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Departmental Goals and Objectives
LISTNUM ParaNumbers1 \l 1
What are your department's principal goals and objectives? What are the metrics by which you measure success or failure?
The mission of the Department of Higher Education is to improve the quality of, ensure the affordability of, and promote access to, post-secondary education for the people of Colorado. In pursuing its mission, the Department of Higher Education acts as an advocate for the students and institutions of post-secondary education and in concert with the Colorado Commission on Higher Education coordinates and, as needed, regulates the activities of the state’s post-secondary education institutions. The department carries out its responsibilities with the highest standards of efficiency and quality service to the people of the state. As most new jobs in the state will require postsecondary education, access for all students capable of postsecondary work is needed to ensure that Colorado remains a competitive state. The department has set five primary objectives to meet these goals.    

A. In collaboration with the General Assembly and governing boards, restore over the next several years adequate revenues to state institutions of post-secondary education – in general funds, financial aid and tuition – so that the institutions have the physical and instructional capacity to meet the state’s growing demand for affordable and high-quality post-secondary education, accessible to all students with the requisite desire and ability.  To evaluate this objective, the department has determined the revenue levels of each state institution relative to their national peers.  Over the next nine years the department aims to work with the General Assembly and governing boards to raise each institution’s revenues to their peer group’s average.   

B.  Work with institutions of higher education to ensure a coordinated and coherent system of post-secondary education with transparent and understandable measures of performance and outcomes.  Doubling the number of degrees and certificates by 2018, is one metric to evaluate this objective.

C. Ensure that, in accordance with statute, private occupational schools and private degree-granting institutions are appropriately licensed and authorized, monitored and regulated, and provide the instruction contracted for.  The goals of completing investigations of complaints within 90 days and licensing and conducting enforcement action against unlicensed schools within 120 days have been set to evaluate this objective.  

D. Work with the Department of Education to improve alignment between K-12 and post-secondary education and to ensure that schools of education are providing high quality training and professional development for the state’s teachers.  Doubling the number of math and science teacher candidates in ten years is one possible metric by which to evaluate this objective. 

E. Develop and implement coordination and programmatic cooperation with other state and federal government departments and agencies, with the private sector and with nongovernmental organizations to maximize the contribution that higher education can make to shared goals, e.g., workforce development and private sector support, reduced recidivism, and new energy economy.  The increased number of new partnerships among governmental and private sector organizations will be used as a metric to evaluate this objective. 

LISTNUM ParaNumbers1 \l 1
Given the change in the Administration, have there been any changes to your department's principal goals and objectives since last year?

Since the change in Administration, the department has shifted its operating philosophy to stress the importance of advocating strongly for higher education on all levels and among all stakeholders.  The department’s primary objectives (listed above) stress collaboration and improved coordination among institutions of higher education and the creation of new partnerships with governmental agencies and private sector organizations to enhance and expand high quality higher education throughout the state
LISTNUM ParaNumbers1 \l 1
What progress did you make during the last year in achieving your goals?
In 2007, the department made significant progress in achieving our principal objectives.   In order to restore adequate funding levels, the department helped facilitate an agreement among all institutions of higher education that a budget model based on each institution’s revenues relative to its national peers’ revenues should be used to allocate new general fund support.  With the department’s help, all institutions came to an agreement on which peers they and their fellow institutions would be measured against to determine their respective funding gaps.  The department is currently working with institutions to develop an allocation model for state funds which will be used to close the funding gap in the next nine years.  

To ensure a coordinated and collaborative education system, the department has increased interactions with other departments, NGOs and with the private sector. The most important element has been working with the Colorado Department of Education on such issues as implementation of admission requirements and teacher education programs. DHE has sought business community participation to better align the state’s economic development and education goals, leading toward improved worker preparedness and job placement by forming a Business Advisory Council comprised of representatives from the private sector. The department is also focusing efforts with the Department of Corrections (DOC) to increase education opportunities within DOC to contribute toward the goal of reducing recidivism.  
LISTNUM ParaNumbers1 \l 1
How is the additional money provided to your department in FY 2007-08 being used to achieve your goals? What improvements is your department making in its outputs? 
Additional money the department received in FY 2007-08 is being used by institutions to close the funding gap that exists and provide higher quality educational environments for students and faculty.  The department recently commissioned a higher education economic impact study which details how funds that are spent towards higher education impact the rest of the state.  The study found that the state’s system of higher education accounts for nearly 98,000 jobs throughout the state, contributes $4.25 billion dollars in total wages and salaries to the economy and generates almost $400 million state and local taxes.  The study also illustrated that an increase of $100 million dollars to an institution of higher education’s operating budget results in $147.63 million in expenditures and creates 3,063 jobs.  In short, the outputs of higher education are best described by the multiplier effect of higher education.  The study found that higher education creates a long term return on investment that results in additional higher paying jobs, a more efficient workforce, a higher standard of living and many more tangible and intangible benefits.   

LISTNUM ParaNumbers1 \l 1
Please identify your department's 3 most effective programs and your 3 least effective programs. Explain why you identified them as such. Explain how your most effective programs further the department's goals.
Please permit us to use this response to discuss some of the department’s programs in relative terms. We do not have data that would enable picking the “most” or “least” effective – so this response is necessarily more impressionistic. Three of the department’s more effective programs are the gtPathways program, the management of the responsibilities for private occupational schools and the CollegeInvest’s 529 program.  All three programs further the department’s objectives of improving quality, ensuring affordability and promoting access to post-secondary education for the people of Colorado.

The gtPathways program is administered and funded by the department.  The program stems from requirements in the performance contracts that all public institutions offer lower division general education courses that are transferable throughout the state’s institutions. Since 2005, and through June 2009, all of Colorado’s public post-secondary institutions will be submitting their general education core courses to self-selected members of the state’s public two and four year faculty for peer review and inclusion in the gtPathways curriculum for guaranteed transfer.  To date there have been six cycles of course reviews with 986 courses approved for guaranteed transfer.  This program furthers the department’s goals for increasing the number of degree and certificate holders by creating a consistent statewide transferability policy that offers flexibility and accommodates the needs of student’s without sacrificing academic quality or rigor.    

The Division of Private and Occupational Schools (DPOS) actively monitors approved schools for continuing compliance with the laws and rules governing private occupational schools by: (1) conducting on-site school inspections and periodic audits of school records to ensure compliance with regulatory standards; (2) required annual reporting of schools to the division demonstrating continued and sufficient surety protection of students; and (3) annual criminal backgrounds of instructors teaching minor students. For FY06-7 the Division achieved 99% compliance regarding schools reporting annual surety protection and instructional staff qualifications.  This metric indicates the high level of performance and effectiveness of the division.

CollegeInvest’s “529” program provides tax-free savings plans to help families save for college. They reward investors with important benefits they may not get from other ways to save—including other investments. CollegeInvest is a not-for-profit division of the Colorado Department of Higher Education committed exclusively to helping families create their education financing plans and put them into action. CollegeInvest offers three distinct college savings plans. Within these three plans, are a variety of options, from great growth potential to slow and steady earnings, or somewhere in between. The efficiency and the return on invest of CollegeInvest’s plans has earned its high national rankings and an in-flow of college savings investment from all over the country.
Although it is a “program” of the department, the newly-established working relationship between the department and the Colorado Department of Education is an important development in the effective use of the state’s support to education, P-20. An interdepartmental working group meets monthly to address issues of mutual concern to both departments; e.g., the Higher Education Admission Requirements; teacher education.

The Administration of the state’s Degree Authorization Act (DAA) is one area that is problematic, in that it is not as effective as it should be. This results from outdated statutory authority and inadequate funding. Under DAA the department is responsible for granting authorization to all private schools seeking to offer post-secondary degrees.  There are currently 109 private degree granting institutions authorized to operate in Colorado. The number of new schools applying for authorization has increased in recent years. Since 2000, the department has dealt with applications from 55 new schools.  

There are three main shortcomings with the administration of the DAA: (1) excessive reliance on the accreditation by the regional accrediting agency as the basis for state authorization; (2) the lack funds to properly administer the DAA given the increased number of schools operating in Colorado and the need to act on authorizations independent of the accreditation process; and (3) the need for more robust student protection. 
The department is proposing legislation to amend the DAA by: (1) providing  authority to conduct a  preliminary evaluation of institutions applying for authorization and  to renew the authorization of established institutions; (2) allowing the department to collect authorization and/or renewal fees to administer the DAA; and (3) increasing protections of students enrolled in private degree granting institutions of higher education. 

LISTNUM ParaNumbers1 \l 1
Are there programs that your department is required to perform that do not further your department's goals or have outlived their usefulness? If so, what are they and by whom are they required? Why don't they further your department's goals?  
The department is sponsoring a piece of legislation this session which aims to remove from statute any unnecessary programs or statutory requirements that are outdated, do not provide useable or useful information, or are unfunded and have never been enacted.  Examples include statutory requirements such as §23-1-106.6 Duties and powers of the commission with regard to advanced technology, §23-1-124 Sophomore assessments, §23-1.5-102 Higher education planning committee, and §23-1.5-103 Statewide enrollment plan.   This ‘clean-up’ bill should increase the department’s efficiency and ability to focus on vital objectives rather than comply with requirements that are not useful or outdated.  
Costs and savings from complying with specific bills and orders
LISTNUM ParaNumbers1 \l 1
What are your department's anticipated costs, anticipated savings, and potential benefits from complying with Executive Order D 028 07, Authorizing Partnership Agreements with State Employees?
Administration of the partnership agreement will not require the expenditure of any additional state dollars.  Departments will continue to spend time supporting state employees, and as has been the case in the past, this support will be absorbed into existing budgets.
LISTNUM ParaNumbers1 \l 1
Provide an estimate of the costs your department will incur in FY 2007-08 in carrying out the provisions of H.B. 06S-1023.  Provide an estimate of your department's savings in FY 2007-08 as a result of not providing services to individuals who are in the country illegally.
The costs of carrying out the provisions of H.B. 06S-1023 will be absorbed through existing appropriations.  The Department of Higher Education provides guidance to institutions and the COF stipend administrator in order to properly carry out the provisions of the legislation.  

The department does not anticipate any savings as a result of this legislation.  Prior to the passage of H.B. 06S-1023, all affected programs, financial aid, COF stipend, and in-state tuition classification, already had in-state residency requirements.

Division of Private Occupational Schools, Personal Services Decision Item
9. Why have salary survey increases for the Division of Private Occupational Schools been insufficient for the department to maintain a full staffing level?
The Division has neither achieved nor otherwise maintained its allocated personnel staff of 7.8 FTE because earned revenue (school fees) has steadily outpaced reasonable expenditures each of the past five years.  The increased earned revenue is attributed to the steady increase in new private occupational schools being approved to operate each year.  The Division is entirely cash-funded and supported by operational fees charged directly to the schools and indirectly to the students.  The fee assessment level is representative of the actual costs of administering the Private Occupational Education Act of 1981.  

Since 2003 the number of schools being regulated has increased by an average of 6%.  Currently the Division oversees 310 in-state schools and 28 out-of-state schools with a student population of over 32,000 students enrolled in Colorado private occupational schools.  During the last two fiscal years the Division has been required to return money to the schools; reduce; or in some cases waive fees in order to remain compliant with state fiscal rules concerning allowable cash reserves within its spending authority.  All the while the number of schools under the statutory jurisdiction to be regulated by the Division has steadily increased without the Division being able to realize its full allocation of staff (7.8 FTE) needed to absorb the increasing workload attendant with the governing of new schools.  The requested spending authority increase for the Division of $59,944 in FY08-09 would enable the Division to retain all fees earned for governing private occupational schools; said fees will provide the Division with the ability to achieve its full allocated personnel level, which in turn will enable the Division to keep pace with the increasing number of schools coming under its regulatory jurisdiction; and fulfill its statutory mandate to protect the public. 

10. Is it valuable for the Division of Private Occupational Schools to attempt to regulate on-line education, or is it an impossible task given the world-wide nature of the Internet?
The Division is statutorily charged to regulate all private occupational schools subject to state regulation regardless of the method of delivery of education and training.  This includes on-line education.  The legal mandate of the Division includes the fostering and improvement of private occupational schools and their educational services; and the protection of the public from fraudulent and substandard schools.  This legislative declaration does not distinguish schools by modes of educational delivery, including the ever growing and popular on-line schools or Internet schools that deliver the majority of their instruction to students through a website.  Approximately 25% of approved in-state private occupational schools elect to offer a portion of their education programs and courses by means of on-line or web/internet based instruction as a method of delivery. 

The regulation of web/internet based schools is an issue that affects not only the Division of Private Occupational Schools, but also the Department of Higher Education.  The major challenge with purported internet schools regards their location and domain of the server. Most “entities” claiming to be accredited or otherwise approved schools that advertise are not located in the state, and many may not reside in the United States. Thus, the Division and the Department of Higher Education has limited jurisdiction to regulate these entities.  Unauthorized operations and “diploma mills” are identified as a growing national consumer concern.  Leads about unauthorized or illegal internet educational solicitations and “diploma mills” often come from out-of-state regulatory agencies and state regulatory professional associations, as well as competitor schools.  More frequent proactive monitoring of internet solicitations is of particular importance in order to protect the public.   Currently, the Division is working with two prospective new schools located in Colorado that intend to offer 100% of their educational programs via online instruction.
Distribution Formula
11. When will the department submit its request for allocating stipends and fee-for-service contracts by governing board, and for tuition and academic fee increases?
The National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS), hired to develop a budget/finance model for the FY08-09 budget year, began their work this summer by recommending national peer groups for each public institution of higher education in Colorado.  (This process builds upon the NCHEMS study, commissioned by the department last year, which found that Colorado institutions are substantially below average in both total revenues and state support funds compared to their peer institutions.) After extensive review, the CEOs reached consensus regarding proposed peer institutions on August 22 and the Commission ratified the peer groups on September 6, 2007.  The next step is to use this data to inform a long term funding model to close each institution’s revenue gap proportionately over time.  
The funding model in development will be a revenue driven model designed to help Colorado institutions of higher education attain peer funding parity over the next several years.  To translate the total revenue gaps for each institution into a transparent and rational budget policy for FY08-09 and begin to close the peer gap, requires a policy decision on the proper split between General Fund and tuition and fees at each institution.  Looking at each institution’s individual student population and Colorado’s distinctive circumstances provides an opportunity to develop a higher education finance system that is best suited to Colorado and can be used to address the tuition piece of the overall peer revenue gap.  

Once agreement with institutions and governing boards is reached, the funding model will recommend the General Fund allocations for each governing board as well as recommend necessary tuition and fee revenue increases to drive closing the revenue gap.  The department anticipates submitting the fully developed budget model in late January, after it has been reviewed and acted on the CCHE at its January 18, 2008, meeting. 

12. To what extent has CCHE looked at funding based on outcomes rather than enrollment?
The department is working with institutions of higher education to ensure a coordinated and coherent system of post-secondary education with transparent and understandable measures of performance and outcomes, including doubling of degrees and certificates by 2018. The Department of Higher Education, in conjunction with the higher education institutions is developing appropriate new indicators for measuring institutional success over time.  

The department expects to request some funding in FY09-10 to be set aside to provide additional allocations for governing boards that meet or exceed the goals  established under these newly-developed measures of institutional performance.  This group working to develop these measures is composed of representatives of a broad range of higher education institutions and the business community.  We expect to have the first set of measures defined by March 2008.  
13. Does the department believe that the General Assembly needs to make a decision about the stipend rate by a certain date in order to maximize opportunities for marketing the stipends to students?  If so, by when does the General Assembly need to decide?
Most colleges send the COF stipend information to their students with their financial aid information and award letters. Letters go to students as early as March for the following academic year. Even though that is typically the time the legislature sets the stipend institutions must wait until the Long Bill is signed to formally provide that number to students.  As a result, institutions simply use the current academic year stipend numbers and stress that they are subject to legislative change.
14. The JBC staff raised concerns that the peer comparison model under development by the department, combined with the state and student shares targeted by the department, will not hold up over time, because the General Fund increases required to fulfill the model are unrealistic.  Please respond to this criticism.  What assumptions is the department making about future General Fund increases?  What happens if the department does not receive these General Fund increases?
The department commissioned the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) to conduct a study comparing funding levels for institutions of higher education in Colorado to peer institutions in other states.  Completed last year, the NCHEMS study clearly demonstrated how underfunded Colorado institutions are compared to their peers.  Moving forward, the department determined the NCHEMS study was a rational and transparent means to allocate General Fund increases over the near term to help institutions make progress towards achieving the average funding levels of their peers.  The proposed funding model shared with JBC staff primarily allocates General Fund based on the proportionate share of the NCHEMS shortfall at each institution of higher education.  

The department will also be recommending an explicit policy goal for the split between the state support and tuition and fees for each type of institution.  This approach will recognize and reflect the different institutional roles and missions, the importance of access and affordability, and institutions’ differing market ability to raise tuition revenue.

The department is optimistically assuming annual General Fund increases of at least $50 million (adjusted to the HECA inflationary index, currently 3.8 percent).  With these increases, Colorado can make progress towards the goal of peer parity.  The model does not factor in the business cycle, and any economic down turn would inevitably delay reaching the goal of peer parity in total funding.  Each year, we plan to update the peer data and make the necessary adjustments and refinements.

15. The JBC staff also raised a concern that the department has not projected the tuition increases necessary to achieve the targeted state and student shares by institution.  What assumptions is the department making about future tuition increases for each institution?
The department is in continuing discussion with the institutions regarding the proposed new funding model and, in particular, an agreed-upon state tuition policy that we can recommend to the JBC and the General Assembly. In the meantime, the department has examined and shared with JBC staff projections for closing the so-called NCHEMS revenue gaps for each institution based on several assumptions. The assumptions include: (1) optimistically, $50 million/year increases in GF allocation to the institutions’ operating budgets via COF and FFS, adjusted by HECA inflation each year; (2) an incremental, annual closure of each institution’s revenue gap, with 1/9 closure in FY08-09, 1/8  of the remainder in FY09-10, etc.; (3) corresponding incremental annual progress toward each institution’s state share (and tuition share) goal, with 1/9 closure in FY08-09, etc.; and (4) with possible adjustments to insure minimum GF increase and tuition discretion even for institutions already at state share or tuition share goal, as the case may be.  The department expects to be able to make more accurate projections of needed tuition increases when we have reached agreement about tuition policy and the variables indicated in assumption (4). Because those latter assumptions will introduce some distortion into the NCHEMS gap closure model, we should not expect to have precisely reached the state share and tuition share goals for each institution at the end of the 9th year. (And of course that 9-year timeline depends on optimistic assumption (1) about GF growth that leaves little room for the impact of the business cycle on state revenues.) This uncertainty should not detract from the value of the model in informing a fair and rational allocation of whatever GF resources are available each year and the extent to which succeeding General Assemblies might adjust tuition goals and revenues. The fundamental variables in the model are: each institution’s peer revenue gap (to be adjusted periodically to reflect peers’ changes); general fund (state support) revenues; tuition and fees revenues; and, time. If either source of revenue does not meet the hoped-for 9-year projection, then it will take longer to close the gap; conversely, if there should be a new source of revenue, we can close the gap sooner.

16. Please explain how the department decided to request different percentage increases in General Fund for the Area Vocational Schools (7.0 percent) and Local District Junior Colleges (3.0 percent) versus the governing boards (7.8 percent).  What is the rationale for treating these entities differently?  How was the need for General Fund calculated for the Area Vocational Schools and Local District Junior Colleges?

The following chart shows the appropriations history for the AVS schools:
Fiscal Year
Amount
% Change

	FY02-03
	$11,660,295
	

	FY03-04
	$8,505,528
	-27%

	FY04-05
	$8,505,528
	0%

	FY05-06
	$8,505,528
	0%

	FY06-07
	$9,635,902
	13%

	FY07-08
	$10,450,136
	8.45%


The AVS schools suffered a significant reduction in FY03-04 and were held flat each of the last two years.  In FY07-08, despite two years of substantial increases, AVS schools remain $1.2 M below the FY02-03 appropriation in real dollars.  The department requests an increase of 7% or $731,509 to support the programs at these schools.  With this increase, the AVS schools will remain approximately $500,000 below their FY02-03 appropriation in real dollars.  The programs offered at these schools are technical in nature and very hands on.  It is impossible to provide AVS courses through less expensive, distance learning or online education means.  The requested increase would be used to offset the increases costs of providing postsecondary vocational programs at the four AVS schools and will enable existing programs to function at current levels.  
The following chart shows the appropriations history for the LDJCs:

Fiscal Year
Amount
% Change
	FY02-03
	$14,894,754
	

	FY03-04
	$11,038,334
	-26%

	FY04-05
	$11,038,334
	0%

	FY05-06
	$12,101,934
	10%

	FY06-07
	$13,668,051
	13%

	FY07-08
	$14,923,001
	8.45%


As the chart indicates, the LDJCs also suffered a significant cut in FY03-04 and were held flat in FY04-05.  However, unlike the AVS schools, the General Fund increases in FY05-06 through FY07-08 for the LDJCs have returned funding to pre-recession levels.  The requested 3 percent increase in FY08-09 is an inflationary adjustment as measured by the Consumer Price Index to maintain the current commitment to these colleges and will enable them to maintain existing programs.  
Tuition and Fees
17. Please provide a 10-year history of full-time (defined as 15 credit hours per semester), resident, undergraduate, academic year tuition rates and percentage increases.
Please see the attached chart (Attachment 1).  A 6-year history has been provided.  

18. Does the department believe that the tuition increases implemented by the governing boards in FY 2007-08 comply with the tuition footnotes in the Long Bill, and why?
The department is not aware that any governing board will exceed spending authority allowed in the footnote.  The department will monitor financial records of the institutions after they have been audited to assure full compliance with the footnote; such audits should be complete in December 2008.

19. Regardless of whether the increases complied with legislative intent, does the department believe that the tuition increases implemented were reasonable and justified based on the ability of students and families to pay, the revenue needs of the institutions, peer comparisons, or other criteria?  How do the tuition rates charged by Colorado institutions compare to peer institutions?
The NCHEMS peer revenue study demonstrates that Colorado institutions have been operating with far lower revenues than their peer institutions.  If general fund dollars aren’t available for institutional operating costs, tuition revenues are the other primary source of revenues to pay for inflationary cost increases,  academic program improvements and financial accessibility for Colorado  students in.  The policy for tuition rates increases in the current Academic Year is to hold all students with demonstrated financial need to no more than a five percent tuition rate increase.  Given that assurance, the department believes that tuition increases implemented were reasonable and justified based on the ability of students and families to pay.  The chart below shows the comparative tuition rates in fall, 2006, for Colorado institutions and their peers.  

	Institution
	FY06-07 Resident Tuition
	FY06-07 Peer Resident Tuition
	FY06-07 Non-Resident Tuition


	FY06-07 Peer Non-Resident Tuition

	ASC
	$2,924
	$4,653
	$9,351
	$11,463

	CSU
	$4,718
	$5,961
	$16,245
	$16,931

	CSU-Pueblo
	$3,947
	$6,219
	$14,515
	$11,909

	Mines
	$8,835
	$11,671
	$21,323
	$18,464

	Metro
	$2,815
	$4,656
	$10,230
	$13,575

	MSC
	$3,548
	$5,376
	$10,766
	$10,910

	FLC
	$5,973
	$5,932
	$14,064
	$14,277

	WSC
	$3,349
	$5,899
	$11,908
	$13,197

	UNC
	$3,950
	$8,041
	$12,530
	$15,104

	CU-Boulder
	$5,643
	$7,021
	$23,539
	$19,768

	UCD
	$4,516
	$6,440
	$11,863
	$16,314

	UCCS
	$4,899
	$5,432
	$16,145
	$14,438

	FRCC
	$2,101
	$3,509
	$8,594
	$6,610

	PPCC
	$1,945
	$3,509
	$8,440
	$6,610

	OJC
	$2,421
	$2,328
	$5,001
	$5,798

	CNCC
	$2,056
	$2,328
	$4,043
	$5,798

	MCC
	$2,099
	$2,328
	$8,594
	$5,798

	ACC
	$1,959
	$2,378
	$8,454
	$5,590

	CCA
	$2,363
	$2,378
	$9,668
	$5,590

	CCD
	$2,101
	$2,378
	$6,735
	$5,590

	PCC
	$2,012
	$2,378
	$8,506
	$5,590

	RRCC
	$2,014
	$2,378
	$8,508
	$5,590

	LCC
	$2,610
	$2,545
	$5,190
	$5,949

	NEJC
	$2,382
	$2,545
	$7,219
	$5,949

	TSJC
	$2,101
	$2,545
	$8,090
	$5,949

	
	
	
	
	


20. What recommendations does the department have for reducing the potential for confusion about, or misinterpretation of, legislative intent regarding tuition increases in the future?
Legislative drafting is often a compromise between seeking clarity and precision, on the one hand, and affording flexibility and room for some administrative discretion, on the other. The FY07-08 tuition footnote is a good example. The department and the administration sought both to acknowledge and respect the competency and discretion of the governing boards to set policy for their institutions, and also to provide some protection against unaffordable tuition increases for resident students with financial need. We were grateful that the JBC and the General Assembly agreed to that approach. As long as tuition policy set in the Long Bill is not fully prescriptive and allows some room for governing boards to exercise discretion, there will inevitably be some room for interpretation of legislative intent. Please see the response to question 22 for additional comment relevant to this question.
21. If the JBC feels that the FY 2007-08 tuition increases were not consistent with legislative intent, what does the department believe would be an appropriate sanction or response when supplemental requests are submitted in January?
The department expects governing boards to comply with the tuition spending limit set in the Long Bill; if a governing board does overspend its authority, a possible sanction would be to adjust tuition spending limits in the following fiscal year.   

22. What control, if any, should the General Assembly exert over tuition, and why?
This is a classic public policy question for the state’s policy-makers – the General Assembly and the Governor – to address.  The Colorado Constitution and statutes appear to assign the authority and responsibility for setting tuition to the institutions’ governing boards.  However, recent practice has been for the General Assembly to set parameters for tuition in the Long Bill in consultation with the Governor, as occurred in the FY07-08 Long Bill tuition footnote.  The principal rationale for some state-level control over institutional tuition-setting is to ensure that tuition levels remain affordable for Colorado students and their families. That objective may be served either directly with prescribed limits on tuition rates or total revenues, or indirectly with requirements that students with financial need be protected from large tuition increases. The FY07-08 tuition footnote took a hybrid approach, with limits on total tuition revenue increases and a requirement to protect need-eligible students.  That said, the department is advised that the governing boards are quite ready to fulfill their tuition-setting responsibility unencumbered by such Long Bill guidance and to be fully accountable for their decisions. It would be presumptuous and premature at this time for the department to urge the General Assembly to take a particular approach on this question, as we expect this again to be an area of discussion and negotiation among the interested parties during the session.
23. Please provide a separate table that adds fees to the history of tuition rates.  Please describe the fees that are and are not tracked by the department, and the differences between these fees and the fees appropriated in the Long Bill.
A fee history has been included in the chart for question 17.  Fees not tracked by DHE include auxiliary related fees, which are not supported by state funds, and are strictly cash.  Examples of these fees include: parking, recreational centers, healthcare centers, student government fees, and student activity fees.  DHE tracks all appropriated mandatory academic fees.  The fees appropriated in the Long Bill include required academic fees (not optional for a particular line of study) that are generally set or controlled by the institution and are not considered penalties (library fines).  Examples include lab fees, application fees, academic facility fees and exam fees.

24. Do higher education institutions use student fees to bypass restrictions on tuition imposed in the Long Bill?  Should more of the fees charged by the higher education institutions be controlled through the Long Bill to avoid a "balloon effect" where restrictions on tuition result in increases in fees?
Certain fees such as lab fees and exam fees are based on cost and stay with the instructional department providing those services.  Auxiliary fees are also based on cost and used to run the auxiliary operations, pay off  bonds etc. Whether these fees increase or decrease depends on the cost of the services involved.  Normally, fees are not created to increase or supplement regular operating revenues but to cover appropriate costs.  While it would take enormous fees increases to cover the peer-calculated shortfall in tuition, there is reason to be concerned that constraints on tuition revenues may underlie the “balloon effect” referred to.   

25. What increase is the department projecting in institutional financial aid associated with the increases in tuition in FY 2007-08?  Approximately how many students will benefit?
In Fiscal Year 2008, the State of Colorado provided approximately $97M in state-funded student financial assistance.  As a percent of total aid, excluding loans, the state funds approximately 14% of all aid going to students in institutions that are eligible for state-funded aid.  The following breakdown shows the percent of total aid contributed by source in Fiscal Year 2007 (not including loans) with the largest sources of financial aid being the institutions themselves:
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In FY 2007, there were 123,829 FTE resident undergraduate students, of those FTE, institutional aid was given to 14,065 FTE which is 11% of the total resident undergraduate FTE.  

Financial Aid
26. Please use the available data to describe how financial aid, including tax credits, impacts the net cost of attendance for students in different income ranges at Colorado institutions.
The below tables show average awards and cost of attendance by income ranges between $0 and $80,000 for all Colorado institutions. For accuracy, the data includes full-time resident recipients that reported income information on their FAFSA. 

	Governing Board - All State Institutions Total
	Average of COA-9mo
	Average of Awards*
	Remaining COA

	0
	14,206
	9,881
	4,325

	$1 - $10,000
	14,972
	10,667
	4,305

	$10,001 - $20,000
	14,896
	9,465
	5,430

	$20,001 - $30,000
	14,791
	8,823
	5,967

	$30,001 - $40,000
	14,649
	8,184
	6,465

	$40,001 - $50,000
	14,713
	7,795
	6,918

	$50,001 - $60,000
	14,702
	7,453
	7,248

	$60,001 - $70,000
	14,782
	7,358
	7,424

	$70,001 - $80,000
	14,965
	7,341
	7,624

	*Including Loans
	
	
	


The above table shows the average cost of attendance and the effect that all aid including loans has on different income ranges in Colorado. As is expected, the remaining cost of attendance increases as the average award decreases. 

	Governing Board - All State Institutions Total
	Sum of Count
	Average of COA-9mo
	Average Need
	Average Award not Including Loans
	Remaining Average  Need

	0
	7,518
	14,206
	13,646
	5,683
	7,963

	$1 - $10,000
	9,274
	14,972
	14,535
	6,267
	8,269

	$10,001 - $20,000
	9,028
	14,896
	13,236
	5,032
	8,204

	$20,001 - $30,000
	7,155
	14,791
	11,928
	4,546
	7,382

	$30,001 - $40,000
	5,761
	14,649
	10,445
	3,904
	6,541

	$40,001 - $50,000
	4,802
	14,713
	9,115
	2,981
	6,135

	$50,001 - $60,000
	4,147
	14,702
	6,710
	2,086
	4,623

	$60,001 - $70,000
	3,595
	14,782
	4,271
	1,597
	2,674

	$70,001 - $80,000
	3,514
	14,965
	1,244
	1,324
	-80


This second table includes average need by income range, as measured by subtracting the Expected Family Contribution (EFC) from the Average Cost of Attendance (COA). As expected, the average need decreases as income increases. This table also includes average awards not including loans, which decrease as income increases. Factoring in EFC and taking loans out of the equation, the second table shows the remaining average need decreases as income increases, indicating that students in lower income ranges cover a greater amount of costs with loans while students in the higher income ranges are covering costs with family contributions. 

This information tracks with department data which indicates continued increases in the proportion of aid and in dollar amount coming from federal loans. 2007 data indicates there has been a 73% increase in federal loans to Colorado students; these loans now account for 61% of all student financial assistance for Colorado students. 

The department is not in a position to collect data regarding tax credits for spending on higher education. This data is collected by the Internal Revenue Service. Students and families that owe no taxes or receive grant aid to cover their entire tuition and fees are not eligible for these benefits. In addition, there are income limits on these benefits that target them primarily to assist middle-income students and their parents, a group that is unlikely to receive need- based grants. Higher education institutions do not know and therefore cannot report the dollar value of these tax benefits. 
	Comparison of Education Credits

	Hope Credit 
	Lifetime Learning Credit 

	Up to $1,650 credit per eligible student
	Up to $2,000 credit per return

	Available ONLY until the first 2 years of post- 
secondary education are completed 
	Available for all years of postsecondary education and for courses to acquire or improve job skills 

	Available ONLY for 2 years per eligible student 
	Available for an unlimited number of years 

	Student must be pursuing an undergraduate degree or other recognized education credential 
	Student does not need to be pursuing a degree or other recognized education credential 

	Student must be enrolled at least half time for at least one academic period beginning during the year 
	Available for one or more courses 

	No felony drug conviction on student's record 
	Felony drug conviction rule does not apply 


http://www.irs.gov/publications/p970/ch02.html
The amount that is credited is based on each student’s tax situation, but conceivably could amount to up to $1,650 per qualifying student. 

27. Please provide an explanation for why the data about financial aid programs requested in footnotes 38, 40, and 41 can not currently be collected by November 1 each year.
Since 2005, the department has implemented the Student Unit Record Data System (SURDS) to collect an extensive amount of data on students attending institutions of higher education in Colorado. This system requires that institutions upload their data to the SURDS server each year. 

In order to obtain complete financial aid records, it is necessary to collect data after summer semester awards have been made. Public institutions must submit their financial aid files on September 13th of each year and private and proprietary institutions must submit their data on October 1st of each year. These schedules exist to allow the institutions to submit data after the conclusion of their summer semesters. Private and proprietary institutions have an extended deadline due to quarter systems of these institutions.

This past year the deadline was pushed up by two weeks in an attempt to collect this data earlier. While this attempt did enable DHE to receive much of the data sooner, there have invariably been problems with getting complete and accurate data in a timely manner. After schools submit their data, it is necessary for the department to concur on all errors recorded by the system. This requires department staff to check errors against department guidelines in order to assure reported errors are allowable. Additionally, schools have technological and general reporting problems requiring them to resubmit the data. This year, for example, the Community College system needed to resubmit data for nearly every community college due to a technical error that occurred as the system was becoming familiar with their new Banner data system.  This year, schools were resubmitting data through mid-November. 

28. What would it take to collect the data by November 1 each year, or at least prior to the budget briefing date?
 Given current academic calendars, it is not likely that the reporting deadlines can be pushed any further ahead and still allow institutions to internally collect and clean their data before submitting to SURDS. It is possible that this data can be ready by mid-November in order to complete footnotes 38, 40 and 41. This should become easier to accomplish as schools and the department grow more familiar with the process, though data processing and technological problems are likely to occur each year
29. Does the department object to the requests for information contained in footnotes 38, 40, and 41?  If so, why?  Does the department believe that the information is not useful or beyond the statutory duties of the department?

The department believes that this information is useful and will benefit citizens, members of the legislature and higher-education professionals in Colorado. 

30. Does the department have suggestions for improving the footnotes (other than delaying the deadline to January)?  Does the department think that there is a better way to analyze and track the performance of financial aid programs?

 The department does not believe there is a better method to collect  financial aid data, but will strive to provide yearly reports on financial aid that are as comprehensive as possible and go beyond the information required by the footnotes. 

31. Please compare the distribution of pre-collegiate scholarships to the distribution of Pell-eligible students.  Why does the department request funding to double the pre-collegiate scholarships as opposed to expanding other financial aid programs?  Is the pre-collegiate program more successful than other financial aid programs operated by the department?
The following tables show the number of Pell recipients, Federal ACG (Academic Competitiveness) recipients and Colorado PCG (Colorado Pre-Collegiate) recipients along with dollars awarded and percentage totals in each category by public institution governing board. 
	Governing Board
	Award
	Total Recipients
	%Total
	Dollars Awarded
	%Total
	Average Award

	CCCS
	Federal PELL
	19,570
	43%
	41,688,053
	39%
	2,130

	
	Academic Competitiveness
	66
	3%
	48,700
	2%
	738

	
	Colorado Pre-Collegiate
	15
	2%
	5,871
	1%
	391

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	CSU
	Federal PELL
	5,246
	12%
	13,763,342
	13%
	2,624

	
	Academic Competitiveness
	719
	28%
	568,059
	28%
	790

	
	Colorado Pre-Collegiate
	152
	16%
	149,042
	22%
	981

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	CU
	Federal PELL
	7,374
	16%
	19,828,887
	18%
	2,689

	
	Academic Competitiveness
	980
	38%
	773,788
	39%
	790

	
	Colorado Pre-Collegiate
	376
	40%
	219,438
	33%
	584

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ASC
	Federal PELL
	1,275
	3%
	3,547,579
	3%
	2,782

	
	Academic Competitiveness
	126
	5%
	91,742
	5%
	728

	
	Colorado Pre-Collegiate
	46
	5%
	36,853
	5%
	801

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	CSM
	Federal PELL
	494
	1%
	1,330,447
	1%
	2,693

	
	Academic Competitiveness
	110
	4%
	78,725
	4%
	716

	
	Colorado Pre-Collegiate
	40
	4%
	35,548
	5%
	889

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	FLC
	Federal PELL
	1,037
	2%
	2,701,442
	2%
	2,605

	
	Academic Competitiveness
	28
	1%
	21,762
	1%
	777

	
	Colorado Pre-Collegiate
	17
	2%
	21,199
	3%
	1,247

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	MSC
	Federal PELL
	1,946
	4%
	4,843,305
	4%
	2,489

	
	Academic Competitiveness
	38
	1%
	30,300
	2%
	797

	
	Colorado Pre-Collegiate
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	MSCD
	Federal PELL
	6,012
	13%
	14,039,507
	13%
	2,335

	
	Academic Competitiveness
	199
	8%
	150,175
	8%
	755

	
	Colorado Pre-Collegiate
	152
	16%
	130,126
	19%
	856

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	UNC
	Federal PELL
	2,005
	4%
	5,158,486
	5%
	2,573

	
	Academic Competitiveness
	226
	9%
	183,550
	9%
	812

	
	Colorado Pre-Collegiate
	104
	11%
	60,334
	9%
	580

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	WSC
	Federal PELL
	487
	1%
	1,277,071
	1%
	2,622

	
	Academic Competitiveness
	62
	2%
	47,975
	2%
	774

	
	Colorado Pre-Collegiate
	32
	3%
	14,676
	2%
	459

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	Federal PELL
	45,446
	100%
	108,178,119
	100%
	2,380

	
	Academic Competitiveness
	2,554
	100%
	1,994,776
	100%
	781

	
	Colorado Pre-Collegiate
	934
	100%
	673,087
	100%
	720


The table shows that distribution of Colorado PCG funds are proportionate to the Federal ACG. Given the prerequisite of obtaining ACG to be eligible for PCG, this distribution of funding is to be expected.   Additionally, the correlation between Pell, ACG and PCG in terms of percentage share tracks closely at many of the four-year institutions. The disparity between Pell and pre-collegiate grants is most notable at the Community College System, which has a disproportionately small number of students accessing ACG and PCG, and the CU and CSU systems which have a disproportionately large number of students accessing these funds compared to the number of Pell eligible students. This indicates that financial aid administrators at these large research institutions are able to find more students that are eligible for and have received Federal ACG and points towards a greater number of students that are participating in a pre-collegiate program that are going to CU and CSU. Although the Community College System shows the largest number of Pell recipients, only 66 students received Federal ACG, which likely means there are far fewer students participating in pre-collegiate programs who are going to community colleges.
At this point it is difficult to measure the effectiveness of Colorado Pre-Collegiate Scholarships mainly due to the fact that this is the first year of data available for this program, which began in the 2006-07 school year. This is an innovative financial aid-program that combines need and merit based aid, and the department believes that increasing the investment in this type of aid is worthwhile. As the program moves forward, the department will be able to gauge its effectiveness through additional data and with Financial Aid Administrators across the state.   

The current data substantiates the need to increase the amount of funding for the requested amount of $800,000.  This increased funding would essentially bring the state contribution closer to a 1 to 1 match for Academic Competitiveness Grants, allowing for greater access and opportunities for low-income students participating in pre-collegiate programs who then are able to maintain a high GPA after entering college.

CollegeInvest and College Assist
32. Please provide an update on the activities of CollegeInvest and College Assist, including the revenues and expenditures of these entities.  How is the performance of these programs measured?  What reporting mechanisms are in place to ensure that these programs operate efficiently and according to the statutory intent?  Do the reporting mechanisms need to be improved?

33. In FY 2006-07 a significant portion of the functions of College Assist were outsourced.  Please summarize the benefits to the state from that arrangement and how the revenues have been spent.
COLLEGE ASSIST

College Assist was created in 1979 as a division of the Colorado Department of Higher Education.  Its primary purpose is to improve access to higher education in Colorado by increasing access to student loans through the administration of the Federal guarantee on loans originated through the Family Federal Education Loan Program (FFELP). As the federally designated guarantor for the State of Colorado, College Assist is required to; 1) administer the federal guarantee on FFELP loans, 2) educate and assist borrowers to prevent delinquencies and defaults, 3) perform collections on defaulted loans, and 4) provide web access to a comprehensive listing of postsecondary opportunities, programs, etc for Colorado.

In 2006, the loan servicing operations were sold to Nelnet and the division entered into an agreement with Nelnet to outsource the guarantee agency operations, including delinquency prevention, loan origination processing, and collections.  Nelnet paid $41 million to the division at the time of the transaction of which $25 million was used to fund a scholarship trust fund for Colorado students and the balance was transferred to the Federal Reserve fund.  In addition, College Assist retains 30% of future revenues to fund ongoing operations.  Note: this amount will decrease to 20% next year under a recent notification from the Department of Education that our Voluntary Flexible Agreement is to be terminated on January 1, 2008.

In fiscal 2007, total loans guaranteed by College Assist increased by $2.7 billion from $9.9 billion to $12.6 billion.  Overall, the division financial results were: 

Revenues





$177 million

Expenses





$166 million

Net operating income

    


$ 11 million

$10 million of the $11 million in earnings was transferred to the Federal Reserve fund to meet the minimum reserve fund levels mandated by the federal government. Revenues earned on the guarantee operations under the agreement with the Federal government are restricted as to the use of such funds.

The vast majority of revenues and expenses relate to the processing of defaulted loans.  Under our VFA, defaulted loans are reimbursed 100% by the federal government.  Approximately $160 million of the revenues and expenses relate to paying lenders for defaulted loans and the reimbursement from the federal government for those loans.  The net amount earned by College Assist was $17 million in revenues less $6 million of operating expenses.  Operating expenses include expenses related to the administration of the COF, bankruptcy collections, federal compliance and reporting, claims verification, accounting, and the College In Colorado initiative.

Salaries decreased from $5.6 million in 2006 to $2.9 million in 2007 due to a full year of reduced operations after the outsourcing of the guarantee operations.  Other operating costs decreased from $4.3 million to 3.1 million in 2007.  

Performance measures are primarily related to default and delinquency prevention, education of families on postsecondary opportunities and maintaining the Federal Reserve funding levels.  We have seen defaults in Colorado continue to decrease in spite of mixed national trends.  Since 2002, we have reduced defaults in Colorado from 6.5% to 2.5% in 2005 (most recent year reported by the federal government).

While total loans guaranteed by College Assist have increased from $2.2 billion to over $12 billion since 2004, borrower delinquencies have decreased from 5.18% to 4.65% due to our increased efforts to counsel borrowers before they go into default.

In addition, College Assist is dedicated to reinvesting into our citizens and helping make college more affordable for those who can least afford it.  In 2005 and 2007, the division paid the federal loan fees of 1% for all students whose loans were guaranteed by the division.  We have funded $9.4 million of fees to help make financing more affordable for students.  In addition, we have funded $900K in scholarships for Colorado students, not including a transfer of $25 million from the Nelnet transaction to the CollegeInvest scholarship trust.  

The College In Colorado initiative is focused on getting students to understand that there is no reason for Colorado students to not pursue higher education opportunities and to provide them with the information to plan, apply and pay for college.  We have continued our efforts to partner with school districts around the state to enroll students and get them actively planning and applying for college.  Over 130,000 accounts have been established to date.  In addition, the Governor’s P-20 council recommended that all schools consider using College In Colorado as part of any ICAP initiative.

Reporting requirements: College Assist is required to submit detailed monthly reports to the US Department of Education, as well as an overall annual report of its financial results.  In addition, College Assist is audited annually by the State auditor and is subjected to regular US Department of Education audits.  Given the highly regulated nature of the business, additional reporting requirements would be onerous and redundant.  


COLLEGEINVEST


COLLEGE SAVINGS PLANS

In 1996, CollegeInvest was designated by the General Assembly to administer the State of Colorado’s 529 savings programs.  CollegeInvest currently offers 3 plans under this program – Scholars Choice, Direct Portfolio, and Stable Value Plus.  The purpose of these plans is to encourage families to save for postsecondary educations by providing excellent federal and state tax benefits as well as providing a diverse choice of sound investment options.  As of June 30, 2007, over $3.2 billion had been invested in the CollegeInvest plans.  This is comprised of over 250,000 accounts, of which greater than 80,000 represent Colorado families.

Fiscal 2007 audited financial results were as follows:


Investment income, net of fees



$   385 million


Contributions






     665 



Total revenues





  1,050 million


Withdrawals






$   236 million


Service fees






       17


Operating expenses





         3



Total expenses





$   256 million


Net change in assets





$   794 million

Performance is measured by both increases in Colorado accounts as well as overall investment performance of the fund.  Overall, we have seen substantial increases in Colorado accounts:






Accounts
  
      % Increase

2005




49,200



   -

2006




63,700



29.5%

2007




80,700



26.7%

The CollegeInvest Scholars Choice plan received the highest rating from Morningstar for the third year in a row.  It is one of only two plans that have received this rating for three years.

In 2000, the General Assembly transferred CollegeInvest from a political subdivision to a division of the Department of Higher Education to increase oversight and monitoring of the CollegeInvest activities.  In addition, the Board of CollegeInvest, which is appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate, was maintained to enhance the department’s monitoring of the operations.  Quarterly reporting of investment performance and financial results is submitted by CollegeInvest staff to the Dept. of Higher Education and the Board of Directors.  Bi-weekly meetings are held by the Director of CollegeInvest with the Executive Director of DHE.  In addition, CollegeInvest undergoes an annual audit performed by an external audit firm which is submitted and reviewed by the Legislative Audit Committee.  Audited financial statements are posted on the CollegeInvest web site annually.

Operations of the 529 savings programs are highly regulated and must comply with a number of regulatory guidelines from organizations such as the MRSB, GASB, IRS and the FTC.  We work closely with our attorneys and investment managers to ensure compliance with all federal regulations.  Detailed disclosure documents are prepared and distributed to every potential investor before they can invest in our programs.


COLLEGEINVEST


STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM

CollegeInvest was created by the General Assembly in 1979 to improve access to and choice of higher education opportunities in Colorado by establishing a student bond authority to assist students in meeting the expenses incurred in seeking higher education opportunities.  CollegeInvest does this by providing low cost loans; educational workbooks, web tools and seminars to help families understand their financial options; and funding loan forgiveness and scholarship programs.

The fiscal 2007 audited financial results of operations for CollegeInvest student loan programs are as follows:


Income from student loans



$   93 million


Other income





     17 


Total income




   110 million


Interest, rebate and fee expenses


$   82 million


Servicing expenses




       6


Operating expenses




       5



Total expenses




$   93 million


Net operating income




$   17 million

Net operating income was earned in trust funds for the collateralization of bonds or the funding of scholarships and is restricted for those purposes.  In 2006, the General Assembly established the CollegeInvest Scholarship trust fund to assist high need students fund their education if they meet HEAR and maintain a 2.5 GPA in high school.  CollegeInvest funded $50 million into the trust, and College Assist funded $25 million from the Nelnet transaction proceeds.  Earnings on the scholarship fund totaled nearly $4 million (of the above net income) which is held in the trust to fund scholarships.  The first scholarships will be funded for the 2008/09 school year.

Performance Measures:

CollegeInvest continues to offer the lowest cost Federal Family Education Loans (FFEL) program loans in the State.  Borrowers with CollegeInvest pay no fees and are eligible to earn a number of interest rate reductions for on-time and automated payments.  On an average loan of $10,000 this can save borrowers over $1,500.  These benefits have saved Colorado students an estimated $35 million since 2000.  

We are the largest provider of FFEL program loans in the State.  CollegeInvest originated over $338 million in loans last year for over 10,000 new borrowers.  We currently have greater than 90,000 borrowers in total.  Due to recent Federal legislation, we anticipate that a significant number of lenders will no longer originate FFELP loans.  CollegeInvest could become a critical provider of loan resources as fewer lenders participate.  This is especially true for schools with higher historical default rates.

In addition, CollegeInvest partnered with graduate schools throughout the state to offer CollegeLender programs.  Under these programs, the school originates the student loan and CollegeInvest purchases the loan at market value.  The money earned by the school must be used for incremental financial aid.  Under this program, schools have received nearly $20 million in additional financial aid resources.

CollegeInvest funds over $400,000 per year in additional scholarships to students and has designated $4 million to teacher loan forgiveness programs and $50,000 to the Health Care Provider Loan Repayment program.  We have partnered with Denver and El Paso counties to issue tax-exempt financing from those counties to fund loan forgiveness programs for high schools students from Denver and El Paso.

A fundamental service we provide to Colorado families is to educate them and provide them the tools and information to access financial aid to fund their educational pursuits.  As a result of sustained reductions in education funding, there are fewer resources for families to gain knowledge of how to pay for college.  Our outreach staff presented at over 675 events this past year reaching over 90,000 Coloradoans to educate them on financial aid options as well as FAFSA preparation workshops.  We spend a significant amount of time advising students on applying for scholarships and are developing a financial literacy program to prevent families from borrowing unnecessarily. 

Financial reporting is the same as the CollegeInvest Savings program.  In addition, CollegeInvest undergoes extensive review by national rating agencies in order to issue bonds to fund student loans.  The rating agencies require detailed cash flow projections that are significantly stressed using very conservative assumptions.  Our bonds continue to be highly rated by the rating agencies.
10:10– 10:35
Colorado State University System

Dr. Larry Edward Penley, Chancellor


Mr. Douglas L. Jones, Chairman of the Board

Joseph Garcia, President CSU-Pueblo

Richard Schweigert, CSU System Chief Financial Officer
In Attendence:

Katie Gleeson, CSU Associated Students President

August Ritter, CSU Associated Students Director of Legislative Affairs

34. Please detail the enrollment and revenue assumptions and calculations that the governing board made to determine that the tuition increases implemented in FY 2007-08 comply with the footnote in the Long Bill.
As part of the 2007 Long Bill, Governing Boards were granted a 7% increase in tuition revenues.  In addition, Boards were also granted the authority and flexibility to increase non-resident tuition to reflect current market conditions.  In general, in FY 2008, CSU implemented a base rate increase and will close the credit hour window from nine to ten credit hours for both resident and non-resident students.  While the actual percentage rate change is different for resident and non-residents because of the different amounts charged, the increases generate similar revenue increases for the system.  We believe that our rate setting methodology mirrors how the JBC determines revenue increases for governing boards and the intent of the footnote.  
The Board of Governor’s is focused on access for low-income and first generation students and therefore our adopted tuition polices for FY 2007-08 are in accordance with the direction of the Long Bill footnote and all Level 1,2,3 students did not experience more than a 5% tuition rate increase.
The Board of Governor’s adopted the following revenue increases for its campuses.

Colorado State University
Undergraduate Students – Resident and Non-Resident

· 5% General Tuition Increase

· Closure of the credit hour window by one credit hour – 9 to 10 credits for full-time students

· Limited tuition differentials in high cost programs going from $2 per credit hour to $4 per credit hour.

Graduate Students 

· 15% General Tuition Increase for Resident Students

· 5% General Tuition Increase for Non-Resident Students
Colorado State University – Pueblo

Undergraduate Students – Resident only

· 7% General Tuition Increase
Graduate Students – Resident only

· 7% General Tuition Increase
10:35 – 10:55
Fort Lewis College

Dr. Brad Bartel, President


Mr. Leonel Silva, Chairman, Board of Trustees 


Mr. Steven J. Schwartz, Vice-President of Finance and Administration

35. Please detail the enrollment and revenue assumptions and calculations that the governing board made to determine that the tuition increases implemented in FY 2007-08 comply with the footnote in the Long Bill.
RESPONSE:  In June 2007, the Fort Lewis College Board of Trustees approved a 5.0% tuition rate increase for both resident and non-resident students for FY 2007-08.  There was no change in the credit hour threshold for either group of students.   The table below highlights tuition rates and increases for FY 2007-08:
	Annual Rates
	FY 06-07
	FY 07-08
	$

Change
	%

Change

	Resident
	$2,522
	$2,648
	$126
	5.0%

	Non-Resident
	$13,190
	$13,848
	$658
	5.0%


At the time these tuition rates were approved by the Board, the College projected flat enrollment for both resident and non-resident students.
10:55 – 11:15
Break
11:15 – 11:40
University of Colorado System

Hank Brown, President


Regent Pat Hayes, Chair, Board of Regents,

Ryan Biehle, Student Leader

36. Why is the University of Colorado projecting in its Budget Data Book that the governing board will be out of compliance with the FY 2007-08 Long Bill footnote 48 that details funding for the Health Sciences Center?
Footnote 48 reads: “… it is the intent of the General Assembly that $104,189,992 shall be for 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 student’s share of tuition and $3,478,443 from academic fees and academic facility fees.  Based upon currently enrollment information, the University projects that it will have minor (less that $40,000) variances in the first three amounts listed in the footnote.  The current estimate for fee revenue is $4,637,341. The original estimate of $3.5 million failed to include the increase in revenues from having additional students paying the accountable student fee.  The only increase in mandatory student fees was a 3.5% increase in the amount of the accountable student fee.  The JBC staff incorrectly read format 410 in the Budget Data Book when he informed the JBC that the projected amount of student fees was $10,414,425. 

37. Should funding for the Health Sciences Center be appropriated separately from funding for the rest of the governing board, and why?  
 Yes. The unique educational and health care missions of the campus justify separate funding consideration.

The Regents are elected to govern the University and make the difficult decisions about allocating resources within the system.  If the General Assembly appropriates funding for the Health Sciences Center separately from the rest of the governing board, does this infringe on the responsibilities and duties of the Regents?
No.  Current state law for the College Opportunity Fund program controls the stipend program and the Regents allocate the fee for service funds in the same manner as they are appropriated by the General Assembly

38. Please detail the enrollment and revenue assumptions and calculations that the governing board made to determine that the tuition increases implemented in FY 2007-08 comply with the footnote in the Long Bill.
Revenue projections for the FY 2008 budget were based on the following enrollment assumptions that were used during the June 2007 board meeting to establish tuition rates and set the FY 2008 budget.  As the table on the next page indicates, all tuition revenues are projected to be in compliance with the 7% limit.
CU CHART AVAILABLE IN HARD COPY ONLY
1:40– 12:00
Mesa State College

Tim Foster — President


Glen Gallegos — Trustee


Lena Elliott — Trustee


Jane North — Trustee


Celeste Colgan — Trustee


Mike Feeley — Trustee


Charlie Monfort — Trustee


Doug O'Roark — Faculty Trustee


Adam Davenport — Associated Student Government President


 Lisa Lind — Associated Student Government Vice President

39. Please detail the enrollment and revenue assumptions and calculations that the governing board made to determine that the tuition increases implemented in FY 2007-08 comply with the footnote in the Long Bill.
For FY 2007-08 the Mesa State College Governing Board approved a 5% credit hour rate increase and closing the credit hour window from 13 credit hours to 14 credit hours with institutional financial aid to be awarded to any resident student who experiences any unmet  need that resulted from closing the window. The Trustees approved a $586,000   increase in institutional financial aid over FY 2006-07. The majority of Mesa State College students enroll in less than fourteen credit hours.

The Trustees also approved revision of the tuition rate for Western Undergraduate Exchange eligible students (students who reside in one of the fifteen member states who are part of the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education)  from a straight 150% of  a resident undergraduate student’s share of tuition to the greater of a) 150% of  a resident  undergraduate student’s share of tuition or b) a resident undergraduate student’s share of tuition and plus the amount of the College Opportunity Fund stipend.

The enrollment projections included a .8% increase in College Opportunity Fund eligible credit hours, a 3% increase in non-resident students including WUE students and a 25% increase in graduate enrolments. 

The total of all of these assumptions were projected to be within the student’s share of tuition spending authority that was appropriated in the FY 2007-08 Long Bill. 

12:00 – 1:30
Lunch
1:30 – 1:50
Western State College

Jay Helman, President


Pat Wiesner, Board Chair

Brad Baca, Vice President for Finance and Administration
40. Please detail the enrollment and revenue assumptions and calculations that the governing board made to determine that the tuition increases implemented in FY 2007-08 comply with the footnote in the Long Bill.
For resident tuition we calculated a 5.0% increase on the per credit hour rate and rounded to the nearest dollar.  For nonresident tuition we calculated a 3.6% (Denver/Boulder CPI) increase on the per credit hour rate and rounded to the nearest dollar.

1:50– 2:10 
Metropolitan State College of Denver

Stephen M. Jordan, President


Adele Phelan, Chair, Metropolitan State College Board of Trustees


Natalie Lutes, Vice President for Administration and Finance

41. Please detail the enrollment and revenue assumptions and calculations that the governing board made to determine that the tuition increases implemented in FY 2007-08 comply with the footnote in the Long Bill.
The assumptions used to calculate the increases in tuition at different credit hour rates and to comply with the 5% revenue increase for Metro State specified in the Long Bill footnote were:
1. The calculations were based on estimated FY06-07 headcount enrollment figures at each credit hour as of April 2007.

2. The enrollment numbers do not include estimated enrollment changes in FY07-08.

3. The college instituted a tuition structure change effective fall semester 2007 which holds tuition constant for 12 to 18 credit hours. This change increases tuition for part-time students and decreases tuition for full-time students. 

Metro State’s role in Colorado higher education has evolved and the College has developed into a college of choice for traditional age, as well as nontraditional students.  To increase retention and graduation rates, align the tuition rate schedule to the increasingly full-time student population, and move the institution toward its vision of preeminence, the College implemented the revised tuition rate schedule. 

4. As part of the calculation, the college projected headcount enrollment shifts at each credit hour caused by the tuition structure change.  The revenue-neutral model is based on enrollment projections that reflect the assumption students would increase course load to take advantage of the no-cost window. The total headcount remained the same, credit hour production increased.

5. A tuition rate at each credit hour was calculated so that the change in tuition structure did not generate any additional revenue based on the anticipated headcount at each credit hour. 

6. To determine the FY2007-08 academic year tuition rates, a 5% increase was added to the calculated “revenue-neutral” tuition rate. The below table shows the resident tuition rates, the same procedure was followed for nonresident tuition rates.

7. To assure compliance, the projected FY2006-07 enrollment data was used to calculate total revenue at the FY2006-07 rates and the final proposed FY2007-08 rates. The two totals were compared and the revenue amount for FY2007-08 was 5% more than FY2006-07, which validated our methodology and demonstrated compliance with the footnote in the Long Bill.
	 Resident Tuition Rates

Academic Year 2006-07 to 2007-08

	Credit Hour
	Tuition Rate Fall 2006
	Structure Change Dollars   Percent
	5% FY2008 rate increase applied to Revised Rate
	Fall 2007 increase per credit hour
	Total % Change Fall 2006 to Fall 2007
	Tuition Rates Effective Fall 2007

	1
	$93.60 
	$2.90 
	3.1%
	$4.85 
	$7.75 
	8.3%
	$101.35 

	2
	$187.20 
	$5.80 
	3.1%
	$9.70 
	$15.50 
	8.3%
	$202.70 

	3
	$280.80 
	$8.70 
	3.1%
	$14.55 
	$23.25 
	8.3%
	$304.05 

	4
	$374.40 
	$11.60 
	3.1%
	$19.40 
	$31.00 
	8.3%
	$405.40 

	5
	$468.00 
	$14.50 
	3.1%
	$24.25 
	$38.75 
	8.3%
	$506.75 

	6
	$561.60 
	$17.40 
	3.1%
	$29.10 
	$46.50 
	8.3%
	$608.10 

	7
	$655.20 
	$20.30 
	3.1%
	$33.95 
	$54.25 
	8.3%
	$709.45 

	8
	$748.80 
	$23.20 
	3.1%
	$38.80 
	$62.00 
	8.3%
	$810.80 

	9
	$842.40 
	$26.10 
	3.1%
	$43.65 
	$69.75 
	8.3%
	$912.15 

	10
	$936.00 
	$29.00 
	3.1%
	$48.50 
	$77.50 
	8.3%
	$1,013.50 

	11
	$1,029.60 
	$31.90 
	3.1%
	$53.35 
	$85.25 
	8.3%
	$1,114.85 

	12
	$1,123.20 
	$34.80 
	3.1%
	$58.20 
	$93.00 
	8.3%
	$1,216.20 

	13
	$1,156.70 
	$1.30 
	0.1%
	$58.20 
	$59.50 
	5.1%
	$1,216.20 

	14
	$1,190.20 
	($32.20)
	-2.7%
	$58.20 
	$26.00 
	2.2%
	$1,216.20 

	15
	$1,223.70 
	($65.70)
	-5.4%
	$58.20 
	($7.50)
	-0.6%
	$1,216.20 

	16
	$1,257.20 
	($99.20)
	-7.9%
	$58.20 
	($41.00)
	-3.3%
	$1,216.20 

	17
	$1,290.70 
	($132.70)
	-10.3%
	$58.20 
	($74.50)
	-5.8%
	$1,216.20 

	18
	$1,324.20 
	($166.20)
	-12.6%
	$58.20 
	($108.00)
	-8.2%
	$1,216.20 


 2:10 - 2:30
University of Northern Colorado


 Kay Norton, President

Chairman of the Board of Trustees Dick Monfort

42. Please detail the enrollment and revenue assumptions and calculations that the governing board made to determine that the tuition increases implemented in FY 2007-08 comply with the footnote in the Long Bill.
Enrollment and Revenue assumption

· In building the FY08 budget, UNC planned for a 7% increase in total students’ share of tuition (roughly $3.5 million increase).  At the time a 3% decline in enrollment was forecast.
· At fall census UNC revised revenue projections. At that time the FY07 to FY08 increase in students’ share of tuition appeared be closer to $2.6 million or 5%.  This is predicated on an estimated enrollment decline of 5.5%.
· UNC has worked hard to build an Interim session course schedule and spring offerings to be responsive to student needs.  As a result we are optimistic that these actions will have a modest but positive impact on FY08 tuition revenue.  Revised estimates will be completed after Spring Census during the 2nd week in February but we confident that tuition revenue will be within the footnote’s 7% total revenue limitation.

UNC’s tuition rates have been set consistent with Option 2 of the “Footnote” within the state appropriations Long Bill.  The “Footnote” states:

… [Option 1] “Undergraduate resident tuition credit hour rate increases are limited to 7%. … [Option 2]... 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 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 increases will be addressed through a supplemental appropriation during the 2008 legislative session. The General Assembly will not back-fill lost revenue from nonresident tuition if governing boards increase nonresident tuition rates above market conditions.”

UNC Level 1 students will not have any unmet need resulting from an increase in tuition credit hour rates above 5% due to the increase in financial aid available to these students (Pell amounts will increase at least 6.5% or approximately $260 and Work Study will increase $500 per student).  Level 2 students who qualify for a Perkins loan do not have any unmet need resulting from an increase in tuition credit hour rates above 5%.  The remaining Level 2 and Level 3 students with an “Estimated Family Contribution” (EFC) of less than $15,500 will receive financial aid to reflect the increase in unmet need resulting from an increase in tuition credit hour rates above 5%.  Level 3 unmet need will be calculated based on the FY07 cost of attendance adjusted only for the increase in tuition credit hour rates above 5%.  UNC has approximately 1,987 Level 2 and 3 students that will qualify for this award.

The award per level 2 and 3 student to cover the unmet need will be $160 for the academic year for full time resident undergraduate students.  Part time students will be awarded a prorated amount.  The award is calculated as follows.

	Option 2 Award Calculation

	FY07 Tuition
	$ 136.50
	Per Credit hr

	FY08 Tuition
	$ 150.00
	Per Credit hr

	Increase
	$   13.50
	Per Credit hr

	5% footnote limit
	$     6.83
	Per Credit hr

	Amt above 5%
	$     6.67
	Per Credit hr

	
	
	

	Full Time Student, Academic year Award
	$ 160.00
	12 credits and above


As part of the FY08 budget process, UNC has funded $365,000 for need-based financial aid. One use of those funds will be to meet the requirements of the footnote.  The estimated cost of the awards is as follows:
	Credit Hours Enrolled
	Estimated Number of Students
	Award Amount
	Cost of Awards

	1-5
	32
	$   68
	$      2,176

	6-8
	48
	$  108
	$      5,184

	9-11
	82
	$  148
	$    12,136

	12 and up (Full time)
	1825
	$  160
	$  292,000

	Total
	1987
	
	$  311,496


Source:  

University Board of Trustees Approved June 15, 2007

Fiscal Year 2007-2008 Recommended Operating Budget

Board Action Item #8

Pages 7 & 8, attachment A page 24

2:30 – 2:50
Adams State College
David Svaldi, President

Tim Walters, Chair Adams State College Board of Trustees

Bill Mansheim, Vice President of Finance and Administration

43. Please detail the enrollment and revenue assumptions and calculations that the governing board made to determine that the tuition increases implemented in FY 2007-08 comply with the footnote in the Long Bill.

ASC Response:  Adams State College structured its FY07-08 tuition and fee schedule to comply with the footnote language that gave the governing board the option to set tuition levels within a 5% total tuition revenue limit.  The details of the tuition structure are described below.  ASC assumed flat enrollment when projecting tuition revenue.  Fall 2007 non-resident enrollment has exceeded that projection by 34%.  This enrollment growth, combined with reclassification of nonresident contra-revenue scholarships (a.k.a. “tuition discount”) into an expense item, has caused ASC to exceed its FY07-08 tuition spending authority by $880,955. 

Tuition Structure Compliance 
Footnote language:  Undergraduate resident tuition credit hour rate increases are limited to 5%.

ASC Action:  There are two components to the fulltime resident undergraduate tuition increase, a 5% change in the per credit hour rate and a narrowing of the free tuition window by one credit hour. 
1. Resident undergraduate tuition rate was increased 5% from $92 per cr. hr. to $97 per credit hour.

a. Fulltime resident undergraduate rate increase per year equals $110
2. Resident undergraduate tuition window narrows from 12-17 free to 13-17 free

a. Fulltime undergraduate increase due to one credit hour window narrowing equals $188 per year.
Combining #1 and #2 above resulted in an annual tuition increase for fulltime resident undergraduate student with no unmet need (33% of our population) equal to $298 or a 14.7% increase over FY06-07. Nonresident undergraduate rates increased in the same manner. 
Footnote language:  ….provided that all resident undergraduate with any unmet need (i.e. Levels 1, 2, and 3) received sufficient financial aid to cover any increase in unmet need resulting from an increase in tuition credit hour rates above 5%.

ASC Action:  Fulltime resident students with unmet need(67% of our population) are charged a lower tuition rate.  $2,134 annually, a 5% increase over FY06-07

2:50 – 3:15
Community College System
Dr. Nancy McCallin, President, Colorado Community College System

Mr. Cliff Richardson, Vice President of Finance and Administration, 


Colorado Community College System
Ms. Barbara McKellar, Chair, State Board for Community Colleges and Occupational Education

Dr. John Trefny, Board Member, State Board for Community Colleges and Occupational Education

44. Please detail the enrollment and revenue assumptions and calculations that the governing board made to determine that the tuition increases implemented in FY 2007-08 comply with the footnote in the Long Bill.

Response: Footnote #49 in the SB 07-239 (the Long Bill) states that, for the State Board for Community Colleges and Occupational Education, undergraduate resident tuition credit hour rate increases are limited to 3.5%.  The footnote also states that these limitations are intended to restrict resident tuition rate increases.

In FY 2007-08, in compliance with the direction of the footnote, the community colleges implemented a 3.5% rate increase per credit hour on resident tuition, from $74.55 per credit hour to $77.15 per credit hour. Community colleges are committed to maintaining low tuition rates in order to serve its mission of providing higher education access for Colorado citizens.  

3:15 - 3:40
Break
3:40 – 4:00
Colorado School of Mines
Bill Scoggins, President

 Kirsten Volpi, Vice President for Finance and Administration 

45. Please detail the enrollment and revenue assumptions and calculations that the governing board made to determine that the tuition increases implemented in FY 2007-08 comply with the footnote in the Long Bill.
For FY 2007-08, the Colorado School of Mines Board of Trustees voted to continue its five-year tuition restructure that began in 2005; 2008 being the fourth year of implementation.  In 2005, the Board adopted a strategy to align tuition rates more closely to the cost of education.  This meant closing the tuition window by one credit each year.  In the plan’s fifth year - FY 2008-09 -full-time tuition status will be 15 credit hours.  The School’s FY 2007-08 Budget includes the following tuition components:

· a resident undergraduate per-credit-hour rate increase of 3.5%, with an adjustment of full-time status from 13 to 14 credits;

· a nonresident undergraduate tuition increase of 7.0%; 

· graduate tuition rates for full-time students that match the full-time undergraduate rates; and

· enrollment levels 2.7% above FY 2006-07.

A table comparing the Joint Budget Committee figure setting calculations and the calculations used for the School’s FY 2007-08 budget is shown below.


[image: image2.emf]JBC FY07 Tuition 

Spending 

Authority

JBC FY08 Tuition 

Enrollment 

Adjustment

JBC FY08 Tuition    

Rate    

Adjustment

JBC FY08 

Tuition Revenue 

Appropriation

Resident $23,920,269 $365,980 $1,700,037 $25,986,286

Nonresident $18,120,604 $394,464 $1,296,055 $19,811,123

Total $42,040,873 $760,444 $2,996,092 $45,797,409

1.8% increase 7.0% increase 8.9% increase

CSM FY07 Actual 

Spending 

Authority

CSM FY08 Tuition 

Enrollment 

Adjustment

CSM FY08 Tuition    

Rate    

Adjustment

CSM FY08 

Tuition Revenue 

Appropriation

Resident $24,420,269 $659,347 $2,286,583 $27,366,199

Nonresident $18,120,604 $489,256 $976,480 $19,586,340

Total $42,540,873* $1,148,604 $3,263,063 $46,952,539

*note: CSM was 

allocated 

$500,000 of tuition 

revenue authority 

from CCHE 

enrollment 

contingency at 

June 30, 2007

2.7% increase 7.5% increase 10.4% increase


Source:  JBC FY 2007-08 Appropriations Report
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4:00 – 4:20
Area Vocational Schools

Shannon L. South, President, San Juan Basin Technical College

Art Bogardus, Executive Director, T.H. Pickens


Les Lindauer, Executive Director, Emily Griffith Opportunity School

Caryn Gibson, Director, Delta/Montrose Technical College
4:20 -4:40
Local District Schools


Dr. Marsi Liddell, President, Aims Community College


Carol Hoglund, Chief Business Officer, Aims Community College


Dr. Robert Spuhler, President, Colorado Mountain College


Linda English, Dean of Finance and Budget, Colorado Mountain College

4:40 – 5:00
Colorado Historical Society


Edward Nichols, President and CEO

Jim Davidson, HR Director,

Sheree Steiner, Senior Compensation Consultant, Mountain States  Employers Council, 


Susan Riehl, Chief Financial Officer

46. Why have the salary survey increases for the Historical Society been insufficient to maintain competitive wages?
Background: 

· Base salaries for the non-classified employees of the Colorado Historical Society have never been properly established according to compensation norms that would encompass completing job evaluations and assigning jobs to salary ranges.  
· C.R.S. 24-80-204 specifies certain Historical Society employees to be “not under the state personnel system.”

· Prior to 2004, the Historical Society did not employ a human resources professional with the necessary background to address compensation.

· In FY1993-94, the Historical Society implemented a “parity plan for non-classified staff” that was a one-time adjustment to bring non-classified salaries into alignment with the classified personnel system by matching job titles without consideration of job duties and the market for these skills.  There was no provision for updating this plan.
In June, 2007, the Colorado Historical Society established a formal salary structure for non-classified positions based on a study conducted by the Mountain States Employers Council that established base compensation rates for all of the job classifications.  Of the 107.9 non-classified positions reviewed, 54.6 or 51% of the positions were found to be below market.  The majority of non-classified positions at the Society have never been paid the appropriate base rate.  As a consequence, any annual salary survey increases were made on an incorrect base salary for job duties performed.

This study was initiated in response to the Office of the State Auditor “Higher Education Personnel System Performance Audit Report, May 2006,” that cited the need for completion of a salary study and corresponding base salary administration procedures for non-classified employees.  

47. What does the Historical Society have in mind for a new facility and location?  When will the Historical Society submit a request for funding?  Please provide a range for the level of General Fund support that would be required to accomplish the relocation based on the scenarios that are currently under discussion.
Over the past several years, the Historical Society has carefully considered several locations near the Capitol for a new museum and Society headquarters. We believe that a continued presence in Denver's Civic Center area is of strategic importance in supporting the Society's mission. With that in mind, the location that best serves the Society's needs is the Civic Center itself. We are currently working with the City and County of Denver on this matter and are hopeful of reaching an agreement, but may have to consider other locations. To date, we have been primarily focused on site selection, but recognize that important decisions regarding funding will have to be made. The plan will likely require legislation and we will work with the General Assembly on all financial details. The Historical Society understands that state resources are limited and that the funding conversation may need to look beyond direct General Fund support.

48. Please provide an update on the status of the Woodward House.
On October 10, 2007, the Capital Development Committee approved a proposal by the Department of Personnel and Administration to demolish the Woodward House using the Controlled Maintenance Emergency Fund administered by the Office of the State Architect.  This proposal was made in consultation with the Denver Fire Department, which condemned the building, and the Historical Society.  Historic elements inside and outside would be salvaged.  The property will used for temporary parking until the Capitol Complex Master Plan is completed.  

The demolition work began in December, 2007.
Common Questions: Departmental Goals and Objectives
1. What are your department's principal goals and objectives? What are the metrics by which you measure success or failure?
· Education
To promote Colorado and western history, engaging people in our State’s heritage through education.  This is accomplished through a publications program, resources for elementary and secondary schools and teachers, innovative public programs, exhibitions, and websites.

Number of participants in educational programs, to engage people in our State’s heritage through education and promotion of Colorado and western history.  Educate the public, serving as the premier resource for Colorado history.  Increase overall participation in Society programs.

A major goal of Colorado Historical Society is to support teachers statewide by providing resources that complement the Colorado Model Standards specifically for Social Sciences, Literacy, Visual Arts, Economics, and Geography to enhance the classroom curricula.  Other educational programs are targeted to adult learners.  
This measure includes: participation in public programs including school programs, lectures, workshops, instructional kits; exhibition visitors; and adult classes in archaeology. Participation in publications is not directly measurable.  Colorado Historical Society has at least 7,004 members who receive publications.
	Performance Measure 


	Outcome
	FY05-06

Actual
	FY06-07

Actual
	FY07-08

Appropriation
	FY08-09

Request

	Total number of participants  
	Benchmark 
	New Measure
	New Measure
	405,590
	442,600

	
	Actual
	381,881
	384,906
	Unknown
	Unknown


Public Participation in the Regional Museum Network.  In addition to the main Colorado History Museum, the Regional Museums are a vital historic resource in the statewide operations of the Society.  Collectively, they are one of three departmental responsibilities in the Facilities and Regional Museum Division.  The Division maintains a network of museums, historic sites, and support facilities while exhibiting a model of historic preservation practices.  Museums and historic sites provide a sense of place evoking the past in a real and exciting way, supporting the delivery of the Society’s newly branded History Colorado outreach, educational, and interpretive products.  The network engages people in our State’s heritage through experiencing the historic environment while learning about Colorado’s rich legacy within the broader history of the West.  Visiting the Colorado Historical Society regional museums enables the public to observe historic preservation as it occurs, experience the historic site in an active and sensory manner, and learn the cultural diversity of the state’s rich history. 

	Performance Measure
	Outcome
	FY05-06

Actual
	FY06-07

Actual
	FY07-08

Appropriation
	FY08-09

Request

	Regional Museum visitation and usage numbers.
	Benchmark
	170,000
	170,000
	170,000
	175,000

	
	Actual
	168,312
	154,810
	Unknown
	Unknown

	Based on the Colorado Historical Society’s Heritage Tourism Funding Update, Winter 2007
, within Colorado, heritage tourism generates $7.3 billion in visitor spending, $1.1 billion in total household earnings and 138,400 jobs.  The heritage tourism industry is one of the most important in the State’s economy.  It is the fastest growing segment of the U.S. domestic leisure travel sector.  Based on the Tourism Office’s Marketing Plan FY 2005-2006
, the heritage tourist tends to be more educated, more affluent and, not surprisingly, spends more money while on vacation.  Tour trips account for 34% of the marketable heritage trips, compared to 18% of the national norm.  The average heritage traveler spends $355 per day in Colorado.



· Stewardship 

To improve physical care and cataloguing of the State’s history collections, and public access to these items.  This enables research leading to new discoveries about our heritage. We strive to maintain the excellence and continuing relevance of our collections.  The Colorado Historical Society collects and preserves objects to document the essential evidence of the State’s past and to insure there is a continuing and publicly accessible record of the people and events that have shaped Colorado’s present.

Number of contacts with history research tools and facilities, to enable citizens to learn independently and apply their new knowledge for a variety of purposes, including community planning.   Increase public use of research materials.  This measure includes: Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation site file searches; library/curatorial inquiries; and website use.

	Performance Measure
	Outcome
	FY05-06

Actual
	FY06-07

Actual
	FY07-08

Appropriation
	FY08-09

Request

	Total Number of Contacts
	Benchmark
	New Measure
	New Measure
	887,300
	1,161,500

	
	Actual
	538,813
	639,095
	Unknown
	Unknown


Number of records generated, to document the essential evidence of the state’s past.  This includes object records for the state’s collection of historic artifacts and archival materials, plus site and survey records documenting the Colorado’s historic places.   

	Performance Measure
	Outcome
	FY05-06

Actual
	FY06-07

Actual
	FY07-08

Appropriation
	FY08-09

Request

	Total number of records generated
	Benchmark
	New Measure
	New Measure
	37,016
	38,000

	
	Actual
	27,049
	27,549
	Unknown
	Unknown


· Preservation 

To protect and preserve Colorado’s significant historic and prehistoric properties, including buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts.  Historic and prehistoric resources provide a physical link to our past, helping us to maintain community identity.  They represent past events, people, and ideas that we as Coloradans feel are important to honor and understand. They contribute to the quality of life of all Coloradans, and to the state’s economy through heritage tourism and job creation.
Dollars leveraged by State Historical Fund grants.   The Economic Benefits of Historic Preservation in Colorado
, published in 2005, reports that for each $1 million in grants for ‘bricks and mortar projects’ distributed by the SHF between 1993 and 2003, approximately $5.7 million in additional funds were leveraged. In addition, a multiplier of 1.28 can be applied to determine the indirect impacts of these investments resulting in $8.6 million in impacts for every $1 million awarded in SHF grants.

	Performance Measure
	Outcome
	FY05-06

Actual
	FY06-07

Actual
	FY07-08

Appropriation
	FY08-09

Request

	Total support for the state’s economy by distributing SHF grants for building restoration and rehabilitation
	Benchmark
	New Measure
	New Measure
	$125,000,000
	$130,000,000

	
	Actual
	$105,780,000 to economy
	$120,400,000
	Unknown
	Unknown

	In FY05-06, 78 grant projects fell into this category.  In FY06-07, 85 grants fell into this category.  However, the number of grants is not as directly connected to the economic impact of grant expenditures as the total amount awarded, and so has not been incorporated as a performance measure.  Also note that the same multiplier applies to property owner investment in restoration and rehabilitation projects that qualify for the State and Federal Investment Tax Credits, also administered through the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation.


2. 
Given the change in the Administration, have there been any changes to your department's principal goals and objectives since last year? 
There have been no changes to principal goals and objectives since last year as a result of the change in Administration.
3. 
What progress did you make during the last year in achieving your goals?
· Total number of participants in educational programs increased 1% in FY06-07, including an increase in visitors to exhibitions at the central Colorado History Museum.  There was a remarkable 18.6% increase in public contacts with Society research tools, reflecting searches of the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation historic site files, inquiries to our library and curatorial staff, and use of the websites.  We steadily generated new records documenting collection objects and Colorado’s archaeological and historic sites, comprising the essential evidence of the State’s past.  State Historical Fund grants awarded for building restoration and rehabilitation increased 13.8%, providing economic stimulation to many communities. 
· FY07-08 to date (November 15, 2007), 42 State Historical Fund Acquisition and Development grants have been awarded, for a total of $9,709,491.  Applying the 5.7 multiplier would give us $55,344,098 in direct effects, and applying the additional 1.28 multiplier for indirect effects would give us $70,840,445.  We still have one more grant round to complete in this fiscal year. 
4. How is the additional money provided to your department in FY 2007-08 being used to achieve your goals? What improvements is your department making in its outputs?
$49,925 Regional Museum Utilities

The Society requested additional funding for all regional museums and support facilities to address escalating energy costs at that could no longer be absorbed through the operating budget without seriously impacting programs.  Presently, the cost for specific energy products continue to increase and budgetary impact is uncertain as we enter the winter season.  The Society is working with local energy companies to perform energy audits and schedule upgrades as required to increase the energy efficiency of each facility. 
$50,000 Colorado History Museum Security Services

The Society was forced to absorb the full cost of providing 24/7 security services after the adjoining Judicial Department complex turned to State Patrol to provide security.  The Society evaluated the option of employing additional State guards, contracting with the State Patrol or entering into a contract with a private security firm.  The contracting with a private security firm was identified as being the most cost effective and met the budgetary limits of $150,000.  The additional funds assist the museum in meeting museum accreditation requirements for security, and fulfilling the Society’s mandate to provide stewardship and care for the State’s rich cultural legacy housed within the museum.

5. 
Please identify your department’s 3 most effective programs and your 3 least effective programs. Explain why you identified them as such. Explain how your most effective programs further the department’s goals.
Three Most Effective Programs:
· The Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation’s website <coloradohistory-oahp.org/> has proven to be highly effective in promoting Colorado’s history, providing access to primary documents about our historic places and offering guidance on preservation methods. 
· Since 1993, the State Historical Fund grants program has distributed more than 3,250 grants totaling nearly $200 million dollars, with grant awards in every county, making it one of our department’s most effective programs. The Fund’s impact on the state’s economy has already been noted above. Its impact on the lives of the people who use the state’s historic places is much harder to quantify.  However, responses to our customer surveys show that Coloradans are proud of their heritage and appreciate the state’s investment in their schools, libraries, parks, city halls, county courthouses and other places of historical significance through the State Historical Fund.
· Various volunteer groups provide the necessary support to implement the public programs at the Colorado History Museum and the eleven regional museums.  Increasing the visibility Colorado Historical Society throughout the state, these diverse public offerings include exhibitions; programs for elementary and secondary schools; and programs for families, children, scholars; those with special needs.  Many of the school programs and exhibitions integrate the Colorado Model Standards, specifically for Social Sciences, Literacy, Visual Arts, Economics, and Geography.  Each year, we have over 70,000 students visiting the Colorado History Museum.

Three Least Effective Programs:
· Nationally, historic sites are experiencing declining visitation, financial instability and poor stewardship.  These issues were the focus of the 2007 Sustainability of Historic Sites in the 21st Century conference sponsored by the National Trust for Historic Preservation, the American Association of State and Local History, the American Association of Museums and the American Architectural Foundation.  The Society has four house museums in Trinidad, Leadville, and Denver and it is actively addressing a decline in use by developing more creative programming and reinventing the house museums’ role within their communities.  In Trinidad, a partnership with the local community theater group has produced an enjoyable and entertaining Addams Family Halloween event using the historic house; at the Byers-Evans House a similar partnership was formed to present “Letters to Home,” a reading of correspondence to families from members of the military, from the Civil War to the current conflict.  The Byers-Evans House has completed a business plan that re-focuses its future operations as a community center for the Golden Triangle Museum District, including participation in First Friday Art Walk exhibits, local gallery information, and partnerships in other neighborhood celebrations such as the recent High Plein Air Arts Festival.  In Leadville, the Healy House is becoming a community resource for local events like the summer teddy bear picnic and concert.
· The Historic Marker Program (http://192.70.175.134/ripsigns/index.asp) has the potential to be much more effective than it is today.  Beginning in the 1920s, the Colorado Historical Society took the lead nationally in commemorating our state’s people, events, and issues by creating nearly 180 bronze and wooden markers.  Due to climatic and conditions and willful destruction, these historic markers have severely deteriorated over the past decades.  The Colorado Historical Society does not have the staff or funds to provide an effective program to maintain, monitor, and replace the historic markers that comprise one of the most visible statewide programs.

· The Colorado Historical Society website is both technologically and architecturally outdated and ineffective in meeting the needs of the organization and the public.  While attention has been given to some areas of the site, such as the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation pages, the majority of the site is difficult to navigate and extremely limited in its usefulness as a resource for the community and a marketing, communication and business tool for the Society.  The Colorado Historical Society is committed to redesigning the site in early 2008, and has made it a priority to continue to develop the site in the months and years to come, improving public access to our collections and services, as well as developing the site’s customer service, marketing and revenue generating potential.
6. Are there programs that your department is required to perform that do not further your department's goals or have outlived their usefulness? If so, what are they and by whom are they required? Why don't they further your department's goals?

An extensive analysis of the Colorado Historical Society’s programs was conducted in recent years in an effort to identify any programs that did not assist the agency in furthering the goals contained in the agency’s strategic plan.
The Society provides administrative support to the Cumbres & Toltec Scenic Railroad because its appropriations for operations and capital construction are included in the Society’s portion of the long bill.  The railroad is governed by the Cumbres & Toltec Scenic Railroad Commission, a bi-state commission with two commissioners appointed by the Governor of New Mexico and two by the Governor of Colorado.  Since the commission is not a state agency, the Colorado Historical Society absorbs the staff time and operating costs associated with performing all contracting for capital construction to ensure compliance with the rules and procedures of the Office of the State Controller, State Buildings, and State Purchasing.  
Costs and savings from complying with specific bills and orders
7. What are your department's anticipated costs, anticipated savings, and potential benefits from complying with Executive Order D 028 07, Authorizing Partnership Agreements with State Employees?  

Administration of the partnership agreement will not require the expenditure of any additional state dollars.  Departments will continue to spend time supporting state employees, and as has been the case in the past, this support will be absorbed into existing budgets.
8. 
Provide an estimate of the costs your department will incur in FY 2007-08 in carrying out the provisions of H.B. 06S-1023. Provide an estimate of your department's savings in FY 2007-08 as a result of not providing services to individuals who are in the country illegally. 

The Colorado Historical Society does not provide services to individuals as described in the provisions of H.H. 06S-1023.

� Colorado Historical Society – State Historical Fund, “Heritage Tourism Funding Update” (Denver: Colorado Historical Society, 2007).


� “Colorado Tourism Office Marketing Plan for FY2005-2006,” (Colorado: Praco).


� Clarion Associates, The Economic Benefits of Historic Preservation in Colorado, 2005 update (Denver: Colorado Historical Foundation, 2005), 7-11.
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JBC question

		1.  Please detail the enrollment and revenue assumptions and calculations that the governing board made to determine that the tuition increases implemented in FY 2007-08 comply with the footnote in the Long Bill.

		47. 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 s

				JBC FY07 Tuition Spending Authority						JBC FY08 Tuition Revenue Appropriation

		Resident		$23,920,269		$365,980		$1,700,037		$25,986,286

		Nonresident		$18,120,604		$394,464		$1,296,055		$19,811,123

		Total		$42,040,873		$760,444		$2,996,092		$45,797,409

						1.8% increase		7.0% increase		8.9% increase

				CSM FY07 Actual Spending Authority						CSM FY08 Tuition Revenue Appropriation				Financial Aid Requirement

		Resident		$24,420,269		$659,347		$2,286,583		$27,366,199				$324,329

		Nonresident		$18,120,604		$489,256		$976,480		$19,586,340				$139,624

		Total		$42,540,873*		$1,148,604		$3,263,063		$46,952,539				$463,953

				*note: CSM was allocated $500,000 of tuition revenue authority from CCHE enrollment contingency at June 30, 2007		2.7% increase		7.5% increase		10.4% increase

		Resident		24,420,269		659,347		25,079,616		26,835,189

		Nonresident		18,120,604		489,256		18,609,860		19,912,551

		Total		42,540,873		1,148,604		43,689,477		46,747,740





FY08 Fall HC Budget

																FY07

																ACTUAL

		FY08 Budget		Fall HC		Fall 07 Act						Spring		Summer		HEADCOUNT

		Resident UG		2,627		2,521				0.4890478585						1623		summ		0.1710401518

		Nonresident UG		673		678				0.4912444835						4000		fall		0.4215407314

		Resident Grad		554		575				0.4779803083						3866		spr		0.4074191169

		Nonresident Grad		255		226				0.4753105077						9489

		Total Fall HC		4,109		4,000						3,971.35		1667.22675		9747.57525

		Res FTE		Fall 06		FY07 Total

		Undergraduate		1,310.6		2,685.9		48.8%

		Graduate		175.8		370.4		47.5%

		Res FTE		Fall 07 EST

		Undergraduate		1,366.0		2,799.4

		Graduate		168.7		355.4

						3,154.8

		HC		Fall07 Act		FY08 Budget		Increase		% Incr

		Resident		3,096		3,181		85		2.7%

		Nonresident		904		928		24		2.7%

				4,000		4,109		109		2.7%

		HC		Fall07 Act		Fall08 Act		Increase		% Incr

		Resident		3,096		3,155		59		1.9%

		Nonresident		904		1,073		169		18.7%

				4,000		4,228		228		5.7%






