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MINUTES OF THE HOUSE SELECT COMMITTEE ON HIGHER EDUCATION.
The meeting was called to order by Chairperson David Adkins at 9:00 a.m. on January 20, 1998 in Room
423-S of the Capitol.

All members were present except Representative Howell who was on excused absence.

Committee staff present: Julian Efird, Legislative Research Department
Carolyn Ramey, Legislative Research Department
Leah Robinson, Legislative Research Department
Jim Wilson, Revisor of Statutes
Avis Swartzman, Revisor of Statutes
Leona Fultz, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: Representative Empson
Representative Reinhardt

Others attending: See attached list

Representative Adkins introduced Julian Efird. He presented the committee with handouts entitled Higher
Education Committee at a Glance, Kansas Postsecondary Education Profile, Comparative Analysis of
Postsecondary Studies, Comparison of Postsecondary Education in Kansas, Kansas Legislative Council, and
State Education Governance Structures. (Attachments 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6,). Mr. Efird then introduced Carolyn
Ramey who presented the committee with a handout entitled Postsecondary Educational Governance
Structures. (Attachment 7) . Representative Adkins then introduced Representative Cindy Empson who
gave a presentation on 1997 Special Committee on Community College Governance. (Attachment 8)
Representative Richard Reinhardt also gave comments to the committee.

The committee meeting adjourned and the next meeting was scheduled for Wednesday, January 21, 1998 at
9:00 a.m.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not been transcribed
verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not been submitted to the individuals 1
appearing before the committee for editing or comrections.
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Higher Education Committee at 2 Glance

Committee members:
David Adkins, R-Leawood, Chairman
Joe Kejr, R-Brookville, Vice Chair
Mike Farmer, R-Wichita
Andrew Howell, R-Fort Scott
Shari Weber, R-Herington
Ed McKechnie, D-Pittsburg, Ranking Minority
Jim Garner, D-Coffeyville
Henry Helgerson, D-Wichita
Jan Pauls, D-Hutchinson

Committee Goals:
(1) a review of the several studies of Post secondary education funding,

coordination and governance over the years, in particular the report of the Joint
Committee from the 1997 interim session

(2). determine the most effective and cost-efficient method of governance or
coordination for public post secondary institutions within Kansas

determine if Kansas’ institutions have world class attributes and if targeted
excellence funds would help institutions meet those goals

(4). review the current use of technology and examine the potential for
greater use of technology in preparing Kansas students for the next century

(5). review the equity of faculty salaries in Kansas to determine if Kansas is
competitive in attracting and retaining world class faculty

(6). review the current funding mechanism of Kansas higher education
institutions to determine the potential for a more economic use of Kansas’ resources

(7). determine if property taxes currently used to fund some functons can be
replaced by other revenue sources

Time line:
- initial report by 30th day of the session
- issue final report prior to sine die

Select Committee on Higher Education
January 20, 1998
Attachment 1



1997 SpeciAL COMMITTEE ON COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOVERNANCE

Proposed Coordination Changes students with over 64/72 credit
. hours.
In regard to community colleges:
® Provides an operating grant to com-
® Authorizes elector petitions for munity colleges when state aid in-
consideration by local boards of creases do not reduce mill levies to
mergers of community colleges with 20 or less (shown in calculations in
community colleges and/or area the table on the next page).
vocational technical schools.
' ® Provides an exemption from the
L Enhances noninstitutional mergers. current tax lid and places a 20-mill
limitation on the general, vocational,
) Institutes a 5-year planning cycle and and employee benefit funds.

annual reports on progress. - -
Proposed Washburn University
o Requires state to compile and Funding Plan

monitor performance indicators.

@ Repeals out-district tuition and in-
] Provides state review of institutional creases the state operating grant to
missions and instructional programs offset any lost revenue.
® Changes the credit hour definition. ® Establishes an equity grant and funds
, one-fifth in the first year of the cal-
® Coordinates distance learning. culated cost difference between
community colleges and Washburn.
] Increases LEPC authority.
Estimated Cost of Proposed
Proposed Community College State Funding Plans
State Aid Plan In Millions *
. Repeals out-district tuition. State Support FY 1999 FY 1998 Difference
® Increases out-district state aid from Cmnty Colleges
$24 to $36 per credit hour. Credit Hour Aid  § 547 § 415 & 133
. ) Out-District Aid 19.9 12.2 7.7
® Increases credit hour state aid from _
$30.50 tO $38 DEr Credlt hOur. General State Aid 10.6 2.6 8.0
Operating Grant 257 0 2.7
® Increases general state aid from — z Wi @ — -

$2,642,771 to $10,642,845,

Washburn Uni,

] Increases the vocational education Operating Grant 8.0 75 % 0.5
multiplier from 1.5 to 2.0 for the 14 Equity Grant 0.9 0.0 0.9
community colleges that do not have
area vocational school designation. e ¢ ba % 758 14

Grand Total $ 96.9 63.8 $ 33.1
® Hepeals the academic out-district *Note: May not add due to rounding.

credit hour state aid limitation for

1997 Community College Governance Committee Summary of Recommendations prepared 12/17/97 by KLRD
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1997 SpeciAL COMMITTEE ON COMMUNITY COLLEGE (GOVERMANCE

Proposed Coordination Changes

In regard to community colleges:
Authorizes elector petitions for
consideration by local boards of
mergers of community colleges with
community colleges and/or area
vocational technical schools.

Enhances noninstitutional mergers.

Institutes a 5-year planning cycle and
annua! reports on progress.

Requires state to compile and
monitor performance indicators.

Provides state review of institutional
missions and instructional programs

Changes the credit hour definition.

Coordinates distance learning.

students with over 64/72 credit
hours.

Provides an operating grant to com-
munity colleges when state aid in-
creases do not reduce mill levies to
20 or less (shown in calculations in
the table on the next page).

Provides an exemption from the
current tax lid and places a 20-mill
limitation on the general, vocational,
and employee benefit funds.

Proposed Washburn University

Funding Plan

Repeals out-district tuition and in-
creases the state operating grant to
offset any lost revenue.

Establishes an equity grant and funds
one-fifth in the first year of the cal-
culated cost difference between

community colleges and Washburn.
< Increases LEPC authority.

Estimated Cost of Proposed

Proposed Community College State Funding Plans

State Aid Plan In Millions *
e Repeals out-district tuition. State Support FY 1999 FY 1998 Difference
® Increases out-district state aid from Emnty Colleces
$24 to $36 per credit hour. Credit Hour Aid  § 547 § 415 & 133
) . Out-District Aid 19.9 12.2 7.7
® Increases credit hour state aid from
$30-50 to $38 per Credi.t ho“r. General State Aid 10.6 2.6 8.0
Operating Grant 2.7 0 2.7
& .
Increases general state aid from — : Wi B A & 317

$2,642,771 to $10,642,845.

[ ] Increases the vocational education Operating Grant 80 4 7.5 ¢ 0.5
multiplier from 1.5 to 2.0 for the 14

. Equity Grant 0.9 0.0 0.9

community colleges that do not have
area vocational school designation. e ¥ &e 75 # 14
Grand Total § 96.9 $ 63.8 33.1

] Repeals the academic out-district
credit hour state aid limitation for

*Note: May not add due to rounding.

1997 Community College Governance Committee Summary of Recommicndations prepared 12/17/97 by KLRD
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- SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

Education Governance

SUMMARY: The Committee recommends an
amendment to the Kansas Constitution for the
purpose of equalizing the powers of the State
Board of Education with those of the State Board
of Regents by removing the self-executing
powers of the State Board of Education. The
Committee also recommends legislation to
change from partisan to nonpartisan the election
of State Board of Education members. In con-

nection with its consideration of this bill, the -

Legislature should evaluate the merits of con-
ducting State Board of Education and local
board of education elections at the same time.

BACKGROUND

The study topic, requested by the Chairper-
son of the Senate Committee on Education, was
directed toward the issue of education gover-
nance in Kansas generally but also included
specific reference to five measures impacting
education governance that were introduced in
the 1997 Session.

Following is a brief summary of the legisla-
tive proposals (S.C.R. 1607 and S.B. 359 are
companion measures),

S.C.R. 1607. S.C.R. 1607 proposes to
amend the Education Article (Article 6) of the
Kansas Constitution to provide the following:

® The Legislature is delegated responsibility
for establishing a system of public education
that is organized and changed as provided
by law. (Similar to current provision.)

® The Legislature is directed to make suitable
provision for governance of the system of
public education and schools and institu-
tions that are a part of the system. This
includes the authority to create and pre-
scribe the powers and duties of any "instru-
mentalities of governance,” as may be

% S5.B. 406 and S.C.R. 1615 accompany this report.

1997 Education

deemed necessary.

® Public elementary and secondary schools
are required to be maintained, operated,
and managed by locally elected boards.
(Similar to current provision.)

® Public institutions of postsecondary educa-
tion and other public education institutions
provided by law are to be operated and
managed under state supervision as pro-
vided by law. :

® The Legislature is directed to make suitable
provision for financing of the system of
public education. In this respect, the Legis-
lature is authorized to levy a permanent tax
for the system of public education and to
provide for the apportionment of the pro-
ceeds thereof.

® The charging of tuition for attendance at any
public school or other public education
institution to persons who are required by
law to attend the school or institution is
prohibited. Fees (other than tuition) could
be charged when authorized by law. The
Legislature could authorize or require the
charging of tuition or other fees for atten-
dance at any public school or other public
education institution to persons not required
by law to attend. (Similar to current provi-
sion.)

® No religious sect or sects may control any
part of the public education funds. (This
provision currently is in the Constitution.)

5.B. 359. In the place of the current State
Board of Regents and State Department of
Education, the bill establishes the Kansas De-
partment of Education (KDOE), the head of
which is the Secretary of Education. The Secre-
tary is appointed by the Governor and con-
firmed by the Senate. The Secretary serves at
the Governor’s pleasure and has administrative
responsibility for KDOE.

Within KDOE, there is established the
divisions of: Higher Education, Community
Colleges and Vocational and Technical Educa-
tion, and Elementary and Secondary Education.

)4



/997

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

Education Governance

SUMMARY: The Committee recommends an
amendment to the Kansas Constitution for the
purpose of equalizing the powers of the State
Board of Education with those of the State Board
of Regents by removing the self-executing
powers of the State Board of Education. The
Committee also recommends legislation to
change from partisan to nonpartisan the election
of State Board of Education members. In con-
nection with its consideration of this bill, the
Legislature should evaluate the merits of con-
ducting State Board of Education and local
board of education elections at the same time.

BACKGROUND

The study topic, requested by the Chairper-
son of the Senate Committee on Education, was
directed toward the issue of education gover-
nance in Kansas generally but also included
specific reference to five measures impacting
education governance that were introduced in
the 1997 Session.

Following is a brief summary of the legisla-
tive proposals (S.C.R. 1607 and S.B. 359 are
companion measures).

S.C.R. 1607. S.C.R. 1607 proposes to
amend the Education Article (Article 6) of the
Kansas Constitution to provide the following:

® The Legislature is delegated responsibility
for establishing a system of public education
that is organized and changed as provided
by law. (Similar to current provision.)

® The Legislature is directed to make suitable
provision for governance of the system of
public education and schools and institu-
tions that are a part of the system. This
includes the authority to create and pre-
scribe the powers and duties of any "instru-
mentalities of governance," as may be

% 5.B.406 and S.C.R. 1615 accompany this report.

1997 Education

deemed necessary.

® Public elementary and secondary schools
are required to be maintained, operated,
and managed by locally elected boards.
(Similar to current provision.)

@ Public institutions of postsecondary educa-
tion and other public education institutions
provided by law are to be operated and
managed under state supervision as pro-
vided by law.

® The Legislature is directed to make suitable
provision for financing of the system of
public education. In this respect, the Legis-
lature is authorized to levy a permanent tax
for the system of public education and to
provide for the apportionment of the pro-
ceeds thereof.

® The charging of tuition for attendance at any
public school or other public education
institution to persons who are required by
law to attend the school or institution is
prohibited. Fees (other than tuition) could
be charged when authorized by law. The
Legislature could authorize or require the
charging of tuition or other fees for atten-
dance at any public school or other public
education institution to persons not required
by law to attend. (Similar to current provi-
sion.)

® No religious sect or sects may control any
part of the public education funds. (This
provision currently is in the Constitution.)

5.B. 359. In the place of the current State
Board of Regents and State Department of
Education, the bill establishes the Kansas De-
partment of Education (KDOE), the head of
which is the Secretary of Education. The Secre-
tary is appointed by the Governor and con-
firmed by the Senate. The Secretary serves at
the Governor’s pleasure and has administrative
responsibility for KDOE.

Within KDOE, there is established the
divisions of: Higher Education, Community
Colleges and Vocational and Technical Educa-
tion, and Elementary and Secondary Education.
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CO-CHAIR ' CO-CHAIR

KANSAS BOARD OF REGENTS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
700 SW HARRISON SUITE 1410 120 SE 10TH AVE

TOPEKA KS 46603-3760 : TOPEKA KS 468612-1182
(913) 296-3421 Fax (913) 2946-0983 1 (913) 296-3871 Fax (913) 296-7933

Report to the Legislative Educational Planning Committee
March 7, 1997

Governor Graves, Representative Empson and Members of the Legislative Educational Planning
Committee: Y % e '
As co-chairs of the Kansas Council on the Future of Postsecondary Education, we are pleased to
provide to ;ou the final report of the Council. This report is a follow-up to the one provided to the
Commiitee in August of 1996. The report provides some background information on the Council,
a discussion of the activities of the Council, and a surnmary of the Council’s conclusions and
recommendations.

Background

The Kansas Council on the Future of Postsecondary Education was established through House Bill
2553 of the 1995 Kansas Legislature. The Council was assigned responsibility for the development,
implementation, and monitoring of a comprehensive plan for Kansas postsecondary education. The
principal goal of the Council was to enhance the overall quality, responsiveness, and accountability of
the pcstsecondary education system in Kansas.

The Council was comprised of sixteen members, including four members of the State Board of
Education, four members of the State Board of Regents, one member of the Washburn Board of
Regents, one representative of the independent colleges and universities, two representatives of the
public appointed by the Governor, and four members of the Kansas Lagislature. The Council was
asked to present its report and recommendations to the Legislative Educational Planning Committee
on or before August 1, 1996, and submit copies of the report to the Governor and other authorities
represented on the Council.

Council Organization and Activities

The Council organized its work by establishing an Executive Committee and four Committees, each
of which was assigned specific topics found in the statute: (1) Financing Postsecondary Education; (2)
The Governance and Coordination of Postsecondary Education; (3) Postsecondary Academic
Programming; and (4) Access, Transfer and Articulation in Postsecondary Education. The four
Committees each identified the major issues that needed to be addressed and prepared an initial report
to the Executive Committee. The Executive Committee reviewed the array of issues and assigned to
each committee the responsibility for developing recommendations for addressing those issues.

The Council also contracted with the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems
(NCHEMS) for an environmental scan of the Kansas educational environment. The scan was intended
to provide a comprehensive description of the occupational, demographic, educational, and fiscal
realities facing the State. NCHEMS also provided a list of strategic directions that guided the work of

|- b
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PHYLLIS NOLAN KEVIN GILMORE

CO-CHAIR CO-CHAIR

KANSAS BOARD OF REGENTS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

700 SW HARRISON SUITE 1410 120 SE 10TH AVE

TOPEKA KS 64&603-3760 : TOPEKA KS 4646512-1182

(913) 2946-3421 Fax (913) 2260983 .t (?13) 2946-3871 Fax (213) 296-7933

Report to the Legislative Educational Planning Committee
March 7, 1997

Governc: Graves, Representative Empson and Members of the Legislative Educational Planning
Committee: S '

As co-chairs of the Kansas Council on the Future of Postsecondary Education, we are pleased to
provide to you the final report of the Council. This report is a follow-up to the one provided to the
Cormmittee in August of 1996, The report provides some backgrour:d !nformation on the Council,
a discussion of the activities of the Council, and a summary of the Council’s conclusions and

recommendations.

Background

The Kansas Council on the Future of Postsecondary Education was established through House Bill
2553 of .he 1995 Kansas Legislature. The Council was assigned responsibility for the development,
implementation, and monitoring of a comprehensive plan for Kansas postsecondary education. The
principal goal of the Council was to enhance the overall quality, responsiveness, and accountability of
the postsecondary education system in Kansas.

The Council was comprised of sixteen members, including four members of the State Board of
Education, four members of the State Board of Regents, ‘one member of the Washburn Board of
Regents, one representative of the independent colleges and universities, two representatives of the
public appointed by the Governor, and four members of the Kansas Legislature. The Council was
1sked to present its report and recommendations to the Legislative Educational Planning Committee
on or before August 1, 1996, and submit copies of the report to the Governor and other authorities
represented on the Council.

Council Organization and Activities

The Council organized its work by establishing an Executive Committee and four Committees, each
of which was assigned specific topics found in the statute: (1) Financing Postsecondary Education; (2)
The Governance and Coordination of Postsecondary Education; (3) Postsecondary Academic
Programming; and (4) Access, Transfer and Articulation in Postsecondary Education. The four
Committees each identified the major issues that needed to be addressed and prepared an initial report
to the Executive Committee. The Executive Committee reviewed the array of issues and assigned to
each committee the responsibility for developing recommendations for addressing those issues.

The Council also contracted with the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems
(NCHEMS) for an environmental scan of the Kansas educational environment. The scan was intended
to provide a comprehensive -description of the occupational, demographic, educational, and fiscal
realities facing the State. NCHEMS also provided a list of strategic directions that guided the work of
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November 26, 1996
Vision Statement:
To meet the challenges of living and working in a democratic, postindustrial society, Kansas will provide a system

of postsecondary institutions that prepare students to take responsibility for lifelong learning and to achieve
personal, social, and work-related goals. .

Policy Priorities:

L Kansans expect the public systam of postsecondary §ducation to be affordable and geographically
accessible. ’
2 Kansans expect the public system of postsccondary education to be seamless and capable of sustaining

lifelong learning.

3. Kansans expect high performance from both students and Postsecondary institutions.
4. Kansans expect the system of postsecondary institutions to be responsive to the educational needs of a

variety of constituents.

prepare students with multidimensional skills, knowledge, and attitudes relevant to living and working in a
democratic, postindustrial society. The demand for lifelong learning created in part by economic restructuring,
changing demographics, rapidly developing technology, and continuous change in work content requires that



ATTACHMENT 1

KANSAS COUNCIL ON THE FUTURE OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
November 26, 1996

Vision Statement:

To meet the challenges of living and working in a democratic, postindustrial society, Kansas will provide a system
of postsecondary institutions that prepare students to take responsibility for lifelong learning and to achieve
personal, social, and work-related goals. ‘

Policy Priorities:

& Kansans expect the public system of postsecondalylgducation to be affordable and geographically
accessible. )

2, Kansans expect the public System of postsecondary education to be seamless and capable of sustaining
lifelong learning.

3. Kansans expect high performance from both students and postsecondary institutions.

4. Kansans expect the system of Postsecondary institutions to be responsive to the educational needs of a
variety of constituents.

5 Kansans expect the system of postsecondary education to be respected and trusted.

Rationale:

Lifelong learning is the heart of the postsecondary education system. Iifelong learning requires that institutions
prepare students with multidimensional skills, knowledge, and attitudes relevant to living and working in a
democratic, postindustrial society. The demand for lifelong learning created in part by economic restructuring,
changing demographics, rapidly developing technology, and continuous change in work content requires that
postsecondary institutions transform themselves into a seamless system that provides access to high quality
educational services for learners as they need them, when they need them, and wherever they need them. F unding
formulas for postsecondary institutions should provide intended and productive incentives for this transformation,



Option A. Continuation of Voiv

Joint Advisory Committee on Governance

Coordination of Postsecondary Education Wit Occur through a Joint Committee of Both State Boards

Dimensions

Functions and Responsibilities

Structural Change and Fit with Vision

Relationship of the Committee to Existing Boards
and Institutions.

* The Committee will provide a forum for discussion

of postsecondary issues which are forwarded by the
State Board of Education, the Board of Regents,
and/or the regional consortia.

Retain  voluntary membership and strongly
encourage participation in consortia of
postsecondary education.

No existing boards wiil be dissolved.

Membership of the Committee will consist of
representatives from Board of Education, Board of
Regents, the State Legislature, and members
appointed by the Governor.

Relationship of the Committee to Institutional
CEOs and Campus personnel.

Same as current responsibility.

Regional consortia will be used to discuss, refine,
and address the concems of the Committee and act
as a link in the statewide mission of providing a
seamless education system.

Relationship of the Committee to the Executive
and Legislative Branches of State Government.

In cooperation with the Executive and Legislative
branches, the Committee will develop a vision and
strategic plan containing recommendations for
coordinating postsecondary education in Kansas.

Development of a strategic plan and policy
recommendations will build a closer working
relationship between postsecondary education
institutions, the Governor, and the State
Legis_lature.

al =/

Responsibilities for Academic Programming and
Planning

The Committee will be responsible for making
recommendations of policy and programming
priorities for academic extension/distance learning
for postsecondary education and for coordinating
the review and approval of service areas.

The Committee will make recommendations for
(1) a format for common and specific performance
indicators  for all postsecondary education
institutions and (2) a standard data base for
information about all postsecondary education
institutions.

The Committee will explore and make
recommendations on issues regarding articulation,
transfer, and access to postsecondary education in
the State.

The Committee will make recommendations to
ensure a seamless system of postsecondary
education and eliminate unnecessary duplication.
The Committee will make recommendations to
ensure that Kansans will have access to a full
range of affordable academic and technical
programs.

Date collection and planning capabilities of the
Board of Regents and State Board of Education
will need to be expanded to fulfill accountability
expectations jn vision statement relating to student
information system and follow-up on student
success,




Option A. Continuation of Voluntary Joint Advisory Committee on Governance

Coordination of Postsecondary Education Will Occur through a Joint Committee of Both State Boards

i~

Dimensions

Functions and Responsibilities

Structural Change and Fit with Vision

1. Relationship of the Conimittee to Existing Boards

and Institutions.

* The Committee will provide a forum for discussion

of postsecondary issues which are forwarded by the
State Board of Education, the Board of Regents,
and/or the regional consortia.

Retain  voluntary membership and strongly
éncourage participation in  consortia of
postsecondary education.

No existing boards will be dissolved.

Membership of the Committee will consist of
representatives from Board of Education, Board of
Regents, the State Legislature, and members
appointed by the Governor.

Relationship of the Committee to Institutional
CEOs and Campus personnel.

-

Same as current responsibility.

Regional consortia will be used to discuss, refine,
and address the concems of the Committee and act
as a link in the statewide mission of providing a
-seamless education system.

Relationship of the Committee to the Executive
and Legislative Branches of State Government.

In cooperation with the Executive and Legislative
branches, the Committee will develop a vision and
strategic plan containing recommendations for
coordinating postsecondary education in Kansas.

Development of a strategic plan and policy
recommendations will build a closer working
relationship between postsecondary education
institutions, the Govermnor, and the State
Legés_lamre.

Responsibilities for Academic Programming and
Planning

The Committee will be responsible for making
recommendations of policy and programming
priorities for academic extension/distance learning
for postsecondary education and for coordinating
the review and approval of service areas,

The Committee will make recommendations for
(1) a format for common and specific performance
indicators  for all postsecondary education
institutions and (2) a standard data base for
information about all postsecondary education
institutions.

The Committee will explore and make
recommendations on issues regarding articulation,
transfer, and access to postsecondary education in
the State.

The Committee will make recommendations to
ensure a seamless system of postsecondary
education and eliminate unnecessary duplication.
The Committee will make recommendations to
ensure that Kansans will have access to a full
range of affordable academic and technical
programs,

Date collection and planning capabilities of the
Board of Regents and State Board of Education
will need to be expanded to fulfili accountability
expectations jn vision statement relating to student
information system and follow-up on student
success.
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The Coordination of the Community Colleges and

Pormss s v g Couumaung soard

«ical Colleges/Schools is Shifted to the Kansas Board of Regents

Dimensions

Functions and Responsibilities

Structural Changes and Fit with Vision

L

Relationship of
Kansas Board of
Regents to Existing
Soards and
Institutions.

*

Board of Regents will retain goveming authority for Regents
universities and coordinating authority for Washburn. It will
assume coordinating authority for the community colleges and the
technical colleges/schools,

Local boards will have an advisory role to Board of Regents.
The community colleges, technical colleges/schools and Washburn
will continue to be governed locally. Local boards will retain all
authority not specifically addressed otherwise.

As part of planning responsibilities, the Board of Regents will
explore opportunities for institutional affiliations, mergers, and/or
consolidations and submit these recommendations to the Governor
and Legislature, Changes in institutional Bovernance may impact
local boards,

No new boards will be created; no existing boards will be
dissolved. The specific functions of local boards may be
modified as affiliations, mergers and/or consolidations are
explored.

The Board of Regents system of advisory councils will need
to be expanded to incorporate trustees of local boards into
policy process.

Relationship of
Kansas Board of
Regents to
Institutional CEOs
and Campus
Personnel.

Board of Regents will employ, evaluate and compensate CEQOs of
Regents universities; Board of Regents is officiai employer of
faculty and staff at Regents universities.

Local Boards will em ploy, evaluate and compensate CEQs, unless
the local boards’ are affected by affiliations, mergers, and/or
consolidations; local boards are officia employer of faculty and
staff at the community colleges.

Institutional CEQs, faculty and students will have an advisory role
to Board of Regents.

The Board of Regents system of advisory councils will need
to be expanded to incorporate councils for CEOs, faculty
and students into the policy process.

Board of Regents will have important role to ensure that a
process for evaluation and development of instruction will
be implemented at each institution.

Muliiple types of faculty appointments may require separate
policies, proc¥dures and expectations for employment,
tenure, and promotion.

Relationship of
Kansas Board of
Regents to Executive
and Legislative
Branches of State
Government.

In cooperation with the Governor and Legislature, the Board of
Regents will develop a plan and policy agenda for postsecondary
education, after appropriate consultation with the institutions and
local governing boards.

Board of Regents will develop and submit a consolidated annual
budget request for state general funds for all of public higher
education. Board of Regents will review requests for state funds
from all public postsecondary institutions,

Board of Regents will advocate for al| public higher education to
the Executive and Legislature.

Responsibility for planning and implementation of a policy
agenda may ensure a closer working relationship between
higher education as a whole and the Governor and
Legislature.

Presentation of & consolidated budget request to the
Governor and Legislature may impact legislative
appropriation processes. '




frssslgicudiwnaling soard

The Coordination of the Community Colleges and Technical Colleges/Schools is Shified to the Kansas Board of Regents

Dimensions

Functions and Responsibilities

Structural Changes and Fit with Vision

Relationship of
Kansas Board of
Regents to Existing
Boards and
Institutions.

Board of Regents will retain governing authority for Regents
universities and coordinating authority for Washburn, It will
assume coordinating authority for the community colleges and the
technical colleges/schools.

Local boards will have an advisory role to Board of Regents.
The community colleges, technical colleges/schools and Washburn
will continue to be governed locally. Local boards will retain all
authority not specifically addressed otherwise.

As part of planning responsibilities, the Board of Regents will
explore opportunities for institutional affiliations, mergers, and/or
consolidations and submit these recommendations to the Governor
and Legislature. Changes in institutional governance may impact
local boards.

No new boards will be created; no existing boards wiil be
dissolved. The specific functions of local boards may be
modified as affiliations, mergers and/or consolidations are
explored.

The Board of Regents system of advisory councils will need
to be expanded to incorporate trustees of local boards into
policy process.

Relationship of
Kansas Board of
Regents to
Institutional CEOs
and Campus
Personnel.

Board of Regents will employ, evaluate and compensate CEOs of
Regents universities; Board of Regents is official employer of
faculty and staff at Regents universities.

Local Boards will employ, evaluate and compensate CEOs, unless
the local boards’ are affected by affiliations, mergers, and/or
consolidations; local boards are officia] employer of faculty and
staff at the community colleges.

Institutional CEQs, faculty and students will have an advisory role
to Board of Regents.

The Board of Regents system of advisory councils will need
to Lo expanded to incorporate councils for CEOs, facuity
and students intc the policy process.

Board of Regents will have important role to ensure that a
process for evaluation and development of instruction will
be implemented at each institution.

Multiple types of faculty appointments may require separate
policies, proctdures and expectations for employment,
tenure, and promotion.

Relationship of
Kansas Board of
Regents to Executive
and Legislative
Branches of State
Government.

In cooperation with the Governor and Legislature, the Board of
Regents will develop a plan and policy agenda for postsecondary
education, after appropriate consultation with the institutions and
local governing boards.

Board of Regents will develop and submit a consolidated annual
budget request for state general funds for all of public higher
education. Board of Regents will review requests for state funds
from all public postsecondary institutions.

Board of Regents will advocate for all public higher education to
the Executive and Legislature.

Responsibility for planning and implementation of a policy
agenda may ensure a closer working relationship between
higher education as a whole and the Governor and
Legisiature.

Presentation of a consolidated budget request to the
Governor and Legislature may impact legislative
appropriation processes. :
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A New Coordinating Board

of Postsecondary Education is Created

Dimensions

Functions and Responsibilities

Structural Changes and Fit with Vision

Relationship of
Coordinating Board
to Existing Boards
and Institutions.

Cdordinating Board will assume coordinating authority for
Washburn, the community colleges, the technical colleges/schools,
and the Regents universities. :

Board of Regents will retain governing authority for Regents
universities. Coordination for Washbum University will be moved
to the new coordinating board.

Local boards will retain all authority not specifically addressed
otherwise,

Board of Regents and local boards will have advisory role to
Coordinating Board.

As part of master planning responsibilities, the Coordinating
Board wiil explore opportunities for institutional affiliations,
mergers, and consolidations and submit these recommendations to
the Governor and Legislature. Changes in institutional governance

may impact local boards.

No existing boards will be dissolved.

A Coordinating Board system of advisory councils will
need to be created and to incorporate representatives of the
Board of Regents and local boards into the policy process.

Relationship of
Coordinating Board
to Institutional CEOs
and Campus
Personnel.

Board of Regents will employ, evaluate and compensate CEOs of
Regents universities; Board of Regents is official employer of
faculty and staff at Regents universities.

Local Boards will embloy, evaluate and compensate CEQs, uniess
the local boards’ are affected by affiiiaiions, mergers, and/or
consolidations; local boards are official employer of faculty and
staff at Washburn, community colleges and other institutions.
Institutional CEOs, faculty and students will have an advisory role
to Coordinating Board.

Coordinating Board system of advisory councils will need
to incorporate councils for CEOs, faculty and shidents into
the policy process.

Coordinating Board will have important role to ensure that
a process for evaluation and development of instruction will
be implementedat each institution,

Hl—1

Relationship of
Coordinating Board
to Executive and
Legislative Branches

of State Government,

In cooperation with the Governor and Legislature, the
Coordinating Board will develop a plan and policy agenda for
postsecondary education, after appropriate consultation with the
institutions and their respective governing boards.

The Coordinating Board will develop and submit a consolidated
annual budget request for state general funds for all of public
higher education. The Coordinating Board will review requests
for state funds from all public postsecondary institutions.
Coordinating Board will advocate for all public higher education
to the Executive and Legislature.

Administration of state financial aid programs, conferring degree
granting authority and liaison with federal government will be
transferred to the new coordination board.

Responsibility for planning and implementation of a policy
agenda may ensure & closer working relationship between
higher education as a whole and the Governor and
Legislature.

Presentation of a consolidated budget request to the
Governor and Legislature may impact legislative
appropriation processes.




Responsibilities for
Academic
Programming and
Planning.

Coordinating Board will develop and implement a plan and policy
agenda for all public postsecondary education. The Coordinating
Board will review and approve mission, role and program
aspirations for all public postsecondary education.

Coordinating Board will review and approve requests for new
academic programs. The Coordinating Board will have program
review responsibilities for all public technical colleges/schools,
community colleges, Washburn and Regents universities,
including the authority to consolidate and terminate academic
programs.

Coordinating Board will have responsibility to establish off-
campus service areas and establish policy and programming
priorities for academic extension/distance leaming for all public
institutions.

Coordinating Board will establish (1) standard data base for
information about all public higher education institutions and (2)
format for common and specific performance indicators for all
public higher education institutions.

-

Coordinating Board will be accountable for ensuring that
Kansans will have access to full range of academic
programs.

Coordinating Board will be accountable for ensuring a
seamless system of postsecondary education and
eliminating unnecessary duplication.

Data collection and planning capabilities of the
Coordinating Board office will need to fulfili accountability
expectations in vision statement, particularly those relating
to student information system and follow-up on student
success.

Coordinating Board will be accountable for developing and
implementing assessment of studeri icarning in general
education and the major.

Coordinating Board will have a pivotal role in ensuring that
academic programs and transfer agreements are seamnless as
far as possible.

Coordinating Board will coordinate with other state
agencies in workforce training and higher education-
economic development activities. '

5.

Responsibilities for
Financing

Coordinating Board will establish tuition ranges for the institutions
and develop and implement rules and regulations for residency
requirements for resident/nonresident tuition.

Coordinating Board will review and approve requests for state
funds and advocate for a consolidated budget request to the
Governor and Legislature.

Coordinating Board will be accountable for ensuring that
tuition and fees do not present barriers to postsecondary
education.

In cooperation with the Governor and Legislature, the
Coordinating Bard will participate in the review of funding
approaches and fiscal incentives.
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Comparison of Statc ernance/Coordination Options:
Positive and Negative Implications

Options

Positive Implications

Negitive Implivatio

A. Continue Voluntary

Joint Advisory
Committee.

Maintain strengths of current system.

Allows existing boards to continue focusing on current
responsibilities and priorities.

State administrative overhead is not exorbitant.

Potential to support momentum established by the two state
boards before the Council on the Future was created.
Formalizes a direct relationship between the two State Boards
and the regional consortia,

Potential to develop a policy agenda for nigher education and
resolve issues across postsecondary sectors.

May limit state’s ability to fulfili the Council’s vision statement.
May not enable state to optimize alignment of resources with needs.

Without authority to mandate action, coordination may be difficult
to enforce; with authority, governance may be weakened.
Formalizing regional consortia may fragment state level
coordination.

Lacks an independent staff which can limit effectiveness of
Commiittee and both state boards.

B. Shift Coordination of

Community Colleges
and Vocational-
Technical Schools to
Board of Regents

Unites advocacy for higher education, consolidates budget
requests for higher education, consolidates accountability.
Unites regulatory authority for academic policy, planning and
programming, including transfer and articulation.

Potential to assess and address state needs, establish state policy
agenda for a seamless higher education system, establish state
mission for community colleges, pursue merger/affiliation
opportunities,

Governance authority remains split.

Local autonomy, responsiveness, and identity may be modified.
Board of Regents may have problems integrating missions and
roles of different institutions, given experience in four-year sector.
Without clear statutory direction coordinating board may be
tempted to cross boundary from coordination to governance.

A

. Establish a Coordinating

Board for Postsecondary
Education over local
boards and Board of
Regents

Unites advocacy for higher education.

Potential to assess and address state needs, develop state policy
a; °nda, analyze policy issues independently, consolidate budget
requests and promote accountability efforts.

Budget and program review and approval authority for all of
postsecondary education could improve coordination, including
transfer and articulation.

Adds an additional layer/costs to state bureaucracy.

Govemance authority remains fragmented; increases complexity.
Without statutory authority to mandate action, coordination
authority is meaningless. With statutory authority, governance may
be weakened.

Without clear statutory direction coordinating board may be
tempted to cross boundary from coordination to governance.
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MEMORANDUM

Kansas Legislative Research Department

300 S.W. 10th Avenue
Room 545-N — Statehouse
Topeka, Kansas 66612-1504
Telephone (913) 296-3181 FAX (913) 226-3824

March 31, 1994

To: House Committee on Education
From: Ad Hoc Postsecondary Education Restructuring Group

Re: Discussion Piece: A Proposal to Restructure Postsecondary Education

It is proposed that Washburn University, comnunity colleges, and area vocational schools
be given the option of coming under the supervision of the Kansas Board of Regents. That option involves
certain changes in governance, funding, and powers and duties of both the Board of Regents and the
institutions that come under its supervision. In addition, changes in funding are proposed for community
colleges that remain under the supervision of the State Board of Education. These changes are outlined
in the material that follows.

The proposal has the following major components.

Kansas Board of Regents and Existing Regents Institutions

The jurisdiction of the Board of Regents would be expanded statutorily to include any
institutions (community colleges, area vocational schools, and Washburn U niversity) that opt to come under
its supervision. The Board would be responsible for ensuring that coordination and cooperation is ongoing
between the Board of Regents and the State Board of Education and the private colleges and universities.
No change affecting existing Regents institutions is proposed, except to the extent that they would be
affected by affiliations they voluntarily enter into with other postsecondary institutions.

Washburn University

Washburn University would be given the option to become a freestanding Regents institution,
upon petition of the Washburn University Board of Regents to the State Board of Regents and subject to

and operating expenses. The mill levy for capital improvements would be limited to 3.0 mills and the rate
for University operations would be set at 13.5 mills.
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Major provisions of §.B. 779 include the following:

1. Upon the effective date of the transfer, all rights and liabilities of Washburn
University would be transferred to the Board of Regents, with the exception of
endowment property, outstanding general obligation bonds, and other contractual
obligations of the University.

2. Washburn employees would transfer into either the classified or unclassified
components of the Kansas civil service system. Classified employces would be
eligible as provided by statute for membership or participation in the Kansas Public
Employees Retirement System and unclassified employees would be eligible for
participation in the Regents retirement annuity plan under K.5.A 74-4925.

3. ARegents Graduate Center would be located on the campus of Washburn University
on the effective date of the transfer, to be administered by the State Board of
Regents. All graduate courses and programs made available in Shawnee County by
existing Regents institutions and by Washburn University, except for courses and
programs offered through the Washburn University School of Law, would be offered
through the Regents Graduate Center at Washburn University.

4.  One year preceding the effactive date of the transfer, the State Board of Regents shall
implement a review process to determine the graduate courses and programs to be
offered through the Regents Graduate Center at Washburn. Fach graduate program
at Washburn that is not approved to be offered through the Regents Graduate Center
or through the Washburn University School of Law will be phased out of operation.

5. On the effective date of the transfer, Washburn University will transfer to the state
balances of its funds in an amount to be determined by the Washburn University
Board of Regents and the State Board of Regents, of which one-fourth of the amount
transferred will be spent on University operations in each of the four succeeding
fiscal years.

6.  For the academic year following the effective date of the transfer and for each
academic year thereafter, until such time as the State Board of Regents determines
that the rates of Kansas resident undergraduate tuition for other Regents institutions
are comparable to the rate of the tuition at Washburn, the State Board shall submit
budget requests for Washburn which presume that the percentage of any tuition
increase for Washburn shall not exceed the percentage increase in the CPI-U.

Community Colleges

Implementation of this proposal would bifurcate stite supervision of community colleges.
Those institutions that do not choose to affiliate with the Board of Regents would be unaffected with
regard to governance or supervision by the State 5-ard of Education., (Unaffiliated community colleges,
however, would be affected by funding and other changes, which are described elsewhere in this
memorandum.) Those community colleges that wish to affiliate with a Regents institution vould become
Regents colleges and would come under the supervision of the Board of Regents.

- 18
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Governance, Supervision, and Local Roards. For those community colleges that remain
under the supervision of the State Board of Education, no change would be made in their relationship with
the State Board or with their boards of trustees. Those instinutions that become Regents colleges would
be required to affiliate with a Regents institution and would be subject to the control and supervision of
the Board of Regents. The head of the Regents institution with which the college affiliates would have
authority to review and approve or disapprove courses and programs offered by the affiliating institution,
including off-campus offerings, subject to final approval by the Board.

Local governing boards for institutions that become Regents colleges would continue.
Among their powers and duties would be the following:

1. Authority to levy propcrty taxes and to issue bonds.

2. Authority to conduct a search and to recornmend to the head of the affiliating
Regents institution the name of a person and that person’s salary to be considered for
the position of chief administrative officer of the college. The authority to hire and
fire the chief administrative officer would reside with the head of the Regents
institution, subject to the approval of the RBoard of Regents. The chief administrative
officer of the Regents college would report both to the board of trustees and to the
head of the affiliating Regents institution.

3. Upon the recommendation of the chief administrative officer of the college, authority
to appoint and to fix the salaries of school employees, including the head of any
affiliating technical college.

4.  Authority to determine the educational program of the college, including the
development of institutional mission statements and approval of programs and
courses to be offered, subject to the approval of the head of the affiliating Regents
institution and final approval of the Board of Regents.

5. Authority to set student tuition for the college and any affiliating technical college,
subject to applicable statutory ranges.

6.  Authority to enter into contracts.

7. Authority to purchase, receive, dispose of, and to enter into lease agreements
involving property owned or controlled by the college or affiliating technical college.

8.  Authority to serve in an advisory capacity to the head of the affiliating Regents
institution in matters affecting the college.

Funding. The major components of community college and Regents college funding are
listed below: -

1. State and county out-district tuition would be eliminated. Each county would be
required to impose a uniform property tax levy of 1.5 mills. In those counties in
which there is a community college, Regents college, or Washburn University, the
proceeds from the levy would be credited to the college district. (In the case of
Washburn University, proceeds from the levy on City of Topeka property would
be credited to the University.) Remaining proceeds from the levy would be
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credited to a state fund to be used to support community colleges and Regents
colleges.

2. Mill levies in support of Regents colleges would be capped at 25 mills, except that
those institutions that presently are levying more than 25 mills would be prevented
from increasing their levies over the current rates. (Community colleges that
remain under the supervision of the State Board of Education would be unaffected
by this provision.)

3. Student tuition for community colleges and Regents colleges would be set by the
college’s board of trustees, subject to a statutory range of $28 to $40 per hour for
Kansas residents. -

4..  State credit hour aid would be $50 for academic hours offered by a Regents college
and $40 for academic hours offered by a community college. Reimbursement for
vocational hours would be 1.5 times the applicable rate for academic hours, or $75
per hour for Regents colleges and $60 per hour for community colleges.

- General state aid to cornmunity colleges and Regents colleges would be increased.
(The recommendation is that the general state aid program be increased from $2.6
million to $15.0 million.)

6. State aid programs for community colleges would be administered by the State
Board of Education and state aid programs for Regents colleges would be
administered by the Board of Regents. However, there would be no change in the
distribution of certain federal funds currently allocated by the State Board of
Education that are required to be administered by a single board.

Area Vacational Schools and Technical Collc zes

There would be no change in a-2a vocational schools that remain under the State Board of
Fducation. Any arza vocational school that wants to offer a degree must become a technical college and
must affiliate with an existing Regents institution or a Regents college. Area vocational schools under
the State Roard of Education could not grant degrees. Technical colleges would have the authority to
contract with school districts to offer programs to secondary students.

Technical colleges that affiliate with a Regents college would be under the control of the
college board of trustees and would become a unit of the Regents college. The head of the technical
college would be appointed by the board of trustees upon the recommendation of the chief administrative
officer of the college and would report to the chief administrative officer. Technical colleges that affiliate
with an existing Regents institution would become a unit of the Regents institution. The head of the
technical college would be appointed by and report to the head of the Regents institution. Associate
degrees, as approved by the Board of Regents, would be conferred by the technical college.

No postsecondary area vocational school state aid would be provided for technical colleges.

State funding would be on a credit hour basis and would be the same rate per hour as vocational hours
offered by Regents colleges ($75).
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wstate AfTiliation

State affiliation would be triggered by action of the local governing board. Notification
would be made t0 the Board of Regents of intent to apply. The Board would be responsible for providing
technical assistance to the affected institutions during the time an application for affiliation is being
prepared.

By rule and regulation, the Board would establish the affiliation process and identify
conditions of application that must be met. It is assumed that affiliating institutions would enter into a
negotiating process and would develop an affiliation agreement. Any item considered relevant to the
affiliation could be addressed in the agreement, but by statute the Board would be required to ensure that
the following issues have been considered:

1. Uniform curriculum and articulation guidelines that ensure transferability of
courses, including the conversion of clock hours to credit hours for technical
colleges.

2. Evidence of a plan to share programs and resources, such as student services,

remedial courses, facilities, telecommnications systems, and personnel.

3. Evidence of a plan to provide programs and services to the service areas of the
affiliated institutions, including a description of the service area of the affiliated
institutions and evidence that the provision of programs and courses by institutions
under the State Board of Education and private colleges and universities have been
taken into account.

Affiliated institutions would be permitted to renegotiite an agreement by notifying the
Board of Regents and submitting a proposed revised agreement to the Board for its approval. In the case
of the termination of an affiliation, the Board of Regents would initiate a process whereby the affected
institutions would develop a termination agreement that addresses issues such as how shared or joint
programs, services, equipment, and facilities would continue to be provided or divided. Any proposal
to terminate an affiliation would be approved by the Board of Regents when the Board is satisfied that
the institutions have met conditions established by the Board to ensure the orderly termination of an
agreement. In the case of a Regents institution, the notification to terminate would be made by the head
of the institution. In the case of an affiliating institution; the notification would be made by the governing
board. In the case of Washburn University, it would not be possible for the institution to remove itself
from the Board’s supervision except by act of the Legislature.

Powers and Duties of the Board of Regents
Powers and duties of the Board of Regents would include the following:
1. Authority to approve degrees offered for all institutions under its supervision.

2. Authority to approve or disapprove off-campus programs for all institutions under
its supervision.
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3. Authority to review and to make budget recommendations to the Legislature for all
institutions under its supervision.

4. Authority to review and approve applications for affiliation with a Regents

institution, to approve altered applications, and to approve applications for
termination of affiliation.

9648.01 03/30/94/CR
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A Plan for Governance of
Higher Education
in Xansas 1994

I. Executive Summary

The governance of higher cducation in Kansas has been the subject of much discussion
and swdy for many years. Many proposals have been advanced for resmucnuring.  Mone
has succeeded.

This plan was launched as a policy analysis consistent with the mission of the Jones
Instituie for Educatioral Excellence, The Teachers College, Emporia Staie University,
Emperia. Kansas. It is the work of a sole, independent researcher and is not to be
construcd as an official position of Emporia State University, or the Kansas Board of
Regents.

After an exiensive review of the lweranme, both in Kensas sad naticnally, individual
interviews with over tweaty-five key decision makers in Kansss, and consultation with
national experts, it was concluded that there is indeed a need for restructuring higher
education govemance.

In this analysis four recommendaticas ere sdvanced:

1. The State of Xanszs should immediately begin developing and preparing a Master
Plan for higher education.

2. The Master Plan should be for lugher education only with careful and precise
definition of what constitutes “higher education.” All segments of education should
be included in the process. Subsequent launching of a Master Plan solely for
elementary and sccondary education should take place some time after this plan is
completed.

3. Enabling legislaticn should be enacted to perimit one or fere community colleges
and Area Vocational Technical Schools (AVTSs) the opportunity to come under the
jurisdiction of the Bosrd of Regents.

4. Alternatives for restructuring the governance of higher education should be
scriously considered as part of tha Masier Plan Cevelopment. Two alternatives are
proposed:

Governance Alternative A: Place Washbumn Univessity and the community colleges
under the jurisdiction of the Kansas Board of Regents. This assumes redefinition and
merger of certain AVTS components into the community colleges where they do not
already exist.

Goverzance Alterastive B: Interlock the two existing governing boards with new
members, forming a joint committee with the new members and chairs of the two boards.
This committee wonld be responsible for overseeing the community colleges and would
appoint ~1 executi & director for community colleges.

Recommendations for cstablishing the nrgenizational structure 1o cary out the

development of the Master Plan sre alio proposed.  An aciion agenda with a specific
timetzble is recommended to continge the momentum of this Plan;
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Mew and different meommendations made in this analysis and plan include the following:

1. enzbling legislation rather than a constitutional amendment,

2. developing a Master Plan solely for higher educan'ﬁn.

3. specifying an oOrganizational structure 1o CarTy out such a plan, :
4. scpamating vocational from technical education,

5. imerlocking the two staie boards,

It is with cptimism that these new and different app aches are presented to the decision
makers of Kansas; with the hope that the recommer. “ons will be pursued: and that
&shﬂchangesoughtfumanyymwﬂjhermlizeﬂ.
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TASK FORCE ON THE FUNDING OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES
AND THE KANSAS POSTSECONDARY VOCATIONAL AND
TECHNICAL TRAINING SYSTEM

BACKGROUND

The Task Force on Funding Community Colleges and the Kansas Postsecondary Vocational and
Technical Training System was created by 1993 H.B. 2011. The legislation charged the Task Force with "making
a comprehensive study and component analysis of the funding of community colleges and the vocational and
technical training system.” The Task Force’s findings and recommendaticns were to be reported to the Legislative
Educational Planning Committee in November, 1993, and the final repart was to be submitted to the 1994
Legislature by January 10, 1994. The Task Force was to ¢xpire on January 15, 1994,

The 12-member body was comprised of cight legislators and four public members appointed by the
legislative leadership. The law specified that the public members were to be persons who had been users of
cosnmunify college, vocational, or technical programs; who had employed graduates of those programs; and who
wer: representatives of business and industry.

The Task Force was not the first group to study community college and technical training program
funding. In the last 20 years, at least 17 committees, commissions, or task forces have made findings or
recommendations dealing with some aspect of the funding, governance, or coordination of postsecondary
education. Almost without exception, none of these recommendations has been implemented. (There have been
several mergers of schools and other developments over the years that were addressed or recommended in one
study or another. However, these actions appear not to have been a direct crasequence of any particular study.)

The scope of the Task Force’s study was limited to the funding of community colleges and
vocational and technical programs. While the Task Force received information about technical programs offered
by the Regents institutions and Washburn University, its consideration of vocational and technical program funding
was primarily confined to the postsecondary education component of the state’s area vocational schools. L

Postsecondary state aid for area vocational school operations is distributed on the basis of a local
cost per hour to educate students at each school For postsecondary students, Kansas resident student tuition is

set at 15 percent of this per hour cost and the remaining 85 percent is reimbursed to the school in the form of -

postsecondary state aid. The FY 1994 appropriation for the program is $21.4 million, of which part is from the
State General Fund (SGF) and the remainder is from the Economic Development Initiatives Fund (EDIF). A
second program provides state aid for building construction and repairs and the acquisition of furniture and
equipment for area vocational schools and community colleges that are designatzd area vocational schools. The
appropriation is from the¢ EDIF and the approved arount for FY 1994 is $990,000.

State aid to community colleges is distributed through two programs that are based on a statutory
rate per credit hour (the credit hour state aid program and the ont-district state aid program) and the general state
aid program that takes into sccount each schools full-time enrollment and district wealth, based on assessed
valuation. Funding for these programs is from the SGF. The FY 1994 appropriation for credit hour aid is $36.2
million; for out-district state aid, $11.3 million; and for general state aid, $2.6 million.

TASK FORCE ACTIVITY

The Task Force held five meetings in Topeka, including a meeting that involved input from persons
who were at interactive video sites in Sublette, Oberlin, Manhattan, Wichita, and Girard. The Task Force also

l
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participated in the annual meeting of the Kansas Association of Commerce and Industry in Topeka and held part
of a meeting in Overland Park.

Proposals and Ideas Before the Task Force

Early in its deliberations, John Myers, a consultant with Augenblick, Van de Water, and Myers
(AVM), met with the Task Force aad ;resented information about community college funding and job training
in other states. References made by Mr. Myers to the Colorado system of community colleges that consists of
two sets of community colleges -- some that are part of a state system and receive most of their funding from the
state and some that are locally controlled, receive a lesser amount of funding from the state, and receive support
from a property tax -- generated interest in a "tiered” system of community col'sges that served as the basis for
a number of cptions considered by the Task Force during its study.

Dr. Chailes Warren, President of Kansas Inc., suggested a state system of 15 combined "colleges
of technology” comprised of mergers and alliances among Regents universities, Washburn Univesity, community
colleges, and area vocational schools. According to him, combining adjacent postsecondary institutions that offer
vocational and technical training under a single administrative structure for each service area would make services
more accessible; reduce administrative and overhead costs; allow more resources to be dedicated to instruction;
and provide focal points for the delivery of other job training services, such as adult basic education, literacy
training, and state and federal job training programs.

Regional services arcas were a prominent feature of a plan developed in 1992 by a study group
appointed by the Commissioner of Education. The group’s recomnendations, which were reviewed by the Task
Force, included the following:

1. the state would be divided into regions that would serve as the service areas of the
community college(s) in each region, as well as the local community college tax base;

2 state funding for community colleges would amount to 40 percent of operating budgets and
student tuition would amount to 20 percent;

3. county out-district tuition and out-district state aid would be abolished;

4, a regional levy of up to 1.0 mill would be authorized for capital outlay and a regional levy
of up to 05 mill would be authorized for adult basic education, adult supplemental

education, noncredit short-term training and retraining, and community education grants;
and

5. area vocational schools could participate in the regional delivery system upon the initiative
of the area school’s governing board.

A new proposal presented to the Task Force was developed by community college business officers.
The proposal was unanimously endorsed by the Presidents Council and the Trustees Section of the Kansas
Association of Community Colleges in October, 1993. The proposal had three main components. First, county
out-district tuition would be abolished and out-district state aid would be increased to $55 per hour for all out-
district hours. To fund the increase in state aid, a uniform property iax levy would be imposed by each county,
except that, in those counties in which there was a community college, the proceeds from the levy would be
credited to the community college district. The amount of the levy suggested by the business officers was 1.0 mill.
However, their representative later told the Task Force that it would take 1.5 mills to fund this component of their
proposal.
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In addition, the proposal called for an increase in credit hour state aid and in general state aid.
Credit hour state aid for academic hours would increase to $36 and vocational and remedial hours would be
reimbursed at two times the academic rate. No limit would be set on the number of remedial hours that would
be eligible for reimbursement. General state aid would be increased to $5.0 million. To fund these increases, the
business officers proposed a 0.1 percent increase in the state sales tax.

Finally, the business officers proposed that student tuition be increased over a three-year period
to a minimum of $25 and a maximum of $30 per credit hour,

The Kansas Association of Area Vocational-Technical Schools presented a strategic plan for
vocational and technical education that had been developed in conjunction with the State Department of
Education. The plan, intended to prepare area vocational schools to meet the job training needs of the future,
identified four goals:

1. to develop and implement workplace skills which mtegrate academic and vocational-
technical eurriculum; :

2. to design and initiate staff development programs;

3. to develop and implement a plan for consolidation of Tesources, cooperative agreements,
creation of technical colleges or other structures to emsure greater efficiency, quality,
accountability, and effective use of resources; and

4. to extend the impact of area vocational-technical schools in the delivery of workplace skills
to youth, adults, business organizations, and to assist in the development of learning
communities.

As stated in the plan, the existing governance structure of area vocational schools provides stability,
but it also mhibits the development of changes that have to occur if the schools are to meet industry needs and

colleges and universities, converting area vocational schools into degree-granting technical colleges that offer both
academic and technical programs, and converting from a clock hour to a credit hour basis in order to permit the
easy transition from one level of education to another. N

It was the Task Force’s understanding that general agreement in support of the plan had been
reached among area vocational school directors and that they had deliberately _mitted from the plan areas in
which consensus could not be reached, such as changes in area vocational school funding mechanisms. In addition,
the Commissioner of Education informed the Task Force that the plan was compatible with the State Board of
Education’s job training and retraining goals, including the transformation of area vocational schools into technical
colleges.

The Development of Themes

Most of the Task Force’s attention was directed to the funding of community colleges. The Task
Force developed a number of options which the staff converted into simulations to show how the options would
have affected community college funding had they been in effect in prior fiscal years. The simulations had several
assumptions in common: (1) county out-district tuition would be eliminated and out-district state aid would be
increased; (2) a uniform multiple for vocational courses would be established; and (3) the prohibition on the
payment of out-district state aid for academic courses above 64 hours would be removed. In addition, in a number
of the simulations, student tuition would have been increased. Several simulations were based on current law and
showed what the effect would have been of distributing an increased level of state aid through existing state aid
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formulas. Other simulations showed the effect of shifting increases in state aid from one funding mechanism to
another, such as from credit hour aid to the general state aid formula.

One policy option that received considerable attention was the creation of a tiered system of
cormunity colleges. The system would have been comprised of "state” institutions that would receive a higher
level of state support in =xchange for a greater level of state control and "ocal” institutions that would operate as
community colleges do at the present time. (Specific details as to the differences between the two types of
institutions were not developed, particularly with regard to the increased level of state control for the state
institutions.)

The consensus seemed to be that entering the state system would be optional for each community
college and that, while no existing school would be closed, institutions in the state system perhaps could be
merged, become part of a multi-campus system, or become a satellite or branch campus of another institution.
For purposes of the simulations, it was assumed that the community colleges most likely to opt to enter the state
system would be those that had the highest operating budset property tax levies. - - R :

The Task Force also discussed other options, mcluding proposals to use sales tax revenues to
replace or enrich existing community college funding. One proposal would have used sales tax revenues to greatly
enrich all state aid programs and was based on the assumptions that county out-district tuition would be replaced
with state aid and the limitation on out-district state aid for academic courses over the &4-hour limit would be
removed. In addition, the state would be divided into postsecondary regions, with regional governing boards that
would be advisory to the State Board of Edncation. A division of postsecondary education would be created within
the State Department of Educati~a to strengthen the State Board’s oversight and leadership role.

From its review of the simulations and general discussion of issues, including matters relating to
area vocational schools, the Task Force developed a set of themes and asked for public response. The themes
were not recommendations of the Task Force at that time, but were broad policy statements intended to generate
discussion. In particular, input was solicited from representatives of area vocational schools, community colleges,
Washburn University, county commissions, and business and industry.

The themes, and general reactions to them, are discussed in the material that follows.

® Consider eliminating out-district tuition charged to countics. Also consider imiposing a
properiy tax of 1.0 to 1.5 mills ca property statewide with the amount produced in the 18
counties in which community colleges are located to be returned to (or remain with) those
mmmunitymﬂbgedishjasandthcrmnaindcrtobe(ﬁmﬂym:dbytbcsmtc&ardof
Education to the community colleges as same form of out-district tuition replaccment
revenoe.

Most people who met with the Task Force, including representatives of the Douglas and Sedgwick
county comrmissions, community college officials, and community college board members,
supported the idea of eliminating county out-district tuition. As noted, the idea of eliminating out-district tuition
and imposing a uniform property tax levy was a component of the proposal made by the community college
business officers, which received general support among community college representatives. Representatives of
the Sedgwick County Commission indicated their support for eliminating the levy for out-district tuition and told
the Task Force that replacing it with a uniform tax levy that did not vary from one year to the next would be
preferable to the present situation because it would have the merit of predictability.

However, support was not uniform for replacing out-district tuition with revenues from a property
tax. It was pointed out that some community colleges are facing revenue shortfalls that make it usilikely that they
would be able to use the proceeds from a uniform property tax levy to reduce their existing levies for operations.
Therefore, as a practical effect, imposing another property tax would add an additional burden to those community
college districts that already are strapped. While most people agreed that if cut-district tuition were eliminated
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it would have to be replaced, several suggested revenue sources other than a property tax, such as a sales tax. In
addition, some community college representatives noted that the ability to bill counties for out-district tuition had
provided a dependable funding source and was an important incentive for community colleges to serve students
outside their districts.

° Ccmsidcras&‘stmthalpmnﬁscammnnﬁymﬂgmtomfmgmammtcomgiuand
contrel (possibly replacing existing boards of trastees with advisory boards) in exchange for
a kigher level of state Goancial suppost and reduced (emd probably "capped®) operating
property tax levies.

Public response to what was referred to as a Hered system of community colleges was subdued, 7

piimarily because people said they nceded more information about the proposal. Several community college
representatives said the idea of being able to reducs property tax levies and receive more state 2id was attractive,
but they were worried zbout how much additional control the state might impose. Specific concerns were
expressed about problems that could arisc if state and loeal community colleges developed into divergeat systems
that had to be coordinated; the possibility that the mission of some or all of the community colleges could be
altered; the role of local boards of trustees (or even their climination) at those community colleges that opted into
the state system; the extent to which the state might control conrse content and curriculum at the state schools;
and the effect on faculty salary negotiations and salary and retirement benefits at state institutions,

° Consider dedicating a partion of State Gaming Revesnes i order to increase state financial
support for community colleges and area vocational schools,

Public response to using Gaming Fund revenues to support community colleges generally was
positive, except that some concern was expressed about the reliability of that source of revenue and the fact that
the funds already may be committed to other projects. However, the tie between job training programs offered
by community colleges and cconomic development was acknowledged and community college representatives
endorsed the idea of using Gaming Fund revenues to support the institutions becanse it would make a clear
statement about the role of community colleges with regard to the state’s economic development efforts. It was
noted that, for some years, Gaming Fund revenues have been used to support area vocational schools as part of
the appropriation for postsecondary state aid and the Vocational Education Capital Outlay Program.

¢

° Conﬁderamcndhzgthc&mmsawuﬁhaimztoamhmizcﬁeaﬁmofampmmmthkd

While some community college representatives strongly supported the idea of a third board for
community colleges as a means of establishing a clearer identity for the schools, most agreed that the problems
associated with amending the Constitution made that alternative impractical. Furthermore, concern was expressed
that another governing board could compound problems associated with the coordination of postsecondary
education and could impair relations between community colleges and area vocational schools.

The alternative supported by community college representatives was to strengthen the State
Department of Education in the area of postsecondary education by creating within the Department a Division
of Postsecondary Education headed by a Commissioner of Postsecondary Education. It was noted that at the
present time the State Department devotes limited staff resources to the supervision of community colleges.
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® Consider authorizing school district boards of education scparate property taxing anthority
to support capital outlay firading for area vocational schools.

Although there was general agreement that funding for area vocational school capital outlay needs
to be increased, almost no support was generated for authorizing a property tax levy to be imposed by school
district boards of education for that purpose. Area vocational scheol directors doubted that boards of education
would be willing to impose a tax in support of their schools. Several suggested that, if a uniform property tax levy
were imposed by counties to Support community colleges, a better alternative would be to nse some of the
proceeds from the levy to support area vocational schools.

° Cmﬁdminaeasingthcstﬁmaqsmdmmiﬁmmgmmmesasmmﬁmhmdng
community college and area vocational sehaol fonding,

Community college representatives indicated their general support for increasing student tuition,
pointing out that, if support from other sources of revenue is increased, student tuition also should increase. (The
community college business officers’ proposal contains the recommendation that student tuition be increased and
that the range between the minimum required tuition and the maximum be narrowed.)

However, almost everyone who advocated an increase in student tuition rates expressed concern
that some students might be unable to pay the higher rates. Representatives of community colleges pointed out
that the mission of the institutions is to provide programs and services to all residents of the state at a low cost.
An increase in student tuition, particularly for students in need of job training, could Limit access to the very
students commumity colleges are expected to serve.

Similar concerns were expressed sbout increasing postsecondary student tuition at area vocational
schools. According to a business representative, the low student tuition charged by area vocational schools is an
incentive for businesses to use the schools for job training, Area vocational school represcitatives maintained that
attention should be directed, not to the student-funded portion of the formula, but to the 85 percent share that
the state funds. They pointed out that in recent years the state has not fully funded its share and some sponsoring
districts have had to make up the shortfall.

® Corsider converting postsecondary state aid paid to area vocational schools from a "clock
hour” to an equivalent "credit hour” basis.

school directors made no recommendation to the Task Force. After some confusion about whether converting
from clock hours to credit hours would make a difference in funding and, in particular, whether it would facilitate
the implementation of the easy entry-early exit policy, it was concluded that the conversion probably would make
no difference. It was noted that the existing postsecondary aid formula for area vocational schools would permit
the schools to convert from clock hours to credit hours for funding purposes if they so wished.

With regard to converting from clock hours to credit hours for the purpose of transferring courses
from one institution to another, the Kansas Association of Area Vocational-Technical Schools agreed to a
conversion rate of 30 clock hours to one credit hour for technical courses and 15 clock hours to one credit hour
for academic courses. According to their representative, area vocational schools that were to become technical
institutes could use the credit hour conversion for degree work. For nondegree programs, the schools could
continue to use clock hours. '

The State Board of Education has approved a general articulation agreement that addresses the
conversion of clock hours to credit hours for the purpose of transferring credits between area vocational schools
and community colleges. In addition, most area vocational schools have a specific agreement with a two- or four-
year institution that permits their students to apply coursework taken at the area vocational school to an associate
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degree. Examples are agreements between the Wichita Area Vocational School and Wichita State University, the
Kaw Area Technical School and Washburn University, and Colby Community College and the Northwest Kansas
Area Vocational-Technical School. No change in the law is necessary for schools to convert from clock hours to
credit hours for transferability purposes and, as noted, a number of agreements that address the conversion already
are in place.

° Consider providing incentives for commuity college and commurity college-area vocztional
schecl mergers and procedsres for comversion of area vocaticnal schools * + degree-granting
technical colleges.

Under present law, it is possible for community colleges to merge with each other and with area
vocational schools. There have been no community college mergers, but two recent mergers have occurred
between community colleges and area vocational schools. In those cases, reports to the Task Force from the
merged institutions indicate that barriers between technical and academic programming have been removed and
transferability problems between schools have been eliminated. Mevertheless, concern was expressed that, when
arca vocational schools and community colleges merge, technical programs become subordinate to academic
offerings. According to one area vocational school director, the concern that the services his school provides would
be curtailed is one reason the school has not merged with a nearby communaity college.

The incentives under present law for area vocational schools and community collzges to merge are
fairly limited. Community colleges that are designated area vocational schools or that offer vocational programs
that were transferred from an area v-cational school receive funding for the vocational courses at a rate that is
higher than for other vocational courses. Nevertheless, based on information presented to the Task Force, it
appears that the mergers that have taken place occurred primarily because of unique local situations, such as a
need for additional facilities, and not because of incentives provided in the law.

Unlike mergers, the conversion of area vocational schools to degree-granting technical institutes
is not possible under existing law. The creation of these institutes is referred to by both the State Board of
Education and the Kansas Association of Area Vocational-Technical Schools in their strategic planning documents.
Supporters of the concept explain that training for technical jobs had become mcreasingly sophisticated and an
academic component that complements technical coursesrork is essential. Furthermore, many people who plan
to enter a technical profession want to obtain a degree from a college or university. While it is true that area
vocational schools can enter into an agreement with a degree-granting institution to offer a cooperative program
that leads to a degree, the degree is granted, not by the area vocational school, but by the college or university.

There is not, however, agreement among area vocational school directors that all schools should
become technical institutes. Apparently some directors believe the schools currently are serving a need that would
be affected adversely if they were to become degree-granting institutions. The position of the Kansas Association
of Area Vocational-Technical Schools is that legislation be enacted to give vocational schools the option to become
technical institutes. The Association’s recommendation is that the request to become a technical institute would
be made by the area school's local governing board and would have to be approved by the State Board of
Education.

COMCLUSICNS AND RECCMMENDATIONS

The recommendations of the Task Force draw from several of the prop-sals presented during the
course of its study. In general, implementation of the recommendations would address the issue of out-district
tuition, provide a more rational basis for the payment of out-district state aid and state aid for vocational courses,
increase the level of state support for certain community college and area vocational school programs, and make
other changes relating to revenues and funding. The specific recommendations are the following:
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° County ont-district tuition should be elminated znd each county should be required to
imposca].Smﬂlpmpenytaxlsvy. Proceeds from the levy would be used to fund
community colleges. Inthcsccoﬂmiesiuwhichtharcisammﬁnﬂymﬂcgt,thcpmceeds
&cmthclavywouldbcﬁeditcdtot&ommmﬁycﬁﬂcgcdistdm.

The Task Force is aware of arguments for and against requiring counties to pay out-district tuition
for residents of the county who enroll at a community college in another county. Whatever the merits of the
arguments, the conclusion is inescapable that county out-district tuition is a persistent source of complaints, creates

state aid formula.

In addition, the Task Force recommends that each county be required to impose a uniform property
tax levy of 1.5 mills. (The current levy for county out-district tuition, which, in 1992 ranged from 0.0 to just under
4.0 mills, would be abolished.) Proczeds from the levy would be used to fund community colleges. In those
counties in which there is a commuaity college, the proceeds from the levy would be credited to the community
college districts.

On the basis of the preliminary 1993 assessed valuation, a uniform levy of 1.5 mills would produce
$223 million, of which £3.1 million would be retained by community college districts. In FY 1993, out-district
courses generated approximately $11.3 million in county out-district tnition. Consequently, on an annualized basis,
the "new” revenue that would have been available statewide from the 1.5 mill levy would have been approximately

$2.9 million.

® The credit hour state aid rate should be mereased from $28 to $30 for academic hours, from
$42 and $56 to $60 for vocational hours, and from $24 to $50 for out-district bours, In
addition, the prohibition on the payment of ont~district state aid for academic courses above
64 hours should be removed.

The Task Force’s recommendations propose to carich state funding for community colleges and
make two policy changes in the current funding mechanisms. Regarding the first change, the Task Force knows
of no persnasive argument for reimbursing vocational hours at two different rates. Therefore, it recommends that
the state aid multiple for vocational course reimbursement be made uniform at two times the rate for academic
hours. Second, the Task Force proposes a change in the existing policy of limiting out-district state aid to
academic courses under the 64- (or 72-) hour limit and recommends that the limit be removed.

Had the Task Force’s recommendation been in effect in FY 1993, the total increase in state aid
would have been approximately $20.1 million. Credit hour state aid for academic hours would have increased by
$1.5 million (from $20.7 to $22.2 million), vocational hours by $5.7 million (from $14.7 to $20.4 million), and out-
district hours by $12.1 million (from $11.3 to $23.4 million). In addition, had state aid been paid for out-district
academic hours over the 64-hour limit, the amount would have been $.8 million.
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° Fonding for increases in state aid to commumity colleges shonld come foom revenes
gencrated from the 15 mill levy and from Gaming Fand revennes.

The Task Force believes that community colleges are a state resource that have a tradition of strong
local support. The uniform county mill levy recommended 0y the Task Force recognizes that virtually all counties
benefit from, and should be expected to support, community college services.

The recommendation to dedicate a portion of Gaming Fund revenues to the funding of community
colleges makes explicit the rclationship between the Job training community colleges provide and the state’s
economic development initiatives. It is a relationship that already has been recognized in the funding of area
vocational schools.

If it is assumed that the 1.5 uniform mill levy would generate $2.9 million in "new” revenues and
that $11.3 millicn would be peeded to replace county out-district tuition, the amount of Gaming Fund revenues
that would have been needed to fimd the estimated $20.1 million increase in state aid to commiunity colleges would
have been approximately 35.9 million in FY 1993. = -

2 Comryunity colloge stadent tuition should be increased and, cn a echool-by-school basis,
stodent twition generally should cmouat to 20 percaat of community college cperating

budgets.

While the Task Force recognizes that community colleges provide access to students who otherwise
might not be able to go to schoal, it believes the cost of attending a community college is still reasonable and that,
as other sources of revenue increase, student tuition also should increase.

The Task Force recommends that the statutory minimum for resident student tuition be increased
from $19 per credit hour to $23 in FY 1995, $25 in FY 1996, and $27 in FY 1997. The Task Force recommends
that the statutory maximum for resident student tuition be eliminated. In addition, it recommends that the
minimum tuition charged out-of-state and foreign students be increased to $70 in FY 1995, $72.50 in FY 1996, and
$75 in FY 1997.

Based on the number of FY 1993 credit hours, an increase in the minimum resident student tuition
to $23 per hour would have generated $1.2 million in additional revenue, to $25 would have generated $2.6 million,
and to $27 would have generated $4.3 million.

° The Legislature should appropriate $2,490,000 from the Economic Development Initiatives
Fund in FY 1995 for the Vocational Education Capital Outlay Program.

Area vocational schools cannot provide technical training without the necessary equipment, nor can
they provide adequate training on equipment that is obsolete. Furthermore, because buildings are aging, a number
of the schools are beginning to have problems with facilities. Without a direct local source of revenue for buildings
and equipment, area vocational schools report they cannot make necessary repairs and purchases.

It is the Task Force’s recommendation that funding for the Vocational Education Capital Outlay
Program in FY 1995 be increased by $1.5 million over the appropriation of $990,000 for FY 1994, for a total of
$2,490,000. Funding would continue to be from the Economic Development Initiatives Fund.
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® Thsﬂﬁcshomifaﬂyfﬂﬂdhsshmdthcmvmﬁmﬂmﬁmlmdmymﬂd
' program.

In recent years, the state has not fully funded its 85 percent share of the postsecondary state aid
program for area vocational schools. As a result, some sponsoring districts have found it necessary to use
clementary and sccondary funding to compensate for the shortfall

It is estimated that it would take approximately $23.0 million to fully fund area schoal postsecondary
state aid in FY 1994. Because the appropriation is $21.4 million, sponsoring districts plan to contribute an
additional $1.6 million to subsidize the shortfall. The Task Force believes the state should fully fund its share and
not expect sponsoring districts to make up the difference.

e Mezgers of area vocational schools and commumity collzges should be encouraged.

The Task TForce belicves community colleges and area vocational schools should explore ways in

which they can cooperate more closcly and consider the possibility that services, programs, and administrations
could be merged.

Statutory mechanisms exist which allow consolidations to take place. The Task Force encourages

schools to consider mergers as a way of providing a continuum of services to students.

° Thcsm:eBoardofEdncaﬁnnshonldplayas&ongmleadcrshipmlcht&smof
postsecondary education.

The Task Force believes that leadership and vision in the area of postsecondary education must be
provided by the State Board of Education. It is the Task Force’s position that the State Board should assume
responsibility for postsecondary education and, in particular, play a stronger coordinating and leadership role in
the area of technical education. :

° There should be a meratorivm on studies of o amumty colleges and arca vocational
schoals,

Community colleges and area vocational schools have been examined thoroughly in numerous
studies over the years. The Task Force’s recommendation is that for the next few vears no more special study
gronps or consultants be retained to conduct additional stiidies so that the focus of activity in this area will be on
implementirz recommendations that already have been made.

The table that follows shows how the Task Force’s recommendations would affect community
colleges, based on information for FY 1993. The comparison between what the schools received in state aid under
current law and what they would have received under the Task Force’s recommendations assumes that credit hours
are funded at the statutory rate, not a prorated amount as was the case in FY 1993,

As the table shows, state aid under the Task Force’s recommendations would total $69.4 million,
an increase of $20.1 million over FY 1993. Of the increase, approximately $11.3 million would have been needed
to replace county out-district tuition. The amount of additional state aid that would have been received by
community colleges as a consequence of the Task Force’s proposal is estimated to be $8.8 million.
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BOLD DIRECTIONS:

A Sirategic Plan for Vocational-Technical Education

This plan was devoloped to address the changing mission of Kansas' area
vocational-technical schools to optimally serve the training needs of the
state’s business andindustry communities. Area vocational-technical schools
must be poised to provide relevant, contemporary workplace skills, and also
to assume a leadership posture that will stimulate economic growth and
development through innovative, creative and comprehensive training ser-
vices.

A CHANGING WORKPLACE

New technologies, new organizational structures, participative and inclusive
management practices, and the unyielding pace of development and change
— these forces are changing the nature of work, the operations of the
workplace and the levels of knowledge and skills required of employees.
Increasing numbers of employees do not have the basic skills necessary to
develop broader and more ‘omplex skills which are needed in the workforces
vitoday and tomorrow. Thz lack of workplace skills result in two related and
difficult issues.

The first is increasing difficulties for U.S. businesses and industries to
compete in a world economy. The United States has focused in large
measure, on the preparation of professional and managerial elite staff
supported by unskilled workers. Although U.S. industries tend to excel in
innovation, they are rarely able to maintain the production advantages of
other nations who have given greater attention to the technical workforce.

The second is that of individual opportunity. Technical developments have
eliminated jobs and increased the range and levels of skills needed to
perform the jobs that remain. “For the individual worker, basic skills are the
keyto greater opportunity and a better quality oflife. Workers with good basic
skills will find it easier to acquire more sophisticated skills that leverage better
jobs and higher pay."™*

The overlap between the needs of the workplace andthe needs of individuals
is extensive. Education and training are needed to support a healthy state
economy, as well as to provide individuals with the possibility of meaningful
work and a higher quality of life.

SHARPENING THE FOCUS

The traditional, dual system of academic and vocational education is no
longer relevant. There is a great need for the integration of academic and
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technical education and for learning communities which support transitions,
open access and continuing educational development. If Kansas and the
nation are to prepare world class workers, academic and vocational educa-
tion must be restructured.

Kansas technical education must be restructured to meet the following
criteria:

. be organized within a comprehensive framework of the
knowledge and skills needed for successful working,
living and learning skills; o

- be considered an integral part of the educational re-
quirements needed by all students:

. be provided with the use of instructional methods which
can develop skills of students with diverse learning
styles and cultural orientation;

. be based on specified outcomes of skills and perfor-
mance tasks validated by contemporary business and
industry standards and practices;

. facilitate access and transition by integrating academic
instruction and applied technology.

. provide progressive levels of skill development which
increase adults’ workplace skills: and

. build community capability to learn and to apply knowl-
edge and skills in solving community problems.

MISSION

The mission of Kansas' area vocational-technical schools is “to develop and
implement a statewide program of workplace skills which provide youth and
adults with the knowledge and experiences needed for increasing personal
growth and opportunity and statewide economic development.”

Vocational-technical programs demonstrate some of the best educational
reform principles by utilizing, individualized instruction, content-skillsintegra-
tion, technology, and job preparation methods. These applied learning
approaches are the very methodologies that could be used to reform the
academic community. Vocational-technical education is the only system with
a job relevant focus and knowledge base likely to provide comprehensive
worker preparation. Vocational-technical education has provided an applied
learning system for many youth unable to function in mainstream academic
programs.



Vocational-technical education also provides the organizational structures
forreaching alarge majority of Kansas citizens. Restructuring the pro}?rams,
clients and services ofthe AVTSs would be a major step in preparing Kansas
workers with present and future workplace skills. Continuing efforts must be
made to incorporate technical education into all levels of lifelong learning.

RESTRUCTURING GOALS

The goals for restructuring vocational-technical education to ensure increas-
ing responsiveness to students and the changing workplace are as follows:

Goal 1 - To davelop and imblement workplace skills which integrate
academic and vocational-iechnieal curriculum with spacification of
outcomes, content and assessment procedures, which nrovides pro-
gressive, measurable development of workplace skills.

The basic content of vocational-technical programs must be part of a
comprehensive framework of preparing students with the knowledge and
skills necessary for adult roles of working, living and learning. There is need
for greater coordination of academic and vocational-technical programs. It
is important that vocational-technical education be viewed as an extension
of basic knowledge or academic instruction rather than as a separate set of
activities.

An effective approach to developing workplace skills can be based on the
following requirements:

. developing education programs, from kindergarten
through comprehensive adult education programs, that
emphasize work interests, basic skills development,
practical knowledge applications and the increasing
levels of skills needed for high performance participa-
tion in the world of work:

. designing and organizing education programs on out-
comes which contribute to the progressive mastery of
workplace skills;

. establishing standards and measurable levels of com-
petencies for the development of workplace skills: and

. providing incentives for institutional collaboration and
transitions or bridges for youth and adults to move in and
out of the system.

A framework outlining basic skill areas, processes and skills, and competen-

cies necessary for the progressive mastery of workplace skills needs to be
developed. This will provide a means of increasing the quality and quantity
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of the content and scope of workplace skills achievement. A sample
framework is provided in the figure on Page 5.

A framework of this nature may be used to guide curriculum, instruction and
evaluation. A draft set of measurement criteria which has been prepared by
the Kansas State Board of Education includes a number of the processes,
skills and competencies provided in the sample framework.

The measurement criteria are related to state outcomes and consistent with
the materials being used forthe K-12 system. The remaining taskisto finalize
the measurement criteria and develop curriculum guidelines which can
ensure the mastery of knowledge, processes and skills, and competencies.
The measurement criteria are provided at levels which can guide progressive
development through schools and adult education programs.

Goal 2 - To design and initiate staff davelopment programs which
implement the workplace skills program necessary to carry out Goal 1.

I a quality delivery systemis to be implemented, it is essential that initiatives
be put in place to train or retrain educators (academic and vocational-
technical) with the levels of knowledge and skills to deliver quality programs
in all areas of the state. Activities for continuing development of educators
are essential if quality programs are to be provided in all institutions.

Goal 3 - To develop and implement a plan for consolidation of re-
sources, cooperative agreements, creation of technical colleges or
other structures to ensure greater efficiency, quality, accountability
and effective use of resources. '

The governance structurc of some area vocational-technical schools may
provide stability, but at the same time it limits flexibility and inhibits develop-
ment. There is need for a restructuring of governance and accountability
which should be sufficiently flexible to meet the needs of regions and areas.
Restructuring may include consolidation of resources, developing agree-
ments with community colleges, universities, and converting area vocational-
technical schools into technical colleges.

Criteria guiding restructuring might include:

. making provisions to support continued and extended
involvement of secondary students in vocational-techni-
cal education programs:

. maintaining and encouraging formal 12chnical prepara-
tion relationships with elementary-secondary school
faculties;



Curricular Areas Necessary
for Workplace Skills

AN

Systems Operations and Change
Technologies

N

Information Processing and Application

Interpersonal and Group Leadership

Psychology and Human Development
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Reading
Writing
History

Basic Knowledge Areas

*Adapted from What Work Requires of Schools: A SCANS Report for America 2000.
Washington: U.S. Department of Labor, 1991.

**Adapted from Anthony P. Carnevale, Leila J. Gainer and Ann S, Meltzer, Workplace Basics:
The Skills Employers Want. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1991. \x{\/
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. Cultivating working relationships with community col-
leges and regent universities to facilitate transition and
increase options for students:

. providing programs for adults and communities in a
collaborative fashion with the common goal of increas-
ing workplace skills for Kansas citizens:

. obtaining state approval to award credit for instruction,
allowing for easy transition from one level of education
to another; and

. providing support and fundi_ng at levels to encourage
innovation and stabilization of services.

Other considerations may be identified by state policy makers, AVTS
governing bodies and community representatives.

Goal 4 - To extend the impact of area vocatinnal-technical schools in
the delivery of workplace skills to youth, adults, business organiza-
tions, and to assist in the development of learning communities.

The expertise to deliver workplace skills content exists in all area vocational-
technical schools. The issues to be faced are how to ensure high quality
programs and an outcomes-based focus which facilitates transfer of knowl-
edge and skills. :

Animportant role for the area vocational-technical schools is to build on their
strengths. Forstudent programs, the value of technology based instruction, -
skills based learning, individuatization and applied learning should be en-
hanced in vocational-technical schools for secondary school students. The
strengths of vocational-technical education are the very characteristics that
are needed for the reform and improvement of academic education.

A key concept to the extension of services must be to increase program
access, quality and options to youth and adults in ways which can serve the
workplace and individual students. Workplace skills are essential to the
development of learning communities or communities where citizens can

identify, plan for and solve problems. The following plan of action provides
a guide to restructuring.
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RANSAS PUBLIC EIGHER EDUCATION GOVERNARCE PLAN

PURPOSE. FKansas is facad with important and difficult decisions
regarding the governance of Ransas highsr education. The purpose of
this document is to present an optimal plan to provide a coordinated
system fer public higher aducation in Ransas vhich results in the best
integration and coordination of activities in the most cost effective
MmaNner.

GOAL. The goal of this plan is to astablish a governance plan for
Kansas higher education that will create a statewide sytem, including
all elenents of higher education under the direction of the Ransas
Board of Regents. This will maximize the quality and responsiveness of
higher education and will meet the postsecondary educational needs and
economic development initiatives crucial for the 2lst Century.

A. Institutions Affected by the Governance Plan.

1. Six state publie, postsécondary institutions

a. University of Kansas

b. Ransas State University & RSU at Salina
¢. Wichita State University

d. Emporia State University

e. Fort Hays State University

f. Pittsburg State University

2, One munieipal university
a.  Washburn University
3. Nineteen community colleges

Allen County Community College, Iola

Barton County Community College, Great Bend

Butler County Community College, El Dorado

Cloud County Community College, Concordia
Coffeyville Community College

Colby Community College

Cowley County Community College with Area Vocational
Technical School, Arkansas City

Dodge City Community College

Fort Scott Community College

Garden City Community College /)d_ fy'ij

.
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k. Highland Community College

1 Hutchinson Community College with Area Vocational
Technical School

m. Independsnce Community Collsge

n. Johnson County Community College, Overland Park

0. Kansas City Ransas Community Collage

P. Labette County Community Collsge, Parsons

q. Neosho County Community College, Chanute

r. Pratt Ccwmunity College with Area Vocational Technical
School

8. Seward County Community College, Liberal

b Fourteen arasa vocaticnal taechnieal schools. . - : > meees

a. Central Ransas Area Vocational Taechhnieal School, Newton

b.  Flint Hills Technical School, Emporia

c. Johnson County Area Vocational Tachnical School, 0lathe

d. Fansas City Ransas Area Vocational School

e. Kaw Valley Technical School, Topeka

f. Liberal Area Vocational School

g+ Manhattan Area Vocational School

h. North Central Fansas Area Vocational Technical School,
Beloit

i. Northeast Ransas Area Vocational School, Atchison

3 Northwvest Ransas Area Vocational Tachnical School,
Goodland

k. Salina Area Vocational School

1, Southeast Kansas Area Vocational Technical School,
Coffeyville

m. Southwest Kansas Area Vocational School, Dodge City

n. Wichita Area Vocational School

RECOMMENDATIONS. A phased governance plan would be initiated
bringing all s:tate public postsecondary institutions into the
Kansas Board of Ragents System. The Board of Ragents span of
control would Increase from six to nine institutions and would
require only a modest increase in the number of Regents (9 to 13)
and staff (three full-time positions).

1. This plan is much less costly than if separate boards and/or
& super board with multiple staff members is established.

2. This plan will also better integrate all postsecondary
activities and improve responsiveness.

PHASE I: MERGERS. The purpose of these mergers is to coordinate
and consolidate higher education activitiles, training and economic
development support for local and regional area and the state.
Also, this would provide for the creation of truly tachnical,
vocational and apprenticeship programs for student interssted in
preparing themselves for the world of work.

l. Merge area vocational technical schools with local or /\N;&
regional institutions. There should also be an advisory \
council from business and industry for each entity.



a. Merge Highland Community College with Kanasas City Kansas
Area Vocational School.

b.  Merge Johnsen County Community College with Johnson
County Area Vocational Technical School.

¢. Merge Washburn University with Raw Valley Technical
School.

d. Meige Coffeyville Community Collage with Southeast
Kansas Area Vocational Technical School.

e. DMerge Emporia State University with Flint Hills
Techniecal School.

f. Merge Wichita State Unlversity with Wichita Area
Vocational School.

8. Merge Wichita State University with Central Fansas Area
Vocational Technical School.

h. Merge Ransas State University with Manhattan Area
Vocational School.

i. Merge Kansas State University at Salina with Salina Area
Vocational School.

3+ Merge Cloud County Community College with North Central
Ransas Area Vocational Technical School.

k. Merge Dodge City Community College with Southwest Ransas
Area Vocational School.

- 1l.  Merge Seward Community College with Liberal Area
Vocational School.,

m. Merge Colby County Community College with Northwest
Kansas Area Vocational Technical School.

PHASE II: MERGERS & GOVERNANCE. The purpose of these mergers is
2=aon o VEKRGERS & GOVERNANCE

to coordinate and consolidate higher education activities,
training and economic development support for local, regional
areas and the state.

1. Merge Washburn University and the community colleges/area
vocational technical schools into the Regents System.

2. Merge most of the ¢ommunity colleges with Regents
Universities.

a, Each community college will retain a local advisory
board to assure responsiveness,

|- 4o



b.

C.

Herge Emporia State University with the following
community colleges:

1) Butler County Community College, El Dorado
2) Cloud County Community College with Area
Vocational Tachnical School, Concordia

3) Cowley County Community College, Arkansas City

4) Highlend Community Collage with Area
Vocational Technical School

5) Hutchinson Ccumunity College with Area
VYocational Technical School 5

Herge Fort Hays State University with tha follewing
ceomunity colleges:

1) Barton County Conmunity Collegs, Graat Bend

2) Colby Community College with Area Vocational
Technical School

3) Dodge City Community College with Area Vocational
School

4)  Garden City Community College

5) Liberal Community College with Area Vocational
Technical School

6) Pratt Community College with Area Vocational
Technical School

Merge Pittsburg State University with the following
comnunity colleges:

1) Allen County Community College, Iola

2) Coffeyvill Community College with Area
Vocational Technical School

3) Fort Scott Community College

4)  Independence Community College

5)  Labette County Cormunity College, Parsons

6) Neosho County Community College, Chanute

Expand the direct reporting responsibility of the Kansas
Board of Regents to include the following institutions and
their merged entities.

a,

b‘

University of Ransas

Kansas State University
Kansas State University at Salina with Area
Vocational Technical School
Manhattan Area Vocational School

Wichita State University
Wichita Area Vocational School
Central Kansas Area Vocational Technical School,
Newton ’

]
Washburn University ' \’/wa
Raw Valley Technical School, Topeka



a. Emporia State University

Butler County Community College, El Dorado

Cloud County Community College with Area
VYocational Technical School, Concordia

Cowley County Community College, Arkansas City

Flint Hills Technical School, Emporia

Highland Community College with Area
Vocational Technical School

Hutchinson Community College with Area
Vocational Technical School

f. Port Hays State UDaiversity

Barton County Community College, Great Bend

Colby Community College with Area Vocational
Technical School

Dodge City Community College with Area Vocational
School

Garden City Community College

Liberal Community College with Area Vocaticnal
Technical School

Pratt Community Collage with Area Vocational
Technical School

g Pittsburg State University
Allen County Community College, TIola
Coffeyville Community College with Area

Vocational Technical School

Fort Scott Community College
Independence Community College
Labette County Community College, Parsons
Neosho County Community College, Chanute

h. Jobnson County Community College with Area Vocational
Technical School, Overland Park

i. [Kansas City Kansas Community College with Area
Vocational Technical School

I1I. EVALUATION OF THE PLAN.

A. Advantagaes:

l. Consolidates all Ransas postsecondary institutions under
one governing body.

2. Limits the span of control problems by merging some
institutions on a local/regional basis.

s Recognizes that scme irstitutions (University of Kansas,
Kansas State University, Wichita State University, Johnson
County Comuunity College and Kansas City Kansas Community
College) have different missions then the three regional

universitieas.
2]



4, Provides consolidatad education, training and zconomic
development services to each local and regional area and the
gtate.

5. Provides for local advisory boards for the community collagas
' and advisory councils for programs directly related to
businees and industry.

6. Raduces property taxzes and eliminates out of district
payments.

7. Integrates educatiomal programs with apprenticeship and
training services in a more efficient mannar.

8. More cost effective than other modeils.

9. Creates a responsive and coordinated pestsecondary
technical, vocational and spprenticeship system in addition
to existing programs. This is a major benefit which will
provide business and industry with a "First World" trained
work force with "Pirst World"™ skills. We are a "Pirst World"®
nation with a work force that is fast becoming "Third World"
in skill level.

B. Disadvantages:

l.  Requires additional state general support for Washburn
University, the community colleges and area vocational
technical schools.

2, Requires an increased tuitution rate at community colleges
and area vocational technical schools.
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TASK FORCE ON EDUCATION

The Task Force on Creating Tomorrow in Education was organized in August 1991 as one part of
the cooperative effort of Governor Joan Finney and the Kansas Board of Regents to create new visions for
the future of Kansas. This Task Force was asked to study the issues that will help shape the future of
education in Kansas.

This report, the consensus of the Task Force, is designed to initiate dialogue about the major prob-
lems in education facing Kansans between now and the turn of the century. The next phase will require
the involvement of a wider range of Kansans, both inside and outside of education, as our citizens and
cemmunities grapple with these and other issues to re—create education for tomorrow’s children. Wldcn-
ing involvement in this dialogue will help build hope for a brighter future for all.

The Task Force on Education anticipates that its recommendations will assist the Governor, the
Legislature, the Board of Regents, the State Department of Education, local school districts, teachers, and
other pcople or agencies devoted to ensuring the education and well-being of our state’s population as
these pzities enact and implement laws and policies to provide the building blocks for a better future. The
Task Force also hopes that the citizens of Kansas will unite to demand nothing less than the very best
educational opportunities for 4/l Kansans.

TASK FORCIE MEMBERS

o

Rodney Muth, Chair Professor of Educational Administration, Wichita State University

Joseph Bauman
Charles J. Carlsen
Connie Dietz
Robert V. Haderlein
Jean S. Lavid

Linda S. Lane

Gary Livingston
Michael A. Morehead
Julia Etta Parks
Carol Rupe

Sharon Tatge

Ellen Veed

Alfred P. Wilson

Dean, School of Business, University of Kansas

President, Johnson County Community College

Executive Director, Business Education Success Team, WI/SE Partnership
School Board Member, Girard Public Schools

Superintendent, Stockton Public Schools

Teacher, Wichita Public Schools

Superintendent, Topeka Public Schools

Director, Professional Education Services, Emporia State University
Professor of Education, Washburn University

School Board Member, Wichita Public Schools

Mayor and Substitute Teacher, Herington

Professor of Mathematics, Fort Hays State University

Professor of Educational Administration, Kansas State University
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HIGHLIGHTS
of the Report of the Regents’ Task Force on Education

Kansans compete in a global economy by performing work that demands basic skills, cri[ic.al think-
ing, responsibility, and integrity as well as competence in managing time and money, workl_ng wll_h
others, acquiring and using information, understanding complex interrelationships, and using a wndf.: van-
ety of technologies. In this emerging world, a child without an adequate education is a child without
a future. And Kansas children without futures mean a bleak future for Kansas.

While the nature of our economy, the diversity of our population, and the requjremenls for the
competency of our citizens have changed drastically, the structure of schooling and teaching itself has not
changed in over 100 years. To ensure that Kansas can move confidently into the 21% century and that the

future of all Kansans is bright, it is essential that each Kansan accept and act on the following four princi-
ples for improving education.

1. Every child can and must learn at significantly higher levels to be

equipped to become a'contributing citizen of our state, our nation, and
the world.

2. Every child needs a mentor-advocate.
3. Every Kansan should expect to engage in life-long learning,

4. Every educator and responsible educational or political entity must
become more productive and accountable for student learning,

The following action areas are critical to achieving these principles:

* We must ensure that every child arrives at school ready to learn and then does learn at
significantly higher levels.

* Pre-kindergarten programs such as Head Start and Parents as Teachers should be offered in
all school districts.

* Support systems must be established to nurture the capabilities of each student.
* Schools and educators must expect all children to succeed, not just some children.

* We must ensure that every child masters materials and thus leaves school equipped to
become a contributing citizen.

* Mastery of material and skills must be emphasized over grade placement. Teachers must
verify that each child knows and can do what is expected before advancing to new material.

* A barrier (basic competency measurements) must be placed at the end of grade 3 to assure
that each child masters necessary reading, writing, and arithmetic skills and is able and will-
ing to participate in class.

* Exit from school for each child must not occur until required basic skills and competencies
are verified.

* Processes must be established to define neceded outcomes on an ongoing basis. These
processes must involve the disciplined interaction of teachers, parents, community members,
businesses, and government.

*  We must ensure that each child has a mentor-sdvocate to assure the educational success
of all children. . 6_ 2



* Schools must welcome and encourage the involvement of mentor—advocates. nomally one
or both parents.

* Ifachild’s parents are unable to provide this support, schools must work with other agencies
and families and communities to find a relative, frend, or other community member (o be a
child’s mentor-advocalte.

* Community schools must assure the availability of health care and support motivation to
succeed, providing a safe school environment that facilitates success.

* We must ensure that a wide range of support for life-long learning is in place and acces-
sible for each person in Kansas.

* This support includes libraries, opportunities for continuing education, and the intcraction of
businesses and other organizations with educational institutions at all levels.

* We must ensure that all participants in the educational process in Kansas, from classroom
teachers to statewide policy makers, are accountable and that each educational system is
more preductive and achieves measurable outcomes.

* Teachers, parents, administrators, school board members, Regents universities apd other
higher educational institutions, and all policy makers whose decisions affect education must
work logether to ensure the success of all learners.

* Every teacher must be treated with respect, be supported, and be held accountable to assure
effectiveness.

* Top schools must be rewarded for their accomplishments,
* Constructive intervention must occur to improve weak schools.

To begin in Kansas the process of fundamentally changing what we do to educate people
and how we do it, we suggest the following actions:

* That state policy makers make statewide, high—quality, pre-Kindergarten programing
available to all children, particularly at-risk children, and that these programs follow early
childhood education models such as Head Start and Parents as Teachers;

* That a barrier at the end of grade 3, in-the form of competency (performance-based)
tests, be cstablished to ensure that all children know what they need to know before they
move up and that those who need it are provided intensive assistance to become prepared
for the next level of expectations;

* That the Govemor immediately appoint a statewide mentor-advocate committee to for-
mulate guidelines to ensure that each county develops a local unit that organizes, imple-
ments, and evaluates mentor-advocate programs that work with families, schools, and
community agencies to assure the educational success of all students in their jurisdiction;

¢ That community schools be developed siatewide to provide integrated social and health
services, recreation, and other programs for children and their families and to involve
parents, senior citizens, higher educational institutions, businesses, and other community
agencies in basic schooling activities as volunteers or integrated specialists;

* That our entire educational system become performance or outcome based, with the state
setting world-class standards and local educational systems implementing ways to achieve
them.

n
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CONSTRUCTING PARTNERSHIPS IN RANSAS HIGHER EDUCATION

A Proposal for the Restructured Governance
of Kansas Higher Education

Executiva Summary

In December, 1990, the Governor's Commission on Reform of Educational
Governance submitted to Governor Mike Hayden a list of ten recommenda-
tions for the reform of educational governance in Kansas. Inp its
final report, the Commission-recommended that the Kansas Constitutio
be amended to permit the Ransas Legislature to create additional
educational governing boards. Since this recommendation, along with
increasing attention to related governance issues, is likely to result
in consideration of the development of a third board or other
alternatives for the Kansas public community collegas during the 1991 -

Board of Regents.

The paper presents an argument for 3 restructured system of higher
education governance through a discussion of five topics.

First, the paper offers a critique of the recommendation in favor «
the creation of additional governing boards. Most significantly, t},
creation of a third board for Kansas public community colleges will
add substantial administrative costs to state government, generate

bostsecondary institutions and reinforce the fragmentation of
governance of post-secondary education.

higher education. Most notably, the Present system minimizes the
ability of higher education to differentiate and integrate
institutional missions,

Third, the paper identifies three broad goals for governance reform in
Kansas higher education. Governance reform should be targeted at
improving the (a) efficiency of the state System of higher education,
(b) access of Kansans to the higher education system and (c) quality
of the higher education experience.

Fourth, the Paper provides an initial sketch of a vestructured
governance system. Under this broposal, the Board of Regents would
maintain its pPresent responsibilities, acquire governance authority
for the Kansas public community colleges, and assume responsibility
for coordination and master Planning for public higher education in

‘;6‘5



Executive Summary ' December 1« 990

10. The Commission recommends that the supervision of Washbu+-
University be shifted from the State Board of Education to
Board of Regents with the goal of the full integration
Washburn University into the Regents system.

The Commission belicves that these recommendations for constitutional

reform provide a framework for the improved organization and
functioning of all levels of aducation in the State of Xansas.

. \ s
iii \



l Executive Summary

Finally, the paper closes by suggesting some of the benefits or
advantages of the Proposed restructured governance of Kansas higher
education. Paramount among these are the observations that Kansas

minimum of bureaucratic administration; there is no need for the
development of additional governing boards. If there is a need for a
change in the governance of Kansas public community colleges, the
Board of Regents is best suited to accept the responsibilities and
challenges.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

GOVERIOR'8 COMMISSIOHN ON REFORM OF ZDUCATIONAL GOVERNANCE

Richaxd J. Peckham, Chairman

Report to Goveraor Mike Hayden

Decanbar 14, 1990

On September 7, 1990, Governor Mike Hayden issued Executive Order 90-
128 which established the Governor's Commission on Reform of
Educational Governance. The Commission was charged with a review of
Article 6 of the Ransas Constitution. The Commission was asked to
recomnend any modifications in educational governance necessary for
the State to fulfill its obligations to meet the educational needs of
Kansans. Richard Peckham served as the Chair of the Commission.
Denise Apt served as the Commission's Vice-Chair. Dr. John F. Welsh
provided staff work for the Commission.

The establishment of the Governor's Commission on Reform of
Educational Governance occurred in the wake of a realization that
House Concurrent Resolution 5010, an amendment to the Kansas
Constitution, was not the best route for the reform of educational
governance in Kansas. The Ransas electorate rejected this proposed
constitutional amendment on November 6, 1990, primarily because it
meant the elimination of constitutional references to the State Board
of Education and the State Board of Regents. ~

The work of the Commission, therefore, was based on the failure of
HCR 5010 to provide a viable and meaningful alternative to the
existing Education Article.

In response, the Commission reviewed a wide range of materials
pertinent to the constitutional issues of educational governance.
Additiocnally, the Commission considered testimony from representatives
of the educational community in Kansas and consultation from Senator
Joseph Harder on the history of the present Education Article and Aims
McGuinness, of the Education Commission of the States, on national
efforts at governance reform.

On the basis of the charge from Governor Hayden, the Commission
identified four broad issues for study:

L The Commission examined the origins, meaning and consequences of
the "self-executing powers" of the State Board of Education.

A
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Executive Summary December 14, 30

2.

The Commission examined issues pertaining to the method o*
selecting members of the State Board of Education and the Sta
Board of Regents. Particular scrutiny was given to the questic.
whether members of the State Board of Education should be
appointed or elacted.

The Commission explored constitutional issues related to the
improvemant of the coordination and cooperation between the State
Board of Education and the State Board of Regents.

Finally, the Commission considered the governance of -
postsecondary education, including constitutional and statutory
issues pertaining to community college governance and the
governance of Washburn University.

Focusing its work primarily on constitutional issues regarding
governance reform, the Commission makes ten recommendations for
educational governance in Ransas:

L

2-

Article 6 Section 2 of the Ransas Constitution should continue to
reference the State Board of Education.

Article 6 Section 2 of the Ransas Constitution should continue to
reference the State Board of Regents.

- Article 6 Section 2 (a) of the Kansas Constitution should be

amended to eliminate language providing for the "self-executing
powers" of the State Board of Education.

Article 6 Section 2 of the Kansas Constitution should be amended
to authorize the State Legislature to create other educational
governing boards.

Article 6 Section 3 (a) of the Kansas Constitution should
continue to stipulate that the State Board of Education will be
an elected board.

Article 6 Section 3 (a) of the Ransas Constitution should be
amended to reflect an eleven member State Board of Education
elected from eleven member districts.

Article 6 Section 3 (b) of the Kansas constitution should
continue to stipulate that the State Board of Regents will be an
appointed board.

Article 6 of the Kansas Constjitution should have a preamble
expressing that education is a fundamental right of the people of
Kansas and that all elementary and secondary school children have
the right to an equal educational opportunity.

The Commission recommends that a cabinet-level position of
Secretary of Education should be created to exercise a
coordinating function betw:en the State Board of Education, the
State Board of Regents and other state agencies involved with

education.
51
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Expenditures in Millions

TABLE 1A: Kansas Postsecondary Education

Expenditures, Enrollments and Graduates

FY 1986 to FY 1995
Headcounts % Graduates - -% - - Expenditures
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TABLE 1B: Kansas Postsecondary Education

Enrollments, Graduates and Expenditures
FY 1986 to FY 1995
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1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Figcal Year
1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Headcounts (Thousands) 168.8 170.6 174.4 183.2 189.6 192.1 197.2 200.8 2029 203.8
Graduates (Thousands) 259 26.1 26.6 26.6 27.1 28.0 29.6 303 303 303
Expenditures (Millions) $ 8076 § 8259 $ 8575 § 9898 $1,086.4 $1,1476 $1,2226 $1,305.6 $1,3746 $1,4323
CPI-U Adjusted Expenditures (Millions) $ 7422 $ 7425 § 740.0 $ 8167 $ 856.1 $ 8573 $ B852 | $ 9165 $ 940.2 $ 9525

CPI-U (1982-84 = 100)
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TABLE 2A: Kansas Postsecondary Enrollment

Fall 1985 to Fall 1994 Headcounts
(FY 1986 to FY 1995)

Total All Schools

Enroliment (Thousands)

1985 1986

Ks. Legislative Research Dept.
August 19, 1996 c:\data\jc\table2a.wpg

1988

1989 1990
Fall Semester

1991 1992 1993 1994
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TABLE 2B: KS Postsecondary Enrollment
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Regents 39.9%

Washbum 3.2% ;

Washbum 4.0% ::."..

TABLE 2C: KS Postsecondary Enrollment

Proportion of Headcount by Sector
'FY 1995 Compared With FY 1986

Regents 46.6%

ComCol 30.8% AVTS 159%

ComCol 24.8%

Other 0.6%
Independent 9.6%

AVTS 15.4%

Other 0.8%
., Independent 8.3%

FY 1995 | FY 1986

KS. Legislative Research Dept.
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TABLE 3A: KS Postsecondary Graduates

Degrees and Other Completions
FY 1986 to FY 1995

Total All Schools
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TABLE 3B: KS Postsecondary Graduates

Degrees and Other Completions
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TABLE 3C: KS Postsecondary Graduates

Proportion of Awards by Sector
'FY 1995 Compared With FY 1986

Regents 52.5%

Regents 53.5%

N AVTS 16.7%

Other 0,7
Indepen ent 9.?%

FY 1995 ~ FY 1986

KS. Legislative Research Dept.
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TABLE 4A: KS Postsecondary Expenditures
FY 1986 to FY 1995 Trend

Total All Schools
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NOTE: IPEDS data used




|

—

Ly

FY 1986 TO FY 1995

Actual Expenditures (Millions)

TABLE 4B: KS Postsecondary Expenditures

1994

1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 1995
Regents $5353 [ $543.9 [$5744 |$639.0 |$7072 [$7426 |$793.5 [$841.7 |$891.1 |$9242
Washburn $ 250 |$ 262 |$ 263 |$ 280 |$ 309 [$ 336 |$ 360 |$ 374 |5 387 |$ 403
Community Colleges $1164 | $1254 | $1351 |$1562 |$1719 |$ 1877 $2029 | $2210 | $231.5 [ $2459
Independent $ 878 [$ 906 [$ 829 |$111.4 [$1189 |$1254 [$1282 |$1392 |$1490 |$1586
Other $ 107 |$ 39 |$ 22 |$ 140 |3 131 |8 142 |$ 150 [$ 150 |$ 156 |8 155
AVTS |$ 324 [$ 359 |3 366 |5 412 |$ 444 [$ 444 [$ 470 |$ 513 |$ 487 |5 478

CPI-U Adjusted Expenditures (Millions)

1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995
Regents $4919 |$489.0 |$4957 [$527.2 |$5573 [$554.7 |$574.5 [$5909 |$6095 |$6146
Washburn $ 230 |$ 236 |$ 227 |5 231 |5 243 [$ 251 |$ 261 |5 263 |5 265 |5 2638
Community Colleges $107.0 | $1127 [$116.6 | $1289 | $1355 |$1400 | $1469 |$1551 |$1583 |$163.5
Independent $ 807 |$ 814 [$ 715 [$ 919 |$ 937 [$ 937 |$ 928 [$. 977 |$1019 |$1055
Other $ 98 (% 35($ 19|$ 116 |$ 103 |$ 106 |$ 109 |5 1053 107 |$ 103
AVTS $ 298 |$ 323 [$ 316 |$ 340 |$ 350 |8 332 |$ 340 [$ 360 [$ 333 [$ 318

CPI-U (1982-84 = 100)

KS. Legislative Research Dept. August 19, 1996 CADATA\DATABOOK\GRAPHS\TABLE4B. WPD




TABLE 4C: KS Postsecondary Expenditures

E;g Regents

Actual Expenditures (Millions)
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TABLE 4D: KS Postsecondary Expenditures

CPI-U Adjusted Expenditures (Millions)
'FY 1986 to FY 1995(CPI-U 1982-84 = 100)
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TABLE 4E: KS Postsecondary Expenditures

Proportion of Spending by Sector
FY 1995 Compared With FY 1986

Regents 64.5%

Washburn 2.8%

ComCol 17.2%

FY 1995

KS. Legislative Research Dept.
August 19, 1996 c:\data\jc\piedd.wpg

Regents 66.3%

Other 1.3%
Independent 10.9%

Washbum 3.1% ComCol 14.4%

FY 1986




Academe Today: Almanac: State by state: Kansas http://chronicle.com/che-data/info...ac.dir/97alm.dir/states.ir/ks.htm

1 of 6

The Chronicle of Higher Education Academe Today

ALMANAC

Table of contents | The nation | The 50 states | Maps | Sources & notes

KANSAS

» Background » Other related facts and
» Demographics figures for Kansas

» Political leadership

» Colleges & universities
» Faculty members

» Students

» Money
» Miscellany

BACKGROUND Table of contents | Return to top

How much influence should public universities have over state community colleges? Kansas

lawmakers and educators began a debate on that issue during 1997 that may result in significant
legislation in 1998.

Several bills were introduced in 1997 to change how community coileges are governed and
financed. But so much uncertainty and debate arose over which direction to go that the issues were
passed off to a committee to consider.

Some state lawmakers want the Kansas Board of Regents, which oversees six of the seven state
universities, to have authority over many community-college matters, including academic programs,
job training, and administration. Some also want the state to provide more support for the two-year
colleges, giving some tax relief to local districts.

College leaders were divided on what kind of change, if any, they would support. Under the regents,
would community colleges become stepchildren to the universities? Or would stronger coordination
between two-year colleges and universities help students? If strapped communities no longer had to
support community colleges, would state funds for those institutions come at the expense of the
universities?

State officials expect answers -- or at least more debate -- during the Legislature's session in 1998.

The board of regents pressed state legislators to change the governing structure of the University of
Kansas Hospital. Under one bill, the regents would have relinquished control of the hospital so it
could operate under a public-authority model and better compete with other hospitals. But the bill
stalled under the weight of two amendments, one that would have put legislators on the
public-authority board and another that would have prohibited abortions at the hospital. Lawmakers
expect to try again in 1998.

As part of a campus-renovation project that some state officials have dubbed the "Crumbling
Classrooms Program," the regents were authorized to issue $110-million in bonds in fall 1997 for
work at the six public universities. The seventh, Washburn University of Topeka, is supported by
local as well as state funds.

1/19/1998 3:57 PM
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Word was spread among Kansas high-school students and guidance counselors of a 1996 state law
that will establish the first systemwide admissions standards at the six universities under the regents’
authority. The state distributed 100,000 brochures about the standards, which take effect in fall
2001, and held several forums on the topic.

A tough new evaluation process for university faculty members was developed in 1996-97. Under a
plan crafted by regents, professors, and administrators, compensation and rewards will be tied to
annual evaluations of how well professors meet established objectives and outcomes. Tenured
faculty members could be removed for repeated poor evaluations.

In August 1996, the Attorney General of Kansas charged Donald Wilson, former president of
Pittsburg State University, with felony theft for allegedly giving unauthorized tuition waivers to
foreign students. The state claimed that the lost tuition totaled more than $500,000. A judge
dismissed the case in October 1996, saying the former president did not have the tuition dollars in
his possession and therefore could not be charged with stealing. The Attorney General's Office did
not appeal the ruling.

The board of regents selected Kay K. Schallenkamp, provost of the University of Wisconsin at
Whitewater, to become president of Emporia State University in August 1997. The first female
president of one of the regents' universities, Dr. Schallenkamp succeeded Robert Glennen, who had
served for 13 years.

DEMOGRAPHICS Table of contents | Return to top

Population: 2,572,000 (Rank: 32)

Age distribution:

Up to 17 ...... 26.7%
18 to 24 ...... 9.6%
25 to 44 ... 30.4%
45 to 64 ...... 19.7%

65 and older .. 13.7%

Racial and ethnic distribution:

American Indian ............. 0.9%
BSTED v s 5 0 v wsemns § 8 8 Gdaess 5 1.3%
Black ...t inieiiinninicannnnnn 5.8%
White ..... .., 90.1%
Other and unknown ........... 2.0%
Hispanic (may be any race) .. 3.8%

Educatiocnal attainment of adults (highest level):

Bth. grade /@r l8SS &« .« wesaess w 5 s 7.7%
Some high school, nc diploma ..... 11.0%
High-school diploma .............. 32.8%
Some college, no degree .......... 21.9%
Associate degree ........cci0vinnnn 5.4% =
Bachelor's degree ................ 14.1%
Graduate or professional degree .. 7.0%

Proportion who speak a language other than English at home:
5.7%

Per-capita personal income: $23,281
Poverty rate: 10.8%

New high-school graduates in:
1997-98 (estimate): 29,544

2007-08 (estimate): 32,283

New GED diploma recipients: 6,517

2-)7
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High-school dropout rate: 7%

http://chronicle.com/che-data/info...ac.dir/97alm.dir/states *ir/ks.htm

POLITICAL LEADERSHIP

Governor: Bill Graves (R),

Governor's higher-education aide:
Danielle Noe, State Capitol,
296-6195

U.S. Senators:

Second Floor,

Table of contents | Return to top

term ends 1999

Topeka 66612; (913)

Sam Brownback (R), term ends 1999; Pat Roberts (R), term ends
2003

U.S. Representatives:

0 Democrats, 4 Republicans

Jerry Moran (R), Jim Ryun (R), Vince Snowbarger (R), Todd
Tiahrt (R)

Legislature: Senate, 13 Democrats, 27 Republicans; House, 48

Democrats, 77 Republicans

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

Higher education:
Public 4-year institutions ... 10
Public 2-year institutions ... 21

Private 4-year institutions .. 21
Private 2-year institutions .. 2
TOEAL: w wauews 3 £ saErees & & DEEEEE 2 54

Vocational institutions: 53

Statewide coordinating boards:
Kansas Board of Regents

700 Southwest Harrison

Suite 1410

Topeka 66603

(913) 296-3421
Stephen M. Jordan, executive director
Kansas State Department of Education
Community Colleges/Community Education
120 Southeast Tenth Avenue

Topeka 66612 :
(913) 296-2635
Merlyne Hines-Starr, team leader
Private—-college association:

Kansas Independent College Association
700 South Kansas Avenue, Suite 515
Topeka 66603
(913) 235-9877
Robert N. Kelly, executive director
Statewide national-service agency:
Kansas Commission on Natiocnal

and Community Service

200 Southwest Sixth Street

3of6

Table of contents | Return to top

)18

1/19/1998 3:57 PM



Academe Today: Almanac: State by state: Kansas

4 of 6

P.O. Box 889

Topeka 66603

(913) 234-1423

Patricia Kells, executive director

Institutions censured by the AAUP:
None

Institution under NCAA sanctions:
Kansas State University

http://chronicle.com/che-data/info...ac.dir/97alm.dir/states. dir/ks.htm

FACULTY MEMBERS

Average pay of full-time professors

Public universities:

PrOEESSOT v o 4 ¢ samica $61,279
Associate professor .. $45,374
Assistant professor .. $39,387
Bl o covenomimm s w & s 548,886
Other public 4-year institutions:
PEOTESSOTE vt « v & saseiss 551,778
Associate professor .. $41,733
Assistant professor .. $35,815
Bl o« o esmmramnms ¥ o @ e $41,003

Private universities: n/a

Other private 4-year institutions:

Table of contents | Return to top

PrEfESSOr" was & v » anvans $36,583
Associate professor .. $32,111
Assistant professor .. $28,159
Bl i paevmams 3 v ¢ annenn $31,003
2-year colleges:

Public semmens sy s svesn $35,716
Private ....eeeeeeenn. $24,510
STUDENTS

Enrcollment:

At public 4-year institutions

At public 2-year institutions

At private 4-year institutions
At private 2-year institutions
Undergraduate ......coveeueeannnn 1
Craduatl wasvis s o e omsmen « ¢ o @easey §
PBrofessiondal sscsoesuis s canmnas
American Indian ceewwen ey semes s
ASTAR SoanawRs § § LoUERE 5 £ & 5l
BlLaCk ueieeieiee s » o cammamemsis v 5 o s
HISPHATRE: wmmnes 5 £ vomanuns ¥ 3 ¢ gsauws s
White: . ioma@iis s nmeeunom s s s wammme n 1
POLBIGN, cusun s o o o eommiemss & & o o s

86,770
73,8679
16,316

878

55,852
19,717
2,074

2,608
4,043
9,419
5,856
49,727
5,990

Table of contents | Return to top
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TOLAL oo o x swomomes o« s o o e 177,643
Enrollment highlights:
WOMBTL: v « o worane o o serirare & & & v o 3 55.6%
FOIl-CiMe ::owwwens & somanss taooni a3 54.9%
Minority ... viiii ittt it i e 12.8%
PORBIHN ww s v varemsm & ¢ Saswas o ¥ @R § 3 3.4%
10-year change in total

enrOLIMEDE s » o s s« s Up 25.7%
Proportion of enrollment made up of minority students:
At public 4-year institutions ... 11.3%
At public 2-year institutions ... 14.4%
At private 4-year institutions .. 11.7%
At private 2-year institutions .. 41.3%

Degrees awarded:

Associate ..... 6,961
Bachelor's .... 14,594
Master's ...... 4,350
Doctorate ..... 450
Professional .. 591

Residence of new students: State residents made up 79% of all
freshmen enrolled in Kansas in fall 1994 who had graduated

from high school in the previous year; 87% of all Kansas residents
who were freshmen attended college in their home state.

Test scores: Students averaged 21.7 on the A.C.T., which was
taken by an estimated 74% of Kansas' high-school seniors.

Graduation rates at NCAA Division I institutions:
Kansas State University ... 48%
University of Kansas ...... 56%
Wichita State University .. 27%

MONEY Table of contents | Return to top

Average tuition and fees:

At public 4-year institutions $2,120
At public 2-year institutions 51,147
At private 4-year institutions $8,634

Expenditures:
Public institutions
Private institutions

$1,495,926,000
$180,052,000

State funds for higher-education operating expenses:
$531,042,000

Two-year change: Up 4%
State spending on student aid:
Need-based: $9,526,000
Non-need-based: $62,000

Salary of chief executive of largest public 4-year campus:
Robert Hemenway, University of Kansas: $173,840 (1997-98)

Total spending on research and development by
doctorate-granting universities: $181,496,000

Sources:
Federal government ........... 3B.6%

2-J0
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State and local governments .. 21.7%
ENAUSEEY" wowra 5 v ¢ pasnes @ 5 5 o 6.3%
The institution itself ....... 28.9%
OLREY socwsme s v & s & & & s 4.5%

Total federal spending on college- and university-based
research and development: $63,877,000

Selected programs:

Department of Health and Human Services .. 331,566,000
Naticnal Science Foundation .............. $10,452,000
Department of Defense ..............o..... 31,655,000
Department of Agriculture ................ $6,693,000
Department of ENergy .....c.evvvreennnnnn. $3,584,000

Largest endowment:
Kansas University Endowment Association: $475,416,000

Top fund raisers:

University of Kansas ..... $52,308,000
Kansas State University .. $21,678,000
Washburn University ...... $5,8389,000
MISCELLANY Table of contents | Return to top

e McPherson College says it is the only four-year college in the country offering a degree in
antique-automobile restoration.

e Saint Mary College and a local private high school are working together on a building project on the
grounds of Saint Thomas Aquinas High School, some 30 miles away from Saint Mary. The building,
scheduled to be opened in 1998, will provide classroom and office space for students in the college's part-
time degree programs, and classrooms for the high school.

» The One Room School House Project, an effort to list and supply information about nearly 900 such
schools throughout the nation, is based at Southwestern College.

» Bethel College says that when it was established in 1887, it was the first college founded by the Mennonite
church in America.

e The oldest higher-education institution in Kansas is Highland Community College, which was chartered in
1857. The oldest four-year college is Baker University, a United Methodist institution, which received its
charter three days after Highland's was issued.

Copyright (c) 1997 by The Chronicle of Higher Education, Inc.
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TUITION AND FEES

Table of contents | Tuition and fees by state | Average costs | What students are paying |

Sources & notes

AVERAGE COLLEGE COSTS THIS YEAR

» at 4-vear colleges

» at 2-year colleges

» sources and notes for these tables

4-YEAR COLLEGES
Public colleges Private colleges
Resident Commuter Resident Commuter
Tuition and fees $2,966 $2,966 $12,823 $12,823
Bocks and supplies 615 615 615 615
Room and board* 4,152 1,806 5, 36% 1,879
Transportation 572 948 535 851
Other 1,344 1,412 1,027 1,183
Total $9,649 $7,747 $20,361 517 ;351
2-YEAR COLLEGES
Public colleges Private colleges
Resident Commuter Resident Commuter
Tuition and fees $1,394 $1,394 $6,673 Se,073
Books and supplies 591 591 589 589
Room and board* T 1,801 4231 1,875
Transportation ) 935 583 9521
Other == 1,189 998 1,254
Total e $5,910 $13,074 $11,342
SOURCES AND NOTES

Note: The figures are weighted by enrollment to reflect the charges incurred by the average
undergraduate enrolled at each type of institution.

* Room not included for commuter students

-- Insufficient data

Source: The College Board

)
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» Other related facts
and figures for

Kansas

http://chronicle.com/che-data/info....dir/tuition.dir/tuit96.dir/ks.htm

1995-96 1996-97
Added
Tuition Tuition out-of-
and and state
fees fees tuition
Aller CountY CC weans s « & simas $1,020 $1,080 $0
Baker U ....iiiinnninnninnnnn 9,600 10,300 0
BAYclay € v e o v 9 8 s 4,275 4,695 0
Barton County CC wuwws s s swmnn 1,110 1,110 1,500
Benedictine C ......vivennnnn 10,020 10,600 0
Bethafiy: € s v v ¢ sesmeres % @ savewmms 9,375 9,980 0
Bethael € wuwws s covsies 355 cang 9;270 9,900 0
Brown Mackie C ........c.u.... 74175 F115 0
Butler COUnty B s = « o v anwsen 1,110 1,245 1,110
CentFfal € znssisdamiais fasies 7,650 8,550 0
Cloud County CC ............. 1,230 1,245 1.,:530
CofELeyvvillE (€8 wucwy s 5 ¢ vomnnn 1,080 1,110 1,280
Colby: G wum v 3 50amai s & 5 Senans 1,080 1,110 1,260
Cowley County CC ............ 1,140 1,200 1,620
Dodge City CC vovivrvnennnn.. 1,260 1,280 450
DAnNELIV € x5 saiassvin v s & s dumng 2,700 2,800 0
Emporia State U ............. 1,782 1,834 4,100
Eork Hays State U o swweesn 1,842 17920 4,100
Eort Seott CC ;aswimsns s sawana 1,080 1,200 1,680
Friends U ......cciiiiinnnnnnn 9,092 9,505 0
Garden. Gty BC suwwsn s v ¢ wanwwian 1,020 1,064 1,110
Haskell Indian Nations U 130 210 0
Hesston C ......iiiieninnnn. 9,150 9,750 0
Highland: C8 & . wewvin 4 o o samrase 1,110 1,410 1,740
Hutchingson CC civviess s somess 1,080 1,200 1,770
Independence CC ........0u0o.. 1,050 1,050 1,500
Johnson County CC ........... 1,170 1,380 2,340
Kansas City Kansas CC ....... 990 1,080 1,800
Kansas Newman C ......ccucunn 8,100 8,500 0
Kansas State T .uvvn s s s amas 2,199 2,373 6,060
Kansas Wesleyan U ........... 9,120 9,800 0
Labefta G& . .« siswes 5 5 v wasvens 990 1,110 1,650
Manhattan Christian C ....... 4,730 5,300 0
McPherson C .....ciievinnnnnn 3,868 9,518 0
MidAmerica Nazarene C ....... 7,928 8,668 0
Neosho County CC ............ L1110 1,110 1,560
Ottawa U ..., i 8,100 8,490 0
Pibbsburg SEaBe U .w v v swveneen 1,806 1,876 4,100
Pratt: €€ s v vunwnwn 3 § somos 1,110 1,170 870
Saint Mary C ....uvveevncnnnn 9,006 9,750 0
Seward County CC .uwaisaveius 990 1,110 690
Southwestern C ......ocveveenn 7,850 8,560 0
Sterling C ..iiiiinennnnnnnnns 8,926 9,596 0
Tabor € s w i ¢ soeamess 5 & 6 e 9,270 9,900 0
U of Kansas
Main campus .............0.. 2,182 2,310 6,060
Medical Center ... seaasn 1,908 2,096 6,060
Washburn U of Topeka ........ 2,806 2,896 0
Wichita State U ............. 2,376 2,409 5,924
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KSLegRes@Ir01.wpo.state.ks.us

July 29, 1997

To: Special Committee on Education
From: Julian Efird, Principal Analyst

Re: Comparative Analysis of Postsecondary Studies

The different reports reviewed in the memorandum of July 28, 1997, concerning Past Studies and
Recommendations to Reorganize Postsecondary Education in Kansas, may be viewed from two
perspectives: governance and finance. Some studies included recommendations that addressed either
one or the other topic, while some studies included recommendations that addressed both topics. A
categorization of the different recommendations is presented below in order to show the common

themes recurring in different reports:

Governance

+ Enact Constitutional amendment to place all
postsecondary under one board or create

other boards (n=35).

(Study 1, 11, 12, 15; 22%)

+ Statutorily change state structure (n=7).

(Study 5, 12, 13, 18, 20, 21, 22%)

+ Maintain current state structure (n=13).
(Study 2,3,4,6,7,8,9,10, 14, 16, 17, 19,
22%)

4+ Create new substate structures (n=8).

(Study 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 8, 14, 17)

* Three different recommendations.

0021508.01(11/26/97(8B:28AM}))

Finance
<+ Limit or minimize student tuition (n=7).

(Study 1, 2,3,4,5,8,11)

+ Increase state funding (n=12).

(Study1,.3, 5, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17. 18, 19,
21)

+ Establish a need-based student assistance
program (n=1).

(Study 1)

-

4+ No change recommended (n =8).

(Study 6, 7, 9, 10, 15, 16, 20, 22)

Select Committee on Higher Education
January 20, 1998
Attachment 3
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July 28, 1997

To: Special Committee on Education
From: Julian Efird, Principal Analyst

Re: Past Studies and Recommendations to Reorganize Postsecondary Education in Kansas

Beginning in 1972 with the Master Planning Commission, there have been numerous
entities over the past 25 years studying postsecondary education in Kansas and offering
alternative recommendations about how to restructure the current system. Some of the groups
were charged by the Legisiature with that task, while others were authorized either by the
Governor or the State Board of Education. In other cases, groups or individuals assumed that
responsibility on their own initiative.

Since the Master Planning Commission made its recommendations in 1972, few of the
initiatives from that study or any subsequent study have been implemented. However, given
the number of studies and recommendations produced over the past quarter century, it may be
concluded that not everyone has been satisfied with the structures and finances of the Kansas
postsecondary education system.

Among the more recent changes, most of which were recommended in prior studies, are
the following developments. There have been mergers of community colleges with area
vocational schools and the development of regional consortia by schools. Other potential
mergers have been considered, including Fort Hays State University and Barton County
Community College, and Pittsburg State University and Labette County Community College.
Legislation was passed in 1994 which allows area vocational schools to become technical
colleges. Four schools have made the conversion.

In recent years since 1993, concurrent to the events described previously, legislators
began to complain that there had been enough studies and not enough action to implement
recommendations. The 1995 Legislature, acting on this complaint and the initiative of the
House Select Committee on Postsecondary Education, enacted H.B. 2553 creating the Kansas
Council on the Future of Postsecondary Education. Its primary responsibility was to develop a
comprehensive state plan for postsecondary education in Kansas.

Two years later in March of 1997 the Council submitted a summary of its conclusions
and recommendations to the Legislature, with the statement that “The Council has no plans for
any additional meetings.” Rather than developing a plan, the Council became another study
group which produced a vision statement and three different governance and coordination
options. Since no consensus developed among Council members, its recommendations
embraced all three options, together with a listing of positive and negative implications of each
option.

3-2



=8

The Council’s recommendations are included in a section of this memorandum that
addresses previous studies and resulting recommendations from a variety of entities. What is
not included in this review are legislative initiatives introduced by legisiators, such as 1997 H.B.
2119, H.B. 2492, H.C.R. 5008, H.C.R. 5009, S.B. 359, or S.C.R. 1607. The constitutional
amendments are outlined in the Kansas Legislative Research Department memorandum of July
21, 1997, concerning Article 6 of the Kansas Constitution.

The issue of whether the Kansas postsecondary education system needs to be
restructured periodically reappears on the legislative agenda. Aims C. McGuinness, Jr., told the
Legislative Educational Planning Committee (LEPC) during the 1994 interim that, in his opinion
as a consultant for the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems:

How to shape the structures and policies for a constructive relationship between
the state and higher education wifl be one of the most important challenges of the
next decade. [t /s time for states to step back and examine the refevance for the
next century of structures formed for an earlier time.

Since 1986, there have been a number of reviews focusing on the numerous studies and
recommendations about reorganizing postsecondary education in Kansas. Flentje (1986)
prepared a report on the governance of postsecondary education for the 1986 Task Force on
Higher Education (a work group of the Legislative Commission on Economic Development). He
cites a November 1962 publication, Kansas Plans for the Next Generation, published by the
Kansas Board of Regents, which states:

For forty years, therefore, the Board and other agencies concerned with higher
education in Kansas have been ‘studying’ the problems of the State’s universities
and colleges. No fewer than nine major statewide reports have been prepared
since 1922 . ... Literally hundreds of recommendations have been made on how
to improve higher education in Kansas or at least how to coordinate it better. But
a reading of Kansas educational history leads to the conclusion that nothing much
has happened as a result of these reports. The'studies were made, the reports
were accepted, the material was read, then it was filed. Higher education in
Kansas continued to march on much as before.

Others have contributed reviews of past studies, and in some cases their own
recommendations for postsecondary education. Pisciotte and Nichols (1990) provide a review
in the chapter, “Educational Governance,” published as part of Kansas Policy Choices, 1990:
Report of the Governor’'s Commission on a Public Agenda for Kansas. This 1990 report
recommends the convening of a limited constitutional convention to rework the education article
of the Kansas Constitution. Since the convention would have to determine how to restructure
the postsecondary education system, that study is not included in this report as one making
major recommendations about reorganization since it addresses the process rather than the
outcomes of restructuring governance. Emmons (1991) contributes “A Review of Selected
Studies of Finance and Governance Issues in Kansas Community Colleges.” Sicuro (1994) in
“A Plan for Governance of Higher Education in Kansas” also reviews the prior studies on this
subject as part of his work, which includes a plan with recommendations for changes in
governance. A Research Department memorandum issued January 19, 1995, examines 21
studies and resulting recommendations.
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The year 1972 is a convenient one for beginning a review, although the selection of that
date is somewhat arbitrary. As Flentje (1986) notes, there have been many studies since 1922
when the Kansas Board of Regents was established. Flentje also begins his narrative review of
nine studies with the work of the Master Planning Commission in 1972. The history of
postsecondary education in Kansas that begins about 1972 is a chronicle of generally increasing
student enrollments and financial requirements to maintain access at public and private not-for-
profit institutions. There are episodes of enrollment declines in public and private institutions,
with early reactions in the form of financial exigency plans and retrenchment, which marked the
1870s. The seemingly more extreme financial dislocations of the 1970s and the resulting
reactions were not encountered in the 1980s by the public schools. Among the private
institutions, however, three were forced to close in the 1980s. Some may look back from the
1990s and view the previous decade as the “golden years” of postsecondary education in
Kansas. But from the perspective of the planners and critics, all was not right in the
postsecondary world of the 1980s and the 1970s. The numerous studies and recommendations
of the past 25 years bear witness to this discontent, and a tendency to want something
“better” or at least “different” from the way governance and finance were distributed.

In general, the type of studies chosen for this review deal with restructuring, primarily
considering the governance arrangements, and secondarily, considering the finance arrange-
ments of the postsecondary education system in Kansas. Reengineering the Kansas
postsecondary education system has been the main focus of these studies and recommenda-
tions of the past 25 years. Most of the attention addressed the governance structures rather
than finance structures. Lack of consensus on exactly what changes were needed in
restructuring governance mechanisms, in the absence of an acute financial crisis, probably
mitigated against most restructuring recommendations from being adopted. Other states which
have reorganized governance frequently were either responding to financial crises or reacting
to perceived, severe financial problems.

Summary of Studies

In reverse chronological order, the following 22 studies are included in this review. They
are categorized by brief descriptions of certain common characteristics, or the lack of those
characteristics.

Study 22: "Options for Statewide Coordination
of Postsecondary Education,” Kansas Council on the Future
of Postsecondary Education (1997)

Scope. Public Postsecondary Education.

State Level Governance

The report offers three options for statewide coordination:

W
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® a3 continuation of the voluntary joint advisory committee on governance;

® a mixed governing and coordinating board in which the coordination of
community colleges and technical colleges plus area vocational schools is
shifted to the State Board of Regents; and

e a new coordinating board for all of postsecondary education.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

No existing local boards would be dissolved under any of the three options and
presumably local taxing authority would be retained.

Finance

No immediate changes are anticipated under the first option, but under options 2 and 3,
presentation of a consolidated budget request may impact the appropriations process. For
option 1, an evaluation would be undertaken by the joint advisory committee and recommenda-
tions for changes in financing could be made. For option 2, the Board of Regents would
establish tuition ranges for public postsecondary institutions as well as review and approve
requests for state funds in seeking a consolidated budget for all institutions. For option 3, the
new coordinating board would establish tuition ranges as well as review and approve requests
for state funds in seeking a consolidated budget for all institutions.

Mergers and Consolidations

Nothing would appear to prohibit these types of changes that are authorized under
current law.

Other

Option 1 would require statutory enactment to require voluntary cooperation and
coordination between two constitutional state boards. Decisions would be binding with the
concurrence of both state boards. This model places emphasis on further development and
participating by the five regional consortia.

Option 2 would maintain the State Board of-Regents as the governing entity for the
Regents institutions and require statutory changes to make the Regents the coordinating entity
for other public postsecondary institutions with authority over degree approval, program review,
service areas, and budgets.

Option 3 would require a constitutional amendment to establish a new state coordinating
board for public postsecondary institutions and statutory changes to give the new board
authority over degree approval, program review, service areas, and budgets.
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Study 21: "A Proposal to Restructure
Postsecondary Education,” Ad Hoc Postsecondary
Education Restructuring Group (1994)

Scope. Public Postsecondary Education.

State Level Governance

Washburn University, community colleges and area vocational schools would have the
option of coming under the supervision of the Kansas Board of Regents, with changes in that
Board’s governance, funding, and duties also proposed. The optional nature of this proposal
would allow institutions to remain under their present governing bodies rather than all being
switched to the Regents’ control.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

Local governing boards for institutions that become Regents colleges would continue.
Their powers and duties are specified in the proposal, inciuding authority to levy property taxes
and to issue bonds.

Finance

For institutions coming under the Board of Regents, state and county out-district tuition
would be eliminated for Regents colleges (community colleges which come under the Regents).
Each county would be required to impose a uniform property tax levy of 1.5 mills. In those
counties in which there is a community college, Regents college, or Washburn University, the
proceeds from the levy would be credited to the college district. Remaining proceeds from the
level would be credited to a state fund to be used to support community colleges and Regents
colleges. Mill levies in support of Regents colleges would be capped at 25 mills. Student tuition
for community colleges and Regents colleges would be set by the college’s board of trustees.
State credit hour aid would be $50 for academic hours offered by a Regents college and $40
for those offered by a community college. ‘Reimbursement for vocational hours would be 1.5
times greater for everyone. State aid programs for community colleges would be administered
by the State Board of Education and for Regents colleges by the Kansas Board of Regents.

Mergers and Consolidations S

Those institutions which become Regents colleges would be required to affiliate with a
Regents institution and would be subject to the control and supervision of the Kansas Board of
Regents. State affiliation would be triggered by action of local governing boards.

O
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Any area vocational school that wants to offer a degree must become a technical college
and must affiliate with an existing Regents institution or Regents college. Area vocational
schools remaining under the State Board of Education could not grant degrees. No
postsecondary area vocational school state aid would be provided to technical colleges. State
funding would be on a credit hour basis and would be the same rate as vocational hours offered
by Regents colleges ($75).

Study 20: "A Plan for Governance of Higher Education in Kansas,"
Natale A. Sicuro, Jones Distinguished University Professor,
Emporia State University (1994)

Scope. Public Postsecondary Education.

State Level Governance
Two recommendations concerned governance:

® Enabling legisiation should be prepared and enacted to permit one or more
community colleges and AVTSs the opportunity to come under the jurisdiction
of the Kansas Board of Regents.

® Alternatives for restructuring the governance of higher education should be
seriously considered. Two alternatives of realigning governance were
suggested: ’

© Place Washburn University and the community colleges under the
jurisdiction of the Kansas Board of Regents. This assumes
redefinition and merger of certain AVTS components into the
community colleges where they do not already exist and other
possible arrangements as well. ' '

© Interlock the two existing boards (Kansas Board of Regents and

State Board of Education), forming a joint committee which will be
responsible for the governance of community colleges and AVTSs

which opt to join the Regents under enabling legisiation. Include

. Washburn under the same conditions contained in Alternative A.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

Local boards and taxing units are not specifically addressed, except that the proposal
notes that “The existing community colleges boards should remain intact, with clarified roles
of the Regents established vis-a-vis the local boards . . . . This same principal applies to the
AVTSs.”

%1
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Funding is not specifically addressed, although the proposal notes that “A funding plan
across the board should be formulated, in any event, as a major component of the Master Plan.”

Mergers and Consolidations

The study commends the use of the term “merger” as opposed to “takeover” since it will
be less threatening and implies that each party will benefit from the “marriage.”

Other

The author recommends that the State of Kansas should develop and prepare a Master
Plan for Higher Education and that the Master Plan should be developed for higher education
only.

Study 19: "Task Force Report on Funding of Community Colleges
and the Kansas Postsecondary Vocational
and Technical Training System," Kansas Legislature (1993)

Scope. Public Community Colleges and Area Vocational Schools.

State Level Governance

Governance is not addressed by this report, other than to recommend that the State
Board of Education should play a more active leadership role in postsecondary education.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

This report did not address any changes in current boards or taxing units.

Finance

The Task Force recommended that county out-district tuition should be eliminated and
that each county should be required to levy a 1.5 mill property tax with the proceeds used to
fund community colleges. In addition, credit hour state aid should be increased from $28 to
$30 for academic hours, from $42 and $56 to $60 for vocational hours, and from $24 to $50
for out-district state aid. Finally, the Task Force recommended that community college tuition
should be increased to generally 20 percent of operating budgets. The Task Force also made
several recommendations for area vocational schools, including an appropriation of $2.49 million
for capital outlay aid and the suggestion that the state should fully fund its share of the area
vocational school postsecondary state aid program.
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Mergers and Consolidations

~ The Task Force urged that mergers of area vocational schools and community colleges
should be considered.

Other

The report suggested a moratorium on studies of community colleges and area vocational
schools until the Task Force recommendations were addressed and implemented.

Study 18: "Kansas Public Higher Education
Governance Plan," President Don Wilson,
Pittsburg State University (1993)

Scope. Public Postsecondary Education.

State Level Governance

The plan proposed creating a statewide system, by placing all elements of public higher
education under the direction of the Kansas Board of Regents. The institutions included the six
Regents universities, Washburn University, 19 community colleges, and 14 area vocational
schools. Ultimately, nine new public institutions would be constituted through mergers of
existing postsecondary institutions.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

The proposed nine newly constituted Regents institutions would be under one governing
body, the Kansas Board of Regents. No specific mention is made of the disposition of existing
governing bodies or of taxing units. However, local advisory boards for the community colleges
and advisory councils for programs directly related to business and industry are contemplated.

Finance

The plan indicates that it reduces property taxes and eliminates out-district tuition
payments; requires additional State General Fund support for Washburn University, the
community colleges and area vocational technical schools; and requires an increased tuition rate
at community colleges and area vocational technical schools. The specific details of the
proposed financing are not enumerated in the plan.



Mergers and Consolidations

The plan anticipates merging area vocational technical schools with local or regional
institutions in Phase . Other mergers are planned for Phase Il in which Washburn University and
the community colleges/area vocational technical schools would be brought into the Regents
system; most community colleges/area schools would be merged with the existing six Regents
universities according to details in the plan; and other community colleges/area schools wouid
be merged with Washburn University, Johnson County Community College, and Kansas City
Kansas Community Coilege as the nucleus of the three new Regents institutions.

Other

The Board of Regents wouid be expanded from its current nine members to 13 members
and three additional full-time staff would be added in the central Board office.

Study 17: "Community College Funding Task Force," Report
to the State Board of Education and the LEPC (1992)

Scope. Community colleges and area vocational schools.

State Level Governance

No change.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

Creation of regional nine-member governing boards, with regional levies of the same
amount in each county of a region for operating budget funding, of up to 1.0 mill for capital
outlay and up to 0.5 mill for a Local Initiative Fund (for Adult Basic Education, adult
supplemental education, noncredit short term training and retraining, and community education
grants).

Finance

State funding would amount to 40 percent of community college operating budgets; the
state aid for academic credit hours would be $28 and the rate for vocational hours would be
$66; out-district state aid and county out-district tuition would be eliminated; the difference
between credit hour state aid and the amount needed to reach 40 percent of operating budgets
would be distributed through the General State Aid Program; student tuition would comprise 20
percent of operating budgets; local taxes would finance 40 percent of operating budgets and
the levy would be the same for each county in a region.

3-10
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Mergers and Consolidations
None recommended, although regions including more than one institution would have a

single regional governing board and all property and facilities of existing institutions would
become the property of the new regional board.

Other

Area vocational schools could participate in the regional delivery systems upon the
initiative of the area school’s governing board.

Study 16: "Constructing Partnerships in Kansas Higher
Education: A Proposal for the Restructured Governance
of Kansas Higher Education,” Kansas Board of Regents (1991)

Scope. Public higher education.

State Level Governance
The Board of Regents would maintain its present responsibilities, acquire governance

authority for the Kansas public community colleges, and assume responsibility for coordination
and master planning for public higher education in Kansas.

Local Boards and Taxing Units
Local community college boards would be maintained and the spheres of authority of the

Regents and the local boards would be demarcated to clarify the governance responsibilities and
relationships.

Finance

No changes are recommended immediately, but the report discusses an approach to
reorganizing the financing of Kansas higher education and the need to have a central authority
review and recommend institutional budgets. i
Mergers and Consolidations

No changes are recommended.
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Under this proposal the Regents would not acquire governing responsibility for Washburn
University nor would there be a change in Washburn's funding. Coordination of higher

education would be achieved primarily through the development of a master plan. The Regents
would assume coordinating authority for the entirety of Kansas public postsecondary education.

Study 15: "Governor’'s Commission on Reform of
Educational Governance,"” Final Report (1990)

Scope. Public postsecondary education.

State Level Governance

The Commission recommended that the Kansas Constitution be amended to permit the
Legislature to create additional governing boards. The Commission envisioned that the change
would give the Legislature the flexibility to create new governing boards for community colleges
and area vocational schools. The Board of Regents and Board of Education should continue.
Local Boards and Taxing Units

The Commission recommended that the supervision of Washburn University be shifted

from the State Board of Education to the State Board of Regents, with the goal of the full
integration of Washburn into the Regents system.

Finance

No changes recommended.

Mergers and Consolidations

No changes recommended.

Other

The Commission recommended that a cabinet-level Secretary of Education be created
to exercise a coordinating function between the State Board of Education, the State Board of
Regents, and other state agencies invoived with education.

-2
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Study 14: "Vocationai-Technical Education and Kansas
Economic Development: A Research Report Prepared for the
Kansas Council on Vocational Education,” (1987)

Scope. Area vocational schools and community colleges.

State Level Governance

No specific changes are recommended in the current structure, but the report
recommends that there be increased statewide coordination of vocational-technical education
institutions, which would result in a movement away from the many autonomous local units.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

No specific recommendations made about local boards, but the creation of new technical
colleges would require new local boards be established. Taxing units would be expanded to
include all counties within an institution’s regional service area.

Finance

Develop state and local funding formulas in the Kansas Vocational-Technical Education
System that appropriately match institutional mission, goals, and geographic outreach. Assign
a larger role for state financial sponsorship of the system to be consistent with its statewide
mission, structure, and governance. Enlarge the local funding base to include each county
assigned to an institution’s service area. Abolish out-district tuition.

Mergers and Consolidations

In geographic locations where community college and AVTS campuses are located either
in the same community or in adjacent counties, merge current AVTS postsecondary programs
into existing community colleges. In Wichita, Salina, Emporia, Manhattan, and Topeka, convert
AVTS postsecondary programs into technical colleges.

Other

Separate the delivery of vocational-technical education between secondary and
postsecondary students. Restructure the state’s current schools to reflect the separation of the
secondary and postsecondary delivery components.
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Study 13: "Report of the Legislative Commission on Kansas
Economic Development—Higher Education Task Force,” (1987)

Scope. Area vocational schools, community colleges, Washburn University, and Regents’ in-
stitutions.

State Level Governance

Creation of two new statewide boards; continuation of the State Board of Regents with
new autharity.

The: Commission recommended that postsecondary education be consolidated under the
jurisdiction of the State Board of Regents and that the statutory mission of the Regents be
defined as coordination of postsecondary education. No constitutional change was proposed.

In addition, the Commission proposed that a State Board of Community Colleges and Vo-
cational Education be created within the coordinating jurisdiction of the Regents and that the
new board have jurisdiction over its segment of postsecondary education.

The Commission also proposed that an institutional governing board be provided for the
Regents’ institutions and function much like the other proposed new board within the
coordinating jurisdiction of the Regents. Washburn University also would be brought under this
proposed new governing board.

The Commission further proposed that statutory authority for community colleges, post-
secondary vocational schools, and Washburn University be shifted from the State Board of
Education to the Board of Regents.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

The authority of local governing boards, including Washburn, would remain intact until
the mix of state financing increased.
Finance

No immediate changes in financing higher education were recommended. When state
financing of community colleges reached 50 percent, the Commission recommended that steps
should be taken to bring governance under greater state control. The Commission also recom-
mended that, if a major shift in state financing of Washburn occurred, then further steps to bring
Washburn under state control could be considered.

Mergers and Consolidations

None specifically recommended..
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Other

The Commission recommended that statutory mission of the Kansas Board of Regents
be redefined to include coordination of postsecondary education in addition to its constitutional
powers and duties. The State Board of Education would retain authority over elementary and
secondary education.

Study 12: "Kansas Policy Choices: Report of the Special
Commission on a Public Agenda for Kansas —Educational
Governance and Finance” (1986)

Scope. Area vocational schools, community colleges, Washburn University, and Regents’ insti-
tutions.

State Level Governance

In addition to creation of two new state boards, the Commission assumed continuing
roles for the State Board of Education and State Board of Regents. (How those roles might be
altered is not specifically defined. It appears that this plan would have required a constitutional
amendment and numerous statutory changes.)

For postsecondary institutions {community colleges, vocational schools, and technical
institutes), the Commission recommended creation of a State Board of Postsecondary Education
to coordinate curriculum, degrees, and programs and to oversee state funding.

For higher education, the Commission recommended creation of a Higher Education
Coordinating Board to plan, collect information, provide analysis, and review programs. The
Coordinating Board also would review budget proposals, coordinate relationships with private
institutions, and conduct similar activities for the postsecondary sector. The first assignment
would be to develop a master plan for higher education, including the future of Washburn
University.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

No changes recommended.

Finance

For community colleges and postsecondary vocational education, two alternatives to the
present methods were proposed: (1) continue local property taxes but shift additional financial
responsibility to the state level; and (2) authorize local revenue options to the property tax.

For higher education, the Commission recommended allowing the Board of Regents to
increase tuition up to one-third of the cost of education.
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wvlergers and Consolidations

None specifically proposed.

Other
Planning and coordinating are stressed in the report. The Commission called for a com-

prehensive plan to allow for clarification of the roles of vocational schools, community colleges,
state universities, Washburn University, and private colleges and universities.

Study 11: "Community Coilege Funding Task Force,"
Report to the State Board of Education (1986)

Scope. Community colleges.

State Level Governance

A separate and independent board of control for community colleges, appointed by the
Governor, would be established. (This would require a constitutional amendment.)
Local Boards and Taxing Units

Local community college boards of trustees would be retained and there would be no
change in current powers.
Finance

Student tuition would equal 15 percent, local levies would equal 25 percent, and the
remaining 60 percent would be from state sources. The 15-25-60 percent mix would be phased
in over a five-year period. A local board could enrich its programs by increasing student tuition
or local taxes beyond the prescribed level or by using “external” (primarily federal) funding.

Mergers and Consolidations

Not addressed.

W
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Study 10: "Washburn University,” Legislative Educational
Planning Committee {1985)

Scope. Washburn University.

State Level Governance

No changes recommended.

Local Boa_rds and Taxing Units

No changes recommended.

Finance

No recommendations made.

Mergers and Consolidations

None recommended.

Study 9: "Washburn University," Special Interim Committee
on Washburn University (1985)

Scope. Washburn University.

State Level Governance

Two bills introduced without recommendation for passage. The Committee indicated
that the two bills would enable the Legislature and Washburn University to continue the dialogue
which began during the interim study. Both bills would have brought Washburn under the
governance of the State Board of Regents, with different financing options included in each bill.

Local Boards and Taxing Units
Recommended bills would have placed Washburn under the Board of Regents, maintained

a local mill levy under both bills, levied a countywide sales tax under one bill, and established
a Board of Trustees to oversee the institution’s endowment.

27T
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rinance

Recommended bills would have authorized local tax revenues to partially finance con-
tinued operations of Washburn after it became a Regents’ institution.

Mergers and Consolidations

None recommended.

Study 8: "Improving Programs and Developing Resources for
Kansas Area Vocational Schools and Community Colleges,"
report by the Inter-Advisory Council Planning Committee
to the State Board of Education (1983)

Scope. Community colleges and area vocational schools.

State Level Governance

No change.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

State would be divided into postsecondary education regions. (No specific number of
regions was identified in report, but eight regions were envisioned when report was being
developed.) Each region would be governed by a locally elected board responsible for the
community colleges in its region. Type Il area vocational-technical schools (under a multiboard
of control) would be under the governance of the regional board. Type | area vocational schools
under the governance of a single local board would be contracted with to provide postsecondary
vocational education services. All public postsecondary education, whether under the
jurisdiction of the regional board or contracted (except Regents’ institutions), would be under
one administrative officer responsible to the regional boards. Each regional board would have
the authority to levy taxes.

Finance .

A uniform tuition schedule would be adopted for community colleges and area vocational
schools. State aid would increase to 40 percent of community college operating budgets.
Postsecondary area vocational-technical school aid would be based on credit hours, the same
as for community colleges. OQut-district state aid and county out-district tuition would be
eliminated. Regions would levy regionwide tax in support of postsecondary education.

218
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Mergers and Consolidations
No specific mergers or consolidations identified, but proposal would be flexible enough

to permit consolidation to take place.

Other

State Board of Education adopted parts of report, but did not approve regionalization
recommendation.

Study 7: "Washburn University," Legislative Budget Committee (1981)
Scope. Washburn University.

State Level Governance

No changes recommended.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

No changes recommended.

Finance

No changes recommended.

Mergers and Consolidations.

None recommended.

Other

The Committee adopted a motion to discontinue further study of the Washburn issue
following the request of the University’s President that the Committee delay for at least 18
months a decision as to state affiliation.
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Study 6: "Washburn University Feasibility Study,"”
Legislative Educational Planning Committee (1976)

Scope. Washburn University.

State Level Governance

No changes recommended.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

No changes recommended.

Finance

No changes recommended.

Mergers and Consolidations

None recommended.

Other

The Committee’s recommendation of no changes for Washburn was based on the belief
that existing state schools were adequately meeting the state’s educational needs and that a

priority must be placed upon curtailing the expenditure of additional state revenue for higher
education.

Study 5: "The Kansas Regional Education Act,"
Kansas Association of Community Colleges (1976)

Scope. Community colleges, postsecondary area vocational school programs, and all adult and
continuing education programs not under the jurisdiction of the Board of Regents

State Level Governance

No constitutional change proposed, but the State Board of Education would assume two
separate identities, one to supervise elementary-secondary education and one to supervise
community colleges and postsecondary occupational education. In its latter capacity, the State
Board would be known as the “State Board of Control” and would be assisted in its duties by
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a 25-member State Advisory Council with its own staff which would be responsible for de
veloping a state plan for community colleges and postsecondary occupational education.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

Basically the same as the 1974 recommendations of the State Board of Education,
except that the state would be divided into between 20 and 22 postsecondary education
regions for purposes of local governance and tax support.

Finance

Same as Board of Education recommendations.

Mergers and Consolidations

Same as Master Planning Commission.

Other

Local regional board would have authority to contract for educational services.

Study 4: Report to the 1976 Legislature by the
Legislative Educational Planning Committee (1975)

Scope. Fourteen-county area in southeast Kansas in which are located six community colleges,
one area vocational school, and Pittsburg State University.

State Level Governance

No change.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

Establish a nine-member regional board for postsecondary education with jurisdiction over
the six community colleges and one area vocational school in the region. The board would have
authority to contract with Pittsburg State University for postsecondary vocational education
services and to levy taxes in support of educational programs. The board would appoint a chief
administrative officer for the multicampus institution who would supervise the administrative
staff. Each campus would have a head administrator.

-]
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.-inance

Student tuition and millage levied would be uniform for the region. Qut-district tuition
would be charged for students whose residence is outside the region.

Mergers and Consolidations

Muiticampus system comprised of Allen County Community College, Coffeyville
Community College, Fort Scott Community College, Independence Community College, Labette
Community College, Neosho Community College, and Southeast Kansas Area Vocational-
Technical Schoaol.

Study 3: "Recommendations for the Organization of
Postsecondary Education in Kansas," State Board of Education (1974)

Scope. Area vocational schools, community coileges, Kansas Technical Institute (KTI, now Kan-
sas State University-Salina, College of Technology), and Technical Institute at Pittsburg State
University.

State Level Governance

No change.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

State would be divided into not more than ten postsecondary education regions, with
each county in a region. In each region there would be a locally-elected postsecondary
education board that would be responsible to the State Board of Education. Local board in each
region would have powers patterned after community college boards of trustees and would have
authority over area schools, community colleges, and KTI. All counties of the state would be
part of a postsecondary education region for purposes of local tax support.

Finance

State funding would approximate 50 percent statewide, distributed to each region
through an equalization formula based on regional wealth. Student tuition would equal 15
percent and local and federal resources would total 35 percent. There would be no out-district
tuition. Each region would levy a tax equal to .1 percent of district wealth (property and
income).

3 -2 4



Mergers and Consolidations

Same as Master Planning Commission.

Other

Secondary vocational education programs would continue under contract to USDs. |If
there is no area school in region, community college would contract with USD for postsecondary
vocational education. If no community college in region, area school would contract with a four-
year institution to offer associate degree programs.

Study 2: "Community College Education in Southeastern Kansas,"
Prepared for the Ozarks Regional Commission (1973)

Scope. Fourteen-county area in southeast Kansas in which are located six community colleges,
one area vocational school, and Pittsburg State University

State Level Governance

No change.

Local Boards and Taxing Units

The 14-county area of southeast Kansas would constitute a single community college
district with a single nine-member board of trustees with authority over the six community col-
leges, postsecondary vocational education programs at the area vocational school, and the area
vocational school programs at Pittsburg State University. The board would select a president
to operate the multicampus system. The board would have the authority to impose a levy in
support of the system, subject to voter approval.

Finance
Student tuition would be at a minimum level. Remaining funding would be from state
(primarily) and federal sources. Subject to approval by voters in the district, the board of trus-

tees could levy a tax to supplement or enrich programs at a higher level than permitted by the
basic state appropriation. .

Mergers and Consolidations

Multicampus system composed of Allen County Community College, Coffeyville
Community College, Fort Scott Community College, Independence Community College, Labette

3 1%
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Community College, Neosho Community College, Southeast Kansas Area Vocational Technical
School, and Pittsburg State University (vocational and technical programs).

Other

The recommended district would serve as a pilot project to test concepts that could be
applied to other parts of the state.

Study 1: "Postsecondary Educational Planning to 1985: Final
Report and Recommendations," Master Planning Commission (1972)

scope. Public postsecondary education.

State Level Governance

A constitutional amendment would be adopted to remove the provision for the State
Board of Regents and to establish a State Management Board, which would have authority over
all public postsecondary education. (The authority of the State Board of Education over
postsecondary education would be terminated. The existing State Board of Regents would as-
sume the role of the State Management agency on an interim basis.)

Local Boards and Taxing Units

Each Regents’ university and Washburn University would be governed by a board of trus-
tees appointed by the Governor. All other institutions (community colleges and area vocational
schools) would be governed by locally elected boards. Taxing units would be eliminated
because no local tax support would be utilized.

Finance

All postsecondary education students would pay tuition equal to 25 percent of the cost
per student at each institution. The remaining funding (75 percent) would come from state and
federal sources. Revenues from other sources, such as endowments, would be outside the 25-
75 percent student-state and federal mix. -

Mergers and Consolidations

The following schools would'be merged to form seven two-year colleges offering a com-
prehensive range of occupational and academic programs:

1. Northwest Kansas AVTS (Goodland) —Colby CC
2. Liberal AVTS—Seward County CC (Liberal)

32y
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Southwest Kansas AVTS (Dodge City) —Dodge City CC

North Central Kansas AVTS (Beloit) —Cloud County CC (Concordia)
Central Kansas AVTS (Newton)—Hutchinson CC

Northeast Kansas AVTS (Atchison)—Highland CC

Kansas City AVTS—Kansas City CC

sl g s e

The following schools would be merged to form two multicampus colleges:

1. Southeast Kansas AVTS (Coffeyville) — Coffeyville CC—Independence CC
—Labette County CC (Parsons) ‘

2. Allen County CC (lola)—Fort Scott CC—Neosho County CC (Chanute)

The following community colleges and area vocational schools would be expanded so
that each would offer a comprehensive range of occupational and academic programs:

Barton County CC
Butler County CC
Cowley County CC
Garden City CC
Johnson County CC
Pratt County CC
Kaw AVTS

Flint Hills AVTS
Manhattan AVTS
Wichita AVTS

o -

The Kansas Technical Institute (now the Kansas State University-Salina, College of
Technology) and the Salina AVTS would be the two campuses of the “Salina Community

College.”

Other

A need-based student assistance program would be established and made available to
all Kansans attending a public or private postsecondary institution.
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Independent Colleges
and Universities

Arlicle 6 of lhe Kansas Constitution direcls the
Legislalure to provide lor a Slale Board of Regenls
comprised of nine members appointed by the
Governor, subject to confirmation by the Senate.
The Slate Board of Regents Is responsible for
supervising the operalion of the six slate Regents
universities. The Kansas Board of Regents is a
policy-making body with broad responsibilities in the
following areas: administration, fiscal management,
facilities management, academic afairs, student
affairs, and legal affairs.
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Washburn University is a municipal
universily, governed by slale stalutes
which specify the composition, powers,
and dulies of the Washburn University
Board of Regents. The Washburn Uni-
versily Board of Regents is composed of
nine members: four members appointed
by the mayor of Topeka, three members
appointed by the Governor, the mayor of
Topeka or a member of the Topeka Cily
Council, and a member of the Slate
Board of Regents. Itis the state of Kan-
sas, nol the cily of Topeka, which eslab-
lishes the framework within which WU
operates.

Governance of the community colleges re-
sides with elected six or seven member
boards of trustees whose powers Include
levying laxes, hiring slaff, and determining the
educational program of the school. The
institutions are under the supervision of the
State Board of Educatlion whose powers
include approving courses and programs and
distributing state aid. The Slate Board does
nol approve individual inslitutional budgets.
The Slate Board is provided for by the Kan-
sas Conslilulion and has general supervision
of public schools, educational institutions, and
all the educational interesls of lhe slale,
excepl the functions delegated by law 1o the
Kansas Board of Regents. The Stale Board
consists of ten members with overlapping
terms who are elecled from districts com-
prised of four conliguous senalorial districls.

Governance of area vocalional schools and
lechnical colleges resides with local school
district boards, community college boards of
fruslees, or multi-boards comprised of a mix of
the above. The local boards have authorily to
hire the heads of the institutions and 1o deter-
mine the schools' educalional program. The
institulions are under the supervision of the
State Board of Educalion whose powers
include approving each institution's operaling
budget for the purpose of distributing state
aid.

Independent colleges and universitles
are under the governance of institutional
boards of trustees. There is no slate-
level oversight provided excepl thal new
institulions must be approved by the
Slale Board of Regents as degree-con-
ferring institutions before awards can be
made in Kansas.
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Financing

Community Colleges

Area Vocational Schools
and Technical Colleges

Independent Colleges
and Universities

The terms “general use” and "restricled use" are
central to the discussion of financing the operating
budgets. "General use" funds include State Gen-
eral Fund approprialions, General Fees Fund
revenues (primarily tuition), and inlerest on certain
investments. In contrast, “restricted use” funds
include funds which must be spent in a cerain
manner, such as parking fees, student union fees,
federal research grants, and income generated by
campus revenue-producing activities. The FY 1998
approved Regents syslemwide operaling budget
(excluding capital improvements, the hospital
portion of the University of Kansas Medical Center,
and the Board Office) is summarized below:

General Use:

State General Fund $ 483,180,270
General Fees Fund 175,501,773
Fed. Land Grant 7,652,499

Hosp. Overhead Reimb. Fund 9,825,460

Other Funds 2,510,902
Subtotal-GU $ 678,670,904

Restricted Use
TOTAL—Operating

428,456,779
$1,107,127,683

%o
Ao

Washburn University is supported finan-
cially by a combination of the stale oper-
aling grant, local property lax revenues
generaled from property within the city
limits of Topeka, studenttuition and fees,
the local ad valorem tax reduction fund,
local out-district tuition, investment earn-
ings, and unrestricted endowments.
Washburn submits an annual request for
the stale operaling grant to the Slate
Board of Regents, which, in turn submits
its recommendalion along with the
Washburn request to the Governor and
the Legislature. The FY 1998 approved
state operaling grant totals $7,454,876,
an increase of $286,726, or 4.0 percent,
over the FY 1997 grant. In approximate
terms, Washburn is financed about 42
percent by student tuition, 28 percent by
property tax, 19 percent by the stale
operating grant, and the balance from
other sources.

Three slale aid programs specifically for
community colleges are: (1) the credit hour
aid program that provides an amount per
academic hour, 1.5 times that amount for
vocaltional hours, and 2.0 limes thal amount
for vocalional hours offered by the five col-
leges that are designaled area vocational
schools; (2) the out-district state aid program
that reimburses courses taken by students
who are not residents of the community
college district at the rate of $24 per hour; (3)
the general state aid program that allocates
more slate aid fo schools thal have lower
assessed valuation per student. Total ap-
proved state aid for FY 1998 for the three
programs is $56.3 million. Other major fund-
ing sources are a local levy on property in the
community college district and student uition.
InFY 1997, budgeted revenues for operations
consisted of: 27 percent slate resources, 45
percent local resources, 19 percent student
luition and fees, 5 percent county out-district
tuition, and 4 percent other resources.

The state pays 85 percent of postsecondary
student tuition and the student pays the re-
maining 15 percent. The amount approved for
FY 1998 is $25.1 million and represents about
60 percent of all funding for operating bud-
gels. The state also provides funding for the
vocational education capital outlay program.
In addition, area vocalional schools and tech-
nical colleges are paid by school districls for
services provided secondary students.

Funding for independent colleges and
universities consists primarily of student
tuition and private funding. The primary
stale resource received by the institu-
tions is in the form of student assistance
from the Tuition Grant Program that
goes lo the student, not the institution.
The 1997 Legislature approved
$5,778,144 for FY 1998. Studenls also
are eligible for several other Kansas
student assistance programs.
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Facilities

Community Colleges

Area Vocational Schoaols
and Technical Colleges

Independent Colleges
and Universities

Approximaltely 660 buildings on the various cam-
puses of the Regents system provide more than 23
million gross square feel of space. The Regents
must approve each inslitutional request for state
funds for new buildings or renovation projects. The
Regents instilutions benefit from the Educational
Building Fund (EBF) which is a statewide levy of 1
mill to be used for capital improvements, Also, the
1996 Legislature approved an additional method of
financing Regenls systemwide rehabilitation and
repair projects (1996 S.B. 588): the KDFA is autho-
rized to issue bonds totaling $156.5 million ($163.6
million with interest earnings) for projects at Re-
genls schools. Debl service for the projects over a
15-year period is estimated at $228.4 million, with
each year's debt service payment totaling $15.0
million, to be retired with proceeds from the EBF.

¢-f

The Washburn campus includes approxi-
mately 25 buildings encompassing aboul
1.0 million gross square feel. The Legis-
lature has authorized a mill levy for capi-
lal improvements and debt retirement:
the existing levy for this purpose is 2.88
mills.

Community colleges may make an annual
levy of up lo 2 mills for up to five years for
the purpose of constructing, repairing, re-
modeling, furnishing, or equipping buildings
or acquiring property for educational pur-

poses. They also may issue bonds for capi-

tal improvements,

Area vocalional schools and technical col-
leges have no specific authorily to make
levies for buildings and equipmenl. The
vocational education capital outlay program
makes slate aid available to the schools and
to community colleges that are designated
area schools in the form of grants for projects
lhal have been approved by the State Board.
The amount approved for FY 1998 is $2.0
million.

The state has no role in capital improve-
ments at the independent colleges and
universities.
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Role and Mission

Communily Colleges

Area Vocalional Schools
and Technical Colleges

The Regenls institutions provide an array of general
education courses as a fundamental component of
the undergraduate degree. Liberal arls and sci-
ences, professional, and graduate degree programs
are offered as appropriate and as approved by the
Board. The Regents inslitulions are charged to
provide sludents and Kansans with high quality
educational, research, and service programs.

pot

Washburn University's mission slate-
ment describes Washburn as an urban
university concentraling its efforts on
undergraduate instruction, professional
legal educalion, and selected profes-
sional programs at the graduate level.
Washburn is limited to associdte, bacca-
laureate, masters, and juris doctorate
degrees, and is prohibited statutorily
from establishing specialized schools.

A mission statement adopled by the State
Board of Education emphasizes three main
areas: academic programs leading to transfer
to four-year institulions, vocalional and occu-
pational programs for job preparation or
retraining, and community service programs
and aclivilies.

In a 1992 strategic plan developed by the
Association of Area Vocalional-Technical
Schools, the mission of area vocational
schools was defined as "developing and
implementing a statewide program of work-
place skills to provide youlh and adults with
the knowledge and experiences needed fo
increase personal growth and opportunity and
slalewide economic development.”

Independent Colleges
and Universities

The schools focus on liberal arts pro-
grams.  Vocational and professional
lraining is generally limited, although
there are notable exceplions such as
leacher and nursing education pro-
grams. Most of the inslitulions have a
religious affiliation.
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Service Areas

Community Colleges

Area Vocational Schools
and Technical Colleges

Independent Colleges
and Universities '

According to Board of Regents policy, the state is
divided into three geographic service areas to
ensure that the need for off-campus educational
services is met without unnecessary duplicalion: KU
and PSU are assigned the eastern third; WSU and
ESU are assigned the central part; and KSU and
FHSU are assigned the western third of the stale,
Exceplions are sometimes made to the service area
guidelines; however, in all cases a Regents institu-
tion must have Board approval to offer a course
oulside its service area and the institution must
contact all affected schools in the area. At the
present time, the Board is engaged in a discussion
regarding the impact of telecommunication courses,
distance learning, the Virtual Universily concepl,
and Internet-related learning.

Ox

The statutes specify that the state aid
operating grant shall not be used lo
expand graduale programs or for the
purpose of expansion of off-campus
programs without the prior approval of
the Kansas Board of Regents.

The State Board will not approve an off-cam-
pus course in a county in which the main
campus of a Regents inslitution, Washburn
Universily, or another community college is
located unless permission is granted in writ-
ing by the head of the home institution. In the
case of independent colleges and universi-
ties, the head of the home institution must be
informed in wriling of plans to offer a course
in that county.

There are no formal service areas for area
vocalional schools and technical colleges,
although most of the insfitutions have an
operalional definition or understanding of what
their service area is.

There are no formal service areas, but
the institutions hislorically have abided
by off-campus guidelines developed by
the various postsecondary sectors.
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Residency and Admissions

Community Colleges

Area Vocational Schools
and Technical Colleges

Independent Colleges
and Universities

1996 H. B. 2668 imposes a "qualified admissions”
requirement upon Kansas high school graduates
who want to enroll at a Regents institution, effeclive
Fall 2001. High school graduates must meet one of
the following: an ACT score of at least 21, rank in
the top third of their graduating class, or complete
the Regents precollege curriculum with a grade
point average of at least a "C" (2.0). A small num-
ber of exceplions is allowed.

In terms of residency requirements for luition
purposes, the basic rule set forth in K.S.A, 76-
729(a) is that persons who have not been residents
of Kansas for at least 12 months prior lo enrollment,
are non-residents for fee purposes.

9t

By policy of the Washburn University
Board of Regents, admission is open to
graduates of an accrediled Kansas
high school. WU utilizes a six-month
residency requirement.

For purposes of credit hour and general state
aid, a student must have been a resident of
Kansas for six months. For purposes of out-
district slate aid and out-districl tuition, a
student must have been a resident of the
community college district for six months,
There are no statulory admission require-
menlts.

Stale aid is paid only for Kansas resident
students who are either high school graduates
or are at least 16 years old and not regularly
enrolled in a school district,

Admission requirements are set by the
individual institutions.
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Enroliments

Community Colleges

s

Technical Colleges

Independent Colleges

and Universities

Shown below is Fall 1997 FTE enroliment  Fall 1997 FTE enrollment:

data for the Regenls institutions. /'

KU 22,237 wu 4618
KSuU 16,693
wsu 9,706
ESU . 4,625
FHSU 4,645
PSU 5,265
TOTAL 40,934
KSU-Salina 557
KSU-Vet Med 638
KU-Med Cir -
1,195

Fall 1997 FTE enrollment;

Allen County
Barton County
Butler County
Cloud County
Coffeyville
Colby
Cowley County
Dodge City
Fort Scolt
Garden City
Highland
Hutchinson
Independence
Johnson County
Kansas City
Labette County
Neosho County
Pratt
Seward County
TOTAL

32,740

Fall 1997 FTE enroliment;

Flint Hills, Tech. Coll.

Manhattan Area Tech. Coll.
North Central KS. Tech. Coll.

Wichita Area Tech, Coll.
TOTAL

281
389
433

565

1,668

Fall 1997 FTE enrollment:

Baker
Benedictine
Bethany
Bethel
Central
Donnelly
Friends
Hesston
Kansas Newman
Kansas Wesleyan
McPherson
Midamerica Nazarene
Ottawa
Southwestern
St. Mary
Sterling
Tabor

TOTAL

1,756
833
704
594
224
243

2,730
394

1,216
574
482

1,363

2,182
600
429
500
495

15,319

1) Note: FTE is calculated at 15 credit hours of undergraduale, 9 credit hours of graduate, and 12 credit hours of law school or velerinary medicine enrollment. KU Medical Center does not compule FTE.

Note: Figures reporled by postsecondary institutions are 20th day enroliments for the fall ferm. This census provides comparable fi

the same day of a term regardless of school type.

X
(
S

gures for all institutions of postsecondary education by counting students on
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Student Tuition

Community Colleges

Area Vocational Schools

Independent Colleges
and Universities

and Technical Colleges

The Board of Regents has authority to set the
luition rates at Regents schools. For FY
1998, General Fees Fund (tuition) expendi-
tures are budgeled to account for 21.4 per-
cent of general use expenditures. The Fall
1996 (FY 1997) tuition rates for undergradu-
ate resident sludents are shown below,

KU $945
KSuU by $945
wsu ' $892
ESU $708
FHSU $708
PSU $708
KSU-Salina $717

The Washburn University Board of
Regents is granted the authority to
prescribe rules, regulations, and
bylaws for the governance of the
University, including the power fo
fix tuition and fees. For academic
year 1996-1997, undergraduate
resident tuition for 15 hours at
Washburn was $1,500.

1) Note: This table assumes undergraduates enrolled in 15 credit hours.

2) Includes fees.
\
A

0021504.01(1/19/98(11 22aM))

Full-time (15 hours) resident tuition Fall Se-
mester 1996:

Allen County

Barton‘County
Butler Counly
Cloud County

Coffeyville
Colby
Cowley
Dodge Cily
Fort Scott

Garden Cily

Highland
Hutchinson

Independence

Johnson County (incl. fees)
Kansas City

Labette County

Neosho County

Pratt

Seward County

AN A AANDDAABAANADANGD

Full-time (558 clock hours) tuition Fall Semes-

fer 1996:

Northeast

North Central Tech. Coll,
Southeast

Flint Hills Tech. Coll,
Norlhwest

Salina

Kaw

Manhattan Tech. Coll.
Wichita Tech. Coll,
Liberal

Kansas City

BB ANDDAD AN O

575
572
558
569
364
502
624
527
502
531
523

Full-time tuition Fall 1996:?

Baker
Benedictine
Bethany

Bethel

Central

Donnelly

Friends

Hesston

Kansas Newman
Kansas Wesleyan
McPherson
Midamerica Nazarene
Ottawa
Southwestern

St. Mary

Sterling

Tabor

BN AP DDA A
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advantage under these limitations in the federal act, at least without
further information as to the experience at the national level.

In other words, the council fee]s that it would be best to follow
the effect of the congressional legislation for another year or more
before considering whether any state action might be feasible or
desirable. In consequence, the legislative council recommends that
no further action be taken on this proposal.

The legislative council submits the above report to the proper
committees of the 1959 legislature together with other available
information.
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PROPOSAL No.7

A Proposar relating to 4 study, survey, report, 4rid recommehda-
tions regatding the state educational systeni, beginning with
kindergarten and extending through college or university [to

carry out 1957 Senate concurrent resolution No. 25].

Following the assignment of this proposal to the council’s com-
mittee on education in May, 1957, a progress report was made to
the council (see September, 1957, Journal of the Kansas Legislative
Council, pp. 58-61) and a report was submitted by the council to
the 1958 legislative budget session (see November, 1957, Journal
of the Kansas Legislative Council, pp. 84-88). The later report
asked for an additional appropriation for the special studies author-
ized by the 1957 legislature in order to complete the assignment.
The request was granted (see Budget Sess. L. 1958, ch. 10, sec. 5).
In September, 1958, the council's committee on education re-
ported the employment of Dr. Otto E. Domian director of the
bureau of field studies and surveys, of the college of education of
the university of Minnesota, to serve as director of the survey of
the public school system, and Mr. George J. Frey, Jr., to serve as
co-ordinator and head of the state survey office. Tt also reported
that a citizens advisory committee of thirty-five prominent in-
dividuals had been appointed. That committee has held two
meetings.

Thirty-five regional meetings, attended by lay citizens, board
members and school administrators, have been conducted by the
state survey staff to explain the plan and scope of the survey. A
county survey committee has been organized by the citizens in each
of the 105 counties. More than 3,000 Kansans are now actively
participating in the survey as members of county committees.
The county committees will work throughout the year on these
three major tasks:

Phase I—To determine the educational program that should
be offered in the schools of the county to best equip the children
for life in the last half of the twentieth century.

Phase 1I—To compare what the schools of ti;e county are now
doing with what was determined as desirable in Phase I.

Phase 11I—To examine the methods and means of bringing the
s_chgﬁls ofIthe county to the level agreed upon as being essential
m ase 1.
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H v ]
(,rE.,M-]] u})]unty was free to select the committee members and
i“g. l."zelt e committee in accord with the unique conditions exist-
% ;Jn ;mt c}(])u;ty. While materials to assist county committees
will be furnished by the central surv
; al survey staff, the county i
. ‘ . ! unty committees
: .]\lre FJCLI] urged to use all possible local resources to become more
u wy 1}111formed about their educational problems
shrtltd [t]he survey in the elementary and secondary field well
O'E‘hi;ﬁ 1e_dc0u:1c115 committee is working on plans for the survey
er education in Kansas, but it m
b sas, ay take several weeks before
f;::::f&c‘tory ﬂrrang;?ments can be completed. The council’s com
ee is securing from each of the instituti :
; [ institutions of higher ed i
in Kansas certain basic statistical i i By € i
7 a atistical information t
i Sams . sie ation to serve as a pre-
I:::Sn':];y I.JHSIS for beginning the survey in this field. In view of[the
resent circumstances it seems essenti .
resen al for the commit
tinue its work after the N e st
nu : ovember, 1958, session of the legislati
council in order that it m ’ D s
: t ay complete the arrangements whi
are now in process regardin i e
e c g the survey of higher educati
continue to exercise su isi ot A
Tl pervision over the public scl
. Therefore, the legislati ; b
; : gislative council authorized th i i
its committee on education unti i S i e
Com: : ntil the organizati i
s © e ' ganization of the new legis-
Je]é;aiz]m::[ .1tn 1'91?9, in order to exercise necessary responsibi]i%ies
] : it with respect to the supervisi i
Servey andor Proposal Ny ] pervision of the educational
T 3 . " 3 .
he legislative council submits this report to the proper com

mittees of the 1959 legisla i
e gislature together with other available in-

~ A ProrosaL relating to a study and
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PROPOSAL No. 8

survey of third-class cities To-

cated in townships [to carry out 1957 House concurrent resolu-

tion No. 18].
Under the provisions of Proposal No. 8, which was House con-
current resolution No. 18 of the 1957 session, the council was di-
rected to make a study of third-class cities located in townships,
the problems of the residents of such cities being entitled to vote for

" township officers, and the advisability and feasibility of enacting leg-

islation to prevent residents of such cities from voting for township
officers. In keeping with these directives, the council’s comimittee
on federal, state and local government has conferred with Repre-
sentative Alvin Bauman, the author of H.C.R. No. 18, and with
Mr. Albert Martin of the league of Kansas municipalities. Existing
township laws and practices in Kansas have also been examined,
as well as the possible effects thereon which would result from re-
moving property in third-class cities from township tax rolls. -

In general, so far as the present Kansas law is concerned, cities
of the third class remain a part of the township in which they are
situated for most township purposes. However, the property in
third-class cities is specifically exempted by G. S. 1949, 68-535 from
levies for township road purposes, although residents of these areas
may vote in the election of township trustees, clerks, and treasurers
whose duties include, among other things, the spending of township
road funds. That the citizens whose property is subject to taxation
may be overruled at the polls by persons whose property is not so
taxed seems to be the heart of the present problem. In other words,
with a substantial proportion of the township voters often located
in third-class cities, the election of township officials may be con-
trolled by the votes of persons whose property is not taxed for a
function which will be administered by these officers.

However, on the other hand, township officials are also elected
[,\Effiﬁs*im”d orwhich taxes are levied on e property locate In these

Sities—Comsequently, merely elimina ing the present right of resi-
“—Jents of third-class cities to vote for these township officers, while

at the same time subjecting their property to taxes to support cer-

tain township operations, would clearly result in taxation without

representation, and hence would offer no real solution.
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PROPOSAL No. 32

A Prorosar relating to educational television, requesting a -;lt)u]dy
report and recommendations as to the cost and the fiesxra tl. ity
of using that medium for both on and off campus instruction.

The council’s committee on education considered the desirability
i i isi 1 its possible cost.
f having educational television anc _ .
° A conﬁerence was held on October 30, 1957, with ;cp;gsentahvesi
N . [ n(
iti i .ducational television for Kansas a
of the citizens committee on e s Teaiels ene
he joi i ision of the five state institutions o
the joint committee on television /
high]er learning. At this conference there was an 'oppi)rh;mt’y.to
review the citizens committee’s proposal for educationa tc: eylsiﬁ:
in Kansas and to secure information on recent developmen i in
field. More recently, on October 3 and 4 of 1958: the C:“&Ci ; :]::)tt:n
itte ional television seminar a an
mittee attended an educationa ha
sponsored jointly by Kansas state college and the Kansas citizens
i ional television.
committee on educationa .
We have been impressed by the tremenc}l}oui pmfgress mad(?1 nrg
l ’ isi i L4 s «
i television during the last few year
the field of educational . re and
find that it is rapidly becoming an lmportlfmt (Ilsa'rt (])1f t:le eggfl;\::;zn
. ic school level and in higher .
rogram both at the public sc : : ;
?n Ele next few years when America will face trem?ndnus compc'ht
tion as a result of the Russian program of education, \;vte {can :gt
afford to ignore the advantages of this new method. does !
rovide a substitute for the classroom teacher, but experimen
Seem to indicate that it is particularly ndnptcd}fnr mstructu.m in Lle:
’ : . . . l -
i h as arithmetic, mathematics, science,
tain types of courses, suc T Sigh
i t and foreign languages.
erature, speech improvemen : D i
in Russian, Spanish, and Frenc >
school and adult courses in . iek &xs b
i fields are now being offered i
offered, and courses in many elnp pictel [y T2
» schools, and colleges and universities.
mentary and secondary sc ; ‘ : ersities: Tele
i tions and instruction in m :
ision is being used for demonstra )
eehools, chger training courses, and is used for educational and

i B It can be used for the instruction of homebound

cultural subjects.

ildren, for example. ‘ B ‘ .
Ch;lt( ir-:err]eported that thirty-eight educational television stations will

be in operation at the end of this year, and by 1960 it is est;r)r;nt;;:
th;‘!t sixty stations will be in operation over thef ;:}?'untry. Of the
i ions i ion at the beginning of this year,
irty-one stations in operation a egin .
:il;;ey college stations, nine were maintained by states or public
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school systems, and the remainder were community stations. The
states of Oklahoma and Alabama maintain state-wide networks of
educational television. '

Television teaching requires not only experienced teachers, but
top-rank teachers. A great deal more time must be spent in prepa-
ration for teaching on television than in the ordinary classroom. In
fact, television teachers usually are assigned only one lesson a day
and devote all the rest of their time to preparation. In many courses
of study it is necessary for classroom teachers to follow up the tele-
vision lessons and answer questions, conduct discussion and assist
the pupils with particular problems and conduct examinations.

Members of the legislature are probably aware that a college
credit course in physics is now being broadcast by a number of
commercial stations throughout the nation at 6:30 a. m. each morn-
ing, five days a week. This course is entitled “Topics in Physics,”
and is taught by Doctor White, a recognized authority and experi-
enced television teacher.

The council finds that there are certain problems involved in an
establishment of a state-wide network of educational television in
Kansas that require additional consideration. We feel that more
study should be given to the question of over-all supervision and
management, financing and the location of stations and studjos.
The council’s committee has been so involved in the organization
of the educational survey throughout the state under Proposal No.
7, that it was not able to give adequate consideration to all of the

problems of an educational television system for Kansas. It is felt
that another conference with all of the interested parties concerned
should be held in the immediate future, and that it will be essential
to have additional time for a study and consultation before we will
be in position to submit sound recommendations on this proposal.

Therefore, the council authorized its committee to hold meetings
and conferences during the period following the adjournment of
the council, with permission to file its final report and recommenda-

. tions later, and to transmit such report and recommendations di-

teetly to the 1959 legislature.
The legislative council submits the foregoing report to the proper

- committees of the 1959 legislature, together with other available
" information.
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Models of State Education Governance Structures

Basic Models

Campbell and Mazzoni (1976) developed several models to depict the formal relationships
among govemnors, chief state school officers (CSSOs) and state boards of education (SBEs) in
governing public education. They focused on the policy-making components of the state
education agency—the CSSO and the SBE-and on the formal links between these roles and
the governor’s office and the legislature. While Campbell and Mazzoni recognized that
structural arrangements alone may not determine policy-making processes within a state, they
found that structure does affect the influence that various officeholders possess. For example,
they reported that the legal authority cf the SBE "to appoint its own CSSO was strongly
related to the policy-making influence of the board” (p. 432).

Subsequently, Bumes, Palaich, McGuinness and Flakus-Mosqueda (1983) focused on four
basic models that reflected the formal relationships among the governor, CSSO and SBE in
43 of the 50 states. Sanchez and Hall (1987) later used these four basic models in a smdy of
CSSOs in which they updated the 1983 classifications. They reported that 44 states
conformed to one of these four basic models in 1986, In Model One, the govemor appoints
the SBE; the SBE in turn appoints the CSSO. Model Two differs from Model One in that the
SBE is elected by the citizenry rather than appointed; the SBE appoints the CSSO as in
Model One. In Model Three the SBE is appointed by the governor, and the CSSO0 is elected
by the citizenry. In Model Four, the govermor appoints both the SBE and the CSSO. These
four basic models are represented in the diagram on the following page.

Thirty-seven states now conform to one of these four basic models (see Table 1, page nine).
Ten states reflect Model One, and Model Two represents the education governance structure
in nine states. Eleven states conform to Mode] Three, and seven states reflect Model Four.
The remaining 13 states have unique governance structures.

Nine states no longer reflect the same model as they did in 1983 because their govemance
structure changed or different rules were used to classify the state’s governance structure,
Structural changes occurred in five states, and in three states the application of different rules
accounted for their reclassification. Both a structural change and the application of different
rules accounted for one state being reclassified. :

Structural changes resulted in Towa, Minnesota and South Dakota being reclassified from
Model One to Model Four. Two states. New Mexico and Texas, were moved from Model

- Two t0 unique structures because of governance changes. Structural changes also occurred in
states that did not, and still do not, conform to any of the basic models. These structural
changes are discussed in the next section.
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New Hampshire, Massachusetts and Virginia no longer conform to any of the four basic

models because different rules were applied to classify their govemnance structures. In 1983,
New Hampshire was classified as adhering to Model One, but sj

Kenmcky no longer reflects the same mode] as it did in 1983 because its govemance structure
changed and different rules were used to classify its structure. The structural change would
have resulted in this state being reclassified from Model Three to Model One. However,

since Kentucky also has a secretary of education in addition 1o its CSSO0, it is classified as
having a unique education governance structure.

Recent Structural Changes

The government officials selected for the survey were asked if the structure of their state
education governance had changed in recent years and, if so, to describe the changes and the

classifications by Bumnes et al. and the updated classifications of Sanchez and Hall (1987) to
identify changes in state education govemance structures over the past decade.

place. However, most of the changes noted did not affect structural relationships at the state
level. Structural relationships change when a different method is used to select the CSSO or

SBE members or if an office, such as a secretary of education, is added to the governance
structure.  Only structural changes are reported here.

Seven states use a different method to choose their CSSOs than they did in 1983. In Iowa,
Minnesota, South Dakota and Texas, the CSSO formerly was appointed by the SBE and is

now appointed by the governor. In Kentucky, Louisiana and Mississippi, the CSSO is now
appointed by the SBE instead of elected.

The change in South Dakota was the result of a 199] EXecutive reorganization order that
abolished the orfice of state superintendent of schools (the state’s CSSO). The duties of the
CSSO were consolidated with those of the secretary of the Department of Education and
Culwral Affairs. The reason given by one respondent for the change was "to streamline
operations, improve efficiency and align the chief with the govemor."

Massachusetts also changed its structure in 1991 Wwhen it established the office of secretary of
education. The secretary is a voting member of the SBE and chairs the Higher Education
Coordinating Council and the Committee on Education Policy. Uniike South Dakota,
Massachusetts stll has a separate office for its CSSO0. the commissioner of education.
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Table 1
-~ . Education Governance Structures in the 50 States

States That Conform to a Basic Model o =

MODEL ONE MODEL TWO MODEL THREE MODEL FOUR
(10 states) (9 states) (11 states) (7 states)
Alaska Alabama Arizona Towa
Arkansas Colorado California Maine
Connecticut Hawaii Georgia Minnesota
Delaware Kansas Idaho New Jersey
Illinois Michigan Indiana Pennsylvania
Maryland Nebraska Montana South Dakota
Missouri Nevada North Carolina Tennessee
Rhode Istand Qhio North Dakora
Vermont Utah Oklahoma
West Virginia Qregon

Wyoming

States That Do Not Conform to a Basic Model

Florida—The SBE consists of 7 elected cabinet members: the governor, secretary of state, attomey general, comptroller,
treasurer, commissioner of agriculture and commissioner of education (CSS0).

~ Kentucky--The governor appoints SBE members, and the SBE appoints the CSSO. The governor also appoints the secretary
of education, arts and the humanities, who is a cabinet member.

Louisiana--Eight SBE members are elected, and the govemor appoints 3 members. The SBE appoints the CSSO.

Massachusetts--The governor appoints SBE members, and the SBE appoints the CSSO. The governor also appoints the
secretary of education. who is a cabinet member.

Mississippi--The governor appoints 5 SBE members, while the lieutenant governor and the speaker of the house each appoint '
2 members. The SBE appoints the CSSO.

New Hampshire—The governor and the Council (an advisory council composed of 5 elected members) appoint SBE
members, and the SBE appoints the CSSO.

New Mexico--Ten SBE members are elected. and the governor appoints 5 SBE members. The SBE appoints the CSSO.
New York--The state legislature elects SBE members, and the SBE appoints the CSSO.

South Carolina—Legislative delegations elect 16 SBE members, and the governor appoints 1 SBE member. The CSSO is
eiected,

Texas--The SBE is elected. and the govemor appoints the CSSO.

Virginia--The governor appoints SBE members and the CSSO. The governor appoints the secretary of education. who is a
cabinet member.

Washington--Local school boards elect SBE members. and the CSSO is eicected by the citizenry.

Wisconsin—There is no SBE. and the CSSO is elected.

@oo7
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In two states, the composition of and the method for selecting the SBE changed. Mississippi
(which also changed its CSSO selection procedure) changed from a three-member ex officio
board (members by virtue of their offices) to an appointed SBE;: the govemor appoints five of
the nine members, and the lieutenant governor and speaker of the house each appoint two
members. In New Mexico, a2 1986 constitutional amendment added five SBE members
appointed by the governor; the remaining 10 members are elected.

Although other changes in the size of SBEs did not affect structural relationships, it is
interesting to note that the SBE in 25 states has increased or decreased in membership during
the past decade. Since 1986, eight states expanded their SBE membership, while four
reduced their membership. Two of the four states, Ohio and Washington, notably reduced the
size of their SBEs--dcwn 10 members in both states. The mean number of SBE members has

remained fairly stable at 10 during the past decade. (More detailed information about the size
of SBEs is provided on page 14.)

~ Overall, structural changes in state education governance over the past decade have been
relatively modest. The only noteworthy trend is some movement toward centralizing
authority in the governor’s office. Three more states now authorize govemnors to appoint both
the SBE and the CSSO than in 1983. In 21 states the govemor either appoints the SBE,
which in tum appoints the CSSO, or direct!y appoints both the SBE and CSSO. In an
additional three states, the governor appoints part of the SBE, which appoints the CSSO.

In 11 other states, the entire SBE is appointed by the govemor; in South Carolina, the
governor appoints one member. In these 12 states, the CSSO is elected. Since governors in a
total of 36 states appoint all or some of the SBE members, this would appear 1o centralize
considerable authority over education policy in the governor’s office. However, the
governor’s power is restricted in two ways: (a) Board members’ terms often are staggered, so
a governor may appoint only a minority of the entire board; and (b) board members may
serve for longer terms than the govemor. Of course, the governor’s influence in education
matters also is reduced where CSSOs are still elected, even though the SBE is appointed.

While in 26 states either the entire SBE or the CSSO is still elected. only in Florida and
Washington are bcth of these offices elected. And both of these states are unique in how
SBE members are elected. In Florida, the governor and CSSO are members of the SBE,
which is composed of seven elected state officers. In Washington, SBE members are elected

by local public school boards rather than in a nonpartisan general election as the state’s CSSO
is selected.
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Related story:
California Center Closes After 5 Years of Controversial Work

Report Calls for Strong State Coordination of Public Colleges

1t praises systems used in Georgia, Illinois, and Texas,
but pans those of California, Michigan, and New York

By Patrick Healy _
States can improve the performance and efficacy of their higher-education systems by finding new ways

to balance the needs of government with the needs of colleges, according to a report released last week.

Analysts who led a two-year study for the California Higher Education Policy Center found that states
where central boards have clearly defined authority, such as in Illinois and Georgia, respond better to
state needs and goals and to budget pressures than do decentralized systems or boards with limited
authority, as found in California and New York. _

The study, which focused on seven states, also found little relationship between how much states spend
on colleges and how well the colleges perform.

The study of the strengths and weaknesses of different kinds of college systems comes at a time when
many states want new ways to deliver more education at less cost. The analysts studied postsecondary
education in California, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Michigan, New York, and Texas, drawing on site
Visits, state and college documents, and more than 200 interviews. . '

"Every state has to confront how to organize and structure higher-education systems in a way to balance
the interests of the public at large with the values that tend to drive the institutional community," said
Patrick M. Callan, one of the authors and the executive director of the policy center, an independent
research institute. "The best systems are those that keep those things in balance."

Two more reports are expected from the study team over the next year that will offer policy
recommendations for reform-minded state officials. This first installment describes the research and
Suggests several ways that governance structures help or interfere with states' ability to achieve their
goals for higher education.

The authors found states' needs and goals were well-served by the "federal" college systems of Illinois
and Texas, where a statewide coordinating agency oversees campuses that may have their own
governing boards, and by the "unified" system in Georgia, where a Board of Regents is in charge of the

[a - 4,{ 06/23/97 08:52:11
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s. 34 universities and two-year colleges.

Under both types of governance structure, the coordinating body links colleges to each other and to state
government in four areas: assessing college performance, crafting budgets, coordinating educational
programs, and encouraging collaboration and transfer agreements.

Such systems also put premiums on long-term, statewide planning, as well as on building public and
political support for higher education.

"Coordinating boards that are not simply higher education or state government -- that is, part of both
higher education and state government — do a better job of balancing the public interest against
professional values and institutional concerns than do subsystem or institutional governing boards that
spend much of their time competing with other subsystems or protecting the institutions they govern
from the influence of state government," the report said.

In California, Michigan, and New York, the authors found that a lack of coordination has led colleges
and "subsystems" -- the University of California system, for example — to pay more heed to their own
interests than to the needs of the states.

By focusing on their institutional aspirations rather than on how to serve all residents of the state, the
college systems in those three states have produced bad and good results, the authors said.

The public interest is often ignored, with high tuition and limited access at many public campuses in
California and Michigan, the report said. Self-centeredness by the campuses, according to the authors,
has led to interference by governors and legislators in the three states, either through governing-board
appointments or the state budget.

But the report acknowledged that the relative independence California and Michigan have given their
institutions has also led to development of at least two of the nation's best public universities, the
University of California at Berkeley and the University of Michigan.

College officials in several of the states that were studied had not seen the report last week and declined
to comment. But some officials familiar with the findings expressed skepticism that certain structures
help achieve goals for higher education more effectively than others do.

"If there are excellent people who work well together and with skill, I can make almost any
configuration work," said Barry Munitz, chancellor of the California State University System and an
adviser to the project. "If you hand me an allegedly perfect structure and inept people, it will collapse."

While ihe authors found problems in every system they studied, they saw much that they liked in Illinois
and Georgia and, to a lesser extent, in Florida and Texas.

In Illinois and Georgia, college systems were viewed as responsive to priorities set by state officials. The
two state systems, which both have central offices that are respected by political leaders, earned praise
for forcing colleges to be more efficient and for preventing program duplication. The authors also hailed .
Illinois for working closely with private colleges there to expand educational options.

In both states, however, the ability of systems to balance statewide interests with institutional conccm;
depended largely on strong leadership in the central office, supportive political leaders, and steady
increases in state funds. _

College governance in Florida involves so many players -- the Legislature and separate systems for the
universities and for the community colleges — that statewide planning and management have proved
difficult, people in the state told the analysts.

Because the Legislature has a major role in governance, however, Florida has been able to move fast to
shield colleges and students from the state's economic problems. The campuses generally have been
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nune from the budget cuts and tuition increases that faced institutions in other financially troublec
states.

As in Florida, the university-coordination office in Texas is effective largely because of strong
leadership from its chief executive, the report's authors said. They credited the coordinating board with
trying to build a public agenda for higher education and carry out legislative directives, but noted that
some observers saw the board as a form of "excessive bureaucratic intrusion."

The analysts found that colleges were generally most affordable in states, such Florida, Georgia, Illinois,
and Texas, where one agency was responsible for "representing the public interest in decisions that
affect institutions."

Many of those interviewed for the report in New York and Michigan, meanwhile, viewed their colleges
systems as less responsive to the states' needs. The authors attributed that opinion to the lack of
coordinated planning in the two states, and the reliance of elected leaders on market forces and the state
budget to "shape institutional priorities." Political leaders in both states have criticized systems and’
institutions for being inefficient and ignoring the needs of the state.

The two public-university systems in New York face particular problems as they work toward their
priorities of access and quality, the authors said. Because of a lack of statewide coordination, budget
cuts, and "deep divisions" among political leaders, "the state's capacity to develop explicit public policy
goals, build consensus around them and assess progress in meeting them is very limited," the report said.

Many college officials in the most decentralized state, Michigan, voiced support for the constitutional
autonomy of the public universities, each of which has its own governing board and does not report to a
central planning agency. But others in Michigan had complaints about duplication of programs and poor
relationships between public colleges and schools.

The state government, meanwhile, influences higher education through appropriations rather than
goal-setting -- and has no accountability system for the $1.5-billion it allots to colleges, the authors said.

"Michigan has no information about the performance or participation of minority groups, the success of
remedial education, how money is spent, or what the state receives for its investment in higher
education," the report said.

In California, the three "subsystems" — the University of California, California State University, and the
California Community Colleges — work toward their own goals without much coordination. The state
has no clear priorities for public higher education, according to the authors, which could cause grave
problems as the state prepares for an influx of 450,000 more students over the next 10 years.

Because the three California systems tend to resist changes that do not serve their own interests, the
authors said, "elected leaders can only hope that the aggregate responses of the three public subsystems
will equal state needs." :

Copies of the report are available until June 30, 1997, from the California Higher Education Policy
Center, 160 West Santa Clara Street, Suite 704, San Jose, Cal. 95113.

Copyright (c) 1997 by The Chronicle of Higher Education, Inc.
http://chronicle.com
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Chart I (cont.)

A. Consolidated Governing Board for All Public Institutions
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Chart I (cont.)

C. (1) Mixed Single Institutional Boards & Multi-Campus/
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PATTERNS OF STATE COORDINA~
COLLEGES AND OTHER Th. _

Table Iil

1 AND GOYERNANCE OF COMMUNITY
-YEAR DIVISION INSTITUTIONS

Postsecondary
Technical
Community Coordinating Institutes
State Board of Colleges under Board for All Governed
Education Consolidated Separate State Higher Education Separale State Separately From Less Than B A
Coordinates and Goveming Board Board for Coordinates Board for Two-Year Lower Programs
Regulales for Both Two- Coordination of | Locally Govemed Governance of Branch Campuses Division Offered by Some
Community and Four-Year Community Community Community Related 1o Four- Comumunity Four-Year
Stale Colleges Institutions Colleges Colleges Colleges Year Institutions Colleges Institutions
Alabama X X X
Alaska X (X)
Arizona (X)
Arkansas X) X X
California X)
Colorado &) X
Connecticut X X
Delaware X
Flarida ) X
Georgia X X
Hawaii
Idaho (X) X
llinois (X)
Indiana X X
lowa X
Kansas X X X
Kentucky X X' X

'Kentucky community colleges are under the Universily of Kentucky.

&~ (X) = Loc'ally appointed boards

(¥) = Locally elected boards

—
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Posisecondary
. Technical
Community Coordinating Institutes
State Board of Colleges under Board for all Governed
Education Consolidated Separale State Higher Education Separale State: Separately From Less Than B A
Coordinates and Goveming Board Board for Coordinates Board for Two-Year Lower Programs
Regulales for Both Two- Coordination of | Locally Governed Govemance of Branch Campuses Division Offered by Sumne
Cominunity and Four-Year Community Community Community Related to Four- Community Four-Year
State Colleges Institutions Colleges Colleges Colleges Year Institutions Colleges Institutions
Louisiana X X X
Maine X X X X
Maryland (%)
Massachusells X
" Michigan- (X) X
" Minnesola X
|
| Mississippi )
Missouri (X) X X
Montana X) C(X) X X
I Nebraska *)
Nevada X
New Hampshire X X X
New Jersey &%)
New Mexico ' (%) X X
New York X (%)
North Carolina X
North Dakota X X X
Ohio (X)) X X
| Oklahoma %) X

\ - (X) = Locally appointed boards

» (X) = Locally clecled boards

N




Postsecondary
Technical
Community Coordinating Instilutes
! State Board of Colleges under Board for all Governed
Educalion Consolidated Separale Stale Higher Education Separale State Separately From Less Than B A.
Coordinates and Governing Board Board for Coordinates Board for Two-Year Lower Programs
Regulates for Both Two- Coordination of Locally Governed Governance of Branch Campuses Division Offercd by Some
Communily and Four-Year Community Community Community Related to Four- Community Four-Year
Stale Colleges Institutions Colleges Colleges Colleges Year Institutions Colleges Institutions
Oregon X)
Pennsylvania X ) X X
Rhode Island X
South Carolina X X X
South Dakola
Tennessee X
Texas X (%) X
Utah . .
Vermont
Virginia X
Washington )
West Virginia X
Wisconsin X X
Wyoming %)
Puerto Rico X
Q™
!
= —

(X) = Locally appointed boards

(X) = Locally elected boards
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January 16, 1998

To: Select Committee on Higher Education
From: Carolyn Rampey, Principal Analyst

Re: Postsecondary Educational Governance Structures

Postsecondary Educational Governance Structures

Numerous ways of categorizing higher educational governance systems have been
developed over the years, but most distinguish three primary kinds of state structures:
consolidated governing board states in which most or all of the state’s public higher education
institutions are under the jurisdiction of one board or, in some cases, split between two boards,
one for public four-year institutions and another for community colleges and technical
institutions; coordinating board states in which some board other than a governing board is
assigned responsibility for coordination between or among single-institution boards or
consolidated governing boards; and planning agency states in which a coordinating agency has
planning responsibilities but no other authority.

Using this classification scheme and further subdividing it to reflect greater variations
among the states, Aims McGuinness in a 1994 study arrayed the states (and Washington D.C.
and Puerto Rico) as shown in the table that follows." It should be noted that some states, such
as Alaska, which has both a statewide governing board and a coordinating body, fall into more
than one category.

Select Committee on Higher Education
January 20, 1998
Attachment 7



PATTERNS OF CAMPUS AND SYSTEM GOVERNANCE, 1994

Consolidated Governing Boards

Coordinating

Boards

Regulatory Boards

Advisory Boards
and Recommendation Authority Only

Planning Agencies

Board for Board for Multicampus or Mixed Single Primarily Multicampus  Mixed Single Primarily Multicampus Mixed Primarily
All Public All Senior Segmental Institutional Single or Institutional Single Segmental Single Single
Institutions Institutions/ Systems Boards and Institutional Segmental Boards and Institutional Systems Institutional Institutional
Separate Board for Multicampus or  Boards Systems Multicampus or  Boards Boards and Boards
Community Segmental Segmental Multicampus
Colleges or Systems Systems or Segmental
Technical Systems
Institutions
Alaska® Arizona Connecticut Alabama Ohio! Alaska® New Mexico New Hampshire®®© Delaware
Hawaii Florida® ® lllinois Arkansas Virginia® California Pennsylvania® Oregon® Michigan®
Idaho® Georgia® Louisiana®™ Colorado Washingtont® Minnesota Vermont®®
Maine® " lowa Massachusetts" Indiana Florida®® Washington, DC®
Montana KANSAS Nebraska Kentucky
Nevada Mississippi New York Maryland
North Dakota New Hampshire®©® Tennessee Missouri
Rhode Island North Carolina Puerto Rico® New Jersey
South Dakota Oregon®( Oklahoma
Utah Vermont®® South Carolina
Washington, DC®  West Virginia® Texas
Puerto Rico® Wisconsin®
Wyoming"

a) State board/agency responsible for all levels of education.
b) State has both a statutory coordinating or planning body and statewide governing board(s).
¢) In Georgia, New Hampshire, Wisconsin, and Maine, postsecondary technical institutes are under an independent statewide board.

d) Main Maritime Academy is under an independent board.

e) West Virginia has two statewide governing boards—the Board of Trustees for the University of West Virginia System and the Board of Directors for the State College System.

f)  University of Wyoming is the state's only senior public institution.

h) In Louisiana, Delgado Community College has an independent board.
i) In Massachusetts, the Coordinating Council is legally the statewide governing board for the community colleges and state colleges, but most governing authority is delegated to institutional governing

boards. The Council is the coordinating agency for all higher education, including the University of Massachusetts.

i) In Ohio and Washington, several institutions have branch campuses.

k) In Virginia and Washington, community colleges are under state agencies/boards.

‘P

All public higher education in Vermont is under either University of Vermont or the Vermont State Colleges. Higher Education Gouncil is a voluntary coordinating entity with no formal authority.
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From looking at the table, it can be observed that the authority of the boards generally
diminishes as one moves from the left to the right. Governing boards have more authority than
coordinating boards and usually are empowered to develop and implement policy for their
institutions, hire and set the salaries of institutional heads, establish facuity personnel policies,
allocate resources among institutions under their jurisdiction, and in some cases set student
tuition and fees. Coordinating boards do not govern, /.e., hire institutional heads or set faculty
personnel policies, but they may have regulatory authority, such as approval of academic
programs, or they may only be advisory. To complicate matters, a governing board may also
perform coordinating functions, either officially or informally, or coordination functions may be
performed informally by some other entity, such as the legislature or the governor. The states
at the far right of the table are those with the weakest coordinating entity, whose authority
does not go beyond voluntary planning.

Using McGuinness’ classification, 23 states (and Washington D.C. and Puerto Rico) have
higher education institutions under one or two governing boards: in ten states all higher
education institutions are under one board and in 13 states, including Kansas, the public four-
year institutions are under ane board and the community colleges and technical institutions are
under another. Of these states, five also have coordinating boards (Alaska and Florida) or
planning agencies (New Hampshire, Oregon, and Vermont). In 27 states and Puerto Rico, there
is a coordinating board with either regulatory authority (21 states) or advisory authority (six
states). Six states and Washington, D.C. have planning agencies. Those states that do not
have consolidated governing boards generally have segmental systems whereby several
governing boards have jurisdiction over parts of the higher education system, such as a state
with a university system and a college system, or have separate governing boards for each
institution, or have a combination of both.

A recent study of the higher education systems in seven states {(California, Florida,
Georgia, lllinois, Michigan, New York, and Texas) sought to establish a link between state policy
objectives and state higher education systems.””? The authors found that, for the states they
studied, "federal" and "unified" systems were more responsive to state needs and priorities.
The federal systems in their study were those in lllinois and Texas that have multicampus and
individual institutional governing boards and a strong coordinating board. The unified system
was in Georgia, where a single governing board is responsible for all degree-granting, public
institutions. According to the authors, federal and unified systems have the capacity to identify
priorities, to shape institutional responses, and to use information to communicate progress.
"Confederated systems" that have coordinating agencies with limited authority, such as in
California, Florida, and New York, and "confederated institutions" (systems with institutional
or multicampus governing boards but no strong coordinating agency) are found to be less
responsive to state policy objectives, probably because the subsystem or institutional governing
boards place more emphasis on institutional needs rather than state priorities as a whole. The
authors conclude: "State boards that are both part of higher education and part of state
government do a better job of balancing the public interest against professional values and
institutional concerns than do subsystem or institutional governing boards."” [Emphasis added.]

This conclusion may explain a trend in higher education over the last several decades for
state government policymakers to try to consolidate institutions and boards, in part to exercise
more control over scarce state resources and to make it possible to hold one board, agency, or
chief executive officer accountable. The evidence, however, makes it difficult to generalize
about trends because examples of both centralization and decentralization can be found.

7!%
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McGuinness notes the appeal of proposals to consolidate all public institutions under a single,
consolidated governing board and identifies them as a recurring feature in the ongoing debate
about higher education, though few of the "super board" proposals actually have been
implemented in the last 20 years.

Proposals to Change Higher Educational Governance

Between 19889 and 1994, 49 oroposals to restructure higher educational governance
were considered in 29 states.”® Proposals initiated by legislators were the most frequent, but
those instigated by state boards were most likely to be enacted. (Of the 49 proposals, 27 (55
percent) in 20 states were adopted.) An analysis of the proposals revealed a regional influence
on restructuring efforts: in the northeast, proposals leaned toward institutional autonomy and
decentralization, but in mid-America, more proposals focused on increased centralization.

Speculating that budget cuts in higher education, increased demands for accountability,
attempts to measure institutional outcomes, and complaints from institutions about increased
state regulatory and reporting requirements contributed to a "convergence of tensions" that
brought the structure of state-level higher educational governance under reformist scrutiny, the
author of the study identified rationales for restructuring proposals that include: to reduce or
contain costs, to improve accountability, to improve coordination, to enhance autonomy, and
to increase the governor’s or legislature’s authority. The most common reasons for the
proposals were to reduce costs and to improve accountability. For those proposals that
concerned the centralization issue—whether to enhance the power of a governing or coordinating
entity or to enhance institutional autonomy—the results were split: half of the proposals would
have improved coordination and the other half would have enhanced institutional autonomy.

McGuinness offers other reasons why reorganization proposals have become a fixture
in state government and higher education for the last several decades. Described as "long-
standing irritants," the reasons are:

® Actual or potential duplication of high-cost graduate and professional
programs. Duplication can involve each institution wanting to offer a
complete array of programs for its clientele, resulting in, for example, several
schools of engineering or can be reflected in an urban-rural tension whereby
schools in isolated areas duplicate other institutions’ offerings in order to
serve their place-bound student populations.

- @ Conflict between the aspirations of two institutions (often under separate
governing boards) located in the same geographic area. The author notes
that, when this sort of conflict occurs, efforts usually are made to improve
cooperation and coordination, but often the institutions finally are merged or
consolidated.

® Legislative reaction to institutional lobbying. Policymakers may tire of being
caught in the middle of institutional conflicts and may try to shift the battle
to another area or to make some other entity responsible for resolving the
fights over resources, service areas, institutional missions, and so forth.

o
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® Frustrations with barriers to student transfer and articulation. The frustration

is both with the burden placed on the student when credits do not transfer
and the expense to taxpayers of paying for the same course twice.

Inadequate- coordination among institutions offering one- and two-year
vocational, technical, and transfer programs. In this situation, the competition
may be between institutions that have clearly defined missions that differ but
still impact the same students, such as a technical institute that provides
entry-level job skills and a community college that serves students in a
particular service area. When each school is doing what its mission dictates,
compromise and coordination become more difficult. The tension also may
be because increasing enrollments in two-year programs threaten to drain
resources from four-year institutions.

Proposals to close, merge colleges or universities, or to change institutional
missions. These proposals often involve small, isolated rural institutions or
institutions with similar missions that are in close proximity.

Concerns about the effectiveness of the state board. Policymakers may think
an existing board (or other entity) lacks sufficient authority to address issues
before it or they may simply lack confidence in the existing leadership and
staff.

Guidelines for States Considering Reorganization

What should a state do that is considering structural changes in educational governance?

A checklist for states considering reorganization has been developed by McGuinness, but
three points in particular seem helpful in framing the discussion:

1s

Before reorganizing, clarify the state vision, goals, and objectives for higher
education. Recognize reorganization as a means to an end rather than an end
in itself. Change may be worse than the status quo if it is conducted without
a sense of purpose.

Be explicit about the specific problems that were the catalysts for the
reorganization proposals. If funding is the problem, reorganization may not
be the solution. Reorganization often is proposed out of frustration over some
other issue. Policymakers need to identify the "real issue,"” because it may
be disconnected from the proposed structural changes.

Ask if reorganization is the only or the most effective means for addressing
the problems that have been identified. Have the costs of reorganization been
weighed against the short- and long-term benefits? When a major change is
made in structure, it almost always takes several years for the system to
function as intended. The disruption that occurs during the transition must
be taken into account and weighed against less radical alternatives. Often,
some other solution makes more sense.

Vv



Footnotes

1) Aims C. McGuinness, Jr., The Changing Structure of State Higher Education Leadership,
National Center for Higher Education Management Systems, 1994,

2) California Higher Education Policy Center, State Structures for the Governance of Higher
Education: A Comparative Study, Spring 1997.

3) Laurence R. Marcus, "Restructuring State Higher Education Governance Patterns," in The
Review of Higher Education, Volume 20, No. 4, pp. 399-418, Summer 1997. The Kansas
study included in the survey was the "ad hoc” proposal by a group of legislators to give
Washburn University, the community colleges, and area vocational schools the option of
coming under the supervision of the Kansas Board of Regents.
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1997 SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON COMMUNITY COLLEGE GOVERNANCE

Proposed Coordination Changes students with over 64/72 credit
hours.
In regard to community colleges:
‘ ] Provides an operating grant to com-
® Authorizes elector petitions for munity colleges when state aid in-
consideration by local boards of creases do not reduce mill levies to
mergers of community colleges with 20 or less (shown in calculations in
community colleges and/or area the table on the next page).
vocational technical schools. :
® Provides an exemption from the
? Enhances noninstitutional mergers. current tax lid and places a 20-mill
limitation on the general, vocational,
e Institutes a 5-year planning cycle and and employee benefit funds.

annual reports on progress.
Proposed Washburn University
® Requires state to compile and Funding Plan
monitor performance indicators. :

L Repeals out-district tuition and in-

® Provides state review of institutional creases the state operating grant to
missions and instructional programs offset any lost revenue.

® Changes the credit hour definition. ® Establishes an equity grant and funds

' one-fifth in the first year of the cal-

° Coordinates distance learning. culated cost difference between

community colleges and Washburn.
L Increases LEPC authority.
Estimated Cost of Proposed
Proposed Community College : - State Funding Plans
State Aid Plan _ In Millions *

=
i

® Repeals out-district tuition. = State Support FY 1999 FY 1998 Differance
®  |Increases out-district state aid from Ematy Colleges
-$24 to $36 per credit hour. Credit Hour Aid  § 547 $§ 415 § 133
) . Out-District Aid 19.9 12.2 7.7
® Increases credit hour state aid from
$30.50 to $38 per credit hour. Ganeral State:Atd T e 8.0
Operating Grant 2.7 v} 2.7
L Increases general state aid from -

Subtotals $ 88.1 $ 56.3 $ - 31.7

$2,642,771 to $10,642,845. -

Washburn Uni.

® Increases the vocational education " Operating Grant 8.0 § 75§ 0.5

multiplier from 1.5 to 2.0 for the 14 Equity Grant . i i -
community colleges that do not have .
area vocational school designation. Subtotals 5 4 # L va
Grand Total 5 96.9 § 63.8 $ 33.1
o Repeals the academic out-district *Note: May not add dus to rounding.

credit hour state aid limitation for .

1997 Community College Governance Committee Summary of Recommendations prepared 12/17/97 by KLRD

Select Committee on Higher Education
. January 20, 1998
Attachment 8



Allen Co
Barton Co
Butler Co
Cloud Co
Collayvilla
Colby
Cowley Co
Dodge City
Fort Scalt
Garden City
Highland
Hulchinson
Independence
Johnson Cao
Kansas City
Labelle
Neosho Co
Pratt

Seward Co

Tolal

Proposed Community College State Ald Plan
1998-99 Estimate
General, Vocational, Employee Benefit Funds

Actual 96-97 State Ald

Proposed State Ald Plan

L1

L2

1))

L1

CREDIT HOUR QUT-DISTRICT GENERAL STATE ACTUAL
SIATEAE STATE AD AID AID
1,008,618 523,450 117,203 1,649,272
2,832,523 1,271,807 302,478 4,406,808
3,987,108 1,882,020 430,337 6,209,465
1,430,898 795,684 275,485 2,502,067
1,047,686 251,652 84,129 1,383,467
1,208,521 570,084 136,786 1,915,391
2,483,975 734,945 187,906 3,386,826
2,860,422 345,800 116,726 3,323,048
1,171,687 496,632 137,773 1,806,092
1,269,768 341,007 34,749 1,645,524
1,180,886 716,508 215,816 2,113,208
2,833,541 731,777 101,209 3,666,527

739,134 195,732 49,245  gB4.111
8.620004 982,768 110,843 9,723,605
2,783,341 708,338 86,140 3,677.818
1,329,242 302,640 141,874 1:773.755

693,516 249,192 43,089 985777
1,001,125 322,224 67,965 1,381,314

791,188 204,838 24,038 1,020,172

30,274,184 11,627,284 2,642,771 53,644,248

2 All colleges Funded at 2 lfor 1 vocalional funding.

b Out-District Tuition Is eliminated. Oul-Dislrict State Ald Is $36 per credil hour.

¢ Proposed Sl Proposed Slale Ald less Actual 87 Stale Ald
d General, Voc General, Vocatlonal, and Employee Benelils Funds.

¢

Included in this column Is the eslimaled slate ald lor academic hour over 64/72,

STATE AID LOSSOF | INCSTATEAID | o7 MiLL | Millage o7 Ml Estimaled
Croctt Hour Out Distict DIFFERENCE” | ouT-oisTRiCT | LessouT- | RaTes® | Equv. |  s7assova Rales- Est. Mils Operating
stataAd” state A’ General Tolal Proposed TUITION DISTRICT Millage Equiv. Over 20 Grant
$38/Cr. Hr. $36/Cr. Hr. Slale Aid Stala Ald TUITION |
1,436,856 887,858 475,856 2,800,670 1,151,398 523,450 627,948 20.176 10.381 60,489,096 9.795 0.000 0
4,342,208 2,202,443 1,227,850 7,772,501 3,365,783 1,271,807 2,083,076 32.098 13.838 160,257,446 18.160 0.000 0
5.810,884 3,228,736 1,720,199 10,759,819 4,460,354 1,882,020 2,578,334 21.261 9.284 277,722,770 11.877 0.000 0
2,099,861 1,361,714 1,006,367 4,557,942 - 2,055,875 795,684 1,260,191 30.068 25.344 49,724,326 4.722 0.000 0
1,510,614 426,414 334,564 2,271,592 888,125 261,652 636,473 37.191 7.644 83,263,142 29.547 9.547 794,904
1,784,537 965,984 547,663 3,208,184 1,382,793 570,084 812,700 23.434 12.177 66,739,849 11.257 0.000 0
3,214,876 1,249,522 669,728 5,134,124 1,747,208 734,045 1,012,353 19.237 6.246 162,091,694 12.991 0.000 0
3,708,202 590,627 464,198 4,761,117 1,438,069 345,800 1,092,169 23,310 6.359 171,757,793 16.951 0.000 0
1,784,860 853,234 560,195 3,198,289 1,392,197 496,632 895,565 20.507 14.849 60,312,714 5.658 0.000 a
1,880,278 597,707 148,006 2,625,991 980,467 341,007 639,460 15.790 1.760 363,266,576 14.030 0.000 0
1,629,440 1,218,888 863,217 3,711,545 1,508,337 716,506 881,831 22.166 19.805 44,526,596 2.361 0.000 0
3,667,273 1,256,631 402,488 5,348,392 1,681,865 731,777 950,088 18.430 2.691 353,019,446 15.739 0.000 0
1,001,721 343,697 199,272 1,634,690 650,579 195,732 454,847 33.033 5.228 87,004,017 27.805 7.805 679,076
11,173,026 1,670,868 483,744 13,327,639 3,604,034 902,768 2,621,266 6.527 0.688 3,812,651,628 7.839 0.000 0
4,084,848 1,224,047 344,825 65,854,620 2,076,801 708,338 1,368,463 16.677 2.081 857,510,137 14.506 0.000 0
1,991,865 517,772 565753 3,075,380 1,301,634 302,640 998,994 23.961 11.508 86,800,251 12.453 0.000 0
1,025,867 427,858 191,438 1,645,161 650,384 249,102 410,192 30.509 6.082 67,334,063 24.507 4.507 303,491
1,304,388 552,136 251,429 2,107,953 726,639 322,224 404,415 38.861 5.573 72,661,051 32.208 13.288 964,159
1,170,847 354,173 85,857 1,829,877 608,805 204,936 404,869 21.720 1.858 206,794,728 10.762 0.000 0
54,739,631 19,933,210 10,642,845 85,315,686 31,771,437 11,627,204 20,144,143 6,833,837,223 2,741,630



SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON COMMUNITY
COLLEGE GOVERNANCE

Structure and Funding of Postsecondary
Education*

SUMMARY: The Committee examined
postsecondary topics in two general areas:
governance and finance. Information about
previous efforts to restructure postsecondary
education was presented. Detailed information
about community college and Washburn Uni-
versity finance also was presented. The Com-
mittee recommends legislation be introduced
that provides for an increase of over $33 million
in state aid for community colleges and
Washburn University; for an elector initiative to
require local boards to consider mergers of
community colleges and area schools; for
greater - coordination and oversight of
postsecondary education activities; and for
enhanced accountability in postsecondary
education.

BACKGROUND

The Committee was authorized by the
Legislative Coordinating Council (LCC) to meet
during the 1997 interim after an informal meet-
ing was held on May 27, 1997, in conjunction
with sine die of the 1997 Legislature. The
Committee met on June 24, July 24-25, August
13-14, September 22-23, October 9-10, Novem-
ber 20-21, and December 2, 1997. Copies of
the Committee minutes and attachments are
filed with the Division of Legislative Adminis-
trative Services.

Past Studies and Recommendations to

Reorganize Postsecondary Education. Begin-

~ ningin 1972 with the Master Planning Commis-
sion, there have been numerous entities over
the past 25 years studying postsecondary educa-
tion in Kansas and offering alternative recom-
mendations about how to restructure the system.

*S.B. 403 and H.B. 2605 accompany this report.
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Some of the groups were charged by the Legisla-
ture with that task, some were authorized by the
Governor, some were established by the State
Board of Education, and some other groups or
individuals assumed that responsibility on their
own initiative.

Most studies dealt with restructuring, primar-
ily considering the governance arrangements,
and secondarily, considering the finance ar-
rangements of the postsecondary education
system in Kansas. Reengineering the
postsecondary system has been the main focus
of these studies and recommendations of the
past 25 years. Lack of consensus on exactly
what changes were needed in restructuring
governance mechanisms, in the absence of an
acute financial crisis, mitigated against adoption
of most restructuring recommendations. Other
states which have reorganized governance, in
general, were either responding to financial
crises or reacting to perceived, severe financial
problems. :

Over the 25 years since the Master Planning
Commission made its recommendations, few of
the initiatives from that study or any subsequent
study have been implemented. However, given
the number of studies and recommendations
produced over the past quarter century, it may
be concluded that not everyone has been satis-
fied with the Kansas postsecondary education
system. Since 1986, there have been a number
of reviewers focusing on the numerous studies
and recommendations about reorganizing
postsecondary education in Kansas. In fact,
some of the reviewers became enmeshed in
their studies and concluded with recommenda-
tions for changes. Edward Flentje (1986) pre-
pared a report on the governance of
postsecondary education for the 1986 Task
Force on Higher Education (a work group of the
Legislative Commission on Economic Develop-
ment). He cites a November 1962 publication,
Kansas Plans for the Next Generation, published
by the Kansas Board of Regents, which states:
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'For forty years, therefore, the Board and other
agencies concerned with higher education in
Kansas have been ‘studying’ the problems of the
State’s universities and colleges. No fewer than
nine major statewide reports have been pre-
pared since 1922 . Literally hundreds of recom-
mendations have been made on how to im-
prove higher education in Kansas or at least how
to coordinate it better. But a reading of Kansas
educational history leads to the conclusion that
nothing much has happened as a result of these
reports. The studies were made, the reports
were accepted, the material was read, then it
was filed. Higher education in Kansas contin-
ued to march on much as before."

A few recommendations from the various
studies have been adopted. Among the more
recent changes, which were recommended
usually in several different studies, are the
following developments. There have been
mergers of community colleges with area voca-
tional schools and the development of regional

consortia by schools. Other potential mergers -

have been considered, including Fort Hays State
University and Barton County Community
College, and Pittsburg State University and
Labette County Community College. Legislation
was passed in 1994 which allows area voca-
tional schools to become technical colleges.
Four schools have made the conversion.

Aims C. McGuinness, Jr., told the LEPC
during the 1994 interim that, in his opinion as a
consultant for the National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems:

“How to shape the structures and policies for a
constructive relationship between the state and
higher education will be one of the most impor-
tant challenges of the next decade. It is time for
states to step back and examine the relevance
for the next century of structures formed for an
earlier time."

Since 1972, atleast 22 studies have reported
recommendations from entities that sought to
bring about changes in the Kansas
postsecondary education system. In recent
years since 1993, legislators began to complain
that there had been enough studies and not
enough action to implement recommendations.
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The 1995 Legislature, acting on this complai
and the initiative of the House Select Committee
on Postsecondary Education, enacted H.B. 2553
creating the Kansas Council on the Future of
Postsecondary Education. Its primary responsi-
bility was to develop a comprehensive state
plan for postsecondary education in Kansas.

Two years later in March of 1997, the Coun-
cil submitted a summary of its conclusions and
recommendations to the Legislature, with the
statement that "The Council has no plans for any
additional meetings." Rather than developing a
plan, the Council became another study group
which produced a vision statement and three
different governance and coordination options.
Since no consensus developed among Council
members, its recommendations embraced all
three options, together with a listing of positive
and negative implications of each option.

Community College and Washburn Univer-
sity Sources of Revenue. The major sources of
revenue for community colleges are local prop-
erty taxes, state aid, and student tuition. These
three sources account for about 90 percent of
the total received by the institutions. The fol-
lowing table for community colleges shows, for
the 1995-96 school year, total revenues re-
ceived for the state as a whole.

1997 Community College Governance

4



ZOMMUNITY COLLEGE REVENUES SCHOOL YEAR

1995-96"
. Percent
Source Revenue of Total
State” $ 59,036,120 26.8%
Local” 98,260,803 445
Student* 41,026,117 18.6
County Out-District 9,649,649 4.4
Tuition
Federal 2,464,251 1.1
Other® 10,236,127 4.6
TOTAL $ 220,673,067 100.0%

1) Includes revenues to the community college general, voca-
tional education, employee benefit, adult education, and
adult supplemental education funds.

2) Includes credit hour, out-district, and general state aid;
receipts from the Local Ad Valorem Tax Reduction Fund;
state grants and contracts; and any other state aid.

3)  Includes local ad valorem property taxes, motor vehicle
property taxes, recreational vehicle taxes, and miscellaneous
local income.

4)  Includes in- and out-of-state student tuition and fees.

5)  Includes gifts, interest eamings, and miscellaneous income.

Source: Statistical and Financial Information of Kansas Community
Colleges, Kansas State Department of Education, April 1997.

State sources of revenue, which account for
about 27 percent of revenues statewide, range
from a low of 17 percent at Seward County
Community College to a high of 40 percent at
Highland Community College. For institutions
with stable or declining enrollments, a depend-
ence on an enrollment-driven state aid formula
for a large proportion of financing is problematic
unless inflationary increases or other adjust-
ments to state aid is made.
that derive a third or more of their revenues
from the state include Allen, Barton, Cloud,
Cowley, Fort Scott, and Labette Community
Colleges. ' _

Local revenues (excluding county out-district
tuition) account for about 45 percent of commu-
nity college revenues statewide, but for individ-
ual institutions the range is from a low of 21
percent at Highland to 62 percent at Seward.
Seven community colleges receive more than

half of their revenues from local sources:

Coffeyville, Garden City, Independence, John-
son, Kansas City, Pratt, and Seward.

Student tuition and fees, which comprise
about 19 percent of the total statewide, range
from a low of 10 percent of total revenues at
Independence Community College to a high of
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almost 29 percent at Colby Community Collegy
Payments by counties for out-district tuition
are less than 5 percent of total resources state-
wide, but, for some institutions, represent an
important source of revenue. Examples include
Cloud and Highland Community Colleges, each
of which derives more than 10 percent of total
revenues from county tuition payments. At the
other extreme are Coffeyville and Johnson
County Community Colleges, whose income
from county out-district tuition payments is less
than 2 percent of their total revenues.
Community colleges statewide received less
than $2.5 million in federal funds, which repre-
sents approximately 1 percent of total revenues.
In the 1995-96 school year, all community
colleges received federal funding (mainly for
vocational education and adult basic education

- programs), but no institution received less than

$50,000.

Other sources of revenue which comprise
less than 5 percent of total income statewide
include such things as interest earnings, gifts,
and miscellaneous income.

For purposes of comparison, similar revenue
information for Washburn University is shown
below:



WASHBURN UNIVERSITY EDUCATION AND
GENERAL REVENUES TO GENERAL
FUND SCHOOL YEAR 1995-96

Percent

Source Revenue of Total
State! $ 7,427,047 20.7%
Local® 9,479,049 26.4
Student 14,659,980 40.8
OQut-District 487,816 1.4
Tuition®
Federal 596,369 1.7
Other* 3,265,833 9.1

TOTAL $ 35,916,094 - 100.0%

1) Includes Washburn University operating grant, re-
ceipts from the Local Ad Valorem Tax Reduction
Fund, and state aid for KTWU public television.

2) Includes local ad valorem property tax revenues to the
general and employee benefit funds based on property
in the city of Topeka.

3) Includes county outdistrict tuition payments and
payments from townships in Shawnee County outside
Topeka.

4) A large portion consists of gifts to KTWU public
television.

COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES

The Committee conducted a number of
informational reviews and hearings on the
subjects of postsecondary education governance
and finance as its two main themes of interim
study. The June meeting was devoted to gov-
erning and coordinating postsecondary educa-
tion. Research about other states was consid-
ered, especially a recent report calling for strong
state coordination of public colleges. The work
of the Kansas Council on the Future of
Postsecondary Education was summarized. It
was noted that the Council had ceased meeting
in early 1997 without completing a master plan
for Kansas postsecondary education. The Coun-
cil has a statutory charge to prepare a master
plan for postsecondary education and submit it
to the Governor and Legislature. -

Representatives of the Board of Education
and Board of Regents presented information
about the overlapping responsibilities of each
Board and how they cooperate in trying to solve
problems. Regular meetings of an informal
group of three members from each board,
known as the Joint Advisory Committee on

Governance, have been held since the Counc
suspended meetings. Representatives of both
the Board of Regents and Board of Education
pledged to continue these informal meetings
since the Council has no plans for any addi-
tional sessions. Board members had partici-
pated in the informal sessions of the Joint Advi-
sory Committee which predates the statutory
Council, but had suspended the meetings while
the Council was functioning.

The July meeting addressed finance of
community colleges. Topics included tuition
and out-district tuition, local mill levies, voca-
tional program funding, course approval, types
of appropriations and funding methods, pro-
jected enrollments, state funding for
postsecondary education, and administrative
salaries.

Information was presented at the August
meeting about proposed 1997 legislation (H.B.
2119) that would have transferred supervision of
the community colleges to the Board of Regents
and changed the manner in which community
colleges are funded. Testimony was heard
about current barriers to providing educational
services and cooperating with Regents institu-
tions, as well as about successes in delivering
services. Consolidations of community col-
leges and area schools were reviewed. Several
different plans for changing governance and
finance arrangements were discussed.

Testimony was heard at the September
meeting from representatives of community
colleges and Regents institutions. Coordination
and cooperation between community colleges
and Regents institutions was described. Mergers
of community colieges and area schools also
were portrayed. Different proposals by mem-
bers of the Committee were reviewed by staff
and the fiscal impact was assessed. A list of
items common to all proposals was developed
and the Committee endorsed part of the listing
as a basis for further consideration of proposals.
Since many of the items have relevance for
Washburn University, the Committee decided to
incorporate the institution into future delibera-
tions about community college finance.

Testimony was heard in October from a
representative of Washburn University. The
Committee reviewed options for funding com-
munity colleges. A bill draft was requested

1997 Community College Governance

it



uring the October meeting that incorporates
many of the options for changes in financing
that would impact both community colleges and
Washburn University. A second bill draft also
was requested that includes additional funds for
Washburn University. The Committee dis-
cussed the need for a coordinating agency to
monitor postsecondary education. Consider-
ation was given to changing the merger statutes
for community colleges and area schools, with
a new provision allowing voters to petition for
an election.

Two draft bills were reviewed during the
November meeting. Additional Committee
discussion focused on state coordination of
community colleges and a proposal offered by
staff of the Board of Regents. A response from
the Board of Education in the form of its pro-
posal was requested. Other means of coordinat-
ing postsecondary education were considered,
including use of the LEPC and the need for a
master plan. The issue of mergers also was a
subject of Committee discussion. Testimony
was received from the State Board of Education,
the Kansas Area Vocational Technical School
Association, a group from Seward County, a
group affiliated with community college associa-
tions, and a representative of the Kansas Na-
tional Education Association. The Committee
agreed on additional items to include in its
proposed legislation that changes financing of
community colleges. The Committee also
included a provision enhancing the authority of
the LEPC to meet any time on the call of its
chairperson.

The December meeting finalized the Com-
mittee’s conclusions and recommendations to
be submitted to the 1998 Legislature. A new
proposed state aid plan was reviewed for the
Committee that was developed after the last
meeting and designed to correct some of the
deficiencies in an earlier plan that were pointed
out in testimony by conferees at the November
meeting. Documents about performance indica-
tors were considered, along with a response
from the Commissioner of Education to an
earlier coordination proposal made by the
Executive Director of the Board of Regents. It
was pointed out that the Joint Advisory Commit-
tee on Governance would consider distance
learning issues involving Regents institutions

1997 Community College Governance

4-5

and community colleges at its next meetin,
The Committee discussed additional roles for
the LEPC. A number of proposals and recom-
mendations for inclusion in the final report were
discussed. Several recommendations for legisla-
tion were adopted.

The Committee notes in its final report that
the issue of residency should be studied by the
Joint Advisory Committee on Governance and
a report made to the LEPC. The Committee also
notes that there has been considerable coopera-
tion and collaboration between Regents institu-
tions and community colleges, notably through
regional consortia and the Joint Advisory Com-
mittee efforts. The Committee asked that its
commendation be added to the final report and
that further activities relative to cooperation and
collaboration should be encouraged by the
Board of Regents and the Board of Education.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee adopts a number of recom-
mendations concerning both statutory and
procedural changes relative to postsecondary
education and coordination, while other recom-
mendations address changes in how community
colleges and Washburn University are funded.
Items 1-9 pertain to governance, while items 10-
19 pertain to finance.

Postsecondary Coordination -
and Governance

1. Authorize Elector Petitions for Mergers.
The Committee recommends a statutory
amendment to permit electors to initiate the
process of merging postsecondary institu-
tions. Currently, state law requires that the
consolidation process be initiated by gov-
erning boards of community colleges and
area vocational technical schools. The
proposed change in law would require,
upon petition by 10 percent of the regis-
tered voters in each district, for governing
boards to place the matter of consolidation
on the agenda at the next regular board
meeting. The proposal would apply to
registered voters and governing boards in all
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districts affected by proposed
consolidation of community college dis-
tricts and area vocational technical school
districts as defined by the bill. Opportu-
nity for testimony on the matter must be
provided at all governing board meetings.
Action by the boards is required within 60
days of the hearing, with either a rejection
of the citizen petition or agreement to
proceed under provisions of K.S.A. 71-
1301 et seq., or K.S.A. 71-1701 which
allow consolidations of institutions.

Enhance Noninstitutional Mergers. The
Committee recommends the State Board
of Education to develop and implement
guidelines for mergers (coordination) of
educational effort. It is understood that a
merger of effort can be accomplished
without institutional merger. The process
should include interaction between in-
structors, administrators, and governing
board members. The objective is to create
the most customer-friendly, taxpayer-
friendly, and effective system possible. In
accord with this recommendation, the
State Board of Education would issue an
annual report detailing specific measures

which have been taken to meet the objec- -

tive. Examples of such measures should
include curriculum, administration, tech-
nology, counseling, purchasing, staffing,
library services, enrollment procedures,
and office processes. The annual report
would be submitted to the LEPC on or
before September1 of each year, begin-
ning in 1999,

institute a Five-Year Pianning Cycle and

Annual Reporting Procedures. The Com-
mittee recommends the State Board of

Education to develop a five-year plan for
community colleges and that the plan
should be updated periodically—at least
once every five years. In addition, the

State Board should report annually. to the -

Governor and Legislature regarding prog-
ress in achieving goals established in the
plan and the results as measured by per-
formance indicators. A set of performance
indicators should include information that
currently is collected as well as new infor-
mation to be added in support of the
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. Indicators.

performance indicators. The Committe
recognizes that the State Board adopted a
new plan in November of 1997 that is
required by K.S.A. 71-1001 et seq.
Compile State-Level Performance Indica-
tors. The Committee recommends legisla-
tion requiring the State Board of Education
in the case of community colleges to iden-
tify core indicators of performance, establish
a data management system, and maintain
uniform information about common and
institutional specific performance indicators
that document the effectiveness of the
colleges. The Committee also reviewed the
work of the State Board of Regents, as well
as that of the State Board of Education,
regarding development and implementation
of core performance indicators designed to
measure effectiveness and efficiency in
delivering postsecondary education. The
Committee expresses its support for continu-
ing these efforts and for enhancing account-

- ability in postsecondary education. The

Committee believes when providing addi-
tional financial resources, such as its
recommendations would provide for com-
munity colleges, there must be new data
provided to allow evaluating the results
produced by increased state funds.
Monitor Development of Performance
The Committee requests the
Board of Regents and the Board of Educa-
tion to keep the LEPC informed as each
board develops core indicators and perfor-
mance measures. The Committee empha-
sizes that this monitoring should be a func-
tion of the LEPC. |t is strongly felt that,
concurrent to increases in financing for
postsecondary education, legislative em-
powerment to monitor developments and
assure accountability could be achieved by
increasing the LEPC authority.

Review Institutional Missions. The Com-
mittee recommends the State Board of
Education to include a review of institu-
tional missions in the process of developing
a five-year plan for community colleges.
Review Instructional Programs. The Com-
mittee recommends the State Board of
Education to develop state-level procedures
and uniform guidelines to ensure that peri-
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odic review is conducted by each commu-
nity college of all academic and voca-
tional programs, and that the results of the
local reviews are reported to the State
Board of Education for its consideration.

Coordinate Distance Learning. The Com-
mittee urges the State Board of Education
and the State Board of Regents to cooper-
ate in matters relative to distance learning
and to coordinate programs in order to
provide access for all citizens. The Com-
mittee understands that the Joint Advisory
Committee on Governance is considering
a definition of "close proximity" to ensure
the process of institutional cooperation
continue between Regents institutions and
community colleges, and encourages that
entity to continued its coordination efforts.
Increase the Authority of the LEPC. The
Committee recommends amending the
LEPC statute to authorize it meet any time
and any place in the state upon call of the
Chairperson. The Committee was con-
cerned that during the 1997 interim, the
LCC had limited the LEPC to only four
meeting days, including two for its annual
conference, and that the limitation had
restricted the LEPC's ability to monitor
postsecondary activities during the 1997
interim. - The amendment is intended to
remove the LEPC from LCC control over
the number of meetings that the LEPC can
hold. The Committee wants the LEPC to
serve as an oversight entity and recom-
mends clarifying that the LEPC is required
to review certain issues. The issues in-
clude governance, coordination among
institutions, accessibility, articulation and
transfer, finance, and program offerings.
The LEPC would be authorized to recom-
mend measures for enhancing account-
ability of the postsecondary education
system. The proposed changes would
allow the LEPC to develop a policy
agenda for postsecondary education and
to develop a schedule forimplementation.
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Postsecondary Finance

10. Increase Credit Hour and Out-district

11.

State Aid. The Committee recommends
increasing credit hour aid from $30.50 to
$38.00 and increasing out-district state aid
from $24.00 to $36.00. Cost of increasing
credit hour aid is almost $13.3 million in
FY 1999 and out-district state aid is slightly
over $7.7 million. During the interim, the
Committee reviewed a proposal that would
have allocated all state aid to community
colleges on the basis of an operating grant
(1997 H.B. 2119), but became concerned
that, without providing some incentives for
institutions to offer courses based on credit
hours generated, community colleges

~ would be less likely to offer outreach pro-

grams. Instead, the Committee decided to
recommend an increase in both credit hour
and out-district state aid to help buy down
the local mill levies. The Committee notes
several other options that would have

- combined the existing credit hour and out-

district state aid programs with a new
operating grant. Under one proposal, the
grant would have replaced county out-
district tuition, the general state aid pro-
gram, and the amount needed to replace
local property tax support as the result of a
proposed 15-mill cap. The operating grant
concept is preserved in another item below

“for a more limited purpose.

Increase General State Aid. The Commit-
tee recommends increasing funds by $8.0
million in FY 1999. The general state aid
program is based upon the assessed valua-
tion of the community college district, the

- enrollment of the community college, and

the median assessed valuation per student.
It is the only community college program
that takes into account the relative property
wealth of districts and is not entirely enrol|-
ment driven. In recognition of the fact that
increasing general state aid has the poten-
tial impact of reducing mill levies, the
Committee considered several alternatives
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12.

13.

for funding levels of this approach. Cur-
rently, only $2.6 million of state funding
is distributed through general state aid.
Provide an Operating Grant in Order to
Buy Down Local Levies to 20 Mills. The
Committee recommends operating grants
estimated at $2.74 million in FY 1999.
After taking into account increases recom-
mended for state credit hour aid, out-
district state aid, and general state aid, it is
estimated that four community colleges
still would need to levy in 1998-99 more
than 20 mills to maintain current expendi-
ture levels, assuming no changes in enroll-
ments or tuition. State operating grants,
based on current estimates, would be
provided for four institutions: Coffeyville,
Independence, Neosho County, and Pratt.
The operating grant amount would be
frozen at the FY 1999 dollar amount com-
puted. The presumption is that for subse-
quent fiscal years, the operating grant will
be subjected to review during the appro-
priations process and to adjustment, if
necessary. One example reviewed by the
Committee illustrated the effect that could
result from a major variation in a district’s
property tax base. The effect of a decline
in valuations and subsequent loss of ex-
pected tax revenue needed to fund a
community college’s continued operation
might warrant an adjustment in the operat-
ing grant.

Cap Community College Levies for Oper-
ating Expenses (General, Vocational, and
Employee Benefit Funds) at 20 Mills.
The Committee recommends legisiation to
impose a 20 mill cap for operating
revenues. Mill levies for the general,

~ vocational, and employee benefit funds

would be included in the cap at 20 mills.
The recommended legislation also pro-
vides an exemption from the current tax
lid. Community colleges with lower
aggregate levies of less than 20 mills in
1998-99 would be unaffected. Four com-
munity colleges are estimated to have mill
levies of more than 20 mills after taking
into account other state aid increases
designed to reduce ad valorem property
taxes. Because of the increased state aid
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15.

in this community college funding plai
the Committee understands that property
tax relief will be achieved. Approximately
two-thirds ($20 million) of the additional
state funding could be applied to tax relief
at the local level.

Eliminate County Out-District Tuition.
The Committee recommends legislation
repealing out-district tuition paid by
counties. Payments by counties for out-
district tuition are less than 5 percent of
total community college resources state-
wide, but, for some institutions, represent
an important source of revenue. For the
counties, the payments long have repre-
sented an annual expense over which
commissioners could exercise little control,
except to pay the bill when presented by
the community colleges. Budgeting for
this purpose from year to year is problem-
atical. The State Department of Education
estimates that state funding to replace
county out-district tuition currently is $10
million. For FY 1999, the estimated cost is
slightly more than $12.2 million. Financ-
ing for this change is included in the rec-
ommended state funding increases for state
aid.

Eliminate the 64/72-Hour Limit on Aca-
demic OQut-district State Aid and Out-
district Tuition. The Committee
recommends eliminating this current statu-

. tory limitation. At one time, no state aid

was paid for community college courses
taken by students who had more than 64
credit hours (or 72 hours in the case of pre-
engineering and pre-nursing programs).
However, the limit was first removed in the
case of the credit hour aid program and
then for vocational out-district state aid and
county tuition. The rationale was that
many community college students are
adults who have baccalaureate degrees but
need job training or retraining. Because it
is deemed to be in the state’s interest to
have a well trained workforce, the 64-hour
limit was removed for vocational courses
so that it would not be a barrier to commu-
nity colleges providing job training and
retraining. The State Department of Educa-
tion estimates that removing the limit on
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16.

17.

academic out-district tuition would require
an additional $1.5 million in state aid.
Financing for this change is included in
the recommended state funding increases.
Fund All Vocational Education Courses at
Two Times the Academic Hour Rate. The
Committee recommends changing current
law that pays two different rates for
community colleges vocational courses.
Presently, the higher rate of 2.0 times the
academic rate for vocational education
courses applies to five community col-
leges that are designated area vocational
schools. The other 14 community colleges
are paid at a rate of 1.5 times the aca-
demic rate for the same vocational educa-
tion courses. The State Department of
Education estimates paying all the com-
munity colleges vocational credit hour aid
at the higher rate would cost an additional
$3.0 million. Generally, vocational edu-
cation courses are more expensive for
institutions to offer, which is the reason for
the higher reimbursement rate. There is
no programmatic basis for two levels of
vocational course reimbursement, and the
Committee felt that this is the appropriate
time to establish equity in financing voca-
tional education courses at the same rate
for all community colleges. Financing for
this change is included in the recom-
mended state funding increases.

Change the Credit Hour Definition in
K.S.A. 71-601. The Committee recom-
mends a revision in state law to authorize
the State Board of Education to determine
the length of a community college semes-
ter. Part of the rationale is that the Re-
gents institutions have operated on a 15-
week semester for many years. Currently,
statutes require that community colleges
offer an 18-week semester, and that
equates to 900 minutes of instruction for
one credit hour, the basis for state aid
payments on approved courses. This
change was requested by the community
colleges and it will allow the State Board
of Education to reduce the community
college term for a semester to 15 weeks,
and that equates to 750 minutes of instruc-
tion for one credit hour. This revised
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18.

19.

definition for credit hour is the basis i
accreditation and constitutes 50 minutes of
instruction per class period. No fiscal
impact is anticipated in the first year after
the change becomes law. The State Board
of Education would supervise the transition
from 18 to 15 weeks in administering the
new provisions in law, and the change
should take at least one year to complete.
Increase the Operating Grant to
Washburn University. The Committee’s
recommendation to eliminate out-district
tuition for community colleges also applies
to out-district tuition for Washburn Univer-
sity. An increase in the amount of state
money to replace the lost income is recom-
mended by the Commiittee, increasing the
current operating grant. The estimate for
increased cost is $503,890.

Add an Equity Grant for Washburn Uni-
versity. The Committee also recommends
a second funding enhancement, or equity
grant, to address a parity issue. During the
Committee’s review of funding issues, it
was pointed out that Washburn University
receives state support that averages $1,630
per FTE student, while the average is
$1,740 per FTE student for community
colleges. The gap in funding is what the
equity grant attempts to address by reduc-
ing 20 percent of the difference during the

first year. The estimated cost of the equity

grant is $861,003 in FY 1999. The equity
grant represents one-fifth of the amount

needed to fully finance the grant which is

anticipated to be phased-in over five years

by one-fifth each subsequent year.

Recommended Legislation

The Committee recommends introduction

of two bills for consideration by the 1998 Legis-
lature.
changes needed to implement the Committee’s
recommendations,
Washburn University’s enhancements.
second bill is an appropriations measure provid-

The first bill contains the statutory

except the funding of
The

ing line items for an increased operating grant-

and an equity grant.
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Proposed Community College State Aid
Plan. This proposed community college state
aid plan includes the following provisions:

® repeals out-district tuition;

® increases out-district state aid from $24.00
to $36.00 per credit hour;

o increases credit hour state aid from $30.50
to $38.00 per credit hour;

® increases general state aid from
$2,642,771 to $10,642,845;

®  increases vocational education weighting

from 1.5to 1 to 2 to 1 for the 14 commu-
nity colleges that do not have area voca-
tional school designation;

®  repeals the academic outdistrict credit
hour state aid limitation for students with
over 64/72 credit hours;

®  provides for an operating grant to the

community colleges when state aid in-

crease results in a mill levy of more than
20 mills; and

®  provides an exemption from the current
tax lid and places a 20-mill limitation on
the general, vocational, and employee
‘benefit funds.

Proposed Washburn University Funding
Plan. This Washburn University state aid plan
includes the following provisions:

®  repeals out-district tuition and increases
the state operating grant to offset any lost
revenue; and
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establishes an equity grant program an
funds one-fifth of the calculated cost in the
first year, with annual increases of one-fifth
anticipated in each subsequent year
until full equity funding is achieved.
Equity funding is based initially on a 1997
calculation.

Estimated Cost of Proposed State Funding

Plans. The following table summarizes the
estimated costs of this state plan for community
colleges and Washburn University.

State Support FY 1999 FY 1998 Difference
Cmnty Colleges
Credit Hour Aid $ 54,739,631 § 41,457,678 § 13,281,953
Out-District Aid 19,933,210 12,225,973 7,707,237
General State
Aid 10,642,845 2,642,795 8,000,000
Operating Grant 2,741,630 0 2,741,630
Subtotals $ 88,057,316 $ 56,326,446 $ 31,730,870
Washbumn Uni.

Operating Grant $ 7,958,766 $ 7,454,876 $ 503,890

Equity Grant 861,003 0 861,003
Subtotals $ 8,819,769 $ 7,454,876 $ 1,364,893
Grand Total $ 96,877,085 $ 63,781,322 $ 33095763

§

1997 Community College Governance
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