
  
Committee to Study 

the 

Funding of Higher Education 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  January 2001 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Legislative Counsel Bureau 
Bulletin No. 01-4 

 
 



 





 



Table of Contents 
            Page 
I. Report of the Committee to Study the Funding of Higher 
 Education in Nevada to the Members of the Legislative Commission……………… 1 

 
II.        Senate Bill 443 of the 70th Session of the Nevada Legislature ...................................... 3  
 
III Consultant Report – State Appropriations Comparisons ............................................ 5    
 
IV. Consultant Report – State Formula Comparisons ..................................................... 15 
 
V. Formula Funding Recommendations ........................................................................... 39 
 
VI. Savings Incentives Report ............................................................................................. 77 
 
VII. Consultant Report – Peer Comparison Data ............................................................... 83 
 
Tables 

 
Table I : State Comparison of Support for Higher Education, Sorted by 
  Appropriation per FTE ....................................................................................... 7 
 
Table II:  State Comparison of Support for Higher Education, Sorted by 
  Net Appropriation and Tuition per FTE ........................................................... 8 
 
Table III:  State Comparison of Support for Higher Education, Sorted by 
  Tuition per FTE ................................................................................................... 9 
 
Table IV: State General Fund Support for Public Higher Education ........................... 10 
 
Table V:  Comparison of Current Formulas to Committee Recommendations ........... 60 
 
Table VI: Percentage Changes – New Formulas vs. Existing Formulas ........................ 66 
 
Table VII: Comparison of Historical vs. Projected Costs Summarized  
  at the Institutional Level (19.5% General Fund Scenario) ............................ 67 
 
Table VIII: Comparison of Historical vs. Projected Costs Summarized  
  at the Institutional Level (20.0% General Fund Scenario) ............................ 68 
 
Table IX: Estimated Hold Harmless Cost (19.5% G.F. Scenario) .................................. 69 
 
Table X:  Estimated Hold Harmless Cost (20.0% G.F. Scenario) .................................. 70  
 
Table XI: Historical vs Projected Costs with Functional Detail by Institution ............. 71 
 
 



Appendices 
 
 

Appendix A: Final Peer Comparison Report ......................................................................... 85 
 
Appendix B: Preliminary Peer Comparison Report ........................................................... 103 
 
Appendix C: Comparative Library Data Report ................................................................ 191 



 





 



I. Report of the Committee to Study the Funding of Higher Education to the Members 
of the Legislative Commission 

 
This report is being submitted in compliance with Senate Bill 443 (S.B. 443) of the 70th session 
of the Nevada Legislature.  S.B. 443 established the Committee to Study the Funding of Higher 
Education in Nevada and appropriated $150,000 to conduct the study.   The Committee 
comprised twelve voting members and four non-voting members: 
 
Voting Members 
 
Senator William J. Raggio, Chairman 
Senator Dina Titus 
Senator Randolph Townsend 
Assembly Speaker Joseph Dini 
Assemblyman Richard Perkins 
Assemblyman Bob Beers 
Dr. Jill Derby, Chair, UCCSN Board of Regents 
Steve Sisolak, UCCSN Regent 
Doug Seastrand, UCCSN Regent 
Dixie May, UNR Foundation President 
Don Snyder, UNLV Foundation President 
Dr. Jim Richardson, Nevada Faculty Alliance 
 
Non-Voting Members 
 
John P. Comeaux, Director, Department of Administration 
Dr. Joseph Crowley, President, UNR 
Dr. Carol Harter, President, UNLV 
Dr. Richard Moore, Founding President, Nevada State College 
 
Higher education funding formulas developed in 1986 served their purpose well.  However, as 
witnessed by the spirited debate during the 1999 legislative session, the 1986 funding 
methodologies did not adapt well to the explosive growth experienced on several of the 
University and Community College System of Nevada (UCCSN) campuses.  The UCCSN-
commissioned equity funding study completed in April 1999, reported funding inequities among 
the campuses.    
 
The Committee to Study the Funding of Higher Education was tasked with comparing the 
existing method of funding higher education in Nevada with the methods used in other states and 
determining whether those methods would be appropriate and useful in Nevada.  The Committee 
built upon the results of the previous equity study and redefined the funding formulas necessary 
to guide UCCSN in the future.  The Committee worked to ensure that new formulas are both 
flexible and equitable to all institutions involved.   
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The formulas recommended by the Committee focus on the equitable distribution of available 
funding.  During several meetings, it was noted that UCCSN’s share of general fund 
appropriations for the most recent ten (10) biennial legislative sessions ranged from 
approximately 18 to 20 percent.  The Chairman stated that the study was not intended to increase 
the percentage of general fund appropriations to the UCCSN relative to other state needs.  Taken 
in context, the new funding formulas approved by the Committee have no fiscal impact.  
However, if fully funded for the 2001-2007 time period, using the new formulas would result in 
an additional 1.5 to 4.0 percent above the amounts suggested by the 1986 formulas. 
 
The Committee met seven times with the first meeting occurring on October 27, 1999 and the 
final meeting on June 21, 2000.  Much activity occurred in this brief time span.  The Committee 
hired two independent consultants and also assigned a working group of the UCCSN, the 
Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB) and Budget Division staff to provide analytical and data 
gathering support.   
 
The first consultant, Dr. William Pickens, gathered data on higher education funding formulas 
used by other states.  Dr. Pickens provided executive summaries and comprehensive 
explanations of formula methodologies used in 30 formula states.  Using Dr. Pickens’ report, 
with the assistance of the working group, the Committee considered formulas that may be 
suitable for the State of Nevada.  As a secondary task, Dr. Pickens completed and presented a 
nationwide comparative analysis of state and local appropriations for higher education. 
 
The second consultant, Dr. Larry Leslie, identified a group of peers for the seven UCCSN 
institutions.  Dr. Leslie located comparable institutions from states and local communities whose 
ability to support public higher education, and whose economies and populations are relatively 
similar.  The primary basis for comparison was similarity in program responsibilities.   The 
Committee accepted the peer comparison report with the understanding the UCCSN institutions 
could make use of the information in developing their budget requests, and that the Committee 
could utilize the report where appropriate. 
 
Concurrent with the work of the consultants, the staff working group independently prepared 
reports of savings incentives plans, comparative library data, and formula modification 
recommendations.  The UCCSN provided the Committee with new formula recommendations 
using the voluminous materials assembled by the working group and the consultants.  The 
Committee deliberated several times prior to final approval of the formula recommendations.   
 
This report is transmitted to the members of the Legislative Commission prior to the 
commencement of the 71st session of the Legislature as required by Senate Bill 443, (Chapter 
505, Statutes of Nevada 1999).  The Chairman would like to thank the Committee members, the 
working group, and the consultants for their efforts in completing this study. 
 
     Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
     William J. Raggio, Chairman 
     Committee to Study the Funding of Higher Education 
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III. Consultant Report – State Appropriation Comparison 
 
During several meetings, the Committee to Study the Funding of Higher Education remarked 
that the study was not intended to increase general fund appropriations for the University and 
Community College System of Nevada (UCCSN) relative to other state needs.  Rather, it was the 
goal of the Committee to develop formulas that equitably distribute available funding.   
 
During the October 27, 1999 Committee meeting, it was noted that the UCCSN’s share of 
general fund appropriations for the most recent ten (10) biennial legislative sessions ranged from 
approximately 18 to 20 percent.  A breakdown of the UCCSN’s share of general fund 
appropriations from the 1981-83 biennium through the 1999-2001 biennium is as follows: 
 

1981 – 83:  17.6% 
1983 – 85:  18.9% 
1985 – 87:  20.1% 
1987 – 89:  19.4% 
1989 – 91:  19.3% 
1991 – 93:  20.0% 
1993 – 95:  18.3% 
1995 – 97:  18.6% 
1997 – 99:  19.7% 
1999 – 2001:  19.4% 

 
At the October 27, 1999 meeting, the Committee reviewed information from the UCCSN-
commissioned equity funding study, which revealed Nevada provides the 7th highest net 
appropriations per FTE in the nation in support of public higher education.  Furthermore, 
Nevada ranks 47th in tuition per FTE student.  Tables I, II, and III provide state-by-state 
rankings. 
 
To expand upon these data, the Committee contracted with Dr. William Pickens to provide a 
state-by-state comparison of percentages of state general fund appropriations allocated to public 
higher education.  The Committee also asked Dr. Pickens to report the amount of local support or 
other governmental support provided to public institutions of higher education.  Dr. Pickens’ 
report is provided in Table IV. 
 
In the footnotes to Table IV, Dr. Pickens provides guidance on how to use and interpret the data.  
Dr. Pickens notes that Column V (Percent of Total State and Local Tax Revenues to Higher 
Education), “provides an additional measure of state effort in supporting higher education.  Total 
State General Funds alone, however, is not always an adequate measure of each state’s effort to 
support higher education.  This is so because several states use large amounts of local property 
taxes to fund some government activities which are supported by state general funds in others.  
For instance, some fund their schools primarily with local revenues and their colleges 
exclusively with state general funds.  Others provide a large proportion of support for their two-
year colleges through property taxes. So their state general fund appropriations are considerably 
lower than other states which do not use this revenue source.  Some states rely on high tuition to 
lower their appropriations while maintaining the expenditure levels of their public institutions.” 
 

5 



















 





 



 
IV. Consultant Report – State Formula Comparison 
 
The Committee contracted with Dr. William Pickens to gather data and prepare reports on higher 
education funding formulas used by other states.  Dr. Pickens’ efforts culminated in the 
preparation of a 465-page report entitled, “An Intensive Study of the State Appropriations 
Formulas for the Support of Higher Education in Thirty States.”    
 
Included in this section is “A Summary of Formula Factors and Approaches” which is a short 
version of Dr. Pickens’ report and a guide through the vast information contained in his full 
report.  An executive summary is also provided.  Copies of Dr. Pickens’ entire report are 
available upon request to the Legislative Counsel Bureau, Fiscal Analysis Division. 
 
As part of his efforts, Dr. Pickens analyzed the following areas: 
 
(1) Instruction and related areas, such as faculty and instructional support staff including: 
 

(a) Student to faculty ratios used in the other states; 
(b) Factors accounting for program and discipline differences; 
(c) Factors accounting for level of instruction (lower division, upper division, 

graduate, doctoral) differences; 
(d) Letters of appointment and graduate assistant funding determinations; and 
(e) Methods used to determine proportions of faculty positions that may be funded at 

less than full-time levels (such as a requirement that a certain percentage of 
positions be funded at a “part-time rate”).   

 
(2) Salaries, including a description of: 
 

(a) How salaries for new faculty and classified positions are determined; 
(b) How salaries for existing faculty and classified positions are determined on an 

ongoing basis; 
(c) How merit awards are calculated; and 
(d) How equity pay adjustments are calculated. 

 
(3) Technology, including a description of: 
 

(a) How academic (instruction, research and public service) computing needs are 
funded; 

(b) How administrative computing needs are funded; and  
(c) How technology for distance education or off-campus education is funded. 
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(4) Facilities, including a description of: 
 

(a) How the age of a facility is factored into determining the formula for funding; 
(b) How the types of programs and levels of discipline supported determines the 

formula for funding; 
(c) How the number of students using a facility determines the operation and 

maintenance of the facility; 
(d) How the hours of use of a facility affects operation and maintenance of the 

facility and affects the funding for such operation and maintenance; 
(e) How the formulas account for grounds maintenance;  
(f) How the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act affect the formula 

for funding; 
(g) How the formulas account for federal regulatory mandates; and 
(h) How the formulas support research space. 

 
(5) Equipment, including a description of: 
  

(a) The funding for new equipment; 
(b) The funding for equipment that needs to be replaced; and 
(c) The funding for maintenance of equipment. 

 
(6) Libraries, including a description of: 
 

(a) The funding of books, periodicals, monographs and other materials; 
(b) The manner in which funding is determined for library automation; 
(c) The manner in which needs for library facilities are determined; 
(d) Any methods for reducing costs from resource sharing and automation; and 
(e) The manner in which electronic media (periodicals, journals and others) is 

funded. 
 
(7) Academic support, research and public services, including a description of: 
  

(a) Academic administration; 
(b) Audiovisual services; 
(c) Learning resource centers; and 
(d) Academic operation. 

 
(8) Student services, including a description of: 
 

(a) Admissions; 
(b) Financial aid offices; 
(c) Student counseling services; 
(d) Student health services; 
(e) Career planning services; and 
(f) Students with specials needs, such as disabled, veteran, minority and older 

students. 
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(9) Institutional support, including a description of: 
 

(a) Alumni affairs; 
(b) Campus security; 
(c) The cost of the budget office; 
(d) Purchasing; 
(e) Publications; 
(f) The offices of the President and Vice President of the institutions; 
(g) Human resources; 
(h) Development activities; 
(i) The controller’s office; 
(j) Public relations; and 
(k) Any other activities with the primary purpose of providing operational support for 

the daily functioning of the institution; 
 
(10) The manner in which funding is determined for: 
 

(a) Public service; 
(b) Scholarships; 
(c) Athletics; 
(d) Hazardous materials; 
(e) Workforce development; 
(f) Multi-campus operations; and 
(g) Childcare. 

 
(11) Research, including a description of the methodology used to determine: 
   

(a) Grants versus formula based funding; 
(b) Research administrative support; and 
(c) Return of indirect costs to the state. 

 
(12) The methodology used to fund higher education on the basis of full-time equivalent 

student counts (including the definition of full-time equivalent student). 
 
Dr. Pickens initially presented a list of 30 formula states to the Committee; however, 
approximately ten of those states have either abandoned the formulas or are no longer considered 
formula-funding states.  Although Dr. Pickens included information on those ten states, the 20 
states remaining as formula funding states comprise the primary focus of Dr. Pickens’ report.   
 
Dr. Pickens used the following methodology in completing his report: 
 

• Qualify states as using a formula approach; 
 
• Contact state finance officers;   
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• Collect official written documents.  Dr. Pickens said that legislative work and formula 
funding was often done in an “ad hoc” or “oral” fashion and many times agreements did 
not get reduced to writing.  His efforts focused on the written agreements, the statutes, 
and the official descriptions.  The documents used in the study are listed at the beginning 
of each section of each state; and 

 
• Search the Internet.   

 
Dr. Pickens related that there were more changes in the financing of higher education in the last 
five years then there have been the past thirty years entirely.  In fact, many states (at least half) 
have made major, fundamental changes in the overall approach in the last five to ten years.  In 
consideration of those changes, Dr. Pickens reported that the conceptually different approaches 
that states were following should be categorized as follows: 
 

• Cost-based approach – The state creates a set of formulas that reflect a cost study and 
then the formulas are adjusted on an annual basis by cost-of-living adjustments, salary 
increases and additional programs.    Classic examples of states that use a cost-based 
approach are Texas, New Mexico and Florida.   

 
• Benchmarking & Peer-based approach – A number of states abandoned the cost-based 

approach several years ago and went to a peer-based approach whereby a large number or 
small number of peers are identified and then costs are computed on an average basis, 
salary basis, library peers, etc.  These states started with a peer-based approach then 
established a benchmark.   Classic examples of states that use a peer-based benchmark 
approach are Maryland, Oklahoma and Louisiana. 

 
• Performance-based approach – In his report to the Committee, Dr. Pickens indicated 

there were approximately 25-30 states that had some form of performance-based 
approaches in funding.  The classic examples are South Carolina and Tennessee.   Dr. 
Pickens noted that Tennessee had the most experience with performance-based formula 
funding, whereby South Carolina has the most elaborate performance/incentive approach.  
Many other states have various measures of performance, i.e., graduation rates to full-
time faculty measures.  In the State of Kansas, for example, the smaller the 
administration, the more points awarded.  Other states tailor incentives to more specific 
aspects of the state. 

 
Many states use a combination of all approaches, such as the California Community College 
system. 
 
Dr. Pickens informed the Committee that his report attempted to identify states that have done 
the best job, as a whole, of providing adequate resources, while still showing concern for equity 
and setting up a process of review for the formulas.  Dr. Pickens noted eight states whose 
approach to financing higher education was most notable:  Maryland, Texas, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, California Community Colleges, Illinois, New Mexico, Kentucky.  These states have 
the most interesting formulas for categories such as libraries and student services.  Regarding 
special needs, Texas has a new formula approach to providing additional resources for 
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disadvantaged students and California has an elaborate approach to providing resources for 
disabled students and re-entry students. 
 
Dr. Pickens said there were four fundamental ideas or “lessons” that the consultants learned in 
reviewing the formal, written documents of each state and talking with system staff and finance 
directors from other states about their approaches to formulas: 
 

• Structure the formula to accomplish broad public objectives:  Many of the formulas, 
especially cost-based formulas, have primarily one objective:  To provide adequate 
resources for the institutions to fulfill the mission.  However, other public objectives have 
been developed such as, increasing the college-going rate, increasing the diversity of 
institutions, increasing the cooperation among institutions, and encouraging institutions 
to use technology in cost-effective ways.  

 
• Blend the cost, peer and performance approaches of formula funding:  Dr. Pickens related 

that there were distinct advantages and disadvantages to each of the above approaches.  
For instance, the cost-based approach had the advantage of being sensitive to costs that 
needed to be met but had the disadvantage of looking in the past.  A peer-based approach 
had the disadvantage of almost turning decisions over to other states and other 
institutions.  So a pure peer approach needed careful evaluation to disaggregate the 
activities of the peers.   Performance-based approaches can result in a complicated, 
paper-intensive process, but the institutions quickly learn how to manipulate the system.  
Unfortunately, it is not as easy as setting performance objectives then tying dollars to 
those objectives.  The goals and incentives need to be constantly monitored.  Dr. Pickens 
concluded that blending the above three approaches appeared to be the best method. 

 
• Identify special needs and circumstances to the State:  Dr. Pickens said his brief contact 

with the State of Nevada has revealed three special needs for the state: 1) Growth:  
Nevada is in a growth mode and that needs to be taken into account. Enrollment growth 
profoundly changes the institutions. Formulas need to specifically address how resources 
are provided over the long-term and short-term. 2) Equity:  As institutions change and 
grow, ensuring that equitable resources are distributed is difficult in a non-growth mode, 
but becomes increasingly difficult in a growth mode as major programs, different schools 
and colleges are developed. 3) Special Populations:  There are special populations that 
need outreach, retention, and special services.  It is difficult to create an incentive 
structure to encourage institutions to address the needs of special populations while still 
fulfilling their mission. 

 
• Establish a credible, ongoing process to evaluate and change the formulas:  Dr. Pickens 

stated that Maryland and Texas had the best process to review formulas in their states.  
This included the public, institution and the business community evaluating the formulas 
on a regular basis to ensure that the formulas were working effectively.  Dr. Pickens 
opined that Texas has done the best job in this respect. 

 
Using Dr. Pickens’ report, with the assistance of the working group, the Committee considered 
formulas that may be suitable for the State of Nevada.    
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V. FORMULA FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The primary focus of the Committee to Study the Funding of Higher Education in Nevada was to 
develop funding formulas that would address the equitable distribution of funds for institutions 
within the University and Community College System of Nevada (UCCSN).  The following 
document outlines the issues, concepts, and formula constructs that were approved by the 
Committee.  The Committee relied heavily upon An Intensive Study of State Appropriations 
Formulas for the Operations of Public Colleges and Universities in Thirty States, compiled by 
Dr. William Pickens at the direction of the Committee.   
 
The Committee recognized that it is unlikely the State of Nevada will be able to fully fund the 
amounts recommended by the new formulas.  For each functional formula recommendation, the 
Committee approved the following language:  “Uniform application of this formula to each 
institution, regardless of the percentage funded, will result in equitable distribution of available 
funding.  Full funding of the formula should be viewed as a goal to be achieved over a period of 
time to be implemented dependent on available funding each biennium.”   
 
When institutions are funded at less than 100 percent of the formulae, the Committee 
recommends inclusion of a hold harmless clause.  The hold harmless provision allows individual 
institutions to retain their base funding levels when the formula recommendations fall below the 
base amount.  When equal funding percentages are achieved, the institutions will move forward 
at the same pace.  The hold harmless provision is recommended for a period not to exceed more 
than two biennia.   
 
Similarly, the Committee recommends expenditure flexibility when the formulas are not fully 
funded.  The UCCSN assured the Committee that steps will be taken to ensure that flexibility 
does not result in salary inequities nor imbalances in position counts. 
 
The Committee also recommends that all new positions for Instruction, Academic Support, 
Student Services, and Operation and Maintenance of the Physical Plant for the two universities, 
Nevada State College (NSC) and the community colleges be funded equally in their respective 
groups, (e.g., salaries and operating budgets per positions).  As part of the budget process, 
UCCSN institutions will provide data on average salary levels for new professional positions.   
 
The Committee approved the following salary equity language: “To address salary equity, the 
Committee concurs with UCCSN’s recommendation to equally fund starting salary amounts for 
new positions for each formula function.  However, the Committee encourages the UCCSN to 
develop and implement a uniform salary policy at the system level to prevent individual 
institutions from perpetuating salary inequities.  Further, as part of the biennial budget process, 
for each institution, UCCSN should gather data and report on the actual starting and existing 
salaries paid for each function each biennium.  The Budget Division, and the Legislature, may 
use this information to adjust the budgeted starting salary levels as necessary.” 
 
The Committee recognized that Great Basin College (GBC) and Nevada State College (NSC), 
and new campus sites for existing institutions are currently in the beginning process of offering 
and developing associate and/or baccalaureate programs.  Until such time as the formulas 
adequately address the funding required for start-up, additional funding may be required.  Once 
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the new programs are established over the next two biennia, and they have an established mix of 
upper and lower division FTE, GBC and NSC should be considered for inclusion in the formulas 
that apply to baccalaureate programs at the universities with appropriate factors applied for each 
institution. 
 
Values for operating and equipment included in the formulas should be adjusted by “CPI plus 1” 
each biennium similar to current Board of Regents approved policy for tuition and fees. 
 

PERFORMANCE FUNDING 
 
The Committee concurred with UCCSN’s recommendation to establish a pool not to exceed 2 
percent of the total UCCSN appropriation from available one-time funding.  The funding would 
be distributed by the System to the UCCSN units based upon their achievement of specified 
performance goals.  Performance funding is currently used in about 30 states nationwide.  
Examples of performance measures used to develop appropriations in other states include: 
 

• Graduation Rates 
• Percentage of lower division courses taught by tenured/tenure track faculty 
• Freshman Retention 
• Lower Division class Size 
• Amount of Public/Private Sector Grants 
• Achievement Rates of Graduates 
• High School Capture Rate 
• Work Force Development 

 
Typically, the funds appropriated on the basis of performance funding are in addition to the 
funding determined through the formula calculations.  Funding received as part of the 
performance-funding component would not become part of the base for an institution.  
Performance funding would be one-time in nature, and would be distributed each biennium 
based upon the relative performance of the institutions.   Actual performance measures, as well 
as the process for allocating funds, will be developed biennially in consultation with 
representatives of the UCCSN, Legislature, and the Governor’s Office. 
 

INSTRUCTION 
 
The instruction function provides support for all activities related to the institution’s instruction 
program including academic, vocational, technical, and remedial courses. 
 
Current Formula 
 
For the universities, the Instruction budget is currently funded on the basis of the following  
student to faculty ratios: 
 
 Enrollment Area      Ratio 
    Engineering & Related Disciplines:        15:1 
    Nursing:            7.5:1 
    Regular Enrollment:         21:1 
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The Community Colleges employ the following student to faculty ratios: 
 
 Ratio         Ratio 
 Enrollment Area: CCSN/TMCC            GBC/WNCC 
 Regular Enrollment 23:1 21:1 
 Vocational/Technical 18:1 18:1 
 Rural 12:1 12:1   
 Nursing 7.5:1               7.5:1 
 Dental Hygiene (CCSN only)    6:1 N/A 
 Dental/Rad. Tech (TMCC only) 14:1 N/A 
 Development 18:1 18:1 
 
For the Universities and the Community Colleges, a Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) student is 
currently defined as 30 student credit hours per year (15 credit hours per semester) for 
undergraduate students and 16 student credit hours per year (8 credit hours per semester) for 
graduate students. 
 
Recommended Revisions to the University and NSC Instruction Formulae 
 
1. Student Credit Hours:  The Committee recommends using 30 student credit hours (SCH) 

as the definition of an FTE for both lower and upper division credit hours.  Masters and 
Doctoral level student FTE should be determined on the basis of 24 SCH and 18 SCH 
respectively. 

 
2. Student-to-Faculty Ratios:  The Committee recommends different student to faculty 

ratios for the four levels of instruction and for the four levels of discipline.  The result is a 
matrix of four columns and four rows resulting in 16 student to faculty ratios.  Higher 
levels of instruction and higher discipline costs would result in lower student to faculty 
ratios.  The recommended ratios, by discipline and level, are described below.  A separate 
matrix is used for the universities and Nevada State College to reflect the lower cost of 
providing instruction at NSC: 

 
Recommended Student Faculty Ratios for the Universities 

                Lower           Upper 
       Div  Div  Masters Doctoral  
 Clinical     8    8       8       8 
 High Cost   18  13     10       8 
 Medium Cost   21  16     13       8 
 Low Cost   26  22     16       8 

 
Recommended Student Faculty Ratios for Nevada State College 

                Lower           Upper 
       Div  Div  Masters   
 Clinical     8    8       8   
 High Cost   18  15     12   
 Medium Cost   21  18     15   
 Low Cost   26  24     18   
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3. Enrollment Projections:  FTE enrollment projections used in the formula should be based 
upon a weighted three-year rolling average.  The previous three years’ actual FTE 
enrollment growth should be used to determine the rate of FTE growth for formula 
calculations.  The most recent year should be given 50 percent weight, the second year 30 
percent weight, and the earliest year 20 percent weight.  The growth rate determined as a 
result of this calculation would be used to project enrollments forward for the next 
biennium.  An adjustment factor to recognize unique circumstances may be proposed 
(millennium scholarships, etc.).  If the institution’s actual projected enrollment is less 
than the calculated enrollment, the actual will be used. 

 
4. Salary Equity Pool:  The Committee recommends establishing a Salary Equity Pool 

exclusively for UNLV.  The purpose of the pool is to provide a source of funding that 
would, over time, eliminate the inequity in faculty salaries that currently exists between 
UNR and UNLV.  A pool should be established to provide funding for approximately 90 
positions at a rate of $5,200 per position.  The 90 positions approximate the annual 
faculty turnover rate for UNLV, and the $5,200 represents the current difference in the 
all-ranks average salary for the two institutions.  If the proposal is adopted, UNLV could 
draw on funds from the Salary Equity Pool each time it fills an existing faculty vacancy 
at a salary higher than the current budget for the position.  It is expected that the salary 
equity pool would be funded for a period of three biennia at which time it is projected 
that faculty salaries for both institutions will be equal.  The salary equity pool will not 
continue beyond five biennia. 

 
5.  Starting Faculty Salaries:  New faculty positions should be funded for the two 

universities at the same rate, the mid-point of Quartile 1 and Quartile 2 salary range for 
Associate Professor (currently $55,858 plus fringe benefits).   New positions at Nevada 
State College should also be funded at the mid-point of Quartile 1 and Quartile 2 of the 
salary range for an Associate Professor, based upon Board-approved salary schedules for 
the college. 

 
To address salary equity, the Committee concurs with UCCSN’s recommendation to 
equally fund starting salary amounts for new positions for each formula function.  
However, the Committee encourages the UCCSN to develop and implement a uniform 
salary policy at the system level to prevent individual institutions from perpetuating 
salary inequities.  Further, as part of the biennial budget process, for each institution, 
UCCSN should gather data and report on the actual starting and existing salaries paid for 
each function each biennium.  The Budget Division, and the Legislature, may use this 
information to adjust the budgeted starting salary levels as necessary. 

 
6. Classified Positions:  The ratio of professional to classified positions should remain at 5 

to 1.  The classified positions act as clerical support and laboratory technicians.  New 
classified positions should be funded at grade 27 step 1, currently $25,808 plus fringe 
benefits. 

 
7.  New Position Equipment:  New professional and classified positions should receive one-

time equipment appropriations as defined by the State Budget Division.  Currently, the 
state provides approximately $6,000 for new full-time faculty positions and $4,000 for 
new classified positions. 
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8. Operating and Wage Costs:  Operating/wage costs should be funded at $6,000 per faculty 
and $2,300 per classified FTE positions.  Nevada State College should receive $5,000 
and $2,300 for its faculty and classified FTE respectively. 

 
9. Ongoing Technology/Equipment:  Equipment funding should be included in the 

instructional budget and funded on a continuing basis.  On-going equipment would be 
funded at a rate of $5,200 per existing faculty position.  The equipment funds would be 
used for faculty workstation replacement, faculty start-up packages, and instructional 
equipment replacement.  An additional $1,000 per existing classified FTE for 
workstation replacement should also be provided.  Nevada State College should receive 
$4,500 per faculty FTE for on-going equipment funding.  An additional $1,000 per 
existing classified FTE for workstation replacement should also be provided. 

 
Recommended Revisions to the College Instruction Formula: 
 
1. Student Credit Hours:  The Committee recommends using 30 student credit hours (SCH) 

as the definition of an FTE for both lower and upper division credit hours.   
 
2. Student-to-Faculty Ratios:  The community colleges offer a variety of instructional 

programs from general education to vocational, distance education, and allied health 
concentrations.  Due to the complexity of programs a three-tiered matrix (high, medium 
and low cost) for faculty student ratios is recommended based on level of cost for 
programs.  The following are the recommended faculty/student ratios to be utilized for 
the funding of community college faculty FTE:    
   GBC  GBC  
    TMCC      Lower    Upper 
Discipline   & CCSN  WNCC  Division  Division  

 
 High Cost Programs 14:1 12:1 12:1  12:1 
  
 Medium Cost Programs  21:1 21:1 21:1  16:1 
  
 Low Cost Programs 26:1 26:1 23:1  22:1 

 
Once GBC and WNCC reach a budgeted FTE level of 3,000, lower division funding 
ratios will be consistent with those of CCSN and TMCC.  Upon GBC and WNCC 
reaching the targeted level of consistent funding ratios with CCSN and TMCC, a hold 
harmless period not to exceed two biennia shall exist. 

 
Examples of the classifications are as follows: 

 
High Costs:  Nursing, Dental Hygiene, Practicums, Distance Education/Rural Education, 
Automotive Technologies, Welding, Computing Technologies. 
 
Medium Costs: 200-level coursework for programs such as, Sciences (Biology, 
Chemistry, Physics) and all developmental programs. 
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Low Costs:  100-level and 200-level course work for general educational programs such 
as English, History, Sciences (100-level), Math, etc. 

 
3. Enrollment Projections:  FTE enrollment projections used in the formula should be based 

upon a weighted three-year rolling average.  The previous three years’ actual FTE 
enrollment growth should be used to determine the rate of FTE growth for formula 
calculations.  The most recent year should be given 50 percent weight, the second year 30 
percent weight, and the earliest year 20 percent weight.  The growth rate determined as a 
result of this calculation would be used to project enrollments forward for the next 
biennium.  An adjustment factor to recognize unique circumstances may be proposed 
(millennium scholarships, etc.).  If the institution’s actual projected enrollment is less 
than the calculated enrollment, the actual will be used. 

 
4. Funding Ratio:  The funding formula of 70:30 full-time/part-time faculty ratio should be 

revised to 60:40.  The 60:40 ratio would provide the required full-time faculty to support 
the growing institutions.  

 
5. Starting Faculty Salaries:  New full-time faculty positions should be funded at the mid-

point of the community college salary schedule.  Funding would be provided equal to a 
rank 4, step 10 salary (currently $42,158) plus associated fringe benefits.  The goal of this 
recommendation is to fund positions at the midpoint of the faculty salary schedule.  New 
part-time faculty positions would be funded at a salary equal to 60 percent of the base 
salary for full-time faculty plus associated fringe benefits.  

 
To address salary equity, the Committee concurs with UCCSN’s recommendation to 
equally fund starting salary amounts for new positions for each formula function.  
However, the Committee encourages the UCCSN to develop and implement a uniform 
salary policy at the system level to prevent individual institutions from perpetuating 
salary inequities.  Further, as part of the biennial budget process, for each institution, 
UCCSN should gather data and report on the actual starting and existing salaries paid for 
each function each biennium.  The Budget Division and the Legislature may use this 
information to adjust the budgeted starting salary levels as necessary. 

  
6. Teaching Assistants (TA’s):  Teaching assistants provide critical support within the 

Instructional Function for high maintenance operations such as laboratories.  Equal 
funding should be provided for teaching assistants for all institutions - the Committee 
recommends $1,000 per faculty FTE (combined full-time and part-time faculty positions) 
plus associated fringe benefits.   There is no formula currently for teaching assistants at 
the community colleges. 

 
7. Classified Positions:  The ratio of professional to classified positions should remain at 5 

to 1.  New positions should be funded at grade 27 step 1 (currently $25,808 plus fringe 
benefits).  

 
8. Operating/Wage Costs:  Operating and wage costs should be funded at a weighted 

average rate per faculty FTE and classified FTE positions.  The colleges should receive 
$4,600 per faculty FTE (combined full-time and part-time faculty positions) and $2,300 
for classified FTE respectively.   
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9. New Position Equipment:  New professional and classified positions should receive one-
time equipment appropriations as defined by the State Budget Division.  Currently, the 
state provides approximately $6,000 for new full-time faculty positions and $4,000 for 
new classified positions. 

 
10. Ongoing Technology/Equipment:  Equipment funding should be included in the 

instructional budget and funded on a continuing basis.  On-going equipment would be 
funded at a rate of $3,500 per existing faculty FTE position.  The equipment funds would 
be used for faculty workstation replacement, instructional start-up packages, and 
instructional equipment replacement.   An additional $1,000 per existing classified FTE 
for workstation replacement should also be provided. 

 
SUPPORT FUNCTIONS 
ACADEMIC SUPPORT 

 
Academic support encompasses services that directly assist the instructional or academic 
functions of an institution such as libraries, museums, media services, and academic 
administration including deans but not department chairman. 
 
Current Formula 
 
For the universities, the academic support formula consists of three components that recognize 
the number of colleges/schools at each university, the size of the libraries and number of 
volumes held by each, and the relationship of the remaining academic support budget areas to 
their respective instruction budgets: 

 
1. Using an average compensation figure, two professional positions and one classified 

position are provided for the office of the vice president for academic affairs.  One 
professional and one classified position are provided for each college or school. 

 
2. Using the number of volumes in a library, positions and their budget support is generated 

on the basis of: 
 
  0 to 500,000 volumes.............................................. 50 positions 

  For every additional 16,000 volumes.........................1 position 
 
3. The remaining academic support function is funded by applying a rate of 6.5 percent to 

the instruction budget for each university. 
 
For the community colleges, the existing funding formula is calculated based on a fixed 
percentage of the Instructional budget.  The following percentiles are utilized for the Academic 
Support formula: 
 
 CCSN, TMCC, and WNCC …………………………….. 20% of instruction 
 GBC ……………………………………………………... 25% of instruction 
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Academic Support Revision Recommendations – Universities and NSC 
 
1. Vice President of Academic Affairs:  Equity in funding for professional and classified 

positions in the vice president for academic affairs office and in the schools and colleges 
for the two universities can be accomplished by adding a mechanism to the current 
formula that would reflect additional needs associated with larger faculties.  The 
Committee recommends continuing base funding of 2 professional and 1 classified 
position for the Vice President for Academic Affairs.  Additional positions should be 
added to the Vice Presidents’ Offices based upon the size of the faculty.  The incremental 
increases in faculty necessary to generate additional positions are larger at each step in 
recognition of economies of scale. 

 
200 – 499 Faculty FTE: 1 additional professional and  

1 additional classified position 
 
     >500 Faculty FTE:                 2 additional professional and 

2 additional classified positions 
 
2. Schools and Colleges:  Schools and Colleges should receive positions in a manner similar 

to the Vice President’s office.  Each school or college should continue to receive 1 
professional and 1 classified position.  Additional professional and classified positions 
would be added based upon the number of faculty positions in the school or college. 

 
             50 – 174 Faculty FTE:       1 additional professional and 

1 additional classified position 
 

>175 Faculty FTE:    2 additional professional and 
  2 additional classified positions 

 
3. Starting Academic Support Faculty Salaries:  New professional positions should be added 

at the Quartile 1 of the salary schedule for rank 4 (“A” contract, currently $85,794, plus 
fringe benefits).  New classified positions should be added at grade 27, step 1. 

 
To address salary equity, the Committee concurs with UCCSN’s recommendation to 
equally fund starting salary amounts for new positions for each formula function.  
However, the Committee encourages the UCCSN to develop and implement a uniform 
salary policy at the system level to prevent individual institutions from perpetuating 
salary inequities.  Further, as part of the biennial budget process, for each institution, 
UCCSN should gather data and report on the actual starting and existing salaries paid for 
each function each biennium.  The Budget Division and the Legislature may use this 
information to adjust the budgeted starting salary levels as necessary. 

 
4. Library Staffing:  No change is recommended to the methodology in calculating Library 

Staffing.  Using the number of volumes in a library, positions are generated on the basis 
of: 

   
  0 to 500,000 volumes.............................................. 50 positions 
  For every additional 16,000 volumes.........................1 position 
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New positions generated as a result of this formula should be added at a 40:60 
professional to classified ratio.   

 
5. Starting Library Professional Salaries:  For the universities, new library professional 

positions should be added at the mid-point of Quartile 1 and Quartile 2 of the university 
salary schedule for Assistant Professor (currently $55,838 plus fringe benefits).   New 
positions at Nevada State College should also be funded at the mid-point of Quartile 1 
and Quartile 2 of the board approved salary schedule for Assistant Professor.   

 
6. Classified Positions: New classified positions should be added at grade 27, step 1, 

currently $25,808 plus fringe benefits, for the universities and Nevada State College.  
 
7. Operating/Wage Costs: Operating and wage costs for the universities should be funded at 

$5,500 per full-time equivalent position (all positions).  Nevada State College should 
receive $4,000 per position for library operating/wage support.   

 
8. Academic Support Add-On:  At the universities, the Committee recommends that the last 

element of Academic Support, that is 6.5 percent of the Instruction budget, should be 
increased to 9.5 percent to address needs that are not currently funded, e.g., academic 
advisement, technology and assessment.  The add-on at Nevada State College should be 
established at the current 6.5 percent level. 

 
9. New Position Equipment:  New professional and classified positions should receive one-

time equipment appropriations as defined by the State Budget Division.  Current new 
employee equipment amounts are approximately $6,000 per professional position and 
$4,000 per classified position. 

 
10. Workstation Replacement:  Workstation replacement should be funded at $1,000 per 

existing professional and classified FTE. 
 
Academic Support Revision Recommendations – Community Colleges 
 
Due to the significant funding required through the Academic Support function for technology 
support personnel and operating, the Committee recommends the following adjustments to the 
Academic Support formula for the community colleges: 
 
 Instructional Budget CCSN, WNCC TMCC GBC 
 
 1st ----- $7,500,000  N/A  30% 
 Amount of instructional budget 22% 25% 
 
The Committee recommends a tiered funding structure due to the size of Great Basin College 
(GBC).  For GBC, the formula recommendation provides for a factor of 30 percent times the first 
$7.5 million of the Instructional budget and 25 percent for any funding beyond the $7.5 million 
amount.  The formula for CCSN, WNCC and TMCC should be funded at a factor of 22 percent 
of the instructional budget. 
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Once GBC reaches an FTE level of 3,000, funding percentages should be consistent with those 
of CCSN, TMCC and WNCC.  Upon GBC reaching the targeted level of consistent funding 
ratios with CCSN, TMCC and WNCC a hold harmless period not to exceed two biennia should 
exist. 
 

STUDENT SERVICES 
 
Student Services includes the offices for recruitment, admissions, registration, counseling, career 
guidance, student aid, and any activities whose primary purpose is to contribute to the student’s 
intellectual, cultural, and social development outside the formal instruction program. 
 
Current Formula 
 
For the universities, the number of positions for student services is calculated as follows: 

 
Combined headcount and FTE enrollment, up to 10,000, is divided by 300.   Combined 
headcount and FTE enrollment over 10,000, is divided by 400.  The number of resident 
students (i.e., on-campus students) is divided by 100. 

 
For the community colleges, the current formula for the Student Services function calculates the 
number of positions based on the combined student headcount (HC) and student full-time 
equivalent (FTE) enrollments divided by 400 for CCSN, TMCC and WNCC or divided by 375 
for GBC. 
 
Funding is determined by the number of existing positions divided by the total Student Services 
base budget to determine a per FTE cost.  The number of new positions is then multiplied by the 
per FTE cost to determine the required enhancement funding. 
 
Student Services Revision Recommendations – Universities and NSC 
 
1. Position Calculation:  To finance under-funded services in the Student Services function, 

the Committee recommends reducing the drivers (divisor) from the current amounts as 
follows:   

 
a. Combined headcount and FTE enrollment at or below 10,000:  Divide by 200; 
 
b. Combined headcount and FTE enrollment above 10,000:  Divide by 350.  

 
At Nevada State College, the drivers should be established at 275 and 375 respectively 
yielding the following calculations: 
 
c. Combined headcount and FTE enrollment at or below 10,000:  Divide by 275; 
 
d. Combined headcount and FTE enrollment above 10,000:  Divide by 375.  

 
The third driver of 100 for resident (on-campus) students would remain intact for the 
universities and NSC. This calculation will determine the total formula positions for the 
student services function. 
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The existing FTE should be subtracted from the formula positions to determine the 
number of new positions.  New positions should be distributed at a 60:40 professional to 
classified ratio.  New professional positions should be funded at the mid-point of range 2 
of the appropriate salary schedules (currently $50,400).  New classified positions should 
be funded at grade 27, step 1 (currently $25,808). 
 
To address salary equity, the Committee concurs with UCCSN’s recommendation to 
equally fund starting salary amounts for new positions for each formula function.  
However, the Committee encourages the UCCSN to develop and implement a uniform 
salary policy at the system level to prevent individual institutions from perpetuating 
salary inequities.  Further, as part of the biennial budget process, for each institution, 
UCCSN should gather data and report on the actual starting and existing salaries paid for 
each function each biennium.  The Budget Division and the Legislature may use this 
information to adjust the budgeted starting salary levels as necessary. 

 
2. Operating & Wage Costs:  Operating and wage costs for all positions should be funded at 

$10,500 per position at the universities and $8,250 per position at Nevada State College. 
 
3. New Position Equipment:  New professional and classified positions should receive one-

time equipment appropriations as defined by the State Budget Division.  Current new 
employee equipment amounts are approximately $6,000 per professional position and 
$4,000 per classified position. 

 
4. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA):  Additional resources should be provided to 

cover costs of compliance with the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA).  Institutions should receive $1,000 per student for each student with a 
documented disability. 

 
5. Workstation Replacement:  Workstation replacement should be funded at $1,000 per 

existing professional and classified FTE. 
 
Student Services Revision Recommendation – Community Colleges: 
 
1. Position Calculation:  The Committee recommends expanding the range of drivers used 

in calculating student services to recognize economies of scale at the various institutions.  
Instead of a single driver of 400 for CCSN, TMCC and WNCC, the following drivers 
should be used: 

 
a. Combined FTE and headcount enrollment at or below 10,000:  Divide by 350; 
 
b. Combined headcount and FTE enrollment above 10,000:  Divide by 400. 

  
Recognizing Great Basin College’s unique rural nature and the addition of baccalaureate 
programs at the college, the following drivers are recommended for GBC: 

 
c. Combined FTE and headcount enrollment at or below 4,500:  Divide by 210. 
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d. Combined FTE and headcount enrollment between 4,501 to 10,000: Divide by 
275; 

 
e. Combined FTE and headcount enrollment between 10,001 and 25,000:  Divide by 

375; 
 

f. Combined headcount and FTE enrollment above 25,000:  Divide by 425. 
  

 New positions should be distributed on a 60:40 professional to classified ratio.  New 
professional positions should be funded equal to a rank 4, step 10 salary annualized 
(currently $50,590 + fringe benefits).  Classified positions should be funded at grade 27 
step 1 (currently $25,808) plus associated fringe benefits.  The rank and step funding may 
require adjustment based on the yet to be approved community college faculty salary 
schedule.  Positions should be funded at the mid-point of the faculty salary schedule.   
 
To address salary equity, the Committee concurs with UCCSN’s recommendation to 
equally fund starting salary amounts for new positions for each formula function.  
However, the Committee encourages the UCCSN to develop and implement a uniform 
salary policy at the system level to prevent individual institutions from perpetuating 
salary inequities.  Further, as part of the biennial budget process, for each institution, 
UCCSN should gather data and report on the actual starting and existing salaries paid for 
each function each biennium.  The Budget Division and the Legislature may use this 
information to adjust the budgeted starting salary levels as necessary. 
 

2. Operating and Wage Costs:  Operating and wages costs for all positions at the community 
colleges should be funded at $6,000 per position.   

 
3. New Position Equipment:  New professional and classified positions should receive one-

time equipment appropriations as defined by the State Budget Division.  Current new 
employee equipment amounts are approximately $6,000 per professional position and 
$4,000 per classified position. 

 
4. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA):  Additional resources should be provided to 

cover costs of compliance with the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA).  Institutions should receive $1,000 per student for each student with a 
documented disability. 

 
5. Workstation Replacement:  Workstation replacement should be funded at $1,000 per 

existing professional and classified FTE. 
 

INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 
 
Institutional support provides funding for central executive-level activities concerned with 
management and long-range planning of the entire institution such as the president’s office, 
fiscal operations, logistical activities including procurement, storeroom, safety, security, printing 
support services to faculty and staff, and activities concerned with community and alumni 
relations including development and fund raising. 
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Current Formula 
 
For the universities, the formula for institutional support is based upon a percentage of each 
institution’s operating budgets, after subtracting the cost of institutional support and prorating an 
additional amount for the support of the business centers. As operating budgets increase, the 
percentage will decrease. 
 
  Total Operating Budget 
      1st  ------ $0 to  $15 million  . . . . . . . . . . . 15%  
     2nd  ----- $15 to $30 million  . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 
    Over $30 million . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.5% 
 
For the community colleges, the current Institutional Support formula allocates funding as a 
percentage of the total operating budgets less the Institutional Support function.  Currently the 
Business Center’s budget is calculated based on a proportional relationship of the college’s total 
institutional budgets to the total budgets of the business centers.  The funding percentages are as 
follows: 
 
       CCSN, TMCC 
 Total Operating Budget & WNCC GBC 
 1st ----- $15 million 15% 20% 
 2nd ---- $15 million 10% 10% 
 Over $30 million 5%    5% 
 
Institutional Support Revision Recommendations – Universities and NSC 
 
At the universities, the amounts for the operating budget dollar drivers should be adjusted to 
reflect inflation from the 1986 higher education funding study.  The last percentage driver of 6.5 
percent should be increased to 7.5 percent to address campus security and other needs.  
Institutional support should be funded at the following percentages of the total operating budgets 
(less the institution support function): 
 
 Total Operating Budgets 
             1st  ---  $25 million  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15%  
     2nd  ---  $25 million  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 
     Over $50 million      . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .        7.5% 
 
For Nevada State College, the following drivers should be established to reflect the lower cost of 
NSC relative to the universities: 
 
 Total Operating Budgets 
             1st  ---  $20 million  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15%  
     2nd  ---  $20 million . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 
     Over $40 million   . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.5% 
 
Workstation replacement should be funded at $1,000 per existing professional and classified FTE. 
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Institutional Support Revision Recommendations – Community Colleges 
 
At the community colleges, the amounts for the operating budget dollar drivers should be 
adjusted to reflect inflation from the last higher education funding study.  The percentage drivers 
are modified to address campus security and other needs.  Recognizing Great Basin and Western 
Nevada Colleges’ unique rural nature, driver recommendations at GBC and WNCC are more 
generous than the other community colleges.  Institutional support should be funded at the 
following percentages of the total operating budgets (less the institution support function): 
  
                CCSN    GBC & 
 Total Operating Budget         & TMCC   WNCC 
 1st ----- $17.5 million 15%      17% 
 2nd ---- $17.5 million 10%      10% 
 Over $35 million  7.5%     7.5% 
 
Once GBC and WNCC reach an FTE level of 3,000, funding percentages should be consistent 
with those of CCSN and TMCC.  Once GBC and WNCC reach the targeted level of consistent 
funding ratios with CCSN and TMCC a hold harmless period not to exceed two biennia shall 
exist. 
 
Workstation replacement should be funded at $1,000 per existing professional and classified 
FTE. 
 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF PLANT 
 
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) of Plant includes custodial, building maintenance, grounds 
maintenance, supervisory activities, property insurance and similar items.  Utilities are not 
included in the formula. 
 
Current Formula 
 
At the universities and community colleges, the formula for operation and maintenance of plant 
is applied to custodial, building maintenance, grounds maintenance and supervisory activities.  
Utilities, insurance and rent/lease costs are budgeted separately and adjustments are based upon 
consumption, rate changes, contractual agreements and the addition of any new or modified 
facilities. 

 
The formula provides custodial, building maintenance and supervision positions on the basis of 
one position for every 12,000 square feet (for campuses with fewer than 12,000 students) or one 
position for every 10,500 square feet (for campuses with 12,000 or more, students).   For grounds 
maintenance, the formula is based upon the maintenance of improved acreage and one position is 
budgeted for every 4.5 improved acres.  Operating support is provided through an existing cost 
per position allocation adjusted over time for inflation. 
 
O&M Plant Recommendations for Revision of Universities, NSC, Colleges and DRI 
 
The Committee recommends that the Desert Research Institute should receive the same 
consideration for its state-run facilities as do the universities and colleges.  Thus they should 
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participate in the O&M formulas as recommended.  The revised formula consists of four 
components: Custodial, Building and Grounds Maintenance and Utility Services, Hazardous 
Materials, and Administrative Positions.    
 
New positions for the four funding components, except for grounds maintenance, should be 
determined by providing one position for every 10,500 maintained square feet. 
 
The total new positions generated from the maintained square feet calculation should be 
distributed in the following manner: 
 

 Custodial ..............................................................................3 
 Building Maintenance and Services.....................................3  
 Professional/Technical.........................................................1 

 
New custodial positions should be added at grade 21, step 1 (currently $20,442); new 
maintenance and service positions at grade 31, step 1 (currently $30,442); and new 
administrative positions at the mid-point of range 2 on the appropriate salary schedules. 
 
A ten percent adjustment to the maintenance and services positions should be added to provide 
additional funding to reflect increased personnel and operating costs due to age of facilities (25 
years or older). 
 
The rank and step funding for administrative positions may require adjustment based on the yet 
to be approved community college faculty salary schedule.  New administrative positions should 
be funded at the mid-point of the faculty salary schedule.   
 
To address salary equity, the Committee concurs with UCCSN’s recommendation to equally 
fund starting salary amounts for new positions for each formula function.  However, the 
Committee encourages the UCCSN to develop and implement a uniform salary policy at the 
system level to prevent individual institutions from perpetuating salary inequities.  Further, as 
part of the biennial budget process, for each institution, UCCSN should gather data and report on 
the actual starting and existing salaries paid for each function each biennium.  The Budget 
Division, and the Legislature, may use this information to adjust the budgeted starting salary 
levels as necessary. 
 
Grounds Maintenance Formula 
 
The current formula for grounds maintenance positions should remain intact (one position is 
budgeted for every 4.5 improved acres).  New grounds positions should be added at grade 22, 
step 1 (currently $21,214). 
 
General O&M Operating   
 
For the universities and colleges, determine general O&M operating funding by multiplying 
gross maintained square feet by an average cost per square foot (estimated at $0.90 per sq. ft).  
Buildings older than 25 years should be funded at an increased rate (approximately 25 percent 
greater than the average cost to reflect increased operating costs associated with age of facilities). 
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Utilities, Insurance and Rental 
 
Allocations for utilities, insurance and rental costs should be funded based on institutional 
projections.  Projections should be adjusted to include any legislatively approved inflationary 
factors and allocations for new space. 
 
Equipment 
 
New professional and classified positions should receive one-time equipment appropriations as 
defined by the State Budget Division.  Current new employee equipment amounts are roughly 
$6,000 per professional position and $4,000 per classified position except for custodians. 
 
Workstation replacement should be funded at $1,000 per existing professional and classified 
FTE.  Workstation replacement funds would not be provided for custodial or grounds positions. 
 

GRADUATE ASSISTANTS 
 
Current Formula 
 
In assessing the need in Nevada for graduate assistants (both for teaching and research 
assignments) and opportunities for graduate student employment, the number for graduate 
assistants is generated by allocating one assistantship for every five graduate student FTE. 
Doctoral-level graduate students require greater support than do other graduate students and, 
thus, one graduate assistantship is provided for every 3.33 FTE doctoral-level students. 
 
Graduate assistantships at UNR and UNLV, which normally are based on a half-time workload, 
are funded at a level substantially lower than the minimum salary paid an instructor. Many 
graduate students possess credentials comparable to some first-time instructors. The 
assistantships should, therefore, be funded at a rate equal to half of that of a beginning instructor. 
 
Recommendations for Revision – Universities and NSC 
 
1. The committee recommends one graduate assistantship per 8 master student FTEs. 
 
2. The committee also recommends one graduate assistantship per 3.33 doctoral students. 

 
Assistantships should be funded at one-half the cost of an instructor position plus fringe benefits 
(currently $13,515). 

EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT 
 
Current Formula 
 
The existing formula adopts an approach that funds the replacement of equipment by an amount 
equal to a percentage of an institution’s price-adjusted, year-end inventory. A standard five 
percent rate is established and the year-end inventory is adjusted by the Producer Price Index 
(Capital Equipment Index). The university annually reviews its physical inventory to assure that 
all obsolete equipment items are removed from its inventory base. 
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Revision Recommendation 
 
The Committee recommends deleting the current equipment replacement formula.  The 
functional formula recommendations address ongoing equipment needs, technology equipment 
needs and workstation replacement.  Equipment needs for non-formula budgets should be funded 
at $1,000 per existing professional and classified FTE. 
 

EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE 
 
The Committee recommends deleting the current equipment maintenance formula.  Equipment 
maintenance should be covered from operating allocations. 
 

LIBRARY ACQUISITIONS 
 
Current Formula 
 
For the universities, the current library acquisition formula applies an updated version of the 
Clapp-Jordan formula to generate a combined request for UNR and UNLV, which is then shared 
equally.  Library acquisition calculations use a set number of library volumes based on the 
number of faculty, number of students and number of master and doctoral programs offered.  
The following is an example of how the current formula is applied: 
  

Formula Rate FTE/Degree       Formula 
Calc 

Base Number of Volumes  
      @ 85,000 

 
85,000

Volumes Per Faculty @ 125 713 89,125
Volumes Per FTE Student @ 20 9,604 192,080
Volumes Per Baccalaureate or Associate  
       Degree @ 610 

79 48,190

Volumes Per Masters with no Doctoral  
       Program @ 10,000 

47 470,000

Volumes Per Masters with Doctoral    
       Program @ 3,750 

27 101,250

Volumes Per Doctoral Program @ 31,250 40 1,250,000
 Total Number of Volumes: 2,235,645
 Annual Acquisition Rate: 5%
 Annual Acquisitions: 111,782
 Estimated Acquisition Cost: $            78
 Annual Acquisition Request: $8,718,996

 
Funding is determined by multiplying the calculated annual acquisitions times the estimated 
acquisition cost.  The book acquisition formula is applied to both UNR and UNLV.  Total 
funding generated by the formula is equally divided between the two campuses. 

 
For the community colleges, library acquisition funding is calculated using the Learning 
Resource Center Standards for college libraries.  Each college’s collection size is determined by 
the number of FTE students.   The collection size is multiplied by an acquisition rate and an 
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average cost per volume to determine the library acquisition funding. The following examples 
illustrate the application of the college library acquisition formula: 

 
Formula Calculation 

 
 Written Materials Recorded Materials   

FTE 
Enrollment 

Periodical 
Subscript 

Printed 
Material 

Films & 
Video 

Other 
Recorded 
Material 

Other 
Materials 

Total 
Collection 

Size 
Under 
1,000 

300 30,000 125 1,350 350 32,125 

1,000-
3,000 

500 50,000 350 3,200 1,200 55,250 

3,000-
5,000 

700 70,000 700 5,350 2,350 79,100 

5,000-
7,000 

800 85,000 1,250 8,500 4,500 100,100 

Each 1,000 
over 7,000 

30 12,000 150 405 305 12,890 

 
Formula Application Example 

 
Campus Budgeted 

FTE 
Enrollment

Collection 
Size 

Annual 
Acquisition 
Rate @ 5%

Average 
Cost 

Formula 
Acquisition 

Request 
CCSN 15,021 203,220 10,161 $78 $792,558 
GBC 1,311 55,250 2,763 $78 $215,514 
TMCC 5,001 100,100 5,005 $78 $390,390 
WNCC 2,171 55,250 2,763 $78 $215,514 

 
Library Acquisition Revision Recommendations – Universities and NSC 
 
The Committee recommends continuing the use of modified the Clapp-Jordan formula. Programs 
should be counted in a consistent and comparable manner for the two universities.  Separate 
budgets should be developed for each institution.  The current practice of averaging the library 
acquisition budgets of the two universities should be discontinued.   
 
Library Acquisition rates should be reduced from 5.0 percent to 4.3 percent.  It is important to 
note that the Committee contemplated adjusting the rate to 3.5 percent.  However, to eliminate 
concerns with indirect cost recovery distributions, the Committee amended the amount to 4.3 
percent (see the Research section for further information). 
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The following is an example of the new formula: 
 

Formula Rate FTE/Degree Formula Calc 
Base Number of Volumes  
      @ 85,000 

 
85,000

Volumes Per Faculty @ 125 713 89,125
Volumes Per FTE Student @ 20 9,604 192,080
Volumes Per Baccalaureate or Associate  
       Degree @ 610 

79 48,190

Volumes Per Masters with no Doctoral  
       Program @ 10,000 

47 470,000

Volumes Per Masters with Doctoral    
       Program @ 3,750 

27 101,250

Volumes Per Doctoral Program @ 31,250 40 1,250,000
 Total Number of Volumes: 2,235,645
 Annual Acquisition Rate: 4.3%
 Annual Acquisitions: 96,133
 Estimated Acquisition Cost: $            78
 Annual Acquisition Request: $7,498,374

 
Library Acquisition Recommended Revision – Community Colleges 
 
No change is recommended to the current formula.  Library acquisition funding should continue 
to be calculated using the Learning Resource Center Standards for college libraries.  Each 
college’s collection size should be determined by the number of FTE students.   The collection 
size should be multiplied by an acquisition rate and an average cost per volume to determine the 
library acquisition funding. The following examples illustrate the application of the college 
library acquisition formula: 
 

Formula Calculation 
 

 Written Materials Recorded Materials   
FTE 

Enrollment 
Periodical 
Subscript 

Printed 
Material 

Films & 
Video 

Other 
Recorded 
Material 

Other 
Materials 

Total 
Collection 

Size 
Under 
1,000 

300 30,000 125 1,350 350 32,125 

1,000-
3,000 

500 50,000 350 3,200 1,200 55,250 

3,000-
5,000 

700 70,000 700 5,350 2,350 79,100 

5,000-
7,000 

800 85,000 1,250 8,500 4,500 100,100 

Each 1,000 
over 7,000 

30 12,000 150 405 305 12,890 
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Formula Application Example 
 

Campus Budgeted 
FTE 

Enrollment

Collection 
Size 

Annual 
Acquisition 
Rate @ 5%

Average 
Cost 

Formula 
Acquisition 

Request 
CCSN 15,021 203,220 10,161 $78 $792,558 
GBC 1,311 55,250 2,763 $78 $215,514 
TMCC 5,001 100,100 5,005 $78 $390,390 
WNCC 2,171 55,250 2,763 $78 $215,514 

 
RESEARCH 

 
Current Formula: 
 
The Research function is currently funded on an incremental basis.  The State allocates 25 
percent of the campuses’ Indirect Cost Recovery Collection as a revenue source for the operating 
budget. 
 
Recommended Revision: 
 
The Committee suggests no changes to the research funding methodology.    During several 
meetings, UCCSN suggested that the State return 100 percent of the Indirect Cost Recovery 
Collection to the campuses to stimulate research and increase the level of externally funded 
grants and contracts.   The Committee did not concur with this recommendation and chose 
instead to adjust the library acquisition funding percentage to address the indirect cost recovery 
concern. 
 
The Committee recommends that a review of the status of indirect cost recoveries occur at the 
next session of the Legislature.  
 

SUMMARIES AND COMPARISONS 
 

The following tables and charts provide narrative and numerical summaries and comparisons of 
the new formula recommendations compared to the formulas approved in 1986: 
 
Table V provides a function-by-function comparison of the 1986 formulas to the Committee 
formula revisions. 
 
Table VI illustrates the dollar and percentage differences between the new formulas and those 
recommended by the Committee.  This table also displays the percentage splits between the 
universities and community colleges and demonstrates how the formula recommendations affect 
the distributions. 
 
Table VII provides a comparison of historical versus projected costs using the new formula 
summarized at the institutional level. This table indicates the estimated percentage of the 
formulas that could be funded if UCCSN’s share of state general fund appropriations is 19.5 
percent. 
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Table VIII provides a comparison of historical versus projected costs using the new formula 
summarized at the institutional level. This table indicates the estimated percentage of the 
formulas that could be funded if UCCSN’s share of state general fund appropriations is 20.0 
percent. 
 
Table IX reveals the estimated cost of the hold harmless provision assuming UCCSN’s share of 
state general fund appropriations is 19.5 percent.  As noted earlier, when institutions are funded 
at less than 100 percent of the formulae, the Committee recommends inclusion of a hold 
harmless clause.  The hold harmless provision allows individual institutions to retain their base 
funding levels when the formula recommendations fall below the base amount.  When equal 
funding percentages are achieved, the institutions will move forward at the same pace.  The hold 
harmless provision is recommended for a period not to exceed more than two biennia.   
 
Table X reveals the estimated cost of the hold harmless provision assuming UCCSN’s share of 
state general fund appropriations is 20.0 percent.   
 
Table XI provides a comparison of historical versus projected costs using the new formula with 
functional detail by institution. 
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VI. Savings Incentive Report 
 
The Committee to Study the Funding of Higher Education in Nevada, wrote to the State Higher 
Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) and the National Conference of State Legislatures 
(NCSL) to solicit information on states that offer savings incentives to their public universities 
and colleges.    The Committee discussed the lack of incentives for the University and 
Community College System of Nevada (UCCSN) to save and revert general fund appropriations.  
UCCSN generally cannot carry forward general fund appropriations between fiscal years.  
Unexpended appropriations revert to the general fund at the end of a fiscal year.  The incentive 
for UCCSN is to spend their entire appropriation rather than revert. 
 
The Committee requested information regarding how other states approach the "use or lose" 
funding philosophy.   SHEEO and NCSL were asked for information on savings incentives plans 
used in other states relative to higher education appropriations.  The responses to the working 
group queries are provided below.  The Committee approved the report but made no savings 
incentives recommendations. 
 
Alaska 
 
Jim Lynch, Vice President of Finance, University of Alaska, reports that the State of Alaska 
allows the University of Alaska (not state agencies) to carry forward University Receipts 
(general program receipts e.g., tuition, fees, charges, and miscellaneous revenues) for one year.  
For current unrestricted funds the university follows a practice of assuming that state general 
funds are the first dollars spent, therefore any excess funds are university receipts that are carried 
forward. 
 
Arkansas 
 
Barbara Anderson, Arkansas Department of Higher Education, reports that Arkansas currently 
allows any unexpended funding balances to carry forward into the next fiscal year.  However, 
appropriation authority expires. 
 
Arizona 
 
Gale Tebeau, Assistant Executive Director for Financial Affairs and Human Resources reports 
that in Arizona, the universities are not subject to lapsing appropriations and are able to carry 
forward unspent appropriations.  Below is the specific language of the Arizona Revised Statute 
(35-190) that pertains to lapsing appropriations at fiscal year end:   
 

Nothing in this section shall be construed to require reversion to the general fund 
of any balance derived wholly or partly from federal grants, earnings or other 
sources, and remaining in any special revenue, endowment, interest, redemption 
or suspense agency fund at the close of the fiscal year unless expressly so 
provided by law, or to require reversion to the general fund of any balance of 
fiscal year appropriations made for state institutions under the control of the 
Arizona board of regents.  
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Delaware 
 
Marilyn B. Quinn, Executive Director of the Delaware Higher Education Commission reports 
that Delaware does not have an incentive plan to encourage institutions not to spend their entire 
state appropriation.  However, two of Delaware’s three institutions are allowed to transfer state 
funds to their other accounts and therefore never have to account for, or return, funds that remain 
unexpended at the end of the fiscal year.  The third institution only has to revert unused salary 
funds.  So Delaware’s institutions are allowed to retain nearly all their state appropriations, 
without incentive. 
 
Florida 
 
Jen Grooters, Policy Associate, National Conference of State Legislatures prepared the following 
summary of information dated January 5, 1997, from a report by the Florida Office of Program 
Policy and Analysis and Government Accountability:   
 

In Florida, statutory provision enables the Executive Office of the Governor to 
make recommendations on incentives (and disincentives) for agency performance.  
The incentives may include additional flexibility for the agency in budget 
management, additional flexibility in salary rate and position management, 
retention of up to 50 percent of unexpended and unencumbered balances of 
agency appropriations and additional lump-sum funds to be used for purposes 
such as employee bonuses or employee training.   
 
Ms. Grooters notes that according to Claude Hendon, Coordinator of 
Performance-based Program Budgeting in the Florida Legislature, 
recommendations for agency rewards (incentives) under this provision were first 
made by a legislative committee three years ago.  The recommendations were 
rejected on the grounds that some of the performance data were lacking 
reliability.  Last year, no recommendations were made.  Then in the ’97 
legislative session, several recommendations were made to reward the 
Department of Law for undertaking various budget reform initiatives.   

 
Patrick Dallet, Assistant Executive Director, Florida Postsecondary Education Planning 
Commission reports that Florida institutions are allowed to carry forward funds.   
 
Georgia 
 
Jen Grooters, Policy Associate, National Conference of State Legislatures prepared the following 
summary of Georgia’s savings incentives dated January 5, 1997:   
 

In Georgia, Code Section 13 in the attached legislation charges the office of 
planning and budget with assisting agencies to identify and implement measures 
that save public funds or improve services at no extra cost.  The legislation states 
that agencies will be allowed to keep up to half the money they save so long as the 
initiative does not create an ongoing funding commitment and is consistent with 
the agency’s approved strategic plan.  If savings will accrue over a number of 
years, the agency may keep up to half of the money they save each year for the 
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first three years.  If the cost savings are one-time in nature, the agency may keep 
up to half the money saved in the first year only.  If the initiative requires 
additional spending in future years, the proposal is to be approved first by the 
legislature.   
 
Ms. Grooters notes that according to Judith Brown, Principal Management 
Consultant with the Office of Planning and Budget, Code Section 13 has not yet 
been implemented.  Currently, the state is in the first year of a “Results-based” 
Budgeting Program which is running parallel to the regular budget package.  The 
aim of the results-based program is to establish agency outcome measures to 
gauge the impact of programs on their service populations.  At this point, 
financial incentives are not a part of this program. 

 
Hawaii 
 
According to Rodney Sakaguchi, Director, Budget Office, University of Hawaii at Manoa, 
Hawaii’s legislature authorized the carry forward of up to five percent of state general fund 
appropriations for the University of Hawaii and Hawaii’s state public school system.  The law 
had a sunset provision. When the state public school system carried forward savings at the end of 
the first year the law went into effect, the state budget department used that as a basis for 
recommending reductions to the following year's appropriation for the department.  The 
University of Hawaii took a more cautious approach and did not opt to carry forward any savings 
even though authorized to do so.  Instead the University sought and obtained exemptions from 
state accounting and allotment requirements to better manage year-end spending.  Hawaii did not 
seek to extend the law authorizing carry forward of appropriations when the law came up for 
automatic repeal. 
 
Indiana 
 
Bob Ruble, Associate Commissioner for Facilities and Financial Affairs, Indiana Commission 
for Higher Education reports that in Indiana, each institution keeps 100 percent of its 
appropriation, whether or not it is spent by July 1. 
 
Kentucky 
 
Ken Walker, Vice President for Finance, Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education, reports 
that Kentucky's statutes provide that unused state general fund appropriations lapse at the end of 
each fiscal year.  The institutions may carry forward fund balances in agency funds -- primarily 
tuition and fees. 
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Louisiana 
 
Marvin Roubique, Deputy Commissioner for Finance and Facilities, Louisiana Board of Regents, 
reports that in 1985, Louisiana passed legislation that allowed the institutions to retain any 
unexpended or unencumbered balance at the end of the fiscal year, provided that at least 50 
percent of the funds would be spent on preventive maintenance programs and the remainder on 
non recurring items.  This statute was amended approximately three years ago, to limit the 
amount retained to no more than two percent of the appropriation.   Mr. Roubique reports this 
plan has been very beneficial to the institutions and that the current administration is considering 
similar legislation for other state agencies. 
 
Massachusetts 
 
Debbie Hattery, Fiscal Policy, Massachusetts Board of Higher Education, reports that 
Massachusetts does not have a savings incentive plan for its state appropriations.  Ms. Hattery 
indicates that Massachusetts’ Governor is trying to implement a tax cut and his fiscal affairs 
division “grabs” available reversions.  Ms. Hattery notes that this practice unfortunately often 
encourages campuses to spend every dollar they can so they don't lose funds and they maintain 
their funding base.   
 
Minnesota 
 
Jen Grooters, Policy Associate, National Conference of State Legislatures prepared the following 
summary of Minnesota’s savings incentives dated January 5, 1997:   
 

In Minnesota, Dave Buelow, a Fiscal Analyst with the Higher Education Budget 
Division in the Fiscal Policy Analysis Office, reports that the state has operated a 
financial incentives program for higher education institutions since 1979.  A 
statutory provision allows all Minnesota colleges and universities to carry 
forward the unspent balance of annual appropriations to the subsequent fiscal 
year.  Dave reported that there are no requirements that an institution meet 
specific performance targets in order to carry forward the funds. 

 
Mississippi 
 
Jen Grooters, Policy Associate, National Conference of State Legislatures prepared the following 
summary of Mississippi’s savings incentives dated January 5, 1997:   
 

In Mississippi, the department of finance is charged with establishing an incentive 
program to encourage agencies to develop and implement cost saving measures.  
The department is responsible for developing criteria by which cost savings 
results can be evaluated and compared with those of other agencies.  The 
department is charged with making recommendations for monetary reward and 
public commendation for any deserving agencies on or before January 1 of each 
year.  The provision states the department’s recommendations include 3 
components:  proposed award recipients, proposed award amount and proposed 
manner in which the monetary reward should be made available to the recipient. 
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Montana 
 
Rod Sundsted, Associate Commissioner for Fiscal Affairs, Montana University System reports 
the Montana Legislature passed a bill in 1989 that allows reversions from the university units to 
be collected in a reversion account controlled by the Board of Regents.  Funds in this account 
can be carried forward from year-to-year and must be used for deferred maintenance 
and/or long-term assets.  Each campus submits a plan for use of the funds and the regents 
allocate it back out to the campuses.  According to Mr. Sundsted, the intent was to prevent the 
"spend it or lose it" mentality at the end of the fiscal year.  Mr. Sundsted believes the intent of 
the bill was met and opines the Legislature concurs.  The original bill had a sunset provision to 
expire in 1993.  The 1993 legislature made the provision a part of permanent statute.  The statute 
is located at 17-7-304, Montana Code Annotated.   
 
New Jersey 
 
Robert K. Goertz, Director, Fiscal Policy, New Jersey Commission on Higher Education, reports 
that in New Jersey, all appropriations to public colleges are essentially grants to autonomous 
third parties, not appropriations to state agencies, and the institutions get and retain the full 
amount (subject to occasional recisions).  Mr. Goertz notes the institutions also collect and retain 
tuition and fees.  According to Mr. Goertz, the four-year public institutions have all been treated 
this way for the past decade; the county colleges are creatures of the counties, not of the state.   
 
Ohio 
 
Matt Filipic, Senior Vice Chancellor, Ohio Board of Regents, reports that since 1965, Ohio has 
had a policy that permits colleges and universities to retain all unspent operating appropriations 
indefinitely.  Campuses are expected to accumulate balances to protect themselves from the 
consequences of financial shocks, such as budget cuts, enrollment losses, etc. 
 
Rich Petrick, Vice Chancellor for Finance, Ohio Board of Regents, adds that Ohio's public 
colleges and universities are self-governing, and their Boards of Trustees control their treasuries.  
They retain any and all carryovers of state funds, and are also responsible for year-end deficits.  
A fiscal responsibility law (SB 6) requires that all maintain a fund balance at a certain level to 
ensure fiscal health. 
 
Pennsylvania 
 
Greig Mitchell, Vice Chancellor for Finance and Administration, reports that in the Pennsylvania 
State System of Higher Education, all unspent funds are retained by the System and do not revert 
to the Commonwealth. 
 

81 



Texas 
 
Roger W. Elliott, Assistant Commissioner of Finance, Campus Planning, and Research, Texas 
Higher Education Coordinating Board, reports that in Texas, universities have to use their 
general revenue appropriation.  However, Mr. Elliot notes the universities have so much money 
outside the general appropriation that "use it or lose it" isn't an issue.  They can carry forward all 
of their local funds such as tuition and fees. 
 
Washington State 
 
Dan Keller, Associate Director, Fiscal and Policy, Washington State Higher Education 
Coordinating Board (HECB), reports that higher education institutions are allowed to spend state 
appropriated funds before tuition funds.  The tuition funds reside in non-appropriated accounts at 
each institution.  State funds and tuition funding are fungible at the institution level. The result is 
that all state appropriated funding would be used and any under-expending that would occur 
would be from the tuition accounts.  Therefore, savings would occur to the tuition accounts and 
carry over from one period to the next in those locally held accounts. 
 
Mr. Keller notes that complicating matters is a state statute that provides that one-half of any 
unexpended appropriation will be deposited in a state controlled incentive account for the agency 
involved and can only be used for non-recurring activities that work to improve the efficiency or 
effectiveness of the agency's operation.  Given the mixed funding arrangement for higher-
education institutions described above, this latter statute is not expected to come into play for 
higher education institutions. 
 
Wyoming 
 
William H. Lovejoy, Dean of Information, Planning, and Policy Analysis, Wyoming Community 
College Commission reports that for the community college system in Wyoming, statute allows 
for a three percent carry forward from one biennium to the next.  Mr. Lovejoy indicates the 
effect in the past four biennia is that the colleges have not had to revert state appropriations.  The 
3 percent cannot be cumulative, so any carry forwards have to be expended as one-time funds in 
the subsequent biennium. 
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VII. Consultant Report - Peer Comparison Data 
 
The Committee contracted with Dr. Larry Leslie to identify a group of peers for the seven 
UCCSN institutions.  Dr. Leslie located comparable institutions from states and local 
communities whose ability to support public higher education, and whose economies and 
populations are relatively similar.  The primary basis for comparison was similarity in program 
responsibilities.    
 
In comparing institutions, Dr. Leslie considered similarity of enrollment measures and other 
institutional characteristics, including the emphasis of the institutions on instruction, research 
and public service.  Dr. Leslie collected data concerning characteristics of the institutions related 
to finances, instruction and facilities to establish the proper benchmarks for equitable funding 
parameters.   The data collected and reported by Dr. Leslie is point in time, generated primarily 
from Fiscal Year 1997 Instructional Postsecondary Educational Data System (IPEDS) data.  The 
IPEDS information was supplemented with data collected through telephone surveys and various 
published reports. 
 
Dr. Leslie presented his preliminary peer report to the Committee on March 2, 2000.  His final 
report was presented at the May 11, 2000, Committee meeting.  Because the final report builds 
upon much of the work contained in the preliminary report, both versions are provided in the 
Committee report (see Appendices A and B).  Using the peer information generated by Dr. 
Leslie, the working group prepared a report on comparative library data for UNR and UNLV.  A 
copy of the report is provided in Appendix C. 
 
The Committee noted one necessary modification: During the May 11, 2000, meeting, Dr. Leslie 
acknowledged that UNR should be classified as a Doctoral/Research I institution for the peer 
analysis.  Dr. Leslie initially classified UNR as a Doctoral/Research II institution under the 
Carnegie 2000 classification system. 
 
The Committee accepted the final peer comparison report with the understanding the UCCSN 
institutions could make use of the information in developing their budget requests, and that the 
Committee could utilize the report where appropriate.   
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