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"E PLURIBUS UNUM" -

CREATING UNITY THROUGH THE BUDGET REQUEST PROCESS

SUMMARY OF PRESENTATION

In May, 1991, the Florida Legislature directed the State Board of Community

Colleges to develop a methodology to equalize the base funding of community

colleges which would include an appropriate cost differential calculation. The

Board was further directed to include this methodology in the Legislative Budget

Request.

This directive had the potential to exacerbate the divisiveness of 28 community

colleges in establishing priorities for funding. At that time, the Legislature would

hear 28 different views on the funding priorities of the system.

Clark Maxwell, Executive Director of the SBCC, responded to this challenge with

visionary leadership. Utilizing the structure and talent with the Presidents Council,

a Funding Task Force was created to assist SBCC in meeting this legislative

directive. The process resulted in multiple studies through 1991 to 1994 which

were reflected in the budget requests for the Community College Program Fund.

The process involved briefings with local boards of trustees across the state.

The efforts of this project resulted in a significant change to the development of

the annual budget request. An allocation process of legislative appropriations was



developed which supported the relative priorities of each college from the budget

request, This process is a reality check which recognizes that available

appropriations may not be sufficient to fund the budget requests. The allocation

process which was developed was simple to understand and enabled each college

to project its funding at any level of appropriations.

This new process was unanimously adopted by the Presidents Council. Each

college now could focus on making the entire pie bigger rather than the size of its

individual slice. The college presidents, lobbyists and other college supporters now

work in unified support of the annual Legislative Budget Requests.

The development of a similar process could have significant impact on other state

community college systems. Utilizing this methodology for generating the

systemwide budget request and allocating the appropriation provide an opportunity

to create collective support at the state level while recognizing local needs.
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THE CASE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE INVESTMENT
Access, Equity and Excellence

The community colleges of Florida are at a crossroad. One path will lead to colleges with
incredible diversity among the students, accomplished faculties dedicated to teaching and learning,
an array of academic offerings -- many of them unique and often highly ranked -- and facilities that
are attractive although crowded by increasing enrollments. The other path will lead to colleges with
students concerned that critical courses will not be taught by resident instructors due to insufficient
full-time faculty positions, student computer laboratories with outdated hardware unable to run
current software, instructors anxiously wondering how their salaries eroded to less than counterparts
in public schools, and harried administrators desperately searching for yet one more cost-saving
initiative or reduction in expense. The funding choices made by the state legislature can direct which
road the community college system follows.

The 1995-96 Legislative Budget Request of the State
Board of Community Colleges is an urgent call for a
commitment to ACCESS and EQUITY for the nearly
1,000,000 students the community college system serves
and EXCELLENCE in education among its institutions.
Indeed, the coming year will be a turning point for the
community colleges of Florida. While targeted reductions
and cost-saving initiatives have enabled the colleges to
manage and absorb increased enrollments thus far, there is
now no room left to maneuver without undermining the
qualities that have made the colleges distinctive. Decisions
made by the legislature will determine which pathway for
the community colleges will triu...ph; the one of historic
pride and cont:nuing accomplishments, or the one of decreasing morale and waning abilities to
accomplish their missions.

The 1995-96 Legislative Budget,
Request of the State Board o
Community Colleges is an
urgent call for a commitment to
ACCESS and EQUITY locale
nearly 1,000,000 students the
community college system
serves and EXCELLENCE in
education among its
institutions.

After a half century of success in ponding to new populations and the changing socio-
economic needs of the state, the community colleges are now poised for two new challenges in their
changing context; that of serving the expanding and increasingly diverse populations of the future
and that of providing job training needs for the emerging global economy. However, if the current
funding structure persists, the community colleges must inevitably curtail enrollments and
program offerings in order to continue the qualities of excellence that produce value to the state
and to the citizens of Florida.
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Measuring the Value of Community Colleges

Among the nearly two thousand
community colleges throughout
the country, most established
after the mid-point of the
century, the 28 colleges in
Florida are distinguished as
innovative contributors to
successful educational practices
and hold a reputation for being
among the best.

1

Among the nearly two thousand community colleges
throughout the country, most established after the mid-
point of the century, the 28 colleges in Florida are
distinguished as innovative contributors to successful
educational practices and hold a reputation for being
among the best. In Florida, they are the primary entry
point in postsecondary education for the majority of the
state's population. In workforce preparation they are
essential to the state's economic future- -due in no small
part to Florida's historic investment in the community
college system. An exceptional record of performance is
evident in the following inventory of assets and
accomplishments:

The magnitude and diversity of the students
Community colleges enroll approximately 810,000 students which is four times the number
enrolled in the state university system.
Nearly 30% of Florida's community colleges students represent minority populations.
The average age of students is nearly 30 years.
The proportion of women enrolled in community colleges is 59%.
The majority of full-time Florida community college students are independent.
Nearly 78% of Florida's community college students are employed while enrolled.

2 Significant student achievement and success
Community college transfers constitute approximately 62% of the students in the upper
division of the state university system; these students perform as well academically as
university students who entered the university as freshmen.
Over 80% of the students completing vocational/technical degrees or certificates are placed
in jobs.

3 A broad range of academic programs which prepare students for careers and university
transfer

Community colleges offer a total of 234 programs of study as well as liberal arts and
general education curricula.
Florida's community colleges provide the programs which lead to employment in 9 of the
top 10 growth occupations in the State of Florida.
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4 An emphasis on instruction
The proportiim of the operating budget allocated directly to instruction and academic
support is 71%.
The total number of full-time faculty at the state's twenty-eight community colleges is
4,685.
The proportion of faculty members holding a masters or higher degree in their field is 90%.
The proportion of community college faculty members holding doctoral degrees is 21%.
Faculty in community colleges teach a minimum of 15 credit hours of courses each week.

5 Valuable community and economic development projects
All community colleges sponsor business development programs and offer workforce
training and retraining courses.
All colleges sponsor training programs for governmental agencies and employees.
All colleges operate fine and/or performing arts centers, two colleges sponsor public radio
stations, and four colleges operate educational television stations.
State appropriations to community colleges generate $2.64 billion of the state's overall
business volume.

6 Accessible and functional campuses
Community colleges oversee 141 campuses and centers.
Community colleges are located within commuting distance of 99% of the residents of the
state.
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Assessing the Losses of Community Colleges

The gravity of the situation for community college education in Florida can be clearly
demonstrated by reviewing a balance sheet. An assessment of current assets (values) and liabilities
(losses), when projected into the future, leads one to the conclusion that the balance sheet is
encumbered with deficits (liabilities).

The losses of the community college system are essentially fiscal. The financial position of the
system reveals a condition of such magnitude that other limitations in the system are attributable
primarily to the fiscal issue. The last year in which state appropriations, including general revenue
and lottery revenue, matched student growth and inflation was 1989-90, five years ago. The specific
liabilities that have accumulated over these five years and now threaten an otherwise productive and
resourceful system of community colleges are illustrated by the below diagram. Numerical
information is provided in Appendix A Community Colleges Funding History.

4,500

FLORIDA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM
AID TO COLLEGES

Amounts Adjusted by CPI to 1989-90 Base Year
Budget
Request
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1 Erasion of the operating budget over the past five years-1989-90 to 1994-95
State general revenue appropriations on a per student basis have dropped from $2,816 to
$2,550, a decline of 9.5% in funding.
When lottery dollars are added to general revenue dollars, state appropriations per student
have increased from $3,264 to $3,272, which is a 16% actual reduction when adjusted for
inflation.
With the inclusion of increased student fees, the total funding available to community
colleges has only increased 6%, a decline of 11% when adjusted for inflation.
State general revenue appropriations for the community college system have risen only 4%
despite an overall growth in state revenues of 37%; the proportion of state general revenue
allocated to community colleges has dropped from 5% to 4%.
Community college appropriations per comparative FTE student are now 46% below the
appropriations for university students enrolled at the lower division level.
State appropriations per credit student in Florida's community colleges are only 75% of the
national average appropriation.
Uncontrollable costs have absorbed an increased proportion of operating budgets, includina
retirement system costs, employee benefit costs, Americans With Disabilities Act costs,
and data collection and reporting costs mandated by the state and federal government.

2 Detrimental disparities in faculty salaries
The average faculty salary level in community colleges has declined to approximately 89%
of the national average, threatening the ability of the colleges to attract and sustain a
competitive teaching faculty.

3 Reduced services for students over the past three years
Community colleges have increased their reliance on part-time faculty members who have
other careers, which indicates that expenditures for adjunct faculty have increased by 16%.
A survey in 1992 revealed that the proportion of student credit hours taught by full-time
faculty dropped from 70% in 1990 to 66% in 1992. These part-time faculty are qualified
and dedicated; however, full-time resident faculty are essential to an institution.
Community college expenditures for student support services have been reduced from $419
to $409 per student, a 2% reduction.

4 Restricted learning resources for students over the past three years
The expenditure of funds for library books and film acquisitions has dropped from $20 to
$16 per student, a 20% reduction.
The allocation of funds for replacement and acquisition of instructional equipment and
furnishings, including computer hardware and software has only marginally increased from
$72 to $76 per student, which is substantially less than the investment needed to maintain,
let alone enhance technology.

5 Reduced and deferred maintenance of facilities over the past three years
Expenditures for plant operations and maintenance have been reduced from $5.16 to $4.97
per square foot, a 4% decline, delaying needed repairs and improvements.
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Future Consequences Without a Reinvestment Budget

State revenues are projected to increase at a rate of seven to ten percent per year, however, the
community college proportion. if the current trend continues, will diminish and the state allocation
per FTE student will stagnate or decline further. If this trend is not reversed and reinvestment is not
approved, the state's community colleges will be hard-pressed to sustain enrollments and services
will deteriorate severely.

Consequence #1: Limiting enrollment

Community colleges will be unable to meet enrollment demands. According to a
recent study conducted by the College Board, Florida is projected to have the largest
increase of high school graduates in the south and south central region between 1992
and 2009. an astonishing 73%! However, if the current rate of fiscal growth continues,
the colleges will only be able to enroll a portion of these students.
Community colleges will necessarily contribute less to workforce development and
sustained economic growth. The economy of the State of Florida is expected to grow
by 2 million jobs, of which 700.000 will be health and business careers; however,
community colleges will not be able to provide enough graduates to meet the
economy's demand.

Consequence #2: Dilution of educational quality
Class size will be increased and instructor-student contact diminished.
Workloads of full-time faculty will increase with less remuneration.
The proportion of classes taught by full-time faculty will decrease.

Consequence #3: Erosion of academic and student support services
The outreach and support that has led to successful enrollment of minority.
disadvantaged and disabled students will be difficult to sustain, although their
populations are expected to increase significantly.
Provisions for academic counseling, advisement, and student activities will be limited.

Consequence #4: Decay of infrastructure
Spending for libraries and equipment replacement will be reduced.
Spending for facilities maintenance will be reduced.
Spending for campus security will be reduced.

This assessment of the Florida Community College
System balance sheet suggests disturbing deficits now and
in the future with adverse effects on institutional resources
and detrimental consequences for studela access and
workforce development. Six years ago. community college
education received support from the state at a level
commensurate with the growth of enrollment and inflation.
Beginning five years ago, state support began to gradually

810

Beginning five years ago, state
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current appropriation is
insufficient to support
enrollments and program
quality,



wane to the point that the current appropriation is insufficient to support enrollments and program
quality. In fiscal terminology, this condition amounts to a serious devaluation of the commitment
to a community college education in the State of Florida.

The Case for Reinvestment
clearly reveals the value of
community colleges not in the
terms of the self-interest of one
institution but in terms of the
social and economic interest
and well-being of the people of
Florida.

As the 1995-96 year approaches, the question raised by the
state's posture towards community college funding remains.
Is the state abandoning its commitment to community
college education and the quality of life of students and
citizens served by the community colleges? The Case for
Reinvestment clearly reveals the value of community
colleges not in the terms of the self-interest of one
institution but in terms of the social and economic interest
and well-being of the people of Florida. Indeed, funding the
1995-96 community college budget request will be viewed
as an investment with value and an investment which yields
important returns to all citizens.

Investing in the Future of Community Colleges

The 1995-96 budget request transcends the "business as usual" approach and is predicated upon
restoration of the state's investment in community college education. The budget request is $762.2
million of which $122.3 million is a 19.1% increase over the previous year. This translates into a
state allocation of $3,708 per FTE student which will
partially restore the community colleges to the level of
funding in 1989-90. In that year, the combined
appropriation of general revenue funding and lottery
funding began a five-year decline, which even the growth
in lottery allocations (originally intended to supplement
general revenues) and increases in student fees failed to
offset. Over the next two years, the community colleges
seek a state allocation of $4,020 per student, which will
restore the five-year 16% loss in state support, (see Appendix A: Community Colleges Funding
History). The restoration of state support, including general revenue and lottery funding, coupled
with stabilized student revenues, represents a major re-investment in community college education
that will sustain basic operations, enhance educational quality, and meet specific categorical
priorities of the state.

Over the next two years, the
community colleges seek a state
allocation of $4,020 per student,
which will restore the five-year
16% loss in state support.

The State Board of Community Colleges has taken two steps in the past year to lay the
groundwork for this budget. Fir ' the Board has identified through the statewide master planning
process the extraordinary demographic and economic challenges anticipated in the next half decade
which dictate the goals and strategies for the state's community colleges. Second , the Board,
utilizing several task forces, has fostered a statewide accountability assessment process designed to
monitor and report the actual progress and performance outcomes of the community college system
on a year by year basis.
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*With a system that. is now more goal-oriented and accountable than ever before, the proposed
1995-96 budget for the state's community colleges is an investment in valuable purposes and
verifiable results. Succinctly, the purposes are continued a'cess. equity, and excellence. The results
will raise the educational levels and workforce preparation for a major segment of the population and
benefit the social and economic welfare of the state as a whole.

Four budget objectives are priorities for 1995-96. Two are related to Basic Community College
Program Fund Support and two are related to Categorical Programs. As presented below, these
objectives embrace the budget line items and explain the rationale for the requested items.

* An excerpt of the 1993 Statewide Master Plan is included in Appendix B.
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FLORIDA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM

DESCRIPTION OF ALLOCATION PROCESS
1995-96 COMMUNITY COLLEGE PROGRAM FUND APPROPRIATIONS

The allocation process described herein is the result of substantial work and analysis by the
Council of Presidents in developing the 1995-96 Legislative Budget Request. The Council
approved a methodology to allocate the state appropriation which supports the priorities and
issues in the budget request. The State Board of Community Colleges embraced this
allocation process and has made it a vital component of the budget request.

Priority One of the 1995-96 budget request is the base Community College Program Fund
Support. This priority contains the following components:

(1) Operating Cost of New Facilities
(2) Competitive Salary Enhancement
(3) Educational Equipment and Library Resources
(4) Enrollment Workload
(5) Equalization Funding

A total of the issues is calculated for each community college. This information is displayed
on Exhibit I.

Accepting the reality that legislative appropriations may be insufficient to fund this request,
this process is a mechanism which maintains the priorities and policies established through
the development of the budget request. This is accomplished by prorating available funding
based on the budget request.

The first issue which has been designated to be funded is the operating costs of new
facilities. By subtracting this amount from the total of state funds requested, a subtotal
reflecting the remainder of the request is derived. Each college's share of this total is
calculated to determine a budget request entitlement index per college. This index reflects
the relative composite of the issues in the budget request excluding operating costs of new
facilities.

Thus, only two numbers are needed to calculate the allocation of the Community College
Program Fund to each college. The entitlement index and the amount of facilities operating
costs are these two factors. Exhibit II displays the example of a $50 million z?propriation
allocated based on this process.

This process provides a simple, understandable process for allocating appropriation levels
which differ from the budget request. The development of the budget request becomes the
principle mechanism to determine each college's share of the resultant appropriation.

c: \l mm \ wdpflreports\ des-proc
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FLORIDA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM

DESCRIPTION OF THE EQUALIZATION PROCESS
FOR 1995-96

This study is the result of work initiated by the Funding Committee of the Presidents Council
in 1991. This equalization process has been endorsed by both the State Board of Community
Colleges and the Presidents Council. Equalization is intended to be a budget request issue
for fiscal year 1993-96. This study does II .j envision a change in the current funding
process for community colleges.

Equalization has been defined in the study as equivalent funding revenues per full-time
equivalent student. This definition has been calibrated for the following characteristics
among colleges:

(1) The program mix of each college and the corresponding costs of these
programs. (For example, nursing programs cost substantially more than adult
literacy programs).

(2) The size of colleges.

(3) The cost of living in each college district.

Program mix and related costs are adjusted through the use of weighted FTE (full-time
equivalent students). Actual costs relationships of programs have been applied to the
assigned FTE of each college in 1994-95. Assigned FIE is the basis for legislative funding.

State appropriations in the Community College Program Fund for both general revenue and
lottery are added to student fees to determine funding revenues for each college. This
funding base is divided by the weighted FTE of each college to determine the funding per
weighted FTE. The state average funding per weighted FTE is the benchmark for the 28
colleges. The objective of this study is to bring those colleges which are below the state
average up to the state average. Before the amount needed can be accurately determined,
two more adjustments must be made.

Research has shown that small colleges have higher fixed costs per student. Therefore, an
adjustment of 25% per weighted FTE has been added to the first 1,500 FTE students of the
seven historically small colleges.

An annual study, the Florida Price Level Index, is conducted by the Office of the Governor
within the 67 counties. This study is a market basket measurement of the cost of living for
consumers. This index called the "district cost differential" (DCD) is utilized in the

17 24



Florida Community, College System
Description of Equalization Process for 1995-96
Page Two

distribution of state appropriations to public schools. The district cost differential for each
college service district has been calculated. A college with a district cost differential in
excess of the state average (or 1.0) generates additional funding based on the college
percentage above the state average.

The process described here calculates an entitlement per college. A comparison is made
between a college's 1994-95 funding and its entitlement. Those colleges with a funding level
5elow their computed entitlement are eligible for equalization dollars to make up the
difference in funding. The state sum of colleges eligible for equalization is $26.8 million.

The attached charts display the calculations of this process for each college.
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