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A nmodified Fx+ended Opportunity Programs and Services.
(EOPS) alloca+idh formula has been réecommended for-implementation in
the'Californiaconmunity\colleﬁeb\bythe end of: 1982-83. The modified

ABSTRACT

N

formula has been designed %o shif+ funding policy towarg performance
ottputs as distinct from inputs. The current formula is based upon _
four veighted elements: known needs (33%) , potential campus-and ,
i:nnunity needs (27%), actual .numker of studenta served (10%), and :
aff revievw of proposals and proqgrams (30%). A total of 90% of the
funding determined by this formula is.baged on input elements.. The '
. neid for change is demonstrated by the facts that:. (1) %the foraula is -
nof! .umderstood by most EOPS directors, (2) the formula is inherently
unstable, (3) minority enrollment elerents may discriminate against
vhite EOPS students,  (4) separaté funding of potential need as
currently defined in the ,formula distorts allocatiqns; and (5) the
current emphasis on cost effectiveness requires that an allocation
formula stress performance rafher than input factors. The three nmain
elements of the proposed formula are: t'he number of students eligible-
- (60%), the number .gserved (30%),. aAnd the district contributions to ‘
unmet nheeds (10%). Fach element derives ikgﬁggpt of the allocation ‘on
the basis of the work actually pertornedﬁb¥“;m&“c@llgge_in

o
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i ~ideptifying and serving needy students.. (JP)
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| Summary ' | -

This item'presents for Board consideratjon and. discussion proboied .
revisions to the EOPS Allocation Formuld. The item, which is anti-
cipated to be acted upon.in February, details specific policy impli-

} cations arising from the proposed changes and -contrasts them with the.

. policy implications supported by the present formula. Essentially, the
. proposed- formula shifts funding policy towards performance outputs as
‘k\\ distinct from inputs; balances fupding between support for access and

retention objectives; and provides more equitable adjustments between
large and small colleges. '
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Background -

THE CURRENT FORMULA .
EOPS1locations for 1979-80 were based upon the formula .displayed in
Table 1. The formula contains 11 ejements, 9 of which are defined as
need (carrying 70% of the allocation weight), with the remaining 2
elements (carrying 30% of the allocation wei ht) divided between pro-
posal review (5%) and program evaluation (25%). Budget control language _
rastfricted -the allocation of the 1979-80 appropriation augmentatign to

the need .elements only and the effect was to slightTy alter the weights : .
as shown in the adjusted weight column in Table 1. The elements in the //,_
1979-80 formula are the same as for the previous year except for one, '

i.e., the number of students served replaced the old wwmet need. With
that. exception the formula elements have npmained unchanged for the past
several ‘years. : '

TABLE ) )
1979-80 £0PS ALLOCATION FORMULA
A. Need: (70% as below) ' 3 .
T - . o Formula *Adjusted -
r ' - yeight Meight . : {
i T .
1. # students documanted by v
T Financial Aid Office 25% , 26.65%
2. 4 students documeénted by ’
. EOPS Office ™ ) 0% 10.66%
3. % documented by financial aids of
. ollege full-time enrolhment 8% 8.53%
RN .
4. Xdocumcntcd by EOPS Office of
. ! the college full-time enrollment 2% 2.1
5. #§ students served in 1977-78 10% 10.66% -
6. Campus ethnic minority enroliment 2.5% 2.67%
7. % minority-enroliment of college . .
full-time enrollment - ' 2.5% 2.67% \
8. District's K-12 minority
. enroliment - . 5% 5. ;3%
9. District unemployment rate 5% 5.33%
B. St/a}t‘/ﬂﬁiew: (30% as below)
10. Proposal score 5X . 4,23%
11._Program évalvation 25% 20.14%
100% _ 1008
*Adjusted weightswere due to the effect of 1979-80 appropriation
econtrol language. '
. . .’
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“To un tand the principlos which are sup %ed by tho cummt fomqh.

and t er by understand the differences be the curvent and the

proposed formula, it is convenient to rearrange the, formula elements 1n

accordance with the funding objaqt1vés thly tmply; as follows:— -
1.0 The known number of cltgibld atudntta (33% we‘loht) \

\ 1.1 Absolute need: the number of documented eligib]es (25%
‘ weight)

1.2 Relative need‘\ the percent of the college full-ti
enrollment\that are documented eligibles (8% we1ghm§

2.0 The potential need (27% weightﬁ
2.1 Campus potential (17% weight)

2.11 Number of estimated eligibles (10% weight); that
: " {s, the number documented y*the EOPS ffice

2.12 Percent the est1mated eliglibles are of ihe college
full-time enrollment (2% weight) ]

‘ 2.13 The conege minority enrollment (2 5% weight)

2.14 The percent that minority enrollients are of the
college full-time enrollmeénts (2.5% weight)

2.2 Commumty Potential (10X weight)
| 2.21 K-12 minority enrollment (5% weight) ~
2. 22 Unemp'loyment' rate (5% weight)
.3.0 The actual number “rved (10% weight)
4.0 Stqff review (30% weight) "
4.1 Proposal score (5% weight)
——

4.2 Program evaluation (25% weight)

Put somewhat more simply, the current formula can be reduced to four
e]em' domains: .

1.0 Known need (33%*leight)“

. 2.0 Potcﬁtial vampue and commmity need (27% weight)

3.0 The aftual rumber of & lonte urv‘cd (]E)% weight)

4.0 Staff review of propoeal and‘i?roimn _(30% weight) . /
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" The weight distribution among the four elemert damains,clcarly suggests
- that Board policy emphasized the funding of progranl inputs as distinct °
from program outputs; that is, 90% of the funding was dependent on input J—
" elements and 10% was based upon the output element. This policy. reflectad S
the inteént .of the enabling legislation which endeavored to increase the. =
community college participation.of low income and minority studeats, B
both of which groups were underrepresented in-community collegé enroll- = ...
ments. The potential reed element domain already showed that the Board . L
gave a separate and additional priority to alcess objectives, that-is,’ B
to the recruitment of poegptia1 EOPS students. ' : :

That the Board also gave considerable weight to the elements -in the
.~ | etaff review domain reflects the recognition which the Board gave to o ,
. the need for state discretion in assessing the adeguacy of program plans v ¢
' (proposal score) and program §tructure‘éprogram evaluation) in meeting o
EOPS student needs. This recognition wd$ clearly justified becaldse in-
years past, EOPS programs--which~were highly innovative and unprecedented
in character--had to be developed by EOPS and college staff whp were
~ relatively inexperienced in comparison to their abilities in traditionail
-, college programs. Since state staff were the only ones in a position to
. observe program developments statewide, it made sense to drive part pof
the formula on the basis of what staff judged to be the best in program
operational effectiveness. ' - . o
/ N

THE NEED FOR CHANGE - o —

In recent years, interest in the distributive equity.of the formula has
intensified. Prior to 1976, sufficient questions had beén raised to
cause the .Department of Finance to review the formula. It did sq, found
the formula adequate in the 1ight of legislative intent, and reconmended
- no further change for at least three years in order to -allow funding to
' achieve stability. The fo]]owjbg year, the California Postsecondary
Education Commission also reviewed the formula and independently reached
conclusions similar to' those of the Department of Finance. But in 1978,
the. next year, the Legislative Analystyr&viewed the formuta, .found it
inadequate, and recommended a major change: that 5Q% of the weight be
assigned to-an entirely. new element, i.e,, the umber of students:actually //

v

served. : L :
In March 1979, Chancellor*s staff replied in rebutta](}o\};;;Legjs]ative
Analyst, citing the Analyst's use of inaccurate data and the massive

. allocation shifts between programs whicl would fesult from implementing
the Analyst's recommendations. However, staff did recommend, and the °
Board adopted, the use of the number of students served as a new element
for 1979-80 (although the weight assigned thereto was small). In addi-
tion, the Legislature included budget control language in 1978 which
effectiyely did three)tﬁings: - ' '

>
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cluded within its charge a study of the EOPS allocation formula.
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It supenseded previous Board hctioh by mandatihg[thaﬁ'the 1979-80
augnentation b allocated on the basis of "need” only, and - -

It further superoeded previous Board action by altering the effec-
tive weights assigned to each formula element (see Table 1).

Finally, it created the-Fihdnqtal Aid;Po1icwatudy Gfoup and iff

" Esh .

One result of implementing the controﬁ']ahguage was the reduction in -
allocations of several campus programs at a time when the statewide
appropriation increased by nearly 18%~ Since the reductions occurred

prima
compl
sent
with
formu

Justi
on a

rily in smaller colleges, the reaction was sharp and quick --

aints flowed into-the Chancellor's Office -and Region 6 formally

a delegation of directors representing smaller colleges to meetg

a member of the Legislature.” These events raised two more issues:
la sensitivity to-thie needs of smaller colleges and the impact of

taff review elements in the formula. :

< the)s
<Although the mere questioning of formula elements alone is not enough to

fy modification of the EOPS formula -- and indeed is to be expected
policy matter on-which individual college funding is dependent --

staff interprets the persistence of such questioning over se(gral;years,_
and especially the recent legislative intervention, as signals- that
staff should .review the entire matter. Staff in fact undertook to

review the formula, BEginning by cooperating with the Financial Aid

‘Polic

y Study!Group and attendance at its public meetings by EOPS direc-

tors #n northern and southern California. Staff then met separately

- with
+( forni
“4n Oc

Durin
the E

1.
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regional' coordinators (who represent all EOPS divectars in Cali-
a) in early september, and followed by conducting formula workshops
tober and November with directors throughout the state.

] this time staf{“gjs;overéﬁ the_follow%ng conditions in regard to
OPS allocation forimula: !
“ . )r

Most EOPS directors did not understand the forgula which drives, -
their program allocations. In fact, many directors did not realize '

that, in practite, nearly all of their program funding is deter-" (

mined by the need statistics submitted by them as part of the .

annual proposal instead of by the program proposal which contains

their budget request and upon which program planning 1s based. -

The formula is so inherently unstable that merely keeping its
elements-unchanged did not and will not achieve the funding sta-
bility desired in 1976 by the Department of Finance. The insta~
bility derives from the elements themselves. For example:

number of dacumented income eligible students vary widely,
with some co]]egés requiring only completion of BEOG appli-

o

Qf. Practices in use by financial aid offices to determine the \ [

P P ]

\
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. cations or the Financial Aid Form, while others require =~ o

numerous additional-income verifications, such as 1080 forms,
. welfare documentation, and-separate verification of -indepen- S
hd dent status. Colleges that require more verification count - = o
fewer .eligibles than colleges that do not, causing allocation
distortions and inequity. ) SRR

f ' b. Practices al$o vary statewide in determining the cut-off date .
for counting eligible students. While the Application Manual
attempts to be explicit on this point to insure comparability

> © of counts (i.e~; count income eligibles wha were enrolled up '
to the first census week), many colleges include students who
_ ~are income documented any time throughout the Fall term.
" : Clearly, the latter ¢ounts will tend to exteed the former - .
: counts,,again\)esyltiqg/in allocation distortions.. . .« -
: Pl td
c. The number of eljgibles documented: by EOPS offites actually
amounts to estimates made on the ﬁﬁw;¢?‘of,additional'e]i-
gibles on campus who were not dgcumented by financial aid
offices. While staff firmiy B&tieves.in the need to produce
estimates of unmet need, a problem of equity arises when such -
estimates are used to drive actual allocatioms. .The funding
A *  {s more dependent on the sophistication of EOPS staff in - .
‘ aximizing their estimates than on' verifiable indicators: of -
‘ ed. The use of estimates which employ nonstandard proce-
dures has resulted from time to time in wide fluctuations in N
the size of the total eligibility pool, and thus fn the dis- - . >
y ' tribution of EOPS funds bdsed upon such estimates. ‘ G\ ) , o

»
d. Staff scoring on proposals and program evaluations has become
increasingly difficult to perform as staff time shortages have
. combined with enlarged funding and greater college partici-
pation. When one half to three-quarters of the community
) colleges participated in EOPS at fumding levels smaller than .
now, five full-time staff members were capable of achieving
closer relationships with the respective programs and thus of
. . “more objectively assessing their plans and program structures.
Today,(funding—is considerable, all colleges participate, and
. staff time ﬁas been reduced both by one full-time specialist
and by the anreq e in EOPS related functions (e.g., student
affirmative action). The result has been a progressive
reduction in staff ability to maintain common standards of .
review and increasing tendencies towards more arbitrary and ™
subjective scoring. Hence, rapid program growth and greater
complexity have induced unstable tendencies in the staff
review elements of the formula. ' T ~

B R ORI S W R S

3. Several directors, particularly from smaller colleges, and including .
minority group directors, complain that the minority enrollment
elements discriminate against white EOPS students, do not take

\ .
3 - ’ . .
. . .

4 ’ . )




ORI
RSN o) 10 ol
m“- S
‘l.‘-\‘:‘_ 'T" o Nt

)

~

o

10 T YR AL TR R A T T R R Wit R
AN n}.z.-n : :-',‘A_'_‘T‘\;'f,%-w_ g ‘*:3_“K“*’ﬁ‘t'ﬁ"}\\f‘jv%\wkﬁ;é&ﬁs
ST e R

S ST IR T NP UL TR LA TN L PR RS o i e T
B R R A
S LRSI ¥ AVRR R AR M
L

[ A e

LAY S T

account of minority students who are ineligible, and favor, larger , BRI
urban gchools ‘simply because more minority students attend them. o
These di pectqr_s favor de] eti ng the 'ﬂﬂﬂOY‘“i ty elcments bOih for these . e e e
reasons and because EOPS eligibility is first strictly income - o o
‘determined - minority group status doey not formally count. - - o

similar arguments are advanced. in opposition to the-community need . . =
etements -- they favor urban schools.  There 1s no direct relation. E
between EOPS funds allocated on these variables and the actual '
recruitment results obtained from tapping the commuqity;poten@ial.

There is a strong feeling, Shared by staff, that what should count

in allocating fundls is not how many students might be served, but

how many actually are served, both in recruitment and on campus.

1

To ‘staff, the foregoing fihangs on'the current EOPS allocation formula
signal. the need for change. In addition, from a broader policy per-
spective, staff has found that: s . ~

Y.

Fhe separate ¥unding of potential need as currently defined in the

- )formula unduly distorts allocations. Over the years, spending in

EOPS programs has’ steadily shifted from emphasizing access (re- :
cruitment) to emphasizing retention (support services and instruction).
When this trend is compared-to available data on the enrollment of
underrepresentedklow income, minority, and women students; it is ‘
clear .that while access remains a high priority objective of EQPS, - '
retention is equ%]ly if not somewhat more-important, and that in , ,
anmy case the. justification fbr separate funding of acces$ objec- .
tives is weaker than in years past. The need is to balance more : -
equitably the fucdin relationships between access and retention }
objectives. Increased spending in EOPS on retention services,

A

. while funding continues to emphasize potential access, distoris.

college allocations in relation to aggregate need.

The fiscal environmept in all of California public services is = -
expected to emphasize even more than now efficiency and cost-
effectiveness in delivering public services, including of course

EOPS services. It s therefore quite clear that the EOPS allo-

catjon system must adapt to the need to fund-programs more in line . )
with performance and dutput factors than according to potential and =~

-~ input factors. Thus- the need to change the allocation formula to
. make it more sensitive to variations in program outputs with fiscal

incentives geared more to actual (program performance. / _
The role of staff review “infthe allocation system must a1so be
revised for compatibility ty the present and future environment.
The original case for driving part of ‘the allocations on the bases
of staff assessments of program plannin (proposal score) and’
program effectiveness (evaluation score? is weaker now than in the

past because both colleges and EOPS campus staff have accumulated

. ) ) ‘ -
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a reservoir of experience and expertise in condugting EOPS programs.
This fact, in gonjunction with the increasing difficulty encoun-
tered in maintaining objective staff reviews, signals the need to
delete review elements from the formula and to redesign the functions
of staff reviews. Wise use of EOPS fiscal and compliance audits,
better program evaluation methods, strengthening of college proba-
~ tion procedures, and greater utilization of staff in consulting
rotes in support of campus programs signal new directions to pursue
in the area of staff review.. The impact of such activities on.
w/ ' program allocations should focus more on program outputs, instead
of inputs as now. C ~ '
_ 4. New methods must be developed to supplement and economize on
b recruitment and access funding which encourage the pyse of economies
of scale, such as can be expected from consortialﬁng other cooper-
ative enterprises. Currently, single campus recruitment programs
are costly because potential students who are contacted but not
recruited constitute a factor in total costs. A recruitment net-
work allows costs -to be shared and offers the prospective student
greater choices in selecting a postsecondary institution. In
addition, attention must be drawn to the need to more adequately
fund services to transfer-bound and other college exit-bound stu-
dents. ‘
* . . » o L
‘ 5. The allocation s&stem should encourage greater college financial
commitment to meeting the unmet needs of EOPS students. Recent
trends suggest the opposite - that college commitment has waned
somewhat in the face of budget contractions after Proposition 13. ~
The current formula provides no institutional incentives to finance
\ . unmet need, and with Title 5 changes adopted which liberalize EOPS
. funding of personnel, it is critically important to find funding
mechanisms which will reverse recent college commitment trends.
Such mechanisms should also meet the need of facilitating instead
of inhibiting the wise integration of EOPS services into the insti- .
v tutional setting as a whole. ' .

PROPOSED- ALLOCATION FORMULA AND DISCUSSION
1. The Proposed Formula

Table 2 displays the EOPS allbcation formula proposed for imple-
mentation over a four-year phase-in period which would begin in
1980-81. It is important to emphasize that the formula in Table 2
is not intended for infplementation next fiscal year, but is in-
tended to display the major elements. .which would be'fu]1y-opef?t
" tional by the end of 1982-83. This discussion will focus on the
rationale supporting the proposed formula. The next section discusses
the proposed schedule for implementing various elements in the
formula in order to achieve full implementation in four years.

/’ - .
. y l
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ﬁROPdEED EOPS ALLOCATIOU FORMULA 1982 83 o ‘ e
. Need (100%) ’ . Fina1 Neight 1982- 83
T TNumber of Documented EHgible - | . .
S Students : . 5% - Lo
, 2. Number of Documented Minority : .
-Students Eligible. %, : » : ‘ 5%
3. % that'documented eligibles are-of - '. -
. the college full-time enrollment 25%
4. % thatmifieity documented eligible
.~ are of colWge full-time enrollment ° ) 5%
5.  Number of students served in the :
previous reported year g : . 15%
T 6. % that the number served were of the total _ -
) documented eligible in the comparab1e :
~ previous year - 15%
7. The district contr1bution to the
_ - unmet need . - - 10%
W ‘ ' : A - 100%

\ b
‘Q Rearrangement of these elements accordiag to the policy object1ves they~ ------ ) 4
1mp1y results in the following:

’ F.0 The number eligible (60% weiﬁht)

1.1 Absolute need - number of documented eligibles (25% weight)

1.2 Relative need - % that eligibles are of full- time,
enrollment (25% weight) - .

1.3 Number of documented minority_eligi@les (5% weight)

1.4 % that minority eligible are of full-time enrollment
(5% weight) .

2.0 The number served (39% weight)
2.1 Absolute number ;erVed (15% weight)
{ 2.2 Relative number served (15% weight) 3
3.0 fhe district contyibution to énmet need (10% weight); that
' the district's financial contribution to meeting the cost

is, .
dif%erence between a full-funded EOPS program and the amount . o
actually ajlocated. ' . '
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Table 3 ‘provldes a slmplffled*\bntrast to the Current formula . g )
) ' ’
T S o TABLE 3 L
. Proposed Formula ~ Weight ‘furrenf'?ormula | fWelghe';j
o __Element Domains -~ ' ~__Element Domains  ~ - . ¥
1. The Number Eligible ~60% - 1. The Number Eligible ~ 33% "
-2, The Number Served .  30% "2. The Potential Need ~L27%
3

. District Contribution 10% 3. The Number Served 10% ¢
' ; 4, 'Staff’Review 30% -

~

The contrast shows that adopt1on of the proposed formula would
(1]

° Fund college allocatlons on the basis of lOO% need . €

° Find college allocations on the basis of program performance
with greater empha51s on outputs and outcomes

° . Fund college allocatlons on the basis of formula elements which
are 100¥ auditable or otherwise verifiable

° Ellmlnate unduly subjective elements in fundlng college
- allocations

° Eliminate funding based on "possible" need -instead of known
need, and thus reduce undue guesswork from college allocation.

° Fund colleges Wthh 1ncrease local connﬁtment to the financial
support of EOPS '

° Fund college allocations based upon varlatlons in dlstrict !Z§%
size o ¥

In the opinion of stafﬁ the proposed formula retains the essent1al
features of the current formula and thus preserves previous Board
policies aimed at the most equitable distribution of EOPS funds
based upon statewide need. But the proposed formula also -adds .
weight to program performance objectives, which are appropriate for
the 1980's. :

2. Discussion of Propfsed Formula Elements ' »

A. The Documented Need Elements (60% Weight)

There are four elements based upon documented need, two. of

which measure absolute need and two measuring relaflve need.

The absolute need elements alone would tend to benefit larger,

urban, and suburban colleges, but the relative need efements,

which have equal weight, would adjust for differences in size
: because these elements .are independent of absolute size. In

addition, staff have prepaféd guidelines defining the doc-

umentation required for determtnlng documented need which will

reduce undue Variation and 1ncon51stency in statewide eligi- .

“bility counts : . .
AN
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. ' the other a relative measure which adjusts for variations in
E2 " proyram size; both elements an“‘wgighggd_equa11yi L

-

C. The Distriet Contribit%oﬁ'tb'ﬁimhf'ﬂiid'(10$ Weight) . -~ ~ .~ 7
\ ' One’element measures’district contributions to the unmet need
. . of the college's: EOPS students. Staff is curfently developing
. | verifiable measures for district contributions to insure
LF ¢/ - .comparability of reported data. Current expectation is that
S | - this element may not be implemented until 1981-82 to insure .
. enough time to test the. district contribugion definitions for’
- feasibility and auditability, When workable definitions are,
achieved, however, -this would be an entirely new and highly
important element. ol S

P N
PO L PR NP

. Note that each element drives its part of ‘the college allacation on
the basis of the work actudlly performed by the college and the -
EOPS program in identifiﬁﬂgﬁneedy-students ahd in serving them.
‘ : - Al1 elements are auditableor otherwise verifiable.. Incentives in
o <, the proposed formula shift from developing hypothetical levels of
““raneed to the actual effort expected in identjfying documented need.
The formula balapces variations in need arising from differences in
* the size and'chaéacter of individual_campuses and evens out the
current funding.distortion betweeén funding for access and retention -

7 ffsjfully implement the proposed formula will require aphase-in

' period which staff estimates would take four-years at maximum. The
phase-in would be required because, in the case of several elements,

« either gear-up time would be required or technical difficulties

would require furthér staff work. . In addition, the redistributive

. effects of the proposed formula are at present unknowns and time

. * will be required to ‘perform a variety of allocation simulations to -
determine what the impact would be. : - '

objectives. : S
JIMPLEMENTATION OF ‘PROPOSED FORMULA S
1. Phase-In Conditions | ' ' | L L

v

However, staff will recommend that the phase-in begin in FY 1980-81
~and that the Board proceed with deliberate additional adjustmentf
-~ every year thereafter, taking time each year to consider.the ‘progress
" ’ made and the impact which the phase-in is having on campus programs.
§ To achieve start-up:in FY 1980-81, when not all of the elements
‘can be implemented and without full knowledge of the redistributive
impact on individual college programs, means that special conditions
must be imposed upon the formula if disruption to field opemations
- . §¢ to be avoided. Thes proposed conditions, to be considered a part
S . of the formula during the phase-in period, are as follows: . S

e L T S
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ST Usin’g\,}979-’80.qs the Base year, o collegeé program would . )
. " " peceive an allocation reduction from the formula greater:than b S
*16% of 1ts current (1979-80) allocation.in FY 1980-81; nor N

A - greater than 25%-of its current allocation dn FY 1981-823 - - .
nor greater tham35% in FY 1982-83. . ., . . . B

T » . ] DR . . : oL ) T

: N . R R

b. = Colleges which return to the state treasury ‘wore, than 5% of = . - o

~ the amount allocated in ‘any given year.will recejvey:.inm any. . = . e

~ subsequent,year, an allocation equal to what the college ' s

- actually expended, subject to condition'number a above. =

) S R 4

c.- The minimum program &1location for 1980-81"will be $50,000. 2

~ Minimum allocation size thereafter will be determined after
further staff study of alternative options to be presented to
the Board. (The $50,000 minimum allocation is currently -
greater than the smallest allocation in 1979-80).

d. The Special Project Fund ‘in 1980-81 will include an amount, to
be determined by.the Board at the appropriate time later this

_fiscal year, to be utilized in the funding of more cost-effective, .

€

cooperative recruitment efforts. ‘ .

i

2. ,ﬁhase-ln,Schedu]e L .

.Concluding Remarks

(A recommended phase-in schedule reflecting the introdiction of

specific. formula elements will be -prepared and included here whe
the item returns to the Board for action in February.)

\
. \

C ' : - ,
The proposed formula was developed by staff over a fourteen-week period

" between September 17, 1979 and December 12, 1979, and has received the

formal endorsement of the Stafﬁtory %gvisory Committee and the EOPS
Regional Coordinators. In addition Meaders of the EOPS Directors
Association have discussed the formula with staff, but as yet have not

endorsed it. The formula also comports with recommendations made by the:

Financial Aid Policy Study Group in the.first draft report and is ex-

pected to comport with that group's final report.

\\
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