appear to have produced a. WQrkable
-golution and I urge yau to preceed,with the testing of it. ' -

BT A ' Sincer ly,
" : ”AJff - - [f Charles H. Baumans 7
- , . University Librgr
“cet . Dr.- Marshall ! ’ fﬁﬁyﬁi> S ‘-m_f‘;fgu‘nﬁny~¥_>iﬁﬂ_WS‘ -
' 'Dr. Sherman ' . JS L
Mrs. Tracy v :
-~Mr. Whilteside o
'ICCL Members T
oy
W
{j i
A
§ F

.a:' L '! 53 ,_ - . L&
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24 May 1978

. 908 Fifth Avenue
: Deaﬁ_Deni5§ N '

“revision, and we believe it s demonstrably-better-than the previous- -

" ‘not easily equated with programs,

&

WESTERN WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY

" Bellingham, Washington 98225 [206] 676-3000

1

. Denis J. Curry
. Deputy Coordinator for Finance
“and Information Systems = -

" Council for Postsecondary Education.h
Olympia, Washington 98504

The Library staff have been working with the proposed library fornila

‘one. Our response must fall short of endorsement until such time as
the revision has begn tested, but .there are some elements that we
expect to be productive of better practices and better information
for all agencies involved. ST ) : B
We believe, for instance, that to use collettion size as a base for
calculations is much more realistic for altinstitutions than the
former student/faculty/program configuration; library resources are
ns, nor are numbers of student$ and
faculty. truly indicative of collection needs. We like using experi-
enced costs ‘averaged over four years--the resulting calculations can
be readily justified. Finally,.it should be noted that the staffing
formula must be pegged at about 75 percent to produce the same number

~ of positions that the old formula produced at 55 to 60 percent.

We Delieve the work that has gone intdl.this revision has produced -~
positive results, and we support the revision subject.to its. use over .
a biennium, : e » S I

Sintgﬁ%]yg ..“f{t L L ;o .

Jafes L. Talbet - .

¢

' Vice President for Academic
 Affairs and Provost .

JLT:rh
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SIATEOF  TATE BOARD FOR COMMUNITY-COLLEGE EDUCATION
WRSHINGTON 5 Y COLHEGEEDHEATION

B . . Disy Lee Ray ™ " ohn C. Munet, [Director )
. . L= . etz et : : =

Ref.: 78-35-47

‘May 3, 1978 - -+ S I o
R o ' ' 1 L ’
S ' I ‘ '
~ Mr. C. G. "Gail" Norris
Executive Coordinator . ‘
Council for.Postsecondary Education -
908 ‘East Fifth R
‘Olympia,: Washington 98504 -

.+ . ' Dear:Mr. Norris: - . )

.o ~ The inequitable treatment of community colleges in the application of higher
T8 education budget formulas has long been one of our greatest concerns.  For this
' reason; we are pleased that the Council staff is continuing the review of formula. ..
procedures and we hope that this will provide a way to remedy some of the current ™
disparities.. We therefore welcome this opportunity to_comment on proposed
revisions.” .- o L S -

At ‘the last meeting of the Council for Postsecondary<Education, materials were
distributed containing preliminary. recommendations on the higher education 1ibrary

- and physical plant formulas. -Having mow reviewed these materials in detail, we

- find a number of difficulties with the re§omm§ndatians that have been proposed. .

Our primary concerns-center on the library formula. Thraugh{eztensive work of
‘the Council staff and representatives from the community colleges and four-year v
institutions, formulas-were developed for defining the appropriate size:of library *
. collections. Procedures included the assumption of a basic collection, and to i
: this were added colléction increments related to numbers of students, faculty and
programs offered. The format was as follows: ' : SR R .

o " Four-year
-Communi ty Colleges and
Colleges  Universities . -

i

'Basic or opéning day collection © 130,500 - 90,000 .
“Allowance per FTE student - o : 15 - - 15 o
Allowance per FTE faculty , 100 . 100 )
“Allowance per ,vocational program field - <175 ==
Allowance -per Masters..field when. no | “ ‘ S
Doctorate is offered in field , em 6,000
Allowance per Mastéps field when B o : :
- Doctorate is offered in field o -- : 3,000
. Allowance per Doctoral field . o e 25,000
_ Allowance per $15 million for organized ) ég ) '
SN research R - & - 1,000




‘MP, . G '  "Gail" Ncrris St vPEQ&_Zf

May- 3, 1978

,i"

Using these standards (adjusted f r an annual currencyy fa:tcr) it is passfblﬂ to -
-compute an appropriate library r{2u1rement for.each college or university against

~ whigh to measure current collectfon size.  These formulas have been mutua]]y
agread Upon by 311 of -the 1nst1tut1ans 1nvc1VEd - _—

The prelim1nary 1ibrary reconmendations now propgsa that these formula prgcedures
“be eliminated from the computation of resource needs. Instead, it is proposéed
that an institution's actual collection units be substituted for the formyla
‘\ga1lection units. The impact that this change would have on Gommunity cnl1eges
ecomes apparent when the relationship betwgen actuaT and formula cg]]ect1ons is
3 examﬁned The figures are as Fc]]nws ' .

1978=?9 = Projected - -~ Actua}

Formula .  : Collection as a
Collection - Units Percent of
, ___Units . °7/1/78 - - Formula .
[V . 2,686,763 - 2,172,495
- WsU : ' 1,893,551 1,384,652
- CWU . 322,350 31,974
e EWU 364,095 329,912 .
ot WWU O C : 420,396 - 411,884 .
TESC . 166,268 . 163,060
Cammun1ty Colleges” , 2,928,465 ' ﬁ132693743;

Frun th1s, it can be seen that the actuaT cq11ect1ons at the four- -year 1nst1tut1on5

- range from 73 percent to 98 percent.of the ¢ollection. need defined by formula;
whereas, the community colleges actua] co119ct1ons are only, 43 percent of the
“formyla requirement.

The recammendgd procedure calls for cc112ct1an5 resources to be based upon a

percentage of actual collections. This percentage is based upon a study of A
relationships between collection units purchased and tatal caT]ect1an size. The

per:EWtagE factors fgr new un1t entitlement are as fo110ws ' . ,

, _ Percent -
UW ‘ L L0607
WSu ' . . L0714
CWU - : : .0938
: EWU : o ©.0933 )
L WC Coeeml) o R
TESC ' .0981° AR D

C@mmun1ty Co11eges . .1068

Mu]L1p]y1ng these percentages by the actua1 collection size then perUCES tha

formula ertitlement under the newly recommended procedures. This -results in the

community colleges' factor of .1068 being applied against an inventory that stands
~at 43 percent of formula with the factors for the four-year institutions beingr
“applied Lo inventories at much higher percentages of formula.

52 -
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Mr. C. G. ~"Ga11" Norris : S e o Page 3
-~May 3, 19?5 e SR L

. This has the effect of perpetuating the status qua with respect to current
collection size. Those institutions which have Targe collections receive. -
favorable treatment and those which are undersupplied are.penalized. . We &re

- concerned that the formula for detgrmining collection size worked out jgint1y  [fi;_'

by the cnmmunity c@]]egeg ahd the, Qurayear inst1tut1uns is suddenly- being .
abandoned. B ' .

Mhen changes tn the 11brary Furmul@ were discussed WTth cgmmunlty cg]]ege -
librarians, the percentage for calcylating resource needs was shown applied
against the formula collections inveéntory, not the actual inventory. At thatv _
time, however, the currency percentage for the community colleges was based upcn
the combined collections: inventory of - cur 27 Tibraries rather than a systEmwide
average: This made the .currency factor 5.31 percent instead of the 10.68 per:ent

now shown in the library recommendations. Our.librarians and staff pointed out - '

the.. 1mpropriety of using the total system co119ct1cns tc. establish the currency
*_ percentage, -and this has now been remedied. The concurrent e11m1nat1on of the
formula inventory in favor of actual E311ect19ns however, seems to.have been

designed - simply to reduce the rescurce ent1t1ement fur commun1ty cﬁ11eges
,A

’»;.Ccnso11dat1on of ccmmun1ty ﬁa1TegE 11brary data 1nto systemwide tataTs 15 a o

 resource I

convenience -in reviewing formula recommendations. However, it tehds to obscure
_“the fact that our totals. are distributable over 27 libraries, The recommended
resource entitlement of 134,647 units per year ayerages only 4,986 units per
library gn contrast with recgmnmended farmu1a entitlements of.15,996 at TESC,
29,263 -units at CWU, 30,781%inits at EWU and 37,523 units. at WU, - In add1t10n, _

the community. co]ieges which up to now -have had collections equal to only 43 per- s

cent of formula collections are shown .with current budgeted resource _units equa] -

- t0'83.99 percent of the proposed formula entitlement, whereas the four-year. .

., institutions- average 60 percent for the same comparison. . This makes ccmmuni%y

colleges appear to be funded currently at 'a more- FavqrabTe rate: than four- -year

‘1nst1tut1ans, when exactly the reverse 1s, the case.. - ,3 g W
_ -

If' the formula c011ect1ans pracedure is retained and the néw c ,_ency percéntages

are u§111zed the ‘comparison with current budget funding prodifces a more logital

re]at1unsg§p than the proposal to relate to actual collections as a measure of.

_ eds. °In addition, such a pracedure takes iinto account the deficient
: start1ng p s1t1gn DF the commun1ty colleges. The results would_be as follows:

“"Currently “.Budgeted -

‘ . Units _  Budgeted. 'Units as a
Formula Currency '~ to be: - Resource % of Units . .
' , Inventory PE?CEntggE . Added: . Units = Added
CUWES . 2,686,763 .0607 163,086 78,572~ 48.18°°
WSU ’ o 1,893,551 -0714 135,199 61,132 . 45.22
CWU S -322,350 0938 30,236 15,726~ 52.04 -
EWU ¥ 364,095 - .0933 - 33,970 15,550 ~ 45.78
W 420,396 0971 38,298 26,342 68.78.
TESC | - + 166,268 . .0981 16,310 10 505 64.41 .
Comm. Colleges . 2,928,465 1068 312,760 _ 142 361 45.52
J
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Mr. C. 6. "Gail" Norris . - oy o pabes
May 3, 1978 | I : , Sl

If all “institutions were funded at a common percentage of formula undec_this .
arrangemerit, the results would be relatively close to current budget provisions.

. We believe that a revision qf~thts. type 15.needed to bring equity to the resources
- side of the library formpa. : G . T -

. Our second major concern with the recommtmdpd formula procedures falls in the’ '
o 1ibrary‘stafﬁing,area$* This has ;to do-with the proposed use of standard dollar:
.~ values for pricing 11brary personnel. BRecause we have 27 small Tibraries rather
«than the one large one at four-year institutions, the make-up of our staff
- consists of a higher‘p%rcentag ‘of professionals. As a consequence, our average ,
" Tibrary salary is approximately:'$2,000 higher per staff year than that of the - o A
four-year institutions. {USingya‘sing]e;ratejt@ price all. 1ibrary staff results o

.in underfunding of community college personnél. We feel this should be corrected
. byra formula that would translate total library staffing entitleménts into
+«professional and classified staff-components, and that these should then be

~‘priced independently through the use. of two standard dollar values rather than

one. - ‘ L A e L

- .With respect to the proposed plant formula. procedures, we feel that the effective- = .
ness of solving the disparate maintenange needs dEfinEd‘by'the’éan3u1ﬁan§'s;;tudyﬁ-’~y-‘3f
through transfer of major roof repair to the capital area will.depend upon the e
recognition of adequate funding for these needsriﬂ~that%aﬁéajuwlfathis can be . L

~“assured, the current differential maintenance needs will be adjusted. - Without Yy
_this, however, we would prefer an adjustment of the maintenance factors -such as o
‘we have suggested in an ear1ier‘éBmmunicatiOn:tcﬂDeﬁis'Curry. S o

" We would strongly urge»that?ouﬁ_§ugge§tinﬁ5vén the TibraryiformuTavbe,madévé?i ;;
"part of the recommended’ procedures that are presented for final Qouncij'ﬁeviewf

N[ C
Director ..

JCM:tmm ~ .+ . o (. . WL Tty
ce: CammunityjC@11ege¥President§ ﬁ( ‘ ' 1
. ,Business Officers - oon o .
Librarians - S , . :
Jim Martin, House Appropriations Committee - - i S
‘Mark McLaughlin, Senate Ways and Méans Committee o
.Gary Ogden, OFM v .
Bob Benson, OFM -
‘Mike Roberts, gFM : -

|
J
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. THE USE OF STANDARD DOLLAR FACTORS
n FDRHULAS FOR SUPPORT NG PROGRANS T

i Each of - the supporting prngrams CQVEred by budget formu1as, P]ant _;}:a’7==f

§

Dp&rat10n and Maxntenance, 1brarle§s§?d Student ServiG@s con{’ﬂ* 52Vera1

fmagor camponents wh1ch are addregsed by different budget ermu,”

exampTe, in P1ant Gperat1an and Ma1ntenance, buiiding maintenance cum-.f
» par15ans are based on an amaunt ﬁa\gulated by app]ynng factors to the .}!}fﬁ

irep1acement ccst of fac111t1es as’ adjusted by the type;/of canstruct1an

wh11 Jan1tcr1a1 serv1ces are related to squafe Feat of spa:e ' '} .

7

In certa1n camponentz, such as bu11d1n§*§§fntanance ut111t1e5 mainte~

A :! .

nance and in the four- year 1nst1tut1on student serv1mes Formu1a the -
' pr1me campar1sun has been 1n terms Df da11ar requirements In other areas, e
such as Jan1tor1a1 serv1ces, graundsﬁma1ntenance and 1ihrary operat1ons,.r

the pr1mary po1nt of ccmpar1son has been the numher of parsonn21 (e q. DﬂE:

;Janitar per 20 000’ square Feet) TQF pgrsanne] conparwscn has” then been
-?,canverted 1nto dc]]ar réqu1rement5 by the app11cati0n of dailar amaunts

5;wh1Eh vary amcng the 1nstﬁtut1ans based Dﬁ the1r pa&t exper1ence., In DthET'

‘ !:_wards, if In5t1tut1an A axpended %12 DDD’per "Sﬁaff ya&ﬁﬁ#and Instﬁtut10n B”¢;E'¥
B exgended 310 DDD per "staff year 5 Inst1tut1an A WQ 1d cnﬁt1nue tc receive o
a 20 percent h1gher fund1ng 1eve1 Fcr the same amaunt QF 5taFf The fo]10w1ng

example takEﬂ from the staff dTSCu551DR on p]ant Qparatlon and ma1ntenance
k ‘,iw

11Iustrates how the var1ab1e cost factors work ‘in the awea QF Dperat1ons
costs.~ R D ;" ) o { ‘ ;

) ;
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Janitorial OperatTGns Cost Ca}ﬁL1abidﬁ {{f,‘”
Using Yariable qumu1a ractmr }zf '

" ? ! Inst1tuticn A | ' ¢ Institut1nn B

Variable Farmu1a Factor - $5D0 per staff yeaP $650 per staff year]_
“Number 'of Staff:Years . : 100 . 100
Entittement at: 100 Percent, - .. $50,000 © g $65 000 -
- Percent of Formula Requested S 60% ' -60%
i “ Budget Request. , i §§Q§OGQ_ L v $392000

x

In an aud1t QF the p]ant farmu1a, the Leg1siat1ve Budget Cemm1ttee e

3 po1nted Qut that when each 1ﬂst1fut1on requests a Wy fferent amcunt pgr
i‘;var1ab1e un1t budgetary compar1sons are- confus1ng . Tbe abDve examg1e is'a
gaad 111ustrat1an QF the uncTear p1cture drayﬁ by the éﬁ;ﬁent pract1ce thei;
total do]iar amouht reque&ted by each 1n5t1tut10n varles cun51d9r3b1y yet

Ji o ;5;.* each request 15 ref1ected at the same percentage of (Ermu1a

;f The Leg151at1ve Budget Camm1ttee report suggegts that 51nce fnrqg]a'fff{§-d

13 that the |

:tﬂ“ts;are u;ed “to m@a%ure suppcrt and expenq1¢yreb”

wpércent;@fsformu1a shculé’ba depe dent on’ the 911ar tota1 of a program _ ﬂ

‘rather than a stafF yéar entﬁt]ement of a° part1¢ular farmu1a »Therefgre the

E\tLEg151at1ve Budget Ccmmnttee aud1t recnmmended ‘that Stamdard ﬂost factnrs

,Ebe used by a]] 1nst1tutmons . The f@110w1ng 1nd1cates the 1mpact of standard

. P f'_

“fcast factars on the abave emamQTE

Janitcrwé] Dperat1on5 Cogt Ca1su1at1cn .

~Using. Standard Cost Factor e 7
A . Inst1tut1on A : J}«_u Inst1tut1an Ei
Standard Cost Factor $600 per gtaff yeawa $EDO per staff year.~fs
7 -  Number of Staff Years . > 1000 L e 1000 - . ;o
IR : Entitlement at 100 percemt =~ - '$60,000 - - "$60,000-
7. 7 Percent of Formula . = ’ EQE S . B5%
. . Budget Request ~ . -, $30,000 S $39,000 -
) . - |
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In*preparing lts Pecommendat1cns fur revﬂsion of budget fcrmu1as, ‘the, ‘X (. Hh'"_,‘,.§

| staff has been gﬂided by the ijectives and cw%teria reviewed with the l

{
Cgunc11 1n Dacember, 1975 One of those Dbjectives has been to 1ncarparate

thnse suggeations made by the Leg1s]at1ve Buéget Ecmmittee 1n its auﬂﬁts l x.]V -';? ';; o
B wher2ver feasible, It was ﬂur conc1us1an that insofar as pﬁsgib1é “in. thef' .
support program areas (as appased to 1nstruct1an whiere faculty sa1ér1es
are a magnr 1tem of separate 1egi51at1ve 1nterest) standard dollar valuesv
shou1d be used Fof a11 farmu1a campgnents * Further, in arder to support
the 0bject1ve 6f 1nst1tutinnai f1ex1b111ty 1n the use 5% funds w1th1n=the-
B areas covered by the' fcrmu1as, we have cnncluded that the po1nt oF cam— =

parisan should be ﬁn terms Df the tota] dallar amounts. for" th pragrams

f; as Gppnsed to the campcnent parts It was thé st;¥f op1n1gﬂ that the use

of standard dgilar factors wou]d pram@te such f]ex1b111ty since 1t is. the,ﬁ?g

pcss1b1e fur an 1nst1tut1cn tD dec1de ta 1“vest”1n more cr 1ess staf? -
_ﬁ“. EQU1pment and’ materta1s, or cantract fnr serviaeé 1f they chose and st111 N

adhere to, the tata] do11ar amounts expressed‘in the fgrmu]a ca1cu1at10ns

Nhen_the st§ff reparts were presented ta the adv1sgry steering tomm1ttee,:f;;i

severa] members'tgak except1on to th'iusa of Standard d@11ar factars in the

wxarea DF Salah!

*%hd;w' Notobjecty 5 0 he use Qf standard

factors in aperat1ansl vfif
. d1fferent pa1nts of v1ew cn ;fff

cou1d be made

%It was deyérm1ned aften. execut1ve “and 1egﬁs1at1va review of the. B P

1976 revisions’ that, the humber of resources to. be purchased in the Tibrary s \ :
‘area was a major item of interest and needed 14 be. highl ighted, along with _ .
actual cost patterns. F_r each four- year 1nst$tuticn and: the cammun1ty - o T
co1lege System R AV J . - C '

mvﬁiz’




: Dne af the arguments againat u51ng standand da11ar factans ta canVert
‘:i“'personneT amuunta 1ntn dnl?ar compar1aons waa that the 1n5t1tuhion which -
'Aﬁ;\'f “; _;“pa1d a higher amaunt than the standard de11ar factar WDu1d be unab1e to
| ';lfund.the poaitinn& whlch were aPPVQVEd " For. example% I"5t1t”t1°“ A and o
fi_lnet1tution B might each rece1ve 50 Jan1tar1a1 PDS1t1G“5 at. 100 pencent of>,
_ formu1ar The Legis1atune has funded 60 percent ef fnrmu]a 1n the gast B ;;fj‘
'__(30 for each schna]) Inet1tut1en A's aVErage salary “is $12 GGU and W°U1d B

| require $360 ODD (30 x 12 DUD) te maTntain ex1at1ng staff IF the standard :?Q,g

’Q*Factan were $11 OGD, Institut1nn B (whoae average is $1D ODO) would receiVj'
more than 1t needed and Inst1tut1on A wauld have 1nauff1cien$ Funda |
o It 15 the ataff pne1t1on that the fonmu]a eempenents dQ nat represent wfﬂ
a. stn1et spend1ng QIan and cn the cantrary shau]d allow 1net1tutiﬂna1 f1ex—*

¢

’.1b111ty 1n tne use ef reseUreee WTth1n prngrame S1nce the actuaT staffing

-1

| 'iand funding 1evela are currentTy we11 be]ow IDD pereent of the fnrmuTa vaTues, }ep
Lthe uselef standand dn];Zr factnrs mere]y serve “to adjust the institutlnnaT L
| poe1t1en vis= a- v1s 100 percent ef ferm%Ea : It is. the staff a apinian that o
since historical data weu1d be adjuated ta refleet the 1net1tut1nna1 per=§:';

*Centages agaﬂnst the new farmu1ae, there wou1d be no dieadvantage te an

N
:1n5t1tut1on un1ess~§?e Leg151atune baaed its. fund1ng 1eve15 on a 1Qwer

f"_b_ percentage of formula than had been exper1enced in the'ﬁaat ¢
“," ] - \

Ta refen to the earlier example, Institution A (W1th the nigher average 7

" 5a1ary) weu1d exh1b1t a h1gher pereent af formu1a than Inet1tut1an E wh1ch

would aceﬂrately nef1ect d1fferences in expend1ture 1eve1s for the part1cu] r
S . o farmu1a component. . (It enau1d be nated that 1n p]ant eperat1nn and ma1ntenanee .
;4;21 S fthat tne d1Fference m1ght be affset ay severa] of ‘the ethen canpanents=—many

of wh1ch are now based on standard do11ar factors. )




Anayher argument which was ad&anced against the use of standard dollar
factors in the area éf;saiaﬁies was that the salaries paid on the various
e campﬁsesvare often beyond the control of the dnstitutions since a large
% proportion Df the personnel are covered by the salary plan adopted by the
Higher Education Personnel Board. Qur analysdis nas indicated that all dinsti-
tutions have the opportunity to determine Phe mix cf personnel iﬁ'varyiﬂg‘
dEQFEES.bétWEEﬂ exempﬁ, classified and student employees. For example,
Central Washington State College has chosen to staff jts Tdibraries with 25
percent professional staff, while at Eastern Washinpgton State CQl1gge,
approximately 17 percent Df‘totalvstaff are prof essional 1ibrarians. In
addition, the Higher Fducation Personnel Board dees not exercise strict posi-.
tion control, but_father determines the apprapriatgneSs of position cjassifica—
~tfon on a post-audit basis. This f1exibi]i£y siould De maintained and
encouraged, but at the same time-an institution which chooses.to hire indi-
vicuals at higher average salaries should not be ré&ardéd in comparison with
the institution which chooses to hire individuals at, lower average salaries
GE varies ité mix of personnel to result in a lower th;ﬂ average salary.
Another argument advanced against the staff proposal was the 1ikel ihood
,that salary and wage expenditures would be moni Cored through the state's
N central accounting system and that 1f instituliuns spend more or less than the
BN férmu1a value, an excepllon repurt would be produced wh teh would be difficult

;ﬁbr ﬁnstituticﬁs Eo explain 1t should be noled, howey er , that 1n several

is currenlly

Lutld \nq mﬂlﬁLenangé‘

dQl1aPS and the In;L1Lut1@

& of such a’'situatiun
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' The fcfmu1as-§%au3d produce equivalent dollars for eﬁuiva]ent work to

be per formed, taking -into acccunE all of the relevant formula factors. It
€. s i ;j . o B R .
is, therefore, concluded that all of the sub-formulas in the support program

L=

'areag whi ch currently key to staffing comparisons should be converted to a.

dolTar é&mpﬁrisaﬁ through the use of standard dollar values determined from

the Higher Education Personnel Board state plan and adjusted as that plan is-

k.

adjusted.
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. LIBRARY RESOURCES ELEMENT
\ ,
- : . :: £ : ﬁ
Unit of Library Resources: : (17-0ng ‘voTume as . defined by and reported to

.the U. S. Office-of Education in the ‘dnnual Higher Education General In-

fornation Survey*, or (2) one reel of microfilm or micro-cards or micro-
fiche as reported on the same survey.

]

#Eor reporting purposes, a volume fs a physical unit of any
printed, typewritten, handwritten, mimeographed, or processed
work contained,in one binding or portfolio, hardbound or
paperbound, which has been classified, cataloged and/or other-
wise prepared ‘fortuse. Include bound periodical volumes.
Include goveriment documents-that have been classified and
cataloged, counting as a volume such material as is contained
in one binding or por¢folio. Include unbound periodicals (to -

be calculated at singn1umes,peff1inea] foot), as well as music
scores which have been cataloged. ‘ '

The term "otherwise prepared for use"” includes accessions which have not
yet been cataloged but does not include a serial recording,such as the
government document classification system appl ied to docuffents which have
not been accessed or catalogued. (This is intended to cover those acquisi-
tions which though they way not be fully cataloged and/or-classified,
« are accessible and available to patrons through a printed 1ist, card
) catalog, or similar means; it does not include a serial recording_such
: as the goverrment document classification system applied to documents
which have not been catajoged. The 1isting of specific inclusions or
exclusions from the comparable area count is as follows:
. , -

Excluder. . ; ' s

(1) Gavernmeﬁt documents which do rot meet the definition of {4% .
Ei_ . a volume as outlined above; o 4

}(é) College and university catalogs; ‘

: 5 ' - ‘ -’- ék 0 N

(3) Fragmentary or loose map collections; - e {):a

(4) Pamphlets, clippings, unbound newspapers, lgasé mus ic scores,
paintings, prints, phonograph records, and tape recordings; -

‘ (5) Educational curricular materials, such as school texts,

curriculum guides, kits and laboratoriali, fikm strips,

vt records, units of study, circulating periodi..l collections
for student teachers, book jackets, pictures, etc., which
are not cataloged or accessed or otherwide meet the defini-
tion of a volume,

. ‘ X .
(6) Telephone books, trade cdtalogs and other ephemeral materials.

- 64 -




ey

_ ?‘i' *
Include: ' : J -
(1) Prints or plates in portfolios <
4 )
(2) Each copy of theses which are retained; -
. (3) Material which keets the definition of a volume which are housed
1., « inan archives apd educational reference material or audio-visual
{ . reference books which meet the definition.of a volume but which
L .+ happen to be houséd in a curricular lab or an AV section;
: . . ) . ) ] )
 Juvenile books if they are cataloged or accessed;
"Bound volumes of newspapers.
S -
! S i\ ’ Ve \ —
\ "" S s ' ' ’ ‘
- g = ‘ftg Tar coTL T
b -
L e, 5
= ‘ } N
. .
L4 ;__,!; y
,‘}1' =
LA . R
- o
' i
70 :
e
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE  / e
RESOURCE FORMULA STANDARDS/ . e
. c 1976 Council,
ategory Original Formula Revisions !
Rasic ar Opening Day Collection 20,000 x 27 30,500 x 27
. - \(system Total) : - (540,000) (823,500)
FTE Students:” Academic 15 15 )
Vocational . 7.5 15
FIE Faculty MO : f;lDQZ _ A = -
sVocatignal Program Fields 120 175 SR
' b e R i - 4
FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY
RESOURCE FORMULA STANDARDS
- f
. Defacto .
8 ‘ ©, . Original Currency - 1976 Council -
~ (lategony - _Formula Adjustment*  ACRL _Revigions
Rasic or Opening Day Collection  85,000%* 103,910%*  85,000f 90,000%% -
; Allowance Per FTE Faculty 100 122 ) 100 100 .
Allowance Per FTE Student ‘ 15 19 R - 15 -
o § o R |
‘ Allowance Per Masters Field When : o
No Doctorate is Offered in Field 6,100 7,456 6,000 6,000 N
Lloviance Per Masters Field When L
Doctorate is Offered in Field 3,050 3,729 3,000 3,000
M) lowaRge Per Doctoral Field 24,500 29,950 25,000 25,000
Allowance Per Baégaiaureéte Fleld — ** *x 350 T ke
2 Allowance Per.$16 Hillion for o | -
Organized Research , : 0 ’ 0 - 0 - 1,000

percent. The values

sReflects an ascumulative currency assumption in excess of five
ngtandards" as wsed

shown are Washington State University's interpretation of the
in their fiscal year71977*78 budget request. °
0id the determination and subsequent monitoring of this area, the basic

orl opening day collection, both in the original four-year formula and in’ the '
* hich are related to a core of under-

s taRE. reconmendation, includes 5,000 units w
_gﬁ&duate majors.
( . B = 68 - ’ . \ ;'i‘"
o . .7 ¢ . ?S ¥ if ;‘fﬁ,
b . N LS
I ¢ w3 ‘
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: Two- and Four-Year Acquisition Cuxves
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~ Comunity CoTlege Systen
Currency, Replacenent and Collection Improvemen
| Entitlenent Curves

o

- Adjusted Equation (1008) | BEREE
Unit Addition Percentage e
at 100 Percent of Formula = 10,465 ¢ R b .o
Systen-wide Average ColTection o
Size 1n Thousands - o

- oz -

! N
~=-{bserved Equation EEE /f
Unit, Addition Percentage , ,
| w10 Percent of Fornula =840+ 136 .
o System-wide Average Collection |
o ... Size in Thousands '
v " ; 8, ;
% + =
. ¥ B .# s
E woa k& y 5‘ # * =
4 vk ¢ * § .
'i%. : ’}l , 2 AP ¥ i
g is &b & I F i
0. L . ‘ ¥ s
. — = ] = \ i
' V"‘ iy M LS E! ' ! ST !t :
— ~ T MZY:; ; —;4 e - - 1 § :\
i ¥ . 1 R
i 4 AN [
i g +# L] Y ¥ L] [
_ ¥ i o Al 4 i i
06|0 Erl ] L % 4 4‘: + =
K X SR I T AR I L N R al '
i ! = S S ¥ » ! ¥ - .
& "1 ¥ A ;.‘11% i ,‘, = " ] L “
' x S oy X 4 ¥ 8
- e v ¥ & i) .
' ' 4 # v ¥
[ i * £
] nr » 5
N L] : i 1 ¢
01-0 =i i —
| 5 i i sl h o [t | e e ® o8 i ff o b oes | s | |

P R S T - NS ' SR N S

- |
Iy ‘ o Number of Volunes
v In Thousands)

i




 FourvYear Iﬂst1tut1nns L '
. Currency Replacement. antl"Collection, Impravement -
B . Entitlement Corves
ao . ' ) ) , 5 ﬁ .
. - 7
10,80 = —Adjusted Equation (1008):
e Unit Addition Percentage | . o .
: it 100 Percent of Formula = _ 1 ¢ o
- s 099 ( 0312) (Col 1ect1ﬂn | | !
! ;é%ﬁﬁ ‘ Sizein M1111ﬂn5) )
10,60 - W :
: ' 1% i Jz: ‘ %jl
E Observed Equatiun: " . — .
880 - Unit Additfon Parcentage e ; "o
; .3t 100 Percent’ of Formula = 1

RS
Percentdges

.)-m

1207+ 03A9EY TeoMection
© 0 Hze in Miltions)

2,60

Number of Volumes
(In Nillions) ",
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APPENDIX F
Department of Printing

1974-75 Library Rébinding Estimates

. o
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Up to and including 10V

Up to and tncluddng 14"
Up tuv and including 14"

Up to and including 10" .

- Hand Sew, over 9" D%vlfl/&“ thick

B

Spet:ial Hendling

16" and over B )
Ovar 2-1/2"" thick .
" SPEGIAL OPERATIONS ' -

Rush Service, per item
Extra Lines ovér 7, per live (Tigle & Shelf)
Lettering to match sample of yub-

Hand Sew, .per volume up to 9" and not over 1-1/4"
thick .

Map Pockets (including stubbing)
o Tl
Paramont Scwing R

T,

Stubbing," Including paramont seving

~

Newspapers - €a. additional inch

Thesis or dissertation - 1 or 2 of sane ticle

Thesis or dissertation ~ 3 L1 more of =same title

Recases, léss per volume (ol tuld bind price)

'
Repalr Library e:férg
Bepniy Printing Depacbamewt Bbvors
flund bands
) ® - 74 -
Py "
) B _ o

. * i
AR IR P b

DEPAREMENT OF PRINTING .. v
Ce e Iy
<1, LBRARY, ‘'KEBINDENG CHARGES -
:f . ’q‘ﬂl '.\3; Y . V
Fullbinds and periodicaly - . ¥ (not_to exceed),

S 57.00

10.20 *

E.Ddlinm'ctszaztiﬂn,theraaf

“1.20/in. or fraction thereof

- copy

W
;)
<

Lo
M
La

4.90 per copy
1.70 |

Time and material’
iiBQ‘animum
Nn!chafge

Time and matérials'

. :

E5
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Library Operations Element Data Tables

7

‘September, 1976 Library Report-
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™o+ AVERAGE STAFF YEAR COSTS
S 1974-75

# - ' t-.:__' . ! b . A " ' . . ‘ . : h ,’? .
ta] . Total Average Staff
]EPS.L @&aff Years Yeaﬁ Costs

iversity of wasﬁingtan*”;; $3{182 888 32,08

:Washington'Stete Un1vers1ty*'u ‘1, 300 333 157.75

ntral NA State CD11eqe ; 3477,707; - 48,19

“astern WA Statg Col..ye . . 366599 . 46.57
Wespern WA State College fgry 540,486 63.20
The. Eveirgreen State=§911ege s, 001' ) 23.50

Community’ Co]]eges © 2,982,537 300.10

e M P— —
CTotals U, sg 065,551  1,011.36 °

= 3
¥

,,,,,,

w5
E3

- i
o
wy .o
Loy
Y

n Weighted:Average
K ) o . . ' v _ . : s b » 7,:‘ ',»“f,f*

Seuree 1975 77 Governor's budget ) B oo Sl eexgjf

; *'Tete1 staff years 1nerud1ng audio- V1sue1 except that pert1on attrzbuted o 6
to grants and contract fund1ng (6.26 percent) , e »j,»_

NDTE Page 34, Tab]e XII September, 1976 Report
8

‘—%ﬁ’gﬁw
¢
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- : 7 : L" B ‘, i habaill
) ' ’ ' H' . : . ' : T’E SIH et
P Cae o ) fl Feh {;1 |

oy 5 ise staffing fok, each of te state colleges.

e ! S A
*\F =;¢ l';‘.‘,r i\-‘i‘u i s .
. *]‘ s ‘*‘; ‘ )
T cmmms CRREAT FORNI 10 ECOWERD FORAAA
— SN R maumcmumsmawwmﬂns o
X THE, COMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEW ¢

» ! '. ‘S-f“:; 'K‘: :} ‘ l“lr E . . ’ . . HM 75 ' e .,!
S Negge Co 'Curreﬁt v ‘.,';5“

O tan-Year v Duisting. Fomgla - Currgﬁi
Costs Plys @ Staff ﬂ!Entithzqwnt Pvr()‘{nt

L)

Revised
- Formala
- [ntitlewent .

3

<k

Y

~ M',:

5 ;

w

[

. 4 [
£ .

&

Percent

St.xff Yuﬁars,"‘ ‘| o Farn'ula

&
Revised

Revised :
Pollar
Percent

- Qperabions Costs*  Years .St ff Jeirs 0 fy ula

UMMHHYNH&MWWHQ CLi0em. izm
,Hashington State gjversr i 93 15?

:'f"Centra] WA State Coﬂcg} : S
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