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' THE EFFECT ON HIGHER EDUCATION OF STATE ACT IONS
IN RESPONSE TO UNANTICIPATED REVENUE SHORTFALLS

1. Introduction and Acknowledgements - .

: . . )
In recent months +here have been numerous arflcles and reporfs In the prlnfed and

broadcast media regarding the Impact of reductions in federal expendlfures for the
supporf:bf Amer]can postsecondary education. It.1s evldenﬁ that such reductlons
in federal suppof+ for sfudenf flaanclal asslsfance, baslc and applléd research,
and varlous forms of Instltutional suppor+ have a dramatic Impact on all aspects
of posfsecondary education In the Unlfed S?afes.‘ Recelclng somewhat less
attentlion In +he medla, however, ls the fact +ha+ the states, which provide b& far
the hajorlfy éfofhe fund}ng for pbsfsecondary educatlon are experienclng, In some

Instances, revénue shortfalls necessltating reductlons In staie support for °

publlc, and In.some Instances pflvafe, postsecondary educatlon.

°

. . ‘ . o
This report of the State Higher Education Executlve Offlcers (SHEEQ), describes -

and summarlzes some of the actlons belng taken In the varlous states In response

. fo emergency revlislons +o postsecondary educatlon approprlatlions and budgefs

resulting from unanticlpated, and In scme cases antlclpated, revenue shortfalls.

“The findIngs presented lnifhls report come fron a survey distributed to the state

postsecondary education agencles In January 1982. The purpose of the survey was
to obtain Informaflon\fromvfhe 50 states and the District of Columbla regardlng:
(1) the sfafeJ that experlenced unanflcpafed revenue shor+falls resulting in

executive or leglslative actlons to modlfy postsecondary education approprlatlions

-and/or.budgets In 1981-82, 1982~83; and (2) the actlons belng taken In the

postsecondary education community In response to modiflcatlicns In appropriations

e

and budgets.
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it is with appreciation that the members of SHEEO and the SHEEO/NCES Communication
Nafwork Represenfaflves are acknowledged for their dlllgence ln fhoughffully

compleflng the survey used to prepare this repor# The followlng section, "A Brief

0 .
Synopsis of Posfsecondary Education Responses to Fiscai Reductions," was .n great

parf extracted from "institutfonali Responses to Fiscal Constralnts," an
unpubi ished paper written by Norman Kaufman, Director, lﬁforméflon Clearinghouse

Program of the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE). The

.permission granted by the author to use Borfloné of this paper for this report, is °

-

apprec lated.
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I1. ABrlef Synopsis ¢f Postsecondary Education

Responses to Fiscal Reductions
[+

Gordon B. Van de Water, Postsecondary Educatlion Pollcy Anal#st at the Educatlon

Finance Center of the Educatlon Commisslon-of the States, recently reported the

findings of\a survey of state pollcy leaders Fegardlhg Emergling Issues In
Poéfsecondary Educatlon. In this report, Dr. Van de Water highlighted 6 emerging

Issues reflected~{n h}s‘flndlngs:

.
[}
- - -‘ -(”- -
.
» .

(1) "Overall, 72 percent of postsecondary education pollcy leaders eprcf‘ -
higher educatlom\approprlations to lag behind Inflation. . b

(2) "of those 72 pergent, 94 percent expect the lag Im approprlaticns to

result In tuitlof Increases, 71 percent antlclpate maintenance deferral,

71 percent antiflpate staff reductlons, and 69 percent expect reduced o
capltal outlayg. ° .

o

(3) "State respofises to federal student ald cuts will be to pass along the
- federal cutpacks to famllles by requlrlnqﬁgreafer famlly contrlbutions fo .
the cost o posfsecondary educatlon. f . B T

(4) "Tultloy/levels are exﬁécfed to rlse'}pughly,af the rate of Inflation,
- !

(5) "The/flve most Important issues (not speclflica.ly tled to the next budget
cycfe) were ldentlfled as education quallty, baslc skllls and
remedla!/developmental programs, physical plant update/replacement,
public tutlfion leveis’ and the Impact of federal student grant policy
changes. . >

& i H

(6) /"The most sallent Issues during the next budget cycle wlll bé general
! state ‘approprlation levels for higher education, the general decilne In
state revenue, educatlon quallty and publlc tultlon levels." 1.

These emergling issues highl Ighted by the Educatlon’Commission of the States

_ provide a recent analysls of the potentlal condltlons leadlng to fiscai

constralnts to which Institutions of postsecondary education wlll need tc respond.

The summary of findings pregented In thls report Indicate, 'owever, that these ECS ,

hlghl Ights may ho longer be omoX

<
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The findlings contalned In thls report on The Effect on Higher Education of State
" Actions In Response to Unanticipated Revenue Shortfalls provided by ‘the varlous

states, show that po%?secondqry‘educaflon In many parts of the country Is

o

experlénclng a state of retrenchment as deflned. by Frank Bowen and Lyman‘GIennyk\ //

In thelr book Sfate_Budqejjng_igé_ﬂlghethduciJon;ASfaie Fiscal Siringency and

Eghllg;jﬂghg;_ﬁﬂggai}gn, Bowen and Glenny deflned retrenchment as elther of the

fol lowlng:

<
?

0 "Mldyear or- midbiennlum cutbacks requlred when tae state finds Its revenue
Insufflclent to cover authorized budget levels; or:

o "Major reducf{ons In budget requests durlng the flnal stages of budget
deviopment, usually after the governor's budget has been submltted and
during leglsiative conslderation of requests. Even If such a reductlon Is
not "absolute" In relatlon to the prlor year's approprliation, a
substantlal reductlon In expectations can have aimost as drastlic an
Impactl" 2. @

As one revliews the summarles of the situatlions confronted by postsecondary
educatlon In the varlous states, and the responses bu:ng employed, Instances of

each of fhes; def Inltlons of retrenchment may be found.

The State Summarles also bear simllarlty to the flndings of Bowen and Glenny In a

study they undertook for the Callfornl? Posfsecondé;y Educaflon Commisslon In

1980. In this study, four stages of Instltutlonal respogée to flnanclal

I3 '’ .
constraint 4r sfress are ldentlfled, These stages are:

©

o (D "MM&&IWM "Across~the-board"

- reductlons would be Included here, as would "targets of opportunity"
--vacant positlons, bullding malntenance, travel expenses, etc. These
responses are generally seen by adminlstrators as belng temporary and
short term and as having little Impact on instructlional programs.

(2) "Programmatic Responses That Have Little Impact On Facuity, These may or
may not be seen as responslve to an Immediate crisls, bLut they are more

. I1kely to be seen as having longer term (mpilcatlons for the programs
than operatlonal responses are. -

- - - -‘ - —= - - — -‘ - -'
Q .
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(3) “Faculty Adjustments, Relying Primarily Opn Aftrition. These would

Include reducing the Institution's expenditure commitments through-
nonreplacement (or repiacement at lower rank) of faculty who leave the
Institution voluntarily,

o

<

(4) “Eaculty Adjustments Relying Primarll ‘
Terminating proqrams and faculty would fall In this category." 3.

/ L

In 1271, Earl .Cheit summarized flve main categories of actlvities describing

-
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active responses to flnanclal stress In posfsecondafy education. Presented in Ihe

~ ™~
New Depression [n Higher Education, Dr. Chelt described these responses as being:

(1) postponing; (2) general belt=tightening; (3) cutting and real locating within

exIsting structure; (4) scrambling for funds; and {5) planning and worrying.

)
/ !
i

i

Chelt describes the flrst three responses In the following manner and Instences of

o

_each of these are found Inatﬁé State Summarles describing actlions being taken by
i ,
postsecondary education In the various states that are sxperiencing reduced state

fundlng’fbr postsecondary education. These three responses are described by Cheit

L]

In the followlng .way. ’ ' N

"Postponing - cutting back plarned program growth; declining new obligations:
- 0 postpone new programs y
o ‘postpone capital outlays [
o postpone Improvements

-
"General Belt-Tlightening - cutting back expendlture amounts, but not large or )
central enough to change academlic sfrucfure or format: T

o cut maintenance
o trim expenditures for suppllies, equipment and travel
N o cut funds for experimental programs

o reduce funds for extracurricular activities and events

o cut student ald and-speclial admissions

o ellminate selected communications, cultural, and sfudenf serv lces

o freeze hiring nonacademic-efployees

o cut salaries ; .
| ° |
f ;
} . i0 }




o

move money between academic departments by atirition’

Increase enrol lment in high demand programs

reduce enroliment in low demand programs

cut academic programs whose priority ranking comes from external
sources

cut fundlng to selecfed academic programs® 4.

0000

o

Indicators of Institutional stress, reported In a recent study, can also be

observed from the State Summaries reported hereln. These Indicators include the

following actions.

"Decreasing Reserves

o current funds
0 quasi-endowments
»0 excess property

"Resource Freezes or Reduced Growth °
o supplles )

o salaries
o bullding malntenance \ \

“Service Cutbacks
0 administration . X
o student services (Including lnfercolleglafe afhleflc )
0 academlc program offerings® 5. \ \

A recent article prepared dy James R. Mingle, on "Redlrecting Higher Education In

{

a Tlme of Budget Reductlon," provides a summary of actlons +akév by Instltutions
tn ths states of the Southern Regional EduCéflon Board (SREB) when faced with
cutbacks. -Thesactions Ilsted below, are reported as "institutlonal Responses to

Cutbacks" In the artlicie by Dr. Mingle. The first responses are reportedly taken

In instances where the cutbacks are less severe. As the severlty of the cutbacks

Increase, the responses lower on the |lst are necessltated. 6.,

Yy O Ul A O G SR an o ar B O S SN ae oe
» .
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Severity Restrict +ra¢é!, telephone, supply purchases
of Postpone equipment purchases
Cutbacks Cut tlbrary budget
Tighten tenure requirements
Reduce energy costs through conssrvation and/or
techmol ogical Improvements ‘
Employ part=time in place of full=-time faculty -
Reduce secretarial staff
Defer mainfenance and renovation projects
Adjust Investment policy to maximize short-term galns
Reduce course offerings; Increase class slze
increase tultion, room and board fees
" Inltlate a student health fee or increase other
special fees
Require larger/earl ler deposits
Reduce number of resident advisors,counselors,
and other student services personnel
Eiiminate general fund support of intercolleglate
athletics
Initiate special one~time surcharge to students '
Lease, convert, or clo»e excess dormitory space )
Impose a hlrlng freeze = reduce costs through attriiion
Cut staffs of public information, alumni offices
. Reduce or eiliminate summer school offerings
. Terminate professional administrative staff (assoclate
deans, assistant vice presidents, etc.)
Close the university press
, Close the natural history/art museum
¢ Eliminate the intramural sports pirogram
“ Eliminate of f-campus programs
Reorganize governance structure - ellminate "col leges,"
"deparfmenfs"' replace with "divisions"
Eilminate fow produclng/low priority elective courses;
terminate nontenured faculty who teach them
Discontinue lov priority academic programs; transfer
tenured Facuity to related departments
Declare a state of financlal exigency
Close major academic units, departments, colleges,
schools
Terminate tenured faculty
Merge Institution with stronger lnsflfuf!on
Cliose the institution; transfer endowment and other
assets to related purpose

-
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As the State Summarles are reviewed, it should be noted that many of the actlions

and responses to fiscal reductons belng descilbed, closely correspond to the

- kO N B G e G B

nature and type of responses to fiscal stress that are belné reported In the

X

' higher education Ilterature. There Is also some evidence In the State Summarles

&o




- - - ' e

to suggest that some states are beginning to develop some guiding principles to

—
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protect the essentlial elements of the Institutional mission, role, and scope when

]
responding to fiscal constraints ard/or reductions. For example, Mississippl has

Increased the required class size for‘courses of fered by of f-campus degree

»

granflng cenfersa Wes+ Vlrglnla reduced or eliminated of f=-campus course offerlngs '

c

—

and In Washlngfon, one-half of the state funding for off-campus courses at the
four-year lnsf!?uflons was el Iminated. In Oregon, summer sessions will be @
continued only on a self=supporting basis and In West Virginla the flrst summer

sessfon at ali Institutlions was reduced or el Iminated.

”

New or alfernaflve methods for flnancing, or for distributing the cost of
flnanclng, postsecondary educeztion are belng explored ‘al so. Indeed such an
effort has become a long range EOncern to be addressed by the State ngher
yEducaflon Executive Offlcers (SHEEO)* and In +wo states, Connecflcuf and

h Washlngfon, such etforts are already underway.

b E
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*A+ “thelr Spring Meeting In Washington, D. C., on March 26, 1982, the State
Higher Educatlon Executive Offlcers passed a resolution dlrecflng +he President of
SHEEO to appoint a Task Force of SHEEO members to begin developing a proposal and
study deslign for addressing the whole area of the financing of postsecondary
'educaflon. N

.
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'(2)" Bowen, Frank and Lyman Gienny.
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: " " ,
(1) Van de Water, Gordon B. "Emerglng Issues in Postsecondary Education, 1981 (A

Survey of State Pollcy Leaders),” Higher Education in the States, Vol 8, No. 1,

Education CommIsslon of the States, 1982, page 1.

© |1

| University of Callfornla -
Berkeley: Center for Research and Development In Hlgher Education, 1976, page 8.

'(3) Bowen, Frank and Lyman Glenny. Uncertalnty In Publlc Higher Education:
Responess to Stress at Ten California Colleges and Universities. Report to the

California Postsecondary Education Cramisslon, Sacramento, Callfornla, 1980, page
27. L] .

(4) Chelt, Eari, The New Depression in Higher Education. McGraw-HII!, New York,
1971, pages 83-90. )

(5) National Assoclation of Colleges and Universlty Business Off icers and
American Councll on Education. Flnancial Condltlons Project. The categorlies of.
fiscal strass were taken from @ prelimlnary outlline prepared by yJames Maxwell, |
Offlce of Program Evaluatlion, U. S: Department. of Education, n.d,

(6) Mingle, James R. "Redlrecf]ng Higher Education In a Time of Budget
Reductlon," Issues In Higher Education, Southern Reglonal Education Board,

Atlanta, Georgia, November 18, 1981. Also see: James R. Mingle and Assoclates,

halienges of Retrepnchment: ategle or Consolidating Program g Co
and Reallocating Resources, Jossey-Bass Pubi!catlions, Inc., San'Fraqclsco, 1981.
R
(1) "26 States Consldering Higher Taxes," ation,

Volume XX1V, Number 6, Aprll 7, 1982, page 8.
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: (3)° Kaufman,"Norman, and Dennis Viehland. "Tultlon and Fees in Publlic Higher
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Commission for Hlgher Educatlon (WICHE), P. O. Drawer P, Boulder, Colorado 80302

(4) “Parental Views on Student Flnanclaj Aid." National Center for Educatlon
Statjstics (NCES) Bulletin, {NCES 82-221), March 1982. Contact Person: Peter S.

~ Stowe (301) 436-6688.

(5) *"Many Tuitlon. Increases Outpace inflation Rate, Forcing Students to Pay

Larger Share of Cost," The Chronicle of Higher Education, Voluma XXIV, Number 5,
March 31, 1982, page 7. ]
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* correspondence and sﬁrvey are located In Appeﬁdlx No. 1, of this report.

o | Lo .
first compilation of the findings and State Summarles, drafted from the completed

" surveys, were sent to the state postsecondary education agencles on February 24,

" Information recorded on the survey. As a result of +hls~prelimlnary review, som:

. states did modify thelr respéﬁ?lve summary to make [t as accurate and as

'fhaf;exlsfed In January aﬁq Febrdary of 1982, Two, four, or six months from the

1k, Survey Procedyres, Limitations and Survey Response Rate

. ‘-‘A.S.uuay__ﬁtmdnr_eﬁ

On January 22, 1982, Chalmers Gall Norr!s, Executlive Coordinator of the Washington

- ' A \ J
State Councll for Postsecondary Education sent to the State Higher Education >
Executive Offlcers (SHEEO) a survey to determine the "Effect on Higher Education

of State Actlons In Response to Unanticlipated Revenue Reductions." A copy of the

During the latter week of January‘and first weeks of February, 1982, the surveys

©

were coqplefed by the State Higher Education Executive Officers and returned. The

1982: As a prelimlnary draft of state responses, the states were acked to Eévlew

LY

thelr respectlive summary for errors of fact and/or Interpretation of the

up-to~-date as possible. In addition, some states +haf had not responded to the
survey before, did reply with either a completed survey or. a summary statement

describing the situation in thelr state.

<
"3

The State Summarles provided In Section V of this report have, therefore, been

reviewed and where necessary,'gorrected or amended by the states.

B. Limitations

The first 1imitations to this study Is that the situation In the varlous states Is

very fluld and the State Summaries describe a situation and a set ofaresponses

o

11
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rel ease of fhls reporf the sltuatlion In any glven state may have changed; fhus 7 . I

affecflng the Impact of any glven actlon or perhaps necesslfaflng a dlfferent set

~ / '
of responses. The reader of thls report Is cautloned, therefore, to ngfe that fhe
B . . ‘/ K

Information presented hereln Is |Imited by the speclflc perlod of tjﬁe durlng

|
\
|
} whgch thls Information was belng gathered. ' K4

Second? unless otherwlse noted In the state summary, it Is not recorded as to

whether or not fhg state prepares an annual or blennlal budget. Some states,

fherefore, had dlfflculfy describling the Impact on 1982-83 budgets and

b

approprlaflons as they have ‘an. annual budgeting sequence and the leglslatures were

-

stlll ln sesslon dlscusslng state approprlaflons at fhe time this Information was

belng collected. States wlfh blennial budgefs ‘reported the clrcumstances

surrounding the last blennlum 1980-81 to 1981-82, and were Iooklng toward the ' S

{Imltation Is that +he budgetary Sycles and leglslatlve sesslons of the dlfferen+
states are not the same. DIlfferent State Summarles can, therefore, reflect past,

present, and/or future conditlons.and-situatlons.

A third {Imitation to the general flnhlngs Is that some states recelved mld-year
cuts fn current approprlations but the new approprlation for the fol lowing flscal

year may be more than the orlglnal approprlation that was cut. For states wlth

{ 2
fbfennlal budgets, It Is not always clear whether the cuts were In the flrst year
of the blennlum and wére Immedlate or were deferred to the second year; or whether

the cuts came In the second .year of the blennlum.

Glven the varlety of comblnatlons and pérmufaflons of condltlons that were
reported, 11+ Is dlfflcult tc¢ unlformly present the actlons that occurred

respective to the different states. Where summary flgures and tabies are shown In

this report, the reader ls cautloned to review the state summary for a more

sltuatlion confronted by them for the next blennlum 1982-83 and 1983-84. A ré]afed
i
|
|
|
\
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complete description of the actual status and responseslreported by any given

e

state. ' K )

o

\ C. Survey Response Rate - -

o
&

The following map graphically presents the states that responded to this survey.,
yd ' .

0f the 50 states and District of Columbla that were surveyed, 43 responded by

compieting the survey for a response rate of 84 percent, The elghj states that

did not respond include: Arkansas, Indlana, Michigan, Nevada, New Hamsphlre, Ohlo,

‘Utah, and Wyomling.

w
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V. ﬂnﬂ.mgs‘

H

-A. State Conditions

Of the 43 sfafes that responded to +hls survey, 20 states (46%) reported +ha+ the

state had experlenced a revenue“ shortfall; 3 states (7%) were ?nﬂclpaﬂng a
revenue shortfal I;:S states (\121) were curvall Ing expendltures and the remaining
15 states, ESSS) reported that no revenue shortfalls were experlenc‘:e&. or
anticipated ‘by the state. The following Table |ists the states according to the

four categorles Indicated above.

«
.

¢ . A

=X
A

Wmm
(Shortfall Experlenced, Shortfali Anticlpated, Curfalllng

' Expenditures, No Shortfall Experlenced or Antlcipated)
!
. . Revenue - . No Shortfalil-
: Revenue Shortfall Shortfall CurtallIng Experlended or o
. 1 Experlenced _ Antliclpated Expendltures Anticlpated )
L o
. California Oregon Alaska Arizona il abama
Colorado. Pennsylvanla Florida - ldaho Delaware
- Connectlcut Rhode Island South Dakota lowa District of
Georgia South Carollna ° . North Carolina Columbla o
' Kentucky Tennessee , North Dakota Hawall
- ‘Massachysetts _ Vermont . , . I1iInols
* Minnesota " Virginia* - . ~ Kansas
l Mississippl - Washington - Loulslana
Missourl West.Virginla Malne
"Nebraska Wisconsin ) Maryland
. . ' . N : - Montana
New Jersey
- - New Mexlco
New York¥#
' Ok ! ahoma
: - Texas
' %¥ The revenue shortfall In Virginla was very .slight (see summary)
' *%New York dld not report either a shortfall or @ surplus

¢ 15
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The 28 states that reported that a revénue shortfall had been experleﬁced, were
curtall ing expenditures generally, or were anticipating a shortfall, 16 states

(57% of the 28), responded ‘o the Inquiry regarding the extent to which the

greater than, or less than those required of other state agencles.

for postsecondary educatlion that were the same as other state agencles, 3 sfafes

reporfed reductlons or lmpoundmenfs of postsecondary education funds fhafs were

fhgf were less for postsecondary education than other state services. One sfafe,
Flor!da, In anflclpaflon of a revenue shortfall and two states curtuiling
expenditures generally (lowa and North Dakotal, reporfed they were reducing

postsecondary education expenditures at the same rate as other state agencles.

' feducflons or cuthacks requlrebvof postsecondary education were the same as,

. TaBIe No. 2 shows that of the states reporting shortfalls, 7 recelved reductlons

‘greater than fhose required of, ofher state agencies, -and 3 exper}enced reductions

l
J

, .
. .
.

Iable No, 2
mmwﬁmmmmmmm °
Education and Reducilons for Other State Servjces P -

Revenue Shortfall Revenue Shortfall Cur*ral lIng l
Experienced . Antlcipated Expenditures

BBdIIGIlQD‘fQ‘E EQSiSE‘ cn‘fnldac:z Educatlion . .l
Cal ifornia Kentucky Minnesota  Florida lowa 6.
Colorado Tennessee Oregon (reduction same North Dakota '
Connect lcut Wash ington South as other state (same as for -
Misslissippl Carolina services) other state
‘Missourl servlices)

Nebraska

West

Virginia

16
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The sva¥ss were asked also to Indicate whether or not taxes were being iIncreased
o

. i
by the stats ¥ cover existing or potentiai reven-e shortfalls. Twelve of the 20

states reportirg revenue shortfalls responded to this inquiry. Five of +hei1é

(42%) reported that ta: Increases and other revenue generating methods were belng

¥

employed by the stute to co. :r the shortfall, and the remalnfng 7 (58%) Indicated

that no tax Increases or revenue enhancei ints were being considered.

\ ©

Table No. 3 lists those states -experiencing revenue shortfalls that are increasing

£l

taxes and/or deve{oplng other means to generate more revenue and those that are

not considering such actions. . '

\

>

Some of the actions by the states to increase revenlie through taxes include
Increasing state %axes on cigarettes, ilquor; and candy; Incireased property taxes;
and surcharges cn i?come +axes‘(Mlnneso+a). Sales taxes aré being increased In
Vermont and Washington, as well as other rngnue generating meésqres are being

considered or employed: California, Minnesota and Oregon reported that income tax

RN

withholdIng and sales tax payments from buslneséesrwere being col lected more
rapldly as another means for enhancing revenue Income for the state. |ncome taxes
were lﬁéreased in Oregon, for one yéar only, and Vermont is consldef}ng
maintalining Its current income tax rate, refaflve to the federal _Income tax

ITabllity, which with a reduction In federal income taxes, would have the net

affect of Increasing the state Income tax rate by 2 percent.

p .t

- ,- - - - - 3 %y
. . .
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E

Not Increasing Taxes to Cover Revenue Shortfall N
States Increasing Taxes States NOT Increasing Taxes
or Developing Other Methods or Developing Other Methods
Cal ifornia* L , Colorado
Minnesota i Kentucky N
Oregon . ' Mississipal
‘Yermont . Missourli
Washington : Nebraska
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
- cfy . ’ o

¥T#xes ..ave not been increasad In Cal ifornla, but?other revenue generating methods
. have: been employed. : .

—

.
-~ had

Ighcbmpleflng ‘the survey, the respondents were asked also to report whether fhe_
a)ffons Takgn were directed by elther the Exeéu?lve or Legislative Brancheé éf N
State Goverament, or by fﬁe governing boards of the institutions. Save for an
instance where vacant po;lflons were ellmlna+;d throughout h}gher education In EY
1981-82 by the legislature in Conhec?lcuf, most states that responded to this
Inquiry repor#ed‘fhaf the actions were belng‘faken by the institutional governing

boards. .

v

. \
s om e -
B ad M.* P
d i

|

o
3
& .

18

>
- u - .-

t
{
i
f




o
)

_,
<

P4

B. Postsecondary Education Responses

The state postsecondary education agencies reported that a varlety of actions are
belng employed ir response +o‘redﬁcflons In state budgets and appropriations for

postsecondary education. For the purpoéé of this report, the actlions being taken

- have bepn divided into Income Generating Initiatives and Expenditure Reduction

°- Measures. The Expend[ture Reduction Measures have been further described as

actions taken to reduce spending for (1) Institutional operations; (2) the

acquisition of physical assets; (3) pérsonnel; and, (4} programs. !

While somewhat more descriptive in nature, these response categories can still be

viewed In relationship to those referenced in the |iterature and reporfea In

L]

Section |l of this report ("A Brief Synopsls of Postsecondary Education Responses

5

to Fiscal Reductions').

o

1. lncome Generating Initiatives ‘

Three Inltiatives for generating additional revenue for postsecondary education
were mentioned by the state respondents. Seventeen (17) states Indicated that

student tultion and fees and student charges generzily were being Increased.

Three states (New York, South Dakota, and Washington), Indicated that tuition and

fee walver policies and other policies related to tultion and fees were being

modified and one state (Callifcrnia), waS’lncE?aslng federal overhead charges.
i .

Since tuition and fees and other student charges have and continue to receive & '
lot of attention, a brief Qummary of the actlions being taken In the 17 states
Increasing student charges are described bel ow. Beyond general tuition and fee
Increases, two states (Oregon and Wisconsin) have employed surcharges on student
1
o

enrol Iments, cne state (South Dakota) Is applying a_specific $8.50 per cred!t hour

19 ’ ot
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tultion Increase to engineerlng students, and a proposal under conslideration ln

Washington, Is to esfabllsh a minimum fee of two credit hours,

California: In 198i-82 resident fées at the University of California were
Increased $175, and another $100 Increase is proposed by the Gevernor for
’ 1982-83. Fees at the Californla State University were Incressed $60 Inc.
1961-82 and an additlonal increase of $4t Is propcsed by the Governor for
1982-83. Fees were not Increased for community col leges In 1981-82 nor
are Increases being proposed by the Governor In 1982-83.

Connscticutr: Unanticipated tuition Increases for resident and nonresident
undergraduate and resident graduate students at all public Insitutions,
excluding the Unlversity of Connecftcuf, ranged from 13§ to 25%
(1981-82),

Georgla: Student fee rates will lncrease by 158 to partially defray ofher
expenses (Flscal Year 1983).

ldaho: The State Board of Education and Board of Regents of the Un!veroify of
Idaho approved fee and tultlon Increases of $100 per semester for
ful l-time studants, with comparable Increases for part=time students
(FYi982).

lowa: In FY82,° undergradua.e reslden+ tultion was Increased 15%, nonresident

tultion \ncreaséd 25%, and depending on the particular professional

. school, tuitlon at the professional schools increased 50% to 80%. For

" FY83, undergraduate tultlon increases will range from 10§ to 20% and
professional school tultlon Incraases wlll range between 20% and 33% (the
highest tultlon Increases are at the medical schools),

Massachusetts: In FY83 tultion probably will be increased 10%.

- 'Mlnnesota: Undergraduate and graduate resldent and nonresident tuition and
fees have been increased beyond anticipated levels (FY81-83).
Mississippi: Tuition for FY82 was increased by an average of 11§ for both
resident and ncaresident students.

Missourl: Unanticipated resident and nonresident tuition and fee increases
are planned by the governing boards for 1982-83 for both undergraduates
and graduafas.

Q:gggn Tulflon Increases for 1981-82 and 1982-83 have been revised for the
three unlversities. and health science university. A $49 per teri
surcharge has been applied to all resident tuiltions for winter and spring
terms in 1981-82, and all three terms in 1982-83 ($147 annually). These
surcharges will Increase the iultion by the following percentages over

- the original charges for 1981-82 and 1932-83: Resident undergraduatss,
11.9% and 15.1%; Resldent graduates, 7.1% and 9.0%; Madical students,
3.2% ang 3.8%; Dental students, 4.3% and 5.28; Veterinary Medicine, 4%
and 4.8%.
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, South Carollna: Resldent and nonreslident, graduate and undergraduate tuitlon
rates were Increased by a statewlde average of 12.4% In 1381-82.

South Dakots: For FY83, tultion Is increased 9%, the medical +ultion wavier »
program Is modifled; and, an $8.50 per credit hour tultion Increase for
engineering students Is beling requlred. A

- Jennessea: Tultion Increasad 15% across the board In 1981-82 and an
additlonal 10%-15% Increase Is recommended for 1982-83.

\ Yermont: Tultlon Increases are expected to range from 10§ to 14% (FY1983).

Yirginia: Slgnlflcan? tultion and fee Increases have been Incorporated for
-ail sactors (1982-84) . _

> L]

Washington: For higher educatlion, actlons Include graduate and piofesslofial
tultion and fee Increases, In additlion to those previously scheduled,
establishing a minimum fee equal to two credits, redeflining student

- residency, tightening policles regarding tultion and fee walvers, and
transferring the 1981-82 long-term student loan funds (not used due 1o
avallable private loan capital) to the Institutions local funds (1981-83
blennium),

<

HWisconsin: Resldent and nonresiden* tultlion surcharges for boy: undergraduate -
and graduate students fcr 1981-82 are being employed but no additional
actlion along this line Is propcsed at this time for 1982-83. )

2. Expenditure Reduction Measures )

»
L]

The following Tables summarize and organlzeﬁfhe types of Expenditure Reductlion
Measures belng appiled In the varlous states In responéé“*o\moqyjlcaflons +o
postsecondary education budgets and/or appropriations, or to effect reduced

spendjng generally. . While useful In this regard, the Tables should be used

S N

/

pr!marllygas a gulde to the respective State Summarles (Se&glbn V), where more P

complete descriptions of the responses being employed are a al1ab]e. /

////'
The reader Is cautioned to know that some | lberty was taken In |lsting states
under different categories of the Expenditure Reduction Measures. For example, It
can be assumed that more states than those |Isted on Table No. 4 are reduclng
expend [tures for Insflfuflonal‘operaflons. Some states such as Vermont and

Wisconsin reported resclsslions and reéucfions in approprlations but did not

Indlicate particular actions that were being taken. Thus, neither of these two

21 205




sfafés are Iléfed on any of the following Tables. Other states reported that the
governing boards hadq?Feedom In choosing where spending cuts yould occur, but
again did not speélfy~lnsfltu+16nal’6pera+lons as an area 7o be cut and were not,
therefore, Included on this Table. In other Instances, some states reported
reducflons'{n positions and personnel, reducing or curtailing enroliment, or
+ermlna+l;§ programs, but are not Ilsfedhas reducing spending for Institutional
operations. I+ might be assumed-fhaf these states Rave alreédy exhaus%qd this
ExpendlfurexReducflon Measure and haQ; had to employ more extreme cost cutting

measures. i

Care must be taken also In revlewlng the states Ilsfedxundér Table No. 5 (Actlons
Taken Affecflng the Acquisition of Physlcal Assefs), as the states differ In the
parflcular actions taken to elther posfpone or defer capital consfrucflon

i_wprojecfs. Mlnpesofa‘halTed all caplital construction authorized for FY81-83 due }o
the difficult bond market. “New Y9rk authorized caplital projects but will bond .
them at.a later dafé. Virginia Instituted é temporary tEeeze on’p]l cgﬂlfal
cons?rucfloﬁ projects not under contract but elther released them from +h; freeze
6;\reapproprla+ed the con§+kucflon funds for the 1982;84 blennium. While the

clrcumstances and actlons differ, each state Is |listed as a state that has

~

?

deferred or pos;poned capltal projects.

>

Slmllar care Is required when revlewlng Table No. 6 (Acflons Taken Affecting:

'5

N

s Personne!). in some lnsfances, faculfy poslflons ﬂere ellmlnafed while no faculty
were dlsmlssed (Washlngfon). in ofher Instances some faculty were released
(Oregon). The State Summarles need to be reviewed as elther cf these slfuaflons
resulted !n the state belng | Isted under the category "Position and Employee .

- m———,

! Reductions." :
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Caro must be taken also when reviewing the category "Reductions In or Other

- \AdJusfmenfs to Salarles and Wages" (Table No. 6). While no sTafes reported that

faculfy and sfaff Took cuts In pay, some states reported that porflons of salary
lncreases were resc1nded, and other states reported that the salary increases were-
deferred to an effecflve dafe ofher than the date In which the salary lncreases

normal 'y go into effecf. Agaln, the respect}ve state summary needs to be revleweo

to determine the particular actions that were eﬁployeq.

Table No. 7, llsts +hose states thaf are taking actions affecf’ng programs In

terms of elther reduclng enrollmenfs, or curtalling enrol iment growfh and

~
s

fermlnaflng prograns. As Indlicated above, .the respective State Summaries need to

be reviewed +o defermlne the porflcular actlons belng applled. For example, some
states moved to actually reduce enrollmenfs (e.g. Callfornla) ny Misslissippl,
while not reduclng enrof Iments, dld experlence an enrol iment declline at the degree
granting off—campus centers when the requlred class slze needed to offer such

courses was lncreasqd; thus causing an enrolIment.reduction at the centers,

The states |lsted as terminating programs (Table No. 75 dlffer as well In the

actlons taken affecting the instructional programs. In some Instances the state

-

reported that programs were being terminated (e.g. Kentucky), whille in others
(e.g. Mlssouri and Rhode Island), the states reported +ha+ program reviews were
belng lnlflafed wlfh the obJecflve of curfalllng or +ermlnaflng some existing

programs. ‘

<

Glven these differing actlons by the states, the following Tables are best used as
guldes to the respective State Summarles that more fully describe the particular

clrcumstances that led to listing a state under one of the categories presented as

an Expenditure Reductlon Measure.

o
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~ " TIahle No. 4 I
. a . :
Actlions Taken Affecting institutional Operations

Reduce or Curtall General "Reduce or Curtall B |
Operating Experses .. > . Expenditure for ,

i Georgla ) v . - lowa I
Mississippl . . , Pennsylvania
North Carollina " West Virginia
Rhode Island : \
South Dakota o ‘
Tennessee : R ’ : -

\ . '

. ‘ : Tsble No. 5
- - -

s ' Defer or Postpone:

Capital » . “~Library® . Equipment
Construction Acquisitions Purchases
California Connecticut Arizona
Colorado Pennsylvania - Connecticut
Florida . West Virginia R lowa =
Kentucky - ) Mis.,issippl
Minnesota - _Pennsylvania
Mississippi . . - Tennessee
New York ' ; _West Virginia
North Dakota ) v .
Pennsylvania ) )
.~ Rhode Island
N South Carolina
Tennessee
Virginia
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_ Jable No, 6
Actans_Inkab..Af.teﬂ__Lng_EanmnnaL

-
“

Position and Empioyee Other Personnel Related
- ___Redyctions . Actions

Eliminate Reductlions .in,
or Leave or Other
Non Open N - Adjustments
Tenured | Tenured -  Other Vacant .  Hirling . to Salarles
Faculty = [Eaculty ~ Personnel - Positions Ereezes
Oregon Keatucky i daho Arlzona Colorado Florida
South Massachusetts Kentucky Callfornla  Virginla Georgla
Carolina Minnesota Massachusetts- Ccnnect lcut . Mlnnesota
Washington* Oregon Missourl lowa ) Missourl
" South New York Mississlippl : . North

o

. Carolina - Oregon New York Carolina
Washington South North : South
: Carolina Caroilna ) Carolina
Washington -~ . Wash Ington
West ' . West Virginla
- Virginla .

- em

\

v

*Tenured faculty poslitions were cut but no tenured faculty were let go.
Iable No, 7° ‘
. Actions Taken Affecting Programs
Reduce Enrcl Iments
and/or -Curtail Ing - Terminating

Enrol Iment Growth Programs
Californla . Kentucky
- Kentucky X ‘ ) Minnesota
Massachusetts _ Missour ¥
Mississlppi - , t .New. York
Oregon , Oregon .
South Carof Ina Rhode [sland*
Tennessee South Carolina
Washington . Tennessee
Washington
West Virginia

/

/
!

*States Inltlating program reviews with the object.ive of terminating some exlisting
programs. o

« . ~
'
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5. Conclusiop .
\ - . . . i ) |
The foregoling has.been an attempt to provide some organization to types of actions
belng taken by posfsecond‘ary education In the varlous states experlenc‘lng revenue l
\ »

shortfalls resulting In revlslo\\to budgefs and approprlaﬂons for posfsecondary o
P —_
education. When qompared Yo the mater resented In Section !1. of this reporf, ' l

—,

®A Brief Synopsis of _qufsecondary'Equcaﬂon Responses 10 Fiscal Reductions," H

Is noted that the actlons being taken currently are typlcal of those actlons taken I
before when postsecondary education Institutions were confronted with Nflscal l
" constraints, : . ¢

. >
3 - e .

The following sec?lon, “State Summaries" provlde a more explicit sfafemenf as to

jhe condition of the Individual states and the actlons being employed In response

to \;hpse condiﬂonsf as of January and February, 1982.

;
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\ ' AN * STATE RESPONSES TO: ' , _

A SURVEY OF EMERGENCY BUDGET REVISIONS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

nghe education approprlaflons for FY 82 were approxlma?ely 6.5 percent below FY 81 o
‘l————avproﬁ-hﬁomnﬂbou#—kpemnthem;thwm_amm funding_actually recelved X
In FY 81 (NOTE: The entlire education budget in FY 81 was prorated 3.5 percent). The
state does not anticipate 2 revenue shortfall for Fy 82 at this polint (after 2 quarters
\l of FY 82) but It should be noted that budget proposals for FY 83 currently belng.
\\\\\\consldered by the Ieglslafure would provide only a 4 percen+ lncrease over FY81.

l The\sfafe anﬂclpafes a revenue shortfall because of decreased oll revenues, therefore;—
i the'leglislature Is attempting to hold the state operating budget for the next fiscal '
i year to.the level of the current flscal year ($1.6 billlion)., I|f this occurs, hlgher A
. education wlll nof fare as well as [t did for the current year. T

! : \\ \ . o

~M-———. .-NO response \\\ : . ) \ ’

\ . N °
ARLZONA \, = '

Higher educaflon Is reducing spending by 5. The reduction will come primarily from
personal services, looklng carefully at vacant poslflons, and the deferral of equipment
purchases. .

-

t

ARKANSAS

2 + No response

5

A

The state Is experlencing a revenue shortfall and appropriations for four-year public
Institutions were reduced by 2§ In 1981-82, the same reduction required of other state
agencies. |t has yet to be determined the level of reductlions required for 1982-83.
Taxes have not been Increased to cover the shortfall, however, the state has begun to
more qulcka col lect income tax withholding and sales tax payments from businesses to
allow the state to lnves+ and earn lnferesf on such funds.

Some actlions taken by +he/ﬁlgher education community as a result of the approprlation
reduction In 1981-82 Include Increasing resident ‘fees by $175 at the University of
Californla and $60 at the Callfornia State University. .In addition the Governor's
budget for 1982-83, proposes a fee Increase at the Unlversity of .Cailfornia of $100,
and at the Callfornla Stats Unlversity of $41, per headcount student. The state did
not Increase fees at the community colleges In 1981-82 nor does the Governor's budge+
for 1982-83 propose any fee Increase at the two-year public Institutions. .

The lnsflfu?lons also are holding vacant positions open, going to self Insurance 1o
reduce Insurance premlums, Increasing federal overhead charges, and reducing or
curtalling enrol Iments to FTE enrol Iment levels provided for In the approprlations. In
addition, capltal construction projects are belng delayed.

.The unanticipated revenue shortfali translated Into a 1.3% reduction in appropriations
in 1981-82 for Colorado hligher education. This reduction was about the same as

. B .y

27 A
3R




AN

~
~

+
» .
[

——n ———

. ~. "
experlenced by other state agencles. Taxes have not been Increased to help of fset the
revenue shortfall. The cuts were applled across the board‘aqg each governlng board was
free to determine the Items to be cut. A varlety of responses have occurred, Including
* hiring freezes and Welayling capltal construction projects.

-

A 3% reductlon In appropriations for 1981-82 was required as the state did. experlence II
——an-unanticlpated revenue—shortfal-l—of-approximately—$66-mllHon.This was_acomparab

reduction to that required of other state services. in higher educatlon, the 3% o
rescission primarldy, Impacted non-salary components such as educational equipment and
I Ibrary acquisitions. The leglslature elimlnated 101 authorlzed vacant posltions
throughout the hligher gducation system In FY 1981-82 (no employee layoffs occurred).
Cancel latlions of vacant positions primarlly affected non-faculty, classlfled positions
and part-time faculty posi#lions. Unanticlpated tutitlion Increases for reslident and
nonresident underyraduates and resident graduate students at all public Institutions,
excluding the University of Connectlicut, ranged from 13% to 25%. Although the
governing boards approved these Increases In response to possible budget shortfalls,
they dld so at the urging of the leglslature. The Increases were set Into statute
through leglisiation passed during the 1981 regular sesslon.

[

7>~
-/ -
/

The state Is conslidering (1) a proposal to Index tutition rates and_ support to student
flnanclal ald programs to the Higher Educatlon Price Index, effect{ve FY 1982-83; (2)
proposals to Increase flscal flexIbllity at Institutlops In the.area of equlpment
purchases (carrylng forward unspent but ‘obllgated equigment funds); and (3)
recommendations-of the Governor's Blue RIbbon CommissioRr on Higher Education and the
Economy. to reform the budgeting and..flnancing process in her educatlion, to alter the
method of budget allocation, and to Increase Instltutlonal flexibll 1ty through reduced
rellance on pre-audit controls, .

DELAWARE ~ :
The state has not had a revenue shortfall and hligher education approprlatlions were-

_ Increased 16% for 1981-82. Projfectlons for 1982-83 state revenue growth are lower than
those of the previous years but approprliation Increases In the 5§ range are expected.

No unanticlpated revenue shortfall has been experlenced.

-

£

in December, 1981, the State Adminlstration Commlsslon adopted a plan for mandatory
reserves to offset an anticlpated revenue shortfall for flscal year 1981-82. Each of
the 28 Community College Boards of Trustees will determine how to handle the reduction
at the local level.. The Board of Regents for the State Unlversity System will attempt
(0 absorb the cuts through reducing rather than terminating programs and servicss.
The State Unlverslty System Is, ﬁowever,.reduclng expendltures for salarles and
operating capital outlays. The shortfall for 1982-83 Is expected to translate Into a
1.28% reduction In approprlations for thls flscal year which will be about' the same
reductlon requlred. of other state agencles.

-

4

(4

- A reductlon In projected revenues for Flscal Year 1983 has forced the Leglslature and
Governor to remove $8.8 milllon from the higher education budget. Inflatlionary
Increases have been reduced where operating expenses and utlllty Increases were cut In
half to 2 1/2¢ and 3 3/4% respectively. The salary Increase percentage was reduced
from 6 1/2% to 4 3/4%. Student fee rates wlll Increase by 15§ to partlally defray
other Increases. Approprlation levels for Fiscal Year 1982 have not been changed.
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No budget problems are belng faced and none are expected throigh the end of the current
blennium ending June 30, 1983. The state Is, however,  grappling with a
constltutional iy mandated expenditure |imltation where state expendltures could
Increase only as certaln economic Indlcators Increase. The state may have some
difflcuit declsions to make In the future as the projected growth In expendltures
exceeds that of‘fhe-ecqpoﬂlc indlcators, ’

o

/

33% (the highest tultlon Increases are-at the medlcal school).

; — N
The 1981 Idaho Leglslature appropriated $67 miiilon from the state's general account
for Fiscal Year 1982 general educatlon operations of the four higher education
Institutions. One month later, the State Board of Education and Board of Regents cf
the Unlverslity of ldaho approved fee and tultlon Increases of $100 per_semester for
ful i=time students, wlth comparable- increases for parf—flme"sfudenfs,éesflmafed to
generate 34,785,400 during Fy1982. However, the Board followlng a public hear Ing
determined that resources avallable for FY1982 were still belox the level "necessary to
maintain the qual Ify™of educational programs" at the higher education Institutions, and
asa result declared a "state of flnanclal exigency" for the four Institutlons,
Institutions were ordered to submit reductlon plans, and two Institutions lald off
employees, . -~ < -0 s '

1LLINOLS

No shortfali was experTenced. for 1981-82 and the Governor!'s budget wil! not be

announced untll March 1. General Assembly Actlon on approprlations for Fy 83 Is not
anticipated untll June 30. The Board of Higher Education Budget Recommendatlons were
adopted in January, however. - ) "o

T N
M -
\ b . - - .

No response

10HA . : :
Luring flscal year 1981, all state agencles and publlc Institutions In lowa recelved a
4.6% cutback In approprlations. For the lowa Board of Regents -Institutions, thls ‘
amounted fo a cutback of 12 miillon dollars. Thls cutback was continued In the agency
and Institutional base budgets durlng FY82, but Is belng 100% restored In FY83. In
FY82 and 83, the state did provide for an 8% salary Increase, but did not provide for

<
f

-~

Inflationary Increases In operating expenses, save for Increases In the cost of energy. -
S § A . .

The agencies and Institutlons have been able to determine where the cuts in spending
would occur. Although personnel lay-offs have not been necessltated, many vacant
positions have not been fllled. In additlon, bullding repairs have been cutback as has
vhe purchase of equlpment, . .

Additional revenue has been generafed through tultlon lncreaseé. In FY82,

" undergraduate resident tultion was Increased 15§, nonresident tultlon Increased 25%,

and depending on the particular professional school, tultl1dn at the professional
schools Increased by 50§ to 80%. For FY83, undergraduate tultion- Increases will range
from 10§ to 20% and professional schoo! tultion Increases will range between 20% and

The state Is keepling .2 close watch on actual Income compared to revenue projectlons and
some revenue enhancements for flscal 1982-83 are belng conslidered. e
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KANSAS X ) : )
Revenue receipts to the State General Fund exceed demands by $1.1 million for FY 83
(1982-83 school year). An ending FY 1982 balance of $140.3 milllon Is currently
anticipated. The Governor's recommendations for postsecondary education proposes an
Increase in state funding. :

P . L]

A revenue shortfall was eiperlenced In 1981~82 which caused a 11.3% reduction In

appropriations; a reduction for higher education which was greafer Than required by
other state services. Taxes have not been Incrzased to cover the shortfall. As.a
result, the Governing Boards have made personnel reductions In nontenured faculty and

other personnel, reduced enroliments and terminated programs. Capital corstruction has
been delayed as well. .

The extensive oll and gas production has provided large surpiuses In the state general-
fund. The surplus anticipated for flscal year 1982-83 Is expected to be smaller than .
In the past. WIith fewer available doilars, It Is expected that higher education will
receive less of an Increase Ir funding than In prior years. The 1982-83 budget for

- higher education Is estimated to be funded at 8% above the current year's funding
level, not Including any across +h9 board pay Increases which might be enacted by the

Ieglsiafure. -

e
MAINE - o

* No revenue shortfal| has been experienced by the state.

o

No unanticipated revenue shortfalis have been experlenced which have resulted in a
* modlficatlion.In the orginally approved higher education budget.

Te overcome an unanticipated revenue shortfal}, the state passed a $7 miilion
deficlency budget. While no reduction In appropriations was required, reductions In
nontenuréd faculty and other personnel, as well as enroliments for 1981-82, were
actlions taken by the the governing boards.

e

For FY 83, the Governor has recommended aﬁ_lhcrease of 12.8% for higher education.
Tultion probably wili be' Increased 10% and each doller of tulticn Increase will bring
$4 back to the campuses In Increased appropriations. , :

: . ‘ . . o

MICHIGAN

No response . .

T
4

MINNESOTA :
The unanticlpated revenue shortfall In 198{-82 and 1982-83 has necessitated a 4% ($41.3
milLion) reduction In higher education appropriations for the blennium, which was
generally less than that required of other state services. .The state has Increased
taxes on clgarettes, Ilquor, and candy; Increased property taxes; put a surcharge on

. Income tax ard shifted payment schedules to cope with the revenue shortfall. o

Part of the approved salary Increase was reduced and part absorbed In the base budget
of each system. The governing boards have made reductions In nontenured faculty and
terminated programs. In addition, undergraduate and graduate, resident and
nonreslident, tuition and fees have been Increased beyond anticipated levels. Due to
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_ Minnesota was reduced by $300,000. '

i

the difficult bond markef, al l caplfal construction aufhorlzed for 81-83 has been
halted since the state refused to sell bonds In the current bond market. Scholarship
and grant funds were reduced by $1.9 million and ald to the private colleges In

+

MISSISSIPP] ) :
The state reduced by 50% the original Increase in state appropriations due to the

unanticipated revenue shortfall for 1981-82., The reduction was about the same for

-

G G R G N AN = s am e

hTgher education as required of other state services. Taxes have not been Increased In
order to help offset thé revenue shortfall., ° .

Even though the orlglnal Increase In approprlaflons was reduced by 50f, the effort was
Mmade to retaln those salary Increasés that had already been awarded. To respond to the
reduction, however, the following actions were taken. On July 2, vacant positions were
deleted at the universities and the funds saved were used to cover other cuts In
funding. Required class sizes for degree granting off campus centers were increased;
resulting In a decline in enrollIment at these centers. Tultlion for FY 82 was Increased
by an average of 11% for both resident and nonresident students. While capital
construction funds are,appropriated to the State Building Commission for further

al location and distribution to state agencies, the state froze all new construction for:
the year. Other actions taken Included the reduction or ellimination of expendlZures
for .travel, equipment, and commodities to make up the.amount of the cut that cou}d not
be covered {y funds made avallable through the deletion of vacant positions.

'MISSQURI

Taxes were not lncreased to accommodate the unanticipated revenue shortfall in 1981-82
which required a 10§ reduction In appropriations to higher education. A reduction that

. .was about the same as|that required of other state services. As a result, the

"governing boards have both reduced and rescinded salary Increases and reduced the  °
number of non~faculty personnel in 1981-82. Unanticipated resident and ncnresident
tultion ‘and fee Increases are planned by the governing boards for 1982-83, for bofh
undergraduates and gradua?es.

Since the voters approved a tax |imitation amendment to the state cownstitution In 1980,
a tax Increase to cover revenue shortfalls Is opposed by the Governor. Alternatives
for deal ing with these circumstances currently. being exp!ored by the Department of
Higher Education Incliude further fee Increases and enroliment reductions. Some
Missourl institutions are ini™lating program reviews with the objective of terminating
some exlsting programs.

”

No shortfallis have beén experienced.

NEBRASKA

The unanticlpated revenue shortfall resuitea in a 3% reduction In appropriations in
1981-82 and this was fo be considered as "permanent reductions* to the continuation
appropriation base for 82-83. This reduction in appropriations was about the same as
required of other state services and all Institutions and agencles were allowed to make
reductions In any category they chose. As appropriations are being reduced for existing
programs and services, the state has a State Scholarship Program that was recently
defermlned to be constitutional; has to finance some services formerly financed with
federal “funds; Is considerinj legisiation requiring the public two-year institutions to
provide programs for the handicapped as wel | as providing additional state funding to

the public twn-year iInstitutions, all of which could require additional or previously
! .
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unanflclpafed revenue and appropriation problems for the state. To accommodafe the
reduction In appropriations, various postsecondary education sectors are considering
unanticlipated +ul+lon Increases to relleve some of the burden due to reduced state

supporf. ‘

No response N o

- NEW HAMPSHIRE
No response

NEW JERSEY

While no shortfall was reported leading to reduced approprlaflons In 1981-82, the
situation for 1982-83 Is unclear. The state has a new Governor and the FY 83 budget
may no+ be made publlic untl! mid=March,

No shortfalls or reduced appropriation problems have faced New Mexico as of this time.

"The Governor's Executive Budget for 1982-83 recommends total appropriations of State
funds for all higher educational purposes of approximately $2,092 mllllon, an Increase
of $116. m!lllon or 6%, over the funds made avallahle for 1981-82.

As In 1981~82 the continued phasing-in of.the Sfafe's assumption of the full costs of
the City Unlversity's senlor colleges accounts for the largest single .component of the
overall increase. * Almost two~-thirds of the $116 million Increase In State funds for.
higher education, $73 milllon Is for City Unlversity senlor college costs. |ncreases
of almost $17 million for the Tultlion Assistance Program (TAP) and $11.5 million for
Community Colleges represent other major changes. Funds In the Execut Ive Budget for
both the CUNY senlor celleges and the SUNY state-operated colleges do not Include
1982~83 collective bargaining costs since agreements have not been reached.

ﬁiaIﬁ_Unl!éEslI3_SIniﬁ_Qnehaiﬁd_Qamnusesi The gross operaflﬂg budget of the State
. niversity (not Including the Community Colleges) Is funded primarily from the

remaliider of the comhlned revenue from students (tultlon and dormitory charges) and
hospitals after captial debt service requirements are met, and State funds. Thus,
aithough caplital debt service costs ai‘e not Included In the gross operating budget,
such costs have the first call on revenue and thus reduce the revenue which would
otherwise be avallable to support operating expenses.
!
- “Major cost increases Inciude: $41.3 milllon for negotiated salary Increases and
\ ‘_,piher’salary ad justments, $26.5 miillon for fixed-cost Items (primarily due to
~  Inflation) and $21.4 milllan for program enrichments. A Of the total gross
Increase of $89.2 mililon the Health Sclence and Medical .Centers account for
approximately $34 milllon, Including, for hosplfal,operaflons, about 70 percent
. of all program enrichment funds. Of the 371 new posltions recommended for
- » SUNY, 250 are In the hpsplfal and clln[p operaflons.

jor ; $18 mliiton In personal service funds covering

most poslitions vacant on March 31, 1982, and which are In excess of ths
Unlversity's assigned personnel celling for 1981-82 (an approach being used for
al | State agencies); $1.5 milllon for the deletlion of 231 faculty and faculty
support positions (Including 61 af the Healfh Sclence and Medical centers);

-
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Clty Unlxﬁ:slig Senior gg]l§g§51 The gross operating budget of the City University"
senior colleges Is funded by.'student revenue, State and New York City funds.

$1.1 miilion for 74 positlions abolished at the campus schools; $1.1 mitllon for
183 other abolished positions including 26 in SUNY Central Administration; $2.8
million for tultion walvers for non-State-resident graduate students, forelgn
students, medical, dental and optometry students and graduates of the

. HEOP/EOP/SEEK programs; $1.1 million for elimination of the State University
Supplemental Tultion Asslistance Program (SUSTA).

' c i Authorization for a* least $71 milllon In capital projects
to be bonded at a later date. Of thls amount $54.4 mililon Is for the Buffalo
Heal th Sclence Center and $10.7. mil1lon for the Buffalo/Amherst campus. An
Increase of $150 In dormitory charges for the State Unlversity will be In
effect for the fall of 1982, also, "

Capltal debt sérvl¢9 requl?qmenfs are supported by State and City funds separate
from the operating budget. . -

: $8.5 mlillon for prlqe—lncreases and salary
adjustments; $4.7 milllon for operating new bulldings at Hunter College; $1.3
milllon for 42 faculty and 11 faculty support positions, .

ude: $3 milllon In personal service ref lecting
positions vacant which are In excess of authorized cellings; $.9 miilion for
« deletlon of 93 faculty and 24 faculty support positions; $.4 milllon for
.elimination of the Clty University Supplemental Tultlon (CUSTA) program; $.4
/" mliillon for ellmination of tultion walvers for part-time students at the
. College 6f Staten Island and New York City Technlcal Col lege.

Major revenue Increases include: $13.5 milllon from a proposed tultion Increase
equal to $150 per full-time equivalent students (approximately $6 milllon of -
-the cost to the student of the tultlon Increase would be covered by TAP).

¢

- i Malnly due to a budgeted enroliment Increase at
SUNY Community Colleges, and with a small decline at CUNY col leges, State operating

ald wlll Increase by $7.6 mil.lion (4%) to a total ‘of $179.8 million. Annual fzatlon ©
of the program, new In 1981-82, to pay ald for "contract" courses requires an

Increase of $.7 million for a total of $2.1 milllon. o

The State share of Capital debt service costs Increases by $2.2 mlllion to $30.7
miilions New capltal projects, to be bonded |ater, totals $31 miiilon with the
State sharing the costs with college sponsors., ) :

: A net decrease of $4.6 milllon Is recommended for
Bundy ald, made up of an Increase of $1.4 mlillon for a higher- number of degrees
awarded, and a decrease of $6.0 mililon to reflect & 35 percent reductlion In awards
for degrees granted to students who were not legal residents of New York State when
first enrolied. ‘ ‘ -

For medlcé!/denfal capltation aid a net decrease of $.4 mlillon Is recommended,
Including an Increase of $.4 million for higher enrollments and a decrease of $.8
mililon for elImination of the of the 'COTRANS/F!fth Pathway bonus,




A total of $4.1 million, representing an lncréase of $1.5 million, Is Included for
the continued phasing in of the College Work Study reimbursement program.

Ald to Studentss: Pespite a 3 percent projected decrease in reclplem‘s, TAP costs
increase $16.7-million in 1982-83 reflecting the Implementation of programmatic

* changes made In 1981-82, and. the {ncrease in CUNY senior col lege tuition. Other
than for the CUNY tuition increase, the major changes will be in: the SUNY
community colieges (+$3.8 million), CUNY community colleges (~$1.4 million),
non-public Institutions (+3$9.2 mllllon).

Programs for the Disadvantaged: A total of $46.1 million Is recommended, an .
Increase of $1.0 millilon. All programs are heid at:1981-82 funding levels except
for two. An increase .of about $1.3 million Is recommended for the SUNY Educational

Opportunity Centers for mandatory salary and price increases and a reduction of $.4
million for a SUNY program added In 1981-82 for tuition walvers for graduafes of
EOP/SEEK/HEOP programs.

Sclence and Technology Foundations An appropriation of $5.0 million Is recommended
for. a new program called variously, the "Technology" and "Research" "Equipment -
Chal lengs Program.* The funds would be awarded to match corporate denatfons
obtained by public or private colleges to purchase equipment required for advanced
research projects., ° -

t
Although no revenue shortfail has occurred requiring an official modification or
revision to the budgets and appropriations to higher education; there has been concern
over such a possibilty. Action regarding certain operations, however, have been
employed to |Imit spending (reduced travel, slowed the filling of vacant positions,
etc.). Funds for cost-of-living salary increases were appropriated for only the last
six months of the first year of the current biennium. The Genera! Assembly will decide
during its May-June session whether these salary increases will be continued for +he
next year,

mp’

The Governor ordered a 5$ .reduction of State General Fund Expenditures for higher
education which was generally the same as for other state services. For 1981-82, this
was a 5%, reduction in unobligated budge+ funds as of November 1981 and a full 5%
-reduction for 1982-83. C

_The Governing Board has delayed capital construction and reduced budgefs where :eneral
Fund Cash was required and where the reduction could not be offset with unbudgeted cash
on hand. The cash on hand came from either carryover funds from prior periods or
larger than budgeted tuition revenue due to larger than anticipated enrolilments. The
budgets will be reinstated if the revenue-recovers. The problem in North Dakota °
resulted more from a cash flow problem than an overall shortfall of funds.

10

No response

" No shortfall nor reduced appropriations have occurred or are anticipated.
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A special sesslon of the Oregon Legislature, faced with a 337 mi!(lon dollar revenus

- shortfall, balanced the 1982-83 budget through spending cuts and tax Increases.

Revenue projections will be revised In June 1982 as it Is likely that additional

3

revenue shortfalis may occur, necessitating further cutbacks, -

The Board of Higher Education, state appropriations \for education and general servlices
for 1982-83 was reduced 7.8%, the community colleges 9.1%. While these reductions were
greater than reductions In ald to elementary and secondary education, they were less
than those ’experlienced by gther human resource agenices. ‘

The state increased income taxes by 79 million dollars for oie year only and taxes on
cigarettes were Increased by 3 cents per pack. .A one .time net gain of 69 mi{lion
dollars was provided by the state speeding up tte col lection of employer withholding -
payments. In addition, the state reduced Its property tax relief program by 17 million -
doetlars, |n making up the revenue shortfall, revenues were Increased by $189.9
miilion, expenditures reduced by $130.7 million. i '

The state government in combination with actions taken by the governing boards reduced
the number of tenured, nentenured, and other personnei in higher education. In
addition, enrollmenfs have been reduced, programs terminated, and summer sessions.wil]|
be continued oniy on a self sqpporflng basis. i S )
. 2 ¥ .
Tuition Increases for 1981-82 and 1982-83 have been revised for the three universitjes:
and heal th sclience univensity. A $49 per ferm surcharge has been applied to all
resident fultions for winter and spring terms in 1981-82 and all three terms in 1982-83
($147 annually). These surcharges will Increase the tuition by the following
percentages over the original tuition charges for 1981-82 arJ 1982-83: Resldent
undergraduates, 11.9% and 15.1%; Resident graduates, 7.1% and 9.0%; Medical studen s,
3.2% and 3.8%; Dental students, 4.3% and. 5.2%; Veterinary Medicine, 4% and 4.8%.

0

L3

)

} R
Pennsylivania reduced all appropriations by 1% due to a revenue shortfall. Theré%wéé no

Increase In state taxes. Among the verious types of postsecondary institutions .
recelving state money, the impact was greatest at the 14 state colleges and university.
These Institutions generally responded by deferral of capital construction projects,
equipment purchases, maintenance projects and library acquisitions, The Governor's
proposed budget next year (1982-83).contains a 6% Increase in state appropriations for

.these institutions with -no increase in state taxes. -

BUERTO RICO -

No response '

The Governor requested all state agencies reduce thelr operating budgets:for 1981-82 +o
help meet a projected state deficit. Accepted by the Governor was a plan to cut back
budgets for higher education by 3.1% ($2,483,679) for 1981-82. Operating expenses and
capital are being reduced but neither reduction in staff or tuition Increases will be
necess}tated. ' .

Dramatic increases in electricity and telephone rates at the Community College of Rhode

Island resuited in a separate energy surcharge of $40 for full-time students and $4 per
credit hour for- part-time students. . . -

° T 40
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Leglslation to increase éfafe taxes on clgarettes has been Introduced to provide some
reltef to the states revenue problems. Programs are belng reviewed so that strong
programs may be strengthened and weak programs curtalled or terminated,

8
hY
T

SQUTH CAROL INA -
Due 12 the unanticlpated revenue shortfall in 1981-82, the Budget and Control Board
required all state agencles to take a 9.5% personal servlces reductlon for flscal
1981-82. The leglslature, however, restored 3.5§ of thls reductlon for the public
colleges and unlversitles and the Department of Correctlons. The resulting personal
servlces reduction of 6% on July 1, 1981 for the publlc colleges and universlties and
the addltlonal 2.19% reductlon on December 11, 1981, therefore, was an average
reduction that was less for hlgher education than requlred of most other state
" services. The state has not Increased taxes to cover the revenue shortfall In 1981-82
* and wlll not®be Increasing taxes In 1542-83.

rather than the orlginal effective date for the Increase of July 1, 1981, Although
only a very few tenured faculty were terminated by state government, nontenured and
other non-faculty personnel we~e termlnated In greater numbers. In additlon the state
delayed or has rescinded capltal constructlon projects. -

|
%t The 7% cost=of=llving Increase for all employees was deferred to August 28, 1981,

The governing boards have reduced enroliments and terminated programs as well as
Increased resldent and nonresident, graduate and undergraduate, tultion rates In
1981-82 by a°statewlde average of 12.4%.

No additional cuts are presently planned In South Caroilna for 1982-83. The 1982-83
Appropriation Blll just completed by the House Ways and Means Commlttee wlll| provide
the publlic colleges and universitles with funding at the 1981-82 level and a 6% cost-of

-llving Increase for all state employees effective July 1, 1982. 1

No problems have been experlenced and none are anflclpafed at this time. Tultlon
revenue In Fy 81 <and projected for FY 82, however, exceeds the expendlture authority.
The South Dakota Leglislature has replaced state general fund approprtations in FY 83
with the excess tultlon revenue resulting from higher than expected enrol Iments. The
Institutions wanted to Increase the expendliture authority In FY 1982 to allow these
addltlonal tultlon dollars to be use? for Instructlion,

Actions taken by the South Dakota Leglslature to meet a projected revenue shortfall for
FY 83 are the followlng: (1) tultlon Increases of 9%; (2} the modiflcailon of the
medical student tultlon wavler program; (3) a 5% salary Increase for all state
employees; (4) an $8.50 per credit hour tultlon Increase for englneering students; (5)
an approximate 1 1/2% speclal salary ‘augmentation plan for faculty and administrative
personnel; and (6) a 4% across-the~board reductlon In operating funds, less personal
services, was Impcsed due to reduced revenue projectlions for FY 83.

. . j

An Executlve ordered cutback due to unanticlpated revenue shortfalls dld occur In
1980-81 when 40% of the total Impoundments fell to hlgher educatlon even though higher
educatlion recelved only 20% of the orlginal total state appropriation. Thls
Impoundment In 1980-81 was deait wlth as .a one year temporary loss of 5% to each
budgeting unit resulting In delayed expenditures In operating budgets for such things
as equlpment and suppllies. Steps that have been Implemented to off-set possible

_ - shortfalls and to preserve qual Ity following 1980-81, Included Increasing +ul+lon and

»
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fees by 15% across-the-board In 1981-82 and an additlonal 10%-15% Increase recommended
for 1982-83. Enroiliments have been capped, and_at some Institutions reduced.
Admisslon standards at several Instltutions have been tightened. Certaln |ow producing:

" programs have been terminated. Many necessary capltal construction projects have been

postponed. .

No Executlve or Leglslative cutbacks due to unanticlpated revenue shortfalls have
occurred as of yet for 1981-82, but the possiblilty of such cutbacks cannot be ruled -
out. Dlscusslons regarding the 1982-83 budget have only begun.

<

At thls tIime, Texas Is not faced with an unanticlpated revenue shortfall that would
impact on hlgher educatlon. .
UTAH

No, response

YERMONT ”

A revenue shortfall In Flscal Year 1981-82 led the Governor to order a resclssion of
$2.4 milllon (less than 18) from all general fund approprlations, Including $143,200
from the Unlversity of Vermont, $65,000 from the Vermont State Col leges and $50,000
from the Vermont Student Asslstance Corporation. For FY 1983, the Governor has *
recommended a 10.7% approprlation Increase for higher educatlon. He also has °
recommended that the state Income tax which has been set at 23% of the federal Income
tax, not be reduced as a result of the federal tax cut.. Thls would requlre an Increase
In the state tax rate of 25% of the ¢ederal tax. The Legislature seems |ikely to adopt

Instead a proposed 1% Increase In the Income tax rate and a 1% Incieased In the sales
tax. Tultlon Increases are expected to range from 10% to 14%.

A

Virginla has experlenced a very slight revenue shortfall of one-half of one percent In
1981-82. The new Governor Imposed a hiring freeze on all state agencles effectlive
January 16, 1982. The prevlous governor had Instituted a temporary freeze on all.
capltal constructlion projects not under contract. Most projects affected by the freeze
have since been released or reappropriated for 1982-84. .

Higher educatlion appropriations for 1982-84 reflect an Increase of 18-19% over 1980-82.
Signiflcant tultlon and fee Increases have been Incorporated for all sectors.
Employment levels will be less than orlglnally projected but do represent an [ncrease
over current staffling.

An'unanflclpafed revenue shortfall of approximately $655 milllon In Washlngton reduced
the .blennlal approprlation for higher education by 5.9 percent. The average overal |
reduction for all of state government was 3.9 percent although the "general government"
cut was 10.1 percent. To deal with the revenue shortfall, the sales tax was Increased
from 4.5 to 5.5 cents per dollar, returning to 4.5 cents on July 1, 1983, Taxes were

also ralsed on |lquor and clgarettes.

To accommodate their reductlion, higher education reduced faculty and staff posltlons
and began termination of some programs. Although tenured faculty positions were cut,
no tenured faculty were let go. Enroliments were slightly reduced at the public
four-year schools, however, the communlty co..ege system reduced thelr enrol Iment by
approximately 6,000 FTE (5-6 percent by eliminating part-time faculty poslitions). In
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addltlon, one-half of the state funding for off-campus courses at the four-year
Institutions was ellImlinated, additlional funds were transferred to the state's general

: operaflng fund from lnsflfuflonal bullding accounts, and salary Increases for all state

employees scheduled for 1982-83 were deferred from chober, 1982 unt!ll March, 1983.

Due to the contlnulng economlic slump, the regular sesslon of the 1982 Leglslature faced
an addltlonal revenue shortfall of approxlmafely $478 mllllon for the remalnder of the
1981-83 blennium. The problem was resolved by reducing state general fund spending by
$152 mllllon-and Increasing tax revenues by $326 milllon. The major tax Increase was
to relnstate the 5.5 percent sales tax on all food Items which had been repealed by a
vote of the people In 1977. Also a temporary 4 percent surtax was enacted on utility
bllls, tobaccs, hard |lquor, and motor vehlcle |icenses. Another part of the revenue
package was leglslaflon that dealt speclflcally with hlgher educatlon and Included
provisions for tlghtening resldency requlrements, ellminating certaln tultlon and fee
walvers, and provlding for selective fee Increases. Thls leglsliation Is anticlpated to
ralse approximately $21 mllilon In revenue for the remalnder of the blenniums Of thls
amount, $9.7 mllllon was separately. approprlafed to Instltutlons of hlgher educatlon.
_After these approprlations are factored In, and subsequent across -the-board reductlons
" Implemented by the Governor are taken Into account, the net Instlitutlonal reductlons
made slnce January 1, 1982 exceed two percent of the blennlal approprlaflons. This

brings the total general fund reductlons In biennlal hlgher education approprlatlions to

over 7 percent for the blennium, the majorlty of which wlil have to be made In 1982-83,
thereby doublling the effective Impact of that portlon of the blennlal cuts. Although a
cushlon of $85 milllon' was provided by the 1982 Leglslature, revenue estlimates released
recently Indlcate that tax collectlons have agaln falien below expectations;
consequently, further budget cuts contlnue to loom as a real posslibillty.

-

A shorffalj in revenue resulted In a 5% reductlon In approprlations for 1981-82; about
the same as for other state services. As a result, the Board of Regents approved the
followlng response to the reduced level of fundlng. The flrst summer school sesslon at
all Instltutlions has been reduced and ellmlnated. Malntenance projects, equlpment
purchases and |lbrary acqulsltlons have been deferred. Part-time, overtime, and
student employment have been reduced or elimlnated. In addlitlon, off-campus course
offerings have been reduced or ellmlnated. .

A number of tax proposals were consldered as a way to ralse addltlonal revenue, but
none were adopted. The Leglslature elected to forego the 7 1/7% salary Increase
recommended by the Governor for 1982-83 In an effort to provide some rellef from the
overall funding constraints, thereby averting programqaflc and personnel reductlons.

WISCONSIN -

The unantliclpated shortfall In state revenue requlired a 2% reductlon In approprlatlions
In 1981-82 and 1% reductlon In 1982-83. In additlon to these reductlons, the executlve
branch has recommendsd another 2% reductlon ILn 1981~82 and 4% reductlon In 1982-83,
Thls latter proposal requlres leglslative approval. Slince flnal actlons are stllil|
pending, declslons have not been made on methods to offset the expected revenue
shortfall. Resldent and nonresident tultion surcharges for both undergraduate and

- graduate students for 1981-82 are belng employed but no additlonal actlon along thls

Ilne Is proposed at thls time for 1982-83. Requlired increases In fringe beneflts have
not been funded by the state. ~
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The projected revenue shortfall of $450 milllon will not be of fset by the 4%
expenditure reductlon proposed by the Governor for the perlod July 1, 1982 through June
30, 1983; which wlli;produoe $40 milllon of the projected def Icits. A number of
approaches are under.consideration Including a tax Increase, technical accounting

adjustments, and reduced approprliations to local governments and school districts.
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CHALMERS GAIL NORRS -
Executive Coordinator

KOHN SPEHLLMAN
GCanernor
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

"COUNCIL FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
W Lot Linth Avenue. l.W-l{ o  Ohmpia, Washington 98504 o (206)753-2210 o  (SCAN) 234-2210

\. \

o
Q

T0: . State Higher Education Executive Officers .
FROM: - Chalmers Gail Norrié, Executive-Coordinator
‘ Council for Postsecondary Education
SURJECT: Enclosed Surééy of Emergency Budget Revisions in
. Higher Education ° ‘ :
i
DATE: > “January 22, 1982 -

~ A substantial number of states: have faced or are now facing severe
budgetary problems due to unanticipated revenue reductions. We
have received a number of requests for. information on the responses
which other states have made, or are contemplating, which affect
higher education. The enclosed survey has been developed to elicit
the maximum degree of information on the agproaches used by affected
states to revise higher education budgets “in response to current
fiscal emergencies. .

I have reviewed this request with the SHEEQ Liaison Committee, and
it has their endorsement. Since most of our legislatures are now in
0 - session, I'm sure we would all Tike the earliest possible compilation
‘ of the results. Therefore, I'm requesting that the completed survey
N be returned to the Network Office by February 1, 1982. Please send
your response to: . .

1
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John R. Wittstruck

Network Director

SHEEO/NCES Communication Network
P. 0. Drawer P

Boulder, CO 80302

-

I've enclosed a completed form for the state of Washington to
both share recent developments in this state and to provide a
model for responses. If you have any questions on the -form,
please feel free to call Denis Curry at (206) 753-1765.

V- 1 greatly appreciate your cooperation in responding to this survey.

CGN:kp : '

Attachments o

cc: SHEEO/NCES Network Representatives
John Wittstruck R
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v
Effect on Higher Education of State Actions
in Response to Unanticipated Revenue Reductions

‘Check appropriate box

State -~ g ‘ if answer is -yes
1981-82 1982-83
1. Has your state experienced an unanticipated revenue '
shortfall which has resulted in executive or % - ,
legislative action to modify the higher education S
budget originally approved for 1981-82 and/or i
\ 1982-83? N
- If you checked either space, cont1nue. -
If you checked ne1ther sk1p to Question 6. . ’ .
.2. What percentage reduction in appropr1at1on .

has been required?

I
I

3. How does this compare to the average ¢
reduction to other state services?

a. About the same.
b. Greater than.
c. Less than.

1l
i

4. Has your legislature increased taxes to help
\ offset the revenue shortfall? If yes, please
briefly indicate the action taken.

»
v

i
“l

s
1

o

5. The following questions deal with major categories of higher education
revenue and, expenditure. If adjustments from previously approved levels
have been made by any institution of higher education in your state as,
a result of executive or legislative action, please check the appropridte
space. If specifically mandated by the Governor or Legislature, check A.
If the action was taken by the governing board (or boards) as a resul
of a general -appropriation reduction, check B.

a. Salary increases:

Deferred
Rescinded

[ N
~Z

44




i

' - -
» « .
-
.
B
.
B

K]

- .
. -
" o« S )
>
» »

s

Personnel reduction:

Faculty - Tenured
‘ - Nontenured
Other Personnel

Enrolimént reductions. '

o

Program terminations.:

Unanticipated fefsaent tuitiop and
fee increases (indicate percent).

Undergraduate
Graduate or.professiona1

4

. Unanticipated nonresident tuition and

fee increases (indicate percent). A

Undergraduate
Graduate-

Fringe -benefits:

Reduced
Increases deferred
Increases rescindgd

¢

Delay or rescission of capital construction
projects.

4

Directing or establishing incenttves for
productivity increases,

Other (please indicate below).
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. 6.

o

If your state is now facing additional or previously unanticipated
revenue problems affecting higher education in 1982-83 which are
currently the subject of executive recommendations and/or legislative
discussioh, we would appreciate a brief summary of the problem(s) and

major recommendations or alternatives now under discussion.
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