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MINUTES OF THE SENATE _ COMMITTEE ON ___WAYS AND MEANS
The meeting was called to order by Senator Paul Hess at
Chairperson
_12:00 NQ@f/p.m. on March 24, 1983 19~.h1mom__kgzﬂi_ofﬁm(hpﬁd.
All members were present except:
Committee staff present:
Research Department: Sherry Brown, Mary Galligan, David Monical
Revisor's Office: Norman Furse
Committee Office: Mark Skinner, Doris Fager

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Stan Koplik, Executive Secretary, Board of Regents
Senator Wint Winter

Ernie Angino, Professor, University of Kansas

Sid Shapiro, Professor, University of Kansas

Bob Sarna, Lawrence Chamber of Commerce

Mark Tallman, Associated Students of Kansas

Systemwide Issues, Board of Regents' Institutions

Mr. Koplik discussed the Regents' policy on the allocation of
reductions of $14 million across the system. He said he had heard discussion
of the appropriateness of the method used. He explained the rationale for
using each institution's share of general use funding in the state. He said
the Regents saw peer comparison as an appropriate way of measuring each
institution's ability to forego some money as i1t relates to similar institu-
tions. He said that if instutions are funded on an F.T.E. basis, there has
been a dis-service to those institutions. He said he would oppose a
system which says higher educational institutions must surrender $14 million
and this should be divided pro-rata among institutions.

When asked by Senator Hess if he would like to trade suggested
high technology dollars for additional 0.0.E. funds, Mr. Koplik said he
would. He reminded the committee that the institutions are 1.5% under the
Governor's recommendation (House action). He suggested that it would be
strange to embark on areas of high technology at a time when the O0.0.E.
budget which furnishes equipment for that area is reduced. He stressed
that there is not a lot of merit to starting something new at the same time
0.0.E. is being reduced.

Senator Hein asked Mr. Koplik if his agency had been able to
study the cost per pupil of Washburn University vs. Regents' institutions.
Mr. Koplik said the most difficult part of that review is to be able to
determine that similar things are being compared. He indicated he has the
data which says Washburn is 35% more efficient than Regents' institutions.
He said he felt the study could be completed by April 20.

When asked by Senator Gaines if he had to choose between
increasing salaries of teaching faculty and classified personnel opposed
to increasing 0.0.E., which he would choose, Mr. Koplik said he would
choose increased salaries. He noted that surrounding states are increasing
faculty salaries from 3% to 5% for next year.

Mr. Angina presented his prepared statement (Attachment A).
When asked by Senator Hess which was more important--0.0.E. or salaries--
Mr. Angina said that salaries are important, but that it may not be necessary
to worry about salaries because there may not be people in Kansas to use
them because of the condition of equipment at the universities.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have nat
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for

editing or corrections. Page 1 Of




SENATE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, March 24, 1983, 12:00 Noon - 2

Systemwide Issues, Board of Regents' Institutions - Continued

Senator distributed Attachments B, C. and D. He then presented
his prepared statement. When asked by Senator Gaines if he is suggesting
a line item appropriation for "instructional equipment," Senator Winter
answered in the affirmative. He would suggest $1.4 million to fund that
equipment instead of high technology or any other context. He said the
equipment might be turned to high technology intensive areas in the uni-
versities. There was discussion concerning the fact that equipment at
institutions of higher education was originally purchased with federal
dollars. In the 1960's federal dollars were easily available. Now that
equipment is obsolete and there are no federal funds to replace it.

Senator McCray asked about the equipment reserve accounts which
were established by the Legislature two years ago. Staff said that this
provided that savings for each institution within its expenditure limitation
on the general fees fund could be transferred to an equipment reserve account.
However, given the present situation where that money will lapse if not
spent, there is a tendency to spend it. ©No institution has made transfers
into those accounts.

Mr. Shapiro read from his prepared statement (Attachment E).
Senator Gaines asked if he agreed the number one priority is 0.0.E. He
said that, after a realistic salary increase of 4%, his organization would
prefer that 0.0.E. needs be addressed, since those funds go for the tools
professors use.

When asked by Senator McCray if university presidents are managing
0.0.E. funds properly, Mr. Shapiro said he feels they are. He noted that
there are programs of considerable excellence even though the universities
have been faced with budgets of less than the rate of inflation.

Mr. Sarna read from his prepared statement (See Attachment F).
It was noted following his testimony that for years the grants made
available to universities for research included the allowance that universities
could buy equipment. However, in recent years, those grants must be used
for salaries and research.

Senator Werts asked Mr. Sarna which of the methods of increasing
state revenue he might suggest to meet the needs of the universities, etc.
Mr. Sarna said his personal preference would be taking away some sales tax
exemptions, but not to add taxes which would hurt the poor.

Mr. Tallman presented his prepared statement (Attachment G).
Following his testimony, when he stressed the need for work-study programs
in universities, Senator Steineger said it is his understanding this is one
of the most effective ways to keep college trained people within the state
to become taxpayers. Mr. Tallman said it may be true, because people would
begin working within the state during their university days, thus making
it more likely those people would be recruited within the state.

It was suggested by the Chairman that the committee do as the
House Committee did, and eliminate faculty salaries and students' salaries,
and consider them along with those of classified employees in the omnibus
bill or in a separate bill; and that utilities also be delayed until a more
definite idea can be looked at concerning the potential increases in the
next fiscal year. It was the concensus of the committee to follow his
suggestion.

The meeting was adjourned by the Chairman.
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PRESENTATION TO SENATE WAYS AND YEANS CoMMITTEE - FMARcH 24, 1983
ON UNIVERSITY SUPPLIES AND EXPENSE BUDGETS,

/Y NAME 1S ERNEST F. AnsIno. [ AM A PROFESSOR OF GEOLOGY
AND C1vIL ENGINEERING AT THE UNIVERSITY OF 1ANSAS, | am HERE

")

TODAY AT THE REQUEST OF SENATOR “INT YINTER TO DISCUSS THE ISSUE
OF SUPPLIES AND EXPENSE MONIES AT THE STATE UNIVERSITIES, AND IN
PARTICULAR AT THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS. [ WILL NOT REPEAT THE
USUAL LITANY OF PROBLEMS CAUSED BY THE HABITUAL SHORTAGE OF FUNDS
IN THE SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT LINE. YOU HAVE THAT INFORMATION.
WHAT I WISH INSTEAD IS TO ALERT YOU TO THE LONG-TERM EFFECTS

OF PAST ACTIONS ON THIS BUDGET LINE.

FIRST, I KNOW FUNDS ARE TIGHT. SOWEVER, EVEN IN THE PER-
SPECTIVE, A STATE AND ITS PEOPLE TELEGRAPH THEIR PRIORITIES BY
WAAT THEY DO, NOT 3Y WHAT THEY SAY. WHEN ONE ADDS UP THE
ANNUAL UNDERFUNDING OF THE SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT BUDGETS OVER
THE LAST 10 YEARS, AND THE DIFFICULTIES THESE SHORTFALLS HAVE
CAUSED, SUCH AS OUTMODED EQUIPMENT, UNAVAILABILITY OF NEW
INFORMATION BECAUSE OF A LACK OF LIBRARY HOLDINGS, LACK OF
CHEMICALS, THEN THE REAL SITUATION WILL PRODUCE THE FOLLOWING
INEVITABLE RESULTS,

N
wE ARE NOT DOING AN EXCELLENT yop of TEACHING THE STUDENTS
OF KANsAs, How can ONE, WHEN EQUIPMENT DOESN'T WORK, CANNOT BE
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FIXED OR REPLACED, AND THEREFORE EXPERIMENTS AND RESEARCH CAN-
NOT BE PERFORMED? IN A TIME WHEN THE STATE IS PREACHING THE

NEED AND, INDEED, THE URGENCY OF ATTRACTING HIGH TECHNOLOGY TO
NANSAS==YOUR ACTIONS IN DOING LITTLE TO CORRECT THIS SITUATION

PUT THE CREDIBILITY OF THE LEGISLATURE IN DOUBT. QUTSIDE

INTERESTS PAY FAR MORE ATTENTION TO WHAT YOU DO RATHER THAN

WHAT YOU SAY. FAILURE TO GIVE ATTENTION TO SOLVING THE NEED

FOR ADEQUATE SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT IN THE UNIVERSITIES UNDER-
MINES ALL THE PR REGARDING THE STATE INTEREST IN HIGH TECHNOLOGY,
INDUSTRY, AND RESEARCH, SMOKE SCREENING JUST WON'T WORK. /5%

OF THE PRESENT SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL EQUIPMENT AT THE UNIVERSITY
OF KANSAS, FOR EXAMPLE, WAS PURCHASED WITH OTHER THAN STATE

FUNDS.

INADEQUATE COMPUTER EQUIPMENT, 4IGH TECHNOLOGY EQUIPMENT,
AND LACK OF SUPPLIES FRANKLY SHORT CHANGES STUDENTS, FRUSTRATES
FACULTY, AND DEFEATS THE PURPOSE OF HIGHER EDUCATION. Y4y
EDUCATE IMPROPERLY AND INADEQUATELY? YE ARE MORTGAGING THE
FUTURE OF THE STATE AND GROWING DISEASED SEED CORN. 2Y THE
TIME A STUDENT SPENDS FOUR YEARS IN THE PRESENT SITUATION AT
THE STATE UNIVERSITIES, HE OR SHE HAS RECEIVED THE MESSAGE OF
THE PRIORITY THE LEGISLATURE PLACES ON KNOWLEDGE, IT SHOULDN'T
BY ANY SURPRISE TO ANYONE THAT THESE INDIVIDUALS LEAVE THE
STATE UPON GRADUATION. THEY ARE IN EFFECT INVITED TO LEAVE.
THE SITUATION IS INTOLERABLE, IT IS A DISGRACE, AND DESERVES
YOUR ATTENTION KOl
THANK YOU,
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To: Senate Ways and Means Committee
From: Senator Wint Winter, Jr.
Date: March 24, 1983

Re: 1984 Regent's Budget
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to make this statement to
you regarding higher education in Kansas. During your committee dis-
cussions, I would urge you to remember two things.

First, the Governor's 1984 Budget Recommendations make
a sharp and dramatic departure from the historic pattern in Kansas
of providing adequate funding for high quality post-secondary edu-
cation in Kansas. The first chart which I have shows the general
fund spending priorities in the Governor's budget. Considering the
Senate's responsbile action in restoring almost $9 million to the
SRS budget, the budget for the Regents' schools shows an actual de-
crease of more than $2 million in general fund appropriations from
the 1983 base appropriated by the Legislature. Students at Kansas
Regents' schools will show their commitment to education by paying
tuition which will increase 20% and contribute to a total increase of
almost $14 million in tuition and revenue over last year. To the dis-
may of many, however, more than $2 million of that tuition increase
will not contribute to the education of those tuition payers, but
would be used under the Governor's plan to fund other state operations.
The fall of the Regents' system to the bottom of the Governor's prior-
ity barrel should not be countenanced by this Legislature as it does
not accurately reflect the feelings of the people of this state.

Secondly, when considering percentages remember that, for
instance, the Governor's proposed "7%'" increase in OOE is not, in
fact, an increase of that amount over the amount approved by this
Legislature for 1983. Using the budgetary slight of hand mechanism
of the "base budget reduction', the Governor's budget recommendations
slashed more than $14 million from the 1984 Regents' budget. For
instance, the faculty/staff salary funding amount is actually a .3%
increase over the 1983 appropriated amount. The Governor's OOE bud-
get puts a virtual freeze on that area with an increase over the
original 1983 base of .2%.
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While our legislative responsibility of fair and equal
salary treatment of state employees and the need to attract and main-
tain quality faculty and classified staff cannot be forgotten, the
focus of the current debate must be on the OOE and equipment budgets
in the Regents' system. The action of the House committee on OOE is
an actual reduction in the OOE funding over the original 1983 base.
The OOE budget provides the fundamental tools for teaching and re-
search professionals to carry out their job of education and providing
a base for economic development in Kansas. The drastic cutback made
by the House committee, on top of the 4% reduction of last year, results
in a virtual strangulation of the ability of our Regents' schools to
carry out the fundamental mission of education for which the people
of this state spend millions of dollars. Thousands of teaching pro-
fessionals, staff and students can survive a temporary setback in
salary, but the dramatic and debilitating cutback in OOE ties the
hands of our educational institutions. By analogy, leaving OOE fund-
ing at the level set by the House committee would be like leaving
the fuel tank of the new $70,000 combine empty at harvest time.

Just like the inadequate OOE funding, the Governor left un-
funded a $1.4 million request from the Board of Regents for much
needed equipment, computers and library acquisitions. Those requests
provide the necessary foundation for the development of the "High Tech"
economic drive which is so badly needed. The expenditure of funds
for specific high tech purposes without providing the foundation for
those efforts through OOE and basic eguipment would amount to an
unconscionable waste of taxpayer money.

In summary, I very strongly urge the committee to take the
following two separate actions:

(1) Restore the OOE funding level to a minimum of the
funding approved by the legislature last year (this
amounts to restoring the budget to the recommended
7% level from 5.5%); and

(2) Provide a separate "Instructional Equipment" line
appropriation to the Regent's budget from the Regent's
request in order to provide the foundation for the
much needed "high tech" development. "High tech"
development cannot occur in a vacuum, so I urge you
to use the $1.5 million recommended by the Governor
for "high tech" and fund equipment needs at the Regents'
schools on a per FTE basis to provide an adequate sup-
port base.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you. I appre-
ciate your time and attention to this subject.



A. GOVERNOR'S TAX MONEY SPENDING PRIORITIES

ORIGINAL 1983 BASE VS 1984 GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION

1. 2. 4, 5.
Highways/Roads Local School Aid State Regent's SRS
puls] ie Baaeation Operations Institutions
o)
13.3%
o
/\ 8oq /o
Senate
Restoration
$6,330,000
(o]
3%
A2
$22,514,000 $56,655,000 $17,082,000 ////\l/
Increase Increase Increase ‘.’7:k/<
$2,051,000

Decrease



B. 1984 TUITION/REVENUE INCREASE TO OTHER OPERATIONS

1983 BASE VS 1984 GOVERNOR'S RECOMMENDATION

$13,830,000

$11,779,000

12.42%
2.96%
TOTAL TOTAL V////// $2,051,000
TUITION/REVENUE ALL FUNDS //////
INCREASE INCREASE ///

TUITION/REVENUE

INCREASE WHICH THE GOVERNOR
INTENDS TO USE FOR OTHER
STATE OPERATIONS



(BBR)

1 _ . . :
$7 764,000 "saved" by elimination of 347 jobs/positions (179 faculty and 168 staff)

€. ACTUAL INCREASES IN 1984 RECOMMENDATIONS OVER 1983 BASE
"BASE BUDGET REDUCTIONS'" APPLIED TO INITIAL SUGGESTIONS
Faculty/Staff Student Salaries Operating Expenses
10,438,000 Salaries
$3,585,000
$250,000
]
$950, 000 o 5.5
49,
A
$251,000 $524,000
/// House
Cuts
$4,260,000
$501,000 (BBR)
(BBR)
$9,487,000

$l 723,000 "saved" by actual recommendation of funds to support only a 3% increase rather

than the announced 4% increase

3Does not include $700,000 proposal for work study
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Equipment
age, funding |
take toll at KU

By RON JENSEN
J-W Staff Writer

During ‘his days as a Kansas'
University graduate student, Ron '
Borchardt, now a KU professor of
biochemistry, would occasionally
leave the world of academia to visit
an industrial facility. During these
visits, he recalled, he was impressed
by the outdated equipment used in
the private sector, compared with
what was used in the university
laboratories.

Now, he said, the tide has turned. It
is in the lahoratories of colleges such
as KU where the outdated equipment
is found, while industry maintains
“state of the art’ technology.

Across the Mount Oread campus,
faculty scientists are decrying the
lack of adequate equipment — both in
the research laboratories used
primarily by graduate students and
in the instructional labs for
undergraduates.

THE REPUTATION of the univer-
sity is at stake, some say, and there
is no remedy immediately visible.
One professor said a list of needed
equipment in some disciplines to br-
ing KU up to the level of universities
in “boring states carries a price

:ging equipment, page 6A

|

(Continued from page 14)

tag of $10 million, but the university’s
entire yearly budget for equipment is
a mere $100,000, o
Students graduating from KU are
suffering, the professors said. They
can't compete with students from
other schools who have been trained
on the most modern equipment.
Undergradute students who are re-

quired to take a laboratory science |

course for graduation credit must
squeeze into labs built for smaller
class sizes and must share equip-
ment. ’

THE STATE’S ABILITY to attract
high technology industry is as limited
as the university’s abiliyy to upgrade
its equipment, the professors said.

‘“The farther and farther you fall
behind,” Borchardt said, ‘‘the more
difficult it is to catch up.”

Chancellor Gene Budig has refer-
red to KU’s equipment woes several
times. The professors who work in
the labs and the classrooms can pro-
vide more specific information.

For instance, Borchardt said a
mass spectrometer is needed at KU.
The machine capable of measuring
the mass of a molecule has a price
tag of $400,000 to $500,000, but would
provide KU students doing research
of this type with the same capability
as students from other universities —
students with whom they will soon be
competing in the job market.

“WE’RE NOT TRAINING state of
the art students,” Borchardt said.
*“Other universities have them. Com-
petitively, those students (from other
universities) are more attractive to
industry and other institutions.”

The equipment problem hurts the
university in its attempts to attract

!

grant money for research, he said. It

also could result in faculty members
leaving KU for greener — and better
equipped — campuses.

Borchardt wondered, ‘“How long
are the good faculty going to stay.at
the University of Kansas if they don’t
have the instrumentation to do
research?”’ «

Jack Schlager, chairman of KU
biological sciences, said physiology
labs are lacking in physiographs.
There are 12, he said, but only six are
operable. They cost $10,000 apiece.

' The end result, he said, unless is
something is'done, is that physiology
labs at KU'may become extinct,

“IF WE DON'T replace that equip-
ment, in three years we may not have

the ability to have a physiology lab,”
he said, a possibility he labeled
“ludicrous.”

In some labs, he said, where each
student requires a microscope,
students must share them, which af-
fects their ability to do the work. The
department would need dozens of
them at $600 to $300 apiece, he said,
“just to bring us up to snuff.”

““We have had years and years and
years of no equipment allocation,” he
said. ‘“The last one was four years
ago and we got $50,000. It has been
years since we have been adequately
funded for equipmerit.”

Marlin Harmony, chemistry pro-
fessor, discussed the problems found
in undergraduate labs.

‘““These very often are relatively in-
expensive pieces of equipment, but
you need a lot of them,’’ he said.

A CHEMISTRY LAB may need a
$25 item for each student, but there

may be 900 students in the lab. The
current equipment budget, he said,
does almost nothing in the way of
keeping labs modern.

“Until the university budget
shapes up, we're going to fall farther
behind in modernizing our
undergraduate laboratories,” he
said.

It is-in the graduate study area
where Harmony said the ‘““big ticket”

items are found, although they are’

found with less frequency around the
KU labs. -~

“If one is going to stay at the
forefront in the scientific area . . .
then the university needs to build up
its equipment base much larger than
it is,” he said. “This type of equip-
ment has been hard to get for years
and years.”’ .

EACH YEAR THE equipment
budget at the university is less than
what.is needed, he said, it becomes

s

-more difficult to catch up.

“It eventually just begins to affe
the quality of instruction and tt
quality of learning for the students,
he said. .

The state’s effort to attract hig

| technology, he said, also suffers,

“It’s rather ludicrous with the kin
of base support we've had,”” he said.

John Davidson, chairman ¢
physics and astronomy at KU, wer
beyond mentioning just the equif
ment. He said the current physic
labs were designed in 1950 and 0
cupied in 1952, and are suited to hol
24 students.

Enrollment increases hav
sometimes placed 27 students i
those labs. The department has t
squeeze them in ‘“‘and hope that thre
or four of them will drop out,” David
son said. It is “impossible’” to teacl
under those conditions, he added.

“THERE’S JUST NO way that w




cando a first-class job,”” he said.

Some of the department’s
oscilloscopes, he pointed out, were
given to the university after the
Korean War. The operable machines
— electronic instruments which pro-
. duce a visual display corresponding
to some external signal — are still be-
ing used at KU.

“You can’t replace those parts
because they don’t make them
anymore,” he said. The department
needs three or four of them at a cost
of $3,000 to $4,000 apiece.

“The situation is uniformly bad
" across the university,” he said.

He later said, ““This is not Podunk
U. This is one of the country’s big
universities. (At Iowa State Universi-
ty) they’re much better funded in this
regard than we are.”

Davidson said the problem. can’t
help but erode the kind of education
students at KU are receiving, and ad-
ded, “It affects the whole flow of the
educational process at the universi-

-ty.”

WHAT ABOUT ATTRACTING
high technology industry to the
state?

‘““They expect to have, when they
come here, a high technology univer-
sity,”” he said.

Les Mitscher, University

Distinguished Professor of Medicinal .

Chemistry, said, ‘“Modern research
requires guite expensive equipment
for structural analysis of new com-
pounds.”’

It is difficult to come up with the
money needed for such equipment,
and the state budget can almost
never provide such money, he said.

One piece of needed equipment, he
said, is a nuclear magnetic
resonance machine, which lets
researchers observe the interaction
of molecules. .

“It’s difficult for us to compete
without it,”” Mitscher said. ‘‘All of the
schools around the country who are
competing with us for high
technology have this type of equip-
ment. So Kansas is starting way back
in the pack.”

ANOTHER PIECE of equipment
that is needed, he said, is a mass
spectrometer. The nearest one is at
the University of Nebraska.

“Our students are not getting the
benefit of hands-on experience,” he
said. ‘““We have lesser sophistication,
bits of old equipment that we’re able
to keep alive.”

Mur~h of the eauninment nced in the

‘universities.

labs now, he said, was state of the art
five to 10 years ago. ‘

The problem has been a ‘“‘gradual
bleeding” over the yeéars, he said. It

‘didn’t happen overnight, and the

solution won’t happen overnight.

A group of scientists in various
departments at the university drew
up a list of equipment needs,
Mitscher said, that would make the
university competitive with other
The cost of the
machinery on that list was $10
million. The scientists recognize the
impossibility of coming with that
money, so priorities have been made.

“ONCE WE’VE GOT No. 1, then
we work on No. 2 and so on down the
line,” he said. ‘“There is no high
technology without the proper equip-
ment and personnel. Nobody’s going
to come to Kansas simply because we
say they’re welcome.”

It’s possible, Mitscher said, thal
sooner or -later' the university’s
reputation as a leading school in
science education will be tarnished.

‘““You can live on your past reputa-
tion for a while,” he said. ““Sooner or
later, your reputation drops. Then
you’ve got the opposite problem.”

John O’Brien, a professor of
systematics and ecology, is unable to
teach students in his limnology lab —
the study of fresh water — on the

same type of equipment they will use

as professionals in the field.

‘“We just have not been able to af-
ford the type of equipment (the
students) would use should they go to

,the EPA or a state lab,’” he said.

One piece of this equipment — call-
ed an autoanalyzer — costs $15,000 to
$20,000.

THE UNIVERSITY has given him
funds for transportation to sites to
conduct research with his classes, he
said, but ‘“other than that, every
piece of big equipment I have pur-
chased off a research grant.”

Asked for an opinion on how the
university got into this predicament,
O’Brien offered one idea. The light
bill and heating bill must be paid, he
said. So must the faculty.

“The one thing you can put off for
this year is to update your teaching
equipment,”’ he said. ‘““So for years
and years now, we’ve deferred this
chronic need.”

Some legislators, he said, honestly
believe the university budget has
SOmMe excess.

“It just isn’t true,” he said. “‘It just
jen’t true ?
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THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS CHAPTER
American Association of University Professors

LAwRreNce, Kansas 66044

March 23, 1983

My name is Sidney Alan Shapiro and I am a Professor of
Law at the University of Kansas. I represent the more than
four hundred members of the University of Kansas Chapter of
American Association of University Professors (AAUP) and the
state chapter of the AAUP.

The AAUP commends the legislature for the significant
support that has been given to the state's universities.
The universities in Kansas have been able to build a con-
siderable record of excellence based on this generous and
continuous support.

Unfortunately, the state's financial crisis threatens
the continuing success of these efforts. A Draconian budget
would erode the success that many departments and programs
have been able to build. As a consequence, we face the
prospect that any short-run savings will be more than exceeded
by the money necessary to restore programs to their previous
levels of achievement.

Hopefully, no legislator is operating under a mis-
perception that the state's universities can survive a year
or more of Draconian budgets because cuts will only eliminate
"fat" that has been built up over the years. To meet the
Governor's four percent cutback, the universities found it
necessary to cancel such essentials as popular classes,
supplies for laboratory experiments, computer time for
learning purposes, and books and journals in the library
systems. More importantly, the hardships imposed by the
Governor's cuts have been less serious than "invisible" cuts
imposed by the high rates of inflation of the last few
years. Although the state's budget commitment has been
generous, inevitably the state could not afford to fund
programs to keep up with the rate of inflation. As a
result, inflation has wrung out of the university budgets
any "fat" that previously may have existed.

AAUP recognizes the necessity to economize at this
time. We also fully realize that there are many other
worthwhile programs that the state must continue to fund.

At the same time, we urge you to act responsibly and fairly
by recognizing that all state programs, including those of
the state's universities must be funded at realistic levels.
Realistic funding levels include at least a four percent
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Page Two

salary increase for nonclassified employees and an increase

in other operating expenses (OOE) greater than the five and
one-half percent increase authorized by the House of Repre-
sentatives. The OOE amount is especially critical: funding

at the amount recommended by the House would cause severe
problems for teaching in the sciences and for maintenance of
an up-to-date library system. Both of the areas are essential
if industry in the state is to compete in high technology
markets in the future.

AAUP recognizes that funding the universities at
realistic levels will require significant new sources of
revenue. We urge you to make this commitment, for without
it, the state will end much of the progress in education
achieved in the past. The failure to act responsibly to
raise the revenues necessary to provide a realistic budget
will be an unfortunate signal to the faculty that the state
is no longer supportive of their efforts. Such a signal
will weaken institutional loyalties, depress morale, and
cause the best professors to leave. The means are available
to you to avoid those consequences. We hope that you will
be bold and forthright and meet the needs of our state's
universities at this difficult time.



TES™"MONY OF ROBERT L. SARNA
SE . WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE
MAke.. 24, 1983

I APPEAR BEFORE THIS COMMITTEE TODAY AS AN ALUMNUS OF THE UNIVERSITY
OF KANSAS GRADUATE SCHOOL, AS A FORMER TEACHER IN THE SCHOOL OF BUSINESS,

AND AS A CONCERNED FATHER WHO WILL HAVE A DAUGHTER ATTENDING THE UNIVERSITY
OF KANSAS NEXT YEAR. I ALSO APPEAR AS A BUSINESS MANAGER, HAVING SPENT 13

YEARS IN THE MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL BUSINESS AND THE LAST 4% YEARS AS A

PROPERTY MANAGER RESPONSIBLE FOR LEASING AND MAINTAINING RENTAL PROPERTY.

ANYONE RESPONSIBLE FOR MANAGEMENT OF A BUSINESS IN THESE TROUBLED
ECONOMIC TIMES KNOWS THE MEANING OF AUSTERITY, THE PRACTICE OF EXTREME OR
ENFORCED ECONOMY. EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT IN THIS PERIOD OF SEVERE RECESSION
HAS DICTATED CUTTING OPERATING EXPENSES TO THE BARE BONE, NOT MERELY AS A
MATTER OF PROFITABILITY, BUT AS A MATTER OF SURVIVAL. IN RECENT AND IN
CURRENT TIMES THERE IS NO QUESTION THE UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS, AS WELL AS
OTHER REGENTS INSTITUTIONS, HAS HAD TO EFFECT SEVERE AND PAINFUL CUTBACKS
IN ALL AREAS OF OPERATION MERELY TO SURVIVE AS AN OPERATING INSTITUTION.

AS CHAIRMAN OF THE K.U. AFFAIRS COMMITTEE OF THE LAWRENCE CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE THIS PAST YEAR, A LIASON COMMITTEE BETWEEN THE BUSINESS AND EDUCA-
TIONAL COMMUNITY, I HAVE HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO OBSERVE CLOSELY THE STRUGGLES
INVOLVED WITH THE FUNDING OF SALARIES AND OPERATING EXPENSES AT THE UNIVER-
SITY OF KANSAS. IT IS MY OPINION, AS WELL AS THAT OF MANY MEMBERS OF THE
BUSINESS COMMUNITY FAMILIAR WITH THE REGENTS BUDGET, THAT IT WOULD BE POOR
BUSINESS JUDGEMENT TO MAKE FURTHER CUTS IN THE OPERATING EXPENSE PORTION OF
THE BUDGET.

AS LEGISLATORS AND CITIZENS, WE MUST PRESERVE AND INVEST IN OUR MOST
IMPORTANT ASSET, OUR YOUTH. WE MUST NOT ALLOW OURSELVES TO FALL BACKWARD
IN PROVIDING THE ENVIRONMENT NECESSARY TO EDUCATE AND TRAIN OUR YOUNG PEOPLE;
PEOPLE WHO WILL BE THE FUTURE LEADERS OF OUR COMMUNITIES, WHO WILL OPERATE
THE BUSINESSES, DEVELOP THE TECHNOLOGY, INVEST THE CAPITAL NECESSARY TO
PROVIDE JOBS FOR OUR CITIZENS. IF WE NEGLECT THIS IMPORTANT RESPONSIBILITY
NOW, KANSAS MAY NEVER RECOVER.

I WOULD URGE EACH OF YOU, AS RESPONSIBLE AND RESPONSIVE LEADERS, TO DO
EVERYTHING POSSIBLE TO AVOID ANY FURTHER CUTS IN OPERATING EXPENSE ALLOWANCES.
WE MUST'PROVIDE AT LEAST MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR VITAL SUPPLIES, EQUIPMENT,
BOOKS, AND OTHER EXPENSES TO SUPPORT OUR REGENTS EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM AND MAIN-
TAIN THE QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION KANSANS EXPECT AND DESERVE. THE BUSINESS

OF EDUCATING OUR YOUTH MUST BE ONE OF OUR VERY TOP PRIORITIES.
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Topeka, Kansas 85621

{913) 354-1384

Statement to the Senate Ways and Means Coumittee on H.B. 2148,

March 24, 1883, by 1} Mark Tallman, Executive Director of the Associated
Students of Kansas, representing 85,000 students at the state unl-

versities and Washburn.

-

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the opportunityv to speak

to you on behalf of the Associated Students of Kansas. These positions
have been developed in conjunction with the Student Advisory Committee

to the Regents znd the Student Senates of the state universities.

Tn this time of severe budgetary constraints, we have prioritized
one issuc we helieve the most important to Kensas students--the

m is rising educational costs
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issue of student assistance.

and declining federal financial ald spending. The answer, we believe,

s a state work-study program, & plan developed from models in other

b

states, with the help of other higher education Zroups; endorsed by
Covernor Carlin at a $700,000 funding level; and approved by the
House at $562Z,000. We would assure the committ that this program

represents our highest priority for the 1984 budget.

o
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Students anc

The importance of this request can be understood by reviewing
the tuition situation. In recent vyears, tuition has been criticized
as being toc low, relative to the 25% fee/cost ratio that was in-

formally established in 1966. Indeed, tuiticn had fallen far below

that ratic, leading to sharp increases as shown by the first chart

Representing the Studenis of:

Ernporia Stase ¢ Fort Hays State « Kansas Sisie = Pittshurg State ¢ University of Kansas ¢ Wasnburn University » Wichita State g;



at the back of this statement. These increases of 60% in four years
coupled with cuts in the university budgets this year, have si gnifi-
cantly improved the student fee side of the fee/cost ratio.

Although Legislative Research has reported that tuition would
have generated only 21% of the 'cost of aducati@n” in the Regents'
1984 recuest, we feel this is samewhaL mmsleaﬁim Last yeaz,'th@
Regents' modified the fee/cost ratio in approving a 20% tuition hike
for FY $4. They‘yoted to excliude utilities fyaﬁ the cost side.
Utilities are, of. course, one cost +hat has changed significantly
since 1966. The legislature recognized this by removing utilitcy costs
fram Other Operating Lxpenses, & ﬁove rhe Regents used fo justify

lzo, the Regents

lncludad special academic fees paid in additlion o tuition, which

certainly should be

When these changes are factored in, and fees income is compared
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is certainly probsble that the ratio will reach 25% for 1984,
The Student Advisory Committee and ASK have voted to accept the
25% fee/cost ratic ag defined -+ the heﬁrnts fully aware that it

-chably unique among student
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associations in the nation todzv. But in doing so, we believe also

+hat the state must take steps te =3ssure tuition education will not

<

accepting the 20% tuition increase that takes effect this f£fall, we

wave continually maintained that a pertion of this income must be

i

returned to students in the form of Ffinancial aid, specifically the
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work-study program.

Included in the packets we have given you are copies of ASK's

original proposals for a work-study program, of testimony delivered

to the 1202 Commission and House Ways and Means Committee, H.B. 2387
by Rep. Viec Miller, =zupodying our proposals, and a copy of a letter
from Covernor Carlin end rsing\this Bill | |

Afte: the body of this statement, you %111 find charts showing
the increases in edu tﬂonal expenses for students, and the relative

éecline :n financial assistance. Chart 2 shows, as an example, that
cost of attending Kansas State have increased by

the maximum Cuaranteed Student Loan

has not been increased at all (although interest rates have), and the
maximum Pell Grants awarded at KSU increased only $350 in this period.

Chart 3 shows the dramatic decline in federal appropriatioms for

campus-based programs, including the federal work-study program,'wnic%
has been chopped in half. Finally, Chart 5 shows that while student
salaries had been expected to rise fairly steadily, the allotment

1 little or no growth. In fact, system~
vide, student jobs were cut by 8%, well over the 4.3% reductions
required from the universities as a whole.

The work-study program woulé help restore some equity to this
situation. Without going into detail, these program elements as ap-
preved by the House should be noted:

1. It would be administered through the Regents' office, but
would include students at private schocls, community colleges and
Washburn .~

-

2. It would provide on-campus jocbs to students with the state
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paying 1007 of the minimum wage at the state universities, providing

community colleges, and public or non-pro ofit agencies would be

.

ninimum wage

2

reimbursed for 80% of tlhe

2. Ir would allow private employers to hire students with the

=

state paying 50% of the miniwum wage matched at least dollar-for

%

dollar by the emplover, stretching state appro riations much further
w ¥ r

<

4, The jobs iwould have to be part-time, temporary positions in

Fy

the students' area cof study, providing them on-the-job experience--

These two critical 4ssuef~w*§JCLc and the work-study program--
are the focus of our concern izm H.B. 2148, Ome final area of concern
is in the level of 0.0.E. and the special Regents’ request for
library acquisitions, computors and {nstructional eguipment. Across
the state, universities have adopted or are considering special

~ fund these areas. It is a measure of our concern

(93

student feae=
that at KU, for example, the students. themselves may vote o adopt

some type of special fee to keep academic programs from deteriorating

furrher. The concern is genuine; the need is real. We hope you will
eas.

consider special appropriaticns in these ar
Thank you for your time and consideration. I would be happy to

answer any questions.
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Introductory Remarks

Mr. Chairman, members of the House Ways and Means Committee, my name is
Mark Tallman and I am executive director of the Associated Students of Kansas,
representing the students of the public universities in Kansas. T am here to

speak in favor of House Bill 2387,

Background

To begin with, we would like to thank Rep. Vic Miller for having HB 2387
drafted and introduced, The bill was developed from an ASK proposal that is in-
cluded in the program we have distributed to members of the Legislature. You
can refer to that program for more information on our proposal.

Student interest in a state work-study program grew out of last spring's
decision by the Board of Regents to raise tuition 20%, effective next fall. (Fall
semester, 1983) Our concern was not only with that particular increase, but also
with the rationale by which tuition is set, and its implications on public higher
education. As the committee is awafe, tuition is pegged to the so-called '"'cost
of education,'’ defined as the cost of the general educational program, excluding
organized research, extension services, aUxilliary enterprises, and capital im-
provements. On a systemrwide, multi-year average, student fees are supposed to
generate 257 of that cost. The fact that tuition levels have not kept pace with
that ratio has, we believe, two implications. First, students have faced fairly

LA

sharp increases in fees in recent years to ''catch-up' somewhat. You might recall
the tuition increase that was nearly mandated by the legislature several years
ago. The fee/cost ratio is still below 25%, and future increases are probably in-
evitable. Second, however, we think the Regents have been reluctant to boost

tuition as sharply as they would need to in order to meet the ratio because of

concern over the ability of the public to tolerate or absorb sharply higher costs,
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Although we hope to discuss the tuition situation in more depth when vou
consider the entire Regents' system budget, we would offer these comments, First,
we view tuition as a ''user fee' naid by students for a public services, not as
the priceteg for a product on the marketplace. Second, the current tuition policy
is highly regressive. State support offers a higher education at a cost easily
accessible to the higher income groups and relatively accessible to middle income
groups. But tuition levels set a hundreds of dollars a semester, when combined
with other college costs, may well be beyond the reach of lower income groups,

Kansas tuition is almost always referred to as a 'bargain,'' but that misses
the point. An $800 suit marked down to $600 may be a bargain, but it is still
beyond the reach of many citizens. Tuition in Kansas may be a bargain relative
to private universities or even public schools in same-other states, but that
does not mean that our universities are accessible to all qualified citizens.

Faced with this problem, student leaders debated a great deal about what
policy to support, trying to strike an appropriate balance between the need to
maintain quality programs, the limitations of state resources, and the financial
accessibility to students being served. The position finally adopted was this:
tuition increases under the fee/cost ratio are appropriate, but only if the state
at the same time increases its commitment to student financial aid. The work-study

proposal was developed as way to do just that.

The Need

In order to demonstrate the need for this program, we have collected in-
formation on the cost of a student's education and on sources of financial aid.
Several informational charts follow the body of this statement. Chart No.l shows
the increases in tuition at the regional universities, represented by the bottom

line, and the major universities, represented by the top line, since fiscal 1979.
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Note the increases over this period, and the projected increase for next year.
(Source: Board of Regents' office.)

Chart 2 attempts to show the increases in the total cost of a student’s
education. This figure is the estimated minumum cost of a resident, dependent
student living on campus at Kansas State., These figures were prepared by the
KSU financial aid office to calculate financial need. As you can see, this figure
has risen sharply. We have also provided the level of the maximum Guaranteed
Student Loans available to student in a year, which has remained unchanged and
now accounts for barely half of total costs. (Incidently, although a student may
borrow up to that level, he or she actually receives less., A 5% "origination fee'
is taken off the top and returned to the program, and KSU has recently adopted
a $10 application fee for borrowers under the program.) We also show the maximum
Pell, or Basic, Grant, The bottom line shows the actual maximum grant made at KSU.
The line above it shows the national maximum. The dotted line shows the combined
maximum available to students under the two largest federal student aid programs
at KSU. As you can see, they have not kept pace with educational costs, (Source:
KSU Financial Aid Office.)

Chart 3 shows total federal appropriations for federal campus-based programs
at the state universities. (These are the National Direct Student Loans program,
the College Work-Study Program, and the Supplimental Educational Opportunity
Grant Program.) As you can see, appropriations have dropped dramatically; in
particular, note the funding of the federal work-study program. (Source: Board
of Regents Student Assistance Section, 1981-82 Annual Report.)

Chart 4 shows the decline in the State Scholarship program, reflecting de-

clining federal appropriation under the State Student Incentive Grant program,

and cuts in state support.
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Finally, Chart 5 shows increases in student salarv appropriations. Here
again, after growth in the first part of this period, spending has leveled off
because of the allotment cuts and Gov. Carlin's proposed recissions. (Source:
Board of Regents' office.)

With rising costs of education and declining financial aid, students and
their families face these choices: find more work off-campus, go deeper into
debt, or dig deeper into their own pockets. None of these options are very viable
to hard-pressed Kansas families already suffering frem high unemployment and a
depressed economy.

The need is clear: increased financial aid should be provided. We believe

the most appropriate program would be to provide jobs; HB 2387 is such a program.

The Program
HB 2387 would provide a statuatory basis for the $700,000 work-study pro-

gram recommended by the Governor. It would have these major elements.

First, it would be administered by the Board of Regents, but would provide
assistance to students at public universities, private colléges and commmnity
colleges, as is the State Scholarship Program.

Second, it provides funds for student jobs in three catagories: on-campus,
public and non-profit agencies, and private employers.

Third, these employers could receive matching funds to pay wages for jobs
in a student's area of study. Students would recieve at least minimum wage. The
employer would receive matching funds for wages paid up to the student's college-
expense financial need.

Fourth, state dollars would be stretched by the matching requirement. At
private and commmity colleges, and at public and non-profit agencies, the program

would pay 807 of the hourly minimum wage. At private employers, the program
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would pay 50% of the minimum. At the state universities, the program would pay

1007 because any institutional match would be made with state dollars anyway.
Fifth, the program will contribute its portion of wages paid only up to

20 hours per week during the school year, 4) hours per week during vacation

periods, and, as I mentioned above, only up to the student's financial need.
Sixth, the distribution of an institution's allotment and the placement

of participating students would be handled by the school's financial aid office.
Hopefully this provides an adequate explanation of the mechanics of the

program, Let w lock at some of the benefits it would provide.

Benefits

1, The Program would increase student employment at a time when this is
very important.

It should not be necessary to repeat the details of the decline in financial
aid resources relative to a student's educational costs. We believe such a work-
study program is a fitting state initiative, Attached to this statement is an
article fram the Chronicle of Higher Education, which notes that most states are
plamming to increase spending for student aid, Kansas is one of the few states
which is not, Note also that several states have launched work-study programs,
while many others are considering such a move.

2. The Program would provide a less expensive labor source for the institutions.

As with regular student salaries, money spent on this program would not be
given away, but paid to students who have earned it through jobs that would need
to be done anyway. This may be especially true at the state universities if budget
cuts force reductions in classified staff. Students could pick up some of this

work at a lower cost to the state.
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3, The Program would provide a less expensive labor source for public and
non-profit agencies,

At a time of pinched budgets in many public agencies, and as federal spending
cuts and a poor economy hinder non-profit groups, this program could provide
reeded, semi-skilled student workers at a much lower cost. Agencies that could
benefit include libraries, museums, research and charitable groups, and many others.

4., The Program would provide a less expensive labor source for private em-
ployers.

It is our hope that a lower labor cost for student wages would encourage
more employment. The state's match would insure that the student receives at
least the minimum wage.

5. The Program would provide "on-the-job training' for students in their
area of study.

An important benefit of the program in addition to increased student aid,
is the practical experience students would receive, Such experience could in-
clude business and accounting, computors and commumnications, plant and animal
sciences, advertizing, social work, engineering, and many other areas--as many
as their are professions.

6. The Program would allow employers to promote study in their fields.

By participating in the program, employers would be increasing the financial
ald, and hence the incentive to study, for a particular area. This would allow
businesses to encourage the development of an appropriately skilled labor force,

7. The Program would ease unemployment generally.

Although the benefits of this program are obviously targetted to student,
workers, the program would create new jobs and lessen the competition for other

part-time and even full-time positions throughout the economy,
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Conclusion

We would suggest only one change as the bill is printed. In Section 2,
subsection (b), student eligibility is limited to those eligible for the federal
work-study program. This may be umecessarily restrictive, Because positions
are required to be awarded on the basis of need by Section 4, subsection (a), we
suggest that the committee may wish to amend Section 2 (b) to read " 'Eligible
student' means a student enrolled and in good standing at a postsecondary
educational institution as defined in subsection (e)."

In suwmary, we believe HB 2387 is an highly cost-effective method of
athieving a number of benefits. It helps the young person working his or her way
through school. It helps the older student, seeking re-training or additional
education to adjust to a changing economy. It helps the family struggling to
give their children a college education. It helps colleges, public and non-pro-
fit agencies. It helps private employers. It improves the quality of the state
labor force, and eases unemployment,

We strongly urge you to approve this bill.

Thark you. I will be happy to answer any questions.
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By JANET HOOK

Srate spending for grants to needy col-
lege students is cxpected o inciease by
almost 10 per cent this year—the . largest
inurease since 1978-79%-—according to a sur-
vey by the National Association of Stale
Schofarship and Graot Programs.

The survey also found thai a growing
number of states have responded in the
past year o expected reductions in federal
student assistunce by proposing or setting

up new Joan, work-study, and graot pro-

S,

Based on ity antmal survey of state
scholarship programs, the association esti-
muies that stawe expenditures for grants o
vandergraduates  will increase 9.9 por
cont—-{torm $890. 6~miilion last year o

378 S-ritiion in 1982~ :

Gue asthor of the xcpoﬁ o the survey
noted that, because the survey is based on
prefiminary estimates, aciual spending this
year may fall short of the projected total,

The increase (o state spending this year
15 expected to be coupled with 8 3.8-per-
cent increase in the number of undergrad-
uates receiving grants—from 1.21 mullion

~last year to 1.256 million in 1982-83.

While state student aid is expected to
increase nationwide, 12 statev said spend-
ing for their scholarship programs would
be reduced this year. Thirty-four states ex-
pect increases, and information was not
svailable for four states. '

. rvﬁuch of the growth is concentrated in
sta2és with large programs, said the report

en the survey by Kenneth I Beeher, ex-

tive director of the Pennsylvania High-

weation Assistance Agency, and Jer-

is, divector of research and policy
ot the Pennsylvania agency.,

1 states with the fargest proorams

udent Aid

~

from States Expectee

Uxan%es i %mu Aid for ‘%u:ﬂdy Undm‘gmduates

" Changes from
158102 1o 1382'03

rj N dam
] g Uaeroase

pected itncraase in state spending, the re-
port said,

Pennsylvania, which runs one of the
largest programs, has increased appropri-
ations for student grants by $7-million to
$80-million this year—the largest annual

Jincrease since 1568, Coupled with a slight

decline in applications for grants, the in-
creased budget has allowed Pennsylvania
to provide more aid to middle-income stu-
dents and to increase the average state
grant by about $100.

But in many states with smaller pro-
grams-—those that award less than $5-mil-
lioh a year—little or no growth is expected.
State support for those programs has been

- slowing over the past two years, Mr. Davis

said, noting that ¢uly about one-third of

the 31 states with small grant programs

have incrcased spending since 1980-81.
That lack of growth, he said, suggests that

able to make up formajor losses of federsl

aid to their students,
Many of the smaller programs ave hea

ily dependent on federal funds prowdtd
through the State Student Incentive Grant
prograni, in which money is awarded 1o
states i they at Jeast. match the federal con-
tribution, Asked about the poteatial effects
of a Rengan Administration proposal to
climinate the incentive grants, four states
responding to the survey said theic pro-
graris would not survive and 24 said they
would probably have to reduce the size or

~ number of grants.

Mr, Davis also said there had beea “sng«

nificantly more activity” than last- year -

among states in response to cutbacks in
federal student aid. Florida and New Mexi-
¢o have established their own work-study
programs to supplement the federal pro-
gram. which has bgen tritered by 4 per

has Year

nrasrame are heing considered by nine oth-
er staies: Delaware, Indiana, Kemucky,
Mew Jersey, North Dakota, Oregon, Ten-

“nessee, Yermont, and Virginia.

In other actions:
w Legislation allowing the sale of stase

" revenue bonds to raisé capital for low-in-

terest student toans has been approved in
Towa, Maryland, and Rhode Islaud within
the last year. Several other states are con-
sidering similar laws.

= Colorado, in an effort to stimulate pri-
vate support for student aid, has set up a
$250,000 pilot program to match private
contyibutions with state funds,

g Arkansas and Tennessee are consid-
ering new scholarship programs that would
provide aid on the basis of academic merit
rather thao financisl need.

g Alabama 15 copsidering establishing a
new ageacy that would provide additional
funds for student loans by buying loans
from banks. Segveral other states bave al-

" ready set up such apgencies—known as sec-

ondary markets—modeled on the federal
Student Loan Markeling Association,
which purchases loans nuiionwide.

While most of the state programs sur-
veyed provide aid to undergradnates on
the basis of financial need, the survey also
found that $17.8-million was expecied to
be awarded to needy graduste and profes- -
sional students—up 4.4 per ceni from last
year. Of the 21 states reporiing that they
had such programs for graduate students,
ounly four—LCalifornia, Michigan, Mew
York, and Texas—saii they expected to
spend more than $1-million.

The survey also found that about $101-
million was expected to be spent on under-
graduate grants that are not awarded on
the basis on financial need—spending that
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Session of 1983

HOUSE BILL No. 2387

By Representative V. Miller
2-9

AN ACT concerning a program for employment and training for
students at certain postsecondary educational institutions;
prescribing powers, duties and functions for the state board of
regents.

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Kansas:

Section 1. This act shall be known and may be cited as the
Kansas student employment and training program act.

Sec. 2. As used in this act, unless the context clearly requires
otherwise:

(a) “Board” means the state board of regents.

(b) “Eligible student” means a student enrolled and in good
standing at a postsecondary educational institution who is eligi-
ble to receive federal work-study funds.

(c) “Program” means the student employment and training
program administered by the board.

(d) “Position” means an internship or other employment po-
sition of a part-time or temporary nature which compensates the
eligible student at not less than the current federal minimum
wage.

(e) “Postsecondary educational institution” means (1) any
state educational institution under the control and supervision of
the board, (2) any community college established under the laws
of this state, (3) the municipal university established under the
provisions of article 13a of chapter 13 of Kansas Statutes Anno-
tated, and (4) any accredited independent institution as defined
in K.S.A. 72-6107 and amendments thereto.

Sec. 3. (a) Subject to available appropriations, the board shall
develop and implement a student employment and training pro-
gram and shall adopt rules and regulations for the administration
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thereof in accordance with this act.

(b) The board shall allocate funds on an enrollment basis to
participating postsecondary educational institutions to finance
reimbursement of compensation paid to eligible students thereof
who are in positions under the program with such postsecondary
educational institutions or with public agencies, not-for-profit
agencies or private employers which are participating in the
program through such postsecondary educational institution.
Each participating postsecondary educational institution, public
agency, not-for-profit agency or private employer shall provide
positions for award to eligible students.

Sec. 4. (a) In accordance with guidelines and procedures
approved by the board, the financial aids office of each partici-
pating postsecondary educational institution receiving an alloca-
tion from the board shall award positions to eligible students on
the basis of greatest need in accordance with applicable criteria
for awarding campus employment and within the allocations of
funds made by the board. Each position awarded shall be related
to the area of study of the eligible student selected therefor.

(b) In accordance with procedures prescribed by the board,
any funds allocated under the program for a postsecondary edu-
cational institution which are not committed to awarded posi-
tions shall be reallocated in a manner determined by the board.

Sec. 5. (a) Subject to the provisions of subsection (b), the
board shall provide under the program for reimbursement to
participating postsecondary educational institutions, public
agencies, not-for-profit agencies and private employers for com-
pensation paid to eligible students in the following categories of
positions as follows:

(1) For positions with postsecondary educational institutions
which are under the control and supervision of the board, reim-
bursement at the rate of 100% of the current federal minimum
wage;

(2) for positions with postsecondary educational institutions
which are not under the control and supervision of the board,
reimbursement at the rate of 80% of the current federal minimum
wage;
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(3) for positions with public agencies or not-for-profit agen-
cies, reimbursement at the rate of 80% of the current federal
minimum wage; and ‘

(4) for positions with private employers, reimbursement at the
rate of 50% of the current federal minimum wage.

(b) Reimbursement under the program for compensation paid
to an eligible student in a position shall not be for more than 20
hours of work a week during any regular school term or 40 hours a
week during any vacation period or summer. No further reim-
bursement for compensation paid to an eligible student in a
position shall be made under the program during any fiscal year
after the total amount of compensation received by the eligible
student for such position during such fiscal year equals or ex-
ceeds the amount equal to the total educational cost of such
eligible student for such fiscal year as determined by the finan-
cial aid office of the postsecondary institution in accordance with
procedures prescribed or approved by the board.

Sec. 6. This act shall take effect and be in force from and after
its publication in the statute book.



ASSOCIATED STUDENTS OF KANSAS
1700 College

Topeka, Kansas 66621

(213) 354-1324

Statement to the Senate Ways and Means Committee on H.B. 2148,

March 24, 1983, by Mark Tallman, Ex cecutive Director of the Associated
Students of Kansas, representing 85,000 students at the state uni-

vergities and Washburn.

«

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppcrtu nity to speak
to you on behalf of the Associated Students of Kamsas. These positioms
have been &eveloped in conhjunction with thé Student Advisory Committee
to the Regents and the Student Seﬁates of the state universities.

Ta this time of severe budgetary constraints, we have prioritized
cn@.issu@ we believe the most important to Kansas students-~the

igsue of student assistance. The prcblem is rising educational costs

and declining federal financial aid spending. The answer, we believe,
is a state work-study program, a plan developed from models in other
states, with the help of other higher education groups; endorsed by

Governor Carlin at a $700,000 funding level; and approved by the

Houge at $562,000. We would assure the committee that Chis program

Students and Tuition

The importance of this reguest can be understecod by reviewing
the ruition situation, In recent years, tuition has been criticized

as being toc low, relative to the 25% fee/cost ratic that was in-

esrablished in 1966. Indeed, tuition had fallen far below

Representing the Students of:
Emporia Staie » Fort Hays State = Kansas State © Pittsburg State ¢ University of Kansas * Washbirn University © Wichita State
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at the back of this statement. These increases of 60% in four years,

coupled with cuts in the universit hudgets this year, have signifi-

~g

cantly improved the student fee side of the fee/cost ratio.
Although LeglslatLve Research has reported that tuition would

have generated only 21% of the “cost of education” in rhe Regents

1984 request, we feel this is éomewhat misleading. Last yeary'the

Regents' modified the fee/jcost ratio in approving a 20% tuition hike

removiﬂg utrilities from the "cost of education.” Also, the Regents
inec luded speCL a1l academic fees paid in addition to tuition, which
certainly should be included on the "fee’ side,

Wher these changes ave factored in, and fees tncome is compared

to the Governor's recommendations for FY 84, the fee/fcost ratioc rises

"t o o g 3 e T e T Y P T S P . - -] S B G .
is certainly probable that the ratio will reach 235 Lov 1984,

nd ASK have voted to accept the
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25% feefcost ratio as cdefined by ﬁhm Regents, fully aware that it

will mean tuition increBses; & p@ﬂiti@n probably unique among student
rhat the state must take steps to assure tuition education will not

accepting the 20% tuition increase that takes effect this fall, we

have coltinually maintained that a portion of this income must be

a

g %

returned to students in the form of financial aid, specifically the

»

s
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work-study program.

Included in the packets we have given you are coples of ASK'
'original proposals for a work-study program, of testimony delivered
to the 1202 Commission and House Ways and Mesns Committee, H.B. 2387
by Rep. Vie Miller, embodying our proposals, and 4 Copy of a letter
from Governor Carlin endorsimg\this bill. ‘ |

nd charts showing

i-le

After the body of this statement, you will £
the increases in eduaationai expenses for students, and the relative
decline in finanéial assistance. Chart 2 shows, as an exaumple, that
the average annual cost of attending Kansas State have incréased by
nearlyv$1,?60 éinﬁe 1979, while the maximum Guaranteed Student Loan
has not been incressed at all (although interest rates have), and the
maximum Pell Grants awarded at KSU increased only $350 in this period.

Chart 3 shows the dramatic decline in federal appropriations for

[

campus~baged_progxams, including the federal work-study program, wnict
has heen chopped in half. Fimallyt Chart 5 shows that while student
salaries had been expected to rise fairly steadily, the allotment
cuts have actually resui ed in little or no growth. In facty system-
wide, student jobs were cut by 8%, well cver the 4.3% reductions
required from the umiversiﬁiaa ag a whole,

The work-study program woulé help restore some equity to this
situation. Without going into detail, these program elements as ap-
proved by the House should be noted:

1. It would be administered through the Regents' office, but
would include students at private schools, community colleges and
Washburn .~

-

2. It would provide on-campus jobs to students with the state



paying 100% of the minimum wage at the state universities, providing

schools,

ot
L

"tha institution with a less expensive labor force. Priva
community colleges, and public or non-profit agencies would be
reimbursed for 80% of the minimum wage.

It would allow private employers to hire students with the
state paying 50% of the minimuﬁ wage, matcbed at least dollaﬁ—for
doellar by the employer, stretching state appxopr%atlona much further.

4, The jobs would have to be part-time, temporary positions in

3y

ot

the studente’ area of study, providing -hemn on-the-job experience-~-

a true "work- stud¢ Program.
These two critical issues--tuition and the work-study DYORY am=-

are the focus of our concern in H.B. 2143, One final area of concern

Regents' request for

fes!
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is in the level of 0.0.
library acquisitions, computors and ingtructional eguipment. Acr

the state, universities have adupted or are considering special

student: faes tc fund th areas. It is a measure of our CoOnCern
that at KU, for example, the students themselves may vote to adopt

some type of special fee to keep academlc programs from deteriorating

furrher. The concern is genuine; the need is real. We hope you will

Thank you for youtr time and co nsideration. I would be happy to
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STATE OF KANSAS

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

State Capitol
Topeka 66612

February 21, 1983

John Carlin Governor

The Honorable Bill Bunten, Chairman
House Ways and Means Committee
Statehouse - 514 South

Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Chairman Bunten:

Please allow me to express my support and appreciation for House
Bill No. 2387, the post-secondary work study bill.

The bill seems an effective vehicle for administration of the
$700,000 I have budgeted for student work study programs.

Several things about the bill are attractive to me:

1. The central administration of the fund is 1in
the hands of the Board of Regents;

2. The bill embraces community colleges and
accredited independent institutions, as well
as the Regents schools and Washburn University;

3. The scope of potential employees 1s broad,
assuring access to a wide range of training
for student participants;

4, There are limitations on the amount of time
spent by students in the working phase of the

program.

I strongly urge the Committee to act favorably on this bill.
The student age group has suffered by far the greatest increase 1in
unemployment, while at the same time facing increased tuition costs
and diminishing scholarships and student aid assistance. A work
study program such as that outlined in HB 2387 would not only make
it possible for many students to continue their academic pursuits,
but would also enhance their access to training as it relates to
their individual fields of study.




The Honorable Bill Bunten
February 21, 1983
Page Two

If my staff or I can be of assistance as this bill moves through
the legislative process, please let me know.

[ 30fin “CARLIN
| Ggvernor

JC:kmg

cc: House Ways and Means Committee Members




KANGSAS INDEPENDENT COLLEGE ASSOCIATION

Capitol Federal Building, Room 515, Topeka, Kansas 66603

Telephone (913) 235.9877

ROBERT N. KELLY, Exvcutive Director February 22, 1983

TESTIMONY BEFORE HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE

On behalf of Washburn University, the Kansas Association of Community
Colleges, and the Kansas Independent College Association, I would 1ike
to express our support for House Bill No. 2387.

Work is a very attractive means by which to support students. The money
clearly goes to its rightful recipients--those who earned it. Students
who work while attending college tend to achieve higher grades and higher
levels of retention than those who do not. At most Kansas colleges there
always seem to be numerous students who want to work and numerous tasks
to be nerformed. Money is the only obstacle as colleges are very willing
to assume the responsibility for administering the program for their stu-
dents both on and off the campus.

In addition to the value of work programs in general, !B 2387 has much to
recommend it specifically. First, the administration is left to the cam-
pus financial aid officer, who has experience in administering the federal
work-study program. Second, all accredited Kansas colleges are included,
which means that the benefits of the program are spread throughout the
state. Third, the concept of distributing the available funds on the

basis of enrollment is convenient and equitable; although it may be de-
sirable to use full-time equivalent or full-time Kansas resident envoll-
ment rather than merely head count enrollment. Fourth, and most important,
extending the program to private emplioyers who offer positions that relate
to the field of study of the eligible student is an excellent idea because
it would assist economic development by improving the work skills of Kansas
college graduates.

In conclusion, we support HB 2387 as a sound means to aid students and as
an incentive for increasing employment opportunities and productivity
among Kansas college graduates.
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UYKANSAS STUDENT EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

A STATE SUPPORTED WORK-STUDY PROGRAM

as proposed by the
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PROPOSAL:

PURPOSE:

NEED:

To establish a Student Erplovment Program in Kansas
Postsecondary institutions.

To provide financial assistance to needy students attend-
ing eligible postsecondary institutions in the State of
Kansas by stimulating and promoting their part-time
employment; and to provide such needy students with
employment related to their educational pursuits or
career goals.

Financial aid for students attending colleges and
universities increased significantly during the 1960's
and 1970's, peaking with the passage of the Middle
Income Student Assistance Act of 197¢8. Unfortunately,
the national goal of assisting the middle income with
a combination of grants, student loans and employment
opportunities is being thwarted by an everworsening
national economy.

Recent efforts to balance cur mational budget have included
reductions in student aid, with even more dramatic future
reductions requested by the Reagan administration for

the current fiscal year. Hardest hit by these reductions
will be students from middle income families who have

a moderate financial need. All that may remain for

these students is the student loan program, while
educational cost will be increasing at the fastest rate
ever. Kansas' current level of financial assistance
alone will not be enough for some students., given today's
cost of education. There is, however, at least one
program capable of serving several purposes--a state
supported Student Employment Program. '

While the main purpose of financial aid is to provide funds
to meet educational costs of students who would not
otherwise be able tc attend college, in a student
employment program there is also the element of work
experience, especially if the experience is in the
student's field of study or career plans. A work-study
program which includes private business and industry

as eligible employers will provide incentives for
part-time employment for students, help stimulate

Kansas' economy with an inexpensive work force and promote
education/business relationships.

There is an obvious and increasing need for a state
sponsored program of student employment. Such. a program
will likely benefit most those students with moderate
financial need who have the academic ability to both
work on a part-time basis and enroll as full-time
students. Beyond providing needed financial assistance
and valuable job experience to students, the Kansas
Student Employment Program, as conceilved in this
proposal, will provide a reservoir of low-cost part-time
labor for private industry and business as well as



public agencies and organizations. Many have supported
the notion that students should 'work their way through
college" and, although as a general rule that 1s not

possible in today's economy, this proposal does move in

that direction.

HOW ACCOMPLISHED:

Although Congress has just passed the federal budget
and the cuts to higher education originally proposed
by the President were not approved in full it is clear
that federal programs will not be increased under the
present administration.

In response to the need described above, the Kansas
Student Employment program 1s proposed: this program
will offer educational program-related or career
related work experience to Kansas students who are not
currently being funded to meet their "need" (cost

of education less expected family contribution) or who
have no alternative for funding other than the
Guaranteed Student Loan Program.

This program will be limited to Kansas residents enrolled
on a full-time basis with participation in the state
program restricted to a maximum of 12 terms, in any
combination of graduate or undergraduate study.

This proposal includes private for-profit business and
industrial organizations as employers, as well as non-profit
private and public organizations and postsecondary
institutions. By bringing private industry into the
program, the scope of potential employment opportunities

is enlarged and opportunity for placement in career

related employment is greatly enhanced.

ALTERNATIVES:

There are currently six state programs currently in
operation in the following states: Washington, Kentucky,
Colorado, Pennsylvania, Connecticut, and Minnesota.
Massachusetts is in the planning phase. Each state

has designed its program to meet 1its unique needs.
Colorado reserves 25% of its funds for students with

no financial need but with need for work experience.
Other states determine student eligibility on the

basis of financial need but, other factors being equal,
direct the state funds to students with moderate need who

many qualify only for loans.

Alternative methods of financing the program Aare 1) to
allocate funds to each participating institution,
allowing them full control over the expenditure of

funds by simply adding it to their federal allocation of



College Work-Study monies; and 2) setting the program
up with clear identity as a state-sponsored and state
administered program.

Under the first alternative, pooling the state funds

with other work-study funds, institutions would be
required to adhere to the restrictions set by federal
regulations. One such restriction would be exclusion

of the private sector as employers. It would also

open the program to students enrolled at least half-time
and would allow the use of funds for full-time employment
during periods of non-enrollment.

The second alternative enables the state to accomplish
particular program goals, to serve selected populations
of students and to design a program which compliments

the federal program. The proposal endorses this second
alternative, placing responsibility for administration
with the state with the intention that the state program
will compiment rather than supplement existing programs.

POSITIVE/NEGATIVE IMPACT:

Students who are currvently mot funded or are funded at

less than full need will have a means of financing their
college education.

Students who are now forced to borrow heavily to finance
their education will be able to earn part of their
expenses and, upon graduation, will not be so heavily

7

o

1 debt.

Upon earning a degree or certificate in a specific freld
of study, students will also have related work experience
and a work reference which wtll enalble them to more
easily obtauin employment in that freld.

Students will have superior training in a given field with
the combination of work experience and class instruction.

Private businces and industry will have an opportunity

to become more involved with the educational institutions
in their communities fostering better public relations
and increasing the potential for future contributions

to education through scholarship programs for students

or endowments to institutions.

Research has indicated that students who work part time
tend to do well academically, perhaps as a result of
having to plan and organize their time; such students
also have a greater appreciaticn for their e¢ducaticon and
stronger attachments to the institution.



Possibility of criticism from labor unionsg or other groups
o o b F

concerned with students being given preference for scarce
Jjobs.
Although financial aid administrators are anxious to develop
new sources of financial aid for their students, they may

7

view ancther program with a slightly different set of

rules as additional workload for an already overwcrked staff.

STAFFING IMPACT:

There may be concern over state [inanced employment being
used to benefit private industry wnd business.
Proposed additional staff: 1 Program Director

2 Program Assistants for

Job development
1 Clerical

REVENUE SOURCE:

This program will require a State General Fund appropriation
which would include Personal Services, Supplies, Capital
Outlay and Special Payments. Employers will share, with

the state, the costs of employment according to the
following schedule:

Non-profit organizations and institutions
will pay at least 20% of student wages.

For-profit organizations and institutions
will pay al least 50% of student wages.

Organizations and institutions would not recieve an
administrative cost allowance from the General Fund
appropriation.

PROGRAM DETAILS:

Minimum wage; All students employed on the Kansas
Student Employment Program will be paid
at least the federal minimum wage.

Hours; Students will be allowed to work a maximum
of 20 hours per week.

Fnrollment; Students must be enrolled full time
according to the standards of the institution
they attend.



STUDENT ELIGIBILITY:
Resident of Kansas as defined by Board of Regent policy.

Enrolled full-time according to the standards of the
institution.

Students must be enrolled in an eligible program of
study as defined by federal regulations for the campus
based programs.

Students must be making satisfactory academic progress
according to the written policy established by the
institution. A student may continue employment under
the Kansas Student Employment Program while on probation
for one term or one semester only.

A student may participate in the Kansas Student Employment
Program a maximum of 4 terms while enrolled in a two-year
degree or certificate program and for a maximum of 8 terms
of enrollment in pursuit of a first baccalaureate degree.
Graduate, professional or post-baccalaureate students

may participate to the extent that they receive no more
than 8 semesters (terms) of eligibility in combination

of graduate and undergraduate study.

For institutions having graduate programs of study, the
percentage of Kansas Student Employment Program funds
awarded to graduate students may not exceed the percentage
which graduate students bear to the total enrollment (FTE)
of the institution.

To be eligible for the Kansas Student Employment Program
a student must show financial aid eligibility based on
the standard need analysis system used for campus based
federal programs.

Since students with the highest need will have other
sources of financial aid available to them through grants
and the federal College Work-Study program, this program
will be diredted toward students with financial needs

not met by other programs and who would finance much

of their educational expenses with loan monies. Kansas
Student Employment recipients, however, must have a
sufficient need for the award to be of an amount which
assures the employer of continuity and minimal turnover
during the award period. :

An award from this program, when combined with the student's
resources and other forms of financial aid, 1is not to

exceed the cost of education at the institution where the
student is enrolled.



Regardless of need, a student may not be employed
concurrently on both the federal College Work-Study
Program and the Kansas Student Employment Program.

If, the student is "overawarded' through any combination
of federal, state, or private funde, the institution

will follow the procedures outlined in federal regulations
for revisions.

To be eligible, a student must be enrolled in a course

of study leading to a degree or certificate. An other-
wise eligible student who has not declared a major

or made a firm decision regarding a career objective,

may be placed in a position which holds a career interest
for him/her.

No student shall be eligible if enrolled in a course of
study leading to a degree or certificate in divinity,
theology or religious education.

INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY:

All Kansas institutions of postsecondary education which
are eligible to participate in the campus based federal
financial aid programs shall be eligible to participate
in the Kansas Student Employment Program, whether or not
they are actually participating in the Federal programs.

EMPLOYER ELIGIBILITY:
Eligible employers shall include:
Participating educational institutions.

Non-profit organizations which are non-sectarian
(e.g., local, state or federal government agencies,
crisis clinics, Red Cross, hospitals, etc.)

For-profit, non-sectarian organizations (e.g., local
employers producing goods or services such as law
offices, banks, accounting firms, art galleries,
retailers, etc.)

Ineligible: any organization or institution which has
a direct association with a controlling sectarian
organization (with the exception of the participating
educational institutions): any employer who does not
comply with appropriate federal and state civil

rights laws; any employer who will not pay students
employed through this program an appropriate wage

for the position being filled; an elected official who



could use the student’'s work to enhance his or her
political aspirations; a political party.

Specific approval must be granted for employment of
students on this program by out-of-state employer who
are doing business in the State of Kansas.

EMPLOYMENT ELIGIBILITY:

The following criteria must be considered in determining
the appropriateness of employment under the Kansas
Student Employment Program.

The relationship of the job to the student's educational
objective or career interest;

The potential for displacement of regular employees;

The rate of pay as compared to salaries and wages
provided other employees engaged in similar work;

The non-sectarian and non-political nature of the
position.

ACADEMIC CREDIT:

Because the Kansas State Employment Program provides
opportunities for work experience which are directly
related to the student's educational pursuits and

or career interests, institutions are encouragéed to

offer academic credit for experience gained through

the student's employment, if appropriate.

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT:

Kansas Student Employment Program funds are not to be
used to replace institutional funds which would

otherwise support student employment or salaries of
regular employees. However, if as a result of budget
reductions, positions formerly occupied by regular
employees or non-work-study students have been eliminated,
the institution would not be prevented from hiring

a student to work in the effected department or admin-
istrative office, as long as the work meets the require-
ment of being career or study program-related.



A state supported student employment program will
require a sizeable commitment from the state legislature
and the taxpayers of Kansas yet many benefits, as
mentioned above can be gained from a well administered
program with substantial support.

The Kansas Student Employment Program is one tool
that the .state can use to continue to develop the young
people of this state who are faced with the continuing
escalation of educational costs and the prospects of
declining federal financial aid support. It is with
this in mind that the student body presidents of the
Regent's institution members of the Student Advisory
Committee, submit this proposal for the Board of
Regent's consideration. It is a bold proposal that
advocates a new direction for the scope of financial
support of our state's students. We believe its
goals are realistic and the thrust of the proposal
is sound and workable.

The Student Advisory Committee recognizes that
educational costs are rising and as a result those
increases must be passed on to students in the form
of higher tuition as evidenced by the 22% increase
for the fall of 1983. While we recognize the necessity
of such increases we also feel a compelling need to
meet the needs of those students who can no longer
afford an education but who should have access to one.

Our proposal, once enacted, would provide a
state-wide student assistance program yet there is
little doubt that the majority of benefits to be
derived from such a program would manifest themselves
in the Regent's universities., It is therefore our
hope that the Board of Regents will assume a leader-
ship role in advocating the need for continued and
enthusiastic support of Kansas students and their
financial status. We urge the Board to joln us as
we advocate new and innovative proposals to meet the
needs of students in the 1980's.

We welcome the response of the Board of Regents and
the Regent's staff as we formulate many of the specifics
of the above proposal and present it to other students,
university officials, and state and community leaders.

STUDENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE
TO THE
KANSAS BOARD OF REGENTS





