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Ticis report reviews ormu

1a budgetirg procedures used in several statea
for allocating resources fo public in

triteria to be considered 1n developing a formula budget for pudblic inatitutivms

pa

i1 the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

Sect wn 1 surmarizes the history of formuls budgeting in the Commonweslth,
Section 2 reviews the use of formula Pudgeting procedures nat .onally snd dis-

ussec the advantages and disadvantages of rthese procedures. Further it retiews

(g}

the philosophy, rationale and components that are considered in different
types of formula=z. The purpose of th:s section is to establish & conceptual
fraze-ork that will facilitste the analysis of individual stste formulas that
are presented in Seéctian 3. Section 3 provides a descriptien of tke various
tvpes of formulghs that have bazen, currently exist, or are proposed by 10
diffarent stares. Section reviews the process employed by three states

in the developo-"* and maincenaace of formula budgeting and problems associated

.With this process  Finally, Section 5 presenta a set of recommendations con~

cerning Che major components that ahouid be comnsidered in the development

Corpmonwealth Svater of Higher Educstion. The appendix of this report .
tovides the reader with 3 summary of esch formala utilized and provides a

techaical destriprion of the formulz hadget of eacs azate.

The major foras of (Vie report is that of 8 technical review of formula
Lodgets and serondarily the proceesss that are gssociated with the develop-

meit, tmplementation, sand maintena~-e »F foremuls budgets. The selecztion of
-

the 14 states wa  Sased upsr the criter - of diversity of the philosapltics
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1.0 INTRODUCTICN

1.1 Definitjon of ‘Budget Formulas . .

5. budget fomla is an objective proceaure vhet-by future budgerary re-

quitmnto are determined through nmpulumn 6f quantitative dats which
reflact relationships between programs and costs (Miller, 1964, p. 6). Cross

(3973) also points out that a formula.may consist of seversai components reflecting

distiact functional budget areas, which may de represented nthentiu‘,l.y. ‘

,, 1.21 Purpose of the Study

The purpose 6! this paper is:

1)  to present a background in.the concepts, approachea, and u:hodologies
of state budget formulas;

-

;, 2). to review the budget formulas of selected states;

3) to discuss the evolution of budgeé formulas from in:roductiom to
dissolution; and .

4)  to recommend guidelines for the development and implementation of
a budget formula for the state-pwned, state-related, and cossunity
3 college sectors of the Commonwealth Systea of BHigher Bducation.

. . . . |
. , o ' v S
N T T R I AT T Tt P A ! T

e

state budget formulas. A number of changes have ocqurred since that study ° 7§ m
vas conducted. Certain states have adopted budget formulas; others have )
suspended their use. In nddlnon, formula factors and the -etbfdolosxn used -

. ‘Tn 1973, Gross coniucted an extensive survey and anaiysis of the existing

" have in many uunncec changed since the ear.y 1970s. For these reasons,
this study has been undertaken to update the earlier Gross study by examining
E the budget formulas of ten states:

= Alabama Oklahoms -
) Louisiana + Tennessee . ’ * |
. Micuigan Texas .
- New Mexico Virgiania
Ohio Washington

- These_states refl/t considerable diversity in the approaches tsken to formula

-~

S

budgetmg This analysis provides, therefore, a broad framework for assessing

*

‘(\ = -
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-~ Even hare, however, sound public policy dictates that appro-

3gtaduate, graduate, and professional).

sxperience nationally in the design and structure of budget formulas, and
s sound basis for recommendations concerning the development of a t_dget

formula for public colleges and universities in Pennsylvania.
1.3 Pormuls Budgesing in the Commonw<alth of Pennsylvania

In 1966 the State Board of Fduration adopted the Master Plan_for Higher )
uucanon in Pennsylvania which P ced into perspective the desired role of .
fomla budgeting in the Commonwealth system of higher education, - ~ E

r

priations should be bu'ed not upou the popularity of particular
cansses Or upon_ institutional influence, but rather upon

po e ol e

an equitable distribution which accomplishes the Commonwealth's .~
major objective of providing varied educational opportunity =
at- low cost (p. 37). - g

% -—

Suggunonl were that a f>rmula approach vould:

—  ——

Sl )

1. provide state oificials vith guxdelineu for the Qquiubie allocatwn
of funds to the (-mmonwealth institutions;

2. represeat a reasonsbly trustworthy method for determining total
state support for higher education which should be appropriated;
and . -

3. serve as a medium for both fiscal and policy rr—-‘ew and phnning»
for an extended perind of time.

]

N TR TR R AL Y

P

To addreaa these purposes, the Master Plan recommended the developaent of i
s formula for determining the cperating resource requirem:nts of each inst'i-
tution. Factors to be included in the formula were: earoliment, pet:-stud 4 ]

cost, faculty salary increases, laculty augmentation, supporting services,
library support, departmentai research, physical plaat uzintenance, continuing

education, and community service. Separate formulas were to be deveioped

A
for the statz—owned sector and the state-related sector, and the costs of

. instruction was to be Jifferentiated by levels of insttuctior (e.g. under-

§

In [967, the President's Council of the State~Owned ColTeges established
the State College and University Formula Committee to develop a budget formula )
for the state-owned institutions (Schirato, 1974). This Committee vas disband
shortly timted?tet, however, when funds were appropriated by the legislature ° 7
to develop a statewide planning, programming, .and budgeting system. si;tce
PPBS would have established the institutional budgetary needs ‘and coste, the

work of this Committee was considered duplicative. These efforts also floundeted\‘

however.
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To sssist in the development of a formula for the state-related univer-

sities follcwing the recommendations of the 1966 Master Plan, the Pennsylvania
Departinent of Public Instruction in 1968 contracted with the firm of Heald,

Bobso= snd Ascuciates. Their report submitted in September, 1968 futlined

a 12-step process for determirning iistructional costs which took into account ’
several factors: credit hours, number and average salaries of teaching faculty;
aversge salaries of graduate assistants and other proﬁeumn,h, fringe beanefits;
and other departamental operating expenses. Specific rate( for each institu-

tion were also deyelixped for the i.niditect costa of ad-mut:a:mn and el
expenses, library costs, plant operation aand msintenance, snd student &id. . cm
Meither tae Pennsylvania Department of Public Instruction nor the state-related

vaiversities accepted the Heald, Hobson recommendations, and the recommended

famln vas never implemented. . o ) . ’ . .
¥
In 1971, the State Board of Education approved a new Master Plan for
Eighet Education in Pennsylvania. l!plxke the 1966 Mdster le, the nrv plm

did not take a position with regard twfoxmhvbudgeting Such an approach

was mentioned only in passing with regard to graduate instruction in state-
owneéd and state-related institutions. Specificnllf', "support. ..should continve
at the existirg ;gte based upon the present or modified subsidy formula uniformly
“submitted by insritutions vithin a’given segment, subject to review (p. 30)."

In 1974, however, the ides of developing and implementing a formuls for the

state appropriation was again profferred by the Pennsylvania Associatioa of,
Colleges and Universities in A Comprehensive Proposal for Financing Righer
Education in Perasylvesia. That proposal explicitly stated that:

Immediate efiorts should be directed to the development and perfec- B
tion of difterentiated formulae &5 primary guides for arriving ]
at nyproprn--ans for the Statesowned and State-rélated colleges .
and universi_ies in the Commonweaith. Different formulae are re- -
quired for each of the two major segments in order to insure that
purposeful differences in functions among pudl.. institutions are
reflected. The funds allocated to each institution must de appro-
priate to the particular functions of that institution. fp. 19)

-

Recommendations conrerning the components to be included were not made, and
{ ) '
no further progress on the Jdesign and development of a tudget formula for

Pennsylvania institutions has been made.

Of the public postsecondary education sectars in the Coumouwealth, only

the community colirges are currentiy allocated funds for curreat cperating

’
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o:penl;u and for clpiul expenu; on a femma basis. The Community College
Act of 1963 Act 484, as sminded (Act 322), delimeaces the fiscal responsibilities - |

o 'of the -loczl sponsor and the Commonwsalth (Francis, 1977, p. 222).
£ - - . - ] . / ) . Ty " )
(b) The Commonweslth shall pay to a commuhity collese on
behalf of tha spomscr on account of its operating costs dunng
. an scademic year from funds tpp:opﬂ:ted for that purpoge an amount
. equal to one-third of such college's approved operating costs not : -
to excegd one thousand dollars (§1, 000) per st.dent-multiplied %
r by the aumber of equrnlent full-ti~e students determined by an o
- " audit to be made in a manner prescribed by the Statc Board of Educa- ?
tiod. In addition the Commogwealth shall paj. t7 a community college A
_on account of its operating fosts doring a summer term from funds
Ipptoptu*cd, for that ‘purpose an awount equal to one-third of such
college’s approved onerating costs not to exceed five hundred ($500) .
per studeat multipilied by the number of equivalent: full-time students...
* . The Commonwealth shall pay to a commmjity collegs on behalf of -
" the sponsor on account of its capital expenses an amoutit equal . g

to one~aalf of such collége's anduil capital expenses from funds  ° 5
i appropriated for that purpose to the extent that said capital expenses

have been spproved as herein provided. (Hioc 323 14) -~

[ L B R L L
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2.1 Functions, Advantages, and Disadvan.ages of State Budget Pormilas

In 1973 Gruss surveyed the state budgating practices for appruptiitin;; &

) )
2.0 THE f}}SIGR ARD STRUCTURE OF STATE BUDGET PORMULAS

/

funds tc jublic inmstitutions.

in some way utilized a formula as part of the budget process.
the formula was the- dasis for oudget recommendations by the coordinati-e agency
or institution to the legislature; in cthers, the legislature used the formla
‘in msaking appropriation decisi.ns.

changed. For example, Wisconsiun's legislature mspended voe of the tomh

HHEE

-
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Ar that tige, as shown in Tabla 1, 25 states

TABLE |
ExyxT 10 wHich BUDCET FORMULAS WERE -

Utizep sv STATES o5 1973

*

o YR X MIOMIN K

o X MM

...ce that time, however, pa&em have
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x
x
X
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an:tg; x s l‘lt budget cycle' Kew Mexico has xaplemea-ed & new formula approndh,
end’ !ﬁcbi;nn has;dtvclopcd,«but not yet ‘implemeated, a formula budgeting process.
The éii of state budget formulas remsxns videspread, ‘onever, snd exhibits i

eoatidnrlblt divats{ty Accordxng to Moss and GCaither (1976), budget formulas. E

typicnlly adoptod to: : co
, 3 r!dﬁce pSlitical uncertaintics relating to s:ate financiul support:/'é?!;' é
© 2) “improve equity in the alloca:xon of funds aﬂong institotions and L
. sectors; -
-3) insure adcquacy in levels of support; and .
L 8) ’

- - Because of the objestivity isherent in a budget fergull, zt Jiten ;.
seen as 8 mechanism to reduce the political uncertainties associated :
the gtate budgating process. Thene uncertainties aré rhpresented by wi. .ole -
confHect resulting from d1ffer;nn levels of expectations a-ong the legitlntutc. .
- the executive office, the state educat;on board, asnd the 1nntituttonc. In o
_ the absence of sa cbjective basis for detormining financ{al need, insticu- .
tions exbibit uncertainty vith respect to the amount of funds to request, and
" state agcucie; and legialati;e bodies face uncertainty as to how much to appro- 2

priste.

an agreed framework for discussion of financial needs.. The Ple-anto cghthc
budgct debate are clearly défined; the necessary xnforla;xon and tu;gytis

LI

rcquzre-ent: of each agency are detailed prior fo the start af the ptocenc,.
and institutionasl ‘needs can be com;cred on the E‘;xs of underatandable hud;c:nry

praovide a baaxa for greater accountebxlxty in the use of public
-funds. . . :

N

lﬁaget formlas can reduce the cowplexity of these decisions by p:ovidin;

- standards. By provxdxng ao agreed basis-for dxscuslion, the formula cen reduce
conflicts and uncettazntxes which typically chtractertge the state budgeting

process,

The exten} to vhich this occurs, of cburse, is contingent on the ]

p&rcexved legitimacy of the formula ir eyes of the various sgencies xnvolvhd‘

Thll suggests 1nvolveuent of nlktgrxncz:al psrtier: institutions, coordxniting
o

_boarde, executive sgenciee, and Xeg&slatxvu podies, in the deeign and develop~

ment of the forwuias.

- A second chjective of a budget formula is often to increase equit;'in

the decision is ot to allocate -the same amount of funds to all institutions,
but rather to distribute monies on the basis of reasonable “fnir ahare” of

. the resources, recognizing di{fferences in mission; programs, levels of instruc~

the sllocation of state govermment appropriations to institutions “to each
sccording to its ne¢d.” Equity, nowever, dees not mean equagify. That is,

tion, and cosls. Budget formulas, to the“extent that they are comprehensive

' .! .,

E
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~in their coverage of the functions of postzeccntary n;éututﬁbns, ptov:.de
"8 wechanism for determining the equitadble share °f t.j'tal state support to’ )
be gim to each instxtutxon. Important to this ophlanoml ge.tmxtion 4 -

nqnity are adeqnte pravzuona inttne. fcmula for ’detemmmg progr,n costs,

lcnurm; vorkload, and defining common '*omp'onenta . ] HER ) ¢
. . The achicveaent of eqm.ty in the allocation of atiate funds to hi.gherf o
oducation must be accoupamed by assurance of adequate levels of fmnncxal AN -~
suppnttinxjy .h_l:h&,nynj:qpf hxgher education and ‘iastitutions. Tdstitu- \,;, -
. tions must receive sufficient funds to develop and mgiutsin educational Jpro— L LA

grams cmntul to their publxc mission. Fergulas can assist both instimigny
md public l‘gcncma in deterrining on an objective basis realistic levels

'of support nccennry to sustain institutions and programs at aeceptable lmln

of guality.” Here, the famla can belp “focus -on issues of . progran objactivu,

size, techuology, 'and luppott. Porsulas which addaress these basic concerns ° e
- can provide a usefuh framevork for ;ustxty:.ng budget requests and for cmrinz
that levels of pubhc support ave fully adequate, but not uceuive. to mee®
ruhstmally-defmed costs.

» P L

lfmg.ty, state $udget: formulas can assist in peeting the ineressing demands
for acconntabxhty' The use of a formuld standardizes some dimensi~nr of
pc’ ‘or“"«nce apd budgetary data and facilitates coapa:quvc analysis of: the
z varisus ipstructional, research and pubhc serv;ce prograns vxt!nn and uon; 3
" institutions. This factor is cloaely related to ther fuacfion of reducing % :
~ political uncertainty. By providing an lgreed upon framework for !mdget a
apalysis and discussion, ! .e budget formula aho clarifier :hooe flctou for

vhich the institurion will be held accountable. . ‘

3 Gross (1973, p. 157) hns‘isumari-zed the major adv>-tages of iwmplementing
3 state budget formulas. o T

, (a) Budget formulas can ba developes which estimstie the fundmg require-
T ments for wost of the furctional budget areas of coliege and uh:.vetaity=
_ operation based on objective (quantitat. =) data. .

(bv) indget formulas have the potent.ul for reducing the bickering ‘and
open gompetition among institutions for state funds which may occur
in’the absence of any other rationsl, ob;ectxve means for allocating

ek ‘éﬂ‘ i

funds. . ) oy
. (c) Budget fomhs have the potential for usuring uch ine:xmtxhn N
- i ‘of an annus] operating base approprution—-umm that the leg sla-

‘ture ‘accepts the formula and that the base factors (e.g., FIE er-
rollments) do not decrease.

s
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. , (tl)‘f ludgcl: formulas proude state officials with a reuonnbly simple -
o and understandable basis for deciding uppn asnd preaennng the tin;ncial ’ k
\ nqui,rannf.s of higher education. '

& ; .
/-’ ' (o) Budget formulas represent; a compromise bhlaieeu state couttol,wer - -
/ I lme-l,ga budigeting and msntutmml fxscal autonomy .

. i T

: / Alt.hou;h a numbe: of adv,.atages are irherent in the mpie-ehntmn of”
‘ ~ _a etats budgat fotmla, such a mechanism u not without certain d).udvanugu.
finition {mplies objectivity ds a tharacteristic of the budget
Yemh, the ape?:i{;catmn of the components and the. rela }lmhip: among the
‘ programs and costs reﬂe‘ctp\ aub;ectxve decisions regarding the ‘unctionn/\h
institutmd’s, the value and pﬁontxea of thetr programs; md the co;*t re= f
qaired to suppoxt these activities. In adth.uon. ttondn’da for institutional
operation »2y be set as 2 result of quanufxcatxon vhich bear little nhtion
to the ecntnl purposes ot the mantutxen.‘ The hff:.culty here, as pointed
,'"_ out by Moss and Gaithet (1976), is the :tte;pt to substitute tbe process’ of
&nextmnt for that of evnluanon. , The nporme outputs of po:ﬁueondary .
= instttu:iona, cu:h as nea kncwled{e, developuent of critical intcncc"uﬂ
euh.llf and increased imagination, caanot be effectively -nntcd or culu:ed

R . om ghx?:n;‘of indices. tgpxcnlly used in budget formulas? credn: hours \and.
5tudent-fac1)i:y‘_;at’iqg. anlly, the structuré of the formula, \ich includes
certain cc;;uponsn;.ér.wigh 1&;1311&1: _weightd and excludes othen. re-
flects state policy 'pnorﬂ:ie: for progru development. gny budget ﬁgmfi

. -~ wbet b'e.tecognized as a simplified mechanisa for deriéiisz general estimates

. " of Sututa resource requuenem:a, limited both m putpone and in content.
‘ ] 'Gron (1973, pp. 197-98) has summarized some L.f thc lpecxfxc lilitations . -
: ndvantaggs rather aucunctly A . - .
. (a) Budge:'fomlu do not recognize quality.  This limitation will .
S , exist until the means for quantifying snd messcring quality of ' -

instruction, research, and public service is  developed.

(b) A budget formula is lidited in its ability to estimate adequately
the fundimg requirements for a given budget area by how well the - s
formula (fixed) fdctors represent ruhty sand the extent to which,.
the pase (variable) factors have a positive corteh:ion to historical
expenditures. .

MR

(c) Budget formulas, if used on an equalization basis, have a gtut
potential for a "levelmg effect upon the quality -of education.

' Whéreas the educational programs in low-quality institutions may '
' be improved through the increased funding rgalized when similar T
ptogruo (e.g., the same instructional levels within the same acadeaic R

sreas) are funded at rates based on statewide average historical
costs, it may be at the exfense of the high-quality progrm af
the lelding collegf s and universities.

i
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«. (d) Budget formulas Bave che potential for restricting the operating

" budgets of institutions by requiring the deduction of all uarestricted
revanue in arriving at the state appropriation, by precluding the .
diaw\buuon of surples state revenue tc anigher educatiqn, and by 7
R m; a narrow base which does not adequately predict tbsou,rce B .
reqy’ vements. ; s

.

.(a) ‘Budget formulas may perpe:uate madeqqcte ope: ting ;ppropriu’lonn
¥ if the base or formuls factors are nelscteo on the pasis of their

”v . existence at a poiat in time. - Sew .
. ’ (é Budget fotmmlas, througb sheir relunce upon base and”’ Eomln facton,
. ©" i histerical costs, and arbitrary anunptzons, are an/nnc‘cg”ut for

~ jmstitutions to increase ensollments i- specific citegories 4? other- ,
mu manipulate dsza in- order tv ~skimize their gucw 5, /
[ 2N

Another d’iifzculty pointed out by ahete-d (1574, p. 665) is tie inuns{tivity
»  of fomln to the particular needs of ° new progran zmtiatxvn. Often m

.t ':prosrm, n&u they are not vell establuhed with ,gronq; or m cr.able
mollmu;g‘ban dxffxculty competing fct support. Budgeting yroceduru
must address’ the pctt).cular needs of theue programs and be flcxible enough
to provide the required support.” Thesc dum!vnntmn become . parucnlarly

: appuent when the formulas become percewed as illegitimate by those concerned = -~
" with theu‘ function. The caveat by Clenny (1959, | l“) is pq:tinem: herc. B

"~ __ Unless-adzquate research baa preceded the uublhh-ent of the_ .o
° formula and unless review and necessary r2adjustments occur from
time to time, formulas are certain to mske & mockery of objectivity
and experienced judgment. - \ . .

-

5
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2.2 Apptoaches[/qf State Budget For.las . - .

b '

‘m.‘ .
ikt ] S e

The ugo;' 'purpo& of & ai:ate budget formula is the estimation of the
tuture tmsncul requirements of an institutica in support of its activities.
Such actuineo ifnclude instruction, research, and pubhc service tnon; others,
snd a atate budget formula is usGally designed to address one activity at .

a tiwe. For each activity, the budget formuls may take one of two approaches:
a totsl entitlement approach or a line item spproach. FPinally, giw}cn' the '

* appréach selected for a specific activity, one of three methods car be used

as the basis for the formula: staffing standard, workload, or peréentage ) '

»

base. The'following two sections present disc1ssions relative to these basic
N - .

I I , '
T T T L O ST

components of a’ budget formula.

The institutional activitiea addressed in atate budget formilas can be
conveniently classified into categories, following the gpig!elinu recently

t




nhlished by the National Assdéciation of College and University Business
ficers (19743: : )

I) . idstruction and departmental resesrch;

- 2) organized research;

~ 3)  pudlic service;

-4) acedemic support; :
%) student services; ] -
6) iastitutional support; ' .

7) operation and maintenance of physical plant, and

8) scholarvhips and fellowships o . . )

-

These cdtmrnt rorruponé ta the expendxmre catcgories associsted with

g oducstiml and general ¢xpenditures from current funds. In the uccountiu;

' practices of tolleLMvernuea, current: funds include the oycrtting

" funds of ihe mpmtxcm f educationel and ;oncul purposes, as conl:xnud :
’vith the other speoul fund groups: loan funds, endowment an® e'ailar tundi. ’
ami.ty funds, plant funds, and agsncy findc. BState budget tormulas are dui@.d
to address or model the educstional and _ggx_:gigl categories oniy. Auxiliary

: cnutrptiu‘l; such as the bookstove, housing, and food nﬂiee, are ususlly
self-supporting since these activities cherge feed for their services which

- are to cover the expenses associated with the provision of the services, and

therefore they are not included in a budget formula. Iu additicn, expenses
. associated with the ‘care of p;tunt\nd gerersl services of hospitals and
those of inde «ndent opou:xons, such as federally-funded research hborstonu,
are not considered a3 part ‘of the budget formuia. . <o N\

In davelopiﬁg the budget formula for educational and general categories,
tw> approsches can be used: tqtal entitlement and line ‘item. The =a jor
. differences between these two approaches are the level of aggregation and
. the exp!:citness of the elements that make up the rate. Ia the total ?ntitlct-'
neigt appro.ac;n, & single rate is established for each major categ\ory"of activicy
included fn the formula (e.g. instruction and departmental research, scademic
support, etc.). This siandard rate represents & composit® of factors that

contribute. to the coat‘ of a particular category. Louisiana amnd Tenhessee,
T for exseple, derive budget estimates for mcttuct;on and departwental research
= . oft the basis of credit hour production sad epecific rates per credit hour.
§ The rate incorporstes all instructional cgatu, mcludmg f:culty and staff
3 i sclaries, equwipment and supplies, and other operating expenses. Although
— +  the formula may differentiate rates Among programs and levels, the total
| - entitlesant is derived as a single proceu “he wpport for instruction and
' ) + departmental research, for . exemple, u decernined by mlciplying the rates

10 - - D N




by the nowber of credit hours. An alternative to this procefs is a line item -

’flctorl co-priain; the activitiea vn.tbm a
_“sensitive the budget formula to theé elenepr(a comprising a given category

. institutions may

_the ndvantage of fncreased unu:zd:y of the budget formula. N

w, ‘in vhich the budget formula addresses gpecific line items associated
within each major category. For example, in developing the mstmc:mn agd )
d.patmﬁul research budget estimate proposed in Michigan, the cate;ory, )
eyrlicitly reflects line itews associated wvith faculty s salaries, staff %hrie %
and operating expenses as well as adjustpents for ‘an‘ncxpatqd 'redxﬁﬁ; /.
increasss and errors in projected credit hour ptoductmn.- hch of meu *
individual line items has a specific formula \for developxng a budget ey‘mltc. R
and the entitlenment for instructional activities is the ‘sum of tﬁﬂa Andividual
line ).t.-a : , . | _4/;

While the total entitlement approach may appear mreapp;xxfing because

of its simplicity, it is not sensitivd to fluctuating or differentisting aspects
of the elements comprising the total expenses. The m of the line
item approdch is the increased cen;itivity of ,-,fhe.f 1a to the differeat -
e€ional category. { The mire

the mote precise,.adequate, ‘and equitslie the funding estimate. .Those engeged
with the. state budget process, inc dxng :}\e institutions, .the state education,

agency, and the legislature mﬂ wermnzil agency, would perceive a fomll. ’ e
ty, and cdequcy 28 more legitimate, mu ae‘l -

vhich increases precision, ¢
ztating the proecnss. The p oblm, howgvar, with m line item approach uc
rts,-the loss of fle’.bxl‘ity in allocating funds

/ and the potertial intrusion of political considere-
yéoceu through detailed sccountability. I° the legisla-
cation ol state funds to quite carrowly-defined purposes;

the greater data xequir
vithin a major catego '
tions into the budge
ture limits the al
restricted too severely in’the int 1 sllocation of

funds. The potgntial loss of institutionsl eutonomy must be veighed against

2.3 Meth Beflected in Stataf Budgec Pomln :

‘rypl Ily, a formula to feﬁne the total fimcul requirements of an
inltitn: u is not a single ormsula, but rather a graup of formulas, each
opecxfi.c coapm t of the funcnqnalicotegonu in the current
funds group. As Halstead ;19‘(4, pp. 665-667) points out, these specific for-
mulas can be categorized ’ecordmg to one of three mathods of calculation:’

wrklond, ‘staffing tunda‘rd or perceatagl base fact- These same approaches .
are discusesd by Gross (1973) and Moss and Gaither (1976), using a different
terminclogy: rate per base factor (workload), base factor to position ratio

/ 11 . L ,
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vith uh:y rates (at;ffingr standard), and percentage of base factor (percedtage
_ base factor). For 'li-plicity and cmﬁedieﬁ&. this atudy has adopted Halsteaa

- L

teruinoloyy.

In the worklosd uthod, a workload or effott measurement w.ich ia relevant ,
to the activity category is determined, and c“t,; per unit are deriyed. These
~& costs per unit, typzcchued on historical cost studies, are then used /[

te estimate the level of funding required to support a fmctmll ute;ory.
" given & certain or cxpccted nusbar of units. The entxtlaent for lihury
expenses, for exsmple, could be based on the ot{nbo. of full-:iﬁ lquiuhnt
. (rre) students by ‘student level since library costs are tuoombl.y related
to the number of students-enrolled; specific dollar rates per FIE student
m&m derived. An estimate for support dollars rqnird
is obtained by wmultiplying the projected nusber of FTE students by th‘ dcrivd
rates. \In the case of the operation and maintéenance 6f the plvliuf plant,
~ the gross square footage of space assigned to educational and genaral parposes
‘ .could be unlnplxed by a cost-rate per -quu:e foot, based on historical cost
snalysis. This approach requu:eo careful ummt of mn ard i.onlll ).
. coet relntmnahxpo and requires the usé of empiricsl sod hhtorlcai cost mlyuja.

‘l'he ltaffmg standard formula determines .the of pooitim (faculty,
. administration, or staff) required for the major activity eatsanty end then
. multiplins this reqdirement by a cortuponding salary schedule. MW
" to deriving the nusber of required pon:r" are generslly used: 1) the du‘ircdi
"ratio of positions to a specific workload measure is specified; or 2) an tpyro-

B ) priate orgsnizational structure and macning table is developed, As an e*unplo

g of the firs: method, the smount of support fot— faculty is devsloped dctiﬂu
: the number of faculty ne-beu required by dividing the number of pro':hd

. credit huurs expected to be genernted by an average number of ‘eredit hours ‘:\-'

A expected per faculty member. This numbes of required faculty is then -ﬂ.nplicd
: " by & standard or average s~ ary to deteruine the totsal resource uqni,rucntt

f fOt' faculty salaries. The number of staff positions required !zght then be
derived based on the maber of faculty positions: for example, one staff
nember per every four faculty aembexs.’ Tois derived number of staff po.‘ition;
is then multiplied by a standard or aversge ulaty per position to obtnn

the financial requirements for instructional support personnel. Other examples
of this approach might be the specification of studeat-faculty ratios or the
oumber of square feet per custodian. When a ﬁnning table approach is taken,
the orgmutiml structure of thc mstu.unon is specified, and the number
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.ot positions permitted for each level is given. For example, the formula .

‘thess positions would be given, and the entitlement, weuld be detemiued by

j; specifies that the amount budgeted for a given category shall be a ceru'{n
percentage of a base activity. The bue nctxvity entitlement, such as instrac-.

.explicit. 'r‘enneuee'sgo truction and academic support formula provides »n

* *

sight specify that each iustructional center or school is allowed one dean,
ons assoviate dean, ard two research ussistants. Salary rates for each of

mltiplying the numbar of positions by the uporopruteuahry ‘rate.

. Expenditure ut.intu derived from a gercenge base factor upprouch ‘

:i,on mdl dopartmental research, is typically developed by sither the workload
or thcfgfﬁngcmiud method. A perceatage of this mm:-nt is then
dotemised as the support requn-e-ent for a second Mity‘ As an example,
nnn a bage entitlesen. for instruction, acadeni g rt funding require-

-ntc -;y bc :pecxfzed as. 5% of the base. . ) R

P

Hhile each of theue approaches can be vsed in the development of a state
budget formuia and exsmples of all car & fouund, uch has associated with
it limitations and advantages which mu=t be considered in developing and imple-
mt{ng a bucget formula. ‘n;e workload formula spproach is the one that Halstead
(1974) identifies as the most preferred. "Its ma jor sdvanti;c is that it can .
ascommodate p;-ogt-ntic and other cost variations wi thou bringing the specific
factors to the forffront of the bndget formula (Wiscousin Policy Paper #..1,
1976). Typically in this mode the specified rate 'pcr credit hour or per student
vill incorporate fa. ors such as average ctedig hour producti-n per faculty

and the ratio of staff personnel to faculty; l;iut the coq':onenti aré not mad:

example. It includes fadulty and clerical salarids, office expense and equip—
ment, and othet instructional depart-ent expenses, but summarizes these upeﬁsu
into s single cost per credit hour figure. Suilltly, costs per square foot

in a formula for custodial services reflect an ‘mplicit staffing standard

on the amount of space a custodian should nnag'a without it being made explicit.
While this approsch ‘is attractive in its handling of potential politicel diffi-
culties, its cisadvantsge is that it reflects past behavior’ by basing the

ratzs on historical cost patterns and may either pérpatutc poor fubu:ce ‘
menagement or understate costs in an inflationary period. Fluctuations {a 7 ’
cost components will affect the accurazy of projected fiscal rtquitu:e;xti. '

The workload approacih also requires a fareful and frequent monitoring of the v

cost ,er unit snd an adequate data system.
L J
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N As pointed out in the Wiscinsin Policy Paper #1.1 (1976), two diffisulties
\&‘t‘ tered v‘ th the staffing standard spproach. The speciﬁcéiim of
tho averasge mibirokcxgdxt hours per faculty member by ducxphne sad teaching

Tt e—

level or instrustional gathod tend to constrain and diatort academic judgments :
ahw} the appropriate teaching podés to weet particular needs. As su illustrs- . A
tion, the formula may specify that the average nugber of lecture credit Hours -
per faculty mesber s 300 and for independent study and thesis acd disserta~
tion guidance, 200. In a sense this formula could-Feinforce indepcu&ehi: study
and ;uidm as av' imtmcuoml wode, even though in many instructional -im—
thoms it is oot the most appropriate wode to be ‘eaployed. ruz:her. such an
nm{c sub ject to manipulation both by the institution ‘and the legista-
turs. . The insticutions may begin to offer more credits of independent study,
80 to increase the number of faculty positions to be funded and theredy thCir‘
share of the appropriation. On the legislative side, these staffing staniards -
become bargaining points in the context of the budget, which could result

in increasing, rather than reducing, the ,olitical uncertainties of the state

budget pr'oceu.

- Of the three approaches, the base factor approach appesrs to be the woat

f .

simplistic. It forces attentiou to the central ‘considerations related to
direct instructional costs, and budget otficers and legislators may find this

more simple approach easier in building the budget. It is, however, based’

’ on a major assumption that the relative cost of the budget component being
deérived are reasonably conscant and predictable. If not, the simple percentage .
will not bz adequate as a method for deriving. future costs. FPor example,

the costs assc~iated with library pericdical subscriptions may be increasing
‘st a rate which chaages the nature of the percentage relcfionlhip to instruc~
tional expenditures. 'rhe- formula could then become inadequate in its ;’b.ili:y e
to provule support. This approach also does not focus attention on the co-ponent
as an area for the developunt or refmmn' of policy. 1f the budget formula °

is to function-as an. instrument for addressing policy issues, those components
associated with the issues should be incorporated into the formula. Horeovcr,
such an approach may provide little incentive to 'ntter management of resources
in support areas.

2.4° Fixed, Va:iable, and Mixed Costs

Since the budget- formula is designed to estimete future expenditures,

it is necessarily linked to the analysis of cost behaviors {Yobinson, Hay, .
and Turk, 1977). Therefore, attention shduld be given to whether the formula :
N , . 't
- 5 cla -
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sddresses variable, fized, or mixed coste and in vhat manner they are addressed.

X Tha accuracy -of the budget estimate will be contingent upon the smensitivity .
- ;acf thc fotinla'to the narticular cosf'behavior of the activity being modaled.
- VItilble coatt are those which fluctuate in a proportxonnl relationship.
to c’angeg in the volume of the conpanent. Az the n;nber of units increase,
the total cost of that - -aponent increases ;orrespondxng!y. Entitlesentd -
y{fo: instruction snd departmental research are often treated in budget formulas
. a8 if thby were varisble costs. As shown in ‘Pigure 1, the entitlement increases |
.- as the numbar of credit hours ircrease. . ’ w
» B - /
Butitlenes -
S $800,000 - ' -
5
- . g $700,000 -
T o 4500,000 - .
_ . $300,000 - )
_ 400,000 | )
. v
$300,000 « v
$200,000 ~
j - . 'mom -1
4 o . » .
- R Tﬁ’i‘ i ] ¥ L3 L] . =
. 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 30,000 g
’ Credtt Bowrs . ‘

e

Figure 1. Variable Cost - Instructional and Departméntal Resesrch

?- . Fxxed costs,’ on the other hand, rema;n conatant te;ardle:t of the changct

- in the volunp of the romponent. Typically, fixed coats represeat costs vhich P
are necessary to provide a survice and are often referred to as ;canacity

= : costs."” Within the context of budget formulas, few examples of a fixed cost .

proach are usually found. In the formula proposed by Michigan for the broad-

ysting component of pubtic service, institutions which eqgage in such asctivities

+ ale entitled to fixed amounts for radio and television productions, regardless ;
-of \uny other factors. Th€ ~osts of central administration (e.g. the chief ‘\:}\\

osts, since the member of such positions be;rs little relation tc the overall
. N 1
size of the inetitution. o : : e

s
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: ) performance. The question is whether to base the budget.on a projectjon of

budget calculations the most current, actual levels of t:ha

PR : nnitl. ’“

. “10‘61 of the conpgneat.

Eatitlement

.m'm.q
$ 75,000

$ 50,000

$ 25,000

Finally, wixed €osts are composed of both fixed sod varisble ’;.os'ta.
. I fomh bud;ating the repreun:atxon of mixed ct.ts entails & bare nmnt
oy ior’ the unﬁitlmnt (a fixed agount) plus an additiBdil m: bued on the o
For example, the formula for public satvxcg. iy :pecify' ,

s ‘base of §25, 000 to which is sdded an Amount based on the credit héur-produce .
- - tion. Figure 2 provides a grapb of pu& mixed cost. As shown in this exswpls,.
a base entitleqsnt of $25,000 is provided for pubﬁc service nén-itiea régard-
less ef ¢ontiouing wducation unit (CED) ptoductxon
2,501 o. 7,500 CRU, then an sdditional $25,;000 is prmdu. cnd s@on up t:o
s mekimum of $1GJ,000, for 2,500 CRU and above. When ﬁcuﬁﬁn imdan!
rathex thn the workload, method u ysed to eﬂ:mte uxgﬁ? mta, a fiwed ..
number of ‘positions is provided to wbich ' vctubh m oibpuitim ‘4 -
- added contingent upon the number of faculty or the _nmber of students. .

. . 2.5 .¥rojection of Costing Unfts

Figure 2. Mixed Costs ~ Public Service

1 . .
7 Halstead (1974) suggedts/ that the basic structure of budget formulas °
. involves the multiplication pf unit costs by projected loads, or voiume, to
estimate the future fiscal requirements.

the forthcoming headcount aand/or full-time equivalent enrollment, credit héor
produqnon. and other volume related cost units, or to vee_as thn ‘dase Eor

1f tbs imtitution ytodnccd

Some states, however, have implemented
orocedures which base the budget projection on the curreat fiscal year's actual

particuhr cost



ri’hc &iﬂieu!t:y‘vith basing ﬁ\buount on projected estimates is associated
~ necessarily with that of #ccuracy

il bu:?)p prgjacte& ﬁgutes only, it must uke provisions for the situation
in which an imtitutian exceeds its pro Jectmn or in vhich it does not meet
itt ptojc,gtion. MNew !lexico s budget process, which is based on a ptojeetion

A qp:o.ch _has eantidared the problem of institutions exceeding enrollments

pecifically, if the budgeting process

by uking a provision of $200,000 to meet the costs oE nld:.tioul :tudcntl.

- It -does’. not,_ bowevar, propose to recoup funds from institutions not meeting

. the projoend enrollaents, one possible solution to this problea. The pro--

v0#ed. budget formula in Michigan has incorporated = factor bassd on prcvianly

. mjut,d it hours and audited credit hours for that period.- An adjust-

sent in th/‘::cum; budxa: period is then alde on the buis of ratio of °
projected/and audited credif hours.

»

Instead of buing the budget reque;tc‘ ou projected units, an alternative
“is to use hctual levels of the respective units for the most recer fiscal
period. The state budget processes in ‘rezu and Louisiana provide two examples
of this approach, While this process ali-iucu the ptublu of over-estimates,
it reflects a philosophy which can be described as ”looking backward into the
future.” Under this aporoach changes in ‘the unit, vhether expected or tmaxpccted,
aré not addressed until the next budget period, which way by tq;) late to messt

real resource needs, especially in a period of rising earsllments. On the
other hand, such a technique will provide an opportunity for phncd reductioas
in funding in a period of declining enrollments 4

2.6 Inc.cporation of .Inflation ?tctors ,/

»

Inflation, as a factor vhich significantly influences the operating
budgets of institutions, can and should be incorporated ianto the budget formula.
The manner of incorporation is contingent on the approach and method used '
in the particulu formula. One possible spprosch is-to use an overall per~
centage factor for inflation in a specific lctiviiy category. Oklshoma's
fiscal year 1978 budget formula for the health aress, for example, provides
for a 7% increase in both general adwinistration and general expense and a
10X increase in continuing education and in organized research., A formul«

which uses the percentsge base method would necessarily be restricted to this
ovarall percentage for inflation. When, as Alabama's formuls dou. the actdﬂlc
support entitlement .is defined as 51 of the instruction and departmental re-
sesrch budget, .inflation can be incorporated into the estimate either by adding




‘on If nrmug;: ‘or inflation in each specific category or to assume that

4

the inflation factors incorporated iato the instruction and departmental
research estimate will be sufficient to cover the inflationary costs in academic
support acnvitiu, )

The latter procedure, w!nle uwle to apply, may not be om:.nve to

the dxffemthl impact of mﬂ!t_ion on spesific compoueats vithin the § la.
Where the formula vas =ither the staffing standard or workload -ethod,
. ﬁtmltzve is to adjust the cpecxfic salary rates or rates pet unit dxfferuthlly’.

Thus, if the form:la delineated faculty snd nuff sslaries. sepacately, as

‘do the Michigan, Texas, and Yirginia budget formlss, differsst intht.i:mr'

rates could be applied to each salary cttegory 6. 52 for faculty and 7. 5%. -,

for stiff, as an example. Similsr situations occur in. non—uhry jitems, oo

"with tbe-grounds uin:ena_nce formula in Wachington, vhere the acres of land

being waintained are categorized ss four types with diffe}'mt' rates £or each ;o ) .

" type. If the costs associated with naintsining lawas vere ivcraasing faster
than those associated wvith paved areas, the differentisl’ tpplicttion of i.nth—
tionary factors could be readily ipcorporated. Another situation is whers
specific rates per studemt are used. To incorporate inflation the ratas could”
be adjusted either on ar acrogs-the-board manner (all rates increase by 7.0%),
or dxfferentully (i.e. dxfferent inflation factors ate anociated with d&htwt

*

programs' andfor levels)

How inflationary factors are.incorporated into the L iget formula will
depdxd to a larg: exteit on the design and structure of the formula. It will
_ also depead on the political process and the extent to which the specif:c
fa¥tors will b‘ecoae negotiable items. Cne of the purposes or futictions of
‘ budget fomln is to reduce the .poht:cetuncammtieo of the state budget
proceds. By increasing the sensitivity of the formula and incorporating specific
iuﬂa'tionar?y rates, the result may be counterproductive té that purpose.

- »
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components (the specific variables addressed in the formula).
the categories addressed in this section, noting yhich ‘c:ategcr'i&i'a;ro {netuded

3.0 RZV}EQ OF SELECTED STATE BUDGET PORMULAS

[ 4

Tué budget formilash of the tem selected states prov:,dc divarse equu

of the approaches, methods, and components used i estimating {nstitutional

tiscal requirements. The budget formulas are exsmined in terss of the vight

major categories of instltutfonal activity, following the framevork pravidcd
by the Mational Association of College and University Business Officers (1974)
. . for Bducational and Geseral Expenditures. In addition, two areas f ‘peeid
adjustwents, and the applicacion of fomlu to health-related activitias
are ccnsidéred. Specifically, this ‘examinstion classifies each formuls tgh-

tive to: 1) geoeral approach (total entitlement ‘or line item); 2) smthod

of calculation (staffing standard, workload,  or perceatage base); and 3) #ajo
Table 2 summarizes -

in each state budget formula. Appendix A eontains.a written description and

s msthematical repreunmtum of each of the ten state budget fprhlu.

3.1 Instructiou and Departnent;l Research

/!xpendi:uréa in this category 5pic1117 inzlude the expenses for activities
vhich are part of the institutida's instructional program, exc..t for yemedial- ’
and tutorial instm?ién vhich is classified under Student Services. Depart- :

mental research doe

is classified as 8 research activity. While the costs and activities associated
with the department chsirnan are included, déan’s offices. howeyer, are usually

excluded from this category. Tapble 3 sumnarises the approeches téwen by
ststes and the comporents imcluded in their formulas.

The budget formula for Oklahoms imdtitutions is based on-sn historic

>~

-
-

£

ot mclude sepsrately budgeted tponsored research, which

the

rate per PTE student, difierentiated by discipline ard level, and projected

FIE entolln't. That portjon of the rate associated w:ith instruction is

dﬂcloped unnx standard student- feCu \ty ratios, diff-reatiated by level,

and institution type and standard faculty salaries by institution type.

The '




’ S Table 2
. . . Stmtry of State Budget Fomuln by Category
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remaining portiom pexr student fwplicitly :incorpor;mt expenditures -related
to gegersl zn:t'u:txoual support, including library, general adwinistration,

" -eral e:ptnne, nnd operation and anintenance, of pﬁylxcii plant and. is based
va each indigjdual institution’s cost history.

Two #tates, Louisiana and Tenne;ceg, use & budget formula approsth which
estimates the totsl instructionsl cost. Both state forsulas are based on
, credit hour production and specific rates per credit hour; the number of credit
houxs is multiplied by the specific rate per credit hour. ' The essential dif-
fersnce is that Louisiana's formula conpiders a base year credit hour production,
vhile Tennessee's uses projected credit hours. Both formu'as differentiate
the credit hours aad the rates on two factors’ program or academic area and

level, such as lower level undetgraduate, upper level undcrgnduate, nuur'c,
doctoral. .

Amoug the remaining seven formulas, six separate 1i = ipens are used:
instructional fac|lty sslaries, s¢ministrative faculty salaries, staff salaries,

and cother operating expenses, instructional administration, and credit hour

-
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" tltiutu. These budget formln consider the various line xtw :epantel;r
and hrin tha total entitloment by summing the cowponent costs.

Al !hm in 'fablc 3, vhen salaries are separated as distinct line items,
the sathod used ih developing the formula is sthe staffing suuvhrd‘ For the
computation of instructional Faculty salaries, the number of positions te -
be funded is determined 1) by dividing either projected or base year PIE en-
roliment by student-faculty ratios or 2) by dividiig either projected or base
year credit hours by specified credit loads per faculty. The budget formulas
of Ohio, Texas, and Virginia use FIE enrollients and student-facuity rati;u, -
vhile those’of Michigan, Nqw Mexico, and Washir_‘onwuse credit hours and credit -
loads per faculty. To obtain rhe estimated funds.requ’red, the muber of
derived positions is then sultiplied by an average salary, eithct an fastitu-
tional average or a statevide standard salary rate, as shown id Table 3. .
Regardless of whether FTE enrollments or credit hours is the varisble bei.
ueed, the budget formulas typically differentiats the enrcllmea®s or eredit.’
hours by progrsm or academic area and by level of instruction or oa@ut.
Ohio's method provides a nodble variation; areas have been grouped into levels’
on the basis of similar historic costs. For example, the program of General
Studies has three levels with the areas of History, Geography, snd Home Economics
grouped into Level‘I; English, Biological Sciences, and Library 3eiance, into ..
Level II; and Chemistry, Physical Education, and Drama and Dance into Lavel,

«_ 111, Studet;t-faculty rgtios are also differentiated by progrem and by level,"

~—— ‘so that the number of faculty positions is determined for each program/level

‘combination, The total number of positions is then summed and multiplied .

b Y

s

by thc parncnhr ullry rate. . e

. .. The budget formula of Virginia and that proposed ior Michig. also in~ R
= ’ cludé other salary lme {tems under instruction and departmental reseacch.
, Lo Aéli’ni::rgtivc and staff salaries are both igcluded as components in Virgini,a"s:
A formula, uhi'le Michigan includes only the staff salary component. The number

" of administrative posit is is & function of the n\mhbr of PIE instruztional -

faculty positions, and thi salary enutlmnt is denved by multiplying the ’

] ! .number- of positions by an institutional aveuge s8lary. The number of staff . ?’
- o positis "is a function af bot’. the number of instructional faculty positions
- " and the uuaber of administrecive positions in the Virginia formuis, while i
in the propoud Michigan férmula, it is derived from the nusber of m‘:.potmc- .

tional positions. The staff salery entitlement is determined by multiplying

the oumber of positions by either an institutional average salary (Vuginin)

or a standard salary rate (Michigan).
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',‘ base formula methol. Bistoric ratas’, or costs, per unit are developed for
the opsrating ‘expsnses, ' The -l—g;nmdz of these rates depend on whether the .

. . ’nmu factors make interstate co-p;ruom of cost rates dxtfxcult. Ohio,

+ enrollment, while Méw Mixico's: (projected) s Texas' (base yssr) formulas

. ment c¢o the budgeted amount for either over- or under-estimates of projected

’ —— ™ ‘

—
-._*

T m——

Otlnr opantiu expense entitlements for instruction anrw
rpmrch—m determined by either the workload fcrmula method or the perccntagc

cost unit is enrollmedvpr credit hour, a6 we.i as what casts are included - - ‘
in ﬁhﬁ dnﬁnition and the ex:e:xt of differentiation by program and level, )

New Maxico, and Texas provide mles cf the workload -nthod for dmnlopmg
the, aperating ¢r etrees budget. Ohio s formula is based on projected FIE

lrgbnod on credit houts.’ As an alternative to the workload method, H.nhi.ngtan s
budget formula determiues the oparatm; expenses 23 a percentage of the pre-'
viously budgeted: amoynt, so as :o nd;ust incroasutally for inflation. This
bSudget approach riﬂlﬁt:‘: assusption that changes in any portion of ‘the
budget will aot affect rmul operating expenses. As a neolul exanple,
the proposed lhchxgan budget ‘fermuls specifies that the dqntt-mtal opntin@ ‘
expenses raflect a petce"tage of the totsl instructional compsnsation mt.
including both faculty and scaff salaries theseby providing a partial djut-
uent fot xnﬂ,txon. ; -

»

’ chhig:n s proposed formula for :.mtn.r_timf and dopurmul research,
which is based on projected credit houn. als> prmdn a con'oction for an
error ia estimating the ectual credit hour production. m. utio of the
sudited to the projected cred)t hov.u.'g is mlt.plied by faculty and staff
salary and operatmg expenses eu:;tlmnu, rhuc making s :psrceatage adjust-

credit hour production. While other states use projected earollments or credit .
hours, Michigan's proposed fomh is the cnly one with such a correction
factor. In the budget process for New Mexico, funds are set aside statewide

to cover additional expenses when enrollments exceed the projected level,
although the problea of underestimation i: not addressed. )

Finally, the Texas budget formila mclude: a line item for inst mt.tiolul
administration (Dean's offices), which is barcd on three factors: a night ‘
for level of instruction, a weight for crelit hour production, and faculty |
saluries. The level weight formuls reflects « postures that instructional
adliuxttntion is wost affected by the undergtaduate and the professional
levels and very little by th2 master's and docteral leve_h. The credit hour
weight formula recognizes that institutional size, as indicated by credit

%




howt ptaductioﬁ is i-poitmt to this cost and provides higher weights to

ct«i.t hmr producnon in exccn of apecxfxed levels. Finally, the entitle-

) netructional administration is determined by applying these vci;htt
to the hculey nlnrie- entitlement, & functxon of the number of faculty
ponitim.

-

 The mtivitiga associated with motmc:w’o and dapartnanul research
receive the largest share of the educational budget’, . The costs associsted -
with thasé activities include taculty, siministrative, and staff salaries;
ﬁtlrinh and supplies; equipment; and otber operating sxpenses.. In deriving
\ hlpt astimates for this ,category, both the total mtitltun: and the line '
: item approach are represented in the budget formulas reviewsd. When the goral
. ) ntitlmt tpproach is taken, the formula ases thc mtload method. Credit - .
- ’ ‘houu “~e -nltipliad by apocifxc rates per credit hour, where the rates encompass :
tho total coscs associated with imstruction ‘and dmrunul research into"
; s single number differentiated by progrem arrs and leval. When the line item
sp_prmh is taken, salaries or compensation a.e one set of cmi&u‘atmu,
- and othm~ operating expenses are a sacond srea. With salsries a5 a 1iue item,
the staffing ‘sugdard method is the rule, where the number of :quiro-‘ih miiim~ .
is multiplied by specific salary rates. Support for other operating h:fnnu:
is derived using either a workload method or a percentage base method. Adjust-
. ments for over- or under-projection of the units are also of toncern and are
addresgcd explieitly i:y one of the formulss reviewved.

3.2 General %uﬁport

The budget formulas of Louisiana, New Mexico, and Oklshoms provide for

- - gencnl ‘support for the motxtutwnc beyond that specifically for instruction:
Table 4 summsrizes. the components and methods used in the formulas. Both .
. Louisima and New Mexico derive .he entitlement for Jnernl support as percentages
- of the i=stru.tion and departmentsl research entitlement. The Louisiana formula
" derives an estimate for the. inct;uctionsl salary base. It thean takes the .
position that the state should support 731 of the total educational and general
needs of institutions and faculty salaries should reflect 661 of these total
expanditures.- Given these two assumptions, the amount for general iupport .

is then leterwined to be 62.65% of the derived i;:t}@ﬂml salary base.

The total institutionsl entitlement is.the llill'; base plus 62.65% of that
salary bise. Algebraically, this figure is equivalent to the 73% for state
suppdrt. In a similar manner, the New Mexico formuls specifies that for large
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7 ﬂﬂiwfu and for ‘small institutions, 451. In contrast to the
' qitbol Oklahoma's budget forgula has determined historic costs

ﬂ; mllnnt and developed a general support ectitlement by -ultiplym;

!& ptajccud ¥TE enrollment by the rate ’per studeat. These rates are di Prer-

cntintt& by program and level.

L3

Table 4 )
Generul Support oo et e
. total Entitlement Appro€ch .

o ' g ‘Method of caleuh:hn :
Unit/Component : Sta't‘fu'n Standard  Workload  Ferceatege base
Instrugtion Entitlement P " Louisfsna
Projected FTE Enrollment ‘ Oklshoma /\

Rate per Unit - A »  Oklahoma -

3.3 _ Research

Funds supporting orgenized research ‘activiiiu, whether commissioned
by an external agency or sponsored by the iﬁltitutiOl;, urc‘eate;o_riud as
research following current accounting practices (NACUBO, 1974). ‘Ehc distin-
guishing characteristic between this category and that of instruction and
departmental research is that these research activities are oipau'tcly budgeted.
‘rypicauy‘ such expenditures are fuded by the state on a project grant basis -
and, therefore, are not usually included in Jthe formula budget. Several ‘l‘tlm, :
bowever, do provide for research support as part of the forlnh. &n shown

‘in Table 5, wvhen the total enntleuent.apptoach is taken, the withod used

by Alsbama, Tennessee, and Texas wu a percentage of a opecifiod base.: In
Alabama's formula, 21 of the instruction and dcpattuntal research entitlhu;,,
is"for reeearch. Tennessee'c budget procedure sets aside $1,500,000 for re-
search support to be divided among the institu:ions. Y€ an iustitutioan secured
external funds in excess of ss oon nthet from private or governmental scurces
for research dunng the base year peripd, then a percentage of these funds -
based on the institution's proportion to the total state amount of apcncoted i
reseaich funds secured ‘during the base year, ii distributed to the respective.
institutions. 'rhe Texar budget formula for organized research includes 52

of the lpomorid mfunda secured by "an institution from external scurces.
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Table 5 .  °

- . Rescarch

Total Entitlement Rp'pmuch

- - -,
. T T s N by -
. ;‘ﬂ~v .. . B - ) l" T - \

- i ",5 - .&g”"i o 4 ) A’;ﬁbd of Caléulation ) g e

- Doit/Cowponent - N . ° Scaffing Stmmdard Workload  Pércentags Base .
7 ;ﬁ s - tﬁﬂtm&m&tlm: . - - - :,Al ‘ .

Instisutional .Sponsored " Teansssee

-

_ Statewide Total Sponsored - _ " 7ennesses
Research Funds - *
Basa FIE Student Enrollment ‘ — Texas

1

*  Paculty Salaries _— Texae

.

- Line'I‘t‘en Approach ’ ,

. ‘jethod of Calculation »
Doit/Component e Staffing Standard  Workload Percentage Rase

Research Base A
Base FTE' Faculty Michigan B
Standard Average Salary Michigan e

f

'_ . Resegrch Capacity -

S ~Non-Guneral Fund Research ‘ ] )
T - ©  Funds _ ' "Michigan

Research Institutes ;- ‘ . .

) _ Base Budget Expenditure R Michigan s
Prograa Changes S ) Michigan

3 . . |
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7 :mﬁmta by lml. and to sows extent, program area. Undergttduate enroll-

T mest i8 ui;htcd as & low factor in its contribution to the complexity of

the institution. Master's level enrollment i~ w:ightpd so that it contributeo

slithtly more; and the weights are differentiated by progrea. The 1

!ccco; coutribnun; to institutional complexity, as defined in this tormh,
is dbcgoul evel mollunt. which is also weighted by progras. The fr.:iéle-
-mant for. Janisad research under the Texas formula is then 70X of the waighted
sz uluy amount add the rcentagc for the base year lpomared research

- "llp’n‘itlu’.. *

PR

r—~

e Using a line item apptoach the Michigan budget formula incorporates

. thru formula items: research base, ressarch capacity, and ressarch institu-

tes. In addition, institutions can ‘be awarded speciasl project grante, and
changes to existing project grants are mcluded but ceither as a fomle-
derived line itee; the institution pro;acto and justifies this smount. of

the formula derived line-items, the ressarch base is @volopcd_uin; the
staffing standard method; 2% of a base year FIE faculty positions suppurted

by state geperal funds is multiplied by the average statevide faculty salary
rate for that base period.., Revearch capacity is derived as a percentage .gf

the non-general fund research expenditures. State-sponsored research institu-.
tes, according to the formula, maintain a base smount snd receive s percentage .
increarse, plu-. funds to support justifisble progrem incresses. k

By making the ﬁrovioion fo:.: sponsored or organized research as bart of
the budget fomla, these states recognisze that research is an .intcgul part
of the mission of postsecondary institutions, and they are wiuing to support,
at least in part, these activities. The Texas and Michigan fomlu. in par-
ticular, reinforce those institutions which kgve obtaine? “-*side fundin;.'
Since the acquisition of external funds requires that faculty utilize their
time and institutional resources in the preparation and submission of pro~

- posals, the posture of thede atates is one which provides incentives for
- externally funded sponsored research.

3.4 Public Service E ’
: '

Public service activities of postsecondary institutions i{nvolve numinstruc-
tional programs provided to the compunity snd cooperative extension services.
Conferences, institutes, radio and television, consulting, and reference bureaus
are c:inptu. 0f the four stste budget formulas which explicitly addressed .

- ’ ’ - - ’ ot
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; g tntd mithamt approach, as shown in Pable 6. The Continuing Education
gnit—pruién the costing unit in the budget formulas of Tenaessee and Texas,
j;lw ths rates are¢ determined differently. In the Tennessee formulas,

four ranges of continuing education units are given, and a fixed amount is
associated with each range. In the Texas formuls, the ratd is $10 per con-

. tinuing educat’on unit. Botb formulas, however, pmvid& a minisum of 825,00;, _
"and & waximum of gither $100,000 (Tennessee) or $200,000 (Texas). ° The Alabul
Wt fbtmh provides for 21 of the instruction entitlement to be for public
service: .ceivim.. ' , &

Michigan's propoud budget formula takes a line item qproach, including

. components rapreuntmg continuing education, broadcast, past perfmg

- service ares, dolivgry capacity, and state-sponsored institdtes. Continuing

. education in the formula is shown as & function of the apmdim for -acadeaic
- support and credit hours for a base period. (Academic support expenditures
reflect funds 4xpended for those activities which support the missidns of
fnstruction, research, and public éervice, such as libraries and museums; '
demonstration schools; audio-visusl services and computing support; acsdenic
administration; and zurriculum devalop-\cnt.) The forimla ptaﬂ_du an bistoric ~
2 academic support rate per credit hour and then multiplies this rate by a base

4 ’ period musber of continuing education units. - The c:hq\mt for brosdcasting
2 activicies is baced on fixed amounts of $460,000 for CPB television, $118,000 ~
2 .‘Sor CPB radio, and $25,000 fcr non-CPB radio. In determining the entitlement

- for past performaice, 50Z of the total investment for continuing education

; and broadcasting is multiplied by the proportion of the statewide expcaditure.

for public service speot by the institution. Service area entitlement is

. based on 12.5% ot the total for coutinuing education asting and .

the percentage of the population served by the institution. De cquci?y

e

also is developed from the total for continuing education and broaicasting;

-, - 37.5% of this total is multiplied by the percentage of the total m students :\

: ‘ associated with public service activitie,. As a non-formrla item, estimates \
for state-sponsored ‘instituteu“budget. are based on institutional justifica- ‘;

2 tion. Pinally, the state's estimate of the total public service entitlement

ds 6.5% of the sum of these line items.
3.5 Academic Support and Libraries

Achuic support actnn.nes 1nclude service ptovz.ded by the institution
r.o meet the missions of mutuctmn, research, and public s:vice. A major

L,

. -




Table 6 ,
Public Service

¥ .
T ) )
Jl Total Entiftlement Approach
‘ , Method of Calculation
Unit/Componant . Staffing Standard ¥or*-load Percentage Bass
Base Continuing Education Tennessee ‘
. ¢ Units Texas
Instructional Entitlement Alsboma .

Line Item Approach

Method of Calculation

Dalt/C t

. Continuing Education

Base Pariod Academic Support
Expenditure

Base Pe:iod Credit Bours
Tt Conunuinz Zducation Units

[

lfa.ﬂme
Pixed Amunt

Put Performance

conr.inu:lng Education
Entitlement

Eroadcast Entitlement
) Iustttutionq Funds for

] Service Va
- Statewide Funds fot
. Service

8¢rvice Area
R om:mhng Education
S Pcrce::t\of Population
. Served .
: \  Delivery C\acity
\ Continuing Education
.\ Brosdeast

Staffing Standard  Workload

Michigan
» Michigan
Mickigan

Percent of PIE Student . -

U U

Percantage Qm

Michigan

Michigsn
Michigan

Miehigan
Michigan
Michigan
Michigan

Hi.chihm

Michigan *

Michigan -
Michigan °
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category in this area is the cost of the libraries, sad manyiof the state

\"‘\&g{g‘: fomiu address libraries as a separate category, rather than includisdg
- fe inmdn{c support. Academic support typ.ically includes dosts associated
with museims aid galleries; demonstratior . ools; wedis and égc'hnolegy, such

* as sudio-visual secvices and computing support; academic administration and

e m& development; and separately budgeted support for course and curriculum
developmsnt. While reveral states have :éph.nte “3rmulas for both acadesmic’
supporp and libraries (Alabama, Tennessee, and Virgiria), oﬂru'_addsuranly

: the library cstegory (Texas snd Washington) or total academi¢ support (Ohio).

» Michigan's budget formuls contains aceiemic support as s fo::h.h item snd

~_+  1ibraries as s noo-formila item. & ! '

Table 7 presents a summary of the approaches and u:hoda used by the
‘selscted states for the category of academic support. Three of the stats
- budget formulas consider acadesic support as a percentagé of ﬂuﬂinu:tygtiml‘
_ eatiflement: Alabama - 5%, Tenoessee - 8%, and Michigan'~'23%.  Ohio's budget
~ forwsla reflects a cost per FIE student basis which {s delineated by program
ares and level and includes l.orary support as wall. Virginia's budger fctiih
utilizes a staffing standard approach where the nusbsr of positions to be
Ddi:tribﬂted smong the various programs is a function of the number of i‘.utne:
tionsl and administrative faculty positions. Under ﬂu\jxginh uthodotq'f
a ¢istinction is made between the"staffing needs of doctoral-grasting univer-

sities and those of comprehensive colleges, liberal- arts colleges,-and ;peciilizad
7 : A

‘institutions. For excaaple, the ratio of FTE instructional faculty positions
to administcative positions is 20 to 1 for doctoril-granting universities
and 35 to 1 for the other institutions. The number of derived positions is
then multiplied by an institutional average salary to obtain the scademic
support entitlement. ' ’ ’

The budget formulas of Alabama, Tennessee, and Texas each approach the
1idrary funding in terms of toral entitlemeént. As shown in Table 8, in all
three cases,™the swount is based on credit hours and specified rates per credit -
hour. Tennessee and Alsbams use projected credit hours, vhile Tezas uses
8 base period production. All three, however, take inta account level; Tennesses.
- distinguishes between lower level and upper level undergraduate, while Alabame
snd Texss consider one level of undergraduste. Texas also recognizes a category

labeled *sf ecial profess -nal." The rates per credit hour necessarily differ,

but in general reflect.that larger costs are associated with the more advanced

levels. <

B
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S w . ‘ M&hod of Calculation
~———Unit/Component -Staffing Standerd ——Horkload  Percentage Base
7 Instruction Eatitlemen ' Alsbams
- ' Michigan
-~ ,‘Q\~ Tenhassee -
Projected. FTE Eorol lment Ohio
J
—Rate Per Unit Ohio
FIE Instructional Paculty Virginia
~ FIE Administrative Paculty  Virginia
Institutional Avera;; Salary Virginia »
. M ‘ —

) ;. Table 7
Acadenic Support

Totaf__&n;x tiement Approach

As an alternative to the total entitlement apprruch, the library. Wt
fml of Virginia.and Washington reflect distinct line items by iacludmg
staffing salaries and library maintenance with Washington allo ineluﬂing
.binding. With regard to staffing needs, both state budget fomlu provide
for & minimm of FTE staff positions to which are added positions as related
to FTE ecrollment srd FIE faculty positions. The enrollment factor is de~ -
lineatad by‘l.qgl in both formulas and reflects a differeatial weighting of
the enrollment depending on level. With regard to faculty positions, Virginia's
formula not only includes it as a factor but also diffct_;ntiatn batween doc-

Por library maintenance, the approach taken in the recommended Washington

formula and in the Virginia formula for doctoral-granting institutions meets
the Association of Research Libraries membership criteria (The Voight Formula)
by dccuiining the number of volumes and multiplying this by a stacdard rate
per volume. In both formulas, de:'emiuasion of the number of voluses takss

- toral-granting institutions and the comprehensive colleges, liberal arts
co.llcget, and specialized institutions. In addition to earollment and faculty
factors, the Washington formula, as recommiended, also rakes into account the
numsber of FTE staff, a weight Eq,g saintenance of the current collection, and
a_ weight for new acquisitions. Fros these factors the number of required
positions is dwrived, and the ii..ary staffing salary entitlement is computed

by multiplying this number by either an institutiona: salary rate (Vu:ginia)
or a sundud amount (Washington).




Table 8
Libraries

Total Entitlement Approuch

— -Method of Calculation
. Staffing Standard ‘“Worklosd  Percentsge Base

Texas -

Alsbaza
Tennessee

Alabaza
Tennesaee
Texas )

Alsbama
‘Tennossee
Texas

3

* Line lvem Approach -,

. g ¥ Method of Calculation -
Unit/Component Suoffing Stapdard  Worklosd  Percentags Base
Staffing Salsries i - -

: ' Pixed Positions Virginia . )
' . A Washington : . N
Base F.Z Students by Level  Virginia . S
» o i Wasihgton ’ )
Instruction PTE Paculty Vitginia
. Vashington
YIE Salary ' Washington
Current Collections __ Washington
Hmrheqtﬂcicions Washington -
Institutional Salary Virgloia o
Standard Salary ‘Washington ’
Library Maintenance N .

Number of Volumes Virginia

) Waghington
Rate per Unit Virginia

Washington
Program ‘ Virginia ]
Level . Virginia
Number of Programs Virginta }
Fixed Entitlement Virginia -
FTE Students by Level - Virgin{a i o
Binding

Current ui:ecriptions Washiagtoo -
Weight for Rebinding Washington
Standard Dollar Value :‘2 Washington




~ N
~ - -

‘ilto account severs” factors: a volume base; srogram additions by area; and -~ -
tmﬂ tuureh adjustments. The Washington formula nhc,) addrespes changae
isn atudent mollnn:, feculty changes, acd a replacement ad;uttunt. Por’
all other institutions in Virginia, the Virginia Maintenancc Forsula is used.
This formula provides a Fixed entitlement which is modified by total progras,
progr- wmagnitude, and enrollment weights, The total progres weight {s derived
from welghts asszigned to prograa areas and attributed to the inotituti&n.
contingent on its unique program offerings at the undergraduate, mastex's
and doctoral levels. The program magnitude weight is based on the mdnr
of suthorized programs offered at exch level. The enrollmeat is also weighted
~ to differentiate among the levels which i; then divided by the unweighted
. enrollment to derive the enrollmeat weight. The libr‘ary entitlement under
the Virginia Maintenance Pormula is then found by mltiplyin; th-se thres
vaighta by the fixed base amount.

.

As a final cmidgtatioa to the lidrary budget formula, Washington in~
cludes ¢ separate_line ites for bindiag. This fomu takes in ncem:m
current subscription rate, vhich is multiplied by a uu of 1.2 to auom for
bindmg and rebinding. The resulting weighted subscription rate is then

mltiplud by a standard dollar amouat to obtain the,entitlntnt for bindmg.
’

-

* 3.6 Student Servxces

-

= =

Student services activities include those associated with adsissions
- and registrar offic"ea. as well as those organizations which coatribute to
. " the student's eaotional and physicahvell-béing and to his intellectual,
social, and enltural dweloplent outside the context of the formal imztruc-

\

tional progru. As shown in Tabie 9, vhile. -ot{ states addreased student .

B At IR R R
)

services as a distinct category and utilized the total entitlement approach,

Rt
oy

the Girginia budget formula takes a line itea apprmbiz Virginia dexives
the zmount for student services on the basis a? requireci poiitiom aod insti~

. tutional average salaries. Administrative positions, given a fixzed wumber Lo
of 2 FIE poai:i;mn, are a functiou of the number of FTE enrollment (2.75 per
1000 students), while support staff positions are based on the nupber of FIE
dnstructional faculty (22.50 per 100 faculty). ’

] The te-lini.ug budget formulas for the most part, view stujent services . .
as 2 function of enrolliment. Alabama, Michigan, Tennessee, féxgi and washington
use a headcount enrollment, while the Ohio formula uses FTE enrollment, but ,

all compute s rate per student. Differentiation on the rate per studeot occurs

) ' ‘ 33 ¢ .
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) -’ Sdﬁt'Sat\dces
z R - _ - ,
" N - ‘ Total En:it'l&eu: Approach
% ; . : :
e - ' Method of Calculation X :
Boic/Componefit _Staffing Standard  Workload  Perceptage Base
* Adnisaion Applications: ' Washington -
Beds in Residency Halls Washington . .
Active Placemsnt Files . %fuhimon
Projected Credit B: rs Michigan
IR Znrollment Obio
Headcomt Students Alabmma
o ] " Michigan
Tennasses
. Texas .
= Washington .
 Rate per "™it Alsbans
) Ohio
Michigan
_Tennessee -
Taxas .
Washington

T e : ‘ Table 9

Base Amount for Sponsored Research
Base E & G Funds*

Texas

un?-

Line Item Approach

Sorkload

Mathod of Calculation

Percentage Base-

Unit/tomponent

Mainistrative Positions
Pixed Runber of Positions Virgiaia
Base FIE Students Virginta

Inat raction .l Average Szlary Virginias

" Clc :4fied Staff Positioms

Fixed Number of Positions Virginia
YIE lostructional Faculty Virginia
Institutiona] Average Salary Virginia

: - -

Staffing Standard

-
*

"#Exclusive of an amount for General Admiristratiom and Student Services.




*

<

o: by 1c 1\ (Vuhiuton) Inihddiru to headcount enrollment, uiéhigu also

sither in terms of institutionai size (Aisbama and Texas) or by program (Ohio) ~

““includes « fixed rate per credit h Washington's recosmended formula
inelm factors in addition to enrollpent: adaission applicatioss, beda
in renidence halls, and active placement files, each with: fu:ed rates.

Since the Texas formula is designed to reflect not only studeat services
but also general ld;inistntion. it includes two factqrs not directly associated
“with student services. One factor is associated with the ad-inut:anot\of
lponm.d research, vhere 5.7% of the tase,year snonsored research funds is
included as part of the entitlement. The second facror imcluded in the Im.
femh is 1X of the base period amount for Educationsi and Genaral l:pcnli.- -
turn, ucluuve of the amount for General Admniltut:.on and Student Services. ) ~§

- 3.7 ._Iastitutional Support L o . . é
This functional category includes the central management and lovg-range ‘g
planning for the entire.institution; fiscal cperstions: adainistrative dats E

progessing; space management; employee and personnal i rcds; . logistical .
services such as procurement, security, printing, and :umpctuticn, support .
‘services for faculty and staff vhich #ré not auxiliary enterprises; and community
and alumni relations. Table 10 susmarizes the approubwand componants
xddressed by the various sute budget forauulas.

In tervs of the total entitlement approach, the bndgct formulas of both
Ohxo and T- zas use the workload we: >d to calculate inctituuoul support.
Tio's foruwula, however, is based on projected FIE enrollment, vhile the Ttus
formula considers base period credit hours. In the Ohio formuls, the rates -
per student are difl.reantiated by program and level and are based on institu- -
tionally defined, histori¢ costs. The rates per credit hour are standard
and do not reflect program or level but righer are differentiated on the basis R

-~

, . of -amount of credit hours. The firet 200,000 credit hours are costed at §1.02

and the rate progresses within ranges unt{l amounts of credit hours over
600,000 are costed at $'.39. A minimm of $110,000 is also provided in the

* Texas formula as & base for all institutjons. . .

o

In Alabama‘'s entitlément for institutional s'uppor:, 22 of the tc-nl
fo'mla derived entitlement, mr‘udmg operation and uintcmce of phy:ical
gllnt but excepting utilities, represents the recommended saount. Tennessee's . 2

withod for estimating the entitlement for institutional support considers i
hY

-
-




Table 10
Institutional Subpfoi’t ' .
. /"
Total fntitlenent Approach

o Method of Calculat: »
Doit/Companent Staffing Standard Worklosd  Percentags Base

+

, Projected FIX Bnrollment = Ohio

-

. Rate per tnit ' ' Ohio

Fixed Entitlement S - YTexas . ’
Total Férmula Entitlement ‘ Ty ‘ A .o
Total Noo-formuls Entitlement . _ Tennessse

. Base Year 3tate Fuad Expenditures s Michigan

>3 Line Item Approach ., *
SR thod of Calculation -

Unit/Component Staffing Stamiard  Workiosd  Percentage Base

= 0 . \-/

i:}; Classified Staff Positions ‘ . . )
- Fixed Number of Positions Virginia .

3 . TIE Iunstruct ional chul‘cy Virginia

= Institutional Average Salary Virginia . :

% e Administrative Positions

. Fixed Number of Positions Virginia

- Base FiE Enrollment *  Virginia

Institutional Averagz Salary Virginia

] R
¢

-
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'mﬂ.‘. Gx.vcn this amdunt, cne of four formulas is applied depending
tht smount and attempting to reflect institutional size. Michigsa's proposed
s for ‘institutions! support was derived from a regression mlysio and
tﬁu ot secount gmtal fund sxpendxtuns, exclusive of institutional
u’port sod research agmies. Each of the r~maining £ rmulas essentially
follows this same cqnutiml ptoctd*xre, al.aough the particular values

of the percentages change, contingeat on the total amount, and fixed entitle-
mEcs are hedrponted ta adjust for institutional sise.-

»

-~

. Ltw ﬂu Vir;inu formula incorporates two separate line items:
1) executive nna;-:nt, fiscal operatious, .general adeinistrative miu,
sad pubiic relations anéd development, and 2) administrative dats ’roemiu

' the distioguishing .attributes of the line iters are related to the type of -

position !uin; cmidemd £ both line items, the mumber of chni!id staft
yocitimioccqntedm:hehsi:of:fiudﬁndpuinmuﬂm '
nusber of FIE instructionsl faculty. Administratiye positions for exscutive
menagesent uctivities sre differentiated by tta type of imstjtution {(doctoral
granting versus comprebeusive colleges, liberal arts ullqs snd specialised
institutions) and are based on a fixed number plus additional mitim dtpcnéin;
on the number of FTE enrgllments. For the data processing line item the the
number of adniniatu:wm_uﬁhncd on & fixed base i

. namber at a rate of positiopo-pcx FTB stndu;te. Once the iﬂﬁc: of positions .
is determined, the entitlement swount ia the number of positions multiplied

‘by an institutional average salare.

- 3.8 Operation and Maiatenance 3% Fhysical Plaut

The sctivities associated with this .ategory include operatioms, urvicen;;
and maintenance related to 3xou“é¢ and fac’tities, as well as the expenses
related to utilities, fire pr-’ection, and property inssrance. Table 11

*Mw_v,ﬂ —— -

susmarizes, according to approach, the meth ds and cc ouents uded by those

states surveyed which. addressed thic category. Applying th= total entitlement
approcch, both the Ohio and Michigan budgét formulas consider the operation .
~ and maintenance of physic.l plant - the baoi: of a rate per unit. Ohio's
formula is based on projected FTE student enrollment, and the lp'ecj.fie rates -
per student are differentiaced by pr‘bg*.;a- area and student level. llichig:n":
‘fo;-:h is based oun a fixed rate ($1.65) per gross square footage, plus a ®
fixed entitlem.it (9223,000 plus an amount to ofio.et inflation).

P S .




Table 11
o Opcration and l!amt.cnqce of Physical Plant o - ~ .

"

17 ) e §

Cuptoedisl Setvices : .
——  Tetal fquare Yootags . Weshingtow Texes B
Steadard Salary Washingtos ‘ -
—Reta poz Inis — o Toms ' .
Viskiajtss
Men Year Baticlemsat Bashiagtes
Orounds Maintsaance ' - . A <’
Acres Maistsined . Taxss " Washiugtos N
Standar3 Salary Texss ) N ;
Wastiagton . . -
Base Beadcomat Eorollment Texas - . g
Tetal Linsar Yoot of Buildiogs Texes ;
- Tetal Croes Stuars Feet ~  Alsbama o
- . . .. Teamessse -
“Nate per Uoit = Alsbass ’
oo : Tennessse
Bullding Beplucemeat Valus ) . Texas
_ Bs s TIT Rirollment Tezas
Bese FIE Paployees for o - - . R ,
Ratirensnt Teras )
Standard Salary Rate Toxas ) .
Beilicies ] T - K
Building Malotensnce Entitlement Washicgton -
Total Crose Square Fest ’ Aladeor
Tesnassed’ )
Rats par Unit . Alabans
. Tencassee

Vashington .~




ufl&c:ing tha mt of build:.ng construction: w. x.l nsanrrvood and dasonry,
ﬂi vhather or vot the building is a:.r-condxtxoned. The replacemsnt value
d the kildiﬁg iqthcn mltiplied dy this percentage to gensrate the main-
m«l to@iu-nt for each building, and those munn are cu-.d to generate

~ the nintm mith-tn; for the entire inseituti.qn. o - '

_  Custodial, or jmitoriaf services are llao inslmhd as a line ital i.a
_ the Texas and Washington formulas. In the Texas formuls, the satal oqum
footags of the cutside dimensions of educations) and geseral buildings is
multiplied by a standard rate per square foot ($0.5358). W’c Wt
formila for mtodial services reflects two distinct utmtiu salaries
and opsrations. In determining the uhry entitlement, ﬂll total tquun fest
sorved is divided by a standard producnvity rate par FIE staff (zo,ooo sq. £e.)
to vhich is added any institutionally joatifiu! adjusthents. Tha resvlting
twsber of non-year positions is then multiplied by a standard sslary rate. -
The opsrations entitlement is determined on the basis oi a standard rate per
‘ : Mu. o i )
= i .mm in the Texas and-Washington state budget. '
~ formulas is grounds maintenance. The Texas formuls uses a staffing standard
! method in‘auiuting this entitlement, vhere the number of hours required
to maintain the grounds is a functioan of the total linear poriufgr of the
buildings, the tutal.number of acres of lavns and maintained n:ds, and a -
: base term headcount earollment. The nusber of hours is then wultiplied by )
- an average hourly rate. The®staffing standazd method is also used in the
Washington formula for estimating the salary componsut of grounds maintensnce.
The number of required positions is determined as a function of the number
/-e{ acres, vhere the acres sre categorized into four types of acreage, such
as lavns or paved areas. A standard nusber of acres per man-year by category
- is divided into the acres to determine the number of required positions, to
. which nuabers of institutionally-justified positions are added. The totsl |
aumber of pa:ai:ionc is then multiplied by & ot:aiditd sslary rate. The opera- ..
tions entitlement for grounds maintenance is estimated by multiplying the .
o number of acres by category by a standard rate per category.

-~
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and ;encul cpaée. which is multiplied by a specific rate
The spproach taken by Texss for this category uses two

ol m foot.

- M »

basis cf !;ha base period FTE enrollment a.nd the nu-ber of FIB mlmn’ffi‘gibh
- for retirement and then multiplies this by the average hourly rate. A second

i m ilcyu 2.8% of the replacement cost of the buildings as part of thie
M!: saintensnce requiresent. A minisum of $106,000 for this. ca:cgory e
is slso ltipuund in the 'qu budget Eth. 3 G
; ﬁ budget ¢ rmulas includmg ytilities as a du:uct line i:-,/:hn
factoxe Mby Alsbama and Tennessee are the total gcoss.squars fest -ultiyl;hd _
bys wiﬁc rate per square foot. Washington's budget formila pdtipliu .
‘the amouat derivéd as the building uintm entitlement %y a cnniard rate ./
- ‘of 10 to estimete the utility -nn:eunce entitlm: .- .

3.9 Adjustmmmts -

Although the budget formula may project the resource requirements of
. an institution, the amount actually appropriated by the szate does not necesssrily
———aqusl-that peed. The amount to be appropriated is typically determined by =
tegotiations between the institution and the various state agencies, including
the lcgichtute. Louisiana's formula spscifies that the state should support
73% of the institutional needs hnd has built this factor directly into the
budget formula. Michigao, while not specifying a particular method, suggests

several dtc‘tut;‘.ves

1) The state Lll guarantee a perientage of the ‘gross amount derived
by the model for each sector, i.e. 80X for the state colleges, 75%
for the universities, and so om.

2) The state will deduct a standard of 40% of the amount derived by
the model for instruc’®»n from the gross amovnt derived by “the model.

3) The state will gusrantee a percentage of the amounts derived by ‘ .
the model for each of the various components, i.e. Instruction -
75, Research - 50%, Public Service - 50%, Academic Support - 75%,
Student Services ~ 50! Inat’mtwﬂd Support - 50%.

4) The state will deduct a standard amount per st. .at to reflect

tuition income. ‘

" The «pproach reflected in the fourth ¥ichigan alternative hu been adopted

7 by four of the states mcluded m 1is study: Aldbama, New Hexico. Okhholl, .
=3 ‘and Tennessse, and as xndxcated in ‘l'able 12, they have expanded the approach

beyond the tuition adjustment. A deduction is ¥iso made tor the recovery

40




: wat mn (Wew Maxico ~ 202 and Tennessee - 80%). Revenues from govern~
ﬁﬂ/m&, other than the state, are included as deductions in the Oklshoma
: renoesses formulas, as well as income from the sales and urvuu of educa-’
1 departments. MNew Mexico's budget formula deducts 80% of the institution's
R bgs from investseats. Another decuction, labeled a maintenance fee deduc—
,ﬁ.ﬁl, {s iacluded in the Tennessee and New !luico formulas. In bota, the ‘
) hlhetiul is based on the credit hours produced and a specifiesd rate per credit
m‘t also includes a standard deduction based on hesdcount snroll~ E
at. Reavesuss- MWM&W -{n-the—— - —
m Both 'Imune and okuh‘& deduct inccme from dmumi
" sources. Ounly New u-xicé's bud;et foraula provides credit to the institution
fﬂl) !M‘nt aehnhnhips and the amount expended for MOSL matching ﬁmdc

i 4

Table 12 T _ ’
) Adjustments - ' .,
Debit Cowpooent ‘ . State
Tuition and Related Pees . * Alabama ¢
New Mexico
' Oklahoms " .
. Tennassse
Recovery of Indirect Costs_ . © Mew Mexico
) ) : : Tennesses-
Governmerital Services ' Oklahoma
. / Tennessee
.8ales and Services _oi_Bduca:ional Department Oklahoma
Tennesses
: Investment Farnings : , " Mew Mexico E
Maintenance Fee Deduction — New Mexico
Tennessee o
Intercollegiate Athletics Tennesses .
) Miscellaneous Sources ’ ] Oklshosa
? . Tennessee
—; Credit Component
S 7
= T _  Student Scholarships Nev Mexico
: - WDSL Matching Funds . g ) New Mexico




. m sum—-&lm‘n, Ohio, and Oklnhou--conuder the education of
ﬁ-ﬁi&t& m-ulitts as separate entities on 8 formsle basis. For the most
pu't the re-ining selected states also-consider the health areas individually . ‘
hl: bese the mtopriltion on specific institutional justification, Michigsm's
im;l funding approach is the wos: explicit in respsct to institutional
jutiﬁettin, entitlement for the health professions is equivalent to the
eurnpé smovat plue an amount for inflation (6.3% of the curreat -uunt),pm ‘.

" amy m- changes .

.- mnah—budptfornh- fwmmmmdhtim
betwesn medical schivol funding and dental and optometry school funding. Both
‘are-based on projected enrollment. The medical sehool !uadiq !unh, m,
£s based on a staffing lunhrdnthodmnebomefmiﬁmhktiﬁd
“from the enrollment and -pmmd studest-faculty ratios. The musber of posi-
:im in then mltiplt‘iy a salary rate per po-itian. Ths entitlement for
I:h. dental and optometry school:, on the other hand, reflects & workloed method
where the enrollment is sultiplied by specific rates per student. Yor both
formulas, the entitlemenrts are adjusted for tuition revenue.

——

-

In the Ohio budget formula, like the Alabams formula, two -odnlu are
7 specified, one for mediine and one for dentistry, optomstry, and veterinary
medicine. Both models reflect identical procedures and’differ only with regard
to the npecxfxc raies. The models specxfy ratés per FIE student for the area>
of inn!:mctwn and departmental research, ncaduic support, student urvicu,
iut:.tunoml support, and plant operation.. '!be rates for all areas, ucept

the instruction area, are based on historical costs wvhich exclude funds from.
federal goverument capitation grants. The rate per FIE student in the instruc-
tion category is comprised of three- factors: faculty compensation, other !
departmental compensation, and other departmental expenses. Paculty compensa-
tioh per student is based on the student-faculty ratie (4.5 to 1 in medicine,
6.5 to 1 in thc other health professions) and the average annual salary per
faculty member, which is also diffe:eutiatéd in the two nodell.i The remsining
;" ) departmental expenses are based on historical cost studies vhich derive the

- ‘ average cost per student. By multiplying the derived costs pcr" ttudent by

the projected FIE enrollment, the entitlements for gach model Pe obtained.

-

Oklahoma's budget formula considers health-related instru txonal programs .,
and libraries on the basis of formulas; the other nreu-geneu} adainistra-
tion and expense, continuing education, organized research, and plant maintenance

- ’ ‘
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-l mtina-—m handled ss incremental budget itm The instructional
7&!!} reflect the staffiny standard method taken in conjunction with & line
- ftﬂ approach differentizced for eich of the programs: wmedicioe, denturry, .
B *milg. mm:, graduste college, and pharmacy. Faculty sylaries, as a line
item, are dcurd;nd on the basis of projected FIE stud:ats, specified student-
faculty ratios, amd ulary rates per position. Other professional salaries
' are based on a,fixed mumber of positions, dependent on the particular program, .
snd & fixed salary rate, wvhile support staff salaries are based on the m-bcr
% faculty positions, specified staff-faculty ratios, and standard uhrj
. rates, Bensfits are derived as a percentage (7X) of the salaziés, and ‘other
. inlp.'uctiml expenscs as & percentage (122) of all salaries and bmfin.
: ubtyry entitlcments also reflect, for tbe most part, the staffing -undari l
method and line item ‘approach. Pixed numbers of profeuiml and upmt
staff snd stendard sslary rates are specified. Other library expenses are
a percentsge (12%) of the salaries and benefits, and thi entitlement fcf
books, binding, and printing is 692 of the total for ulmn, benefits, and

other library expenses. <. /
. : £
F
3 - X [}
1 | ,
N/ \ -
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" 4.0 mgloi:-ant &nd Maintenance of a Pormula Budgeting }'tocii

" mathods, or approaches reflected in the developed formolas, but rather om -

[ i L

S i s st e or— e, -

<

“Ina ct.udy recently pnbhahed by the Center for Research md Developmant
in Righer Education at the Uniutn:y of Califoruis at Berksley, Meisingsr
(1976) addressed the processes involved in the evolution of a formuls in the
state budgeting process. His concern was not for the specific w.

the quutim of hov & formula is introduced to the budget process, why aod
how a formula is modified, and wbat factors are involved with the dimlutiou

of a budget formula. In addition, ueuingct-discuus the’ itrlug:lu and

: countautnce;xu used by the agencies and institutions imvolved in the Sgats
‘budgeting process. Three case histories: cclitamh. I1linois, snd Texas,

{two of which, California and Illinois, have abandoned formuls budgeting),
ssrve as the foundation for his comments and obssrvations. The following
brief review of this work provide: insight into the problems controatin; the
rclatiomhip of public institutions and state government. The i.qlutnu-
tion and usc of s budget formula requires not only the divelopment of the
specific component relationships but also the tecognit}on and development
of the organizational structure and technological ‘bases required to shpport
it. . ) y

&.1 Intraoduction of a Budget Formuls ) e

Central to the introduction of a budget formh' to the state budget pro-
cess is the delineation of the sources of initial sapport for the concept. .
In the early 1950'a, state support for the development of a ltatc;vide Californis
budget formula vas derived primarily from the axecutive budget office. It
was the Dépattuent of Pinance, with the backing of state colleges, which #
argued for a forrula based on statewide staffing standards. In Il!linoia.

the inpetul for che development of a budget formula was derived iron the
=,

\




m & s \uu collcgt system during the 1960's and from s nvalty betvween

mnm unimlitiu. Amoug the public institutfons in Illinois, the budget

m m m uen as the mclnnua vhich would provide an equitable

:’j— &ttm of state funds amd reduce the political uncertsinties that existed.

In 'h:u, the lqhhturo vas the pndoainmt force in the introduction of

J s Wt famh. with strong supporc from the larger institutions. Regard-
lm of the source of mppor:'for the introduction of a budget formula, the

Nd;ﬂ: process requires mz the toncept ncein the support of the cnstimiu

_ﬂut will be cliuetlg affected by the formula: the exscutive budget office,

the liiialn:urt, the state agency for higher education, and the individual

institutions. ’Hithout the final support of these groupe, the legitimacy of

the formula concept for fesource sllocations is brought iato qmtion and

adoptian of effectivé implamenting procedure is made more difficult. 7 .

To facilitate the development of support for the concepc, sn o:miu— .
r;ioul framevork for the design-and implementation of the bpdget formula must
be well~placned. As a partisl solution-to this situatios, California, Illinois,
and Texzas each used task forces or committeas, composed of representatives
from the various concerned constituencies, to develop the formulas. - Thase
task forces cneourued par\.icipanon and communication among the various
grodpiwhich assisted in making legitimate the use of formulas. Purtherwore,
baving developed a specific formula, an otgmiutioul structure that will
provide for the implemntation of the process must exist. If the formuls
is to lchim the objectives for which it was dmlopcd the tolu of each
cmtituncy must be clearly delineated. ’ :

Finally, thé development of s formuls budget requires that an adequate
information base be available, and the mechaniems for collecting and updating
this data base must also be defined. The develogment of a formula necessitated
tblt definitions be developed and applied uniformly and that historical as
well as currest information be ohtained and analysed. 1In the thres cases
studied by Meisinger (1976), the specific parameters and components to be
included in the formula evolved ftcu data elements already a part of th.
duiaion-mking process. While the data utuct ire and pnrtlculn' definitim
becams more unified scross the institutions, ‘the basis was slresdy firuly
rooted within the existing fremework. The prob.em is more difficult when
existing data bases and agreed definitions do not exist or ace inconsistent
4 . across ths system.
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7 6.1 ii&ﬁutioa of a Iuilgec romh

_ m bcvin. .intruluced a lmdgci: formulas into the budgeting process, it
: il nlanury to insure that the formula can be updated and modified to respond -

7 t& diﬂh; conditions. While thi: uypbe limited to ouly the updating of
’ ,‘ ﬁeinfc base, it typically requxrel more extensive revision rmlting from

—W in definitiouns, the addition or deletion of specific eaqpomu,
« m in the basic philciop!ncsl premises underiying the formcla. ks shown '
by the experiences of Cslifornia, Illincis, and Texas, disenchan ment with
‘the icizial ‘and subsequent ' formulas by any one-of the constitusncies iovolved
and pressurs fro- external forces are two primary factors. Naw éoﬁ:itim
of an IR student and new formulas tocmtgddxnmlamctoofthnhlﬁtn-
tiomal budget were soms of the things to be altered in the Texss formula:
* The completion of accurate cost studies and a change in the h;{lhe;n.'l
philosophy from au incremental top cel'tchct;:in budgeting coucept waxe two
‘concerns in Illincis. In California, efforte foeiud on the adjustasant of .
a factor to give more faculty workload credit for labotu:yq intmction,

the provision of a d:.f.fcrcntul for graduate study, ud l:h inclusion o! state
7 support for !uulty ressarch.

?
Again critical to the sodification of a budget formula inﬂu provision %
for an organizational stfucture. This vas one of the major Wua in
the Californiz formula budgatirg process, vhile tha continued success of both
the Illinois and Texas systeas could be attridbuted in part to the provision
of ‘a mechanism for formuld wodification organized sround & committes structure.
The importance of this structure, representing all relsvant constituencies,
is that it provides for continuity snd an on-;oing nechanise for the systematic
review of the formula budgeting process. In additiou:, such participation
facilitates interinstitucional exchange of dess, better commmnication, and
wore ready acceptance of any wodification i the budget “ormula. Given the
- 1ong‘success of the Texeas fom{a budgeting Process, its organizatiocn is”
particularly noteworthy. Central to the ’proéelo is the Advisory Ccamittee
snd the Coordinating Board. The Advi;gq Committee, composed of rapresenta-
tives from the institutions, makés recommendstions to the Texas Coordinating
Board regarding formula modifications esch biennium. These recommendations,
vhich may or nﬁ not be accepted, are considered in developing the final budget
recommendaticus sent by the Coordinating Board to the Legislative Budget Board
and the Executive Budget Office. _Recommendations by the c«:ord;ixuting Board
are typically incorporated into the state budget instructions without modification.
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‘l’h! mnt of thic approsch :l attributable, in part to the mfoml particip&-

tion of rmtativu from both the legislature aud executive budm offiqu.

On soms occasioms, the Coordinating Board sppointed special Formula S:pdy ]
Committess for each of the existing and proposed formula areas. These Ca-ittﬂg

_:m charged to reviaw, evaluate, and recommend changes in the formulas to 7 »
the Advisory Committes.

& third isportant coneideration in the -odxﬁcumn of bud;pz toml‘a 3
is the provision of the technological data bau required to support the m@xf&cﬂ-
tion. This why. require the development of pew survey mtrmtt, the rdrhion
of existing data retrieval systems to support both analytical studies as nll

" as for. actual changn iv the formula. To some extent, changes in a particulax -
Mgct formula may be linited because of the costs associcted with m collecw
" tion and analysis of new data.

2 - 4.3 Dissclution of a hdge: Yormla

=
=

As indicated in Meisinger's study (1976), Cahfornia aud Illmh sbandoc.ed
their state budget formulas early in the 1970's, while that in tem remains -
in effect. One essential component leading to the ‘rms suzcass id nt&iaing
the budget formula pre-ess is that the state has nevcr besn confronted. with

- ____serious economic sitaations, as were California and ‘I1linois. The demise:
. ‘ of the California budget formula occurred during the 1970-71 fiscal yesr when T
‘ the state revenue base vas not expected to increase and the legislature was

unwilling to increase taxes. Higher education was one ares whers budget cuts
could be applied. In the last phase of the California financial crisis, ‘
higher edmgion budgets were reduced and the usr of the fermula vas dissolved. .
In a similar situation, higher education in lllinois‘ became s lover priority

: item in the state executive offices. In addition, this sector was charged -

vith waste, inefficiency, mismenagement, and poor administration. These
charges, concomitant vith the financia' condition of the state in the late
1960s and the imposition of a state income tax, reduced public and legislative
. support for higher educatioan. The end rvesult, as in Csliforais, vas the
cteduétion of the higher education budget and the soandonmeat of the bndget
formala. )

As these case studies illustrate, crucial to the impiementac 7n of a .

formula in the state budgeting rrocess is msintenance of a level of trust

and confidence among the state agencies and institutions involved. The erosion

- of this trust and confidence in California and Illinois was, in part, attcributable




to the meuipulation of the formulas by the institutions to -lﬁﬁ,ize their
W&Wﬁthﬂ Manipulation can occur eithér through tue legal processes

~of fmll change or through the misrepresentation of the historical or pro-
jeetd instiutiml data. Csliforuia's budget formula, which was based on.
tmllmt and statfing standards, was abused by several institutions by en-
riebing the curricula with courses with wore advantageous staffing weights.
Extensive avditing of institutionsl records undertaken by the executive offices
of the state revealed criticai infractions. These "saper” audits were then

o

extend:’' to m"r-:he-apol‘ audits where auditors would actually be disguised -
as atudents and sttend ‘classes to note enrollments and modes of igstruction. *
“The formula was then used not ar & resource acquisition tool, but as an sudit
track; the imsritutions were required to spend the funds as allocated, line

item for line i*em. This situatic . - aula nnxpulatiou oo the part of the
inoticstim and controlled sudits ou .ue psrt of the exscutive offices, eroded
the trust and confidence of the parties iavolved in the budget process.

In con’tut, in Texas little foraul: manipulation has been cvidem:ed -
attributable partislly %, the struct : sesign of thé¢ formu.s as well ( ..
8 the roles and functiors played by .ae state agencies. Based on actuasl
credit hours produced, the formla dors nox explicitly define the number of .

- instructionsl poc:tions required, but rather allows the institution to employ

any number of faculty within the constraints of their rescurces. This ia
in contrast o the California formula where the budget formula derived the . 1
* number of required ftcuity and the institutions were held accountable fof
the derived number. In addition, administrative positions are not funded

ar t result of credit hour production, and the incentive to jnclude faculty
) in aduinistrative positions to enlarge the appropriations present in the
California formulas is n-mexistant in the Texas approach. The penalty for ’ e

eisrepreseqtation of institutional data is a reduced appropriation for the .
it fiscal period. Apother factor in the formula manipulation problea is

the latitude provided for additional funding. In Texas, institutions may

i ‘)-" o
L

rcquest and, upen justification, be allocated funde beyond that resulting
- frou the formuls. Finally, ccotingency funds are available if institutions
bave legitimate additional fiscal requirezents, particularly for periods of o -

unczpected growth.

A third characteristic of the diss.iution of the budget formula in ‘b\oth
Californi~ and illincis was th. breakdown in the interorganizational Jine<

of cmn{cation. The -wommunicatign system either closed down coupletely
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. was to have functioned go as ‘to reduce the political uncertainties, with the

/ hi;hly political budget negotistions.
%W Gemteututegxes in the Budget Fomls Proless

W " legislative committees, and the appropriation of funds by the legislature.
“The role of .the institution iq/thi:s"fn&:éu is typically focused on the wmaximiza~ -

.ment, mar. the ioplementstion of a formuls budget system.

or th“!ﬂov of commmnication vas uni-directional. Although the budget formula

breakdown in communication the formula became the vehxcle for the return of

-

The budgot progess revolves around the submission of inatitutional re-
ques.. oy fmiéing', the review of those requeita by state agencies and the

~

tion of its ‘funding level, aod’__};ar. of the w{tsf:l: and the legislature

on its reduction. As a fe';::lf. _the institdtions at to develop strategies

to ensute saximal funding. A Meisinger (1976, p. 124) describes these strategies
:eyn'u to the formula budgeting process, fhay ipclude: 1) the expshsion .
of course offering- and new programs, | 2) padding, 3) formula mipnhtion, .
4) formsla enrichmeat, or 5)-acquisition of external funds.. At the state ‘ T4
ievel. stete ‘agencies and the legislature also develop strategies and cowanter- 4
strategies tc restrict budget growth. These activities include: 1) fm:dmg '
delay 2) new program control,_3) reallocation targets, &) base-reduction .

. targets, 5) hudget ceilings, 6) productivity reductions, 7) management audits,

8) reduced tolerances on enrollment projeétions, or 9) introduction ~f s new

formula. .

To a significant degree, the use of such strategies on both sides effects
and determines the degree of mutual trust and confidence that the major participants

bave in the budgeting system. The cooperative de:ign of the formula is critical

.in ensu.xng that shzred trust and confidence, rather than mistrust and disillusion-’
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5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A COMMONWEALTH OF PERNSYLVAKIA BUDGET FORMULA

.
- - - Ly

%?‘ 1If the Coamonwealth of Pennsylvanxn and the yubl:c instizutions of ponb!' .

E;‘ S, lecoh¢lty eéucs:xon, including the state-owned, state-related, and cowmunity ] 75?

e collega sectors, are to pursue the d<velopment and implementation of a stateé o
‘ budget formula, several factors must be addressed. The establishment of a ”

h&&;c: forzula requires an orgsnizational structure waich identifies the roles ;%:

_and responsibilities of individuals, institutions, and agencies who will par- ' . ‘ég

ticipate in the development of the formula. Responsibility for che specifica- :
tion of the design of the budget formula hould be assigned to this orgesizational ,%
structure. Implementstion of a budget formula once developed also requires =
th; development of & systematic process that carefully address:s the role

and responsibility of all participaeting agencies and provides for the interface
of the budget formula and the budget process. The purpose of this section . :

- is to present discussions and recommendations relative to these concerus.

%.1 Organization for Developing & Commonvealth Budget Formuias

-

R U

Overall the integration of a state budget formula into the ongoing budget
- process is a difficult problem. As shown by ‘the three case studies discussed
ia Section &, the utilization of a rask force or committee organizational
structure as the medxum for the development phsse appears to be the most
successful . By 1nc1udxng representatives from the xnstitutxons, the state

-

coordinating board for higher education, & ! the executive and legislative TS

i L R
h N

branches of tne state gosernment, the task force imparts to the budget formula

AR TR A e

development process a degree of legitimacy. Representation by these criticsl

copstituencies will maximize the potential for uncovering imadequacies at

‘ this phase rather than at the time of implementation. In addition to a fOtking
task force, it is imperative that professional steff support personnel be

rd
N




#ﬂvidod to conduct the necessary work of 7ollec:ing the required data, con-
ducting the ralevant cost studies, deriving the formula weights, and testing
the varioys formulas for adeauscy and equity. :

5.2 Recosmendations for the Desigzn of a Commonwealta Budget Formula

The design and structure of a budget formila is critical to its viability
as part of the budget proce:s. The formhla must be both eqmtable and adequate;
othervise, ite legitimaty will be brought into question by institutions them-
selves. In addition, the formula must reflect the political milieu in which

» it will function in order to reduce political uncértéinties and easure account-
* abitity—The-builders—of the formula must recogaize that che manner in which
specific functional categories are addressed may incresse the political unm— .
. ' ce:taigtin rather than reduce them. For example, the incorporation of faculty
g salaries as a separate line item opens the salary rate per faculty member
‘ as a potentially negotiable item. In the deesign of & budg;t formula, those
v aress ~ubject to negotiation and the pohtu:al process must be carefully :oeordcd
Another consideration is the availability of the data reqnire& to support
the formula. Unless a atatevide data base exists which has the data elements
~ - - - required or the procedures designed to collect the information, the budget
- formula will not function regardless how well designed and seasicive to chan;e'
it is. Accountability wilt also be jeopardized By an ihideiu:tei’tatc-vidc
data base. -

Balstead (1974, pp. 663-4} suggests several criteria for judging the
quality and effectiv ness of state budget formulas. The developed budget
formula sust eri.uit validit  °t must accurately uti'n:e the budget require-

) { ments of the institutions. Otherwise, gross deficiencies, surpluses, and
- . ipfquities may be perpetusted. Compariscns of actual budget patterns with
formila estimates. must be continua! v wade to xnsute the legitimacy of the %

fomh. Qua.'titative definitions o. the factéts included’in the formula

must be developed. These factors should be expressed, to the extent possible,

in measuraole, potentully countable terms. (here judgment is required, sucb
- . as the development of weights, decisions snould be based on empirical evidence.
| Formulas to be effective also must be sensitive to change in the demand for

services and areas of grovih. This criterion ofter requires that the formulas
be rether complex, vhich may reduce their understandsbility. Clo:e!z related

’ to the criterion of sensitivity, adaptability of the formh:} the unique

missions and goals of the insti‘utions must be considered, but not to the




ﬂtﬂtﬁu the communalities of the institutions are cbscured. Standardize-
& :ioa of the definicions and formula factors will facilitate: the process of
m of pro;r- and institutions, both within the state and with other
B f"sm !inally, the budget formulas must be understandable to the users. .

’ ,!iqli’euy is the key, but not to the exclnuon of the formula's sensitivity

‘to change, adaptability, and validity.

- The recommendations for the design of a budget formula for the Cosmon~ D
wealth will attempt to address these concerns. FPor the most part, thc racq-eada-
tim roflect a total entxtle-ent appmach, This npprmh uhxle mﬂut

p——————e e

.

“‘nli.d pretnﬁatm of the factors involved in the estimation of an insnu-
tion's financial requirements. In additiom, thc wti.onl qhuiu
the worklosd sethod, which L.- a realistic potential for reduei.ng we political
-negotiations arising from the use of a budget formula. Rather than e:plicitly
delineating the required number of positions and salary rates, such factors
o= as salaries and operating expenses are implicit within a determined uu;. .
The workload method is also more sensitive to change and adaptive to m condi-

g - tions than is the percentage base method. - The recommendations which _fo{lc_m

. 4

i are infended to serve as a basis for discussions and do not represent a compre-
Y+ 7 "henrive or detsiled analysis of the problems associated with the developaent

1 ‘of a budget formula. B

o ;

£ Lf/’ “‘l!u.endauon 1.

S Separate budget formulas should be developed 'for‘t.be state-owned, state-

2

related, and community college sectors. Given tie distinctive missions o;

these three secturs, as reiterated in the 1971 Master Plan, ;GAI_MIe formula (
could ‘accputely and equitably address their respective resource reqpirements.
The Comon;realth, unlike other states, has developed for certain major components
of the system the concept of "state-relatedness” which differs from the usual

b LA

-~ status of major universities in the public sector. The;'cfore, the development
of three , arallel, but differing, formulaa for thres sectors is required,

given this unique structure.

Recommendation 2.

' - & .
Separate formulas should be develop: for the health ‘telated, professional

areas of medicine, dentistry, and veterinary medicine. These professional

areas, because of the unique nature of instruction involved, represent 2
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: imhfhd sst of conditions that require the development of formulas repre-
: min their specific needs. The nature of the costs associated with such

T ltm differ significently from the other institutional areas anﬁ therefore,
- require a different formula.

Standard definitions for the u;ot functmml categories shou‘d be established; -

M the formuls methodol should be consistent across the three sactors.

l&ih having three separate budget™ Iormulse-permits a go d . exibili gy
and addresses to -somg extent the concern for vahdxty, the coqani:ihty of
definitions and general methodology of the formulas must be imred to ensure
qui.ty and accoun"nhzhty

.

hco-ndntion 4.

The budget formulas for each sector should address the functional categories
of iutn‘lction,‘ research, public service, academic support, libtariea, student
services, institutional support, and operation and maintenance of the physical

plant. Underlying this recommendation is the assumption that the state recognises
instruction, research, and public service as important activities for the

* benefit of the Commonwealth and that’ specific support activities are a natural
result of engaging in these major an,iuionl. Also, it is sssumed that the
state desires to support such activities. Bccaule of the differing micsions

a4 be of the same importance nor included in each forrula (e.g. community colleges

of the three sectors, however, not all of these categorier will neceaurily

would normslly not receive funds for research). ‘

; ' (a) The budget formula for. instruction lhould be based on the total

: ‘ entitlement approach and a workload method based on projected student credit

x hour ppoduction and specific rates per credit hour. To increase the sensitivity
of the budget formulas, standard instructional program'areas (e.g. education,

. engineering, humanities, etc.) and prograa levels (e.g. lower-level undergraduate,_

upper-level undergtaduite,rgxadulie I, graduate II, etc.) should be differ- o

entfated, and specific rates for each program area and level should be determined.

The rates per student credit hour should be developed from historic cost studies

by sector and should incorporate the direct costs of instruction: faculty

Fhs; ] &nd staff salaries, fringe benefits, and other departmental operating expenses.

These rates should be adjusted annually to incorporate inflation increases

in these costs.
e e -
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. {b) Punds for the support of resewrch activities should be- allocated
et ona potecntlzc of each institution's external sponsored fundxng relative
:Eto the ntatcuidc total. This proposal is similar to that used in Tennessee
where 3nn.r¢1 research’ funds, other thl? for specific project grants and -
contracts, are set aside and distributed on the basis of each imstitution's
-abiligy to gemerate external funding. Research conducted at the canonualgb’
postsecondary educational institutions provides benefits, to the state and /*J
;ociety and the 1nst1tutxons should dbe given 1ncentiven to increase their
————v—0110tt. to obtain extcrnnl funding for teaeatch Excluded would be fundl
provided by the federal gﬁgergneat through the state under land-grant 11;1.1:-
tion to the Pennsylvania State University. In addition, the state should -
channel funds to support specific tesearchrprodegts of high value to the stste
to the appropriate agencies of state government for allocation to both public
and private universities on the basis of co-p;titive proposals.

. T (c) Public servic: activities should be supported as a percentage‘of

the instruction entitlement, where that percentage is derived from historic
studies by sector. While the percentage method is generally not preferred .
because GF the assumptions underlying its use, the difficulty in developing °
- a reliable and valid measure of public service, such as the continuing educa-

- tion unit, haadcount enrollment, or the contact hour, precludes alternative

methods at this time. Until such an iwdicator is éeveloped, however, the

percentage method appears to be the most feasible alternative.

"(d) Academic support should be based on a workload method, where pro-

jected student credit hour production is differentiated by level and multiplied
by hxatorxc rates per credit hour, adjusted for inflatiom. The underlying

assumption is that academic support activities (e.g. acadenxc administration,

; -qgeu-s and galleries, media and technology, and separitely buigeted cqurse

and curriculum development) are related to student credit hour production

and that the costs differ by instructional level. Headcount entollnentinny
“be. another factor associated with this functional category, and its use in

the formula also should be investigated.

(e) Support for libraries should reflect two line items: gecneral library

- support and library mcinte ance. General support for library expenses should

be calculated on the basis of projected headcount enrollment, by level, multiplied

by an historically~dc¢fined rate per student, adjusted for inflation. Enroll-

ment should be weighted by student level to reflect the differential effects

. -
< -
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om general library expensea. The maintenance conﬁonent of the library formula
should take into account the number of vola-ea and sn historic Tate per volunn,
ldjulted for inflation. : - L -

tf) Support for student services should be calculated as a mixed cost
campoffant using a workload method based on projected headcount enrollment,
diff.tcntzntcd by level, multiplied by standard historic rates per student,
infla:xon. Rince student servxce actxv;txec include the ldli.lioal

a va:xlble asount chould be included contingeat on the headcount enroll- R
t. 8tudant services are provided regardless of whether the student is -

full-time or part-timg; gqg: therefore, headcount i>rollment is the most ressonable o
index of costs. )

- *

“‘--_£!) Ihe entxtle-ent for 1nst1tutxonal support should 1ncorporatc a fixed
level of s support, ﬁwrwutﬂl&—em«lcul&t‘d_hg_;.m:khad -method

- sensitized fot pach subordinate activity on the projected FTE faculty;\EIE

staff, or student credit hour ptoductxon, multiplied by specific rates per\\\
unit derived from historic, cost studies, adJuated for inflation. Many of \“\
tt costs associsted with the central management, planning, fiscal opctationl;
: eaployee and per-onnel records, and so on are fixed regardless of changes
%l ) in other variakles. The variable factors of FTE faculty, FTE c}aff znd credit
hour production, however, ptqvidé indices of institutional complexity, an

? important factor in inatitutional support expenses.

(h) .The formula for the operation and maintenance of the physical plant

should reflect che line items of custodial cervxces, grounds maintenance,

: building repair and maintenance, and utilities. Each line item, with the

7 exception of buxldxng repair and qaxntenance, should be calculated by the
workload method, on the basis of gross square footage,'acteage, or cubic feet
of space, where the rates per unit are historically derived and adjusted for "

~ inflation. Most institutions in recent years have deferred substantial teplir;

- . and maintenanceé of buildings, developing thereby a significant backlog of

: - maintenance projects. Historic cost studies, therefore, are likely to unde.,—

! v.iug this component. To ensure a‘teasonable level of funding for bu{lding

repair and maintenance, support for this element should be calculated by the

workload nethod on the basis of gross squate footage of each building, sensitized

as to the age, condition, type, and structure of each building. Rates should

' /
/ -
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—-- &m on-the basis of sound judgement by profeuxonally qualified persons - -
- -.' or kigtoric cost data drawn from industry. By ducimxﬂ'mig among these
) “lisie ftems, the differentul influence of inflation on each can be more tudxly

IS ('i') H\ete the particular formula derived entitlement + sre based on pro-
jccud “nnit& ijph, hesucount enrollment, FTE enrollment), a correction
ftcter l!;ould hgm@lied*-to ldJuBt for over- or under-esiimstes of wolume ’
" which excead 5%. ) -

A .

loéo-.ndation 5. \
. An adjustment to the total formula-derived entitlement should be made

for the ptoj_ected tuition income of each mnntuuon. Tuition income, which

is s function of . enrollnent, is the other u;o:' source of revenue for insti-
tutional support and legitimately should te used to adjuct state funding to
meet the institutional resource requirements derived from the formula. Other
sources of income, however, such as endowment-income, gifts, and governsentsl
grants and contracts should not be debited against the projected resource -

requirements. State policy should encourage efforts by institutions to generate

such outside support to improve quality and to fund programs that the state .
——-should _rot be exrected te fund. Tncome frim such sources, ‘therefor, should

be allowed as crechtn “aiid reinforcement to the institution. Any effort by

the state to deduct such funds from state support will result in the drying

; up of such sources of support.
5.3 Implementation of the Budzet Formula

Once a budget formula has been designed and developed, procedures must
be developed to implement and uinéain this budget mechanism. ‘The relation-
ships among the various state agencies and institutions and the responsibilities
of each must be forially defined. 1In addition, the interface of the currené
budget process with that required by the new formula must be carefully assessed,
- and procedures formulated to manage the transition to the new system. These ,‘
are often the most difficuit aspects of formula budgeting, since decisions
"in these areas impact directly on ‘pover relationships and may require sharp
. changes in attitudes, philosophies, and versonnel. Because >f these complexities,
the purpose here is not to present re *ndations for these aspects of the

budget formula but rather to rai ‘tions which must be addressed in arriving

at acceptable policies and procedu. .

A
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- The implementation of a budget formuls, since it is baced on quantitative
information, requires that an agency be identified which will be responsible

for ebllcctin;, editing, verifying, and analyzing the data required as input

to the:formula. Differences in interpretation of the rules and definitions

must be nﬁthoritatively resolved. In addition, the assumptions underlying

the formulas must be tested and verified regularly. when necessary, formula
revisions and modifications to definitioné. rates, weightings, and so on must —
be tested and implemented. Who should be responsiblc for these aspects of

‘the budget process? What should be its structure and authority? How should
this tgency;or agencies interface with the institutions and with the other

state agencies? How should the roles of the existing constituencies be incorporated
into the budget process? “All these questions must be explicitly answered

- if the formula is to be successful beyond the development phase.

. Regardless of the specific design and structure of the budget for-uia

and of the organizational and policy framework for implementing the budget
formula process, all concerned must recognize that the formula represents

an estimate—an approximation--of the institutional financial needs. When
these recommendations are presented to the léhislature, actual appropriations
may not result in full formuia funding due to constraints on total resources
3 available to the state or .the priorities established by the legislature. among
state programs. Thus, the estimates provided by a budget formula will not
necessarily guyhrantee a level of funding adequate to meet all realistic insti-~

é tutional needs. A budget formula it is by no means a panacea for the financial

p}oblens faced by public institutions in Pennsylvania. And, if experience

in other states is instructive, the poasibfiity always exidts that the formula

approach may be abused and used as a means to punish educational institutions

for real or imagined deficiencies in performance. Despite these limitations,
however, a properly developed and maintained budget formula cun help state
agencies and institutions define their basic resource requirements, facilitate

- rational decision-making, and help insure that institutions will be treated

equitably in the allocation of public funds.

‘ é
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Alabans
Susmary of State Budget Formula (FY 1977-78)

Description - )
Central to the Alabama budget formula is the development of tha instruc-

tional and deﬂi::nen:al regearch en;itlenea: which, in the formuls for four-year
colleges and universities, is reflected iz a rate per credit hour. This rate,
the 1aatruc£ionnl complexity fazctor, is derived by takicg the actual average
faculty salary acruss Alabamian institutions {or a given ge;r";g§qg;qigg§igg‘1;i
rate for the Jdesired budget period with a projected inflationary factor. "The
projected salary rate is then divided by a stipulated faculty'crediﬁ'bour work-
load, lugg an 570 credﬁf hours‘per facolty menber. This value then represents
'the average projected rate per credit hour required to support faculty salaries.

-

To this rate is added 3 rate per credit hour for departmental operating expenses,
presumably based on historical data. To the sum of these two ratcs is added a
percentage factor for merit and promotion f{pncreases, such as 37, and this §inal
result is the instructional complexity factor, a projeited rate per credit hour
which should fund instructional apd departnentﬂl regsearch activities, Credit
hours, delineated by various discipline areas f~r three levels of instructisn,
are then weighted to incorporale the differential costs of disciplines and in-
structional levels. The instructjonal complexity factor is then multiplied by
projected weighted credit hcurs to derive the instrvctional and‘depattnent;l

research entitlement.

& - oy

Specified as percentages of the instructional and departmental research
entitlement, .the Alabama budget formula also addresses the catepories of re-
search (2%), public service (27), and academic support, exclusive of librartes
(5%2). éupport for libraries is estimated on the basis of projec:ed’credit hours
differentiated by level and multiplied by specific’ rates for each level. The
entitlement for general administration and student services is based om head-
count enrollment, but it is determined by rates which are differentiated by
capacity levels. The rate per student, for example, for the first 1,000 students
is $160.00, while that for each student atove 8,000 is $91.43. To estimate the
entitlement for the operation and maintenance of the physical plant, the gross

square footage for educational and general space is mul- ‘plied b§ a standard

-




, mo Der square foot, $1.58. zount for utilities is also based on the
gross sqﬁnn footage, but the rate is historically ierived and adjusted for
-inflation. Iostitutional support is derived as 2% of sum of pgeéading’ itens
except for the utilities category. The budget feraula alzo provides for a
taitm suliiplied by the .projected credir hour pmductinn. The Alabama Com-
iiaieu e, Bigher Education’s budget yeccmmendations for 4~year colleges and
u:iimsieiu ‘are derived by suseing the entitlements for the ca:ego:jﬁs of
:lastructim through institutional support and subtracting the 'uicion adjusmnt;

., Punding for the-schools of mediciue, deatiscry, and optometry are M
upanmfon the basis of formulas. For the medical wchools, projected emroll- =
‘mants for each school are divided by specified student-feculty ratios, such as -, '

" 3:1, to determine the number of .equired posizions. The number o. vositions
u ‘then mltipued by & statewide salary rate per position. Pund 1 - or the

l dsxtai and optometry schools is based on projected mrollmu and .o Estori-‘
ctiI; -a2rived rate of rotal support peor atudent. The ginll funding recommenda-
tions for these health ' rofessional schools are developed from these f.c:oi.{n ‘

with adjustments being made for revenues.

O L A
.
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. Mathemstical Represantation (f6r 4-yvar Cclleges axd Universities)

1.  Tastruction snd Depa:rimantal Research

&,
a. Derive the Instructional Component Multiplier. e,
3 * ’ ) T
‘ Actual average Projected rs:ipula:ed Sttpghced rats
statewkde 4 Inflationary| = | Credic Hour| + per credit hour °
v \faculty salary, ¥aetor Production fo# departmental,
, : ‘ ! per Facalty] ~ |operating exper
3 e - Stipylated : Instructionall .
F | v : V - X | parcentagw - Component . : -
- .m”"ww:;” > for merit an J ‘| Mulsiplier, .
f’" - : prowotion e R

b. Hgigbs the projected credit hours by discipline u;d level.

ead N
Craplexity X [groj ectud - Projected
S | Indices , redit Rours Weighted
- ) ' - VRLCHTISC FACTORS -
T :
3 4 o] Acatente subitvleton crowpings Cozplexity Indices
. ) .
Tader= | Credwace ] Gr-luste
" graivate Leval ) ‘2 )
1. busicess - 1.12 3.27 Lo
2. Cenersl ~~_/ 1.00 2.73 10.33
: ,. m 1.“ 1-“ ‘-7‘9
- ‘. mm. Health ,o,‘ ‘o“ 17.‘0
5. Ingiosering 2.07 S.46 .6
6. TYios Axes 2.09 493 17.71
7. Noms Economics 1. 3.3% .31
.. Science ‘a” 5.3‘ - 17.‘0
9. Military Sclsoce .12 - -
. !0. Lﬂ - 1:75 -
‘2( mmtmf. 1. 51 ‘o $7 u.°3
1y. Vaterinsry Fedicine - .77 20.53
. . Phearwasy 2,07 5.06 . 1A,09
15. Intavdisziplinery 7 1.26 ‘ 3.3 10,33
1
s
Anount for Instructionel Projected
c. Instruction - Component X Weighted
. _ snd Departmental Multiplier Credit Hours
- Research Produced

2. Academic Support
5% of amount for instruction and departmental res~arch .

-
™
*
3
- =
-
-

o 3 Research .
-RIC 2% of smount for instruction and departmental research
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o -
&. Public Service '
2% of amount for instruction and departmental research
¢ 5. libraries
Projected Unweightéd Rate per Un-
ot ’ :::;::{ - Credit Hours X| weighted Credit ~ ~ |7
e . by Student Level Hour Dy Student Level
\ : -
: where rates are:
: . Dpdergraduate § 2.66 - -
g - Graduate 1 5.34
R e Graduate I1 22.84
‘ - . La 14.10
. ) . ~ J - . .
# " .. General Administration and Student Services ,
B “ # »' . Y
U . . ., | Fall Tem Speaified
C Entitlement = |Headcount X |Rate by 4, .
R , ~ Enrollment Capacity . Y
%?53;; : ‘ wﬁfyh-fate by eapacffg is: — ) LJE
%% e — T Enrollment Rate _ -
DU ‘ " First 1,000 -~ $160.00
5, - . - Second 1,000 - 136.00
’ Next 2,000, 124.05
Next 4,000 101.49
Above 8,000 «. 91,43

“7. Operation and Maintenance of Physical Plant

Gross Footagé for )
Maintenance = Educational and | X [$1.58]
General Space1

1Excludés all space associated with auxiliary enterprisec.

-
*

8. 'Inatitutioﬁfl Suppért” . .
2% of the sum of items 1 “hrough 7




9, prilities

" ; Gross Square Footage -
i -gtilities = | for Educational and X [g‘ﬁ: r:e.?oot] X I;‘f'jl:::.:
General Spac:e1 q actor

IExcludes all space assoniated with auxiliary enterpris:s.
. % hid

10. Adjustments ) . . J

Average Rate per " TProjected Un-
Adjustment = |Credit Collected| X weighted Credi
~ from Tuition Hour Product:

- The Alabama Commission on Higher Education recommendations for 4-year
. colleges and universigies are then derived by summing formula items 1
through 9 and subtracting the tuition a.ijustment.

—— - »

™ .
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&thﬂ‘dé.l_l‘m%entation (Health Instructional Programs)

1., Medical Schoqls

Specified Specified Tuition
Medical Sci vl _ Projected . Student X Salary _ Revenue
Funding Eanrollment - Faculty | Rate per LAdjustment
Ratio Position )

Separate student-faculty .xratios are specified by mtitutimwtih the
salary rate is constant for all institutioms.

2, Dental and Optometry Schools

Dental and Specified Rate

Optometry [Projected x Suppart per ] Revenue ]
School Enrollment Type of Student Adjustments
Punding - ’

) The specified rate of support per dental student and per optometric student
reflects faculty salaries, support salaries, and all other operating ex-
penses. In addition, a pro rats adjustment for additiona)] clinic and
support costs was included for specific dental schools. .
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Loulsiana,
Summary of State Budget Formula (FY 1977-78)

Description
The Louisisna budget formula, based on credit hour production, presents
& base factor chart which specifies the rates per credit hour. These rates are

developed f};c- historical data on faculty salaries, full time equivalent students,

and student-faculty ratios and are delineated by major program areas and five
Jovels. The entitlement recommendation for the forthcoming fiscel year is de~
rived by multiplying the actual number of credit hours by program area and
level for the base year period with the appropriate value from the base factor
chart. Tk ruult_is the salary base for instructioo and re! ited activities.

'!‘q incorporate additional aspects of fiscal support, two guidefinu are pre-
sented. The first factor specifies that the state should support 732 of the
total educational and general financial needs of higher education institutions,
and second, faculty salar :s should reflect 662 Of the expenditures for instruc-

_tion and relsted adtivities. Following the'algebraic manipulatign of these

factors, the state appropriation is determined by multiplying the salary base
by 62.65% and adding the result to the salary base. If the institution is a
amall (fall FTE enrollment of 1,500 or less), 2-year'institution, additiooal’
support is provided so that the percéntage rate becomes 78.92X. . 7

Broad guidelines for the allocation of the state appropriation across
functional categories are also provided. ZExpenditures related to instruction,
research, public service, and ncadesfic support (excluding 1ibrary expenditures)
shoyld reflect 687 of the budget; libraries, 5%; student aeMcea,\%gnstitug‘Gml

support, and scholarships and fellowships, 15I; and operation and maintendoce - :‘ .
of plant, 12%. ° .




Mathematical Regrosentatio:;
lf Detarmine the salary base.

Salary Rase =

Base Period Credit
Hours by Program & Level

i "R
Agricultire ano1-0199
Eagtonerisg "0l
Fiag Arts & x0-am

Architecture WN-10"
L Wel-149
Sernisg 1
AOlled Enalth § 1208, 12111218
Pharwcy 1220, 12201228
Sciences 010499 sad
N §700-0799 aad
1901-199
Techaslogy $300-5399
M o;hr-
Tt 20,000 5B's
m i

2-year institutions:

State Recommendation =

. |Base Factor Chart
te by Program &

proops
e
.82
T s
.00 e ™%
.67 "o "
.5 %90 p.m
%.8 ‘ ‘
”» o  mw v 1A
.2

2;4 State Recomemendation = Salary Base + 0.6265 (Salary Base)

For small (fall FTE entollment 1,500 or less),

Salary Base + 0.7892 (Salary Base)

-

" ' "
e

.
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Michigan .
Sumsary of State Budget Formula {Proposed)

Description - ’ - .
S_ Although the Michigan formula has not yet been implemented, it provides
a somewhbpt uhique approach to the development of a budget formuls. The essential
philosophy {s one where the total resource requi.{‘ments of the institution are
sstimated for each of the areas of instryction, research, public service, academic
support, student services, and imstitutional support. The total u:mce in-~
cludes not only formula derived estimates but also pon~forsula utiutu for +

_ grants and program changes. From the total badget wstimate, certain amounts

are to deducted, although the specific methodology is not stipulatdd. In- .
stead folr alternatives for determiuing tie state's share of the total institu- oo
‘tional jheed are presented: o ' . o °

= 1) provide s percentage ot‘ total derived estimate °~r each sector,
- i.e. 802 for the state colleges, 75X for the state universities;
2) deduct a sundard 407 of the estimate for instruction of each’
e hutitution, :
3) provide a fractiopalized percentage of the 4= ved estimate for
eack component, i.e. instruction—75%; acidesic support—75%, ) )

research--50%, and so on;
4) deduct a s3tandard tuition smount per student from the total de-
’ rived estimate. The estimate of the state's appropriation is,
thus, the total derived escimate of esch institution’sa resource
requirements minus the adjustments.
To derive the estimste for instwuction, seveval line items are developed.
The first liue item, instruction base cmcnsation investment, is composed ’of

é o - a faculty investment and a staff investmen’. 3?4 prgected mmbers of credit
hnun and avegage credit lnadn _per feculty member Oy Progras and level, an
‘ hputed nusher of faculty is derived. This number of faculty is then maltiplied
by an average, peer group salary rate to develop the facuity investment. The
number of requitéd staff is derived from a staff/faculty ratio of 1 to 4, and
the staff iovestment 1s determined by amultiplying the resulting number of
positions by a salary rate of $13,000. As a second line item for instruction,




-gren developmeut comprise the sixth element, and this is non-formula derived.

Au base element and program development. The base for academic support is de-

[ A L e
. .
.

the investment for suppnes; materials, and equipment is a percentage of the
instruction base compensation investment differentiated by program area. The
formula for instryction also includes a ~orrectich line item for the base year's
credit bour projection. The sudited credit hours for the base period ace
divided by the p‘rbjecfied credit hours for that period, and this percentage

is then -ultipixed Yy the base year invesmtnt for compensation and for
supplies, materials, and equipment. To provide for .credit hour gm:b-, whare
applicable, & rata per base year is derived by dividing the sum of the CONpeDSa~
tion; supplies, -:eri‘aE. and equipment; and the credit hour correction hmt-J
wants by the auvdited credit hours for the base period./ This rate is then multiplied
by the auditor's estimate of credit hour increase for the projected y:ui'. A
fifeh factor to be considered in the instruction componeant is s inst{tutional
complexity investaent, vhich attempts to accommodate differing instructional
roles and missions of che institutions. Finally, grants for eqnip-‘mg,md‘ pro-

The institutional instructionsl needs is estimated as the sul of these six

elemants. 2 . B -

Aotdelic support activities are reflected in twvo investment liﬁe {tems:

rived as 25.5% of the instruction investment. Program dsavelopment is based on
non-foroula grants for the improvement of the library base, for equipment, and
for special projects. -

Two of tlie elements of the research component are formula derived. The
research base is determined by taking 2X of the FIE faculty supported by state
general. funde for the base period ard multiplying this number of posicions bv
.the statewide average faculty compensstion. Research capacity is defined as

152 of the non~gensral fund research expenditures, excluding state-funded re-

search institutes. The investment for the research institutes amounts to.6.5%

of the base peridcd expenditures for the institutes plus funds for program

changes. Grants for special projects and for projected grant changes are the
non-formula derived elemente ¢f the investment for prugram development. The

sum of these four items is the research investment.




> .
‘_ Public s’@rvice. althéust; comprised of a variety of elements, is primarily
based on the continuing education investment and the broadcast investment. Thb
%ogtinmg education investment is determined by deriving a base\ pariod cost
' psr credic hour, vhere the costs are based on the academic support expenditures,
and by multiplying the per credit hour rate with the number of participant wn-
tinuﬁi ﬁm:icn units. Broadcast investment is bued on fixﬁd aaount. for
tatwigiﬁg ‘apd radio operations. Amounts for past performance sre also con-
:1@«!* 50K of the toal for continuing education and broadcastisg-is.multin
by the ulativa petcentage of the mstitntinn s expenditures for m:lty
service to the statewide total. The total for continuing education and broad-
casting also serve as the basis for the service area investment and the-delivery
capacity investment, vhere this base is multiplied for either 12.5% or 37.5%,
respectively. Service area inves is then derived on ﬂn basis of the
percentage of the state populationr served by.the 1nst:i.tntion, while delivery
capacity is derived from the percentage of FIE students. ‘Support for staie-
sponsored institutes is a non-formula line item for public service.

étudent setvices contains a base investment derived from a formuls and
a3 investment for program development based on mnon-formula derived gunu. Por
the ntudent services base, the base period, fall tera headcount enrollaent is
multiplied by a rate of $150. To this is added an amount based on a rate of
* $4 per projected credit hour.

Plant operation and mﬁintemnee has a specified base of $225,000 plus .a
percentage amount for inflation. To this is udded 2 factor for t};e gross ares
to be mtntslned “tha grosa square ares times a rate of $1.65.. A non-formuls
derived amount for projected vut ility expenses is also included. The remaining
aspects of institutional support ie developed from a complex, weighted formula.

~

The central factor, however, is the current year's genersl fund cxp_enditures,

excluding the amounts for institutional support and research agencies.

- Finally, estimates for the health areas of medicine, dentistry, pharmacy,
astometry, and veterinary ra2dicine are develpped incrementally from the base

year expenditures. An overall percentage increase of 6.5 is provided. To
this any additional funds required for changes in these programs asre added.

» LY




*

Mathematical Representation

1. Imstruction

excludes medicine, dentistry, pharmacv, optometry and veterioary

- Resource Rec)xuire-—_!
a. [Ptojlcted . :
. {went Indices by
?;adit Hours | °. Progran & Level
medicine (clinical and non-clinical)
- . . -i
b. L;::';:: = & = Humber of supp
c. Ewuted x |Peer Group Com-|
| Faculty ensation Avg. '
P
d. | Derived " -
| Support Persoz:nel] X LlB,OﬂD]

e. Total Instruction BRase
Cu-p_muticu 1nvestment

f. Investment for-Supplies,
Materisls and Equipmeat

g. Investment Cocrection
for SCH Estimate Errory

Base Compensation

otal Instruction
X
Investment (Base)

r e

h. Investaent for
Credit. Hour Growth =~ 20::;03;;‘"‘
’ where Applicable L g
»
; -
. 4. Institutional Com- Investment
plexity Investment  Variance
8 b
§. Program Develop-~ Equipment |
* ment Investment | Grants

- |Projected Fsc- +
alty Investaent

(Total Instvuc-
ition Compedisation

CAudited
= Base Period
8

| Credit Hour

Tmputed Number
of Faculty

.

ort perscnnel for instructiom

Faculty Investment

Support Personnel Imstient
Projected Suppor
Personnel Investmant

Percent Factor for |’ :

] X Supplieés, Materials{ -
,nd Equipment

[Ptojec,tel

Base Period ] X o
Credit Hours \ :

1

" Investment For

+. Supplies, Hntetith]

snd Equipment (Base)

Audited .
Base Period | X
&

of Credit Hour
é.lncre:se

-

Caudit Estimate
Credit Hour

i

r"eightecl Degree - — e

LPrograms Offe.ed |

+ Program Ilte\avuzl(':pw‘T
ment .cants N

Sum of e through j equals Total General Fund Estinate of Investment
Need for Instruction, exclusive of Health Areas.
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Academic Support

8. Acadeaic Support Base = {25.51} X  [Instruction Investaent]

b. Prograa Develop- Library Base Im- [quipnent] Epecinl Pro-

want Investulent provement Grants Grants ect Grants

Suw of 'a and b equals General Fund Estimate of Academic Support E
Investnient Need Exclusive of Health Professions. E

Research 3
Base Gener Baje Average |
.. %:’v::i Base 22 X Fund FIE X |Statewide Faculty
. Faculty {Compensation

b. Research Capacity _ [152] X Non-General Fund 1
Investment Research Expenditures

l&xcl’uﬁﬁg atate=Tunded YeseaTrch nm‘t‘ttutesf e T T

. earch Inatirute ]
c. Resa S _t_ate:Sgomored % 6,50 Ptogrﬂ ]
Inveatment Institute Expenditure 1
d. Program Develop- _ |Baae Special + Projected Project .
ment Investment Projects Grants Grant Changes ]

Sum of a through d equals Estimate of General Pund Invancnénc Need ]
for Research. -

- &, Public Service

*
e

a. Continuing N {Base Acadeaic - [Bue Period] [Bue Number of
L]

Education Support ¢
Investment Expenditure | Credit Hour Equated PCEU

AL
fl
.
R T

Fa

l‘Participmt Continuing Education Unit equated to 15 contact hours.

b. Broadcast® _ |[$460,000 .| _ [s118,000 for| , |$25,000 for-
Investment for CPB TV} CPB Radio Non~-CPB Radio

B S L R AL UL AR N A
'

¢. Pas: Performance _ |Continuiny Educa- qud““] X [5(}:}

[ Investaent tion lavestment Investment
Base Instiiutional Base System B -
X { Expenditure for = Expenditure for % :
Comunity Service Community Ser\dceJ




.
U
g

Investnent tion Investment Investmen

Percent of
X Stete Popula-

d. Service Area [Contiuuins Educa- Broadcast;\ x [12.51

tion Served

~ e. Delivery Capa- . |Continuing Educa- _  Broadcast x [37 SZ]
‘ city Investment tion Investment Investment *
X Percent of Total
FITES Assigned
- « ~[Base State Spon-] )
- f. Institute Investmen = | sored Institute i + . ?rom g;:: :
:"’“'..._...__':“::'_"‘T_;_’;::; Lo TTTTL o o T {Expenddituxe o g = -
(sum of a through £} X {A.5%) = Esti=ste of Ceneral Pund Public Service j"
3 Investment Neeq. - Tt T T o o ]
. N \ - -
- \\»\ v
5‘ 5. Student Services
- a., Student Services {5150 x Base Fall Term| I.Sé X Projected <
Base lavestment L Headcount D Credit Hours

b, Program Develop- Sum of Special
ment Investoent Project Crants |

Sus of a and b equals Estimare of General Fund Studest Services
Investment Fund.

-

6. Inatitutional Support

i 3
: a. Plant Operation and - Base1 . Gross X 1.65 | + Utilicy
—~ ) Mzintenance Investment Investment Area ' _J Projection

1Base Investment equals $225,000 X 1.065 Anflation




-

Institutional 2 7 [Supported .
_b.  Support = [0.535] + EUsznggresJX [0.13] - {Expenditures| X 0. 0028]
Investasnt xP {Squared
+ [Add on Pactor3] )
-~ .
2Suppcn:ted Expenditures equals current year general f .J expenditures- T
(exclusive of institutional support and research agencies) times =

1.065 inflation divided by $1,000, 000.

3If supported expenditures exceed $214 286, then the follwiug added
cost X (1,000,000) factor is applied.

. N [Supported Expenditure - $214,286] X 0,19 oL

Sum of a and b including added cost factor, if applicable, equals - E
Estimate ~f General Fund Investment Need for Institutional Support.

.~

7. Health Profesaions

R TR

Estm:te of General Pund Expenditures fcr T
Fund Zavestment Program 7
Need for Health = |Medicime, Demtistry, | X [6.5Z] + | 0 i
Professions . Pharmacy, Ostometry, ange . E

Veterinsry Medicine o ' 3

e e -

il
i




Kew Hexico
: Summary of State Budget Formula (FY 1977-78)

o
Description

Central .to the appropriation formula for institutions ia New Mexico 1s
an approach based on staffing standards for, faculty varkload. Productivity
ratios, or the number of credit hours taught by a facuﬁy member, are scipulgted
for each of 14 disciplines at 3 instructional levels fcu:)z groupings of institu-
tions on the baais of size. This productivity :at:o’is theo divided ioto an
average historically detem,ned compensation rate Kor faculrv, méluding salary
and fting benefita, to obtain an average fapulty cost per cradtt hour. To this
faculty cost 2T credit heur {s added a per-ﬁcredit *ate to mcorporat.e othct
direct costs. This other direct cout rate i;s 11::9 based on historical .- its.
The -otal direct coust per crxdil hour 1is thgn adjusted to reflect mfh:ié:n:y
increases, Projected credit hour production by discipline and level is then
maltiplied by the direcr cost per credit hour rate to determive the instructional
expenaitires by discipléaé ané leval, whi:h are then summad to obtain the tota; .
"~ {nstructioral eastitlement. ; -

The gmount for general support of the institution is determined ot 8

percen-age hasiw. For large iustitutions, the éentitlement for instructica is

kcg represent $5I of the total and for general sopport, 44%, while for mll in~
atitutions the percentages are 5% and 457, tesp&:tively Revenue adju.smm'.s*
tuit1on, researzh overhead, invéstment emninga, afscellaneous feee, and unre-
stricted federal funds are subtracted from the toral ilastructinn and feneral ‘
ezpénditures. The adjustrments ar: actuzl revenue asounts 37sgciated with the - -
post receanfly ava‘lable data. The residual amous: then becowes the reconmenda- .

*

tfon fer the staté apprup, 1atina,

LY

(9
-




Mathematical Representation :

1.

a.

’

b.

2.

3.

U hibd
"
RN

.-
Instruction _— o

. - -s-"'i
Direct Cost Average Fﬁcult}’T Productivity Historical~
per Credit Hopyr = |Compensation < | Ratio by + Other Pirect{ -
by. Piscipline by Discipline, Dis=i,lipe, Cost Rate by
and level Level & Size Level & Size Discipldne -

& Level
Overall ._
A Inflationa f
Factor
Direct Cost
- per Credit Hour [Projectgd }
Tnstroction by Discipline X Credit Hours
& Level '
General Support -
For large institutions:
»
General Support = [instruction - 0.56] - Instructi~a
and for small iastitutions:
Ceneral Support = [Iastruction = 0.55] - Instruction
Adju- ments
{Actual R Actual Actual 'l 3
. _ | Tuition| -0.20| Research -0.80] Igvestment
Adjustaents Lxeven@ J Overhead Zamings
i Recovery

[Actual Actual 1

~(27,55) | Credit +0. 36| Student +
l!’f\ur _i Scholarships

for NDSL

Actual Amount
Yatcking Punds -




/ I
e Ohio
“ummary of State Budget Formula (1977-79 Biennium)

) The state budget formula for institutions in Ohio reflects an approach.

ﬁhs’cd on actual, historical workload patterns. - An overall cost per full-time

‘aquivaleut,student 'is developed for each of six program groupings: general
sﬁudies. technical baccalaureate. masters and professional, doctoral, and
aedial. Progf.m are further classified in terms of three nossible cost
levels on the basis of historical costs per student. As a result of these
‘gfbﬁpinss, 16 program expenditure models are presented, each with an overall
cost per student.

, The total cost per student ic futthet‘delin‘eated into five functional

categories: departmental instruction and resec.ch, academic support, studeant *
e se'rﬂ‘cea, institutional support, and plant operation. Departmental inatruction

and reseerm is composed of three parts: faculty compensation, other depart-

mental compensation is derived trom the average annual cowpensation for a facuicy N

member which is divided by the historicai student-faculty ratio to produce the

avercge faculty compensation per student. The remaining rates per student sre

baged on historical costs, although they are differentially adjusted for inflaticn.

—

o T R e
-

;
3
f
)
-




3 Mathematical Representation

=

: Total Pro; ~ted Full-Time Appropriate
Appropriation = Sum of Equiv lent Enrollment| X |[Rate per
Recommendation by Exp.aditure Model Student

vhere the rates are given by:

4
n :
pedd 2,%2 2.9 154 - .13 6.3
Becoalaurests 1 $ 2,010 $ 1 1.9% $ 0.8 6.3
b ¢4 2.5 ER 5.5 - 2913 6.
1t . 3,%8 3.601 9.63 3923 6.3

Master’s b
Professiooal 1 $ 328 $ 3\N0T £ $ 3106 6.3
i - 8,929 5. né 98 - S.g 6.0
m ~.855 A [ ¢ 2 §.43
N Doetorai 1 s A . 3 s 60 830 67
mw o, 9,152 9.9 8.5% 10, 6.4
- .

Nedical 1 $ 659 ° $ s 1.9 $ 1.510'\%&!
b n . 9,361 ¢ 10,356 8.3 n,06 63

* Fedaral cspitatios surpert oot lociuled aove.

L d

1® o]
-~
-
[
*

‘e




+

2. Por each expenditure model, delineated by program and level,
e student 1is distributed across specific =~tivify categories.
- follows,

. ]

I

FROPCL 3D EXYDRTIONS 1.4

A, Depsrtasntal Instrueiion & Resesrh

3. Veoulty Compwmestios $ M s &
€ 301 stulend-faculty retio) o

Sverage srveal swpensetios
BB SN
1970-19 818,80

& - Othery Poparteosstial Qompeasel

s W -
3. “ Other Depasrtmental Expmsse .M -
_Tutal Departuertal lastreetios 4 6 $ ™0
; 3. eallene Buggort - t 1 $ 1»
3
: €. $tulest Services 15 1%
B. Imstiteticsal Bupport "y b 1]
é L. F.eot Operaticn A1 -l 8
3 . . Total Expewditure
: per PTE Btuldevt 1 M6 0,98
= . '
) »OTL 0. 1§
S ~ .
.
. . o
N
’ .
3
b
» * 8';'

the cost per
An exanmple

£y

~




Oklahoma
Susmary of Store Budger Formula (FY 1977-78)

Dpscrip: ™
The budget formula for institutions of higher sducation in Oklahora,

uzeludinj the specisl constituent institutions such as the health schools, is
based on'tn hisioric rate per PIF student, differentiated by disciplire snd

7 leval, snd projacted PTE enrollment. The rate per student incorpo:ttes expenai~
tures related to general instructional support, including-library, gener:l ad-
ministration, general expense, and operation and esiantensnce of plysical plant,
and is haséd on'each individus]l institution's cost history. That portion of the
rarte cséocigted with instruction is developed, b .owever, uding stendatd student-
faculty ratios, differentiated h» level, institutiogal type, and standard fadulty
salaries by institution type. Support for rasearch sad potiic service is derived
fros inst{tutional estimates. The Oklahoms Eornula also makés ldjuatlents
to the entitlement by supttac'ing projected revenues from tuitinn and related
fees, sales and services of educat;onal departments, the federal government,

LN LIRS REERARALLLLE NP o b
b "E" DLl ‘f‘l'

and aiacel;sneous sources.

Oxlahoma'~= bhudget erﬁula for the health constituent institutions con-

h siders instructional programs and hralth related libraries on the basis of
specific formilas, while the other areas of general administration and expense,
coantinuing education, crganized research, and plant maintenance and operation
are estimated as lrc:emental bodget items. The inatructional ‘srers teflect the
staffing standard method aken in -onjunction with & line item approach, and
these are diffe:antiated for esch of the programs: wmedicine, dentistry, nuras-
1'g, health, g:aduate college, and phareacy. Faculty salaries, as a line itenm,

- iz determined og the basis of projected FTE students, specified student-faculty
ratios, and salary rates per position Other profe -:ional ;n}nriea are based
on s fixed number of positions, dependent on the purticular program; and & fixed

o POATREEE T

: salary rate, while support staff salaries is hased on the number of FTE facultry

; positions, specified staff-faculty rati s, and standard salary rates. The amount
for benéfits is derived as a percentage (7%1) of tie salaries, and other instruc-
tional expeuses as 8 percentage (12%) of sll salacies and benefi*s. Library
entitlenents also reflect, for the most part, *he antaffing standard method and

line item approach. Fixed numbers of profeseiunal and support staff and standcrd

88




salary rates are specified. Other library expenses are expressed as a percent-
age (12X) of the salaries and benefits, and the entitlement for books, binding,
and printing is 692 of the total for =alaries, benefits, and other library ex~
penses. The remaining budget categories of general administration, general

= expense, continuing education, organized research, and plant maintenance and
% opsration are derived incrementally on the basis of the previous year's budget
2 »

and a specific percentage increase allowance. Adjusitments of the same natire
as the non-constituent iastitutions are made for the Health Sciences Center.

R

=
=4
=
=
E,
=
:
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1.

" Mathematical Representation (Excluding constituent inéstitutions)

General Instructional Support -

P
Y - - f‘
General :;;j::::glmen't Pate per Student ; -
Instructional by Die=iplin -X by Discipline
Support y Drezipline & Level
& Level

vhere the rates per student take into account resident instruction, organized
sctivities related to instruction. library, general administration, general
expense, and operation and maintenance of physical plant. That portion of
the cost per student associated with faculty salaries was bssed on suffing
standards for student-faculty ratios and standard faculty salaries.

STANDARD STUDENT-FACULTY RATIOS ANTICIPATED

° FOR 1977-78
‘ 4

- nar 4 Aegionss 2Your

vty University

Lower:
Technical —_ 12 12
Academic 28 28 28
Upper 20 20 —_—
Graduate 8 1z =
COMPARATIVE FACULTY SALARIES FOR 1975-76 AND

STANDARD FACULTY SALARIES FOR 1977-78
197878 Actual Stangarde
‘ Sapoms  Fagona Neichil  Forti71-73

, Comprehensive Universitias " $16,884 17,854

Regional Universities 14,293 s‘14,535 3}&3?2 s;g,gt%
2-Year Colleges 11,731 13,150 15,830 15,500

Research and Public Service program costs are determined from institutional
Justification. 4 y

Ad‘ustments are nade to the total : . ~-cal instructional support, research,
and public service by subtracting an .. ount associsted with the projected
revenues frog tuitfion and related fees, sales and services of educacional
departnments, the federal government, ard :isceliansous sources.

-
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. ’ .
“ Mathematical R;f:teaentation (University of Oklahoma Health Sciencec Centeor)

i . - =

1. Instructional Progtams: College of Medicine, College of Dentistry, College

=4

oy
e of Nyrsing, College of Health, Graduate College of Medicine and Dental Science,
Pharmacy. (The accompanying table suma‘rizee the rarticular rates and {actors.)
“ﬁ a. Project full—tine equivalent enrollment by student classffication, if
g appropriate.
3 Projected
’ :;:jected - Headcount . X [
Enrollment by Factor
Enrollmeat Clagsificatim
) ’ n '

: b. TE Projected | . Student Paculty .
= Positions Enrollment | ° g
] s
= c. Faculty - _ :Eculty X ~Sa],ary' Rate ]

Salaries Positions . Iper Position .

d. Other . "Number | | Salary Rate -

. Profeassional = | Positions } X per Posftion
] Salaries  Allowed L $32,200
i e. Other [¥PTE B [Staff-
i Support Staff = |Faculty - Faculty | X ($&,000)

Salaries | Positions ) Ratio

Other 7 - [other
£. i:fiu - = (0.07)[3;:]“?3]-& Professional | + |Support Staff

7 erits € Salaries Salaries
F g Other :
2 - Instructional Total Scaff 1
: - (0.12) | ALL + , }
, Progran Salaries Benefits |

Expenses




|
sl 5s -3z
g, a2z | 2|3
o @ o ™ -» "~
i AHAERIHEE
§ pl25 ] 35 |3E|23
a - 22 |32 o4d
Studeats 1.0 ] IS
Mediciae Residents  ]0.4] 4.6 |$30,500 [6.0 .6
Fiysiclan X
Deatal 1.0] 6.6" 328,300
Seatistry rgless i ofiz.0o [$1s.270 | >-" |*-0
revies st 10} 80 o fao os
. -
win pemisen o line Lo fro os
ooy s o o0 1 in 1
Cradustes  yorsl o} s.0 }sz2e, o .
X colloge 3 $26,400 3.0 }]O.4

Spmder of dental facelty pesiticss equals 31
Plus 1 for every 4.6 VI destal etudents s'wwe 48.

Ygesber staff ronitioss allowsd equals 3.

Library
a. Kumber of ' Number of
- Allowed Allowed
Total Salaries Professionals X ($16,0C7) + S t X ($8,000)
‘—s 10 bd 15

" b. Total - rTotal + 0.07 for rTotal
Compensation Salaries Benefits LSalaries

¢. Other - (0 1z)rr'l'o.wta,l -2
Expenses *7"7| Compensation ;
d. Books, Binding, - [Total Other
»  (0.69) +
Printing [ Compensation Expenses

The following cxpense .ategories are based on the previous year's budget

for the given category plus a percertage increase allowance.

Category < Increase
Ceneral Administration n
General Expense =
Continuing Education 101
Crganized Hesearch ’ 102
Plant Maintenance and Adjusted for Space and
Operation Price Increases
T
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Tennessee
Summary of State Budget Formula (FY 1977-78) . _ —

~ ~Description
The Tennesgee budget formula addresses the categories of instruction,

L]

research, public service, academic support, libraries, operation and maintenaace
7 " of physical plant, and student services with a set of adjustments applied to the =
: ' foruula derived entitlement. The inmstruction category reflects the wgfg;ggd,.xx~\\
" approach where projected credit hours are multiplied by specified standard rates

per credit hour. Both factors are differentiated by program area and level.

For those institutions which secured sponsored research grants in excess of
$5,000, a percentage of a fixed, statewide fund of $1.5 million set aside for
sponsored research 1s distributed to the institutions. The petceniage is based
on the institutional amounts secur;d for sponsored research as a ratio to the

; statewide amount. Public service activities are derived from b;3= period pro- -
g ductio~ of continuing education units. A miaimum ~f $25,000 is provided, -and

; ) increases for specific ranges of unit producticn are specified. ‘

4

\
~ For the universities only, 82 of the foxrmula-derived entitlement ;or
1£;truction, plus institutionally jJustified amounts, is for academic auppoti

and computer services. Library suppc;rt is based on projected credit. hour

: production and specified rates per credit hour where the credit hours and

E rates are differentiated by level. A percentage of this amount is then added
for”cquisitibns. The formula for op2ration and waintenance of physical p}ant

is composed of two line itewms. Entitlements for bSoth utilities and maintenance
are based on the total gross square feet for educational and general space and
specific rates per square foot. Iustitutional support is derived using the total
formuls and non-formula items, excluding the amount assoriated wit! institutional
support. Given this amunt, one of four formulas is applied depending on tﬂf!
base amount and r_rlecting institutional size. Student services is based on

the projecte. fall term headcount enrollment sultiplied by a.fate of $110, plus
an apount for intercollegiate athletice. A maximum of $200,000 is set fer the
universit {es, and 525,0M0 for the comriq 1ty colleges. Both etafr benefits and

student alc are non~formula items. e




From the totai formula and non-formula entitiements are subtracted
various adjustment factors. Included are projected tuition and fee revenues;
all ernmental appropriations, excep- those from the state; sales and ser-

.. --vices.of depar.t‘nents; intercollegiate athletic revenues; revenues from other
sources; 80X of she recovery of indirect costs; and an amount for a maintenance
fee deduction. The maintenance fee deduction factors in the projected credit
hour production by level and projected fall tersm headcount enrollment.




Projected “ Rate per
Instruction Credit Hours Credit Hour

X
Expenses . |by Disciplinz by Discipline
) & Level - & Level
. where tbe rates are given by: ’ -
4 > * 7 . L Fresk.- Junior- Kaster's
. i ‘aydqu: Aréas - Soph. Senior . Professicnal Docteral
- PR =
E s Agriculture . $14.46  $22.56 $ 55.09 $112.32
- . Archjtecture : 16.96 35.54 94.32- -
Ares Studiss 26.55 23.86 54.83 .-
Biological Science 16.86 30.71 82.76 191.99 N
B Business & Managosent . 12.21 17.317 38.49 177.66 - -
cem Communications 18.87 30.16 .77 152.51 .
* Computer Sciences ~ 14.46 26.19 49.95 -
Bducation 18.40 26.99 38,35 90.24 .
~ Engincering 4 30.72  41.28 112.01 248.91
8 Fine § Applicd Arts 24.05 37.47 - 82.26 -
- . Forsign Languages 20.43 -52.95 9,84 225.12 }
Health Professions 11.78 33.14 44,03 222.19 -
i . Home Econoaics . 13,64 24.31 s1.68 78.43 '
:‘ Law .- -- 51.99 .- ;
Letters 13.84 24.97 51.86 108.%78
Library Science - 6.47 35.28 $6.93- C e
& Mathematics 14.0) 23.72 $9.13 151.%7
. Military Science 11.59 13,33 7.78 .-
3 ' Physical Sciences 19.61 35.53 300.3% 209.27 .
Psychology i 8.17 16.60 41.73 74.6) .
. Pu‘llc Affairs § Serv. 10.88 16.14 €1.58 o
. Socisl Sciences 11.82 21.91 57,33 147.76
Interdisciplinary 14.42 $1.47 54.83 -
Industrial Technology iiﬁ 38.97 102.97 83.86
Bus. § Comnerce Tech. . -- -~ .-
Data Processing Tech. 46.63 -- - -
i yi Health Ser. § Paraced. 45.14 .- .- R
Mech. & Engr. Tech. 28.11 ¢ .- - .-
- - Natural Sciences Tech. . ay.10 .- - -
Public Service Tech. 10.87 - - - .
. . A\ ) -
. A
- 2. Research N
¢
1f a university secured sponsored research grants ‘otaling over $5,000 in
. FY 1975-76,
. Sponsored Base Period Insti . Base Period State-
Research {1,500,000] X |‘:utional Spunsored =~ wide Total Spon-.
. : Research Fund sored Research Funds




3.

7
LY

Public Serviae

Base Period Range-}

Adlin”]‘igt*:attve of Continuing | as follows
vanc Educatise Units

G~2,500 $ 25,000

2,501-7,500 50,000 .

7,501-12,500 75,000

Aggn 12,500 160,000

LY l—
Academic Supporr )
For universities only,
»
“Academic [Moum for X [0. %) X
Support Instruction
plus amounts for special institurional requests
Libraries : .
Projected '] Rate pez e
Libraries = | Credit Hours X Credit Hour ~
by level 4 by Level

where rateg are
Freshman-Sophomore $1.27 per siudent credit hour.
Junior-Senior $2.53 per student credit hour.
Master's . $6.33 per student cred:it hour.
Law $7.60 per student cred’t hour.
Doctoral £10.13 per student credit hour.

plusg ‘an added inTlatfon percentage for acgquisitions,

Operation and Hain:ei:ancg:— of Plant Ve

a. Utilities :
Total Cross '3

, . |Square Peet for . [Rate per -

Lt’ilitieg Educational and ; X Gross Squa-.
{General Space _f . | Feet

b. Maintenance ;
[Total Gross io2l Gross “}g Rat ~
Maintenance = Square Feet for + Square Fest i ¥ [{‘: te FE: J
Educational and for Newly S

| General Spa.e Opened S?i‘{?l

g

By




1. lnstituuona'l éuppdrt R

si- D2termine 'l‘otnl Formula plus Non-Tormula Expenditures, excluding
Institutionsl Support (L:Lne 1).

b. Apply t.h*ropriate formula:

1f Line ) $s $2,000,000 or hess: ' o
* Line !' "~ Ldne 1 = Yotal Inst, Support . -3
Sy M e

. - - y

L4 -

1f Line 1 s 000,000 to ;_g,ooo,ooo: ' .o

g )”"’ 00 Torat ! 5
. Plus ’ = 1o nit. !'t
R T s""'” .

1f hml is $8.000,000 mgys

. _Let A1 - $7,130,000 .
~ . ;a, < A Plis §870,000 = Tota) Inst. Support S

-

A © 1 Line 1 fs over $16,000,000: 4 .

. Let A = Line 1 - $14,760,000 ' -,
%B = A Plus $1,220,000 Total Inst, Support §

. e t———. qpe———
. . . .

s
[ 4 - ¢

) v

E - 8. Student Séxvices,

) - Projected \ -
Student . _ |Fall Term .
Services ‘| Hegdcount | X [$110.00] ‘

nroliment ] .

) plus an amount for intercollegiate athle:ics, w;lth a n.ud.mxh of $2(0,000
: for universities and $25,000 ior community colleges.’

i

s : : -
F- 9., Staff Benefits: !ion-fonm}a item, insg:i;utio_nal request. . ..
o ~10. Student Aid: Non-formula 1té1ja“, institutional request. E

4
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T ’ ) Sales and )
o _ |Tuition and j _ Gov:om:;t:::;m _ | Services of 3
| Fee Revenue Apge z State Educaticnal
- T Lexeept o ctivities :
L T - : . . 7 =
: - . - |Intercollegiate | _ [Revenues from| _ ., o | Recovery of .
o . |Atlecics Revanue Other Sources ° Indirect Cowts
| " . . 14 B
AN ‘ . |maintenance Fee -3
= . . . | Ppeduction | -
- : L™ - - - 3
- b . where Maintenance _ Pro'jecced Credit z Rate per Credit + .(3211 :
' " ¥eéa Deduction . | Hours by Level | Hour by Level . :
£ - g ' q - -'
) Y : » | Projected -
et : .-y {Pell Term |
; Headcount U "
a . nrollment
$ -
i - . b 5
: K . ¢ ';
7 l v s . 3
. - =
R N 3
1] ‘& ' ,
| " N
*\\; A 1 - fE
N - - ,
- . P
;- mg——r .
&,
, 91
= . !
0
93
o ) . .




Texas .~ . . ] s - -

\)

- Sumuary of State Budget Forxula (197'7"-7'9 ‘Biensiium) ’ <
t ) A ‘ . * ) . . 2 ‘&'//
- » ,k‘cdztm . i} B ¢ . ) ’ //’
., The Texas budget formuls f6r- mstmction and’ 4ep‘hyt’nu:a1 teselrch

refleces an an:roach%aaed on Ataffing’ standards Iy xhe developaent:- of

by the number of cted hcmrs by disciplino -and’ mvel. The specific rate ws
dcriu/d from FIE st :enr. enrollneacs, pteactibed studant-facutcy ratios, "and
tverage salary rpfes as ﬁell as the. c:edit, bhour diltribution Alac added .to
the, instructiopal budget is a mpohent for departunul opeutin: w
r - whizh is €d om ty base period creﬂit hours by dfm:iplm and an hicmr:lcany .
Tt dertved rate pet qtedit hour. A thixd aspect of tie fostruct1onal budgét 1s a ,
: factor for /the pé.niniatr,ﬂve expedaes essociated with’ the Dean's office and is
’ devehped as & £ux{c‘tion of §aculty salaries veightei.’ by the level - of :Inlttuc- :
’ -« tion $A M&ga credit hour *ptoduction. B . ’
' Purding teques:a forbtganized tesecrch aré deuloped on the basis of
. ey 1utitu1:iona1 complexity ffactor, faculty nhdee, ané the current fiscal '
.~ yqar ssount expended fﬁr spbnsored research. Th. mtiﬁutionll cmplsexi:y . :
factor weights FTE e;i{'ouaenta by level end stou d:luiplinc categories lo ; /
7 - t’hﬁ: unter’e and dﬁctotél levels in science and englneexing are veighted -ote
A huvuy tban ‘usmrs and doctoral levels in teqcher ﬁ% for ex:—ple. ——

- /. “"This iusbitutmual complexity factor-times “he muﬁt deternined for faculty * ,..
}:‘_i;_;‘; “ . salaries providee one part of the requesat for ‘tiantzed reseatch. The fomh

'jz’ >4 c‘ “for qtganiz reseatch also reingorces those ins’titutious whi\.b _conduct spon- 4
> ",/’ sopéd res¢arch by including 5% Qf._:hr;;n:zent_ﬁsml_;eu_n_emmditu:u for ;
- sponsored research. The total en:iclu;ent for organized remrch. "according |
;'*"’/’ ‘ ’ ;}a .the fornuln, is then -70% of the sum of the salary componect and the sponsored ;

S ‘tes?rch component . . T : . : .

i
N

The formula alsp acdresses cotmunit) aet;vice and continuing education
activities. Produntivity related to these activities "is sumssrized tn terms
of continuing education units, rather ,cﬁan the uamlicrgdic hour. The funding

/ level request is then deterained by multiplying the number of\attual base . ;7'
. peﬁod continuing education u;yitq‘ by $10. The formula, however, stipulates -

3

‘ .
’ \ B ) I
- -
b - ”

Q ' . 92 - .




' thot the winimum sur:}éart for h“ése activities 1s $25,000 and the nqunn. .
! $200,000. '
- : Ubrtry ;xpenns are derived fron the actaal credit pours of the base
jperiod and lpac:lfic rates per credit hour delineated by levelp The ntes in-
*°  crease in amount from the undergraduate ($3.05) to the doctoral ($26x22)_ 8o
that institutions with gradmce and pro‘m!.qml tchooh get a hixhot level of
a funding. A d.n:lnl #wount for library ‘support is ano 9:1;:111&:.:! MSO,ISOO

- : wnless the credit houk level is below 50,000. Unjer this exception, fhe base
smount 1s $225,000 plus $9.00 per credit hour in exgeps of 25,000 K t hours
) " © et . "i“e' b .
to the previoss minimum of $459,000. / 7 .t

]
® .. » - * - -
For general administration and student iq’rv.ic/ three m:
- are imluded -headcount - 'enrollunt. the lfttﬂlymt > '

LA L T L A B

tional sod general ex#endicurel, exclud.ve of thi.s cate;
hadunm* mrollnenta are nultipued by specific u;u
 of the institution and the level of enrollmest within t
- ' portion of the formula addresses the -economies of scal
' ‘tional cacegory. Yor exsmple, (nstitutim vttl, an
4,000 have a 3300,000 base for the first 1,000 stud

« Actusl fall term
h reflect the wize
institution. This
aspect of this func~
lluent of less than
.plus differntm rates

-\ o for the next two sets of 1,590 students ($131.93 an $9O 87, rnpectively).
’ Inlt:ltutions again are reigforced for conducting red research. An amount,
1.5% of the act.ual amcunts egded for spomored esearch, is 1i.cluded in the
k APPC; mtim request to cover the cosats of,’ adeirfistering sponsored taurcbr
, grants and’ contracts. Finally, 17 of ths j:utre fiscal &nr appropristion’
B educations] snd general exrenmes, excluds amount for general edminis

I

;}’““‘ tion and student lervicea, ib included.

Fundy fo: general mhtitutional f:p
7 credi rs. Rates per ctedit hour afe d
. larger the number of cred;t hmms. che highfr tne rate. For exampl

eated into categories

A nihimm of $110,000 is alno\eitablished

Piully, tﬁe forpula addresafzs fo
uim:mnca of the I‘bysical plant. [ cust

component3s of the opgératioa and




/ . . .
H H 3
4 K i i

as intenarce funds are determined as a function of a mi.ntmce
and. the building replacment costs. The uint.enance cost ﬁactor, ox:-
éentage, reflects the type of building constructlon: wood-frame,
sonry-concrete, and whotl.er\Se bui’ding is air—cc-ndftinnad or
The swount appropriated for maintaining a given building is then some

tage of its replacement cost, depending on the tvpe of construction and
air-conditioning status. fGrounds maintenance is defined as a functlon of the
linesr ‘feet around the perimeters of campus buildings, the sumber of acres, and _
the actim] fall ters headcount enroliment, sud gereral services for the physfcal .
 plant zefldct-total fullrtine equivalent snrollwmt, actual full time esployeey,

and the replacéfent cost of _the buildings. ST
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Matheaatical Representstion . o

,
A . - . -3
. 3

1. Instruction, Departmental Operating Expense, Instructional Administration )

a. Instruction or Faculdty Salaries { . i
. ‘Base Period By Program.é ,— 'ﬂ
Faculty Salaries = |Cred‘t Hours by X - | Level Rate Per I

i Program ‘& Level ], Credit Howr - -

vhere the rates are based on historicil costs ﬁr credit hour unit:

-

- - -

b - ) ,

' . - ; Standard Average =

" A - Stipulated Studente [ . e E
Base Credit Bours-] [30} = |Faculty Ratfo by x Yaculty Saht!
by Program & lLevelj - * |program & Level . by Discipline Ad-
. , TR ave ueted for Inflation .
. (Base Credit Hours by

* | Discipline & Level

b. Departmental Operating Expense . : . ) : . \

y . Base Period ‘| . i’y Program & v
~Departmental = | Credit Hours by X |Level Ra%e p2r
Operating Expense Program 5 Level Credit Hour s

¢. Instructional Administration

1) Determine a weighting factor for level of instruction.

B Level 5.0, if R [o .2, if] [o .8, 1f 2.2, 1€ ] °
: Height erguduate . )hsr.eu_} rofessional ,,1;
i1) Der.emine average W dprgndute (uscw), gnduate (Gsai), and

prefessianal (SPSG!) base period credit hours by dividing the

. sctual base pcriod credit hours by the number of .pproved conegu,

-

schools, or divisionms. 7 -

111) Determine a veighting factor for credit hours. 1f|USCK and GSCH
exceeds 21,000 and SP3CH exceeds 3,000: ' .

Credit Hour Weight = [0.690 -+ 0.000007(CSGH)] + [0.190 - 0.000008(CSGH) )
+ [0.206 - 0.000002(SPSCH) } o
Otherwise: '

e

Credit Hour deight - {0.690 + 0.00004(USCH)) + [0.190 -. 0.000001(GSCH)]
+ [0.204 - 0.000076(SPS(H) ) -

. e

S
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Bt "W .. N

IR

. e
iv) Iastructional Level | _ (Credit Hour x Faculty :
Mnuinistration Weight Weight - Salarci-s 4 . -

Organized Reseaych !

-

0 Institutional Base Amount 2
B . _iiPFPscter . ™ . Sponsored luurch
wvhere the Institutional Complexity (IC) Factor -shall be computed as Eo’llon. 5
' )
1c = 0-0150 + (0.50M, + 0.10M, + 0 25M) + (6D, + 1D, .+ 3Dy i
. *‘U+M+D T E
vhare o ;
U = Undergraduate FTSE . \.
N = Masters TTSE a :
] M, = Masters FISE in Scence and Engineering .
Hz = Masters FISE in Teacher ‘Education ‘ ) v )
M, = Masters FTSE in all other programs . ' .
P i 7 . . )

D = Doctoral PISE
Dl Doctoral -FTSE .n Science and Bngimring
D, = Doctoral rrsx in 'reuber .Bdmtion

2
D, = Doctoral ?ISE in 111 other programs

3
Deternine fuu-w- student 2quivalents (FISE) at all levels by dividing :
the base period semester ctedit hours by 30.

. e i E‘-
. { i - e
Community Service and Continuing Education ! , ¥
- ~e =
T Service & se Period . E
Continuing = tinuing X. (310) - — ) R
Education ducation U'iu J : . -
[ e o . ‘
wvith a minisgm of 3525, 000 and a laxim ot' €200, 000 f
- - 14 . — . er‘ - < P N ::
.
.f "z
- . 96"
,f - :
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5.

General Aaigu:uzm and Student Servi‘es -

! . Js S,

rd

Library
o |Base Period Credit Rate by Ievél,'
Library [!!ours by Level ] X [per Credit Bour]

where, {or example, the rates are:

, Level . Rate -
Undergraduate ° $ 3.05 .
Masters - 6.13 _
Special Professional . 6.13 e
Law *6.18 - p
Doctoral ) 26.22 -

Citk & minimm of $450, 000 unless total credit hours are below 50, 000
wheft the amount shall be $225,000 plus $9.00 per credit hoar ta«n;cn:
of 525,000 to the minimum of $450,000.

Appropriate Rate

Base l'dl]
per Headlount in + (0.075),
_lleadcount ize of Imtitution]

Ceaefal Adui.--
istrstion &
Student Services

' Base Peri,od Toul
Educational and

Amount for Teneral

+ (0.01) - Amfbistration and
. | Géneral Appco- Student Services
riation -
where, for exanple. the appcopriate enrollment rates are, for m.u:uum.
.vuh Fall term headcount entolllents of 4,000 or more: -
Edroll=ent” .~ Rate -
First 4,000 $158.55 : '
Next 4,000 118.27 .
* . Above 8,300 106.56 ) -

or for institutions with Fall tarm headcount enrollmeénts of less then 4,000:

Er ollgent Rate
, First 1,000 . $300,000 BEse T
; Next 1,500 $131.93
Ne>t 1,500 90.87
é :
: L3
; 97 ¢




- . : *
T, 6. Mucémaq Support — N~ _
- L. oo . Institutional - Actual Base Period x [|Rate per | [ .
s Support Credit Hours - - Credit Hour l ,
3 vhere :ba rst. » for exaaple, are: ‘ '
2 . ( ;. Credit Hours ) - v Rate -
?‘ L4 4 - N M
- First 200,000 - ' o
. Hext A 200,000 ) < 1. . J
B Next! 200,000 1.27 -
Over 609,000 1.39 -
/ © with s minimus of $110,000. o . )
/( . .7 g -
. —iewne 7. -Operaiion sod Malntensnce _ofiPhnt- - i L s
a. Cuatudial Services 0 . . - o
. Total Square Feet \
. Custodial " | for Outside Dimepsions >
- Services * - |of Bducational & 1 % [SQ» 5358]
General Build ‘
*T b Bui}ding Maintenance ’ - A : -
Mai - intqnta;ce Building Replace= .
. ‘Halnteeance., {:.‘.‘:lt Pactot] X t Costs ]
4 » . e
- where maintenance cost factor is: .
« , ) Type of Constructionh
Wood-Frame ‘Masonry-Wood Masonry-Concrete
) Air Conditioned 1.90 " 1.45 . 125
Non-Air Conditioned 1.75 1.30 1.10
. z .. e : 'l
“ - which {s expressed ss a percentage. . .
v .. €. Grounds Majintenance ) . - v ’ .
] . - N -
- k - - . Totsl Linear Total Nusber |
. GCrounds - gﬁe“f ° B:::ly‘] 0.70 |Feet of Peri-| _ ,,, |of Acrex: 7
Maintenance | Sepvices * nmeier of Cem~ Lewns & Main- |, -
. ervie ; us Buildings tained Areas .} .
' : ‘ Base Fall oA g ‘
- . +.0.50 |Headcount ’ )
' - : ' nrolimeat]. : o
' 98
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d.

Phylicll Plant Genenl Services . R

Cevneral

verage Hourly [[:ase Pet;od FFE r_(2) Esployees | 3. 90¢
Sexvices ] N 4 | ;

Mw Eo; nroi lnem:

< N

- [eplacement . ~s . .
+ 0.0028 Cost of : :
. * |Buildiags .

- .
vith a sinimim of $106,000.
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) Virginia
Summary of State Budget Formuls (1978-B0 Biennium)

Descr 1gtioa ) )
, The state-budget formula for Virginta, ux:h :he excepticn of the library ~
cﬂs:ponent. reflects a staffing standard apprcach"hét& threndtleaent is based
.. solely on the number of positions determined. Each of the areas sddrassed by
° the forsula: iostruction, acadeaic support, library, studest tervices, fostitu-
’ -+£1onal mport, and operation and mainfenance of plant, specifies the criteria
for derivins trn@cr of positions and derives the entitlement by sultiplying
tne’ number of positions by ap irstitutional average ularyf Instructional facn‘lty
positions are based on the projected FIE enrollment and stipulated rtudsnt-Pacylty-
ratios, doth differentiated by program and level. Instructional .taff require~ ’
ments, on the other hand, are determined from the derived instructional faculry
" positions uins various staff-fncnlty ratios. Academic support-personbel sre
derived in a aimilar maoner, slthough different ratios are provided for the .
dactorsl granting universities and the reuintng comprehensive tolleges, liberal
. grts colleges, 'nd-lpccuuzed ;nkimtioun. The othar formula components:
.1ibrary, stoudent services, and institutional support, also dif'iatenéhte by
: tbeu tvo categories of institutions. The n:-ber of positions, homer;
cwrﬁed of a base number and a nunb~r derived fro- either enrollsient, the
mmber of ‘faculty positions, or both. The sumber of posigimu .o:‘ operation
and nin:enance of plant is institutionally justified. exceﬂt for gev;enl gnidc-
lines where the total nusher of requested positions is not” sllowed to excead :
. base perid? ratios. - k o N S

-

" Only _txr't'be library component are addizional factors, bther than persomnel,
consideied. Yor doctoral granting institutigns meeting the Associstion ;:f'h- _
' search Libraries membership criteria, the Voight Formula is used to'determine . -+ ——
the volume (books .and periodials) needs; the entitlemgnt 1s then the nusber of
voliues nultiplieti by a standard rate. The Voight Formuld provices a volume ™
base to which are added stipulated numbers of volumes, broken dova b; level
within the graduate leQel, by program area. Aldirions are also provided for the b
support of sponsored research and for an access factor. Ptogra;n deletions are ' i
reflected in a subtracted volume. All other institutions use the Virginia Main-
renance. Formula.. The formula provides & fixed antitlement wvhich is modified by
"total progran, program magnitude, and enroli.ngnt velghts. The total progranm A

-

A
Y
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. " / - 3
weight' {5 derived from migﬁta'ass_ig.zed ;}ogram areas attributed to the :
“institution and i» ront!.ﬁgent‘ ‘on the™irer{tution's nnique_pmgrh_éfferings (
at the undergraduvate, mtér's. doctoral levels. The prograz magnitude
weight ie based on the number -/ gn. horized progrums offered at lt;t 1&1;91',' ‘ :
vhere the master's level is @by 2 and the doctoral by 4. ti;iven, the -« ;

, different prograzmaric weights, from 0.85 ro 2.00,

are asoigmed to specific’ ranges of nuabers of rograas.
rvaighted to differentiate among the leqﬂ? li

upper lﬂeljundctgt;d;xatq - 1.5, zasrer's - 1.0,
then divided by the unweigh’ed enrollment to de:i
The Library entitlement under the Virginia Hat

er level undergraduate - 1.0,
1d dociaul_- 4.5, wiaich 1s
the enrollment weight. T
ace Forsula is then found '

s . R
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o _ . P . »
Mathemetical Representation -
%. 1. Teaching and Research Instructional Positions -
) a. General Academic Instructios ) . ’
Nunbgr of Positioas Projected FIE . [Student-Faculty
. Ceneral Academic = |Bnroliment by . = | Ratio Ly Bisci-
; ) Discipline & Level pline &
» ’ P - °
vhere the ratios, for exarmple, are: ,
‘z - ’ i 2} T~ */ .
] Symattic T Tiest ’
A hom - " """"',/
L Aptesip=s ) ne = -
L dush. & Tav. Deblan (S2XD) TR T Y = ..f v
. Engtaesking (092X K nn - vl :
\ : Pice & dpslisd Asts (1OXD 118 nun = m
. | resign Laspuges (11X0 TR T -
Bealth - Gemeral (121D Ll L8 S N
. Wedicine (1206) - m 12 =
- Bestistzy (1304) Tl = 113.8 =t .
', . e {1AXN) - e 4 no = . .
Susingss snd Osmmerce { N
~ “ Betn Precessisg (31XX) & i
- - o omy - 118 = = - et
= ) Bealth Servies and Peravedical ' .
o * hebl..h’é.(!m 1110 . = = -
. e Wookantissl sod Engimserisg * : . . . .
. (3310 & Ratrsl “ricRte ) - - -
3 Tockmiogtes (340 . o= - C om -y
< Pousdetion Courses s, - :
: T i ¢ ) 7
= v \‘ -‘ b ,
AN ] “ . - - ‘ -
i:’,'-i .- b. Off-Campus Inspruction . . N o
. ), ! N
. - Nuaber of Posf= ' Ftojected F.E Off~ Student-FPaculty
Y tions Off-Campus = Campus Enrollment by|” Ratio by Lisci-
' Instructice Discipline & level | ‘pline & Level '
t . E -,
vhcu the :tudent-f;culty ratio is selcted as the larger ufnthe previous *
L " year's off-caupus inetructim actusl ratiop or thet provilled by the . :
. guideiinea. i v ) A . . :
I " - . . . .
.‘ * )
M ~ 102 A .
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o~

¢. Summar Sessiom Instruction :

|
3
' _ Projected FTE Student-Faculty
Number of Posi Summer Session : |Ratio by

tiona Summer =
at, . Enrollment by DiscipHne * |
Sessgion In='.uction Discip 5 1l p .l

where the student-faculty ratio is selected as the larggi Qf the,
previous year's summer session instruction actual ratie or that ] .
provided by the guidelines. : N
2. ‘Claasified Pcsitions for General Academic .Instruction, Off-Campus instruction,
Summer Segsion Instruction and for Academic Administration, Persocnel Develop—
_ ment, and Coprse and Curriculum Development. ) ?

ya. Doctoral Granting Institutions ’ ) - l’ -
- * - * - kﬂ, .
Mumoer of Number of FIE Number of ,FTE Teaching '
. Classified = |Teaching-% ____* . & Research Positicas for| = 4
+ Positions Regearch Instruc-  ° . Institutional Academic
: _ {tional Positioas Aditaigtration, ete.

b. {eonpréﬂénsive Colleges, Liberal Arts Colleges, and s;&dglimd Imt:l.t.utiéun_i ‘.

.

X ‘Number of FIR
I Nusber of FIE hd R
-??lass;fgfed = | Teachigg & Re- ;.c:iti::'s&for ;:zeh 8
‘ . seatclf Inatruc- - *
Positions structionsl Academic

tional P”i\t ions ‘AMdministration; etc.,

. L]
After determining the appr\ppthte number of classified positions, the
institution then distributes at its discretion the positions to the
various subprograms

Fars

*

‘3. Teaching and Research Adainistrative Positions for General Acadegjic Instruc~

"~ tion, Off-Campus .Instructfon, Summer Session Instruction and for Audio/Visual
Servicéds, ‘Comput ing Support, . -ademic Administration, Personnel Development,

and Course and Curriculum Deve/mpnent.

8., Do;:toral‘Granf:ing Institutiona : , : l P
Nusber ot Teaching, & Ruber of FIE Teaching| s d
Research Administrative = |& Research Instruc- - [20]‘

Positions tional Positions Jd .
. -

4 - ’ o

L
-

| 03 . L Y ’ * - ‘
i 110 B
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»
b

» k4 “ e
.~ b Cohtehanaive COIIeges, I.iberal Arts Colleges, and Speciauzed Ingtitutions - -

* . ’ .t o

.- . * Number of Tedching & o rt:.mber of FIE & Teack~ . f
“ ~- Research Administra-—"= |ing Research Instruc- | - [35] . ¥
- 3 tive Positions =~ tional Positions, '

. . b S v - ,

. 4. Libury . - . J .
éhuified and Tuching and Reseatch Administra:ive Positions
) 1) Doctonl Granting msti:ut:lons . P
~ / .

- ’ 1, per 400 undergrad- .
’ 8:? r of B'“é of 9 + |uate (Academic and :
» _Positions | FIZ Positions S r) FIZ Students

Y -

‘ 1 per 100 Graduate] . - [1 per 35 FIE Teach- LY
. + (&Professional - | + |ing:& Research In- T
' _rm Stsudents . ctructional Pocit:l.m

for 1natit6eioua not utisfy:l.ng current nubersh:lp cr:b:cr:ll ‘of “ E

) » the Association of xesurch Libraries ] . , \
- P iiumrehensive (tolleges, Libeul Arts Col¥ges, and Specialized
e ¢ Institutions 4 .
3 — [Base of 1 per ° 1 Der 400 FIE & E
* s |9 FE + 400 PIE | + |Teaching Research . 1
o - . . Po . Positiogs| - |Studemts Instructibnal Positions] °
T b Bqutpnent. : ~ . NS ) . o SRR
) 1). noctonl Cnncing Institutions meeting the Association of Research’
2 : Libraries mgnmbership criteria use the Voigt Formuls to determine .
B volume (books and periodicals) needs. ,
) . Haintenance - [Nlpber of Voluxes] X §19.65 ,
. - . -
- ”
. ’ F.
¢
~ 104 ) . ~ :
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CALCVRATION OF MATSTIMANCE FLNDING BASID OK

WOIST MOENIA

:
L3

l

.-

<.

n '\ Jactors

Yohme Sase * B
Prozcon S.uuuu-
Fecelgn uun:-g'
soalal Culapsns - <. -,
arta’ hlmo. M b
erad. alhol ALY Sams+ )

My
""mn.-....nn.. ’m

mm-moto.-o'trvo l.m
MQOOA“C'-.. PrYYY TOeeeFNY "

. inees atiam. . :,m
City.and Regtomsl

m---...-.---;---.....-‘ SO0
m“..‘...‘.’...é...‘ 3’%

ensisesessbas !.
por major srea f
: 4,000
et
']..-o-.. T-hsAsEseuvseye ..m
m ku‘..&t..x.u.-.. "m

sssesnesserrnat s .‘

Hedictos
Nedfsing Related -

aves

ssssthvsoscecne "“ -

"

<

m!ndm. veeensua- < 1,000 v .

o i

i - bl
LT saximge
mk............-...- -+ 3,000

crieansecass 3,000
loluhu
. gwetal ﬂolbﬂ........... 1,008

4,000

soencend :.m .

—

U HL)
49,000
¢ )

T

L]

Yetexinery Sclence....... 2,000 b
e. Undergraduats Supplesants -
£. Spoascred kesesrch Addition .
g. Access Tacter Additids - ® o
. Total - Ajuitionai Volums: :
. Ter volums Cost nees o . $20.80
3. Total - Msiatsmance :amdi-g :

4 -
N -
¢ —

a) Compute
and ‘applying the appmptiau veight

at esch level .

! 105

11) All other inatitutions use the Virginia luinl:enmcc Formula. ,

the program level weight.s by using the iol’lowlug
for uch approved wbtﬂl




CALCULATYON OV PAOCRNN WICHTS BY LIVEL

Indieste ymr for vbich calculation is wsde:
Provide a separate cslsulation for esch yesz of the Blesaivm, 1979-80

1978-99

" poietor ] sasraas

]
T

B

b) Total Program

Number of

[\ ‘eight

Rumber of
Bachelor's
Programs

Bachelor'

' 1f the adjusted number of programs =
‘ Program Magnitude Weight = C.80

Master's| )
Weight ] + @
Number of }
Master's +
Programs |

[ 3

Progras ‘Magaitude Weight = 0.85
Progvam Magnituds Weight. = 0.90

Program Magnitude Weight

0.95 .

Program Magnitude Weight % 1.00
Program Msgnitude Weight. = 2.00

© 106
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. a Progta.n Magui- s <
]‘x [tudeﬂe'lght ] koG

» -

er Level o1 ‘ex | Jpper Lavel llntu:’_'
Studventa] + (1.5 [m Studen:s] + (3) g
i - ) -~

-Boétorﬁl

Total n:é “
‘{¥TE Students

Studenta

[hmdxqg] [ rollmeat] - SR
Weight d . L

\3 A

i H ) - LT :
a. ?ﬁ?&_‘ai&ied'l’oaitim - " ’ : - :
- £ .

- . - - N . - s I .
2 ¢ - Humber of Base of HSpethOTmh— ' . L I
; ) Classified = |2 FIZ + | ing & Research Acadenic | ™

B - . Positions Positions’ In:tmction Positions

- - ] 9/ R -

b. Imhing ad kesearch Admiuistutive Positions X
SR R.d:er of 'reacb- ' Thase of " F4.75 pex 1000 Ace~

- ' : . ing & Research Ad- = |2 FIE + | desific & Summer |
: -ainistrative ‘Poe:i.tiona Positions Sessions - FIE Studtnti

: 6. ' Executive Management, Figcal Opexations, General Athiniuntin Service,
and Public Relltions and Development )
. . . - -
" Classified Positims . S e =

-

-

o ‘ © HNumber of - Base of 122.5 pcr ‘100 Tuchina
S ' Classifiel] = |4 FIE » + {& earch Academic ° -
. Positions oaitions n:ftuct#onal Pocicionn

. p ' b. Teaching and Research Adninittrative Positions

1) Doctoral Gmuting Institutions

o _ ' Nosber Jof,nachmg * fBase of -] . [2.75 per 1000 Aca- 7
- and Research Admin-" = |3 FYE + |demic & Summerc
- ‘istrative Positions Positions Sessiong FIE Students

@ < - e
N \
*‘ -
w07,
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. .
] . - d s %o

-—

e 7 u) cqnhen-iu Colleges, Liberal Atts Coll s, and Specialized

- Inath.utionl - .. ) 6 .
oo o Nusber of 'reu:hing [Base of ° 3.00 per 1000 A.ea-
W " ¢ «g"Qpgearch Aduinis- = |3 FIE ° Mc&Sm ..
S L tutive Positions Positions ‘Sessions FIE
SR . L *
l A )
B . 7. muuu Data Processing - i
5. Mfm Positicas <, oL
. lﬂcr of” Base of 22.5 par . 100 ruchiu
. Classified = |2 FIE & Basearch Academis
S .o rouuonf {Positions xuu-ucuou Positions |
. Y tucung and Ruearcb Adeinistrative Positions - -,
B . 'l@u of Teaching .} Base of " /1 2.75 per 1000 Aca- o
) . & Research Admin- = l2FmE." + Mc&}_n‘~
- v :I.tcrgt:lve Positions Positions . -FIE Students
: .., : e . a i .
- ’ w .

S - 8. l.ogistical Serviceo . : Ca

. Positions for Logistical Serviées to Pall Baadcomt for the yur en
" June 30, 1977.

'9.s09ention.td Maintengnce of Plant ' 3

e a, MAdmipistration snd SupEMsion

Institutional request for positions 'Ill not uceed the utﬁ’of Classified
Positions for Administration ahd .Superzision to the Total Clagsified
Poaitim for Operation and Haingenlnce of Plant for 1976-77. ’

- b. Operstiom of Power Plant

- . Inuitutimlju?tiﬁcauien i

T~ ot ‘Ce All Other Subprogrm

. 3
- . ‘
- ’ } 2
| e
\Jtitutioul requut for pooitiom nay not exceed the uuo of (.lnbiﬁul ) fi
Positions for All Other Subprograms to the total number of educa
' snd general miznnble and noq-nuipuble sqnnn feet for 1976-77.
- A ~
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. Washington " N
_Summary of Scate Budget Formula. (Recommended)

-

Although Washington currencly has a \udget formula in operation, ti;e
- m maa here.cepresents—the receat recommendations for revising the
a.stmﬁ formula. These reéouendauons, however, have not been fully accepted,
"~ and work is continuing on the develop-ent of the fomh The majox rmi- ’_ ‘
~  tiou §s'the hnﬁ to standard, statewide costs and sailaries, rather thn  using
: ' 'mtitutimuy derived sverages tbtoughout the budget utmms / ) o

. \ . The iustruction formula takes a line items spproach, mﬁm faaa.‘l:y )
uhriol separately from other operating evpenses. As m«i. the faculty
ulnry eatitlement 13 detereinesd by deriving the p:ojocted mmber of faculty
wdt:lm required, blsc ~ on projected credit hours and .tumhtéd credit hour

' losds per faculty differentisted by level, and then by sultiplying the number
" of positions by a standard salary rate. The operating expenses entitlesent
. reflects ntaff ularies. as.well as other departmental upenus. and s pro~- -
. dacted on tbe basis of projected credit hours and qunific rates per credit ’

-

bour, both differentiated by level. , . . \ ‘ : I
_ ! o : . - B : Y -
', . < The library budgpt formula of Washingtg Yects two distincr budget line :

items: staffing ssliries and binding, and librn'y resource and acquisition. . Yo
With megard to meeting staffing needs, the fonuh _provides for J minimum of :
FIE staff positions to which are added positiom u uhted to FIE moll:nnt
- ‘and PIE. faculty positibns. waahingtpn 8 lfbrary fomuln, which involves £
. ‘ltudint levela. weights the enrollmentz by factors of 1.0, 2. 0, &. 0. and 6.0, )
" vhich has Tthe effect of allowing more positions for higher studemt Jevels. In
additiod £o the enrollment factors, the Washington formuls, as vecommended, ..
also takes into account the number of m‘facult;y and staff, ‘a weight for main- ’
_tehanca' of the current collectlion, and a weight for new nchisitiom. Trom
these factors the number of required positions is derived, and the library
staffipg uhty entitlement Is éonputed by micivlying this aummber by a
standard asount. For litrary resource and acquuir’on. the lppmch taken is
to determine the number of voluses and to multiply this voluse by s atandard
rate per volume. Determination of the number of volumes takes into account

“ - \




several fqetou: a volume base; program additions, taking intd account -area; - »
and sponsored research adiustments. Also add-essed are changes 1n studeut.

. arclllent, faculty changes, and a replacenent adjustzent. As a final con-
sideration to the library budget formula, a separate line item for bisdjng 1:

Mu{éz‘ 'rhh fouluh taku in accotnt the curreut subncription me,\wl;tch

u -:.ltiplied by ¢ rate of 1.2 to aliow for binding and rebinding. ‘fhc ulult:-
R " ing weighted qﬁmiption is then multiplied by a standard dollnt ‘amcunt to
<. obtain the uhu-en: for binding. ‘ . , - 3

-

. 'rht-fomh for student services nultiplicrtﬁfdlld luntt retes by the
projected numberx of units and includes as factors: cdli.uion mli&tion! fuu-
time and part-time ‘student headcount enrounenc by level, teluency ‘ball occu- .' PR
.pmci, and active Placement file size. Iu addition, non-formula amounts for - e
" special minority affairs anc disadvantaged studant program. sxpenditures are '

added . . ' T, ’
- *

j ] i’iniiy; in ihc area of operation and maintenance of tae pbyticil plant,
RN four, 1ine items are consﬁdered. Building maintenance is t@umud a8 a v
function of the replacmnt cost of the buildin; ‘-multiplied. by a building fzm oo
, uhich s delinested by type of cdmstruction and whetber it is air conditioned. -
. Jauitorial services entitlement reflects two distinct categories: salariss and
opeqtiom. In de..emining the salary entitlement, the total square feet urw v
JAs divided by a standatd rate per FIE staff {820,000) to which is cdded amy .
;ast_itﬁtiomlly justified adjustments. The resulting nomber of positions is
:then multiplied by a 3tancdard salary rate. Opeﬁtiops cntitlent;t is deter- ,
mined on the basis of a stundard rate per man-year and ‘the man-yéar entitlément. ; .

. . The staff inJ standard -ethod is also used for esiimating the salary component .
. of the grounds maintensnce. The number of required positions is determined as |

) .. B function of the nunbet of scres, where the acres are categorized into four '_l .
types of acresge, such as as- lawns or paved areas. A standard number of acres - ’ *

per man year by c;tegcry is dividqd into the acres to determine the number of
required po-it{ona to which nubers ¢f institutionally justified positions
are added. The total nu-ber of positions is then multiplied by a standard
" mplary rate. The operations entitlements for grounds maintensnce is estimated
— ty multiplying the number of acres by category b} a standard rate per cnte’gory.

. -
- . 2 .

- ‘ 110 - N




. 3
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-
£

imate the utility maiptenance entitlement, the amount derived as the

bui ing maintenance entitl:nmt is muitiplied by a‘standard rate. HNon-
1.ems for admiaistration; police, fire, and safety; and trucking .
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R Mathematical Bnptesentation. . . : ’
¢ , . . : . i i - . . | . i kY , .
" 1. Instruction ' o, - ' o <N\ :
: : ¢ * lCred’t Hours] . tipuhéed 7 - - )
. a- f::::& = | Projected + Credig; Hour per , . :
T by Level - .+ ,iFaculty by Level § .
/% .
. : * [Total . LY [Institutionsl :
; l’imltz. ‘% * | Faculty . X Average : .
Salaries | Positions  {Paculty Salary| - - ,
'. n L L Coe - ©LT : o & - ba
. o o . < . - - '1 . ) . »v i i
b. Other " {Cradit Houts] ° [Rate per | - T
rating - = Prpjected " ¥- !Credit Hour -,
Expenses by Level - T Lby Level / ' -

-

2, ‘ubranuA . . . . ) .

* o & library Rgaouicea

.

Fd

Stwery | um te | Totod | Vims | Srenters e I m ] wte Tote?
. viasiuree r . Uraey | (2] | Dollar Value .. obtats) " | (*) '7- = 1, Wilas -
iy Subacrigtion Psewrse Por Pvewrie For fesmrce For losawrer
» ' Subinte) Sty .ite it fcmisition its * Mgnisitien
. T ]
N ' ’ , - ¥
S U S PP |
N L
. . .
. “hosed on U follanings 00000 tiess Thetr mervend tola! Midtogs for cach of the whiversities. .
. mmmmxm-@v-muumunnm * B
_ o . 5000 tiam B evrrest tati! Reldings for the camivaity collegp fstem. . : -
4 wdmmmdpmdvnu.umwmwm. .
. 7 - . ' . -
r M * 2
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Library staffing and Binding

e o Ouinit 15
. ~ CHNRT PONTION DN
mwos: ¢ ; } v,
L iend Hpete syt | | smowe e Fece) ~
= || | e | e | v | | .
ot i | [wigter | | wimes wipd o S o ign
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m' . ToteY Sotlars
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Antourees Coor
tigmngg -
3 ¢ T,
. . | . ’ f >
el ko BTN i T B e A -
- o Klew Sty ome [T :".'nl
Woietet Sowstly For Rathoding Robimitey | : " .
- i . . ) \ ]
: 3. Student Services .. : ! »

) - * \ . =
- Standard unit rates are multfplied by thé projested number of units:
- |

: T For each weighted application for ‘bdnimion $ 19.75 . Lo
- Yor each lover division full-time atuaen: $137.75 ; }
©7 © =1 7ot each upper divisign full-time st\.tdent $162.25" ' -
: For each post-baculaureate full-tim student '5165.}‘90 c
For each part-tize student (six or less hoﬁra) $L59.,?!5 ’ -~
S For each bed in institutionally éontrolled - " ‘

: residency halls planned for occupancy . $ 67.‘{5

! Por each former student with an active

phceuent file - i $ 40.50 \

pius non-fornula smounts for special m.inoricy affairs and disadvantaged
" student progras expenditutea. .
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e - 6;’ wcn:iou and lhintennm:t ) . { N . . ;
2. Iuﬁtnng lhin'enance - A i ," ( .

. Buildl.ng ’ _-. Building - x Replaceuen!: . ) 7
i - Haintenance Factor I_Value » R
Entitlement | . -

vhetc the building factor is delineated by type of construction -nsan{y
' masonry/wood, and wood ‘frane) and air condi:io,nin; . ¢

" .. Jsnitorial 8ery1cu - . .
) “dn — : [Standard |
Salartes ={| 2350 > [20,000] + [Adjustsents]}X ]Salary
€ t wma hd . ht‘
’ Served . -
T T tuam ] [standate
Operations = |Year X | Cost
Entitlement | - | $850
- ’ - - §
e . ¢. Grounds Maintenance S
; A l:uber of [ Standards ‘ .
. Salaries. =] ASTe® P : |'for Each | + {AdjustmentappX
- i Category Category
? . . Maintained -+ LCatesory :
L . vhere acre category and standards are:
R A ’ Category .. Acres j - Man Year ’
. & . T -
, 11 ‘ 8 .
= 111 16 . . .
v : 2 - 0 . -
- : %, : . |
?’ - . =
- .' Nusber o . : -
Operations - ‘Acres by [:ate Pet] :
. c.tbaoty i ’ - T;:
o where the rates are:’ _ ' -
2 Category “pate : T
' 1 . 10 o
. 1 2 S ’ 1.0 .
r 111 2.0 .
. : v 0.5
E ] '
3 . .
é. Utilicy - - Building ' ) . ;
‘ Maintenance. Huintenanco] . X (%10 =
‘plus non-formula amounts for utilities; adainistration; policy,fire, and
. safety; and trucking services. . . oL .
- - : S § U3 ' A -
S . .




