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MINUTES OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS.
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Rochelle Chronister at 1:30 p.m. on March 09, 1993 in Room
514-S of the Capitol.

All members were present except: Rep. Wanda Fuller (excused absence)

Committee staff present: Debra Duncan, Legislative Research Department
Scott Rothe, Legislative Research Department
Diane Duffey, Legislative Research Department
Jerry Cole, Committee Secretary
Sharon Schwartz, Administrative Assistant
Mike Leitch, Intern

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Dr. Ed Hammond, Fort Hays State University
Sid Snyder, Department of Human Resources
Tom Schellhardt, Kansas State University
Diane Duffey, Legislative Research Department
Scott Rothe, Legislative Research Department

Others attending: See attached list

Rep. Teagarden moved adoption of the minutes for February 22.23. 24 and 25). Rep. Kline seconded the
motion and it carried.

Dr. Ed Hammond, Fort Hays State University testified before the committee on SB 94. (See Attachments
1& 1a). Sid Snyder, Kansas Department of Human Resources spoke to the committee on the sale of land in
the Kansas City, Kansas area and controlled by the department. (See Attachment 2). Tom Schellhardt,
Kansas State University appeared to testify on sale of land by KSU. (See Attachments 3 and 4). Rep.
Teagarden made a motion to amend the bill by including SB 146 in SB 94. Rep. Carmody seconded the
motion and it carried. Rep. Glasscock moved to further amend the bill by including a previously heard bill,
HB 2307, in the bill, also. Rep. Kline seconded the motion which then carried. Rep. Kline then moved that
SB 94 be passed from and favorably recommended by the committee as it was amended. Rep. Glasscock
seconded his motion and it was carried.

Diane Duffey and Scott Rothe, Legislative Research Department, made a Regents’ Systemwide Presentation
and discussed questions about that budget with the committee. (See Attachment 5).

Chairman Chronister turned the chair over to Rep. Pottorff shortly before the completion of the presentation.
Chairman Pottorff adjourned the meeting at 3:06 p.m.

The next meeting is scheduled for March 10, 1993.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not been

transcribed verbatim, Individual remarks as reported hereiri have not been

submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for editing or

corrections. 1
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Fort Hays State Uni [;fs/i

Facilities Flanning 600 Park Street Hays, KS 67601-4099 (iﬂ /i -
Office of Director Fox # (913) 6284048
Vote. D&H:\)e}' 4o /82 bv‘e.sfj plegse.
Post-1t* brand fax transmittal mema 7671 |#ofpages » 2} |

March 8, 1993 b Q":) Phil Klime. From Evig King
Co. ! Co. FRS UL
Dept. Phone# =
, , 13- GRA%: 453 ¢
Repregentative Phil Kline T - ﬁx,cis § e
Room 182 W, Statehouse Q13- 296~ 004 4j3 - L2840

Topeka, K& 66612

RE: Proposed Land Exchange between Fort Hays State
University and the City of Hays

Dear Sir:

In response to your inquir%, the Pavilion Building was
completed in 1975, to the best of our knowledge. The
30,000+ s.f. bullding is composed of a 23,000 s.f. arena;
5,400 s.f. for stalls and 2,200 s.f. of finished space
(meeting room, offices, toilets, etc.)

The building is a pre-enginered metal building with steel
bent arches, metal skinned walls and roof and an earth
floor, The building is not insulated.

The building is minimally heated with butane heaters.
Plumbing and electrical services are in existence
although they are both undersized, Several of the
ovaerhead doors are in need of maintenance,.

The building is in good to very good shape for a building
of this type. There are no signs of rust to the metal
skin and the walls and roof are well secured. The

exterjor paint is in good condition. I would rate the
building a 7 or 8 on a scale of 10.

I would estimate that $10,000-15,000 would be needed to
bring the building to excellent shape. This amount would
represent the costs to repair all overhead doors and
upgrade the electrical and plumbing.

I understand that the utilities average in the
neighborhood of $350-400/month for the building.

ATtachme NT | o
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It is also my understanding from the Superintendent of the
University Farm that if the building becomes part of the
Farm that all maintenance and utilities will be paid from
thelir existing budget.

Please let me know if I can provide additional
information.

Si caral

i

ce: Mark Bannister
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Department of Human Resources
Presentation to the House Appropriations Committee

March 9, 1993

My name is Sid Snider, Chief of Policy, Planning and Analysis
for the Kansas Department of Human Resources. Thank you for the
opportunity to appear before this Committee today in regard to
Senate Bill No. 94.

My remarks are in regard to Section 3 of the bill that would
authorize the Secretary of Human Resources to sell the Department
of Human Resources' Kansas City office building at 552 State
Avenue. This building was built in 1953 with an addition built in
1962. It houses the Job Service and Unemployment Insurance
programs.

Selling this building does not mean we are moving out of
Kansas City and abandoning services there. Contrarily it means we
are trying to improve services to the citizens of Kansas City by
moving to an area more centrally located to the people using the
services and to improve access to those services by locating where
there is adequate parking and improved facilities.

The federal government provided the funds for the acquisition
of this building and therefore has equity in it. When it is sold,
they would allow the proceeds from the sale to be used to purchase
another facility to house Job Service and Unemployment Insurance

operations at any location in Kansas. Our plan is to rent space

ATTACUMENT 2
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for another office in Kansas City when the building is sold. The
proceeds from the sale would probably not be enough to build
another facility in Kansas City. Also because of rapid expansion
and a shifting in the population in large metropolitan areas it is
best to rent space in those areas. We would use the proceeds from
the sale to purchase a building we are now renting in another city,
probably either in Junction City or Great Bend. Both of these
rented building were built to our specifications.

Secretary of Human Resources, Joe Dick, has visited with the
Wyandotte County delegation about the proposed sale and they have
all indicated to him that it would be in our best interest to sell
the building.

Included in your handout is information giving the reasons why
we feel moving from our present location would improve services to

the citizens of Kansas City.



Reasons for Relocating the Kansas City Job Service
and Unemployment Insurance Operations

Zip code studies over the last several years, including one
just completed, indicate that the people using our services
are west of our present location. We are now in zip code
66101 which the latest study shows has 3,126 applicants
registered while zip code 66102 has 4,761 and zip code 66104

has 5,864. (See attachment I)

The number of Unemployment Insurance claimants filing
claims at this office averages 2,580 per month or 30,960
per year. In addition the number of Job Service
applicants averages 1,669 per month or 20,028 per year.
This totals over 50,000 people visiting this office

during a year.

Parking is a problem. Only a public parking lot across the
street is available and the city will soon begin charging to
park in this lot. The long range plans for the parking lot
is for it to become the site of a new hotel. Then there will

be no parking at all.

We are now surrounded by a new federal courthouse that is
nearing completion adjacent to our building. When it opens
in September we anticipate problems with our clients using the

courthouse parking.
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5. Our building is in need of remodeling, redecorating, new
carpeting etc. to bring it up to an acceptable standard for
our needs. It is estimated the cost of this work would be

$500,000 to $600,000.

6. Mayor Joseph Steineger has indicated support for us moving
from the 552 State location and has indicated a willingness
to assist us in the search for a new location. Copies of a

letter stating such support is attached. (See attachment IT).

7. The U.S. Department of Labor, who provided the funds for the
purchase of this building and has equity in it, has given
approval for us to proceed with the sale. They have indicated
that the operation of the Job Service and Unemployment
Insurance programs would best be served by relocating the
operations to another location in Kansas City, Kansas. If
this were to occur we ‘would work clpsely with them in

selecting a new location.
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ATTACHMENT IT

City of Kansas City, Kagt;s EMP:,A_ :' ‘

AT

Joseph E. Steineger Jr., Mat/"oy . SRRSO REE |
JUL IS sk

Kansas City, Kansas 66101

£ 1;-. .- Phone (913) 573-5010

['§
Executive Chamber }
One Civic Center Plaza ¢
i
i
H

July 15, 1991

Joe Dick

Secretary of Human Resources
401 South Topeka Blvd.
Topeka, Kansas 66603-3182

Dear Mr. Dick,

The City of Kansas City, Kansas has been involved in talks
about the Kansas State Employment Office Building at 552 State
Avenue, since the Federal Courthouse was proposed at the site
next to the State Employment building.

Originally the City was interested in offering the complete
block to G.S.A. for the Federal Court House. Talks about the
purchase were stalled for the following reasons: the amount of
money G.S.A. was willing to pay, the amount the State building
was worth, and who was to pay for the three appraisals required
in the procedure of disposition of a State building. G.S.A. in
turn designed the building around the State Employment Office,
| and wused the money slated for site acquisition for site
preparation.

Bryce Miller, Administrative Officer, Division of Building and

Office Services, contacted the <City ingquiring about the
possibility of opening negotiations to purchase the State
Employment Building. A meeting was held with G.S.A., City of
Kansas City, Kansas, the State Division of Human Resources,
Kansas Department of Labor, and a representative of Jan Meyers
office. It was concluded that a request should be made to you
for the disposition of the State Employment Building at 552 State
‘Avenue. This request would enable the building to be appraised

and therefore a purchase price set.

The City of Kansas City, Kansas would like to show its support
for the disposition of the State Employment Building at 552 State
Avenue for the following reasons: 1) aesthetics in relation to
the new Federal Court House, 2) possible additional parking for
the area, 3) elimination of a possible parking conflict between
the employment office and the new federal court house.

The City of Kansas City, Kansas would request that you initiate
the needed first step, the appraisals to arrive at a purchase
price, so G.S.A. and Representative Jan Meyers can pursue funding

to possibly purchase this property.

2 -6




If the State would consider selling the Employment Office at
552 State Avenue, the City of Kansas City, Kansas would assist in
the search for a new location. Contact me if there are any
questions.

Sincerely,

Mayor Joseph E. Steineger
City of Kansas City, Kansas
JES/ajs

cc: Dean Katerndahl
John Mendez
Anthony J. Shomin




Vice President
I for Administration and Finance

KANSAS Anderson Hall
STATE Manhattan, Kansas 66506-0116
UNIVERSITY 913-532-6226

STATEMENT
House Appropriations Committee
Honorable Rochelle Chronister, Chair
Senate Bill 94
Tuesday, March 9, 1993
1:30 p.m.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF LEGISLATION:

Senate Bill No. 94 authorizes the State Board of Regents to
sell certain real estate on behalf of Kansas State
University. The real estate specified is land deeded to
the University in 1985 by heirs of Francis W. ImMasche.
This bill, if enacted, would enable Kansas State University
to sell all of the ImMasche property gifted to the
University. »

BACKGROUND:

1
Last year (1992 Session), the State Legislature approved
the sale of land received by the University in 1984 as a
bequest from the estate of Francis W. ImMasche. The
objective of House Bill No. 2979 was to authorize Kansas
State University to sell all or a portion of the 740 acres
of ImMasche property when necessary. By oversight, the
state statute did not include the description of all the
ImMasche land gifted to the university. A portion of the
ImMasche property, deeded to the university in 1985 by an
heir of Francis ImMasche, was not included.

The University is interested in selling 113.3 acres (83.9
acres of pasture and 29.4 acres of trees). Approximately
60 of the 113.3 acres is deeded land that was inadvertently
not included in House Bill No. 2979. The parcel to be sold
is not fenced and not accessible from surrounding property
that is owned by the university because of a deep ravine
and stream. This parcel of land has generated a payment of
$100 per year for the use of the pasture. Because of the
access difficulties and the quantity of land involved, the
University is unable to utilize it effectively.

The 113.3 acres of land was appraised in 1992 for
approximately $210 per acre. Request for Bids were
advertised and a high bidder was chosen. 1In reviewing the
State statute authorized last year, it was determined that
about half of the 113.3 acres was from the deeded gift
which was not included in the description of land
authorized in 1992. Therefore, the land transaction could
not be finalized.

Proceeds from the sale of land, approximately $25,000, will
be used to support range research and crop production
research at Kansas State University.

ATTACHmENT 3



STATE OF KANSAS

LANA OLEEN AN COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS
SENATOR, 22ND DISTRICT l.; a CHAIRMAN: GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION
RILEY AND GEARY COUNTIES "' < LEGISLATIVE EDUCATIONAL PLANNING

VICE-CHAIRMAN: CONFIRMATIONS
LABOR,. INDUSTRY, SMALL BUS.

1 MEMBER: ASSESSMENT AND TAXATION
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
JUDICIARY
ARTS/CULTURAL RESOURCES

T

L

TOPEKA
LEGISLATIVE HOTLINE COMMISSIONS: KANSAS SENTENCING

WASTE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING

1-800-432-3924 DACOWITS—U.S. DEPT. OF DEFENSE

SENATE CHAMBER

March 9, 1993

TESTIMONY - SENATE BILL 94

Chairman Chronister and Members of the Committee:

I am pleased today to offer my support for SB 94 which comes

before you for consideration.

In the 1992 legislative session, the ImMasche property was
deeded to Kansas State University for sale but the referenced
section was inadvertently ommitted. This bill would clarify
that situation and the land in Chase County would be handled
appropriately.

The bill passed the Senate on February 3 by a vote of 40-0.
The Senate added amendments to the bill concerning F.H.S.U.
and the Department of Human Resources sale or exchange of
property. I support these amendments. Thank you for your

attention to this matter.

Senator Lana Oleen

HOME STATE OFFICE
1631 FAIRCHIL.D AVE. KANSAS CAPITOL. ROOM 143N
MANHATTAN, KANSAS 66502 TOPEKA, KANSAS 66612
(913) 537-7718 (913) 296-7360 [JAN.-APRIL]
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Kansas Legislative Research Department

FISCAL YEAR 1994
BUDGET ANALYSIS
for the
REGENTS’ INSTITUTIONS

including the

MEMORANDUM ON
REGENTS’ SYSTEMWIDE ISSUES

Submitted to the 1993 Legislature

(Revised March 8, 1993 to include
Scnate Committee Action)
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REGENTS SYSTEMWIDE

I. Background

Postsecondary education is comprised of several educational sectors including public state universities,
community colleges, vocational institutions, a municipal university, and private colleges and universities, all of which
provide educational opportunities beyond the high school level and receive some level of state support, either directly
or indirectly, such as in the form of student assistance. The diagrams indicates the proportion of students (FTE) by
sector and the proportion of total expenditures by sector. Of the total postsecondary enroliment for FY 1991, the
Regents institutions account for 58 percent of the FTE students. The Kansas Regents institutions spent 69 percent
of total postsecondary expenditures in FY 1991.

Kansas Postsecondary Education
Proportion of Spending and Students by Sector
FY 1991

ComCol 247 ComCol 15%
Washburn 4% Washburn 3% ‘ AVTS 3%

Regents

Regents 69%

FTE Students Total Expenditures

Ks. Legislative Research Dept.
1/20/93 91expend

The Kansas Constitution provides for two state boards which deal with postsecondary education. The
Kansas Board of Regents is charged with the control and supervision of public institutions of higher education, thus
the reference to "Regents institutions." The Board is responsible for the following institutions: University of Kansas
(including the KU Medical Center); Kansas State University (including KSU Veterinary Medical Center, KSU
Extension Systems and Agriculture Research Programs, and KSU Salina, College of Technology); Wichita State
University; Emporia State University; Pittsburg State University; and Fort Hays State University.

S5



The Board of Rege..s performs many functions, among which are: (1) appointing a chief executive officer
to administer each institution; (2) reviewing mission, role, and curriculum for each institution; (3) fixing tuition, fees
and charges assessed students at each institution; (4) approving annual budget requests to the Governor and
Legislature for each institution and the central Board office; (5) administering grant and scholarship programs (in some
cases, for students other than those enrolled at Regents institutions); (6) administering state aid to Washburn
University; (7) determining eligibility of private postsecondary institutions in Kansas to confer academic or honorary
degrees; and (8) registering courses offered in Kansas by any postsecondary institution located outside the state.

Mission Study 1992 — 2000

The Kansas Board of Regents began a planning process in 1991 that involved the development of broad
planning themes and a re-examination of institutional roles and missions, including a comprehensive review of all
programs in an effort to eliminate or consolidate weak or duplicative programs and to enhance institutional strengths.
This long-term effort which will require up to three years for complete implementation is intended to result in a
reallocation of resources to increase support for programs which are considered central to the institutional missions.
It is important to note that, in accordance with campus procedures on program discontinuance, students enrolled in
existing degree programs will be able to complete their current degree program and generally continue with their
education or academic interests at their current Regents institution. In December, 1992 the Board reviewed and
approved the individual mission and role statements developed by the institutions and lifted the existing moratorium
on new degree requests. Pending requests are scheduled to be considered at the March, 1993 Board meeting,
Attachment 1 is a summary of the approved mission and role statements. The current timetable for Board action on
the mission study, Attachment 2, anticipates Board action on implementation of program recommendations, including
reviewing a fiscal summary of the program review and approving the initiation of program discontinuance procedures
in February, 1993. The Board anticipates completion of the process in November, 1993,

2 Regents .S)'stemwuie
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Selected Demographic Intormation

The following table of selected demographic data for each institution and the system as a whole is intended
to give a snapshot to describe the customers of the Regents system.

SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION — REGENTS INSTITUTIONS
Fall, 1992 (Unless Noted)
Doctoral Institutions Regional Institutions Special Purpose Total
Characteristic KU KSU*  WSU ESU _PSU _FHSU _KUMC KSU-VMC Systemwide

Student Headcount 26,465 20,864 15,120 6,006 6,516 5,603 2,696 360 83,630
Student FTE 23,927 18,291 10,577 5122 5,629 4,628 n/a 589 68,763
Student Credit Hours 324,911 259,791 143,785 70,893 78,852 64,744 n/a 7,073 950,049
On-Campus FTE 22,978 17,851 10,529 4,870 5,401 4,330 n/a 589 66,548
Off-Campus FTE 949 440 48 252 228 298 n/a n/a 2,215
Resident (headcount) 17,584 17,032 13,180 5,617 5,494 5,107 1,853 192 66,059
Nonresident 8,881 3,830 1,940 389 1,022 496 843 168 17,569
Full-Time (headcount) 20,731 16,551 7,525 4306 4,765 3,966 2,196 356 60,396
Part-time 6,094 4313 7,595 1,700 1,751 1,637 500 4 23,594
Student Age:

19-24 18,499 15,488 7,652 3,861 3,932 3,541 776 200 53,949

25-39 6,242 4,207 5,500 1,427 1,768 1,369 1,636 157 22,306

40+ 1,721 1,165 1,968 700 808 672 284 3 7,321

Unknown 3 4 0 18 8 21 0 0 54
Avg. ACT Score (1991-92) 232 22.6 20.6 203 20.3 20.8 n/a n/a 21.1
Degrees Granted (1991-92)

Associate - 23 148 10 4 44 - - 229

Bachelor’s 3395 2,678 1,626 659 850 642 241 - 10,091

Master’s/Specialist 1,079 582 543 331 334 237 80 - 3,186

Doctoral 211 136 13 - - - 11 - 3N

First Professional 184 - - - - - 187 86 457
* Figures include KSU-Salina, College of Technology

Regents Systemwide 3
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Financing of University vadgets

Traditionally, the Legislature makes many of its decisions regarding financing of higher education on a
systemwide basis, applying them to each institution under the jurisdiction of the Kansas Board of Regents.
Additionally, the Legislature reviews each of the institutions’ individual budget. This section contains information
concerning issues of interest to more than one institution. Those requests which are unique to only one campus are
discussed as a part of the individual agency analyses.

The table below reflects systemwide expenditures for Regents institutions by financing source and major
category of expenditures. The table provides a systemwide comparison between actual FY 1992 expenditures, the
Regents’ revised FY 1993 estimate, the Governor’s revised FY 1993 recommendation, the Regents’ FY 1994 request,
and the Governor’s FY 1994 recommendation.

Regents Institutions — Systemwide Summary

Actual Agency Bst. Gov.Rec. Agency Req. Gov. Rec.
Expenditure FY 92 FY 93 FY 93 FY 94 FY 94
Operating Expenditures:
State General Fund $ 390,004,411 § 403,693,408 § 401,675,062 $ 436,491,442 § 418,903,444
General Fees Fund 128,006,165 139,847,156 140,472,668 148,626,515 152,479,369
Hospital Revenue Funds 92,734,934 98,042,080 98,254,893 103,372,871 102,345,886
Federal Land Grant Funds 21,976,331 21,464,595 21,464,595 21,914,935 22,123,103
Other Funds 5,500,237 2,551,750 2,551,750 673,000 1,873,000
Subtotal General Use $ 638222078 $ 665598989 § 664418968 $ 711,078,763 $ 697,724,802
Other Funds 332,601,596 317,716,960 319,046,771 332,978,980 333,505,609
TOTAL ~ Operating Expend. $§ 270823674 § 983315949 § 983465739 § 1.044.057.743 $ 1031230411
Capital Improvements:
State General Fund $ 218943 § 189,050 $ 189,050 § 4,714,050 § 189,050
Hospital Revenue Fund 1,360,000 2,730,000 2,730,000 1,600,000 1,600,000
Educational Building Fund 15,735,504 22,954,102 22,970,727 6,433,571 6,114,871
Special Capital Improvements Fund - 6,215,295 6,215,295 19,075,000 19,075,000
Other Funds 18,720,099 47,566,389 47,809,979 31,098,421 33,364,421
TOTAL — Capital Improvements $.36034546 § 79654836 § 79915051 $ 62921042 § 60343342
GRAND TOTAL $ 1,006858,220 $ 1,062970,785 § 1,063,380,790 $ 1,106978,785 $ 1,091,573,753
Operating Exp. Percentage Change:
All Funds 6.6% 1.3% 1.3% 6.2% 4.9%
General Use Funds 2.5 43 4.1 6.8 5.0
State General Fund (1.1) 35 3.0 8.1 43
FTE Positions:
Classified 7,963.0 7,966.2 7,966.2 7,977.4 79716
Unclassified 94093 9,578.9 9,614.0 9.704.9 9,672.3
TOTAL 173723 17,545.1 17.580.3 17.682.3 17.649.9

The term "general use" is central to discussion of the financing of institutional operating budgets. This
term refers to those funds that can be used to provide general financial support for campus operations. General use
funds include State General Fund appropriations, General Fees Fund revenues (primarily tuition income), and interest
on certain investments. For Kansas State University, they also include federal land grant funds and for the University
of Kansas Medical Center and Kansas State University Veterinary Medical Center, general use funds include revenues
from hospital and laboratory operations.

In contrast, "restricted use" refers to funds that must be used in a manner consistent with the conditions
attached to the receipt of the funds. While subject to appropriation by the Legislature, the majority of restricted use

4 Regents Systemwide
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funds is treated as "no limit" apprupriation accounts, i.e., the institution has the authority to make expenditures frot
the fund subject to the limitation of available resources. Certain restricted use funds, such as Sponsored Research
Overhead Funds, are subject to expenditure limitations and the institutions cannot expend resources in excess of the
limitations without legislative approval. Other examples of restricted use funds include parking fees, student union
fees, federal research grants, and income generated by campus revenue producing activities. In general, the primary
concern of the Legislature in the financing of Regents budgets is with general use funds.

II. Regents Institutions Financing

The remaining sections of this memorandum describe individual aspects of financing Regents institutions.
They are:

1. student tuition and fees;
2. general fees fund financing;
3. restricted use funds; and

4, FY 1993 and FY 1994 general use operating budgets and capital improvements (Regents request,
Governor’s recommendation, and Senate Committee recommendation).

Student Tuition

K.S.A. 76-619 grants the Board of Regents authority to set student tuition at the institutions under its
control. Although the Legislature has granted this direct authority to the Board, the Legislature revicws tuition rates
and revenues. In addition, tuition receipts are credited to the General Fees Fund of the university where the tuition
is collected. Tuition receipts credited to the General Fees Fund are considered general use moneys, and are budgeted
as an offset to amounts appropriated from the State General Fund. The Legislature appropriates the General Fees
Fund for each university and sets an expenditure limitation on the Fund.

The Board has announced FY 1994 tuition increases which will become effective in the fall of 1993. The
table on page 7 compares the FY 1993 tuition rates with those approved for FY 1994. As the table indicates, the
tuition at the three doctoral universities will increase by 8 percent for all students (residents, nonresidents, graduate
and undergraduate), 6 percent for students at the regional institutions, and 5 percent for medical students at KUMC.

The increases will generate additional revenue of approximately $10.6 million in FY 1994. The Regents’
request would dedicate 2 percent or $2.8 million of the increase to fund student financial aid programs in FY 1994
($2.3 million for the proposed Regents Supplemental Grant Program and $0.5 million to expand the State Scholarship
Program). The remaining $7.8 million would be used to fund the FY 1994 operating budgets of the Regents
institutions. In addition, the Regents propose two new Tuition Waiver Programs which would reduce tuition receipts
by a total of $416,076 in FY 1994,

. Regents Supplemental Grant Program. The Board of Regents requests $2.3 million from the State General
Fund in the Board office budget to support a new grant program to provide need-based financial aid to Kansas
residents attending Regents institutions. The program would be similar to the Kansas Tuition Grant Program for
private colleges and universities. The maximum grant would be one-half the average Regents tuition and fees, based
on a 15-credit hour load. As proposed by the Regents, the Supplemental Grant would be the last component of the
student’s financial aid package, after parental resources and other financial aids are taken into account.

The Governor concurs with the Board’s request.

The Senate Committee concurs.

Regents Systemwide 5



° Modifications to the State Scholarship Program. The Board of Regents requests an additional $500,000
from the State General Fund in the Board office budget to include completion of the Regents Preparatory Curriculum
as a criteria by which one could become eligible for the State Scholarship Program. Presently, a student must qualify
on the basis of a high ACT score.

The Governor does not recommend the modifications,
The Senate Committee concurs with the Governor and does not recommend additional funding of $500,000

(SGF) for this program.

® New Fee Waiver Programs. As indicated in the table below, the budget of each Regents institution
includes two new tuition waiver programs: one for talented non-resident students which waives the differential between
resident and non-resident tuition; and one for National Merit and National Achievement Scholars which waives 50
percent of the tuition for Kansas residents and waives the differential between resident and nonresident tuition for

scholars from out of state.

The Governor does not recommend the two new tuition waiver programs.

The Senate Committee concurs with the Governor.

Regents Institutions New Fee Waivers

Talented Nonresident Waivers Scholar Waivers

Athletic Nonathletic Resident Nonresident
Institution No. Amount No. Amount No. Amount No. Amount
KU 6 $27,036 13 $58,578 40 $31,440 15 $67,590
KSU 6 27,036 13 58,578 25 19,650 --
WSU 3 13,518 7 31,542 10 7,860 --
ESU 3 9,156 5 15,260 -- -
PSU 3 9,156 5 15,260 - --
FHSU 3 9.156 5 15,260 -- --
TOTAL 24§ 95058 48 § 194478 75  $ 58950 15§ 67.590
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FY 15.+ Tuition Rates Approved by the Kansas Board o, <egents
and Senate Committee Recommendation

Fulltime, Per Semester
Approved Approved FY 1994 Senate
FY 1993 FY 1994 Percent Rec. FY 94 Percent

Tuition Tuition Increase Tuition Increase
KU, KSU, WSU Resident Undergraduate $ 728 $ 786 8% 786 8%
Resident Graduate 917 990 8% 990 8%
Non-Resident Undergraduate 3 2,814 3,039 8% 3,095 10%
Non-Resident Graduate 3,027 3,269 8% 3,269 8%
ESU, PSU, FHSU Resident Undergraduate $ 611 § 648 6% 648 6%
Resident Graduate 765 811 6% 811 6%
Non-Resident Undergraduate $ 2051 § 2,174 6% 2,215 8%
Non-Resident Graduate 2,229 2,363 6% 2,229 6%
KSU-SCT Resident 3. 529 $ 571 8% 581 8%
Non-Resident 1,879 2,029 8% 2,029 10%
KUMC - School of Resident 3 3633 § 3815 5% 3,815 5%
Medicine Non-Resident 8,174 8,583 5% 8,583 5%
KSUVMC Resident $ 1,793 § 1936 8% 1936 8%
Non-Resident 5,858 6,327 8% 6,327 8%
> The Senate Committee reviewed the Board’s recommended FY 1994 tuition rates and believes that tuition

rates at Kansas institutions are generally a "bargain” for out-of-state students. The Committee recognizes that the
Board has increased tuition rates in recent years for residents and nonresidents, but believes that a more aggressive
increase for nonresident undergraduates is warranted for FY 1994, Therefore, the Committee recommends a 10
percent increase at the doctoral institutions and 8 percent increase at the regional institutions in undergraduate
nonresident tuition.

The effect of the Committee’s recommendation is to increase expenditures from the General Fees Fund
at each institution for a total of $1,012,812 and offset expenditures from the State General Fund,
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The following table is a summary of 1 percent of estimated tuition revenue for FY 1994 based on estimates
of tuition for fall, 1992, by category of students:

1 Percent of Estimated Tuition Revenue — FY 1994
Based on Fall, 1992 Estimates

Resident Resident Total Nonresident Nonresident Total Grand
Undergrad. Graduate Resident Undergrad. Graduate Nonresident Total

KU $ 194,508 § 50218 § 244,725 § 304227 § 44,897 § 349,124 § 593,850
KSU 234,887 8,857 243,744 88,215 22,320 110,535 354,278
WSU 117,691 14,339 132,030 67,693 8,691 76,383 208413
Subtotal $ 547086 § 73414 § 620499 $ 460,135 $ 75908 $ 536042 $ 1,156,541
ESU 3 52,510 % 9,929 $ 62,439 % 6,090 $ 5645 § 11,735 § 74,174
PSU 50,359 7,148 57,507 22,39 11,239 33,631 91,138
FHSU 46,542 6,706 53,248 11,853 3376 15,229 68,476
Subtotal $ 149411 $§ 23783 § 173194 § 40334 § 20260 $ 60,595 $ 233.788
TOTAL
UNIVERSITIES § 696497 § 97197 § 793693 § 500469 $ 96,168 § 596637 $ 1390329
KSUSCT $ 5724 § 0 3 5724 § 615 § 0 3 615 $ 6,339
KSUVMC 0 7,740 7,740 0 9,811 9,811 17,551
KUMC 7473 33,791 61,264 5322 17,425 22,747 84,011
GRAND
TOTAL $§ 700694 § 158728 § 868421 $ _ 506406 $ 123404 $ 629810 3 1498230

SOURCE: Kansas Board of Regents.

Legislative Tuition Policy

In terms of legislative policy regarding student tuition, it appears that the only official legislative
recommendation was issued in 1966 which stated that:

Resident and nonresident basic fees (tuition) be fixed at a level so that basic fee income will provide on
the average, 25 percent of the cost of the general education program (excluding the cost of organized
research, extension service, auxiliary enterprises, and capital improvements. The general education
program is composed of general use expenditures for education, institutional support, and physical plant).

The Legislature has typically reviewed the percentage actual tuition receipts and the percentage of those
receipts which represent total educational costs. The following table displays the ratio of tuition revenues to
educational costs at each institution and for the system overall (also referred to as the "fee cost ratio").
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~atio of Gross Tuition Revenues to Educational Cuos

FY 1983 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1994

Institution Actual Actual Estimate Gov.Rec. _Request Gov.Rec.
KU 234 376 38.7 389 387 39.8
KSU 231 312 32.8 331 325 336
WSU 228 278 29.1 292 294 30.1
(Average Doctoral) 232 334 347 349 34.7 357
ESU 15.8 242 250 25.0 24.5 251
PSU 16.3 264 28.5 28.5 276 282
FHSU 15.8 226 238 238 23.1 236
(Average Regional) 16.0 245 259 259 25.5 25.7
Systemwide _ 272 315 328 33.0 326 335
Resident and Nonresident
(FY 1993 est.) Resident Nonresident

KU, KSU, ESU 24.6 66.1

ESU, PSU, FHSU 214 64.4

Systemwide 238 659

In addition, the ratio of posted tuition to general use education and physical plant expenditures per
semester is illustrated in the next table.

Ratio of Posted Tuition to General Use Education and Physical Plant
Expenditures Per Semester FY 1992

KU KSU WSy ESU PSU  FHSU _System

Lower Div. Residents 31.6 34.0 219 254 24.6 22.5 30.7
Lower Div. Non-Resident 119.5 128.5 105.6 81.8 79.4 72.6 116.1
Upper Div. Residents 208 242 20.5 20.8 19.4 18.2 221
Upper Div. Non-Resident 78.7 913 71.5 66.8 62.6 58.7 834
All Resident Undergrad. 25.8 284 243 23.1 221 203 26.2
Non-Resident Undergrad. 915 1073 91.9 74.5 i1 65.5 98.8
Graduate 1 Resident 318 26.9 31.5 323 33.0 30.9 319
Graduate 1 Non-Resident 102.7 86.7 101.6 90.3 9.4 86.4 102.9
Graduate 2 Resident 13.0 12.3 94 - - - 124
Graduate 2 Non-Resident 42.1 398 30.2 - - - 40.1
All Resident Graduate 254 214 29.1 323 33.0 30.9 26.5
All Non-Resident Graduate 81.8 68.9 93.9 90.3 924 86.4 85.5

Source: Kansas Board of Regents.

In addition to the tuition/cost ratio, the Kansas Board of Regents reviews actual tuition charged in Kansas
by other educational sectors including the community colleges and private colleges and universities; comparisons of
Regents institutions tuition with CPI inflation and per capita income in Kansas; student financial need at the Regents
institutions; and peer comparisons.

The next two tables provide a comparison of Regents institutions tuition and required fees with peer and
national averages.

Regents Systemwide 9
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FY 1993 and FY 1992 Undergraduate Tuition and Required Fees

Regents Universities and Peers

(Fulltime, Per Semester)

FY 1993 FY 1993
Resident  Non-Resident
University of Kansas $ 899 § 2,985
University of Colorado 1,270 5,666
University of Iowa 1,114 3,596
University of North Carolina — Chapel Hill 631 3,923
University of Oklahoma 892 2,487
University of Oregon - 1,361 3,926
Peer Average 1,053 3,919
Kansas State University $ 920 $ 3,006
Colorado State University 1,255 3,838
Towa State University 1,114 3,498
North Carolina State University 651 3,943
Oklahoma State University 901 2,497
Oregon State University 1,346 3,486
Peer Average 1,053 3,452
Wichita State University 3 951 § 3,037
University of Akron 1,421 3,604
Portland State University 1,329 3,470
Virginia Commonwealth University 1,765 4,813
University of North Carolina - Greensboro 770 4,062
University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee 1,196 3,839
Western Michigan University - 1,365 3,210
Peer Average 1,308 3,833
Emporia State University b 792 % 2,232
Pittsburg State University 782 2,222
Fort Hays State University 819 2,259
Northern Arizona University b 795 % 3,121
Murray State University 800 2,140
Eastern New Mexico University 678 2,457
Western Carolina University 688 3,524
University of Central Oklahoma 685 1,699
Eastern Washington University 893 3,149
Peer Average 756 2,681

Source: The Chronicle of Higher Education, 10/21/92

Prepared by: Kansas Board of Regents

Regents Systemwide

FY 1992

$

$

Resident

831

1,212
976
624
875

1,299
997

849

1,181
976
627
879

1,253
983

883

1,328
1,269
1,535

746
1,115
1,285
1,213

745
725
774

795
705
639
667
648
849
ni

FY 1992

Non-Resident

$ 2,670

5,176
3,235
3,558
2471
3,504
3,589

8 2,688

3,533
3,203
3,561
2,475
3,258
3,206

3 2,722

3,247
3,275
4,140
3,680
3,549
3,020
3,485

3 2,002

1,982
2,031

$ 3,121

2,005
2,256
3,194
1,608
2,985
2,528



FY 1993 and FY 1992 Graduate Tuition and Required Fees
Regents Universities and Peers
(Fulltime, Per Semester)

FY 1993 FY 1993 FY 1992 FY 1992
Resident Non-Resident Resident Non-Resident

University of Kansas $§ 1,08 § 3,198 § 1,003 § 2,860
University of Colorado 1,608 5,523 1,497 5,043
University of Iowa 1,309 3,745 1,218 3,432
University of North Carolina — Chapel Hill 640 3,932 621 3,555
University of Oklahoma 909 2,568 909 2,568
University of Oregon 1,848 3,356 1,757 2,970

Peer Average 1,263 3,825 1,200 3,514

Kansas State University $ 1109 § 3219 § 1,021 § 2,878
Colorado State University 1,407 3,993 1,323 3,673
Iowa State University 1,309 3,644 1,218 3,400
North Carolina State University 662 3,954 630 3,564
Oklahoma State University 924 2,583 920 2,579
Oregon State University 1,833 2,916 1,710 2,724

Peer Average 1,227 3,418 1,160 3,188

Wichita State University § 1,140 § 3250 § 1,055 § 2912
University of Akron 1,985 3,500 1,780 3,145
Portland State University 1,817 2,900 1,727 2,741
Virginia Commonwealth University 2,009 4,806 1,743 4,133
University of North Carolina -- Greensboro 770 4,062 746 3,680
University of Wisconsin — Milwaukee 1,643 4,936 1,534 4,565
Western Michigaﬁ University 1,541 3,515 1,377 3,102

Peer Average 1,627 3,953 1,484 3,561

Emporia State University $ 946 3 2410 § 887 § 2,160

Pittsburg State University 936 2,400 867 2,140

Fort Hays State University 973 2,437 916 2,189
Northern Arizona University 3 795 $ 3,121 $ 795 % 3,121
Murray State University 870 2,350 775 2,215
Eastern New Mexico University 756 2,532 711 2,325
Western Carolina University 656 3,492 635 3,162
University of Central Oklahoma 690 1,683 666 1,659
Eastern Washington University 1,422 4,320 1,350 4,094

Peer Average 865 2,916 822 2,763

Source: AASCU/NASULGC Survey of Student Charges at Public Institutions, 1992-93

Prepared by: Kansas Board of Regents
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Comparisons of Un

University of Kansas
KU Peer Average
KU as % of Peer Average

Natijonal Average (NASULGC Inst.)
KU as % of National Average

Kansas State University
KSU Peer Average
KSU as % of Peer Average

National Average (NASULGC Inst.)
KSU as % of National Average

Wichita State University
WSU Peer Average
WSU as % of Peer Average

National Average (NASULGC Inst.)
WSU as % of National Average

Emporia State University
ESU Peer Average
ESU as % of Peer Average

National Avérage (AASCU Inst.)
ESU as % of National Average

Pittsburg State University
PSU Peer Average
PSU as % of Peer Average

National Average (AASCU Inst.)
PSU as % of National Average

Fort Hays State University
FHSU Peer Average
FHSU as % of Peer Average

National Average (AASCU Inst.)
FHSU as % of National Average

Prepared by: Kansas Board of Regents
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(Fulltime, Per Semester)
FY 1993
Resident

3 899
$ 1,053
854%

$ 1,268
70.9%

$ 920
$ 1,053
87.4%

$ 1,268
72.6%

$ 951
$ 1308
72.7%

3 1,268
750%

$ 792
$ 756
104.8%

$ 1,063
74.5%

3 782
$ 756
103.4%

$ 1,063
73.6%

3 819
$ 756
108.3%

$§ 1,063
71.1%

Regents Systemwide

€ Tuition and Requred Fees
Regents Institutions, Peer Institutions, and National Averages

Increase
Over
_FY 1992

8.2%
5.6%

10.7%

8.4%
11%

10.7%

7.7%
7.8%

10.7%

6.3%
5.5%

10.2%

7.9%
5.5%

10.2%

5.8%
5.5%

10.2%

FY 1993
Non-

Resident

©

2,985
3,919
76.2%

3,438
86.8%

3,006
3,452
87.1%

3,438
87.4%

3,037
3,833
79.2%

3,438

883%

2,232
2,681
833%

2,747
81.3%

2,222
2,681
82.9%

2,747
80.9%

2,259
2,681
84.3%

2,747
82.2%

Increase
Over
_FY 1992

11.8%
9.2%

9.3%

11.8%
7.7%

9.3%

11.6%
10.0%

9.3%

11.5%
6.1%

10.5%

121%
6.1%

10.5%

11.2%
6.1%

10.5%
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vomparisons of Graduate Tuition and Required Fecs
Regents Institutions, Peer Institutions, and National Averages

University of Kansas
KU Peer Average
KU as % of Peer Average

National Average (NASULGC Inst.)
KU as % of National Average

Kansas State University
KSU Peer Average
KSU as % of Peer Average

National Average (NASULGC Inst.)
KSU as % of National Average

Wichita State University
WSU Peer Average
WSU as % of Peer Average

National Average (NASULGC Inst.)
WSU as % of National Average

Emporia State University
ESU Peer Average
ESU as % of Peer Average

National Average (AASCU Inst.)
ESU as % of National Average

Pittsburg State University
PSU Peer Average
PSU as % of Peer Average

National Average (AASCU Inst.)
PSU as % of National Average

Fort Hays State University
FHSU Peer Average
FHSU as % of Peer Average

National Average (AASCU Inst.)
FHSU as % of National Average

Prepared by: Kansas Board of Regents

(Fulltime, Per Semester)
FY 1993
Resident

$ 1,088
§ 1,263
86.1%

$§ 151
72.0%

$ 1,109
$ 1,227
90.4%

§ 1,511
73.4%

3 1,140
3 1,627
70.1%

$ 151
75.5%

$ 946
h) 865
109.4%

3 1,204
78.6%

3 936
$ 865
108.2%

§ 1,204
77.8%

$ 973
$ 865
112.5%

$§ 1204
80.8%

Regents Systemwide

Increase
Over
FY 1992

8.5%
52%

11.8%

8.6%
5.8%

11.8%

8.1%
9.6%

11.8

6.7%
52%

11.8%

8.0%
52%

11.8%

6.2%
52%

11.8%

FY 1993 Increase
Non- Over
Resident FY 1992
3 3,198 11.8%
3 3,825 8.9%

83.6% -—
3 3,572 10.1%
89.5% -
$ 3,219 11.8%
$ 3,418 12%
94.2% —
$ 3,572 10.1%
90.1% -
3 3,250 11.6%
$ 3,953 11.0%
82.2% -
3 3,572 10.1%
91.0% -
3 2,410 11.6%
3 2,916 5.6%
82.6% —
3 2,810 10.7%
85.8% -
$ 2,400 12.1%
3 2,916 56%
823% -
$ 2,810 10.7%
85.4% -
b 2,437 11.3%
3 2,916 5.6%
83.6% -
3 2,810 10.7%
86.7% -
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General Fees Financing

Tuition receipts are credited to the General Fees Fund of the university where the tuition is collected.
Tuition receipts are considered general use moneys and General Fees Fund receipts are budgeted as an offset to
amounts appropriated from the State General Fund. An expenditure limitation has traditionally been placed on the
General Fees Funds,

FY 1993 General Fees Expenditures. To avoid shortfalls in university operating budgets, the Legislature
has been relatively consistent in appropriating supplemental funding from the State General Fund when tuition
collections have fallen below estimates. Disposition of collections when they exceeded estimates has also been
consistent. The Legislature has approved the release of 75 percent of the unanticipated fees in the current year. At
issue, however, is whether to release revenues collected which are above projected levels during the fiscal year in
which collected or to retain them as an offset to State General Fund appropriations in the subsequent year.

The issue of supplementation of fee shortfalls or release of unanticipated fee collections arises as a result
of variances between actual collections and previous estimates. Three components generally comprise the General
Fees Fund estimate. First, the number of students must be projected. Second, the average fee collection per student
must be estimated. Finally, the Fees Fund balance at the beginning of the fiscal year must be estimated. Obviously,
the potential for variance exists in any of the three and those variances can be offsetting. For example, if more
students enroll than projected, but they enroll on a part-time basis rather than full-time, the student count can
increase while the average fee collection per student decreases. Similarly, shifts in the institutions’ mix of resident
and nonresident students can impact the average collections per student.

The Board of Regents has defined increased enrollment for purpose of fee release as the difference
between actual fall enrollment and the enrollments of the previous fall. This avoids the double financing which would
occur if an institution experienced an enrollment increase having originally projected a decrease. It should be noted
that fee releases are not permanent additions to the universities’ base budgets and that no fee releases were approved
between FY 1982 and FY 1986. The following table reviews the fee releases for FY 1988 through FY 1992.

Fee Releases — FY 1988-FY 1992

Institution FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992
KU $ 466382 § - $ 351,716 $ 149,500 $ -
KSU 299,112 1,094,478 752,635 308,087 52,328
WSU 109,096 119,970 90,744 - -
ESU 125,289 134,127 142,785 36,671 --
PSU -- 106,518 249,035 - 197,383
FHSU -- - - 282.450 67,620

Total $ 099879 § 1455093 $ 1586915 $ 776,708 - § 317,331

Although several institutions generated income estimated to exceed FY 1993 estimates, only PSU met the
criteria to seek a fee release. PSU’s current year fee release request totals $320,250. The requested adjustments are
based upon actual fall enrollments, and estimated spring and summer enrollments. The Board also requests
supplemental State General Fund support for KU ($907,546) and KSU ($390,470) based on a shortfall in anticipated
general fees.
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£Y 1993 General Fees Adjustments

Approved General Governor's  Sen. Comm. Revised

Expenditure ~ Fees Fund SGF Fee Release/ Fee Release SGF

Limitation Requested  Supplemental Supplemental Supplemental Supplemental
Institution FY 1993 Adjustment* Request* Rec.* Rec.* Request**

KU $ 56,061,185 § (907,546) 3 907,546 3 568,202 § 568,202 $ 733,218
KUMC 7,777,674 - - - - -
KSU 32,376,176 (390,470) 390,470 104,302 104,302 479,053
KSU-Salina 581,985 - - - - -
KSU-Vet. Med. 3,535,822 - - - - -
WSsU 19,290,071 - - - - -
ESU 6,956,446 - - - - -
FHSU 6,317,674 - - - - -
PSU 8,248,139 320,250 - = 320,250 -
Total $141145172 $__(977.766) $ 1298016 3 672504 3 992754 31212271

* Figures are based on 1992 Fall enrollment.
** Revised request based on actual Fall and Spring enroliments.

The Governor does not recommend the release of any fees resulting from larger than expected enrollment
during the current fiscal year and utilizes additional estimated tuition revenues to reduce the demand on the State
General Fund in FY 1994. The Governor does not recommend the requested fee release at PSU. The Governor
recommends supplemental State General Fund financing for the University of Kansas ($568,202) and Kansas State
University ($104,302).

The Senate Committee recommends the FY 1993 General Fee Release of $320,250 at Pittsburg State
University. The Senate Committee notes that since FY 1987 the Legislature has released 75 percent of the additional
unanticipated general fees to the institutions to meet expenses associated with additional students. The Senate
Committee also notes that the fee release is a one-time expenditure and is not built into the base budget of the
institutions.

The Senate Committee concurs with the Governor’s recommendation for supplemental financing from
the State General Fund for the University of Kansas ($568,202) and Kansas State University ($104,302) due to
projected fee shortfalls. Supplemental funding from the State General Fund may be necessary to fund the estimate
made by the 1992 Legislature. The Senate Committee notes that the second house will review the need for a
supplemental based upon the Spring enrollment when a more accurate estimate may be made.

According to the Board office, based upon the Spring enrollment, the estimated General Fee Fund
shortfall in the current year is estimated to be $733,218 at KU ($165,016 above the Governor’s recommendation) and
$479,053 at KSU ($374,751 above the Governor’s recommendation).

FY 1994 General Fees Adjustment. According to the Board of Regents office, based upon revised FY
1993 and FY 1994 receipt estimates, systemwide financing from the General Fees Funds appears to be $107,978 less
than the amount estimated by the Governor. Based on the Senate Committee’s recommendation to approve
additional expenditures of $320,250 (fee release) for PSU the General Fees Funds systemwide would be $427,978 less
than the amount estimated by the Governor.

Restricted Use Fees

The Regents are also charged with setting fees. They approve required and special fees that are assessed
students for restricted use purposes. Over the years many special fees have been imposed at the Regents institutions,
The following table illustrates the significance of fees to the total costs for students.
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Tuition and Fees for 15 Undergraduate
Student Credit Hours
Regents, Fall 1992

KU KSU WSuU ESU PSU FHSU

Tuition § 728 $ 728 § 728 $ 611 § 611 § 611
Fees 171 192 223 181 171 208
Total § 809 $§ 920 § 951 $ 792 § 782 $ 819

Source: Kansas Board of Regents

Budget Request ~ General Use

The following sections contain information about the FY 1993 and FY 1994 general use operating budgets
and capital improvements (Regents request, Governor’s recommendation, and Senate Committee recommendation).

Regents Institutions — Systemwide Summary
Senate Agency Senate
Agency Bst. Gov.Rec. Committee Request Gov. Rec. Committee
Expenditure Fy 93 FY 93* Adj. FY 93 FY 94 FY 94 Adi. FY 94
Operating Expenditures:
State General Fund $ 403,693,408 $ 401675062 $ (634) $ 436491442 $ 419025741 §$ (5,775,628)
General Fees Fund 139,847,156 140,472,668 320,250 148,626,515 152,479,369 1,012,812
Hospital Revenue Funds 112,471,785 112,497,653 - 117,802,576 116,700,904 (445,014)
Federal Land Grant Funds 7,034,890 7,034,890 (12,672) 7,485,230 7,485,230 (18,304)
Other Funds 2,551,750 2,551,750 - 673,000 1,873,000 175,000
Subtotal General Use 665,598,989 664,232,023 306,944 711,078,763 697,564,244 (5,051,134)
Other Funds 317,716,960 319,046,771 244822 332,978,980 333,505,609 453,300
TOTAL ~ Oper. Expend. $..983315949 § 983278794 § 551766  $1.044,057.743 $1,031,060853 §_ (4.597834)
FTE Positions: .
Classified 7,966.2 7,966.2 - 7,977.4 7,971.6 10.0
Unclassified 9,578.9 9.614.0 - 9,704.9 9,672.3 15.0
TOTAL 174541 17,580.3 — 17,6823 17.649.9 25.0
* Includes Budget Amendment No. 1 which decreases $186,945 from the KUMC Hospital Revenue Fund in FY 1993; and increases
$122,297 (SGF) and decreases $282,855 from the Hospital Revenue Fund in FY 1994 to accurately reflect the Governor's intent,
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> FY 1993 Supplemental Request — Fringe Benefits. The Regents request a total of $1.5 million for a State
General Fund supplemental appropriation to fund changes in fringe benefit rates in the current year. Employer
health insurance rates and workers’ compensation rates were revised upward from the amounts contained in the
approved FY 1993 budget. The following table displays the employer health insurance costs for employees and
dependents and the workers’ compensation rate included in the approved budgets of all state agencies and the revised
rates contained in the Division of Budget instructions for FY 1993.

Revised Fringe Benefit Rates
Budget
Approved Instruct. Percent
Revised Benefits FY 1993 FY 1993 Change
Group Health Insurance:

Single $ 2,276 § 2,300 1.0)%

Dependent 1,716 1,760 (2.5)

Workers’ Compensation 13 1.5 (13.3)

The Governor does not recommend the requested State General Fund supplemental appropriation to
finance current year changes in group health insurance and workers compensation rates. Increased expenditures to
cover these increased rates are offset by increasing the agency’s shrinkage rate in the current year.

The Senate Committee concurs with the Governor and does not recommend the requested State General
Fund supplemental appropriation.
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Summary of Operating Budget Changes
FY 93 (Base Budget) - FY 94

Agency Request Governor's Recommendation
General Use  Restricted Use All General Use Restricted Use All
EXPENDITURES Funds Funds Funds Funds Funds Funds
FY 1993 Basc Budget $ 664,063370 $§ 316449,550 § 980,512,920 || $ 664,063,371 § 316,449,550 §$ 980,512,921
FY 1994 Requested Increases
Adjustments to the Base:
Annualization of FY 93 Salaries $ 2516810 § 243259 § 2,760,069 || $ 2,530,710 § 243259 § 2,773,969
Increase of 1% Retirement 2,844,844 299,029 3,143,873 2,461,163 299,029 2,760,192
Fringe Benefit Adjustments 6,185,785 1,008,253 7,194,038 6,611,139 1,016,396 7,627,535
Shrinkage Rate Adjustment 1,264,155 8,143 1,272,298 - - -
Other 86,577 660,714 747,291 9,225 1,719419 1,728,644
Subtotal $ 12898171 § 2219398 § 15117569 | § 11612237 § 3278,103 § 14890340
Maintenance Adjustments:
Classified Salaries . $ 3077874 $ 754,055 $ 3,831,929 || § 3,225208 § 754,055 § 3,979,263
Unclassified Salaries 15,625,226 2,780,654 18,405,880 10,149,481 2,780,654 12,930,135
House Staff Salaries 412,915 45,440 458,355 271,653 45,440 317,093
Health Care Worker Salaries 1,297,379 8339 1,305,718 812,512 8339 820,851
Subtotal — Unclassified $ 17335520 § 2,834,433 § 20,169,953 || $§ 11,233,646 $ 2,834,433 § 14,068,079
Student Salaries 426,529 607,874 1,034,403 424,483 607,874 1,032,357
Other Operating Expenditures 6,012,412 9,173,336 15,185,748 3,938,109 9,880,567 13,818,676
Other (20,203) 640,334 620,131 65,332 (194.373) (129.041)
Subtotal $ 26832132 § 14010032 § 40842164 || $ 18886778 $ 13882556 $ 32,769,334
Mission Related Enhancements:
Library $ 3500008 $ - $ 3500008 || $ - § - $ -
Minority Faculty Recruitment 1,839,008 - 1,839,008 - - -
Other - 300,000 300,000 1,214,454 (104,600) 1,109,854
Subtotal $ 5339016 $ 300000 $ 5639016 |l $ 1214454 % (104.600) $ 1,109.854
Enrollment Adjustment . $ 1,751,418 § - § 1751418 || $ 1,751,418 § - $ 1,751,418
Servicing New Buildings $ 194,657 § - $ 194,657 || $ 196,544 % - 8 196,544
TOTAL INCREASES $ 47015394 § 16529430 § 63,544,824 | 33,661,431 s 5‘:'1'7,056,059 $ 50,717,490
TOTAL FY 1994 REQUEST $ 711,078,764 § 332,978,980 $1,044,057,744 || $ 697,724,802 § 333,505,609 $ 1,031,230,411
Total FY 93 Total FY 94 Requested Percentage Total FY 94 Gov.Rec. Percentage
FINANCING Base Request Increases Change Gov.Rec. Increases Change
General Use Punds:
State General Fund $ 401,066,750 § 436,490,719 $ 35,423,969 8.8% $ 418903444 § 17,836,694 4.4%
General Fees Fund 141,145,172 148,626,515 7,481,343 53 152,479,369 11,334,197 8.0
Hospital Revenue 112,264,800 117,802,576 5,537,776 4.9 116,983,759 4,718,959 4.2
Land Grant 7,034,890 7,485,230 450,340 6.4 7,485,230 450,340 6.4
Other 2,551,750 673,000 (1,878.750) (73.6) 1,873,000 (678,750} (26.6)
Subtotal — General Use § 664,063,362 $ 711,078,040 $ 47,014,678 71 $ 697724802 $§ 33,661,440 5.1
Restricted Use Punds 316,449,550 332,978,979 16,529,429 52 333,505,609 17,056,059 54
TOTAL -- ALL FUNDS $ 980512912 § 1044057019 § 63544107 6.5 $ 1031230411 3§ 50,717,499 52
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A. Adjustments to the FY 1993 Base Budget. During each budget cycle, adjustments are requested to
the base budget. These adjustments typically include rate changes to fringe benefits.

> 1. Annualization of FY 1993 Salary Increases. The Regents request $2.5 million to fund the annualized
cost of the 1.0 percent mid-year salary increase authorized by the 1992 Legislature.

The Governor concurs with the request.
The Senate Committee concurs.

> 2. Regents Retirement Increase. The requested increase of $2.9 million would provide an increase in
the Regents employers’ retirement contribution from 8 percent to 9 percent. Regents basic retirement plan providers
are TIAA-CREF, AETNA, Lincoln National, UNUM, and Security Benefit Life Insurance Company. Any company
certified by the Board of Regents may be utilized for voluntary tax sheltered annuities. Contributions for both basic
and voluntary annuities are sheltered from state and federal taxes. For basic annuities, the employee contributes 5
percent of gross compensation and the state contributes 8 percent of gross compensation. Voluntary contributions
may be made up to the maximum allowed by the IRS. Faculty and administrative personnel holding positions 50
percent time or more are eligible; however, there is a one year waiting period unless the employee was a prior
participant for at least one year at a higher education institution. Legislation would be required to make this
requested change (K.S.A. 74-4925¢). The state contribution for faculty retirement was increased from 5 percent to
6 percent in FY 1986, to 7 percent in FY 1987, and to 8 percent in FY 1988. Attachment 3 is a survey conducted
by the Board office which provides a comparison of the Regents’ retirement plan with retirement plans at peer
institutions.

The Governor concurs with the Board’s request, but the amount is less due to different bases.

The Senate Committee recommends the deletion of $2,754,253 from general use funds associated with
the Governor’s recommendation to increase the Regents employers’ retirement contribution from 8 percent to 9
percent. Because legislation would be required to make this requested change (K.S.A. 74-4925¢), the Committee’s

recommendation is made pending passage of legislation. The following table reflects the request and recommenda-
tion.

Retirement Rate Increase
FY 1994 Senate
Requested FY 1994 Committee .
Institution Increase Gov. Rec. Rec.
KU $ 791,285 § 799936 § ' (799,936)
KUMC 455,796 472,155 (472,155)
KSU 662,334 484,784 (484,784)
KSU-Salina 20,172 20,798 (20,798)
KSU-Vet. Med. 52,630 54,286 (54,286)
KSU-Extension 129,976 139,615 (139,615)
WSU 303,602 299,756 (299,756)
ESU 134,247 144,492 (144,492)
FHSU 138,758 159,557 (159,557)
PSU 156,044 178.874 (178.874)
Total $ 2844844 § 2,754253 $ (2.754.253)
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o> 2. Shrinkage Raw Adjustment. The Regents’ request of $1., million would provide a .25 percent
reduction in the salary and wage shrinkage rate at each institution.

The Governor does not recommend the reduction in the shrinkage rate.

The Senate Committee concurs with the shrinkage rates recommended by the Governor, except for FHSU,
KSU-Salina, and KSU-ESARP. For FY 1994, the Senate Committee recommends changed rates for FHSU (a
decrease of 0.25 percent from 2.31 percent to 2.06 percent); KSU-Salina (an increase of 1.0 percent from 1.13 percent
to 2.13 percent); and KSU-ESARP (an increase of 0.10 percent from 2.8 percent to 2.9 percent). For FY 1993, the
Senate Committee recommends an increase in the shrinkage rate of KSU-ESARP from 3.05 percent to 3.10 percent.
(The recommended increased shrinkage for KSU-ESARP in FY 1993 ($29,470) and FY 1994 ($42,568) is to be
applied to county extension agent salaries only.)

Regents Institutions — Shrinkage Rates (FY 1990 — FY 1994)

FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992  FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1994

Institution Actual Actual Budgeted Actual Approved _Gov. Rec. _ Request Gov. Rec.
KU 2.56 2.80 229 2.46 242 2.69 217 242
KSU 223 2.28 2.56 2,67 2.80 3.05 2.55 2.80
WSU 4.60 3.36 2.66 3 2.94 323 2.69 2.94
ESU 221 -1.48 1.30 321 1.46 1.70 121 1.46
PSU 1.19 0.48 1.34 1.58 1.48 1.77 123 1.50
FHSU 3.64 2.80 2.18 330 231 2.64 2.06 231
KUMC - Educ. 2.13 4.97 333 4.04 3.44 372 317 344
KUMC - Hosp. 6.18 3.68 2.94 37 2.94 295 2.78 2.95
4 3. Fringe Benefit Rate Adjustments (Excluding Regents Retirement). The Regents request a total of $6.1

million for changes in the operating base resulting from adjustments to other fringe benefit rates.
In general, the Governor concurs with the request and recommends the most recent fringe benefit rates.
The Senate Committee concurs with the Governor’s recommendation of $6.6 million for changes in the

operating base resulting from adjustments to other fringe benefit rates.

B. Percentage Adjustments. The Regents’ request increases for unclassified, classified, and student
salaries as well as other operating expenditures.
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2 dd 1. Unclassified Salaries. The Regents’ request of $17.3 million would provide an average 4.5 percent
salary increase to unclassified faculty and staff. The request is computed as a percentage increase to the overall salary
base; however, actual salary increases are granted based upon individual merit.

The Governor recommends 3.0 percent for a merit pool for unclassified personnel.

The Senate Committee recommends a salary increase of 2.5 percent for Regents unclassified faculty and
staff in FY 1994. The Senate Committee recommendation of $9.4 million is a reduction of $1.9 million from the
Governor’s recommendation. Pending further consideration of the Governor’s entire salary and benefit package
(which will include a 1.5 percent salary adjustment for all classified employees and implementation of two of the final
four phases of the Comprehensive Classification and Job Rate Study), the Senate Committee recommends a
systemwide salary increase of 2.5 percent for classified, Regents unclassified and student employees. It is the Senate
Committee’s intent that generally all state employees be treated the same regarding the total compensation package
for FY 1994, including retirement benefits.

Unclassified Salary Percentage Increases
(Includes Fringe Benefits and Shrinkage)
FY 1994 Req. FY 1994 Senate
Increase Gov. Rec. Comm. Rec.
Institution FY 1993 Base (4.5%) (3.0%) (2.5%)
KU $ 98623861 $ 4,469,652 $ 2,953,078 $ 2,460,898
KUMC 95,326,562 4,169,122 2,668,369 2,227,041
KSU 63,861,431 2,823,576 1,876,995 1,552,397
KSU-Salina 2,714,180 117,924 78,153 64,623
KSU-Vet. Med. 6,749,449 298,371 198,999 164,515
KSU-Extension 28,090,766 1,215,000 809,048 670,941
wsu 41,641,440 1,798,307 1,202,965 997,101
ESU 17,017,554 860,582 497,369 411,089
FHSU 16,470,535 - 767,691 487,621 402,604
PSU 18,706,734 815,295 545,554 450,381
Total $ 389202512 $ 17335520 $ 11318151 § 9.401.590.
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(a) Institutiona: Unclassified Salary Policies. Institutions may distribute salary increases in varying
percentages rather than on a uniform percentage basis. This procedure permits the use of merit as a criterion for
determining unclassified salary increases and provides flexibility for the recruiting and retention of unclassified
personnel. The following table displays the distribution of unclassified salary increases for FY 1993,

% of Salary
Increase Over
Previous Year

Summary of Budgeted Salary Increases for Full-Time Continuving Unclassified Persons®

FY 1993 Over FY 1992

Number of Full-Time Continuing Persons

0
1t0299
3.0 to 4.99
5.0 to 6,99
7.0 to 8.99
9.0 to 11.99
12.0 to 14.99
15.0 to 19.99
20.0 and Over
Total No. of

Persons

Avg. Dollar
Increase

Avg, Percent
Increase

* Includes all full-time, continuing unclassified faculty and nonfaculty personnel; excludes health care workers at KUMC

KU KUMC KSU KSU-SCT KSUVMC WSy ESU PSuU FHSU SYSTEM
19 123 18 2 0 21 1 1 1 185

183 173 648 33 27 332 32 92 103 1,531
1,115 894 372 15 43 228 195 177 140 3,002
164 89 109 7 12 52 32 22 19 484

41 14 n 0 2 26 13 4 2 169

28 13 52 0 0 14 1 2 1 109

8 6 11 0 0 15 0 1 0 40

3 3 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 21

2 10 7 0 0 8 0 0 1 28
1,563 1,325 1,299 57 84 699 275 299 267 5,569
$1,722 $1,438 $1,674 $966 $2,141 $1,408 $1,592 1,328 $1,376 $1,403
4.01% 3.61% 3.82% 2.94% 3.61% 3.69% 4.19% 3.33% 3.54% 3.82%

Source: Kansas Board of Regents
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(b) Average Unclassified Faculty Salaries. The table below displays the average faculty salary by rank
for each institution. The average faculty salary at each rank is higher at the larger institutions than at the smaller
institutions. One factor that impacts the average is the number of faculty at each rank. Thus while the average
salaries at the two highest ranks for WSU are relatively close to those at KU, the heavy distribution of faculty in the
lower paid ranks results in a significantly lower overall average.

Average Faculty Salaries by Academic Rank
Combined 9 and 12-Month Appointments — FY 1993
(With 12-Month Salaries Converted to 9-Month Salaries)
Instructional, Research, and Public Service Faculty

KU KSU KSU-SCT  KSUVMC wSsSuU ESU PSU FHSU SYSTEM
Professors 470 403 11 30 104 61 99 84 1,163
Average Salary $55,946 $52,024 $38,261 $60,084 $54,011 $42,847 $43,475 $43,333 852,755
Assoc. Prof. 275 309 9 17 150 70 70 49 879
Average Salary 341,784 $39,735 $35,200 $49,117 $40,800 $38,385 $37,420 $37,010 $40,433
Assist. Prof. C197 295 6 37 184 79 T 65 863
Average Salary $35,886 $35,232 $33,342 $41,650 $34,684 $32,541 $31,933 $31,563 $35,004
Instructors 12 89 10 3 29 25 4 21 189
Average Salary $26,294 $27,178 $29,469 $26,097 $23,338 $24,833 $27,262 $27,869 $26,403
Total All Ranks 954 1,096 36 87 467 235 250 219 3,094
Average Salary $47,348 $42,022 $34,234 $48,929 $40,248 $36,137 $37,915 $36,942 $42,693

Source: Kansas Board of Regents.

The following table compares average faculty salaries at Kansas universities to their peer institutions.

Average Salary Instructional Faculty,
Compared to Peer Institutions FY 1992

Avg. Salary  Avg, Salary Relative

; Institution Kansas Peers Funding
KU $45,872 $52,128 88.0%
KSU 41,515 46,026 90.2%
WSU 39,250 43,505 90.2%
ESU 35,053 38,817 90.3%
PSU 36,960 40,508 91.2%
FHSU 36,123 39,787 90.8%

Source: Kansas Board of Regents.

() Unclassified Salary Increases. The table below shows unclassified salary increases in relation to the
Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers. During most of the 20 years, the same percentage of unclassified increase
has been authorized for the universities. A major exception to this has been Fort Hays State University where a differential
adjustment was authorized for five years to finance salary upgrades. In addition, for the three years of the Margin of
Excellence unclassified salary increases were based on the universities’ relationship to their peers.
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Percu.« Increases Authorized for Unclassified Salm, Adjustments

Fiscal Year KU KSU WSU ESU FHSU PSU CPI-U
1974 55% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 55% 55% 8.9%
1975 10.0 11.0 10.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 111
1976 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 7.1
1977 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 9.0 8.0 58
1978 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 6.7
1979 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 94
1980 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 133
1981 9.0 9.0 2.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 11.6
1982 7.0 70 70 7.0 9.0 70 8.6
1983 7.5 15 1.5 7.5 10.2 7.5 43
1984 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 45 3.7
1985 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 39
1986 5.0 50 50 5.0 50 5.0 29
1987 25 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 22
1988 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.1
1989 73 74 7.4 72 9.2 8.1 4.6
1990 1.5 7.7 8.7 15 10.5 83 4.8
1991 2.0 23 2.0 28 23 24 54
1992 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 32
1993 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 NA

Notes:

1. The percentages listed above for FY 1983 exclude allocation of a $900,000 special appropriation salary
enrichment, which equated systemwide to an approximate 0.7 percent base increase. Further the authorized
increase for FY 1984 and FY 1989 is the annualized percent increase rather than the increase in expenditures,
2.25 percent and 1.5 percent, respectively.

2. CPI-U — Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (U.S. City Average) -- the percentage displayed
for this measure represent the percent change in the 12-month average index from one fiscal year to the next.

As mentioned previously, the institutions have considerable flexibility in allocation of salary increases.
Typically, the actual average increase exceeds the percentages appropriated due, in part, to the fact that the universities
may have savings from personnel turnover that can be used to supplement appropriated increases to the salary base.
The following table reflects the degree to which this has actually occurred between FY 1974 and FY 1993. It lists
average percent increases in those years and compares the increase to the inflation indicator. The table reflects the
fact that often the actual salary increases have exceeded the base increases appropriated. In contrast to the
appropriated increases, the table also indicates that actual salaries have exceeded the inflationary measure, although
the margin by which the increases have exceeded the CPI-U is relatively narrow at some of the universities.
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Average Percent Increase for Full-Time

Continuing Unclassified Staff

Fiscal Year KU KSU WSuU ESU FHSU PSU CPI-U
1974 6.4% 6.4% 6.4% 6.0% 5.6% 59% 8.9%
1975 10.5 112 103 114 10.9 113 11.1
1976 10.5 102 9.1 10.4 11.0 10.0 7.1
1977 85 82 19 8.0 10.4 83 58
1978 64 63 6.0 6.0 77 6.1 6.7
1979 74 74 73 71 8.0 73 9.4
1980 6.9 6.8 6.7 6.5 6.7 6.9 133
1981 9.6 9.5 9.5 10.2 838 9.0 11.6
1982 8.0 17 7.6 78 9.0 15 8.6
1983 8.9 9.1 8.5 8.7 10.8 83 43
1984 4.6 5.0 5.0 49 5.1 4.5 37
1985 15 72 8.5 72 72 79 39
1986 56 53 53 51 54 59 29
1987 33 28 2.9 25 32 31 22
1988 1.6 1.6 1.9 1.7 1.6 25 4.1
1989 87 81 17 7.6 9.4 9.1 4.6
1990 84 9.6 82 8.1 10.2 9.0 4.8
1991 3.0 33 28 29 23 36 54
1992 26 27 29 25 27 25 32
1993 4.1 38 33 42 33 33

add 2. Classified Salaries. The Regents request $3.1 million for financing in FY 1994 for pay plan step

movement and longevity bonuses for eligible classified employees.

The Governor concurs with the request for classified step movement (approximately 2.5 percent) and
longevity bonuses for eligible classified employees. In addition, the Governor recommends a base salary adjustment
of 1.5 percent for all classified employees and implementation of two of the final four phases of the Comprehensive
Classification and Job Rate Study. Funding for these increases is not included within the budget recommendations
of individual agencies, but is contained in separate legislation.

The Senate Committee concurs with the Governor’s recommendation of $3,042,424 from general use funds
in FY 1994 for pay plan step movement and longevity bonuses (approximately 2.5 percent) for eligible classified
employees. The following table reflects the request and recommendations,

Classified Salary Increases (Includes Fringe Benefits and Shrinkage)
FY 1994 Req. FY 1994 Senate
Institution FY 1993 Base Increase Gov. Rec. Comm. Rec.
KU $ 30,819,905 $ 702,065 $ 703,484 $ 703,484
KUMC 44,704,874 911,057 865,285 865,285
KSU 21,780,977 481,175 483,622 . 483,622
KSU-Salina 803,130 ' 17,630 17,427 17,427
KSU-Vet. Med. 3,396,249 75,694 75,326 75,326
KSU-Extension 7,654,195 165,830 163,488 163,488
WSU 13,348,900 295,194 294,406 294,406
ESU 6,017,901 173,604 171,860 171,860
FHSU 5,653,372 140,089 112,389 112,389
PSU 6,262,445 115.536 155,137 155,137
Total $ 140441948 § 3077874 $ 3042424 $ 3.042.424
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s 3. Student Salaries. The Regents request $426,529 for a 5 percent increase in student salaries in FY 1994,
Student salaries serve two purposes, providing students with a source of income and providing the institution with a
source of relatively low-cost labor. General Use support of salaries typically represents less than one-half of the total
institutional expenditures for students salaries. Other sources of support are the federal College Work Study Program,
restricted use sources such as research grants, and auxiliary enterprises such as student unions and dormitories.

The Governor concurs with the request.

The Senate Committee recommends a total of $211,169 from general use funds in FY 1994 for a 2.5
percent student salary increase. The recommendation is $211,169 below the Governor’s recommendation of $422,338
for a 5.0 percent salary increase. The Senate Committee urges the universities to strike a balance between increasing
the number of student employees and increasing average wages. The following table reflects the request and
recommendations.

Student Salary Percentage Increases
(Includes Fringe Benefits and Shrinkage)
Requested Senate
Increase FY 94 Gov. Rec. Comm. Rec.

Institution FY 1993 Base (5.0%) (5.0%) (2.5%)
KU $ 1,779,186  § 89,988 §$ 89,477 § 44,738
KUMC 856,739 43,456 43,035 21,518
KSU 1,443,442 73,433 72,624 36,312
KSU-Salina 46,829 2,381 2,356 1,178
KSU-Vet. Med. 114,877 5,860 5,781 2,891
KSU-Extension 267,715 14,613 13,462 6,731
WSU 1,317,675 66,771 66,610 33,305
ESU 850,815 42,902 42,987 21,493
FHSU 953,597 49,199 48,224 24,112
PSU 747,669 37,926 37,782 18,891
Total $ 8378544 § 426529 § 422338 § 211,169

(a) Graduate Teaching Assistants Tuition Waiver. The Board request in FY 1994 includes a reduction
to General Fees receipts to reflect a 100 percent tuition waiver for graduate teaching assistants. The GTA tuition
waiver policy in FY 1992 was 75 percent.

The Governor recommends continuation of the 100 percent GTA fee waiver policy established by the 1992
Legislature,

The Senate Committee concurs with the 100 percent GTA fee waiver policy.
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s 4. Other Operating Expenditures (excluding utilities). The Regents request $6.0 million to provide a 6
percent base increase for other operating expenditures. Other operating expenditures (OOE) are used to purchase
all commodities, equipment, goods, and services, other than utilities, used or acquired by the institutions. Expenditures
from OOE budgets can include everything from pieces of scientific equipment to library books to faculty travel.

The Governor recommends a 4 percent increase in other operating expenditures.
The Senate Committee recommends a 3.5 percent increase in other operating expenditures in FY 1994

(excluding utilities) above the FY 1993 estimate. The Committee’s recommendation is a reduction of $496,006 from
the Governor’s recommendation, as indicated in the following table.

Other Operating Expenditure Percentage Increases
(Excluding Utilities)
FY 1994 Senate
Requested FY 1994 Committee
FY 1993 Increase Gov. Rec. Rec.
Institution Base (6.0%) (4.0%) (3.5%)
KU $ 19,062,157 $§ 1,142,719 § 762,486 $ 667,175
KUMC 41,090,500 2,439,416 1,556,511 1,351,084
KSU 11,302,599 678,159 452,104 395,591
KSU-Salina 1,003,322 60,200 40,133 35,116
KSU-Vet. Med. 2,832,568 159,881 105,165 99,140
KSU-Extension 6,300,336 378,021 252,013 220,512
WwSU 8,790,138 351,606 351,606 307,655
ESU 3,479,611 208,776 139,184 121,786
FHSU 3,374,836 201,959 134,993 118,119
PSU 3,597,862 215872 143,914 125,925
Total $ 100833929 $ _ 5836609 $ 3938109 $ 3442103
* Agency request contains 5 percent increase for Wichita residents contracts in
KUMC budget; Governor recommends 3 percent.

(a) Budgetary Shifting Between Salaries and OOE. As a result of legislative concerns regarding shifting
of expenditures that were budgeted for salaries to other operating expenditures, particularly over a period when the
Regents were shifting significantly large sums on a consistent basis, the Board of Regents adopted the following policy:

During any year in which general use expenditures for either salaries or other operating expenditures
deviate from the budget for that purpose by more than 0.5 percent of the institution’s total general use
operating budget the institution shall (1) adjust the appropriate budgetary bases requested for the
succeeding fiscal year by not less than the amount by which the deviation exceeds 0.5 percent of the
operating budget; or (2) obtain Board approval for an exception to the adjustment specified in item No.
1. Requests for exception to the adjustment shall be accompanied by a description of reason for the
budgetary deviation and why such deviation is not likely to occur during the succeeding years.
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Summ...y of Budgetary Shifting Among Objects of Expenuuare — FY 1992

0.5% Threshold

Total for Budget
FY 1992 Salaries Utilities OOE Grand Total Adjustment

University of Kansas
Revised FY 92 Budget $127,442,882 § 5438348 § 17,663,171 $150,544,401 § 752,722
Minus Actual Expenditure 127,232,050 5,449,359 17,039,441 149,720,850

Difference/Shift 210,832 (11,011) 623,730 823,551
Kansas State University
Revised FY 92 Budget $ 83,832,177 § 4,889,250 $ 10,915,658 $ 99,637,085 $ 498,185
Minus Actual Expenditure 83,829,080 4,634,403 10,915,210 99,378,693

Difference/Shift 3,097 254,847 448 258,392
KSU Ext. & Ag. Research -
Revised FY 92 Budget § 35368014 § 708,095 $ 5837016 § 41,913,125 $ 209,566
Minus Actual Expenditure 35,392,951 708,095 5,810,544 41,911,590

Difference/Shift (24,937) 0 26,472 1,535
Wichita State University
Revised FY 92 Budget $ 54239398 § 3,134378 § 8417542 § 65791,318 § 328,957
Minus Actual Expenditure 54,073,498 3,086,468 8,576,421 65,736,387

Difference/Shift 165,900 47,910 (158,879) 54,931
Emporia State University
Revised FY 92 Budget 3 23,067,660 § 748728 $§ 3,193,026 § 27,009,414 § 135,047
Minus Actual Expenditure 22,627,324 748,726 3,469,515 26,845,565

Difference/Shift 440,336 2 (276,489) 163,849
Pittsburg State University
Revised FY 92 Budget § 24,941,063 § 1,047,557 $ 3,613,232 § 29,601,852 § 148,009
Minus Actual Expenditure 24,887,016 1,047,547 3,476,319 29,410,882

Difference/Shift 54,047 10 136,913 190,970
Fort Hays State University
Revised FY 92 Budget § 22221332 § 839,878 $ 3,011,382 § 26072592 § 130,363
Minus Actual Expenditure 21,966,228 831,558 3,259,351 26,057,137

Difference/Shift 255,104 8,320 (247,969) 15,455

Note: Totals in brackets represent deficits compafed to the budget.

Source: Kansas Board of Regents

An analysis of shifting between salaries and other operating expenditures conducted by the Board office,
reflects that five institutions were within the 0.5 percent threshold for salaries and thus their budgets require no
adjustment. ESU and FHSU had shifts in excess of the 0.5 percent threshold. (No institution exceeded the threshold
for other operating expenditures.) In the case of ESU and FHSU, the salary savings resulted from reductions in the
FY 1992 summer school budget in preparation for a projected 2.5 percent statewide budget recision. The actual
recision was 1 percent, leaving unallocated funds which could not be used for salaries. Both universities used these
funds for initiatives approved through the strategic planning process. The summer school salary budget was restored,
and the universities, for the most part, considered the shift a one-time occurrence. (ESU did shift a portion to the
OOE base permanently.)

(b) Transfers to the Equipment Reserve Fund. Regents institutions appropriations have generally
provided authority to the presidents or chancellor to transfer unexpended General Fees Fund balances within the
authorized expenditure level from the General Fees Fund to the Equipment Reserve Fund. The reason is to allow
universities to accumulate funds to purchase major equipment items and to be able to purchase equipment at the
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beginning of the next fiscal year 1. order to avoid rushed purchases at the end o1 wne current year. At the end of F.
1992, the institutions transferred a total of $858,650 into their Equipment Reserve Funds.

Transfer to

Institution Equip. Reserve
KU $ 516,103
KSU -
WSU -
ESU 163,768
PSU 173,069
FHSU 5,710
TOTAL $ 858,650

5. FY 1994 Enrollment Adjustment. The enrollment adjustment originated in the 1981 Legislature and
has been modified a number of times prior to the current formula established in 1992. The 1981 formula contained
several important concepts. It was based upon actual changes in enroliment related to the actual cost of programs
in which the enrollment was generated. There are 24 academic disciplines (mathematics, agriculture, history, etc.) and
four levels of instruction (lower division, upper division, graduate 1, and graduate 2). Credit hour changes are related
to the discipline and instructional level in which they occurred for purposes of producing the instructional component
of an enroliment adjustment. These procedures were developed to more accurately relate enrollment changes to costs,
a feature not present in previous formulas. The formula also includes adjustments for student services components
(libraries, audiovisual services, campus security, guidance and enrollment services, etc.), which theoretically do not vary
by type of student.

The 1992 Legislature approved the current enrollment adjustment formula to reduce the impact of
substantial enrollment declines and to eliminate the incentive for uncontrolled growth, particularly that in excess of

3.0 percent. The following tables display the modified enrollment adjustment process.

Increase Adjustments as a Percentage of

Average Cost
Percentage of Increase
Educational Budget Adjustment
Less than 0.5 Percent 0%
0.5 to 1.0 Percent 100%
1.1 to 2.0 Percent 75%
2.1 to 3.0 Percent 50%
Over 3.0 Percent 25%

Decrease Adjustments as a Percentage

of Average Cost
Percentage of Decrease
Educational Budget Adjustment
Less than 2.5 Percent 0%
2.5 to 3.0 Percent 100%
3.1 to 4.0 Percent 75%
4.1 to 5.0 Percent 50%
More than 5.0 Percent 25%
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The following tabic shows actual appropriations made for enrollmout adjustments for FY 1984 -- FY 1993
(It should be noted that, for the period shown the enrollment adjustment formula was modified several times.)

Enroliment Adjustments FY 1984 — FY 1993

Institution  _FY 1984 _FY 1985 _ FY 1986 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991  FY 1992 _FY 1993
KU $ (577476) $ —- § ~- 8 ~- 8§ ~ § 1761362 § 1,772,467 § - - 1,149,254
KSU 560,158 (1,460,960) (288,191) (342,145) 692,252 96,981 2,508,950 1,692,776
WsU 1,172,280 772,201 (120,989) (269,401) (367,949) 480,423 693,779 188,576
BSU (34,475)  (157,888)  (1,119,823) (160,883) 25,790 166,815 386,079 379,615 393,313
PSU 187,422 - (527,184) 433253 937,092 214,779 493,064 188,569
FHSU (149,819) (149,557) (264,656) - 83,100 - - 460,061
Total $1158000 § 614313 §(2851320) $ (1510315) § 116898 § 3272672 § 2950729 § 4075408 =t §. 4072549
Enroll. Adj,

* The FY 1993 enrollment adjustment reflects a two-year average of the requested FY 1992 and FY 1993 enroliment adjustment and does not reflect the 1
percent lapse imposed by the 1992 Legislature.

»>> Request. The FY 1994 budget request from the universities includes a total enrollment adjustment
increase of $1,751,418 due to actual changes in student credit hour volume when FY 1992 is compared to FY 1991.
The following table indicates the FY 1994 enrollment adjustment request for each of the institutions and the number
of associated new FTE positions. The Governor concurs with the request.

The Senate Committee concurs with the Governor’s recommendation of $1,751,418 from general use funds
and 49.2 FTE new positions as requested for an enrollment adjustment increase. Financing is requested due to actual
changes in student credit hour volume when FY 1992 is compared to FY 1991. The request and recommendations
are reflected in the following table.

The Senate Committee discussed the current enrollment adjustment formula approved by the 1992
Legislature which was created to reduce the impact of substantial enrollment declines and to eliminate the incentive
for uncontrolled growth, particularly that in excess of 3.0 percent. The Committee learned that a Regents Task Force
is evaluating current and alternative formulas to determine the most appropriate method to reflect altered expenditures
associated with credit hour changes. The evaluation will also address the time lag in the current formula. For
example, the FY 1994 enrollment adjustment is based on changes in student credit hour volume when Fall 1991 is
compared with Fall 1990. The Senate Committee recommends an additional $197,657 in enrollment adjustment
funding for ESU to address previous funding inequities.

FY 1994 Enrollment Adjustment Request
Req. FTE Req. Enroll. Governor’s Senate
Institution Positions Adjustment Rec. Comm. Rec,
KU 5.0 $ 264,114 § 264114  $ 264,114
KSU -- -- - --
WSU - - = -
ESU 6.5 260,947 260,947 458,604
PSU 25.7 774,933 774,933 774,933
FHSU 12.0 451,424 451,424 451,424
Total Enrollment Adj. 492 $ 1,751,418 § 1,751,418 § 1,949,075
Total Change in FTEs
from Previous Fall
(FY 91-FY 92) + 170 + 170
30
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> 6. Servicing New Buudings. The Regents’ FY 1994 request for we servicing of new buildings tota.
$194,657. The request is outlined below.

The Governor concurs with the request.

The Senate Committee concurs with the request and Governor’s recommendation for servicing new
buildings, except for a reduction of $908 in utilities at KSU for the Football Stadium Press Box.

Regents Institutions — Servicing New Buildings

Staffing Total Gov. Rec. Senate Rec.
Institution Salaries FTE OOE Utilities Request Amount FTE _Amount FTE

KU

Lied Perf. Arts Center $ 48,750 00 $ 15863 $§ 59,063 $ 123,676 $ 123676 00 § 123,676 0.0
KSU

Football Stad. Press Box - 0.0 - 6,800 6,800 6,800 0.0 5892 0.0

Indoor Practice Facility 13,000 0.7 4,067 30,000 47,067 47,067 0.7 47,067 0.7

KSU-Salina

Paint Booth - 0.0 - 9,000 9,000 9,000 0.0 9,000 0.0

WSU

Coleman Tennis Complex 3,900 0.2 934 3280 8114 8114 02 8114 02
Total $ 65650 09 $.20864 § 108143 § 194657 $ 194657 09 3§ 193749 09

4 a. Utilities. The current legislative practice is to provide a separate line item appropriation to each

university for utilities and to review utility expenditures during the current year to make any necessary adjustment to
the approved budget as well as the utility budget for the budget year. The Legislature typically reviews utility
expenditures and the potential for savings or supplementation in March. The legislative policy is based on the
following rationale: a separate line item for utilities permits close monitoring of appropriations and expenditures;
utility costs should be fully funded and the institutions should not be required to shift funds from other purposes to

finance utilities; and legislative budget review should focus on usage to assure that campuses are making efforts to
conserve,

The Senate Committee recommends that utility expenditures and the potential for savings or
supplementation be reviewed during second house review.

According to the Board office, based on revised utility expenditure through February, 1993, a net addition
of $389,953 is requested to fund the current year utility budgets. The Regents’ revised request is $292,462 more than
the amount included in the Governor’s recommendation. '

Regents Institutions — Utilities

FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1994 FY 1994

Institution Actual Gov. Rec, Rev. Req. Difference Request Gov. Rec. Rev. Req.
KU $ 5449359 § 5428564 § 5483824 § (55260) § 5487627 $§ 5,478,585 § 5,444,449
KSU 6,119,516 6,157,371 6,282,626 (125,255) 6,187,731 6,191,763 6,282,626
WsSuU 3,086,468 3,287,462 3,327,504 (40,042) 3,281,211 3,281,211 3,327,504
ESU 748,726 700,340 810,166 (109,826) 700,340 700,340 810,166
PSU 1,047,557 1,021,274 1,021,274 - 1,021,274 1,021,274 1,021,274
FHSU 831,516 876,217 935,787 (59,570) 876,217 876,217 935,787
KUMC 5,044,010 4,955,672 4,955,672 - 4,955,672 4,926,626 4,955,672

KSU-Salina 163,115 169,834 169,834 - 178,834 178,834 169,834
TOTAL $ 22490267 §$ 22596734 $ 22986687 $ _(389953) § 22688906 § 22,654,850 $ 22947312
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Mission Related Enhanccments

s 1. Library Enhancements. The purpose of the systemwide $3.5 million library enhancement request is
to integrate computer-based information resources into the Regents system to improve services to students and faculty
through resource sharing and to manage the continuing inflationary pressures on libraries. The proposal incorporates
the concept of electronically connecting the Regents libraries so that their combined resources are available to the
faculty, students, and staff at any campus with minimal difficulty caused by time and distance.

The proposal includes four programs. Electronic databases would provide faculty, staff and students
with use of powerful computer-based resources for education and research. Document delivery would improve the
capability of each campus to use the resources of the others. Computer catalog records would enable the Regents
libraries to complete the job of putting all of their current collections into their computer catalogs. Systemwide
connectivity would provide a systemwide network for using computer-based databases and catalogs.

The Governor’s recommendation for FY 1994 does not include financing or new FTE positions for the
library enhancement proposal. The Senate Committee concurs with the Governor and does not recommend funding
for library enhancements. The following table details the request for each institution.

Systemwide Library Enhancements - FY 1994
Electronic Document Computer
Databases Delivery Cataloging Connectivity TOTAL
Institution FTE Amount FIE Amount FTE Amount FIE Amount FIE Amount
KU 20 $ 304375 40 § 194,880 6.0 § 533,895 - § 489,350 120 $1,522,500
KSU 1.0 270,600 1.0 75,000 4.0 457,160 -- 51,240 6.0 854,000
wsu 20 83,750 1.0 28,800 15 143,450 = 108,000 45 364,000
ESU 1.0 100,075 1.0 36,700 - 8,340 - 33,385 2.0 178,500
PsSU - 87,540 1.0 31,410 - 26,000 - 16,050 1.0 161,000
FHSU 1.0 76,625 1.0 50,000 1.0 23,000 -- 7,875 3.0 157,500
KUMC 1.0 123,500 05 18,000 - 37,000 1.0 70,000 25 248,500
KSU-Salina - 14,000 - - - - 0.0 14,000
Total 80 § 1,060,465 95§ 434,790 125 -8 1,228.845 - e 1058775900507 81.07 0 $3,500,000
> 2. Minority Faculty Recruitment Enhancement. The Board of Regents requests a total of $1.8 million

from the State General Fund in FY 1994 for a salary reserve for the recruitment of minority faculty and $320,000 for
graduate minority students. According to the universities, minority faculty and graduate students play an important
function as role models for undergraduate minority students. Often these students are at risk of becoming drop-outs
because they come to college underprepared and from first generation, low-income families. Attracting qualified
minority faculty and graduate assistants is difficult, especially if a university is located in a relatively small community
without a large minority population. A systemwide request of $1,839,000 would be used to enhance selected faculty
salaries, making the salary more competitive with that available elsewhere to qualified minority faculty candidates.
A request of $320,000, which is contained in the Board office budget, would be used to create a number of minority
graduate student fellowships. The request is detailed in the following table.

The Governor does not recommend the minority faculty recruitment reserve, but does recommend $200,000
for the proposed Graduate Minority Fellowship Program.

The Senate Committee reviewed the Regents systemwide request for recruitment of minority faculty. The
Committee concurs with the Governor’s recommendation not to recommend the minority faculty recruitment reserve.
The Committee does not recommend funding for the Graduate Minority Fellowship Program.
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Regents Institutions — Minority Faculty Recruitment Request
FY 1994 Requested Senate
Institution Request FTE Gov. Rec. Comm. Rec.
KU $ 594,000 13.0 - -
KSU 388,000 6.2 - -
WSU 239,000 6.0 - -
ESU 93,000 1.0 - -
PSU 93,000 2.5 - -
FHSU 93,000 -- - -
KUMC 163,000 -- - --
KSU-Extension - 134,000 - -- --
KSU-Vet.Med. 30,000 - - -
KSU-Salina 12,000 -- - =
Subtotal-Faculty $ 1,839,000 28.7 - -
Board Office (Graduate
Minority Fellowships) 320,000 - 200,000 -
TOTAL $_ 2159000 28.7 $ 200000 $ -

The table below compares the racial and ethnic composition of faculty and students at Regents universities
with the Kansas population,

Regents Institutions — Racial and Ethnic Classifications for University Faculty

Kansas Pop. Faculty Students
Racial Ethnic Category No. % No. % No. %
White 2,190,522 88.41% 3,641 91.53% 68,455 87.48%
African American 140,761 5.68 48 121 2,640 337
Hispanic American 93,670 378 50 126 1,619 2,07
Asian American 30,814 1.24 231 5.81 1,860 238
American Indian 20,363 0.82 8 0.20 577 0.74
Other/Unknown 1,442 0.06 0 0.00 3,097 3.96
Total , : 2471572 100.0% 3,978

* Does not include 5,382 non-resident aliens attending Regents institutions.

Notes:
1. Kansas population is based on 1991 Census data.

2. Faculty reflects fulltime faculty reported in Institutional Reports to Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission.
3. Students are headcount reported in Fall, 1992.

Regents Systemwide 33

52



Capital Improvements

Capital improvement recommendations are considered in the individual institutional budgets with the
exception of a Regents’ request for a systemwide rehabilitation and repair account. Funds are allocated to each
institution by a nonweighted square footage formula. The 1991 Legislature approved a multi-year appropriation from
the Kansas Educational Building Fund (EBF) for rehabilitation and repair projects at the institutions as follows: FY
1991 -- $8,000,000; FY 1992 -- $9,000,000; FY 1993 -- $10,000,000; FY 1994 -- $10,000,000; FY 1995 -- $10,000,000.
The Regents request that the Legislature extend the multi-year appropriation to FY 1996 ($8,000,000) and FY 1997
($12,000,000).

At this time, the Governor does not recommend extending the multi-year appropriation to FY 1996 and
FY 1997.

The Senate Committee recommends extending the multiyear appropriation for FY 1996 ($10 million) and
FY 1997 ($10 million), as recommended by the Joint Committee on State Building Construction.

Other Information

1. Peer Comparisons. The peer comparisons are based on the concept comparing Regents institutions
to a set of selected similar institutions. Peer institutions were first selected by a Regents’ task force in 1976 from states
whose ability to support public education, higher education patterns, and populations were determined to be relatively
similar to that of Kansas. The major basis for comparison was similarity in program responsibilities. Comparison
institutions were to be similar in enrollment measures and broad "missions.” In addition, the institutions had to be
publicly controlled and comparable with regard to image, expenditures, emphasis, headcount, enrollment, and doctoral
enrollment. Institutions were not to be from either heavily or sparsely populated states, and no peer group was to
be larger than five institutions. Each Regents university conducts a comprehensive cost study on each of its peer
institutions using definitions and procedures developed by the Regents Task Force. The studies include data on faculty
salaries and fringe benefits, classified salaries and benefits, student wages, computing support, and other operating
expenditures. The institutions collect information on general use funds. Approximately 85 percent of the total
operating budget of the peer institution is examined; however, activities such as public services, athletics, and utilities
are excluded. The study makes it possible to compare costs between each Regents institution and its peers. The peer
institutions designated by the Board of Regents are listed in the table below:
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Regents Institution

Regents Designated Peers

Peer Institution

University of Kansas

Kansas State University

Wichita State University

Emporia State University
Fort Hays State University
Pittsburg State University

University of Colorado

University of Iowa

University of N. Carolina -- Chapel Hill
University of Oklahoma

University of Oregon

Colorado State University
Iowa State University
North Carolina State Univ.
Oklahoma State University
Oregon State University

University of Akron

Portland State University

Virginia Commonwealth Univ.

University of North Carolina — Greensboro
University of Wisconsin — Milwaukee
Western Michigan University

Eastern New Mexico University
Murray State University
Western Carolina University
Central Oklahoma University
Eastern Washington University
Northern Arizona University

a. Relative Funding for Regents Institutions. The following tables display each university’s funding relative
to its peers, including a comparison of instructional faculty salaries.

Comparison of Funding at Regents Institutions to Average of Designated Peers

Overall Relative Funding

Revised

FY 1986 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991

KU 85.9% 82.7% 82.6% 84.0% 872% 80.8%
KSU 85.8 794 81.6 82.0 80.5 80.0
WwSsuU 86.3 852 80.0 79.9 80.7 843
ESU 932 88.1 90.8 93.2 91.5 84.9
PSU 89.1 81.0 71.7 84.4 87.0 89.5
FHSU 829 80.9 84.2 877 932 913

Systemwide 86.4% 822% 82.0% 83.5% 84.6% 82.4%

Source: Kansas Board of Regents, Compiled from Institutional Peer visit, using Kansas Cost Study
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Readtive Funding of Instructional Faculty Salaries, FY 1987-1992

FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992

KU 92.1% 88.6% 90.9% 92.1% 88.8% 88.0%
KSU 91.8 874 89.6 91.6 90.5 90.2
wSsuU 89.2 882 89.7 90.3 89.3 90.2
ESU 89.5 872 90.0 928 90.4 90.3
PSU 89.9 894 92.6 92.6 91.8 912
FHSU 86.7 84.8 90.6 94.4 91.8 90.8
System Total 90.9% 87.9% 90.4% 92.3% 89.9% 89.5%

Source: Kansas Board of Regents.

2. Cost Per Student. The methodology developed for the cost study can also be used to compare costs
per student among the Regents universities for various educational levels. The cost study data are the basis for the
next table which describes actual education and physical plant expenditures per FTE student per semester at each of
the institutions.

Total General Use Expenditures (Education
and Physical Plant) Per FTE Student Per Semester — FY 1992

KU KSU Wwsu ESU PSU FHSU System
Lower Division b 2,093 § 1,947 § 2369 $ 2,227 § 229 § 2511 § 2,154
Upper Division 3,177 2,738 3,227 2,727 2,912 3,105 2,997
Combined Undergrad. 2,566 2,330 2,722 2,447 2,563 2,783 2,531
Graduate 1 2,620 3,103 2,648 2,193 2,143 2,293 2,615
Graduate 2 6,398 6,758 8,904 - - - 6,713
Combined Graduate 3,289 3,905 2,866 2,193 2,143 2,293 3,147
Gross Avg. Per FTE ’ 2,748 2,604 2,744 2,392 2,481 2,691 2,656

Source: Kansas Board of Regents

93-5185
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Attachment No.

SUMMARY OF MISSION AND ROLE, 1992-2000

(Compiled by Staff of the Board of Regents)

University of Kansas
Primary Institutional Descriptors:
1. major comprehensive research and teaching university
2, membership in Association of American Universities
3. fosters a multicultural environment
4. center for learning, scholarship, creative endeavor
5. balances quality undergraduate and professional programs with advanced graduate programs

Primary Service Area:
1. first Kansas, then the nation and the world

2. programs offered throughout the state, particularly Lawrence, Kansas City, Wichita, Topeka,
Parsons

3. international dimension is critical part of mission

Range and Level of Degree Programs:

1. undergraduate and graauate

Areas of Unique or Special Responsibility:
1. offers a broad array of advanced graduate programs
2. international distinction enriches undergraduate experience



University of Kansas h.cdical Center

Primary Institutional Descriptors:

1. research, education, patient care, and community service involving multiple constituencies at state
and national level

2, leadership in the discovery of new knowledge and the development of programs in research,
education, patient care

3, maintain recognized research programs to advance health sciences; educate health care
professionals; provide high quality patient-centered health care and health related services

Primary Service Area:

1. nationally and internationally recognized research programs primarily serving Kansas

2. health care services for Kansas, the region, and the nation

Range and Level of Degree Programs:

1. undergraduate through graduate

Areas of Unique or Special Responsibility:

1. primary responsibility for education of health care professionals in the state

2, medical care through the University hospital

Kansas State University

Primary Institutional Descriptors:
1. comprehensive )
2. research

3. land grant, including extension

4, quality within a changing world and diverse society

Primary Service Area:

1. first Kansas, then nation and world

DYy



Range and Level of D, e Programs:
1. undergraduate and graduate

2. masters and doctoral level

Areas of Unique or Special Responsibility:

1. coordinated teaching, research, and extension services fulfills land grant mandate
Wichita State University

Primary Institutional Ddsuiptors:

1. strives to be a comprehensive, metropolitan university of national stature
2. programs in arts and sciences, business, engineering, education, fine arts, health professions

3. encompasses teaching and learning; scholarship, including research, creative activity, artistic
performance; public and community service

4, scholarship in support of instruction and community service, and to contribute to knowledge and
understanding
Primary Service Area:

1. city of Wichita and south central Kansas

2. statewide and national audiences for service activities

Range and Level of Degree Programs:

1. associate through doctoral degrees

Areas of Unique or Special Responsibility:

1. offers non-degree programs designed to meet the specialized educational and training needs of
individuals and organizations in South Central Kansas

2. public service addressed to artistic and cultural agencies; business and industry; community,
education, government, health, and labor organizations

Emporia State University

Primary Institutional Descriptors:

1. comprehensive Regents university



2, student center. , central mission is to develop life-long lear.. ..g skills, impart society’s cultural
heritage, and education and prepare for professions and advanced study

3. research focuses primarily on the scholarship of integrationh, application and teaching

4. programs of national distinction in Education and Library Information Management

Primary Service Area:

1 primarily serving residents of Kansas

2. graduate programs serve needs and provide leadership in the region, the state and the Great
Plains area

3. service in supp(l)rt’ of educational advancement, economic development and cultural enrichment

for the region and state

Range and Level of Degree Programs

1.

2.

baccalaureate to education specialist

Ph.D. in Library Information Management will be referenced if it is approved by the Board in
March, 1993

Areas of Unique or Special Responsibility

1.

Education and Library Information Management

Fort Hays State University

Primary Institutional Descriptors:

1. regional university

2. instruction in computerized environment

3. undergraduate liberal education including the humanities, fine arts, social /behavioral sciences and
natural/physical sciences

Primary Service Area:

1. principally western Kansas

2.

public service to community, region, state

Range and Level of Degree Programs:

L

pre-professional



2.  professional
3. masters

4, education specialist degrees

Areas of Unique or Special Responsibility:

1. undergraduate liberal education

2. integration of computers and telecommunications

3 scholarship links teachers and students, teaching and learning, theory with practice

4. cultural center of western Kansas

Pittsburg State University

Primary Institutional Descriptors:

1 comprehensive, regional university

2. programs in arts, sciences, business, education and technology and applied sciences
3 scholarship and creativity to add vitality to teaching

4. promotes broad and interactive international perspective

Primary Service Area:
1. southeast Kansas
2, statewide in technology and economic development

3. national and international in technology

Range and Level of Degree Programs:

1. undergraduate and graduate programs

Areas of Unique or Special Responsibility:

1. statewide mission in technology and economic development through partnerships with secondary

and postsecondary educational institutions, businesses and industry
2. preserves heritage of the region

3. programs of professional and community services primarily to citizens of southeast Kansas
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Attachment No. 2

 DECEMBER,
1992

ORGANIZATION AND TIMETABLE FOR BOARD ACTION
ON THE 1992 MISSION STUDY

DECEMBER,
1992
JANUARY, 1993

FEBRUARY, 1993

Universities Present Plans
for:

1. MISSION

2. ROLE

3. ASPIRATION

4. PROGRAM REVIEW

Staff Provides Analysis of
Institutional Recom-
mendations on Mission and
Role

Board Acts on Statements
of Mission and Role

Board Lifts Moratorium on
New Degree Requests;
Action on New and Pend-
ing Degree Requests in
March, 1993

Staff and COCAO to
Review

1. Gaps and Overlaps in
Aspiration Statements

2. Unmet Program Needs
Caused by Proposed
Program Discontinuance

3. Remaining Program
Duplication

Board Acts on Statements
of Aspiration

Staff Analysis to Include
Fiscal Summary of Program
Review

Board Authorizes the Insti-
tutions to Implement Pro-
gram Recommendations

Institutions Initiate Pro-
gram Discontinuance Pro-
cedures and Report to the
Board at the Completion of
Campus Actions

siders New and Pending
Degree Requests

Board of Regents Con- '

Regents Universities
Report to the Board on
Progress Toward Mission,
Including Responses to
Strategic Initiatives

Board Considers and Acts
Upon Institutional Recom-
mendations on Strategic
Initiatives




Attachment
FY 1993 Faculty Retirement Contribution Rates
Comparison of Kansas Board of Regents Retirement
Plan with Retirement Plans at Peer Institutions

University/
System State
Defined Defined
Contrib. Benefit Contribution Rate
— Plan = __Plan _ Emplover _ Employee Comments
Kansas Regents Universities X 8.00% 5.00%
KU Peers
Univ. of Colorado X 8.00 6.00
Univ. of Iowa 0 X 6.67 333 Prior to 5 yrs. service/1st $4,800
10.00 5.00 Prior to 5 yrs. service/bal. of salary
10.00 5.00 After 5 yrs. service/total salary
Univ. of North Carolina X 8.35 6.00
X 6.46 6.00 Faculty may choose either plan
Univ. of Oklahoma X 2.00 6.00 First $25,000 of salary (mandatory)
2.00 11.00 Next $25,000-840,000 satary (optional)
X 15.00 0.00 Applicable to salary beyond $9,000
Faculty participate in both plans
Univ. of Oregon X 16.83 0.00
KSU Peers
Colorado State Univ. X 11.60 8.00
Iowa State Univ. X 6.67 333 Prior to S yrs. service/1st $4,800
10.00 5.00 Prior to 5 yrs. service/bal. of salary
10.00 5.00 After 5 yrs. service/total salary
North Carolina State Univ. X 8.35 6.00
X 6.46 6.00 Faculty may choose either plan
Oklahoma State Univ. X 2.00 6.00 First $25,000 of salary (mandatory)
2.00 11.00 Next $25,000-$40,000 salary (optional)
X 10.00 5.00 Applicable to salary beyond $7,800
. Faculty participate in both plans
Oregon State Univ. X 16.83 0.00
WSU Peers
Univ. of Akron X 14.00 9.25
Portland State Univ, ’ X 16.83 0.00
Virginia Commonwealth Univ. X 10.40 0.00 Faculty may choose either plan
- X 10.12 0.00
Univ. of N.C. - Greensboro X 8.35 6.00
X 6.46 6.00 Faculty may choose either plan
Univ. of Wisconsin-Milwaukee X 14.10 0.10
Western Michigan Univ. X 11.00 0.00
ESU, PSU, FHSU Peers
Univ. of Northern Arizona X 7.00 7.00 Faculty may choose either plan
X 359 359
Murray State Univ. X 13.84 6.16
Eastern New Mexico Univ. X 7.60 7.60 Faculty may choose cither plan
X 7.60 7.60 ’ ‘
Western Carolina Univ. X 835 6.00
X 6.46 6.00 Faculty may choose either plan
Central Oklahoma Univ. X 2.00 6.00 First $25,000 of salary (mandatory)
2.00 11.00 Next §25,000-840,000 salary (optional)
X 4.00 0.00 Faculty participate in both plans
Eastern Washington Univ. X 5.00 5.00 If employee under age 35
7.50 7.50 If employee age 35 to 50
10.00 10.00 If employee over age 50 (optional)

Survey conducted by Kansas Board of Regents




Kansas Legislative Research Department March

Regents General Use Systemwide Budgetary Priorities, Governor’s Recommendations, Senate Committee Recommendations

(In Millions)
Regents  Governor’s Senate House
Item Request Rec.** Notes Rec. Notes Rec. Notes
INSTITUTIONAL OPERATING BUDGETS
(Systemwide Issues include items 1-5)
1. Salaries and Compensation
a. Annualization of FY 93 Salary Increases 3§25 §25 Concur $ 25 Concur
b. Unclassified Salaries (4.5%) 172 113 3% merit pool 94 2.5% merit pool
c. Classified Salaries (step + longevity) 31 31 Concur 31 Concur
d. Recruitment of Minority Faculty 18 0.0 Does not recommend 0.0 Does not recommend
e. Increase of 1% Retirement 29 27 Concur, dollars less due to different 0.0 Does not recommend pending
bases passage of legislation
f. Student Wages (5%) 0.4 0.4 Concur 0.2 2.5% increase
g. Fringe Benefit Adjustments 6.1 6.1 Concur, uses most recent rates 6.1 Concur
h. Shrinkage Rate Adjustment 13 0.0 Does not recommend 0.0 Does not recommend; except
FHSU, KSU-Salina, KSU-
ESARP
2. Other Operating Expenditures (6%) 6.0 4.0 4% increase 34 3.5% increase
3. Enroliment Adjustment 18 1.8 Concurs 20 Concurs, except for $0.2 for ESU
4. Servicing New Buildings 0.2 0.2 Concurs 0.2 Concurs except for $900 reduc-
tion at KSU-Football Stadium
. press box
5. Library Enhancement 35 0.0 Does not recommend 0.0 Does not recommend
6. Other Enhancements 0.0 1.0 KU (Law School), KUMC (nurse 12 KU (law school), KUMC (nurse
practitioner and faculty locum tenens pract., locum tenens); KSU (for-
programs), KSU (labor center) est inventory)
TOTAL ~ FY %4 $468 $331 $28.1
- Fee Release (FY 93) 03 0.0 Does not recommend 03 Recommends
FINANCIAL AID IMPROVEMENTS*
1. Student Financial Aid Programs:
a. Regents Supplemental Grant Program 23 23 Concurs 23 Concurs
b. Expand State Scholarship Program 0.5 0.0 Does not recommend 0.0 Does not recommend
c. Fee Waivers for Talented Non-residents 0.3 0.0 Does not recommend 0.0 Does not recommend
d. Fee Waivers for Scholars 0.1 0.0 Does not recommend 0.0 Does not recommend
e. Other Financial Aid Programs . 0.0 0.5 30.2 for new Minority Fellowship 03 Other Financial Aid Prog.

Program; 0.3 Other Existing Programs

$32 528 $26

- TOTAL - FY 94

* Designated 2 percent of 1994 tuition increase ($2.8 million) for student financial aid. ~ ** Reflects Budget Amendment No. 1.
93-5185

eb;?



