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ABSTRACT
State practices,affecting the reporting of Higher

Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) data were surveyed.
Although all, &it three states coordinated. the HEGIS collection and
reporting effort for at least some group of institutions in the
state, the survey revealed a telatively weak state role in editing
the-data collected from the institutions, and only moderate use of
the data. Sixty percent of the 45 respondents to the state survey (27
states) indicated some use of the HEGZS finance data, but many of
these indicated that the uses were quite limited. The inconsistency
of the universe of institutions reporting in HEGIS from state to
state was revealed. In addition, states varied significantly
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strategies foi oviding student assistance. Variations occurred in
the manner of state funding and in the reporting practices associated
with central boards, offices, and commissions. Concerns regarding
central support services, debt service, and capital acquisition
financing were also addressed. Data re provided on direct student
aid provided by states for 1977-1978 and 1978-1979. bata4kot includ d
in HEGIS reports are also presented regarding debt service, as well
as expenditures and enrollments for public postsecondary
vocational-technical institutes. (SW)

******************************,******************************** *******
*

.

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

from the original document.
****************************4******************************A*********

/



State peporting Ptactices
and the

Quality of REGIS
Finance Data

yorking Paper Series

U,S. DEPARTMENT. OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERICI

This document has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization
originating it.
Minor changes have been made ip improve.

reproduction quality. .

Points of 'view or opinions stated in this docu-

ment do not necessarily representofficial NIE

position or policy. D

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

NCHEM$

t

TO THE EDUCATIONAL
RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."



T
WIM

National Center for'Higher Eaucation Management Systems
.0.

A-

Working Paper Series

Working papers can cover a broad range of subjects
and treat them at various depths. Primarily, they rep-
resent progress reports or initial investigationsa litera-
ture survey that we would like to shdre_with others, for
example, or a description of and rationale for a new con-
cept on which we would like the research community to
comment.

Additional copies of this and similar documents'
prepared in the course of research; developinent, and
service, projects at NCHEMS may be obtained at the pre-
vailing cost of duplication and distribution. Because this
is a working paper, individuals wishing to quote or
reproduce it; in whole or in part, are asked to secure per,-
mission from NCHEMS. For a list of titles and) current
prices, write:

NCHEMS Publications.
P.O. Drawer P

Boulder, Colorado 130302



4.

State 'Reporting Practices
and the

Quality of HEGIS
Finance Data

ane..1\1. Ryland

1982

HEGIS Data (juality Project

NatiOnal Center for Higher Education Management Systems
P.O. Drawer P Boulder, Colorado 80302

A n,Affirmative Action /Equgh Opportunity Employer

0



d

I
The work upon which this Pub:Lica-1-1w Is based Wa perforMed by NCHEMS

_pursuut to-Contrdct No.-400-807C109--Program 69 F'dU affonalTolicy and':
OrganizationAdth the NatIonalAnstitute 0:Eduction.' It does not

. .

necessarily reflect, however,'Ihe views of tat agency. .

1

pr

I or



Foreword

*This Ttoport is one of fourwittoo 05 part of ho project coiled, Assessing-file
QuaillY of tho HEGIS-Datti.' The Project wassapporto0.by the Nalional Institute;
of Education and was designed to study problems and issues%elated to 'the.
quolity'of the ,,data Collected through the Education Genokal Information
Survey'(HEGIS), by the NatIOnal ContWfor Education:Statistics (NCES). 'Thorn r

are five major surveys c4lected..anhubilyanbthreCmiaor surveys collected
periodicafly., The majorfturveys are ontified Instifutional.Charticterittics;
Financial.'Statletcs,-Opening Fall', Enrollment, Earned Dogroesvand.Emp146es.

. The poriodlc,suNeyS. amonfitiod Facilities, Residency and Migration, and
L ibraries. ,

Froquently.HEGIS_di4ta are needed to make coMparlsons,between stdtes,
between institutions, 'and` institutional sectors'. Since-tighor
educatiort;,1.s so diverte,-comparative analysis Is often difficult. After.
reviewing previotit work done In the ardb, this projoct examined HEGIS-data for
thoir-stomparabtlity,policY relovanceaccaracy, and validity. To examine
comparability, four studios weroconducted-through tho Data Qmalityproject:

.

(1) the. development of a new and imprOvad taxonomy for,colleges'and
universities; (2)' a studyirNestigatingothe impact of medical. schools on the
financial statitfics reported' by institutions; (3) a survey of state practices
affecting the reporting of HEGIS data; and(4)' pn assessmentof longitudinal
changes -in the reporting units of the HEGIS universe.' To examine policy
relevance, the project studied the utility of -the data from,.a researcher's
perspective. To examine accuracy and validity, the project'condutted a study;
that suggested NCES could improve the accuracy of the data -by more extensive
verification checks Identifying Outlying institutions through cross- survey,.

,

Measures.

Four reports ac.-being made available to any interested partmthey.are
listed-below by-ti+le'and author. v4-

"An'Improved Taxonomyof Postsecondary Institutions by-David 'SI

J.

Makowski and'Rot4 M. Wulfsberg
, . /

- _

"Impact or Health Programs on Instructional Expenditures in Higher
Educatio " by John Q. Smith

, *...

"State eporfing Practices and.the.Qualiq of HEGIS Finance Data" by
Jane N Ryland

"The U iiity of HEGIS Finance -Data: -A Researcher's Perspective" by
Marlly McCoy

Copies of the papers can be obtained by writing fo:

Oita Quality Project
NCHEMS
P.O. Drawer P

.

Boulder, Co orado 80302

-
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'Staio Ropertirg iiractices and the Quality of.HEG1S Finenc8.Dato

. .

SincA,196.6,,th National.Centor for EduCation:Stafistics (NCES)' fiels\corloctod
Informapon.on financla statiStics'ef;higherodlication institutiensas'port pf

'. .

a bemprohenslyo survey sysIom Known ets"the illgriarducation.Oonoral information

.System 41EGIS). It flan 'long been, rocbgnjzod 00 rerbrting proceeuros,and
'practicos vary,s10(fitantly;from rstate.tb state. This variance adversely

affecis the quality'of .the data reported from the 'standpoint of data :\

.. ,

comparability among states and
,reported

institutions. In 1973, NCES sponsored a
working group whoo membLrs represented thl'oe national organizations, the
Am- lean Instrtufo:OfNCertifie'd Public Accountairls' '(AICPAT, the NationpL.
Association 9f"COl)egd4q4 University Business Officer's (NACUI3O), and th&,.
Nationni.Contor for Higher Educaflen Managompnt Systems '(NCHMS)., This 'group
devolopod comthon,dofinitions end data,sti-ucftil-os. for fjnancial reporting, and
in'105, NCES .adopted those dofinitions andslatd. structures fqr Its anndal '\

c011eCtion of.data,on currontfUnds, eXpoditures, and revenues': With the :' _

-exception of minor r'revielons, the dofiniflons'and struCturesadoptodby NOES'\in
197 have remained unchanged., The repatl4conVontions and practices in many
states and institutiehohowever, 6ro sflanotuniverSally consistent With the
adopted standards. Uh 9ntionai.practices aro no continued arbitrarily.
They are generally the "It of legitimate dIfferencos.from,state to state /1rr

strategies for funding Inancing' postsecondary education -. When a stale,
. funds:specific.programsMr through institutions, thy. Information is
,

,

readily available for.repo Ng, but when simirar programsAn another state: are
fuhded from a central agency, ypassing.the institutions'ratHer than through the

institutionst.it ig often dif icuyLfor.the inefitutions accurately ,to report /

their appropriate e shares of t ese pr. rams.,. .Typical of such centrally uncle

'functionsA at cause repating-Varlat ons are student aid provIded,. Oir ctl

stUdents :,*ntrAl-officeS,Si'ld commissions, extgnsiwprogramse and:fri
,,

henefits*Crietirement pa ents. Finanting arrangements thAt cause di

include deWSerVice and cep tIal,financing Arrangements.
. , ,

. -

c
---

Whergit:as known ttipt man-37, ese.p(acti-ces.existedyvand.:that they ..vA . , , /'

CallSeFL epling Variations-, the pre ci bcp ',and, madhltuik9f-the variations _ ..4

!were not apparent. .To; adOre thege estiOns;0.Joint7tIfort was undertaken,
utilizing the resources of' ai4ad-hoc sk7Orce_appointed,by the eostsecondarY
Education Policy ComMitteeon Infer' n4,, the State Postsecondary Personnel

, .. Exchange PrOgramlof-the SHEE0/;iCESC whication:NetWork operated' by the, Statv

.HigherEducation 6<eCutNe.OlftorS der a contract from NCES, the National
Centerter Higher. Education, m 'Systems (NCHEMS),..and the Washington

Council for Postsecondary ,E vcdp .on4,4'.'A turveywat formulated by'NCHEMS,
reviewed 401 modjfied'by the.A-.hoc.taskiferce, and sent to the states by the'.

WashingfonCouncif. :The,taskree-djscdsd,the survey t9Sults and devgloped
fecemmendPtion; that are. lificf,uot.ina'report dcafted by the SH EO/NCES Network.,

Office. The.survey resultS, so being used by .NCHEMSAInd NI in the FY \
1979 edilt ancinin the_ififty States to Impi'oVe:theiOn of Woher.9.Educat v

;" accuracy of interstate . f.i nanc l alb omparjsons. The :survey resull-s and the

subsequent:report.pllep4red tfyre (OHFEO/NCES Network Off,iceare the bp
..

sis for

thipaper. '7ck e.
,

,



Rol() of.thu 'Sibtos In Proyiding HEGI'Dnfa

Tho rolo of'tha'f,tatas In collecting HMS data from tho inotifulions

prior to transmission to NCES can affect tho quality of tho roported data.

Evidonco,of stall) irttorost In rand uso'of the HMS darn can ho nn Incontivo for

, instItations to ropor't bccuratoly. Figura 1 shows tho oxtont of H101,9

coordination by, state; as of Fall 1980, all but throe stalus (North bdicsita

Tonnossoo, and Toxas) coorbinuto the HEM colloctio4p and rdporting offor+ for

at least some groUp'of institutions in.tho state. 'Forty-throo of tho stator

provido,n coordination functiOn for n11 Institbti* in,tho stdtos, whilo.tho"

othors limit coordi4latIqn to only tho public Institutions (F1010), only
statoractroditod'institutions (ilowl"lork), or only 'the state unlvorsity system 1*

11-10wall, NOvada, and New Hampshiro). FlOrld6 has soParato coadinatOrs for.tho
four-yoar andltwo-yoar institutions; Main° has ono coordinator for tho

Univorsity of Maine and anothor. For nit 6,7hor institutions; and Wisconsin has
ono coordinator for tho univorsity system and anothor for tho,18 privet()

Institutions.

Tho large numbor of states acting as a conduit for ho HED1S data,might

sUggoSt oxtoasivo stale use of the data. Tho state survey rosults, howover,' '

oaloc:a rtlativoly week ,stoto role In editing tho data coloctod from tho"

Ins !tut-ions, and only godor,ate use of tho data. Of thole state agencios
rospondiag to the survey and reporting a rolo,as a conduit for the HEGIS

33 percent indicated that no editing whatsoovor wasdone prior to fransmission

of'the data. Of those reporting an editing function, approAlmeely half do.

'only a cursory vlsual,check,for compteteness or reeponabioneSs compared with .

the previous yearts report. The remaining states have ostablishod morq
.extensive'arithmetic verification procedures.

I

0

J

,Uso of HEGIS Data' I . '

5ixty.percent of the 45'respondents to the st'ate survey (27/states)

indicated some use of the HEGIS finance data; but many of these indicated-that
the-uses 'were.gulte rimited. A. recent study commksloged by NOES on .the uses

of HEGIS dafa doCUme4s,considerable use, both direct and indirect,. but 4

mentions, Ofrequently the.pSe of these data by states..-A few states use HEGIS

'datato prepare summaries of Tevenues and expenditures'for state planaing.and

budgeting functions'' but roost states :find their owe super-ate data collections

toyieldmore detalle'dlend more accurate laformatIon for Pnternai planning

purposes. The most sophisticated uses of the HEGIS data.are f9r interstate and ,

interinstitutional comparisons the use of these beta for some.type of

'
compat)son waskMentioned_bi only 20 percent (9 states) of the respondents.to

the stater survey. Some' of those states that coordinate ,fhe collection of HEGIS
data from independent institutions mentioned the value.of HEGIS In providing

the most convenleat.source.a Financial data on independent Institutions In the

state. Several respondents noifed problems'in.the comparability of.theAata as

a major factor In impeding the use of data, while others noted lack of
timeliness In.dataptiblication as a factor. This general lack of 'significant

use of the data by the states' in turn undoubtedly affects data quality by

eliminatilng or reducing institutional incentives for accurate reporting.' This
effect.on data.quallty is,compounded-when there Is little evidence-of federal.

ute of the data as well.
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Reporling Universe

l he en1Verwoeri Infiniti-lions reporting in HEM I a determined on.lbellitislf4

of accreditation by Thu fodoral Department' Oftducation for ollulbillly for

federal Support,. raiher than on the basis of: Trouping like insfilutions for

statistical comparisons. Thu inconsistency of fhisanivorse from stale to

state Is most apparent In the inclusion of postsecondah/avecalional-technleal

I nstitutes In some states but not In others. While intorinstitutional

comparisons aro' not affected by this variation In reporting, ifio integrily,of

Comparisons of the two-year sector from stale to state could bo jeopardized.

Approximately halt of the respendenl!, 10 thelate survey reported current

-operating expendiluron for flbstsecondary vocallonni-luchnleal institutes nut 1n

the NCES-HCGIS universe. In 1978-79, 73 slates reported a range from $249,700

$t56,551,332. The moan eXpenditure was, more than $22,600,'with

In ten of the stales reported al under $5 million.
/

the number o,f sludeRfs enrollgl in postsecondary voctional-technical

Institutes ownoJide the HEG1S universe appears 10 be significant, but li Is

difficOt to evaluate the numbers In terms of full-ti mo. equivalent students

(riE). While an FTE calculation may vary considerably In tradilional

postsecondary institutions from state io stoic an'd oven wilh4n a single stele,

the concept of .an FIE is often alien to the vocational education. sector.

Responses to the State survey, which asked for FTE enrollments associated with

postsecondary vocational-technical Institutes not In the HEGIS unlvbeLe,

reflected difficulty In deriving an FTE count. Some states reported overage

daily memborships./or Indicated that all studonfs were considered full time.

It Wwi'dotormined by the task-force that reviewed the slate survey results that

the enrollment figures obtained from:tho:survey for all states were meaningless

and would be disregarded in the analysis of, survey resultS. Nevertheless,

table,1 shows the states reporting expenditures for postsecondary

votatiorfal-technicai Institutes not in the HEGIS universe, and the associated

enrollment figures reported by each state.

Direct Student Aid

°, States vary significantly in strategies for providing student assistance

in the form of scholarships, fellowships, grants, and work-s.tudy support. In

some instances, these funds are provided in part or in total to inst6tutions

for administration and for distribution to students. In uther instances, Ihe

aid is provided directly to students, who use it to attend institutions of

their choice, whether public, Independent, or oven out-of-state. Since HEGIS

collects Information on.stateNappropriations to insitutions that would include

student aid funds channeled through- Institutional accounts--if this is the

strategy chosen in the staterthis variationin state funding practice eda,give

rise to a problem of emir' y when assessing the revenues and expenditures

' of institutions in differe s. TO determine the scope of this problem,

° the state survey asked for .
ntification of direct state and local

government student'aid funding that is net.administered by institutions and

thus does not appear in KGB. Forty-one states reported such expeqditures;

ranging. in 1978-679 from $75,100 to $256,.,830,256. Table 2 shows those states

reporting direct"studeat aid expenditures, with the total collars reported for

1978-79., Most of the student aid was in the form of seholarhsips and grants to

10



Itudent0_ attending in- grate, independent 1115titIttlOn, with a slightly smai ler
but still large amount 00100 to students ettending in-state, pubilc
Institution's.' Very of the direct lId was In the form of work-study.

Central Boards, Commissions, and Offices

An area where variationii were known lo occur In the winner of stale
funding and thu4whero veriations would occur, lo reporting prnetice wet) 'through
they exIstonco of various central boards, offices, and commis.sions. These funds
In somo cases aro allocated to institutional accounts awl reported in HMS; In
01 bar- cMeis they are hondied centrally and not reported at nil. Once agoin,
fo stale survey aftemplod to address the questions of 'the provolone() and
magnitudo of these practicos. I t was; found that noarly all States have sane
centrally funded boards, commissions or off Ices, whose funds do not appear ,in
HEGIS. Most of those, however, are for a post'secondary component of a
department of education, or a statewide coordinating board. The most,

sI gnificant variations occur In steles whore ltore,is n single univorsify
System with a very forgo central system office wiih governing responsibility
for the institutions. When central office funds orpe allot:Mod to the
I nstitutions and are not reported 111 HEGIS, a problem of cOparnbility will
exist. If thaso central officejunds are not allocated to the institutions and
are not roported in HEGIS, comparability with institutions, In states whore each
institution has Its own governing board and where .thot7b fundS.are. reported In
HEGIS is Joopardizod. Forty-four states reported such exponditures* 1978-79,
ranging 'from $14,857 to $34,458,463 with half reported Ott under $2 million.
Tho states whiro disproportionately large dbritral offico expenditures soem-to
,occur are Alaska, Hawaii, Missouri, and-.North Carolino.. The dollars reported
for air (Jch central office oxpenditUros for 1978-79 are shown it table 3.

In reviewing the question of roporting central office oxpendituros In
HEGIS, the conclusion was reached that many institutions aro.not following the
HEGIS instructions that spoc)fi allocation of those oxPendituros. to the
Individual campusos, bocauto of difficulty in determining the appropriate
allocations. in the case of statewide boards, the campuses responding to the
HEGIS survey gonerally.do not have access to the board-oxpendituros figures rind
would not bo in a position to determine the appropriate allocations oven'if the
total expenditures wore known.

The problem of central officp_expenses Is only one manifestation of state
Organizational variations that cause reporting inconsistencies. Other
.organfzational variations, such as the aggregation of.ald'extension programs
for a university system into a separate reporting unit, cause similar. reporting
leconsistencies. A more prevalent organizational variation Involves fundihg
and enrolmentS for.medical school's that Include medicineedentistry,
osteopathy, and veterinary medicine programs. In about half the states, those
figures are commingled with the funding and enrollments fora parent
Institution, while in the other hSif they aro roported as funding and
enrollments for separate institutions.

4
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'obit, 1

Public Po!,410cont.lory -Tch instItuie5

1978-79 ..i40t0 004 10c01 OT6041-turos ond U II fnuoltmonft;

Noi I00040d IP 111.61,'S koporlb

!Abt4 Ivoc-tpth ILA 11917- tolo end'

1Expenditurof. 1Enrollmont.t. 1Locol Approprlotlorm

V :

i
. V illor 2Ytier Post..

il it
Vto9)040ry In011isto

1 1 105 Noporied In IICGIS4

MInnw.olo

1 1

$ 52,299 11$ 469 ,103 ,951.1$156,551,3i1

1 77,226,451 $ 31,005, $ 2)7,775,555

1 ,
$(oyorlogo dolly 1 .

1 Vm0mbor!Alip) V

Monchuwits $ 51,915,000 V 2],070 V 239,676,871

GOIlfornIn V 41,405,013 1 33,220 V 2,646,960,636

Goor91o, $ 34,569,023 1 29,665 11 279,636,476

1 1(0oadcount) 1
. ,

Alohnmn 1 32,975,521 1 13,623 1 202,193,542

Louisiana 1 26,199,913 .1 53,307 1 228,946,983

1 1(hoadcount) 1

Washington, 1 21,964,527 1 9,535 1 355,430,563

Kansas 1 18,060,832 $ 6,800 V 210,421,949

Mis5Issippi V 11,682,207 1 19,218 7 t 172,732,072

Now Mexico 1 11,269,400 1 96,593,998

OklahoMa $ 9,283,191 1 1,208 . 1 171,857,511

1 I(-total somostor V

lhors divided

1 lby 15) 1

6
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Table 1 (contihued) '..

State IIVoc-Tech
IfExpend ituret
11

t 11

11

Mai ne 11 5,857,347

IfEnro I Invents
11:

111977-78 State and
11Loca I Appropriations
1If or 2-Year Post-
lisecondary I nstitutes
las Reported i n OHEC I S* 2:Y

New Hampshire If 4;951 a000

Colorado Q 4,747,291.

Alaska II 2,581,800

Hawp I i If -2 322,577 11

Iowa ti 2,196,676

'II 3,151.

.11 2;529

4,5021

11 305

11 1,037

South Carol ina II 1,954,867 11 834.3

Tenbessee 1I 1,148,300

I ali8 1,018,420

Indiana tI 590,436

'11

Vermont 249:700

763

400

II 46,506

11( updup I ica-ted

11 42,087,1351'

32,013,447

11' 197,064,236

11 68,758,847

tf 160,418 856

1 245 188,579

255 249,202

tf 235,476,201

11 77;675,810
. =

If 307,054,814,

11

liheadcoun-t) 11

11 174 tf ,20,092,558

*This column it prov ded to give a rough frame of ref erencd fori;the
vocational - technical expen`d !tures. Because of the many.; other: factors involved,

° state rankings on the bas is of these appt-opr i ati-onS7a are .:not mean u I



State

* N'eri York
i no! s

California
-,Pennsy I van I a

.

Table 2 .

DIRECT : STUDENT A ID PROVIDED- BY STATES

Total ExpenditureS for :SchOl areh fps,. Grants- and ..WOrk. 'Study
Not Included in. HEGI S. Reports:

. ,

¶1978 -79
tudent Aid
Ifexpend i tures

11$256,830,256
11 80,981,682
11 74,964,000

73,272,080
New Jersey4 1i 32,123,669

,Mi chlsgan 11 28;105,388
Ohio 11 23,071,055
Wisconsin 11 23,058,900
Minndsota 20,769;268

,`.Indiana 11 19,960;000
'Massachusetts 11 19,673,000
North Carolina 11 14,984,980

II 13,663,240Colorado
Iowa
Texas

,Georgia
Florida If 9,942,250,
South Carol ina If 9,422,629
Virginia ¶ 7,166,172

¶ 13,504,220
11',809,009

If 10,809,828

Maryland
Washington
Oregon
Alabama
Missouri
Ve ont
Ken ucky
Kans s

If, 6;201,573
11 6,197,720

5,722,033
¶ 4,770,387

-11 4,137,365
11 4,126,764
11 4,018,760

3,982,407
Conne t I cut 3,486,875
Mississippi. 1 2,751,670

... ._. _
Tenne-Siee 2;606-,626
West Virginia 1 2,469,547

2,130,000
1,851,719

1 1,606,617
I 1,140,905
I 378,000
1 320,810

224,345
139,666
75,100
61,000

Ma ine
Arkansas

0k I ahoma
Louisiana
Delaware
Wyoming
New 'Hampshire 1

Alaska I
South Dakota

u.

111977-78 State and Local Appro-
Ifpr.iations to al I Postsecondary
If I nsti tut ions as reportdo .1r1 HEGIS*

1$1,225,885,820
II 731,875,527
If 2,646,960;636
If 519;502,475
If- 393,549,774
11 689,956,500.
¶ 541,294,255
11 469,823,931
If 277,775,333
11 307,054,814
11 239,676,877
11 432,833,549
if 197,064,236

If 245,188,579
If 1,083,626,480
¶ 279,636,-476
If 515,277,818
II 255,249,202
11 309;446,484

281.,860,688
3p5,430,563
219,618,088

II 282,193,542
II 265,738,307
II 20,092,558
II 234,258,9_72

210.427,94911
11 150,070,805
If 172,732,072
If 235,476,201
IF 95,166,867

42,087,13
.1 - 126,010;180

1 171,857,511
1 228,946,983
1 39,667,512
1 54,155,181
1 32,013,447 \
I 77,675,810
1 68,758,847
1 39,544,953

*This column is provided to give a rough frame of reference for the student aid
expend itures. Because of the many other factors involved, state rankings on
the basis of these appropriations alone -are not meaningful.
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Tabl 3

Central. Boards, CommVss ions, and Off ices
1978-79 State Expenditures Kot Include'd in HEGIS Reports

11978-79 1119747-78 Stete and Local Appro-
ICentral Off ices Ifpriations ,to al I Postsecorldary
IfExpenditures Ifinstituti/Ons as reported in HEGIS*

ti
North Cartolina 1$34,458,463
Missouri .1( 28,366,378
Texas `11 13,266,102
New York 11 12,248,000
Alaska 11 9,384,700
Cal iforn ie 1 8,056,651
Florida If 7,567,101
Illinois If- -7,262,619
Oregon 1 7,119,931
Hawaii 1 5,810,765
Virginia 1 5,6,89,345
Minnesota 1 4,685,668
Colorado 1 5,994,731 /
Louisiana 1 3,575,503
Vermont if 3,526,007
Connectiaut 11, 3,044,0
Ohio 11 2,752, 49
Massachusetts 1 2,705 000
Maryland 1 :2,63 ,066
Georgia 1 2;4,69,417
Washington 1 14.448,278
Kentucky- 11 -,14531,300
Wisconsin 1 4,4,114,769
Tennessee 1/ 1,070,000
Alabama ,I( 1,007,000
Indiana /IL 979,534
Arizona 1 935,548
South Carolina 11' 738,774

.

Iowa If 712;797
_Kansas If 694,51'8,
Mississifipi :If 689,264
Okansa If 684,051
West V r9inia If 603,680
I daho 1 518,7.00
New, ex i co 1 411,400
South Dakota '11 403,296 If
W oming 11 266,363 If

ebraska 11 211,699 11

Pennsylvania If 134,575
Michig6n 11 114,106
New Hampshire If 63,532
Del aware 11 41,300
Maine 1 25,000 If
New Jersey 11 14,857 If

1f 11

*This column, is kovided to give a rough frame of rreference for the central
office expenditures. Because of the many other factors involved, state
ra9kings on the basis' of these appropriations alone are not meaningful-.

br 9

1
IIV. 43,833,549

.11: 265,734,307
ill ) 0 3,626,4'80
If 1 25,885,820
11168,758,847
¶ ,646,960,636
1' 515;277,818

/If. 731,875,527
' If 219;618,088

If 100,4.18,856
If 309,446,484
11 277;775,333
if 197,064,236
If 228,946,983
1 20,092,558
1 150,070,805
1 541,294,255
If 239,676,877
1- 281,a60,688
1 279,636,476
11 '355,430,563
11 234,258,972-
$ 469,823;931.
If 235,476,201 i-
If 282,193,542

_11 307,054,814
1 250,826,810
If 255,,249,202
1 245,188,579

. If 210,427,949
11 172,732,072 \

If 126,010,180
If 95,166,867
1 77,675,810

96,593;998
55,981,562
54,155,181

142,573,485
519,502,475
689,956,500
32,013,447
39,667,512
g;087,135

3 ,549,774-.

-
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Central. Support Services

As a strategy for funding postse6ondary eduOation functions, many:_states
Select theoption:of providing central-1y funded services for ail' pUblic!-

postsecondary institutions oc..even for other non-education., agenCies...aS:We
Beopuse:the'lundS..do:not tlow.through.:institutions, they are generallynotL*
.Tebtorted.in REGIS, a'LthoUgh HEGIS instructions speOfly inclusion of altOcated
tl"Ores Of such funds.AJWenty-!six states responding to/the state survey;

repOrteciexpenditures of this nature in amOUnts:r*Wing::from:1404091),

.$66,729,084 in 1978 -79. .The- most prevalent typesrn7:teriti:*ty-.fUnded:ServioeS
reported were fringe benefits, indlUding,retirementfunds andinSurante. -These

-,:varlations in state practice pose problemsOf compargbility. 7Revenue,s,:and;
expenditures forretlreMen-Land other beneflts.for an instItution-ina-statb-,-
that fundScentrally would bO understafedi compared to'aninStitutiOhlin
state that*.appriopriates directly to theinstitution for,distribution froM4ts
budget.HWhilce several states operate central computer cOnsor-IgAa''or'networks,

the appropriate:cos-Fs:for these seal.' .-tVbe.allootited on_a faWbSsiS.,to'the

Institutions for reporting,purposes.

Debt Service and Capital Acquisition Financing

State practicet fOr the purOhase or financing of capital acquisitions vary

'AS: a result, in, some statesthesepurchaseS.are financed
entirely separately by., the stateabcf:the doilars dtO not appear in rnstItutional

accounts. In other,states,410WeVer,:SUCh purchases or financial-arrangements

for debt.serVide are made directly-by..theipstItutions andlhe dollar's appear

within,current fUnds revenues and expenditures reports ofjhe institution.:
This creates, Important problems of comparability; hen comparing revenues and

expenditures of institutions in different states. Other financing,varlationS

that result in reducing the validity of thiscomparison Ociude the explicit
designation of all or a portion of aiLJultion and fees revenues fOr repayment

of capitarpurchases, orthejiesigna 'Of auxiliary enterprise 'revenues for

.repayment of capital purchases.

r
in preparing thestate survey to addressProblems of-comparability that

seemed to exist, two :approaches were poSsibie. It was recogni/ed"that'
comparabiiity probleMS occurred whenever.the HEGIS-reports for _institutions in

one state. included funds for a particular function while the HEGIS reports for
7eqUiyalentiristitutions in another state did pot inCludejunds. for the same
functionLtherefore, thesuTvey could 'Other (.1) ask for identification of

fUnds'for th0se functions not included In HEGIS, Or (2) ask for thoseJUnCtions
included in-HEGIS, In mo cases, it was deaded:7hb.addrese.the ,question of ,

data gaps, and ask for identification of funds jatinclUded:in REGIS. :Because.

. of the coMpleqty of the questiOn of debt Serice'.and the sense that HEGIS. Ls

intended primarily to address current'operatingrevenueS and expenditures, it *

was decided to elect the other approach in collecting informatton on debt
service'arrangements'and to ask for-identification of funds that are included

in HEGIS.

A sig4icant number-of respondents (34 states) to the State survey
reported debt service funds that appear in institutional current accounts as
state and local appropriations, tuition, and lees revenues, orauXlilary

enterprise revenues. Funds appearing as state appropriations in 197879'renged,
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State

Table 4

ebt Sery ice in I nst I tut lon,a1 Accounts
978-79 Funds I nc I uded In Hog is Reports

r

if I n Appro-
1101ations'

iftota I
$Debt
%Service

ifIn Tuition
land Fees
IfRevenue

If IT Abii I i ary
Iftnterfirr i se
likevenue

New York'
Massachusetts
Virginia
Ohio
1111 poi s

Wisconsin
New Jersey
California;
Kentucky

$$263,100,000 .'11.87,40.0,00Q
¶ 175,143,000'x, 1f -175:.1143.,000.

99,978,5.42
IL 65,100,000 -.11 65;100,000

.11 52,364,400. -..34,587,900
¶ (Recent

11 51025,649:
II. 42,744:,040
.$: '30,997.,713.

.-26,483,497
West V irgin Ia.. 5. 21,534,634 IL. .11 21
'Indiana --11-1:21,422,401. 1f . 1;097,226 ',if. 11

11. 20;843,650 $ 18,060;562 if.

11 19,156,393 ¶ ... if 19,1:56,393.
ti .12,895;619 ¶ 4,412,135:

South Carolina. if 12,661,913 If
Minnesota if 10,474,773- ¶ .10,474
Louisiana MI '1 0,216;943
Penhsy I van ¶ '9,492,828
Iowa ¶ 8,832,059

dpetaware- ' ¶ 64794,700
HArkansas ¶ 7,9104100 11. .7,910,100 ¶ °

Arizona ¶ . ;11 ,. 5 573,481
Oregon , ¶ 6,335,864 If. 6,335,864
New. Hampshire 11 4,673,300 11 4,673,300
South Dakota.. ¶ 4,288,306 ¶ 99,480. 4.,188;826
Tennessee.- ¶ 4,137,031 -.111 4,137,031 11

¶

Idebt service
II .39,261,549
$ 42;744,040
¶ 30,997,713

i9,223,124.

0147,500,000

unknOwn
3,576,500

ilcomb I ng I ed )
if
if
if

11$28,200,000

11 99-M8,542
1famount
¶ 14,260,000
if

12,564,100
if
Unknown amount
¶ 7,266,373
lunknown amount
$ 9,069,573

,11 2,183,088
ifynknowp amount
¶ 6,085,320:
'ifunknown amount
$

6;967,355
¶

,0

Georg la
Wash ington
Kansas

773
$ 504,365
¶ 9,492,828
¶ 8,832,059
If 8;794,700

If 2,398,164
if

If 2,805,223

lunknbwn amount

5

Revada 11 2,887,418 *NI 11 '2,887,418
Vermont if 2,528,260 ¶ ¶ 23i ,534
Mai ne 11 1,416,457
Mary liand At 1,310,000
Al abama ¶ 337,580
Nebraska
North Carolina IF
Wyoming

¶
t
If

337,580 ¶
if

'11-
if
If

unknown
unknown
unknown

If 2 296,7261
-1,416;457-

If 1,31(,000
1

lamounts I.
'11amounts,
lainounts
if



,

'From $337,580 to $174,143;000. tuitiomand.fees revenues dedicated to Capital

purposes ramged frOm:$231,534:to $147,500,000, and Abdicated auxiilary.

enterprise, revenues ranged from-$1,-310,000:fo:499,97,542-._Several-Sta Qs.

reported that although these:arrangements exiSted,-Jhe.amountS.were:mo

identifiable Or:were..unevaiiable..

ReCommendatFOns fOr. An6TystS:andlietearchersUsingJIEGIS.Data
..;

Awareness of reporting variations, roM ttatelO"state:J fan important,,
COnsideration forthb analyst.or-researcher utingjlEGIS-Aat . .Although the

repprtinbyariatiOns stem primirriy from legitimate-differ ces.f.ri fWe

strategldS.jor-fUOing and ananeing pottsecondary'educeti 'n, they Pose
t

_ .

Signiticafit.problems" in-compar'ebiLity.H
6

..
..:Tfig- researcher or analySt-wourdbe:wise t45.-evi#4..f1.1 role of .the' states .7

In coordipaf.ing,. editingi.andsimg,NE01$' data,Since'the level Of activity,bys

the:1. state generatlyaffectsthe quality of dafa:repOrted y the institutions.
. - . .

.,.,"

4
,

When using AEGIS date".8s-:the baSis for .p.s udy,. it is.importaMt to

reCogniib that funds for a 4jarticUlr.ltbnction nay be i clUdeA7in the reports

institutions iM,oneState but ;lot in therepOrts-Of institutions in another

'state.: :These reporting variations result from differences An statejunding

ka6t1cesjor Student7-ald fUnds,..ippd$ for pottsecOPApry:vocationaJ7.technicai

nStitutes,: central hoards' and offices,':c4ntraltuppOrt services, 'and debt

servLce:arrangements. .-

.. . ,

.When.making comparibons between intitutions, sectors, or states,., t is

important toselect ,careflillythe eer,groupt to be used, based on an...

.

apprppriate. insfItutional clW mass tio.system, to'l.avold, largescategories

containing significantlyAUssiMilar. neti.tutions,-.
W

ihe'report develOPeAbY;the $HEEO/NCWNetWork OffiCe on: the sivalitNrand

comparability of HEOl&Ifinandb datacOntainS a4)roflieot leach state the

outlines many of the factors:that
anaiysts:and:reSearchers should be aware of,

Including,reporting variations deriving froMAifferences instrategieg for

funding
aperflnancingpoetsecondarylducation,' Reference to these profiles

when making comparisons would be useful. in AeterMiming Whbre comparability

problems might exist:'

53200107000400
150:882 :WICHE:28A352
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