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For FY 2008-09 the JBC approved eliminating the cash funds exempt category of appropriations and replacing it with reappropriated funds.
Reappropriated funds are those moneys that are appropriated for a second or more time in the same fiscal year. The JBC staff recommendation for FY
2008-09 is expressed in both the old format and the new format. Moneys that were previously categorized as cash funds exempt that are not reappropriated
funds are characterized in the new budget format as cash funds, regardless of the TABOR status of the funds.

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION
Executive Director: David Skaggs

(1) Department Administrative Office

(Primary Functions: Centrally appropriated items for the Department Administration, the Commission, the Division of Private
Occupational Schools, and the Historical Society. Cash funds reflect the share of costs born by various cash programs within
the Department, and indirect costrecoveries from enterprises. Cash funds exempt are from gaming revenues)
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FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actud Actua Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes

Federal Funds 1,653 4,622 6,159 6,159

Salary Suvey and Senior Executive Service 251,030 217,561 258,113 316,196 387,536 387,536
Genera Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cash Funds 101,792 71,323 79,165 89,629 107,390 253,197
RF/CFE 133,115 126,579 150,482 187,649 232,501 86,694
Federal Funds 16,123 19,659 28,466 38,918 47,645 47,645

Performance-based Pay Awards 0 0 123,924 122,239 122,241 122,241
Genera Fund 0 0 0 0
Cash Funds 34,645 40,046 40,046 83,177
RF/CFE 75,954 68,313 68,313 25,182
Federal Funds 13,325 13,880 13,882 13,882

Worker's Compensation 16,717 16,988 17,542 22,852 Pending Pending
Genera Fund 0 0 0 0
Cash Funds 6,870 13,884 5,756 5,991
RF/CFE 9,847 3,104 11,786 16,861

Legal Services 100,124 78,388 93,783 32,269 Pending Pending
# of Hours (non-add) 1,554 1,157 854 448 448 448
Genera Fund 71,250 37,070 61,514 0
Cash Funds 21,656 33,728 26,447 26,447
RF/CFE 7,218 7,590 5,822 5,822

Purchase of Servicesfrom Computer

Center 6,312 6,392 120,097 91,348 Pending Pending
Genera Fund 0 0 74,732 0
Cash Funds 3,080 3,190 27,485 5,273
RF/CFE 3,232 3,202 17,880 86,075

Payment to Risk Management/

Property Funds 18,999 34,033 28,761 52,140 Pending Pending
Genera Fund 0 0 0 0
Cash Funds 926 3,436 1,140 1,933
RF/CFE 18,073 30,597 27,621 50,207
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FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes
Leased Space 382,352 353,073 370,956 507,150 507,150 507,150
Genera Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cash Funds 382,352 353,073 370,956 507,150 507,150 27,239 #5
RF/CFE 0 0 0 0 0 479,911
TOTAL - (1) Administrative Office 1,259,414 1,326,546 1,816,364 2,205,803 2,108,369 2,108,369
Genera Fund 71,250 37,070 136,246 0 0 0
Cash Funds 685,074 693,010 830,117 1,041,397 1,039,196 1,177,552
RF/CFE 484,885 573,130 783,439 1,062,360 958,238 819,882
Federal Funds 18,205 23,336 66,562 102,046 110,935 110,935
(2) Colorado Commission on Higher Education
(Primary Functions: Serves as the central policy and coordinating board for higher education. Cash fund sources include indirect
cost recoveries from enterprises, fees from proprietary schools deposited in thePrivate Occuapational Schools Fund, and
payments from other states for veterinary medicine as a part of the exchange program organized by WICHE. Cash funds exempt
include waste tire fees deposited in the Advanced Technoloy Fund and indirect cost recoveries.)
(A) Administration 2,224,290 2,332,300 2,515,756 2,596,490 2,569,568 2,569,568
FTE 28.1 236 30.1 301 301 30.1
Genera Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cash Funds 1,844,650 1,798,052 1,949,105 2,015,955 1,993,476 141,502
FTE 245 205 26.5 26.5 26.5 0.0
RF/CFE 58,795 184,248 215,615 215,615 215,615 2,067,589
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.5
Federal Funds 320,845 350,000 351,036 364,920 360,477 360,477
FTE 36 31 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6
Financial Aid Research 5,000 0 0 0 0 0
FTE 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cash Funds 0
RF/CFE 5,000
(B) Div. of Private Occupational Schools 507,519 521,043 533,977 614,353 548,348 548,348
FTE 5.0 6.0 7.8 78 78 7.8
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FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes
Cash Funds 507,519 521,043 533,977 614,353 548,348 548,348 #6
FTE 5.0 6.0 7.8 7.8 7.8 7.8
RF/CFE 0 0 0 0 0 0
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(C) Specia Purpose
WICHE (Annual Dues) 108,000 112,000 116,000 116,000 120,000 120,000
General Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cash Funds 108,000 112,000 116,000 116,000 120,000 120,000
RF/CFE 0 0 0 0 0 0
WICHE Optometry 324,610 329,750 399,000 399,000 399,000 399,000
General Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cash Funds 324,610 329,750 399,000 399,000 399,000 0
RF/CFE 0 0 0 0 0 399,000
Advanced Technology Grants - RF/CFE 0 334,196 0 0 0 0
Distribution to the Higher Education
Competitive Research Authority 0 0 901,854 330,000 330,000 330,000
Cash Funds 0 0 0 330,000
RF/CFE 901,854 330,000 330,000 0
Veterinary School Program Needs 285,000 285,000 285,000 285,000 285,000 285,000
General Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cash Funds 122,600 285,000 285,000 285,000 285,000 122,600
RF/CFE 162,400 0 0 0 0 162,400
Enrollment/Tuition and Stipend Contingency 0 13,500,815 20,000,000 20,000,000 20,000,000 20,000,000
Cash Funds 0 13,500,815 0 0 0 20,000,000
RF/CFE 0 0 20,000,000 20,000,000 20,000,000 0
ISubtotal - (C) Spedial Purpose_ — —~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ "717610_ _ 14561761 _ 20800000 __ ~ 20800000 _ _ ~ 20804000 20804000 __————~~~ "~ "1
TOTAL - (2) CCHE 3,454,419 17,415,104 24,751,587 24,340,843 24,251,916 24,251,916
FTE 332 29.6 37.9 37.9 37.9 37.9
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FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes
General Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cash Funds 2,907,379 16,546,660 3,283,082 3,430,308 3,345,824 21,262,450
RF/CFE 226,195 518,444 21,117,469 20,545,615 20,545,615 2,628,989
Federal Funds 320,845 350,000 351,036 364,920 360,477 360,477

(3) Financial Aid

(Primary Functions. Provides assistance to students in meeting the costs of higher education. The source of cash funds exempt is money transferred fromthe

Department of Human Services for the Early Childhood Professional Loan Repayment program.)

(A) Need Based Grants
General Need Based Grants
General Fund
Federal Funds

Governor's Opportunity Scholarships - GF

74,294,146
74,294,146

(B) Merit Based Grants - GF
(C) Work Study - GF

(D) Specia Purpose
Precollegiate Programs - GF
Required Federal Match

General Fund
Federal Funds

Veterans/Law Enforcement/POW Tuition Assistance

General Fund

National Guard Tuition Assistance - GF

6-March-08
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1,497,959 1,499,743 1,500,000
14,883,518 14,856,716 14,884,300
0 787,940 800,000
2,836,474 2,410,037 3,026,350
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346,276 304,585 364,922
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FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes
Native American Students/Fort Lewis College
Genera Fund 7,299,164 7,634,353 8,063,560 8,359,421 A 8,359,421 8,359,421 #2h, #2c
Early Childhood Professional Loan Repayment
Cash Funds Exempt 3,000 1,000 0 0 0 0
Nursing Teacher Loan Forgiveness Pilot
Genera Fund 0 0 161,600 161,600 161,600 161,600
GEAR-UP-FF 503,687 639,027 600,000 600,000 600,000 600,000
Teacher and Principal Training Grants - FF 1,007,235 820,547 0 0 0 0
S 5@ 0) S Pupoe_ _ _~ ~ 7 T 7 1200k 3T REe87 J_J dakiss | BegRs ] meezs I ITTITI1T!
TOTAL - (3) Financial Aid 81,063,489 89,636,056 97,074,278 107,168,796 106,368,796 106,368,796
Genera Fund 78,545,794 87,200,411 95,174,278 105,268,796 104,468,796 104,468,796
Cash Funds Exempt 3,000 1,000 0 0 0 0
Federa Funds 2,514,696 2,434,644 1,900,000 1,900,000 1,900,000 1,900,000
(4) College Opportunity Fund Program
(Provides General Fund for student stipend payments and for fee-for-service contracts between the Colorado Commission on Higher Education
and state higher education institutions)
Stipends - State 271,803,110 312,405,160 326,153,316 338,718,240 A 341665920 341,665,920
Genera Fund 271,803,110 312,405,160 323,117,640 338,718,240 341,665,920 341,665,920 #1,#la
Cash Funds Exempt 0 0 3,035,676 0
Eligible Sudents (non-add) 113,251.3 121,087.3 122,154.8 122,724.0 123,792.0 123,792.0
Rate per 30 Credit Hours (non-add) $2,400 $2,580 $2,670 $2,760 $2,760 $2,760
Stipends - Private
Eligible Students (non-add) 600.0 704.3 700.0 7000 A 800.0 800.0
Rate per 30 Credit Hours (non-add) $1,200 $1,290 $1,335 $1,380 $1,380 $1,380
Genera Fund 720,000 908,552 934,500 966,000 1,104,000 1,104,000 #1,#la
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FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes
Ty O %75 M s 2 T2 A 21 N L ) o
College Opportunity Fund Balance - GF 0 2,644,738 0 348,051 A 0 0 #la
Fee-for-service Contracts - GF 262,378,433 266,575,756 301,501,042 338,900,940 A 331,053,261 331,053,261 #1, #1a, #2a
TOTAL - (4) College Opportunity Fund
Program 534,901,543 582,534,206 628,588,858 678,933,231 673,823,181 673,823,181
Genera Fund 534,901,543 582,534,206 625,553,182 678,933,231 673,823,181 673,823,181
Cash Funds Exempt 0 0 3,035,676 0 0 0
tGeneral Fund Exempt 253,400,000 322,400,000 310,700,000 310,700,000 Pending Pending
(Primary Functions. Provides spending authority for revenue earned by higher education institutions from student stipend payments,
fee-for-service contracts, tuition, academic program and academic facility fees, and miscelaneous other sources.)
(A) Trusteesof Adams State College 18,373,243 19,418,698 20,219,125 21,197,317 A 22,655,587 22,655,587
FTE 273.0 261.2 2715 2715 285.3 285.3
College Opportunity Fund 12,149,322 12,475,285 13,624,080 14,602,272 14,811,788 14,811,788 #la
Student Stipend Payments 3,375,990 3,694,312 3,770,040 4,065,480 3,806,040 3,806,040
Fee-for-service Contracts 8,773,332 8,780,973 9,854,040 10,536,792 11,005,748 11,005,748
Tuition 6,136,638 6,532,983 6,498,805 6,498,805 7,843,799 7,843,799 #1b
Resident 4,748,660 4,562,171 5,016,918 5,016,918 4,894,693 4,894,693
Nonresident 1,387,978 1,970,812 1,481,887 1,481,887 2,949,106 2,949,106
Academic Fees 87,283 410,430 96,240 96,240 Pending Pending
(B) Trusteesof Mesa State College 35,751,958 40,203,297 44,205,881 45,812,475 A 47,967,772 47,967,772
FTE 394.7 422.2 452.2 452.2 474.8 474.8
College Opportunity Fund 19,888,392 20,618,060 22,376,340 23,982,934 22,914,775 22914775 #la
Student Stipend Payments 9,733,520 11,268,086 12,087,090 11,895,600 12,392,400 12,392,400
Fee-for-service Contracts 10,154,872 9,349,974 10,289,250 12,087,334 10,522,375 10,522,375
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FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes
Tuition 15,858,766 19,244,180 21,469,541 21,469,541 25,052,997 25,052,997 #1b
Resident 12,550,210 16,215,306 17,192,846 17,192,846 19,648,999 19,648,999
Nonresident 3,308,556 3,028,874 4,276,695 4,276,695 5,403,998 5,403,998
Academic Fees 4,800 341,057 360,000 360,000 Pending Pending
(C) Trusteesof Metropolitan State
Coallege 82,721,879 87,650,038 91,334,244 94,539,694 100,068,450 100,068,450
FTE 1,040.3 1,077.8 1,056.3 1,056.3 1,124.0 1,124.0
College Opportunity Fund 39,778,568 42,692,725 44,644,910 47,850,360 47,853,008 47,853,008 #la
Student Stipend Payments 33,883,200 38,529,170 40,696,140 41,388,960 43,917,120 43,917,120
Fee-for-service Contracts 5,895,368 4,163,555 3,948,770 6,461,400 3,935,888 3,935,888
Tuition 42,262,524 44,193,238 45,939,334 45,939,334 52,215,442 52,215,442 #lb
Resident 38,385,745 39,574,870 41,490,868 41,490,868 46,335,360 46,335,360
Nonresident 3,876,779 4,618,368 4,448,466 4,448,466 5,880,082 5,880,082
Academic Fees 680,787 764,075 750,000 750,000 Pending Pending
(D) Trusteesof Western State College 18,960,962 18,992,688 20,519,556 21,334,881 21,807,391 21,807,391
FTE 204.2 232.0 230.9 230.9 241.5 241.5
College Opportunity Fund 9,892,147 10,372,540 11,355,691 12,171,016 12,434,183 12,434,183 #la
Student Stipend Payments 3,592,800 3,678,183 3,866,160 3,910,920 4,002,000 4,002,000
Fee-for-service Contracts 6,299,347 6,694,357 7,489,531 8,260,096 8,432,183 8,432,183
Tuition 8,780,615 8,599,218 9,137,865 9,137,865 9,373,208 9,373,208 #1b
Resident 3,780,705 4,012,046 4,161,099 4,161,099 4,682,902 4,682,902
Nonresident 4,999,910 4,587,172 4,976,766 4,976,766 4,690,306 4,690,306
Academic Fees 288,200 20,930 26,000 26,000 Pending Pending
(E) Colorado State University System 273,462,105 289,148,260 310,787,083 320,243,038 348,099,342 348,099,342
FTE 3,677.7 3815.1 3.852.4 3,852.4 4,070.7 4,070.7
6-March-08 8 HED-fig



FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes

College Opportunity Fund 113,620,028 123,387,585 133,789,929 143,395,884 139,513,140 139,513,140 #la
Student Stipend Payments 45,405,600 49,205,538 51,234,630 51,807,960 52,969,920 52,969,920
Fee-for-service Contracts 68,214,428 74,182,047 82,555,299 91,587,924 86,543,220 86,543,220

Tuition 155,161,777 160,416,661 172,427,154 172,427,154 208,416,202 208,416,202 #1b
Resident 82,968,862 85,021,401 92,122,373 92,122,373 108,930,637 108,930,637
Nonresident 72,192,915 75,395,260 80,304,781 80,304,781 99,485,565 99,485,565
Academic Fees 4,510,300 4,674,014 4,250,000 4,250,000 Pending Pending
Appropriated Grants - CF 0 500,000 150,000 0 0 0
Appropriated Grants - RF/CFE 170,000 170,000 170,000 170,000 170,000 170,000
(F) Trusteesof Fort Lewis College 31,696,667 33,084,575 36,162,754 36,999,492 37,771,763 37,771,763
FTE 3755 390.5 432.3 432.3 449.3 449.3

College Opportunity Fund 8,757,822 10,745,879 11,653,935 12,490,673 12,700,252 12,700,252 #la
Student Stipend Payments 5,971,200 6,607,166 6,829,860 6,858,600 7,087,680 7,087,680
Fee-for-service Contracts 2,786,622 4,138,713 4,824,075 5,632,073 5,612,572 5,612,572

Tuition 21,771,794 21,432,247 23,310,819 23,310,819 25,023,511 25,023,511 #1b
Resident 7,536,978 7,082,213 7,625,247 7,625,247 8,164,071 8,164,071
Nonresident 14,234,816 14,350,034 15,685,572 15,685,572 16,859,440 16,859,440
Academic Fees 1,121,051 858,449 1,150,000 1,150,000 Pending Pending
Appropriated Grants - RF/CFE 46,000 48,000 48,000 48,000 48,000 48,000

(G) Regents of the University of

Colorado 605,770,144 649,662,657 707,073,129 731,505,283 757,659,986 757,659,986
FTE 6,296.9 6,438.1 6,441.1 6,441.1 6,507.6 6,507.6

College Opportunity Fund 159,103,983 178,783,883 194,986,340 208,986,123 209,344,904 209,344,904 #la
Student Stipend Payments 63,396,000 70,001,769 73,075,230 76,678,320 77,525,640 77,525,640
Fee-for-service Contracts 95,707,983 108,782,114 121,911,110 132,307,803 131,819,264 131,819,264

Tobacco Settlement Distribution 0 0 8,511,345 18,943,716 18,943,716 18,943,716 #1b
Tuition 427,775,517 452,204,926 482,155,600 482,155,600 528,713,835 528,713,835
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FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes
Resident 215,144,987 227,486,718 243,164,790 243,164,790 278,748,303 278,748,303
Nonresident 212,630,530 224,718,208 238,990,810 238,990,810 249,965,532 249,965,532
Academic Fees 18,233,113 18,016,317 20,762,313 20,762,313 Pending Pending
Appropriated Grants - RF/CFE 657,531 657,531 657,531 657,531 657,531 657,531
(H) Colorado School of Mines 58,268,589 63,758,843 67,684,680 69,245,390 77,650,711 77,650,711
FTE 619.0 633.9 629.4 629.4 653.6 653.6
College Opportunity Fund 18,793,625 20,043,357 21,737,271 23,297,981 21,449,642 21,449,642 #la
Student Stipend Payments 6,103,200 6,849,036 7,235,700 7,198,080 7,429,920 7,429,920
Fee-for-service Contracts 12,690,425 13,194,321 14,501,571 16,099,901 14,019,722 14,019,722
Tuition 37,646,698 42,503,108 45,797,409 45,797,409 56,201,069 56,201,069 #1b
Resident 21,489,369 24,544,515 25,986,286 25,986,286 30,292,646 30,292,646
Nonresident 16,157,329 17,958,593 19,811,123 19,811,123 25,908,423 25,908,423
Academic Fees 153,266 12,378 150,000 150,000 Pending Pending
Appropriated Grants - CF 0 0 0 0 0 0
Appropriated Grants - RF/CFE 1,675,000 1,200,000 0 0 0 0
(I University of Northern Colorado 83,818,506 87,289,756 94,746,590 97,701,553 98,892,416 98,892,416
FTE 940.6 959.4 1,015.0 1,015.0 954.9 954.9
College Opportunity Fund 35,176,878 37,949,011 41,156,170 44,111,133 46,144,545 46,144 545 #la
Student Stipend Payments 21,160,800 22,603,916 23,317,110 23,167,440 21,804,000 21,804,000
Fee-for-service Contracts 14,016,078 15,345,095 17,839,060 20,943,693 24,340,545 24,340,545
Tuition 47,906,042 48,589,809 52,833,953 52,833,953 52,747,871 52,747,871 #1b
Resident 35,909,033 35,891,829 39,503,974 39,503,974 38,433,570 38,433,570
Nonresident 11,997,009 12,697,980 13,329,979 13,329,979 14,314,301 14,314,301
Academic Fees 735,586 750,936 756,467 756,467 Pending Pending
(J) State Board for the Community
Colleges and Occupational Education
State System Community Colleges 241,274,232 251,043,004 263,685,304 273,186,416 A 288,461,845 288,461,845
6-March-08 10 HED-fig



FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes
FTE 45474 4,559.9 4576.4 4576.4 4,720.0 4,720.0
College Opportunity Fund 117,020,778 121912591 132,329,692 141,830,804 145549944  145549,944 #la
Student Stipend Payments 79,180,800 99,967,984 104,041,356 111,746,880 110,731,200 110,731,200
Fee-for-service Contracts 37,839,978 21,944,607 28,288,336 30,083,924 34,818,744 34,818,744
Tuition 118,157,415 124,895,574 125,737,586 125,737,586 142,911,901 142,911,901 #1b
Resident 102,348,575 104,135,831 104,975,838 104,975,838 117,307,718 117,307,718
Nonresident 15,808,840 20,759,743 20,761,748 20,761,748 25,604,183 25,604,183
Academic Fees 6,096,039 4,234,839 5,618,026 5,618,026 Pending Pending
TOTAL - (5) Governing Boards 1,450,098,285 1,540,251,816 1,656,418,346 1,711,765,539 1,801,035,263 1,801,035,263
FTE 18,369.3 18,790.1 18,957.5 18,957.5 19,481.7 19,481.7
College Opportunity Fund 534,181,543 578,980,916 627,654,358 672,719,180 672,716,181 672,716,181
Student Stipend Payments 271,803,110 312,405,160 326,153,316 338,718,240 341,665,920 341,665,920
Fee-for-service Contracts 262,378,433 266,575,756 301,501,042 334,000,940 331,050,261 331,050,261
Tuition 881,457,786 928,611,944 985,308,066 985,308,066 1,108,499,835 1,108,499,835
Resident 524,863,124 548,526,900 581,240,239 581,240,239 657,438,899 657,438,899
Nonresident 356,594,662 380,085,044 404,067,827 404,067,827 451,060,936 451,060,936
Tobacco Settlement Distribution 0 0 8,511,345 18,943,716 18,943,716 18,943,716
Academic Fees 31,910,425 30,083,425 33,919,046 33,919,046 0 0
Appropriated Grants - CF 0 500,000 150,000 0 0 0
Appropriated Grants - RF/CFE 2,548,531 2,075,531 875,531 875,531 875,531 875,531
TOTAL - (6) Local District Junior College Grants
Genera Fund 12,601,934 13,668,051 14,823,001 15,267,691 15,890,257 15,890,257 #2
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FY 20080-9
FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes
TOTAL - (7) Advisory Commission on Family
Medicine 1,576,502 1,703,558 1,903,558 1,903,558 See HCPF See HCPF
FTE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
General Fund 0 0 0 0
RF/CFE 1,576,502 1,703,558 1,903,558 1,903,558
(8) Division of Occupational Education
(Primary Functions: Administers and supervises vocational programs and distributes state and federal funds for this purpose. Also, coordinates
resources for job development, job training, and job retraining. The cash funds exempt represent transfers from the Office of Economic
Development and from the Department of Education for the Colorado Vocational Act.)
(A) Administrative Costs 543,510 586,389 900,000 900,000 900,000 900,000
FTE 54 75 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0
Genera Fund 299,880 0 148,261 148,261 148,261 148,261
Cash Funds 243,630 586,389 751,739 751,739 751,739 0
RF/CFE 0 0 0 0 0 751,739
(B) Colorado Vocational Act Distributions
RF/CFE 19,996,048 20,635,922 21,208,319 21,208,319 Pending Pending
(C) AreaVocational School Support
Genera Fund 8,505,528 9,635,902 10,450,136 11,254,796 11,202,546 11,202,546 #la, #3
(D) Sponsored Programs
(1) Administration
Federal Funds 1,439,039 2,065,069 2,262,431 2,262,431 2,220,227 2,220,227
FTE 25.2 20.5 23.0 23.0 23.0 23.0
(2) Sponsored Programs
Federa Funds 12,874,615 20,657,226 15,015,100 15,015,100 14,737,535 14,737,535
ST ) e i NS T 7 S V< NS 77 M YA 2 - T
(E) Colorado First Customized Job Training
RF/CFE 1,169,211 2,290,638 2,725,022 2,725,022 2,725,022 2,725,022
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FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes

(F) Existing Industry Training
RF/CFE 598,405 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL - (8) Occupational Education 45,126,356 55,871,146 52,561,008 53,365,668 31,785,330 31,785,330
FTE 30.6 280 32.0 320 32.0 32.0
Genera Fund 8,805,408 9,635,902 10,598,397 11,403,057 11,350,807 11,350,807
Cash Funds 243,630 586,389 751,739 751,739 751,739 0
RF/CFE 21,763,664 22,926,560 23,933,341 23,933,341 2,725,022 3,476,761
Federal Funds 14,313,654 22,722,295 17,277,531 17,277,531 16,957,762 16,957,762

(9) Auraria Higher Education Center

(Primary Functions: Coordinate administration of the Aurariacampus. The cash funds exempt represent payments from the resident institutions.)

Administration 14,305,316 14,814,761 15,686,087 18,712,529 16,627,252 16,627,252
FTE 124.7 123.6 123.6 123.6 123.6 0.0
Cash Funds 14,305,316 14,814,761 15,686,087 18,712,529 16,627,252 0 #8a, #8b
RF/CFE 0 0 0 0 0 16,627,252
Auxilary Enterprises - CF 2,264,486 2,440,000 50,000 50,000 0 0
TOTAL - (9) AHEC 16,569,802 17,254,761 15,736,087 18,762,529 16,627,252 16,627,252
FTE 124.7 123.6 123.6 123.6 123.6 0.0
Cash Funds 16,569,802 17,254,761 15,736,087 18,762,529 16,627,252 0
RF/CFE 0 0 0 0 0 16,627,252
TOTAL - Council on the Arts
Program Costs 1,416,000 See Governor's See Governor's See Governor's See Governor's  See Governor's
FTE 2.0 Office Office Office Office Office
Genera Fund 700,000
RF/CFE 16,000
Federal Funds 700,000
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FY 20080-9

FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actua Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format

Notes

(10) State Historical Society

(Primary Functions: Collect, preserve, exhibit, and interpret artifacts and properties of historical significance to the state. Distribute gaming
revenues earmarked for historic preservation. The primary source of cash funds is museum revenues. Most of the cash funds exempt comes
from gaming revenues deposited in the State Historic Fund, but also includes gifts and grants.)

(A) Cumbres and Toltec Railroad Commission

General Fund 260,000 510,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
(B) Sponsored Programs 259,126 227,985 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000
FTE 2.9 34 35 3.5 3.5 35
Cash Funds 1,100 0 0 0 0 20,000
RF/CFE 15,182 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 0
Federa Funds 242,844 227,985 230,000 230,000 230,000 230,000
(C) Auxiliary Programs 1,137,484 875,420 1,535,699 1,535,699 1,562,179 1,562,179
FTE 12.7 145 145 145 145 145
Cash Funds 586,243 461,180 1,035,699 1,035,699 1,062,179 1,562,179
RF/CFE 551,241 414,240 500,000 500,000 500,000 0
(D) Gaming Revenue
Gaming Cities Distribution 5,204,091 5,608,258 5,878,129 5,878,129 6,318,695 6,318,695
Cash Funds 0 0 0 0 0 6,318,695
Cash Funds Exempt 5,204,091 5,608,258 5,878,129 5,878,129 6,318,695 0
Statewide Preservation Grant Program 18,432,859 16,159,864 17,847,403 16,976,249 18,666,896 18,666,896
FTE 16.5 157 18.0 18.0 18.0 18.0
Cash Funds 0 0 0 0 0 18,666,396
Cash Funds Exempt 18,432,859 16,159,864 17,847,403 16,976,249 18,666,896 0
Society Museum and Preservation
Operations 5,801,705 6,069,255 6,204,765 7,625,400 6,695,009 6,695,009
FTE 793 90.9 90.9 90.9 90.9 90.9
Cash Funds 696,740 695,347 692,748 731,269 692,748 6,024,070
Cash Funds Exempt 4,464,965 4,735,188 4,858,910 6,160,903 5,331,322 0
Federa Funds 640,000 638,720 653,107 733,228 670,939 670,939
6-March-08 14
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FY 20080-9
FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 Gov/CCHE Staff Rec. Staff Rec.
Actual Actual Approp Request Old Format New Format Notes
(Subtotd (D) Gaming Revenve _ 20438655 _ 27857.377 _ 29880207 | 30479778 _ _ 81660800 _ 6899009 ]
TOTAL - (10) Historical Society 31,095,265 29,450,782 31,815,996 32,365,477 33,592,779 33,592,779
FTE 1114 124.5 126.9 126.9 126.9 126.9
Genera Fund 260,000 510,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Cash Funds 1,284,083 1,156,527 1,728,447 1,766,968 1,754,927 32,591,840
CFE/RF 28,668,338 26,917,550 29,104,442 29,535,281 30,836,913 0
Federal Funds 882,844 866,705 883,107 963,228 900,939 900,939
TOTAL - Dept. of Higher Education 2,179,163,009 2,349,112,025 2,525,489,083 2,646,079,135 2,705,483,143 2,705,483,143
FTE 18,671.2 19,095.8 19,277.9 19,277.9 19,802.1 19,678.5
Genera Fund 635,885,929 693,585,640 746,385,104 810,972,775 805,633,041 805,633,041
Cash Funds 21,689,968 36,737,347 22,479,472 25,752,941 23,518,938 55,031,842
CFE/RF 1,502,836,869 1,592,392,058 1,736,146,271 1,788,745,694 1,856,101,051 1,824,588,147
Federal Funds 18,750,244 26,396,980 20,478,236 20,607,725 20,230,113 20,230,113
tGeneral Fund Exempt 253,400,000 322,400,000 310,700,000 310,700,000 0 0
Key:
ITALICS = non-add figure, included for informational purposes
A = impacted by a budget amendment submitted after the November 1 request
S = impacted by a supplemental appropriation approved by the Joint Budget Committee

6-March-08
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1) DEPARTMENT ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

The Department Administrative Office includes funding for the centrally appropriated costsfor the
Colorado CommissiononHigher Education (CCHE); the Division of Private Occupational Schools;
and the State Historical Society. Funding for the governing boards is contained in the governing
board line items.

Health, Life, and Dental
Description: Provides for hedlth, life, and dental premiums.

Request: The Department requested funding pursuant to OSPB's budget instructions.
Recommendation: The staff recommendation isbased on the JBC's common policy.

Short-term Disability
Description: Provides for short-term disability premiums.

Request: The Department requested funding pursuant to OSPB's budget instructions.
Recommendation: The staff recommendation isbased on the JBC's common policy.

Amortization Equalization Disbursements
Description: Pays for increasing the effective PERA rate pursuant to S.B. 04-257.

Request: The Department requested funding pursuant to OSPB's budget instructions. The total
requested includes $714 from the State Historical Fund to annualize a supplemental (approved by
the JBC) to convert an accounting technician position to a chief operating officer for the Historical
Society.

Recommendation: The staff recommendation is based on the JBC's common policy plus $714
fromtheStateHistorical Fund toannualizethesupplemental approved by theJBC. TheJBC's
common policieswould not normally include amortization equalization disbursementsfor new staff.
The supplemental wasto convert an existing FTE position, and the JBC approved the Department's
request. Therefore, the staff recommendation to annualize funding in FY 2008-09 correspondswith
the Department's request.

Supplemental Amortization Equalization Disbursements
Description: Pays for increasing the effective PERA rate pursuant to S.B. 06-235.

Request: The Department requested funding pursuant to OSPB's budget instructions. The total
requested includes $279 from the State Historical Fund to annualize a supplemental (approved by
the JBC) to convert an accounting technician position to a chief operating officer for the Historical
Society.
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Recommendation: The staff recommendation isbased on the JBC's common policy plus $279
fromtheStateHistorical Fund toannualizethesupplemental approved by theJBC. TheJBC's
common policieswould not normally include amortization equalization disbursementsfor new staff.
The supplemental wasto convert an existing FTE position, and the JBC approved the Department's
request. Therefore, the staff recommendation to annualizefundingin FY 2008-09 correspondswith
the Department's request.

Salary Survey and Senior Executive Service
Description: Provides for salary survey and senior executive service pay increases.

Request: The Department requested funding pursuant to OSPB's budget instructions.
Recommendation: The staff recommendation isbased on the JBC's common policy.

Performance-based Pay Awards
Description: Provides for performance-based pay increases.

Request: The Department requested funding pursuant to OSPB's budget instructions.
Recommendation: The staff recommendation isbased on the JBC's common policy.

Worker's Compensation
Description: Provides for workers compensation premiums.

Request: The Department requested funding pursuant to OSPB's budget instructions.

Recommendation: The recommendation is to follow the JBC's common policy, which was
pending at the time this document was prepared. Workers compensation premiums are
calculated based on claimshistory. When the JBC makesacommon policy decision, staff will apply
the policy to thisline item.

Legal Servicesfor 448 hours
Description: Providesfor legal services needs.

Request: The Department requests continuation level funding according to OSPB's budget
instructions.

Recommendation: Staff recommends funding for 448 legal services hours. The amount is
pending a common policy by the JBC on the legal services hourly rate. The FY 2007-08
appropriationincludesaone-time supplemental for legal expensesrelatedtolitigation onthe College
Opportunity Fund. The one-time funding will not be carried forward to FY 2008-09 because the
Department is not sure how much, if any, they will spend on this case in FY 2008-009.
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Purchase of Servicesfrom Computer Center
Description: Provides for purchase of services from GGCC.

Request: The Department requests continuation level funding according to OSPB's budget
instructions.

Recommendation: Thestaff recommendation istofollow theJBC'scommon policy, which was
pending at the time this document was prepared. When the JBC makes a common policy
decision, staff will apply the policy to thisline item.

Payment to Risk Management and Property Funds
Description: Provides for risk management and property premiums

Request: The Department requests continuation level funding according to OSPB's budget
instructions.

Recommendation: The staff recommendation istofollow the JBC'scommon policy, which was
pending at the time this document was prepared. When the JBC makes a common policy
decision, staff will apply the policy to thisline item.

Leased Space
Description: Thisline item pays for leased space for the Department's administrative office in the

Lawrence Street Center at 1380 Lawrence Street.

Request: The Department submitted decisionitem #5 to movethe Department'sadministrative office
to 1560 Broadway. The lease for space in the Lawrence Street Center has expired and the
Department wants to move the administrative office to collocate it with Collegelnvest and College
Assist. The new space will cost $27.24 per squarefoot, compared to $24.75 per squarefoot that the
Department is currently paying. The Department also would increase the number of square feet
leased from 14,681 t0 17,640. The combined increasein therate and increasein square footagewill
cost $136,194 over the FY 2007-08 appropriation. It should be noted that the FY 2007-08
appropriation is $13,207 more than the Department is projecting it will actually need dueto an error
in the way the Department calculated the FY 2007-08 request. Of the requested amount for FY
2008-09, the Division of Private Occupational Schoolswill pay $27,239 from fee revenue and the
Department will pay the remaining $108,955 from indirect cost recoveries from the governing
boards. The Department worked with the Office of the State Architect and their broker the Staubach
Company to identify the space. The Department was unable to find leased space exactly equal in
size to the current space in a building that would also accommodate Collegelnvest and College
Assist. The new square feet per appropriated FTE is within the standard ranges recommended by
the State Architect.

Recommendation: Staff recommends the requested increase. Co-locating the Department's
administrative office with the Collegelnvest and College Assist divisions may lead to greater
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efficiency and collaboration. Having the Department's administrative office downtown and near the
capital provides some benefit for governing boards, commission members, and othersthat travel to
Department coordinating meetings. Staff doeshave some concernsthat the Department isincreasing
the number of squarefeetitisutilizing. Whilethe squarefeet per appropriated FTE fallswithin the
State Architect's standards, over thelast several yearsthe Department has frequently not utilized the
full FTE authorization, choosing to utilize fewer staff with more expertise and commensurate
salaries and/or contract consultants. Staff believes that the Department should explore the
practicality of subleasing one or two offices to another state agency or governing board that
wants/needs a downtown office.

Division Summary

The table below summarizes all of the staff recommendations for this section. In the old budget
format, indirect cost recoveries from the higher education institutions that were used to offset the
need for Genera Fund for the Colorado Commission on Higher Education were characterized as
cash funds, since paymentsto the state from enterprises are subject to TABOR. In the new budget
format, these indirect cost recoveries are categorized as reappropriated funds. Another changein
fund categories attributable to the new budget format occurs with the State Historical Fund. Inthe
old format appropriations from State Historical Fund were categorized as cash funds exempt since
limited gaming revenues are not subject to TABOR. Inthe new budget format, appropriationsfrom
the State Historical Fund will be categorized as cash funds.

Department Administrative Office
State Other
Historical  Cash Indirect Cost Federal
[tem TOTAL Fund-CE Funds Recoveries- RFE  Funds
|Health, Life and Dental $882,911  $546,753 $120,706 $186,410 $29,042)
Short-term Disability 10,878 $5,749 1,877 2,185 1,067
Amoritization Equalization Disbursement 134,611 70,760 23,817 26,894 13,140
Supplemental AED 63,042 33,169 11,108 12,606 6,159
Salary Survey and Senior Executive Service 387,536 232,501 20,696 86,694 47,645
|Performance-based Pay Awards 122,241 68,313 14,864 25,182 13,882
\Worker's Compensation 0 - Pending -------------
Legal Servicesfor 448 hours L Pending -
Purchase of Services from Computer Center 0 —-—--mmmme- Pending -------------
Payment to Risk Management/Property Funds 0 - Pending -------------
Leased Space 507,150 0 27,239 479,911 o
Total $2,108,369 $957,245 $220,307 $819,882 $110,935
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2) COLORADO COMMISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION

The Colorado Commission on Higher Education serves as a central policy and coordinating
board for public higher education in Colorado.

A) Administration

Administration

Description: Thislineitem paysfor personal services, contracts, and operating expenses associ ated
with CCHE and staff. The source of cash fundsisindirect cost recoveriesfrom enterprises, and the
source of cash funds exempt isindirect cost recoveries from non-enterprises.

FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2008-09
Position Actua Estimate Reguest Recom.

Executive Director 10 1.0 1.0 10
Interdepartmental/External Affairs 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Financial Aid Administration 15 15 15 15
Data Collection/Reporting/I T 3.2 4.0 45 4.5
Budget Analysis 20 15 20 2.0
Capital Analysis 13 1.0 1.0 1.0
Audit and Compliance 14 3.0 35 35
COF Contract Coordinator 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.5
Academic Program Analysis 23 4.0 4.0 4.0
Government Relations 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Accounting/Human Resources 20 25 25 25
Administrative Support 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.0
State-funded Positions 20.4 25.0 26.5 26.5

Federal Gear-Up 3.2 3.6 3.6 3.6
TOTAL 23.6 28.6 30.1 30.1

Request: The Department requests continuation level funding according to OSPB's budget
instructions.

Recommendation: Staff recommends continuation level funding. The calculations are detailed
in the table below. In the new budget format, all indirect cost recoveries will be categorized as
reappropriated funds regardless of whether the recovery is from an enterprise or non-enterprise.
There isasmall amount of indirect cost recoveries from Collegelnvest and College Assist that are
not appropriated elsewhere in the budget that will be categorized as cash funds.
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CCHE Administration
I ndirect
Collegelnvest, Indirect Federal

ltem TOTAL College Access All Other  Funds FTE
FY 2007-08 Long Bill $2,515,756 $156,477 $2,008,243 $351,036 30.1
Salary Survey 57,167 0 47,294 9,873
Performance-based Pay 19,113 0 15,904 3,209
-1.0 percent Base Personal Services Reduction (22,468) (1,565) (17,262) (3,641)
Adjust indirect fund sources 0 (13,410) 13,410 0
Total $2,569,568 $141,502 $2,067,589 $360,477 30.1

Financial Aid Research for the General Assembly
Description: Thisline item was created in FY 2004-05 by reducing the Administration line item.
It was intended to ensure that the Department would provide information to the General Assembly
about financial aid programsin atimely fashion. In FY 2006-07 the line item was eliminated.

Request: The Department did not request funding.

Recommendation: Staff recommendsnofunding. Although the General Assembly eliminated this
fundingin FY 2006-07, it continued the footnotesin amodified form, emphasizing that the General
Assembly still wants the information.

B) Division of Private Occupational Schools
Description: This program is responsible for reviewing the curriculum and establishing standards
for private occupationa schools in Colorado. The source of cash funds is fee revenue from the
individual schoolsand the students. Pursuant to statute, the Division reportsto the executivedirector
of the Department, rather than to the Division of Occupational Education within the Community
College System.

Request: The Department requested decision item #6 to increase cash funds spending authority from
fees by $60,242 ($59,090 in thisline item) for an authorized position that the Department claimsit
currently has insufficient spending authority to fill. The Department indicates that the request is
motivated in part by a critical April 2005 audit report that, among other things, recommended the
division increase compliance monitoring of approved schools and enforcement activities against
unlicensed schools and deceptive advertising. The Department also argues a need for increased
regulation of the on-line provision of courses. Finally, the Department notes that there have been
increases in the number or private occupational schools operating in the state, and the number of
students served.

The fee revenue that supports the Division isimpacted by the number of schools regulated and the
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number of studentsthose schoolsserve. The Department projectsthat duetoincreasesintheschools
and students the current fees will be sufficient to support this request without any increase in fee
rates.

Recommendation: Staff recommendscontinuation level funding pur suant totheJBC'scommon
policies, with no increase in spending authority for decision item #6. The JBC has rejected
requeststo increase thislineitem acouple of timesover the last few years and in one year provided
specific direction to the Department to reduce fees to match actual expenditures. The Department
hasreduced thefees, but continuesto bringin more revenue than the appropriation. Theaudit report
cited by the Department that recommended increased compliance monitoring and enforcement in
certain areas aso found that: 1) salariesfor the Division of Private Occupationa Schools outpaced
the rest of the Department with no documentation of why; 2) the Division was not adequately
targeting its regulation; and 3) surrounding states had lower staffing levels for a similar function.
The Department did not provide any explanation for how or why the dollar authority for thisline
item might have become mismatched with the FTE authority for the lineitem. After factoring out
money needed for operating expenses, benefits, and the advisory board per diem, the FY 2007-08
appropriation provides for an average salary of approximately $50,300 per FTE. Only one of the
positionsis classified and the Department appears to be using its flexibility to hire employees at a
higher pay rate. If the salary survey has not kept pace with market wagesfor the types of employees
used by the Division, forcing the Department to keep vacancies open, then the Department should
work with the Department of Personnel to improve the salary survey methodology. If the
Department needs employees with a higher skill set, and commensurate pay grade, than what the
original appropriation was based on, then the Department should provide evidence that the staffing
requirements have changed, and a description of the environmental factors causing the change.
Otherwise, staff recommends that the Department consider whether it has the right types of
employeesin placeto perform the statutory functionsof the Division. For example, the Department
currently employees both a director and a deputy director for this divison where only 7.8 FTE
authorized.

Therehavebeenincreasesinthe number of schoolsoperatinginthe state, and the number of students
served by those schools. The Department reports that in 2003 there were 272 private occupational
schools serving 27,037 students and in 2007 there were 350 private occupational schools serving
32,493 students. While staff concedes that the increase in schools has impacted the workload for
theDivision, staff doesnot believethat thereisaone-for-onecorrespondence between active school s
and workload. Established schoolswith agood track record require less regulatory effort than new
applications. Staff might be convinced to recommend new FTE based on workload, but the
Department would need to provide more than the two-year history it supplied of performance
measures such as student complaints and disciplinary actions in order to justify a workload-based
increase. Asfor the Division's concern over Internet course delivery, staff believesthere are limits
to what the state can realistically expect to regulate. Institutions delivering coursesover the Internet
may be outside of Colorado, and possibly even outside of the United States.

While staff doesn't recommend an increasefor decision item #6, maintaining the current funding at
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acontinuation level isjustified. Having an agency to ensure that private occupational schools meet
minimum standards provides protection to consumerswho make aconsiderablesacrificeof timeand
money to obtain their education. These consumers often justify the expense based on an expected
improvement in their economic status, which may never materializeif the educational standards of
theteachinginstitution arenot adequate. TheDivision of Private Occupational Schoolsalso benefits
legitimate schools by preventing "fly by night" operations from competing.

The components of the staff recommendation for continuation level funding are summarized in the
table below.

Division of Private Occupational Schools
ltem Dollars FTE
FY 2007-08 Long Bill $533,977 7.8
Salary Survey 14,161
Performance-based Pay 4,796
-1.0 Percent Personal Services Base Reduction (4,586)
Total $548,348 7.8

C) Special Purpose

Western Interstate Commission on Higher Education (WICHE)
Description: The line provides funding for Colorado's dues to support WICHE. This coalition of
Western States works to benefit each other through sharing research data and the devel opment of
reciprocity and student exchange programs. WICHE provides the following main services:

> coordinates the undergraduate, graduate and professional student exchange programs,

> operates conferences on national and western higher education issues;

> conductsresearch and devel ops publicationson regional and national higher educationissues
(tuition and fee report, summary of recent legislation, student demographics, etc.); and

> provides a forum for exchanging information, such as interstate technology efforts.

Through WICHE's undergraduate exchange program, students pay 150 percent of resident tuition
rates. Colorado sends more students out of state than it accepts through this program. Each state
controls the circumstances under which they accept students.

Thegraduate educati on exchange program allowsstudentsto attend sel ected uncommon, specialized,
or high-quality graduate programsin other WICHE states at resident tuition rates. For thereceiving
ingtitution, accepting out-of-state students at the reduced WICHE rate can help fill out low-
enrollment courses.

INWICHE's professional exchange program, students pay resident tuition rates and the sending state
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pays a support fee to the receiving state. Colorado is a net importer of students through the
professional exchange program.

Examples of WICHE's research publications and data sharing initiatives can be found at WICHE's
web site: http://www.wiche.edu/

The 15 member states of WICHE all pay the same dues. Member dues represent approximately a
third of WICHE's budget, with the remainder coming primarily from grants and contracts. The
source of cash fundsisindirect cost recoveries.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding.

Recommendation: Staff recommendsan increaseof $4,000, or 3.4 per cent, based on infor mation
from WICHE about the FY 2008-09 dues. Colorado's participation in WICHE benefits both the
state and neighboring region. Failure to pay the dues would mean Colorado could not join in the
veterinary medicine professional exchange program, among other things.

WICHE - Optometry
Description: Thisline provides funding for Colorado students to enroll in out-of-state institutions
with optometry programs at resident tuition rates through an exchange set up by WICHE. The
exchange offers an alternative to establishing such a program in Colorado. In return for the
discounted tuition, the students agree to return to Colorado to practice optometry, or to repay the
state for its investment. Historically 75 percent of the students return. The funding is based on
enrollment and the reimbursement rates negotiated by the WICHE institutions. The source of cash
fundsisindirect cost recoveries.

Request: The Department requests continuation level funding.

Recommendation: Staff recommends continuation funding. The exact number of participantsis
not known until they enroll. Thelast few years about 25 students have enrolled, but in FY 2007-08
there are 28 students, and the Department anticipates spending $396,000 of the $399,000
appropriation. For FY 2008-09 there will be inflation in the negotiated rates, but the staff
recommendation for continuation funding is based on the assumption that enrollment will return
closer to the historic 25 students per year.

Advanced Technology Grants
Description: The Department used to receive a statutory allocation of waste tire fees for advanced
technology grants, but S.B. 07-182 replaced this program with the Higher Education Competitive
Research Authority.

Request: The Department did not request funding.

Recommendation: Staff recommends no funding.
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Distribution to the Higher Education Competitive Research Authority
Description: Pursuantto S.B. 07-182, approximately $0.10 of each $1.50 fee onthedisposal of waste
tires gets deposited in the Innovative Higher Education Research Fund and is subject to annual
appropriation by the General Assembly for use by the Higher Education Research Authority to
provide matching funds for federal research grants.

Request: The Department's request was silent on the Distribution to the Higher Education
Competitive Research Authority. The provisions of S.B. 07-182 provided for a one-time
appropriation in FY 2007-08 that was significantly higher than the projected on-going revenuesthe
Innovative Higher Education Research Fund in future years. Staff portrayed the Department's
request in the numbers pages as equal to the amount projected in the fiscal note to S.B. 07-182 for
FY 2008-09.

Recommendation: Staff recommendsthe amount projected in thefiscal noteto S.B. 07-182 for
FY 2008-09. In FY 2007-08 waste tire funds for the Higher Education Competitive Research
Authority were first appropriated to the Department of Local Affairs and then transferred to the
Department of Higher Education. For FY 2008-09 the Committee approved not showing the waste
tire funds in both departments, and so in the Department of Higher Education they will be
characterized as cash funds.

Veterinary School Program Needs
Description: Thisline represents the WICHE cash funds (currently 43 percent) and state funds (57
percent) for capital outlay associated with CSU's veterinary medicine program. These moneys
appear in the CCHE budget rather than under the Board of Governors of the Colorado State
University System with the rest of the veterinary medicine school money due to an agreement with
WICHE that requires separate accounting. Thefunding splitisbased ontheratio of residentsto out-
of-state WICHE students. The FY 2007-08 appropriation includes $122,600 from WICHE cash
funds and $162,400 from indirect cost recoveries that are offsetting the need for General Fund.

Request: Therequest isfor acontinuing level of funds.

Recommendation: Staff recommends continuation level funding. The JBC hasacommon policy
for no inflationary increase for standard capital outlay and operating expenses. In the new budget
format the indirect cost recoveries from enterprises will be characterized as reappropriated funds
instead of cash funds.

Enrollment/Tuition and Stipend Contingency

Description: Thisline provides spending authority that CCHE can transfer to any of the governing
boardsintheevent that enrollment increases above projected levels, resultingin greater revenuethan
expected. The line item was included in the past because the statutes specify that the cash fund
appropriations to the governing boards in the Long Bill represent a cap on the revenue higher
education institutions may raise. If cash revenues reached the appropriation cap and there was no
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contingency, schools could be forced to either refund tuition or stop enrolling additional students.

With the passage of S.B. 04-189, all of the higher education institutions have been designated as
enterprisesand so their revenue isexempt from TABOR. However, Section 23-5-129 (10), C.R.S,,
stipulates that while a state institution of higher education operates pursuant to a performance
contract with CCHE (whichisacondition of participationinthe College Opportunity Fund program)
the General Assembly, "retainsthe authority to approvetuition spending authority for the governing
board of theinstitution." Thus, the line item remains relevant to tuition spending authority in the
current funding environment.

Thelineitem can also provide additional spending authority for stipends if an institution has more
eligible students than assumed in the appropriation.

This line item represents spending authority only. There is no revenue behind it to support
expenditures. If CCHE transfers the spending authority to a governing board, it increases the cap
on how much revenue that school can raise, but the school has to be earning the revenue to take
advantage of the increased spending authority.

Thelineitem is accompanied by afootnote indicating that the spending authority may not be used
to support tuition or fee increases.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding.

Recommendation: Staff recommendscontinuation level funding. Staff believesthat dealing with
the possibility that the forecasts of tuition revenue and stipend authorizations are too low would be
better accomplished through astatutory change. Thislineitem providesphantom spending authority
in the Long Bill and artificially inflates the appropriation. Thereis also potential for abuse of this
lineitem, because the purpose of the line, including the prohibition on using it to support tuition or
feeincreases, is described in afootnote that could be vetoed. However, unless and until legislation
isintroduced, the lineitem is required.

3) COLORADO COMMISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION FINANCIAL AID

This section funds the CCHE-operated financial aid programs. There are also federally funded and
ingtitution-based financial aid programsthat do not appear inthe Long Bill. Thegraph below charts
grant-based financial aid available in the state from state and non-state sources from FY 2000-01
through FY 2005-06. It doesnot include federal loans. Federally guaranteed loans are asignificant
form of financial aid to students, but their value is. @) providing access to loans that might not
otherwise be availableto young peoplewith noincomeor credit history; and b) providing repayment
terms that are in some cases below prevailing market conditions (this is especialy true for loans
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where interest payments are subsidized while the student is in school). Measuring the value of
federal loansto studentsrequiresanalysisof the other avail able optionsand isacomplicated process.
Because the federal loans are so different from grantsin the way that they assist students, including
them in the table bel ow would distort the picture and reduce the meaning of the graph. In FY 2005-
06 $834.6 million in federal loans were provided in Colorado.

Financial Aid Grants
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Thegraphillustratestheincreasingimportance of institutional aid. Oneof the provisionsof the COF
implementing legislation requires that institutions set aside 20 percent of any increase in
undergraduate resident tuition revenue aboveinflation for need-based financial aid. Thismay have
contributed to an increase in institutional aid. However, Colorado institutions are also mimicking
national pricing trends, and some of theincreasein institutional aid isto compensate for the lack of
increases in federal and state grants.

Approximately 86.4 percent of statefinancial aid isdistributed to students at public institutions and
13.6 percent to students at private institutions.

The next table shows state financial aid as a percentage of total resident tuition paid. Financial aid
isused for morethan just tuition. Showing statefinancia aid inrelation to total resident tuition paid
is intended to give the JBC a sense of the buying power of state financial aid over time. Total
resident tuition revenues reflect both changes in enrollment and changes in tuition rates.
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State Financial Aid as a Percentage of
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The next table shows the number of students served and the average award for the three mgjor state
aid programs over time.

Need Based Aid Merit Aid Work-study
Year | Students | Ave. Award | Students | Ave. Award | Students | Ave. Award
2000 [ 38,603 $1,051 | 10,364 $1,125 8,027 $1,806
2001 | 30,617 $1,439 | 11,653 $1,228 8,439 $1,743
2002 | 30,040 $1,659 | 12,306 $1,205 8,468 $1,903
2003 | 30,842 $1,756 | 10,552 $1,410 8,887 $1,974
2004 | 26,811 $1,491 5,415 $1,273 8,278 $1,992
2005 | 25,508 $1,476 5,363 $1,205 7,875 $1,995
2006 | 28,832 $1,536 1,383 $1,083 8,247 $1,832

The Department provided data on the average debt |oad on federal student loans carried by students
graduating with federal student loans:
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Average Student Debt L oan at Graduation-Associates Degree

I nstitution 2004 | 2005 | 2006
Adams State College 12,035 6,244 8,488
Aims Community College 9,498 8,305 8,784
Arapahoe Community College 9,785 9,149 9,955
Colorado Mountain College 9,287 8,613 8,573
Colorado Northwestern Community College 9,214 9950 11,482
Community College of Aurora 10974 9,194 10,254
Community College of Denver 10271 9,385 11,260
Front Range Community College 9,572 9,863 10,408
Lamar Community College 6,936 6,194 7,582
Mesa State College 12,240 8,651 9,681
Morgan Community College 6,400 7,873 7,549
Northeastern Junior College 6,453 5135 6,077
Otero Junior College 7,723 7,805 8,191
Pikes Peak Community College 9,768 8,241 7,847
Pueblo Community College 11,630 10538 10,984
Red Rocks Community College 11505 8591 8,706
Trinidad State Junior College 6,790 6,387 8,293
LOANS INCLUDED: Federa Stafford Loans Unsubsidized; Federal Perkins Loan; Federal Stafford Loans
Subsidized; Federal Health Profession Loans; Other Loans

Average Student Debt L oan at Graduation-Baccalaur eate Degree
Ingtitution 2004 | 2005 | 2006
Adams State College 16,580 15646 16,699
Colorado School of Mines 16,714 15591 16,103
Colorado State University 16,997 16570 17,623
Colorado State University - Pueblo 18,702 18,746 20,485
Fort Lewis College 16,272 15963 15,925
Mesa State College 16,927 17,047 17,763
Metropolitan State College of Denver 19,906 19502 19,636
University of Colorado - Boulder 19,126 19,607 18,105
University of Colorado - Colorado Springs 17518 17,793 16,525
University of Colorado at Denver 17,468 21,719 21,552
University of Colorado Health Sciences Center* 35,553
University of Northern Colorado 16,628 15905 16,744
Western State College 16,620 18,872 15,956
LOANS INCLUDED: Federal Stafford Loans Unsubsidized; Federal Perkins Loan; Federal Stafford Loans
Subsidized; Federal Health Profession Loans; Other Loans
* Combined with UCD for 2005 and 2006

These tables do not include information on private loans used to finance higher education, such as
2nd mortgages, 401k borrowing, and credit cards. The College Board estimates that nationally
private loans now account for 22 percent of higher education loan volume.

Per statute, the annual percentage increasein appropriationsfor financial assistance must be at least

as great as the aggregate annual percentage increase in General Fund appropriations for the
institutions of higher education.
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A) Need Based Grants

This section includes two line items. General Need Based Grants and Governor's Opportunity
Scholarships. The funds in the General Need Based Grants line benefit both graduate and
undergraduate students attending eligible institutions in Colorado, which include some private
institutions. The GOS funds are for undergraduates only.

Thetable below shows historic increases in need-based financial aid. The decreasein FY 2003-04
was implemented after the IBC's bill to eliminate financia aid to private institutions failed to pass
the General Assembly.

Y ear General Need Part-time GOS Total Increase  Percent
FY 1991-92 12,283,697 500,000 -- 12,783,697
FY 1992-93 13,333,697 500,000 -- 13,833,697 1,050,000 8.2%
FY 1993-94 17,083,697 750,000 -- 17,833,697 4,000,000 28.9%
FY 1994-95 19,683,697 750,000 -- 20,433,697 2,600,000 14.6%
FY 1995-96 23,858,435 1,250,000 -- 25108435 4,674,738 22.9%
FY 1996-97 26,106,431 1,250,000 - 27,356,431 2,247,996 9.0%
FY 1997-98 29,239,141 1,250,000 -- 30,489,141 3,132,710 11.5%
FY 1998-99 32,859,277 1,250,000 -- 34,100,277 3,620,136 11.9%
FY 1999-00 35,373,152 1,250,000 1,800,000 38,423,152 4,313,875 12.6%
FY 2000-01 37,149,077 1,250,000 3,800,000 42,199,077 3,775,925 9.8%
FY 2001-02 40,348,002 1,250,000 6,000,000 47,598,002 5,398,925 12.8%
FY 2002-03 43,550,101 -- 8,000,000 51,550,101 3,952,099 8.3%
FY 2003-04* 37,935,202 -- 8,000,000 45,935,202 (5,614,899) -10.9%
FY 2004-05 37,935,202 -- 8,000,000 45,935,202 0 0.0%
FY 2005-06 44,285,488 -- 8,000,000 52,285,488 6,350,286 13.8%
FY 2006-07 52,136,963 -- 7,960,000 60,096,963 7,811,475 14.9%
FY 2007-08 67,023,546 -- -- 67,023,546 6,926,583 11.5%
FY 2008-09 Req. 74,294,146 - -~ 74,294,146 7,270,600 10.8%

* |n addition to the appropriation by the General Assembly, the Governor allocated $2.0 million
flexible federal funds for General Need Based Grants.

General Need Based Grants

Description:  This line includes grants for full-time and part-time graduate and undergraduate
studentswith demonstrated financial need. In FY 2005-06 there were 28,832 studentsthat received
need based aid with an average award of $1,536.

Request: Asthe#2 priority for the Department, the Governor and requested an additional $7,270,600
Genera Fund, or a10.8 percent increase, for need-based financial aid.

Recommendation: Staff recommendstherequested increase. Until the recent budget crunch, the
Joint Budget Committee had along history of fully funding the request from the executive branch
for need based financial aid. The FY 2008-09 budget request isasignificant percentage increase on
the base, but the previous table illustrated that it is consistent with the historic increases approved
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by the General Assembly. The number of students with financial need that could benefit from an
increaseinthisprogramissignificantly morethanthe General Assembly couldlikely fundinasingle
year, given constitutional and statutory constraints on the budget and current expenditure patterns.

Governor's Opportunity Scholarships

Description: Thislineitem provided approximately $2 million per year in "no cost of attendance”
grantsto very low-income students. It wasfolded into the General Need Based Grantslineitemin
FY 2007-08.

Request: The Department did not request funding.
Recommendation: Staff does not recommend funding.

B) Merit Based Grants

Description: Merit based grants provide awards to both undergraduate and graduate students
attending eligible institutions in Colorado. The awards are used to recognize and encourage
outstanding achievement in academic and other talent areas. The high point for funding was FY
2002-03, when $14,874,498 was appropriated.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding.
Recommendation: Staff recommends continuation level funding.

C) Work Study

Description: Work Study allows resident undergraduates to earn money to help pay for college.
Eligibility is for students with financial need as well as students who can benefit from work
experience, but statutes require that at least 70 percent of the funds be awarded based on need.
Studentsmay work at state-funded educational institutions, non-profit organizations, or government
agencies.

Request: The Department requested Decision Item #7 for a $1,728,057 General Fund increase to
restore funding to the level provided in FY 2002-03. The table below summarizes historic
appropriations for Work Study.

Fiscal Year Genera Fund Increase Percent

FY 1996-97 12,227,995

FY 1997-98 12,707,714 479,719 3.9%
FY 1998-99 13,702,494 994,780 7.8%
FY 1999-00 14,248,944 546,450 4.0%
FY 2000-01 14,811,367 562,423 3.9%
FY 2001-02 15,359,754 548,387 3.7%
FY 2002-03 16,612,357 1,252,603 8.2%
FY 2003-04 15,030,062 (1,582,295) -9.5%
FY 2004-05 15,003,374 (26,688) -0.2%
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Fiscal Year General Fund Increase Percent

FY 2005-06 15,003,374 0 0.0%
FY 2006-07 15,003,374 0 0.0%
FY 2007-08 14,884,300 (119,074) -0.8%
FY 2008-09 Req. 16,612,357 1,728,057 11.6%

Saff Recommendation: Staff recommendstherequested increase. The program has not received
an increase in funding for several years. At least 70 percent of the work study money is allocated
onthebasisof need. Work study isalso limited to 20 hours per week. The Department cites studies
that student who work part-time and on-campus perform better than other student populations.

D) Special Purpose

Precollegiate Programs

Description: This program was created with a new appropriation in the FY 2006-07 Long Bill.
Students must qualify for and receive a Federal Academic Competitiveness Grant. The Federal
Academic Competitiveness Grantsarefor Pell-eligible studentsenrolled asfull-time, degree-seeking
studentsin their first or second year, and are designed to provide an incentive for students to take
arigorous secondary school program of study. Students must maintaina3.0 GPA. Priority for state
precollegiate scholarships is given to students that participated in a CCHE-approved precollegiate
program. Awards are capped at $1,000.

Request: The Department requested decision item #8 for an $800,000 General Fund increase to
double the size of the program. The Department reports there were 2,810 recipients of a Federal
Academic Competitiveness Grant in FY 2006-07 and 1,012 recipients of astate precollegiate grant.
The Department would like to come closer to matching all Federal Academic Competitiveness
Grants.

Recommendation: Staff recommendscontinuation level funding. Whilethereisgenera statutory
authority for CCHE to create financial aid programs, and for the Department to foster precollegiate
programs, staff has concernsthat this program was created without specific statutory authorization,
and might be considered substantivelegislationinthe Long Bill. Theother targeted, special purpose
grant programs all have specific statutory authorizations. Doubling the size of the program would
exacerbate this problem.

The grants are concentrated at three institutions. Over 55 percent of the money is distributed to

students at Colorado State University - Fort Collins, University of Colorado - Boulder, and
Metropolitan State College of Denver.
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PACG %

INSTITUTION PACG Total
Adams State College 38,047 5%
Colorado School of Mines 36,700 5%
Colorado State University 153,872 19%
Colorado State University - Pueblo 40,404 5%
Fort Lewis College 21,886 3%
Mesa State College 12,458 2%
Metropolitan State College of Denver 134,343 17%
University of Colorado - Boulder 154,209 19%
University of Colorado - Colorado Springs 42,424 5%
University of Colorado - UCDHSC 29,966 4%
University of Northern Colorado 62,290 8%

Aims Community College

Western State Colleie 15 152| 2%

0%

Arapahoe Community College 1,347 0%
Colorado Mountain College 4,377 1%
Colorado Northwestern Community College 3,030 0%
Community College of Aurora 1,010 0%
Community College of Denver 337 0%
Front Range Community College 3,030 0%
| amar Community College - 0%
Morgan Community College - 0%
Northeastern Junior College 2,357 0%
Otero Junior College - 0%
Pikes Peak Community College - 0%
Pueblo Community College 1,010 0%
Red Rocks Community College 1,010 0%

Colorado College

[Trinidad State Junior Colleie - 0%

0%

Denver University 19,192 2%
Regis University 21,549 3%
TOTAL 800,000  100%

This is a new program and more time is needed before the effectiveness and cost-benefit of the
programrelativeto other financial aid programscan beevaluated. Therefore, staff isrecommending
continuation funding.
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Required Federal Match

Description: This line provides the federally required state match for the Perkins Student Loan
Program, the Colorado Leveraging Education Assistance Partnership, and the Student Leveraging
Education Assistance Partnership grant. These programs help very low-income students. Most of
the federal funds drawn down through this match go directly to the students or institutions, and so
do not appear in the Long Bill, but asmall portion flow through CCHE.

Request: The Department requested continuation funding based on the federal Perkins matching
requirements.

Recommendation: Staff recommends the requested amount based on federal matching
requirements.

Veterans/Law Enforcement/POW Tuition Assistance
Description:  This line pays tuition, room and board for Colorado dependents of deceased or
permanently disabled membersof the national guard, law enforcement, firefighters, prisonersof war
and military personnel missingin action. By statutethisisthefirst priority of any statefinancial aid
funds. If the appropriation in this line is insufficient to cover costs, CCHE must use money
appropriated in other financia aid line items for this purpose.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding.
Recommendation: Staff recommends continuation level funding.

National Guard Tuition Assistance

Description: House Bill 04-1347 required that the first priority of any funds appropriated for
financial aidinthe Department of Higher Education be providing tuition assistanceto national guard
members, up to $650,000. Thisputsthe National Guard Tuition Assistance onthe samefootingwith
the Veterans/Law Enforcement/POW Tuition Assistance. Thus, if the General Fund appropriation
isinsufficient for the actual number of qualifying applicants, CCHE must usefunds appropriated for
other financial aid programs for this purpose, up to the $650,000 statutory cap.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding.

Recommendation: Staff recommends continuation level funding. The program is at the statutory
cap of $650,000. If more students enroll, or the cost of the grants increases, the Department is not
required to transfer any more money to the Department of Military Affairs. Instead, the Department
of Military Affairswill prorate the benefit per student.

Native American Students/Fort Lewis College

Description: To comply with afederal treaty and the contract that granted the Fort Lewis property
tothestate, Section 23-52-105, C.R.S. requiresthat the General Assembly appropriatefundsto cover
100 percent of the cost of tuition for qualified Native Americans who wish to attend Fort Lewis
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College. Thecollegewaivestuition for these students up front, and then receives reimbursement in
the following fiscal year.

Request: The Department requested budget amendments#2b and #2¢ for anet increase of $295,861
Genera Fund, based on an estimate of eligible student in the current fiscal year.

Recommendation: Staff recommendstherequested amount. Thestate'sobligationtowaivetuition
for Native Americans has been challenged and upheldin court. Of the studentsreceivingthewaiver,
approximately 111 are enrolled at the resident tuition rate and 545 are enrolled at the nonresident
tuition rate. The state subsidy of Native American tuition represents approximately 35 percent of
all the tuition collected by Fort Lewis. Nonresident tuition from Native Americans is over 50
percent of al nonresident tuition collected by Fort Lewis. When the General Assembly approves
tuition increases for Fort Lewis, a portion of that increase becomes a General Fund obligations in
the following year for tuition waivers granted to Native Americans.

Early Childhood Professional L oan Repayment

Description: This program alowed qualified early childhood professionals to receive up to $2,000
to repay school loans. The source of funds was federal child care devel opment moneys transferred
from the Department of Human Services. The program was discontinued in FY 2007-08 when the
statutory authority expired and due to low participation.

Request: The Department did not request funding.
Recommendation: Staff recommends no funding.

Nursing Teacher L oan Forgiveness Pilot Program

Description: This program was created S.B. 06-136 (Tapia/Butcher). It allows payments of up to
$20,000for all or part of the principal and interest on aloan for personswho teach coursesin nursing
at astateinstitution of higher education for at least 5 consecutive academic years after receipt of an
advanced nursing degree. Each year that the teacher is employed in aqualified position, the lesser
of one-fifth or $4,000 shall be paid or forgiven.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding.
Recommendation: Staff recommends continuation level funding.

GEAR-UP
Description: The federal GEAR-UP scholarships are atype of precollegiate program.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding based on anticipated federal funds.

Recommendation: Staff recommends continuation level funding based on anticipated federal
funds.
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4) COLLEGE OPPORTUNITY FUND PROGRAM

The College Opportunity Fund Program section includeslineitemsfor stipendsfor students at state
operated institutions, stipendsfor students at private institutions, and fee-for-service contracts with
state supported ingtitutions. The Governing Board section includes the reappropriated funds
spending authority for the higher education institutionsto receive and expend the stipend payments
on behalf of students, and to receive and expend the fee-for-service contracts. Following are some
key statutes related to the College Opportunity Fund Program:

Stipends

° The General Assembly annually sets the stipend rate through the Long Bill.

° It is the intent of the General Assembly that the Department shall request funding for the
stipends for at least inflation and enrollment growth.

° Stipends are not considered astate grant for purposes of determining the enterprise status of

higher education institutions.

° The Genera Assembly must appropriate spending authority to the higher education
institutions for money received from stipends.

° If thereis not enough money in the College Opportunity Fund to pay all student stipends at
the rate established in the Long Bill, the Department of Higher Education must prorate the
stipend paymentsto theinstitutions. Although the higher education institutionsreceiveless
from stipend paymentsin this scenario, they may not increase the student share of tuition to
compensate for the lost revenue per student.

° If an institution doesn't earn the entire stipend payments authorized in the Long Bill, up to
three percent of the spending authority appropriated for stipends may be converted to
spending authority for fee-for-service contracts, if the Department approves an amendment
to the fee-for-service contract.

° Students that qualify for the federal need-based Pell grant that attend a participating private
institution (currently the University of Denver or Regis) are eligible for a stipend equal to
half of the stipend for students attending a state supported institution.

Fee-for-service contracts

° The General Assembly may appropriate money to the Department to purchasethefollowing

services:

o educational services in rural areas or communities in which the cost of delivering
education servicesis not sustained by the amount received in student tuition;

o educational services required for reciprocal agreements with other states;

o graduate services,
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o educational services that may increase economic development opportunities; and
o specialized education and professional degrees.

° Fee-for-service contracts are not considered a state grant for purposes of determining the
enterprise status of higher education institutions.

FY 2007-08 ADJUSTMENTS

Potential supplemental adjustments to the FY 2007-08 stipend and fee-for-service appropriations
Description: The FY 2007-08 General Fund appropriation for stipends and for fee-for-service
contracts was based on a projection of the stipend-eligible population produced by Legislative
Council Staff (LCS) in March of 2007. Actual expenditures to date suggest that the assumption
about the stipend-eligible population used for the FY 2007-08 appropriation was too high in total.
In February of 2008, LCS produced a new forecast of the stipend-eligible population. This new
forecast indicates that Metro, the University of Colorado, and the Community Colleges will exceed
their appropriated stipend spending authority and all other governing boards will be below the
appropriated stipend spending authority.

Request: AttheJanuary 1 deadlinefor submitting supplemental s, several key piecesof datanecessary
for forecasting the stipend-eligible population were not yet available, including the CCHE Fall
Final/Spring Census enrollment figures and the Spring COF invoices. Thus, neither the Governor
or CCHE had sufficient information to submit an official request to adjust the stipend appropriation.

Since the new LCS forecast came out, CCHE submitted arequest to provide new General Fund for
the ingtitutionsthat are projected to exceed the stipend authorization, and flexibility for institutions
that are morethan 3.0 percent bel ow the stipend authorization to convert stipend spending authority
to a fee-for-service contract. CCHE has special statutory authority to submit funding requests
directly to the General Assembly. The Governor did not request a supplemental change.

Recommendation: The staff analysis and recommendation for the supplemental request will be
distributed under a separate cover. The supplemental request was submitted at 5:00 p.m. on March
3 and then several revisionswere submitted with the last revision on March 5. The staff analysis of
the request was not done in time for inclusion in this document.

FY 2007-08 adjustments to tuition
Description: In February 2008 Legislative Council Staff revised the forecast of tuition revenue each
institution will earn in FY 2007-08.

Request: The Department submitted a supplemental request for an additional $10,263,755 tuition
spending authority for Colorado State University for nonresident rate increases. The Department
also projected that enrollment at CSU was going to be higher than the forecast used to set the FY
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2007-08 appropriation, but indicated that the enrollment adjustment could be handled through the
Enrollment/Tuition and Stipend Contingency line item.

Recommendation: Staff recommendsthat theJBC includesupplemental adjustmentsintheL ong
Bill to true-up the tuition spending authority for all gover ning boardsto the February 2008
L egidative Council Staff forecast. The JBC aready voted to approve the requested supplemental
increasefor Colorado State University in concept, but the Committee did not include the adjustment
in the original supplemental bill in order to seeif the LCS enrollment forecast would confirm the
requested amount, and to see whether adjustments were needed for other institutions that used an
interpretation of the FY 2007-08 tuition footnote that was similar to theinterpretation used by CSU.

Based on the February 2008 L CSforecast, the higher education governing boardswill generate anet
$28.4 million more in revenue from tuition than the projection used for the FY 2007-08
appropriation. Part of thevarianceisattributableto unexpected enrollment and inaccurate estimates
of FY 2006-07 base revenues. But, part of the variance is also attributable to the way some
institutionsinterpreted the tuition footnotein away that was not foreseen by the spending authority.

The table below summarizes the resident undergraduate tuition rate increases implemented by the
governingboardsin FY 2007-08. By manipulating nonresi dent and graduatetuitionrates, or through
variancesin enrollment from the estimate used for the appropriation, someinstitutions stayed closer
to the appropriated tuition spending authority than others.
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FY 2006-07 | FY 2007-08 %’:E{'}'
Institution Resident Resident Dollar Percent Revenue
Tuition Tuition Difference | Difference Limit
(30 CHRS) | (30 CHRS) Cate
gory
University of Colorado - Boulder
All-Other 4,554 5,418 864 19.0% 7.0%
Business 7,254 8,632 1,378 19.0%
Engineering 5,994 7,498 1,504 25.1%
Journalism/Music 4,734 5,628 894 18.9%
University of Colorado - Colorado Springs
Incoming Freshman 4,066 5,190 1,124 27.6% 7.0%
Continuing Freshman & Sophomores 4,066 4,350 284 7.0%
Jr & Srin LAS 4,264 4,562 298 7.0%
Upper Division Business & Engineering 4,508 4,824 316 7.0%
Jr & Srin Beth El Nursing & Health Sciences 6,250 6,688 438 7.0%
Certificate in Education 4,264 4,562 298 7.0%
University of Colorado - Denver
All Freshmen & Sophomores 4,330 5,054 724 16.7% 7.0%
Juniors & Seniors in Liberal Arts & Science, Non-Degree 4,330 5,184 854 19.7%
Juniors & Seniors in Arts & Media, Business & Engineering 4,806 5,184 378 7.9%
Colorado State University - Fort Collins
Resident 3,466 4,040 574 16.6% 7.0%
High Cost Programs 3,646 4,220 574 15.7%
College of Business 4,036 4,610 574 14.2%
College of Engineering 3,841 4,415 574 14.9%
Department of Computer Science 3,841 4,415 574 14.9%
Upper Division Courses 3,526 4,160 634 18.0%
Colorado State University - Pueblo
Base 2,975 3,184 208 7.0% 7.0%
Business, Nursing, Computer Info. Sys., Engineering 3,425 3,671 246 7.2%
Fort Lewis College 2,522 2,684 162 6.4% 5.0%
University of Northern Colorado
Resident 3,276 3,600 324 9.9% 7.0%
Music, Theatre, and Nursing 3,636 3,960 324 8.9%
Business 3,756 4,080 324 8.6%
Adams State College 2,030 2,328 298 14.7% 5.0%
Mesa State College 3,442 3,893 451 13.1% 5.0%
Metropolitan State College of Denver 2,447 2,432 -15 -0.6% 5.0%
Western State College 2,554 2,688 134 5.3% 5.0%
Colorado School of Mines 7,852 8,764 912 11.6% 7.0%
Community Colleges 2,237 2,315 78 3.5% 3.5%

As discussed during the briefing and supplemental, some governing boards used an interpretation
of thetuition footnote that may have been inconsi stent with theintent of the General Assembly. The
JBC may want to consider thisin setting the FY 2008-09 General Fund and tuition appropriation.
However, for FY 2007-08 staff feels that any damage that may have been caused isdone. Truing
up thetuition spending authority will ensure that the appropriation matchesthereality of thetuition
practices of each governing board. Also, it will make it easier for the budget committee to explain
tuition changes approved for FY 2008-09 if the FY 2007-08 appropriation matches the projected
base revenues.
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FY 2008-09 RECOMMENDATIONS

Stipends, Fee-for-service Contracts, and Tuition

Description: The Department's requests for stipends, fee-for-service contracts, and tuition are all
related to each other, and so the staff recommendation will addressthem all at once, even though the
appropriations appear in different line items.

For the fee-for-service contractsit would seem that the Department should be ableto identify acost
per unit of service and apply that consistently to make purchases throughout the state. In practice,
it isdifficult to view the fee-for-service contracts in isolation of the stipends. It isaso difficult to
view them separate from tuition and fees. Stipend and tuition/fee revenue more than cover the cost
of some courses, and don't come close to covering the cost of other courses. The amount of stipend
and tuition/feerevenue availabl e to support graduate education, reciprocal agreements, professional
education, etc. varies based on the composition of courses at each institution. Other factors aso
contributeto cost differences, such asregiona economicsthat impact staff compensation, tuitionand
fee rates, class sizes that influence economies of scale, and the volume and condition of physical
plant operated by the institution, to name afew of the variables. For these reasons, the amount that
CCHE needs to spend to purchase similar services from two different institutions may vary
significantly.

Request: With the November 1 request the Department submitted decision item #1 with a total of
$48,553,201 General Fund that wasdescribed asa place holder for stipends and fee-for-service
contracts. On February 22 the Department submitted budget amendment #1a allocating the
$48,553,201 as follows:

November 1 requested DI #1 General Fund "placeholder” $48,553,201

February 22 BA #1a allocation of the "placeholder”
Replace one-time FY 2007-08 appropriation from COF balance  $3,035,676

New stipends money for state operated institutions $12,564,924
New Fee-for-service contracts for state institutions $32,499,898
New stipends for private institutions $31,500
Stipend contingency $348,051
Increase allocation to AVS $73,151

$48,553,200

The Department describes the method of allocating the stipends and fee-for-service contracts for
state operated institutions as a 7.7 percent increase across-the-board. However, the JBC should
understand that because the FY 2007-08 appropriation included $3,035,676 in one-time spending
authority from a balance in the College Opportunity Fund, the 7.7 percent increase in General
Fund translates into a 7.2 percent increase in new resources for the governing boards, as shown in
the table below.
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Genera Cash Funds
TOTAL Fund Exempt
FY 2007-08 stipends and fee-for-service contracts $627,654,358 $624,618,682 $3,035,676

One-time FY 2007-08 appropriation from COF balance $0  $3,035,676 ($3,035,676)
New stipends money for state operated institutions $12,564,924 $12,564,924

New Fee-for-service contracts for state institutions $32,499,898 $32,499,898 $0
Net impact on governing boards $45,064,822 $48,100,498 ($3,035,676)
Percent change 7.2% 7.7% -100.0%

For stipends for students at state-operated institutions, the Department requests an inflationary
increasein therate of 3.4 percent, or $90 per year for afull-time (30 credit hours per year) student.
Thisraises the full-time rate from $2,670 to $2,760 and is consistent with statutes that requires the
Department to request at least inflation and enrollment for the stipends. The Department used an
OSPB projected inflation rate and then rounded to ensure that the stipend rate per credit hour was
awhole dollar amount for ease in advertising and administration. The department's projection of
stipend-eligible SFTE in FY 2008-09 is a net 0.5 percent or 569.2 SFTE over the FY 2007-08
appropriation basis.

For thefee-for-service contractsthe Department requested that each institution receive thedifference
between the changein stipend revenue and a7.2 percent baseincrease. The statutesindicatethat the
fee-for-service contracts are to purchase the following services:

° educational servicesin rura areas or communitiesin which the cost of delivering education
servicesis not sustained by the amount received in student tuition;

educational services required for reciprocal agreements with other states;

graduate services,

educational services that may increase economic development opportunities; and
specialized education and professional degrees.

This suggests that the request for fee-for-service contracts should be justified based on the cost of
each type of service, the need for that service, and the success of institutions in meeting the
performance goals of the state. In practice, the Department has not identified a method for
determining the fee-for-service contract amount that isindependent of the stipends. Thisisbecause
the stipends cover avarying degree of the costs of undergraduate education at each institution, and
so thefee-for-service contracts arereally asupplement to the stipends earned by an institution. This
supplement allows the institutions to provide the services covered by the fee-for-service contracts
that the institution would not otherwise be able to provide because the stipend revenues from
undergraduate students alone would not cover the full cost.

The Department's original plan wasto request fee-for-service contracts in proportion to per-student

resource gaps identified by CCHE between Colorado institutions and national peers. The request
now appears to be based on maintaining the relative funding position of each institution until the
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Department can develop along-term distribution formulathat is acceptabl e to the higher education
community.

In addition to the across-the-board increase detailed in budget amendment #1a, the Department
submitted Budget Amendment #2afor $4.9 million General Fund for fee-for-service contracts
to improve recruitment, retention, and remediation of under served/underrepresented (the
Department uses the termsinterchangeably) students. Budget Amendment #2a does not include an
allocation of the $4.9 million by governing board. Rather, the Department indicates that the
Commission will develop criteria for the fee-for-service contracts by July 1, 2008 and the
Department will submit a mid-year supplemental in FY 2008-09 that reflects the distribution by
institution.

The 7.2 percent across-the-board increase and the $4.9 million increase for fee-for-service contracts
to hel p underserved/underrepresented studentsrepresent the new money requested for state-operated
ingtitutions. For stipends for students at private institutions the Department requested an
increase of $31,500 General Fund as part of Budget Amendment #1a. Statutorily the stipend rate
for studentsat privateinstitutionsis set at 50 percent of the stipend ratefor studentsat state-operated
institutions. The Department's request reflects the increase required in the rate for private stipends
to correspond with the requested inflationary increase in the rate for stipends for students at
state-operated institutions. The Department projects no changes in the stipend eligible population
at private institutions.

Also, the Department's Budget Amendment #1a includes $348,051 General Fund for deposit in
the College Opportunity Fund with no cor responding expenditur efrom the COF. Thismoney
isintended to create a balance in the COF that can be tapped if the forecast of the stipend-eligible
population is off.

With regard to tuition, the Department submitted budget amendment #1b for resident rate caps
of 9.0 percent for theresear chinstitutions, 7.0 per cent for theother four-year institutions, and
5.0 percent for the community colleges. The Department requested that governing boards be
allowed to set nonresident tuition at whatever the market will allow. The Department's request for
spending authority was based on an assumption that institutions would increase nonresident tuition
rates by 5.0 percent.

The Department proposed the following language for the tuition footnote for the research
institutions:

It is the intent of the General Assembly that any effective increase in the resident
tuition rate not exceed 9% per student or 9% per credit hour at the University of
Colorado System, the Colorado State University System, the Colorado School of
Mines, and the University of Northern Colorado, provided that students with
demonstrated financial need (i.e., Pell Levelsl, I, and 1) receive sufficient financial
aidtolimitincreasesin their effectivetuition rates above 5% per student or per credit
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hour. For any student eligiblefor the 5% effectiverate limit, the base tuition amount
for FY 2008-09 against which any future years tuition increases are cal cul ated shall
be that effective FY 2008-09 tuition amount (as adjusted to the 5% effective rate
[imit) similar to the intent of the FY 2007-08 footnote. The effective 9% rate limit
constrainsall tuitionincreases, including any closure of aninstitution'sso-called full
time window. It is the intent of the General Assembly that the institutions may
increase all nonresident tuition rates to reflect market conditions and that any
additional spending authority necessary to cover nonresident tuition rate increases
will be addressed through a supplemental appropriation during the 2009 legidlative
session. TheGeneral Assembly will not back-fill for nonresident tuition revenuelost
if a nonresident tuition increase results in a net reduction in nonresident tuition
revenue.

For Adams, Mesa, Metro, Fort Lewis and Western the Department proposed identical language
except with a 7.0 percent cap instead of a 9.0 percent cap. For the Community Colleges the
Department proposed a 5.0 percent cap and omitted all of the language about holding the increase
for Pell eligible students to 5.0 percent as unnecessary.

Recommendation: Staff recommendsthat the JBC give strong consideration to approving the
Department'srequest. Adopting the Department's request has anumber of advantagesincluding,
but not limited to, deflecting criticism to the Commission and the Governor when, inevitably, some
institutions and communities are unhappy with the distribution of funds. Although the statutes no
longer require the General Assembly to comply with a distribution formula developed by the
Department, the past practice of the General Assembly hasbeento delegatethisresponsibility to the
Department and the Commission. While it is arguable whether the Department has achieved
consensus within the higher education community regarding the FY 2008-09 request, in order to
arrive at the request the Department went through a more involved and inclusive process than the
JBC redlistically has time for before the deadline for introduction of the Long Bill. Using a
distribution other than the formula proposed by the Department could open the JBC to criticism that
parochial concerns rather than policy issues motivated the decision.

In the interest of defining another option, should the JBC want to deviate from the Department's
request, thestaff recommendation isbased on afor mulathat takesintoaccount tuition revenue
aswell asstipend revenueto set thefee-for-ser vice contract amount. The Department's General
Fund request appears to be based on maintaining the status quo until the Department can develop
along-range plan that is acceptabl e to the higher education community. However, the Department
requested tiered increasesin tuition that will result in someinstitutions having significantly morein
total funds to work with than others. This variation is not supported by any peer comparison.
Rather, it appears to be based on a political calculation of the tuition rate increases that are
acceptable to the executive branch. Tiered increasesin tuition without a corresponding adjustment
in General Fund will result in more variation in how far each institution lies from the resources
available to peers, rather than maintaining the status quo.
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Another component of the Department's request that skewsthe status quo is Budget Amendment 2a
for a $4.9 million increase in the fee-for-service contracts for underserved/underrepresented
populations at unspecified schools. If the General Assembly providesthis money to the Department
without first approving which institutionswill receive the fee-for-service contracts, it will represent
adelegation of a portion of the General Assembly's budgetary control. Thisis reason enough not
to approve the request, but if the JBC needs further justification, an allocation of the $4.9 million
based on underserved or underrepresented students, however those terms are defined, is likely to
result in some institutions making unequal progress toward the funding level of peers. The
Department characterizes the $4.9 million as the first ever attempt to distribute fee-for-service
contracts with a specific, measurable goal. However, the Department hasn't defined what it means
by underserved or underrepresented students, and it hasn't provided any metrics for success. This
doesn't sound particularly specific or measurable to staff. Also, improving the capacity of
institutionsto recruit, retain, and remedi ate underserved/underrepresented studentsis not one of the
statutory criteria for the fee-for-service contracts. For these reasons, the staff recommendation
ignoresthe $4.9 million proposed setting aside for fee-for-service contracts.

For stipends, staff recommendsarate of $2,760 for afull-time (30 credit hours per year) student
at a state supported institution, and using the Legislative Council Staff's February 2008 forecast to
estimate the amount that will be earned by institution. This $90 rate increase for full-time students
isidentical to the Department's request. Pursuant to statute the Department is supposed to request
at leastinflation for the stipends. The Department'srequest isconsistent with thisstatutory directive
and staff sees no policy reason to depart from the Department's request. The Legislative Council
stipend-eligible enrolIment forecast isanet 1,068 SFTE higher than the Department's estimate and
that adds a total $2.9 million more to the amount necessary for stipends. Staff believes that the
legislature should use its own enrollment forecast rather than the Department's estimate.

For resident tuition revenue, staff recommends the same percentage increases as the
Department requested, althoughwith the Legidlative Council Staff projection of therevenuerai sed
using these rates. While the short-term goal of the staff recommendation is to maintain the status
quo, the staff recommendation is built on the assumption that the long-term goal isstill to closethe
resource gap between Colorado institutions and peers. If that is the eventual goal, staff believesa
case could be made for much larger tuition increases than those proposed by the Department, given
the outlook for General Fund increasesfor higher education institutionswithin current statutory and
constitutional constraints. Staff assumes that the tuition increases proposed by the Department are
the maximum the executive branch iswilling to support. Staff assumes the tiered tuition rates are
based on perceptions (whether based in analysis or not) about the ability of studentsto pay, and/or
the administration's views on the right ratio of costs for students versus the state. The staff
recommendation treats the tiers as the maximum possible for FY 2008-09 in the current political
environment. One way to solve the issue of tiered tuition increases changing the status quo would
be not to use tiered tuition increases. But, thiswould result in alower overall tuition increase, and
less overall progress toward peer parity, if al theinstitutions are limited to the assumed maximum
possible tuition increase for the Community Colleges in the current political environment of 5.0
percent. Therefore, rather than using a flat tuition rate increase, the staff recommendation
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compensatesfor unequal tuitionrateincreaseswith unequal General Fundincreases, to kegpthetotal
increase in resources a constant percentage for al institutions.

For nonresident tuition the Department requested that institutions have flexibility to set rates at
whatever the market will allow. The Department assumed that institutions would increase
nonresident tuition rates by 5.0 percent. The staff recommendation assumes that nonresident
tuition rates will increase by an amount equal to the percentage increase in resident tuition
rates. Someinstitutions have argued that they are at or near market capacity for nonresident tuition
and largeincreasesin therate are not sustainable. If the Department had proposed a 5.0 percent cap
on nonresident tuition, staff would have used this in the distribution formula. However, if
institutionshaveflexibility to do whatever they want with nonresident tuition, staff isconcerned that
some institutions may be able to achieve an advantage over the status quo by increasing nonresident
tuition rates. The staff proposed distribution model won't maintain the status quo if the nonresident
tuition assumptions are either unrealistically high or low. Also, staff has concerns about the equity
of asking resident studentsto accept agreater percentageincreasein tuition ratesthan the percentage
increasefor nonresident students. Therefore, the staff recommendati on assumesthat institutionswill
implement a percentage increase in nonresident tuition rates that is commensurate with the
percentage increase in resident tuition rates. The projected dollar increase in revenue for the
University of Colorado from a 9.0 percent rate increase has been adjusted to reflect that the
governing board can not apply the increase to a portion of the nonresident students at the Boulder
campus who are enrolled through a plan that fixes their tuition rate for four years.

For fee-for-service contractsstaff recommendsa General Fund increase of $29,552,219 so that
the combined stipend and fee-for-service contract increase recommended by staff matches the
effective $45,064,823 increase for the governing boards that was requested by the Department. The
logic for recommending the Department's total General Fund request is similar to the logic for
recommending the Department's tuition request. The staff recommendation is based on the
assumption that the long-term goal is to close the resource gap between Colorado institutions and
peers. If that isthegoal, apolicy case could be made for amuch larger General Fund increasein FY
2008-09. However, the budget is constrained by the six percent limit on Genera Fund
appropriations, and so the staff recommendation assumes that the Governor's request is the
maximum possible in the current budget environment to still comply with the six percent limit.

In the staff recommendation the fee-for-service contract increase is distributed by governing
board so that the combined stipend, fee-for-service contract, and tuition increaseisthe same
percentage (8.5 percent) for every governing board. The Governor's proposa for a flat
percentage General Fund increase with tiered increases in tuition benefits institutions unequally
according to the amount of tuition they raise.

The staff recommendations for the governing boards are summarized in the tablesin the
appendix at the end of this document.
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For stipendsfor studentsat privateinstitutions, staff recommendsatotal of $1,104,000. The
stipend ratefor students at privateinstitutionsis statutorily indexed to 50 percent of the stipend rate
for students at state operated institutions. The most recent data from the Department projects that
therewill be 798 studentswho claim the stipend at participating private institutionsin FY 2007-08.
The staff recommendation for FY 2008-09 is based on the assumption that 800 student will claim
the stipend in FY 2008-09.

Staff does not recommend the $348,051 General Fund that the Department requested be
deposited in the College Opportunity Fund to serve asa contingency. The Department did not
submit any justification for thisamount. It appearsto be aplace holder to balance to the mark from
the Office of State Planning and Budgeting. If the JBC wants to adopt a policy to build a balance
in the College Opportunity Fund, staff would recommend a larger alocation than the amount
proposed by the Department. Otherwise, staff assumes that the JBC can find a better use for
$348,051 elsewhere in the state budget.

(5) GOVERNING BOARDS

The Governing Board section includes the cash spending authority for the higher education
institutions to receive and expend the stipend payments on behalf of students, and to receive and
expend thefee-for-servicecontracts. It asoincludes spending authority for tuition and academicfee
revenue and appropriated grants. Each governing boardisappropriated fundinginasinglelineitem,
but the letter note associated with the appropriation includes details on all of the components
mentioned above.

The staff recommendationsfor student stipend payments, fee-for-service contracts and tuition have
already been discussed.

Academic Fees and Academic Facility Fees
Description: Thisincludes course fees and other fees that directly support the academic mission of
the institutions. It does not include fees associated with ancillary auxiliary activities.

Request: The Department did not request a change in funding for FY 2008-009.

Recommendation: The staff recommendation ispendingfurther clarification by the governing
boards of revenue estimates they submitted. For the first few years that this line item was in
place, the Department and institutions had to work through definition issuesto ensurethat all higher
education institutions were reporting the fees consistently. Asaresult, there were some significant
year-to-year variancesin the requested spending authority based on technical issues. By now these
definition issues should be sorted out. Based on revenue estimates submitted by the institutions,
staff hasconcernsthat the Department isnot hol ding higher education institutionsto thefee spending
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authority appropriated in FY 2007-08. Also, some of the institutions are projecting significant
increases in fee revenue for FY 2008-09 that require more explanation and justification. Finaly,
staff is in the process of collecting some data about fees to clarify for the JBC what is being
controlled through this line item versus what fees are off-budget and the differences between fees
controlled through this line item and "mandatory” fees reported to CCHE. Staff will come back at
alater date with a recommendation on academic and academic facility fees.

Tobacco Settlement Distribution
Description: Pursuant to S.B. 07-97 and H.B. 07-1359 the University of Colorado Health Sciences
Center receives a portion of the tobacco settlement monies.

Request: The Department request is consistent with the statutory distribution of the tobacco
settlement monies.

Recommendation: During figur e setting for the Department of Public Health and Environment
the JBC already approved an increase of $10,432,371 based on the statutory distribution of
tobacco settlement monies. Thestaff recommendation for distributing stipendsand fee-for-service
contracts does not include the tobacco money in the base funds for CU. Staff assumes the General
Assembly's intent in S.B. 07-97 and H.B. 07-1359 was to increase the funding for the Health
Sciences Center and specifically not to maintain the status quo for funding for this particular
institution.

Appropriated Grants

Description: A few of the governing boards have at times received grants from mineral and energy
impact funds administered by the Department of Local Affairs. Statutes require that grants from
these funds to state agencies be authorized by the General Assembly through an appropriation. In
addition, the General Assembly hasappropriated spending authority to the Col orado School of Mines
from the Oil and Gas Conservation and Environmental Response Fund for research related to S.B.
05-66. In FY 2007-08, the General Assembly made appropriations from the Operational Account
of the Severance Tax Trust Fund for the Colorado Water Resources Research Institute at CSU.

Request: The Department requested the following amounts for appropriated grants. All of the
amountsin FY 2008-09 are from mineral and energy impact funds administered by the Department
of Local Affairs.

Governing Board FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 Comment

Colorado State University $320,000 $170,000 H.B. 07-1096 included a one-time FY 2007-08
appropriation from the Operational Account of the
Severance Tax Trust Fund for the Colorado Water
Resources Research Institute that will not continuein
FY 2007-08.

Fort Lewis College $48,000 $48,000
University of Colorado $657,531 $657,531
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Recommendation: Staff recommendsthe requested amounts based on expected grants.

Reflecting FTE in the Long Bill
Description: Prior to FY 1999-00, FTE designations were not included in the Long Bill for Higher
Education. In FY 1999-00 the JBC adopted a policy of reflecting FTE for all departmentsin the
Long Bill to provide additional information about the number of state employees. Pursuant to
statute, the governing boards can hire as many or as few employees as they seefit.

Recommendation: The staff recommendation on FTE in the Long Bill isbased on FY 2007-08
estimated FTE in the budget request. Thisis consistent with the historic practice of the JBC of
using the current year estimate in the budget data books for each governing board.

Estimatein
FY 2007-08 | FY 2008-09
Long Bill Request Difference Percent

Adams 2715 285.3 13.8 5.1%
Mesa 452.2 474.8 22.6 5.0%
Metro 1,056.3 1,124.0 67.7 6.4%
Western 230.9 241.5 10.6 4.6%
CSU System 3,852.4 4,070.7 218.3 5.7%
Fort Lewis 432.3 449.3 17.0 3.9%
CU Regents 6,441.1 6,507.6 66.5 1.0%
Mines 629.4 653.6 24.2 3.8%
UNC 1,015.0 954.9 (60.1) -5.9%
Community Colleges 4576.4 4,720.0 143.6 3.1%
18,957.5 19,481.7 524.2 2.8%

6) LOCAL DISTRICT JUNIOR COLLEGES

Description: Thislineitem provides funding for grantsto Aims Community College and Colorado
Mountain College.

Request: The Department submitted decision item #2 for an increase of $444,690 General Fund or
3.0 percent for the Local District Junior Colleges. At the hearing the Department explained that it
requested a smaller percentage increase for the Local District Junior Colleges than for the
Community Colleges or the Area Vocational Schools because the cumulation of funding decisions
between FY 2002-03 and FY 2007-08 restored funding levelsfor the Local District Junior Colleges
to apre-recession level. Also, the Department indicated that an inflationary adjustment measured
by the Consumer Price Index would enable the colleges to maintain existing programs.
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Recommendation: Staff recommendsa7.2 percent or $1,067,256 Gener al Fund increaseto match
the average percentage increase in stipends and fee-for -ser vice contracts for the Governing
Boards. Another reasonable approach would be to index the appropriation to the Community
Colleges, since they are the most analogous governing board. The staff recommendation is based
on trying to reduce the number of moving partsif the JBC has trouble deciding on a General Fund
distribution formula and the percentage increase for the Community Colleges changes.

The Department hastestified several timesto the JBC that they feel any distribution formulafor the
higher education system needsto ook forward rather than dwelling on perceptionsof past inequities.
The Department's request for the Local District Junior Colleges seems strangely inconsistent with
this philosophy. Theincreases provided by the JBC for the Local District Junior Colleges between
FY 2005-06 and FY 2007-08 werein part to reduce agap in state funding per student FTE between
the Local District Junior Colleges and the Community Colleges that predated the recession. If the
distribution philosophy for FY 2008-09 is to maintain the relative funding positions of all the
ingtitutions, then staff believes that funding for the Local District Junior Colleges should increase
at the same rate as the average of the other governing boards, rather than penalizing the Local
District Junior Collegesin FY 2008-09 dueto someperceived advantagethey receivedin prior years.
Also, the Departments goal of maintaining existing programsfor the Local District Junior Colleges
contrasts with the goal of closing the peer gap for the state-operated institutions.

7) ADVISORY COMMISSION ON FAMILY MEDICINE

During figure setting for the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing, the JBC approved
moving this appropriation from the Department of higher Education to the Department of Health
Care Policy and Financing. Therefore, this division will not appear in the FY 2008-09 Long Bill.

8) DIVISION OF OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION

The Division is administratively located within the State Board for the Community Colleges and
Occupational Education State System Community Colleges and has responsibility for approving
programs and maintaining standards for public vocational programs (the Division of Private
Occupational Schoolsin CCHE oversees proprietary schools). The Division also distributes state
and federal funds for occupational education.

A) Administrative Costs

Description: These FTE are responsible for approving the programs and distributing funds. The
source of cash funds exempt isindirect cost recoveries.
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Request: The Department requested continuation level funding.

Recommendation:  Staff recommends continuation level funding. The administrative
responsibilities of the Division are not changing. Expenditureswere below the appropriationin FY
2005-06 and FY 2006-07 due to transitions in procedures and staffing to comply with
recommendations from the State Auditor. Any remaining indirect cost recoveriesafter covering all
of the costs of the Department Administrative Office will be applied to offset the need for General
Fund in thislineitem.

B) Colorado Vocational Act Distributions pursuant to Section 23-8-102, C.R.S.

Description: The appropriation provides state support for secondary students enrolled in vocational
programsin school districtsacrossthe state. Thesefunds help the school districtsoffset, in part, the
higher cost of vocational education. State statutes and regulations from the Division define the
eligible costs for which K-12 schools may apply for reimbursement. The source of cash funds
exempt is a transfer from the Department of Education. This is one of the categorical programs
covered by Amendment 23.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding.

Recommendation: Thestaff recommendation ispending calculationsof theimpact of the JBC's
actions during figure setting for the Department of Education. Staff will reflect the amount
calculated by the Department of Education analyst once it is available and will not bring thisissue
back to the JBC.

C) Area Vocational School Support
Description: This line provides state support for the four area vocational schools to provide post-
secondary vocational training. In addition to the General Fund shown in the Long Bill, the AVS
charge minimal tuition and fees to students. Also, the AVS provide some vocational training to
secondary students with funds from their local school districts, which may include Colorado
Vocational Act dollars. The distribution of General Fund is determined by the Division in
consultation with the AVS.

Request: The Department requested Budget Amendment #1aand Decision Item #3 for anet increase
of $804,660, or 7.7 percent.

Recommendation: Staff recommendsa 7.2 percent or $752,410 increase to match the average
percentage increase in stipends and fee-for-service contracts for the Governing Boards.
Another reasonabl e approach woul d beto index the appropriation to the Community Colleges, since
they arethe most anal ogousgoverning board. The staff recommendationisbased ontryingtoreduce
the number of moving partsif the JBC has trouble deciding on a General Fund distribution formula
and the percentage increase for the Community Colleges changes. The recommendation here is
similar to the recommendation for the Local District Junior Colleges. Rather than using the 7.7
percent General Fund increase for the stipends and fee-for-service contracts as an index, staff used
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the effective increase in stipends and fee-for-service contracts for the governing boards after
compensating for the one-time appropriation from the balance of the College Opportunity Fund in
FY 2007-08.

D) Sponsored Programs
These are federally funded occupational education programs.

Administration

Description: The FTE review educational programs to ensure compliance with federal Perkins
requirements and approve courses eligible for federal funds. They also provide training and
technical assistance to educators and students.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding.

Recommendation: Staff recommendsa decreasein federal funds of $42,204 to r eflect the most
recent estimate from the Community Colleges of theamount of revenuethat will bereceved.

Programs
Description: These funds are federal "Carl Perkins' funds, and are distributed to Community

Colleges, Local District Junior Colleges, Area Vocational Schools, and K-12 districts.
Request: The Department requests continuation level funding.

Recommendation: Staff recommends a decrease of $277,565 federal fundsto reflect the most
recent estimate from the Community Colleges of theamount of revenuethat will bereceved.

E) Colorado First Customized Job Training
Description: These are General Fund dollarstransferred from the Governor's Office for community
colleges to provide training to employees of new companies or expanding firms.

Request: The Department's request is for continuation level funding.

Recommendation: During figure setting for the Governor's Office, the JBC approved
continuation level funding.

F) Existing Industry Training

Description: These are Genera Fund dollarstransferred from the Governor's Office for community
colleges to provide training to employees of companies aready located in Colorado that are
experiencing major technologica changes. Funding was eliminated in FY 2003-04, but statutes
allow moneys appropriated for the Colorado First Customized Training Program to be used for
Existing Industry Training.

Request: The Department did not request funding.
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Recommendation: Staff recommends no funding.

9) AURARIA HIGHER EDUCATION CENTER

Administration

Description: TheAurariaHigher Education Center collectsfundsfromtheinstitutionswith programs
on the Auraria campus for operation and maintenance of the campus. While there is some impact
on AHEC'sbudget when enrollment changes on the campus, much of theexpensesarefor fixed costs
related to maintaining the buildings and coordinating activities of the co-tenants. The source of cash
funds is payments by enterprises and the source of cash funds exempt is payments by non-
enterprises.

Request: The Department requested Budget Amendment #8a for $2,085,277 cash funds spending
authority for sales and services to outside entities. Pursuant to statute, when higher education
ingtitutions earn cash funds that are subject to TABOR, there has to be a corresponding spending
authority in the Long Bill.

The Department also requested Budget Amendment #8b for a six percent increase in the operating
budget funded by the threetenant institutions, in order to cover utility expenses and mandated slaary
and benefit increases.

Recommendation: Staff recommendsbudget amendment #8b, but not #8a. Budget Amendment
#8awill no longer be necessary if the IBC'shill S.B. 08-126 is adopted. The bill passed House 3rd
reading on February 29, 2008. The requested six percent increase in budget amendment #8b is not
unreasonabl e given the increases proposed for the tenant institutions of the campus.

Auxiliary Enterprises
Description: Thislineitem provides spending authority for revenuesfrom businessventuresthat are
not exempt from TABOR.

Request: The Department requests continuation level funding.

Recommendation: Staff recommends eliminating thelineitem. The lineitem will no longer be
necessary if the BBC's hill S.B. 08-126 is adopted. The bill passed House 3rd reading on February
29, 2008.
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10) COUNCIL ON THE ARTS

Description: Thislineitem funded the personal services, operating, and grants associated with the
Council on the Arts. In FY 2006-07, the Council on the Arts was transferred to the Governor's
Office.

Request: The Department did not submit a request.

Recommendation: Staff recommends no funding.

11) STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY OF COLORADO

The State Historical Society collects, preserves, exhibits and interprets properties and artifacts of
historical significance. In addition to operating museums and historical sites throughout the state,
the Society distributes gaming funds for preservation projects.

(A) Cumbres-Toltec Railroad Commission
Description: Thisline item funds the state's portion of a cooperative agreement with New Mexico
to operate the Cumbres-Toltec Railroad.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding.
Recommendation: Staff recommendstherequested continuation funding.

(B) Sponsored Programs
Description: Thislineitem provides spending authority for avariety of programs supported through
restricted donations, federal funds and other dedicated sources. Examples of activities include
specia exhibits, and artifact conservation and processing.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding based on projected revenues.
Recommendation: Staff recommendstherequested amount, based on expected revenues.

(C) Auxiliary Programs

Description: Thisline item provides spending authority for various self-supporting activities of the
Historical Society. Included in this line are the museum shop, public education and
membership/publications. There are 14.5 FTE associated with thisline item.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding based on projected revenues.
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Recommendation: Staff recommendsdightly higher than the Department requested based on
theJoint Budget Committee'scommon policiesfor annualizingsalary survey and per formance
based pay increases.

(D) Gaming Revenues

The voter-approved amendment to Colorado's constitution that permitted limited gaming included
a formula alocation of the tax revenues generated from gaming activities. This constitutional
formula has been further modified by statute. The table below shows the projected FY 2008-09
alocation of limited gaming funds according to the constitutional and statutory provisions.

Limited Gaming Fund Constitutional | Statutory FY 07-08

Distribution Per cent Per cent Projected
Distributions to Cities and Counties - Unrestricted Use 22.0% 22.0% $24,823,444
Gilpin and Teller Counties 12.0% 12.0% $13,540,061
Cripple Creek, Central City, Black Hawk 10.0% 10.0% $11,283,384
State Historical Fund (SHF) - Preservation and Restoration 28.0% 28.0% $31,593,475
Cripple Creek, Central City, Black Hawk (20% of SHF) 5.6% 5.6% $6,318,695
Statewide Grants and Society Operations (80% of SHF) 22.4% 22.4% $25,274,780
Purposes Determined by General Assembly 50.0% 50.0% $56,416,919
Local Government Limited Gaming Impact Fund 6.5% $7,334,199
Colorado Travel and Tourism Promotion Fund set amount | $20,875,116
Sate Council on the Arts Cash Fund set amount $1,648,035
Film Incentives Cash Fund set amount $659,214
Bioscience Discovery Evaluation Fund set amount $3,500,000
New Jobs Incentives Cash Fund set amount $3,296,071
Clean Energy Fund Remainder | $19,104,284
Total: 100.0% 100.0% | $112,833,838

The 28 percent of limited gaming moneys deposited in the State Historical Fund support activities
of the State Historical Society. The total amount for the State Historical Fund is determined by the
congtitution and revenues, but within the amount alocated for statewide grants and society
operations, the General Assembly can influence how muchisallocated for grants versus operations.

Gaming Cities Distribution
Description: A portion of the revenue generated from gaming is returned to the gaming cities as
defined in Section 12-47.1-701, C.R.S.

Request: The Department requested continuation level funding.
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Recommendation: The staff recommendation is based on the more recent revenue estimate
detailed in the table above.

Statewide Preservation Grant Program

Description: The majority of the revenue generated from gaming is used for the preservation and
restoration of historical sites and municipalities throughout the state. The Historical Society has
statutory authority to expend some of these fundsto cover the "reasonable costs' of administration.

Request: The Department'srequest refl ectsexpected revenueslessfunding for Decision Items#1 and
#2 and Budget Amendment #1a that the Department proposes spending on Society Museum and
Preservation Operations.

Recommendation: The staff recommendation isbased on a morerecent revenue estimate and
the following calculation of remaining funds after all other obligations:

Historic Preservation Grant Program
ltem Dollars
Projected Gaming Revenue to the State Historical Fund $31,593,471
Gaming Cities Distribution (6,318,695
Society Museum and Preservation Operations continuation (5,331,322
DI #1 Salary Survey Adjustment (199,330
BA #la Chief Operating Officer (47,864
DI #2 Information Technology (75,100
Indirect Cost Assessment (154,268
Estimated "Pots" Expenditures (800,000
Remaining for Statewide Preservation Grant Program  $18,666,894

Some of the money in the State Historical Fund is used for centrally appropriated "pots' in the
Executive Director's Office, like Health, Life and Dental or Short-Term Disability. The actual
amounts for some of the potted items are pending a JBC common policy. The table shows an
estimate of the pots and other obligations that will need to be paid before the remaining money can
be granted out for preservation projects.

The recommendations on decision items #1 and #2 and budget amendment #1a are discussed with
the next line item.

Society Museum and Preservation Operations

Description: This line item funds the administrative staff for the division and the staff for the
museums and associated operating expenses. The primary sources of cash funds are museum
admission fees and user charges. The cash funds exempt come from gaming revenues deposited in
the State Historical Fund.
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Request: The Department'srequest includesdecisionitem#1 and #2 and budget amendment #1a. The
source of funds for all three is limited gaming moneys deposited in the State Historical Fund.
Moneys from this source that are not spent on the administration of the Historical Society will
become part of the statewide preservation grants.

Decisionitem #1 requests $199,330 to increase salaries for the Historical Society. Therequest was
submitted in responseto aMay 2006 report by the State Auditor that recommended higher education
institutionsneed to better justify pay ratesfor non-classified staff with salary surveys. TheHistorical
Society contracted with Mountain States Employers Council to conduct the survey. The Historical
Society reports that 21 people left in 2006, or 16.5 percent out of the 126.9 authorized FTE. The
Historical Society experienced similar turnover rates in 2005 and 2004.

Budget amendment #1a is for $47,864 ($46,871 in this line item) to annualize a supplemental
approved by the JBC. The supplemental converted an accounting technician position to chief
operating officer for the Historical Society.

Decision item #2 is for $75,100 to extend the Historical Society's computer network to regional
museums and storage facilities. The Historical Society is currently using dial-up access or paper
transcription to communicate with the central administration. Part of therequest will includewiring
remote access to existing security cameras to improve custody and control of the artifacts. Of the
requested amount $59,500isfor one-time expendituresfor hardware and softwareand theremaining
$15,600 is for on-going telecommunications costs.

Recommendation: Staff recommendsall threedecision items. The JBC already approved thefirst
year of funding for Budget Amendment #1a in a supplemental. The budget amendment merely
annualizes the costs. The requested technology upgrades in decision item #2 will significantly
improvethe efficiency of staff and the ability of the Historical Society to remotely monitor security.

Staff has some concerns that the salary increases requested in decision item #1 are not consistent
with the JBC's common policies for providing salary increases. If the JBC approves the request,
other higher education institutions or state departments may attempt to follow the precedent, or
complain that the Historical Society was given favorable treatment. However, the Historical
Society'srequest wasthe direct result of arecommendation by the State Auditor to conduct asalary
survey. TheHistorical Society worked with the same consultant the state usesto prepare the salary
survey for classified employees. The market dataappearsto be comparablein quality to other salary
surveys used by the state, and the compensation plan devel oped by the Historical Society appears
to be based on best practices recommended by human resources experts. Staff speculates that the
salary recommendationsfrom the Department of Personnel and the common policiesadopted by the
JBC in prior years have not adequately addressed the pay raises required for the Historical Society
to keep pace with the market primarily dueto the unusua number of non-classified employees. The
Department of Personnel has not in the past surveyed market rates for the specific types of
employees used by the Historical Society.
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Intheold budget format, appropriationsfrom giftsand from the State Historical Fund wereclassified
as cash funds exempt, since the revenue is exempt from TABOR. In the new budget format
appropriations of thistype will be classified as cash funds.

The components of the staff recommendation are summarized in the table below. Staff is unsure
why the Department's request is so much higher than the staff cal culation using the JBC's common

policies.

Item

Department Administrative Office

TOTAL _other cash revenue  Fund Funds

Admission fees, State
user charges, and Historical Federal

FY 2007-08 Long Bill

Supplemental

Salary Survey

Performance-based Pay Awards

-1.0 percent base personal services reduction
DI #1 Salary Survey Adjustment

BA #la Chief Operating Officer

DI #2 Information Technology

Total

$6,180,164
15,601
145,195
73,768
(50,020)
199,330
46,871
75,100
$6,695,009

$692,748 $4,843,309 $653,107

0 15601 0
0 129912 15283
0 66003 7,765
0 (44,804) (5,216)
0 199,330 0
0 46,871 0
0 75100 0

$692,748 $5,331,322 $670,939

Indirect Cost Recoveries

Description: The Department charges cash, cash exempt, and federal funded programs for their
portion of statewide overhead costs, such as human resources in the Department of Personnel, and
for Department overhead costsfor CCHE. The revenues generated, called indirect cost recoveries,
are then used to offset the need for General Fund.

Request: The table below shows how the Department will assess indirect costs.

FY 2007-08 FEY 2008-09 Difference

Adams
Mesa
Western
Metro

CSU System
Fort Lewis

6-Mar-08

87,480
96,846
49,530
279,046
601,166
100,750

58

76,982  (10,498)

105,165 8,319

48,430 (1,100)
308,437 29,301
658,245 57,079
105,647 4,897

HED-fig



FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 Difference
University of CO 850,484 1,130,320 279,836
Mines 120,915 127,585 6,670
Northern CO 275,346 279,153 3,807
Community Colleges 1,344,354 1,597,247 252,893
AHEC 29,677 24,125 (5,552)
Private Oc. Schools 5,345 7,271 1,926
Collegelnvest 29,137 41,683 12,546
College Assist 127,340 99,819 (27,521)
Historical 180,629 154,268 (26,361)
Other 339 327 (12)
TOTAL 4,178,384 4,764,704 586,320

Typically, the share of indirect costs allocated to the General Fund are not collected, becauseit is
unnecessary to collect from the General Fund in order to pay the General Fund. A large portion of
the cash funds each ingtitution collects is just a transfer of General Fund from the College
Opportunity Fund Program. However, if higher education institutions were not charged for ashare
of centraly provided services, like those provided by the Department of Personnel, then these
services would need to be considered a state grant for purposes of determining the enterprise status
of the institutions, and so it is necessary and appropriate that the higher education institutions are
assessed indirect on revenue earned from stipend payments and fee-for-service contracts.

In the old budget format, indirect collections from enterprises were characterized as cash funds and
indirect collectionsfrom non-enterprises were categorized as cash funds exempt. Inthe new budget
format, al of the indirect recoveries will be characterized as reappropriated funds except the
recoveries from Collegelnvest and College Assist. Those two agencies are not otherwise
appropriated in the Long Bill, and so the indirect cost recoveries from them are not a double count.

Recommendation: Staff recommendsapproval of the Department'sindirect cost recovery plan.
Theallocation of indirect cost recoveriesto offset General Fund ispending JBC decisionson severd
centrally appropriated pots. If the distribution of indirect cost recoveries within the Department of
Higher Education needsto be adjusted after the common policies are set by the JBC, staff will apply
the adjustment to the Division of Occupational Education, Administration line item to fit the
availableindirect collections. If thetotal indirect cost recoveries exceed the administration-related
lineitemsin the Department of Higher Education the excesswill be applied to offset General Fund
in the Department of Personnel.
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FOOTNOTES

Section 23-18-202 (3) (b), C.R.S. requires that a footnote to the Long Bill describe the tuition
increases from which the General Assembly derived the total cash spending authority for each
governing board. The following three footnotes were used to satisfy this requirement last year:

46

Department of Higher Education, Gover ningBoards, Trusteesof AdamsState College;
Trustees of Mesa State College; Trustees of Metropolitan State College of Denver;
Trustees of Western State College; Trustees of Fort Lewis College -- Undergraduate
resident tuition credit hour rate increases are limited to 5%. However, for four-year
institutions, governing boards have the option to set tuition levels within a 5% total tuition
revenue limit, provided that all resident undergraduate students with any unmet need (i.e.,
Levels 1, 2 and 3) receive sufficient financial aid to cover any increase in unmet need
resulting from an increase in tuition credit hour rates above 5%. These limitations are
intended to restrict resident tuition rate increases. It isthe intent of the General Assembly
that institutions may increase nonresident tuition ratesto reflect market conditions and that
any additional spending authority necessary for nonresident tuition rate increases will be
addressed through a supplemental appropriation during the 2008 legislative session. The
Genera Assembly will not back-fill lost revenue from nonresident tuition if governing
boards increase nonresident tuition rates above market conditions.

Department of Higher Education, Governing Boards, Board of Governors of the
Colorado State University System; Regentsof the University of Colorado; Trustees of
the Colorado School of Mines; University of Northern Colorado -- Undergraduate
resident tuition credit hour rate increases are limited to 7%. However, for research
institutions, governing boards have the option to set tuition levels within a 7% total tuition
revenue limit, provided that all resident undergraduate students with any unmet need (i.e.,
Levels 1, 2 and 3) receive sufficient financial aid to cover any increase in unmet need
resulting from an increase in tuition credit hour rates above 5%. These limitations are
intended to restrict resident tuition rate increases. It isthe intent of the General Assembly
that institutions may increase nonresident tuition ratesto reflect market conditions and that
any additional spending authority necessary for nonresident tuition rate increases will be
addressed through a supplemental appropriation during the 2008 legidative session. The
General Assembly will not back-fill lost revenue from nonresident tuition if governing
boards increase nonresident tuition rates above market conditions.

Department of Higher Education, Governing Boards, State Board for Community
Colleges and Occupational Education State System Community Colleges --
Undergraduate resident tuition credit hour rate increases are limited to 3.5%. These
limitations are intended to restrict resident tuition rate increases. It is the intent of the
General Assembly that institutions may increase nonresident tuition rates to reflect market
conditions and that any additional spending authority necessary for nonresident tuition rate
increaseswill be addressed through asupplemental appropriation duringthe 2008 legidative
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session. The General Assembly will not back-fill lost revenue from nonresident tuition if
governing boards increase nonresident tuition rates above market conditions.

For FY 2008-09 the Department proposed rate caps of 9.0 percent for the research institutions, 7.0
percent for the other 4-year institutions, and 5.0 percent for the community colleges. The
Department suggested footnote language that is reproduced below. This particular exampleisfor
the research institutions.

Staff has some concern that the wording of the first sentence limits tuition rates to 9% per student
OR 9% per credit hour. Later the footnote attempts to address any ambiguity by stating, "The
effective 9% rate limit constrains all tuition increases, including any closure of an institution's so-
called full timewindow." Staff believesthis can be stated more efficiently.

Also, staff isuncomfortable with theinstructions that appear in lines 10 through 15 for how to hold
rate increases for students with financial need to less than five percent. These instructions are at
once excessively detailed to the point that they may administer the appropriation, and exceedingly
vague in referencing the intent of the FY 2007-08 footnote (which was not consistently interpreted
by the governing boards). Staff proposes some changesto thewording of thefootnotein struck type
and small caps:

It is the intent of the General Assembly that aﬁy—eﬁeeﬂveﬁereaseﬁ—ﬂaeﬂﬁrdeﬁt
at the University of

Colorado System, the Colorado State University System, the Colorado School of
Mines, and the University of Northern Colorado previded NO RESIDENT STUDENT
SHALL PAY IN FY 2008-09 MORE THAN 9.0 PERCENT OVER WHAT THEY WOULD HAVE
PAID IN FY 2007-08 FOR THE SAME CREDIT HOURS AND COURSE OF STUDY.
FURTHERMORE, IT IS THE INTENT OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY that students with
demonstrated financia need (i.e., Pell Levelsl, I1, and 111) receive sufficient financial
aid to limit increases in their effective tuition rates above 5% 5.0 PERCENT per

Assembly that the institutions may increase at nonresident tuition rates to reflect
market conditions and that any additional spending authority necessary to cover
nonresident tuition rate increases will be addressed through a supplemental
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appropriation during the 2009 legislative session. The General Assembly will not
back-fill for nonresident tuition revenuelost if anonresident tuition increase results
in anet reduction in nonresident tuition revenue.

The Committee may also want to consider whether the promise of a supplemental during the 2009
session in the sentence beginning on line 15 is an obligation of a future General Assembly.

Staff recommends continuation of thefollowing footnotes, with additionsshown in small caps
and deletionsin struck type.

42

43

Department of Higher Education, Colorado Commission on Higher Education, Special
Purpose, Enrollment/Tuition and Stipend Contingency -- The Colorado Commission on
Higher Education may transfer spending authority from this line item to the Governing
Boardsintheevent that tuition or stipend revenuesincrease beyond appropriated levels. The
spending authority for thislineitem shall bein addition to the funds appropriated directly to
the Governing Boards. The Colorado Commission on Higher Education shall not authorize
transfers of spending authority from this line item to support tuition or fee increases.

Comment: This footnote provides guidance on how the Department may use the
appropriation.

Department of Higher Education, Colorado Commission on Higher Education
Financial Aid, Work Study -- Itistheintent of the General Assembly to allow the Colorado
Commission on Higher Education to roll forward two percent of the Work Study
appropriation to the next fiscal year.

Comment: Thefootnote providesflexibility for the Department to roll forward work study
funds, since employment by some students in the summer of the academic year may occur
in the next state fiscal year.

Department of Higher Education, Colorado Commission on Higher Education
Financial Aid, Special Purpose, National Guard Tuition Assistance Fund -- It is the
intent of the General Assembly that only the minimum funds necessary to pay tuition
assistancefor qualifying applicantspursuant to section 23-5-111.4, C.R.S. will betransferred
totheNational Guard Tuition Fund administered by the Department of Military Affairs. Any
funds appropriated in this line item that are in excess of the minimum necessary to pay
tuition assistance for qualifying applicants may be used for need based financial aid.

Comment: Thisfootnote expresses|egidativeintent that the Department not automatically
transfer the full appropriation to the Department of Military Affairs, but rather that the
Department transfer only the funds necessary to comply with Section 23-5-111.4, C.R.S.
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The footnote also provides flexibility for the Department to transfer unused funds to other
need based financial aid programs.

45 Department of Higher Education, Gover ning Boar ds, Trusteesof AdamsState College;
Trustees of Mesa State College; Trustees of Metropolitan State College of Denver;
Trustees of Western State College; Board of Governors of the Colorado State
University System; Trustees of Fort Lewis College; Regents of the University of
Colorado; Trusteesof theColorado School of Mines; University of Northern Colorado;
State Board for Community Colleges and Occupational Education State System
Community Colleges; and Auraria Higher Education Center -- Notwithstanding the
l[imitations set forth in subsection (3) of section 1 of thisact, the FTE reflected in theseline
items are shown for informational purposes and are not intended to be a limitation on the
budgetary flexibility allowed by section 23-1-104 (1) (a) (1), C.R.S.

Comment: This footnote expresses legidative intent with regard to FTE.

Staff recommends that the following footnotes be discontinued as footnotes and reflected in a
letter asformal infor mation requests/expressions of legidativeintent, with the modifications
shown:

38 Department of Higher Education, Colorado Commission on Higher Education,
Administration -- The Department should continue its efforts to provide data on the
efficiency and effectiveness of statefinancial aid in expanding accessto higher education for
Colorado residents. The Department is requested to provide to the Joint Budget Committee
by November 1 of each year an evaluation of financial aid programs, which should include,
but not be limited to: 1) An estimate of the amount of federal, institutional, and private
resources (including tax credits) devoted to financial aid; 2) the number of recipients from
all sources; 3) information on typical awards; and 4) the typical debt loads of graduates. To
the extent possible, the Department should differentiate the data based on available
information about the demographic characteristics of the recipients. To the extent that this
information is not currently available, the Department is requested to provide a reasonable
estimate, or identify the additional costs that would be associated with collecting the data.

Comment: The Governor vetoed this footnote on the grounds that it interferes with the
ability of theexecutive branch to administer the appropriation and may constitute substantive
legislation. As discussed at the briefing, the Department failed to fully comply with the
footnote. However, staff assumesthat the General Assembly still wantstheinformation, and
so the staff recommendation is to continue requesting the information. The Committee
received a partial response at the hearing.

40 Department of Higher Education, Colorado Commission on Higher Education,
Administration -- The Department is requested to submit a report to the Joint Budget
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41

Committee by November 1 each year documenting the base level of institutional financial
aid at each institution and demonstrating that at least 20 percent of any increase in
undergraduate resident tuition revenuesin excess of inflation isbeing devoted to need-based
financial assistance pursuant to section 23-18-202 (3) (c¢), C.R.S.

Comment: See the comment under footnote 38.

Department of Higher Education, Colorado Commission on Higher Education,
Administration -- The Department is requested to submit areport to the House and Senate
Education Committees and the Joint Budget Committee by Nevember1,-2607 November 1,
2008, analyzing the impact of need based financial aid programs on the recruitment,
retention, and academic performance of under-served students, and making recommendations
for improvement.

Comment: See the comment under footnote 38.

Staff recommends eliminating the following footnotes:

39

Department of Higher Education, Colorado Commission on Higher Education,
Administration -- The Department is requested to submit a report to the Joint Budget
Committee by November 1, 2007, comparing the retention rates of students receiving
Governor's Opportunity Scholarshipswith retention ratesfor low-income studentsreceiving
other types of financial aid packages.

Comment: The JBC approved phasing out the Governor's Opportunity Scholarship in FY
2007-08

Department of Higher Education, Governing Boards, Regents of the University of
Colorado -- Of the amount appropriated to the Regents of the University of Colorado, itis
theintent of the General Assembly that $104,189,992 shall befor the University of Colorado
Health Sciences Center, including $1,223,762 from student stipend payments, $61,329,192
from fee-for-service contracts, $38,157,595 from the students' share of tuition, and
$3,479,443 from academic fees and academic facility fees.

Comment: Staff believesthat thisfootnote administersthe appropriation and isinconsi stent
with statutory directivesthat del egateto the governing boardsthe authority to set the budgets
forindividual institutions (withinthetotal appropriation provided by the General Assembly).
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Summary of the Department's Request for Stipendsand Fee-for-service Spending Authority by Governing Board

Rate | Tota Adams Mesa Metro Western CSU Syt Ft. Lewis CcU Mines UNC CCs |
FY 2007-08 Appropriation
1 Stipend-eligible SFTE 122,154.8 1,412.0 4,527.0 15,242.0 1,448.0 19,189.0 2,558.0 27,369.0 2,710.0 8,733.0 38,966.8
2 State-operated stipends @ $2,670 $ 326,153,316 $ 3,770,040 $12,087,090 $ 40,696,140 $ 3,866,160 $ 51,234,630 $ 6,829,860 $ 73,075230 $ 7,235700 $23,317,110 $ 104,041,356
3 Fee-for-service contracts $ 301,501,042 $ 9,854,040 $10,289250 $ 3948770 $ 7489531 $ 82555299 $ 4,824,075 $121,911,110 $14,501,571 $17,839,060 $ 28,288,336
4 SUBTOTAL COF Prograrr $ 627,654,358 $13624,080 $22,376340 $ 44,644,910 $11,355691 $133,789,929 $11,653,935 $194,986,340 $21,737,271 $41,156,170 $ 132,329,692
5 Tuition est. (LCS February 2008) $1,013,735525 $ 7,253,000 $21,825869 $ 47,567,973 $ 8,739,778 $186,829,052 $23,108440 $485,133363 $49817,709 $49,973,000 $ 133,487,341
6 TOTAL $ 1,641,389,883 $20,877,080 $44,202,209 $ 92,212,883 $20,095469 $320,618981 $34,762,375 $680,119,703 $71,554,980 $91,129,170 $ 265,817,033
Requested Changes
7 Stipend-eligible SFTE 569.2 61.0 (217.0) (246.0) (31.0) (418.0) (73.0) 413.0 (102.0) (339.0) 1,521.2
8 Enrollment changes @ $2,670 $ 1,519,764 $ 162870 $ (579,390) $ (656,820) $ (82770) $ (1,116060) $ (194910) $ 1,102,710 $ (272,340) $ (905130) $ 4,061,604
9 Rateincrease@ $90 $ 11045160 $ 132570 $ 387900 $ 1349640 $ 127530 $ 1689390 $ 223650 $ 2500380 $ 234720 $ 755460 $ 3,643,920
10 Stipend changes $ 12564924 $ 295440 $ (191490) $ 692820 $ 44760 $ 573,330 $ 28,740 $ 3603090 $ (37,620) $ (149,670) $ 7,705524
11 Fee-for-servicecontractsfor  7.2% $ 32499898 $ 682,752 $ 1,798084 $ 2512630 $ 770565 $ 9032625 $ 807,998 $ 10,396,693 $ 1598330 $ 3,104,633 $ 1,795,588
12 SUBTOTAL COF Prograrr $ 45064822 $ 978192 $ 1606594 $ 3205450 $ 815325 $ 9605955 $ 836,738 $ 13,999,783 $ 1,560,710 $ 2954963 $ 9,501,112
13 Percent change 7.2% 7.2% 7.2% 7.2% 7.2% 7.2% 7.2% 7.2% 7.2% 7.2% 7.2%
14 Tuition (Dept rates but LCSrev est) 85,694,957 $ 535676 $ 3,126,118 4537561 $ 545761 $ 17,936,304 $ 1,599,941 $ 40,306,869 $ 5432592 $ 2,249,575 9,424,560
15 SUBTOTAL $ 130,759,779 $ 1513868 $ 4,732,712 $ 7,743,011 $ 1,361,086 $ 27,542,259 $ 2,436,679 $ 54,306,652 $ 6,993,302 $ 5204,538 $ 18,925,672
16 Percent change 8.0% 7.3% 10.7% 8.4% 6.8% 8.6% 7.0% 8.0% 9.8% 5.7% 7.1%
FY 2008-09 Request
17 Stipend-eligible SFTE 122,724.0 1,473.0 4,310.0 14,996.0 1,417.0 18,771.0 2,485.0 27,782.0 2,608.0 8,394.0 40,488.0
18 State-operated stipends @ $2,760 $ 338,718240 $ 4,065480 $11,895600 $ 41,388,960 $ 3,910,920 $ 51,807,960 $ 6,858600 $ 76,678,320 $ 7,198,080 $23,167,440 $ 111,746,880
19 Fee-for-service contracts $ 334,000,940 $10,536,792 $12,087,334 $ 6,461,400 $ 8,260,096 $ 91,587,924 $ 5632,073 $132,307,803 $16,099,901 $20,943,693 $ 30,083,924
20 SUBTOTAL COF Prograr $ 672,719,180 $14,602,272 $23,982,934 $ 47,850,360 $12,171,016 $143,395884 $12,490,673 $208,986,123 $23,297,981 $44,111,133 $ 141,830,804
21 Tuition (Dept rates but LCSrev est) $1,099,430,482 $ 7,788,676 $24,951,987 $ 52,105,534 $ 9,285,539 $204,765356 $24,708,381 $525440,232 $55250,301 $52,222,575 $142,911,901
22 TOTAL $ 1,772,149,662 $22,390,948 $48,934,921 $ 99,955,894 $21,456,555 $348,161,240 $37,199,054 $734,426,355 $78,548,282 $96,333,708 $ 284,742,705
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Staff Recommendation for Stipend and Fee-for-service Spending Authority by Governing Board

Rate | Total Adams Mesa Metro Western CSU Sy Ft. Lewis CcU Mines UNC CCs |
FY 2007-08 Appropriation
1 Stipend-eligible SFTE 122,154.8 1,412.0 4,527.0 15,242.0 1,448.0 19,189.0 2,558.0 27,369.0 2,710.0 8,733.0 38,966.8
2 State-operated stipends @ $2,670 $ 326,153,316 $ 3,770,040 $12,087,090 $ 40,696,140 $ 3,866,160 $ 51,234630 $ 6,829,860 $ 73,075230 $ 7,235700 $23317,110 $ 104,041,356
3 Fee-for-service contracts $ 301,501,042 $ 9,854,040 $10,289250 $ 3948770 $ 7,489531 $ 82,555,299 $ 4,824,075 $121,911,110 $14501571 $17,839,060 $ 28,288,336
4 SUBTOTAL COF Prograr $ 627,654,358 $13,624,080 $22,376,340 $ 44,644,910 $11,355691 $133,789,929 $11,653,935 $194,986,340 $21,737,271 $41,156,170 $ 132,329,692
5  Tuition est. (LCS February 2008) $1,013,735525 $ 7,253,000 $21,825869 $ 47,567,973 $ 8,739,778 $186,829,052 $23,108440 $485133,363 $49,817,709 $49973,000 $ 133,487,341
6 TOTAL State + Tuition $1,641,389,883 $20,877,080 $44,202,209 $ 92,212,883 $20,095469 $320,618,981 $34,762,375 $680,119,703 $71,554,980 $91,129,170 $ 265,817,033
Recommended Changes
7 Stipend-eligible SFTE 1,637.2 (33.0) (37.0) 670.0 20 3.0 10.0 720.0 (18.0) (833.0) 1,153.2
8 Enrollment changes @ $2,670 $ 4371324 $ (83110) $ (98,790) $ 1788900 $ 5340 $ 8010 $ 26700 $ 1922400 $ (48,060) $ (2,224,110) $ 3,079,044
9 Rateincreasse@  $90 $ 11,141,280 $ 124110 $ 404100 $ 1432080 $ 130500 $ 1,727,280 $ 231,120 $ 2528010 $ 242280 $ 711,000 $ 3,610,800
10 Stipend changes $ 15512604 $ 36000 $ 305310 $ 3220980 $ 135840 $ 1735290 $ 257,820 $ 4450410 $ 194220 $ (1,513110) $ 6,689,844
11 Feefor-servicefor overall 85% $ 29552219 $ 1,151,708 $ 233125 $  (12882) $ 942652 $ 3990921 $ 783497 $ 9908154 $ (481,849) $ 6,501,485 $ 6,530,408
12 SUBTOTAL COF Prograr $ 45064823 $ 1,187,708 $ 538435 $ 3208098 $ 1078492 $ 5726211 $ 1,046,317 $ 14358564 $ (287,629) $ 4988375 $ 13,220,252
13 Percent change 7.2% 8.7% 2.4% 7.2% 9.5% 4.3% 9.0% 7.4% -1.3% 12.1% 10.0%
14 Tuition 94,764,310 $ 590,799 $ 3227128 $ 4647469 $ 633430 $ 21,587,150 $ 1915071 $ 43580472 $ 6,383,360 $ 2,774,871 $ 9,424,560
15 TOTAL State + Tuition $ 139,829,133 $ 1,778,507 $ 3,765563 $ 7,855567 $ 1,711,922 $ 27,313,361 $ 2,961,388 $ 57,939,036 $ 6,095,731 $ 7,763,246 $ 22,644,812
16 Percent change 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5% 8.5%
FY 2008-09 Recommendation
17 Stipend-eligible SFTE 123,792.0 1,379.0 4,490.0 15,912.0 1,450.0 19,192.0 2,568.0 28,089.0 2,692.0 7,900.0 40,120.0
18 State-operated stipends @ $2,760 $ 341,665,920 $ 3,806,040 $12,392400 $ 43,917,120 $ 4,002,000 $ 52,969,920 $ 7,087,680 $ 77525640 $ 7,429,920 $21,804,000 $ 110,731,200
19 Fee-for-service contracts $ 331,053261 $11,005748 $10522375 $ 3935888 $ 8432183 $ 86,546,220 $ 5,612,572 $131,819,264 $14,019,722 $24,340545 $ 34,818,744
20 SUBTOTAL COF Prograr $ 672,719,181 $14,811,788 $22,914,775 $ 47,853,008 $12,434,183 $139,516,140 $12,700,252 $209,344,904 $21,449,642 $46,144545 $ 145,549,944
21 Tuition $ 1,108,499,835 $ 7,843,799 $25,052,997 $ 52,215442 $ 9,373,208 $208,416,202 $25,023511 $528,713,835 $56,201,069 $52,747,871 $142,911,901
22 TOTAL State + Tuition $ 1,781,219,016 $22,655,587 $47,967,772 $100,068450 $21,807,391 $347,932,342 $37,723,763 $738,058,739 $77,650,711 $98,892,416 $ 288,461,845
23 Difference from Department COF $ 1 $ 209516 $ (1,068,159 $ 2648 $ 263167 $ (3879,744) $ 209579 $ 358,781 $ (1,848,339) $ 2033412 $ 3,719,140
24 Difference from Department Total $ 9,069,354 $ 264639 $ (967,149) $ 112556 $ 350,836 $ (228898 $ 524,709 $ 3632384 $ (897,571) $ 2558708 $ 3,719,140
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Staff Recommendation for Tuition Spending Authority by Gover ning Board

| Total Adams Mesa Metro Western CSU Syt Ft. Lewis CcU Mines UNC CCs |
FY 2007-08 Appropriation
1 Resident $ 581,240,239 $ 5,016,918 $17,192,846 $41,490,868 $ 4,161,099 $ 92,122373 $ 7,625247 $243,164,790 $25,986,286 $39,503,974 $ 104,975,838
2 Nonresident $ 404,067,827 $ 1481887 $ 4,276,695 $ 4448466 $ 4,976,766 $ 80,304,781 $15,685572 $238,990,810 $19,811,123 $13,329,979 $ 20,761,748
3 Tuition $ 985,308,066 $ 6,498,805 $21,469,541 $45939,334 $ 9,137,865 $172,427,154 $23310,819 $482,155600 $45,797,409 $52,833953 $ 125,737,586
Revised Estimate (L CS February 2008)
4 Resident $ 599,173,903 $ 4,630,000 $17,338961 $42,182498 $ 4227909 $ 97,897,276 $ 7,562,269 $251,674,520 $27,306,597 $36,400,000 $ 109,953,873
5 Nonresident $ 414,561,622 $ 2,623,000 $ 4486908 $ 5385475 $ 4511869 $ 88,931,776 $15546,171 $233458,843 $22,511,112 $13573,000 $ 23,533,468
6 Tuition $ 1,013,735525 $ 7,253,000 $21,825869 $47,567,973 $ 8,739,778 $186,829,052 $23,108440 $485133363 $49,817,709 $49,973,000 $ 133,487,341
Difference
7 Resident $ 17,933,664 $ (386918) $ 146115 $ 691630 $ 66,810 $ 5774903 $ (62,978) $ 8509730 $ 1,320,311 $ (3,103,974) $ 4,978,035
8 Nonresident $ 10,493,795 $ 1141113 $ 210213 $ 937,009 $ (464897) $ 8626995 $ (139401) $ (5531,967) $ 2,699,989 $ 243,021 $ 2,771,720
9 Tuition $ 28427459 $ 754195 $ 356328 $ 1628639 $ (398,087) $ 14,401,898 $ (202,379) $ 2,977,763 $ 4,020,300 $ (2,860,953) $ 7,749,755
Per cent Differencein Projected Revenues from the FY 2007-08 Appropriaiton (thisis not a percent change from FY 2006-07 revenues or a percent changein rates
10 Resident 3.1% -1.7% 0.8% 1.7% 1.6% 6.3% -0.8% 3.5% 5.1% -71.9% 4.7%
11 Nonresident 2.6% 77.0% 4.9% 21.1% -9.3% 10.7% -0.9% -2.3% 13.6% 1.8% 13.4%
12 Tuition 2.9% 11.6% 1.7% 3.5% -4.4% 8.4% -0.9% 0.6% 8.8% -5.4% 6.2%
Enrollment adjustment
13 Resident $ 9,516,680 $ (55521) $ 1,024589 $ 1,121,577 $ 148635 $ 2,039,088 $ 67,704 $ 4,057,868 $ 484,821 $(1,139,844) $ 1,767,763
14 Nonresident $ 14,037,973 $ 133174 $ 563557 $ 109929 $ (128405 $ 2339385 $ 210315 $ 9,141,081 $ 1258083 $ (440,614) $ 851,468
15 Tuition $ 23554653 $ 77653 $ 1588146 $ 1,231,506 $ 20,230 $ 4378473 $ 278019 $ 13198949 $ 1,742904 $ (1,580,458) $ 2,619,231
Department targeted rate increases
16 Resident 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 9.0% 7.0% 9.0% 9.0% 9.0% 5.0%
17 Nonresident 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 9.0% 7.0% 9.0% 9.0% 9.0% 5.0%
Rate adjustment
18 Resident $ 48748316 $ 320214 $ 1285449 $ 3031285 $ 306358 $ 8994273 $ 534,098 $ 23015915 $ 2,501,228 $ 3173414 $ 5,586,082
19 Nonresident $ 22461341 $ 192932 $ 353533 $ 384678 $ 306842 $ 8214404 $ 1102954 $ 7,365608 $ 2139228 $ 1,181,915 $ 1,219,247
20 Tuition $ 71,209,657 $ 513146 $ 1638982 $ 3415963 $ 613200 $ 17,208677 $ 1,637,052 $ 30,381,523 $ 4,640456 $ 4,355,329 $ 6,805,329
21 TOTAL Tuition $ 94764310 $ 590,799 $ 3,227,128 $ 4,647,469 $ 633430 $ 21,587,150 $ 1915071 $ 43580472 $ 6,383,360 $ 2774871 $ 9,424,560
22 FY 2008-09 Recommendation
23 Resident $ 657,438,899 $ 4,894,693 $19,648999 $46,335360 $ 4,682,902 $108,930,637 $ 8,164,071 $278,748,303 $30,292,646 $38433570 $117,307,718
24 Nonresident $ 451,060,936 $ 2,949,106 $ 5403998 $ 5880082 $ 4690306 $ 99485565 $16,859,440 $249,965532 $25908423 $14,314301 $ 25,604,183
25 Tuition $ 1,108,499,835 $ 7,843,799 $25052,997 $52,215442 $ 9,373,208 $208,416,202 $25,023511 $528,713,835 $56,201,069 $52,747,871 $142,911,901
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Joint Budget Committee

FROM: Eric Kurtz, JBC Staff (303-866-4952)

SUBJECT: Higher Education supplemental request from CCHE for stipends
DATE: Mar ch 10, 2008

The Department of Higher Education submitted a supplemental request to provide an additional
$4,170,836 General Fund in FY 2007-08 for stipends. Part of the request would fund projected
increasesin the stipend eligible population over the forecast used for the FY 2007-08 appropriation,
and part of the request would compensate for the Department spending more from the College
Opportunity Fund than expectedin FY 2006-07, resulting in the Department startingthe FY 2007-08
fiscal year without enough money in the College Opportunity Fund to support al of the
appropriations out of the fund.

In order to balance to the six percent limit on General Fund appropriationsin FY 2006-07 and FY
2007-08, the JBC decided to appropriate $3,035,676 General Fund to the College Opportunity Fund
in FY 2006-07 that was intended for expenditure in FY 2007-08. However, at the end of FY 2006-
07 the Department used $1,201,366 of thisamount to make stipend payments. Thus, the Department
started FY 2007-08 with $1,201,366 less in the Fund than the appropriations out of the Fund. The
Department requests $1,201,366 General Fund to make the College Opportunity Fund whole again.

After making the fund whole, the Department requests $2,969,470 for stipends for Metropolitan
State College of Denver, the University of Colorado, the Community Colleges, and the private
institutions, which areall projected to earn morein stipendsthan currently budgeted in FY 2007-08.
All other institutions are projected to earn less than the current stipend appropriation. But, the
Department does not request any decrease in appropriations for the governing boards projected to
earn lessin stipends. Instead, the Department proposes that these institutions will use the statutory
flexibility provided in Section 23-18-102 (1) (c), C.R.S. to convert up to three percent of the stipend
authorization to fee-for-service contracts.

Recommendation: Staff recommendsno supplemental increasein General Fund. Theproblem
at the end of FY 2006-07 was not that the stipend-eligible enroliment came in higher than the
forecast. In tota the actual FY 2006-07 stipend-eligible population was down 2,172.5 SFTE, or
$5,605,109 from the FY 2006-07 appropriation. Staff believes that the problem was that the
Department allowed governing boards that were below their stipend authorization to convert too
much of their stipend spending authority into afee-for-service contract, through the processallowed

Joint Budget Committee, 200 East 14" Ave., 3" Floor, Denver, CO 80203



Higher Education supplemental request from CCHE for stipends
Page 2
March 10, 2008

in Section 23-18-102 (1) (c), C.R.S., and the Department didn't hold enough back in the College
Opportunity Fund to cover the stipendsfor Metro and the privateinstitutions that ended up bringing
in more stipend-eligible students.

The Department's actionsin FY 2006-07 controvert what the Department told the JBC it was going
to do. During figure setting last year the JBC had a forecast that the FY 2006-07 stipend-eligible
popul ation was going to be higher than the FY 2006-07 appropriation at Metro and lower at all of
the other institutions. The Department specifically did not request asupplemental adjustment. The
Department provided a detailed explanation to the JBC, which was summarized in the JBC staff
figure setting document last year, for how they would handle the stipend overages and underages
administratively. The Department planned to first apply any stipend underage that was more than
3.0 percent to cover the overage at Metro. Then, the Department planned to prorate the amount that
each governing board under the stipend appropriation could convert into a fee-for-service contract
in order to ensure that there was enough money in the College Opportunity Fund for the remaining
overage at Metro. To be fair, in communications to the JBC the Department reserved the right to
request a supplemental for FY 2006-07 if the actua stipend enrollment was significantly different
than the forecast at that time. However, the actual stipend enrollment did not differ significantly
from the forecast. Staff is unsure why the Department suddenly changed its mind and decided to
borrow from money set aside for FY 2007-08 in order to increase the amount for stipends and fee-
for-service contractsin FY 2006-07.

To bring the College Opportunity Fund into balance for FY 2007-08, staff recommends
reducing the FY 2007-08 fee-for-service contractsin the manner that they should have been
reduced in FY 2006-07, and redir ecting the Gener al Fund from thosefee-for -ser vice contracts
to rebuilding the balance in the College Opportunity Fund.

Asfor dealing with the projected changes in the stipend-eligible population for FY 2007-08, staff
believes that the options remain similar to last year. In the first option the JBC could increase
stipend spending authority for the institutions that are projected to exceed the appropriation, as
proposed by the Department. Thiswould be consistent with the statutory framework for the stipend
program that rewards enrollment. However, following thissamelogic, staff would recommend that
the JBC a so reduce stipend spending authority for the institutions that are projected to earn fewer
stipends, resulting in a net savings to the General Fund of $776,436. The main reason not to take
this approach isthat the FY 2007-08 appropriation was not based on an independent cal cul ation of
the stipends and fee-for-service contracts. Instead, the appropriation was based on a targeted
combined stipend and fee-for-serviceincrease. The proportion of money awarded through stipends
versus fee-for-service contracts was based on a projection of the stipend-eligible population at each
ingtitution. If the stipends are adjusted up or down based on a variance from that forecast, but the
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fee-for-service contracts are not adjusted at the same time, then the result will be to reward some
institutions and punish others arbitrarily, based on whether the forecast was too high or too low.

The second option would be to adjust both the stipends and fee-for-service contracts based on the
new enrollment forecast. This option is most consistent with the way the appropriation for FY
2007-08 was generated, but it is not as consistent with the statutory framework for the stipend
program. This option could be described as a"hold harmless' approach.

The third option would be to let the Department handle the increases and decreases in the
stipend-€eligible population administratively. The way this would work is described above in the
discussion of what the Department said it would do in FY 2006-07 (but didn't end up doing). This
option represents acompromi se between thefirst and second options. It rewards schoolsthat enroll
more stipend-eligible students than the forecast, at the expense of schoolsthat enroll fewer than the
forecast, but still allows a portion of the unearned stipend spending authority to be converted to a
fee-for-service contract, mitigating the losses for institutions that enrolled fewer students.

To address FY 2007-08 variances between the appropriated stipends and actual stipend-
eligible enrollment, staff recommends the third option to let the Department handle the
increasesand decr easesadministratively. Thiswasthe option approved by the JBC last year. The
Department has not provided any argumentsfor why the JBC should changeit's approach thisyear.
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[ TOTAL Privates  Gov Board Subtotal Adams Mesa Metro Western CSU Sys Ft. Lewis Ccu Mines UNC CCs |
FY 2006-07 Appropriation:
Estimated stipend-eligible SFTE 124,124.0 600.0 123,524.0 1,511.0 4,491.0 14,342.0 1,509.0 19,216.0 2,578.0 28,248.0 2,704.0 8,945.0 39,980.0
Stipends $319,465,920 $ 774000 $ 318,691,920 $ 3,898,380 $11,586,780 $37,002360 $ 3,893,220 $ 49,577,280 $ 6,651,240 $ 72,879,840 $ 6,976,320 $23,078,100 $ 103,148,400
Fee-for-service contracts $ 260,032,610 $ - 8 260,032,610 $ 8,664,032 $ 9045856 $ 4,163555 $ 6,577,560 $ 73,786,913 $ 4,094,553 $106,912038 $13,067,037 $14,870,911 $ 18,850,155
SUBTOTAL COF Program $579,498530 $ 774,000 $ 578,724,530 $12,562,412 $20,632,636 $41,165915 $10,470,780 $123364,193 $10,745793 $179,791,878 $20,043357 $37,949,011 $121,998,555
Actual:
Stipend-eligible SFTE 122,003.6 704.3 121,299.3 1,436.2 4,373.1 14,933.8 1,425.7 19,062.8 2,560.9 27,3437 2,654.7 8,761.2 38,747.3
Stipend payments $313,860,811 $ 908552 $ 312,952,259 $ 3,705276 $11,282,662 $38529,170 $ 3,678,183 $ 49,182,146 $ 6,607,080 $ 70,546,808 $ 6,849,036 $22,603916 $ 99,967,982
Fee-for-service contracts  $ 266,892,085 $ - 8 266,892,085 $ 8,780,983 $ 9349974 $ 4163555 $ 6,694,357 $ 74,182,047 $ 4,138,713 $109,098433 $13194321 $15345095 $ 21,944,607
SUBTOTAL COF Program $580,752,896 $ 908552 $ 579,844,344 $12,486,259 $20,632,636 $42,692,725 $10,372540 $123364,193 $10,745793 $179,645241 $20,043,357 $37,949,011 $121,912,589
Difference:
Stipend-eligible SFTE (2,120.4) 104.3 (2,224.7) (74.8) (117.9) 591.8 (83.3) (153.2) (17.1) (904.3) (49.3) (183.8) (1,232.7)
Stipend payments $ (5,605,109) $ 134552 $ (5,739,661) $ (193104) $ (304,118) $ 1526810 $ (215037) $ (395134) $ (44,160) $ (2,333,032 $ (127,284) $ (474,184) $ (3,180,418)
Feefor-service contracts: $ 6,859,475 $ - 8 6,859,475 $ 116951 $ 304,118 $ - $ 116797 $ 395134 $ 44160 $ 2186395 $ 127284 $ 474184 $ 3,094,452
SUBTOTAL COF Program $ 1,254,366 $ 134552 $ 1119814 $ (76,153) $ - $ 1526810 $ (98240) $ - $ - $ (146637) $ - $ - $ (85,966)
Department's original method for balancing
Unearned stipends - shortfall morethan 3.0% $  (406,996) $ - $ (406,996) $ (76,153) $ - $ - $  (98240) $ - % - $ (146637 $ - $ - $ (85,966)
Additional reversion for Metro/Privates (prorated  $ (1,254,366) $ - 8 (1,254,366) $ (17,360) $  (51,596) $ - $ (17337) $ (220768) $ (29618) $ (324,5535) $ (31,066) $ (102,767) $  (459,321)
Increased stipend paymentsto Metro/Private $ 1,661,362 $ 134,552 $ 1526810 $ - $ - $ 1526810 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -3 -3 -
Stipends converted to fee-for-service contract: $  (5,605,109) $ - $ (5605109) $ (99592) $ (252,522) $ - $ (99460) $ (174366) $  (14542) $ (1.861.861) $ (96218) $ (371.417) $ (2,635131)
Stipend change $ (5,605,109) $ 134,552 $ (5,739,661) $ (193104) $ (304,118) $ 1526810 $ (215037) $ (395134) $ (44,160) $ (2,333,032 $ (127,284) $ (474,184) $ (3,180,418)
Fee-for-service contract change $ 5,605,109 $ - % 5,605,109 $ 99592 $ 252522 $ -3 99,460 $ 174366 $ 14542 $ 1861861 $ 96218 $ 371417 $ 2,635,131
SUBTOTAL COF Program $ - $ 134552 $ (1345552) $ (93512) $ (51,596) $ 1526810 $ (115577) $ (220,768) $ (29618) $ (471.,171) $ (31,066) $ (102,767) $  (545287)
Difference in Fee-for-service contracts between
original method and actual (This is also the staff
recommended change to the FY 2007-08 fee-for-
service contracts to cover the cost of making the
College Opportunity Fund whole again. The $1.3
million savings would be appropriated directly to
the College Opportunty Fund with no
corresponding increase in appropraitions from the
fund.) $ (1,254,366) $ - 8 (1,254,366) $ (17,359) $ (51,596) $ - $ (17337 $ (220768) $ (29618) $ (324,5534) $ (31,066) $ (102,767) $  (459,321)

10-March-08

Page 4 (FY 2007-08 JBC staff recommended adjustments to address overexpenditurein FY 2006-07)

HED-sup



Rate | Tota Adams Mesa Metro Western CsU Sys Ft. Lewis CcuU Mines UNC CCs
FY 2007-08 Appropriation
1 Stipend-€ligible SFTE 122,155 1,412 4,527 15,242 1,448 19,189 2,558 27,369 2,710 8,733 38,967
2 State-operated stipends @ $2,670 $ 326,153,316 $ 3,770,040 $12,087,090 $40,696,140 $ 3,866,160 $ 51,234,630 $ 6,829,860 $ 73,075,230 $ 7,235,700 $23,317,110 $ 104,041,356
February 2008 for ecast
3 Stipend-eligible SFTE 121,864 1,391 4,305 15,498 1,400 18,776 2,545 27,657 2,652 8,154 39,486
4 State-operated stipends @ $2,670 $ 325,376,880 $ 3,713,970 $11,494350 $41,379,660 $ 3,738,000 $ 50,131,920 $ 6,795,150 $ 73,844,190 $ 7,080,840 $21,771,180 $ 105,427,620
Option 1 - Supplemental increase/(decr ease) to stipends:
5 Stipend-eligible SFTE (291) (21) (222) 256 (48) (413) (13) 288 (58) (579) 519
6 State-operated stipends @ $2,670 $ (776,436) $ (56,070) $ (592,740) $ 683520 $ (128,160) $ (1,102,710) $ (34,7100 $ 768,960 $ (154,860) $(1,545930) $ 1,386,264
7 Percent change from original estimate -0.2% -1.5% -4.9% 1.7% -3.3% -2.2% -0.5% 1.1% -2.1% -6.6% 1.3%
Option 2 - Adjust fee-for-service contractsto " hold harmless":
8 State-operated stipends $ (776/436) $ (56,070) $ (592,740) $ 683520 $ (128160) $ (1,102710) $ (34710) $ 768960 $ (154,860) $(1,545930) $ 1,386,264
9 Fee-for-service contracts $ 776436 $ 56070 $ 592,740 $ (6835200 $ 128160 $ 1102710 $ 34,710 $ (768,960) $ 154860 $ 1545930 $ (1,386,264)
10 Total Change $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - 8% -
Option 3 - Let the Department use existing statutory and appropriation flexibility to address variances:
11  Unearned stipends - shortfall more than 3.0% $ (1,088719) $ - $ (230127) $ - $ (12179 $ -8 - 8 - 8 - $ (846417) $ -
12 dditional reversion for Metro, CU, CC (prorated) $ (1,750,025 $ (56,070) $ (205191) $ - $ (65632) $ (869,758) $ (34,710) $ - $ (122833) $ (395831 $ -
13 Increased stipend payments to Metro, CU, CC $ 2,838,744 $ - $ - $ 683520 $ - $ - $ - $ 76890 $ - % - $ 1,386,264
14  Stipends converted to fee-for-service contracts $ (776,436) $ - $ (157422 $ - $ (50353) $ (232952 $ - % - $ (32027) $ (303,682 $ -
15 Stipend change $ (776/436) $ (56,070) $ (592,740) $ 683520 $ (128160) $ (1,102710) $ (34710) $ 768960 $ (154,860) $(1,545930) $ 1,386,264
16 Fee-for-service contract change $ 776,436 $ - $ 157422 $ - $ 50353 $ 232952 $ - $ - $ 32027 $ 303682 $ -
17 SUBTOTAL COF Program $ - $ (56070) $ (435318) $ 683520 $ (77,807) $ (869,758) $ (34,710) $ 768960 $ (122,833) $(1,242,248) $ 1,386,264
10-March-08 Page 5 (summary of options to address FY 2007-08 projected stipend variances)
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Joint Budget Committee
FROM: Eric Kurtz (303-866-4952)
SUBJECT: Department of Higher Education Figure Setting
Staff recommendation for Academic and Academic Facility Fees
DATE: March 10, 2008

Theoriginal JBC staff figure setting document for the Department of Higher Education, dated March
6, 2008, left the recommendation for Academic and Academic Facility Fees pending. The higher
educationinstitutionssubmitted thefollowing revenue estimates, and staff needed moreinformation
about why some of the institutions were projecting such large percentage increases before making
arecommendation.

FY 2007-08 Approp |[FY 2008-09 Estimate Difference Percent
Adans $96,240 $443,000 $346,760 360.3%
Mesa 360,000 425,000 $65,000 18.1%
Metro 750,000 900,000 $150,000 20.0%
Western 26,000 26,000 $0 0.0%|
CSU System 4,250,000 5,015,000 $765,000 18.0%
Ft. Lewis 1,150,000 1,000,000 ($150,000) -13.0%
Ccu 20,762,313 22,498,380 $1,736,067 8.4%
Mines 150,000 150,000 $0 0.0%|
UNC 756,467 797,337 $40,870 5.4%
Com Colleges 5,618,026 5,845,740 $227,714 4.1%
TOTAL $33,919,046 $37,100,457 $3,181,411 9.4%|

The explanations provided by theinstitutionswere strong enrollment growth in courseswith student
feesand errorsin classifying fundsthat caused institutions to underestimate the FY 200708 revenue
when theinstitutionswereforecasting last year for the FY 2007-08 Long Bill. For example, last year
when Adams State College estimated only $96,240 in revenue, they failed to include $334,000
associated with an off-campus delivery fee. When the FY 2008-09 forecast is compared to the
current FY 2007-08 revenue estimate, the percentage increases appear much more reasonable and
well within the range of the tuition increases proposed by the Governor, except at Adams, whichis
projecting alarge percentage increase even after factoring in the accounting change to capture the
off-campus delivery fee.
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FY 2005-06 Actual |FY 2006-07 Actual | FY 2007-08 Estimete|FY 2008-09 Estimate

Adams 87,283 410,430 $430,000 $443,000
Mesa 4,800 341,057 397,502 425,000
Metro 680,787 764,075 870,807 900,000
Western 288,200 20,930 26,000 26,000
CSU System 4,510,300 4,674,015 4,800,000 5,015,000
Ft. Lewis 1,121,051 858,450 1,000,000 1,000,000
CuU 18,233,113 18,016,317 22,332,584 22,498,380
Mines 153,266 12,378 150,000 150,000
UNC 735,586 750,936 777,890 797,337
Com Colleges 6,096,039 4,234,839 5,816,657 5,845,740
TOTAL $31,910,425 $30,083,427 $36,601,440 $37,100,457
FY 2006-07 Actual | FY 2007-08 Estimete |FY 2008-09 Estimate

Adams 370.2%) 4.8% 3.0%
Mesa 7005.4% 16.6% 6.9%
Metro 12.2% 14.0% 3.4%
Western -92.7% 24.2% 0.0%
CSU System 3.6% 2.7% 4.5%
Ft. Lewis -23.4%) 16.5% 0.0%
CuU -1.2% 24.0% 0.7%
Mines -91.9% 1111.8% 0.0%
UNC 2.1% 3.6% 2.5%
Com Colleges -30.5% 37.4% 0.5%
TOTAL -5.7% 21.7%) 1.4%

Staff has concernsthat theinstitutionsare still having troubl e classifying feesand figuring out which
ones are subject to appropriation and which are not. The appropriation for academic and academic
facility feeswas created in FY 2005-06 when the governing boards gained enterprise status. Prior
to that the General Assembly appropriated spending authority based on whether revenues were
subject to TABOR. However, this methodology resulted in the General Assembly setting budget
policy for alot of activities that the Genera Assembly would have preferred to delegate to the
ingtitutions, such as concessions, fines, interest, honoraria, and conference rentals. Also,
appropriating funds on the basis of TABOR status didn't make a lot of sense in the enterprise
environment. Academic and Academic Facility Feesare asubset of the feesthat were controlled by
the General Assembly prior to the institutions gaining enterprise status. The JBC decided to
appropriate Academic and A cademic Facility Feesafter thegoverning boards gained enterprise status
to minimize the potential for a balloon effect, where efforts by the General Assembly to control
tuition result in an increase in fees.

Academic and Academic Facility Fees means fees that: 1) support the education mission of the
institution, as opposed to an auxiliary function; 2) are generally under the control of the institution
rather than the students (although this can be misleading, because students vote on many of the fees
charged by theinstitution, and the governing boards oversee al student fees); 3) are not optional for
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the particular line of study chosen by the student; and 4) are not penaltiesfor failure to comply with
reasonabl e rules and regulations. Academic and Academic Facility Feesdo not include al fees, or
even the mgjority of fees. Most fee revenue collected by institutions is associated with auxiliary
activities. Auxiliary feeswere not controlled through appropriation by the General Assembly prior
to the institutions gaining enterprise status, and they are still not controlled through appropriation.
If the General Assembly attempted to control auxiliary feesthrough appropriations, it might impact
the bond ratings for some auxiliaries. Also, it might interfere with student government control of
student auxiliaries.

Initially, many institutions interpreted academic and academic facility fees to mean instructional
course fees, and didn't realize that they needed to report other fees that support the educational
mission, such as application fees and matriculation fees. The staff recommendation for Academic
and Academic Facility Feesthelast few yearstook into account the learning curve associated with
a new budget format and was lenient when schools projected large variances due to the schools
figuring out what should and should not be included. However, staff is frustrated that four years
after the line item was created institutions are still not interpreting the fees that have to be reported
consistently. For example, thelargeincreasein projected revenuefor Adamsisprimarily attributable
to the institution deciding that an on-line course fee meets the definition for an academic fee and
should be reported when in prior years it was not reported.

Perhapsthe definition from the General Assembly needsto be more specific, but staff isunsure how
tomodify it to bemoreclear. Staff believesthat part of the problem hasto do with theinterpretation
of what fees support the education mission. Thereisagreat dea of variety in the way institutions
structurefeesand there are anumber of feesthat fall into agrey areawhere acase by case judgement
needs to be made about whether the fee is an appropriated fee or not. Also, some of the fees are
created, set, and controlled at adepartment level rather than an institution level, and so budget staff
for the institutions don't necessarily have a good handle on the revenues from fees that meet the
General Assembly's definition until after the fact. Staff believes CCHE needs to take a greater
leadership rolein providing guidanceto theinstitutions about what constitutes an academic fee, and
ensuring that institutions report academic fees consistently. Neither the Controller nor the
Department appearsto be holding institutionsto the appropriated feelevel or investigating variances
from the appropriation.

In order to preparetheLong Bill for introduction in FY 2008-09, staff recommendsthat the
JBC use the projected revenues for Academic and Academic Facility Fees provided by the
institutions. Thelarge percentage variances from the FY 2007-08 appropriation are attributable to
errorsin the estimates used to set the FY 2007-08 appropriation, rather than plans by the governing
boards for large fee increases in FY 2008-09.
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The staff recommendation isintended to solve the short-term problem of having abill to introduce.
Staff believes that the longer-term problem of inconsistent fee reporting and lack of accounting
controls could benefit from analysis by the State Auditor. Also, staff believes the State Auditor
might be able to provide insight and recommendations on whether there are sufficient procedures
in place at the department and institution level to ensure that fees are kept to a minimum, that the
revenues match the cost of the associated serviceand do not cross-subsidize other programs, and that
feesarenot used asareplacement for tuition. For thesereasons, staff recommendssendingaletter
totheLegidative Audit Committeerequesting that they consider a perfor mance audit of the
Department'sfee policies and procedures.

While staff believes an audit of fees would be appropriate and helpful, staff also doesn't want to
overstate the magnitude of theissue. Relativeto tuition, the amount of fee revenue reported by the
ingtitutions in the state's accounting system is quite small. At most institutions, it would require a
very largeincreaseinfeesto replacejust al.0 percent increaseintuition. Thetable onthe next page
shows the appropriated fees and nonappropriated fees reported in COFRS. It is possible that there
are some chargesthat could be considered afeethat are not showing up inthisreport. For example,
Western reports a student center charge to CCHE as afee, but in COFRS it is booked as auxiliary
revenue. Similarly, some of the Community Colleges have parking fees and some of those parking
fees are reported in COFRS as a fee while others are reported as auxiliary revenue.

CCHE tracks fees for a different purpose than the appropriation of Academic Fees and Academic
Facility Fees. The purpose of the appropriation of Academic Feesand Academic Facility Feesisto
minimize the potential that fees are used to replace tuition. The purpose of CCHE's tracking isto
identify the actual costs to students, and to make national comparisons. CCHE tracks"mandatory"
fees, meaning fees that are charged to all students and are not optional. At the hearing, CCHE
testified to the JBC that they track all appropriated mandatory fees, and that they specifically do not
track auxiliary related fees such as those associated with parking, recreational centers, heathcare
centers, student government, and student activities. Thistestimony was incorrect and in fact most
of the fees that CCHE tracks are associated with auxiliary activities. Thereis very little overlap
between the appropriated fees and the "mandatory” fees tracked by CCHE. In addition to showing
the appropriated and nonappropriated fee revenue reported in COFRS, the table on the next page
shows the itemized revenue from mandatory fees that the schools indicate they report to CCHE.

Staff believes some of the mandatory feesreported to CCHE, such asthetechnology fee, support the
education mission, are essentially a replacement for tuition, and should be included in the
appropriated Academic Fees and Academic Facility Fees, if not rolled into tuition. However, it
makes sense to staff that other fees, such as student government fees, are included in CCHE's
tracking for the purpose of showing student costs, but are not included in the appropriated fees
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controlled by the General Assembly, as there would not likely be a balloon effect on these fees if
tuition and/or General Fund spending authority were restricted by the General Assembly. Staff
believes it would be valuable for the State Auditor to look at the fees that are tracked by CCHE as
well asthefeesthat are appropriated by the General Assembly. Given that the Department does not

appear to know what it is asking schools to report, staff has concerns about the accuracy of the
Department's tracking of student fees.
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Student Fees FY 2006-07

[ Totad Adams Mesa Metro Western ~ CSU Sys _ Ft. Lewis CcU Mines UNC CCs |

Appropriated Student Fees (COFRS) $30,083,426 410,430 341,057 764,075 20,930 4,674,015 858,450 18,016,317 750,936 12,377 4,234,839

NonAppropriated Student Fees (COFRS) $98,268,386 1,791,305 530,059 10,058,163 831,964 25,158,761 2,728,363 36,535,593 8,417,148 5,766,766 6,450,264

TOTAL Fees (COFRS) $128,351,812 2,201,735 871,116 10,822,239 852,894 29,832,776 3,586,812 54,551,910 9,168,084 5,779,143 10,685,103

Revenue from a 1.0 percent tuition increase $8,765,304 73,307 234,140 487,995 87,600 1,912,075 233,865 3,375,725 515,606 483925 1,361,066

Equivalent percentage increase in fees 6.8% 3.3% 26.9% 4.5% 10.3% 6.4% 6.5% 6.2% 5.6% 8.4% 12.7%
Ft. Collins Boulder

Mandatory Fees reported to CCHE $1,138 $192 $601 $886 $1,259 $1,061 $1,217 $1,286 $713  $114-$570

Revenue from Mandatory Fees $113,192,668 1,675,337 530,059 10,987,640 1,642,589 33205560 3,268,918 40,373,143 7,602,948 4,023,757 9,882,717

Itemized:

Activity Fees $20,760,419 256,241 484,942 635,799 538,219 18,845,218

Auxiliary (student center, health center,

campus rec, conseling center, career center) $15,065,432 15,065,432 Data

Technology Fees $12,471,046 436,666 2,653,884 174,983 1,238,646 506,611 6,940,076 520,179 not

Various Student Services $8,783,976 1,294,275 5,911,738 1,577,963  provided

Facility Fees $8,145,900 8,145,900

Athletics $6,368,420 3,912,183 554,388 1,509,076 392,773

Student Center $3,536,032 344,475 810,625 109,585 2,271,347

Student Organizations/Governments $3,510,709 132,062 265,860 3,112,786 Data

Bus/Mass Transit Fee $4,548,368 45117 1,391,883 3,111,368 not

Student Capital Fee $2,871,255 2,871,255 provided

AHEC Bond Fee $2,563,490 2,563,490

Student Affairs $2,229,044 2,229,044

Intercollegiate Athletics $2,021,788 267,218 1,147,470 357,418 249,682

Health Services /Counseling $1,916,125 767,113 206,764 290,158 279,259 372,832 Data

Student Rec Center $1,723234 230,315 96,145 940,542 456,232 not

Student Information System Fee $1,085,362 1,085,362 provided

Sports & Rec Facilities Debt $999,657 999,657

Student Recreation $669,339 8,360 660,979

Recreation Debt Reduction $629,022 629,022

Associated Student Fee (includes activities,

organizaitons, intramural sports etc.) $583,378 583,378 Data

Matriculation $518,100 518,100 not

Bond Fee $496,233 496,233 provided

Career Service $441,004 33,945 407,059

Safety & Transit Fee $328,533 328,533

Auxiliary Facility $298,101 298,101

Family Development Center $207,192 207,192 Data

Registration Fees $191,276 191,276 not

Special Event Fee $155,073 155,073 provided

Health Care Debt Reduction $130,431 130,431

Student Assistance Fee (Public Safety) $120,400 120,400

Cultural Events $109,271 109,271

Student Newspaper Fee $109,271 109,271 Data

Club Sports $106,955 106,955 not

Performance Fee $61,628 61,628 provided

COPIRG $53,865 53,865

Continuing Education $52,584 52,584

Clean Energy Fee $43,480 43,480

Women's Resource Center Debt $43,461 43,461 Data

Child Care Scholarship Fee $31,015 31,015 not

Campus Development $16,890 16,890 provided

Campus Sustainability $16,812 16,812

Summer Adjustment (deferral) ($111,361) (111,361)

10-March-08 7 HED-A cademic Fees Memo





