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PREFACE

Washington is one of four states in which general student fees
for public higher education are established by statute. One of
the basic statutory responsibilities of the Council for Postse-
condary Education is the study of fees and charges to students
and making specific recommendations on tuition and fee rates for
legislative and executive consideration.

This report, the Jatest in a series, contains specific rate
recommendations for the 1981-83 biennium, calculations required
by statute (RCW 28B.15.075), and a series of other recommendations
for changes in the method by which tuition and operating fees
would be determined and operating fee revenues budgeted.

With only isolated exceptions (e.g., City University of New York

and California Community Colleges), general student fees historically
have been one of the essential components of current operating re-

. venues of higher education institutions. In the case of many inde-
pendent institutions, such fees provide the major part of current
revenues. Comparatively Tow charges to students, replaced by state
and local government appropriations, have been a longstanding tradi-
tion in public higher education as a principal means to facilitate
broad access and opportunity to participate. Public policy generally
favors especially low tuition and fee rates at community coll~ges
because of their paramount assignment to facilitate public access

to education beyond high school.

Over the past decade, a partial alternative to minimal public
institution fee rates has gained widespread acceptance. The
alternative is increased student (and parental) shares of the

costs of instruction for the majority who can afford to pay,

matched by increased availability of need-based student financial

aid for persons needing such assistance. National policy groups

such as the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education have recommended
relatively nigher cost shares for students than are typical of states
with Tow tuition traditions such as Washington -- always accompanied
by appropriate student financial aid provisions. Exact relationships
among student charges, student aid, and access and participation are
not precisely identifiable and are the subject of differing opinions.
Such differences of opinion were manifest in debates before the
Council preceding udoption of this report and recommendations.

As indicated in the report, the present situation in Washington
consists of very high participation rates, low charges to students,
relatively high taxpayer support but low per-student appropriations
and ever lTower per-student financial support because of the Tow
student charges. Another characteristic has been infrequent deci-
sions to alter charges to students, with changes being made more
of%gn in response to economic recessity than as a matter of defined
policy.
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“The 1981-83 biennium presents another apparent instance of economic
necessity -- an apparent deep shortfall between real postsecondary
education budget needs and available state revenues.

In this context, it should be noted that the Council's recommendations
"are based on a proposed policy framework quite consistent with the
lTow-tuition tradition typical of higher education policy in Western
states. Recommended fee rates, after three years with no changes at
all, would remain below national and comparison group averages by
varying percentages according to student level and type of institution.
Even so, the percentage increases over current rates would be substan-
tial because of the three year period without changes.

Two basic premises of the Council's recommendations should be
emphasized: First, the operating fee rate increases should be
totally and demonstrability applied to maintenance of operating
budget support in each institution; and second, student fee in-
creases should be matched by state student aid program increases
in accordance with the intent expressed in current’ law.

Chalmers Gail Norris
Executive Coordinator
November 12, 1980
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Executive Summary

On Octcber 9, 1980, the Council for Postsecondary Education adopted
comprehensive recommendations for tuitioh and fee poticy for Washington
public institutions of higher education. The report adupted by the Council
includes the 1981-83 rates calculated in compliance with statutory require-
ments. In addftion, it contains 14 recommendations for consideration by
the Governor and the Legislature.

Under the new recommendations, the combined tﬁition and operating fees
for resident undergraduate students at the University of Washington and
Washington State University would continue to be sei at 25 percent of the
operatihg cost of instruction in the preceding biennium, and the fees for
nonresident undergraduate students at 100 percent of such cost (Recommenj
dations 1 and 2). The definition of operating cost of instruction would

"be changed to include all state funds budgeted as instruction by the state
(Recommendation 4). Previously, certain amounts used for departmental re-
search or service purposes were excluded from the cost calculations. The
combined tuitionfaﬁd operating fees for graduate students would be set at
120.percent of those. for undergraduates rather than the present 115 percent.
The fees for MD, DDS, and'DVM students would continue to be set'at 160 percent
of undergraduate charges subject to further study (Recommendation 3).

Under the recommendations (Recommendation 4), combined tuition and
operating fees for students at the regional universities and The Evergreen
State College would be established at 75 percent of those for the doctoral/
research universities, Fees for resident students at community co]]eées,

however, would be set at 18 percent of the operating cost of instruction




in the communify colleges systemwide, rather than as a fraction of doctoral/
research university rates, as at present. Nonresident students at community
colleges would, for the first time, pay 100 percent of the cost of instruction
for the preceding biennium.
A]though there have been no fee increases for three years and a serious

financial situation faces public higher education, the Council recognized
the need ﬁb mitigate the impact on students and parents by recommending that
the ircreases be phased-in. Under Recommendation 5, three-Tourths of the
increase would be applicable in 1981-82 and the remainder in the second year
of the biennium. Because every available dollar is certain to be needed for
essential operating expenses in 1981-83, the Council recommended that the
increases be applied entirely to the operating fee (Recommendation 9).

| Council Recommendation 6 would authorize each institutional governing
board o increase the non-bonded portion of Services and Activities fees by
up to the same percentage as the combined tuitioh and operating fee incriase.
Thfs adjustment would be optional on the part of each board. However, the
Council recommended that any such increase not be considered unless requested
. by recognized student government groups.
Specific 1981-83 tuition and fee amounts reflecting Council recommenda-

tions and including maximum possible Services and Activities fee charges are

shown in the following table. The report contains additional tables providing

more detailed breakdowns and comparisons.



. Academic Year Student Charges
(Three Terms or Two Semester:)

1978-79 1981-83 ; 1982-83
1979-80 /
1980-81  Amount Increase  Amount Increase
" Washington Residents ? * ? % l ’ ? ’
Community Colleges 306 396 80 29% 429 30 8%
Regional, Undergraduate 618 735 117 19% 774 39 5%
Regional, Graduate 684 840 156 23% 891 51 6%
UW/WSU, Undergraduate 687 879" 122 28% 942 63 .7%
UW/WSU, Graduate 771 1,017 246 '32% 1,098 81 8%
UW/WSU, MD/DDS/DVM 1,029 1,314 285 28% 1,410 9% 7%
Nonresidents [
| Community Colleges 1,188 1,833 645‘ 54% 2,046 213 12%
Regional, Undergraduate 1,983 2,394 411 21% 2,529 135 6%
Regional, Graduate 2,256 2,871 555 25% 2,997 186 7%
UW/WSU, Undergraduate 2,394 3,060 €66 28% 3,282 222 7%
UW/WSU, Graduate 2,736 3,615 879 32% 3,906 291 8%
UW/WSU, MD/DDS/DVM 3,759 4,806 1,047 28% 5,154 348 7%
-3 -




The Council also recommended measures aimed at restoring the visible
Tink between student operating fees and institutional operating budgets,
establishing a policy based system for tuition and fee adjustments, providing
a modicum of flexibility to institutional governing boards, and encouraging
more finanqja]]y responsible local management with respect to consideration
of periodic fee increases and proposals for fee waiver programs. These
measures include returning the operating fee to local fund status with specified
controls (Recommendations 7 and 8); that the Legislature utilize the rates
calculated in accordance with the policy recommendations to calculate
operating fee income, and authorizing governing boards to set the operating
fee at 10 percent more or less than the state-calculated amount (Recommendation
10). The maximum academic year variations nermissible for resident under-
graduates if the latter recommendation is adopted would be: Doctoral/research
universities -- §61 in 1981-82 and $66 in 1982-83; regioral institutions --
$48 in 1981-82 and $51 in 1982-83; community colleges -- $21 in 1981-82 and
$23 ir 1982-83:"

Other reéémmendations adopted by the Council would extend bonding
authority against Services and Activities fees to community colleges (Recom-
mendation 11) and would provide greater consistency in charges to part-time
students (Recommendations 12 and 13).

The Council concluded its recommendations with a strong endorsement
of sufficient student aid funds so that needy students not be deprived of ‘
access to higher education due to increases in tuition and fees (Recoﬁ-

mendation 14).



The Council's 1981-83 tuition and fee recommendations would generate
an estimated $51 million in new operating revenue. Current statute states
a legislative intent that 24 percent of that amount be matched by increases
in available student financial aid. The increased student aid ($12.2+ million)
would be provided in large part by automatic entitlement increases under the
Federal Basic Educaf%dhh] Opportunity Grant program and in institutidna]
fee waiver authority, but"$4.3 million would need to be appropriated speci-
fically for the State Need Grant and State Work Study Programs.

If the new rates recommended by the Council are adopted, fees paid by
Washington residents attending Washington public institutions will be close
to projected.national averages in 1982-83, except in the community colleges.
Resident rates for Washington community co]]egés would still be 22 percent
legy_the projected national average, and 16 percent below the projected
average for community colleges in six "pacesetter" states (California,
Florida, I11inois, Michigan, New York, and Texas). Fees paid by Washington
residents in the doctoral/research and regional institutions also will be
su@stantia]]y below projected averages for counterpart institutions in seven
co&parison states (California, I11inois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Oregon,
and Wisconsin). Undergraduates at the regional institutions will be paying
an estimated 19 percent less, and graduate students 13 percent. Undergraduates
at the doctorai/research universities will be paying 27 percent less, and
graduate students 36 percent. As these comparisons indicate, the effect of
the policies recommended by the Council is rates which ére in the main-
stream of national patterns and which still maintain a low tuition and fee

policy in terms of comparison institutions.



Tuition and Fee Policy Recommendations

1.

The Council recommends that tuition and operating fees charged to

resident undergréduate students at Washington public universities,

factors:
University of Washington

Washington State University

Central Washington University
Eastern Washington University
Western Washington University

The Evergreen State College

Community Colleges$

- state colleges, and community colleges be based on the foilowing

Twenty-five percent of the 1979-81
adjusted average operating cost of
instruction for undergraduates at

those institutions.

Seventy-five percent of thi2 rates

calculated for the two doctoral

universities.

Eighteen percent of the 1979-81
adjusted average operating cost of

instruction at those institutions.

The Council recommends that tuition and operating fees charged to non-

resident undergraduate students at Washington public universities, state

colleges, and community colleges be based on the following factors:

University of Washington

. Washington State University

One hundred percent of the 1979-81
adjusted average operating cost of
instruction for undergraduates at

those institutions.



Central Washington University Seventy-five percent of the rates
Eastern Washington University calculated for the two doctoral
Western Wachii.gton University universities.

The {sergreen State College

Community Colleges One hundrad percent of the 1979-81
adjusted average operating cost

of instruction at those institutions

The Council recommends that tuition and operating fees for graduate
students be cuiculated at 120 percent of undergraduate charges. Tuition
and operating fees for students enrolled in programs leading to MD,

DDS, &nd DVM degrees should continue to be set at 160 percent of under-
graduate charges perding a complete review of medical, dental, and
veterinary medicine tuition and fee cha;ges and their relationship to
supply and demand factors, student aid programs, and multi-state programs.

Such a review shall be conducted by the Council ir 1931-82.

The Council recommends that the cost base for calculating the
operating cost of instruction be adjusted to insure inclusion of
all state funds budgeted for regular academic and vocational

instruction.

The Council recommends that a phasing in approach be adopted for

1981-.83 adjustments in which three-fourths of the increases would
|

be instituted in 1981-82 and the remaining portion in 1982-83.



The Council recommends that boards of regents and trustees be
authorized to increase services and activities fees by up to the
same percgntage as tuition and operating fees are increased;
PROVIDED, That (1) the percentage iicrease should not, however,

be applied to the portion of services and activities fees committed
to repayment of bonded debt; (2) the non-bonded portion for the
regional universities and The Evergreen State College should be
determined solely on the average of the three regional universities;
and (3) such increases to be considered by boards only if requested

by recognized student dovernment groups.

The Council recommends that there be a clear and unmistakable relation-
ship between the tuition and fees paid by students and the services
which are, in part, financed by those fees. To this end, it recommends
that additional revenues resulting from 1981-83 increases be used to

maintain or augment higher education operations.

To support the principie outlined in Recommendation 7 in both 1981-83
and subsequent years, the Council recommends that operating fee
receipts be returned to local fund status. In recognition of the
need for sufficient accourtability and disclosure, these receipts
should be maintained in separate local funds and not be commingled
#ith other local receipts and should be used to support the current
operating budget. 1In addition, the Council endorses jegislation
necessary to ensure proper budgetary nversight and aporopriate

allotment controls over these funds.

-8
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10.

The Council recommends that the increases in revenue for 1981-83 accrue
solely to the operating fee to be used to maintain or improve current
service levels and consequently that no increases be authorized in the
general tuition category since general obligation bond financing is

available for critically needed capital projects.

The Council recommends that'the procedures for adjusting tuition and

fee rates be modified as follows:

a. The Legislature delete references to specific dollar amounts
in the tuition and fee statutes except to maintain existing
Timits on the tuition portion and where required by existina

bond convenants.

b.  The Legislature enact the proportions outlined in Recommendations
1 - 3 as the basis for calculating estimated operating fee income
for each year to be used in determining the appropriations for

institutions of higher education and the community college system.

c. The Legislature authorize the respective boards of regents
and trustees, sudbject, in the case of the community colleges,
to State Board for Community College Education guidelines,
‘_full authority to set operatin. fee rates within plus or minus
cen percent of the rates calculated for use in developing

appropriation levels.



11.

12.

13.

14.

The Council recommends that, like the four-year colleges and
universities, the community colleges be authorized to bond against
student services and activities fees for construction of student
unions and similar facilities after appropriate consultation with

student government groups as required by law.

“In view of Council recommendations for changes in the definition

of residency for tuition and fee purposes, the Council recommends
that part-time students who are not state residents be charged
tuition and fees at an appropriate proportion of the recommended

nonresident full-time rate.

The Council recommends that all part-time students enrolled in
on-campus programs be chafged an appropriate proportion of |
recommended tuition and operating fee rates unless such students
are otherwise exempted by statute or where minimums are dictated

by existing bond covenants.

The Council recommends that it is imperative that needy students

not be deprived of access to higher education due to increases in

tuition and fees. It is, therefore, of utmost importance that sufficient
student "aid funds be appropriated to fully implement the statement

of legislative intent to this end as identified in RCW 28B.15.065.



Council Responsibilities

The Counci]ifor Postsecondary Education has two major responsibilities
in the field of public college and university tuition and fees:
° The Council's basic statute (RCW 28B.80.030) calls upon the
Council to "study levels of fees and charges to students and
when necessary make recommendations to the institutions, Legis-
1atLre, and Governor."
° The 1977 amendments to the tuition and fee statutes (specifically
PCW 28B.15.075) direct the Council to "make recomméndations to
the Governor and the Legislature for adjustments in the amounts
of tuition and operating fees consistent with the intent of this
1977 amendatory act." The statute goes on to require that the
recommendations be made by not later than November 10 of each
even-numbered year and be based on the operating costs of
instruction at the state universities for the biennium then
in effect.
The statement of Tegislative intent is contained within RCW 28B.15.060
and was reflected in tuition and fee adjustments made by the 1977 Legislature.
The intent statute and adjustments made in 1977 relate maximum tuition and

nl

operating fees to the "operating cost of instruction"” in the following

manner:

1"0perating Costs of Instruction® are based on those of the two doctoral
universities for the biennium preceding the period in which adjustments
would go into effect and are calculated in a manner approved by the Higher
Education Committees of the House and Senate.

- 11 -
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FIGURE 1

Legislative Intent Factors2

Student Category/
Institutional Type

Undergraduate Resident

UW/WSU
Regional Universities
Community Colleges

Undergraduate Nonresident

UW/WSU
Regional Universities
Community Colleges

Graduate Residents and Nonresidents

A1l Four-Year Institutions

MD/DDS/DVM Residents and Nonresidents

Calculation Basis

UW/WSU

Not more than:

25% of "operating cost of instruction"
80% of UW/WSU rates
45% of UW/WSU rates

100% of "operating cost of instruction'
80% of UW/WSU rates
50% of UW/WSU rates

115% of appropriate undergraduate
student rates

160% of appropriate undergraduate
student rates

A copy of the pertinent statutes is contained in Appendix C.

Organization of This Report

Student tuition and fee levels have been the subject of much debate

and many reports since the late 1960's.

In an effort to reduce this

report to a manageable size and yet make sufficient background infor-

mation available, the following format has been utilized:

Body of the Report:

and rationale.

Contains brief background, recommendations,

20n1y the resident undergraduate categories are outlined in RCW 28B.15.060.
The other categories are inferred from 1977 legislative action.

- 12 -



Appendix A: Contains the detailed calculations to comply with
RCW 28B.15 975 and to support Recommendations 1 - 4 of this
report.
Appendix B: Contains comparison tables concerning tuition and
fees and other national indicators.
Appendix C: Contains a copy of pertinent tuition and fee statutes.
Appendix D: Contaiﬁs written comments on the preliminary draft
received from interested parties.
A background report on the evolution of tuition and fee policies
was provided to the Council in February, 1980. Discussions of operational
guidelines to be used in developing 1981-83 recommendations were presented
to the Council (Committee on Finance) in April and June, 1980. A preliminary
draft of this report was discussed by the Committee on Finance in August.
These documents serve as resource materials for this report, and copies are

available on request from the Council office.

Recommendations Required by Law (RCW 28B.15.075)

The Council siaff compiled the data and made the neceésary calculations
for determining the "operating cost of instruction" for the two doctoral
universities as called for in RCW 28B.15.060. The 1979-81 cost oflunder-
graduate instruction determined in accordance with the procedures approved
by the Higher Education Committees of the House and the Senate is $2,999
per student. This amount reflects both the one and one-half percent
biennial reduction mandated by executive order and an additional one

percent biennial reduction imposed October, 1980 and is a 32 percent




increase above 1975-77 cost levels (which served as the basis for the
1977 legislative action).

Table I illustrates the effect of fu]]y implementing the intent state-
ment in accordance with the factors shown in Figure 1, which relate to the
legislative statement of intent. These amounts are those referred to in
RCW 28B.15.075, which directs the Council to "make recommendations to the
Governor and the Legislature for adjustments in the amounts of tuition and
operating fees consistent with the intent of this 1977 amendatory act." It
is important to note that the amount shown reflects increases only in the
tuition and operating fee category. If services and activities fees are
raised a similar pércentage by the institutional governing boards, the

- 1981-83 totals would increase approximately $15 to 333 per year depending
“ on the type of institution.

—— -,

Recommended Tuition and Fee Policies for 1981-83

Higher education literature abounds with discussions of tuition and
fee policy. Extensive studies have been conducted by such groups as the
Carnegie Commission, the Committee for Economic Development, and the Academy
for Educational Development, as well as many state coordinating and governing
boards. Economists and higher education authorities have addressed the
question in many articles and monographs. Some make the case that hiéher

education is a pure public good and should be free of charge. Others
' -

’
.

- 14 -
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TABLE I
Academic Year Tuition and Fee Levels*

1982-83 Compared to Current Rates
as Calculated Under RCW 28B.15.075

Academic Year Total

Category 1980-~81 1982-83 Increase

Doctoral Universities '

- Undergraduate Resident $ 687 $ 864 $ 177
- Undergraduate Nonresident 2,394 3,117 723
- Graduate Resident 771 975 204
- Graduata Nonresident 2,736 3,567 831
~ First Professional Resident 1,029 . 1,311 282
- First Professional Nonresident 3,759 4,917 1,158

Regional Universities/TESC

~ Undergraduate Resident - $ 618 $ 759 $ 141
- Undergraduate Nonresident 1,983 2,562 579
- Graduate Resident 684 846 162

Graduate Monresident 2,256 2,922 666
Community Colleges

- Resident $ 306 $ 387 $ 81
-~ Nonresident 1,188 1,551 363

* Not including any increases in services and activities fees.
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contend that the only measurable benefit is in terms of private gain
and hence student charges should cover all costs.

As the Council noted in its 1971 report, Tuition and Fee Policies for’

Public Higher Education, "It can be argued that there are only two rational

fee levels -- zero fees or fees set at the full cost of education -- all
else being a compromise based on financial factors and/or the going rates
charged elsewhere."

The reality, with almost no exceptions, is a mixed system of public
financing involving objectivé or subjective judgments of the extent to
which participants should pay for the cost of their education. As Howard
Bowen and Paul Servelle point out (as quoted in the Council's 1976 report)
"The controversy is basically one of values and judgments. Neither side
can overwhelm the other." They add, "Basically the finance of American
higher education continues to be a mixed system ... evolved to meet the
exigencies of institutions and students and has been a product of the

. ‘s 3
complex cross-currents of American politics."

It has been widely recognized in the Unifed States that an educated
citiienry is essential to the process of democracy. This principie has
long been reflected in the financing of the public schools of this country
where the responsibility for their operation has been placed totally on

the public. The extension of this philosophy to postsecondary education

3Bowen, Howard and Servelle, Paul, Who Benefits from Higher Education -- And
Who Should Pay? Washington, D.C., ERIC, 1972.

- 16 -
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is not as clearcu%, howevar. Following high school, the individual has the
opportunity to pursue a number of alternatives: entrance into the job market;
military or public service; short-term skill training; or additional educa-
tion for a variety of reasons related to career objectives and/or personal
development. In addition, higher education in America is noted for its dual
approach -- comprehensive public institutions and a strong independent sector.

The desire to make higher education widely accessible and to recognize
the need for educated and trained personnel was a consideration which led
to the Morrill Land Grant Act by Congress in 1862, the enactment of the
G.I. Bill following World War II, and increasing federal support of student
financial aid programs beginning with the National Defense Education Act of
1958. The commitment to zccess is included in virtually every planning
document dealing with pustsecondary education.

At the same time, although the state and, to a lesser extent the federal
government, maintain an interest in improving the educational level of citizens,
the specific benefits to the individual tend to increase as he or she Drogresses
through a program of post high school education. While there are questions
concerning the relative financial benefits, a substantial advantage still
accrues to coliege graduates as compared to the high school graduate. In
a recent Sloan Commission report, Kenneth Dietch noted: "On the one hand,
the absence of a college degree is, probably more than ever befere, a barrier
to obtaining one of society's "good" jobs. On the other hahd, the job market

for college graduates is less favorable than it once was."4

4Dietch, Kenneth M., "Financial Aid: A Resource for Improving Educational
Opportunities," (Sloan Commission on Government and Higher Education,
March, 1978).
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One of the more widely quoted critics of earlier estimates of the
high return on investment in higher education, Richard Freeman, in his book,

The Declining Economic Value of Higher Education, notes the deciine in the

differential between earning potential for college graduates and nongraduates.
A;cording tavFFéeman, the average salary of a college graduate was 53 percent
more than that of a high school graduate in 1968 and fell to "only 35 percent
more" in 1973.5 It is significant to note that even this criticism recoqnizes
that there is an aaditional private value to a higher education.
Lecht observed also that the prospect of workers being unemployed
dramatically decreases as their Tlevei of education increases. He noted
that the unemployment rates for college graduates twenty-four years of age
or over rose from about 2 percent in 1967 to approximately 6 percent in
1975-76. But the rates for high school graduates increased from about 6
percent to between 14 and 16 percent in the same period.6
In a report cumhissioned by the Council in 1972 and prepared by the
Academy for Educational Development, the chapter on higher education benefits
is summarized as follows: -
"]. There clearly are societal benefits to some of the activities
carried on in colleges and universities and directed toward
pub]ig purposes: Research, service, preservation of knowledge.
All wou]d»agree as well that there are societal benefits in

the instructional function. But there is no agreement as to

whether or how any of these can be quantified.

srreeman, Richard, The Declining Economic Value of Higher Education, New York,
.478.

6Lecht, Leonard, "Grading the College Diploma", Across the College Board,
Vol. XIV, April, 1977.
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2. There are individual benefits which can be quantified (increased
earniﬂg power, etc.), as well as others that probably cannot
(job and social mobility, acceptability in public life, the
consummatory pleasures of college life). Of those benefits
that can be quantified, it is apparent that these vary:
a. By level with increasing earning power at the completion
of each successive degree level, on the average; and
b. By program (physicians tend to earn more than scholars
in the humam'ties)."7
The position of the Council for Postsecondary Education, expressed
in the current version of the Planning and Policy Recommendations and in
subseq'ient reports, is that students and/or their families should bear a
reasonable proportion of the cost of the services provided to them. This
position served as the basis for the 1976 recommendations and the action
of the 1977 Legislature and is incorporated in the statement of legislative
intent. With%n the overall context of participants and taxpayers sharing
in the cost of higher education, it is necessary to examine the reason-

ability of the relationships in terms of the higher education environment

in Washington and comparisons with other states.

The Washington Pattern of Public Higher Education

Washington has an extensive system of public higher education affording

a high degree of access. Council reports on national financial comparisons

7Hind, Robert, et.al., Financing Post-Secondary Education in Washington,
Palo Alto, California, 1972.
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have continuously indicated a pattern of high populafion participation, high
per capita tax support (effort) and low tax support per student enrolled.
Tuition and fee comparisons have, for the past several years, highlighted
the fact that amounts charged to Washington resident students are below
(and in some cases far below) national averages and medians for similar
institutions. Compar%son tables are included ;ﬁ Appendix B.

A recent series of preliminary comparisons prepared by Kent Halstead
of the National Institute of Education support the above conclusions.
Tables from his comparisons are also included in Appendix B. A summary
of the findings is worthy of note.

With regard to participation, the Halstead compziisons indicate that

while Washington vanks only 43rd in high school graduates per 1,000 popula-
tion, this state ranks 1lst in FTE enrollments in public higher education
per high school graduate. On an overall basis, Washington ranks 2nd in

FTE students per 1,000 population. This is a pattern of extremely high
access to public higher education institutions.

Halstead next compares state and local tax capacity and effort. In

terms of these measures, Washington is a median state in tax capacity which
makes a slightly greater "tax effort”'than the national average and ranks
18th in tax revenues per capita. Overall, the comparisons present a
pattern of a slightly better than average tax base.

The next series of tables deal with higher education financing and

are summarized as follows:
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Measure ‘ Rank

Percentage of tax revenues allocated
to higher education 14th

Appropriations per[FTE student 41st

Tuition factor (ratio of appropriations
plus tuition to appropriations) 41st

Appropriations and tuition revenue o
oer student - 49th

These tables confirm the pattern of high per capita effort and
extremely low per student support for higher education in Washington.

The picture of Washington public higher education shown by these
various comparisons is clear: Easy access and corresponding nigh enroll-
ment, high per capita tax support, higher than average share of tax funds,

Jow tuition and fees, and very low support per student.

“The Economic and Tax Support Outlcok

An important element in the environmentai circumstances is the
economic (and tax support) outlook. Current forecasts indicate a con-
tinuation of both price inflation and state revenue shortfalls, with the
latter not as severe on the West Coast as in the eastern United States.
State revenue estimates for 1981-83 indicate a shortfall of $675 million
below amounts required to sustain current operating levels. The outlook
for increased real dollar tax support is, therefore, extremely slim.

One of the most fruitful avenues to retain support levels is to cdnsider
increased tuition and fee charges within the philosophical construct of
a "cost Sharing" system and to ensure the use of those increased re-

venues to support higher education priorities.



Comparisons with Other States

In view of the need to consider tuition and fee adjustments, it is
important to review the estimated 1981-83 rates associated with the
current statement of legislative intent (plus estimated increases in
services and activities fees) in the context of comparisons with other
states. This is helpful to assess both the reasonableness o the estimated
rates and balance among categories and sectors. Table IT compares the
1981-83 rates shown in Table I plus a 32 percent increase in services and
activities fees* with national and comparison group averages estimated
for 1982-83. |

Table II indicates that some additional increases in resident raies
at the doctoral universities would be reasonable, while the relationship
between the doctoral and regional university fees should be examined.
Nonresident charges in all categories would be above national averages.
They would, however, be below comparison group averages in the four-year
institutions with the éxcebtion of nonrecident graduate students attending

regional universities.

Need For Management Flexibility

In addition to the financial, economic, and access factors affecting
higher education, the factor of management flexibility should also be
taken into cccount. Particularly in periods of financial stress, it is
important that management have the tools to effectively execute its

resnonsibilities.

* The proportion not pledged .to bonded debt.



TABLE II

Comparison of 1982-83 Academic Year Tuition and Fee Levels

Category

Doctoral Universities

Resident Undergraduate
Resident Graduate
Nonresident Undergraduate
Nonresident Graduate

Regional Universities/TESC

Resident Undergraduate
Resident Graduate
Nonresident Undergraduate
Nonresident Graduate

Community Colieges

Residents
Nenresiaents

* Amounts from Table I plus services and activities fee increases of $33 at doctoral universities,
$27 at regional universities, and $15 at community colleges.

as Calculated Under RCW 28B.15.075

Washington

Estimated 1982-83
1982-83 Escimated
Washington National
Institutions®* Averages**
(R)
$ 897 $ 988
1,008 1,078
3,150 2,686
3,600 2,670
$ 736 $ 787
873 847
2.589 2,047
2,949 1,972
$ 402 $ 518
1,566 1,367

**:”;Baéed cn past annual average percentage ircreases.

iy
o ¢

1982-83
Estimated Percentage
Comparison Differences
State Averages** From Column:
(B) (A) (B) .
$1,194 {10%) (33%)
1,488 ( 7%) (48%)
3,689 15% (17%)
3,854 26% ( 7%)
$ 922 0% (17%)
1,009 3% (16%)
2,628 21% ( 2%)
2.530 33%2  14%
$ 49% (29%) (23%)
1,432 13% 9%




While governing poards are afforded varying degrees of flexibility
in most areas, they have virtually none insofar as tuition and fee charges
to full-time students are concerned. Washington is one of four states in
the nation in which the Legislature specifies thé fee structure in the
statutes.8 Even in the case of non-appropriated services and activities
fees, the four-year institutions are limited within a standard amount.
Washington is also cne of a minority of states in which the general stu-
dent charges are deposited in the State General Fund as general revenue.
While public higher education, as other state service§, has an obligation
to follow executive and legislative policy and be accountable for its
act{ons, the. fee deposit requirement has the effect of further obscuring
the relationship between tuition and fee policy and service levels and

1imiting management options.

Tuition and Fee Policy Recommendations

The previous review has identified the context in which the follewing
recommendations are made as finally adopted. These recommendations reflect
the direction established by Council discussion in committee meetings of

April, June, ~nd August and extensive public debate in October, 1980.

Recommendations Pertaining to the Rate Structure

1. The Council recommends that tuition and operating fees charged to

resident undergraduate students at Washington public universities,

{

8Washington, Texas, New Mexico, and New York. SOURCE: State Tuition
and/or Required Fee Policies for Public Postsecondary Institutions,
SHEEQO/NCES Communications Network, Boulder, Colorado, January, 1979.
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state colleges, and community colleges be based on the following

factors:

University of Washington

Washington State University

Central Washington University

Eastern Washington University

Western Washington University

The Evergreen State College

¢ a

v - %

Community Colleges

Twenty-five percent of the 1979-81

adjusted average operating cost of

instruction* for undergraduates at

those institutions.

Seventy-five percent of the rates

calculated for the two doctoral

universities.

Eighteen percent of the 1979-81

adjusted average operating cost of

instruction at those institutions.

The Council recommends that tuition and operating fees charged to non-

resident undergraduate students at Washington public universities, state

colleges, and community colleges be based on the following factors:

University of Washington

Washington State University

See Recommendation 4.

One hundred percent of the 1979-81

adjusted average operating cost of

instruction* for undergraduates at

those institutions.




Central Washington University Seventy-five percent of the rates

Eastern Washington University calculated for the two doctoral

Western Washington University universities.

The Evergreen State College

Community Colleges One hundred percent of the 1979-81

adjusted average operating cost

of instruction at those institutions.

The Council recommends that tuition and operating fees for graduate

students be calculated at 120 percent of undergraduate charges. Tuition

and operating fees for students enrolled in programs leading to MD,

DDS, and DVM degrees should continue to be set at 160 percent of under-

graduate charges -pending a complete review of medical, dental, and

veterinary medicine tuition and fee charges and their relationship to

supply and demand factors, student aid programs, and multi-state programs.

Such a review shall be conducted by the Council in 1981-82.

The Council recommends that the cost base for calculating the

operating cost of instruction be adjusted to insure_inclusion of

all state funds budgeted for regular academic and vocational

instruction.

The Council recommends that a phasing in approach be adopted for

1981-83 adjustments in which three-fourths of the increases would

be instituted in 1981-82 and the remaining portion in 1982-83.
!
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6. The.Council recommends that boards of regents and trustees be

authorized to increase services and activities fees by up to the

same percentage as tuition and operating fees are increased;

PROVIDED, That (1) the percentage increase should not, however,

be applied to the portion of services and activities fees committed

to_repayment of bonded debt; and (2) the non-bonded portion for the

regional universities and The Evergreen Staté College should be

determined solely on the average of the three regional universities;

and (3) such increases te be considered by boards only if requested

by recognized student government groups.

Discussion of -Recommendations

The six preceding recommendations are interrelated and, while not
necessarily dependent on one another, form a package of adjustments. Tatle
III outlines the effect of the recommendations if fully implemented in the
1981-83 biennium. Table IV compares those amounts with projected national
and comparison state averages and Table V provides a breakdown of the effect

of the recommendations by fee category.

!

The first series of recommendations deals with the basic tuition and
fee structure and, although the approach is similar, reflects several
important differences from the current statement of legislative intent
and the bases on which tuition and fees were last adjusted. Table VI
summarizes the similarities and differences.

The relationship to the cost of instruction, urged by the Council
since 1976, is retained and, in the case of the community colleges, has
been strengthened. The recommendations also provide a better balance of

Washington rates with national and comparison state averages.
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TABLE III

Total Academic Year Tuition and Fee Adjustment Phase-In
as Reflected in Council Recommendations 1-6*

Category 1980-81 . 1981-82 Increase 1982-83 Increase
‘Doctoral Universities
‘Resident Undergraducte $ 687 $ 879 $ 192 $ 942 $ 63
Resident Graduate 771 1,017 246 1,098 81
Resident MD/DDS/DVM : 1,029 1,314 288 1,410 96
Nonresident Undergraduate 2,394 3,060 566 3,282 222
Nonresident Graduate 2,736 3,615 879 3,906 291

Nonresident MD/DDS/DVM 3,759 4,806 1,047 5,154 348

Regional Universities/TESC

Resident Undergraduate $ 618 $ 735 $ 117 $ 774 $ 39
Resident Graduate 684 840 156 891 51
‘Nonresident Undergraduate 1,983 2,39 411 2,529 135
Nonresident Graduate 2,256 2,811 h55 2,997 186

Community Colleges

Resident $ 306 $ 39 $ 90 $ 426 $ 30
Nonresident 1,188 1,833 645 2,046 213
*  Includes maximum authorized optionai Services and Activities fee increases.




TABLE IV

Comparison of Total Academic Year Tuition and Fee Rates

as Reflected in Council Recommendations 1-6
In Council Recommendations 1 - 6

Category

Doctoral Universities

Resident Undergraduate

Rasident Graduate

-

‘Nonresident Undergraduate ~
Nonresident Graduate

Regional Universities/TESC

Resident Undergraduate
Resident Graduate
Nonresident Undergraduate

‘Nonresident Graduate

Community Colleges

Residents
Nonresidents

*

Kk

Estimated © 1982-83
1982-83 Estimated
Washington National
Institutions® Averages**
(A)
$ 942 $ 988
1,098 1,078
3,282 2,686
3,906 2,670
$ 774 $ 787
891 847
2,529 2,047
2,997 1,972
$ 426 $ 518
2,046 1,367

i

1982-83 Washington

Estimated Percentage
Comparison Differences
State Averages** From Column:
(B) (A) (B)
$1,194 ( 5%) (27%)
1,488 2% (36%)
3,689 18% (12%)

3,854 32% 1%

$ 922 ( 2%) (19%)
1,009 5% (13%)
2,628 19% ( 4%)

T T ZL,h30 34%  16%
$ 49 (22%) (16%)

1,432 33%2 30%

These totals include services and activities fee increases of $45 at doctoral universities,
$27 at regional universities, and $21 at community colleges over the current charges of $117,

$162, and $51 respectively.

Based on past annual average percentage increases.
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TABLE V

Distribution of Academic Year Student Charges

Tuition Operating Fee Services & Activities Fee* Totals
Category 1980-81  1981-82  1982-83 _060-81 198182 198283 10808l 1981-82 l%A2-B3 108081 1981-80 10%0-3

Doctoral Universities

Resident Undergraduate SIS oW S Sen e § S 150 § 182 S8 Sam s

Resident Graduate 17 17 117 531 750 819 117 150 162 mooLr 1,00
Resident ¥0/00S/0WM ™}W W W 9 81 %5 u W w0 L3 14
Nonresident Undergraduate 345 35 M LI 55 T 17 150 82 2,3% 3,000 328
Nonresident Graduate M5 345 W0 310 3,39 "7 150 62 7% 3615 3,906

| Nonresident NO/DDS/OVH 543 543 3 3,000 413 4,49 1 150 82 375 4806 55

& Regiona] Universities/TESt

' Resident Undergraduate 0 $‘ B8 5§80 §4m §5100 § 1§18 f 189 S618 §$M5 o5
Resident Graduate 7 7 £} 7 52 621 162 183 169 684 840 891
Nonresident Undergraduate . 288 288 8 LS L9 00 @ 5 189 1983 2,39 2,59
Nonresident Graduate 0 88 8 1806 240 250 2 1 9 2% 281 209
Community oleges
Residents §0.50 S124.50 $120.50  $130.50 S06.50 $209.50 PSS 66§ S ¢ b
Nonresidents 4,50 304,50 30450 M2.50 1,372.50 1,579.50 5l 6 oL 1,88 2,00
¥ Servees and Activitfes Fee increases would be aut+ ™+ :ut would take place only 1f requested by students and approved by overning boar&s.

l' ."r‘
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TABLE V1

Comparison of Council Recommendations
With Basis of 1977 Tuition and Fee Adjustments

Student Category/ 1977-19

Institutional Type (alculation Basis

Undergraduate Resident

WSy 25% of "operating

~cost of instrution
Regional Universities 80% of UN/WSU rates
Community Colleges 45% of UN/USU »:*es

Undergraduats Nonresident

UW/WSU | 100% of “operating
cost of fnstruction”

Regional Universities 80% of UH/WSU rates

Community Colleges 50% of UW/WSU rates

Graduate Residents and Nonresidents

AT Four-Year Institutions 115% of appropriate under-
‘ graduate student rates -

MD/DDS/OVM Residents and Nonresidents

U/HSU 1604 of appropriate under-
graduate student rates

1981-83
Council Recommendations

Same, except cost base adjusted

759 of UN/MSU rates (as adjusted)
18% of (C cost of instruction

Same, except cost base adjusted

759 of UN/WSU rates (as adjusted)
100% of CC costs of instruction

120% of appropriate undergraduate
student rates

Same, pending completion of study



Part of this balance has been achieved by Recommendation 4 which urges
that all state funds budgeted for regular instruction be included in the
cost base. The cost base which has been used in the past by the Council
(and was approved by the Higher Education Committees of the House and Senate)
has excluded funds budgeted for instruction, but which were actually used
to match research grants and for public service assignments.

During the committee review of the cost base criteria, Senator Shinpoch
raised a question as to whether this exclusion was contradictory to the
intent of the Legislature in budgeting funds for instructfbna1 purposes;

The staff was suhsequently directed to determine these additional costs
as an alternative base for tuition and fee purposes.

The figures shown in Table 3 in Appendix A indicate that if all state
funds budgeted for regular instruction* at the University of Washington
and Washington State University are included in the cost base, the "{nstruc-
tional cost per student" estimated for 1979-81 will increase by $119.~ Use
of the adjusted base, therefore, results in a tuition and operating fee
recommendation for the two institutions which is $33 per year higher than
if the previous cost base were used. The recommendation reduces the extent
to which tuition and fees at the University of washington’and Washington
State University will be below national and comparison statz averages.

The regioﬁa1 universities have contended that the 80 percent relation-
ship to aoctoral university tuition and operating fee rates was too high

and did not reflect national and comparison state differences. This concern

is borne out by the findings in Table II.

¥ Program 1.1.
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One alternative approach to achieve a better balance which was con- '
sidered was the use of regional university costs to determine regioha]
university tuition and operating fees. In 1976 the Council had recommended
this approach and had suggested a 20 percent relationship. The Legislature
decided to tie regional university charges to those of doctoral universities
since experience had indicated that ihe regional universities and The
Evergreen State College were subject to greater enrollment fluctuations
than the doctoral institutions. It was feared that if enrollments at
regionai institutions declined, per student costs could increase artificially
and result in abnormal tuition and fee increases, further discouraging
env'ollment. ,

In view of this concern and since there is a great deal of similarity
in budgeting treatment among the four-year institutions, the other alter-
native considered (and recommended) was to change the percentage relationship
to doctoral university fees. Retention of the 80 percent factor would
result in resident undergraduate rates higher than projected national
averages. The recommendation produces a result more in balance with
national averages and reflects rates slightly less than 20 percent of
estimated regional university costs.

The community colleges have argued that their enrollment demand and
differences in budgetary treatment from the four-year schools suggest that
their own costs be used to calculate their tuition and operating fees. The
Council rerzimiendation supports th’s viewpoint and suggests an 18 percent
relationshin to costs. The 18 percent figure was selected based on recent

N

results of & National College and University Business Officers survey of

»
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community college finances. That survey indicated a current relationship
of tuition and fees to costs associated with instruction of approximately
that amount and is similar to a Carnegie Commission finding of several
years ago. While the 18 percent is slightly higher than the 16 2/3 percent
recommended by the Council in 1976, the fact that it would be applied to
previous biennial costs preserves the past policy of lower than average
student charges. Table IV also indicates that Washington community college
resident tuition and fees will continue to be substantially (18 to 22 per-
cent) below comparison averages if the recommendation is implemented.

A factor to be considered in community college tuition and fee
rates is whether the level of charges will be "at a cost normally within
(the studeni's) economic means" (paraph.ased from RCW 28B.50.020). Total
tuition and fees established in 1967 by the community colleges immediately
after passage of the community college act were $210 per academic year.
Since that time, the U.S. Consumer Price Index has increased two and
one-half times and is estimated to be three times that of 1967 by 1983.
Over the same period, wage rates have tended to keep pace with inflation
with some modest variations between years and employment categories.
Federally mandated minimum wage rates have also incrz2ased two and one-half
times since 1967.

The recommended 1982-83 tuifion and fee levels for community colleges
total $426 per academic year. This would be just over two times the rate in
effect immediately after passage of the Community College Act and actually a

Jower "real dollar" amount than the 1967 rate. In view of the economic factors
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cited above and the substantial increases in available student financial
aid since the late 1960's, it is clear that the tuition and fee amounts
resulting from the recommendation meet the test of being "normally within
the student's economic means." ‘

The use of the separate cost base forbcommunity colleges dictates the

need for a pasition on community college nonresident ratés. In 1977,
“doctoral university charges in this category were computed on the basis
of 100 percent of costs. In view of the local orientation of community
colleges and the recommended changes in residency requirements incorporated
in the Tuition and Fee Waiver Report, a 100 percent relationship to cost .
is also recommended for these institutions. Continued efforts to promote
reciprocity should help to meet the needs of nonresidents in localities
near the border.

In view of the substantially higher costs of graduate education, a
slight increase in the relationship to undergraduate charges is recommended.
This will move graduate resident tuition and fee levels to a position
sTightly higher than national averages, but still well below those esti-
mated for the seven comparison states.

The professional categories (MD, DDS, and DVM rrograms) pose a different
problem. Comparisons recently obtained by Council staff (see Appendix B,
Pages 17 through 19) indicate that the current 160 percent differential
is similar to national means for veterinary medicine. It is well below
national averages for medicine and dentistry, however. The per student
costs in these pragrams, according to a report to the Western Interstate
Commission for Higher Education, exceed $12,000 per year. Current tuition
and operating fees, therefore, offset less than 10 pc-cent of program

costs.

LR
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Three factors have a bearing on the recommendation to continue the
existing relationship pending further study: There has been_a tradition
of similarity in charges between the medical/dental and veterinary programs;
there is a need to assure access to these programs for low income, minority,
and non-traditional students; and there appear to be substantial differences
in earning power in the three professions. The Council believes that an
in-depth study of supply and demand factors and opportunities for access
should be conducted and these factors should be carefully considered
before significant changes are made.

Recommendation 5 suggests a phase-in approach for 1981-83 wherein
3/4 of the increase would be assessed in 1981-82. These are approximately
the amounts which would have been in éffect that year if an annual adjust-
ment approach had been instituted in 1977.

Recommendation 6 is a reaffirmation of the Counci?'s 1978 position that
student services and activities fees be set by boards of regents or trustees
within 1imits which would increase in proportion to increases in the cost
of instruction. It also suggests that the increases he applied only to the
average non-bonded portion of services and activities fees for the three
types of institutions since these are fixed costs not subject tu inflation.
The Evergreen State College should be excluded from the calculation base for
regional universities due to the absence of bonded services and activity fee
debt at that institution. After considering student testimony, the Council
concluded that students on each campus should have a major role in this
process and recommended that increases should only be considered on request

of recognized student government groups.
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. Recommendations on Use of Income and Adjustment Process

The following five recommendations deal with the use of tuition and

fee income and the process by which tuition and fee amounts are set.

7. The Council recommends that there be a clear and unmistakable relation-

ship between'the tuition and fees paid by students and the services

which are, in part, financed by those fees. To this end, it recommends

thnat additional revenues resulting from 1981-83 increases be used to

maintain or augment :iigher education operations.

8. To support the principle outlined in Recommendation 7 in both 1981-83

and subsequent years, the Council recommends that operating fee

receipts be returned to local fund status. In recognition of the

neéd for sufficient accountability and disclosure, these receipts

should be maintained in separate local funds and not be commingled

with other local receipts and should be used to support the current

operating budget. In addition, ths Council endorses legislation

necessary to ensure proper bi:dgetary oversight and appropriate

allotment controls over these funds.

9. The Council recommends that the increases in revenue for 1981-83

accrue solely to the operating fee to be used to maintain or improve

current service levels and consequently that no increases be authorized

in the general tuition category since general obligation bond financing

is available for critically needed capital projects.




10. The Council recommends that the procedures for adjusting tuition and

fee rates be modified as follows:

a. The Legislature delete references to specific dollar amounts in

the tuition and fee statutes except to maintain existing limits on

the tuition portion and where reguired by existing bond convenants.

b. The Legislature enact the proportions outlined in Recommendations

1 - 3 as the basis for calculating estimated operating fee income

for each year to be used in detérhinigg the appropriations for

institutions of higher education and the community college system.

c. The Legislature authorize the respective boards of regentsand

trustees, subject, in the case of the community colleges, to State

Board for Community College Education guidelines, full authority to

set operating fee rates within plus or minus ten percent of the

rates ca]cu]ated'for use in developing appropriation levels.

11. The Council recommends that, 1ike the four-year colleges and universities,

the community colleges be authorized to bond against student services and

activities fees for construction of student unions and similar facilities

after appropriate consultation with student government groups as required

by 1aﬂ.

Discussion of {ecommendations

- Recommendction 7 is in many ways a statement of principle that the
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receipts from tuition and fee charges be u§ed for the benefit of higher
education. With the treatment of operating fee income as a general
treasury revenue since 1977, the relationship between fees paid and
benefits recefved has become hazy.

. For examb]e:_ Excéss community college operating fee income in

1979-80 was not appropriated back to the system. In 1979-81, the one

and one-half percent and one percent biennial budget cuts have been applied
to all General Fund appropriations for highar education without regard to
the fact that a share of those funds was student operating fees. Also,

the target budget for 1981-83 assumes a tuition and fee increase but does
not proportionately offset phe impact on higher education.

Tuition and fees are user charges, not a "tax". A sound rationale
exists for linking the price to the cost if the revenues are clearly
related to the service which is being supported. That rationale is far
less clear if the revenues are diffused among all state services. Addi-
tional revenues accruing from increased fees are needed to maintain higher
education services in the years ahead and should be used for that purpose.

Te support the above principle, the Council recommends that operating
fee receipts be returned to "local fund" status. The Council recognizes
that it would be possible to establish restricted treasury fuﬁds for each
four-year institution and the community college system. This is similar
to the approach now used for the tuition category, would accomp]ish'the
objective of clear identification, and would restrict receipts to higher
education purposes. It would not, however, enhance management options to
the same degree, nor would it provide any marginal funding for enrollment

deviations.

'
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Returning operating fee receipts to the "general local fund" of
institutions was also considered. This approach has the advantages of
ensuring that revenues would be used for higher education and offers
additional management flexibility. It has the disadvantage, however,
of potentially lessened control and accountability since operating fee
revenues would be commingled with other local receipts.

Recommendation 8 proposes that separate local funds be established
for operating fee revenues. In view of the need for sufficient disclosure
and accountability, these local funds would consist only of operating
fee revenues pledged to support the current operating budget. Revenues
would, therefore, be clearly identified and expeinditures would be subject
to allotment controls. Fee income generated for the operating budget
would have to be expended on a "first dollar" basis. The LEAP revenue
~ model, linking student fee income to enrollment contracts, should assure
revenue estimates which are consistent with budget assumptions. The pre-
1977 problems should, therefore, be eliminated and tﬁe objectives of
disclosure, identification, flexibility, and use for higher education
purposes would be enhanced. Figure 2 provides a comparison of the treatment
of operating fee income prior to 1977, as currently specified by law, and
as would be the case if Recommendation 8 is adopted by the Legislature.

The other alternative, deposit of operating fee income in restricted
accounts within the state treasury, would require specific legislative appro-
priations of estimated revenues. 1In addition, funds might or might not be
included in across~the-board general fund reductions. The major disadvantages

of this option are: the requirement for specific anpropriations of any
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Pre - 1977

FIGURE 2

Treatment of Operating Fee Income

1977 - Present

Proposed

Deposited in General tocal
Fund

Included in budget

Neither appropriations nor
allotment required

Not directly subject to
allotment reporting

Accuracy of income estimates
varied

Fund ba]anées called into
question

Able to transfer funds to
restricted accounts

Funds not included in
across-the-board general
fund reductions

Deposited in General Fund

Included in budget

Appropriation and allotment required

Subject to allotment reporting
Income estimates tied to enroliment
through LEAP model

Not at issue

Not possible

runds included in across-the-
board general fund reductions

Deposited in Special Local Fund

Included in budget

Rppropriation not required, allotment
required

Subject to allotment reporting

Income esfimates tied to enrollment
through LEAP model

“First dollar" expenditure pattern
required unless funds associated
with optional local fee increase

Funds limited to operating budget
purpeses

Funds 0% included in across-the-

board general fund reductions
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excess income associated with enrollment fluctuations (such as now faces
the community college system) and the elimination of potential flexibility
for boards of regents and trustees. In addition, the approach outlined in
Recommendation 10 would not be possible under this alternative.

Careful consideration was given to the question of whether any
increasé in tuition and fees in 1986-81 should accrue to the tuition
component. Since 1975 the Council has recommended that any increase
in tuition and operating fees be devoted exclusively to the operating
fee‘category. This recommendation has supported the financial policy
position that operating needs of higher education have a higher priority
than new capital construction. A similar financial policy recommendation
has been adopted for 1981-83. As a matter of fact, the financial situation
facing kigher education operatinglneeds in 1981-83 is more c. t:iui than
it has been in past years. Thé projected revenue shortfall of $675 million
has resulted in cutbacks during ti= current fiscal year, and target budgets
for 1981-83 which reflect a 12 percest reduction in current service levels.
In addition, institutional requests exceed those current service levels,
basic education funding has been mandated, the state prisor. system is under
court review, and the/demands of other étate services are likely to in-
crease. The outlook for an increased share of state tax revenue for higher
education is bleak.

In the early 1970's, the voters made an additicnal funding source
available for capital construction through the passage of HJR 52. Under
this constitutional amendment, the state is authorized to issue general

obligation bonds for construction. This source, in conjunction with such
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tuition receipts as are available, should be able to meet pr{ority construction
needs without requiring diversion of funds which would otherwise‘be available
for higher education operating needs. The fee breakdown shown in Table V
reflects the‘Council's 1981-83 emphasis on providing funds for operating
purposes rather than new construction. |

A question was raised at the June Council Meeting as to whether
community college construction must be 1imited fo the extent to which
tuition receipts can support general obligation bonaing levels. To the
best of the staff’'s knowledge, there is no legal requirement that community
college construction must be limited to the extent of tuition availability.
If estimated tuition receipts were found to be insufficient to cover the
highest priority capital projects, as indicated by the State Board for Com-
munity CoT]ege Education, funding through direct HJR 52 general obligation
bonding should be considered.

Recommendation 10 deals with the method by which tuition and operating
fees should be adjusted. In its 1976 tuition and fee recommendations,
reiterated in 1978, the Council urged the Legislature to estabiish a clear
statement of policy under which tuition and fee rates would be established.
It proposed that biennial adjustments be made basedkupon those policies to
reflect the factors approved by the Legislature, and subject to modifi-
cation by the next session of the Legis]atere. This approach, wh’'ch
became known as the "automatic adjustment"‘feature, stirred considerable
controversy. Even though there was a ten-month time lag between the
determination of rates and their effective dates during which time there
would be a full legisiative session, it was successfully argued that the

Legislature would lose control of the tuition aﬁd fee process.
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In considering the question of the method b which tuition and fees
should be adjusted, processes employed in other states were again reviewed.
In a great majority, boards of regents and trustees are free to set rates
without direct invo]vemént of the 1eg%s]ature. In a sizeable minority,
(ten states) there is extensive legislative influence over the rate
setting process. However, in only four states, including Washington, does
the Legislature actually set the specific rate structure. In the opening
section of this report, it was.noted that particularly in times of financial
stress it is important that management have the tools to effectively execute
its responsibilities. No discretion currently exists in the tuition and
fee areas in'view of the process by which tuition and fees are set. In
fact the opposite has been true. Recent years have fef]ected increasing
financial constraints yet, at the same time, the tuition and fee setting
process has been increasingiy centralized. Recommendation 10 is a three
part approach designed to accentuate the policy goal of the Legislature,
create 2 specific 1ink to budget policy, and give 5bards of;regents and
trustees additiona} discretion in the area of tuition and fee rates.

Under the proposed approach, the Legislature would enact the propor-
tions set forth in Recommendations 1, 2, and 3 and delete most references
to specific dollar amounts. It would direct that those proportions be used
as the basis for calculating estimatéd annual operating fee income to be
used in calculating state appropriations requirements. The Legislature
would authorize the respective governing boards, subject in the case of

community colleges to State'Beard guidelines, to set operating fee rates
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within a range of plus and minus ten percent of thcse appropriation assump-
tions. Boards would, therefore, be tree: (1) to set lower rates than were
assumed in the budget if they felt such action to be in the institution's
best interest; (2) to basé the rates on budgeted assumptions; or (3) to
increase rates within the ten percent range to augwent program operations.
In order to insure no long-term appropriations impact of such changes,
there would need to be a clear accounting of uses of the increased
revenue and prior agreement by the Office of Financial Management to
allot the funds and by the institution to not seek tax funds to maintain
any service levels created by the use of such révenue. Decisions to set
fees at different levels than assumed in the budget would not affect
the calculation of future tuition and operating fee rate assumptions,
since these would continue to be based on budget assumptions.

The final recommendation in this category suggests that Eonmunity
colleges be authorized to bond against services and activities fees |
for construction of student unions and similar facilities. The four-
year institutions have long had this authority (RCW 28B8.10.300), but
community colleges have not. Spaces for recreation, student government,
bookstores and lounge areas have had to be incorporated into general
purpose structures built from state funds and backed, directly or
indirectly, by tuition receipts.

In 1980, the Legislature enacted Chapter 80, Laws of 1980, which
more closely involves students in the use of services and activities

receipts. Section 1, says in part, "It is the intent of the Legislature



that students will propose initial budgetary recommendations for consid-
eration of the college or university administration to the extent that such
budget recommendations are intended to be funded by services and activities
fees." Section 2 establishes proce;ses that aliow a high degree of student
consultation in decision making. In view of the fact that the four-year
institutions already have this authority (RCW 28B.10.300), along with the
new provision for extensive student involvement in any long-term commitments,
extension of this bonding authority to local boards of trustees for the

construction of student unions and similar facilities is recommended.

Recommendations Pertaining to Part-Time Students

At the present time, the various boards of regerits and trusfees
have unlimited flexibility in setting tuition and fee rates for part-time
students. In the case of the community colleges this authority is
subject to rules and regulations of the State Board for Community College
Education. Findings and recommendations in the Council staff report,

Policy Recommendations on Tuition and Fee Waivers and Residency Requirements,

August 1980, indicate a need for certain recommendations in the av2a of

part-time student charges.

12. In view of Council recommendations for changes in the definition

of residency for tuition and feeApyrposes,'the Council recommends

that part-time students who are not state residents be charged

tuition and fees at an appropriate proportion of the recommended

nonresident full-i1.me rate.




13. The Council recommends that all part-time students enrolled in

on-campus programs beféhanged an_appropriate proportion of

recommended tuition and opérating fee rates unless such students

are otherwise exempted by statute or where minimums-are dictated

by existing bond covenants.

Recommendation 12 is intended to apply to 31] part-time students.
Recommendation 13 is directed to policies affecfing students enrolled
part-time in on-campus credit courses in which the credit hours are
used as a basis for funding. :

Recommendation 13 does not apply to students enrolled in eligible
state supported off-campus programs. Specific recommendations for charges .
in off-campus instruction will be included in the Council's biennial review’
of off-campus operations and policies to be completed by the beginning

of the 1981 Legislature.

The Council's nugust, 1980 report, Policy Recommendations on Tuition

and Fee Waivers and Residency Requirements, recommends basic changes in

the criteria for determining residency for tuition and fee purposes. If
these recommendations are adopted by the Legisléture, independent individuals
and theijr children moving to Washington to establish domicile will be
classified as residents in a shorter period of time than at present.

The rationale of providing resident rates for part-time students awaiting

a change in classification from non-resident to resident status would

be without foundation. The only students benefiting from these reduced

rates would be those ineligible for resident classification, i.e. those
commuting across state lines, foreign students, and dependents of persons

residing in other states. _
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In none of these cases does the Council see the need for special
dispensation of tax funds. Dependents of persons residing in other states
have not yet established independent domicile, foreign students are eligible
for certain waiver programs and must maintain a full course load to retain
their visa. The largest group which would be affected by tihis change would
be those commuting across state Tines to community colleges and four-year
institutions near the border. Reciprocity agreements are the most effective
answer to the needs of these individuals. The "one-way street" approacn of
extending benefits with no assurance of receiving similar benefits for
Washington residents is a Tuxury the state cannot afford in these times

of limited financial resources. As is noted in Policy Recommendations on

Tuition and Fee Waivers and Residency Requirements, the University of

Washington and The Evergreen State College would not be affected by this
recommendation since they currently charge non-resident fees to part-time
students. A1l other institutions would be required to adopt similar positions.

The Council's report on tuition and fee waivers also ndtes (on page 27)
‘that The Evergreen State College has adopted a program under which inst:tu-
tional employees are eligible for reduced part-time rates. Unlike the space-
available program authorized by the Legislature for institutional employees.
these credits are reported and are part of the funding base. One of the
basic themes of the Tuition and Fee Waiver Rejurt is that non need-based
waiver programs should be subject to legislative enactment and periodic
review. The intent of Recommendation 13 is to assure that part-time rates
have general applicability; not to direct the exact proprotions of full-

time rates to be used by any institution. Neither is the recommendation
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intended to alter existing statutory exemptions or the authority of the
State Board for Community College Education to set fees for "ungraded courses,

non-credit courses and short courses."

Recommendation for Increased Student Aid

14. The Council recommends that it is imperative that neady students

not be deprived of access to higher education due to increases in

tuition and fees. It is, therefore, of utmost importance that sufficient

student aid funds be appropriated t~ fully implement the stateinent

of legislative intent to this end as identified in RCW 28B.15.065.

Since the time of its virst recommendations on tuition and fees,
the Council has been aware of the relationship between tuition and fee
policy and student financial aid. In 1971 it was asserted, "that the
financial status of any deserving student should not be a bar to his
pursuit of a post-high school education." 1In 1977, the Legislature
adopted a Council recommendation as a statement of inten* that, "needy
students not be deprivéd of access to higher education due to increases

. in tuition and fees." That statute, RCW 28B.15.065, indicates that
added appropriations, equal to 24 percent of any increased revenue, less
estinated increases in Basic Educational Opportunity Grants and institu-
tional fee waivers, would be made to offset adverse effects of tuition
and fee increases on needy students. (See Appendix C).

Tuition and fees in Washihgton public institutions are now sufficiently
Tow so that the Basic Grant program will fund approximately one-half of

the recommended tuition and fee increase as it applies to needy students.
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Subject to congressional &ppropriations, the reauthorized program (now
known as "Pell Grants") will continue to provfde at least that level of
_ support for several years to come.

A preliminary estimate of necessary appropriations was included in
the Council's 1981-83 budget request.' Recommendations 1-5 of this report
will produce approximately $51 million in added revenue. The associated
student financial aid increases would total over $12.2 million of which
$4,326,009 would need to be appropriated specifically for the State Need

Grant and State Work Study Programs.

Summary

The direction of the recbmmendations contained in this report is to
produce.a fair and equitable approach to tuition and fee policy in Washington
public institutions which will: (a) provide funds to support higher education
operations; (b) achieve a more reasonable balance among student categories
and among types of institutions; and (c) provide increased flexibility to
institutions to develop and manage this fiscal resource. The Council urges
favorable consideration of these recommendations by the Governor and the

Legislature.

- 50 -

(O



APPENDIX A |
Detailed Calculations Pertaining to RCW 28B.15.075
and -

Detailed Calculations Pertaining to Council Recommendations




TABLE 1

Calculation of 1979-81 Operating Costs of Instruction
Per Full-Time Equivalent Undergraduate Student

“University of Washington and Washington State University
RCW 288.15.075
1978-79 1979-81

| Actual Budgeted
A, Direct Costs

1. Total Academic Instruction (1978-79 Actual and 1979-81 Budgeted)  § 89,645,997  $196,717,000%
2. Academic Instruction as reported in the 1978-79 Unit Expendi-

tures Study (UES) B | 86,661,754
3, Relaticnship: A2 s Al 967 967
4, 1979-81 Direct Instructional Costs | $190,225,000

B. Indirect Costs

1. "Overhead" - Budget Programs 04, 05, 06, 08, and 09** $105,570,373  $225,113,000*
2. (verhead Allocated to Instruction in the 1978-79 UES 76,119,299

3. Relationship B2 ¢+ BL 532 53

4, 197981 Indirect Costs $119,760,000

C.  EnrolTment

1
>
|
ot
)

1, Average Annual FTE (1978-7 UES) and 1979-81 Contracted Levels 1,181 85,39

D. Cost Per Student Calculations - Al Levels

1. Direct Cost Per FTE Student (A2 : Cl) § 2,055 § 2,208
2, Indirect Cost Per FTE Student (B2 ¢ Cl) 1,330 1,403
3. Total Cost Per FTE Student - A1l Levels 53,385 3,631
E.  Cost Per FTE Undergraduate Student

1, 1978-79 Total Cost Per FTE Undergraduate Student from UES § 2,79
2, Cost Per FTE Undergraduate Student Relationship ~ A1 Levels (E1 & D3)  .826 826
3. Full Instructional Cost Per FTE Undergraduate Student 1979-81

- Combined Universities - § 2,999

* These amounts reflect both the 1% percent biemnial reduction mandated by Executive Order and an
” additional 1 percent biennial reduction now pending.

- %% (04 - Prinary Support; 05 - Libraries; 06 - Student Services; 08 - Administration; and 09 - Plant ;2'
Operation and Maintenance. oy




TABLE 2

Calculation of Tuition and Operating Fee Rates
ROW 288.15.075

Doctoral University Operating Cost of Instruction - (Table 1) - § 2,999
1981-83 Tuition  1979-81 Tuition

Rate and Operating and Operating .
Calculation Fee Rate* Fee Rate Difference
DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES o
Resident Rates
Undergraduate . ($2,999 X .25)  § 147 § 570 §1
Graduate ' ($747 X 1.15) 858 654 204
Professional ($747 X 1,60) 1,194 012 282
Nonresident Rates
‘ Undergraduate (Table 1 rounded)  §3,000 §2,27 $723
> Graduate (43,000 X 1.15) 3,450 2,619 831
1 Professional (43,000 X 1.60) 4,800 3,642 L%
C REBLOML UNIVERSITIES
Resident Rates ,
Undergraduate (47 X .80)  § 597 § 456 § 141
Graduate ($597 X 1.15) 684 he? 162
Nonresident Rates
Undergraduate ' (43,000 X .80)  $2,400 §1,821 - § 579
Graduate (2,400 X 1.15) 2,760 - 2,094 666
COMMUNITY COLLEGES
Undergraduate Resident Rates ($747 X .45) § 36 s . § 8l
Undergraduate Nonresident Rates (83,000 % 50) LSO L1y 363

f?gg % A1 numbers represent rounding to make the tuition and fee operating fee totals divisible by 3.

g




TABLE 3

Calculation of 1979-81 Operating Costs of Instruction
 Per Full-Time Equivalent Undergraduate Student
University of Hashington and Washington State University
Council for Postsecondary Education Recommendations |

1978-79 1979-81
Actual Budgeted
A, Direct Costs
1, Total Academic Instruction (1978 19 Actual and 1979-81 Budgeted)  § 89,645,997 $196,717,000%
2, Total Academic Instruction (1978-79 Actual) 89,645,997
3. Relationship: A2 ¢ Al 1.00 1.00
4, 1979-81 Direct Instructional Costs $190,717,000

B. Indirect Costs

1. "Overhead" - Budget Programs 04, 05, 06, 08, and 00%* $105,570,373  $225,113,000%
2, Overhead Allocated to Instruction in the 1978-79 UES 57,996,127 |
3. Relationship B2 + Bl 549 549
4, 1979-81 Indirect Costs : | $123,587,000

. Enrollment

1. Average Annual FTE (1978-79 UES) and 1979-81 Contracted Levels 12,181 85,369
D.  Cost Per Student (alculations - A1 Levels

1, Divect Cost Per FTE Student (&2 + (1) IR AT: § 2,30

2, Indirect Cost Per FTE Student (82 : Cl) 1,375 1,448
3. Total Cost Per FTE Student - AT} Levels 3,500 3,752

E. Cost Per FTE Undergraduate Student

1. 1978-79 Total Cost Per FTE Undergraduate Student from UES §2,910
2. (ost Per FTE Undergraduate Student Relationship - A1l Levels (E1 + D3) .83l 831
3. Full Instructional Cost Per FTE Undergraduate Student 1979-81

- Combined Universities $3,18

X TM%ammmrﬁhathmelpwwawmw]m@dwanﬂMbyhmeeW@rwdm
£5 additional 1 percent biennial reduction now pending.

¥ 04 - Primary Support; 05 - Libraries; 06 - Student Serv1ces 08 - Adm1nwstrat1on, and 09 - Plant
Operation and Maintenance,




TABLE 4

Calculation of 1979-81 Operat?hg Costs of Instruction
Per Full-Time Equivalent Undergraduate Student
Conmunity College System
Council for Postsecondary Education Recommendations

1979-81 Budgeted Levels: §376,631,204%

Less known and anticipated Budgeted Adjustments (.978)¢*
($376,631,28¢ X .975) = §367,215,502

Less calculated amount for Financial Aid and Community

Relation Expenditures, 1978-79 Unit Expenditures Study

Factor (,978)%

($367,215.502 X .978) = , $359,136,761

1979-81 Contracted Enroliment: 182,004

197981 Operating Cost of Instruction
(§359,136,761 & 182,004) = § 1,974

% The dolar total was obtained from the Ofice of Financial Managenent veport entitled, "1981-3
Budget Forecast, A1l Budgeted Operating Expenditures By Agency, Program, fund, and Sub-Fund."
The budgeted 1eve1 includes total state and Tocal funds for the 1979-81 b1enn1um for the Instruction,
Public Service, Primary Support, UMwwsSW@MSwwwsIthhmﬂSwmm and Plant

Operations and Ma1ntenance Prograns.

**  Reflacts both the 1% mmthmmﬂrwmhmmmmmdwEmwthMwaManwmmmﬂ
1 percent b1enn1a1 reduct1on now pending.

- F
bl F1nanc1a1 A1d Adm1n1strat1on and Comunity Relations expenditures (non-instructional expenditures)
are excluded from the operating cost of instruction calculation per the Unit Expenditures Study
guidelines. . p

£




TABLE 5

Calculation of Tuition and Operating ’ee Rates
Councii for Postsecondary Education Reconmendations

Doctoral University Operating Cost of Instruction - (Table 3) - § 3,118
Community College Operating Cost of Instruction - (Table 4) - § 1,974

1932-83 Tuition  1979-81 Tuitien

Rate and Operating and Operating
(alculation Fee Rate* Fee Rate Difference**
DOCTORAL UNIVERSITIES
Resirient Rates
Undergraduate (§3,18 X .25)  § 780 § 570 § 200
Graduate (6780 X 1,20 036 654 282
Professional ($780 X 1.60) 1,248 912 33
Nonresident Rates g
Undergraduate © (Table 3 rounded) $2,120 §2,21 § 843
Graduate (83,120 ¥ 1.2) 3,740 2,619 1,125
;’ Professional (83,120 ¥ 1.6) 4,992 3,642 1,330
Y REGIONAL UNIVERSITIES
|
Resident Rates
Undergraduate (§780 % .75)  § 585 § 456 § 19
Graduate ($585 X 1.2} - ird 522 180
Nonresident Rates ,
Undergraduate | ($3,120 ¥ .78)  $2,340 §1,821 § 519
Graduate ($2,340 X 1.20) 2,608 2,004 114
COMMUNITY COLLEGES
Undergraduate Resident Rates ($1,974 % .18)  § 354 § 255 § 90
Undergraduate Nonresident Rates (Table 4) 1,974 1,137 837

* AI1 nunbers represent rounding to make the tuition and fee operating fee totals divisible by both 2 and 3
at the doctoral universities and by 3 at the other four-year institutions and the community college system,
Based on the phase-in recommendation, the initial 1981-82 rates would he somewhat Tower.

**  Council Recommendations #7 and #9 recommend that the entire rate increase be applied t> operating fees
and no increase be authorized in the general tuition category,

il




APPENDIX B

National Comparison Tables

Sources:

Tables I through IX are taken from Resident and
Nonresident Undergraduate and Graduate Tuition
and/or Required Fees, Council for Postsecondary
Education, Jaruary 1980. Table IX is a series
of comparisons provided to the Council staff by
Dr. Kent Halstead of the National Institute for
Education. They are as yet unpublished. Tables
XI through XIV are compiled from data supplied
by the University of Washington and Washington
State University.




TABLE I

1Average of lower divisicn and upper division charges.

2

Reported charges converted to 30 semester credit hours for comparability.

*Mid-year increase in 1977-78, subsequent decrease in 1978-79 back to fall 1976.

B-1

VR

Universities
Resident Undergraduate Tuition and/or Required Fees
1372-73 1973-74  1974-75 1975-76  1976-77 1977-78 1978-79  1979-80
Alabama $ 510 $ 510 $ 595 $ 595 $ 645 $ 645 $ 722 $ 765
Alaska 402 472 472 472 472 512 512 £z2
Arizona 411 411 411 450 450 450 550 550
Arkansas 400 400 400 400 400 460 460 460
Colorado 576 593 638 711 756 800 845 892
Connecticut 655 715 715 799 960 968 968 1178
Delaware 475 585 720 7951 9781 1008; 988; 9881
Florida 570 57Q 615 683 709 709 709 709
Gecrgia 519 538 543 615 666 702 702 731
Hawai{ 233 223 350 478 478 478 478 478
idaho 356 380 380 40C 430 434 438 474
lowa 620 620 620 682 682 750 750 830
Kansas 486 544 573 576 578 688 710 716
Kentucky 405 480 480 480 480 550 550 550
Louisiana 320 320 320 330 340 440 552 663
Maine 562 562 587 595 695 805 920 940
Maryland 639 698 698 718 780 784 790 842
Massachusetts acy 519 549 591 594 770 829 952
Mississippi 516 516 530 603 703 703 767 879
Missouri 540 540 580 580 644 644 722 768
tiontana 471 487 529, 5392 549, 613, 613, 625
Nebraska 535 535 663" 663 726 763~ 808 858
Nevada 519 519 524 622 622 660 660 660
New Hampshire 1032 983 983 993 1097 1098 1248 1265
New Jersey 665 725 725 725 951 | 963 996 1043
New Nexico 456 456 4561 4561 5201 520, 576, 624
New York 815 825 825 825 875 892 892 1005
North Caroiina 422 449 453 468 478 524 529 576
North Dakota 456 456 467 528 528 545 545 645
Ohio 750 750 780 810 835 915 975 1005
Oklahoma 445 445 445 470 538 541 541 541
Pennsylvania 885 900 960 1084 1149 1263 1368 1485
Rhode Island 761 764 796 895 954 974 1052 1172
South Carolina 570 570 584 654 662 * 732 732 d07
South Dakota 500 553 584 625 647 653 704 712
Tennessee 399 399 4172 4532 4952 4952 5102 5582
Texas 267 322 342 354 374 378 378 420
Utah 480 480 480 525 525 545 641 690
Vermont 1086 1088 1096 1100 1348 1348 1452 1662
Virginia 597 622 644 694 734 804 849 914
Kest Virginia 292 210 316 373 403 403 459 482
Wyoming 410 410 410 411 434 434 434 434
Seven Comparison States
California $ 644 $ 644 $ 644 $ 648 $ €48 $ 710 $ 731 $ 73
IMinois . bE6 686 690 700 712 814 846 926
- Indiana. 650 682 722, 7224 7221 810, 870, 933
Hichigan 696 852 855 904 986 1073 1244 13731
Minnesota 641 683 714 752 g19 927 . 994 1060
Oregon 534 540 573 648 739 740 789 860
Wisconsin 558 600 611 630 671 734 812 877
Washirgton 564 564 564 564 554 660 687 687
7 State Average 638 670 687 715 757 230 898 966
49 State Average 549 571 593 630 679 718 . 758 810
8 State Rank (6) (7) (8) (8) (8) (8) (8) (8)
National Rank  (19) (23) (28) (33) (33) (30) (32) (33)
(tie with
Nevada)



TABLE 11

Universities ;
Nonresident Undergraduate Tuition and/or Required Feés

1972-73  1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79  1979-80

Alabama $ 1020 $ 1020 $ 1190 $ 1190 $ 1275 $ 1275 $ 1544 $ 1629
Alaska 1002 1072 1072 1072 1072 1112 1112 1122
Arizona 1301 1301 1401 1640 1640 i640 - 210G 2100
Arkansas 930 930 930 930 930 1090 1090 1090
Colorado 1835 1959 2070 2303 2488 2642 2845 3258
Connecticut 1555 1715 1715 1849 1650 1658 2208 2518
Delaware 1350 1560 I 19301 21131 21611 22481 22481
Florida 1620 1620 L) 1920 2014 2014 2014 2014
Georgia 1239 1258 1263 1479 i617- 1653 1653 1781
Hawaii 743 733 833 1153 1153 1153 1153 1153
Idaho 1156 1380 1380 1400 1630 1634 1638 1974
Towa 1250 1350 1450 1550 1550 1710 1710 1890
Kansas 1076 1334 1252 1366 1368 1678 1700 1706
Kentucky 1120 1210 1210 1210 1210 1500 1650 1800
Louisiana 950 950 1050 1060 1270 1270 1482 1483
Maine 1662 1662 1762 1770 2070 2283 2501 2733
Maryland 1439 1698 1848 . 1978 2170 2174 2380 2562
Massachusetts 1069 1319 1349 1391 1799 1839 1854 2477
Mississippi 1116 1116 1130 1303 1454 1478 1507 1704
Hissouri 1540 1540 1660 1660 1844 1844 2078 2208
Montana 1318 1387 1501? 15112 15212 1981, 19812 1993
Nebraska 1261 1261 1571% 1571 1746 1753 1963 2088
Nevada ’ 1719 1719 1724 1822 1822 2160 2160 2160
New Hampshire 2234 2233 2283 2683 3087 3348 3598 - 3815
New Jersey 1240 1310 1310 1310 1711 1721 1721 1875
New Mexico 1284 1285 12851 12841 15161 15161 17111 1867
New York 1278 1288 1288 1283 1400 1417 1417 1605
North Carolina 1772 1997 1997 2112 2122 2234 2239 2286
North Dakota 1184 1184 1195 1256 1256 1213 1313 1413
Ohio 1800 1800 1830 1860 1885 2025 2160 2280
0klahoma 1225 1225 1225 1250 1460 1471 1471 1471
Pennsylvania 1986 2100 2160 2693 2403 2643 2748 2982
Rhode Island 1661 1664 1696 1935 2099 2119 2362 2769
South Carolina  128C 1280 1294 1414 1414 1692 1692 1842
South Dakota 1076 1249 1277 1277 1352 1358 1409 1514
Tennessee 1119 1209 12692 13052 13952 14312 14452 15602
Texas - 1347 1458 1422 1434 1454 1458 1458 1506
Utah 1155 1155 1245 1335 1380 1420 1662 1809
Vermont 2536 2788 2796 2930 3378 3638 3887 4312
Virginia 1372 1447 1552 1619 1819 1939 2024 2159
West Virginia 1122 1140 1249 1353 1383 1383 1479 1502
Wyoming 1376 1376 1376 1377 1400 1400 1720 1720

Seven Comparison States

California $ 2144 $ 2144 $ 2144 $ 2148 $ 2542 $ 2615 $ 2636 $ 3131

IMinois 1676 1676 1680 1690 1702 1986 2018 2194
Indiana 1490 . 1560 1640 1640, 1640, 1920, 2100, 2238,
Michigan 2260 2700 27031 2862 3135 3350 3604 3873
Minnesota 1547 1620 1677 2017 2064 2337 2496 2584
Oregon 1593 1722 1833 2109 2332 2489 2637 2984
Wisconsin 1906 1956 2055 2206 2423 2684 2916 3176
Washington 1581 1581 1581 1581 1581 2394 2394 2394
7 State Average 1802 1911 1962 2096 2263 2492 2634 2883
49 State Average 1428 1503 1560 1662 1779 1891 2011 2166
8 State Rank (6) (7) (8) (8) (8) (5) (6) (6)
National Rank  (16) (19) (22) (24) (29) (9) (11) (15)

1Avcrage of lower division and upper division charges.
2Reported charges vonverted (o 30 semester credit hours for ccmparability.
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TABLE 111

Universities
- Restdent Graduate Tuition and/or Reguired Fees

1979-80 Differential

State . 1977-78 1578-79 1979-80 Graduate/Undergraduate
Alabama $ 668 $ 772 $ 764 0
Alaska 672 672 694 + 172
Arizona 450 550 605 + 55
Arkansas 460 460 460 0
Colorado 800 845 926 + 34
Connecticut 584 984 1162 - 14

. Delaware 978 978. 988 0
Florida* 792 792 792 + 83
Georgia 702 702 731 0
Hawaii 577 577 ' 577 + 99
Idaho 534 558 644 + 170
towa 858 858 950 + 120
Kansas 688 710 716 0
Kentucky 620 .. 620 620 + 70
touisiana ) 440 *- 552 ' 553 1]
Maine 910 1050 1070 . + 130
Maryland 960 1040 1140 . - 298
Massachusetts 780 895 1025 + 73
Mississippi 703 707 ' 879 0
Hissouri 644 722 ) 840 + 72
Montana 613 613 625 0
Nebraska** N/A 583 714 - 144
Nevada 440 440 440 - 220
New Hamsphire 1098 1248 1210 - 55
New Jersey 122 1222 . 1345 + 302
New Mexico 520 576 624 0
New York . 1470 1470 1505 + 500
North Carolina 520 525 572 - 4
North Dakota 653 653 753 + 108
Ohic 1110 1185 1275 + 270
Oklahoma 378 378 378 - 163
Pennsylvania : 1347 1452 1581 + 96
Rhode Island N/A 1029 1110 - 22
South Carolina 732 732 ¢ 807 0
South Dakota N/A 743 826 + 114
Tennessee 540 540 591 + 33
Texas 378 378 420 0
Utah 590 634 645 - 45
Vermont N/A 1164 1418 ~ 244
Virginia N/A 909 974 + 60
West Virginia ) N/A 489 512 + 30
Wyoming 434 434 434 . 0

Seven Comparison States

California $ 7710 $ 791 $ 791 "+ 60
IN1inois 844 876 , 972 + 46
Indiana 864 912 968 + 46
Yichigan 1461 1754 1953 + 580
Minnesota N/A 1110 1210 + 150
Oregon 1166 1206 1295 + 435
Wisconsin 1038 1145 1237 + 360
Washington 741 768 768 + 81

7 State Average Incomplete 1113 1204

. data .

© 49 state Average 822 884

8 State Rank (8) (8)

National Rank (25) {28)

*  Based on 36 quarter hours.
**  Sume charge per credit hour -~ fewer graduate credits. .

LN
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TABLE 1V

Universities
Nonresident Graduatc Tuition and/or Required Fees
‘ 1979-80 Differential
State 1977-78 1978-79 1579-80 Graduate/Undergraduate
Alabama $ 1413 $ 1544 $ 1629 0
Alaska 1272 1272 1294 + 172
Arizona 1640 2100 2310 + 210
Arkansas 1090 1090 1090 0
Colorado 2642 2845 3388 + 138
Cennecticut 1638 1636 1852 - 666
Dalaware 2113 2248 2248 . 0
Florida* 2232 2232 2232 + 218
Georgia 1653 1653 1781 0
Hawaii 1402 1402 1402 + 249
Idaho 1734 . 1758 2144 + 170
Iowa 1818 1818 2000 _ 4+ 110
Kansas 1678 1700 1706 0
- Kentucky 1610 1750 1900 + 100
Louisiana & 1052 1053 - 430
Maine 23 . 2645 2950 + 117
Maryland 1660 1940 2040 - 522
Massachusetts 1590 1775 2375 - 102
Mississippi 1478 1507 1704 0
Missouri 1844 2078 2424 - + 216
Montana 1981 1981 1993 0
Nebraska** N/A 1353 1698 - 390
Nevada 1940 1940 1940 - 220
New Hamsphire 3348 3598 3760 - 55
New Jersey - 1702 1702 1871 - 4
New Mexico 1516 1711 1867 -0
New York 1870 1870 1905 . + 300
North Carolina ) 2230 2235 2282 - 4
North Dakcta 1421 1421 ) 1521 + 108
Ohio 2220 2370 2550 + 270 -
Oklahoma 1265 1265 1265 - 206
Pennsylvania 2727 2832 - 3150 + 168
Rhode Island N/A . 1613 1892 - - 877
South Carolina 1692 1692 - 1842 0
South Dakota . wIR 1268 1493 - 21
Tennessee . 1476 1476 1593 + 33
Texas 1458 1458 1506 0
Utah 1475 1608 1674 - 135
Vermont’ - N/A 3184 3638 - 674
Virginia N/A 2024 2159 0
West Virginia ' N/A 1529 1552 + 50
Wyoming 1400 1720 1720 ' 0
JSeven Comparison States

- Calitornia $ 2675 . % 2696 $ 3191 + 60
IMlinwis 2076 2108 2332 + 138
Indiana 1968 2160 2312 + 152
Michigan 3573 3874 4173 + 300
Minnesota N/A 2775 2995 + 411
Oregon 1313 1530 2210 - 774
Wisconsin 3272 3585 3871 + 695
Washingten 2736 2736 2736 + 342

7 State Average incomplete 2675 3012

data

49 State Average . 1972 2153

8 State Rank (4) (5)

National Rank (8) (10)

* Based on 36 quarter hours.
** Same charge per credit hour - fewer graduate credits.
. ~._ B-4
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TABLE V
Colleges and State Universities
Resident Undergraduate Tuition and/or Required Fees
(State Averages)

State Inst. 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79  1979-80

Alabama 5 $ 433 $ 451 $ 466 $ 479 $ 532 $ 556 $ 562 $ 658
Arizona 1 304 330 336 380 400 400 - 500 500
Arkansas 4 405 405 405 405 405 480 481 481
Colorade 5 392 427 457 478 502 540 580 601
Connecticut 3 515 515 576 576 6681 6791 6951 7101

’ Florida 5 570 570 585 653 709 709 709 739
Georgia 8 400 409 422 476 517 529 532 968

) Idaho 2 365 366 381 386 388 - 388 397 466
' Towa 1 600 600 600 630 630 694 694 774
: Kansas 4 411 449 460 468 482 589 601 607
Kentucky 5 365 420 42n 420 . 820 480 480 480
~ouisiana 7 304 312 347 404 4c4 460 468 489
Maine 5 446 446 540 628 645 789 919 950
Maryland 5 427 566 611 646 699 771 787 829
Massachusetts 8 317 368 308 502 589 632 641 661
Mississippi 5 436 439 442 472 566 566 599 7294
Missouri 5 307 307 325 327 337 351 396 - 394
Montana 2 439 442 467 - 471 476 497 437 497
Nebraska 2 424 530 545 550 557 559 607 637
Nevada 1 532 532 532 540 1. 720 720 720

New Hampshire 2 720 720 728 736 - 838 - 851 967 986

New Jersey 7 637 637 667 667 . . 819 858 858 891

New Mexico 1 3331 3331 3331 3331 ; 3431 3431 3561 402

New York 10 765 777 820 820 861 867 895 1005
North Carolina 5 456 473 488 488 . 488 525 534 545
North Dakota 4 400 405 421 470 © 473 32 483 589
Ohio 4 754 761 761 788 © 823 889 930 994
Oklahoma 6 340 343 346 346 407 407 407 408
Pennsylvania 11 722 772 823 884 884 955 1049 1051
Rhode Island 1 490 490 511 605 610 625 674 715
South Carolina 1 410 41 410 410 . 410 460 500 550
South Dakota 3 460 522 543 592 " 623 628 693 763
Tennessee 6 365 372 4012 4402 - 4782 4782 4782 5102
Texas 9 258 286 - 299 327 327 348 348 373
Utah 1 405 405 4323 465 471 522 558 588
Vermont 2 842 842 723 723 723 723 825 1143
Virginia 5" 544 575 617 703 720 746 856 903

7 255 262 266 313 321 327 359 365

West Virginia

Seven Comparison States

California 11 $ 161 $ 161 $ 194 $ 194 $ 195 $§ 200 $ 205 $ 209
I 1inois 5 586 573 573 579 582 678 704 834
Irndiana 2 615 645 720 720 720 795 840 900
Michigan 6 525 545 599 624 727 781 834 901
Minnesota 6 453 458 458 519 545 596 608 675
- Oregon 4 518 556 589 650 695 720 767 849
Wisconsin 4 533 5891 6161 654 692 719 761 822
Washington 4 ~ 495 495 507 507 507 591 618 618
7 State Average 484 504 535 563 594 641 674 741
45 State Average 465 484 503 533 562 598 630 660
8 State Rank (6) (6) (6) n (7) (7) {6) {7)
National Rank . . (17) (20) (22} (23) (27) (24) (20) (26)
- (tie with

Rhode Island)

1Average of lower division and upper division fees.

2Reported charges converted to 30 semester credit hours for comparability.
3Vermont decreased resident tuition and fees in 1974-75.

4Tu‘ition and fees lowered at Missouri Southern State College.
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TABLE VI

Colleges and State Universities
Nonresident Undergraduate Tuition aad/or Required Fees
(State Averages)

State Inst, 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76  1976-77 1977-78 1973-79  1979-80
Alabama 5 $ 612 $ 630 $ 5081 $ 564 - % 637 $ 664 $ 6681 769 1
Arizona 1 969 995 1001 1136 1400 1400 1860 1860
Arkansas 4 771 771 771 771 771 887 889 946
Colorado & 1258 1303 1423 1473 1530 1720 1844 2194
Connecticut 3 1395 1453 1468 1474 1658 16702 16852 17082
Fiorida 5 1620 1620 1665 1890 20142 2013 2014 2014
Georgia 8 908 956 962 1113 1231 1234 1246 1354
Idaho 2 1210 1211 1326 1331 1333 1333 1497 1866
Towa 1 1000 1100 1200 1200 1200 1320 1320 1460
Kansas 4 857 1018 1029 1037 1051 1287 1299 1305
Kentucky 5 881 550 950 950 950 1200 1250 1300
Louisiana 7 929 941 973 988 1034 1090 1098 1120
Maine 5 1366 1396 1520 1598 1789 2104 2375 2650
Maryland 6 757 . 974 1028 1062 1354 1671 1708 1721
Massachusetts 8 653 673 692 948 1297 1377 1455 2283
Mississippi 5 1036 1039 1042 1052 1318 1334 1399 15545
Missouri 5 798 801 805 809 803 £25 863 866
Mcntana 2 1286 1342 143y 1443 1448 1505 1505 1505
Nebraska 2 732 890 905 910 917 919 - 997 1057
Nevada 1 1732 1732 1764 1764 1782 2220 2220 2220
New Hampshire 2 1553 1553 1661 1936 2188 2251 2567 2636
New Jersey 7 1197 1197 1201 1201 1494 1532 1532 1576
New Mexico 1 300 900 900 900, 1051, 1051, 11642 1287
New York 10 1226 1250 12182 1218 1329 1329 " 1420 1605
horth Carolina 5 2007 - 2013 2020 2035 2105 2213 2223 2234
North Dakotu 4 930 934 958 1007 1C10 1043 1044 1150
Ohio 4 1710 1795 1811 1845 1897 1980 2088 2178
0k1akoma 6 835 §38 846 846 999 999 999 1000
Pennsslvania 11 1408 1467 1529 1584 1584 1740 1879 1881
Rhode Island i 1175 1175 1196 1326 1498 1513 1727 2018
South Carolinz 1 910 910 910 910 910 960 1000 1100
South Dakota 3 920 1033 1083 1124 1208 1213 1278 1437
Tenpessee 6 - 1067 1167 12453 12923 14033 14033 1403, 15123
Texas 9 1335 1353 1381 1402 1402 1429 1429 1473
Utah 1 810 810 882 951 957 1084 1176 1398
Verment 2 1972 1972 1972 2063 2150 2150 2405 2723
Virginia 8 1003 1034 1121 1233 1260 1286 1448 1497
West Virginia 7 1012 1019 1123 1219 1228 1234 1306 1312

Seven Comparison States

California 11 $ 1268 $1272 $1451 $ 1488  $ 1463  $ 1766  $ 1915  $ 2009
I1inois 5 1335 1345 1345 1351 1353 1690 1717 1942
indiana 2 1185 1260 1425 1425 1425 1650 1785 1943
Michigan 6 1265 1310 1461 1568 - 1715 1827 1940 2094
Minnesota 6 824 824 824 924 962, 1046, 1081, 1181,
Oregon 4 1407 1568 1680 1942 1809 1951% 2076 2365
Wisconsin 4 1678 1787 1888 2080 2310 2451 . 2623 2843
Washington 4 1359 1359 1359 1359 1359 1983 1933 1783
7 State Average 1280 1338 1439 " 1540 1581 1768 1876 2054
45 State Average 1159 1191 1278 1297 1384 1479 1564 1692
8 State Rank {3) (3) (6) (6) (7) (2) (3) (5)
National Rank (12) {13) (18) (18) (22) (8) (10) (15)

1A'labama discontinued nonresident tuition at 3 of the 5 institutions surveyed.
2Average of lower division and uppe: division fees.

3Charges based on 30 credit hours per semester for comparability.

4Specia'l waiver of nonresident fece to improve enrollment at Eastern Oregon College.
5Tuition and fees lowered at Missouri Southern State College.

B-6

Q :’;7




TABLE VII

Colleges and State Universities
Resident Graduate Tuition and/cr Required Fees
(State Averages)

1979-80 Differential

State 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 Graduate/Undergraduate
Alabama i $ 585 $ 643 $ 667 (-75 to +64)
Arizona 400 500 550 (+50)
Arkansas 480 482 480 -7 to +10)
Colorado 540 580 660 +23 to +27)

s Connecticut 684 684 - 708 {5 to 0)
, Florida 792 792 792 . (+83)
Georgia 529 532 568 0
Idaho 388 397 518 (+50 to +53)
Iowa 726 726 618 (+44)
Kansas 589 601 607 0
Kentucky 55¢ 550 550 (+70)
Louvisiana 374 465 - 484 (0 to -22)
Maine 693 799 819 0
Maryland 898 898 ‘936 (-98 to +217.
Massachusetts 625 645 -:732 0
Mississippi 566 599 751 0 to +108)
Missouri 382 397 410 (0 to +130)
Montana 527 527 497 0
Nebraska* - 389 437 457 (-180)
Nevada 480 4¢) ' 480 (-240)
New Hampshire 851 9.7 1036 (0 to +100)
New Jersey 1034 - 1041 1073 (+116 to +260)
New Mexico 343 356 - 402 0
New York - 1470 1470 1505 (+500)
North Carnlina 539 539 557 (-30 to +36)
North Dakota 597 597 697 (+129)
Ohio 1160 1238 1292 (+150 to +360)
Cklahoma 275 275 275 (-130 to -145)
Pennsylvania 918 1007 1000 (-82 to 0)
Rhode Island N/4 762 868 (-153)
South Carolina 460 500 550 0
South Dakota N/A 765 904 (+139)
Tennessee 508 508 550 (30 to +42)
Texas 348 348 " 373 0
Utah N/A 558 588 0
Vermont 600 700 900 (-240 to -250)
Virginia N/A 788 817 {~39] to 0)
West Virginia N/A 399 405 (+30)
Seven Comparison States
California $ 200 $ 205 $ 209 0
I1linois 693 721 868 +16 to +46)
Indiana . 752 792 888 ~132 to #108)
Michigan 706 755 823 -68 to -115)
Minnesota N/A 539 €00 {-75)
Oregon 1157 1193 1291 {~435 to +474)
Wisconsin 866 892 999 (+177)
Washington 651 684 624 (+66)
7 State Average Incomplete 728 811
data
45 State Average 661 710
& State Rank (6) (6)
.Natfonal Rank (19) (23)
(Tie with
Connecticut)

® Same charge per credit hour - fewer graduate credits.
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TASLE VIII

Colleges and State Universities
Nonresident Graduate Tuition and/or Required Fees
{State Averages)

1975-80 Differential

State _ 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 Graduate/Undergraduate
Alabama . $ 690 $ 749 $ 775 {-75 to +64)
Arizona 1640 1860 2046 {+185)
Arkansas 660 892 890 5—7 to +10)
Colorado 1720 1844 2447 +94 to +111)
Connecticut 1675 1675 1706 (-5 to 0)
Florida ) 2232 2232 2232 (+218)
Georgia 1234 1246 1354 . 0
1daho 1333 1497 1943 (+53 to +100)
Towa 1518 1518 - 1680 (+220)
Kansas ) 1287 1299 1305 . 0
Kentucky 1400 1400 1400 +1,400)
Louisiana 1004 1095 1115 0 to -22}
Maine . 2059 2355 2662 0
Maryland 898 898 936 (-683 to -Y&3)
Massachusetts 1359 1451 2335 0
Mississippi 1344 1399 1576 0 to +108)
Missouri . 748 763 777 0 to -320)
Montana 1535 1535 1505 0
Nebraska* 619 697 737 (-320)
Nevada 1980 1980 1980 ' (-2,
New Hampshire 2251 2567 © 2686 (0 to +100)
New Jersey 1450 1457 1497 (-46 to -149)
New Mexico 1051 1164 1287 0
New York 1870 1870 1905 (+300)
North Carolina 2268 2268 2286 (-50 to +60)
North Dakota 1158 1158 1258 (+129)
Ohio 2165 . 2283 2364 (-125 o +3Gu)
Oklahoma 807 807 807 (-157 to -211)
Peansylvania 1693 1836 1000** (-917 to -830)
Rhode Island - N/A 1014 1228 (-790) :
South Carolina 960 1000 1100 0
South Dakota N/A 1220 1487 (+19)
Tennessee 1433 . © 1433 1551 (+30 and +42)
Texas 1429 1429 1473 0]

Utah N/A 1176 . 1398 0
Yermont ’ 1760 1920 2100 (-180)
Virginia N/A 1234 1267 . {-600 to 0)
West Virginia N/A 1419 1425 (+60)

Seven Comparison States

California $ 1766 $ 1915 $ 2009 0
INlinois 1741 1769 2042 (+38 to +138)
Indiana 1523 1680 1850 §-294 to +108)
Michigan 1468 1552 1700 -50 to -660)

' Minnesota N/A 951 1041 (-140)

Oregon 1304 1517 2206 (-774 to +1,389)
Wisconsin 2564 2645 2991 . (+148)
¥ashington : 2256 2256, 2256 (+273)

7 State Average Incomplete 1718 1977

data

45 State Average 1504 1630

8 State Rank (2) (2)
National Pank (6) (8)

* Same charge per credit hour - fewer graduate credits.
**  Nonresident fies reduced to resident charges.
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* TABLE IX

Community Colleges
Resident and Nonresident Tuition and/or Required Fees
(Estimated State Averages)

1977-79 1979-80
State Resident Nonresident " Resident Noiresident
Alabama $ 203 $ 203 $ 300 $ 300
Alaska 3201 920 "01 940
Arizona 1461 1594 1521 1852
Arkansas 266 602 304 646
Colorado 360 1323 389 1643
Conrnecticut 354 1054 354 1054
) Delaware 514 1018 514 1018
i Georgia . 363 837 . 378 942
- Hawait 90 910 . 90 910
Idaho 370 738 370 738
Indiana 870 1707 : 750% 1740
Towa 471 752 : 471 777
Kansas 450 1000 o 450 - 1000
Kentucky . 390 1000 390 1000
Louisiana 340 970 340 270
Maine 423 974 ! 426 1025
Maryland _ 400 800 : 420 841
Massachusetts 350 1525 . 456 1516
Minnesota 540 - 1080 ' 574 1148
Mississippi 280 730 284 ) 774
Missouri 3211 994 321, 994
Montana 285 735 311 735
Nebraska - 372 687 446 674
Nevada 390 1890 390 1890
New Jersey 534 1829 544 1854
New Mexito 180 524 312 1000
North Ca+olina 117 £94 117 594
North Dakota 541 909 590 909
Ohio 495 1010 520 1165
Oklahoma 290 754 295 760
Oregon ' 381 1520 429 1567
Pennsylvania 593 1935, 659 . 20904
Rhode Island 416 0 444 0
Tennessee 252 1188 270 1272
Utah 482 977 490 1159
Vermont 400 800 500 1000
Virginia 300 _ 1005 300 1005
West Virginia 284 1224 284 1224
Wisconsin 678 2505 746 2767
Wyoming 330 480 ' 590 1344
Six Other "Pacesetter" States
California $ ] $ 1500 $ 0 $ 1500
Florida 375 780 405 340
I1inois 399 2001 471 2080
Michiqan 464. 729 , 502 789
New York 722 1394 800 1475
Texas 120 400 120 400
Washington .__.306 1188 306 1188
6 State Average 347 1134 383 1181
46 State Average 373 1069° 405 1153
7 State Raix (5) (4) (5) (4)
National Rank (33) (15) (35) (16)
(tie with
Tennessee)

lin district charge.

4Rhode Island does not accept nonresident students in its community coileges. It has
not been included in the nonresident state average.

Qo *Removed previously required fees. B-9
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TABLE X

EIGHT FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1 : 2

Resident Student Source College Attendance Ratio
High Schoo! Graduates
High School Qrece FTE Publle Siudenty
. per 1,000 Pupulation index por High Echool Graduste Iadax
1. ixéw MEXTCO 20.3 130 ON 36 83
2, RANSAS 19.5 124 ' 2. AHIZONA .9
3. MINNESOTA 19.3 123 3. CALIFORNIA 2.87 156
4. SUUTH DAKOTA 19,3 123 - 4o OREGON 2.57 140
5. NOWTH DaAKOTA 18,7 119 S. COLORADOD 2.37 129
6, MEHASKS 18,7 . 119 . 6. NEVADA 2.24 122
7. MUNTANA 18,7 119 7. OKLAHOMA 2.18 119
Bs MIINE 18.5 118 8, HAWATI 2,16 117
9y VERVONT 18.6 118 9. NOKTH NAKOTA 2.1F iad
10, TEAaS 18,2 116 10. WISCONSIN 2.14 116
11. aLasxa 18.2 116 11. MISSISSIPPY 2¢13 ile
“12, ;0aa 17.9 115 12+ MICHPTGAN 2.09 114
13, NELAWAKE 17.9 114 13. VIRLINTA 2.08 113
les UTaR 17.7 113 14, DELwARE 2.07 113
15, MaRYLAND 17.2 110 15. WYUMING 2.01 109
16, F¥NLSYLVANTA 17.0 . 109. 16, LOUISIANA 1.97 107
17, CunkECTICUT 16,9 108 17. TENMISSFE 1.95 106
18. £YUMING 16,8 107 . 18- ;LLINOES 1.94 105
19, AISTONSIN 16.7 107 : 19+ UTAH 1.91 106
204 Harall 16,7 107 20. XANSAS l1.88 102
21, CuLurapn 16,7 107 21 FLOMIDA 1.AR5 101
22, A«170iha 16,7 106 . 22e.NORTK CaAROLINA 1.43 1C0
23, ArsraMa 16,6 106 23, ALABAMA 1.A0 94
24s hF 4 HAMPSHIRE 16,6 105 24, NEB1ASXA 1.77 96
29 [hAKY 16,2 104 25, TEXAS o277 g6
26, “M]SSOURY 16,1 103 26. SOUTH CAKOLINA 1.76 96
2Te AZST VIRGINTA 16,0 102 27. MARYLAND 1.75 9%
2%, w-UNE ISLANO 15.9 102 2L, IDawo 1,72 . 94
29+ “YASSACHUSETTS 15.8 101 29, WEST VINGINIA 1.71 93
3Js S0UTH CanOLINA 15.8 101 30, MONTANA 1.70 92
31, OxLsHOMa 1.8 101 3al, NEw MEXICO 1.63 89
32+ nENTUCKY 15.8 101. 32. OEOKGIA 1.63 89
33, NORTH CAROLINA 15,7 io00 33. HHODE JSLAND 1.60 87
3e. AICHILAN 15.6 . 100 34, INOJaNa 1.59 86
3. LES YORK 15.9 99 35. OWIO0 1.55 84
364 ARKANSAS 1.3 99 36. ARKANSAS ° 1.56 d4
37, lwDiaNa 15.2 97 37. KENTUCKY 1.53 83
38, 1:En JENGEY 15.1 96 33. VERMONT 1,53 83
39, vimnlhla 15.1 96 39. SOUTH DAKOTA 1.49 81
4Gs ORcOON 15,0 96 40, NEW YOHK 1.49 81
4). MISSISSIPP] 14,7 94 41, MINNESOTA 1.48 80
42+ CALIFORNTIA 14.0 90 42, JUWA 1.47 80
43, #ASHINGTON 4,0 9 43, MISSOUR] 1,66 79
ee JL [ . 8 46, MEW JERSEY 1,46 79
45, LOUISIANA 13.¢& 87 45, NEW HAMPSHIRE 1.36 Te
46, FLU~INDA 13,4 86 46, MASSACHUSETTS 1e34 13
4?7, TEWLMESSEE 13 3 8% 47, AL.~3KA }e26 &9
bng wEVaLA 1..9 82 43, CONMECTICUY fe22 66
3, GEORG]A 12,7 81 49, MAINE 1.17 64
50, Ue Co : 12,1 77 50. PENNSYLVANIA 1.08 59
S1. 0RO 11.6 74 S1. D. C, 0,97 s3
¢ UNITED STATES 15,6 100 o UNI.2D STATES 1.84 100
1. Resident Studenr :-urce. MHigh school 2. Collepe Attendance Pz¢io. Full-time-
graduates (f§37-78) per 1,000 population (July cquivalent enrollment in public institutions
1978). The primary source of entering freshmen of higher education (fall 1979) per high
at public institucicus in the state and there~ school graduate. This v3tio measures the

degree to which a state provides attractiva
and accessable opportunities for higher
education to both in-state and out-of-sztate
Jtudents relative to the size or its resident
erndanE BAIeAns TVYNDITT Farrnr)

fore the best singlec scturcing base for deriving
tezal enrollments. (1nPUT factor)

£
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Téb]e X - Continued

v
Enroll 3
Student Enrollment Load _ .
(1x2) Tax Capacity
N FTE publle Students . Oollars por Capits Index
: bar 1,000 Populatizn Index 1. WYOMING - §1.360,2 155
1o ARIZONA 4961 170 2. NEVADA 1:1342,.6 153
' N _ 47 63 3. ALASKA . 10263.7 146
¥ 3« MORTH DAKOTA 40, 4. DELAWARE 14079.4 1e3
4, CALIFOKRNIA 40,2 139 S. D« C. 1.035,5 118
S. COLORADO 39,56 137 6+ TEXAS 99146 113
6. OREGON 38,6 134 7. CONNECTICUTY 982.8 112
7. DELAWARE 36.9 128 8. ILLINOIS sn2,8 32
8. KANSAS 36,7 127 9. CALIFORNIA 974,1 111
9. HAWAII 36,2 125 10. .COLORADD 947,7 108
10, WISCONSIN 35.7 . (26 11. HAawaAll 939.0 107
11, O0KLAHOMA 36,3 119 : 12. NEW JERSEY 939.0 107
12 UTAH 33.9 117 13. LOUISIANA 912.6 104
" 134 AYOMING 33,7 117 l4. FLOKIDA 912,6 104
14, NEwW MEXICO 33,1 11s 1S. MICHIGAN 912.6 104
15. NCBWASKA 33.0 11s -16.. OKLAHOMA. 903.9. 103
16+ MICHIGAN 32.7 . 113 . 17. 10wA 903.9 103
17. TEXAS 32.3 112 18. OHID 903,9 103
18. MONTANA al.9 11v 19, NEW HAMPGHIRE .895,1 102
- 194 VINGINIS 31.5 109 20. KANSAS . H995,1 102
£9. MISS1sSIPPl 31.3 104 2l. OREGON 895,1 102
2le MARYLAND 30.1 104 .22+ MONTAMA 886,3 101
22. ALaHAMA 29.9 104 23. MARYLAND 877.5 100
23, NEvADA 2b.9 100 24, MINNESOTA 868,.8 99
26+ NOKTH CAY0LINA 28,8 100 25. INDIANA 868,8 99
- 25« SOUTH DAKOTA 28.8 100 WASHINGTOM - .
26, MINMESOTA 2B.6 99 Y A
27+« VEKMONT 28,2 (7] 28¢. PENMSYLVANLA 866G.0 98
28. 1DanO 28,0 97 29« NEW MEXICO 851,2 97
29. SOUTH CAROLINA 27.8 96 30.. WISCONSIN 842,4 96
. 30 WEST VIRGINIA 27.3 95 3l. NEW YORK 833.,7 95
3le ILLINOIS 26.8 93 32. MISSOURT . 02449 94
32. LOUISIANA 26,7 9¢ 33« NORTH DAKOTA B824.% 94
33, 10wa 26.3 3| 34,. AR]ZONA 816,1 93
34,. TENNESSEE 25.9 O] 35, MASSACHUSETTS 816,1 93
35. RHODE ISLAND 25.5 8h 36. WEST VIRGINIA 816.1 93
36¢ FLOKIDA , 24.8 86 37. VERMONT 798,6 91
37. INDJANA 26k.2 84 3B8s VIRGINIA. 789,.8 90
38. KENTUCKY 24,1 84 39, UTaAH 781,0 89
39« ARKANSAS ) 23.9 83 40, 1DAHC 772.2 88
400 MISSOUHT 23.6 . 82 4l. SOUTH DAKOTA 763.5 87
41+ NEW YObx 23.2 80 - 42. HHODE ISLAND 76345 87
42+ ALASKA . 23,0 80 43. KENTUCKY 7163,5 87
43, NEW HAMPSHIR 22.3 T 44, GEORGIA 745,% 8s
44, NEW JEKSEY 221 hard . 45, TENNESSEE ‘ 728.6 83
45, MAINE . 2l.7 F3: 46e NORTH CAROLINA 728.4 83
46¢ MASSACHUSETTS 2le3 R 47+ MAINE 719.6 82
47« GEORGIA : 20,7 7z 48, AKKANSAS . 663.3 79
48+ CONNECTICUTY 2046 7 6%, ALARAMA 675.7 77
49, PENNSYLVANIA 1843 63 S0. SOUTH CAROLINA 675.7 17
0. OHIO 18.0 62 S1e MISSISSIPPI 605.5 69
. . 11.7 41
SteDe « UHITED STATES 877.5 300
e UNITED STATES 28.8 100 ..
‘ * 3. Tax Capacity. Tue potential of state and
Enroll Student Enrollment Load. (1x 2) Full= iocal governments Lo cbtain revenues for
time-equivalent studeats in public instictutions public purposes through various kinds of
of higher education per 1,000 population. an taxes (1978). Mcessured by a “representative
approximate load measure for placing revenues tax systen" vhich defines the tax capscity
tor current operating expenser on a per user ot a atate and {ts local governments as the
unit basis sincs the financing required for amount of revenue they could raise 1f gll 50
adainistration, plent operation and state-locsl systums appitea fdentdcal tax
maintenance, lidraries, public service, and rates {national averages) to their respectiva
experiment stations. etc.; sre only indirectsy ’ ‘tax bases. (INPUT factor)
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Table X - Continued

4 Tax
Tax Effort Tax Revenues (3x4)
) Pitcent Index Dolters pes Caplzs Indax
. l. NEW YORK 154,8% 155 1. ALASKA $1+413,.6 161
- 2. MASSACHUSETTS . 130.9 131 2. NEW YORK 1.290,9 147
3. CALIFDANIA 123,4 124 3. 0. C. 1+261,.7 144
4e Do Co 121.8 122 4o- CALTIFORNTA 1920247 -137
Se WISCONSIN 115.0 115 5. 4YOMING 19152.9 131
. 6. MINNESO0TA 11s.8 115 6. MASSACHUSETTS 14068,4 122
. : 7. HAWALL 1121 112 7. HAWALI 14053013 120
B. ALASKA . '111.8 112 8.-MINNESGTA 997.4 114
9. RHOLE ISLAND 111.4 112 9. NEVADA 995,1 113
10.- ARTZONA 110.1 210 10. NEW JERSEY 994.7 113
11. MARYLAND 108.3 108 11. WISCONSIN 969.2 110
12. NEw JERSKEY 105.9 106 12.- MICHIGAN 959,7 109
13. MAINE 105.2 105 13. MARYLAND 950,5 108
.14, MICHIGAN 105,1 105 14. DELIAWARE 941,6 107
15, VERMONT 104,7 105 15. CONNECTICUT 935.8 107
. o s 16, ILLINOIS 917.4 105
17. PENNSYLVANIA 100,0 100 17. ARIZDNA 899,.3 103
18, .MISSISSIPPI 97.3 97 - .
19. OREGON 97.0 917 19, COLORADD 870.0 99
20. VIRGINIA 95,2 95 . 20, ONEGON 868.9 99
21. CONNECTICLT 95.2 95 . 21. PFENNSYLVANIA 860,.8 98
22 +-NEBRASKA. 94,4 95. 22.- RHODE ISLAND 850.9. .97.
23. ILLINOIS 93.3 93 ' 23. VERMONT 836.8 85
24 . MONTANA 92,7 93 24. MONTANA H22.2 9%
25, UTAKH 92,5 93 25. NEBRASKA 812,2 93
.26+ COLORADAN .91.7 .92 26. KANSAS 796,.1 91
27. SOUTH CAROLINA 91.5 92 27. I0wA 791.6 90
28.. 10AHD 90.3 90 28.. NEW MEXICD 760.9 87
29. GEDRGIA 90.3 90 29. MAINE 157,1 86
30. 50UTH DAKDTA 89,4 90 39. VIRGINIA 752.3 a6
31+ NEW MEXICO 89.3 89 31, UTAK 722,7 :F
32. KANSAS . 89,1 89 32. NORTH DARCTA 720.2 82
33. NORTH CARCLINA 88,2 a8 33. LOUISIANA 712.7 8l
34%. [OWA . 87.2 a8 34... INDIANS 705.1 80
35. NORTH DAnuviA 87.3 a7 35. IDAWO 697.7 80
.36.. DELAWARE 87.2 87 36,.. SOUTH DAKOTA 682,.8 78
37. WYDHING 84,7 85 37. FLOKIDA 675,.6 17
38. TENNESSFE 84,6 85 38. WEST VIRGINIA 675.0 .17
39, ALAHAMA . 84,0 84 39. GEOKGIA 673.6 77
.404. KENTUCKY 82,7 a3 40, .TEXAS £72,.4 17 .
41, WEST VIRGINIA . B2.7 83 41. NEW HAMPSHIRE 671,.0 77
42, INDIANA Al.} ;D] 42, UALAHOMA 663.8 10
43. ARKANSAS 80.% 81 43. MISSOURI -654,.8 15
46. MISSOURI 79.3 79 64+. NORTH CAROLINA 643.,3 15
45, LOUISTANA 78,0 . 78 45+ KENTUGCXY 632,.1 T2
66,..NEW HAMPSHIRE 74,9 .75 . 46 SOUTH CAROLINA 618,6 71
47. NEVADA Téa.1 74 47. TENNESSEE 616,7 . 70
684 FLURIDA . Tel0 T4 48. MISSISSIPPI 589.5 &7
49, OKLAHOMA 73.9 T4 49, ALARAMA ' 568,1 65
.50, TEXAS 67.8 68 .50+ ARKANSAS 557.8 64
51. OAdlD 56.5 s7 51e OMID Sil.} s8
« UNITED STATES 100.0 100 « UNITED STATES 877.5 100
4. Yax effort, State and local tax revenue Tax Tax revenuas, (3x4) State and locai tax
collected as a percentage ot state and local tax revenue collected per capita (1978). Collectad
capacaty (1978). Tax effort measures. a4s a per- tax ravenues reoresent chs wealth available to
centsge. how much of state and local goverament state and loc:al governments for public use.
tex capacity ia actually used. The tux revenuea The indox essentially identifies “rich" versus
collected for all states equals total tax "poor" states according to thes size of their
capaciry nacionwide so that the national effort current tax income. These designations, howevaer,
by definition is 100 percent. Effor: measures must be tempered by the fact that some states
for the individual srates indicate how they have far greater social neads than others
compare with the national average. (PZOCESE - increasing the competition for funding. Further-

mo¥e; other stass weelth guch as noa-tax
revenuas from governnent fees and charges for
selling certain public services are not included.

factor)

o B-12
1)
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Table X - Continued

.5 App

Alloca L. » . Appropriations per Student
Public ' hir Education (Tax x &/enroll) .
Pescont of Dollary
. Tox Rwarwq Index per Studont index
1o ALARAMA 17,7% )70 1. ALASKA $ 74686,0 262
2. MISS]SSIPP] 17.3 66 24 0. C, T 6e065,0 191
3, SOUTH CAHOLINA 16,4 58 3. WYOHING 49246,0 134
&,- NORTH CAROL [NA 16,3 57 & o NEW YORK 44069,0 128
5, NORTH DAKOTA 15.7 151 5, MINNESOTA 34960,0 125
be TEXAS 15,4 js8 6. lOWA 34915,0 123
Te UTAH 15.2 146 7. GEOKGIA 30692,0 116
A, KANSAS 14,2 37 8, SOUTH CAROLINA 30652,0 11s
9, ANKANSAS 14,0 138 9. HAWA[L] 3+650,0 11s
10, [D4nO - -33,9 34 10. NOSTH CAROLINA 34638,0 135
ls NEW MEXTLUL 13.% 35 11, KENTUCKY 3¢560,0 112
t2. OHEGON 13.8 133 12. 1DaHO: 34479,0 110
13, AXIZONA 13.8 133 . 13. CALIFORN]A 3+418,0 108
. ON : 13,6 . 130 lé4. OENNSYLVANT A 3+399,0 107
15, KENTUCKY 13.5 130 1-¢ ALABAMA 3e372,0 106
164 10WA 13.0 12% 16.. UONNECTICUT. 3+298,0. 106
17. NEdwASKA 12,9 124 17, ARKANSAS 3.283.0 104
18, WEST VIRGIN]JaA 12,6 121 18, UTAH . 3i1261,0 103
19, HAvWAll 12,5 120 19, '4IS$ISSIPPI 3¢263,0 103
20. WYOMING 12.4 119 20. . ILLINOIS 3e1225,0 102
2. ALASKA 12.4 119 21. TEXAS 3.216,0 lol
22+ OXLAHOMA 12.1 116 22...NEw MEXTCO. 3+¢205.0 101
23+ TENNESSEE 11.9 114 23. NEBKASKA 3¢166.0 101
24, LOUISIANA 11.5 111 24,. INDIANA 3:1151,0 99
25, VIRGINIA 11,4 110 25, WEST VIRGINIA 3+220,0 - 98
26. CALIFORNIA 11,4 11¢ 26, ORFEGON 3r1119,0 98
27. GEORGIA 11.3 109 27. KANSAS . 3v102.0 98
28.. MINNESOTA 11,3. 109 - ?8. -LOUISIANA 3,085,0 . 87
29 WISCONSIN 11,1 107 29. WISCONSIN 3:1029.0C 96
0. INDIANA 10.8 104 30. RHODE ISLAND 3+006,0 9S
31, COLORADO 10.7 103 31 NEVADA 21955,0 93
32, T0UTH 0AKOTA 10,5 101 32. MICHIGAN 21921.6 92
33 =1S30URL 1C.4 100 33. MISSOUHY 2:892,0 91
252 FLUORIDA 10,3 99 34 .. MARYL AND 2+1872,9 91
3A5. HICHIGLN $.9 9S 35. TENNESSEE 2+840,0 90
SGe DELAWARF 9.6 9¢ 36..FLORIDA 2+813,0 89
37+ MONTANA 9.5 91 37. NORTH DAKOTA 2+807,3 89
38, JLLINOIS . 9.4 S0 38.. VIRGINIA 2172640 86
39. QHODE ISLAND 9.0 a7 39, NE¥ JENSEY 2+725.0 86
4U. MARYLAND 9.0 .87 ~40...0HI0 2e5H4,0 81
41, OMIO 9.0 a7 5 1ING
42, NEVADA 8,5 . 82 42,.. MASSACHUSETTS 2¢562,0 81
43, COMMECTICUT 7.2 69 43. AN]ZONA : 2¢5643,0 80
44, PENNSYLVAN]A. Te2 69 44e SUUTH NAKOTA 2+540,0 19
45, NEW YORK 7,2 69 45, MONTANA Err¥6,0 78
66.. MAINE. 6.9 6¢ 46 ,..DELAWARE 2:¢672,0 78
47, VERMONT 6.6 -1 47. MAINE 2¢418.0 76
48, NEw JERSEY 6,0 54 48. 0xXLAHOMA 2+377,0 15
49, 0. C, 5.6 S4 49, COLORADD 2¢356,0 74
S0s NEW HAMPSHIRI 5.1 49 50.. VERMONT . 1.678,0 62
51. MASSACHUSETTS 5.1 49 S1e. NEWw HAMPSHIRE 14535.0 48
. o UNITED STATES 10.4 100 ¢+ UNITED STATES 3¢173,0 160
.5« Allocatfon to Public Higher Bducation., State App . Appropriations per Siudeut. (Tax x 5/Enroll)
and local tax revenuc appropriated or levied for State and lccal tax revenue ap; ~npriated for
current operating vxpenses of public higher current operating expenses of public higher educa~
education (1979-80). This ratio suggests the tion per full-time-equivalent student (1979-80).
relative fmportance ¢f fincncing public higher This measure suggests the financial commitment of
@ducacion to the funuing of other public services state and local goveraments to support public h!-her
in the state and local governmont budget. The education consistent with available state resources,
case for great2r allocation must be made sgainst the role of tuition and other revenue sources. the
competing claims of other public service proprams. relative "custliness" of the higher cducation system,
(PROCESS factor) -and local price levels. Since these factors will

be sutwuquent!y introduced, intevataze comparisons
of thie intermedZats weasure should be avoided.

w
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Table X ~ Continued

6 Rev
Tuition Factor Estimated Appropriations and
Tuition Revenues per Student

A p p x 6 ) Dullars par Studant Indax

Indax
1. VERMONT 234 1. ALASKA $ 8+378,0 208
2. NEW HAMPSHIKE 195 : 2. 0. Co 61429,0 160
3. DELAWARE 169 3. PENNSYLVANIA ©1439,0 135
ae PENNSYLVANIA ~160 4o NEW YORK 59386,0 134
Se MAINE 152 5. MINNESOTA 5,108,0 127
6. COLUHADO 152 6. 1044 %1932,0 . 122
7. OHlD 152 7. WYOMING 4.883,0 121
B, MARYLAMD 144 8, GEURGIA 41652.0 115
9, MICHIGAN 143 : 9. VERMONT 41630,0 115
10. INDJARA 140 10, KENTUCKY 44451,0 110
11, VIHGINIA 139 11. InNDIaNa . 41412,0 110
12, NEW JERWSEY 135 12, SOUTH CARQLINA 49046,0 104
13. SOUTH DAKOTA 133 13. NORTH CAROLINA 4+330,0 107
- 144 HEW YOKK 133 l4. ALAGAMA 4,283,0 106
1S. RAODE 1SLAND 131 ' 15. MIChIGAN 491770 104
16, WISCCONSIN 129 16..MISSISSIPPE 69177,0 304 .
17. TEMNESSEE 129 . 17, UDELAWARF 4+177,0 104
18. OREGON 129 18. nawWAIl 49161,0 103
19. MINNESOTA 12% 19, MARYLAND 41136,0 103
20, MISSISSIPP] 128 20. CONNECTICUT %1122.0 102
21, MISSGUH] 125 2l. utam 4+109,0 102
22+ OKLAHOMA 127 - 22.- ILLINO]IS 4+032,0 100
23. MONTANA 127 . 23, ONEGONW 64024,0 100
.24, ALABAMA 127 24. NEBRASXA 3+996,0 99
25, UTan 126 25. ARKANSAS 3+972,0 99
26, GEORGIA 128 26. RHOGE ISLAND 3,938,0 9y
27. 10wa 126 27. 04l0 3.928,.0 98
28+ ARTZONA : 126 -2Be WISCONMST® 3+908,0 97
29. KANSAS 126 29. NEW MEXICo 3+911,0 97
.30. NEVADA 126 . -30. KANSAS 3,909.0 97
31, LOUISlaNa 125 31, IoaHO . 3.897,0 97
32y FLOKIDA 12% 32+ LOUISIANA 3»856.0 9o
33, NEHRASKA 125 33. VIRGINIA 3,790.0 94
-34, NOKTH DAKOTA 125 .34. HEVADA 34724.0 92
35, ILLINOIS 125 35. CALJFORNIA 31725,0 92
-36, CONNECTICUT 123 --36. MISSOUR] 3,702.0 92
37. KENTUCKY 125 37. TEXAS 3+698,0 92
.38+ NEw HEXICO . 1722 . 38. NEW JERSEY 34679,0 91
39. MASSACHUSETTS 121 39. MAINE 31676.0 91
- 40, AHKANSAS 121 40, TENNESSFE 31666,0 91.
6 20 4ls WEST VIRGINIA 31620.0 90
-62.. NORTH CaHOLINA 1 42, COLORADO 34581,0 a9
43. SOUTH CaKOLINA 119 43. FLOKIDA 31516,0 87
b4, WEST VIRGINIA 116 4Ge NOKTH DAKOTA 31509.0 87
. 4S, TEXAS 115 5. SOUTH DaxOTa 39334,0 83
46 YUXING. L1158 LBy ARTZONA 3,2064,0 .80 .
47. HAWALL 114 47, MOHNTANA 3s145,0 © 78 -
48, 10AHO 112 48e “4ASSACRUSETTS. 3,400,0 77
49, CALIFORNIA 109 : AadB2.0 22
50, ALASKA . 109 50. OKLAHUMA 3+019,0 75
Sly D. Co 106 51, NEW hHAMPSHIRE . 24994,0 74
v UNITED STATES 3.1 § o UNITEU SIATES 4+030.0 100
:-\vemlu ;::znn!ngogo:;ux::o :ﬁsa:a;:cand i:::l Rev Estimated Apprupriations and Tuitien
ravanue to sztepand localp ove::me i ::- Rovenues per Studtnc. (App x 6) Student tuition
acions (1977-78). Thin 1 gdla: n!:GPP::P paymunis and state uud local tax revenuc appro=-
.\: sts the 1. s i'm m:a e gas ;a ‘0 . priated for current operating expenses of public
m§§m s o ?n:; ve importance of studend _ higher education por full-time~equivalent student.
ion unding uource compared to state- Tultion and appropriations account for 90 percent
loeai appropriations. & high or low ratio does of current operating oxpense reveénuas which
nre necessarlly mean hish or low tuition since generally exclude governmeat contracts and graprs
rppropriations per studunt may also be and sales and service rovenues.

‘rorrespondingly high ot low. (PROCESS factor)
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. Table X - Continued

7 8

System Cost Index Geographiczl Price index
. —— Index Index
1. MONTANA 130 1.  ALASKA 145
20 DELAWARE 129 .. 2. HAWAIIX 120 Est.
3, VYESHMONT 126 3. MICHIGAN 117
44 -SUUTH-DAKUTA 126 4, . DELAVARE 112
S« NEW MEXICO 125 5. NEVADA 107
6+ INDIANA 124 6. CALIFORNIA 195
7. UTAH 121 7. b. C. 108
8. - OHlIO 119 . 8. ILLINOIS 104
9+ NORTH DAKOTA 119 9. NEW YORK 104
10..-NEW -HAMPSHIRE 118 10. MARYLAND 103
11. KANSAS 117 11. NEW JERSEY 102
12. lowa. 116 22. CORNNECTICUT 101
13. WYOMING 115 13, wfsgmcmu 103
14.. HAINE 113 . ST VIRGINIA 101
15. HAWAllL 112 . 15. M1ISSourl 99
-16.,-MINNESOTA 111 . 16. OHIO 99
17« HHODE ISLAND 111 17. OREGON 99
18,.WEST.VIRGINIA 110 18. GEORCIA 98
19 KENTUCKY 110 19. PENNSYLVANIA 98
20,- NEBRASKA 108 20. WISCONSIN 98
21+ OKLAHOMA 107 21, COLORADO ] : 96
.22.. ARIZONA 107. 22. KANSAS 96
23. Colorapo 106 23. KENTUCKY 96
24,. PENNSYLVANIA. 106 H 24. MASSACHUSETTS 96
25. SOUTH CARGLINA 105 ’ - 25. FLORIDA 95
264 . 1DAHO.. 105 26. INDIANA 95
27+ NEVADA 105 27. NEBRASKA 95
2Be.-ARKANSAS 104 .28. MINNESOTA 94
29+ MICHIGAN 164 29. VIRGINIA 94
30.. ALABAMA 102 .30. IOWA 93
31. LOUISIANA . 102 . 31. SOUTH DAKOTA 93
32. OREGON 101 32. TEXAS 93
33. TENNESSEE 10) ' 33. NEW HAMPSHIRE 92
34.-JEXAS .101 .34. NORTH DAKOTA 92
35, CONNECTTCUT 101 35. UTAH 92
. 364. MARYLAND .99 36. VERMONT . 92
37. M15515S1PP] 99 37. WYOMING . 92
38. GEOKGIA 98 38. ALABAMA $1
1Y 39. LOUISIANA 91
304..WISCONSIN 98 -40. NORTH CAROLINA 91
, 41, MISSOURY 98 41, MONTANA 90
: 42, VIRGINIA. 96 42, ARIZORA 89
44, MASSACHUSETTS 96 44, NEW MEXICO 89
45, NORTH CaHOLINA 96 45, OQFLAHOMA 89
46+-.04--Co 94 46, GOUTH CAROLINA 89
A7, NE4 JERSEY 94 47, TENNESSEE 38
484.FLURIDA 94 48. ARKANSAS 87
: 49, ALASKA 91 49, . MISSISSIPFY 87
. 504..NEW YORK . 88 50. RHODE JSLAND 86
S1. CALIFURNIA 83 S1. IDAHO 84
o UNITED STATES 100 UNITED STATES 100

" . 7. System Cost Index. Consatructed state and local govarn- 8. Geographical Price Index. An {ndex to
mant appropriations and tuition per student based on appli- reflect the variation in purchasing power acmong
cation of mational average dollar rates by type of institu~ states due to geographical differences in
tion to state enrollment mix (1977-78). States with a larger prices paid for easentiaily the same goods and
proportion of enrollments at universities and four-year scrvices purchased by colleges and universities.
colleges, with higher salaried foculty and more extensive The exception 1s inclusion of alditional or
program and overhead costs, are inhevently more expensive to lesser heiucing and air-conditioning costs due
operate than .lhare enrollments arc gi-eater at two~year to geographical locativn. (This index is now
colleges, The System Cost Irndex rerorts the relative average under development. The current proxy used
“cost"” per student (in terms of required revenucs) that s is average earnings of clerical workers.)

g state would incur for its public system 1f Lt financed enroll~ (INPUT factor)
ments at sach type of institution by thas national average
aonropriations and tuleion v~ta ver FTE student. (INPUT factor)
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Tab]enx - Continued

OUTPUT
Adjusted Estimzted Appropriations
and Tuition Revenues per Student

Ad uiud Doltars
(RGV/?XB) pot Stendent B {ndax
1. n.C. 36,512 162
2. ALASKA . 6,348 158
3. NEW YORK 5,885 147
4, PENNSYLVANIA 5,236 130
5. NORTH CAROLINA 4,956 123
6. MINNESOTA 4,896 121
‘7. MISSISSIPPIL 4,851 120
8. CGEORCIA 4,844 120
9. SOUTH CAROLINA 4,651 115
10. WYOMING . 4,615 115
11,  ALABAMA 4,614 114
12, I0WA 4,572 113
13. IDAKO 4,418 110
14.  ARKANSAS 4,391 109
15. CALIFORNIA 4,274 106
16. KENTUCKY 4,215 105 .
17. VIRGINIA " 4,200 104 A
18. LOUISIANA 4,155 103 Ll
19, RHODE ISLAND 4,126 102
20. TENNESSEE 4,123 102
21. WISCONSIN 4,068 101
22.  MARYLAND 4,056 101
23. CONNECTICUT 4,042 100
24, ILLINOIS 4,038 100
25. OREGON 4,024 100
26. VERMONT 3,993 99
27. FLORIDA 3,938 98
28, TEXAS 3,938 98
29," NEBRASKA 3,895 ° 97
30. NEW JERSEY 3,837 95
31. MISSOURI . 3,816 95
32.  INDIANA 3,745 93
33, UTAH 3,691 92
33, MAINE 3,655 91
35. COLORADO 3,519 87 - -
36. NEW MEXTCO 3,516 87
37. KaNSaS 3,480 86
38. MICHICAN 3,432 85
39, MASSACHUSETTS 3,365 83
40. ARIZONA 3,364 83
41. OHIO 3,334 83
42, NEVADA 3,314 82
43, WEST VIRCINIA 3,258 81
4%, NORTH DAKOTA 3,204 80
45. OKLAHOMA 3,171 79
ASHINGTON 3.117 27
47, HAWALI 3,096 77
48. DELAWARE 2,891 72
49, SOUTH DAKOTA 2,848 1
50. NEW HAMPSHIRE 2,758 68
51. MONTANA 2,688 67
UNITED STATES 4,030 100 . .

OUTPLT Adjusted Estimated Apncrepriacions and Tuition Revenues

per_Student. (Rev/7x8) Stare and local tax revenucs approe-
priated or levied for currest aperating expensas of public
higher educscion per FTE Studear adjusted by the state higher
education System Cost Index and the Ceographical Price Index.
Dividing appropriations and tuition tv the Cost Index for
each scate "corrects” for variutions among the states in the
mix of enrollments ac lessdt or more costly types of institu-
tlons, thereby placing all stutes on a more common footing for
comparigon. DPividing by the Gecgraphical Price Index for each
state atteopts to eliminate poographical price variations so

» rrue relar{ve differences in eauivalent support levels




TABLE XI

U.S. Veterinary Medicine Schools
1979-80 Tuition and Fee Rates

: Range Median Average  WSU
Public Veterinary Schools
* Tuition and Fees |
Residents $ 600 - 2,609 $1,099  $1,271  $1,028
Nonresidents - 900 - 6,776 3,143 2,975 3,758
Private Veterinary Schools ;
Tﬁition and Fees
Residents $2,300 - 6,600 $3,832  $4,244 -

Nonresidents . 2,300 - 7,900 5,474 5,225 --




TABLE XII

U3, Medical Schools
Tumon Student Fees, and AT Other Expenses, First-Vear Class
1975-80 and 1980-81

1979-80 1980-81
Mange — WedlanMerage W e Tedian erage TN
Public Medical Schools*
Tuition |
Resident $160-5,550  $1,756 AL SLI S g1, ‘$2,108 §1,009
oresiden. 80000 337 %8 3 ap3m0 3,760 4,00 3,759
et Fes B I m B om
o ATOther Eupenses L0800 405 487 445 330,00 5410 5,423 5,190
é Private Medical Schools
Tuition* 2,000-13,500 6,50 6,98 2,600-14,750 7,600 7,892
Student, Fogs i U3 BLB 0 g
AT Other Expenses  2,400-7,455 4,887 4,690 6000-9,500 5,193 5,001

* - Excludes Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences which dogs ot charge tuition
og or student fees,

* The following private or state related schools reported a loer tuition for resldents of the
state: Baylor, Catholic University of Puerto Ru:o, Pittsburgh, Temple, Tulane, Eastern Virginia,
and the Medical College of Wisconsin, The higher tuition estimate for these schools was used
for this table.




TABLE XIII

Relationship of Public Medical School
Resident Tuition and Fees to Undergraduate
Resident Tuition and Fees

1979-80
Differential
' Range 104% to 492%
Median | 206%
Average - 245%
University of Washington ; 150%
TABLE X1V

Relationship of Public Veterinary Medicine
Resident Tuition and Fees to Undergraduate
Resident Tuition and Fees

1979-80
Differential
Range 108% to 233%
Median 156%
Average 161%
Washington State University 150%
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

28B.15.060 General tuition and operating fees fo
reflect cost of instruction. It is the intent of the legisla-
ture that amounts charged for general tu'tion and oper-
ating fees shall reflect tiie proportional operating cost of
insizuction at the state universities. It is the further
intent of the legislature that such fees charged 10 under-
graduate resident students at the state universities be not.
more than twenty—five percent of the cost of undergrad-
uate university instruction, that such fees charged to
undergraduate resident students at the regional universi-
ties and The Evergreen State College be not more than
eichty percent of the tctal of general tuition and opera-
ting Sees charged to state university uadergraduate resi-
dent students ana that such fees charged to
undergradvate resident students at community colleges
be not more than forty-five percent of the tota! of gen-
cral tuition and operating fees charged to state univer-
sity undergraduate resident students. [1977 1st exs. ¢
32231 . '
Severability———1977 Ist ex.s. ¢ 322: “If any provision of this 1977
amendatory act, or its application to any person or circumstance is
held invalid, the remainder of the act, or the application of the provi-
sion to other persons or circumstances is not affected.” [1977 Ist exs.
¢ 322 § 17.] This pplies to RCW 28B.15.060, 28B.15.065,

208.15.070, 28B.15.075, 28B.15.100, 28B.15.201, 28P.15.380,
288.15.401, 28B.15.500, 28B.15.620, 28B.15.710, 2%B.15.500,

288.35.361, 28B.40.361 and to the repeal of RCW 282.15.200, 28B-

.15.300, 28B.15.400 and 28B.15.630. :

28B.15.065 Adjustment of state appropriations for
needy student fin. aciel aid. It is the intent of the legisla--
ture that needy students not be deprived of access to
higher education due to increases ir educational costs or
consequent increases in tuition and fees. 1t is the sense of
the- legislature that state appropriations for student
financial aid be adjusted in an amount which together
with funds estimated to be available in the form of basic

" educational opportunity grants as authorized under Sec-

tion 411 of the federal Higher Education Act of 1965 as

- now or hereafter amended will equal twenty-four per-

cent of any change in reverue estimated to occur as a

_resuit of revisions in tuition and fee levels under the

provisions of this 1977 amendatery act. [1977 Ist ex.s. ¢

322§ 6]

Reviser's note: Phrase “this 1977 amendatory act®, se¢ “this appiies
10" note following RCW 28B.15.060. ’

Severability——1977 ist ex.s. ¢ 322: See note following R.CW
28B.15.060. -

c-1

18B.15.075 Recommendations for adjustments In
the amounts of tuition and operat*ng fees. In accordance
with its responsibilities under RCW 28B.80.030(3), the
council for postsecondary education shall make recom-
mendations to the governor and.tie legislature for
adjustments in the amounts of tuition and operating fees
consistent with the intent of this 1977 amendatory act.
Such recommendations shall be made not later than
November 10th of each even-numbered year and shall
be based on the operating cost of instruction for the
state universities for the biennium then in effect, such
operating costs to be calculated in accordance with defi-
nitions, criteria and. procedures which have been
approved 2s provided in RCW 28B.15.070. [1977 1st
#x.5.¢ 322§ 8.} -
Reviser's note: Phrase "this 1977 amendatory act”. see "this applics
te" notz following RCW 28B.15.060.
Severabiliya—1977 1st’ exs. ¢ 322 Sec note following RCW
28B.15.060.

28B.15.070 Development of definitions, criteriz and
procedures for the operating cost of instruction. The
house and senate higher education committees shall
develop, in cooperation with the council for postsecon-
dary education and the respective fiscal committees of

"the house and senate, the office of fiscal management

and the state institutions of highsr education ito later of
than January 1978, and at each two year inwcrval there-
after, definitions, criteria and procedures for the opera-
ting cost of instruction for the state universities upcn
which general tuition and operating fec recemmenda-
tions will be based. [1977 1st ex.s. ¢ 322 § 7.]

Severability-—19T7 Ist exs. ¢ 322 See noic iollowing RCW
238.15.060. - -

L]
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Washington Association of University Students
Representing over 75,000 university students

September 20, 1980

TO: The Council for Postsecondary Education
FROM: The Washington Association of University Students

SUBJECT: Student Response to CPE Staff Draft Recommendations
for Tuition and Fee Policy - Dated August 20, 1980.

The Washington Association of University Students (WAUS)
is a coalition of the elected student leaders, both graduate
and underéraduate, of the 4-year public universities and colleges
of the State of Washington. On September 20, 1980, the WAUS
Board of Directors adopted the following positions in response
to the 14 tuition and fee policy recommaendations pfoposed in
the August 20th draft report by the CPE staff. For your con-
venlence, our responses are set out in the same numerlcal order
as the proposed recommendations. - o ‘Lu '

1. WAUS recognizes that the costs of hlgher education
have increased significantly since the 1ast.tgltlon increase in
1977. Therefore we acknowledge that some tuition increase is
both necessary and fair to the students, the universities, and to
the taxpayers of the State of Washington.

Furthermore WAUS suppcrts the concept that students should
pay some roughly predictable percentage of the Cost of Educa-
tion up to the current 25% ceiling established by RCW 283.15.050.
It is important that the Council remember that this statutory
language establishes a maximum percentage recommended by the
legislature. In this regard, WAUS would like an explanation
of the basis and policy justification.by.which a figure of 25%
was previously recommended by the CPE and chosen by the legis-
lature. '

The more important juestion, of course, is what specific
percentage of the Cost of Education do we bezlieve that Washington

e = D=1 -

’ Univenity of Washington . Waeshington State Univé*r‘éi'ty Vvestern Washington University
&) :; i
]: KC . . Centrél Washington University.. . .. .. . ... . Easfern Washington University The Evergreen State College
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WAUS Tuiticn Statement
Page Twou

students should bear. That perzentage would certainly be no
more than 25%, and may well be less, dependiﬁg upon our further
study and discussion of the following concerns: '

A. We have serious reservations about the CPE
staff's substantial and continuing reliance on the 7-state
comparison study as a policy rationale for this recommendation.
For example, there-has been no careful examination of the finan-
cial aid aVailable, and other variables which might significantly
distinguish Washington students (and especially graduate students)
from those of the seven comparison. states. ‘
o B. As has been dramatically demonstrated in recent
months, there exists a substantial gap between the financial
needs of students as established by the governments's own cri-
teria, and the financial aid which is available to them. Contrary
to popﬁlar belies, this gap has been sizable even in recent years,
ard it appears to be getting larger. As can be readily documented
from the recent expefience at the University of Washington, this
gap can have tragic consequenées on the lives of thousands of
students statewide.

o The Washington Association of University Students
strongly supports egual access to guality higher education. We
are especially concerned that tuition policies do not limit
access to low income and disadvantaged students. Thus, before
WAUS would endorse the need for any significant tuition increases,
we would need to be shown that the financial aid problems of
Washington students were being addressed in a meaningful manner.

Cc. There is considerable dispute within the highexr
education community as to how to best measure "the Cost of Edu-
cation". For example, the curreht Unit Expenditure Study tends
to underestimate or ignore external factors of cost to students
such as housing, child care, and transportation costs which
significantly affect the Cost of Educaticn from the students,

rather than from the institutional point of view. Also, in our

- D-2 -
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WAUS Tuition Statement
Page Three

response to recommendation 4 below, we oppose the addition of
certain. public interest and research funds Béing added to the
cost base from which tuition charges are derived. '

As to the recommendations addressing the portion
of the Cost of Education which students of the regional universi-
ties and the community colleges should pay:

WAUS supports the CPE staff recommendation to
widen the tuition differential between the research univergities
and the regional universities. ‘

As WAUS has no authority to speak for community
coliege students, we have no comment on the third portion oé
recommendation No. 1.

2. WAUS endorses the CPE sfaff proposal that nonresident
students continue to pay those proportions of the Cost of Educa-
tion as set out in this recommendation.

3. WAUS opposes the CPE staff recommendation to increase
resident graduate school tuition to 120% of the Cost of Education.
The rationale behind even a 15% surcharge to all gradﬁate studehts
has - not been adequately demonstrated, and needs review.

Before any disproportionate tuition increase for
graduate students is enactéd; WAUS believes that it must be pre-
ceded by a thorough examination of financial aid availability to
graduate students in the 7 comp;rison (and other) states. - Further-
more, any increase should be ‘accompaniéd by a considerable salary
increase for graduate students holding service appointments. It
has been well documented that Teaching and Research Assistant
Compensation has risen more slowly than that of the faculty, and
much more slowly than the Consumer Price Index over the past
several years. Other statecs apparently rely on tuition waivers
as a means of compensating such graduate students. This possi-

bility should be examined. - -

LT - D-3 -
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WAUS Tuition Statement
Page Four

(See the fbétﬁotel pelow for a WAUS statement on a recent study
regarding graduate student compeﬁsation )

4, According to the language of the report itself (at
page 17), these funds are apparently used for public service
programs and to match research grants, rather than for student
instruction. Therefore WAUS opposes thelr inclusion into the
students' tultlon cost base.

5. WAUS st;ongly endorses the concept of phasing in any
new tuition increése.' However, we recommend that such increase

- be added in even increments of 1/2 in the first year and 1/2.
in the second year of the 1981-83 biennium. ‘

- Because of the current recession, the difficulﬁy of
seéuring adequate financial aid, and our concern for equal
access to higher education, WAUS believes that such 1/2-1/2
implementation of any tuition increase would not only be easier
for the students to bear, but would also be better for university
planners because it would lessen the danger of large enrollment

fluctuations due to a dramatically large tuition increase.

—— —— - " —— . > S o e — e

-
Footnote™

In response to a recent draft student compensation study by the
CPE staff, SaraLynn Mandel, President of the U of W, Graduate
and Profe551ona1 Student Senate, made the following recomménda-

tions:
Re: Page 12-14 CPE Recomme¢ndations for Teaching Assiziant
Compensation:

1. We endorse the CPE staff recommendation that the State
legislature for graduate students holding service app01ntments
(TAs and RAs) commensurate with faculty salary incrrases, in an
attempt to enable GSSAs to achieve comparable purchasing power.

2. We further recommend that GSSA salaries be increased
20% (parity with the proposed faculty salary increase) to reduce
the disparity with the CPI. ‘ '

3. We adamantly oppose all references to GSSA as "financial
aid" in recognition pof the tmporrant services prov1ded by gradu-
ate students to thes unlvvrsttlv

- D-4 -
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WAUS Tuition Statement

Page Five

6. WAUS supports this recommendation. However, we think
it important tqié;ress that the decision to increase S&A fees
should-remain-6n the local levelf The extent of need for speci-
fic prograris funded by S&A fees are best determined at the
individual university. The primary responsibility for deter-
mining such need must rest with the students or with their’
elected student representatives.

7. WAUS strongly supports this recommendation. Further-
more, in view of our similar -endorsenent o©f recommendation 9,
and because we agree with the CPE as to the relatively greater
need for university operating funds, WAUS supports the proposal
that any tuition increase for the 1981-83 biennium should be for
the operating portion of tuition rather than for the tuition
component for capital construction projects.

8. We perceive strong arguments both for and against this
proposal based upon the following concerns:

A. We acknowledge that these are legitimate needs
for financial flexibility on'the university level. This is par-
ticularly a problem with regard to ‘'student enrollment fluctuations.

B. We strongly oppose proposal No. 10 (see discussion
below), and could only support proposal No. 8 if it were
absolutely clear that it was not a step in the direction of
either proposal No. 10, or an eventual proposal that individual |
Boards of Regents or Trustees be authorized to set tuition levels’
on their campuses, as is the practice in certain other states.

C. If proposal No. 8 is adecpted, WAUS would support
the CPE staff recommendation for legislation necessary to ensure
proper budgeting oversight and appropfiate allotment controls
over those funds. '

9. As discussed in recommendation No. 7 above, WAUS
strongly supports this proposal. ‘m

10. Of all of thg recommendations of the current CPE

report, WAUS expresses its strongest opposition Lo proposal

- D-5 -
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WAUS Tuition Statement
Page S5ix

No. 10 in its entirety. That opposition is based upon the

following concerns:

A, fThis proposal appears to be a thinly veiled
reconstruction of the automatic adjustheht,proposal which was
opposed By'WAUS in prior years and which has previously been’
considered and seundly rejected by the State legislature.

B. The important policy decisions of if and how much
to increase tuition is best left to the legislature which is
accountable to all of the citizens of VWashington State. .
Recommendation No. 10 would delegate entireiy too much authority
on this issue to the CPE anéd to the university boards, both of
whom are accountable to much narrower interests.

Such a proposal has the effect of further insti-
tutlonallzlng and reinforcing inflation in university costs.

This is because the students who would bear the statutory per~

__centage of university costs, have little to no representation in

the university budgeting process. If students are to become more
pa:tnefs in payment of university costs, then we must become more
partners in determining how our money is to be spent.

' C. Any such delegation of authority in this area
would be inappropriate until there is more consensus as to the
soundness of the current unit expenditure study as the -yardstick
w1th which to measure the Cost of Education.

D. Although there is some merit to allowing indiwvidual
university boards a band of flexibility in establishing ‘operating’
fees on their campuses, WAUS believes that such a. strategy might
soon lose its effectiveness. This would be because of the likely
tendeney of both legislators and university boards to soon rely
on the‘maximem "special” funds being available in the same ﬁay
that common school "special" levies were soon relied upon to pro-
vi&e bas 1c instructional monies. This would be espacially likely
to occur in times euch as the current budgetary shortfalls.

12. WAUS takes no position on this recommendation.

- D-6 -
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WAUS . Tuition Statement S,
Page Seven ' ;' » ‘
|

13. WAUS takes no position on this recommendation.

14. wWAUs, of course,{supports this recommendatien, but
would refer the Council to' our comments under 1(C) above. Stu-
dents have long been told that 1ncreases in tultlon, child care,
housing, and other costs of attending college would be imatched
by equal or’ greater increases in financial aid._ Yet the already
sizable need gap appears to be becoﬁing worse, due to federal
aid reductions. Washington students are being especially hard
hit due to the redistribution under the Federal Fair-Share pro-
grem. Even when available, financial aid increasingly leaves
students with huge burdens of debt. It is WAUS' posltlon that
spec1f1c and achievable means$ to pay for higher educatlon must

be demonstrated before significant tuition increases are

- enacted.

We hope the foregoing will be of ass1stance to you in your
discussion of these proposals. Members of our.-Board-will be
present for at least a portion of your October Council mecting

should you wish to discuss these matters further.

167



-

STATE OF STATE BOARD FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE EDUCATION

WASHINGTON
319 Seventh Avenue, FF ll Olympia, Washington 98504 .
Dixy Lee Ray Ref.: 80-31-188

Governor . September 5, 1980

Mr. C. Gail Norris

Executive Coordinator

Council for Postsecondary Education
908 East Fifth Avenue

~ Olympia, Washington 98504

" Dear Gail:

The SBCCE recently approved the 1981-83 capital budget request for the
community college system. I am sending several copies for the use of you and your
staff. You will see that our Board has recommended an increase of $10 in the tuition
portion of the quarterly fees paid by community college students.

We have reviewed your Council's recently-approved guidelines for evaluating
1981 budget requests. We find that two of those guidelines are conflicting and 1ncompatib1e
when sapziied to our capital request and funding recommendations. e

I want to outline the circumstances and rationale which have led {o the State
Board's recommendanon and whlch will affect the uniform application of your review

criteria. - - ' : . o RN

Financial Resources

The Governor's target budget for 1981-83 would support fewer than 82, 000
FTE students annually for the community college system. If enrollment is actually
teduced to anything less than 90,000 FTEs, there will be insufficient tuition revenue to
meet the current debt service requirements of already-approved tuition-related G. O.
bonds. Although the 1979 Legislature removed the requirement that our tuition revenues
be available prior to the scheduled payments of debt service from the state general fund,
there remains the reasonable presumption that tuition deposits should continue to

support debt service payments on a timely basis.

. If we serve fewer than 90,000 FTEs in 1981-83, no new capital construction
bonds could be approved in 1981 using uncommitted tuition to meet projected debt
service. The community college system is therefore faced with requesting state general
fund support of virtually its total capltal request. The SBCCE does not believe that,
under Initiative 62, any reasonable amount of new capital funding can be expected from
general state sources. | ’

- D-8 -
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C. Gail Norris )
September 5, 1980 Page 2

Fee Recommendations

) The Cou.ncil is recommending a major increase in student fees, with the

. Increased revenue !:: e used for operating purposes. This recommendation is con-
sistent with your review guideline #4 -~ to use state general funds for operating

rather than capital purposes. .

The SBCCE is recommending that $10 of the increase be agplied to the tuition

(capital) portion of the fee, because in no other way can capital resources be identified
for 1981 (except through HJR 52 bonding using state general funds to pay debt service).

Capital Needs

Our colleges recently completed a Facility Quality Survey (FQS) to identlfy"\'
repair and major maintenance requirements that should be met within the next ten years.
The highest priority -~ $9.2 million - of our 1981 capital request is composed almost
exclusively of projects to meet FQS-identified needs. The next-highest priority is
$3.5 million of emergency and regular repair (RMI) funds. This funding is necessary
to meet the requirements of the Council's guideline #5 -- to achieve better use and
efficiency in existing structures; these projects sre also needed to preserve the
state's investment in community college facilitles.".

The remaining highest-priority capital project requests include $3.1 million
of minor improvements and $6.9 million to complete two projects initiated by the 1979
Legislature. Thus, the community college system' capital budget will require $22.7

| deferred in 1979 and resubmitted in 1981 by legislative direction.

Conclusions

The S oBCCE capital request resolves the d11emma between maximizing

operating resources on the one hand and preserving and enhancing the utility and
. efficiency of our state-owned facilities on the other, by suggesting that a portion of -
. future increases in state revenues' (from higher student fees) be used for capital bonding
rather than for operating budget support. There is no other 1981 source of $20 million
for community college capital improvements except the state general fund. Even if
community college enrollments are reduced l>elow 84,000 FTEs, sufficient tuition
- revenues would be generated at the higher tuition fee rate of $51.50 per quarter to fund
the state's current debt service obligations fur community college bonds and i:o provide
for some $20 million of new bonds -~ ¥ < minimum necessary to meet our highest-
priority capital requirements. '

We feel that it is most important that you and your staff understand how these
; inter-related factors have a.ffected the community college capital request. More detailed
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C. Gail Norris

September 5, 1980 - m Page 3

treatment of these issues is présented in the .budget document as follows:

* sources of funding ~- pp 11-13 and Table 6

* tuition~based bonding capacity -~ p 12~13 and Table 5

* sumimary of highest-priority project funding -~ Table 6

* description of highest-priority projects -~ pp 14-15, 27~195

I am also enclosing a copy.of State Board Resolution 80-39 wkich contains
the recommendation for the $10 per quarter increase in capital-related student fees.

If you or your staff have further 'questions about the capital funding position
of the community college system, please call us. - .

Sincerely -

: /1 J/

{ |a—erm—"
e At

‘John N. Terrey

» Executive Director
JNT:RT
Enecs




TheEvergreenState College

"September 19, 1980

Mr. C. Gail Norris

Executive Coordinator

Council for Postsecondary Education
908 East Fifth Avenue

Olympia, Washington 98504

Dear Gail:

I am writing to indicate endorsement by the Council of Presidents of the
preliminary tuition and fee policy recommencations presented at the August
meeting of the Council for Postsecondary Education. These policy recommen-
dations represent a sound approach to one of the most difficult problems
facing higher education in this decade, and we support your efforts to bring
them to public debate and resolution. We believe that the guidelines have
the potential for helping to assure the continued health of the State's
higher education system. They make clear the appropriate role that tuition
~ and fees should play in financing the cost of instruction. They provide a
better foundation for the financing of higher education through clear delin-
eation of tuition and fees as local funds subject to appropriate budget
oversight .and allotment controls. They provide an cpportunity for local
boards, within limits prescribed by the Legislature, to increase tuition
and fees and, hence,play an appropriate policy-making and accountability
role. They also provide a means to address some aspects of the difficult -
problem of access and available resources.

We have only one suggestion for improvemer.c to your recommendations. This
is to recommend that the State establish base general fund levels for a

_given number and mix of students at each public institution and recommend
a procedure for the Legislature to use in making regular adjustments to
student tuition and fee levels in the future.

With this additional recommendation, we believe your tuition and fee po11cy

recommendations will provide a sound funding base for higher education in
KWashington. We urge their approval by CPE.

Olympia. Washington 98505 C .

o . | - D-11 -




Mr. C. Gail Norris
Page 2

-Seife'rﬁer 19, 1980 ' T

4

Again, you and your staff and the Council are to be commended for discussing
and evaluating tuition and fee policy revisions which can help bring higher
education through the difficult times ahead.

Sincgrely,

,Chafrman
Council of Presidents

DJE:sms
cc: ICAQ Members
ICBO Members

“COP Members
Robert L. Carr

- D-12 -
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STATEMENT RECARDING CPE 1981-83

TUITION AND FEE POLICY RE COMMENDATIONS Lo

The University of Washington endorses generally the principles upon Wthh
the Council's 1981-83 tuition and fee policy recommendations have been based:
recognition of the continuing role tuition and fees must play in the financing of
higher education, recognition that tuition and fees in this state are substantially
lower than in other comparable states, and a recognition of\the need to create
greater financial flexibility for the state in financing higher, education in this
decade. The University of Washington and its Board of Regents has also considered
these issues and has advanced a series of tuition and fee recorqmendatlons in its
1981-83 biennium operating and capital budget requests. A copyiof the recommen-
dations is attached. In general these recommedations are aligned with those before
the Council. There are, however, three dlfferences you should be dware of:

i -

1. In contrast to CPE recommendatxons Nos. 9 and 10a) the University
recommends a flexible policy r‘l’l/respect to the use pf income from
tuition and fee increases for operating and/or capital purposes. While
we agree with the need to place the highest priority gn the operating
budget, in the end a balanced budget reflecting both operating and
Capital needs must be formulated. Further, we believe that limited
state General Fund tax revenues should be dlreetéfd toward on-going
operating budget necds as a matter;g,ih ig e;pnrrorntv

e
- 2. In a pcrlod whenthe™e cornpetmon for scarce state resources is expected
to be_mere=Tntense than in previous history, the continued accessability
amd™vitality of higher education pregrams may ultimately depend on the

//a'mduht of financial flexibility provided to local Boards. The University

//( sees the potential need for greater ilexibility than envisioned in the
e Council report and has hence recommended that local Boards be
s == authorized to increase tuition and/or operating fees by up to 33% above

leglslatlvc policy levels. This flexibility could be utilized to varying
degrees dependent on the level of ‘tax and base tuition and fee support
in the legislative budget. The University hopes that tax generated
revenue would provide, with base tuition and fee support, adequate
funds to maintain the quality of its instructional programs. The 33%
increase factor was calculated on the basis of anticipated tuition and™
fee averages in the seven comparison states.

3. In contrast to CPE recomrnendation No. 3 providing that graduate
student tuition and operating fees be set at 120% of undergraduate
fees, the University recommends continuation of existing policy (115%
of undergraduate fees). The continuation of present legislative policy
will keep graduate tuition ‘and fee levels just under (2%) national
averages, as is the case for undergraduates (5% below national
averages). -

University of Washington

. Octuber 7, 1980
e .- D-13 -
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University.of Washington

Tuition and ¥ee Related Financial Policy Recommendations

1. The State should establish minimal base funding levels tor a given number and
mix of students at each of the State's public institutions, such.funding levels
to include regularly adjusted legislatively determined student tuition and
e operating fee levels. It is recommended that base funding lezvels be at least
the equivalent of the legislative budget established for the 1979-81 bienniumn
including appropriate carryforward costs and inflationary adjustments.

2. Legislatively determined student tuition and operating fee levels should be.
adjusted regularly, at least biennially, such fee revenue to be available for
‘both operating and capital purposes in the biennial budget. The legislatively
determined student tuition and operating fee levels should be based on the
cost of instruction at the three types of public higher education institutions
(research universities, reglonal universities and community colleges) and be
based on the IOHOng policies by studcnt category (present legislative policy
for research umversmes)

Student Category Tuition and Operating Fee Policy
Undergra‘duate Resident 25% of Instructional Cost
Undergrad Non-resident : [00% of Instructional Cost
Graduate Resident 115% of Undergrad Resident
Graudate Non-resident 115% of Undergrad Non-résident
MD/DDS Resident 160% of Undergrad Resident

T . MD/DDS Non-resident 160% of Undergrad Non-resident

3. Provide for the deposit of student operating [ec revenue in institutional local
funds. This will provide irnproved accountability of these funds, enhanced
flexibility in the management and operation of instructional programs and
greater incentive for program and f{inancial rmanagement.

4. The University%s programs and budgct shoutd-be adequately supported from
both state tax funds and appropriate student tuition and tee levels. If this
level: of combined support is not provided, then local boards of regents and

—trustees should have authority to incrcase tuition and/or operating fees from
legislatively determined levels to the following maximumn levels, such addi-
tional revenues to be used for such educational purposes as are determined by
said boards including operating and/or capital purposes. This authorization
will provide local boards with additional flexibility to rnanage institutional
prograrns and finances co«wslstcnt with local needs and requirements within a
policy range determined by’ the legislature. It will provide institutional
flexibility to meet and balance concerns for quality with enrollment demand
within legislatively determined base funded enrollinent contracts.

- D-14 -
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Board Determined Tuition and

Student Category Operating Fee Policy

Undergraduate Resident ] [133% of Legislative Fees {(33% of
. Instructional Cost)

Ukdergrad Non-resident 133% of Legislative IFees (i 33 of

v Instructional Cost)

Graduate Resident 133% of Legislative IFees

Graduate Non-r.:ident 133% of Legislative Fees

"MD/DDS Resident K 166%: of Legislative Fees

MD/DDS Non-resident - 166% of Legislative Fees

The above board determined tuition and operating fce policies would provide
maximum tuition and operating fee levels approximately equal to the average
of the seven comparison states {(California, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan,
Minnesota, Oregon and Wisconsin) for state research universities.

5.  Provide authorization to boards of regents and trustecs to increase services

" and activities fees by up to the percentage increase in tuition and operating

fees determined by the legislature and individual boards, such incorne to be

used to support such student activities and prograrns the boards deterinine,

provided that such revenue shall not be considered by the state in establishing

base student service funding levels. This policy will provxde the flexibility to

increase services and activities fees to keep pace with rising costs and to
meet locally determined needs for student activities and programs.

6. Provide that all credit courses offered and delivered off campus for the
convenience of students be charged at least the full direct cost of providing
such 'instruction including such operating, capital and services and activity
fees as necessary to fund the instructional services provided Such off-
cainpus instruction student credit hours are not to be included in instructional
‘budgets funded from the State General Fund and legislatively deter rnined
tuition and fee revenue. This policy recommendation will provide authority
to local boards of regenis and trustees to fund programs where demand’ is
sufficient to cover all direct costs without impacting regular institutional
budgets and will help assure that limited state resources are used?for basic
instructional programs.

7. Because increases in tuition and fees will impact the ability of students to
continue enrollment in higher education programs, it is recommended that all
increases in tuition and fees provide sufficient flexibility for the state or the
institution to utilize a portion of that increased revenue for student financiul
aid. The Council for Postsecondary Education (CPE) has rccoinimended that
opproxnnafply 25% of the revenue generated from a tuition and fec increuase
be set asiue for increased financial aid (whether through increased tuition and
fee waivers, need grants or work study). is thus recommended that

ssufficient flexnblhty be provided to boards of regents or trustees to utilize up
to 25% of the revenue generated from any board determined tuition and fee
‘increase for financial aid purposes including waivers, need grants or-work

study.

8. Provide individual boards of regents and trustees with authority to waive up
to 5% of legislatively determined tuition and fees for cducational necd
purposes. This recommendation provides more flexibility to local boards in
the managements of financial aid programs within the 25% CPE financial aid
policy regarding tuition and fee increases. 1 [

J9
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Assocrated Otudents of
Western Washington Unis’ersity

VIKING UNION 227 BELLINGHAM. WASHINGTON 98225

October 3, 1980

The Council for Postsecondary Education
State of Washington
Seattle, Washington

Response to CPE Draft Recommendations for Tuition and Fee Policy -
Dated August 20, 1980 :

Gentlemen:

You may or may not know that the students of Western Washington University
are not a part of the Washington Association of University Students (WAUS)
this year. This is why we are submitting our position to you at this time.

To make this presentation easier fou you to read and refer to, I will follow
your staff's outline in their August 20, 1980 recommendations.

Before we comment on the proposals, we would like to make clear that we
will not support any tuition increase while the service to the students
decline. This has already occurred here at Western with the 3% budget cut
imposed by the Office of Financial Manadement. There is an additional 2%
budget cut just announced which would cut deeply into the services offered
to the students here, the amount is close to $600,000.

1. We are in agreement that students should pay some portion of the
cost of education. Current law states 25% as the maximum percentage
figure to be use. To qualify our statement we request the Council
to review the following points:

A. The seven (7) state study and give some thought to new comparison
states. . ’

B. Update. the unit expenditure study, excluding such things as
research, and public service

C. The gap in Financial Aid needs and provisions.
D. Tﬁe question that education is a right and not a privilege.

2. HWe are in agreement that the non-resident student bear the cost
of education.
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Council for Postsecondary Education
Page 2

3. We are opposed to the increase in the graduate percentaqge fiqure.

A. With the increased enrollment at Western the Teaching Assistants
do a service for this university and they are being paid under
the national average for these duties, as are the Head Residents
and Resident Aides.

4. We are opposed to this recommendation. This money is being used
to match research grants and public service programs and not the
actual academic programs offered at this university. We at Western
don't really find where this recommendation would benefit Western
Washington University.

5. We are glad that CPE considered the phasing in approach of the proposed
tuition increase. But, we would stronaly suggest to the CPE to phase
the proposed tuition increase as a 50/50 split instead of the 75/25
split proposal.

6. We at Western are in support of this proposal provided, that the
increase is asked for by the student government at the local level.
This primary responsibility should rest with the student qovernment
becasuse they are elected by their fellow students and should best
know their needs.

7. We are in favor of this proposal, that all increases in tuition
be earmarked for the operating portion of the budget, instead of the
capital portion.

AY

8. We at Western are in favor of this recommendation. This biennium
Western was contracted for approximately 9900 students and this year
we have approximately 10,500 students enrolled and attending classes.
Because the figure of 9900 is used by the state to calculate monies
to be- issued to Western for their operating budget we are forced to
have larger teacher/student ratios. If the operating portions of
the fees paid by students were allowed to stay at the local level
Western would be able to meet this demand with no problems.

9. We are in favor of this proposal. Any capital projects should have
a general bond let for essential building.

10. we are opposed to this proposal in its entirety for the following
reasons:

A. Ry deleting the specific dollar amount in _‘he RCW's we feel this
is a move toward an automatic esculation which the Legislature
has already reilected.

B. We feel that is the responsibility of the Legislature to set the
increases. The lLegislature is elected by the citizens of the
state, and report to them.

C. Items in this recommendation are placing authority into the hands
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Council for Postsecondary Education

Page 3

11.

12.

13.

14.

*

appointees who have a-‘defined reportage, namely the Governor. They
aren't directly responsible to the citizens of the state.

We at Western feel that the commuﬁity colleges should make recommendations
on this proposal. '

The Associated Students of Western Washington Unlver51ty take no
position on this proposal

Same as 12

We at Western are in full agreement with this proposal. But with
what is happening at the University of Washington and the actual
Financial Aid gaps, (requests vs. expenditures). We feel this matter
must be researched and given full priority. ‘ ' '



