AGENDA

Council on Postsecondary Education
January 12, 1998

Upon adjournment of committee meetings, CPE Conference Room, Frankfort, KY

A. Roll Call
B. Approval of Minutes B-1
C. Presentation: Strategic Agenda Development C-1
D. Update: Commonwealth Virtual University D-1
E. Presentation: Commonwealth Scholarship Program E-1
F. Action: Regional Postsecondary Education Centers F-1
G. Action: 1998/2000 KCTCS Capital Construction Plan G-1
H. Update: KCTCS Transition H-1
I. Update: 1997/98 Trust Funds Application Guidelines -1
J. Update: Strategic Committee on Postsecondary Education (SCOPE) J-1
K. Information: 1998 General Assembly K-1
L. Trends and Operations Committee L-1
1. Action: CPE Policy Manual Revisions L-7
2. Action: Pass-Through Programs L-115
3. Information: KY Plan for Equal Opportunities
1998 Degree Program Eligibility L-141
4. Update: Transition Agenda L-145
M. Quality and Effectiveness Committee M-1
1. Information: Overview of New Program Proposals M-7
A. Action: Postponement of New Program Proposals M-9
B. Action: New Program Proposal: AAS in Occupational Therapy Assistant, Madisonville
Community College M-15
C. Action: New Program Proposal: AAS in Physical Therapy Assistant, Hazard Community
College/Southeast Community College M-19
2. Action: The Status of Kentucky Postsecondary Education: The 1998 Report M-25
3. Discussion: Workplan for Study of Academic Program Policies M-31
4. Discussion: Workplan for Study on Minimum Admission Requirements M-35
5. Action: Eisenhower Mathematics and Science Education Funds M-37
6. Presentation: Remedial Education Study M-49
N. Investments and Incentives Committee N-1
1. Discussion: Workplan for Tuition Policy Review N-13
2. Update: Uniform Financial Reporting N-15
3. Action: University of Kentucky South Campus Locker Facility N-17
4. Action: University of Louisville Rauch Planetarium / Speed Museum
Parking Garage N-25
O. Other Business
P. Next Meeting — March 8-9, 1998
Q. Adjournment

Agenda materials are available on the CPE web site at http://www.cpe.state.ky.us.



Sunday, January 11
5:00 p.m. ET) Trends & Operations Committee, Assembly 1 and 2, Holiday Inn Capital Plaza

6:00 p.m. (ET) Reception and Dinner for CPE members, Assembly 3, Holiday Inn Capital Plaza

Monday, January 12

8:00 a.m. (ET) Quality & Effectiveness Committee, CPE Conference Room
Investments & Incentives Committee, Local Government Conference Room

upon adjournment CPE Meeting, CPE Conference Room
of committee meetings
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CPE (C)
STRATEGIC AGENDA DEVELOPMENT January 12, 1998

Presentation:

The Kentucky Postsecondary Education Improvement Act of 1997 calls for the development of a
strategic agenda to serve as the public agenda for postsecondary education and for strategic
implementation plans to achieve the strategic agenda. At the October 20 CPE meeting, Chair
Hardin asked the work group appointed to deal with budgets and the incentive trust funds to start
work on the strategic agenda. The work group commenced discussions on strategic agenda
development at a meeting on December 18, 1997.

A presentation to “kick off” the strategic agenda development process will be made at the full
CPE meeting.



Strategic Agenda
Development for
Postsecondary Education

Presentation to the Council
on Postsecondary Education

January 12, 1998

Overview
< What s a strategic agenda?
<+ What is a strategic implementation plan?
<+ Why are they necessary?
<+ How do we develop them?
< Who should be involved?
<+ How long will it take?
< What do we do next?



Strategic Agenda

Purposes
< To sustain a long-term commitment for
constant improvement
< To properly align system assets with needs
< To improve system productivity
< To serve as a guide for institutional missions
and plans

Statewide Public Agenda

Systemwide Strategic Agenda

Six Goals in HB1

Systemwide Strategic iImplementation Plan

Regional Strategies

Institutional Missions & Strategic Plans
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Strategic Agenda

A Wision of Kentucky s Future

.. . vibrant, nurturing communities
. lifelong, quality educational opportunities
. a sustainable, prosperous economy
. a clean, beautiful environment

. and honest, participatory government at
all levels”™

Strategic genda

What the Assessment and House Bill 1
Suggests.. .

1. Increased educational attainment and quality
of life across the state, particularly in regions
currently with the lowest levels



Strategic Agenda

What the Assessment and House Bill 1
Suggests. ..

4. Student learning that occurs in an advanced
technological environment

Strategic Ayenda

What the Assessment and House Bill 1
Suggests ...

5. Contributions to the quality of elementary
and secondary education



Strategic
Implementation Plan

Definition

A blueprint for action that guides
systemwide, and institutional policies,
actions, and decisions toward the
achievement of the Strategic Agenda

Strategic
Implementation Plan

COomponents iss ksted i 811

< Goals

< Principles

< Strategies/Objectives

< Performance indicators

< Benchmarks

< Incentives to achieve desired results



Strategic
Implementation Plan

Policy Issues - Example of Related CPE Activity

< Student Access

% Physical - Access plan called for in biennial budget
# Electronic - Commonwealth Virtual University
% Financial - Tuition and financial aid

< Academic Programs and Quality
# Study of academic program policies
% 1998 accountability report

Strategic
Implementation Plan

Policy Issues - Example of Related CPE Activity

< Entry/Transferability/Learning Productivity
4 Report on remedial education
% Policy study on minimum admissions requirements

< Resource Development
%1998/2000 biennial budget request

1



Development Process

Roles

< Beneficiaries/Constituents

# Respond to discussion drafts

% Communicate expectations

% Provide feedback on implementation success
+ Institutional Providers

% Review and comment on process

% Generate ideas

4 Respond to discussion drafts

%« Implement at institutional and regional levels

Development Process

Sequence
o
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CPE (D)
COMMONWEALTH VIRTUAL UNIVERSITY January 12, 1998

Update:

Pursuant to HB 1, a Distance Learning Advisory Committee (DLAC) to advise CPE on matters
related to the establishment of the Commonwealth Virtual University has been established. The
first meeting of the committee was held on November 3, 1997, at which time Lee Todd was
elected to chair the group. Membership of the DLAC is as follows:

Lee Todd — CPE Member

Jim Miller — CPE Member

Presidents of the Nine Postsecondary Education Institutions (includes KCTCS)

Virginia Fox — KET Executive Director

Gary Cox — President, Association of Independent Kentucky Colleges and Universities (AIKCU)
Viola Miller — Secretary of the Cabinet for Families and Children

Stephen Dooley — Commissioner, Department of Information Systems

Jim Nelson — Commissioner, Department for Libraries and Archives

Jim Ramsey — State Budget Director

Mr. Todd will provide a brief update on the status of planning for the establishment of the CVU
and, in particular, will report on a recent fact-finding trip to Boulder and Denver, Colorado. A
trip summary, including a listing of those participating in the trip, is attached.

In addition to the Colorado trip, and at the suggestion of the presidents, Norma Adams, CPE
member; Jack Moreland, KCTCS; and Larry Fowler, CPE staff, attended the joint annual
meeting of the National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges and the
Association of State Colleges and Universities in Washington, DC. Several sessions at this
conference were related to the virtual university concept.

The next meeting of the DLAC is planned for late January.



Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education
Fact Finding Trip to Boulder/Denver, Colorado
Development of a Commonwealth Virtual University
November 17-18, 1997

Trip Summary
DESIRED RESULTS

The following expected desired results were identified by the CPE staff and shared with all Kentucky and
Colorado attendees prior to the trip:

¢ To gain an overall understanding of the various types of virtual university models and their
distinguishing characteristics

¢ To learn about the Western Governors University, WICHE’s Western Cooperative for Educational
Telecommunications, and Colorado Electronic Community College models and development efforts

¢ To identify alternative virtual university models worthy of exploration

¢ To discuss the policy issues surrounding a statewide virtual university concept

Credit hour vs. competency-based credentialing

Clearinghouse vs. separate degree-granting institution

Quality assurance mechanisms

Unbundling of faculty roles

Targeted programs/courses

Electronic student services

Virtual library

Universal internet access

Tuition policy

Transferability of credits

Advising/mentoring

¢ To understand the advantages and disadvantages of the “home institution model” being proposed by
Kentucky’s regional universities

¢ To outline a conceptual framework for developing a CVU vision statement

¢ To outline a process and timeline for developing the CVU model

KENTUCKY ATTENDEES

CPE Member: Lee Todd, Chair of Distance Learning Advisory Committee and Vice Chair of the
CPE Quality and Effectiveness Committee

CPE Staff: Ken Walker, Acting Chief Operating Officer and Deputy Executive Director for
Finance, Facilities, and Data Management

Sue Hodges Moore, Deputy Executive Director for Academic Programs, Planning,
and Accountability



Other: Jim Ramsey, State Budget Director, Special Assistant to the CPE Chair, and Chair of
the Kentucky Community and Technical College System Transition Team

Barbara Burch, Vice President for Academic Affairs, Western Kentucky University

Ron Moore, Vice President for Information Technology, University of Louisville
(joined by President Shumaker from 12-3 p.m. on 11/17)

Don Olsen, Chief Information Officer, Murray State University

Ken Nelson, Director of Extended Programs, Eastern Kentucky University

COLORADO ATTENDEES

Dennis Jones, President, National Center for Higher Education Management Systems

Aims McGuinness, Senior Associate, National Center for Higher Education Management Systems

Peter Ewell, Senior Associate, National Center for Higher Education Management Systems

Charlie Lenth, Director of Policy Studies in Higher Education, Education Commission of the States

Kay McClenney, Vice President, Education Commission of the States

Jim Mingle, Executive Director, State Higher Education Executive Officers

Russ Poulin, Associate Director, Western Cooperative for Educational Telecommunications, Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education

Pat Shea, Project Director, Western Cooperative for Educational Telecommunications, Western Interstate
Commission for Higher Education

Byron McClenney, President, Community College of Denver

Mary Beth Sussman, President, Colorado Electronic Community College

Bob Albrecht, Chief Academic Officer, Western Governors University

RELATED WEB SITES OF COLORADO ORGANIZATIONS REPRESENTED

NCHEMS — www.nchems.com

ECS - www.ecs.org

SHEEO — www.sheeo.org

WICHE/Western Cooperative for Educational Telecommunications — www.wiche.edu

Community College of Denver/Colorado Electronic Community College —
www.cccoes.edu/cccoes/statemap.htm

Western Governors University — www.westgov.org/smart/vu/vuvision.html

ADVANCE MATERIALS SHARED WITH ALL ATTENDEES

¢ Excerpt from the Kentucky Postsecondary Education Improvement Act of 1997 (HB1) mandating the
development of a Commonwealth Virtual University.

¢ Summary of other HB1 directives most relevant to virtual university discussions.
¢ 1998/2000 biennial budget recommendation for the CVU.

¢ Slides presented by Lee Todd at October 20 CPE meeting re: CVU start-up discussions.
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¢ Overview of Kentucky’s current technology infrastructure and distance learning efforts.
¢ Membership list of the Distance Learning Advisory Committee (DLAC).
Meeting Notes

The following bullets are highlights of the comments made by Colorado attendees at the various meetings
during the trip.

Mission, Goals, and Purposes

¢ The nature of a statewide virtual university should, first and foremost, be determined by the
educational, economic, and other public needs of the state itself.

¢ Four common reasons for developing a virtual university are: 1) to leverage the ability to serve more
students more cost effectively in response to projected growth in the demand for postsecondary
education and a less than proportionate increase in funding available to support this growth; 2) to
increase access to education in rural parts of a state; 3) to increase educational standards and quality
outcomes (i.e., identify educational expectations, re: competencies) without a frontal assault on the
institutions; and 4) to respond to employer needs.

¢ Market-driven vs. provider-driven vs. societal-driven models produce different results.

Technology

¢ The trend in technology being used in various models of virtual universities is a mixture of Web-
based, video, face-to-face streaming video, satellite, ITV, and other modes, rather than reliance on
one particular technology.

Support Services

¢ Student support services, electronic and otherwise, are fundamental to the success of virtual
university efforts; local resource centers should be established; likewise, receiving sites should
partner with offering institutions to offer these services.

¢ Libraries need to play a significant role in increasing information literacy necessary for asynchronous
learning.

¢ A statewide library infrastructure will be necessary to meet the needs of students and faculty.

¢ Virtual university models which have student services components that merit closer examination by

DLAC are:

e University of Minnesota

e University of British Columbia

e  WGU Smart Catalog

e Colorado Electronic Community College

Impact on Traditional Institutions

L4

Virtual university initiatives can be used as leverage to bring about change within the traditional
institutions.
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¢ There is a movement toward degree completion programs in the private sector, which requires more
flexibility in the acceptance of transfer credit.

¢ The motivation for cooperation among institutions increases when boundaries are removed. Out-of-
state institutions can do anything they want in a given state re: distance learning; why not let the in-
state institutions do likewise?

¢ Statewide degree programs are one method of eliminating duplication at existing campuses.

¢ A statewide virtual university can help move individual campuses toward a centralized electronic
student services system.

¢ Those who view virtual universities as threatening often see a finite market for postsecondary
education instead of understanding that the virtual university approach will more than likely serve
new markets.

Quality Assurance

¢ States should conduct “best practice” reviews at the program level to see who does the best job of
delivering particular programs through distance learning.

¢ Principles of good practice for electronically offered courses and programs should be adopted.

¢ Regional advisory groups in other states are most successful when they are involved in conversations
about determining the competencies of graduates and how those competencies are judged, as well as
in taking part in the actual assessment of student outcomes (e.g., reviewers of senior projects).

Financial Issues

¢ Tuition policy is a significant virtual university issue; many approaches are being taken and all should
be considered. WGU contracts with each participating institution and allows each institution to
determine its own tuition rates. The Colorado Electronic Community College charges a higher tuition
rate than does the Colorado Community College campus. Neither WGU nor CECC charge “out-of-
state” tuition rates.

¢ Financial aid issues currently are significant although the federal government will most likely develop

new policies that address distance learning issues; WGU is being used as an experimental site by the
USDOE for finding solutions.

Parting Words of Advice to Kentucky

¢

Start by identifying Kentucky particular needs and then look at the various models available that
would help fulfill those needs; don’t lose sight of these statewide priorities throughout the
development effort; to this end, design a set of principles before you go any further.

In finding the Kentucky solution, don’t forget to look outside of Kentucky.

The most successful providers search for corporate partners (i.e., infrastructure, project development,
etc.).

Don’t try to be everything to everybody.
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¢ Be clear about your virtual university's mission.

¢ Don’t build the network first. Decide on Kentucky’s needs, the mission of the virtual university, the
components needed, then build the network(s).

¢ Don’t feel limited to using only one model; Kentucky’s solution may be a multi-faced approach that
takes the best from various existing approaches and combines them into a customized “Kentucky
model.”

¢ Kentucky needs to find its niche.

Virtual university models with attributes or components worth closer examination by DLAC

Western Governors University
British Columbia Open Learning Agency
Educational Network of Maine
Colorado Electronic Community College

L R BE 2R 2

What we learned about other models and state efforts
Western Governors University

NOTE: An excellent description of the basic WGU concept was distributed to CPE members at the
October 20 meeting and to the DLAC at its meeting in November. The educational program of WGU
consists of three basic functions or divisions. These are (1) a Clearinghouse division, (2) an “Open
College” or brokering division, and (3) a competency-based degree or certificate division.

WGU does not offer its own courses. The Clearinghouse function is to simply provide, through the Smart
Catalog (on-line), information about educational opportunities available in the states participating in the
WGU. Inthe “Open College” division, the student actually enrolls through the WGU in a program of
study formally approved by WGU (using Education Provider Review Councils). However, the degree or
other credential is conferred by the institution the student is “attending.”

The competency-based degree or certificate is, in fact, conferred by WGU. WGU offers no courses of its
own, but “employs” faculty at existing institutions in the development of WGU programs, to provide
instruction, and to serve as mentors for students. The only degrees/certificates conferred by WGU are
through the competency-based degree/certificate division. The following focuses primarily on the
competency-based degree/certificate activity that was of particular interest to the attendees.

¢ WGU sets graduation requirements and awards degree or certificate.
¢ Education experience/skills can come from anywhere.
¢ Basic unit of analysis is the “performance description” or “statement of observable abilities.”

¢ Development of performance descriptions involves business, industry, and academics.
e Vocational
= National Skills Standards Board
= ACT National Job Analysis
= Divide into meaningful groupings
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e Academic
=  Started with statewide articulation agreements
®  Analysis of catalogs

¢ Program Councils — groups of faculty from institutions provide continuous review of competencies
and assessments, serve as “curriculum” committees.

¢ Education providers map route to competencies through SmartCatalog/Advisor.

¢ The first competency-based programs to be offered are an Associate of Applied Science in
Electronics Manufacturing and an Associate of Arts (general studies) degree.

¢ One observation made by one of the consultants was that the experience of some institutions with
competency-based programs is that when the competency requirements are set high, student interest
declines. The only way this will be reversed is if employers begin demanding competencies instead
of degrees.

The following are more general observations about WGU.

¢ WGU is not yet accredited. SACS will make a decision early in 1998.

¢ WGU has formed a for-profit subsidiary, mainly for corporate training. This component is expected
to grow very rapidly.

Oklahoma

The following notes relate to distance learning policies and approaches of the Oklahoma State Regents for
Higher Education.

¢ Oklahoma has joined the Western Governors University.

¢ No review of courses prior to offering through distance education.

¢ No geographic service areas for electronically delivered courses and programs.

¢ Tough on qualitative review of programs.

¢ Motivation for cooperation increases when boundaries are removed.

Colorado Electronic Community College (CECC)

¢ The CECC is one of thirteen community colleges that constitute the Colorado Community College
and Occupational Education System. It is dedicated to distance learning. It currently offers a
complete Associate of Arts degree asynchronously, and uses multiple distance learning technologies.

¢ Uses faculty and courses of the “traditional” colieges in the system.

¢ Outsourced adaptation of courses for the Web to the firm “Real Education” - $100,000 for 20 courses
plus $40.00 per person enrollment annually.



¢ Uses an external, private entity (Jones Educational Corporation / “College Connection™) to provide
some administrative and student services as well as maintaining the E-mail, voice mail, and Internet
connections (including help desk functions).

¢ AA in business recently announced.

¢ Fund competencies, not credit hours; equalize rate between in and out of state tuition for distance
education.

¢ Electronic student services (ESS):
e Economies of doing as system (data base merger, service specialty functions).
e CVU can move campuses toward centralized ESS.
¢ Single admissions form.
¢ Information Technology Literacy:
e Major problem/education challenge.
e Libraries need to take lead.
¢ Education providers/apply for affiliation.
¢ Local assessment sites — hands on, task-oriented scoring vehicles.

¢ Strong infrastructure for advising/mentoring.

¢ Has a state-of-the-art, multimillion-dollar digital video and multimedia production and training
facility in Denver.

¢ The Open Learning Agency (OLA) specializes in the delivery of distance education and training
though a variety of technologies. The “Open University” division focuses on the offering of degrees
and courses for transfer to other institutions. The “Open College” focuses on courses leading to
professional certificates and diplomas in a range of areas from language training to business and
career-oriented programs. The OLA uses non-traditional mechanisms for awarding credit (portfolio
assessment, etc.). It is a public entity.

¢ Eighty percent of students are within commuting distance of a physical campus.

¢ Focus is on workforce training/government employees.

¢ Simultaneous enrollment with traditional campus.

¢ Competency-based assessment — not a big piece unless employers demand.

¢ Few degrees.

¢ Experiential learning component.
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Reactions to the “home institution”/Collaborative model

¢ The Commonwealth Virtual University needs to be broader than just the four-year institutions.
KCTCS will have a major role, as will the doctoral institutions. Out-of-state institutions have the
capability of serving Kentuckians (through the Southern Regional Electronic Campus, for example).

¢ Local community and regional needs should be considered, rather than strictly taking a provider-
driven approach in terms of what programs are offered where and by which institution.

¢ Some potential problems with the “home institution”/collaborative model are:

e They often cannot respond quickly to rapidly changing student and employer requirements
due in large part to varied faculty governance requirements at each institution.
e They often do not adequately consider national and international dimensions of the emerging
distance marketplace.

¢ The collaborative model embedded in the proposal could be one component of a broader virtual
university model for Kentucky.

IMMEDIATE NEXT STEPS

¢ Share results of Boulder trip with DLAC and CPE members.

¢ Continue to review various virtual university models to identify components that might best meet
Kentucky’s needs.

¢ Develop agenda for a late January meeting of the DLAC.

¢ Arrange for representatives of different virtual university models and/or subject area experts to meet
with the DLAC in early 1998.

¢ Ask Presidents to designate institutional representatives to meet periodically with CPE staff and the
CVU work group to provide input on model development process.

¢ Once developed, use draft strategic agenda (and other HB1 requirements) as starting point for
developing CVU vision statement (including purpose, philosophy, and goals).

¢ Develop a detailed work plan outlining the CVU development process.



CPE (E)
COMMONWEALTH SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM January 12, 1998

Presentation:

Senator Tim Shaughnessy has pre-filed a bill to use lottery revenue to fund college scholarships.
The Commonwealth Scholarship Program, based on the HOPE Scholarship Program operated by
the state of Georgia, would provide awards to high school students with good grades. Simply
stated, the better the grades, the greater the awards. Students attending both public and private
institutions would be eligible.

There is a great deal of interest in this concept. Recent newspaper accounts (see attached) have
indicated that the Governor is considering lending his support to the measure if the issue of
financial need can be addressed. Senator Shaughnessy is planning to attend the CPE meeting to
discuss his proposal.
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Patton reported
leaning toward aid
for college students

TOM LOFTUS
Courier-Journal

FRANKFORT, Ky. — Gov. Paul
Patton is leaning toward endorsing
an idea to use loftery revenue to pa
for college scholarships for hig
school students with good high

sk%nol grades, some key lawmakers
said.

One version of the idea is a bill,
drafted by Sen. Tim Shaughnessy, D-
Louisville, that. would offer the
“Commonwealth Merit Scholarship”
beginning in the fall of 2001. Stu-
dents who entered high schoot this
fall would be the first to qualify.

But the key question for Patton is
a budgetarg one: Can the state-afford
to take $151 million from all other
. programs for a new scholarship pro-
gram?

Since the Kentucky Lottery began
in 1989, its profits have gone to the

General Fund, which pays for state
programs such as public schools, uni-
versities, state police, health and wel-
fare programs. Last year the lotte
generated $151 million, or nearly
percent of the General Fund’s total
revenue.

Shaughnessy has made the propos-
al his top priority for the legislative
session that begins next month. He
met with Patton administration offi-
cials on the bill yesterday and said
that in recent weeks, ‘We've been al-
most in daily contact on this.”

“The governor has been excited
about this concept from the begin-

_important to get t

S

ning, and [ think that as we’ve con-
tinued a dialogue on it, his excite-
ment has grown,” Shaughnessy said.
Although Patton has made no com-
mitment, Shaughnessy said, “I'm op-
timistic that we can arrive at a final
product that the administration can
support.” .
atton is studywng the proposal
carefully, said Harry Moberly, chait-
man of the House budget committee.
“ believe the governor will probably
offer a counterproposal that will at-

tempt to accomplish some of the
same goals that the Shaughnessy

.proposal does,” he said.

- For now, Patton officially remains
uncommitted. “Governor Patton is
very interested in this. But he’s not
made a final decision on it or on oth-
er issues which have a major budget-
ary impact,” his chief of staff, Skip-
per Martin, said yesterday.

. Since Shaughnessy unveiled his
proposal in August, the key question
has been whether Patton would em-
brace it. Such major initiatives that
would affect the budget generally re-
quire a governor’s backing in order
to clear the General Assembly, and
they stand almost no chance’if op-

_posed by a governor.

“Far this bill to Eass, it’s extremely

_ e governor's sup-
port,” said Senate Majority Floor
[.eader David Karem, who is co-spon-
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soring the bill.

[ feel positive. The governor is
still considering it and he's suggest-
ing some fine-tuning to it,” said
Karem, who was involved in discus-
sions on the bill last week with Pat-
ton’s staff,

Shaughnessy has modeled his pro-
posal after Georgia’s hugely popular
‘HOPE scholarships, and he predicts
they “‘would dramatically change the
expectations of the next generations
of Kentuckians in terms of their ac-
cess to college.”

Under the plan high school stu-
dents would earn a scholarship cov-
ering an eighth of their four-year col-
le%e tuition for each year in high
school they have a B average (a 3.0
to 3.49 grade~f>oint average).

They would earn a scholarship
cavering one-fourth of their four-year
tuition for each year in high schoni
they have an A average (3.5 GPA or
higher). So students who earn an 4

average in each year of high <
woutd get a full tuition scholarsiug.

“Students at both (i)ublic and private
high schools would be eligible. And
scholarships could be used at any
university, college or vocational
srhool in Kentucky. However, the
s ‘holarship amounts for students at
tending a private school would be
wipped at the tuition levels ar r=z
Lniversity of Kentucky and Universi-
ty gf Louisville.

seorgia’s  scholarship program,
which began in 1993, useg lo;t)teg' rev-
enue to provide scholarships to all
students who earn a B average or
better in the core high school cur-
nculum, -



The Shaughnessy bill would gradu-
ally wean Kentucky's General Fund
from its lottery revenue. It proposes
to take 10 percent of lottery profits
for the scholarship program in 1998-
99, and increase the ospercentage
gradually to 100 by 2004-05.

Shaughnessy said analysis done by
legislative staff members shows that
this should produce more than
enouEh to pay for the program,
which he estimates will cost $35 mil-
lion in 2001.02 and rise to $150 mil-
lion in 2004-05, then level off.

Shaughnessy said that Patton and
his staff have made many sugges-
tions to make the bill more accept-
able. Patton has said, for instance,
that he would want two existing
grant programs for needy students to
be ful Y financed before offering mer-
it scholarships, Shaughnessy said.

The governor also wants to see the
bill adjusted to find some sort of in-
centive for C students to go on to
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higher education, and he has sug-
gested making scholarships available
to coliege juniors and seniors who
missed out when they entered college
but have gotten high grades in their
first two years, he said.

Moberly, a Richmond Democrat,
remains wary about the idea. “I've
said from the start that the scholar-
ships are a good idea. But it’s an ex-
pensive proposal that this has to be
weighed against other important
competing needs,” he said.

Shaughnessy said he recognizes
the budgetary question, but he said
the scholarhip program is worthy of
being given a top priority.

“Let’s not kid ourselves. We do not
send enough of our young people on
to college,” he said. *‘Also, this would
dedicate lottery money to education
and keep what many people perceive
was a promise to give all lottery rev-
enue to education.”
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Invest in quality

HERE'S no denying the

political appeal of Sen.

Tim Shaughnessy’s

plan to start handing

out another $150 million in col-

lege scholarships each year to ev-

ery Kentucky student who pulls

down an A or B average in high
school.

~ Every buzzword in today’s po-

litical lexicon can be applied to it.

The scholar-

ships would

“reward mer- - The'g rsh;
it,” give stu- et
dents an “in-  would divert °

centive to suc-
ceed,” send a
‘‘clear mes-
sage”  about
the state’s “val-
ues,” and help
“the forgotien -~
middle class.”

Well, maybe. But what they
would do most certainly is spend
$150 million a year that’s urgent-
ly needed for something eise —
namely, to strengthen postsecon-
dary education in ways that will
pay sure social and economic re-
turns.

We hope Gov. Paul Patton re-
sists the scholarship siren song
being sung by Sens. Shaughnessy
and David Karem. The Governor
courageously rallied the state
around a new vision for postse-
condary education last spring,
emphasizing the absolute neces-
sity of achieving higher quality
and greater efficiency.

Every resource the state can
muster should be devoted to that
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. million a year

- that’s urgently _
“needed for” real
_improvements, .

vision. And none, at least not yet,
should be diverted into creating a
massive, permanent subsidy for
the very high-achieving students
already most likely to attend col-
lege and to find financial help if
they need it.

Part of the rationale for the
scholarship plan is to demon-
strate that lottery proceeds are
being spent on education, as the
lottery’s shills foolishly promised.

» We oppose
§150

making any

program, and

especially

schools, de-

pendent on
ambling’s
ounty.

But if the
legislature
must, then it
should direct
the money to
where it will make a difference:
to the new funds for university
excellence, to establishing en-
dowed professorships and build-
ing first-rate research facilities, to
creating customized programs of
worker training to help business-
es innovate and modernize — in
short, to catching up in all the
many ways Kentucky has fallen
dangerously behind.

And then, if there are students
— including late-blooming and
hard-working C students — who
can’t afford to take advantage of
it all, give more scholarships
based on need.

That’s the kind of smart spend-
ing that will produce real and
lasting benefits.
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Flawed scholarships

State can't afford to give free college to least needy

Say you aren’t seriously think-
ing of throwing your consider-
able support to a variation on that
“get a B, go for free” college schol-
arship proposal floated by Bob Bab-

Say it isn’t so, Gov. Paul Patton. |

bage when he ran against youin

the 1995 Democratic gubernatorial

primary. - .

Tell Kentuckians that state Sen.
Tim Shaughnessy, who has picked
up Babbage’s fallen banner, was
wrong last week when he said you !
were “excited about the concept.”

Prove you're smart enough to
spot the huge flaws in this plan to -
use all the state’s lottery proceeds
(about $150 million a year) to subsi-
dize college educations for students
who, by and large, will come from
famlhes least in need of help.

~That $150 million amounts to
about 3 percent of the
state’s General Fund rev-
enue. Who's going to bite -
the fiscal bullet for its
loss?

“Poor kids in elemen--
tary and secondary
schools who need extra
help preparing for college?
Communities that need as-
sistance in developing vi-
brant economies? Down-
sized workers or welfare
recipients who need more

training and education to qualify for
jobs? Kentuckians who need better
water and sewer systems? Kids who
suffer abuse and neglect because
the state doesn’t have enough social
workers — or pay those social
workers well enough — to protect
them?

Tell us, Gov. Patton, which of
these, or other state needs, will be
relegated to runt-of-the-litter status
— pushed aside from the mother’s
milk of public revenue? -

And for what? So children from
middle- and upper-income families
can have a free or semi-free ride
through college? You must know
youngsters from these backgrounds,
where education and achievement
are valued, are the ones who will
benefit most from this program.
They’re the ones who wouldn’t
qualify for need-based scholarships
available to smart kids from lower-
income families.

- Tell us, too, how schools and
teachers are supposed to respond to
the inevitable pressure from parents
this program will inspire? You
know it’s going to come. You know
Mom and Dad will put on golf
spikes and jump all over any '
teacher who dares deny little Bubba
and Bubbette the “A” average they
need to get a full-tuition scholarship
— or at least the “B” average they
need to get half of a free ride. Have
you ever heard of grade inflation,
governor? .

Speaking of inflation, ask your-
self what this $150 million windfall
for the commonwealth’s colleges
and universities will do for the cost
of higher education — not for the
scholarship recipients, but for those
who have to pay their own way.
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The people who study this kind
of thing will tell you that
such subsidies — from the
G.. Bill forward — have a -
history of prompting infla-
tion in academia. They \
compare it to health care.
When the market is domi-
nated by a third-party
payer, the provider and
the recipient quit worrying .
about price. Imagine how
this state’s public universi-
ties — with their history
of wasteful duplication

and expansionism — will react if
they’re freed from worrying about -
getting bang for their bucks.

" Finally, Gov. Patton, tell us how
you — or more likely, your succes-
sors — will respond when the lot-
tery hits an off year, There was a ,
reason lawmakers refused to ear-
mark lottery noney for any one
program “That reason was the in-
herent volatlhty of the lottery as a
revenue source. So, what will you or
your succéssors say to students
who have been promlsed scholar-
ships when the money isn't there to
fulfill that promise?- - -

Say you won't shortchange Ken-
tucky’s real needs. Say you won’t
spend state money on what promis-
es to be an elitist, inflationary schol-
arship program. Say you won't fall
victim to the temptation of earmark-
ing lottery revenue.

Say you won’t support thls
clunker of an idea.
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ACTION ITEM

REGIONAL POSTSECONDARY CPE (F)
EDUCATION CENTERS January 12, 1998
Recommendation:

That CPE support the concept of Regional Postsecondary Education Centers -- jointly
planned and designed facilities that represent collaborative efforts by institutions of
postsecondary education in Kentucky -- to meet the postsecondary education needs of a
community and its region.

That CPE designate funding in partial support of Regional Postsecondary Education Centers
in Elizabethtown (up to $5.0 million), London/Corbin (up to $5.0 million), Glasgow (up to
$3.5 million), Hopkinsville (up to $5.0 million), and Prestonsburg (up to $5.0 million) as
recommended by the KCTCS Board of Regents. The source of funding will be bond
proceeds supported by debt service appropriated to CPE in the Technology Incentive Trust
Fund.

That a committee composed of representatives of CPE, KCTCS, and each university be
created to establish principles for the general design and planning for the use of these
facilities and in anticipation of additional facilities in future biennia. Institutional
representatives will be appointed by the Conference of Presidents.

That the specific design and planning for the use of each 1998/2000 Regional Postsecondary
Education Center be conducted by KCTCS and the appropriate regional university (Eastern
Kentucky University in London/Corbin, Morehead State University in Prestonsburg, Murray
State University in Hopkinsville, and Western Kentucky University in Elizabethtown and
Glasgow) based on the principles established by the inter-institutional committee described
above. These regional universities are the universities that will likely make most extensive
use of the facilities in those communities.

That CPE be designated in biennial budget language to resolve any disputes between or
among institutions in the design, planning, or use of each 1998/2000 Regional Postsecondary
Education Center.

Rationale:

Development of Regional Postsecondary Education Centers addresses the issues of low
educational attainment, cooperation among postsecondary education institutions, and
efficient and effective use of state resources as identified in the report Postsecondary
Education in Kentucky: An Assessment, 1997 and the Kentucky Postsecondary Education
Improvement Act of 1997.



Increased physical, electronic, and financial access will be significant complementary policy
issues to be addressed in strategic agenda and strategic implementation plan development.
Regional Postsecondary Education Centers (additional physical access points into
postsecondary education) will complement planned electronic (CVU) access and financial
access (including financial aid) into the postsecondary education system.

The 1998/2000 CPE biennial budget request includes a capital project, “ CPE Capital Projects
Pool,” which accommodates up to $25 million for additional capital construction projects for
access to the postsecondary education system.

The 1998/2000 CPE biennial budget request includes debt service funds appropriated to CPE
in the Technology Incentive Trust Fund to support a bond issue for these capital construction
projects.

It is reasonable for the Governor to expect that these projects be identified before the
Executive Budget is submitted to the General Assembly.

It is reasonable for the General Assembly to expect that these projects be identified before the
1998/2000 Appropriations Bill is enacted by the General Assembly.

The KCTCS Board of Regents is expected to approve a recommendation from its Finance,
Administration, and Technology Committee for construction of facilities in Elizabethtown,
London/Corbin, and Glasgow and expansion of facilities in Hopkinsville and Prestonsburg,
anticipating at least partial funding for each project from the CPE Capital Projects Pool
funds.

These facilities will enhance both physical and electronic access to postsecondary technical,

community college, and university programs and services and will enhance efforts to provide
services to support CVU activities throughout the Commonwealth.

F-2



Background:

CPE supports collaborative efforts by institutions of postsecondary education in Kentucky.
Proposed Regional Postsecondary Education Centers will provide joint programming space for:

Both branches of KCTCS (community colleges and postsecondary technical schools)
Regional universities (upper level/graduate)

Doctoral universities (graduate/professional)

Commonwealth Virtual University (CVU) activities and services

A cornerstone of the Kentucky Postsecondary Education Improvement Act of 1997 (House Bill
1) is collaboration among institutions and the creation of a seamless system of postsecondary
education in Kentucky. Facilities that are jointly planned and designed and which provide space
for multiple users represent both collaboration and an important step toward the development of
a seamless education system. Research indicates that a postsecondary education facility
currently exists within a one-hour drive of every Kentuckian; however, many of these facilities
address only limited education programming needs of our citizens. The creation of Regional
Postsecondary Education Centers provides the opportunity for a more complete range of
postsecondary education offerings to meet the needs of: 1) traditional students within a region;
2) nontraditional students within a region; and 3) the needs of the business community and
workforce within a region. Jointly planned and designed space will achieve economies of scale
in the construction and utilization of facilities and, therefore, enhance the efficient use of
taxpayer dollars.

Regional Postsecondary Education Centers also will provide “hubs” for activities related to the
CVU. While points of access to the CVU will exist electronically in all 120 counties, regional
facilities can provide for a broader array of courses (e.g., those requiring “wet” labs) and
necessary student service activities (including advising, testing, and assessment) for CVU
students remote from university campuses.

CPE has recommended, as part of its biennial budget request to Governor Patton and LRC, a $50
million capital projects pool for new construction for KCTCS. In addition, CPE has earmarked
up to $25 million in bond proceeds to be supported by a portion of the funding recommended for
the Technology Incentive Trust Fund for capital projects to be determined by CPE. The Council
supports the notion of local participation and funding in the Regional Postsecondary Education
Centers. Through funding jointly provided by CPE, KCTCS, and local communities, the first
phase of Regional Postsecondary Education Centers can be effected.

The KCTCS Board of Regents is proceeding with identifying capital projects to be funded from
the $50 million pool recommended by CPE. Included as Attachment A is a document approved
by the Finance, Administration, and Technology Committee (FATC) of the KCTCS Board of
Regents on December 23 which will be considered by the full KCTCS Board of Regents on
January 7. This KCTCS action includes a recommendation to CPE for the use of up to $23.5
million for partial funding of joint use facilities in Elizabethtown, London/Corbin, and Glasgow,
as well as funding for a second phase of projects in Hopkinsville and Prestonsburg (phase one of
each project was authorized by the 1996 General Assembly).



CPE supports the proposal with the stipulation that a CPE and inter-institutional committee be
created to establish principles for the general design and planning for the use of these facilities
and in anticipation of additional facilities in future biennia. Additionally, CPE expects that
KCTCS will involve Western Kentucky University in the design and use planning for the
facilities in Elizabethtown and Glasgow, Eastern Kentucky University in the design and use
planning for the facility in London/Corbin, Murray State University in the design and use
planning for the facility in Hopkinsville, and Morehead State University in the design and use
planning for the facility in Prestonsburg. (These regional universities are the universities that
will likely make most extensive use of the facilities in those communities.) CPE should be
designated in biennial budget language to resolve any disputes between institutions in the design
and planning for the use of each 1998/2000 Regional Postsecondary Education Center.

The effective planning, design, and use of these facilities will showcase the reformed cooperative
postsecondary education system in Kentucky.
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Attachment A

Principles of Capital Construction Allocation — KCTCS

The Finance, Administration, and Technology Committee (FATC) of the KCTCS Board of
Regents views the two separate pools of funds available for maintenance and construction as one
potential source of funding (the maintenance pool identified by the Council on Postsecondary
Education of $4.25 million for KCTCS to be matched by $4.25 million of KCTCS funds and the
$50 million pool for new construction). The FATC recommends the following principles be
adopted for the distribution of these total funds:

1. The highest priority should be given to those maintenance projects that failure to complete
will result in significantly increased costs in future years.

2. Projects should exhibit strong local community support. It is recommended that one-third of
the total project cost be funded by local and community sources.

3. Projects that represent collaborative efforts between Kentucky Tech and the University of
Kentucky Community College System are encouraged; in addition, collaboration with other
providers of postsecondary education are also recommended.

4. An effort should be made to provide initial start-up funding for as many projects as possible.

Priority should be given to those projects which can be constructed and implemented in
phases.
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KCTCS CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION REQUESTS (Local Effort - All Projects)

PROJECT

Hazard Community College Classroom Building - Phase I

Danville / Boyle County Regional Technical Training Center - Phase |

Central Regional Postsecondary Education Center - Phase |
(Elizabethtown)

Madisonville Community College Science / Technical Classroom Bldg.

Shelby County Regional Technology Center / Jefferson Community
College Extension - Phase |

Southeast Regional Postsecondary Education Center - Phase |
(London/Corbin)

Somerset Comm. College / Regional Tech Center Academic Support /
Tech Ed Complex - Phase |

Clinton County Technology Center

South Regional Postsecondary Education Center - Phase | (Glasgow) *

Kentucky Technical College of Arts & Crafts

Maysville Community College / Maysville Technical Training Center

West Regional Postsecondary Education Center (Hopkinsville)

Northeast Regional Postsecondary Education Center (Prestonsburg)

TOTALS

TOTAL
SCOPE

6,500,000

10,855,000

16,180,000

5,400,000

16,521,000

16,900,000

15,542,000

6,536,800

9,000,000

4,100,300

2,500,000

6,650,000

6,650,000

123,335,100

1998/2000

SCOPE

6,500,000

6,985,000

13,452,200

5,400,000

10,757,300

13,184,800

10,257,700

6,536,800

9,000,000

4,100,300

2,500,000

6,650,000

6,650,000

101,974,100

* Local effort includes $1.5 million commitment from WKU, likely debt service supported bonds.

KCTCS

4,355,000

4,680,000

5,663,000

3,400,000

7,207,400

5,483,800

6,872,700

3,536,800

2,680,000

2,747,200

1,675,000

48,300,900

LOCAL
EFFORT

2,145,000

2,305,000

2,789,200

2,000,000

3,549,900

2,701,000

3,385,000

3,000,000

2,820,000

1,353,100

825,000

1,650,000

1,650,000

30,173,200

g

1998/2000 PROJECT FUNDING BREAKDOWN
. CPE
ACCESS POOL

5,000,000

5,000,000

3,500,000

5,000,000

5,000,000

23,500,000



KENTUCKY COMMUNITY AND TECHNICAL ACTION ITEM
COLLEGE SYSTEM (KCTCS) CPE (G)
1998/2000 CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION PLAN January 12, 1998

Recommendation:

That CPE approve the Kentucky Community and Technical College System (KCTCS)
Capital Construction Plan which identifies capital projects to be completed from the capital
projects pools recommended by CPE at the November 3, 1997 meeting.

That the KCTCS Capital Construction Plan be forwarded to both the Executive and
Legislative Branches for inclusion in the 1998-2000 biennial budget.

Rationale:

The Finance Committee of the KCTCS Board of Regents approved this plan on

December 23, 1997, and recommended that the full KCTCS Board of Regents approve the
plan at its scheduled January 7, 1998 meeting. (Information from the January 7 meeting,
including specific action taken by the KCTCS Board of Regents, will be made available at
the CPE meeting.)

The plan addresses objectives in the Kentucky Postsecondary Education Improvement Act of
1997 (HB 1).

The plan addresses critical maintenance projects within KCTCS.
The plan acknowledges transition issues related to KCTCS by allocating the pools of funds
recommended by CPE at the November 3, 1997 meeting. The allocation is based on a more

thorough review by KCTCS of the capital needs of the community colleges and the Kentucky
Tech institutions.
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Background:

On November 3, 1997, CPE approved the 1998-2000 capital projects recommendation for
postsecondary education. The recommendation approved by CPE did not include specific capital

- projects for KCTCS because of the need for additional time for the members of that board to
review and set priorities for capital construction. Instead, CPE recommended an amount of funds
for KCTCS capital construction projects to be identified by the KCTCS Board of Regents. The
KCTCS Board of Regents was asked to review the capital needs of the community colleges and
postsecondary technical schools and to subsequently identify the specific projects to be funded.
The attached capital projects are the result of the review by the KCTCS Board of Regents. The
projects represent the highest priorities as identified by the board.

The Finance Committee of the KCTCS Board of Regents met December 23 and reviewed and
recommended the attached list of high priority capital projects to the full board for review and
action at its meeting on January 7, 1998. The list of high priority capital projects was developed
using the “Principles of Capital Construction Allocation” as adopted by the Finance Committee
of KCTCS, the David Banks’ report (October 1997), and an additional special report by David
Banks on critical KCTCS maintenance projects (December 9, 1997). All of these documents are
attached. The priorities address the most pressing needs of KCTCS for deferred maintenance
projects, life safety projects, and construction of new facilities. The priorities also recognize the
need to provide for jointly used space where possible and the provision of local support.

The full KCTCS Board of Regents will act on the recommendation of its Finance Committee on
January 7, 1998. Anticipating that the full KCTCS Board of Regents will approve (or amend and
approve) the recommendation of its Finance Committee, this information is included in this
agenda book to support adoption of the allocation of funds for completion of the identified
capital projects. Updated information (if necessary) will be distributed at the January 12 CPE
meeting. Martha Johnson, Chair of the KCTCS Board of Regents, will attend the January 12
CPE meeting to present the action of the Board and to discuss this action with CPE.



Principles of Capital Construction Allocation — KCTCS

The Finance, Administration, and Technology Committee (FATC) of the KCTCS Board of
Regents views the two separate pools of funds available for maintenance and construction as one
potential source of funding (the maintenance pool identified by the Council on Postsecondary
Education of $4.25 million for KCTCS to be matched by $4.25 million of KCTCS funds and the
$50 million pool for new construction). The FATC recommends the following principles be
adopted for the distribution of these total funds:

1. The highest priority should be given to those maintenance projects that failure to complete
will result in significantly increased costs in future years.

2. Projects should exhibit strong local community support. It is recommended that one-third of
the total project cost be funded by local and community sources.

3. Projects that represent collaborative efforts between Kentucky Tech and the University of
Kentucky Community College System are encouraged; in addition, collaboration with other
providers of postsecondary education are also recommended.

4. An effort should be made to provide initial start-up funding for as many projects as possible.

Priority should be given to those projects which can be constructed and implemented in
phases.
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ATTACHMENT C

DAVID C. BANKS, Architects and Associates, P.S.C.

Nine
December, 1997

Dr. James Ramsey

Committee Chairperson
Transition Committee for KCTCS
Commonwealth of Kentucky
Room 109

Capitol Building

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

RE: Capitol Requests for Life Safety and Maintenance Project Pools
1998-2000 Biennium

Commonwealth of Kentucky Biennial Budget

Dear Dr. Ramsey,

Attached are the proposed ranking and comments for the Kentucky Tech. System and Community
College System with respect to projects falling into the categories of Life Safety/Environmental
Health and Miscellaneous Maintenance Pool. It is expected that the 1998 legislative session will
provide funding pools corresponding to both of these categories. From our meeting of December 4,
1997 I have been asked to consider the KCTCS Principles of Capital Construction Allocation and
their applicability to the list of requests under these two categories. My ranking and explanations
should help you determine the approximate amount of state funding required for these projects and
the balance available for new construction and major renovation projects for the KCTCS. I have
ranked projects in the first two or three priorities to include those I believe comply with Principle
#1 which are projects that might experience additional expense if not addressed in the 1998-2000

biennium. Outside of typical roof replacement projects, few of the requested projects will result in
significantly increased cost if delayed to a future biennium.

You will note however, I have listed a few projects that I think should be addressed as preventive
maintenance projects rather than replacements or repairs so that complete replacement can be
delayed until a later biennium. Also, please note that I have given the Kentucky Tech System
Asbestos Reinspection project a high ranking because this system offers courses to secondary level
students and tgerefore is required under the Federal AHERA law to survey facilities for asbestos
containing materials and conduct reinspections of these areas every three years followed by an
update of the Management Plans. Since this law carries heavy penalties for failure to compfg/, it
certainly must be addressed if those reinspections are due during the 1998-2000 biennium.

I hope this information will be useful to your committee as you study the recommendations to be
made to LRC and the 1998 Legislature. If you have any questions about the rankings I have
proposed or any other postsecondary education related facilities problems, please let me know
through Mr. Sherron Jackson. We will be glad to assist in any way possible. Good luck to your
committee and the KCTCS board as you present your first budget request to the State Legislature.

Very truly yours,

O 8l

David C. Banks, ATA

President

Consultant to the

Council on Postsecondary Education
DCB/In

Attachment

cc: Sherron Jackson/Attachment G-5
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KY COMM & TECH COLLEGE S

Miscellaneous Maintenance Pool Recommended Projects

Ky. Tech.

School

Hazard Campus
Harlan Campus
Mayo Campus
Northern Ky. Campus
Owsenshoro Campus
Central Campus
Daviess Co. Campus

Bowling Green Campus

Jefferson Campus
Madisonville Campus
Somerset Campus
E-town Campus
Ashland Campus

Communlty College
School

Paducah Campus
Hopkinsville Campus
Somersst Campus
Hazard Campus
Paducah Campus
Southeast Campus
Jefferson Campus
Southeast Campus
E-town Campus
Southeast Campus
Somerset Campus
E-town Campus
Paducah Campus
E-town Campus
Maysville Campus
Southeast Campus
Prestongburg Campus
Hopkinsville Campus
Somerset Campus

Description

Auto Mechanics Renovation

Paint Booth Replacement

Reroof Building B

Reroof Building B

Roof Replacement

Reroof South Wing Upper

Roof Replacermant

Chiller Intercannection

Roof Replacement, Bldg. A

Boiler & Piping Replacement

Roof Replacement, Diesel

Roof Replacement, ‘84 Bldg.

Roof Repairs, Bldgs. 2 & 3
Subtotal

Description

Roof Repairs, Rosenthal Bidg.

Roof Replacement, LRC Bldg.

Roof Replacement, Stoner

Roof Replacement, Phase |

Chiller Replacement, Student Center

Roof Replacement, Chrisman

Concourse Replacement, Hartford Bldg

Elect. Renov., Falkenstine Bldg.

HVAC & Lighting Renov. Sci. Bldg.

HVAC & Lighting Renov. Newman Bidg

HVAC & Lighting Renov., Stoner Bldg.

HVAC & Lighting Renov., Student Cir,

HVAC & Lighting Renov., LRC Bldg.

Exterior Renov. , Admin. Bldg.

HVAC & Lighting Renov., Phase |

HVAC & Lighting Renov, Falkenstine

HVAC & Lighting Renov., Johnson Bldg

HVAC & Lighting Renov., Academic

Roof Replacement, Strunk Bldg.
Subtotal

KCTCS Misc. Maint. Pool Total

G-6

Amount

75,000
107,000
©0,000
240,000
390,000
95,000
222,000
75,000
268,000
331,000
75,000
200,000
250,000
2,388,000

Amount

70,000
395,000
320,000
75,000
250,000
220,000
225,000
60,000
395,000
395,000
395,000
395,000
385,000
175,000
395,000
385,000
395,000
345,000
75,000
5,370,000

7,758,000
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Life Safety Pool Recommended Projects

Ky. Tech.
School Description Amount
Ashland Campus Visual Alarm System 50,000
Mayo Campus Restroom Renov. 100,000
Laurel Campus Visual Alarm System 25,000
Laurel Campus Restroom Renov. 50,000
Harlan Campus Bldg. 3 Restroom Renov, 40,000
Harlan Campus Bldg. 2. Visual Alarm System 50,000
Harlan Campus Bldg. 2, Restroom Renov. 100,000
Jeffersan Campus Visual Alarm System 75,000
Somerset Campus Visual Alarm System 80,000
Statewide Asbestos Re-Inspections 43,000
Subtotal 613,000
Community College
School Description Amount
Jefferson Campus Hartford Bldg. Elevator Renov. 370,000
Paducah Campus Rosenthal Bldg. Elevator Renov. 250,000
Southeast Campus Newman Bldg. Elevator Replacement 250,000
Maysville Campus Elevator Replacement 250,000
Subtotal 1,120,000
KCTCS Life Safety Total 1,733,000
KCTCS GRAND TOTAL OF BOTH POOLS 9,491,000
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KCTCS CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION REQUESTS (Local Effort - All Projects)

PROJECT

Hazard Community Coliege Classroom Building - Phase |l

Danville / Boyle County Regional Technical Training Center - Phase |

Central Regional Postsecondary Education Center - Phase |
(Elizabethtown)

Madisonville Community College Science / Technical Classroom Bldg.

Shelby County Regional Technology Center / Jefferson Community
College Extension - Phase |

Southeast Regional Postsecondary Education Center - Phase |
(London/Corbin)

Somerset Comm. College / Regional Tech Center Academic Support /
Tech Ed Complex - Phase |

Clinton County Technology Center

South Regional Postsecondary Education Center - Phase | (Glasgow) *

Kentucky Technical College of Arts & Crafts

Maysville Community College / Maysville Technical Training Center

West Regional Postsecondary Education Center (Hopkinsville)

Northeast Regional Postsecondary Education Center (Prestonsburg)

TOTALS

TOTAL
SCOPE

6,500,000

10,855,000

16,180,000

5,400,000

16,521,000

16,900,000

15,542,000

6,536,800

9,000,000

4,100,300

2,600,000

6,650,000

6,650,000

123,335,100

1998/2000

SCOPE

6,500,000

6,985,000

13,452,200

5,400,000

10,757,300

13,184,800

10,257,700

6,536,800

9,000,000

4,100,300

2,500,000

6,650,000

6,650,000

101,974,100

* Local effort includes $1.5 million commitment from WKU, likely debt service supported bonds.

KCTCS

4,355,000

4,680,000

5,663,000

3,400,000

7,207,400

5,483,800

6,872,700

3,536,800

2,680,000

2,747,200

1,675,000

48,300,900

LOCAL
EFFORT

2,145,000

2,305,000

2,789,200

2,000,000

3,549,900

2,701,000

3,385,000

3,000,000

2,820,000

1,353,100

825,000

1,650,000

1,650,000

30,173,200

1/7/98

1998/2000 PROJECT FUNDING BREAKDOWN

CPE

ACCESS POOL

5,000,000

5,000,000

3,500,000

5,000,000

5,000,000

23,500,000
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CTCS Capital Projects

Goal

Provide funding for capital construction
consistent with the goals of House Bill
1 for:
—maintenance of existing facilities
—technology and information systems

—new construction that increases access and
promotes collaboration

e

VYV VYV Ve

MR

<

Chronology
P

August
P KCTCS Board of Regents “rubber
stamps” Workforce Development
Cabinet/UK capital construction
P priorities

P September

CPE asks institutions to “revisit” capital
P construction priorities pursuant to HB1



CTCS Capital Project Issues

Clironology rcontinued
October

KCTCS requests CPE to allocate pool to
KCTCS with projects to be identified by
KCTCS

November

CPE Recommends $50 million new
construction for projects to be identified
by the KCTCS Board of Regents

v v v

CTCS Gapital Project Issues

Chironology rcontinued

November (continued)
CPE recommends $4.4 million
maintenance funds for KCTCS to be
matched by 4.4 million of KCTCS funds
(total maintenance $8.8 mil.)

CPE recommends $25 million new
construction for access facilities to be
identified by CPE as part of “access
plan”

v VY VYV eV
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CTGS Capital Project Issues

Chronology wontnen

November (continued)

Access Plan (as part of CPE Strategic Agenda)
—Technology-Based Access

—Physical Access - “Regional Postsecondary
Education Centers”

—Financial Access

P December
Finance Committee meets to establish
P “principles”

CTCS Capital Project Issues

a emasia sy o AT,

? Chironology rcontinvea

December (continued)

P KCTCS Finance Committee meeting
with Governor/CPE leadership

P Finance Committee approves
recommendation to KCTCS Board

P January 7

KCTCS Board approves finance
committee recommendations
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Principles of Gapital
Construction Allocation

‘ Principles of Allocation

P
P
P

P

* Preventive Maintenance
« Community Support

* Collaborative Efforts

* Phased Funding

CTCS Capital Project

Maintenance Pool Projects

Miscellaneous Maintenance
Kentucky Tech
Community College
Subtotal

Life Safety
Kentucky Tech
Community College
Subtotal

Grand Total

$2,388,000
$5,370,000
$7,758,000

$613,000
$1,120,000
$1,733,000

$9,491,000



GTCS Capital Project
Requests

KCTCS Administrative Systems Projects

* Infrastructure/Hardware
+ Software, e.g.,

— Student Information System
— Financial Management System
— Human Resource System

* Funding over 5-years from operating/capital

VvV VvVvVVY-¢

budgets of KCTCS
b CTCS Capital Project
— Requests
>
P 13 Projects Statewide
Funding Breakdown (1998/2000)
KCTCS $48,300,900
Local Effort $30,173,200

P CPE Access Pool $23,500,000

P 1998/2000 Scope $101,974,100
g
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Locations of KCTCS Capital Project Requests
(by Per Capita Personal Income - 1990)

e Regional Postsecondary Education Centers
»  KCTCS Capital Project Requests
Per Capita Personal Income (1990)
T ess than $8,000
$8,000 - $9,999
$10,000 - $11,999
$12,000 or More

Source: US Census Bureau

Locations of KCTCS Capital Project Requests
(by County Population in 1996)

e Regional Postsecondary Fdueation Centers
KCTCS Capital Project Requests
County Population (1996)
0-1299
13,000 - 19,999
20,000 - 34,999 Sy 3
35,000 or More 3 S AW

Source: US Census Bureau



CPE (H)
KCTCS TRANSITION January 12, 1998

Update:

The progress of the Kentucky Community and Technical College System (KCTCS) is an
important priority of the Council on Postsecondary Education. Noteworthy events and activities
will be reported by Dr. James Ramsey, Chair of the KCTCS Transition Team. Of special interest
will be the action of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) at their annual
conference in December. In addition, Dr. Ramsey will discuss the action of the University of
Kentucky Board of Trustees as related to the delegation of management responsibility for the
University of Kentucky Community College System as well as progress toward arrangements for
continued administrative support by UK.

Approval by SACS

SACS accepted the "prospectus" and approved the change in governance structure for the
University of Kentucky Community College System (UKCCS) at the annual meeting of SACS in
New Orleans during early December. (An approval letter is expected after January 8, 1998.)
Another SACS accreditation team will visit Kentucky in fall 1998 to evaluate the progress of the
institutions and the responses of KCTCS to SACS recommendations. SACS approval paves the
way for the formal transfer of the community colleges to take place.

Action by the UK Board of Trustees

During the December meeting of the University of Kentucky Board of Trustees, action was taken
to delegate the management responsibilities of the UKCCS, except for Lexington Community
College, to KCTCS. This fulfills Section 19 of HB1 (KRS 164.5807). Board approval allows
the orderly transfer of control of the system.

Agreement for Administrative Services

A memorandum of agreement also has been developed between the University of Kentucky and
KCTCS. When completed, this agreement will allow UK to continue to provide specific services
to KCTCS for up to eighteen months while the new system develops the administrative capacity
to operate the system of community colleges. KCTCS also will be responsible for the
management of the postsecondary technical institutions which will transfer from the Workforce
Development Cabinet on July 1, 1998. This action removes several obstacles for administrative
transfer of the UKCCS institutions from UK to KCTCS.



1997/98 TRUST FUNDS CPE (1)
APPLICATION GUIDELINES January 12, 1998

Update:

At its November 3 meeting, CPE revised and approved criteria to be used in allocating 1997/98
incentive trust fund monies in the Research Challenge Trust Fund, the Regional University
Excellence Trust Fund, and the Workforce Development Trust Fund. CPE also directed its work
group to develop specific application guidelines to be used by each institution in preparing its
application for the 1997/98 trust funds. The CPE work group met December 18 and completed
draft application guidelines for each funded incentive trust fund. A complete set of Incentive
Trust Fund Criteria and Application Guidelines is attached.

On December 22, the draft guidelines as well as the list of potential consultants were sent to the
presidents for their review and comments. The next steps are as follows:

e Selection of a consultant to be available to the institutions as they
develop proposals and to work with CPE as it reviews proposals
submitted for funding.

e Schedule a pre-proposal conference with the presidents, the board chairs,
the CPE work group and other institutional staff as necessary.

The outcome of these steps will set the stage for the submission of institutional incentive trust

fund proposals for funding. Each institution is encouraged to proceed at a pace that is best for
that institutional situation in developing funding proposals.
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FIscAL YEAR 1998

INCENTIVE TRUST FUND CRITERIA AND
APPLICATION GUIDELINES

Research Challenge Trust Fund

Reference: KRS 164.7917

PUBLISHED BY

Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education
1024 Capital Center Drive, Suite 320
Frankfort, KY 40601

December 22, 1997

The Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education does not discriminate on the basis of race, color,
national origin, sex, religion, age or disability in employment or the provision of services and provides,
upon request, reasonable accommodation including auxiliary aids and services necessary to afford
individuals with disabilities an equal opportunity to participate in all programs and activities.
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RESEARCH CHALLENGE TRUST FUND

Introduction

The Kentucky Postsecondary Education Improvement Act of 1997 (HB 1) gives the Council
on Postsecondary Education (CPE) the responsibility to develop the criteria and process by
which institutions may apply for funds appropriated to individual Strategic Incentive and
Investment Trust Funds. CPE recognizes that any criteria and processes it develops must be
designed to implement the goals of HB 1, (i.e., to achieve (1) a major comprehensive
research institution ranked nationally in the top 20 public universities at the University of
Kentucky and (2) a premier, nationally-recognized metropolitan research university at the
University of Louisville) and eventually the strategic agenda. CPE believes that one
intended outcome of the Research Challenge Trust Fund is to result in research institutions
recognized nationally as leaders in specific programs or a core of interrelated disciplines of
distinction and which encourage economic development.

CPE believes that the development of these proposals (i.e., the selection process) must
include a campus-based process involving its board of trustees, faculty, and other university
constituents, as appropriate. Such a broad-based effort is particularly important given the
expectation that recurring funds will be reallocated from other areas of the university to the
programs included in the proposal. As a means of supporting both this on-campus process
as well as facilitating this initiative at the systemwide level, CPE will select one consultant
to advise CPE on the selection process used by each university and to advise CPE on the
proposals resulting from that selection process.

CPE will accept one institutional “overview” or conceptual proposal and a series of specific
“program” level proposals from each research university. In the overview proposal, the
university should describe (1) its broad strategy of achieving HB 1 goals including focusing
on specific programs, building research infrastructure, enhancing research productivity of
faculty, reallocation of resources, etc.; (2) its approach to selecting programs for
enhancement; and (3) the categories of resource needs (faculty positions, research assistant
funding, research equipment funding, general enhancement, etc.) and trust fund support
which will enhance its ability to meet HB 1 goals, such as economic development.

The specific program proposals should include a discussion of the longer-term outlook
(five-year enhancement plan) including the resources that may be required to achieve
national status as well as how the program will use technology including the anticipated
Commonwealth Virtual University. Such a long-term budget outlook should specify the
types of resources which may be required to achieve national recognition. This information
will help CPE develop its budget requests in the future as it will ensure a more effective
match of basic research enhancement, physical facilities, technology and other items which
may be needed by the various programs to achieve national status.

I-9



Criteria

A. Program Criteria

1. To be eligible for funds from the Research Challenge Trust Fund, the proposed
program:

Must include a conceptual proposal that designates either a single disciplinary or
interdisciplinary academic degree program or research area, or a series of
academic degree programs.

Must be consistent with HB 1 and eventually the strategic agenda, the
institutional mission, and the institutional strategic plan, all of which should be
directed to address the needs of the Commonwealth.

Must show evidence of, where programmatically feasible and practicable,
efforts to collaborate with and complement research programs at the other
research university in addressing the needs of the Commonwealth.

Must have potential capacity for national prominence.

2. Proposed research programs:

Should lead to the advancement of knowledge while enhancing economic
development, quality of life, or workforce development.

Should have a positive impact on the institution as a whole, including direct
benefit to undergraduate students, on the postsecondary education system, and
on the Commonwealth and nation.

Should include the doctoral degree (or appropriate terminal professional degree)
if consistent with the overall research agenda.

Should, where appropriate, include strategy approved by the board of trustees to
promote technology transfer (including intellectual property rights) and
economic development in the Commonwealth.



Funding Criteria

To be eligible for funds from the Research Challenge Trust Fund, the institution:

Must provide a 1:1 match from either internal reallocation or external funds.

Must match recurring funds to receive recurring funds and, likewise, match
nonrecurring funds to receive nonrecurring funds.

Must have matching funds available prior to the allotment of trust funds.
Must establish an identifiable budget and expenditure unit for each program.

Must supplement, rather than supplant, current program funds.

. Assessment Criteria

The research proposal submitted by the university:

Must include outcomes-based performance indicators, benchmarks, and evaluation
criteria. The program proposal must indicate the ultimate outcome to be achieved
as well as periodic (e.g., annual or biennial) intermediate outcomes.



Ill. Trust Fund Award Process

CPE views the award of strategic incentive and investment trust funds as one of its most
significant responsibilities. It also recognizes the responsibility of each institutional governing
board in proposing the program of distinction that best fits with its university’s mission and
strategic plan. To help assure that each party fulfills its respective role and that the objectives of
both the system and the individual institution are met, CPE advocates a selection process that
involves a partnership between CPE and the governing board. This process will involve the
following steps:

A. Selection Process:

1. CPE will select one consultant to review and advise CPE on the selection process used
by each university as well as on the potential for the resulting array of proposals to
significantly affect the advancement of knowledge and the national ranking as research
universities.

2. The proposal must have support from the institution as evidenced by approval of the
board of trustees and a description of the selection process which provides for
involvement of university faculty.

3. CPE will determine if the proposal from each university is complete and ready to
advance to the proposal review process.

B. Proposal Review:

1. Upon receipt of institutional proposals, CPE and its consultant may select one or more
program area specialists, including nationally-recognized experts in the area of the
proposed program of distinction, to serve as an external review panel to review
proposals. That review panel will report on the reasonableness of the planned
expenditures, the appropriateness of the proposed benchmarks, and the potential for
achieving national prominence.

2. CPE will have final approval on the selection and funding of programs of distinction.

C. Post-Award Review:

CPE will conduct a periodic (annual or biennial) assessment of each funded program. If
approved intermediate outcomes have not been substantially achieved, trust funds may
not be provided in subsequent years.



IV. Application Format

Each university applying for its share of the Research Challenge Trust Fund shall submit an
application which includes sufficient information to allow a review by CPE and an external
review panel of nationally-recognized experts. Since research universities will not be competing
for funds with other institutions, the application should cover the factors that assure the
institution will be meeting the purposes for which the trust fund was established. The criteria
must be addressed in as much detail as needed to demonstrate that the program(s) proposed
clearly meet the criteria.

In order to permit the research universities an amount of flexibility to promote creativity, this
document suggests “format” rather than “forms.” In addition to the overview or conceptual
proposal, a cover page and five major sections comprise the format to present each specific
program level application. Specific and measurable statements and objectives are advised for
completion of the application.

A. Overview or Conceptual Proposal

1. Cover Page
The cover page should include:

Name of the Institution.

Signature of the Board Chair.
Signature of the University President.
Date.

2. Overview or Conceptual Proposal Format
a) Describe the university’s broad strategy for achieving HB 1 goals to include:

focusing on specific programs,

building research infrastructure,

enhancing research productivity of faculty,
reallocation of resources, and

other.

b) Describe the university’s approach to selecting programs for enhancement.
¢) Describe the categories of resource needs:

faculty positions,

research assistant funding,
research equipment funding,
general enhancement, and
other.

d) As applicable, describe the trust fund support which will enhance the
university’s ability to meet HB 1 goals, such as economic development efforts to
improve the economic status of Kentucky and commercial transferability of
research.



e) Include an implementation plan identifying the phases or steps to be taken to
achieve national prominence and the appropriate measures or benchmarks to assess
progress.

B. Specific Program Level Proposal

The university must submit an application for each specific program identified for funding
by the Research Challenge Trust Fund. The specific program applications should include:

1. Cover Page

The cover page should include:

Name of the Institution.

Title of the Application.

Signature of the Board Chair.
Signature of the University President.
Date.

2. Program Description

Describe the program(s) included in this application in sufficient detail to clearly
distinguish the program(s) to receive funding. The description is to include:

Name of the program(s) or research initiative(s).

Organizational location.

Level of degree(s) to be awarded in associated instructional programs.
Current status of the program accreditation, current enrollment, etc.

3. Rationale for Program(s) Selected

Describe the rationale for selecting the proposed program. Specific rationale should
include the ways the program will:

e Build on existing strengths of the university.

e Have a national context while meeting strong state needs.

e Have an element of uniqueness for the state.

e Have a high demand for graduates in associated instructional programs.

4. Program Selection Process

These application guidelines stress the importance of program selection using a
campus-based process. In this section describe the selection process used including:

e Description of the involvement of board of regents, faculty, and other university
constituents.
e Identification of sources of reallocated funds and/or external funds.



5. Responses to Criteria

a) Responses to Program Criteria

e Describe how the proposed program meets each of the program criteria
listed on page 2 of this document.

b) Responses to Funding Criteria

e Describe how the proposed program meets each of the funding criteria listed
on page 3 of this document. (NOTE: The allocation of new state general
funds or new tuition revenue does not qualify as matching funds for the trust
fund.)

e Include a Financial Plan (see Attachment 1)

c) Responses to Assessment Criteria

e Describe how the proposed program meets each of the assessment criteria
listed on page 3 of this document.

¢ Include an implementation plan identifying the phases or steps to be taken to
achieve national prominence and the appropriate measures or benchmarks to
assess progress.

6. Long Term Outlook (Five Year Enhancement Plan)

The application must address a long term plan (at least five years) including:

Student enrollment and recruitment.

Amounts and types of resources required to achieve national status.

Use of technology in the program.

Connection with the anticipated Commonwealth Virtual University.

Five Year Financial Plan (see Attachment 2) and detailed narrative to describe
the uses of the funds, such as the numbers and types of endowed chairs or
professorships, other full-time employees, part-time employees, research or
graduate assistants, etc.
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1997/98 INCENTIVE TRUST FUND
PROPOSED RESEARCH PROGRAM

FINANCIAL PLAN

SOURCE OF MATCH (Check appropriate box(es) and provide requested information)

EXTERNAL FUNDS - Identify source and amount, including any timing constraints, if applicable.

ATTACHMENT 1
PAGE 1

INTERNAL REALLOCATION (Complete Table 1 and narrative for each program or unit from which funds will

College
Department
Program/Unit

Personnel

Operating

Capital
Total

be reallocated.)

TABLE 1
Original Revised
1997/98 1997/98
Budget Budget

Amount
Reallocated

NARRATIVE: Explain the impact or effect of reallocation on activities of source department, program or unit.
Be as detailed as possibie including whether reallocated amounts are recurring, nonrecurring or a

combination of both.
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ATTACHMENT 1

PAGE 2
1997/98 INCENTIVE TRUST FUND
PROPOSED RESEARCH PROGRAM
FINANCIAL PLAN

Complete a separate financial plan for each proposed research program.
PROPOSED RESEARCH PROGRAM (Title):
REVENUES

TABLE 2A
Proposed 1997/98 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Research Base Budget Match Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Program (1) Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
1.
2.
3.
4.
EXPENDITURES (2)

TABLE 2B
College 1997/98 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital

Total

(1) The additional lines should be used for proposed research programs with muitiple budgetary components.
(2) Complete Table 2B for each component of the proposed research program.
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ATTACHMENT 2 - PAGE 1
INCENTIVE TRUST FUND PROPOSED RESEARCH PROGRAM
FIVE YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN

PROPOSED RESEARCH PROGRAM (Title):

REVENUES
TABLE 3A

1997/98 College 1997/98 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Department Base Budget Amount Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount Amount
1
2.
3.

1998/99 College 1998/99 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Department Base Budget Amount Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount Amount
1
2.
3.

1999/00 College 1999/00 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Department Base Budget Amount Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount Amount
1
2.
3.

2000/01 College 2000/01 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Department Base Budget Amount Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount Amount
1
2.
3.

2001/02 College 2001/02 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Department Base Budget Amount Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount Amount
1
2.

3.
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Al 1ACHMENT 2 — PAGE 2
INCENTIVE TRUST FUND PROPOSED RESEARCH PROGRAM
FIVE YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN

PROPOSED RESEARCH PROGRAM (Title):

EXPENDITURES
TABLE 3B
1997/98 College 1997/98 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital
Total
1998/99 College 1998/99 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital
Total
1999/00 College 1999/00 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital
Total
2000/01 College 2000/01 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital
Total
2001/02 College 2001/02 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital

Total
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REGIONAL UNIVERSITY
EXCELLENCE TRUST FUND

l. Introduction

The Kentucky Postsecondary Education Improvement Act of 1997 (HB 1) gives the
Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE) the responsibility to develop the criteria and
process by which institutions may apply for funds appropriated to the Regional University
Excellence Trust Fund of the Strategic Incentive and Investment Funding Program (KRS
164.7919). CPE recognizes that any criteria and processes it develops must be designed
to implement the spirit and intent of HB 1 and eventually the strategic agenda called for in
HB 1.

The purpose of the Regional University Excellence Trust Fundis to ". . . provide financial
assistance to encourage regional universities to develop at least one nationally-recognized
program of distinction or at least one nationally-recognized applied research

program . ... " CPE believes that one intended outcome of the Regional University
Excellence Trust Fund is to result in a complementary array of instructional and applied
research programs of distinction across the state to meet identified needs of the
Commonwealth and to support economic development in the Commonwealth. The
expectation of CPE is that graduates of each program of distinction will have achieved a
mastery in a particular field of study that builds on the core liberal arts programs; will be
in high demand nationally by employers and graduate programs; will have cutting edge
knowledge and demonstrated competencies in their field; and will be ultimately prepared
to enter the workplace or advanced graduate study. While CPE prefers one program of
distinction initially for each university, an institution may wish to demonstrate its ability
to support additional programs.

CPE believes that the selection of an institution’s program of distinction must include a
campus-based process involving its board of regents, faculty, and other university
constituents, as appropriate. Such a broad-based effort is particularly important given the
expectation that recurring funds will be reallocated from other areas of the university to
the selected program or programs of distinction. As a means of supporting both this on-
campus process as well as facilitating this initiative at the systemwide level, CPE will
select one consultant to advise CPE on the selection process used by each university and
to advise CPE on the proposed programs resulting from the selection process.

The specific program proposals should include a discussion of the longer-term outlook
(five-year enhancement plan) including the resources that may be required to achieve
national status as well as how the program will use technology including the anticipated
Commonwealth Virtual University. Such a long-term budget outlook should specify the
types of resources which may be required to achieve national recognition. This
information will help CPE develop its budget requests in the future as it will ensure a
more effective match of program enhancement, physical facilities, technology and other
items which may be needed by the various programs to achieve national status.
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Criteria

A. Program Criteria

1. To be eligible for funds from the Regional University Excellence Trust Fund, the
proposed program must:

Be a single disciplinary or interdisciplinary instructional or applied research
program, or a limited number of such programs in a related field of study.
(Additional unrelated programs must be addressed in separate proposals.)

Be consistent with HB 1 and eventually the strategic agenda, the institutional
mission, and the institutional strategic plan, all of which should be directed to
address the needs of the Commonwealth; and must improve the quality of
education and the educational experience at the university.

Complement programs of distinction at the other regional universities in
addressing the educational needs of the Commonwealth.

Have potential capacity for national prominence.

Reflect cooperation and collaboration with other sectors in the postsecondary
education system.

2. Proposed programs of distinction should:

Embody the competitive strengths likely to be required by universities of the 21st
Century. These strengths may include: innovative and integrated curriculum,
innovative delivery, active learning, and lifelong learning.

Enhance economic development, quality of life, workforce development, or
lifelong learning.

Have a positive impact on the institution as a whole, on the entire postsecondary
education system, and on the Commonwealth.

Include a master's degree program as a component of the overall initiative to
establish the program of distinction.



Funding Criteria

To be eligible for funds from the Regional University Excellence Trust Fund, the
institution must:

e Provide a 1:1 match from either internal reallocation or external funds.

e Match recurring funds to receive recurring funds and, likewise, match nonrecurring
funds to receive nonrecurring funds.

e Have matching funds available prior to the allotment of trust funds.
e Establish an identifiable budget and expenditure unit for each program.

e Supplement, rather than supplant, current program funds.

. Assessment Criteria

The program proposal submitted by the university must:

¢ Include outcomes-based performance indicators, benchmarks, and evaluation
criteria, specifically including student outcomes.

¢ Indicate the ultimate outcome to be achieved as well as periodic (e.g., annual or
biennial) intermediate outcomes.



Ill. Trust Fund Award Process

CPE views the award of strategic incentive and investinent trust funds as one of its most
significant responsibilities. It also recognizes the responsibility of each institutional governing
board in proposing the program of distinction that best fits with its university’s mission and
strategic plan. To help assure that each party fulfills its respective role and that the objectives of
both the system and the individual institution are met, CPE advocates a selection process that
involves a partnership between CPE and the governing board. This process will involve the
following steps:

A. Selection Process:

1.

CPE will select one consultant to review and advise CPE on the selection process used
by each university as well as on the potential for the resulting array of proposed regional
university programs to significantly improve the quality of postsecondary education in
Kentucky.

The proposal must have support from the institution as evidenced by approval of the
board of regents and a description of the selection process which provides for
involvement of university faculty.

CPE will determine if the proposal from each university is complete and ready to
advance to the proposal review process.

B. Proposal Review:

1.

Upon receipt of institutional proposals, CPE and its consultant may select one or more
program area specialists, including nationally-recognized experts in the area of the
proposed program of distinction, to serve as an external review panel to review
proposals. That review panel will report on the reasonableness of the planned
expenditures, the appropriateness of the proposed benchmarks, and the potential for
achieving national prominence.

2. CPE will have final approval on the selection and funding of programs of distinction.

C. Post-Award Review:

CPE will conduct a periodic (annual or biennial) assessment of each funded program. If
approved intermediate outcomes have not been substantially achieved, trust funds may
not be provided in subsequent years.



IV. Application Format

Each university applying for its share of the Regional University Excellence Trust Fund
shall submit an application which includes sufficient information to allow a review by CPE
and an external review panel of nationally-recognized experts. Since regional universities
will not be competing for funds with other institutions, the application should cover the
factors that assure the institution will be meeting the purposes for which the trust fund was
established. The criteria must be addressed in as much detail as needed to demonstrate that
the program(s) proposed clearly meet the criteria.

In order to permit the regional universities an amount of flexibility to promote creativity, this
document suggests “format” rather than “forms.” A cover page and five major sections
comprise the format to present an application. Specific and measurable statements and
objectives are advised for completion of the application.

A. Cover Page
The cover page should include:

Name of the Institution.

Title of the Application.

Signature of the Board Chair.
Signature of the University President.
Date.

B. Program Description

Describe the program(s) included in this application in sufficient detail to clearly
distinguish the program(s) to receive funding. The description is to include:

Name of the program(s), including CIP code(s).

Organizational location.

Level of degree(s) to be awarded.

Current status of the program, i.e., accreditation, current enrollment, etc.

C. Rationale for Program(s) Selected

Describe the rationale for selecting the proposed program(s). Specific rationale should
include the ways the program will:

Have a high demand for graduates.

Build on existing strengths of the university.

Have a national context while meeting strong local and regional needs.
Have an element of uniqueness for the state and region.
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Program Selection Process

These application guidelines stress the importance of program selection using a
campus-based process. In this section, the selection process used should include:

e Description of the involvement of board of regents, faculty, and other university
constituents.
e Identification of sources of reallocated funds and/or external funds.

Responses to Criteria
1. Responses to Program Criteria

e Describe how the proposed program meets each of the program criteria listed on
page 2 of this document.

2. Responses to Funding Criteria

e Describe how the proposed program meets each of the funding criteria listed on
page 3 of this document. (NOTE: The allocation of new state general funds or
new tuition revenue does not qualify as matching funds for the trust fund.)

¢ Include a Financial Plan (see Attachment 1).

3. Responses to Assessment Criteria

¢ Describe how the proposed program meets each of the assessment criteria listed
on page 3 of this document.

¢ Include an Implementation Plan identifying the phases or steps to be taken to
achieve national prominence and the appropriate measures or benchmarks to
assess progress.

Long Term Outlook (Five Year Enhancement Plan)

The application must address a long term plan (at least five years) including:

Student enrollment and recruitment plans.

Amounts and types of resources required to achieve national status.

Use of technology in the program.

Connection with the anticipated Commonwealth Virtual University.

Five Year Financial Plan (see Attachment 2) and detailed narrative to describe the
uses of the funds, such as the numbers and types of endowed chairs or
professorships, other full-time employees, part-time employees, research or
graduate assistants, scholarships, etc.
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ATTACHMENT 1

PAGE 1
1997/98 INCENTIVE TRUST FUND

PROPOSED PROGRAM OF DISTINCTION
FINANCIAL PLAN

SOURCE OF MATCH (Check appropriate box(es) and provide requested information)

EXTERNAL FUNDS - Identify source and amount, including any timing constraints, if applicable.

INTERNAL REALLOCATION (Complete Table 1 and narrative for each program or unit from which funds will
be reallocated.)

TABLE 1

College Original Revised
Department 1997/98 1997/98 Amount
Program/Unit Budget Budget Reallocated
Personnel
Operating
Capital

Total

NARRATIVE: Explain the impact or effect of reallocation on activities of source department, program or unit.

Be as detailed as possible including whether reallocated amounts are recurring, nonrecurring or a
combination of both.
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ATTACHMENT 1

PAGE 2
1997/98 INCENTIVE TRUST FUND
PROPOSED PROGRAM OF DISTINCTION
FINANCIAL PLAN

Complete a separate financial plan for each proposed research program.
PROPOSED PROGRAM OF DISTINCTION (Title):
REVENUES

TABLE 2A
Proposed 1997/98 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Program of Base Budget Match Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Distinction (1) Amount Amount Amount Amount Amount
1
2.
3.
4.
EXPENDITURES (2)

TABLE 2B
College 1997/98 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital

Total

(1) The additional lines should be used for proposed programs of distinction with multiple budgetary components.
(2) Complete Table 2B for each component of the proposed program of distinction.
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ATTACHMENT 2 - PAGE 1
INCENTIVE TRUST FUND PROPOSED PROGRAM OF DISTINCTION
FIVE YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN

PROPOSED PROGRAM OF DISTINCTION (Title):

REVENUES
TABLE 3A

1997/98 College 1997/98 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Department Base Budget Amount Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount Amount
1
2.
3.

1998/99 College 1998/99 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Department Base Budget Amount Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount Amount
1
2.
3.

1999/00 College 1999/00 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Department Base Budget Amount Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount Amount
1
2.
3.

2000/01 College 2000/01 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Department Base Budget Amount Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount Amount
1
2.
3.

2001/02 College 2001/02 External Funds Internal Incentive Total
Department Base Budget Amount Reallocation Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount Amount

1
2.
3.
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ATTACHMENT 2 - PAGE 2
INCENTIVE TRUST FUND PROPOSED PROGRAM OF DISTINCTION
FIVE YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN

PROPOSED PROGRAM OF DISTINCTION (Title):

EXPENDITURES
TABLE 3B
1997/98 College 1997/98 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital
Total
1998/99 College 1998/99 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital
Total
1999/00 College 1999/00 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital
Total
2000/01 College 2000/01 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital
Total
2001/02 College 2001/02 Total Matching and Total
Department Base Budget Incentive Trust Fund Available
Program/Unit Amount Amount Amount
Personnel
Operating
Capital

Total



Fiscal Year 1998

INCENTIVE TRUST FUND CRITERIA AND
APPLICATION GUIDELINES

Postsecondary Workforce Development
Trust Fund

Reference: KRS 164.7925

Council on Postsecondary Education

1024 Capital Center Drive, Suite 320 KenTUCKY COUNCIL ON
Frankfort, KY 40601 PosTsEcONDARY EDUCATION



8¢-T




FISCAL YEAR 1998

INCENTIVE TRUST FUND CRITERIA AND
APPLICATION GUIDELINES

Postsecondary Workforce Development
Trust Fund

Reference: KRS 164.7925

PUBLISHED BY

Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education
1024 Capital Center Drive, Suite 320
Frankfort, KY 40601

December 22, 1997

The Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education does not discriminate on the basis of race, color,
national origin, sex, religion, age or disability in employment or the provision of services and provides,
upon request, reasonable accommodation including auxiliary aids and services necessary to afford
individuals with disabilities an equal opportunity to participate in all programs and activities.

Printed with State Funds
I-39



N
~
o




POSTSECONDARY WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
TRUST FUND

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1. Introduction

I1. Criteria

III. Trust Fund Award Process
A. Selection and Review Process

B. Post-Award Review

IV. Application Format
A. Cover Page
B. Program Selection Process
C. Responses To Criteria
1. Responses To Program Criteria

2. Responses To Funding Criteria
3. Responses To Assessment Criteria

I-41



1=
T
£
>~

e




POSTSECONDARY WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
TRUST FUND

Introduction

The Kentucky Postsecondary Education Improvement Act of 1997 (HB 1) created the
Postsecondary Workforce Development Trust Fund to provide financial assistance to further
cooperative efforts among the community colleges and technical institutions and for the
acquisition of equipment and technology necessary to provide quality educational programs.
House Bill 1 further states that CPE shall develop the criteria and process for submission of
an application for funding under the provisions of HB1. The Kentucky Community and
Technical College System (KCTCS) may apply to CPE for financial assistance from this
fund. HB 1 further states that financial assistance shall be awarded for instructional
programs ensuring that the community colleges and technical schools are able to continually
acquire state of the art equipment and technology needed to accomplish their missions.

House Bill 4 (HB4) appropriates $3 million to the Postsecondary Workforce Development
Trust Fund for 1997/98. In testimony and discussions regarding HB 4 during the May 1997
Special Session of the General Assembly, it was indicated that the intent of this
appropriation for 1997/98 was to assist the Kentucky Tech Branch of KCTCS in the
acquisition of equipment and technology in order to enhance the delivery of instruction to
students. The presentations and discussions on this trust fund for 1997/98 indicated that
since an equity adjustment funding appropriation was being made to the University of
Kentucky Community College System in the current year of the biennium, the $3 million in
the Trust Fund would be used exclusively to provide for instructional equipment and
technology in the Kentucky Tech system.



Il. CRITERIA

To be eligible for funds from the Postsecondary Workforce Development Trust Fund, the
KCTCS must present to CPE a proposal. The proposal must:

1.

Provide a program plan detailing how these proposed expenditures will enhance the
delivery of instructional activities in the Kentucky Tech Branch.

Provide a funding plan detailing how the $3 million appropriation for 1997/98 is
proposed to be spent on equipment and technology which will enhance the delivery of
instruction in the Kentucky Tech Branch.

Provide to CPE its statement of methodology detailing how KCTCS established the
priority order of expending funds from the Trust Fund in 1997/98.

Develop as a part of the proposal, an assessment plan detailing the actual expenditure of
funds from the Trust Fund in 1997/98; the number of students who are benefiting from
the expenditure of these funds; and quantitative measures of the enhanced instructional
delivery provided by the use of these funds.



lll. Trust Fund Award Process

CPE views the award of strategic incentive and investment trust funds as one of its most
significant responsibilities. It also recognizes the responsibility of KCTCS in proposing the use
of funds that best fits with its mission and strategic plan. To help assure that each party fulfills
its respective role and that the objectives of both the system and the individual institution are
met, CPE advocates a selection process that involves a partnership between CPE and the
governing board. This process will involve the following steps:

A. Selection and Review Process:

1. Upon receipt of this proposal from KCTCS, CPE will perform an analysis of the
information provided.

2. CPE reserves the right to have the proposal reviewed by an external review panel
selected by CPE where such review panel will be advisory to CPE.

3. Final funding decisions will be made by CPE.
B. Post-Award Review:

CPE will conduct a periodic (annual or biennial) assessment of all Trust Fund awards.
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IV. Application Format

KCTCS, when planning for the use of the Postsecondary Workforce Development Trust
Fund for 1997/98, shall submit an application which includes sufficient information to allow
areview by CPE and, if necessary, by an external review panel of nationally-recognized
experts. Since KCTCS will not be competing for funds with other boards of regents and
trustees, the application should cover the factors that assure that KCTCS will be meeting the
purposes for which the trust fund was established. The criteria must be addressed in as
much detail as needed to convince reviewers that the expenditures proposed clearly meet the
criteria.

In order to permit KCTCS flexibility to promote creativity, this document suggests “format”
rather than “forms.” A cover page and three major sections comprise the format to present an
application. Specific and measurable statements and objectives are advised for completion of the
application.

A. Cover Page

The cover page should include:

e Name of the Institution. (KCTCS)

e Title of the Application.

¢ Signature of the KCTCS Board Chair.
e Signature of the KCTCS President.

e Date.

B. Program Selection Process

These application guidelines stress the importance of program selection using a
KCTCS-based process. In this section describe the selection process in at least the
following:

e Involvement of board of regents and faculty.
e Other KY Tech constituents and their involvement.
e Determination of any resources to be reallocated.

C. Responses to Criteria
1. Responses to Program Criteria
e Provide a program plan detailing how these proposed expenditures will enhance
the delivery of instructional activities in the Kentucky Tech Branch, specifically

addressing how these proposed expenditures will help meet workforce
development needs of the community and region.
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2. Responses to Funding Criteria

e Provide a funding plan detailing how the $3 million appropriation for 1997/98 is
proposed to be spent on equipment and technology which will enhance the
delivery of instruction in the Kentucky Tech Branch.

e Provide to CPE a statement of methodology detailing how KCTCS established
the priority order for expending funds from the Trust Fund in 1997/98.

3. Responses to Assessment Criteria

e Develop as part of the proposal, an assessment plan detailing the actual
expenditure of funds from the Trust Fund in 1997/98; the number of students
who are benefiting from the expenditure of these funds (specifically including
placement into positions for which they have been trained); and quantitative
measures of the enhanced instructional delivery provided by the use of these
funds.
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STRATEGIC COMMITTEE ON POSTSECONDARY CPE (J)
EDUCATION (SCOPE) January 12, 1998

Update:

At its October 29 meeting, SCOPE selected Korn/Ferry International to assist in the search for
CPE President. Also at that time, it was decided to appoint a smaller Task Force to work directly
with the search firm. The following SCOPE members have been named to that group:

Charles Whitehead, Chair

Walter Baker

Crit Luallen

Viola Miller

Jody Richards

Larry Saunders (Alternate: David Karem)
Stan Cave (Alternate: Jeffrey Hoover)
Robert Stivers (Alternate: Richard Roeding)

Also at the October 29 meeting, Chair Hardin made a brief presentation on CPE activities to date.

The Task Force met with the consultants from Korn/Ferry, John Kuhnle and Monisha Kaplan, on
Monday, December 9. The purpose of that meeting was to discuss and identify qualities and
characteristics desirable in the new CPE President. The next step will be the development and
publication of an advertisement as well as the drafting of a document about CPE and the position
itself that can be used in recruiting. CPE members and others around the state have been
encouraged to make nominations to the consultants for consideration.

Tentative future meeting dates have been proposed for February 10, March 3, and April 16-17,
with the April dates set aside for interviews. SCOPE is ultimately required to submit three
candidates to CPE for its consideration.



CPE (K)
1998 GENERAL ASSEMBLY January 12, 1998

Information:

The 1998 General Assembly will convene on January 6 and is scheduled to adjourn sine die on
April 15, 1998. Throughout that period, CPE staff is heavily involved in keeping up with issues
of interest to postsecondary education. Meetings of the Education Committees, as well as the
Appropriations and Revenue Committees, are especially important and staff monitors those
closely. The pace of the deliberations inevitably quickens as the end of March approaches and
the budget bill is finalized, but in fact, it is a very busy time, almost from the first week of
January.

Every Friday, staff will provide CPE members with a weekly summary of activity and will issue
additional updates as necessary. Staff holds weekly meetings with institutional representatives
during this time to assist in monitoring developments and to stay informed as to the institutions’
positions on issues. These meetings have tentatively been set for Wednesday afternoons.

The Kentucky Postsecondary Education Improvement Act of 1997 requires that both chambers
of the General Assembly confirm all gubernatorial appointments to CPE, except the student and
faculty representatives. CPE members will be required to attend committee hearings for this
purpose. Confirmations are actual bills and are treated like other legislation in that they must
move through the committee process in each chamber before being advanced to the floor of the
House or Senate. This means that CPE members will need to make at least two trips to
Frankfort to attend these hearings.

In addition, Chair Hardin may be invited to present the postsecondary budget recommendation to
the Appropriations and Revenue Committees in both the House and Senate. It may be
appropriate for other CPE members to attend as well. Staff will keep members informed.

The budget is always the big issue for postsecondary education and this session should be no
different in this respect. In addition, Senators Tim Shaughnessy and David Karem have pre-filed
a bill to use lottery proceeds to create a new scholarship program (see CPE Item E). There also
is legislation pre-filed to place the secondary area vocational education centers and the secondary
technology centers under the Kentucky Community and Technical College System, an issue that
was raised during this year’s special session. Finally, there is a pre-filed bill that would mandate
post-tenure review at all postsecondary institutions. (Pre-filed bills are automatically filed on the
first day of the regular legislative session.)



AGENDA

Trends and Operations Committee
January 11, 1998

5 p.m. (ET), Assembly 1 and 2, Holiday Inn Capital Plaza, Frankfort, KY

A.  Roll Call
B.  Approval of Minutes L-3
C. Action: CPE Policy Manual Revisions L-7
D.  Action: Pass-Through Programs L-115
E.  Information: KY Plan for Equal Opportunities

1998 Degree Program Eligibility L-141
F Update: Transition Agenda L-145
G.  Other Business
H.  Next Meeting
J. Adjournment

Agenda materials are available on the CPE web site at http://www.cpe.state.ky.us.
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ROLL CALL

CPE POLICY MANUAL
REVISIONS

MINUTES'

Trends and Operations Committee

January 11, 1998

The Trends and Operations Committee met at 5 p.m.
(ET) at the Holiday Inn Capital Plaza. Chair Hardin
presided.

The following members were present: Mr. Baker, Ms.
Bertelsman, Mr. Greenberg, Mr. Hardin, Mr. Todd, Ms.
Weinberg, and Mr. Whitehead. Other CPE members
present: Ms. Adams, Mr. Barger, Ms. Edwards, Mr.
Hackbart, Ms. Helm, Mr. Huddleston and Ms.
Menendez.

Mr. Taulbee presented the item. CPE has begun the
process of developing a strategic agenda and
accompanying strategic implementation plan for the
system of postsecondary education. While the
development of the strategic agenda and the strategic
implementation plan will precede the actual development
of most CPE policies, this is a first step by eliminating
several unnecessary and outdated policies and by
updating and reformatting several existing policies.

The Policy Manual is the official document where all
policies of the old Council on Higher Education were
compiled and then communicated to the public
institutions. CPE policy directives take two forms,
administrative regulations and general policy statements.
Administrative regulations are used when the statute
requires them. Mr. Taulbee recommended: 1) that the
Policy Manual be brought up-to-date; 2) the deletion of
several outdated policies; 3) the revision of policies that
don’t require significant policy discussion; 4) a schedule
for review and committees that policies should be
assigned and 5) a new format and structure for the Policy
Manual.

! All attachments are kept with the original minutes in CPE offices. A verbatim transcript of the meeting

also is available.



PASS-THROUGH
PROGRAMS

KY PLAN FOR
EQUAL
OPPORTUNITIES 1998
DEGREE PROGRAM
ELIGIBILITY

It was noted that in Section 7 -- A.7 should read as
follows: ‘the president shall be compensated on a basis
in excess.. .” This language was changed to conform to
the statute which states how the president will be
compensated.

Mr. Greenberg moved that the recommendation be
approved. Mr. Todd Seconded the motion. The motion
passed.

Ms. Bertelsman made a motion that the committee
names be changed from Trends and Operations
Committee to the Executive Committee; Investments &
Incentives Committee to the Finance Committee; and
Quality & Effectiveness to the Academic Affairs
Committee. Mr. Greenberg seconded the motion. The
motion passed.

Mr. Taulbee presented the item. CPE staff initially
asked that responsibility for selected pass-through
programs be assigned to the institutions. Action on that
request was postponed until CPE could review each
pass-through program individually. CPE has ten pass-
through programs for which CPE serves primarily as the
custodian and agent for funds ultimately intended for
postsecondary institutions, other state agencies, and
other public entities. As custodian and agent for the
appropriated funds, CPE has a responsibility to ensure
that the funds are properly used and that programs and
activities accomplish the purposes for which the funds
were appropriated. A summary listing the pass-through
programs and staff’s recommended actions is attached to
these minutes. Mr. Greenberg made a motion to adopt
the recommendations. Ms. Weinberg seconded. The
motion passed.

Mr. Jackson presented the item. Pursuant to KRS
164.020(18) CPE staff certifies that CPE can receive
academic program proposals during calendar year 1998
from 20 of 22 postsecondary education institutions —
either through automatic eligibility or the waiver process
as provided in 13 KAR 2:060. In accordance with
administrative regulations promulgated by CPE, those
institutions not meeting the goals shall be able to obtain
a one-year waiver, if the institution has made substantial



TRANSITION
AGENDA

progress toward meeting its equal educational
opportunity goals and did not receive a waiver the
previous calendar year. An institution must make
continuous progress on six of the eight goals and
objectives among the eight universities except for
Kentucky State University (KSU) which does not have
sufficient graduate programs to participate in one of
those goals and objectives. KSU must make progress in
five of seven goals and objectives. For the community
colleges, there are only four goals and objectives. To be
automatically eligible a community college must make
progress in three of the four goals. A quantitative waiver
for universities would be five of eight goals. For KSU, it
would be four of the seven and for community colleges
two of the four.

The definition of continuous progress is that an
institution must at least advance by one student, faculty
person, one more student retained, etc., than the previous
year.

To activate a quantitative waiver, an institution needs a
resolution from its Board of Trustees/Regents indicating
that it intends to submit new programs under the
provision of the quantitative waiver and must submit that
resolution to CPE, at which time it is attached to the
academic program request. This action puts the waiver
on record.

To activate a qualitative waiver, an institution must
submit a board resolution and other information in
support of activities related to the qualitative waiver.
That information is submitted to the Committee on Equal
Opportunities (CEO) which must make a
recommendation to CPE to either grant or deny a
qualitative waiver.

KY Tech institutions are not impacted by the Kentucky
Plan because they are not yet a part of the postsecondary
education yet. CEO has yet to evaluate and investigate
how or if the KY Plan for Equal Opportunities should
apply to the KY Tech system.

Mr. Walker presented the item. At its October 20, 1997,
meeting, CPE received a summary of the priorities



OTHER BUSINESS

ADJOURNMENT

established by CPE during the October 7 discussion
facilitated by Aims McGuinness. At that time, it was
indicated that CPE members would receive a report of
progress on efforts related to addressing those priorities
at each CPE meeting, beginning in January 1998.

Those priorities were grouped in three categories:
immediate priorities to be completed by November 3,
1997 (all items were completed or significantly
addressed within the timeframe; short-term priorities to
be completed by March 1998 (these items are either
completed, in the March agenda book or are being
worked on); and ongoing priorities, to be completed after
March 1998.

Mr. Hardin announced that Ms. Adams had been
reappointed to CPE and Mr. Huddleston would be swomn
in the following morning.

There being no other business, the meeting adjourned at
6 p.m.

J. Kenneth Walker
Acting Chief Operating Officer

Carrie Lee Dean
Executive Secretary



ACTION ITEM
CPE (L-1) TOC (C)

CPE POLICY MANUAL REVISIONS January 12, 1998

Recommendation:

e That CPE repeal and eliminate the following existing policies:

NG U W~

e

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Recruitment/Advertising by Public Institutions

A System of Higher Education

Principles of a System

Task Group on Guidance, Admissions, Preparation and Performance
Schedule of Tuition Rates

Policy on Tuition Waivers

Appropriation Recommendation Formula

Formula Use Policy

Excellence in Education

Operating Understandings: FAC/CHE/KHEAA

Private Gifts

Strategic Principles for Computing and Information Systems in Kentucky Higher Education
Statutory History of the Kentucky Council on Higher Education
Revised Statutes Relating to CPE

That CPE adopt the following revised policies and include them in a new revised CPE Policy

Manual:

1.02
3.03

5.12
7.01
7.04

CPE Bylaws (Minor adjustment to bylaws and additions to Appendix A)
Determination of Residency Status for Admission and Tuition Assessment Purposes
(New cover page) *

Memorandum of Agreement (FAC/GOPM/CPE) [Agreement not approved by CPE]
Open Records Policy (Minor adjustments)

Data Policy (Minor adjustments)

*Denotes administrative regulation



Rationale:

CPE has begun the process of developing a strategic agenda and accompanying strategic
implementation plans for the system of postsecondary education. While the development of
the strategic agenda and the strategic implementation plans will precede the actual
development of most CPE policies, this action item takes a first step by eliminating several
unnecessary and outdated policies and by updating and reformatting several existing policies.

Policies in the CPE Policy Manual have not been systematically updated since 1995.

The new duties, roles, and responsibilities of CPE require significant changes in policies.
Attachment A lists all policies and displays a proposed schedule for revision of key policies.
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Background:

CPE policy directives take two forms, administrative regulations and general policy statements.
Administrative regulations are used where a statute directs the development of administrative
regulations or where the parties to whom the policy applies are non-state agencies. For example,
the statutes direct that CPE develop administrative regulations for equal opportunity, the state
autism training center, and licensing of private institutions. CPE also implemented
administrative regulations for minimum admission standards, residency determinations, and
tuition rate setting since those “policies” apply directly to students as well as to state-supported
colleges and universities.

Academic program policies and finance policies generally apply only to the state-supported
institutions, and CPE has chosen to exercise its authority through policy directives rather than
through promulgation of administrative regulations. The administrative regulation process is
complex and cumbersome and policy directives present a simpler approach.

The current CPE Policy Manual was developed in the 1970s and has served the Council well as a
complete source of policy directives. However, over the years the CPE Policy Manual has
grown in size and includes a number of non-policy narratives as well as policies that are no
longer needed. Further, the CPE Policy Manual lacks a consistent structure and format.

CPE is charged with the development of both a strategic agenda and strategic implementation
plans. These documents, in turn, will shape the development of specific policies. In anticipation
of the strategic agenda and strategic implementation plan development process, staff has
prepared a comprehensive index of existing policies and administrative regulations. These are
presented in Attachment A. Included in that list are a number of policies that are no longer used.

The material before CPE today is, first and foremost, an attempt to familiarize CPE with the CPE
Policy Manual. Next, it is a first, tentative step at identifying a schedule for review of individual
policies that are part of the CPE Policy Manual. Attachment A also presents a timetable and
proposed CPE committee assignments for the review of the most significant policies.

The first action requested of CPE is the repeal of outdated policies included in the current CPE
Policy Manual. These policies are shown in summary form on Attachment B and are fully
presented in Attachment C.

The second and final recommended action is to adopt revised policies that are complete and to
incorporate those policies into a new CPE Policy Manual. Again, these policies are summarized
in Attachment B with the full policies presented in Attachment D.



The new CPE Policy Manual also will follow our new practice of “distribute and print” (as
opposed to "print and distribute"), meaning that the CPE Policy Manual will be available in an
electronic format on the web. We will not publish a printed version of the CPE Policy Manual
until all policies have been revised and the manual is complete. Then, a limited number of
manuals will be published in printed form.

Summary of Attachments
Attachment A - Depicts all policies contained in the current CPE Policy
Manual and presents a preliminary schedule for review and revision of key

policies.

Attachment B - Contains a summary listing of those policies where action is
recommended at this meeting to either eliminate or revise an existing policy.

Attachment C - Contains the policies where action is recommended to
eliminate the existing policy.

Attachment D - Contains reformatted policies where action is recommended
to adopt the revised policy.
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Current
Section

SECTION 1.

SECTION 2.

CPE Policy Manual
Table of Contents
Schedule for Revision of Policies

Title of Policy or Regulation Section Type: Policy or Last Date

*Denotes administrative regulation Number Regulation Revised
GENERAL
CPE Bylaws 1:02 Policy August 27, 1997
Recruitment/Advertising by Public Universities Policy April 11, 1979
Criteria for Establishment of Two-Year Institutions 11I-D1 Policy January 12, 1968
A System of Higher Education Narrative January 19, 1977
Principles of a System Policy January 19, 1977

ACADEMIC PROGRAMS AND RECORDS

Subsection 2.01--2.09 Degree Program Registration and Approval

Definition of a Degree Program 1V-D1 Policy May 7, 1987
Criteria for Master's Degree Programs IV-E1 Policy April 20, 1992
Official Registry of Degree Programs IV-F1 Policy May 7, 1987
Registration of Degree Programs IV-G1 Policy July 8, 1982
Degree Program Registration Categories [V-H1 Policy April 9, 1981

Procedures and Format Covering the Submission and
Review of Program Proposals Iv-I1 Policy May 7. 1987

Degree Program Approval; Equal Opportunity Goals* 2.05 Regulation 1996
Subsection 2.10--2.19 Program Review
Procedures for Review of Existing Programs IV-J1 Policy November 5, 1990

Definition of Occupational Education and Programs to be Reviewed by State
Board of Education IV-K1 Policy January 11, 1978

Committee
Assignment

TOC
N/A
TOC
N/A

N/A

QEC
QEC
QEC
QEC

QEC

QEC

TOC

QEC

QEC

Attachment A

Current Status and
Future Action

Revised, January 12, 1998
Eliminated, January 12, 1998
CPE has statutory role
Eliminated, January 12, 1998

Eliminated, January 12, 1998

To be reviewed in 1998
To be reviewed in 1998
To be reviewed in 1998
To be reviewed in 1998

To be reviewed in 1998

To be reviewed in 1998

Review underway

To be reviewed in 1998

To be reviewed in 1998
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Current
Section
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STATUTORY HISTORY OF

THE KENTUCKY COUNCIL ON HIGHER EDUCATION

1932: General Assembly creates the Kentucky Educational Commission to
study public education in Kentucky. Commission recommends the
coordination of higher education through a Kentucky Council on Public

Higher Education.

1934: General Assembly creates the Kentucky Council on Public Higher
Education. Membership includes: president or CEO of University of
Kentucky, Eastern Kentucky State Teachers' College, Western Kentucky
State Teachers' College, Morehead Kentucky State Teachers' College,
Murray Kentucky State Teachers' College; one member from each board of
regents of teachers' colleges and three members from the UK Board of
Regents (other than Superintendent of Pubilc Instruction); dean of the UK
College of Education; Superintendent of Public Instruction (ex-officio

chairman of Counclil).

Powers and Responsibilities: 1) coordinate work of the institutions
and determine curricular offerings; 2) determine fees ana admissions
requirements; 3) require reports from the institutions' executive officers;
.4} publish biennial reports of the institutions’' educational and financial

affairs.

1948: Teachers' colleges become state colleges, and are given authority to

award degrees other than degrees in education.



CHE POLICY MANUAL

1952: President and a regent from Kentucky State College are added to the

Council.

Changes in Powers and Responsibilities: the determining of

curricular offerings becomes the responsibility of the institutions.

1956: Council authorized to establish central facilities. Staff
increased. General Assembly repeals statute requiring institutions to pay
expenses of Council, and appropriates funds directly to the Council.

1962: University of Kentucky Community College System established.

Membership expanded from 18 to 21, with addition of three voting lay

members.
1966: Regional colleges given university status.
Change in Membership: nine members not connected with the

institutions and appointed by the Governor; Superintendent of Public

Instruction, ex-officio, voting; presidents of the public institutions,

ex-officio, nonvoting.
Changes in Powers and Responsibilities:

- engage in analysis and research to determine overall needs for

higher education;
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develop comprehensive plans for public higher education;

determine amount of registration fees;

approve admissions standards of the institutions;

- review Institutions' biennial budget requests and make

recommendations to the Governor;

- require reports from the institutions;

- publish an annual report of the institutions' academic and

financial affairs;

- approve professional schools and recommend when community

colleges or four-year colleges are needed;

- approve the teacher education curriculum;

- be the representative in Kentucky for all higher education

matters of a statewide nature; and

- elect a chairman, and appoint an executive director and staff.

1968: Northern Kentucky State College established by General Assembly.
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General Assembly authorized University of Louisville to become a part

of the state system on July 1, 1970.

1970: Changes in Powers and Responsibilities: Council authorized to

prescribe teacher education curricula.

1972: Kentucky State College is given university status.

General Assembly directs Council to adopt standards and procedures

for licensure of colleges.

Change in Membership: lay voting membership increased from nine to

ten, with Superintendent of Public Instruction retained as voting member.

Changes in Powers and Responsibilities:

- be considered the single state agency for all purposes of

legislation relating to planning;

- approve all capital construction requests of the institutions in
excess of $100,000 and make recommendations to the executive

branch;

- approve all graduate degree programs and professional school
programs requested by the institutions, recommend to the

Governor the establishment of new state-supported or four-year

5
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institutions, with the provision the Council not be given the

authority to eliminate the merged law school (Chase).

- prescribe the manner in which the budget requests of the

institutions are to be prepared; and

fix staff compensation.

. 1974: Council begins administering the Area Health Education System.

Council begins development of statewide Kentucky Educational

Computing Network.

1976: Northern Kentucky State College is given university status.

1977: Statewide administrative functions for Title I, Higher Education Act
of 1965 were transferred from the University of Kentucky and established

at the Council (Executive Order);

Center for Education Statistics was established by the Council

(Executive Order).

Change In Name: . to Kentucky Council on Higher Education.

Change In Powers and Responsibiljties:

I-A5
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- designation as the "single state agency" of Commission on Higher

Education was waived and transferred to Council.

Council is given authority to define and approval all higher
education associate, baccalaureate, graduate and professional
degree or certificate programs in state-sdpported institutions;

and

- the Council is authorized to establish advisory groups to meet

any federal legislative and regulatory guidelines.
Change in Membership: One member from State Board for Elementary
and Secondary Education is added to the Council, nonvoting, and one

member from the State Board for Occupation Education, nonvoting.

1978: Council and State Board are required to cooperate in development of

teacher education curricula.
Majority of voting members required to.constitute a quorum.
Per diem compensation for Council members is established at $65.

Change in Power and Responsibilities: to approve teacher education

in public institutions and not prescribe the curricula.

1980: Professional Education Preparation Programs created by Legislature

in office of the Council.
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Council's Area Health Education System recognized by the Legislature.

Change in Term: to six-year terms.

Council is directed by Legislature to designate a receiver to
maintain student records of colleges, universities and proprietary schools
which close.

Changes in Membership: (Executive Order)

- membership expanded from 10 to 15 members, with seven

representing each Congressional district and eight representing

the state-at-large;

- presidents removed from Council, and placed on an advisory

committee to the Council; and

Superintendent of Public Instruction retained as ex-officio

member, non-voting.

Changes in Powers and Duties:

Council reviews the Kentucky Higher Education Assistance

Authority's biennial budget request;

Council reviews the loan and grant policiés of the KHEAA; and



CHE POLICY MANUAL

- Council may establish advisory groups necessary to satisfy any
federal legislative or regulatory guldelines to carry out these

functions or any others mandated to the Council.

1982: Changes in Membership and Terms: to 17 lay, voting members,
including as members a holder of an undergraduate degree from every
public university aﬁd a resident of every Congressional district; and the
Superintendent of Public Instruction to remain as an ex-officio nonvoting
member; and a student member. Terms are for four years, except for the

student member, whose term is one year.

Changes in Power and Authorities:

- the Council, in cooperation with the university presidents, is
directed to devise, establish and periodically review and revise
formulas for use in making recommendations to provide to the
Governor and the Legislature for use in making appropriations to

the institutions.

- the Council is authorized to review and approve all capital
construction projects that exceed $200,000, prior to their

submission to the executive branch.

- the legislation authorizing the Office of Geriatrics and

Gerontology and the Center for Education Statistics repealed.
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- the Council is to meet annually with the Conference of

Presidents.

" the Council is to establish minimum admissions standards for the

public institutions of higher education.
1986: Owensboro Community College is approved by the General Assembly.

1990: Terms for Council members and members of university governing

boards are changed to six years.

Selection process for the student member of the Council is changed.
The eight student body presidents of the public universities as a group

select three nominees for consideration by the Governor.

Penalty is established for noncompliance with licensure requirements

of Council.

Council, in conjunction with institutional presidents, is directed to
develop 8 plan of action for higher education's involvement in the reform

and improvement of the public schools.

Kentucky Higher Education Assistance Authority (KHEAA) is attached

to the Council in the manner of the state colleges and universities.
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Adopted April 11, 1979

RECRUITMENT/ADVERTISING BY PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES

All recruitment activities by Kentucky's public universities are not
to be designed to aggressively recruit students for the primary
purpose of enlarging enrollments to gain appropriations increases.
The Council on Higher Education will review, on a .recurring basis,
the recruitment procedures of each of the public universities to
insure that the procedures folloived are in compliance with the intent

of this policy.

To insure that advertising by Kentucky's public universities meets
the intent of these policies, such advertising is to be developed

within the following guidelines:

a. Advertising, whether general or specific, should be designed to

inform the public about an institution, not to attract students.

b Advertising which is image-oriented and which generally informs
the public about an institution's activities, services, and
programs and which helps the public better understand the

institutions it helps support is acceptable.

c. Advertising of new programs, curricula, or services Iis

acceptable if clearly presented within the context of informing

the public.

11I-E1
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Advertising of public events on campuses is acceptable and
necessary; however, advertising to encourage the public to visit
a campus for nonspecific purposes, although acceptable, should

clearly meet all other guidelines.

Information-sharing as a part of a radio or television broadcast
or a published article is acceptable and is encouraged, but all

other guidelines set forth here must be observed because of the

promotional value of such participation.

Extensive, concentrated advertising campaigns, whether paid or
on a public-service time or space basis, should be avoided.
These efforts may appear to the public as "head-hunting"

activities and as an unnecessary  use of institutional funds.

Avertising should contain no encouragement, either direct or
indirect, for persons to enroll at an institution. Advertising
may invite persons to investigate an institution or college

attendance or to request additional information.

Advertising may point out the accepted wvalues of a college
education, but it should not include promises of monetary gain
as a result of obtaining a college degree or completing a course
of study. Advertising should not suggest t'hat readying a
person for a career is the only or even chief value of college

attendance.

I1I-E2
L-28



CHE POLICY MANUAL

i Advertising should contain no claims that an institution or its
programs or services are superior to any other institution of
higher education or the programs or services of other
institutions. Quality, however, may be pointed out and even

emphasized.

Institutions are not required to submit to the Council for review
plans for advertising or other recruitment activities. However, if
an institution Is unsure about whether or .not its advertising or
recruitment plans meet these policies or adhere to the guidelines
set forth, it méy request Council staff review. Such review would

take place without delay to insure that deadlines are met.

Any institution not in compliance with these policies, whether
determined through review of recruitment procedures or through the
attention of the Council being called to violations of advertising
guidelines, will not be recommended for participation in the next
funding cycle of the eAnrollment growth pool or -any other enrollment-

based program or pool administered by the Council.

I11-E3
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Adopted January 18, 1977

A SYSTEM OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN KENTUCKY

The Current Task for Higher Education

Higher education in the United States has undergone a significant
change in size, scope, and mission in Jjust a few decades and today
represents a major political, economic, and emotional investment.
Colleges and universities have taken on leadership roles in society which
differ fundamentally from their traditional roles. However, these changes

have caused confusion over what the nature of higher education should

be. Despite the power and prestige of higher education, universities
often face conflicting demands and wvalues from critical audiences. The
current controversy over unemployed college graduates and

"over-education” points out that for some the success of higher education
is measured by the jobs graduates can get. Students have a variety of
goals and ambitions for their higher education, and the institutions
should recognize the validity of these goals. Colleges and universities
can assist students in preparing for the job market; however, the
" avaijlability of jobs is determined by conditions which are not controlled

by the institutions.

The continuing task for higher education is to seek the optimum
balance -~ a balance between needs for centers of humanism and
enlightenment and needs for job training, a task that is complicated by

shifting enrollments and decreasing revenues. In response to growing

ITi-Al
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demands, a major emphasis in higher education will be the expansion of
vocationally oriented programs. Many job areas that are predicted to have
good potential in the near future are standara features of the curricula
of many universities. Students will doubtless continue to enroll in these
programs in increasing numbers as they search for training to insure
employment. The manpower figures upon which much vocational education
planning is based can be misleading; however, given the rapidity of
change and the potential problem of obsolescent specia]ization, current
job market conditions are of limited usefulness in job planning for a
college freshman whose working life will extend long into the twenty-first
century. To offset potential problems for students faced with shifting
job conditions, the institutions should expand thelr roles in the
vocatlional counseling of students and in the continuing education of

graduates and other adults.

Ironically, the best education for the future may be the traditional
liberal arts curriculum. Today's students can maximize their opportunities
through a general grounding in qualitative concepts and quantitative
skills. Higher education, too, must maximize its chances by remaining
flexible. The general liberal education program should not be
subordinated to vocational education; however, vocational education should

be recognized as an integral part of higher education.
Higher Education in Kentucky

Up to the present, the public and independent colleges and

universities of Kentucky have been able to respond to the demands for

111-A2
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educational programs and services in the Commonwealth. Indeed, the
peof:le of Kentucky should be proud- of their accomplishments in providing
higher education. The needs and goals of higher education in Kentucky
could be met in various ways, and the instifutions of higher education in
the United States exhibit a variety of systems and organizations. At one
extreme there is the single statewide institution‘, with multiple
© campuses. At the other extreme there are a number of autonomous
institutions, each with a geographic service area and each with the full
range of programs at all levels. The current organization of higher
education in Kentucky can be located between these two extremes, though
it is closer to the latter. This configu‘ration of autonomous institutions
may not be adequate to meet the future needs for higher education in the

Commonwealth.

Within the general guidelines of the Kentucky Revised Statutes, the
institutions- of higher education have developed similar missions and
courses of study. The institutional plans for the universities project
further growth along similar lines for the period 1975-1980, both in
proposed new programs and in the projected enrollment trends for specific
programs. This high degree of congruence among Iinstitutions detracts
from the unique capabilities of Kentucky's universities and limits their

potential for responding to the broad educational needs of the

Commonwealth.

What is needed in Kentucky is a system of higher education designed
to fill the needs of the Commonwealth as a whole, rather than relatively

autonomous institutions pursuing their own best interests. The term

JTI-A3
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"system"” has a number of meanings. The most general, however, is: A
system is a set of units with relationships between them. The units have
common properties and a common purpose. lThe state of each unit is
constrained by, conditioned by, and dependent on the state of the other
units. Based on these conditions, the total system can be more effective

and efficient than its components.

A system of higher education in Kentucky must promote quality
education and research, efficient use of resources, effective
communications, and smooth movements of students between institutions.
The system must encourage diverse programs to fulfill the wide-ranging
needs of the state, but not at the cost of undesirable dupliéation.
Therefore, each component institution should have a specific mission, in
accordance with 1its unique capabilities and possibilities for service.
The interaction of these institutions within a coherent framework could
. provide for the best education for all citizens. A well-differentiated,
smoothly ‘interrelating system for higher education in Kentucky could then

be much more than the mere sum of its individual institutional parts.

A system of higher education must strive to adhere to the principles
previously articulated. Of fundamental importance is the pr‘ovision that
any qualified citizen be provided an undergraduate education. The
Commonwealth, its universities and colleges, and its governing agencies
must take an active role in promoting educational opportunities. Kentucky
is not fully realizing Iits educati(.'mal potential. Since the current
college-going rate is below the national average, Kentucky should

encourage greater participation of its residents in higher education

111-A4
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through increased student financial assistance, improved academic
preparation, and expanded pre-college counseling. Kentucky zalso ranks
high nationally in the number of adults who have not completed high
school. Therefore, the institutions of higher education should cooperate
with secondary schools in providing continuing education opportunities for
these adults. Through these efforts the colleges and universities can

insure Kentucky the benefits of an educated citizenry.

Kentucky's re;ources, though extensive, are not Ilimitless. Its
colleges and universities, tho'ugh entitled to sufficient support to meet
- educational needs, cannot presume an inexhaustible supply of money,
students, and new programs. As higher education enters a period of
intensive development, emphasfs must be placed upon interinstitutional
cooperation; the development of specific educational missions; the
elimination of undesirable or un;;roductlve program duplications, if any;
the judicious allocation of resources to high-cost programs; and, the
elimination of serious imbalances between manpower needs and the numbers
of graduates, Only through the effective and effictent utilization of

resources can the other goals of higher education be realized.
A "System of Higher Education"

To meet these goals, Kentucky should develop a system of higher
education designed to meet the educationfl‘l needs of the Commonwealth as a
whole. The potential benefits of a system cannot be realized with the
institutions' attempting to meet those needs independently. The Council on

Higher Education was reconstituted by the Kentucky Legislature primarily

IT1-A5
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as a coordinating board, with selected governing authority, for the
specific purpose of establishing a "system of higher education" for the
Commonwealth. Through cooperation between the Council and the

institutions, the benefits of a system can be realized.

Because of Kentucky's geography, population distribution, historical
development, and differing needs of Iits several regions, eight public
universities and fourteen community colleges have developed. A "system
of hlghe;' education” must recognize that the development and strengths of
these institutions is an integral part of ény plan for the development of
higher education. (Likewise, the system must encourage diverse programs
to fulfill wide-ranging needs in Kéntucky, yet not at the cost of
undesirable duplication.) Each institution should contribute to a "system
of higher education" in accordance with a specific mission and through
selected and unique capabilities. This s'hould not be construed as
modifying or affecting the autonomy, authority, or independence of the

Boards in their operation of the individual institutions.

The eight public universities and fourteen community colleges form the
nucleus of a system of higher education. Through their cooperation with
an extensive independent higher education system in the state, the
educational needs of the Commonwealth can be adequately met. There is
no need for additional public universities and colleges. The Commonwealth
has a major task in adequately financing its preéent institutions; new

institutions are not needed.
The Commonwealth cannot afford to have every university be all

111-A6
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things to all people. A broad range of educational offerings, especially
at the associate and baccalaureate degree levels, is encouraged. However,
Kentucky recognizes that at the master's, doctorate, and professional
degree levels, and in selected high-cost and/or low-enrollment programs at
the undergraduate level, decisions must be made to insure program
quality, the effective and efficient utilization of public resources, and
the avoidance of undesirable duplication. There are, therefore, two basic
issues involved in developing a system of higher education in Kentucky:
cietermination of the optimum mission of each componeni institution and
determination of the most efficient and effective distribution of

programs.

Turning first to the question of missions, what is needed is a system
which would permit differentiation of function in the various institutions
so that the institl\xtions could coliective]y meet the needs for higher
education. Such a system made up of institution components, each with

distinct missions, would offer a significant contribution toward quality

education.

The need for an efficient and rational system of higher education in
Kentucky is not at question; the type of system is. Such a system must
offer the advantages of insuring undergraduate, graduate, professional,
technical, and research opportunities, while reducing to a minimum
unnecessary overlap and competition for resources. Additionally, it would
encourage further development of the unique characters of individual

institutions, thereby resisting any homogenization in educational
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offerings. Most importantly, it would promote a cooperative effort among

the institutions to provide the best possible education.

Determination of distinct missions for the institutions of higher
education leads to the second major issue in developing a new system for
higher education - the distribution of programs. These two issues are
clearl}; interrelated; the distribution of programs amgng the universities
and community colleges should be in accordance with the missions and
scope qf the institutions. The best possible assessment of educational
needs, student demand, ar_md current and future manpower requirements in
the Commonwealth is crucial in program planning. Several areas which

require further specific attention are:

Agriculture

Allied Health Programs
Architecture

Biological and Physical Sciences
Doctoral Degree Programs
Engineering

Engineering Technology

Fine Arts
- Law

Master's Level Programs
Medical Centers

Nursing

Other Undergraduate Programs
Social Work

Teacher Education

111-A8
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Financial Support for the System

In considering this alternative method of delivering educational
programs and services, changes In financial organization must be
considered. The key issue in the financial planning of higher education
is working within the limited resources available. Beyond this overriding
concern, the goals and needs of higher education in Kentucky could be
accommodated by establishing differential costs for the levels of
education (such as lower-division, upper-division, graduate, and
professional), and by adopting a statewide policy which would subsidize

different proportions of the cost of education.

The financing of higher education should not be based solely on the
number or level of students; rather, the financing should stimulate
innovation, quality, and creativity in program deveiopment. In developing
the procedures for providiﬁg state support for higher education,
qualitative factors should be incorporated which will recognize and
support excellence and innovation in the development of programs and

services by the institutions.
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Adopted January 19, 1977

PRINCIPLES OF A SYSTEM OF HIGHER EDUCATION

To undergird a discussion of a system of higher education for

Kentucky, basic principles must first be considered. Following are the

most fundamental principles which a system for higher education should

address:

1.

To ensure that any prospective student in Kentucky who is qualified
or who can become qualified be provided an wundergraduate
educational opportunity regardless of the person's social, ethnic, or

economic circumstances.

To protect basic freedoms for inquiry, discussion, and learning within

the institutions.

To offer opportunities for preparation in the professions,
technologies, and advanced technical fields, as well as general

education In the humanities, arts, and sciences.

To ensure the most effective and efficient use of avallable funds and
other resources In higher education, giving the public the greatest

return on its investment.
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To maintain and strengthen quality standards which will assure
students and the public of a sound education, and to fulfill the
basic requirements for institutional accreditation and, where

appropriate, professional accreditation.

To bring the resources of higher education to besar directly upon the
solution, reduction, or elimination of some of Kentucky's, and the
nation's, problems and needs, by encouragement and support of pure
and applied research by faculty and students and through expansion

of public service programs.

To develop a wide range of educational programs, recognizing that
not all programs will be found in a single institution, and that some

programs may be available through contracts and consortia in other

states.

To preserve and to cooperate with a viable independent higher
education system by assigning responsibilities and extending

privileges to the independent institutions.

To expand opportunities for continuing and adult education.

To establish a policy of low-tuition education and a program of
student financial assistance to ensure access to higher education for

all qualified students.
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To encourage diversity and promote institutional autonomy through

distinct missions and programs.

To determine appropriate admissions and tuition policies, and to

establish enrollment levels, where appropriate.

To establish a consistent resident policy, and to preserve

preferential admissions for all qualified Kentucky residents.

To promote and encourage higher education and the benefits it can

provide for the quality of life in Kentucky.

I11-A12
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Adopted June 16, 1986

TASK GROUP ON GUIDANCE, ADMISSIONS, PREPARATION

AND PERFORMANCE (GAPP)

A task group was formed to advise the Executive Director of the
Kentucky Council on Higher Education about issues relating to student
guidance programs, undergraduate admission requirements, and assessment

of student preparation and performance.

The Council's Strategic Plan for Higher Education focuses on a
number of f{ssues such as accessibility to entry-level programs,
counseling high school students about the value of education and
preparation for college, improved communication between elementary/
secondary education, aﬁd improved student recruitment. In the past,
these Interrelated initiatives have- been addressed in a fragmented
approach through committees with broad representation from public/
private institutions and agencies, and professional organizations. Two
such committeels were the Education Preparation and Review Committee
(EPRC) and the American College Testing (ACT) Advisory Committee.
The EPRC reviewed and advised about the Pre-College Curriculum (PCC)
requirements and the ACT Advisory Committee advised Kentucky's
representative to. the ACT Corporation about student guidance,
preparation, and assessment éervices In Kentucky high schools and
postsecondary institutions. Both committees dealt with issues that
directly related to Kentucky's problems of low educational attainment and

college-going rate.
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This task group replaces the EPRC and ACT Advisory Committee
with a8 single point of focus for the PCC, ACT, and attainment related

initiatives. Specifically, the committee serves at least seven functions:

1. ADMISSIONS: Assesses and advises on appropriateness of the
current minimum admissions policy. This includes focus on, and
definition of, first-time freshmen; the pre-college curriculum;
testing requirements and use of test results; transfer policy; and

other related issues.

2. ACADEMIC ADVISING: Evaluates support services with emphasis on
assessment and academic advising. Counsellng/assessment services
beginning In the early grades, awareness of the benefits of
postsecondary education, awareness of postsecondary opportunities
and financial aid programs, ana need for freshman support programs

are stressed.

3. COLLEGE-GOING RATES: Considers strategies and opportunities to

improve Kentucky's college-going rates.

4. INFORMATION FEEDBACK: Advises on the benefits, feasibility, and
structure of feedback mechanisms from colleges to high schools that

will provide information {o improve college preparation.
5. ATTRITION: Assists in the identification of causes for high

attrition rates and needed support services.
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6. TESTING COMPANY SERVICES: Advises the Kentucky

representatives to ACT and the College Board (CB) about

Kentucky's needs and ACT/CB related services.

7. SCHOOL/COLLEGE COLLABORATION: Serves as a focal point for

conference and workshops on ways to promote school/college

collaboration in support of student preparation and success.

The committee is composed of 27 members to include the following

representatives:

Task Group Membership

Council on Higher Education*
Kentucky Higher Education Assistance Authority
Department of Education
Council on Independent Kentucky Colleges and Universities
Superintendents**
Principals**
Counselors**
Teacher**
Parent/Teacher Group**
Registrars/Admission Officers
Doctoral Institutions2
Masters Institutions 6
Independent Institutions
Community Colleges

Total Membership
*Council Staff representative serves as chairperson.

#*To Include the president (or designee) of relevant professional
organization.

The task group will meet twice a year and otherwise as needed.
the need arises, ad hoc subcommittees may be formed to address sp
issues.
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Adopted May 7, 1987

¢ TUITION WAIVERS

At its July 9, 1981 meeting, the Council on Higher Education voted to
eliminate its nonresident tuition waiver policies based on the rationale
that, "By utilizing student financial aid programs, presidents and boards
can make priority decisions regarding the best economic mix within their

respective institutions."

Each of the institutions provides tuition watvers for students. Some
of these waivers are manda.ted by state statute; others are based on
institutional decisions. The term "tuition waiver" is commonly understood
terminology used Iin this context whereby there Iis no intention of
collecting the student fees assessment from the studénts. However,
accounting procedures (College and University Business Administration,
NACUBO) prescribe that the amounts of such waivers or remissions be re-
corded as tuition and fees revenue and as expenditures (scholarships,

fellowships, or staff benefits).

V-E1l
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Adopted April 14, 1983

APPROPRIATION RECOMMENDATION FORMULA

The Council on Higher Education, in cooperation with the university
presidents, is directed by KRS 164 to "devise, establish; and periodically
review and revise formulas for use in making recommendations to provide
to the Governor and the legislature for use In making appropriations for
the institutions of higher learning." .The agreement reached between the
governor, legisiative leaders.hlp,. university presidents, and the Council
on Higher Education and its staff ‘lncluded a commitment on. the part of all
parties to conduct the (nitial formula review beginning in 1982 prior to
the 1984/86 blennial budget making process. An on-going review will then

follow.

The study will be conducted in direct consultation with the
presidents or their designated représentatlves., The Executive Direc.tor of
the Council on Higher Education will chalr. a Formula Study Steering
Committee composed of the university presidents: and the Director of the
Governor's Office for Pollcy.and Management to oversee the conduct of the
study. A Formula’ Siudy Committee of lns.titutlonal representatives
identified by thg presidents, the Office for Pol'lcy and Management, and
thel Council on Higher Education's Deputy E}vtl'ecutive Director for Finance

will conduct the review under the direction of the Steering Committee.

Public participation will be encouraged. The Study Committee ‘will

conduct a public hearing on each public university campus ensuring that
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all principal segments of each university have an opportunity to

participate in the formula review.
CHARGE FOR EACH OF THE PARTICIPATING BODIES
Council on Higher Education--Membership Appointed by the Governor

- The Council, in cooperation with the university presidents, shall
devise, establish, and periodically review and revise formulas for
use in making recommendations to provide to the Governor and the
legislature for use in making appropriations for the institutions of
higher learning. The formula shall provide for adequate and
equitable allocation of funds among the Institutions considering
their respective needs and statutory, institutional, and geographic
missions., In the development, revision, and refinement of the
formula, committees composed of members of the Council staff and a
representative of each state university shall conduct hearings on
each campus In a manner to give all principal segments of each
institution the opportunity to participate In the development of the

formula. The studies shall include, but not be limited to:

(a) a review of formulas 'used by other states to calculate needs and

appropriate funds for institutions of higher education;

(b) a complete review of selected comparable institutions with

reference to both the state appropriations and tuition charges;

and,
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(¢c) A review of Institutional activities and programs that can be

calculated for use in the development of the formula.

CHE Finance Committee--Membership Appointed by Chairman of the

Council on Higher Education

- Review and recommend to the Council on Higher Education a formula
to be used in the biennial budget f:rocess.

Formula Study Steering Committee

Membership: Presidents, Director of Governor's Office for Policy and

Management, and Executive Director of the Council on Higher Education
Chairman: Executive Director of .the Council on Higher Education
The Formula Study Steering Committee shall:

- a&dress policy issues as needed;

- identify the specific components of the formula which need to be
reviewed;

- identify the specific components which were not included in the

formula which should be considered In the formula review;

V-A3
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- review as necessary the progreés of the Formula Study
Committee;
-  review the recommendations of the Formula Study Committee

prior to the Institutional hearings; and,

- review and make final report recommendations to the Financial

Affairs Committee.
Formula Study Committee

Membership: An institutional representative per Iinstitution, a
representative from the Govemor's Offlce for Policy and Management, and

the Council on Higher Education's Deputy Executive Director for Finance.

Chairman: Council on' Higher Education's Deputy Executive Director for

Finance
The Formula Study Committee shall:

- review formula components used In other states which are

identified by the Steering Committee for review;

- review the current formula components which are identified by

.

the Steering Committee for review; and,
- make recommendations to the Steering Committee.

V-A4
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Project Staff

Membership: Council on Higher Education's Finance Staff

The project staff shall:

prepare summary of formulas used in other states for the

specific components identified by the Steering Committee;

prepare all materials required by the Formula Study Committee in
order to permit a thorough review of each component identified

by the Steering Committee;

prepare, In consultation with the Formula Study Committee, the

agenda for all meetings;

prepare draft report for Formula Study Committee to review and

to make recommendations;

prepare final draft for Formula Study Committee to recommend to

the Steering Committee;

schedule and hold institutional hearings on each campus under

the provisions of KRS 164;

prepare final report which Includes the recommendations of the

Steering Committee, Institutional comments and recommendations,
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recommendations of the Advisory Conference of Presidents, and

summary of institutional hearlhgs; and,

work with Steering Committee In reviewing "the comparable

institutions used tn the formula.

V-A6
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"Adopted April 14, 1983

Revised November 6, 1989

FORMULA USE POLICY
The formula Is intended to generate a statement of need for program
continuation and improvement In the system of higher education in
Kentucky and, as such, will be the basis for the recommendation for state
funding made by the Council on Higher Education. In using the formula,

the Council will be cognizant of three fundamental principles:
- the need for equity within the system;
- the need t'o protect the base budgets of the institutions; and,
- the need to recognize th.e distinctiveness of each institution.

To implement the first principle, the Council will recommend movement
toward 100 percent funding of existing services for each institution as
reflected in  the formula. It 1is recognized that limlted f!néncial
resources may require that this goal be realized over more than one
blennl\'xm. Accordingly, the Council's intention is to follow the formula
approach to achieve full formula fundiné for all the Institutions and to
implement the goal to systematically reduce the gap between the lowest and
highest percent of institutional funding levels to within a maximum

acceptable percentage point gap.
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The second prlnciple recognizes that progress toward a 100 percent
funding should not occur in such a way as to damage the appropriate and
necessary base budgets of the Institutions. Accordingly, the Council
intends to maintain allocations for each lnstlt.utiou at least at the
actual base level appropriation plus some continuation adjustment for each

year of the recommendation.

The third principle reflects the fact that each institution has needs
that are not specifically addressed in the formuls. Therefore, each
institution will have an opport;.mlty to request additional resources to
meet those needs. Such additional funding requests will be thoroughly
reviewed by‘the Council staff and recommendatfons made on all such
requests to the Finance Committee. The Finance Committee will make
recommendations on all such requests to the full Council for final
actlo‘n; If approved by the Council, the requests will be added to- the

formula calculation for the respective institutions.

In determining the recommended appropriation to each institution, the

Council will recommend the distribution of funds as follows:

- . The continuation of the base general fund appropriation level

for each institution;

- Additional state general fund support sufficient to provide a
common percentage Increase for each institution, based on the

base state appropriation less debt service, with the total
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utilized for this purpose not to exceed two-thirds of the

available new dollars;

Additional state general fund support sufficilent to move all
institutions toward a maximum acceptable gap between the lowest

and highest percent of Institutional funding levels; and

All remaining funds shall be allocated according to a weighted
allocation to each Institution dlrectlyv proportional to its
percentage of full funding under the formula based on the base

general fund appropriation.
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Adopted February 8, 1993

EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION
PRINCIPLES FOR 1994/96 FUNDING RECOMMENDATION

Based upon two significant policy documents developed by the Council on Higher Education --
the Strateqic Plan for Higher Education in Kentucky, 1991-1996 and the HJR 54 Final Report -
- it is clear that Council policies and goals recognize and promote higher education’s role in
the development of a quality system‘ of elementary and secondary education in Kentucky.
The Council supports the enhancement or restructuring of higher education programs and
activities designed to prepare school personnel or to assist local schools and school districts.

The Council recognizes that implementation of these policies will result in the need for
increased support for KERA-related activities at the state’s public universities. To this end, at
itS August 1991 meeting, the Council called for a limited review to assess the need for specific
formula-generated support for programs and activities which contribute to "Excellence in
Education,” and to revise the formula accordingly. This limited review should not be
considered as being directly responsive to KRS 164.020(4), which directs the Council "in
cooperation with the university presidents . .. (to) periodically review and revise (the)
formula.” Instead, this project should be viewed as a Council activity (in conjunction with the
higher education community) to reflect the existing Council goai pertaining to promoting a
quality system of elementary and secondary education.

This review will proceed based upon the following principles:
1. Although not mandated to do so, all universities currently offer programs to prepare
school personnel and have accepted a fundamental responsibility to maintain the quality

of these programs and of the suppbrt provided to local schools.

2. Given that education reform is important to the state, and that the system of higher
education has been and may continue to be constrained financially, institutions that
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choose to continue offering such programs must provide adequate financial support for
them.

3. The formula generates support in recogniti'on of the basic expectations for operating
programs to prepare school personnel. Thus, for the purposes of this special review, no
specific additional formula funding will be considered for programs to train school
personnel. However, changes in the format of these programs as necessitated by KERA
(especially the increased use of practicums, internships, and field-based experiences) will
be considered in the next comprehensive formula review.

4. There should be specific funding outside the formula for extraordinary university initiatives
which exceed basic expectations related to service to the schools in implementing KERA.

5. Cooperative doctoral programs in education (wﬁere "cooperative” means a program in
which both institutions cooperatively develop the curriculum, share instructional
responsibilities, and contribute faculty to the program, and in which participation of the
nondoctoral degree granting institution, as well as the doctoral degree granting institution,
is indicated on the ‘diploma) should be specifically recognized and adequately supported.
Each institution should receive doctoral-leve! funding in fhe formula for credit hours
generated at that institution, and students should pay doctoral-level tuition.

6. A more detailed, in-depth evaluation of the appropriate level and type of support for
education reform efforts should be included in the next comprehensive formula review.

Council staff will work ‘with institutional representatives and other appropriate entities to
determine the funding approach and requirements to meet these principles. Final approval by
the Council will, of course, also be required.
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Excellence in Education
Implementation of Principle 4
There should be specific funding outside the formula for extraordinary university
Initiatives which exceed basic expectations related to service to the schools In
Impiementing KERA.

These "extraordinary university initiatives™ will be characterized by the following:

- The university is recognized as providing leadership in addressing a specific aspect of
education reform as designated in KERA where this initiative has potential for
applicability across the state.

- The initiative includes a commitment of existing institutional resources (financial and
personnel).

- The initiative is not unnecessarily duplicative of initiatives at other universities.
- The initiative includes university-wide faculty and staff participation.
- The initiative includes a well-defined effectiveness <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>