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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the relationship of key issues related to capital and operating
budget practices of state tax appropriations and policies at the state level, including new facilities
construction, renovation, replacement and renewal which may exist between and among states by
governance structure. Recognized “good practices” in capital planning and allocation processes
and funding mechanisms recommended by experts were also examined. The data collection
methodology employed by Derrick A. Manns for his FY1997 and FY2003 studies were used to
allow for comparisons to FY2008 data collected by the researcher. The statewide governance
typology developed by Aims McGuinness that distinguishes between governing and coordinating
boards was used to see if tighter state control in the form of consolidated governing boards might
equate to higher levels of good practices with regards to facilities in public higher education
Key findings include: (1) only half (18 out of 39) of responding states have a long range
state master plan for facilities; (2) the majority of states do not conduct recommended periodic
facilities audits; and (3) the total deferred maintenance has more than doubled from FY1997 to
FY2008. Key conclusions include: (1) A major facilities information gap exists, with missing
data at the federal and state levels; and (2) From FY1997 to FY2008, while the total US
population grew by 36 million or 13.6%, and headcount enrollment in public higher education
grew by 22.8%, state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets grew by
only 21% and in the 18 states that provided data, state tax appropriations for capital budgets
increased by 80%. However, this increase is tempered by the low initial amounts of capital
appropriations, and the fact that no major federal investments in higher education facilities to
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spur matching state action to build up public higher education’s physical infrastructure occurred,
as did in the Baby Boom era (1965-73). While headcount enrollment increased by 2.5 million or
22.8%, no significant federal investments and only limited state investments in public higher
education’s physical infrastructure occurred. All-time record enrollment increases occurred
simultaneously to an escalation of deferred maintenance. While state governance structures are
stable over time, the practices and policies of capital budgeting are highly varied, and tighter
state control in the form of consolidated governing boards does not necessarily equate to higher
levels of good practices with regards to facilities in public higher education.
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CHAPTER I:
INTRODUCTION
Higher education institutions are complex organizations with many moving parts and
functions; the larger the institution, the more moving parts there are. Although institutions have
evolved over the past 200 years to higher levels of complexity, one issue has continually plagued
public higher education since its beginnings: adequate funding for facilities. The problem is not
new and is inextricably tied to educational quality, for, over time, institutions cannot run first
class academic programs in third class facilities. In his American College and University: A
History, historian Frederick Rudolph (1962) described how farmers supported early colleges
with agricultural crops as there was often “more corn than cash” in colonial America. The First
and Second Morrill Acts (1862 and 1892, respectively) provided endowment proceeds from land
appropriated from Native Americans to the states to create public land-grant institutions, and
these funds could be used for both operating budgets and capital budgets (Lapp, 1916).
In the 20th century, each new boom of students coincided with major federal investments
in facilities. Even before World War II, Franklin Roosevelt’s alphabet agencies included the
Works Progress Administration and the Civil Works Administration, both of which funneled
millions of dollars into public college and university housing, classrooms, laboratories, and other
education-related facilities (Armstrong, 1976). After the passage of the landmark G.I. Bill of
Rights under the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944, Congress passed the Surplus Property
Act of 1944, updated by the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, which
provided federal government constructed housing in the form of Quonset huts for housing and
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classroom usage (Manns, 2001; Thelin, 2004). Before long, nearly every public college and
university campus in the country had entire communities of them and returning GIs found
themselves living in the same type facilities they used while in uniform several years before
(Thelin, 2004).
During the “baby boom” of the 1960s, higher education experts were very concerned
with facilities and facilities planning. Kent Halstead included three chapters on facilities
planning in his Statewide Planning in Higher Education Handbook published by the U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in 1974. Halstead’s book was published two
years after the landmark Education Amendments of 1972, which required states administering
federally-supported student financial aid and student loan programs to have statewide
coordinating agencies, often called 1202 commissions, after the section of the 1972 Act that
required their creation as a condition of submitting state plans for the expenditure of federal
money. In his compendium of planning ideas for the new statewide higher education agencies,
in the midst of the 1965-1975 “baby boom,” Halstead (1974) emphasized “components related to
the goal of providing adequate and appropriate facilities and of securing efficiency” were one of
the six crucial areas to statewide master planning. These funds were matched by statewide bond
issues at the state level and institutional funds to significantly expand existing institutions and to
create new ones, as teachers colleges transitioned into regional universities and new community
and technical colleges were founded.
It is noteworthy that both the enrollment booms of the WWII GIs and the “baby boom”
saw significant federal involvement and investment in public higher education facilities. As will
be seen, such federal investment in higher education facilities has not occurred in our current
enrollment boom. The states and the institutions themselves have been left on their own.
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The current enrollment boom was first predicted by Clark Kerr in his 1994 paper
Preserving the Master Plan: What is to Be Done in a New Epoch of More Limited Growth and
Resources, published by the California Higher Education Policy Center. Kerr (1994) called it
“inevitable,” suggesting that the grandchildren of the WWII generation were going to be
attending in large numbers from 1997 until at least 2010. In the 2009 survey of state directors of
community colleges, Katsinas and Tollefson (2009) found 12 states reporting that their public
flagship universities had capped public higher education enrollments, and seven states reporting
capped enrollments at their public regional universities. Included in the 12 states that had capped
flagship university or college enrollments were the nation’s five largest; included among the
seven states that reported capped public regional university or college enrollments were 4 of the
5 largest states (California, Florida, Illinois, and New York).
In Educating a New Majority: Transforming America's Educational System for Diversity,
Rendon and Hope (1996) documented the millions of new minority students coming into
America’s public colleges and universities. Rendon and Hope (1996) differed with Kerr noting
that these new students are “black, brown, red, and yellow” and immigrants (and their children),
not necessarily the white grandchildren of “the greatest generation.” In their unpublished study,
DeMonBrun and Katsinas (2009) have predicted that in 2013 there will be one million more 18to 24-year-olds and three million new young adults ages 25 to 34 in the U.S. population than in
2009. The demographic reality of many people chasing a smaller proportion of seats at the table
of U.S. higher education was likely to occur whether or not the severe recession the nation finds
itself in had occurred or not.
As noted above, in the build-outs of the immediate post-WWII and baby boom periods,
the federal government was a major player in stimulating increased state investment in public
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higher education facilities. The current enrollment boom has not seen a significant federal
investment, however. President Barack Obama, in a dramatic speech to Congress on February
24, 2009, proposed that U.S. recommitted itself to becoming number one again among
industrialized nations in adult baccalaureate degree attainment. He stated,
We will provide the support necessary for you to complete college and meet a new goal:
by 2020, America will once again have the highest proportion of college graduates in the
world (para. 1, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remarks-president-barackobama-address-joint-session-congress).
The Lumina Foundation and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundations have echoed a
related goal of doubling the number of individuals earning a higher education degree or
certificate with value in the marketplace by the time they reach the age of 26 (para. 1,
http://www.gatesfoundation.org/learning/Documents/postsecondary-education-success-planexecutive-summary.pdf). In his July 2009 American Graduate Initiative (AGI) proposal,
President Obama announced a $10 billion revolving fund for community college facilities
construction and renewal. However, this part of the AGI was not included in the final provisions
of what became the Health Care and Education Affordability Act of 2010, which included the
landmark health care provisions (Inside Higher Education, March 16, 2010). As U.S. higher
education institutions enter the second decade of an enrollment boom, it is clear that states and
institutions must increasingly look inward in order to fund additional facilities, much less to find
funds to renew their existing physical plants.
States are struggling to find adequate and equitable methods by which to distribute
limited operating and capital funds to their public higher education institutions. Again, this
problem is not altogether new, as Brubacher and Rudy (1967) noted that the “confusion and
conflict often occur where states support more than one institution of higher education and each
tries to act autonomously” (p. 245). Debates occur at the institutional and state level as to who
4

should fund what activities and how much of higher education the public should be required to
support. Zumeta (2001) has noted that the popularity of business management models and
financial pressures have caused states to demand more accountability from higher education
institutions. Zumeta (2001) addressed the “hands-off” approach of early political leaders due to
the trust placed in academic leaders that has evolved into a more aggressive posture in the past
two decades.
Much of this debate centers on funding for capital renewal and replacement. Capital
needs for institutions vary widely based on factors such as current and projected student
enrollment, condition of facilities, and availability of space. One solution that many financially
pressed public flagship universities have pursued has been to consider new self-generating
methods to accommodate larger numbers of students. Higher education institutions (HEIs) have
used self-funding for major residential hall expansions, recreation centers, and other ancillary
student services. According to the Chronicle of Higher Education (April 11, 2008) Indiana
University of Pennsylvania (IUP) financed $270 million dollars worth of construction for the
replacement of outdated residence halls with bonds issued through its private foundation,
Foundation for IUP. The university maintains ownership of the land and leases the buildings
from the Foundation for IUP, which will revert back to university property in 30 years when the
debt has been satisfied. Other examples can be found at Texas A&M University, Ohio State
University, University of Louisiana—Lafayette, Louisiana State University, and the University
of Colorado at Boulder, all of which have recently moved non-academic offices to off-campus
locations to create more room on their central space-challenged campuses for expanded teaching
and research-related activities (Inside Higher Education, July 27, 2007).
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The challenge may be best identified by William Zumeta (2001) when he referenced the
current environment of public higher education: “the public and those it employs to make policy
decisions expect higher education to be efficient and accountable for its spending and its
outcomes” (p. 166). Lack of funding for public higher education is likely a large contributor to
the decisions of institutions to allocate funds to more pressing operational needs rather than to
capital infrastructure needs. Often when this happens, other issues arise which affect the
institutional mission and the organizational culture. For instance, how many institutions use
short-term rental or leasing arrangements when funds fall short to expand their capital base?
Such questions cannot be adequately answered until all the issues associated with funding of
capital needs and the effects of related decisions are thoroughly understood.
The capital renewal and replacement of the nation’s public higher education facilities has
been a mounting problem for over half a century since the end of the “baby boom” as enrollment
has continued to increase and while funding from the states has decreased. State-level decision
making in underinvestment of capital budgets has an impact – often negative – at the institutional
level. Many scholars believe that policy makers have understated the continuing decline in the
state of U.S. educational facilities. Two significant major national studies supported by the
Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers (APPA) addressed this crucial issue: The
Decaying American Campus: A Ticking Time Bomb (Rush & Johnson, 1989) and A Foundation
to Uphold (Kaiser 1996). Rush and Johnson (1989) concluded, based on a survey conducted in
1988 of 700 higher educational institutions, colleges and universities deferred four dollars of
maintenance for every dollar spent. In a follow up to the Rush and Johnson (1989) study, Kaiser
(1996) estimated that $26 billion is necessary to eliminate deferred maintenance of which 22
percent or $5.7 billion is identified for urgent needs. These urgent needs were identified as
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repairs and renovations, which cause higher education facilities to be at risk if not addressed
(Rush & Johnson, 1989). Manns and Opp (2001) and Manns and Katsinas (2006) further
cautioned against the consequences of not tackling these urgent needs. All these studies stressed
the dire consequences of taking no immediate action to address the rising problem as aging
buildings, reduced or reallocated funding, and increased enrollment. The Carnegie Corporation
in an Open Letter to President-Elect Obama and His Administration dated December 18, 2008,
cited Rush and Johnson (1989) and Manns (2001) to emphasize that access for future students to
higher education may be diminished as facilities age and new facilities are not constructed to
combat the ever increasing numbers of students (see Appendix A).
Statement of the Problem
Unlike the immediate post World War II and 1960-1970s baby boom, the current
enrollment boom has seen no significant federal investment in facilities to expand capacity.
Public higher education now finds itself in what might be termed an increasingly state-led and/or
an institution-led era. What relationship, if any, exists between the funding capital budget and
operating budget needs? These have historically been primarily state functions (Halstead, 1974).
Literature on public higher education capital needs is small, and the ability to compare clearly
demonstrated best practices across the states is severely limited, particularly as it relates to states
(Cain & Reynolds, 2006; Manns, 2001; Manns & Katsinas, 2006). Although Halstead (1974)
stressed the need for statewide planning and the importance of facilities as a component, he did
not include any formulas, planning models, or practice recommendations for facilities at the state
level. In the 812 pages of his Statewide Planning in Higher Education, published by the U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Halstead (1974) provided detailed planning for
facilities in the context of the public higher education at only the institution level. Halstead
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(1974) offered very detailed predictive statistical models for enrollment modeling, budgeting,
estimating manpower needs, as well as detailed predictive models for institution-level classroom
and laboratory space usage. Yet nothing on facilities planning at the statewide level is provided.
The inclusion of facilities as a key component, and the lack of incorporation further emphasized
the gap in literature at the state level. Lack of good data at the state level also hinders good
planning and effective use of federal resources, if it is ever to be deployed. The $10 billion
revolving fund envisioned by Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) and its subsequent exclusion is an
example of this. This researcher could identify no publications on public higher education
facilities at the state level from either the National Association of College and Business Officers
(NACUBO) or the American Council on Education (ACE).
Literature on state governance structures is also limited (Hearn & Griswold, 1994; Kezar,
2006; Zumeta, 1996). Hearn and Griswold (1994) commented on the small quantity of the
literature on state structures and indicated that what was available was often not based on
empirical studies. In recent years, commentators including Holland and Jackson (1998) and
McGuinness (2002) have suggested the need for further research to understand the criteria for
performance of public higher education boards based on factors such as governance structures.
However, few tools are available to enable strategic planning by decision-makers across
campuses and in the states that are faced with growing student enrollment demands.
Furthermore, implementing new learning technologies in the context of today’s classrooms has
added significant costs, a marketplace demand for students to be prepared on the latest
technology in modern laboratories and high quality learning environments and this need
continues unabated if not intensifies in a double-digit unemployment environment. Clearly,
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many groups within higher education institutions have been and are affected by the lack of
proper funding of capital needs, including students, administrators, and faculty.
For public higher education institutions, the impact of reduced or inadequate state
funding has, over a long period of time, significantly influenced the decisions by state
coordination agencies and institutional leaders. It has likely led to a different type of internal
fight over resources than in decades past among key stakeholder groups of students, faculty, and
administrative leaders.
Students are concerned that rising tuition costs will prohibit them from receiving an
education. According to the Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) at UCLA 2009 survey
of 219,864 first-year college and university students, Pryor, Hurtado, DeAngelo, Palucki Blake,
and Tran (2009) reported that 2 out of 3 students reported “some” (55.4%) or “major” (11.3%)
concerns with their ability to finance their college education. The lack of a college degree can
negatively impact their future standard of living. Some students may perceive the prohibitive
costs of tuition as a poorly masked means of discriminating against lower income families and
minorities, which are an underserved population. According to Eduardo Padron, Jr. (2004),
president of Miami Dade College, “Since the early 1970s, the cost of paying for public college,
as a percentage of family income, has risen for low-income families from 42% to 71%, as
opposed to a constant 19% and 5% for middle- and upper-income families, respectively” (p. 7).
When confronted with these financial burdens, “up to 25% of academically qualified low-income
students no longer even apply to college” (p. 7).
Faculty are generally concerned with the competitiveness of salaries and benefits, as well
as the financing of quality programs and sustaining instructional support. Recent years have
seen increased concern from faculty concerning the practice of hiring a part-time contingent
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labor force and have been seen as weakening the institutional ties that tenure has historically
provided. In its tenure and teaching-intensive appointments (2010), the American Association of
University Professors (AAUP) stated that almost 70 percent of faculty members were employed
as non-tenure track who work at lower wages with fewer benefits.
Administrators see firsthand the impact of rising costs for the recruitment and retention of
students and faculty, the construction of facilities, and the maintenance of the physical plant.
Inadequate state funding can affect the quality of the education students receive due to program
cutbacks, higher student-teacher ratios, and the potential loss of highly-regarded professors. No
higher education planner in 1970 could have foreseen the long-term impact of the rise of the
personal computing revolution, not just for information technology equipment and personnel
support costs, but also the internal physical infrastructure needed to run these systems
(Schmidtlein & Taylor, 2004). With fewer state dollars as a percentage of their total budgets,
institutions of all types are challenged to find revenue streams to attract quality students and keep
their best faculty, who in turn attract external funding in the form of research and grants. These
trends further compound the financial issues that institutions face.
Practically speaking, the amount of state appropriations received by an institution
influences the bond rating which determines the institution’s ability to issue debt covenants.
Bond ratings are indicators of an institution’s financial strength: the perceived ability of the
institution to pay the bond principal and interest on time (Johnson & Kriz, 2005). These ratings
are assigned by private rating agencies such as Standard & Poor’s, Moody’s, and Fitch ratings.
These ratings are used as indicators of quality. Specifically, higher bond ratings are attractive to
low risk investors while lower ratings may only attract more speculative investors. The higher
the risk that the investor takes, the greater the reward; but the more the institutions must pay in
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interest to the investor. Although the exact calculation of bond rating assignment is not public
information, it is known that these ratings include such factors as liquidity, debt-to-equity ratios,
and other financial performance indicators. The amount of state funding to higher education
directly impacts these financial performance indicators.
Assessing and documenting effective practices in public higher education facilities is
therefore a complex problem worthy of serious study. The many issues–the sheer complexity–to
which the funding of facilities relate, however, may well act as a practical brake on scholars to
conduct serious, sustained research on what constitutes best practices for management and
planning purposes. At the state level, there are 23 states with a statewide governance model and
27 states with a statewide coordinating and planning or service agencies (McGuinness, 2010).
With inadequate research on facilities, no timely comparison of states’ capital needs for planning
and assessment using this key indicia of statewide higher education organization and governance
can be made. Capital needs assessment for public higher education institutions at the state level
is crucial to provide for the present and future needs of students, faculty, and staff. A key
recommendation from both Manns and Opp (2001) and Manns and Katsinas (2006) was the need
for a longitudinal study of state appropriations for capital needs. A longitudinal study has been
deemed by this researcher to be necessary to ascertain the correlation, if any, that might exist
between the capital and operating budgets for public higher education, a necessarily precursor to
documenting how higher education relates to the economy of state governments. Such a
longitudinal study should include comparisons of the governance structure of states. This study
attempted to fill part of the void as it relates to the study of facilities at the state level.
The stress of a dramatic rise in enrollment growth is a concern for all constituents of
public higher education. In 1994, Clark Kerr coined the term “Tidal Wave II” to describe to the

11

impending surge of applicants to California higher education. “Tidal Wave II” referred to the
influx of grandchildren of World War II veterans entering higher education institutions. Kerr
(1994) predicted this would begin in the fall of 1997 and at least another 13 years longer.
According to the data obtained from the U.S. Department of Education National Center for
Education Statistics, the total of all students enrolled in all public higher education institutions
rose 24.8% from fall 1997 to fall 2008. The enrollment in four-year public higher education
institutions increased by 25.6%, an increase of 1,496,376 students. During the same time period,
two-year institutions increased by 23.9% or 1,279,658 students. Kerr (1990) directly addressed
the condition of facilities “physical plants and equipment have been getting older (nearly onethird of the physical plants in academia were built in the 1960s) and often have been poorly
maintained” (p.15) and poorly constructed.
To accommodate such growth, infrastructure must be constructed, renovated, and
repaired in order to meet the demands of a much larger student population.
Evaluating capital needs adds to our understanding of the environment of higher
education. More importantly, a greater understanding of state policy makers’ comprehension of
the needs of public higher education institutions and the economic impact that these institutions
foster may be gained. This understanding gives both government and education an argument
with which to educate the citizenry concerning the importance of higher education funding. It
also assists institutions in recognizing the art and science of balancing long-term capital needs
with short-term operational needs, so that the quality of services delivered provides equity and
state policy goals.
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Purpose of the Study
There has been little in the way of sustained research on the funding of capital needs in
public higher education, and little of that research has been oriented to the level of one of the key
stakeholders, the states. Whether or not the state has 1 of the 27 statewide coordinating or
agency model like Alabama, or is 1 of 23 states with a statewide governance agency like
Mississippi, the relationship of capital to operating budgets in public higher education at the state
level is at best unclear. Manns (2001) and Cain and Reynolds (2006) both stressed the lack of
research literature on higher education facilities. Of the 352 research reports published by the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) between 2006 and 2009, none were directly
related to higher education facilities. Therefore, a less than adequate long-term understanding of
how state government deals with public higher education funding for capital needs that
encompasses renovations, maintenance, and addition of new facilities likely exists.
In the face of economic pressures and the enrollment growth, this type of strategic
planning is necessary to provide for the future of higher education institutions. Thomas Jefferson
referred to the university or college as an “academical village,” a place where shared learning
existed. As such, facilities are more than just the brick and mortar structure of the university or
college. Facilities should reflect the mission and vision of the university or college to provide a
quality, learning environment.
In Facilities and the Academic Mission, the late Ernest L. Boyer, President of the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, asserted that in addition to curriculum,
teaching, quality of campus life, and how to measure outcomes, a fifth issue was essential to
measuring excellence in higher education – the quality of facilities. Boyer (1989) added that
students need
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the equivalent of a modern day city to carry on the enterprise of higher learning. Without,
a campus with facilities that are both adequate and aesthetic, we could not carry on this
magnificent enterprise of higher learning that is the envy of the world. (p. 2)
Quality facilities are crucial in order to recruit and maintain outstanding students as well as
faculty. The first exposure to the infrastructure of the campus is the buildings and the landscape
of the campus itself. The image of the institution is reflected in its facilities. Quality facilities
send a far different message than those that are in a state of neglect and disrepair. Boyer (1989)
conveyed that facilities enhance the educational experience and help develop a sense of
community. In citing previously published Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching Research, Boyer (1989) found that over 60 percent of high school graduates surveyed
chose appearance of the as the single most influential factor when selecting a university or
college. For this reason, no college or university leader can afford not to pay attention to
facilities issues, even if there is no built-in constituency to represent these issues. The primary
purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of issues related to capital and operating
budget practices of state tax appropriations and policies at the state level which may exist
between and among states, comparing 23 states with consolidated governing boards and 27 states
classified as coordinating board and planning agencies for public higher education as identified
by McGuinness (2010) using a methodology similar to that used by Zumeta (1996). A secondary
purpose was to identify recognized “good practices” in planning and allocation process and/or
processes and funding mechanism(s), as recommended or identified by expert practitioners and
scholars, at the institutional and state levels, for capital needs for public higher education. This
study served to further document funding issues, the complexities of facilities funding decisions
at the state level, to determine if trends can be identified by comparing newly collected data to
findings from prior research using a revised instrumentation and design. Furthermore, the
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examination of public higher education practices and policies related to facilities through the lens
of the type of governance structure of the state public higher education agencies enriched this
study and contributed to the body of literature related to state governance issues.
Research Questions
The primary research question was, “With regard to public higher education capital needs
and practices, what differences, if any, exist between and among states with consolidated
governing boards as compared to states with coordinating governing boards/planning agencies?”
The secondary research questions include the following:
1.

At the state level, what are the differences, if any exist, with regard to state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital needs and how has this
changed, if any, from FY1997 to FY2008; and

2.

At the state level, what observable differences, if any exist, in terms of deferred
maintenance to meet funding capital needs for public higher education, if any,
from FY1997 to FY2008; and

3.

At the state level, to what extent are recognized “good practices” in planning and
allocation process(es) and funding mechanism(s), as recommended by expert
practitioners and scholars, used at the state level, for capital needs for public
higher education?
Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study and to assure common understanding, the following
definitions of terms were used.
Accumulated Deferred Maintenance: “Maintenance projects from previous years and the
current year that were not included in the maintenance process due to the lower priority status
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than those funded within available funding. Deferred maintenance includes postponed renewal
and replacement maintenance and unperformed unscheduled major maintenance” (Rush &
Johnson, 1989, p.134).
Alteration and Renovation: “Work that is required because of a change in use of the
facility or a change in program” (Rush & Johnson, 1989, p.135).
Capital Appropriations: As defined by the National Center for Education Statistics,
capital appropriations are “nonoperating revenues appropriated to a GASB institution by a
government with the requirement that the funds be used primarily to acquire, construct, or
improve capital assets, including buildings, land, equipment, and similar capital assets: (para. 1,
http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/glossary).
Capital Assets: As defined by the National Center for Education Statistics, capital assets
are
Tangible or intangible assets that are capitalized under an institution's capitalization
policy. These assets consist of land and land improvements, buildings, building
improvements, machinery, equipment, infrastructure, and all other assets that are used in
operations and that have initial useful lives extending beyond one year. Capital assets
also include collections of works of art and historical treasure and library collections;
however under certain conditions such collections may not be capitalized. They also
include property acquired under capital leases and intangible assets such as patents,
copyrights, trademarks, goodwill, and software. Excluded are assets that are part of
endowment funds or other capital fund investments in real estate. (para. 1,
http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/glossary)
Capital Renewal/Replacement: “Additions and improvements to plant which can be
capitalized and are required because facility use or programs have changed. It also includes
accumulated deferred maintenance” (Rush & Johnson, 1989, p.25).
Consumer Price Index (CPI): The Bureau of Labor Statistics in the U.S. Department of
Labor defines the CPI as
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…a measure of the average change over time in the prices of consumer items—goods and
services that people buy for day to-day living. The CPI is a complex construct that
combines economic theory with sampling and other statistical techniques
and uses data from several surveys to produce a timely and precise measure of average
price change for the consumption sector of the American economy. (p. 1)
Current Replacement Value: “What it would cost to reconstruct each square foot of
existing facility space” (Rush & Johnson, 1989, p. 21).
Deferred Maintenance: “An identifiable backlog of major maintenance projects unfunded
in operating budgets and deferred to a future budget cycle” (Kaiser, 1996, p.15).
Employment Cost Index (ECI): The Bureau of Labor Statistics in the U.S. Department of
Labor defines the ECI as
…a measure of the change in the cost of labor, free from the influence of employment
shifts among occupations and industry categories. The ECI calculates indexes of total
compensation, wages and salaries, and benefits, separately for all civilian workers in the
United States (as defined by the NCS), for private industry workers, and for workers in
State and local government, and within each of these sectors, by occupational group,
worker attributes, industry group, and establishment characteristic. (p.10)
Fiscal Year: The fiscal year was identified by FY followed by the year. For example,
fiscal year 2008 will be depicted as FY2008. A FY is as defined by St. John, Hill, and Johnson
(2007) is
…a 12-month period at the end of which accounts are balanced. In most states, the fiscal
year begins on July 1 and ends on June 30. Exceptions to this accounting practice are:
Alabama, whose fiscal year runs from October 1 to September 30; Nebraska and Texas,
whose fiscal year runs from September 1 to August 31. (p. iii)
Gross Domestic Product (GDP): Gutierrez, Glassman, Landefeld, and Marcuss (2007)
defined GDP as
…measures the value of the goods and services produced by the U.S. economy in a given
time period” (p.1) “GDP = Consumption + Investment + Government spending +
eXports – iMports) and is used to identify the final goods and services purchased by
persons, businesses, governments, and foreigners. (p. 1)

17

Higher Education Cost Adjustment (HECA): According to the State Higher Education
Officers (SHEEO)’s, HECA:
…measures price inflation experienced by colleges and universities. The HECA uses two
external indices maintained by the federal government—the ECI (accounts for 75 percent
of the index) and the GDP IPD. The ECI for private industry white-collar occupations
(excluding sales) accounts for 75 percent of the State Higher Education Executive
Officers (SHEEO) Higher Education Cost Adjustment (HECA). HECA uses the
compensation series that includes changes in wages and salaries plus employer costs for
employee benefits. (p. 65)
Higher Education Price Index (HEPI): Originally developed by Kent Halstead as the
Index of Change in Prices of Goods and Services Purchased by Colleges and Universities
Through Current Funds, Educational and General Expenditures, Excluding Sponsored Research,
which Halstead later designated as HEPI (Halstead, 1974). Halstead (1974) defined HEPI
functionally as “measures the effect of price changes on the cost of goods and services in the
college and university market basket purchased through expenditures educational and general
expenses, excluding sponsored research” (p.739). Commonfund (2006) offered additional
definition on changes over time:
From 1961-2001, HEPI was based on the price data for 25 budget components organized
into eight categories – more than 100 items in all. From fiscal year 2002 on, HEPI has
been calculated using a regression formula. The regression-based index values are
essentially equal to those resulting from complete data. The R-squared value for the
regression is .999997809. Regression-calculated HEPI values are not likely to vary from
fully compiled values by more than 0.1 parts out of 200.0 or ± 0.05%. (para. 6)
Implicit price deflator (IPD): The Bureau of Economic Analysis defined in their glossary
as the “ ratio of the current-dollar value of a series, such as gross domestic product (GDP), to its
corresponding chained-dollar value, multiplied by 100.” (para. 1.,
http://www.bea.gov/glossary/glossary_i.htm).
Inflation: According to the glossary of the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of
Labor Statistics, inflation “has been defined as a process of continuously rising prices, or
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equivalently, of a continuously falling value of money” (para 1.
http://www.bls.gov/bls/glossary.htm#G).
Grapevine: A project sponsored by Illinois State University has published data
compilation, which has included “general fund appropriations for universities, colleges,
community colleges, and state higher education agencies” (para. 1,
http://www.grapevine.ilstu.edu/index.shtml) since 1960. Grapevine has obtained this data from
the chief fiscal officers of state higher education agencies (SHEFOs) (para. 1,
http://www.grapevine.ilstu.edu/index.shtml).
Manns’ FY1997 Study: A Fifty State Assessment of Capital Needs of Public Higher
Education 2001 survey, which covered the period ending fiscal year 1997, will be referred to as
Manns’ FY1997 Study, to which 41 states responded.
Manns’ FY2003 Study: Manns’ (2004) study entitled A Fifty State Assessment of Capital
Needs of Public Higher Education: An Update, which covered the period ending fiscal year
2003, will be referred to as Manns’ FY2003 Study, to which 40 states responded.
New Construction: “Internal and external planning for new construction and small
construction if funded out of current funds” (Rush & Johnson, 1989, p.135).
Normal Maintenance: A systematic day-to-day process funded by the annual operating
budget to control deterioration of the college or university plant facilities (e.g. structure, systems,
equipment, pavement, and groups). Planned maintenance includes the following:
1.

Scheduled repetitive work such as housekeeping activities, grounds keeping, site
maintenance, and certain types of service contracts;

2.

Periodic scheduled work (preventive maintenance) that has been planned to
provide adjustments, cleaning, minor repair, and routine inspections of equipment
to reduce service interruptions; and

3.

Call-in requests for service. (Rush & Johnson, 1989, p.135)
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Operating: As defined by the National Center for Education Statistics, operating revenues
and expenses “result from providing goods and services. Operating transactions are incurred in
the course of the operating activities of the institution. GASB requires that revenues and
expenses be separated between operating and nonoperating” (para. 1,
http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/glossary).
Renewal and Replacement Maintenance: A systematic management process to plan and
budget for known future cyclic repair and replacement requirements, which extend the life and
retain useable condition of campus facilities and systems and are not normally, contained in the
annual operating budget. This includes major activities that have a maintenance cycle in excess
of one year, e.g., replace roofs, paints buildings, resurface roads, replace equipment (boilers,
chillers, transformers), etc. (Rush & Johnson, 1989).
State appropriations: All dollars received by the institution through acts of a state
legislative body, except grants and contracts and amounts reported as capital appropriations
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2005a).
State governing boards: One of two major forms of state-level governance of higher
education. McGuinness (1997) said that it
…represent[s] the most centralized governance structure, have the authority to govern
institutions, establish salaries for chief executives, set faculty personnel policies, develop
and implement policies, and allocate resources among the institutions under their
jurisdiction. (p. 10)
In addition, Zumeta (2001) stated that “with line management authority over all public
institutions in the state, functioning as a “super” board of trustees” (p. 164).
State coordinating boards: This is one of two major forms of state-level governance of
higher education. McGuinness (1997) stated that they
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assign responsibility for coordinating most, if not all, postsecondary education to a board
whose primary responsibilities relate to governing the institutions under its jurisdiction.
In several governing board states, governing responsibility is shared by two segmental
boards, one for four-year institutions and another for community colleges or technical
institutions. (p. 11)
Zumeta (2001) stated that these boards “seek to mesh the efforts of separate institutions
or multicampus systems using only limited powers beyond data collection, planning and
analysis, and access to institution and state policy makers for purposes of persuasion” (p. 164).
State Higher Education Officers (SHEEO): Organized in 1954, SHEEO’s current
members are chief executive officers of state governing boards and state higher education
coordinating boards. SHEEO acts as a liaison between state and federal governments, publishes
research, and provides professional development (para. 1., http://sheeo.org).
Unscheduled Major Maintenance: Work that requires immediate action to restore service
or remove anticipated problems that will interrupt agency activities. Unscheduled major
maintenance should be included in the current budget cycle if expenditures are made from
current funds. Examples include loss of electric power, loss of water, loss of refrigeration, and
building failures creating hazards to personnel equipment (Rush & Johnson, 1989).
Urgent Needs: “Repairs and renovations which places facilities at risk if left undone, they
also represent one-third of the $60 billion in capital renewal/replacement needs nationally” (Rush
& Johnson, 1989, p.29).
Assumptions
The following assumptions were made for the purposes of this study:
1.

It was assumed that the data submitted by the State Higher Education Executive
Officers (SHEEOs) and State Higher Education Finance Officers (SHEFOs) was
honest and truthful in their responses to the survey;
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2.

It was assumed that the survey instrument used was appropriate for this study;

3.

It was assumed that any minor modifications made to the survey instrument by
the reviewers would not significantly impact the overall validity and reliability of
the instrument when compared to prior administration of the survey;

4.

It was assumed that the information provided by various states was accurate.

5.

It was assumed that the lives of colleges and universities were continuous and had
no planned closing date;

6.

It was assumed that data obtained from Grapevine on state tax appropriations for
public higher education operating budgets were accurate; and

7.

It was assumed that before states with tighter control in the form of consolidated
governing boards will be more likely to adopt innovative or good practices than
states identified as coordinating/ planning service agencies for public higher
education.
Delimitations

The study was delimited to participation by the state higher education executive officers
identified by SHEEO (State Higher Education Officers) within the 50 states based on survey
participant data obtained by Manns for FY1997 and FY2003 and this researcher as of FY2008.
Michigan, although not a member of SHEEO, was included for the purposes of this study based
on information obtained from SHEEO.
Limitations
The following limitations were made for this study.
1.

This study was limited by the time constraints and costs to the researcher; and
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2.

It was further limited by the reasons that the intended participants may or may not
respond by virtue of the time constraints of SHEEOs and SHEFOs and their
decision to share information.
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CHAPTER II:
LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter provides a review of relevant literature on the funding, finance, investment
and state governance in public higher education. It is organized into seven sections: 1) a
historical background; 2) an investigation of federal and state funding for higher education
facilities; 3) a discussion of the governance of public higher education in the states; 4) an
overview of operating and capital budgeting; 5) a review of literature related to deferred
maintenance 6) a synopsis of good practices; and 7) a summary of the literature review.
An important factor to note at the onset is that the body of scholarly research on facilities
and the relationship to operating budgets in public higher education is limited. Higher education
finance is not as heavily researched as other areas and the more specific categories of capital
budgeting, facilities master planning, and deferred maintenance have largely been ignored or
overlooked. The majority of information that is available through papers and reports published
by higher education facilities organizations, most notably by State Higher Education Executive
Officers (SHEEO) and Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers (APPA).
Historical Background
This study offers a better understanding of public higher education capital needs and
practices at the state level. Through following the evolution of funding from the first colleges to
present day, many of the issues that plague current-day institutions can be ascertained.
Institutional funding dynamics in higher education begin with understanding the effect of
philanthropic, federal, and state funding trends.
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Philanthropy was the primary source of funds for the first colleges in the United States
(Thelin, 2004). Missionaries wanted to provide a religious education to the American Indians.
This movement evolved to providing funds to colonial students to become missionaries. The
tuition paid by students attending these colleges did not fully cover the cost of providing the
education (Rudolph, 1990). Government and state support was not yet available, and colleges
struggled to find a recurring source of funding adequate to meet their needs. Many colleges did
not survive this difficult time because resources simply were not adequate. Others merged and
coupled their meager finances together in order to continue operations. Because of such mergers,
it is hard to determine just how many colleges failed under the strain (Thelin, 2004).
A dual representation of colleges also existed. They considered themselves private when
soliciting philanthropic donations and public when lobbying for government funding. Colleges
often received what was considered worthless land and/or some residual funds from lotteries. In
1792, Yale allowed New Hampshire state government to have seats on their college board. This
concession allowed opportunities for state funding that had not previously existed. However, it
also invited governmental control in an otherwise autonomous environment (Thelin, 2004).
Early colleges often received full tuition for those students who enrolled by the deadline
and subsequently offered a discounted rate to other students if the enrollment was not as
expected. The expenses of the colleges only allowed for a small staff and faculty, which usually
included a president who regularly taught, an agent, administrator, and limited faculty. All of
these positions were expected to perform multiple duties as necessary. The president was the
principal fundraiser, as well as the public face of the college (Thelin, 2004).
Early colleges often used inventive means to secure funding such as the subscription
method, lotteries, and perpetual scholarships to varying degrees of success. The subscription
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method was employed to counteract dire financial needs by providing a venue for less
prosperous members of the local community to contribute. Farmers could donate agriculture
products, labor, or any other manner of gifts. Some of the first college buildings were erected
from donations of labor. While pledges were often made with the best of intent, crop failures and
other unforeseen circumstances often prevented the subscribers from ever fulfilling or
completing their pledges. Although states had the ability to give land, grants, and loans, the
states were too often financially strapped. This led to some states granting permission to the
colleges to operate lotteries. To combat waning state funding, colleges offered perpetual
scholarships, which was eventually deemed an unsuccessful method of fundraising. Perpetual
scholarships bequeathed the purchaser the right to free tuition for one person in perpetuity. The
idea was three-pronged. It included the following: 1) provide funds to build facilities; 2)
supplement endowment funds; and 3) bolster student enrollments. Unfortunately, as a result,
funds were provided often for purposes other than their intended use, such as imperative repairs
on buildings or basic operating expenses. Hence, colleges now had students enrolled under the
prepaid program with the associated expenses with no additional incoming revenue (Rudolph,
1961).
The Civil War paved the way for increased state legislative participation in public higher
education. The Morrill Act of 1862 gave every Union state a grant of 30,000 acres of public land
for every state congressional member. According to Lapp (1916), they were then expected to sell
the land and use the proceeds for
the endowment, support, and maintenance of at least one college where the leading object
shall be, without excluding other scientific and classical studies, and including military
tactics, to teach such branches of learning as are related to agriculture and mechanic arts,
in such manner as the legislatures of the State may respectively prescribe, in order to
promote the liberal and practical education of the industrial classes in the several pursuits
and professions in life. (p. 738-739)
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The local community often led by real estate developers and merchants wanted a college in their
town and were eager to provide support. As industry boomed from 1850 to 1890, with the
industrial revolution, donations often flowed to colleges. College building began at a fierce pace
as donors were enticed by the possibility of a permanent legacy bearing the donor’s name
(Thelin, 2004).
An additional wave of government funding came from the Second Morrill Act of 1890;
which applied to states in the South. The Second Morrill Act provided government funding in
addition to land grants, stipulating that no appropriations would be given to states for land grant
colleges that prohibited admission of students based on race, unless separate but equal facilities
were provided (Thelin, 2004; Rudolph, 1961). Colleges began to provide financial aid and
campus jobs for low-income students on a widespread scale in an effort to make higher
education more accessible (Thelin, 2004).
The stock market crash of 1929 and the Great Depression that occurred in its aftermath
led to less discretionary funding to support programs deemed as nonessential, such as college
sports events. Tuition discounting slowed. These conditions, along with the general economic
conditions of the time, helped lead to the Federal Emergency Relief Act of 1933. This act
provided part-time employment to college students to allow them to continue their education
(Thelin, 2004).
World War II provided another boon to college growth. Colleges received compensation
in return for hosting SATC (Students Army Training Corps) training (Thelin, 2004). The success
of this project and others, including applied research projects, paved the way for future
collaboration between the federal government and higher education institutions.
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The aftermath of World War II served as a stimulus for another wave of donations in the
names of fallen soldiers. Athletics stadium funding was a common type of memorial donation
(Thelin, 2004). Athletics then became a revenue enhancer as college sports grew in popularity.
However, the most significant boom to university or college funding was the G.I. Bill.
Conceived as a way to adjust the slowing postwar economy and to provide opportunities for
returning veterans as manufacturers shifted their focus from military to civilian projects (Thelin,
2004). The G.I. Bill provided up to $500 a year for each qualified veteran paid directly to the
university or college, as well as a stipend paid directly to the veteran. Just three years after
passage, veterans accounted for almost 50% of the college student population. According to the
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, 7.8 million veterans had taken advantage of the education
and training provision of the G.I. Bill by 1956 (G.I. Bill, n.d.) and led to building of facilities.
The merging of federal research dollars and university or college research was justified
largely on Vannevar Bush’s report, Science, the Endless Frontier. Much of the work leading to
the atom bomb was conducted by physicists at universities, and in the total war that WWII
became, such resources needed to be fully deployed, lest Hitler beat the United States to
exploding the bomb first. The National Science Foundation and other government agencies
poured dollars into research at universities as the Cold War followed. However, it was the larger
universities were the most likely beneficiaries of these new research dollars. According to Clark
Kerr, President of University of California-Berkeley, twenty universities received 79% of the
total federal research funding available in 1960. Along with federal funding, came regulations
that over time encroached upon campus autonomy (Thelin, 2004).
As Cold War-related federal research funding for universities and colleges increased,
contributions from private foundations such as the Carnegie Corporation and Ford Foundation
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subsided due to pressures brought by the Senate Committees on Un-American Activities. In
1954, foundations helped by concentrating on special projects or providing incentives for
educational programs rather than designated funding for certain universities. Fields such as
business administration benefited, as well as Historically Black Colleges and Universities
(HBCUs) (Thelin, 2004). This influx of veterans by the G.I. Bill led to the building of facilities.
With financial resources from federal research dollars, private foundations, and state
appropriations, funding was no longer the only concern of higher education institutions in the
1950s. States were concerned about the ability of higher education institutions to serve the influx
of students created by returning veterans and planning began for the coming “baby boomers”
(Thelin, 2004). State legislatures and university or college presidents turned toward formula
funding as a solution. Formula funding provided portability of benefits where a public or private
institution was subsidized by the state based on an amount for each student served. This
mechanism provided a long-term solution to help plan for the increased enrollment growth
expected as “baby boomers” approached college in the ever-increasing numbers in the 1960s
(Halstead, 1974).
By 1970, the funding windfall had ended. Colleges had over extended operating budgets
and endowments. In the mid-1960s to promote better planning, the federal government
developed the Higher Education Information Survey (HEGIS), its first comprehensive
standardized data reporting system, in an attempt to gain greater understanding of the
complexities of higher education institutions (Thelin, 2004). The economic environment caused
further strain on institutions. Increasing fuel cost and utilities expenses were two main factors
that affected higher education institutions. Cost cutting measures proved inadequate because they
also affected the services that students had come to expect from colleges and universities. During
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the baby boom, enrollment shifted from private to public institutions to the point that some
wondered if the private sector could continue at all (Thelin, 2004).
The Higher Education Act of 1965, amended in 1972, served to establish coordinating
state agencies to more closely cement the relationship between state government and higher
education institutions (Thelin, 2004). Federally-funded student financial aid came in the form of
grants based on full time status. President Lyndon B. Johnson’s goal was to provide access for
middle and low-income students to attend colleges and this act was setting the stage (King,
1999).
By 1978, the form of federal aid began to shift from grants and work study to student
loans. Expanding support services was costly but necessary to retain students, particularly as
faculty were encouraged to engage in research. The 1980s brought a decline in the rate of
enrollments increases, inflation, and infrastructures that were expensive to maintain. The
government agencies and private foundations began to offer matching programs in which
universities and colleges received the funds if they could be matched from other resources. Tax
deductions for donors were also a popular incentive. The challenge of sustaining the institutional
infrastructure also led to the creation of development offices and the fundraising function
(Thelin, 2004).
Granting agencies and foundations began to evolve and change their allocation
distributions. They focused more on national educational issues rather than providing funding
specifically to just a few universities. California’s Irvine Foundation is an example of this
evolution, as it shifted to providing funds to meritorious projects and initiatives rather than just to
colleges and universities in their home state (Thelin, 2004). Essentially, colleges were no longer
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the only option for corporate or individual giving, yet for public universities, reliance upon states
as the primary source of support continued.
By the 1990s, state funding became scarce due to such factors as pressures from
taxpayers and the resulting competition for funds (Thelin, 2004). Medicaid, K-12, prisons, and
other state programs compete with higher education institutions for state funding (Katsinas &
Tollefson, 2009). According to the U. S. Department of Education (1997), state funding for
public higher education institutions as a percentage of revenue decreased from about 43% in
1985 to 33% in 1995.
Structured state funding formulas for public higher education institutions have been in
existence for approximately 55 years. A funding formula can be defined as a calculation, usually
based on credit hour or some other measurement to develop a weighted measure, to distribute
state funds to public educational institutions. A funding formula is a “mechanism for the transfer
of resources form government to recipient bodies using an explicit funding distribution
methodology” (Talib, 2001, p. 57). Funding formulas have evolved over time from the objective
of adequacy in the 1950s, growth in the 1960s, equity in the 1970s, stability and quality in the
1980s, and stability, performance, and reform objectives in the 1990s (Marks & Caruthers,
1999). Zumeta (2001) pointed to the increasing demands of states for a greater accountability in
higher education institutions and identified two causes for this increased demand: first, the
application of business management models, and second, financial pressures. Business
management ideas such as efficiency in production processes that result in identifiable outcomes
including: quality, customer satisfaction and cost control, encroached on public higher education.
The financial pressures identified were economic downturns, “the mid-decade tax revolt” (p.157)
and an increase in Republican elected officials (Zumeta, 2001). The very nature of higher
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education funding as a discretionary budget item, in contrast to legally mandated nondiscretionary items such as prisons and Medicaid made public higher education a target in the
reduction of state funding. As a response in part to reduction to state appropriations, higher
education institutions increased tuition. Higher tuition costs raised concerns of access by the
general public sector, and policymakers and elected officials alike. Today, institutional leaders
are challenged by pressure for accountability in an environment of shrinking governmental
support (Zumeta, 2001).
However, history shows tumultuous times as the U.S. struggled to create adequate
funding models for higher education. The Truman Commission Report of 1947 highlighted the
connection that education is the key to society’s success. In fact, throughout the years there have
been many calls to action to broaden access even as adequate resources have not been
forthcoming. Today in higher education, we are faced with accountability, transparency, and
external pressures to provide education for the masses; yet funding is not readily available.
Resources are indeed scarce. James Duderstadt, former president of the University of Michigan,
referred to the evolution of state funding in public research universities as initially “state
supported” then “state assisted” and finally merely “state located.” This sharply contrasts with
the crucial role that Halstead (1974) stressed of states in 1974, a generation before, in language
that almost sounds quaint today: “state governments, more than any other single element in
American society, have assumed the responsibility of financing higher education” (p. 605).
Durderstadt (2000) pointed out that public research universities now maintain their public
mission only if supported by private funds. Many if not most higher education researchers paint a
pessimistic picture for higher education and the states’ role in its future. This issue can be further
explored by examining funding for facilities in public higher education.
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For public higher education institutions, the impact of reduced or inadequate state
funding has significantly influenced campus-level decision-making. According to the State
Higher Education Finance Report (2009) issued by SHEEO, $74.9 billion of public higher
education funding is from state support out of the $119.2 billion in total educational revenue.
This represents a drop in state support of $2.9 billion for a 3.6% decline from the prior year,
2008. Operating expenses such as maintenance of facilities, retention of faculty and staff,
program initiatives, and provision of basic student services are often more costly for higher
education institutions than for most other businesses. This is due to a variety of factors. First,
many higher education institutions are similar to smaller rural communities or towns without the
revenue-generating ability of taxes instead rely on tuition and state appropriations as primary
sources of revenue. All of the components exist such as revenue generation, security,
infrastructure and facilities which still have to be maintained and supported much as a
community or a town without economies of scale to reduce expenses. Budgeting is one financial
planning method, which allows government and educational leaders to prioritize and plan.
Thus, the history of funding for higher educational institutions was based on three
resources: federal, state, and philanthropy. All have played a crucial role in today’s higher
education institutions. However, the future dynamics of higher education funding and its impact
on its facilities infrastructure is still to be determined.
Federal and State Funding for Higher Education Facilities
This section covers specific legislation and related literature that laid the foundation and
became the framework for federal and state funding for higher education facilities. This review
focuses on the primary drivers of federal and state funding for higher education. These
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legislative acts provided initial support, established policy either directly or indirectly, and
influenced the direction of higher education in the United States.
Absent from the constitution is the mention of education and thus by default that power
is deferred to the states. Without federal support, the current higher education system would not
be possible. The first federal legislative commitment to education was the Land Ordinance of
1785, which reserved one square mile of each township for the maintenance of public schools
(Babbidge & Rosenzweig, 1962; Carleton 2002). Babbidge and Rosenzweig (1962) and Carleton
(2002) pointed out that the Land Ordinance of 1785’s primary purpose was to develop a method
to open up the Northwest Territory and as such, the funding to education was not a crucial matter
of importance; nevertheless, the legislative purpose does not negate the ordinance’s impact on
education. The Land Ordinance was important for several reasons. It 1) set the precedent for the
federal government’s involvement in education in the form of a land grant; 2) promoted the idea
of common schools to develop educated citizenry; and 3) encouraged settlement of the
Northwest Territory. Two years later the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 was enacted. The federal
commitment to education is evident in Article II:
Religion, morality, and knowledge, being necessary to good government and the
happiness of mankind, schools and the means of education shall forever be encouraged
(para. 1, http://www.law.ou.edu/ushistory/ordinanc.shtml).
A mere ten days later, Congress entered a contract with Cutler’s Ohio Company for the sale of
five million acres with a provision of which designated no more than two complete townships be
given perpetually for the establishment of a university or college. Other land sales followed
which resulted in more than four million acres of federal owned land granted to newly created
states to support the founding of institutions of higher learning (Armstrong, 1976; Carleton,
2002).
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While the Northwest Ordinance and the Ohio land grants provided the groundwork for a
higher education system, it would not be until the Morill Act of 1862 that a structure providing
consistent funding to build and support public higher education institutions would be established.
The Morill Act provided grants of federal land to the states that could be sold and the proceeds
used to fund higher education institutions, which resulted in the creation or the support of 105
universities and colleges (Carleton, 2002). The Morill Act of 1862 in Section 4 (6) specifically
stated
and the interest of which shall be inviolably appropriated, by each State which may take
and claim the benefit of this Act, to the endowment, support, and maintenance of at least
one college where the leading object shall be, without excluding other scientific and
classical studies and including military tactics, to teach such branches of learning as are
related to agriculture and the mechanic arts, in such manner as the legislatures of the
States may respectively prescribe, in order to promote the liberal and practical education
of the industrial classes on the several pursuits and professions in life (para. 4,
http://www.higher-ed.org/resources/morrill1.htm).
However, facilities for higher education were specifically prohibited in Section 5 (9):
Second. No portion of said fund, nor the interest thereon, shall be applied, directly or
indirectly, under any pretence whatever, to the purchase, erection, preservation, or repair
of any building or buildings (para. 6, http://www.higher-ed.org/resources/morrill1.htm).
Nevins (1962), Hyman, (1986) and Carleton (2002) described the terrible conditions of the land
grant colleges due to little or nonexistent state funding. Hyman (1986) pointed out the
inadequacy of college laboratories and the scarcity of library materials. The facilities at these
early institutions were primitive and had small enrollments and low faculty salaries. In addition,
the non-elitist studies of agricultural and mechanical science contributed to the reference of
institutions as “cow colleges.” Carleton (2002) highlighted the gradual improvement of these
circumstances and the importance of these institutions in terms of access to a broader crosssection of individuals in terms of gender, socioeconomic status, and on a smaller scale—race.
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While the first Morrill Act accomplished more by omission in terms of access to a more
diverse population of students, the Second Morrill Act used specific language to address the
issue. In the first section of this act, it stated:
That no money shall be paid out under this act to any State or Territory for the support
and maintenance of a college where a distinction of race or color is made in the
admission of students, but the establishment and maintenance of such colleges separately
for white and colored students shall be held to be a compliance (para. 1,
http://www.higher-ed.org/resources/morrill1.htm).
A noted historian and scholar, Edward Danforth Eddy, Jr. (1957), concluded that the act
“accomplished for the Negroes of the South what the first act in 1862 had accomplished for the
men and women of other races” (p. 258). Carleton (2002) argued that while higher education
opportunities were improved, Eddy may have overemphasized the significance. Carleton (2002)
further stated the significance of additional financial support and increased federal regulation of
state management of the land grant colleges.
The Second Morrill Act, like its precursor, explicitly prohibited the use of federal funds
for facility construction and maintenance in Section 3(5):
no subsequent appropriation shall be apportioned or paid to such State of Territory; and
no portion of said moneys shall be applied, directly or indirectly, under any pretense
whatever, to the purchase, erection, preservation, or repair of any building or buildings
(http://www.higher-ed.org/resources/morrill1.htm).
The individual states were thus expected to fund physical plant expenditures for their public
colleges and universities. Eddy (1957) noted the disparity in the southern states between the
separate black and the white land-grant institutions. Eddy (1957) reported that in 1937, white
land-grant institutions received approximately 96% of the federal funds across 17 southern
states. The funds generated from the additional public land sale provided states with $15,000
annual payments with yearly increases of $1,000 until a maximum of $25,000 was attained.
These federal funds were designated for research, teaching, and curriculum.
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Other legislative acts including most notably, the Smith-LeverAct of 1914, the SmithHughes Act of 1917, and the Bankhead-Jones Act of 1935 provided federal appropriations to land
grant colleges either directly or indirectly through the states. The Housing Act of 1937 was
enacted to provide federal assistance to low-income families with housing needs, which evoked
cooperation between federal and state levels. However, it would not be until 1944 that significant
change occurred again. The Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944, more widely known as the
G.I. Bill, was the federal response to the quandary of what to do with the returning World War II
veterans. Access to higher education was granted under the G.I. Bill to 2.3 million veterans.
Higher education institutions adapted to this by modifying curricula and adding staff, faculty,
and facilities. The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 provided for the
selling or leasing of surplus federal real property through a state agency on the basis of need for
education or public health organizations (Knight, 1960). Brubacher and Rudy (1985) pointed out
that this surplus federal real property took the form of military supplies and buildings to colleges
and universities. Facilities were added to accommodate housing in the form of tents, huts, and
barracks to meet the demand caused by the influx of students (Hyman, 1986; Carleton, 2002).
In response to these increased demands, Congress passed federal housing amendments to
offer loans to higher education institutions for the purpose of dormitories and other housing
needs. The Housing Act of 1950 provided colleges and universities access to $300 million in low
interest federal loans for the construction of these facilities. However, this program was
suspended in July of that same year due in part to the Korean conflict. The Housing Amendments
of 1955 once again provided low interest rate federal loans of $500 million for housing needs. In
1956, the federal loan amount was increased by $250 million. One hundred million of which
could be used for service facilities including dining halls and student unions. The 1957 Housing
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Act increased the federal funds available to $925 million, and allocated $25 million for student
nurses and interns. However, by the end of 1959, all designated loan funds for college housing
were exhausted (Knight, 1960).
The National Defense Education Act (NDEA) of 1958 marked a shift in the role of the
federal government in public higher education. The NDEA was enacted during the Cold War,
where concerns were focused on the ability of the United States to compete with the Soviet
Union in the fields of science and technology. Federal aid was provided for student loans,
graduate fellowships, foreign language and science labs, and educational media. Although the
funding was not directly provided for academic and housing facilities, this influx of funding
allowed the operating funds of a college or university to be reallocated to meet capital
expenditures and other areas (Carleton, 2002; Knight, 1960; Urban, 2010).
Medlin (2000) attributed Sputnik and the space race with the surge in federally-funded
science and technology research at universities. In 1963, the federal government provided
funding for facilities construction and two years later through the State Technical Services Act
and the Higher Education Act of 1965. The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 supported
higher education institutions by authorizing assistance in financing the construction,
rehabilitation, or enhancement of facilities at undergraduate and graduate institutions. The
Higher Education Act of 1965 provided hundreds of millions of dollars in appropriations for
institutional building, as well as the funding of millions of college students. Carleton (2002)
noted that since its enactment, enrollments in institutions of higher education have more than
doubled from 6 million to more than 15 million, which is a higher rate than the U.S. population
as a whole. Building new facilities for the impending “baby boomers” that would enter colleges
and universities in unprecedented numbers was a priority for state legislators spurred on by the
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matching grants from The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 and the Higher Education Act
of 1965. Yet, Palola, Lehmann, and Blischke (1971) stated that even these funding influxes did
not meet the growing demands for expansion.
The Higher Education Act of 1965 has been re-authorized seven times — in 1968, 1972,
1976, 1980, 1986, 1992, 1998, and 2008. The Higher Education Act has grown from fifty-five
pages in 1965 to approximately 1,200 pages in 2008. The 1998 reauthorization included
requirements for the National Center for Education Statistics to conduct a longitudinal study on
rising college costs and the factors impacting the rise in order to better inform the public. The
Higher Education Opportunity Act was enacted in 2008, which reauthorized the Higher
Education Act of 1965 and made additional provisions and revisions. Among the 1,200 pages are
provisions directly related to facilities. Certain Historically Black Graduate Institutions (HBGI),
Predominately Black Institutions (PBI) with master’s programs, as well as institutions classified
as Tribal Colleges or Universities qualify for funding of up to one million dollar grants for
construction, maintenance, renovation, and improvement in classroom, library,
laboratory, and other instructional facilities, including purchase or rental of
telecommunications technology equipment or services; acquisition of real property that is
adjacent to the campus in connection with the construction, renovation, or improvement
of, or an addition to, campus facilities
(http://ifap.ed.gov/dpcletters/attachments/GEN0812FP0810AttachHEOADCL.pdf).
According to a letter issued on December 2008 by Vincent Sampson, Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Policy, Planning, and Innovation at Office of Postsecondary Education, the provisions for
which HBGIs and PBIs were funded, making them two of the three programs, were funded by
the Higher Education Opportunity Act. In his December 2008 letter, Mr. Sampson stated
While the HEOA authorizes numerous new programs, only the following three are
funded at this time: (1) Promoting Postbaccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic
Americans; (2) Master’s Degree Programs at Historically Black Colleges and
Universities; and (3) Master’s Degree Programs at Predominantly Black Institutions. The
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other new programs cannot be implemented until funding is provided (Sampson,
December 2008).
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) provided federal funds as
a response to the downturn in the U.S. economy. ARRA had three broad goals: 1) to produce
new and preserve existing jobs; 2) to stimulate economic movement and long-term growth
investment; and 3) to promote accountability and transparency in government spending. 53.6
billion dollars of one time federal appropriations was administered to states in the form of the
State Fiscal Stabilization Funds (SFSF) program. The purpose was to assist state and local
government budgets to reduce and evade declines in education and other crucial public services,
make certain that local educational agencies and public higher education institutions have the
resources to avoid budget cuts and retain faculty and staff, and move ahead early learning
through higher education reforms to benefit students and families and support the modernization,
renovation, and repair of school and college facilities. Section 14004 of the ARRA set forth the
terms and conditions for the utilization of funding for higher education facilities:
shall use the funds for education and general expenditures, and in such a way as to
mitigate the need to raise tuition and fees for in-State students, or for modernization,
renovation, or repair of institution of higher education facilities that are primarily used for
instruction, research, or student housing, including modernization, renovation, and repairs
that are consistent with a recognized green building rating system
(http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgibin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=111_cong_bills&docid=f:h1
enr.pdf).
Specifically prohibited were use of funds for endowment increases, maintenance of facilities and
related equipment, athletic related facilities, facilities with religious or sectarian teaching and
religious mission:
may not use funds received under this title to increase its endowment. (c)ADDITIONAL
PROHIBITION. No funds awarded under this title may be used for (1) the maintenance
of systems, equipment, or facilities; (2) modernization, renovation, or repair of stadiums
or other facilities primarily used for athletic contests or exhibitions or other events for
which admission is charged to the general public; or (3) modernization, renovation, or
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repair of facilities H. R. 1168(A) used for sectarian instruction or religious worship; or
(B) in which a substantial portion of the functions of the facilities are subsumed in a
religious mission
(http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgibin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=111_cong_bills&docid=f:h1
enr.pdf).
It was early yet to access the definite impact of the ARRA funds on states and more specifically
higher education facilities funding. From a historical perspective, however, it was clear that
without the early funding influx of federal and state funding, higher education institutions would
not have been able to meet the enrollment increases. However, the urgency of the construction
led to the use of inexpensive building materials, little or no planning for sustained use and energy
efficiency, which have contributed to the current condition of facilities.
Governance of Public Higher Education in the States
The model of an organized statewide body or agency for centralized control of public
higher education institutions originated over 130 years ago. In 1896, South Dakota eliminated
governing boards of public higher education institutions and established a single statewide
central governing board for all institutions. Over the next 25 years, other states followed suit
including Florida (1906); Mississippi (1912); Montana and Idaho (1913); and Kansas and North
Dakota (1915). Over the next 70 years, the highest number of states at one time that would have
a state governing board for public higher education was 14 (Chambers, 1968; Halstead, 1974).
McGuinness (1997) referred to “Statewide coordination” as the
term commonly used to describe the formal policies and other mechanisms that states
employ to ensure their colleges, universities and statewide postsecondary systems operate
collectively in ways that are aligned with state priorities and serve the public interest.
States coordinate postsecondary education through specific formal structures established
for the purpose as well as through a wide array of other mechanisms, from governors’
and legislators’ actions, to the informal networks and associations of institutions, their
administrative staffs, faculties and students. (p. 3)
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Chambers (1968) described the two diverging concepts of state higher education boards
emerged: authoritative and persuasive. The authoritative approach was that state higher
education boards should issue orders to the institutions on which compliance was mandatory.
Proponents of the authoritative model argued it was necessary in order to ensure that the needs of
the citizens of the states were met. In contrast, proponents of the persuasive model argued that
the authoritative structure was detrimental to public higher education institutions because it
affected morale negatively. High morale was necessary because it is conducive to providing the
best education service by institutions. Therefore, the persuasive model of state higher education
institutions would serve only in an advisory capacity.
These concepts form the basis of the two current primary structures of public higher
education state boards and agencies (Glenny, 1972). These structures are now identified as two
overarching categories of higher education state boards: consolidated governing and
coordinating. McGuinness (1997) also identified a third less utilized model - planning agencies.
McGuinness (1997) has described the structure of state consolidated governing boards
McGuinness (1997) discussed consolidated governing board as those states that
assign responsibility for coordinating most, if not all, postsecondary education to a board
whose primary responsibilities relate to governing the institutions under its jurisdiction.
In several governing board states, governing responsibility is shared by two segmental
boards, one for four-year institutions and another for community colleges or technical
institutions. (p. 10)
Zumeta’s (2001) description was congruent with McGuinness (1997) in defining the structure of
state consolidated governing boards as those “with line management authority over all public
institutions in the state, functioning as a “super” board of trustees” (p. 164). McGuinness (1997)
elaborated on the normative functions of consolidated governing boards as follows:
Governing a single corporate entity, including all the rights and responsibilities of that
corporation as defined by state law and encompassing all institution within a system.
42

Individual institutions with the board’s jurisdiction usually do not have separate corporate
status;
Carrying out coordinating functions related only to the institutions within the board’s
jurisdiction. These functions include planning, setting a public agenda, policy analysis
and problem resolution, academic program review and approval, budget development,
and maintaining information and accountability;
Developing and implementing policy;
Advocating for the needs of the institutions under its jurisdiction to the legislature and
governor;
Appointing, setting the compensation for and evaluating both system and institutional
chief executives;
Establishing faculty personnel policies, including approving awarding of tenure and
serving as the final point of appeal on faculty grievances;
Allocating and reallocating resources between and among the institutions with its
jurisdiction; and
Establishing policies for, and sometimes setting, tuition and fees, often within policies
established by the governor and state legislature. (pp. 10-11)
McGuinness (1997) referred to coordinating boards as those which
do not govern institutions and usually do not have independent corporate status.
Coordinating boards have either regulatory or advisory authority over academic programs
and budgets. Some coordinating boards have regulatory authority over both academic
programs and budgets, while other boards have regulatory authority over only one of
these areas and advisory authority over the other area. A few coordinating boards have
only advisory authority over both areas. (p. 11)
Zumeta (2001) also pointed out the more consultative role of state coordinating boards as
compared to state consolidated governing boards:
State coordinating boards, which seek to mesh the efforts of separate institutions or
multicampus systems using only limited powers beyond data collection, planning and
analysis, and access to institution and state policy makers for purposes of persuasion. (p.
164)
McGuinness (1997) differentiated the functions of state coordinating boards from governing
boards as follows:
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Do not govern institutions, in the sense defined above. (e.g., appoint institutional chief
executives or set faculty personnel policies);
Appoint, set compensation for and evaluate only the agency executive officer and staff,
but not the institutional chief executives. In several states, the governor is the final
appointing authority for the agency executive but usually with recommendations from the
coordinating board;
Do not have corporate status independent of state government. Focus more on state and
system needs and priorities that on advocating the interests of a particular institution or
system of institutions;
Plan primarily for the state postsecondary education system as a whole. In most
coordinating board states, this planning includes both public and private institutions;
May or may not review and make recommendations on budgets for the state system as a
whole rather than only for one part of that system. A few coordinating agencies
recommend consolidated budgets for the whole public system. Others simply make
recommendations to the governor or legislature on individual institutional or segmental
budgets. Most coordinating boards have responsibility to implement budget policy only
for funds appropriated specifically to the agency for its operations, for special initiatives
or for reallocation to the institutions for performance, incentives or other purposes;
May or may not review or approve proposals for new academic programs, and may or
may not have authority to require institutions to review existing programs; and
Are not involved directly in setting or carrying out faculty personnel policies, except to
carry out legislative mandates for studies of issues such as faculty workload and
productivity or tenure policy. (p. 12)
McGuinness (1997) described a third type of state board: state planning agencies “with
essentially no statutory entity with coordinating authority much beyond a voluntary planning and
convening role to ensure good communications among institutions and sectors” (p. 12).
In the 1997 State Postsecondary Structures Sourcebook, McGuinness (1997) depicted the
state higher education boards categorized by their structure (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Authority of State Boards of Higher Education, 1997
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Figure 2. Authority of State Boards of Postsecondary Education, 2002
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As the first year of this survey data is 1997, it is important to note a change for Florida
and West Virginia, which were reclassified as states with coordinating boards (McGuinness
2002). The researcher noted that Indiana was not listed on the Authority of State Boards of
Postsecondary Education, 2002 updated typology. As no discussion of changes to Indiana was
noted in McGuinness (2002) narrative, it can therefore be assumed that Indiana’s classification
remains a coordinating board.
McGuinness (2010) updates his typology in Figure 3, Authority of State Boards and
Agencies of Higher Education, 2010.
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NOTES: States listed in more than one column are noted with an asterisk “*” with the total number of duplicates at the bottom
of the column. These states have consolidated governing boards and also higher education service agencies, as noted.
(a) State board/agency responsible for all levels of education (P/K-16/20). State boards/agencies in Florida, New York and
Pennsylvania have coordinating, not governing authority for public institutions. State board in Idaho has governing authority.
(b) State has both consolidated governing board(s) and coordinating or planning/service agency.
(c) One of the two boards is a statewide coordinating/regulatory body for locally governed community colleges and/or
postsecondary technical institutions.
(d) Kansas Board of Regents is a consolidated governing board for universities and coordinating board for locally governed
community colleges and Washburn University.
(e) Maine Maritime Academy is the only public institution with its own governing board outside a system.
(f) Several states (e.g., Texas Coordinating Board for Higher Education) develop the formulae for allocation of state
appropriations and/or make recommendations for overall system funding but do not review and/or make recommendations on
individual institutional budgets.
(g) Michigan State Board of Education has Constitutional authority for overall planning and coordination of the state’s
education system, but because of the Constitutional autonomy of the state universities and local governance of community
colleges, the State Board does not function as a statewide higher education coordinating agency. State Board is the licensing
authority for non-degree vocational-technical education and proprietary institutions and approves charters for private degreegranting institutions within the state.
(h) The New Mexico entity is a cabinet-level department headed by a Secretary of Higher Education. The department has
authority to review, adjust and approve public university budgets prior to submission to the department of finance and
administration and limited authority primarily to review and study but not to take formal action to approve academic programs
or other institutional decisions.
(i) Pennsylvania State Board of Education’s program approval authority is limited to specific areas (e.g., teacher education).
Board also must approve new campuses or sites. Department of Education has budget responsibility for community colleges and
regulatory responsibilities regarding for-profit institutions.
(j) The Massachusetts Board of Higher Education serves as the coordinating board for all public higher education. The board
also has overall state-level governing responsibilities for the state universities and community colleges, not the UMass. Each of
the state universities and community colleges has a governing board which functions within the overall authority of the State
Board of Higher Education.
(k) Vermont has no statutory planning/coordinating entity. Vermont Higher Education Council is voluntary.
(l) Florida State Board of Education has responsibility for policy direction and coordination of state’s education system, P-20.
Constitutional amendment passed in November 2002 created a Board of Governors for Universities, but the State Board of
Education retains overall responsibility for policy coordination for all education. State Board of Education, through a chancellor
for community colleges, coordinates locally governed community colleges.
(m) State law enacted in 2002 eliminated most powers of the Arizona State Board of Directors of Community Colleges except
for data collection and preparing an annual report. (n) The two boards in these states include a statewide governing board for
universities and a statewide governing board for community colleges and/or technical institutions.
(o) Authority of the California Postsecondary Education Commission related to budgets is limited response to requests from the
Governor and General Assembly for review and recommendations of budget requests of the segments (Community Colleges,
California State University and the University of California)
(p) West Virginia has two state-level coordinating boards: the Higher Education Policy Commission for four-year institutions
and the Council for Community and Technical Education for community and technical colleges. The council and commission
share coordinating responsibilities including developing a public policy agenda that is aligned with state goals and objectives
and the role and responsibilities of each coordinating board.

Source: (McGuinness, 2010, p.3)

Figure 3. Authority of State Boards and Agencies of Higher Education, 2010
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Many scholars including McLendon, Heller, and Young (2005), Hearn and Griswold
(1994) and Zumeta (1996) explored the governing boards and the likelihood that these types of
boards are more likely to adopt innovative practices than those with lesser authority such as
coordinating boards. Hearn and Griswold (1994) proposed that
the raw political power of the consolidated boards may enable them to resist innovation
more successfully, whereas the strong coordinating boards’ broader base of support and
wider statewide connections may associate them more frequently with successful moves
for innovations. (p. 169)
McLendon, Heller, and Young (2005), who built on Hearn and Griswold (1994), referenced
Berdahl and MacTaggart (2000), Hebel (2000) and MacTaggart (1998) to present the counter
opinion:
Again, the capability of states to design new, effective postsecondary policies was as a
point of debate, but with critics of strong regulatory structures now asserting that
centralized governance may inhibit policy innovation in the postsecondary arena because
government bureaucracies are inherently resistant to new ideas. (p. 364)
These scholars also cautioned against the inference that the adaptation of policy innovation is a
judgment whether these innovations were good or bad as McLendon et al. (2005) have
cautioned: “one should be wary of equating new policy ideas with better policy ideas in the
postsecondary sector” (p. 365).
The literature reflects many other differentiating factors within the two broad
classifications of consolidated governing and coordinating boards including: 1) existence of a
consolidated board for all public institutions or separate boards for four year institutions and two
year institutions; 2) the political structure of the state; 3) methods used for financing; and 4) the
history of the individual state. These factors all influence the dynamics of the governing and
coordinating boards. While no one variable can explain all clear differences or completely
represent the complex dynamics of the states’ role in higher education, the differences in
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governing and coordinating boards provide a framework to analyze public higher education
funding, practices, and policy.
Hearn and Griswold (1994) explored the relationship of policy innovation and states with
greater levels of centralized higher education governance structures using the conceptual
framework of Kingdon (1984) organizational theory. Hearn and Griswold (1994) found a
correlation between the likelihood of policy innovation adaptation in academic areas and the
strength of the statewide governing and coordinating board. However, no such correlation was
found between board structures and financing activities. McLendon, Heller, and Young (2005)
built on the work of Hearn and Griswold (1994) by using longitudinal analysis to examine how
state system variances influence higher education policy innovation. Among the results of the
study, a weak correlation was found between new financing policy adoption and the governance
structure. Literature reveals other differences in governance structures and higher education
funding. Zumeta (1996) examined state policy making within the context of state governance
structures for public higher education. Zumeta (1996) examined policy positions toward private
higher education context of three constructs: “laissez-faire,” “central planning,” or “marketcompetitive” (p. 367) Zumeta (1996) based his constructs on a simplified version of McGuinness
(1997) statewide governance structure: regulatory coordinating boards and consolidated
governing boards. Zumeta (1996) used these structures and other state variables including state
spending on higher education and state personal income per capita. Zumeta (1996) noted states
with consolidated governing boards generally spend more on higher education funding even
though personal income per capita was lower than those states with coordinating boards.
Although there are many classifications of state higher education boards, for purposes of this
study only the two primary broad groups will be considered: consolidated governing and those
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without consolidated governing boards designated as: coordinating/planning agencies. As
planning agencies are few in number and most closely related to coordinating boards; these will
be grouped accordingly.
Operating and Capital Budgets
The National Center for Higher Education Management Systems depicts the relationships
among the primary sources of financial support for public higher education (see Figure 4).

Source: National Center for Higher Education Management Systems,
http://www.higheredinfo.org/catcontent/cat8.php
Figure 4. Primary Sources of Revenue for Public Higher Education.
The economy is a driver of tax revenues as it fluctuates positively in times of high economic
growth and acts inversely in negative economic cycles. Structural constraints in state budgeting
and classification of state higher education agencies or boards are the two primary theories that
form the conceptual lens for this study. Structural constraints in state budgeting refer to the
interplay of discretionary and non-discretionary items or those items that states must provide
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funding for due to federal or state judicial mandates. Medicaid and corrections are two prime
examples of non-discretionary funding. Kane, Orzag, and Apostolov (2004) investigated the
relationships between state appropriations and other state budgetary items, in particular
Medicaid, in the context of business cycles. States receive federal matching funds for Medicaid
based on a state per capita income formula, which results in a rate between 50 and 83 percent
which provides the incentive for states not to cut funding to Medicaid. Kane et al. (2005) pointed
out the rapid growth of Medicaid cost to states and the corresponding shift away from higher
education funding. Zusman (1986) has pointed out that higher education budgets represent the
largest discretionary item for a state.
Hovey (1999) has referred to the variances in state appropriations for higher education as
the “balance wheel” effect. When economic conditions of a state are weak, higher education is
cut disproportionate to other state funding items and the converse is true. Hovey (1999)
attributed this effect to the perception that higher education is inherently more flexible than other
programs to: 1) the existence of reserves; 2) the ability to translate budget changes to salaries; 3)
the ability to control costs through variable cost adjustments such as class offerings; and 4) the
option to raise tuition to increase revenue. These perceptions of flexibility do not take into the
consequences of enacting those options. Withdrawals from long-term endowment funds impact
the earnings, which deplete the intergenerational equity to future students. Reduction, wage
freezes, and lay-offs have led to staffing issues and program cuts impact students both in and out
of the classroom. Rising costs of tuition as a means to offset state cuts in higher education
funding, leads to decreased access. Less funding for institutions can translate as crucial building
repairs and maintenance postponed or unaddressed completely. Ultimately, all of these options
available to public higher education have a circular impact on the states. Higher education has
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both a quantifiable economic impact on states and in ways that are often difficult to measure
such as those that Heller (2001) and Bowen (1977) have described as benefits in citizenship,
emotional development, and equality that enhance the individual and the community.
Two prior surveys compared the efforts of states regarding the capital needs of public
higher education institutions: Manns’ FY1997 study (Manns & Opp, 2001) and Manns’ FY2003
study (Manns & Katsinas, 2006). Both studies were quantitative and utilized a survey instrument
as the primary data collection method. Data was obtained from the annual Grapevine survey of
public higher education operating budgets. The Grapevine project, sponsored by Illinois State
University, has published this data compilation that includes “general fund appropriations for
universities, colleges, community colleges, and state higher education agencies”
(http://www.grapevine.ilstu.edu/index.shtml) since 1960. Grapevine obtains this data from the
chief fiscal officers of state higher education agencies (SHEFOs)
(http://www.grapevine.ilstu.edu/index.shtml). Grapevine, the longest standing independent set of
uninterrupted data set on public higher education in the United States, was established by the late
M.M. Chambers, and continued by Edward Hines and is currently edited by James C. Palmer,
professor of educational administration and foundations at Illinois State University (Manns &
Katsinas, 2006).
This section will focus on a review of the individual surveys in regards to capital and
operating budgets in public higher education. The data on operating budgets was obtained from
Grapevine. Manns’ FY1997 study was developed as part of Manns’ 2001 doctoral dissertation
entitled A Fifty State Assessment of Capital Needs of Public Higher Education. The research
from this study was published by Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers (APPA) by
Manns and Opp in 2001 in an article entitled A Fifty State Assessment of Capital Needs for
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Public Higher Education: Policy Objectives. Founded in 1914, the mission of APPA has evolved
to “support educational excellence with quality leadership and professional management through
education, research, and education.” Derrick A. Manns is the Director of Educational Programs
at the Louisiana Community and Technical College System. The primary purpose of Manns’
FY1997 study (Manns & Opp, 2001) was to review and compare the efforts of the fifty states to
finance public higher education capital needs. Manns formed a committee of experts that
reviewed the survey instrument, which investigated three key areas of capital needs:
1) financing, planning, the decision-making process used in each state, 2) available
funding, and 3) future policy directions. In addition, key variables were correlated to the
Facilities Condition Index and the Deferred Maintenance Ratio, to explore the relative
strength or weakness of the relationships. A second major goal was to develop a baseline
of data that might complement the existing Grapevine database tracking public higher
education operating budgets
(http://www.appa.org/FacilitiesManager/article.cfm?ItemNumber=405&parentid=204).
Manns’ FY1997 study (Manns & Opp, 2001) received an 82% response rate for a total of 41
responses from states represented both individually and regionally in Figure 5. Manns’ FY2003
study achieved a similar response rate of 80% (see Figure 5).
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FY 1997

FY 2003

Figure 5. States Responding to the FY1997 and FY 2003 Survey.

The survey results show the differences, both between states and across years, in capital
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 2000 through 2003 for the state respondents (see Figure
6).
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Source: Table 1, Capital Appropriations 2000-2003 (Manns & Katsinas, 2006, p.38)
Figure 6. Capital Appropriations, 2000-2003.
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Manns’ FY1997 study (Manns & Opp, 2001) addressed the following research questions:
1.

What is the current condition of state tax appropriations for public higher
education in relation to capital needs, including new construction, rehabilitation,
renovation, and deferred maintenance?

The two secondary research questions were:
2.

What decision-making process or processes, planning process or processes, and
funding mechanism or mechanisms are used to meet funding capital needs for
public higher education across the states? In other words, what are “good
practices” at both the institutional and state levels that have been verified by
facilities experts and to what extent are these “good practices” utilized in the
states; and

3.

What future directions do facilities expert practitioners see for the funding of
capital needs in public higher education, particularly in light of the projected
dramatic growth of traditional-aged students and increased demands for providing
lifelong education beyond high school over the next decade?

Figure 7 depicts the operating appropriations per student enrollment for fall 1997 in
public higher education institutions for responding states. These data were then sorted and
ranked from the highest operating appropriations per student to the lowest. Manns (2001) used
the same method to derive the capital appropriation per student enrollment for fall 1997 in public
higher education institutions for responding states, which is represented in Figure 8. This data
was then sorted and ranked from the highest operating appropriations per student to the lowest.
Manns employed these tables as tools to highlight the differences in operating appropriations
compared to capital appropriations (Manns & Opp, 2001).
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`

Notes. aFrom U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1998, for public higher education.
b
Data from Illinois State University (n.d.). Source: Manns & Opp, 2001, p.44

Figure 7. Manns’ FY1997 Study: State Population, Enrollment, State Operating Appropriations,
Operating Appropriations per Headcount Enrollment, and Rank (N = 41).
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State

Capital
1997 Enrollment Student Enrollment
State Capital
Rank
b
(Fall 1997
Appropriations Per
State Population
Appropriations
Headcount)a
Headcount Enrollment
(thousands)a
AK
609,000
27,828
6,525,000
234
22
AZ
4,555,000
254,530
3,000,000
12
32
AR
2,523,000
89,457
8,800,000
98
29
CA
32,268,000
1,624,907
466,597,000
287
17
CO
3,893,000
209,183
173,200,000
828
5
CT
3,270,000
97,588
245,481,000
2515
1
HI
1,187,000
47,370
38,821,000
820
6
ID
1,210,000
49,392
7,700,000
156
25
IL
11,896,000
532,470
158,952,900
299
15
IN
5,864,000
220,967
111,000,000
502
10
IA
2,852,000
125,923
51,000,000
405
13
KS
2,595,000
155,429
20,000,000
129
27
KY
3,908,000
147,423
15,871,000
108
28
LA
4,352,000
174,589
45,000,000
258
20
ME
1,242,000
37,888
6,500,000
172
24
MD
5,094,000
217,277
147,155,000
677
7
MA
6,118,000
173,416
45,000,000
259
19
MN
4,686,000
208,540
90,100,000
432
12
NE
1,657,000
99,717
8,700,000
87
30
NV
1,677,000
71,925
65,000,000
904
4
NH
1,173,000
36,365
9,700,000
267
18
NJ
8,053,000
264,596
52,500,000
198
23
NC
7,425,000
302,939
183,000,000
604
9
ND
641,000
36,765
10,800,000
294
16
OH
11,186,000
405,339
273,300,000
674
8
SC
3,760,000
148,363
140,543,401
947
3
SD
738,000
28,564
565,000
20
31
TN
5,368,000
194,097
25,587,000
132
26
TX
19,439,000
838,091
844,000,000
1007
2
UT
2,059,000
114,195
50,000,000
438
11
WV
1,816,000
74,755
25,000,000
334
14
WI
5,146,000
244,628
59,000,000
241
21
WY
480,000
29,994
0
0
33
Note. aFrom U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1998, for public
higher education. bData from Illinois State University(n.d.). Source: Manns & Opp, 2001, p.45.
Figure 8. Manns’ FY1997 Study: Operating Appropriations Per Headcount, by State (N=33)
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Bareither (1977), Manns, and Opp (2001) and Manns and Katsinas (2006) agreed that a
minimum of 1.5% of operating funds should be set aside for the renewal and replacement of
facilities in each state. Kaiser (1996) has advocated a minimum of two percent. Manns and Opp
(2001) reported that of the 25 states that responded to this survey, 18 states (72%) set aside
between 0% and 1.49% of their operating budgets for facilities, and 14 of these 18 set aside less
than 1.0%, drastically below the 1.5% to 2.0% minimum recommended (see Figure 9).

Source: Manns & Opp, 2001, p.42

Figure 9. Percentage of Annual Operating Funds Set-aside for Facilities Renewal and
Replacement by State
Illinois, Indiana, Massachusetts, Maine, Maryland, Nebraska, North Dakota and
Tennessee were the only responding states that set aside at least 1.5% of their operating budgets
for renewal and replacement of facilities. Of those seven, Illinois, Indiana and Massachusetts,
set aside more than 3% of their operating budgets for facilities.
Six years later when the states were asked the same question “What percent of operating
funds are set aside for renewal and replacement in your state,” Manns and Katsinas (2006)
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reported that 25 states responded to this survey item. Of this, 20 states (80%) of those responding
states, set aside between 0% and 1.5% of their operating budgets at the state level for facilities
and 85%, an increase of 7.2% from the prior study, set aside less than 1%. Five states,
Minnesota, Illinois, Montana, North Dakota and Virginia or 20%, set aside at least 2% or more
of their operating budgets for renewal and replacement of facilities. Manns and Katsinas (2006)
concluded that little had changed since the prior study and with regards to funds set aside for
renewal and replacement, some negative movement had occurred.
Among the recommendations of Manns’ FY 1997 study are the establishment of a
longitudinal database of state tax funding for public higher education capital needs, state
agencies should increase their ability to obtain accurate facilities data, and that institutions
should assume a stronger governing role in facilities if states want a decentralized institutions of
public higher education (Manns & Opp, 2001). This recommendation would again be made in
Manns’ FY2003 study.
Selected results from the second survey, Manns’ FY2003 study, were published by APPA
in an article entitled Capital Budgeting Practices in Public Higher Education by Derrick A.
Manns and Stephen G. Katsinas. This survey administration collected data from the states
between FY1997 and FY2003. The primary research questions addressed in Manns’ FY2003
study were:
1.

What decision-making, funding, and allocation processes are used to meet capital
needs for public higher education across the United States; and

2.

To what degree are sound practices as described by experts in the field facilities
management actually occurring in the states? (pp. 37-38)

62

Among the results of the Manns’ FY2003 study, the majority of responders indicated that
Their states do not mandate that their public institutions of higher education set aside
general operating funds from the annual operating budget appropriations for renewal and
replacement (90%);
A majority of the states do not have a statewide facilities master plan (65%);
Overwhelmingly, funding formulas are not used in the request phase by state higher
education agencies to request funds for public higher education capital needs. Funding
formulas are more likely to be used in the budget request phase for operating needs than
for capital needs in a large majority of states (75%);
and states lack comparative data (Manns & Katsinas, 2006, p. 37).
The majority or 77% of respondents indicated that facilities audits were not conducted on
a regular basis. Kaiser (1993) identified the functions of a facilities audit:
systematically and routinely identifies facility deficiencies and functional performance of
campus facilities through an inspection program and observation reports. The audit
process helps maintenance management and the institution’s decision makers recommend
actions for major maintenance and capital renewal. (p. 1)
This percent was significant due to the fact that the number of states that conduct facilities audits
on a regular basis has declined by ten percent since Manns’ FY1997 study.
The Manns’ FY2003 study echoed a number of the conclusions made in his FY1997
study. These include the need for statewide comprehensive master plans for facilities and the
development of a longitudinal database to collect and store data related to facilities. In addition,
Manns and Katsinas (2006) recommended strengthening the data collection role of the state
higher education agencies and the necessity of increased corporation between state legislatures
and external professional and civic higher education organizations.
Deferred Maintenance Issues
Kaiser (2004) provided a definition of deferred maintenance in his article, State of
Deferred Maintenance published by APPA in Facilities Manager, as “maintenance and repair
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deficiencies that are unfunded at the end of the fiscal year on a planned or unplanned basis and
are deferred to a future budget cycle or postponed until funds are available” (p.15). Boyer (1989)
stated the case for addressing deferred maintenance:
I am suggesting that maintenance, like health, cannot be deferred. We can pretend that we
are saving money by delay, but that simply means there will be a far greater investment
later on. We must find a way to convince state governments that maintaining buildings
not only makes sense for education; it reflects sound fiscal management as well. (p. xvi)
Kaiser (2004) stressed that a lack of a common definition is one of the major problems
associated with deferred maintenance. Kaiser (2004) provided a synopsis of deferred
maintenance issues:
Piecemeal approach to capital planning without linkages between strategic and
operational planning;
Chronic resource shortage;
Inadequate management policies and practices, plus internal politics;
Misunderstood and misapplied needs assessment methodologies and tools;
Unrealistic financial planning; and
Lack of performance measures. (p. 14)
The current backlog of accumulated deferred maintenance can be traced back to stressors
that include, but are not limited to, the long-term decline in both federal and state funding, aging
facilities, and periods of rapid enrollment growth in higher education. Kerr (1990) directly
addressed the condition of facilities “physical plants and equipment have been getting older
(nearly one-third of the physical plants in academia were built in the 1960s) and often have been
poorly maintained” (p.15). The history of enrollment shows spikes of great growth during the
1960s and 1970s. After World War II, the G.I. Bill opened education to those who had
previously been shut out by the formative cost and social norms. Cameron (1983) reported these
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increases in enrollment growth followed by the subsequent funding served to expand facilities in
public higher education. However, Cameron (1983) cautioned that periods of decline would
follow as part of the normal economic cycles and universities are not prepared for this negative
environment. Cameron’s (1983) warning would prove indicative of the environment to follow.
Student enrollments have not since achieved the doubling and tripling that occurred when
the baby boomers attended universities. However, enrollment growth from minorities, females,
immigrants, and adult students entering universities continues to be significant. Heller (2001)
has attributed enrollment growth to two primary factors: a dramatic increase in “nontraditional
students” and a significant increase in traditional students. According to American Association
of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) (2006), the largest enrollment increases are from
students under twenty and over fifty. Hardy, Katsinas, and Bush (2007) pointed out colleges with
the Carnegie 2005 Basic Classification of Public Associate’s Colleges have experienced a large
surge in enrollment as a result of Tidal Wave II, with an increase of 2.3 million students over a
5-year period from 2000-2001 to 2005-2006. According to the data obtained from the U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, the total of all students
enrolled in all public higher education institutions rose 24.8% from fall 1997 to fall 2008. Table
1 depicts the enrollment growth from fall 1963 through fall 2008.
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There has been a gradual shift of total students, all levels, in enrollment from private to public
higher education institutions over time. In the 43-year time span, 1964 to 2008, the enrollment in
public higher education has increased from 64.5% to 73.1% corresponding to the same 8.7%
decrease in private higher education institutions (see Table 1). However in the 17-year period
from 1991 to 2008, there has been a decrease of 5% in enrollments in public higher education
institutions which may indicate another shift in public versus private higher education enrollment
trends (see Table 1). Regardless, enrollment in four-year and two-year public higher education
institutions is projected to increase by 8.5% in the seven-year period from 2009 to 2018 (see
Table 2).
Table 2
Projected Enrollment in All Public Postsecondary Degree-Granting Educational Institutions,
2009 to 2018
Year

Public

Fall 2009

14,523 a

Fall 2010

14,609

Fall 2011

14,744

Fall 2012

14,882

Fall 2013

15,064

Fall 2014

15,220

Fall 2015

15,347

Fall 2016

15,472

Fall 2017

15,626

Fall 2018

15,764

Notes. adepicted in thousands. Table Data was extracted from U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics, Table 3. Enrollment in educational institutions, by level and control of institution: Selected
years, 1869-70 through fall 2018.

Heller (2001) made the case that both enrollments and tuition have increased simultaneously.
Increased enrollment may seem counterintuitive to economic models of increasing prices, which
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lead to decreasing demand without factoring in the increased public acknowledgement of the
significance of obtaining a higher education. Heller (2001) built on Bowen’s (1977) theory that
higher education provides society and individuals not only with an economic benefit but also
benefits in citizenship, emotional development and equality. This understanding has become
more widely recognized and accepted, which further spurs individuals to seek higher education
despite rising tuition costs.
Enrollment growth increased through access afforded by the G.I. Bill and spurred by the
baby boomers as they entered colleges and universities in the 1960s (Thelin, 2004). Kerr (1994)
described the impending surge of applicants to California higher education as “Tidal Wave II.”
“Tidal Wave II” referred to the influx of grandchildren of World War II veterans entering higher
education institutions. Enrollment growth and increased funding were the primary drivers of the
expansion of facilities. It was an optimistic time in public higher education with the influx of
funding and students. Unfortunately, there was little consideration given to the future and what
this meant in terms of sustainability. The current state of funding in public higher education is
compounded by the institutional issues of deferred maintenance, infrastructure needs, and aging
facilities.
Boyer (1989) stated that for a learning community to flourish; it must have adequate
buildings and equipment. He provided four reasons why quality facilities and proper facilities
maintenance are needed: first, for the recruitment and retention of exceptional students and
faculty; second, to build connection to the institution’s fiscal efficiency; third, to promote quality
education, and fourth to foster community spirit. Students and faculty place significance on the
physical structure of the campus when making a decision of whether to be a part of it. Boyer
(1989) noted that the practice of deferring maintenance to a later date only increases the cost.
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Without proper tools, technology, and facilities, the environment is not conducive to effective
learning. Finally, Boyer (1989) discussed how factors such as proper physical arrangement and
lighting can provide warmth to enhance or establish a feeling of community. In citing previously
published Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching Research, Boyer (1989)
revealed that 60% of high school students surveyed said the appearance of the campus was the
largest factor in their decision to attend. Reynolds (2006) surveyed 13,782 U.S. students to
determine the level of influence facilities had on retention and recruitment. Sixty-six point nine
percent of respondents indicated that the overall quality of facilities was “essential” or “very
important” and 50.6% reported that the attractiveness of the campus was “essential” or “very
important” in their selection of a higher education institution. Cain and Reynolds (2006)
concluded that the facilities do have an impact both in the selection of an institution and in the
decision to remain enrolled.
In Facilities and the Academic Mission, Boyer (1989) argued the importance of
maintaining facilities:
I am suggesting that maintenance, like health, cannot be deferred. We can pretend that we
are saving money by delay, but that simply means there will be a far greater investment
later on. We must find a way to convince state governments that maintaining buildings
not only makes sense for education; it reflects sound fiscal management as well. (p. xvi)
Kaiser (1996) estimated that $5.7 billion of the $26 billion in deferred maintenance for higher
education facilities should be addressed immediately to meet safety and functional needs. Kaiser
(1996) noted those public institutions tend to be more heavily burdened with deferred
maintenance than their private counterparts. Kaiser (1996) proposed that federal, state, and local
governments, businesses, foundations, students, alumni, and all other stakeholders make a
commitment to maintaining higher education facilities to return the obligation incurred by the
benefits that higher education has provided to them.
69

Medlin (2000), building on the work of Kaiser (1996) and Boyer (1989), further
emphasized the urgent need for reinvestment in facilities by higher education. Facilities are the
largest capital investment of a higher education institution, she argues. Medlin (2000) provided
four broad categories to address the failing campus infrastructure: campus leadership
commitment, strategic resource planning, development of databases and standards by higher
education professional organizations, and an institutional ability to utilize the first three
categories.
Manns and Opp (2001) and Manns and Katsinas (2006) also further documented issues
related to escalating deferred maintenance. Among the conclusions of the Manns’ FY1997 study
(Manns & Opp, 2001) was that 1) deferred maintenance presented a significant challenge for
public higher education institutions; and 2) there was a lack of long term master facilities’
planning as well as a lack of recurrent facilities audits. Deferred maintenance leads to costly
repairs in the future, while state master planning can help identify and formulate a method to
deal with the unaddressed maintenance and repairs. Manns and Opp (2001) and Manns and
Katsinas (2006) investigated the Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR) and Facilities Condition
Index (FCI) to explore the relative strength or weakness of the relationships. Manns’ FY1997
study was the first to apply these standards, developed for institutions, to states.
The Deferred Maintenance Ratio is calculated by dividing the amount of deferred
maintenance by the total operating expenses. Kaiser (1996) suggested the DMR should be
between 2% to 4% of current replacement value of the facilities. Kaiser (1996) reported an
average for all colleges and universities was 11.5% and that most institutions had much higher
than the recommended 2% to 4% range. Manns’ FY1997 study found that only one state,
Arizona, fell within the recommended range suggested by Kaiser (1996).
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Estimated
Deferred Maintenance

Operating
Appropriation

Maintenance
Ratio

Alabama

829,241,687

967,749,000

86.0

Alaska

141,407,500

172,011,000

82.2

Arizona

27,000,000

706,577,000

3.8

Arkansas

85,000,000

486,794,000

17.5

Hawaii

67,700,000

351,127,000

19.3

Illinois

830,300,000

2,119,555,000

39.2

87,400,000

711,868,000

12.3

Kansas

300,000,000

535,353,000

56.0

Kentucky

265,442,200

707,323,000

38.0

Louisiana

105,000,000

645,904,000

16.3

Maryland

800,000,000

848,221,000

94.3

Massachusetts

382,500,000

825,728,000

46.3

Nebraska

350,000,000

401,750,000

87.1

Nevada

35,000,000

238,273,000

14.7

New Hampshire

80,000,000

82,989,000

96.4

New Jersey

445,000,000

1,343,849,000

33.1

North Carolina

620,000,000

1,852,013,000

33.5

North Dakota

150,000,000

153,815,000

98.0

South Carolina

174,000,000

906,325,000

19.2

Texas

243,901,243

3,191,337,000

8.0

25,000,000

135,034,000

19.0

State

Iowa

Wyoming

Notes. States (20) that responded to the survey, but did not provide data on deferred maintenance: CA,
CO, CT, DE, GA, ID, IN, ME, MN, NM, OH, OK, PA, SD, TN, UT, VT, WV, WI. Source: (Manns,
2001, p.13)

Figure 10. FY1997 Deferred Maintenance Ratio.
The Facilities Condition Index (FCI), calculated by dividing the estimated replacement
value of facilities by the estimated deferred maintenance, is shown in Figure 10 for fiscal year
1997 and Figure 11 for fiscal year 2003.
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Source: Manns, 2001, p.11

Figure 11. Manns' FY 1997 Facilities Condition Index: Deferred Maintenance Divided by
Replacement Value (in thousands) expressed in (%).
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Of the 16 states that provided enough information to calculate FCI, Kansas, with .1,
showed the most positive indication of addressing maintenance issues, followed closely by,
Arizona, with .7 (see Figure 8). Nebraska, with 26.9, is the highest number, which represents the
most negative FCI of the responding states.
Six years later in Manns’ FY2003 study, the FCI for Arizona had increased to 4.8 and
Kansas to 16.86 (see Figure 9). Although Nebraska did not provide enough information to
calculate their FCI, their replacement value had almost tripled to over $3 million.
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Source: Manns & Katsinas, 2006, p.40

Figure 12. 2002-03 Facilities Condition Index: Estimated Deferred Maintenance Divided
by Estimated Replacement Value (in thousands) expressed in (%).
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For the fiscal year end 2003, FCI fluctuated from 1.22 for Maryland on the lowest to 43.3 for
Arkansas on the highest end (see Figure 9). These percentages indicate the broad swings that
exist between states. Manns and Katsinas (2006) quoted Kaiser (1996) to provide a guideline for
FCI “the FCI should be held below 5.0% and, under certain conditions, closer to 2.0%” (Kaiser,
1996, p. 43). These results take new significance in the context that the majority of these states
are well over the 5.0% “good practice” indicator in FY1997 and FY2003. This calculation is
most useful to states when “meaningful” data is gathered on a regular basis and in conjunction
with facilities audits (Manns & Katsinas, 2006). Kaiser (2009) summed up issues with deferred
maintenance when he states:
Underfunding of major maintenance and capital renewal and replacement inevitably
results in backlogs of deferred maintenance. Unsafe buildings and unreliable
infrastructure create hazardous conditions. Failing HVAC, electrical, and plumbing
systems jeopardize the usability of spaces necessary for academic, student, and
administrative activities. Unattractive building interiors deter enrollment strategies
essential to tuition-dependent institutions. All of these factors add up to liabilities not
shown on a college or university balance sheet. (p. 6)
Good Practices
There was no universal standard or any conceptual theory of “good practices” or “best
practices” identified in the review of literature. Meade (1996) defined best practice in his
definition of benchmarking as:
those practices which lead to superior or excellent performance, the observation and
exchange of information about those practices, and the adaptation and implementation of
those practices into one’s own organization. (p. 2)
The terms “good practices” and “best practices” are used synonymously. For the purpose
of this study, “good practice” is used to refer to standards in facilities at the state level
recommended by expert practitioners and scholars in higher education finance and policy. The
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literature and research, while quite limited, clearly did point to good practices recommended by
experts: comprehensive master planning at the state level, access to and periodic review of data
on higher education facilities and funds designated for facilities renewal and replacement. Many
of these good practices are applied to institutions; Manns’ research was the first applying them to
the states as units of study.
As early as 1959, Lyman Glenny noted the lack of master planning as a major oversight
in state coordination for the coming baby boom. Manns and Katsinas (2006) reported 65% of the
40 responding states do not have facilities master plan. Glenny (1959) did not advocate a
template form of master planning, but recognized each state has unique circumstances and
issues. Halstead (1974), Smelser (1974), Perkins and Baird (1972) also advocated the benefits to
higher education institutions and states by utilizing a statewide master planning approach.
Halstead (1974) uses Glenny’s 1959 book, Autonomy of Public Colleges: The Challenge of
Coordination as the basis for the seven principal advantages of statewide planning:
1.

Lessons or eliminates tensions and conflicts among institutions;

2.

Focuses attention of the public on the whole system of higher education rather on
one or two of the larger institutions;

3.

Helps to create among legislators and State executive officers a more favorable
attitude toward educators and higher education.

4.

Provides a relative increase in support for smaller colleges, which, thanks to the
central agencies, are said to be financially better off than before coordination;

5.

Affords, through assigning and enforcing differential functions, some protection
of the traditional functions of the university and land-grant colleges against
encroachment by teachers colleges and State colleges, and obtains for them
financial support equivalent to, or greater than, that before coordination;

6.

Provides, in a number of States, long-range capital-construction programs and
schedules which, it is hoped, the legislature will agree to support; and
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7.

Enriches program offerings throughout the public system by increasing support
and preventing unnecessary overlap and duplication. (p. 30)

Glenny (1976) further stated that higher education leadership is embedded in the day to
day operations of the institution, which leaves little time to dedicate to long range planning
which state governments could facilitate. Glenny and Schmidtlein (1983) pointed to the
increasing role that state governments play through coordinating agencies and the positive
impact that could be gained. Perkins and Israel (1973) argued that universities should approach
statewide master planning in partnership with states rather than having it imposed on them.
Perkins and Israel (1973) reiterated that resistance could lead to a politically motivated
government issuing mandates, rather than the desired coordination formed by a volunteering
partnership.
Post-Baby Boom commentators including St. John (1991) have identified goals and
objectives of statewide master planning for higher education: promoting economic development,
upholding responsible financial management, providing access and choice for low income and
minority students, and maintaining and improving the quality of education and research. The
facilities are a crucial component of state master planning that is an integral part of all of these
goals and objectives. St. John (1991) illustrated this as:
The coordination of five types of strategies is needed for a comprehensive approach to
state-level resource management in higher education program and facilities planning, cost
management, institutional subsidies, student aid, and enrollment. These strategies should
be consciously linked. Unfortunately, in most states, this is not the case; policies are
developed in each area without consideration of their interrelated impacts. Yet they do
interact to create what are too often contradictory incentives for institutions and student.
(p. 271-272)
St. John (1991) indicated that facilities’ planning provides a way that states can control
costs, regulate quality, and foster coordination across institutions. St. John (1991) used several
examples to illustrate this point. One such example that St. John (1991) provided to illustrate the
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coordination of facilities is the creation of a new educational center that involved the state
coordinated cooperation of three separate higher education institutions in Minnesota. The total
amount of deferred maintenance for public higher education facilities, reviewed at length earlier
in this chapter, is a crucial figure that should be available and reviewed by each institution
(Kaiser, 1995) and state (Manns & Opp, 2001; Manns & Katsinas, 2006). Manns and Opp
(2001) and Manns and Katsinas (2006) investigated Facilities Condition Index (FCI) and the
Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR), to explore the relative strength or weakness of the
relationships. The Facilities Condition Index (FCI), calculated by dividing the estimated
replacement value of facilities by the estimated deferred maintenance, provides another reference
point for states to track progress and trends (Kaiser, 1996; Manns & Opp, 2001; Manns &
Katsinas, 2006). Manns and Katsinas (2006) quoted Kaiser (1996) to provide a ‘good practice’
for FCI “the FCI should be held below 5.0% and, under certain conditions, closer to 2.0%”
(Kaiser, 1996, p. 43). Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR) is calculated by dividing the estimated
Deferred Maintenance by Operating Appropriations. Manns and Katsinas (2006), Manns and
Opp (2001) concur with Kaiser (1996) 2% to 4% recommendation for an appropriate Deferred
Maintenance Ratio. The periodic review of facilities audits of public higher education facilities
provides comprehensive information to identify the urgent needs for each institution the state
level. Kaiser (1993) pointed to the crucial role of facility audits to inspect and identify
maintenance deficiencies to plan for capital renewal and significant maintenance allocation. The
availability and periodic review of these types of data provides a useful planning and decisionmaking tool for state higher education boards.
The literature on facilities funding has long recommended the allocation of a dedicated
percentage of operating funds for capital needs as a good management practice (Bareither, 1977;
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Kaiser, 1995; Manns & Opp, 2001; Manns & Katsinas, 2006). Bareither (1977) suggested that
institutions should set aside between 1.5% and 3% of their operating budgets for higher
education facilities renewal and replacement while Kaiser (1995) recommended that this number
should be between 2% and 4%. Manns and Opp (2001) and Manns and Katsinas (2006) built on
Bareither (1977) and Kaiser (1995) to conclude that a minimum of 1.5% of operating funds
should be set aside for higher education facilities and replacement.
Scholars including Glenny (1959), Halstead (1974), Smelser (1974), Perkins and Baird
(1972), St. John (1991), and Manns and Katsinas (2006) have recommended statewide master
planning that include facilities. St. John (1991) has emphasized that comprehensive state master
plans for facilities afford a way that states can regulate cost, quality, and promote coordination
across institutions. Manns and Opp (2001) and Manns and Katsinas (2006) pointed to the
importance of available good data regarding higher education facilities at the state level. Scholars
and expert practitioners including Bareither (1977), Kaiser (1996), Manns and Opp (2001), and
Manns and Katsinas (2006) recommended that states designate funding for capital as a
percentage of operating budgets. Statewide facilities master plans, availability and periodic
review of facilities data, and designated funding for higher education facilities are good practices
that allow states to evaluate and plan for capital needs.
Summary
Empirical evidence was relied upon when disseminating good practices in statewide
facilities’ planning, processes and funding. The literature review identified three categories of
good practices at the state level for capital funding: a) comprehensive master planning at the
state level; b) access to and periodic review of data on higher education facilities; and c) funds
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designated for facilities renewal and replacement. There is no implication that these are the only
good practices or that this is a comprehensive list of all state level capital funding practices.
Within the background of this study is the underlying concept that reduced funding in higher
education leads to reduced access for students. More specifically, reduced state funding and
inadequate statewide planning in higher education facilities have the unintended consequence of
reducing access for students. Projected increases in enrollment in conjunction with reduced state
tax appropriations increase the pressure on higher education institutions to find ways to cut costs.
Deferred maintenance is a venue that is often utilized as a cost reduction measure. However, this
often leads to more costly repairs and renovation when and if these maintenance issues are
addressed. Rush and Johnson (1989), Kaiser (1996), Manns and Katsinas (2006) stressed the dire
consequences of the accumulation of deferred maintenance and the implication of reduced access
for students. Public higher education institutions use deferred maintenance accumulation as one
short-term solution to adjust for reduced funding which is often the result of reduced funding in
state tax appropriations allocated to the institutions.
The current state of higher education has been compounded by all of the issues presented
in this chapter: sporadic and uneven federal and state funding, periods of high enrollment, and
lack of comprehensive master planning at the state level. Without federal funding, higher
education institutions as they exist today would not be possible. However, the omission of
education in the constitution regulated the responsibility for it to the states. Hovey (1999)
emphasized “the condition of the national economy is the single most critical factor influencing
the condition of state governments” (p. 180). In cycles of growth, revenue bases expand and
states reap the benefits in the form of increased tax revenues. Hovey (1999) pointed out another
benefit of economic growth in the form of lower unemployment expenditures and other needs
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based state programs while the inverse is true in times of slow economic growth or recession.
Katsinas and Palmer (2005) further discussed that not only that states are susceptible to times of
economic stress but that the issue is complicated by the competition of public higher education
with K-12 education and matching programs such as Medicaid, prisons, and other state funded
programs for limited funds. Public higher education institutions struggle with the difficulty of
maintaining quality facilities, which give the appearance of prosperity while simultaneously
arguing for more state support.
As funding decreases, public higher education institutions respond by attempting to lower
expenses and increase tuition. Much needed maintenance on facilities is often deferred as
operating expenses can take priority over capital expenditures. This results in often a larger
expense when the repairs are finally addressed. A large number of buildings are the direct result
of the high enrollment periods resulting from the G.I. Bill and subsequent spikes thereafter.
These facilities were built in haste as a response to the urgent need of students to provide
housing, classroom, libraries, and laboratory space; often not intended as permanent facilities
(Hyman, 1986). These facilities were not constructed with long term planning and often without
attention to quality. These are the very buildings that are in use today and comprise some of the
most urgent repair needs to ensure the safety and well being of students. Katsinas (1994) stressed
that community colleges and regional universities in larger urban areas operate many of the
oldest facilities, which have deteriorated and require immediate repairs. Katsinas (1994) has
attributed the current condition of these facilities to the deferral of maintenance and repairs that
occurred due to the economic constraints during the 1980s. While state master planning was not
a part the facilities of the 1960s and 1970s, St. John (1991) indicated that the adoption of
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comprehensive state master plans for facilities provide a way that states can control costs,
regulate quality, and foster coordination across institutions.
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CHAPTER III:
METHODOLOGY
This chapter summarizes the procedural considerations of the study. It is organized as
follows: review of the problem, survey population, survey instrument, data collection and data
analysis.
Review of the Problem
Cain and Reynolds (2006), Manns and Opp (2001), and Manns and Katsinas (2006)
stressed the lack of literature on public higher education capital needs, particularly at the state
level which hinders the comparison of clearly demonstrated good practices across the states.
Although Halstead (1974) stressed the need for statewide planning and the importance of
facilities as a component during the “baby boom” era, he did not include any formulas, planning
models or practice recommendations for facilities at the state level in his 860-page Statewide
Planning in Higher Education Handbook published by the U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare in 1974 as a guide for state planning. Although Halstead’s (1974)
inclusion of facilities as a key component of state master planning, then its exclusion from the
detailed, further emphasized the gap in literature at the state level.
The capital renewal and replacement of the nation’s public higher education facilities has
been a mounting problem for over half a century since the end of the “baby boom,” as enrollment
has continued to increase while funding from states has decreased. Decision-making at the state
level to under invest in capital budgets has had an impact – often negative – at the institutional
level. Many scholars believe that policy makers have understated the continuing decline in the
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state of America’s educational facilities (Kaiser, 1984; Manns & Opp, 2001; Manns & Katsinas,
2006).
There is clearly a need for more research using the typology of governance structures of
state public higher education boards. Hearn and Griswold (1994) commented on the small
amount of literature on state structures and note that what was available was often not based on
empirical studies. Convey and Haney (1997), Holland and Jackson (1998) and McGuinness
(1997, 2002) all recommended the need for additional research to understand the criteria for
performance of public higher education boards based on factors such as governance structures.
Therefore, this study examined 1) state tax appropriations; 2) deferred maintenance; and 3) good
practices deploying the typology of statewide coordination and governance structures proposed
by McGuinness (1997, 2002, & 2010).
Expert practitioners and scholars have identified good practices in planning, allocation
and funding mechanisms, at the institutional and state level for capital needs for public higher
education. These good practices were identified in Chapter II. The study identified if states have
adopted key “good practices” including 1) comprehensive master planning for facilities at the
state level; 2) access to and periodic review of data on higher education facilities; 3) the level of
funds designated for facilities renewal and replacement; and 4) key facilities ratio and
percentages within recommended ranges. Many of these good practices are applied to
institutions. However, Manns’ research (2001, 2006) was the first to apply good practices to the
states as units of study.
State tax appropriations are heavily influenced by the economy, which drives state tax
revenues, fluctuating positively in times of high economic growth and declining in negative
economic cycles. Another factor of influence is the interplay of discretionary and non-
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discretionary items or those items that states must provide funding for due to federal or state
judicial mandates. Kane et al. (2005) and many others pointed out the rapid growth of Medicaid
cost to states and the corresponding shift away from higher education funding. Despite the
decline in state tax appropriations for public higher education, this item still represents the
largest discretionary item in nearly every state (Zusman, 1986; Katsinas, 2005). Given the
demographic reality of one million more 10- to 24-year olds and 3 million more 25- to 34-yearolds between 2009 and 2012, Manns and Opp (2001) and Manns and Katsinas (2006)
recommended a longitudinal study to ascertain the trends and relationships, if any, between state
tax appropriations for operating and capital needs of public higher education institutions.
The crucial issue of deferred maintenance was addressed in two significant major
national studies supported by the Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers (APPA):
The Decaying American Campus: A Ticking Time Bomb (Rush & Johnson, 1989) and A
Foundation to Uphold (Kaiser, 1996). Rush and Johnson (1989) concluded based on a survey
conducted in 1988 of 700 higher educational institutions, colleges and universities deferred four
dollars of maintenance for every dollar spent. In a follow up to the Rush and Johnson (1989)
study, Kaiser (1996) estimated that $26 billion is necessary to eliminate deferred maintenance
and of that 22% or $5.7 billion is identified as urgent needs. These urgent needs were identified
as repairs and renovations, which cause higher education facilities to be at risk if not addressed
(Rush & Johnson, 1989). Manns and Opp (2001) and Manns and Katsinas (2006) built on Rush
and Johnson (1989) and Kaiser (1996) to further illustrate the consequences if these urgent needs
were not addressed. All of these studies stressed the grim consequences of taking no immediate
action to address the rising problem as buildings age, funding is reduced or reallocated, and the
student population increases.
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The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of issues related to
capital and operating budget practices of state tax appropriations and policies at the state level
which may exist between and among states, comparing those 27 states with consolidated
governing boards and the 23 states with coordinating governing boards and planning agencies for
public higher education as identified by McGuinness (2010). While no one variable can explain
all clear differences or encompass all the complex dynamics of the states’ role in higher
education, the differences in consolidated governing and coordinating boards/planning agencies
provide a useful and important framework to analyze public higher education policy, practices,
and funding.
This study further served to document complexities related to facilities funding decisions
at the state level, to determine if trends can be identified by comparing newly collected data as of
FY2008 to findings from FY1997 and FY2003 using a revised instrumentation and design.
The primary research question was, “With regard to public higher education capital needs
and practices, what differences, if any, exist between and among states with consolidated
governing boards as compared to states with coordinating governing boards/planning agencies?”
The secondary research questions included the following:
1.

At the state level, what were the differences, if any existed, with regard to state
tax appropriations for public higher education capital needs and how has this
changed, if any, from FY1997 to FY2008; and

2.

At the state level, what observable differences, if any existed, in terms of deferred
maintenance to meet funding capital needs for public higher education, if any,
from FY1997 to FY2008; and
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3.

At the state level, to what extent were recognized “good practices” in planning
and allocation process(es) and funding mechanism(s), as recommended by expert
practitioners and scholars, used at the state level, for capital needs for public
higher education?
Survey Population

The study was limited to State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEOs) within
the fifty U.S. States. SHEEO, a membership organization of statewide coordinating and
governing boards of higher education, acts as a liaison between state and federal governments,
publishes research, and provides professional development (sheeo.org). A list of all 50 States’
Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEOs) including their contact information was
obtained from the national association’s website (http://www.sheeo.org/agencies.asp). Organized
in 1954, current members of SHEEO are chief executive officers of 23 consolidated state
governing boards and 26 state higher education coordinating boards/planning agencies, based on
McGuinness (2010) typology, for a total of 49 states. Michigan, although not a member of
SHEEO, was included for the purposes of this study based on information obtained from SHEEO
and will be grouped with coordinating boards/planning agencies henceforth. These state higher
education agencies are listed by state in Table 3. A detailed contact list of SHEEOs is listed as
Appendix A.
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Table 3
State Higher Education Agencies, by State
Alabama Commission on Higher Education

Nebraska's Coordinating Commission for
Postsecondary Education
Nevada System of Higher Education
New Hampshire Postsecondary Education
Commission
University System of New Hampshire
New Jersey Commission on Higher Education
New Mexico Higher Education Department
New York State Education Department, Office of
Higher Education
University of North Carolina General
Administration
North Dakota University System
Ohio Board of Regents
Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education
Oregon University System
Pennsylvania Department of Education, Higher &
Adult Education
Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education
Rhode Island Board of Governors for Higher
Education
South Carolina Commission on Higher Education
South Dakota Board of Regents
Tennessee Higher Education Commission
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board
Utah System of Higher Education
University of Vermont
Vermont State Colleges
State Council of Higher Education for Virginia

Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Education
University of Alaska System
Arizona Board of Regents
Arkansas Department of Higher Education
California Postsecondary Education Commission
Colorado Department of Higher Education
Connecticut Department of Higher Education
Delaware Higher Education Commission
Florida Department of Education
Georgia Board of Regents
Hawaii Board of Regents
Idaho Office of the State Board of Education
Illinois Board of Higher Education
Indiana Commission for Higher Education
Iowa State Board of Regents
Kansas Board of Regents
Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education
Louisiana Board of Regents
University of Maine System
Maryland Higher Education Commission
Massachusetts Department of Higher Education
Michigan Higher Education Assistance
Authoritya
Minnesota Office of Higher Education

Washington State Higher Education Coordinating
Board
West Virginia Higher Education Policy
Commission
University of Wisconsin System
University of Wyoming
Wyoming Community College Commission

Minnesota State Colleges and Universities
Mississippi State Institutions of Higher Learning
Missouri Department for Higher Education
Montana University System

Notes. While Michigan Higher Education Assistance is on this list, Michigan is not a member of SHEEO. Use of
italics indicates the state of origin has a consolidated governance board for public higher education. Adapted from
the from SHEEO website (http://www.sheeo.org/links/links_results.asp?regionID=53&issueID=20).
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Survey Instrument
A survey instrument was developed in order to ascertain the current status of state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital and operating budget practices at the state
level for public institutions of higher education survey instrument was developed (see Appendix
C).
This survey was the third iteration of the state level capital needs assessment for public
higher education derived from a previous dissertation entitled A Fifty State Assessment of Capital
Needs of Public Higher Education by Manns (2001). Permission was obtained from Manns to
update this study. The research from Manns’ FY1997 study (Manns & Opp, 2001) and Manns’
FY2003 study (Manns & Katsinas, 2006) was published in articles, 2001 and 2006 respectively,
in Facilities Manager, the journal of the Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers
(APPA). Founded in 1914, the mission of APPA is to “support educational excellence with
quality leadership and professional management through education, research, and education.” In
addition to members of the dissertation committee, E. Lander Medlin, Executive Vice President
of APPA, reviewed the survey instrument and revisions based on the suggestions and recent
developments in federal funding initiatives. The survey was then sent to State Higher Education
Executive Officers (SHEEOs), as identified by the SHEEO organization, within the fifty U.S.
States.
Fiscal years for most public higher education institutions and states run from July 1
through June 30. In a publication by the National Center for Education Statistics, An Historical
Overview of Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education, by
State: Fiscal Years 19902002, St. John, Hill, and Johnson (2007) indicated that states with
other dates on which the fiscal year ends include Alabama, whose fiscal year ended on
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September 30; Colorado, whose fiscal year ended December 31 prior to FY 94; Nebraska and
Texas whose fiscal year ended August 31 (p. iii). St. John et al. (2007) further affirmed that the
fiscal years have not been adjusted to reflect any of the states with a fiscal year different from
June 1 through June 30. Manns and Opp (2001) and Manns and Katsinas (2006) followed the
same approach. Therefore, this study adopted the same approach with no adjustments to the data
for Alabama, Nebraska, and Texas.
The time frame reviewed was fiscal years ending 2003 through 2008. Although some
2003 data were available from Manns’ FY2003 study, FY2003 was requested from states in
order to gain data from a state that had not participated in the prior study and to provide a
reference point for the 2008 results.
Data Collection
Guidelines recommended by Salant and Dillman (1994) were followed. A cover letter of
endorsement by E. Lander Medlin and Stephen G. Katsinas was emailed along with the survey
itself. The SHEEOs were sent via email the following attachments: an invitation letter to
complete the survey, an interactive check box survey pertaining to the financing, planning, and
decision-making processes of public higher education capital needs at the state level as well as
survey instructions and an informed consent form. SHEEOs were offered choices of a response
method: email, fax or postal mail. A reminder email was sent out ten days after the survey. A
personal note was then sent out to non-responders two weeks after the original survey. Nonresponders were given personal phone calls to increase response rates. Manns and Opp (2001)
achieved an 82% response rate and Manns and Katsinas (2006) received a 78% response rate.
Therefore, it was desirable to gain a similar level of participation.
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Data Analysis
This study analyzed data from three primary instruments: 1) Manns’ FY1997 survey; 2)
Manns’ FY2003 survey; and the 3) FY2008 survey by this researcher. Two secondary data
sources will also be used: Grapevine and the National Center for Education Statistics.
A response rate of 39 states or 78% was obtained. This was deemed acceptable by the
researcher, to allow, ratios and percentages to be developed that would allow longitudinal
comparisons, one of the major reasons for conducting this study. A Microsoft Access Database
was developed for the purpose of compiling all the data from the surveys into the same
repository for analysis. SHEEOs and/or SHEFO’s will be contacted for any missing data from
the surveys received and to increase the response rate from non-responders. Data regarding state
appropriations for operating budgets for public higher education for all fifty budgets will be
extracted from the Grapevine database, which in 2010 was merged with SHEEO and is now
housed there.
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of issues related to
capital and operating budget practices of state tax appropriations and policies at the state level
which may exist between and among states, comparing those 23 states with consolidated
governing boards and the 27 states with coordinating governing boards and planning agencies for
public higher education as identified by Authority of State Boards and Agencies of Higher
Education, 2010 by McGuinness in an unpublished update to his prior studies of statewide
governance: Authority of State Boards of Higher Education, 1997 and Authority of State Boards
of Postsecondary Education, 2002. The methodology used for this study is similar to that
proposed by Zumeta (1996).
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Zumeta (1996) examined policy positions toward private higher education context of
three constructs: “laissez-faire,” “central planning,” or “market-competitive” (p. 367). Zumeta
(1996) based his constructs on a simplified version of McGuinness’ (1988) statewide governance
structure: regulatory coordinating boards and consolidated governing boards. Zumeta (1996)
used these structures and other state variables including state spending on higher education and
state personal income per capita. Zumeta (1996) noted that states with consolidated governing
boards generally spend more on higher education funding, even though personal income per
capita is lower than those states with coordinating boards.
To conduct the analysis, it was necessary to examine the type of governance structures
and coordination of state higher education agencies. For purposes of this study, these two
primary broad groups were considered: statewide consolidated governing and statewide
coordinating boards/planning agencies. As planning agencies are few in number and most
closely related to coordinating boards, these were grouped. It is important to note that it is
possible for a state to have both a consolidated governing board and a coordinating
board/planning service agency. As of 2010, states with both consolidated governing board and a
coordinating board/planning service agency are: Alaska, Minnesota, and New Hampshire. For
purposes of this study, these states were identified as consolidated governing board.
McGuinness’ typologies: Authority of State Boards of Higher Education, 1997, Authority
of State Boards of Postsecondary Education, 2002, and Authority of State Boards and Agencies
of Higher Education, 2010 were reviewed. These years most closely correlate to data collected:
1) 1997 is the year of Manns’ FY1997 study; 2) 2002 as it most closely coincides with the
second data point of Manns’ FY2003 study; 3) and 2010 as it is closest to the FY2008 collected
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by this researcher. The states were then categorized into two groups: consolidated governing
boards and coordinating boards/planning agencies in Table 4.
Table 4
State Boards of Higher Education, by Governance Structure: 1997, 2002, 2010

Notes. Adapted from McGuinness: Authority of State Boards of Higher Education, 1997, p.58, Authority
of State Boards of Postsecondary Education, 2002, p. 3 and; Authority of State Boards and Agencies of
Higher Education, 2010, (p.3).
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Only two states listed as consolidating governing boards in 1997 changed typology
subsequent years: Florida and West Virginia (see Table 4). In 1997, Florida is identified as a
consolidated governing board by McGuinness; it was identified as a coordinating board/planning
agency state in 2002, and then a consolidated governing board in 2010. According to the
Education Commission of the States, a change was made in 2003 and the State Board of
Education was replaced by the Florida Board of Education, consisting of seven members
appointed by the governor. The legislature in West Virginia enacted a change in statewide
structure from a consolidated governing board to a coordinating board/planning agency in 2000,
according to the Education Commission of the States. Thus, the survey data from FY1997,
FY2002, and FY2008 will be organized by the researcher using McGuinness’ typology as
indicated in Table 4.
Adjustments to Data for Inflation
Grapevine was used to extract data on state appropriations for operating for public higher
education for all fifty states. Grapevine data has been collected by Illinois State University since
fiscal year ended 1961. Since fiscal year ended 1997 and 2003 had been used in the previous
studies, data was extracted from the period FY2004 to FY2008 for a longitudinal comparison.
All data reported in dollars on state appropriations, deferred maintenance, and facilities
values derived from Grapevine, Manns’ FY1997 study, Manns’ FY2003 study, and this study
was reported in current or nominal dollars. In order to effectively compare dollar values over a
period of time, it is necessary to adjust for inflation. Three methods were reviewed to decide the
most appropriate method to be used for the inflation adjustment factor: All Items Consumer Price
Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U), Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) and Higher
Education Cost Adjustment (HECA). Although the CPI-U is commonly used and it is readily
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available from the Bureau of Labor Statistics website, it was discarded due to the fact that it is
limited by a group of mixed basket of goods purchased by urban customers. The HEPI was
developed by Kent D. Halstead to measure the price changes in market basket of goods and
services typically purchased by colleges and universities (Halstead, 1974). Halstead addressed
critics of HEPI in his 1974 statement:
Those who feel that the HEPI has a built-in upward price trend bias due to failure to
exclude price increases resulting from improvements in the quality of services and goods
purchased may wish to modify downward the trend in index values, or at the least to
exercise restraint in using the inflationary trend as reported by the index. (p. 746)
Halstead last updated the HEPI in 2001. Since then, Commonfund, an investment
management firm, has maintained the index with some changes to formula in 2009
(Commonfund, 2010). The HEPI has served an important role in calling attention to the higher
expenses incurred by higher education versus other types of industries and is significant as the
first viable alternative developed to the CPI. The HEPI was not used for three primary reasons,
however: 1) it was privately developed, “so its accuracy lacks independent verification”
(Rothstein & Miles, 1995, p. 14); 2) the changes to formulas over the years; and 3) it is currently
managed by Commonfund, an investment management firm.
The HECA was developed by SHEEO as an alternative to HEPI and CPI-U. The formula
for HECA is easily calculated and as a result is independently verifiable and transparent which
was a key reason for selection. The HECA is the inflation measure used in the annual State
Higher Education Finance (SHEF) report that is produced annually by the State Higher
Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) that addresses broad issues regarding funding of public
higher education. The HECA is derived by taking the growth in the Employment Cost Index
(ECI) at a 75% weighting and the growth in the Gross Domestic Product Implicit Price Deflator
(GDP IPD) weighted at 25% of costs. From FY1997 to FY2008, the HECA has risen 43.4%
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while the CPI-U has increased at a rate of 10.2% less than the HECA and the HEPI had a higher
rate of 7.8 more than the HECA (see Table 5).
Table 5
A Comparison of Three Measures of Inflation: The Consumer Price Index - All Urban
Consumers (CPI-U), Higher Education Price Index (HEPI), and Higher Education Cost
Adjustment (HECA), Indexed to Fiscal Year 2008

Notes. Table data was extracted from the State Higher Education Finance FY 2008 Report, Table
11, CPI-U, HEPI, HECA, and Per Capita Personal Income, Indexed to Fiscal Year 2008 (p. 50).

The data was compared to the previous study iterations to identify trends and examine
differences. Finally, the data was statistically analyzed. This analysis provided the researcher
with relevant results to answer the research questions.
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CHAPTER IV:
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of issues related to
capital and operating budget practices and policies at the state level for public institutions of
higher education. A secondary purpose was to further document if trends can be identified by
comparing newly collected data for fiscal year 2008 to prior surveys conducted by Manns for
fiscal years 1997 and 2003 using a revised instrumentation and design. This chapter presents the
results of the data collected in this study and an analysis of this data. The results are organized by
the primary research question and the three secondary research questions, and are preceded by a
description of the responding states to the survey instrument.
Responding States
A survey instrument was developed in order to ascertain the current status of state tax
appropriations for public higher capital and operating budget practices at the state level for
public institutions of higher education survey (see Appendix A). Questions were derived from a
previous dissertation entitled A Fifty State Assessment of Capital Needs of Public Higher
Education by Manns (2001). Permission was obtained from Manns to update this study. A
committee of experts was invited to examine the survey instrument to determine the soundness
of existing questions and whether additional questions could be added to assist future research.
The survey was then sent to State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEOs), as identified
by SHEEO, within each of the fifty states. The time frame reviewed was from FY2003 through
FY2008. Although some FY2003 data were available from Manns’ FY2003 study, “missing
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data” for FY2003 was requested from states at the time the researcher administered the
instrument in order to gain data from states that had not participated in the prior study, and to
provide a reference point for the FY2008 results. The time period of July 1 through June 30 was
used as it is the most common fiscal year for higher education institutions and the states. This is
also consistent with Manns’ FY1997 and FY2003 studies. As defined in Chapter I, Manns’
FY1997 and FY2003 studies are used to refer to the body of work including the respective
survey instruments for FY1997 and FY2003. The individual survey instruments are referred to as
Manns’ FY1997 survey and Manns’ FY2003 survey. In Manns’ FY1997 survey administration,
responses were received from 41 states or 82%, and in Manns FY 2003 survey, responses were
received from 39 of 50 states, for a 78% participation rate. The states that responded to Manns’
FY1997 survey are indicated in Figure 13 (Manns’ FY1997 Survey Responding States) and
those states which responded to Manns’ FY2003 survey are indicated in Figure 14 (Manns’
FY2003 Survey Responding States). For the study of FY 2008 data, responses were received
from 39 of 50 states, for a 78% participation rate. Figure 15 (FY2008 Survey Responding States)
illustrates the states that responded to the FY 2008 survey and are highlighted in gray.
It is important to note that all responding states did not provide answers to all questions.
By example, Indiana provided answers to Question 15 (What was your state’s total capital
appropriation amount in the years listed for public higher education?) and Question 17 (Does
your state’s higher education governing or coordinating board have an estimate of the total
amount of deferred maintenance currently existing for public institutions? (If yes, please provide
the dollar amount)) of the FY2008 Survey. However, Indiana did not respond to any other survey
questions, and specifically did not provide comparative data on deferred maintenance and
expenditures for capital budgets. As discussed in Chapter I, this is part of the challenge, the
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limited research available on facilities in public higher education at the state level. Therefore, no
surveys were discarded on the basis of failing to provide answers to all questions. Each item
presented for analysis will therefore show how many states responded in which survey
administration.

Figure 13. Manns’ FY1997 Survey, Responding States. Responding states are indicated in blue.
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Figure 14. Manns’ FY2003 Survey, Responding States. Responding states are indicated in green.
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Figure 15. FY2008 Survey, Responding States. Responding states are indicated in red.
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of issues related to
capital and operating budget practices of state tax appropriations and policies at the state level
which may exist between and among states, comparing those 27 states with consolidated
governing boards and the 23 states with coordinating boards and/or planning agencies for public
higher education, as identified by Aims McGuinness (2010). Therefore, it was deemed
necessary to examine the type of governance structure of the state public higher education
agencies.
McGuinness’ typologies: Authority of State Boards of Higher Education, 1997; Authority
of State Boards of Postsecondary Education, 2002; and Authority of State Boards and Agencies
of Higher Education, 2010 were used as the framework for this study. As discussed in Chapter
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III, McGuinness presents three overarching categories in his typology: Consolidated Governing
Boards, Coordinating Boards, and Planning/Service Agencies. These categories are further
sorted by other criteria. By example, Coordinating Boards are sorted by Regulatory Coordinating
Boards and Advisory Boards. Regulatory Coordinating Boards are further classified into three
groups: Consolidated or Aggregated Budget, Budget Review and Recommendation, and those
with No Statutory Budget Role. For purposes of this study, and after consultation by the
researcher with McGuinness, only the two primary broad groups were considered: consolidated
governing boards and coordinating boards which include those states with higher education
planning agencies.
McGuinness (2010) depicted seven states as possessing higher education planning
agencies: Alaska, Delaware, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, District of Columbia,
and Puerto Rico. (The District of Columbia and Puerto Rico are not included in this study.)
Alaska, Minnesota, and New Hampshire were identified as both having a higher education
planning agencies and a consolidated governing board by McGuinness (2010). For purposes of
this study, these three states were identified as consolidated governing board states. In the case of
Alaska, the University of Alaska System serves as the governing board for all of the public two
year colleges and universities (http://www.alaska.edu/active/administration/). In the case of
Minnesota, the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities System governs 25 two-year colleges
and seven state universities, excluding only the University of Minnesota’s campuses
(http://www.mnscu.edu/about/index.html). The University System of New Hampshire governs
four state universities and colleges (http://www.usnh.edu/about/index.shtml) while the
Community College System of New Hampshire governs of seven community colleges
(http://www.ccsnh.edu/aboutus.html). The two remaining states, Delaware and Pennsylvania, of
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the seven states identified as higher education planning agencies were classified with
coordinating boards as their functions are closely related.
There were two states listed as consolidating governing boards in 1997 that changed
typology according to McGuinness: Florida and West Virginia. According to the Education
Commission of the States, the legislature in West Virginia enacted the change in structure to a
coordinating board/planning agency in 2000, while Florida became a governing board in 2001.
As Florida data is only available for FY2008, that state’s change in typology did not impact this
study. West Virginia was categorized as a coordinating board state for FY1997, FY2003, and
FY2008, in order to provide clear analysis by utilizing consistency in tables. However, West
Virginia does provide an opportunity to observe changes in governance structure and its impact,
if any, on capital needs for public higher education. Thus, for purposes of this study, there are 23
states with governing boards and 27 states classified as coordinating boards. The 23 states that
McGuinness classified as possessing Consolidated Governing Boards are referred hereafter as
“governing board states” and 27 that possess Coordinating Boards or Planning Agencies are
hereafter referred to as “coordinating board states.”
Grapevine was used to extract data on state appropriations for operating for public higher
education for all fifty states. Grapevine data have been collected by Illinois State University
since fiscal year ended 1961. The fiscal year data on state tax appropriations collected by Manns’
FY1997 and FY2003 studies were used when available. State tax appropriation data for public
higher education operating budgets was extracted from Grapevine for FY2008 for comparison.
All data reported in dollars for state tax appropriations, deferred maintenance, and facilities
values derived from Grapevine, Manns’ FY1997 study, Manns’ FY2003 study and this study
were reported in current or nominal dollars as of 2008. In order to effectively compare dollar
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values for both capital and operating budgets over time, it was necessary to adjust for inflation.
The dollar values were adjusted for inflation by Higher Education Cost Adjustment (HECA) as
described in Chapter III.
Primary Research Question
The primary research question was, “With regard to public higher education capital needs
and practices, what differences, if any, existed between and among states with consolidated
governing boards as compared to states with coordinating governing boards/planning agencies?”
Scholars including Hearn and Griswold (1994) and Zumeta (1996) have explored the
correlation between policy innovation adaptation and the strength of the statewide governing and
coordinating board for public higher education. Hearn and Griswold (1994) found a correlation
between the likelihood of policy innovation adaptation in academic areas and the strength of the
statewide governing and coordinating board, but no correlation could be found within the context
of funding.
In order to effectively develop trend data for comparison, the current survey data was
compiled, and is presented in narrative and descriptive statistics. As noted above, Manns’ two
prior surveys in FY 1997 and FY 2003, and this FY 2008 survey administration are the basis for
this quantitative study the states who responded to each survey administration. In Manns’
FY1997 survey administration, responses were received from 41 states or 82%; in Manns’
FY2003 survey, 39 states or 78% responded; and in this study, 39 states responded or 78% (see
Table 6). Thirty states, or 60%, responded to all three survey administrations and 35 states or
70% to both the FY1997 survey and the FY2008 survey administrations. This high response rate
is tempered by the relatively lower number of states that answered all questions, which makes
comparisons across time more problematic, as shall be shown below.
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Table 6
Responding States in Each Survey Administration
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal (N=23)
Percent

FY1997
X
X

FY2003
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
19
83%

X
X
X
X
X
X
18
78%

Consolidated
Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=27)
Percent

FY1997
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

FY2003
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X

FY1997 &
FY2008
X
X

FY2008
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

All 3 years
X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X
X
20
87%

X
X
X
15
65%

FY2008
X
X
X

All 3 years
X
X
X

X
X
X
17
74%
FY1997 &
FY2008
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
22
21
19
15
18
81%
78%
70%
56%
67%
Total (N=50)
41
39
39
30
35
Percent
82%
78%
78%
60%
70%
Note: Statewide governance structures are indicated as of FY2010. Responding states are states that responded to at least one question on the
survey for the fiscal year represented. Responding states for all 3 years of the survey are indicated in bold. Responding states to both Manns'
FY1997 survey and the survey administered by this researcher for FY2008 are indicated with italics.
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Secondary Research Question One
There are three secondary research questions. Secondary research question number one
is, “At the state level, what trends, if any existed, with regards to state tax appropriations for
public higher education capital needs from FY1997 to FY2008?” Secondary research question
number two is, “At the state level, what observable differences, if any existed, in terms of
deferred maintenance to meet funding capital needs for public higher education, if any, from
FY1997 to FY2008?” This section is divided further into population and headcount enrollment,
state tax appropriations for operating budgets, state tax appropriations for capital budgets and
a comparison of state tax appropriations of operating and capital budgets.
Population and Headcount Enrollment
To the first secondary research question, two important factors should be considered
when exploring state tax appropriations—population and headcount enrollment. The population
of a state provides the revenue base and thus the amount available for state tax appropriations for
public higher education. The population of a state also provides the primary pool of potential
students—in-state residents. Headcount enrollment shows the number of students that are
enrolled in two- and four-year public higher education institutions. These students require
facilities in order to effectively learn. The rates of growth in a state, by both population and
headcount enrollment, provide a way to view trends.
Tables 7, 8, and 9 present data on population and total headcount enrollment in terms of
numbers, percentages, and ratios. Table 7 presents the total U.S. population, as well as the
corresponding headcount enrollment for fall in public higher education institutions that includes
undergraduates and graduates for FY1997. Consistent with Grapevine methodology, data for the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, U.S. Trust Territories were excluded. Population data were
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obtained from the United States Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census
(http://www.census.gov/popest/states/NST-ann-est2008.html), and headcount enrollment data at
public degree-granting institutions by state were extracted from the U.S. Department of
Education’s National Center for Education Statistics/Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS). Table 7, and Tables 8 and 9 as well, present comparisons of 23 states that
according to McGuinness are classified as possessing Consolidated Governing Boards (hereafter,
“governing board states”) and 27 that possess Coordinating Boards or Planning Agencies
(hereafter, coordinating board states) for FY1997 and FY2008.
According to Table 7 (Population and Headcount Enrollment for States with
Consolidated Governing and Coordinating Boards, FY1997), the total population for the fifty
states as of July 1, 1997, was approximately 267.1 million people. Of these 267.1 million people,
68.9 million or 25.8% lived in one of the 23 states with governing boards, as compared to the
198.3 million or 74.2% in the 27 coordinating board states. The average population for the 23
states with governing boards was 3 million and the average population for the 27 states with
coordinating boards was 7.3 million. Thus, the ratio of the U.S. population living in states with
coordinating or governing boards is roughly 3:1. Not surprisingly, the total headcount
enrollment of 11 million in FY1997 is also distributed along these same lines, about 2.9 million
students or 26% residing in governing board states, and about 8.1 million or 74% in coordinating
board states.
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Table 7
Population and Headcount Enrollment for States with Consolidated Governing and Coordinating
Boards, FY1997
Type of Statewide
Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal (N=23)
Average
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=27)
Average
Total (N=50)
Average

Population
(as of
July 1997)
Number
Percent
609,000
0.2
4,555,000
1.7
14,683,350
5.5
7,486,000
2.8
1,187,000
0.4
1,210,000
0.5
2,852,000
1.1
2,595,000
1.0
1,242,000
0.5
4,686,000
1.8
2,731,826
1.0
878,706
0.3
1,677,000
0.6
1,173,000
0.4
7,425,000
2.8
641,000
0.2
3,243,254
1.2
987,000
0.4
738,000
0.3
2,059,000
0.8
588,665
0.2
5,146,000
1.9
480,000
0.2
68,873,801
25.8
2,994,513
4,319,000
2,523,000
32,268,000
3,893,000
3,270,000
732,000
11,896,000
5,864,000
3,908,000
4,352,000
5,094,000
6,118,000
9,785,450
5,407,113
1,657,000
8,053,000
1,730,000
18,143,184
11,186,000
3,317,000
12,020,000
3,760,000
5,368,000
19,439,000
6,732,878
5,604,105
1,816,000
198,255,730
7,342,805
267,129,531
5,342,591

1.6
0.9
12.1
1.5
1.2
0.3
4.5
2.2
1.5
1.6
1.9
2.3
3.7
2.0
0.6
3.0
0.6
6.8
4.2
1.2
4.5
1.4
2.0
7.3
2.5
2.1
0.7
74.2
100.0

Headcount Enrollment (Fall
1997)
Number
Percent
27,828
0.3
254,530
2.3
529,422
4.8
249,284
2.3
47,370
0.4
49,392
0.4
125,923
1.1
155,429
1.4
37,888
0.3
208,540
1.9
114,905
1.0
38,000
0.3
71,925
0.7
36,365
0.3
302,939
2.8
36,765
0.3
141,429
1.3
37,487
0.3
28,564
0.3
114,195
1.0
20,139
0.2
244,628
2.2
29,994
0.3
2,902,941
26.4
126,215
196,531
89,457
1,624,907
209,183
97,588
36,579
532,470
220,967
147,423
174,589
217,277
173,416
458,989
189,851
99,717
264,596
97,630
572,482
405,339
154,381
335,181
148,363
194,097
838,091
292,412
262,359
74,755
8,108,630
300,320
11,011,571
220,231

Population
Percent
0.2
1.7
5.5
2.8
0.4
0.5
1.1
1.0
0.5
1.8
1.0
0.3
0.6
0.4
2.8
0.2
1.2
0.4
0.3
0.8
0.2
1.9
0.2
25.8

Comparisons
Headcount
Headcount Enrollment
Enrollment
to Population
Percent
Percent
Ratio
0.3
4.6
22 :1
2.3
5.6
18 :1
4.8
3.6
28 :1
2.3
3.3
30 :1
0.4
4.0
25 :1
0.4
4.1
24 :1
1.1
4.4
23 :1
1.4
6.0
17 :1
0.3
3.1
33 :1
1.9
4.5
22 :1
1.0
4.2
24 :1
0.3
4.3
23 :1
0.7
4.3
23 :1
0.3
3.1
32 :1
2.8
4.1
25 :1
0.3
5.7
17 :1
1.3
4.4
23 :1
0.3
3.8
26 :1
0.3
3.9
26 :1
1.0
5.5
18 :1
0.2
3.4
29 :1
2.2
4.8
21 :1
0.3
6.2
16 :1
26.4
4.2
24 :1

1.8
0.8
14.8
1.9
0.9
0.3
4.8
2.0
1.3
1.6
2.0
1.6
4.2
1.7
0.9
2.4
0.9
5.2
3.7
1.4
3.0
1.3
1.8
7.6
2.7
2.4
0.7
73.6

1.6
0.9
12.1
1.5
1.2
0.3
4.5
2.2
1.5
1.6
1.9
2.3
3.7
2.0
0.6
3.0
0.6
6.8
4.2
1.2
4.5
1.4
2.0
7.3
2.5
2.1
0.7
74.2

1.8
0.8
14.8
1.9
0.9
0.3
4.8
2.0
1.3
1.6
2.0
1.6
4.2
1.7
0.9
2.4
0.9
5.2
3.7
1.4
3.0
1.3
1.8
7.6
2.7
2.4
0.7
73.6

4.6
3.5
5.0
5.4
3.0
5.0
4.5
3.8
3.8
4.0
4.3
2.8
4.7
3.5
6.0
3.3
5.6
3.2
3.6
4.7
2.8
3.9
3.6
4.3
4.3
4.7
4.1
4.1

22
28
20
19
34
20
22
27
27
25
23
35
21
28
17
30
18
32
28
21
36
25
28
23
23
21
24
24

:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1

100.0

100.0

100.0

4.1

24

:1

Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010, (p.3). Data was adapted from the following sources: Table 2:
FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Capital Appropriations, Capital Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47), Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting
institutions, by attendance status, sex, and state: 1996 and 1997 (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), "Fall
Enrollment" surveys. This table was prepared July 1999.)
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It is important to note the significant range that exists in terms of both population and
headcount enrollment of individual states within both the governing and coordinating board
classifications. For example, while the average population among the 23 governing board states
was 2.9 million, Florida is by far the largest state, with 14.7 million people (or 5.5%) of the
population, and four states--Alaska, North Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming--are in a virtual tie
as the smallest state with less than 0.2% of the nation’s total population. Within the 23
governing states per student, Florida’s 529,422 students enrolled in fall 1997 comprised 4.8% of
the nation’s total, a figure larger than the combined percentages of the 12 smallest states in the
governing board sector—Alaska, Hawaii, Idaho, Maine, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire,
North Dakota, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming—which total 4.4%. A
similar wide range in population can be found in the 27 states with coordinating boards.
Among the 27 coordinating board states by population, California is by far the largest
with 32.3 million people or 12.1% of the nation’s population. Five coordinating board states —
Arkansas, Delaware, Nebraska, New Mexico, and West Virginia—each have less than 1% of the
nation’s total population. Within the 27 coordinating states per student, California’s 1.6 million
students enrolled in fall 1997 comprised 14.8% of the nation’s total enrollment, a figure larger
than the combined percentages of the 12 smallest states in the coordinating board sector:
Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Missouri, Nebraska,
New Mexico, Oklahoma, South Carolina, and West Virginia.
A key feature of the Grapevine analysis over the decades has been the presentation of per
capita data, so that the relative effort of a poorer state like Mississippi could be compared to a
more wealthy state like New York. Similarly, Table 7 compares headcount enrollment to
population in the final two columns on the right, the first of which is expressed as percentage and
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the second as a ratio (number of persons enrolled compared to total population). Per capita is
calculated as the amount of state tax appropriations divided by the population of a given state.
Per student is calculated as the amount of state tax appropriations divided by the headcount
enrollment of students of a given state. Again, a wide range within the governing board sector
can be observed. Florida, which in 1997 had 5.5% of the nation’s population and 4.8% of the
headcount enrollment, enrolled 1 student for each 28 people within its boundaries. Put
differently, when headcount enrollment is compared to population, just 3.6% of Floridians were
enrolled. By comparison, Wyoming, a small state that in 1997 possessed 0.2% of the nation’s
population and 0.3% of the nation’s headcount enrollment, was tops among the 23 governing
board states in terms of ratio of headcount enrollment to population, with 1 student enrolled for
each 16 persons living within its boundaries enrolled, and 6.2% of headcount enrollment
compared to population. These ranges can be observed within coordinating boards as well.
In 1997, among the 27 coordinating board states, California not surprisingly was by far
the largest, with 32.3 million and 1.6 million students enrolled, or 12.1% of the total population
and 14.8% of the nation’s headcount enrollment, respectively. When headcount is compared to
population, there was one student for every 20 persons living in the Golden State—5.0% of the
population was enrolled in public higher education (a percentage significantly higher than the
3.6% in Florida). The highest ratio of population to students enrolled was found in Pennsylvania
at 1:36, and the lowest was in Nebraska at 1:17; by percentage these were 2.8% and 6.0%,
respectively. Nebraska has more students per population enrolled and this translates to a higher
percentage which is a positive indicator of effort and success.
In a manner exactly like Table 7, Table 8, Population and Headcount Enrollment for
States with Consolidated Governing and Coordinating Boards, FY2008, presents each state’s
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total population for 2008 and headcount enrollment for FY2008. Again, the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Trust Territories are excluded consistent with Grapevine methodology,
and population data are from the U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census
(http://www.census.gov/popest/states/NST-ann-est2008.html), and headcount enrollment data for
public degree-granting institutions were extracted from the U.S. Department of Education
NCES/IPEDS and presented by state. As of July 1, 2008, the U.S. population was approximately
303.5 million. Of those 303.5 million people, 83.2 million or 27% resided in the 23 states that
according to McGuinness possessed statewide governing boards, while 220.2 million or 73%
resided in the 27 coordinating board states, a ratio of about 3:1. A similar 3:1 ratio is found for
the headcount enrollment of students with the 13.5 million total headcount enrollment distributed
almost exactly along the same lines by type of statewide governance, with 3.7 million students or
27% enrolled in the 23 governing board states, and 9.9 million or 73% enrolled in the 27
coordinating board states.
Again, a significant range can be found within each type of statewide governance sector.
For example, within the 23 governing board states by population, Florida remains the largest
state, with 18.3 million people or 6.0% of the nation’s population, and four states—Alaska,
North Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming—were in a virtual tie as the smallest state, with each
possessing less than 0.2% of the nation’s total population. Within the 23 governing states per
student, Florida’s 706,973 students enrolled in Fall 2008 included 5.2% of the nation’s
enrollment, a figure higher than its percentage of 4.8% (FY1997), and greater than the combined
percentages of the 13 smallest states in the governing board sector per student in FY2008:
Alaska, Hawaii, Idaho, Maine, Mississippi, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Dakota,
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Rhode Island, South Dakota, and Vermont. A similar wide range in population can be found in
the 27 states within the coordinating board sector.
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Table 8
Population and Headcount Enrollment for States with Consolidated Governing and Coordinating
Boards, FY2008
Type of Statewide
Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal (N=23)
Average
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=27)
Average
Total (N=50)
Average

Population
(as
of July 2008)
Number
Percent
686,293
0.2
6,500,180
2.1
18,328,340
6.0
9,685,744
3.2
1,288,198
0.4
1,523,816
0.5
3,002,555
1.0
2,802,134
0.9
1,316,456
0.4
5,220,393
1.7
2,938,618
1.0
967,440
0.3
2,600,167
0.9
1,315,809
0.4
9,222,414
3.0
641,481
0.2
3,790,060
1.2
1,050,788
0.3
804,194
0.3
2,736,424
0.9
621,270
0.2
5,627,967
1.9
532,668
0.2
83,203,409
27.4
3,617,540
4,661,900
2,855,390
36,756,666
4,939,456
3,501,252
873,092
12,901,563
6,376,792
4,269,245
4,410,796
5,633,597
6,497,967
10,003,422
5,911,605
1,783,432
8,682,661
1,984,356
19,490,297
11,485,910
3,642,361
12,448,279
4,479,800
6,214,888
24,326,974
7,769,089
6,549,224
1,814,468
220,264,482
8,157,944
303,467,891
6,069,358

1.5
0.9
12.1
1.6
1.2
0.3
4.3
2.1
1.4
1.5
1.9
2.1
3.3
1.9
0.6
2.9
0.7
6.4
3.8
1.2
4.1
1.5
2.0
8.0
2.6
2.2
0.6
72.6
100.0

Headcount Enrollment
(Fall 2008)
Number
Percent
29,381
0.2
332,154
2.5
706,973
5.2
359,963
2.7
50,454
0.4
60,526
0.4
154,644
1.1
170,897
1.3
48,357
0.4
250,397
1.9
139,931
1.0
42,857
0.3
104,797
0.8
41,982
0.3
410,884
3.0
43,016
0.3
165,260
1.2
41,503
0.3
38,917
0.3
147,982
1.1
24,829
0.2
273,708
2.0
33,705
0.2
3,673,117
27.2
159,701
238,321
135,525
2,137,969
227,984
114,072
39,092
550,940
278,966
211,234
196,256
269,719
198,700
519,684
223,677
96,680
318,877
124,773
652,871
462,098
187,315
396,774
180,479
218,109
1,109,666
370,486
301,793
88,851
9,850,911
364,849
13,524,028
270,481

Population
Percent
0.2
2.1
6.0
3.2
0.4
0.5
1.0
0.9
0.4
1.7
1.0
0.3
0.9
0.4
3.0
0.2
1.2
0.3
0.3
0.9
0.2
1.9
0.2
27.4

Comparisons
Headcount
Enrollment
Percent
0.2
2.5
5.2
2.7
0.4
0.4
1.1
1.3
0.4
1.9
1.0
0.3
0.8
0.3
3.0
0.3
1.2
0.3
0.3
1.1
0.2
2.0
0.2
27.2

Headcount Enrollment
to Population
Percent
Ratio
4.3
23 :1
5.1
20 :1
3.9
26 :1
3.7
27 :1
3.9
26 :1
4.0
25 :1
5.2
19 :1
6.1
16 :1
3.7
27 :1
4.8
21 :1
4.8
21 :1
4.4
23 :1
4.0
25 :1
3.2
31 :1
4.5
22 :1
6.7
15 :1
4.4
23 :1
3.9
25 :1
4.8
21 :1
5.4
18 :1
4.0
25 :1
4.9
21 :1
6.3
16 :1
4.4
23 :1

1.8
1.0
15.8
1.7
0.8
0.3
4.1
2.1
1.6
1.5
2.0
1.5
3.8
1.7
0.7
2.4
0.9
4.8
3.4
1.4
2.9
1.3
1.6
8.2
2.7
2.2
0.7
72.8

1.5
0.9
12.1
1.6
1.2
0.3
4.3
2.1
1.4
1.5
1.9
2.1
3.3
1.9
0.6
2.9
0.7
6.4
3.8
1.2
4.1
1.5
2.0
8.0
2.6
2.2
0.6
72.6

1.8
1.0
15.8
1.7
0.8
0.3
4.1
2.1
1.6
1.5
2.0
1.5
3.8
1.7
0.7
2.4
0.9
4.8
3.4
1.4
2.9
1.3
1.6
8.2
2.7
2.2
0.7
72.8

5.1
4.7
5.8
4.6
3.3
4.5
4.3
4.4
4.9
4.4
4.8
3.1
5.2
3.8
5.4
3.7
6.3
3.3
4.0
5.1
3.2
4.0
3.5
4.6
4.8
4.6
4.9
4.5

20
21
17
22
31
22
23
23
20
22
21
33
19
26
18
27
16
30
25
19
31
25
28
22
21
22
20
22

:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1

100.0

100.0

100.0

4.5

22

:1

Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010 (p.3). Data was adapted from the following sources: Table
1: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United States, Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2008 (NST-EST2008-01), (Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau,
Release Date: December 22, 2008); and U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) for fall 2008.
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In 2008, among the 27 coordinating board states, California is the most populous, with
36.8 million and 2.1 million students enrolled, or 12.1% of the total population and 15.8% of the
headcount enrollment, respectively. While California’s percentage of total population in 2008
was 12.1%, a figure exactly the same as in FY1997, the total student headcount enrollment
increased, from 1,624,907 to 2,137,969, an increase of 513,062 in 11 years. California’s 2.1
million students enrolled in fall 2008 was almost double that of the amount of the next highest
coordinating board state, Texas, at 1.8 million students or 8.2% per student.
As with Table 7, Table 8 compares headcount enrollment to population in the final two
columns on the right, the first of which is expressed as a percentage and as a ratio (number of
persons enrolled compared to total population). Again, a wide range within the governing board
sector can be observed. Florida, which in 2008 had 6.0% of the nation’s population and 5.2% of
the headcount enrollment, enrolled 1 student for each 26 persons within its boundaries. Put
differently, when headcount enrollment is compared to population, 3.9% of all Floridians were
enrolled. By contrast, Wyoming, a small state that in 2008 possessed 0.2% of the nation’s
population and 0.2% of the nation’s headcount enrollment, second only to North Dakota, among
the 23 governing board states in terms of ratio of headcount enrollment to population, with 1
student for each 16 persons living within its boundaries enrolled, and 6.3% of headcount
enrollment compared to population.
When headcount is compared to population in the 27 coordinating states, there was 1
student for every 17 persons living in the Golden State, or 5.8% of the population was enrolled in
public higher education (a percentage considerably higher than the 3.9% in Florida). The highest
ratio of students enrolled to population was found in Massachusetts, at 1:33, and the lowest was
in New Mexico at 1:16; by percentage these 3.1% and 6.3%, respectively. This indicates there is
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almost twice the number of students enrolled in public higher education per person in New
Mexico than in Massachusetts.
Table 9, Changes in Population and Headcount Enrollment, FY1997 to FY2008, presents
the changes in population and headcount enrollment over the eleven-year period from FY1997 to
FY2008. This change is represented by both number and percent for both governing and
coordinating boards. As noted in Chapter I, the nation has been experiencing substantial growth
in its total population. In just 11 years, from 1997 to 2008, the total U.S. population grew by
36.3 million or 13.6%. The 36.3 million population increase was distributed as follows: 14.3
million occurred in the 23 states with a governing board, and 22 million in the 27 coordinating
board states. Governing board states saw a 20.8% increase in population from 1997 to 2008,
while coordinating board states saw an 11.1% population increase; thus the ratio of population
growth over the eleven-year period was roughly 2:1.
Among the fifty states, just one state—West Virginia—saw a decline in population
between 1997 and 2008, but that decline was very small at -0.1%. Numerically, the increase
ranged from a high of 4,887,974 in Texas to a decrease of 1,542 in West Virginia; by percentage
the range went from a high of 55.0% in Nevada to a low of -0.1% in West Virginia.
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Table 9
Changes in Population and Headcount Enrollment, FY1997 to FY2008
Type of
Statewide
Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal
(N=23)
Average
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Subtotal
(N=27)
Average
Total (N=50)
Average

Population

Headcount Enrollment

FY1997
609,000
4,555,000
14,683,350
7,486,000
1,187,000
1,210,000
2,852,000
2,595,000
1,242,000
4,686,000
2,731,826
878,706
1,677,000
1,173,000
7,425,000
641,000
3,243,254
987,000
738,000
2,059,000
588,665
5,146,000
480,000

FY2008
686,293
6,500,180
18,328,340
9,685,744
1,288,198
1,523,816
3,002,555
2,802,134
1,316,456
5,220,393
2,938,618
967,440
2,600,167
1,315,809
9,222,414
641,481
3,790,060
1,050,788
804,194
2,736,424
621,270
5,627,967
532,668

Change
Number
77,293
1,945,180
3,644,990
2,199,744
101,198
313,816
150,555
207,134
74,456
534,393
206,792
88,734
923,167
142,809
1,797,414
481
546,806
63,788
66,194
677,424
32,605
481,967
52,668

68,873,801
2,994,513

83,203,409
3,617,540

4,319,000
2,523,000
32,268,000
3,893,000
3,270,000
732,000
11,896,000
5,864,000
3,908,000
4,352,000
5,094,000
6,118,000
9,785,450
5,407,113
1,657,000
8,053,000
1,730,000
18,143,184
11,186,000
3,317,000
12,020,000
3,760,000
5,368,000
19,439,000
6,732,878
5,604,105
1,816,000
198,255,730
7,342,805
267,129,531
5,342,591

Change
Number
Percent
1,553
5.6
77,624
30.5
177,551
33.5
110,679
44.4
3,084
6.5
11,134
22.5
28,721
22.8
15,468
10.0
10,469
27.6
41,857
20.1
25,026
21.8
4,857
12.8
32,872
45.7
5,617
15.4
107,945
35.6
6,251
17.0
23,831
16.9
4,016
10.7
10,353
36.2
33,787
29.6
4,690
23.3
29,080
11.9
3,711
12.4

Percent
12.7
42.7
24.8
29.4
8.5
25.9
5.3
8.0
6.0
11.4
7.6
10.1
55.0
12.2
24.2
0.1
16.9
6.5
9.0
32.9
5.5
9.4
11.0

FY1997
27,828
254,530
529,422
249,284
47,370
49,392
125,923
155,429
37,888
208,540
114,905
38,000
71,925
36,365
302,939
36,765
141,429
37,487
28,564
114,195
20,139
244,628
29,994

FY2008
29,381
332,154
706,973
359,963
50,454
60,526
154,644
170,897
48,357
250,397
139,931
42,857
104,797
41,982
410,884
43,016
165,260
41,503
38,917
147,982
24,829
273,708
33,705

14,329,608
623,026

20.8

2,902,941
126,215

3,673,117
159,701

770,176
33,486

26.5

4,661,900
2,855,390
36,756,666
4,939,456
3,501,252
873,092
12,901,563
6,376,792
4,269,245
4,410,796
5,633,597
6,497,967
10,003,422
5,911,605
1,783,432
8,682,661
1,984,356
19,490,297
11,485,910
3,642,361
12,448,279
4,479,800
6,214,888
24,326,974
7,769,089
6,549,224
1,814,468

342,900
332,390
4,488,666
1,046,456
231,252
141,092
1,005,563
512,792
361,245
58,796
539,597
379,967
217,972
504,492
126,432
629,661
254,356
1,347,113
299,910
325,361
428,279
719,800
846,888
4,887,974
1,036,211
945,119
-1,532

7.9
13.2
13.9
26.9
7.1
19.3
8.5
8.7
9.2
1.4
10.6
6.2
2.2
9.3
7.6
7.8
14.7
7.4
2.7
9.8
3.6
19.1
15.8
25.1
15.4
16.9
-0.1

196,531
89,457
1,624,907
209,183
97,588
36,579
532,470
220,967
147,423
174,589
217,277
173,416
458,989
189,851
99,717
264,596
97,630
572,482
405,339
154,381
335,181
148,363
194,097
838,091
292,412
262,359
74,755

238,321
135,525
2,137,969
227,984
114,072
39,092
550,940
278,966
211,234
196,256
269,719
198,700
519,684
223,677
96,680
318,877
124,773
652,871
462,098
187,315
396,774
180,479
218,109
1,109,666
370,486
301,793
88,851

41,790
46,068
513,062
18,801
16,484
2,513
18,470
57,999
63,811
21,667
52,442
25,284
60,695
33,826
(3,037)
54,281
27,143
80,389
56,759
32,934
61,593
32,116
24,012
271,575
78,074
39,434
14,096

21.3
51.5
31.6
9.0
16.9
6.9
3.5
26.2
43.3
12.4
24.1
14.6
13.2
17.8
-3.0
20.5
27.8
14.0
14.0
21.3
18.4
21.6
12.4
32.4
26.7
15.0
18.9

220,264,482
8,157,944
303,467,891
6,069,358

22,008,752
815,139
36,338,360
726,767

11.1

8,108,630
300,320
11,011,571
220,231

9,850,911
364,849
13,524,028
270,481

1,742,281
64,529
2,512,457
50,249

21.5
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Within the governing board sector, the top-ranked state by numerical population growth
was Florida, which grew by 3.6 million people or 24.8%, and the top ranked percentage growth
state was Nevada, which grew by 55%. Within the 23 governing board states, seven had
increases above twenty percent—Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Nevada, North Carolina, and
Utah; six states had increases between 10 and 20 percent—Alaska, Minnesota, Montana, New
Hampshire, Oregon, and Wyoming; nine had increases between 5 and 10 percent—Hawaii,
Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Mississippi, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wisconsin; and
one state had an increase below five percent, North Dakota.
Among the coordinating board states, the top ranked state by numbers was Texas, which
grew by 4.9 million people or 25.1%, and the top ranked percentage growth state was Colorado,
which grew by 26.9%. Within the 27 coordinating board states, two had increases above 20
percent—Texas and Colorado; nine states had increases between 10 and 20 percent—Arkansas,
California, Delaware, Maryland, New Mexico, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and
Washington; eleven had increases between five and ten percent—Alabama, Connecticut, Illinois,
Indiana, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, and Oklahoma;
and four states had an increase below five percent—Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, and
Pennsylvania. West Virginia, at -0.1%, was the sole state with a decline. West Virginia. Table 9
clearly shows the U.S. population has grown rapidly in recent years.
Table 9 also shows a striking growth in total headcount enrollment (both undergraduate
and graduate students) from FY1997 to FY2008 in public higher education institutions. The
dramatic Tidal Wave II increases predicted by Kerr (1994) have clearly come to pass. In just
eleven years, from 1997 to 2008, the total headcount enrollment grew by 2.5 million or 22.8%.
The 2.5 million population increase was distributed as follows: 0.8 million occurred in the 23
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states with a governing board, and 1.7 million in the 27 coordinating board states. Put differently,
the 23 governing board states saw a 26.5% increase in headcount enrollment from 1997 to 2008,
while 27 coordinating board states experienced an increase of 21.5%.
Just one state saw a decrease in headcount students in the population from 1997 to 2008,
Nebraska which, enrolled 3,037 less students (or -3.0%). The other 49 states saw headcount
enrollment increases. Of these 49 states, 5 states saw increases up to 10%, while 19 states saw
increases of at least 10% and below 20%, and 15 states saw increases of 20% and below 30%,
and 10 states saw increases in headcount enrollments of more than 30%: Arizona, Arkansas,
California, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Nevada, North Carolina, South Dakota and Texas.
Numerically, the top ranked growth state was California with an increase of 513,062 students,
while the top-ranked state in terms of percentage headcount enrollment increase was Arkansas at
a whopping 51.5%.
Within the governing board sector, the top ranked state by numbers was Florida, which
grew by 177,551 students or 33.5%, and the top-ranked state in terms of increase in headcount
enrollment was Nevada, which grew by 45.7%. Within the 23 governing board states, 13 had
increases above 20%— Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Maine, Minnesota, Mississippi,
Nevada, North Carolina, South Dakota, Utah, and Vermont; eight states had increases between
10 and 20%—Kansas, Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oregon, Rhode Island,
Wisconsin, and Wyoming; and 2 between increases between five and ten percent—Alaska and
Hawaii.
Among the coordinating board states, the top ranked state by numbers was California,
which grew by 513,062 students or 31.6%, and the top ranked percentage growth state was
Arkansas, which grew by 51.5%. Within the 27 coordinating board states, 12 had increases
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above 20 percent—Alabama, Arkansas, California, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, New Jersey,
New Mexico, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, and Virginia; 11 states had increases between
10 and 20%—Connecticut, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, New York, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Washington, and West Virginia; 2 saw between increases between 5
and 10%—Colorado and Delaware; and 1 state had an increase below 5%—Illinois. Just one
state, Nebraska, recorded a decrease in headcount enrollment of -3.0%. Unmistakably, the
headcount enrollment has grown rapidly in recent years.
State Tax Appropriations for Operating Budgets
The adjustment from nominal dollars to real dollars was discussed at length in Chapter
III. The inflation factor selected was the Higher Education Cost Adjustment (HECA) to allow for
a meaningful comparison of dollars across a time span. Table 10, State Tax Appropriations for
Operating Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions Expressed in Nominal FY1997 and
Real Dollars, depicts the effect of this adjustment in dollar terms. The HECA inflation factor
used to adjust FY1997 nominal to FY2008 dollars is .6973, an increase of 43.4%. Numerically,
this is an increase of $20.3 billion from total FY1997 nominal dollars of $46.7 billion to FY1997
real dollars (dollars adjusted by HECA to FY2008) of $66.9 billion of state tax appropriations for
public higher education operating budgets. Thus, the first column presents actual or nominal
dollars for state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets in FY1997
which totaled $46.7 billion. The second column, Real (HECA Adjusted) FY1997, presents
FY1997 dollars adjusted to FY2008 values, to capture the effect of inflation. The third column
presents the difference between the first two, while the fourth column presents the actual or
nominal FY2008 Grapevine figure for state tax appropriations for public higher education
operating budgets.
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Table 10
State Tax Appropriations for Operating Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions
Expressed in Nominal FY1997 and Real Dollars
Real minus Nominal
Type of Statewide Board
Nominal
Real (HECA Adjusted)
Dollars
Governing
FY1997
FY1997
Difference
Alaska
$172,011,000
$246,681,486
$74,670,486
Arizona
731,907,000
1,049,630,001
317,723,001
Florida
2,017,348,000
2,893,084,755
875,736,755
Georgia
1,302,566,000
1,868,013,767
565,447,767
Hawaii
351,127,000
503,552,273
152,425,273
Idaho
241,555,000
346,414,743
104,859,743
Iowa
711,868,000
1,020,892,012
309,024,012
Kansas
535,353,000
767,751,327
232,398,327
Maine
182,383,000
261,556,002
79,173,002
Minnesota
1,091,639,000
1,565,522,731
473,883,731
Mississippi
635,397,000
911,224,724
275,827,724
Montana
125,735,000
180,316,937
54,581,937
Nevada
238,273,000
341,708,017
103,435,017
New Hampshire
82,989,000
119,014,771
36,025,771
North Carolina
1,852,013,000
2,655,977,341
803,964,341
North Dakota
153,815,000
220,586,548
66,771,548
Oregon
478,623,000
686,394,665
207,771,665
Rhode Island
132,358,000
189,815,001
57,457,001
South Dakota
117,401,000
168,365,123
50,964,123
Utah
457,516,000
656,125,054
198,609,054
Vermont
54,868,000
78,686,362
23,818,362
Wisconsin
966,966,000
1,386,728,811
419,762,811
Wyoming
135,034,000
193,652,660
58,618,660
Subtotal (N=23)
$12,768,745,000
$18,311,695,110
$5,542,950,110
Average
555,162,826
796,160,657
Coordinating
Alabama
$967,749,000
$1,387,851,714
$420,102,714
Arkansas
486,794,000
698,112,720
211,318,720
California
5,789,207,000
8,302,318,945
2,513,111,945
Colorado
619,055,000
887,788,613
268,733,613
Connecticut
542,350,000
777,785,745
235,435,745
Delaware
148,471,000
212,922,702
64,451,702
Illinois
2,119,555,000
3,039,660,118
920,105,118
Indiana
1,032,114,000
1,480,157,751
448,043,751
Kentucky
707,323,000
1,014,374,014
307,051,014
Louisiana
645,904,000
926,292,844
280,388,844
Maryland
848,221,000
1,216,436,254
368,215,254
Massachusetts
825,728,000
1,184,178,976
358,450,976
Michigan
1,756,823,000
2,519,465,080
762,642,080
Missouri
724,083,000
1,038,409,580
314,326,580
Nebraska
401,750,000
576,150,868
174,400,868
New Jersey
1,343,849,000
1,927,217,840
583,368,840
New Mexico
487,390,000
698,967,446
211,577,446
New York
2,890,949,000
4,145,918,543
1,254,969,543
Ohio
1,770,185,000
2,538,627,563
768,442,563
Oklahoma
616,700,000
884,411,301
267,711,301
Pennsylvania
1,649,324,000
2,365,300,445
715,976,445
South Carolina
906,325,000
1,299,763,373
393,438,373
Tennessee
919,211,000
1,318,243,224
399,032,224
Texas
3,191,337,000
4,576,705,865
1,385,368,865
Virginia
1,071,375,000
1,536,462,068
465,087,068
Washington
1,077,410,000
1,545,116,879
467,706,879
West Virginia
342,178,000
490,718,486
148,540,486
Subtotal (N=27)
$33,881,360,000
$48,589,358,956
$14,707,998,956
Average
1,254,865,185
1,799,605,887
Total (N=50)
$46,650,105,000
$66,901,054,066
$20,250,949,066
Average
933,002,100
1,338,021,081
Note: HECA inflation factor was .6973, which indicates an increase of 43.4 percent from FY1997 to FY2008.
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Nominal
FY2008
$299,228,000
1,315,406,400
4,448,930,438
2,953,507,623
554,292,000
410,595,600
873,709,364
825,697,884
275,867,961
1,574,499,000
1,045,937,317
196,547,880
620,032,581
133,093,000
3,837,233,489
253,901,000
725,761,919
191,329,662
196,133,172
812,342,200
90,801,444
1,228,373,932
290,504,588
$23,153,726,454
1,006,683,759
$1,961,808,342
879,882,230
11,814,421,000
747,481,054
1,034,480,989
243,130,000
2,948,632,100
1,528,494,000
1,320,540,000
1,707,668,337
1,555,048,366
1,335,981,876
2,033,709,000
1,021,705,137
657,011,774
2,044,508,000
1,058,394,058
4,748,469,680
2,288,294,736
1,098,881,179
2,193,274,000
1,211,068,342
1,598,765,500
6,343,669,747
1,885,553,314
1,767,760,000
562,253,000
$57,590,885,761
2,132,995,769
$80,744,612,215
1,614,892,244

According to Table 10, FY1997 nominal or actual dollars of state tax appropriations for
public higher education operating budgets for the 23 governing board states was $12.8 billion as
compared to real FY1997 (dollars adjusted by HECA to FY2008) of $18.3 billion, a difference
of about $5.5 billion. In the 27 coordinating board states, the nominal FY1997 dollars was $33.9
billion with a HECA inflation adjustment of $14.7 billion for a total of FY1997 real dollars of
$48.5 billion.
Tables 11, 12, 13, and 14 present data on state tax appropriations for public higher
education operating budgets by both population and headcount enrollment in terms of total
dollars and percentages, as well as the changes from FY1997 to FY2008. Tables 11 and 12
present the total U.S. population, as well as the corresponding headcount enrollment for fall in
public higher education institutions which includes undergraduates and graduates for fall 1997
and fall 2008. Consistent with Grapevine methodology, data for the District of Columbia, Puerto
Rico, U.S. Trust Territories are excluded. Population data were obtained from the United States
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census (http://www.census.gov/popest/states/NST-annest2008.html), and headcount enrollment data at public degree-granting institutions by state were
extracted from the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education
Statistics/Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). Tables 11, 12, 13, and 14
present comparisons of the 23 states that according to McGuinness are classified as possessing
Consolidated Governing Boards (hereafter, governing board states) and the 27 states that possess
Coordinating Boards or Planning Agencies (hereafter, coordinating board states) for FY1997 and
FY2008.
To make comparisons easier for readers, Table 11, State Tax Appropriations for
Operating Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, Population and Headcount
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Enrollment, FY1997, presents each state’s total population for 1997, headcount enrollment and
the total state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets as of FY1997.
The total state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets as of FY1997 is
presented in dollars, per capita and per student in the final three columns. The total state tax
appropriations for public higher education operating budgets for the fifty states were
approximately $66.9 billion as of FY1997. Of these $66.9 billion dollars, $18.3 billion or 27.3%
was allocated in 1 of the 23 governing board states, as compared to the $48.6 billion or 72.6% in
the 27 coordinating board states. Thus, the ratio of state tax appropriations for public higher
education operating budgets in the 27 states with coordinating versus the 23 governing board
states is roughly 3:1. This is along the same lines as the ratio of population and headcount
enrollment as depicted in Table 8. The average state tax appropriations for public higher
education operating budgets for the 23 governing board states was $796 million and the average
state tax appropriations for the 27 coordinating board states was $1.8 billion.
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Table 11
State Tax Appropriations for Operating Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, Population and Headcount
Enrollment, FY1997
Type of Statewide
Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal (N=23)
Average
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=27)
Average
Total (N=50)
Average

Population (as of
7/1997)
Number
609,000
4,555,000
14,683,350
7,486,000
1,187,000
1,210,000
2,852,000
2,595,000
1,242,000
4,686,000
2,731,826
878,706
1,677,000
1,173,000
7,425,000
641,000
3,243,254
987,000
738,000
2,059,000
588,665
5,146,000
480,000
68,873,801
2,994,513
4,319,000
2,523,000
32,268,000
3,893,000
3,270,000
732,000
11,896,000
5,864,000
3,908,000
4,352,000
5,094,000
6,118,000
9,785,450
5,407,113
1,657,000
8,053,000
1,730,000
18,143,184
11,186,000
3,317,000
12,020,000
3,760,000
5,368,000
19,439,000
6,732,878
5,604,105
1,816,000
198,255,730
7,342,805
267,129,531
5,342,591

Headcount Enrollment
(Fall)

State Tax Appropriations for Operating Budgets

27,828
254,530
529,422
249,284
47,370
49,392
125,923
155,429
37,888
208,540
114,905
38,000
71,925
36,365
302,939
36,765
141,429
37,487
28,564
114,195
20,139
244,628
29,994
2,902,941
126,215

in Dollars
$246,681,486
1,049,630,001
2,893,084,755
1,868,013,767
503,552,273
346,414,743
1,020,892,012
767,751,327
261,556,002
1,565,522,731
911,224,724
180,316,937
341,708,017
119,014,771
2,655,977,341
220,586,548
686,394,665
189,815,001
168,365,123
656,125,054
78,686,362
1,386,728,811
193,652,660
$18,311,695,110
796,160,657

per Capita
$405
230
197
250
424
286
358
296
211
334
334
205
204
101
358
344
212
192
228
319
134
269
403
$6,294

per Student
$8,865
4,124
5,465
7,494
10,630
7,014
8,107
4,940
6,903
7,507
7,930
4,745
4,751
3,273
8,767
6,000
4,853
5,063
5,894
5,746
3,907
5,669
6,456
$144,103

196,531
89,457
1,624,907
209,183
97,588
36,579
532,470
220,967
147,423
174,589
217,277
173,416
458,989
189,851
99,717
264,596
97,630
572,482
405,339
154,381
335,181
148,363
194,097
838,091
292,412
262,359
74,755
8,108,630
300,320
11,011,571
220,231

1,387,851,714
698,112,720
8,302,318,945
887,788,613
777,785,745
212,922,702
3,039,660,118
1,480,157,751
1,014,374,014
926,292,844
1,216,436,254
1,184,178,976
2,519,465,080
1,038,409,580
576,150,868
1,927,217,840
698,967,446
4,145,918,543
2,538,627,563
884,411,301
2,365,300,445
1,299,763,373
1,318,243,224
4,576,705,865
1,536,462,068
1,545,116,879
490,718,486
$48,589,358,956
1,799,605,887
$66,901,054,066
1,338,021,081

321
277
257
228
238
291
256
252
260
213
239
194
257
192
348
239
404
229
227
267
197
346
246
235
228
276
270
$6,985

7,062
7,804
5,109
4,244
7,970
5,821
5,709
6,699
6,881
5,306
5,599
6,829
5,489
5,470
5,778
7,284
7,159
7,242
6,263
5,729
7,057
8,761
6,792
5,461
5,254
5,889
6,564
$171,222

$13,279

$315,325

Number

Note: FY1997 (nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars. Sources: Data was adapted from the following sources: Grapevine, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education, FY1997-2008
(www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/); Table 2: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Operating Appropriations, Capital Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47), Table 197: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting
institutions, by attendance status, sex, and state: 1996 and 1997 (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), "Fall Enrollment" surveys. This table was prepared July 1999.) U.S. Dept. of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).
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It is essential to note the considerable range that exists in terms of state tax appropriations
for public higher education operating budgets among individual states within both the governing
and coordinating board classifications. For example, Florida with $2.9 billion in state tax
appropriations for public higher education operating budgets eclipses Vermont, with the smallest
allocation of $78.7 million, by more than a 36:1 margin within the 23 governing states. The state
tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets for Florida is larger than the
combined amounts of the 12 smallest states in the governing board sector: Alaska, Hawaii,
Idaho, Maine, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Rhode Island, South Dakota,
Vermont, and Wyoming which total $2.8 billion. These are the same 12 smaller states by
population referenced in Table 8 narrative. A similar wide range in state tax appropriations for
public higher education operating budgets can be found in the 27 states within coordinating
board sector.
In terms of state tax appropriations for higher education operating budgets, California is
by far the largest with $8.3 billion among the 27 coordinating board states. This is almost double
the appropriations of the next two largest coordinating board states combined—New York and
Texas—at $4.1 billion and $4.6 billion respectively.
A key feature of the Grapevine analysis over the decades has been the presentation of per
capita data, to compare the relative efforts of poor states to wealthy states. Similarly, Table 11
provides the state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets in the final
two columns on the right, the first of which is expressed in per capita and the second in per
student. Again, a wide range within the governing board sector can be observed. When state
appropriations are analyzed by per capita and per student, Florida is no longer the state with the
highest among the governing board states. Hawaii, which in FY1997 had $424 per capita and
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$10,630 per student is approximately twice that of Florida at $197 per capita and $5,465 in state
tax appropriations for public higher education.
When comparisons of operating budgets for public higher education are made on a per
capita basis, New Mexico at $404 is the highest among the 27 coordinating states. In terms of
operating budgets per student, South Carolina at $8,761 is the highest. California is the twelfth
highest on a per capita basis at $257, yet on a per student basis California is 26th at $5,109, with
only one state with lower state tax appropriations for public higher education, Colorado at
$4,244.
In a manner exactly like Table 11, Table 12, State Tax Appropriations for Operating
Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, Population and Headcount Enrollment,
FY2008, presents each state’s total population for 2008, headcount enrollment and the total state
tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets as of FY2008. The total state
tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets as of FY2008 is presented in
dollars, per capita and per student in the final three columns. The total state tax appropriations
for public higher education operating budgets as of FY2008 were approximately $80.7 billion.
Of these $80.7 billion dollars, $23.2 billion (or 28.7%) was allocated in 1 of the 23 governing
board states, as compared to the $57.6 billion (or 71.3%) in the 27 coordinating board states.
Thus, the ratio of state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets in the 27
states with coordinating versus the 23 governing board states is roughly 3:1. This was along the
same lines as the ratio of population and headcount enrollment as depicted in Table 7 and the
total state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets as of FY1997 as
presented in Table 11. The average state tax appropriations for public higher education operating
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budgets for the 23 governing board states was $1 billion and the average state tax appropriations
for the 27 coordinating board states was $2.1 billion.
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Table 12
State Tax Appropriations for Operating Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, Population and Headcount
Enrollment, FY2008
Type of Statewide Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal (N=23)
Average
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=27)
Average
Total (N=50)
Average

Population
(as of 7/2008)

Headcount
Enrollment (Fall)

State Tax Appropriations for Operating Budgets

Number
686,293
6,500,180
18,328,340
9,685,744
1,288,198
1,523,816
3,002,555
2,802,134
1,316,456
5,220,393
2,938,618
967,440
2,600,167
1,315,809
9,222,414
641,481
3,790,060
1,050,788
804,194
2,736,424
621,270
5,627,967
532,668
83,203,409
3,617,540

Number
29,381
332,154
706,973
359,963
50,454
60,526
154,644
170,897
48,357
250,397
139,931
42,857
104,797
41,982
410,884
43,016
165,260
41,503
38,917
147,982
24,829
273,708
33,705
3,673,117
159,701

in Dollars
$299,228,000
1,315,406,400
4,448,930,438
2,953,507,623
554,292,000
410,595,600
873,709,364
825,697,884
275,867,961
1,574,499,000
1,045,937,317
196,547,880
620,032,581
133,093,000
3,837,233,489
253,901,000
725,761,919
191,329,662
196,133,172
812,342,200
90,801,444
1,228,373,932
290,504,588
$23,153,726,454
1,006,683,759

per Capita
$436
202
243
305
430
269
291
295
210
302
356
203
238
101
416
396
191
182
244
297
146
218
545
$6,517

per Student
$10,184
3,960
6,293
8,205
10,986
6,784
5,650
4,832
5,705
6,288
7,475
4,586
5,917
3,170
9,339
5,902
4,392
4,610
5,040
5,489
3,657
4,488
8,619
$141,571

4,661,900
2,855,390
36,756,666
4,939,456
3,501,252
873,092
12,901,563
6,376,792
4,269,245
4,410,796
5,633,597
6,497,967
10,003,422
5,911,605
1,783,432
8,682,661
1,984,356
19,490,297
11,485,910
3,642,361
12,448,279
4,479,800
6,214,888
24,326,974
7,769,089
6,549,224
1,814,468
220,264,482
8,157,944
303,467,891
6,069,358

238,321
135,525
2,137,969
227,984
114,072
39,092
550,940
278,966
211,234
196,256
269,719
198,700
519,684
223,677
96,680
318,877
124,773
652,871
462,098
187,315
396,774
180,479
218,109
1,109,666
370,486
301,793
88,851
9,850,911
364,849
13,524,028
270,481

1,961,808,342
879,882,230
11,814,421,000
747,481,054
1,034,480,989
243,130,000
2,948,632,100
1,528,494,000
1,320,540,000
1,707,668,337
1,555,048,366
1,335,981,876
2,033,709,000
1,021,705,137
657,011,774
2,044,508,000
1,058,394,058
4,748,469,680
2,288,294,736
1,098,881,179
2,193,274,000
1,211,068,342
1,598,765,500
6,343,669,747
1,885,553,314
1,767,760,000
562,253,000
$57,590,885,761
2,132,995,769
$80,744,612,215
1,614,892,244

421
308
321
151
295
278
229
240
309
387
276
206
203
173
368
235
533
244
199
302
176
270
257
261
243
270
310
$7,467

8,232
6,492
5,526
3,279
9,069
6,219
5,352
5,479
6,252
8,701
5,765
6,724
3,913
4,568
6,796
6,412
8,483
7,273
4,952
5,866
5,528
6,710
7,330
5,717
5,089
5,858
6,328
$167,912

$13,984

$309,483

Notes. Sources: Data was adapted from the following sources: Grapevine, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education, FY1997-2008. Grapevine data for FY 1997 was used from Manns’ FY1997 study retrieved on May 2000 with missing FY1997 data
retrieved Table 15, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education for Fiscal Years 1994-95 through 1999-00, with Annual Average Five-year Percentage Change; FY2003 was revised on March 2008; and data for FY2008 was revised on January 2010).
(www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/): Table 2: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Operating Appropriations, Operating Appropriations per Headcount Enrollment, and Rank (N = 41), Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); and Table 1: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United
States, Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2008 (NST-EST2008-01), (Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau, Release Date: December 22, 2008).
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Of note is the substantial range that exists in terms of state tax appropriations for public
higher education operating budgets among individual states within both the governing and
coordinating board classifications. For example, Florida, with $4.4 billion in state tax
appropriations for public higher education operating budgets, is substantially larger than
Vermont, which has the smallest dollar allocation of $90.8 million, by a margin greater than 49:1
among the 23 governing states. The state tax appropriations for public higher education operating
budgets for Florida was larger than the combined amounts of the 13 smallest states in the
governing board sector: Alaska, Hawaii, Idaho, Maine, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire,
North Dakota, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming which total $ 4.2
billion. These are the same states by population referenced in Table 12 with the addition of one
additional state, Oregon. A similar wide range in state tax appropriations for public higher
education operating budgets can be found in the 27 states within coordinating board sector.
When state tax appropriations for higher education operating budgets were examined
among the 27 coordinating board states, California was by far the largest with $11.8 billion of
the nation’s state tax appropriations. By a margin of 2:1, this was more than double the total of
the next two largest coordinating board states—Texas and New York—at $6.3 billion and $4.7
billion, respectively.
Examining data on a per capita basis shows whether state tax appropriations for public
higher education operating budgets are rising higher or lower than state population, and can
provide an important indicator of trends. Similarly, examining state tax appropriations by a
headcount enrollment basis depicts whether the state tax appropriations for public higher
education operating budgets are rising higher or lower than the student population. Table 12
provides the state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets in the final
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two columns on the right, the first of which is expressed in per capita and the second in per
student. Again, a wide range within the governing board sector can be observed. When state tax
appropriations for the higher education operating budgets are on a per capita basis, Florida was
no longer the highest among the governing board states. Wyoming, which in FY2008 spent $545
per capita, was more than twice that of Florida at $243 per capita. When state appropriation per
student was considered, Hawaii at $10,986 had the highest level, Wyoming was fourth highest at
$8,619, and Florida was eighth at $6,293 among the 23 governing board states.
When state tax appropriations for operating budgets for public higher education are
compared on a per capita basis among the 27 coordinating states, New Mexico at $533 remained
the highest in FY2008. When compared on a per student basis, Connecticut at $9,069 was the
highest. California ranked fifth on a per capita basis at $321, and 19th on a per student basis at
$5,526.
Table 13, Change in State Tax Appropriations for Operating Budgets of Public Higher
Education Institutions, by Dollars and Percentage, FY1997 to FY2008, presents the changes
over the eleven-year time period from FY1997 to FY2008. This change is represented by both
dollars and percent for both governing and coordinating boards. The first column depicts the
FY1997 state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets on a per capita
basis, and column two shows the state tax appropriations for FY2008. Columns three and four
depict the changes from FY1997 to FY2008 by dollars and percentages, respectively.
As noted in Chapter I, the nation has been experiencing substantial growth both by
population and per student. Table 9 indicated that in just 11 years, from 1997 to 2008, the total
U.S. population grew by 36.3 million or 13.6%. Table 9 also depicted a striking growth in total
headcount enrollment of both undergraduate and graduate students from FY1997 to FY2008 in
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public higher education institutions. In just 11 years, from 1997 to 2008, the total headcount
enrollment grew by 2.5 million or 22.8%. However, state tax appropriations for public higher
education operating budgets have not increased at the same rates and in some states declined.
From FY1997 to FY2008, state tax appropriations for public higher education operating
budgets increased from $66.9 billion to $80.7 billion, an increase of $13.8 billion or 20.7%. The
$13.8 billion increase was distributed as follows: $4.8 billion occurred in the 23 states with a
governing board, and $9 billion in the 27 coordinating board states. Put differently, governing
board states saw a 26.4% increase in state tax appropriations for public higher education
operating budgets from 1997 to 2008, while coordinating board states saw a 18.5% increase.
Among the 50 states, 9 states saw a decline in state tax appropriations for public higher
education budgets between 1997 and 2008. These include Iowa and Wisconsin among the 23
governing states, and 7—Colorado, Illinois, Michigan, Missouri, Ohio, Pennsylvania and South
Carolina—among the 27 coordinating board states. Numerically, the increase ranged from a high
of $3.5 billion in California to a decrease of $486 million in Michigan; by percentage the range
went from a high of 84.4% in Louisiana to a low of -19.3% in Michigan.
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Table 13
Change in State Tax Appropriations for Operating Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, by Dollars and
Percentage, FY1997 to FY2008
Type of Statewide Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal (N=23)
Average
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=27)
Average
Total (N=50)
Average

Dollars Appropriated
FY1997
FY2008
$246,681,486
$299,228,000
1,049,630,001
1,315,406,400
2,893,084,755
4,448,930,438
1,868,013,767
2,953,507,623
503,552,273
554,292,000
346,414,743
410,595,600
1,020,892,012
873,709,364
767,751,327
825,697,884
261,556,002
275,867,961
1,565,522,731
1,574,499,000
911,224,724
1,045,937,317
180,316,937
196,547,880
341,708,017
620,032,581
119,014,771
133,093,000
2,655,977,341
3,837,233,489
220,586,548
253,901,000
686,394,665
725,761,919
189,815,001
191,329,662
168,365,123
196,133,172
656,125,054
812,342,200
78,686,362
90,801,444
1,386,728,811
1,228,373,932
193,652,660
290,504,588
$18,311,695,110
$23,153,726,454
796,160,657
1,006,683,759
$1,387,851,714
698,112,720
8,302,318,945
887,788,613
777,785,745
212,922,702
3,039,660,118
1,480,157,751
1,014,374,014
926,292,844
1,216,436,254
1,184,178,976
2,519,465,080
1,038,409,580
576,150,868
1,927,217,840
698,967,446
4,145,918,543
2,538,627,563
884,411,301
2,365,300,445
1,299,763,373
1,318,243,224
4,576,705,865
1,536,462,068
1,545,116,879
342,178,000
$48,440,818,470
1,794,104,388
$66,752,513,580
1,335,050,272

$1,961,808,342
879,882,230
11,814,421,000
747,481,054
1,034,480,989
243,130,000
2,948,632,100
1,528,494,000
1,320,540,000
1,707,668,337
1,555,048,366
1,335,981,876
2,033,709,000
1,021,705,137
657,011,774
2,044,508,000
1,058,394,058
4,748,469,680
2,288,294,736
1,098,881,179
2,193,274,000
1,211,068,342
1,598,765,500
6,343,669,747
1,885,553,314
1,767,760,000
562,253,000
$57,590,885,761
2,132,995,769
$80,744,612,215
1,614,892,244

Change
Dollars
$52,546,514
265,776,399
1,555,845,683
1,085,493,856
50,739,727
64,180,857
-147,182,648
57,946,557
14,311,959
8,976,269
134,712,593
16,230,943
278,324,564
14,078,229
1,181,256,148
33,314,452
39,367,254
1,514,661
27,768,049
156,217,146
12,115,083
-158,354,879
96,851,928
$4,842,031,345

Percent
21.3
25.3
53.8
58.1
10.1
18.5
-14.4
7.5
5.5
0.6
14.8
9.0
81.5
11.8
44.5
15.1
5.7
0.8
16.5
23.8
15.4
-11.4
50.0
26.4

$573,956,628
181,769,509
3,512,102,055
-140,307,559
256,695,244
30,207,298
-91,028,018
48,336,249
306,165,986
781,375,493
338,612,112
151,802,900
-485,756,080
-16,704,443
80,860,906
117,290,160
359,426,612
602,551,137
-250,332,827
214,469,878
-172,026,445
-88,695,031
280,522,276
1,766,963,882
349,091,246
222,643,121
220,075,000
$9,150,067,290

41.4
26.0
42.3
-15.8
33.0
14.2
-3.0
3.3
30.2
84.4
27.8
12.8
-19.3
-1.6
14.0
6.1
51.4
14.5
-9.9
24.3
-7.3
-6.8
21.3
38.6
22.7
14.4
64.3
18.9

$13,992,098,635

21.0

Notes. FY1997 (nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars. Sources: Data was adapted from Grapevine, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education,
FY1997-2008 (www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/); Grapevine data for FY 1997 was used from Manns’ FY1997 study retrieved on May 2000 with missing FY1997 data retrieved Table 15, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating
Expenses of Higher Education for Fiscal Years 1994-95 through 1999-00, with Annual Average Five-year Percentage Change; Grapevine data for FY 1997 was used from Manns’ FY1997 study retrieved on May 2000 with missing
FY1997 data retrieved Table 15, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education for Fiscal Years 1994-95 through 1999-00, with Annual Average Five-year Percentage Change; FY2003 was revised on
March 2008; and data for FY2008 was revised on January 2010). Table 2: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Operating Appropriations, Operating Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); and
Table 1: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United States, Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 - July 1, 2008 (NST-EST2008-01), (Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau, Release Date: Dec. 22, 2008) .
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Within the governing board sector, the top ranked state in terms of dollars of state tax
appropriations for public higher education operating budgets was Florida, which increased by
$1.5 billion or 53.8%. Nevada at 81.5% was the top ranked state by percentage. Within the 23
governing board states, 12 had increases of 15% and above—Alaska, Arizona, Florida, Georgia,
Idaho, Nevada, North Carolina, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, and Wyoming; 7
states had increases between 1 and 15 percent—Hawaii, Kansas, Maine, Mississippi, Montana,
New Hampshire, and Oregon, and 2 states had increases below 1% Minnesota and Rhode Island.
The two remaining governing board states, Iowa and Wisconsin, had decreases of more than 2%.
Among the coordinating board states, the top ranked state by change in state tax
appropriations for public higher education operating budgets was California, which increased by
$3.5 billion or 42.3%. The top ranked state by percentage increase was Louisiana, which
increased by 81.4%. Within the 27 coordinating board states, 13 had increases of 15 percent and
above—Alabama, Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, New
Mexico, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia; seven states had increases
between 1 and 15 percent— Delaware, Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, New Jersey, New
York and Washington. The remaining 7 coordinating board states had decreases, with 5
recording decreases between -.01 percent and below -10 percent—Illinois, Missouri, Ohio,
Pennsylvania and South Carolina; and two recording decreases of ten percent or greater—
Colorado and Michigan.
Table 14, Per Capita and per Student Changes in State Tax Appropriations for Operating
Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, FY1997 to FY2008, presents the changes in per
capita and headcount enrollment over the eleven-year time period from FY1997 to FY2008. This
change is represented by both dollars and percent for both governing and coordinating boards.
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Column one depicts the FY1997 state tax appropriations for public higher education operating
budgets on a per capita basis and column two shows the state tax appropriations for FY2008.
Columns three and four depict the change from FY1997 to FY2008 by dollars and percent
respectively. State tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets are depicted
on a per student in a like manner.
Table 9 indicated that in just 11 years, from 1997 to 2008, the total U.S. population grew
by 36.3 million or 13.6%. Table 9 also depicted a striking growth in total headcount enrollment
of both undergraduate and graduate students from FY1997 to FY2008 in public higher education
institutions. In just eleven years, from 1997 to 2008, the total headcount enrollment grew by 2.5
million or 22.8%. However, state tax appropriations for public higher education operating
budgets are not increasing (and in some states are decreasing) at the same rates.
From FY1997 to FY2008, the per capita for state tax appropriations operating budgets
increased from $13,270 to $13,984, an increase of $705 or 5.3%. The $705 per capita increase
was distributed as follows: $223 occurred in the 23 states with a governing board, and $482 in
the 27 coordinating board states. Put differently, governing board states saw a 3.5% increase in
state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets on a per capita basis from
1997 to 2008, while coordinating board states saw a 6.9% increase; thus the ratio of population
growth over the eleven-year period was roughly 2:1.
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Table 14
Per Capita and per Student Changes in State Tax Appropriations for Operating Budgets of Public Higher
Education Institutions, FY1997 to FY2008
Type of Statewide
Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal (N=23)
Average
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=27)
Average
Total (N=50)
Average

per Capita
FY1997
$405
230
197
250
424
286
358
296
211
334
334
205
204
101
358
344
212
192
228
319
134
269
403
$6,294
274

FY2008
$436
202
243
305
430
269
291
295
210
302
356
203
238
101
416
396
191
182
244
297
146
218
545
$6,517
283

321
277
257
228
238
291
256
252
260
213
239
194
257
192
348
239
404
229
227
267
197
346
246
235
228
276
270
$6,985
259
$13,279
266

$421
308
321
151
295
278
229
240
309
387
276
206
203
173
368
235
533
244
199
302
176
270
257
261
243
270
310
$7,467
277
$13,984
280

per Student

Change
Dollars
Percent
$31
7.6
(28)
-12.2
46
23.2
55
22.2
6
1.4
(17)
-5.9
(67)
-18.7
(1)
-0.4
(1)
-0.5
(32)
-9.7
22
6.7
(2)
-1.0
35
17.0
(0)
-0.3
58
16.3
52
15.0
(20)
-9.5
(10)
-5.3
16
6.9
(22)
-6.8
12
9.3
(51)
-19.0
142
35.2
$223
3.5

$99
31
64
(77)
58
(12)
(27)
(13)
50
174
37
12
(54)
(19)
21
(4)
129
15
(28)
35
(21)
(75)
12
25
14
(6)
40
$482
$705

31.0
11.4
24.9
-33.6
24.2
-4.3
-10.6
-5.0
19.2
81.9
15.6
6.2
-21.0
-10.0
6.0
-1.6
32.0
6.6
-12.2
13.2
-10.5
-21.8
4.8
10.8
6.4
-2.1
14.8
6.9
5.3

FY1997
$8,865
4,124
5,465
7,494
10,630
7,014
8,107
4,940
6,903
7,507
7,930
4,745
4,751
3,273
8,767
6,000
4,853
5,063
5,894
5,746
3,907
5,669
6,456
$144,103
6,265

FY2008
$10,184
3,960
6,293
8,205
10,986
6,784
5,650
4,832
5,705
6,288
7,475
4,586
5,917
3,170
9,339
5,902
4,392
4,610
5,040
5,489
3,657
4,488
8,619
$141,571
6,155

7,062
7,804
5,109
4,244
7,970
5,821
5,709
6,699
6,881
5,306
5,599
6,829
5,489
5,470
5,778
7,284
7,159
7,242
6,263
5,729
7,057
8,761
6,792
5,461
5,254
5,889
6,564
$171,222
6,342
$315,325
6,306

$8,232
6,492
5,526
3,279
9,069
6,219
5,352
5,479
6,252
8,701
5,765
6,724
3,913
4,568
6,796
6,412
8,483
7,273
4,952
5,866
5,528
6,710
7,330
5,717
5,089
5,858
6,328
$167,912
6,219
$309,483
6,190

Change
Dollars
Percent
$1,320
14.9
(164)
-4.0
828
15.2
712
9.5
356
3.3
(230)
-3.3
(2,457)
-30.3
(108)
-2.2
(1,199)
-17.4
(1,219)
-16.2
(456)
-5.7
(159)
-3.4
1,166
24.5
(103)
-3.1
572
6.5
(97)
-1.6
(462)
-9.5
(453)
-9.0
(855)
-14.5
(256)
-4.5
(250)
-6.4
(1,181)
-20.8
2,163
33.5
$(2,532)
-1.8

$1,170
(1,311)
417
(965)
1,099
399
(357)
(1,219)
(629)
3,396
167
(105)
(1,576)
(902)
1,018
(872)
1,323
31
(1,311)
138
(1,529)
(2,050)
538
256
(165)
(32)
(236)
$(3,309)

16.6
-16.8
8.2
-22.7
13.8
6.8
-6.2
-18.2
-9.1
64.0
3.0
-1.5
-28.7
-16.5
17.6
-12.0
18.5
0.4
-20.9
2.4
-21.7
-23.4
7.9
4.7
-3.1
-0.5
-3.6
-1.9

$(5,842)

-1.9

Notes. FY1997 (nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars. Sources: Data was adapted from the following sources: Grapevine, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher
Education, FY1997-2008 (www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/): Grapevine data for FY 1997 was used from Manns’ FY1997 study retrieved on May 2000 with missing FY1997 data retrieved Table 15, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for
Operating Expenses of Higher Education for Fiscal Years 1994-95 through 1999-00, with Annual Average Five-year Percentage Change; Table 2: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Operating Appropriations, Operating
Appropriations per Student, and Rank (Manns & Opps, 2001, p. 47); Table 197: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting institutions, by attendance status, sex, and state: 1996 and 1997 (U.S. Department of Education, National
Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), "Fall Enrollment" surveys. This table was prepared July 1999.); and U.S. Dept. of Education, NCES, IPEDS for fall 2008.
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On a per student basis, state tax appropriations for public higher education operating
budgets decreased from $315,325 in FY1997 to $309,483 in FY2008, a difference of $5,842 or 1.9%. The $5,842 per student decrease was distributed as follows: $2,532 occurred in the 23
states with governing boards, and $3,309 in the 27 states with coordinating boards. Put
differently, governing board states saw a 1.8% decrease in state tax appropriations for public
higher education operating budgets on a per student basis from 1997 to 2008 while coordinating
board states saw a 1.9% decrease; thus the ratio of per capita decreases over the eleven-year
period was approximately equal.
Among the 50 states, 23 states saw a decline in state tax appropriations for public higher
education budgets between 1997 and 2008 on a per capita basis. This was almost evenly split
with 12 among the 23 governing states, and 11 among the 27 coordinating board states.
Numerically, the increase ranged from a high of $174 in Louisiana to a decrease of –$77 in
Colorado; by percentage the range was from a high of 81.9% in Louisiana to a low of from—
33.6% in Colorado.
Within the governing board sector, the top ranked state by dollars per capita was
Wyoming, which increased by $142 or 35%, which also made Wyoming the top ranked state by
percentage. Within the 23 governing board states, six had increases of 15% and above— Florida,
Georgia, Nevada, North Carolina, North Dakota and Wyoming; five states had increases between
1 and 15%--Alaska, Hawaii, Mississippi, South Dakota, and Vermont. The remaining twelve
governing board states had decreases, and nine states decreased at between -.01% and below 10%— Kansas, Idaho, Maine, Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, Oregon, Rhode Island, and
Utah; and three states had an decrease more than 10% – Arizona, Iowa, and Wisconsin.
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Among the coordinating board states, the top ranked state by change in per capita dollars
and percentage increase was Louisiana, which increased by $174 or 81.9%. Within the 27
coordinating board states, seven had increases of 15% and above— Alabama, California,
Connecticut, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, and New Mexico; nine states had increases
between 1 and 15%—Arkansas, Massachusetts, Nebraska, New York, Oklahoma, Tennessee,
Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia. The remaining four governing board states had decreases.
Four states decreased at between -.01% and below -10%— Delaware, Indiana, New Jersey, and
Washington; and 7 states had decreases of 10% or greater – Colorado, Illinois, Michigan,
Missouri, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and South Carolina. Table 14 clearly shows the wide disparity
among the states in terms of state tax appropriations for public higher education operating
budgets on a per capita basis as well as the startling decreases experienced by 23 states in recent
years. This is much worse when consideration is given to the fact that the FY1997 were adjusted
by HECA before calculation, and therefore increased, and yet the end result is still negative for
almost half of all fifty states over an eleven-year period.
Table 14 also shows a similar situation when changes in state tax appropriations for
public higher education operating budgets based on per student (both undergraduate and graduate
students) from FY1997 to FY2008 in public higher education institutions is analyzed. Among
the fifty states, 31 states —16 among the 23 governing states and 15 among the 27 coordinating
board states—saw a decline in state tax appropriations for public higher education budgets
between 1997 and. Numerically, the increase ranged from a high of $3,396 in Louisiana to a
decrease of –$2,452 in Iowa; by percentage the range was from a high of 64% in Louisiana to a
low of from -30.3% in Iowa.
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Within the governing board sector, the top ranked state by dollars per student was
Wyoming, which increased by $2,163 or 33.5%, which also made Wyoming the top ranked state
by percentage. Within the 23 governing board states, 3 had increases of 15 percent and above—
Florida, Hawaii, Nevada, and Wyoming; and 4 had increases between 1 and 15%—Alaska,
Georgia, and North Carolina. The remaining 16 governing board states had decreases; 11 states
decreased at between –.01% and below –10%—Arizona, Idaho, Kansas, Mississippi, Montana,
New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oregon, Rhode Island, Utah, and Vermont; and 5 had an
decrease of greater than 10%—Iowa, Maine, Minnesota, South Dakota, and Wisconsin.
Among the coordinating board states, the top ranked state by change in per student by
dollars and percentage increase was Louisiana, which increased by $3,396 (or 64%). Within the
27 coordinating board states, 4 had increases of 15% and above—Alabama, Louisiana, Nebraska,
and New Mexico; 7 states had increases between 1 and 15%—California, Connecticut,
Delaware, Maryland, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and Texas. One state, New York, had an increase of
below 1%. The remaining 15 governing board states had decreases; 6 states decreased at between
-.01% and below -10%—Illinois, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Virginia, Washington, and West
Virginia; and 9 states had decreases of 10% or greater—Arkansas, Colorado, Indiana, Michigan,
Missouri, New Jersey Ohio, Pennsylvania, and South Carolina. Table 15 indicates the wide
disparity among state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets on per
student basis in the eleven-year period from FY 1997 to FY 2008, as well as the startling
decreases experienced by 31 states. This is made dire when consideration is given to the fact that
the FY1997 were adjusted by HECA before calculation, and therefore increased, yet the end
result is still negative in 31 or 62% of the fifty states over an eleven-year period.
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State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets
Tables 15, 16, and 17 present data on state tax appropriations for public higher education
capital budgets by both population and headcount enrollment in terms of total dollars, and
percentages. Tables 15, 16, and 17 present the total U.S. population, as well as the corresponding
headcount enrollment for fall in public higher education institutions which includes
undergraduates and graduates for fall 1997, fall 2003, and fall 2008. Consistent with Grapevine
methodology, data for the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, U.S. Trust Territories were
excluded. Population data were obtained from the United States Department of Commerce
Bureau of the Census (http://www.census.gov/popest/states/NST-ann-est2008.html), and
headcount enrollment data at public degree-granting institutions by state were extracted from the
U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics/Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). Tables 15, 16, and 17 present comparisons of 23
states that according to McGuinness are classified as “governing board states” and 27 that are
classified as “coordinating board states” for FY1997, FY2003 and FY2008.
Tables 15, 16, and 17 differ from the prior tables presented, as not every state provided a
response for the amount of state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets.
Tables 15, 16, and 17 depict all data from responses received from each survey iteration of A
Fifty State Assessment of Capital Needs for Public Higher Education: Manns’ FY1997, FY2003,
and by this researcher for FY2008. As covered in Chapter III and earlier in this chapter, all dollar
amounts for prior years have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to real FY2008 dollars.
Manns’ FY1997 study included the survey item, “What was your state’s funding amount
for capital appropriation amount in FY1997 for public higher education? (If funding in your
state is provided biennially, take the biennial amount for the period that includes FY 1997, and
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divide by two.)” Manns’ FY1997 survey obtained 32 responses to this item or 64% out of the 50
states surveyed. Out of those 32 responses, 15 states or 65% responded out of the possible 23
governing board states, and 17 or 63% out of the 27 coordinating board states responded. The
states that responded to a survey question will be called “responding states” henceforth. The
responses obtained from the responding states are presented in Table 16.
Table 15, State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education
Institutions, Population and Headcount Enrollment, FY1997, presents each state’s total
population for 1997, headcount enrollment and the total state tax appropriations for public higher
education capital budgets as of FY1997. The total state tax appropriations for public higher
education capital budgets as of FY1997 are presented in dollars, per capita, and per student in the
final three columns. The total state tax appropriations for public higher education capital
budgets for the fifty states were approximately $4.9 billion as of FY1997. Of these $4.9 billion
dollars, $863 million or 17.8% was allocated in 1 of the 15 responding states out of 23 possible
governing board states, as compared to the approximately $4 billion or 83% in the 17 responding
coordinating board states. The average state tax appropriations for public higher education
capital budgets for the 15 responding governing board states was $57.5 million and the average
state tax appropriations for the 17 responding coordinating board states was more than four times
the amount of governing board states at $235.1 million.
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Table 15
State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, Population and Headcount
Enrollment, FY1997
Type of Statewide
Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal (N=15)
Average
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=17)
Average
Total(N=32)
Average

Population
(as of 7/1997)
Number
609,000
4,555,000
14,683,350
7,486,000
1,187,000
1,210,000
2,852,000
2,595,000
1,242,000
4,686,000
2,731,826
878,706
1,677,000
1,173,000
7,425,000
641,000
3,243,254
987,000
738,000
2,059,000
588,665
5,146,000
480,000
68,873,801
4,591,587

Headcount Enrollment
(Fall 1997)
Number
27,828
254,530
529,422
249,284
47,370
49,392
125,923
155,429
37,888
208,540
114,905
38,000
71,925
36,365
302,939
36,765
141,429
37,487
28,564
114,195
20,139
244,628
29,994
2,902,941
193,529

4,319,000
2,523,000
32,268,000
3,893,000
3,270,000
732,000
11,896,000
5,864,000
3,908,000
4,352,000
5,094,000
6,118,000
9,785,450
5,407,113
1,657,000
8,053,000
1,730,000
18,143,184
11,186,000
3,317,000
12,020,000
3,760,000
5,368,000
19,439,000
6,732,878
5,604,105
1,816,000
198,255,730
11,662,102
267,129,531
8,347,798

196,531
89,457
1,624,907
209,183
97,588
36,579
532,470
220,967
147,423
174,589
217,277
173,416
458,989
189,851
99,717
264,596
97,630
572,482
405,339
154,381
335,181
148,363
194,097
838,091
292,412
262,359
74,755
8,108,630
476,978
11,011,571
344,112

State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets
in Dollars
per Capita
per Student
$9,357,522
$15
$336
4,302,309
1
17
55,673,311
47
1,175
11,042,593
9
224
73,139,251
26
581
28,682,059
11
185
9,321,669
8
246
129,212,677
28
620
93,216,693
56
1,296
13,910,799
12
383
262,440,843
35
866
15,488,312
24
421
810,268
1
28
71,705,148
35
628
84,612,075
16
346
$862,915,531
$323
$7,351
57,527,702
12,620,106
669,148,143
248,386,634
352,045,031
227,954,826
159,185,430
22,760,648
64,534,634
211,035,422
64,534,634
12,476,696
75,290,406
391,940,341
201,553,709
36,694,393
1,210,382,905
35,852,574
$3,996,396,531
235,082,149
$4,859,312,062
151,853,502

$5
21
64
108
19
27
6
15
41
11
8
9
35
54
7
62
20
$511

$141
412
1,187
3,607
428
720
154
370
971
372
125
285
967
1,359
189
1,444
480
$13,212

$834

$20,563

Note: FY1997 (nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars. Sources: Data was adapted from the following sources: Table 3: FY1997 State Population,
Enrollment, State Capital Appropriations, Capital Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47), Table 197: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting institutions,
by attendance status, sex, and state: 1996 and 1997 (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), "Fall
Enrollment" surveys. This table was prepared July 1999.)
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It is necessary to again note the sizeable range that exists in terms of state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets among individual states within both
the governing and coordinating board classifications. For example, North Carolina with $262
million in state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets was significantly
higher than South Dakota at $810,268, a 324:1 margin within the 23 governing states. The state
tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for North Carolina was larger than
the combined amounts of the 10 smallest states in the governing board sector by state tax
appropriations: Alaska, Arizona, Hawaii, Idaho, Kansas, Maine, New Hampshire, North Dakota,
South Dakota and Utah, which total $220 million. A similar wide range in state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets can be found in the 17 responding
states within coordinating board sector.
Among the 17 coordinating board responding states by state tax appropriations for higher
education capital budgets, Texas was by far the largest with $1.2 billion of the nation’s state tax
appropriations. The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for Texas
in FY2008 was more than the combined amounts of the 12 smallest states in the governing board
sector by state tax appropriations: Arkansas, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Nebraska, New Jersey, South Carolina, Tennessee and West Virginia, which total
$1.1 billion.
Similar to Grapevine analysis, Table 15 provides the state tax appropriations for public
higher education capital budgets in the final two columns on the right, the first of which is
expressed in per capita and the second in per student. Again, a wide range within the governing
board sector can be observed. When analyzed by per capita and per student, North Carolina was
no longer the state the largest state tax appropriations among governing boards. Rather, North

141

Carolina ranks third largest at $35 per capita and $1,296 per student among governing board
responding states. Nevada, which in FY1997 had $56 per capita and $1,296 per student was now
ranked the highest in terms of both per capita and per student among the 15 governing boards
responding states.
When state tax appropriations for capital budgets for public higher education are
compared on a per capita basis among the 17 coordinating states, New Mexico at $404 is the
highest. On a per student basis, Connecticut at $3,607 was the highest ranked coordinating board
state. Texas is ranked third on a per capita basis at $62 and $1,444 on a per student basis for state
tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets among the 17 coordinating board
states.
Manns’ FY2003 study received 26 responses or 52% when the fifty states surveyed were
asked to provide amounts of state tax appropriation for public higher education capital budgets.
Out of those 26 responses, 15 states or 57% responded out of a possible 23 governing board
states, and 17 out of 27 or 52% of the total of the coordinating board states. These responses are
presented in Table 16.
In a manner exactly like Table 15, Table 16, State Tax Appropriations for Capital
Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, Population and Headcount Enrollment,
FY2003, presents each state’s total population for 2003, headcount enrollment, and the total state
tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets as of FY2003. The total state tax
appropriation for public higher education capital budgets as of FY2003 is presented in dollars,
per capita, and per student in the final three columns. The total state tax appropriations for
public higher education capital budgets as of FY2003 were approximately $5 billion for all 26
responding states. Of these $5 billion dollars, $550 million or 11% was allocated in one of the 11
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responding governing board states, as compared to the $4.5 billion or 89% in the 15 responding
coordinating board states. The average state tax appropriations for public higher education
capital budgets for the 11 governing board states was approximately $50 million and the average
state tax appropriations for the 15 responding coordinating board states was six times larger at
$299 million.
There is a substantial range that exists in terms of state tax appropriations for public
higher education capital budgets among individual states within both the governing and
coordinating board classifications as of FY2003. For example, Utah with $133 million in state
tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets was substantially larger than
Arizona with the smallest allocation of $1.2 million, for a ratio of 114:1 within the 11 governing
responding states. The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for
Utah was larger than the combined amounts of the 6 smallest states in the governing board sector
by state tax appropriations: Alaska, Hawaii, North Dakota, Rhode Island, Vermont and
Wyoming, which total $95.4 million. A similar wide range in state tax appropriations for public
higher education capital budgets can be found in the 15 responding states within coordinating
board sector.
Among the 15 coordinating board responding states by state tax appropriations for higher
education capital budgets, California was by far the largest with $2.4 billion of the nation’s state
tax appropriations. By an almost 5:1 margin, it was larger than Virginia, the next largest state
among of the responding coordinating board states, at $502.8 million.
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Table 16
State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions,
Population and Headcount Enrollment, FY2003
Type of Statewide Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal (N=11)
Average
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=15)
Average
Total (N=26)

Population
(as of 7/2003)
Number
660,975
5,750,475
17,313,811
8,910,741
1,251,532
1,390,329
2,942,739
2,731,069
1,307,904
5,078,014
2,884,596
925,969
2,323,875
1,292,064
8,523,199
636,196
3,576,262
1,071,095
773,539
2,439,852
618,432
5,508,789
502,816
78,414,273
7,128,570

Headcount Enrollment
(Fall 2003)
Number
29,821
310,679
643,784
330,052
50,316
60,481
149,195
169,384
46,714
242,531
134,318
42,444
94,205
41,324
383,720
43,383
166,129
39,937
38,179
140,282
22,607
266,805
31,666
3,477,956
316,178

4,506,574
2,740,191
35,629,666
4,600,050
3,475,351
825,682
12,665,718
6,210,801
4,135,567
4,487,830
5,538,989
6,437,414
10,090,280
5,742,650
1,741,450
8,620,770
1,889,266
19,301,113
11,445,095
3,511,960
12,335,652
4,196,799
5,906,936
22,424,884
7,454,688
6,179,645
1,803,312

225,347
119,920
1,978,831
236,883
108,815
37,621
566,137
262,957
196,474
207,923
251,984
189,334
501,821
216,777
93,432
298,906
117,245
613,895
450,369
178,612
381,254
171,893
196,088
1,035,872
341,948
298,079
82,273

12,411,985
2,411,744,023
609,211
223,110,759
15,236,756
330,986,404
208,938,327
345,720,816
48,757,618
14,813,269
292,411,198
11,308,955
21,097,046
502,812,940
39,155,000

$5
68
0
64
18
26
34
62
5
9
26
3
4
67
22

$104
1,219
3
2,050
405
585
795
1,372
97
159
649
63
108
1,470
476

213,898,333
14,259,889

9,360,690
624,046

$4,479,114,307
298,607,620

$412

$9,554

State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets
in Dollars
per Capita
per Student
$34,769,691
$53
$1,166
107,858,650
12
327
26,727,614
21
531
63,522,386
22
426
74,730,427
26
556
75,172,811
32
798
8,977,965
14
207
8,774,794
8
220
133,288,209
55
950
1,172,058
2
52
14,932,021
30
472
$549,926,624
$274
$5,704
49,993,329

292,312,606
12,838,646 $5,029,040,932
$686
$15,258
Average
11,242,793
493,794
193,424,651
Note: FY2003 (nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars. Sources: Data was adapted from the following
sources: FY2003 raw data obtained from Manns & Katsinas (2006); and Table 1: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United States,
Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2008 (NST-EST2008-01), (Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau, Release Date:
December 22, 2008); and Table 189: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through
2004 (September, 2005),U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).

144

As with Table 15, Table 16 provides the state tax appropriations for public higher
education capital budgets in the final two columns on the right, the first of which is expressed in
per capita and the second in per student. Again, a wide range within the governing board sector
can be observed. When analyzed by per capita, Utah remained the state with the highest state tax
appropriations among the 11 responding governing board states at $55. However, when state tax
appropriations for higher education capital budgets is considered on a per student basis, it was
Alaska that ranks highest, which in FY2003 had $1,166 per student among governing boards.
When state tax appropriations for capital budgets for public higher education were
compared on a per capita is compared in the 15 coordinating responding states, California at $68
remained the highest in FY2003. On a per student basis, Connecticut at $2,050 was the highest.
California ranked fifth on a per capita basis at $321. On a per student basis, California was fourth
with $1,329 of state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets.
When asked to provide dollar amounts of state tax appropriation for public higher
education capital budgets on the survey administered by this researcher for FY2008, this
researcher received 30 responses or 60%. Out of those 30 responses, 17 states or 74% responded
out of a total of 23 governing board states, and 13 states (or 48%) of the 27 total coordinating
board states. These responses are presented in Table 17.
Similar to Tables 15 and 16, Table 17, State Tax Appropriations for Public Higher
Education Capital Budgets, by Population and per student, FY2008, presents each state’s total
population for 2008, headcount enrollment and the total state tax appropriations for public higher
education capital budgets as of FY2008. The total state tax appropriation for public higher
education capital budgets as of FY2008 is presented in dollars, per capita and per student in the
final three columns. The total state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets
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as of FY2008 were approximately $4.6 billion for all 30 responding states. Of these $4.6 billion
dollars, $2.8 billion or 61% was allocated in 1 of the 17 responding governing board states, as
compared to the $1.8 billion or 39% in the 13 responding coordinating board states. The average
state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for the 11 governing board
states was approximately $162.9 million and the average state tax appropriations for the 15
responding coordinating board states was $135.9 million.
Worth noting are the broad ranges that exists in terms of state tax appropriations for
public higher education capital budgets among individual states within both the governing and
coordinating board classifications as of FY2008. For example, Florida with $1.4 billion in state
tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets was substantially larger than
Vermont with the smallest allocation of $1.8 million, by more than a 762:1 margin within the 17
governing responding states. The state tax appropriations for public higher education operating
budgets for Florida at $1.4 billion was more the combined total 17 governing responding states:
Alaska, Arizona, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Mississippi, Montana, Nevada, North
Dakota, Oregon, Rhode Island, and Vermont.
A similar wide range in state tax appropriations for public higher education capital
budgets can be found in the 13 responding states within coordinating board sector. The state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for Kentucky at $357.3 million was
greater than the collective amounts of the smallest states in the coordinating board sector by state
tax appropriations: Arkansas, Delaware, Indiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, Pennsylvania and
West Virginia, which total of $204.8 million.
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Table 17
State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, Population and Headcount
Enrollment, FY2008
Type of Statewide Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Carolina
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal (N=17)
Average
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=13)
Average
Total (N=30)
Average

Population
(as of 7/2008)
Number
686,293
6,500,180
18,328,340
9,685,744
1,288,198
1,523,816
3,002,555
2,802,134
1,316,456
5,220,393
2,938,618
967,440
2,600,167
1,315,809
9,222,414
641,481
3,790,060
1,050,788
804,194
2,736,424
621,270
5,627,967
532,668
83,203,409
4,894,318

Headcount Enrollment
(Fall 2008)
Number
29,381
332,154
706,973
359,963
50,454
60,526
154,644
170,897
48,357
250,397
139,931
42,857
104,797
41,982
410,884
43,016
165,260
41,503
38,917
147,982
24,829
273,708
33,705
3,673,117
216,066

4,661,900
2,855,390
36,756,666
4,939,456
3,501,252
873,092
12,901,563
6,376,792
4,269,245
4,410,796
5,633,597
6,497,967
10,003,422
5,911,605
1,783,432
8,682,661
1,984,356
19,490,297
11,485,910
3,642,361
12,448,279
4,479,800
6,214,888
24,326,974
7,769,089
6,549,224
1,814,468
220,264,482
16,943,422
303,467,891
10,115,596

238,321
135,525
2,137,969
227,984
114,072
39,092
550,940
278,966
211,234
196,256
269,719
198,700
519,684
223,677
96,680
318,877
124,773
652,871
462,098
187,315
396,774
180,479
218,109
1,109,666
370,486
301,793
88,851
9,850,911
757,762
13,524,028
450,801

State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets
in Dollars
per Capita
per Student
$12,865,000
$19
$438
34,600,000
5
104
1,372,066,361
75
1,941
252,135,000
26
700
183,036,000
142
3,628
57,261,600
38
946
194,400,000
65
1,257
45,000,000
16
263
120,400,000
23
481
87,100,000
30
622
38,600,000
40
901
123,800,000
48
1,181
18,000,000
28
418
118,508,018
31
717
97,993,643
93
2,361
1,800,000
3
72
11,864,048
22
352
$2,769,429,670
$703
$16,384
162,907,628
222,444,505
24,634,805
10,700,000
10,175,000
357,267,500
290,000,000
237,549,000
8,624,365

43,528,632
160,737,500

82,124,000
293,700,000

25,000,000
$1,766,485,307
135,883,485
$4,535,914,977
151,197,166

$48
9
12
2
84
66
42
1
24
81
7
47
14
$436

$933
182
274
36
1,691
1,478
881
43
450
1,288
207
1,347
281
$9,092

$1,140

$25,476

Sources: Data was adapted from the following sources: Table 1: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United States, Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1,
2008 (NST-EST2008-01), (Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau, Release Date: December 22, 2008); and U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) for fall 2008.
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As with Tables 15 and 16, Table 17 provides the state tax appropriations for public higher
education capital budgets in the final two columns on the right, the first of which is expressed in
per capita and the second in per student. Again, an extensive range within the governing board
sector can be observed. When analyzed by per capita, Hawaii at $142 was the state with the
highest state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets among the 17
responding governing board states. At $3,628, Hawaii remained the state with the highest
appropriations for higher education capital budgets, when considered on a per student basis
among the responding governing board states.
When state tax appropriations for capital budgets for public higher education were
compared on a per capita basis in the 13 coordinating responding states, Kentucky, at $84,
remained the highest in FY2008. On a per student basis, Kentucky at $1,691 was also the highest
ranked state in terms of state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets per
student.
To explore trends in state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets,
state responses were analyzed from those states that submitted an amount for state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for the three survey iterations:
FY1997, FY2003, and FY2008. For example, Florida did not provide an amount for state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets in FY1997 or FY2003 but did provide
an amount in FY2008 (as shown in Tables 16, 17, and 18). Therefore, Florida could not be
included as a comparison across all three data points: FY1997, FY2003, and FY2008. State tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets are presented in Tables 19, 20, and 21
for those states that provided an amount for all three survey iterations. Eleven states or 22% of
the 50 states provided data for state tax appropriation for public higher education capital budgets

148

for all three survey iterations. Out of these 11 total responses, 5 states or 22% of the 23
governing board states responded (Alaska, Hawaii, Iowa, Nevada and North Dakota), and among
the 27 total coordinating board states, 6 states or 22.2% provided data (Arkansas, Indiana,
Maryland, Nebraska, Tennessee and West Virginia). These responses are presented in Tables 19,
20, and 21.
Table 18, State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education
Institutions, Population and Headcount Enrollment, FY1997, presents each state’s total
population for 1997, headcount enrollment, and the total state tax appropriations for public
higher education capital budgets as of FY1997. The total state tax appropriations for public
higher education capital budgets, as of FY1997, is presented in dollars, per capita, and per
student in the final three columns. The total state tax appropriations for public higher education
capital budgets for the 11 responding states were approximately $714 million as of FY1997. Of
the $714 million, $274 million or 35% was allocated in the 5 responding governing board states,
as compared to the approximately $468 million or 66% in the six responding coordinating board
states. The average state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for the 5
responding governing board states was $49.4 million and the average state tax appropriations for
the 6 responding coordinating board states was more than four times the amount of governing
board states at approximately $78 million.
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Table 18
State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions,
Population and Headcount Enrollment, FY1997
Type of Statewide
Board
Governing
Alaska
Hawaii
Iowa
Nevada
North Dakota
Subtotal (N=5)
Average
Coordinating
Arkansas
Indiana
Maryland
Nebraska
Tennessee
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=6)
Average
Total (N=11)
Average

Population
(as of
7/1997)
Number

Headcount
Enrollment
(Fall 1997)
Number

609,000
1,187,000
2,852,000
1,677,000
641,000
6,966,000
1,393,200

27,828
47,370
125,923
71,925
36,765
309,811
61,962

$9,357,522
55,673,311
73,139,251
93,216,693
15,488,312
$246,875,090
49,375,018

$15
47
26
56
24
$168

$336
1,175
581
1,296
421
$3,810

2,523,000
5,864,000
5,094,000
1,657,000
5,368,000
1,816,000
22,322,000
3,720,333
29,288,000
2,662,545

89,457
220,967
217,277
99,717
194,097
74,755
896,270
149,378
1,206,081
109,644

$12,620,106
159,185,430
211,035,422
12,476,696
36,694,393
35,852,574
$467,864,621
77,977,437
$714,739,710
64,976,337

$5
27
41
8
7
20
$108

$141
720
971
125
189
480
$2,627

$275

$6,436

State Tax Appropriations for Capital
Budgets
in Dollars
per Capita per Student

Note: FY1997 (nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars. Responding states to all 3 survey
administrations: Manns’ FY1997, Manns' FY2003 and the FY2008 by this researcher, are the only states included in this table.
Sources: Data was adapted from the following sources: Table 3: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Capital Appropriations, Capital
Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); and Table 189: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting
institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through 2004 (September, 2005), U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).

A sizeable range exists in terms of state tax appropriations for public higher education
capital budgets among individual responding states within both the governing and coordinating
board classifications. As the survey response size is small at 5 governing and 6 coordinating
states, the states are listed in rank order for each category of state tax appropriation for public
higher education capital budgets: dollars, per capita, and per student.
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Comparison of State Tax Appropriations of Operating and Capital Budgets
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a governing board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest dollar amount) for
FY1997: 1) Nevada, 2) Iowa, 3) Hawaii, 4) North Dakota, and 5) Alaska.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a coordinating board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest dollar amount)
for FY1997: 1) Maryland, 2) Indiana, 3) Tennessee, 4) West Virginia, 5) Arkansas and 6)
Nebraska.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a governing board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest) on a per capita
basis for FY1997: 1) Nevada, 2) Hawaii, 3) Iowa, 4) North Dakota, and 5) Alaska.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a coordinating board are presented are presented in rank order (largest to smallest) on
a per capita basis for FY1997: 1) Maryland, 2) Indiana, 3) West Virginia, 4) Nebraska 5)
Tennessee, and 6) Arkansas.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a governing board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest) per student basis
for FY1997: 1) Nevada, 2) Hawaii, 3) Iowa, 4) North Dakota, and 5) Alaska
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a coordinating board are presented are presented in rank order (largest to smallest)
per student basis for FY1997: 1) Maryland, 2) Indiana, 3) West Virginia, 4) Tennessee, 5)
Arkansas, and 6) Nebraska.
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In a manner exactly like Table 18, Table 19, State Tax Appropriations for Capital
Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, Population and Headcount Enrollment,
FY2003, presents each state’s total population for 2003, headcount enrollment and the total state
tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets as of FY2003. A sizeable range
exists in terms of state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets among
individual responding states within both the governing and coordinating board classifications.
As the survey response size was small at 5 governing and 6 coordinating states, states are listed
in rank order for each of the three categories of state tax appropriation for public higher
education capital budgets: dollars, per capita and per student.
Table 19
State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions,
Population and Headcount Enrollment, FY2003
Type of
Statewide Board
Governing
Alaska
Hawaii
Iowa
Nevada
North Dakota
Subtotal (N=5)
Average
Arkansas
Indiana
Maryland
Nebraska
Tennessee
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=6)
Average
Total (N=11)
Average

Population
(as of
7/2003)
Number

Headcount
Enrollment
(Fall 2003)
Number

State Tax Appropriations for Capital
Budgets
in Dollars
per Capita
per Student

660,975
1,251,532
2,942,739
2,323,875
636,196
7,815,317
1,563,063

29,821
50,316
149,195
94,205
43,383
366,920
73,384

$34,769,691
26,727,614
63,522,386
75,172,811
8,977,965
$209,170,466
41,834,093

$53
21
22
32
14
$142

$1,166
531
426
798
207
$3,128

2,740,191
6,210,801
5,538,989
1,741,450
5,906,936
1,803,312
23,941,679
3,990,280
31,756,996
2,887,000

119,920
262,957
251,984
93,432
196,088
82,273
1,006,654
167,776
1,373,574
124,870

$12,411,985
208,938,327
345,720,816
14,813,269
21,097,046
39,155,000
$642,136,444
107,022,741
$851,306,910
77,391,537

$5
34
62
9
4
22
$134

$104
795
1,372
159
108
476
$3,012

$276

$6,140

Note: FY2003 (nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars. Responding states to all 3 survey administrations: Manns’ FY1997, Manns' FY2003 and
the FY2008 by this researcher, are the only states included in this table. Sources: Data was adapted from the following sources: Capital Appropriations, 2000-03, Manns & Katsinas (2006), (
p.39), Table 1: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United States, Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2008 (NST-EST2008-01), (Population Division,
U.S. Census Bureau, Release Date: December 22, 2008); and Table 189: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through
2004 (September, 2005), U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).
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The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a governing board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest dollar amount) for
FY2003: ) Nevada, 2) Iowa, 3) Alaska, 4) Hawaii, and 5) North Dakota.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a coordinating board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest dollar amount)
for FY2003: 1) Maryland, 2) Indiana, 3) West Virginia, 4) Tennessee, 5) Nebraska, and 6)
Arkansas.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a governing board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest) on a per capita
basis for FY2003: 1) Alaska, 2) Nevada, 3) Iowa, 4) Hawaii, and 5) North Dakota.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a coordinating board are presented are presented in rank order (largest to smallest) on
a per capita basis for FY2003: 1) Maryland, 2) Indiana, 3) West Virginia, 4) Nebraska, 5)
Arkansas, and 6) Tennessee.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a governing board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest) on a per student
basis for FY2003: 1) Alaska, 2) Nevada, 3) Hawaii, 4) Iowa, and 6) North Dakota.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a coordinating board are presented are presented in rank order (largest to smallest) on
a per student basis for FY2003: 1) Maryland, 2) Indiana, 3) West Virginia, 4) Nebraska, 5)
Tennessee, and 6) Arkansas.
In an approach precisely like Tables 18 and 19, Table 20, State Tax Appropriations for
Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, Population and Headcount Enrollment,
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FY2008, presents each state’s total population for 2008, headcount enrollment and the total state
tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets as of FY2008. A sizeable range
exists in terms of state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets among
individual responding states within both the governing and coordinating board classifications.
As the survey response size is again small at 5 governing and 6 coordinating states, states are
listed in rank order for each category.
Table 20
State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions,
Population and Headcount Enrollment, FY2008
Type of Statewide
Board
Governing
Alaska
Hawaii
Iowa
Nevada
North Dakota
Subtotal (N=5)
Average
Arkansas
Indiana
Maryland
Nebraska
Tennessee
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=6)
Average
Total (N=11)
Average

Population
(as of
7/2008)

Headcount
Enrollment
(Fall 2008)

Number

Number

State Tax Appropriations for Capital
Budgets
per
in Dollars
per Capita
Student

686,293
1,288,198
3,002,555
2,600,167
641,481
8,218,694
1,643,739

29,381
50,454
154,644
104,797
43,016
382,292
76,458

$12,865,000
183,036,000
194,400,000
123,800,000
18,000,000
$532,101,000
106,420,200

$19
142
65
48
28
$301

$438
3,628
1,257
1,181
418
$6,923

2,855,390
6,376,792
5,633,597
1,783,432
6,214,888
1,814,468
24,678,567
4,113,095
32,897,261
2,990,660

135,525
278,966
269,719
96,680
218,109
88,851
1,087,850
181,308
1,470,142
133,649

$24,634,805
10,175,000
237,549,000
43,528,632
293,700,000
25,000,000
$634,587,437
105,764,573
$1,166,688,437
106,062,585

$9
2
42
24
47
14
$138

$182
36
881
450
1,347
281
$3,177

$439

$10,100

Note: Responding states to all 3 survey administrations: Manns’ FY1997, Manns' FY2003 and the FY2008 by this researcher, are the only states
included in this table.
Sources: Data was adapted from the following sources: Table 1: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United States, Regions,
States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2008 (NST-EST2008-01), (Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau, Release Date: December
22, 2008); and U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) for
fall 2008.
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The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a governing board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest dollar amount) for
FY2008: 1) Iowa, 2) Hawaii, 3) Nevada, 4) North Dakota, and 5) Alaska.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a coordinating board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest dollar amount)
for FY2008: 1) Tennessee, 2) Maryland, 3) Nebraska, 4) West Virginia, and 5) Indiana.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a governing board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest) on a per capita
basis for FY2008: 1 )Hawaii, 2) Iowa, 3) Nevada, 4) North Dakota, and 5) Alaska.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a coordinating board are presented are presented in rank order (largest to smallest) on
a per capita basis for FY2008: 1) Tennessee, 2) Maryland, 3) Nebraska, 4) West Virginia, and
5) Indiana.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a governing board are presented in rank order (largest to smallest) per student basis
for FY2008: 1) Hawaii, 2) Iowa, 3) Nevada, 4) Alaska, and 5) North Dakota.
The state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets for responding
states with a coordinating board are presented are presented in rank order (largest to smallest)
per student basis for FY2008: 1) Tennessee, 2) Maryland, 3) Nebraska, 4) West Virginia, and 5)
Indiana.
State tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets were examined for
those states that submitted an amount for state tax appropriations for public higher education
capital budgets for the first and third survey iterations: FY1997 and FY2008. This method of
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analysis increases the size of the state responding from 11 states to 18 of the 50 states or 36%. Of
the 18 states, 9 or 39% of 23 governing board states responded (Alaska, Arizona, Hawaii, Idaho,
Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Nevada and North Dakota), among the 27 total coordinating board
states, 9 states or 33% provided data fro both FY1997 and FY2008 (Arkansas, Indiana,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nebraska, Tennessee, and West Virginia). These
responses are presented in Tables 22 and 23.
Tables 21 and 22 present data on state tax appropriations for public higher education
operating budgets by both population and headcount enrollment in terms of total dollars, and
percentages for FY1997 and FY2008. Table 21, State Tax Appropriations for Public Higher
Education Capital Budgets, by Population and per student, FY1997, presents each responding
state’s total population for 1997, headcount enrollment and the total state tax appropriations for
public higher education capital budgets as of FY1997. The total state tax appropriations for
public higher education capital budgets as of FY1997 are presented in dollars, per capita and per
student in the final three columns. The total state tax appropriations for public higher education
capital budgets for the 18 responding states were approximately $1 billion as of FY1997. Of the
approximately $1 billion, $420.1 million or 40% was allocated in 1 of the 9 responding states
governing board states, as compared to the approximately $619.7 million or 60% in the 9
responding coordinating board states. The average state tax appropriations for public higher
education capital budgets for the nine responding governing board states was $46.7 million, and
for the 9 coordinating board states was $68.9 million. The vast range that exists in FY1997 in
terms of state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets among individual
states within both the governing and coordinating board classifications is noteworthy. For
example, Minnesota with $129.2 million in state tax appropriations for public higher education
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capital budgets was significantly more than Arizona with the smallest allocation of $4.3 million;
a 30 to 1 ratio. A similar wide range in state tax appropriations for public higher education
capital budgets can be found in the nine responding states within coordinating board sector.
Among the 9 responding coordinating board states, Maryland allocated the most dollars
for its public higher education capital budgets at $211 million. State tax appropriations for
public higher education capital budgets in Maryland was larger than the combined amount of
$118.4 million for the 6 smallest states in the governing board states: Arkansas, Kentucky,
Massachusetts, Nebraska, Tennessee, and West Virginia.
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Table 21
State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions,
Population and Headcount Enrollment, FY1997
Type of
Statewide Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
Nevada
North Dakota
Subtotal (N=9)
Average
Coordinating
Arkansas
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nebraska
Tennessee
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=9)
Average
Total (N=18)
Average

Population
(as of 7/1997)

Headcount
Enrollment
(Fall 1997)

State Tax Appropriations for Capital
Budgets
per
in Dollars
Capita
per Student
$9,357,522
$15
$336
4,302,309
1
17
55,673,311
47
1,175
11,042,593
9
224
73,139,251
26
581
28,682,059
11
185
129,212,677
28
620
93,216,693
56
1,296
15,488,312
24
421
$420,114,728
$216
$4,854
46,679,414

Number
609,000
4,555,000
1,187,000
1,210,000
2,852,000
2,595,000
4,686,000
1,677,000
641,000
20,012,000
2,223,556

Number
27,828
254,530
47,370
49,392
125,923
155,429
208,540
71,925
36,765
977,702
108,634

2,523,000
5,864,000
3,908,000
4,352,000
5,094,000
6,118,000
1,657,000
5,368,000
1,816,000
36,700,000
4,077,778

89,457
220,967
147,423
174,589
217,277
173,416
99,717
194,097
74,755
1,391,698
154,633

$12,620,106
159,185,430
22,760,648
64,534,634
211,035,422
64,534,634
12,476,696
36,694,393
35,852,574
$619,694,536
68,854,948

$5
27
6
15
41
11
8
7
20
$139

$141
720
154
370
971
372
125
189
480
$3,523

56,712,000
3,150,667

2,369,400 $1,039,809,264
131,633
57,767,181

$355

$8,377

Notes: Responding states to both the Manns’ FY1997 and the FY2008 surveys by this researcher, are the only states included. FY1997
(nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars. Sources: Data was adapted from the following sources:
Table 3: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Capital Appropriations, Capital Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps
(2001), ( p.47); and Table 189: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through
2004 (September, 2005), U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS).

Similar to Grapevine analysis, Table 21 provides the state tax appropriations for public
higher education capital budgets in the final two columns on the right, the first of which is
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expressed on per capita basis and the second on a per student basis. Again, a wide range within
the governing board sector can be observed. Minnesota ranked third both in per capita at $38 and
per student funding for capital budgets at $620 among governing board responding states.
Nevada, which in FY1997 had $56 per capita and $1,296 per student, was ranked highest in
terms of both per capita and headcount enrollment among the 18 governing boards responding
states. Arizona remained the lowest rank state in both per capita and per student for state tax
appropriations for capital budgets for public higher education with $1 and $17, respectively, in
FY1997.
When state tax appropriations for capital budgets for public higher education for capital
budgets are compared on a per capita and per student basis among the 9 coordinating board
states, Maryland was the highest at $41 and $971 respectively; Arkansas was the lowest ranked
state on a per capita basis at $85 while Nebraska was the lowest rank per student at $125.
In a manner exactly like Table 21, Table 22, State Tax Appropriations for Public Higher
Education Capital Budgets, by Population and per student, FY2008, present similar data for
FY2008. The total state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets as of
FY2008 is presented in dollars, per capita, and per student in the final three columns. The total
state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets in FY2008 were
approximately $2.1 billion for all 18 responding states. Of this total, $789.4 million or 38% was
allocated in 1 of the 9 responding governing board states, as compared to the $1.3 billion or 62%
in the 9 responding coordinating board states. The average state tax appropriations for public
higher education capital budgets for the nine governing board states was approximately $87.7
million, and the average for the 9 responding coordinating board states was $143.4 million. Wide
ranges can be found in terms of state tax appropriations for public higher education capital

159

budgets among individual states within both the governing and coordinating board classifications
in FY2008. For example, Iowa, with $194.4 million in state tax appropriations for public higher
education capital budgets, by a 15:1 margin was larger than Alaska, which at $12.9 million had
the smallest allocation across 9 governing responding states. The state tax appropriations figure
for public higher education capital budgets in Iowa at $194 million was more than the combined
total of $167.7 million for the 5 governing states of Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Kansas, and North
Dakota.
A similar wide range in state tax appropriations for public higher education capital
budgets can be found in the 9 responding states within coordinating board sector in FY2008. The
state tax appropriation for capital budgets for Kentucky, at $357.3 million, was greater than the
collective amount of $349.5 million for the smallest coordinating board states of Arkansas,
Indiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nebraska, and West Virginia, which total $349.5 million.

160

Table 22
State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions,
Population and Headcount Enrollment, FY2008
Type of
Statewide Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
Nevada
North Dakota
Subtotal (N=9)
Average
Coordinating
Arkansas
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nebraska
Tennessee
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=9)
Average
Total (N=18)
Average

Population Headcount
(as of
Enrollment
7/2008)
(Fall 2008)
Number
Number
686,293
29,381
6,500,180
332,154
1,288,198
50,454
1,523,816
60,526
3,002,555
154,644
2,802,134
170,897
5,220,393
250,397
2,600,167
104,797
641,481
43,016
24,265,217 1,196,266
2,696,135
132,918
2,855,390
6,376,792
4,269,245
4,410,796
5,633,597
6,497,967
1,783,432
6,214,888
1,814,468
39,856,575
4,428,508
64,121,792
3,562,322

135,525
278,966
211,234
196,256
269,719
198,700
96,680
218,109
88,851
1,694,040
188,227
2,890,306
160,573

State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets
in Dollars
per Capita
per Student
$12,865,000
$19
$438
34,600,000
5
104
183,036,000
142
3,628
57,261,600
38
946
194,400,000
65
1,257
45,000,000
16
263
120,400,000
23
481
123,800,000
48
1,181
18,000,000
28
418
$789,362,600
$383
$8,717
87,706,956
$24,634,805
10,175,000
357,267,500
290,000,000
237,549,000
8,624,365
43,528,632
293,700,000
25,000,000
$1,290,479,302
143,386,589
$2,079,841,902
115,546,772

$9
2
84
66
42
1
24
47
14
$289

$182
36
1,691
1,478
881
43
450
1,347
281
$6,390

$672

$15,106

Notes: Responding states to both the Manns’ FY1997 and the FY2008 surveys by this researcher, are the only
states included. Sources: Data was adapted from the following sources: Capital Appropriations, 2000-03, Manns &
Katsinas (2006), (p. 39), Table 1: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United States, Regions,
States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2008 (NST-EST2008-01), (Population Division, U.S. Census
Bureau, Release Date: December 22, 2008); and Table 189: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting
institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through 2004 (September, 2005), U.S. Dept. of
Education, NCES, IPEDS.

As with Table 21, Table 22 provides the state tax appropriations for public higher
education capital budgets in the final two columns on the right, the first of which is expressed in
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per capita dollars and the second in per student dollars. Again, the large range within the
governing board sector can be observed. When analyzed by per capita and per student, Iowa
dropped to second in state tax appropriations for higher education capital budgets at $65 and
$1,257, respectively among the 9 responding governing board states. Hawaii, with $142 per
capita and $3,628 per student, respectively, was the state with the largest appropriations for
higher education capital budgets among responding governing board states.
When state tax appropriations for capital budgets for public higher education are
compared on a per capita basis across the 9 coordinating responding states, Kentucky at $84
remained the highest in FY2008. On a per student basis, Kentucky at $1,691 was also the highest
ranked state in state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets.
Massachusetts was ranked last at $1 on a per capita basis and $43 per student in state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets in FY2008.
Table 23, Percentage Changes in State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public
Higher Education Institutions, FY1997 and FY2008, depicts the changes from FY1997 to
FY1998 in terms of population and headcount enrollment in columns one and two for the 18
responding states. The next three columns represent the changes in state tax appropriations for
capital budgets expressed in dollars, per capita, and per student based on headcount enrollment.
The row titled subtotal, under governing, presents the changes in the 9 total coordinating states
for each column as described. This is represented in the same manner for the subtotal under
coordinating. The final row, titled total, presents the changes for the total 18 states under each
column. Put differently, it represents the combined 9 governing and the 9 coordinating board
states.
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As discussed in Chapter III and earlier in this chapter, per capita is unit per population.
Put differently, it is an average per person. The average presented in this chapter are state tax
appropriations for both operating and capital budgets presented both in dollar terms and as a
percentage in various tables. It would not be appropriate to compare per capita growth, to
population growth as this is inherent to the equation itself. In a similar manner, per student is the
average per student. Therefore, it would not be appropriate to compare any a per student rate of
growth to headcount enrollment growth. Although Tables 23 and 24 present the growth rate
changes of population, headcount enrollment along with the per capita and per student of state
tax appropriations for capital budgets, no such inference of valid comparisons can be made other
than those described by the researcher.
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Table 23

Percentage Change in State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education
Institutions, FY1997 to FY2008
Percentage Changes from FY1997 to FY2008
Type of
Statewide
Board
Governing

Population
Number

Headcount
Enrollment
Number

Alaska
Arizona
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
Nevada
North Dakota
Subtotal (N=9)

12.7
42.7
8.5
25.9
5.3
8.0
11.4
55.0
0.1
21.3

5.6
30.5
6.5
22.5
22.8
10.0
20.1
45.7
17.0
22.4

37.5
704.2
228.8
418.6
165.8
56.9
-6.8
32.8
16.2
87.9

22.0
463.6
202.9
311.8
152.5
45.3
-16.4
-14.3
16.1
77.1

30.2
516.3
208.7
323.2
116.4
42.7
-22.4
-8.8
-0.7
79.6

Coordinating
Arkansas
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nebraska
Tennessee
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=9)

13.2
8.7
9.2
1.4
10.6
6.2
7.6
15.8
-0.1
8.6

51.5
26.2
43.3
12.4
24.1
14.6
-3.0
12.4
18.9
21.7

95.2
-93.6
1469.7
349.4
12.6
-86.6
248.9
700.4
-30.3
108.2

72.5
-94.1
1336.9
343.4
1.8
-87.4
224.1
591.3
-30.2
107.8

28.8
-94.9
995.5
299.8
-9.3
-88.3
259.8
612.3
-41.3
81.4

13.1

22.0

100.0

89.1

80.3

Total (N=18)

State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets
in Dollars
per Capita
per Student

Notes: Responding states to both the Manns’ FY1997 and the FY2008 surveys by this researcher, are the only states included.
Underlying data in FY1997 (nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars.
Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher
education, 2010, (p.3). Underlying data was adapted from the following sources: Table 3: FY1997 State Population,
Enrollment, State Capital Appropriations, Capital Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); and
Table 189: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through
2004 (September, 2005), U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System (IPEDS). Table 1: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United States, Regions, States, and Puerto
Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2008 (NST-EST2008-01), (Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau, Release Date: December 22,
2008); and U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS) for fall 2008; and Table 189: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting institutions, by state or jurisdiction:
Selected years, 1970 through 2004 (September, 2005), U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).
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Table 24, Summary of Changes in State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public
Higher Education Institutions, FY1997 and FY2008, depicts the changes in Table 23 in a
summary format. Population increased by 13% and headcount enrollment increased by 22% for
the 18 reporting states from FY1997 to FY2008. Put differently, population increased by 21.3%
as headcount enrollment increased by 22% for the 9 governing board states, a rate of 8.9%.
There is only a small observable difference of 1.1% between population growth and headcount
enrollment in the governing board states. For the 9 coordinating board states, population
increased by 8.6% as headcount enrollment increased by 21.7% over the eleven-year period. Put
differently, student population increased at a 13.1% higher rate than did the total state population
of the 9 coordinating board states from FY1997 to F2008.
In terms of percent of dollar changes in state tax appropriations for capital budgets, there
was an increase of 100% from FY1997 to FY2008. Governing board states increased by 87.9%,
a rate 20.4% less than the coordinating states at 108.2%.
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Table 24

Summary of Percentage Changes in State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets of Public
Higher Education Institutions, FY1997 to FY2008

Percent Changes from FY1997 to FY2008

Type of Statewide
Board
Governing (N=9)
Coordinating (N=9)
Total (N=18)

Population

Headcount
Enrollment

Number

Number

State Tax Appropriations for
Capital Budgets
per
per
in Dollars
Capita
Student

21.3
8.6

22.4
21.7

87.9
108.2

77.1
107.8

79.6
81.4

13.1

22.0

100.0

89.1

80.3

Notes: Responding states to both the Manns’ FY1997 and the FY2008 surveys by this researcher, are the only states included. Underlying data in
FY1997 (nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars.
Sources: Underlying data was adapted from the following sources: Table 3: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Capital Appropriations,
Capital Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); and Table 189: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting
institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through 2004 (September, 2005), U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). Table 1: Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the
United States, Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2008 (NST-EST2008-01), (Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau,
Release Date: December 22, 2008); and U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System (IPEDS) for fall 2008; and Table 189: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected
years, 1970 through 2004 (September, 2005), U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS).

On a per capita basis, state tax appropriations for capital budgets increased 89.1% from
FY1997 to FY2008 for the 18 states. The rate of increase per student was 8.8% less, at 80.3%.
This lower difference is a function of the slower rate of growth of the population when compared
to the higher rate of growth of student headcount enrollment as depicted in the first two columns.
Among the governing board states, state tax appropriations for capital budgets per capita
increased by 79.6%. While coordinating states saw a slightly higher increase of 81.4% for the
same time period. On a per student basis for capital budgets, governing board states increased by
79.6% while coordinating board states increased by 81.4%.
Many of the previous tables have included population, headcount enrollment, and dollars
of state tax appropriations. The tables that follow present state tax appropriations for operating
and capital budgets on a per capita and per student basis. Per capita is calculated as the amount
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of state tax appropriations divided by the population of a given state. Per student is calculated as
the amount of state tax appropriations divided by the headcount enrollment of students of a given
state. Readers who wish to reference population, headcount enrollment, and dollars of state tax
appropriations may refer to Tables 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22.
Tables 25 and 26 present data on state tax appropriations for public higher education for
both operating and capital budgets in terms of total dollars and percentages, as well as the
changes from FY1997 to FY2008. Tables 25 and 26 present data on state tax appropriations for
public higher education for both operating and capital budgets both on a per capita and per
student basis. State tax appropriation for public higher education for operating budgets, reported
in Table 14 on a per capita and per student basis for FY1997 and FY2008, and analyzed for the
18 responding states that provided capital data comparisons. Data on state tax appropriations for
public higher education for capital budgets, reported in Tables 21 and 22 on a per capita and per
student basis for FY1997 and FY2008 was then taken for the 18 responding states identified.
Tables 25 and 26 present comparisons of the 9 governing board states among the total of 23 and
the 9 of the 27 that are classified as coordinating board states for FY1997 and FY2008.
Column one of Table 25 depicts the FY1997 state tax appropriations for public higher
education capital budgets on a per capita basis and column two shows the state tax
appropriations for FY2008. Columns three and four depict the change from FY1997 to FY2008
by dollars and percentages respectively. Column five depicts the FY1997 state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets on a per capita basis, and column six
shows the state tax appropriations for FY2008. Columns seven and eight depict the change from
FY1997 to FY2008 by dollars and percentages respectively.
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From FY1997 to FY2008, state tax appropriations for public higher education operating
budgets on a per capita basis for the 18 responding states had a small increase from $5,179 to
$5,521, an increase of $342 (or 6.6%). The 9 responding states with a governing board decreased
from $2,882 to $2,860, a decrease of $22 while the 9 responding coordinating board states
increased from $2,297 to $2,661 for an increase of $364. Put differently, governing board states
saw decline of -0.8% in state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets
from 1997 to 2008, while coordinating board states saw a 15.9% increase.
From FY1997 to FY2008, state tax appropriations for public higher education capital
budgets on a per capita basis for the 18 responding states increased from $355 to $672, an
increase of $317 or 89.1%. The $317 increase was distributed as follows: $167 among the nine
responding states with a governing board and $150 within the nine responding coordinating
board states increased. Put differently, governing board states saw an increase of 52.7% in state
tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets from 1997 to 2008, while
coordinating board states saw a 47.3% increase. Overall, state tax appropriations for public
capital budgets have increased at a higher rate than those for operating budgets on a per capita
basis. The growth rates of state tax appropriations for public capital budgets on a per capita basis
are also more evenly distributed between governing and coordinating responding states.
Among the 18 total responding states, 6 states—including 5 governing board states and
one coordinating board state—saw a decline in state tax appropriations for public higher
education operating budgets on a per capita basis between 1997 and 2008. Numerically, the
increase ranged from a high of $174 in Louisiana to a decrease of –$67 in Iowa; by percentage
the range was from a high of 81.9% in Louisiana to a low of -18.7% in Iowa.
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Within the 18 total responding states, 5 states—2 governing and 3 coordinating board
states—saw a decline in state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets
between 1997 and 2008. Numerically, the increase ranged from a high of $95 in Hawaii to a
decrease of –$26 in Indiana; by percentage the range went from a high of 1,336.9% in Kentucky
to a low of -94.1% in Indiana on a per capita basis.
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Table 25
Operating and Capital Budgets of State Tax Appropriations for Public Higher Education per
Capita, FY1997 to FY2008
Type of
Statewide
Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
Nevada
North Dakota
Subtotal
(N=9)
Average
Coordinating
Arkansas
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nebraska
Tennessee
West Virginia
Subtotal
(N=9)
Average
Total
(N=18)
Average

Operating Budgets

Capital Budgets

per Capita
Change
per Capita
Change
FY1997 FY2008 Dollars Percent FY1997 FY2008 Dollars Percent
7.6
22.0
$405
$436
$31
$15
$19
$3
463.6
230
202
(28)
12.2
1
5
4
1.4
202.9
424
430
6
47
142
95
-5.9
311.8
286
269
(17)
9
38
28
152.5
358
291
(67)
18.7
26
65
39
-0.4
45.3
296
295
(1)
11
16
5
-9.7
-16.4
334
302
(32)
28
23
(5)
17.0
-14.3
204
238
35
56
48
(8)
15.0
16.1
344
396
52
24
28
4
-0.8
77.1
$2,882 $2,860
$(22)
216
383
167
320
318
24
43
$277
252
260
213
239
194
348
246
270

$308
240
309
387
276
206
368
257
310

$31
(13)
50
174
37
12
21
12
40

$2,297
255

$2,661
296

$364
40

11.4
-5.0
19.2
81.9
15.6
6.2
6.0
4.8
14.8
15.9

$5
27
6
15
41
11
8
7
20

$9
2
84
66
42
1
24
47
14

$4
(26)
78
51
1
(9)
17
40
(6)

$139
15

$289
32

$150

6.6
$5,179
288

$5,521
307

$342
19

72.5
-94.1
1336.9
343.4
1.8
-87.4
224.1
591.3
-30.2
107.8

89.1
$355
20

$672
37

$317

Notes: Responding states to both the Manns’ FY1997 and the FY2008 surveys by this researcher, are the only states included. FY1997 (nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation
to Real FY2008 dollars
Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010, (p.3). Data was adapted from the following sources:
Grapevine, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education, FY1997-2008 (www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/): Table 2: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State
Operating Appropriations, Operating Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); Table 3: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Capital Appropriations, Capital
Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); Table 197: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting institutions, by attendance status, sex, and state: 1996 and 1997
(U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), "Fall Enrollment" surveys. This table was prepared July 1999.);
and U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) for fall 2008.
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Within the governing board sector, the top ranked state by changes in dollars in state tax
appropriations for public higher education operating budgets was North Dakota, which increased
by $52 or 15%. Nevada, with a $35 per capita increase, ranked second among the nine governing
responding states, but is ranked first by percentage growth with a 17% increase from FY1997 to
FY2008. Across the 9 responding governing board states, 4 saw increases of between 1% and
20%—Alaska, Hawaii, Nevada and North Dakota, and five states had decreases between .01%
and 20%—Arizona, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas and Minnesota.
Among the responding governing board states, the top ranked state by changes in dollars
in state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets was Hawaii, which
increased by $95 or 202.9%. While Arizona, with only a $4 per capita increase, was ranked first
within the nine governing responding states by percentage with a 463.6% increase from FY1997
to FY2008. Within the 9 responding governing board states, 4 had increases more than 100%—
Arizona, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, and Kansas; 3 had increases of between 1% and 50%— Kansas,
Alaska and North Dakota; and 2—Nevada and Minnesota—had decreases more than 5% and less
than 10% . Of note, 4 out of 5 of governing board states with that reported increases more than
100% in their capital budgets—Arizona, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa and Kansas—were the same states
that experienced decreases on a per capita basis for state tax appropriations for their public
higher education operating budgets. Put differently, if capital budgets remain constant or dip a
small amount while operating falls significantly, the percentage can vary significantly and
perhaps paint a more positive face on a negative problem.
Among the 9 responding coordinating board states, the top ranked state by change—both
as a percentage and dollar change, in terms of state tax appropriations for public higher education
operating budgets on a per capita basis was Louisiana. Louisiana’s operating budgets increased
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by $174 or 81.9% over the eleven-year period. Within the 9 responding coordinating board
states, 5 had increases of 10% and above—Arkansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, and West
Virginia, three had increases between 1% and 10%—Massachusetts, Nebraska and Tennessee
and one showed a decrease—Indiana.
Within the 9 responding coordinating board states, the top ranked state in terms of
change—both as a percentage and dollar change—in state tax appropriations for public higher
education capital budgets on a per capita basis was Kentucky at $78 and 1,336.9% respectively.
Among the 9 responding coordinating board states, 4 had increases of 70% and above—
Arkansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Nebraska and Tennessee; one state—Massachusetts—had an
increase between 1% and 5%; and 3 states showed a decrease of more than 25%—Indiana,
Massachusetts, and West Virginia.
In a like manner to Table 25, Table 26, Operating and Capital Budgets of State Tax
Appropriations for Public Higher Education per Student, FY1997 to FY2008, presents the
changes per student over the eleven-year time period from FY1997 to FY2008. This change is
presented in dollars and percent for both governing and coordinating boards. Column one depicts
the FY1997 state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets on a per student
basis and column two shows the state tax appropriations for FY2008. Columns three and four
depict the change from FY1997 to FY2008 by dollars and percent respectively. Column five
depicts the FY1997 state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets per
student and column six shows the same figures for FY2008. Columns seven and eight depict the
change from FY1997 to FY2008 by dollars and percentages, respectively.
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Table 26
Operating and Capital Budgets of State Tax Appropriations for Public Higher Education per Student,
FY1997 to FY2008
Type of
Statewide
Board

Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
Nevada
North Dakota
Subtotal
(N=9)
Average
Coordinating
Arkansas
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nebraska
Tennessee
West Virginia
Subtotal
(N=9)
Average

Operating Budgets
per Student
FY1997
FY2008
$8,864
$10,184
4,124
3,960
10,630
10,986
7,014
6,784
8,107
5,650
4,939
4,832
7,508
6,288
4,751
5,917
6,000
5,902

Capital Budgets

Change
Dollars Percent
14.9
$1,320
-4.0
(164)
3.3
356
-3.3
(230)
-30.3
(2,457)
-2.2
(107)
-16.2
(1,220)
24.5
1,166
-1.6
(98)
-2.3
$(1,435)

$61,938

$60,503

6,882

6,723

$7,804
6,699
6,881
5,306
5,599
6,829
5,778
6,792
6,564

$6,492
5,479
6,252
8,701
5,765
6,724
6,796
7,330
6,328

$(1,312)
(1,220)
(629)
3,395
166
(105)
1,018
538
(236)

$58,252

$59,867

$1,615

6,472

6,652
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Total (N=18)

$120,190

$120,370

Average

6,677

6,687

$180

-16.8
-18.2
-9.1
64.0
3.0
-1.5
17.6
7.9
-3.6
2.8

0.1

per Student
FY1997
FY2008
$336
$438
17
104
1,176
3,628
224
946
581
1,257
185
263
620
481
1,296
1,181
422
418

Change
Dollars Percent
30.5
$102
504.3
87
208.5
2,452
322.8
722
116.4
676
42.2
78
-22.4
(139)
-8.9
(115)
-0.9
(4)
79.5
$3,860

$4,856

$8,716

540

968

$141
720
155
370
971
371
125
189
479

$182
36
1,691
1,478
881
43
450
1,347
281

$41
(684)
1,536
1,108
(90)
(328)
325
1,158
(198)

$3,521

$6,389

$2,868

391

710

319

$8,377

$15,105

$6,728

465

839

29.5
-95.0
991.8
299.5
-9.3
-88.4
260.7
611.6
-41.3
81.5

80.3

Notes: Responding states to both the Manns’ FY1997 and the FY2008 surveys by this researcher, are the only states included. FY1997 (nominal)
dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars
Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010, (p.3).
Data was adapted from the following sources: Grapevine, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education, FY19972008 (www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/): Table 2: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Operating Appropriations, Operating Appropriations per
Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); Table 3: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Capital Appropriations, Capital
Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); Table 197: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting institutions, by
attendance status, sex, and state: 1996 and 1997 (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS), "Fall Enrollment" surveys. This table was prepared July 1999.); and U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) for fall 2008.
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From FY1997 to FY2008, state tax appropriations for public higher education operating
budgets on a per student basis for the 18 responding states had a slight increase from $120,190 to
$120,370, an increase of $180 or 0.1%. The nine responding states with a governing board saw a
decrease of $1,435, from $61,938 to $60,503, while the nine responding coordinating board
states saw an increase of $1,615 from $58,252 to $59,867. Put differently, governing board states
saw decline of 2.3% in state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets
from 1997 to 2008, while coordinating board states saw a 2.8% increase.
From FY1997 to FY2008, state tax appropriations for public higher education operating
budgets on a per student basis for the 18 responding states had a slight increase from $120,190 to
$120,370, an increase of $180 or 0.1%. State tax appropriations for public higher education
capital budgets on per student basis for the 18 responding states increased from $8,377 to
$15,105, an increase of $6,728 or 80.3% from FY1997 to FY2008.The $6,728 increase was
distributed as follows: $3,860 among the nine responding states with a governing board and
$2,868 within the nine responding coordinating board states increased. Put differently, governing
board states saw an increase of 79.5% in state tax appropriations for public higher education
capital budgets from 1997 to 2008, while coordinating board states saw a 80.3% increase.
Overall, state tax appropriations for public capital budgets have increased at a higher rate than
those for operating budgets on per student. State tax appropriations for public capital budgets
growth rates on per student are also more evenly distributed between governing and coordinating
responding states.
Among the 18 responding states, 11 report a decline in state tax appropriations for public
higher education operating budgets per student between 1997 and 2008. Of those 11 states, six
were governing boards—and five were coordinating boards—numerically, the increase ranged
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from a high of $3,395 in Louisiana to a decrease of $2,457 in Iowa; by percentage the range went
from a high of 64% in Louisiana to a low of -30.3% in Iowa.
Within the nine responding governing board states, four had percentage increases more
than 100%—Arizona, Hawaii, Idaho and Iowa; one state, Kansas had an increase of 42.2%, and
4 states had decreases of at least .05% and under 25%—Minnesota, Nevada and North Dakota.
Of note, all four responding governing board states with increases more than 100% in their
capital budgets—Arizona, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa—were states that experienced decreases on per
student for state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets. Put differently,
if capital budgets stay constant or a dip a small amount while operating falls significantly, the
percentages can fluctuate significantly and perhaps put a more positive face on a negative
problem.
Among the nine responding coordinating board states, the top ranked state in terms of
change from FY1997 to FY2008, both as a percentage and dollar change, in state tax
appropriations for public higher education operating budgets on per student was Louisiana.
Louisiana’s operating budgets increased by $3,395 or 64% over the eleven-year period. Within
the nine responding coordinating board states, one state had an increase of 50% and above—
Louisiana, three had increases between 1% and 20%—Maryland, Nebraska, and Tennessee and
five showed a decrease of between 1% and 20%—Arkansas, Indiana, Kentucky, Massachusetts,
and West Virginia.
Within the nine responding coordinating board states, the top ranked state in terms of the
highest change in dollars per student is—both as a percentage and dollar change—in state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets on per student was Kentucky at $1,536
and 991.8% respectively. Among the nine responding coordinating board states, four had
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increases of 100% and above— Kentucky, Louisiana, Nebraska and Tennessee, one state—
Arkansas—had an increase between 25% and 30%, and four states showed a decrease of more
than 25%—Indiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, and West Virginia.
Table 27, Summary of Percentage Changes in State Tax Appropriations for Operating
and Capital Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, FY1997 to FY2008, depicts the
percentage changes in Tables 26 and 27 in a summary format. Operating budgets increased by
6.6% per capita and by 0.1% on a per student basis for the total 18 states from FY1997 to
FY2008. Capital budgets saw substantially higher increases than operating budgets at 89.1%
measured per capita and 80.3% per student during the same eleven-year period.
Table 27
Summary of Percentage Changes in State Tax Appropriations for Operating and Capital
Budgets of Public Higher Education Institutions, FY1997 to FY2008
Percentage Changes from FY1997 to FY2008
State Tax Appropriations

Operating Budgets
Type of Statewide
Board
Governing (N=9)
Coordinating (N=9)
Total (N=18)

per Capita

Capital Budgets

per Student

per Capita

per Student

-0.8
15.9

-2.3
2.8

77.1
107.8

79.6
81.4

6.6

0.1

89.1

80.3

Notes. Responding states to both the Manns’ FY1997 and the FY2008 surveys by this researcher, are the only states included. FY1997 (nominal)
dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars
Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010,
(p.3). Data was adapted from the following sources: Grapevine, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education,
FY1997-2008 (www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/): Table 2: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Operating Appropriations, Operating
Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); Grapevine data for FY 1997 was used from Manns’ FY1997 study
retrieved on May 2000 with missing FY1997 data retrieved Table 15, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher
Education for Fiscal Years 1994-95 through 1999-00, with Annual Average Five-year Percentage Change; Table 3: FY1997 State Population,
Enrollment, State Capital Appropriations, Capital Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); Table 197: Total fall
enrollment in public degree-granting institutions, by attendance status, sex, and state: 1996 and 1997 (U.S. Department of Education, National
Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), "Fall Enrollment" surveys. This table was prepared
July 1999.); and U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) for
fall 2008.

On a per capita basis, state tax appropriations for operating budgets increased by 6.6%
from FY1997 to FY2008 for the 18 states. Among the governing board states, state tax
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appropriations for operating budgets per capita decreased -0.8%, while coordinating states saw a
an increase of 15.9% for the same time period.
On a per student basis, state tax appropriations for operating budgets increased by 0.1%
from FY1997 to FY2008 for the 18 states. On per student basis, operating budgets on for
governing board states decreased by -2.3% while coordinating board states increased by 2.8%.
On a per capita basis, state tax appropriations for capital budgets increased 89.1% from
FY1997 to FY2008 for the 18 states. Among the governing board states, state tax appropriations
for capital budgets per capita increased by 79.6%. While coordinating states saw a slightly higher
increase of 81.4% for the same time period.
On a per student basis, state tax appropriations for capital budgets, increased at an 8.8%
lower rate than per capita, at 80.3%. The governing board states increased on a per student basis
of 79.6% while coordinating board states increased by 81.4%.
Tables 28 and 29 present a comparison of state tax appropriations for operating and
capital budgets for public higher education from FY1997 and FY2008, in terms of total dollars,
ratios and percentages. As in Tables 23 and 24, Tables 28 and 29 present the data for the 18
responding states for both Manns’ FY1997 survey and the FY2008 survey administered by this
researcher. Among the 18 responding states, nine were among the 23 states classified as
“governing board states” and nine were among the 27 states classified as “coordinating board
states” for both FY1997 and FY2008.
Table 28, Comparison of Operating and Capital Budgets of State Tax Appropriations for
Public Higher Education, Expressed in Ratio and Percentage, FY1997, presents each responding
state’s total state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets in column one,
each responding state’s total state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets
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in column two, the ratio of capital budgets to operating budgets in column three and capital
budgets expressed as a percentage of operating budgets in column four as of FY1997. As
depicted in prior tables, state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets far
outweighs the amount of state tax appropriations allocated for capital budgets. This vast
difference is shown in Table 28 as the overall ratio of operating budgets to capital budgets for the
18 responding states for FY1997 is 34 to 1.
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Table 28
Comparison of Capital Budgets and Operating Budgets of State Tax Appropriations for Public
Higher Education, Expressed in Ratio and Percentage, FY1997
Type of
Statewide
Board

Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
Nevada
North Dakota
Subtotal
(N=9)
Average
Coordinating
Arkansas
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nebraska
Tennessee
West Virginia
Subtotal
(N=9)
Average
Total (N=18)
Average

FY1997

Comparisons
Capital as a
Ratio of Capital to
Percent of
Operating
Operating
26 :1
3.8
244 :1
0.4
9 :1
11.1
31 :1
3.2
14 :1
7.2
27 :1
3.7
12 :1
8.3
4 :1
27.3
14 :1
7.0

Operating
Appropriations
$246,681,486
1,049,630,001
503,552,273
346,414,743
1,020,892,012
767,751,327
1,565,522,731
341,708,017
220,586,548

Capital
Appropriations
$9,357,522
4,302,309
55,673,311
11,042,593
73,139,251
28,682,059
129,212,677
93,216,693
15,488,312

$6,062,739,137
673,637,682

$420,114,728
46,679,414

$698,112,720
1,480,157,751
1,014,374,014
926,292,844
1,216,436,254
1,184,178,976
576,150,868
1,318,243,224
342,178,000

$12,620,106
159,185,430
22,760,648
64,534,634
211,035,422
64,534,634
12,476,696
36,694,393
35,852,574

55
9
45
14
6
18
46
36
10

:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1

1.8
10.8
2.2
7.0
17.3
5.4
2.2
2.8
10.5

$8,756,124,651
972,902,739
$14,818,863,788
823,270,210

$619,694,536
68,854,948
$1,039,809,264
57,767,181

239
27
621
34

:9
:1
:18
:1

60.0
6.7
131.9
7.3

381 :9
42 :1

71.9
8.0

Notes. Responding states to both the Manns’ FY1997 and the FY2008 surveys by this researcher, are the only states included. FY1997
(nominal) dollars have been adjusted by HECA for inflation to Real FY2008 dollars
Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010,
(p.3). Data was adapted from the following sources: Grapevine, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher
Education, FY1997-2008 (www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/): Table 2: FY1997 State Population, Enrollment, State Operating Appropriations,
Operating Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); Grapevine data for FY 1997 was used from Manns’ FY1997
study retrieved on May 2000 with missing FY1997 data retrieved Table 15, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of
Higher Education for Fiscal Years 1994-95 through 1999-00, with Annual Average Five-year Percentage Change; Table 3: FY1997 State
Population, Enrollment, State Capital Appropriations, Capital Appropriations per Student, and Rank, Manns & Opps (2001), ( p.47); Table
197: Total fall enrollment in public degree-granting institutions, by attendance status, sex, and state: 1996 and 1997 (U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), "Fall Enrollment" surveys. This
table was prepared July 1999.); and U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) for fall 2008.
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In a manner exactly like Table 28, Table 29, Comparison of Operating and Capital
Budges of State Tax Appropriations for Public Higher Education, Expressed in Ratio and
Percentage, FY2008, presents each responding state’s total state tax appropriations for public
higher education operating budgets in column one, each responding state’s total state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets in column two for FY2008. The total
state tax appropriations for public higher education as of FY2008 is presented as the ratio of
capital budgets to operating budgets and as capital budgets as a percentage of operating budgets
in the final two columns. The ratio of capital to operating budgets as of FY2008 is 14 to 1, a 5:1
increase over FY1997 of 34 to1.
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Table 29
Comparison of Capital Budgets and Operating Budgets of State Tax Appropriations for Public
Higher Education, Expressed in Ratio and Percentage, FY2008
Type of
Statewide
Board

Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
Nevada
North Dakota
Subtotal (N=9)
Average
Coordinating
Arkansas
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nebraska
Tennessee
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=9)
Average
Total (N=18)
Average

FY2008
Operating
Appropriations
$299,228,000
1,315,406,400
554,292,000
410,595,600
873,709,364
825,697,884
1,574,499,000
620,032,581
253,901,000
$6,727,361,829
747,484,648

Capital
Appropriations
$12,865,000
34,600,000
183,036,000
57,261,600
194,400,000
45,000,000
120,400,000
123,800,000
18,000,000
$789,362,600
87,706,956

$879,882,230
1,528,494,000
1,320,540,000
1,707,668,337
1,555,048,366
1,335,981,876
657,011,774
1,598,765,500
562,253,000
$11,145,645,083
1,238,405,009
$17,873,006,912
992,944,828

$24,634,805
10,175,000
357,267,500
290,000,000
237,549,000
8,624,365
43,528,632
293,700,000
25,000,000
$1,290,479,302
143,386,589
$2,079,841,902
115,546,772

Comparisons
Ratio of
Capital as a
Capital to
Percent of
Operating
Operating
23 :1
4.3
38 :1
2.6
3 :1
33.0
7 :1
13.9
4 :1
22.2
18 :1
5.4
13 :1
7.6
5 :1
20.0
14 :1
7.1
127 :9
116.3
14 :1
12.9
36
150
4
6
7
155
15
5
22
400
44
527
29

:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:1
:9
:1
:18
:1

2.8
0.7
27.1
17.0
15.3
0.6
6.6
18.4
4.4
92.9
10.3
209.2
11.6

Notes. Responding states to both the Manns’ FY1997 and the FY2008 surveys by this researcher, are the only states included. Sources: The type
of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010, (p.3). Data was
adapted from the following sources: Grapevine, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education, FY1997-2008
(www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/); Grapevine data for FY 1997 was used from Manns’ FY1997 study retrieved on May 2000 with missing FY1997
data retrieved Table 15, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education for Fiscal Years 1994-95 through 199900, with Annual Average Five-year Percentage Change; and U.S. Dept. of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) for fall 2008.
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Secondary Research Question Number Two
Secondary research question number two is, “At the state level, what observable
differences exist, if any, in terms of deferred maintenance to meet funding capital needs for
public higher education from FY1997 to FY2008?” States were asked to provide the “an estimate
of the total amount of deferred maintenance currently existing” for public higher education
institutions facilities. Two key ratios, the Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR) and the Facilities
Condition Index (FCI) were analyzed to ascertain changes, if any exist, in deferred maintenance
over time.
Deferred Maintenance Ratio
The Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR) was created by higher education facilities expert
Henry Kaiser to provide institutions a method to measure appropriate capital budgeting for
deferred maintenance as a percentage of their total institutional operating budgets. In 1996,
Kaiser suggested the DMR should be between 2% and 4% of operating expenses but found that
the average DMR for all colleges and universities he surveyed was 11.5%. Deferred
Maintenance Ratio (DMR is calculated by dividing the estimated deferred maintenance by state
tax appropriations for operating budgets. For this study, SHEEOs were asked, “Does your state’s
higher education governing or coordinating board have an estimate of the total amount of
deferred maintenance currently existing for public institutions? If yes, please provide dollar
amount.” The Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR) is presented in three segments: first, national
summary comparisons for all survey respondents in FY1997, FY2003, and FY2008 are
presented; second, FY2008 data is presented; and third, state comparisons for those states that
provided data in all three survey years is presented.
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Table 30, Responding States to Deferred Maintenance Ratio by Survey Year: FY1997,
FY2003, FY2008, presents the responding states that provided enough data to calculate the
deferred maintenance ratio by survey year. Manns’ FY1997 survey received estimated amounts
of deferred maintenance from 21 states for a 42% response rate. Out of those 21 responses, 10
states or 44% responded from the 23 possible governing board states and 11 or 41% from the 27
coordinating board states. Manns’ FY2003 survey obtained estimated amounts of deferred
maintenance from 22 states or 44% of all 50 states. Out of those 22 responses, 10 states or 44%
were from of the 23 governing board states and 12 or 44% were from the 27 coordinating board
states. The FY2008 survey administered by this researcher obtained from 20 states or 40% from
estimated amounts of deferred maintenance. Of these 20 responding states, 11 states or 48%
were from the 23 governing board states, and 9 or 33% were from 27 coordinating board states.
Table 31, Deferred Maintenance Ratio, Expressed by Means: FY1997, FY2003, FY2008,
presents the averages or means of the total responding states listed in Table 32 by governance
structure. From FY1997 to FY2008, the mean of the DMR of all responding states increased
from 44% to 93%. Across all three survey years, governing board states have a lower DMR than
those designated as a coordinating board states. The mean DMR for responding overning board
states increased from 43% to 76% across the 11 year time period. During the same time period,
the mean DMR of the 9 responding coordinating board states more than doubled from 44% to
114%. Twenty states provided estimated amount of deferred maintenance for FY2008. Manns’
FY1997 study found that only one state, Arizona, fell within the recommended range suggested
by Kaiser (1996) as presented in Chapter II.
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Table 30
Responding States to Deferred Maintenance Ratio by Survey Year: FY1997, FY2003, FY2008
Governing (N=23)
Survey Year Number
Percent
FY1997
10
FY2003
10
FY2008
11

Coordinating (N=27)
Total (N=50)
Number
Percent
Number
Percent
44
11
41
21
42
44
12
44
22
44
48
9
33
20
40

Table 31
Deferred Maintenance Ratio, Expressed by Means: FY1997, FY2003, FY2008
Survey Year
FY1997
FY2003
FY2008

Governing
43
40
76

Coordinating
44
73
114

Total
44
57
93

Notes. Kaiser (1996) recommended the DMR should be between 2% and 4% of operating expenses.
Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010,
(p.3). Underlying data was adapted from the following sources: Grapevine, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher
Education, FY1997-2008 (www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/); Grapevine data for FY 1997 was used from Manns’ FY1997 study retrieved on May
2000 with missing FY1997 data retrieved Table 15, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education for Fiscal
Years 1994-95 through 1999-00, with Annual Average Five-year Percentage ChangeManns & Katsinas (2006) Table 2, Estimated amount of
deferred Maintenance and the current replacement value (FY 2003), (p.39); and Manns (2001), Table 10, Deferred Maintenance Ratio (N=21),
(p.88).

Table 32, Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR), expressed in percentages, FY2008,
presents each state’s estimated deferred maintenance and state tax appropriations for their public
higher education operating budgets as of FY2008. For FY2008, 20 responding states, 11 among
governing board states and 9 among coordinating board states, provided an estimated deferred
maintenance amount. The total estimated deferred maintenance for the 20 states was
approximately $22.7 billion as of FY2008. Of this $22.7 billion, $5.9 billion or 26% was
allocated among the 11 governing board states, as compared to the approximately $16.8 billion
or 74% in the 9 responding coordinating board states. The average estimated deferred
maintenance for public higher education facilities for the 11 responding governing board states
was $535.9 million and the average estimated deferred maintenance for the nine responding
coordinating board states was $1.9 billion.
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The total state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets for the 20
states were approximately $28.6 billion as of FY2008. Of these $28.6 billion dollars, $8.5 billion
or 30% was allocated among the 11 governing board states, as compared to the approximately
$20.1 billion or 70% in the 9 coordinating board states. The average state tax appropriations for
public higher education operating budgets for the 11 governing board states was $769.7 million
and the average state tax appropriations for the nine coordinating board states was $2.2 billion.
Of note, the estimated deferred maintenance of $22.7 billion is only $5.9 billion less than the
total state tax appropriations for operating budgets at $28.6 for these 20 states at FY2008. This is
a clear indication of the staggering amounts of deferred maintenance that exist in public higher
education facilities.
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Table 32
Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR), expressed in percentages, FY2008
Type of Statewide Board

Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Hawaii
Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
Nevada
North Dakota
Oregon
South Dakota
Wisconsin
Subtotal (N=11)
Average
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
Illinois
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Texas
Subtotal (N=9)
Average
Total (N=20)
Average

Estimated
Deferred
Maintenance
$605,667,815
587,100,000
368,373,000
490,000,000
825,000,000
686,000,000
500,000,000
117,500,000
670,170,000
45,479,560
1,000,000,000
$5,895,290,375
$535,935,489

State Tax
Appropriations
for Operating
Budgets
$299,228,000
1,315,406,400
554,292,000
873,709,364
825,697,884
1,574,499,000
620,032,581
253,901,000
725,761,919
196,133,172
1,228,373,932
$8,467,035,252
$769,730,477.5

Deferred
Maintenance
Ratio (%)
202
45
67
56
100
44
81
46
93
23
81
837
76

1,532,752,486
1,985,000,000
3,067,000,000
2,332,955,319
1,500,000,000
2,100,000,000
2,900,000,000
948,680,710
430,000,000
$16,796,388,515
$1,866,265,391
$22,691,678,890
$1,134,583,945

$1,961,808,342
879,882,230
2,948,632,100
1,320,540,000
1,707,668,337
1,555,048,366
2,193,274,000
1,211,068,342
6,343,669,747
$20,121,591,464
$2,235,732,385
$28,588,626,716
$1,429,431,336

78
226
104
177
88
135
132
78
7
1025
114
1861
93

Notes. Kaiser (1996) recommended the DMR should be between 2 to 4% of current replacement value of the facilities. Sources: The type of
statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010, (p.3). Data was adapted
from the following sources: Grapevine, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education, FY1997-2008
(www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/): Grapevine data for FY 1997 was used from Manns’ FY1997 study retrieved on May 2000 with missing FY1997
data retrieved Table 15, Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education for Fiscal Years 1994-95 through 199900, with Annual Average Five-year Percentage Change.
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Table 32 depicts no states with a deferred maintenance ratio within the recommended
range of 2% to 4% as recommended by Kaiser (1996) and Manns’ and Opp (2001) identified a
“good practice” in Chapter II. Among the 11 governing board states, Alaska, with a 202.4%
deferred maintenance ratio is by far the highest in FY2008. South Dakota has the lowest deferred
maintenance ratio at 23.2% among the governing board states, a figure still 8 times greater than
the high end of recommended DMR percentages established by Kaiser (1996). Among the 9
coordinating board states, Arkansas, with a deferred maintenance ratio of 226% is the highest,
while Texas with a deferred maintenance ratio of 6.8% is the lowest.
Table 33, Deferred Maintenance Ratio, expressed in percentages, FY1997, FY2003 and
FY2008, presents data for responding states that provided enough data to calculate the DMR for
all three time periods. Fourteen states, including 7 governing and 7 coordinating board states,
provided enough data to calculate the DMR for all three survey years (FY1997, FY2003, and
FY2008). The average DMR was 42% for FY1997, 57% for FY2003 and 100% for FY2008 for
these 14 responding states. Two states, North Dakota and Texas, actually reduced their DMR
from FY1997 to FY2008. The DMR of North Dakota, a governing board state, was lower in
FY2003 at 35% than the 98% figure reported in FY1997. From FY2003 to FY2008, North
Dakota increased to 46%, still considerably less than the 97.5% DMR in FY1997. Texas, a
coordinating board state, showed an increase in DMR from 7.6% in FY1997 to 10.8% FY2003.
From FY2003 to FY2008, Texas lowered its DMR to 6.8%. Arkansas, a coordinating board
state, had the highest variance FY1997 to FY2008 with 18% in FY1997 rising to 226% in
FY2008, 12.9 times higher. Maryland had a DMR of 6% in FY2003 and a DMR of 135.0% in
FY2008, a 22.5 times higher variance. Arkansas, at 226%, is the highest DMR of responding
states of all three-time periods.

187

Among the 7 governing board states of Alaska, Arizona, Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, Nevada,
and North Dakota, the average DMR was 41% for FY1997, 45% for FY2003, and 85% for
FY2008. In this eleven-year time period, the average DMR more than doubled. The state with
the highest DMR varied with each survey year with North Dakota at 98% the highest in FY1997;
Kansas at 100% the highest in FY2003; and Alaska at 202% the highest in FY2008. Arizona, the
state with the lowest DMR in FY1997 at 3.8% also had the lowest DMR in FY2008 with a much
larger figure of 45%, a figure more than 10 times larger in just eleven years. Nevada at 16% had
the lowest DMR among the 7 governing board states in FY2003.
Among the 7 coordinating board states of Alabama, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky,
Maryland, South Carolina and Texas, the average DMR was 43% for FY1997, 69% for FY2003,
and 115% for FY2008. Thus, in just eleven years, the average DMR increased nearly three fold.
The coordinating state with the highest DMR in FY1997 was Maryland, at 94.3%. Arkansas had
the highest DMR in both FY2003 and FY2008, at 211% and 226%, respectively. Texas, the state
with the lowest DMR in FY1997 at 7.6%, also had the lowest DMR in FY2008, at 6.8%.
Maryland, at 6.0%, had the lowest DMR among the seven responding coordinating board states
in FY2003, but rose to 135% in FY2008.
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Table 33
Deferred Maintenance Ratio, expressed in percentages, FY1997, FY2003 and FY2008
Type of Statewide Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Hawaii
Iowa
Kansas
Nevada
North Dakota
Average (N=7)
Coordinating
Alabama
Arkansas
Illinois
Kentucky
Maryland
South Carolina
Texas
Average (N=7)
Average (N=14)

FY1997
82.2
3.8
19.3
12.3
56.0
14.7
97.5
40.8

FY2003
70.5
25.1
48.7
18.9
100.4
15.9
35.3
45.0

FY2008
202.4
44.6
66.5
56.1
99.9
80.6
46.3
85.2

86.0
17.5
39.2
37.5
94.3
19.2
7.6
43.0
41.9

93.8
210.7
57.9
27.5
6.0
72.5
10.8
68.5
56.7

78.1
225.6
104.0
176.7
135.0
78.3
6.8
114.9
100.1

Note: Only states that provided DMR in all three surveys: Manns' FY1997, Manns' FY2003 and FY2008 by this
researcher are included in this table.
Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of
higher education, 2010, (p.3). Underlying data was adapted from the following sources: Grapevine, Appropriations
of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education, FY1997-2008 (www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/);
Manns & Katsinas (2006) Table 2, Estimated amount of deferred Maintenance and the current replacement value
(FY 2003), (p.39); and Manns (2001) Table 10, Deferred Maintenance Ratio (N=21), (p.88).

Facilities Condition Index
The Facilities Condition Index (FCI) is calculated by dividing the estimated replacement
value of facilities by the estimated deferred maintenance. Kaiser (1996) recommended that the
FCI should be below 5%, an identified “good practice” in Chapter II of this study. There are
three components to the examination of Facilities Condition Index (FCI) by statewide governing
structure. First, national summary comparisons for all survey respondents in FY1997, FY2003,
and FY2008 are presented; second, FY2008 data is presented; and third, state comparisons for
those states that provided data in all three survey years are presented.
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Table 34, Responding States to Facilities Condition Index by Survey Year: FY1997,
FY2003, FY2008, present the responding states that provided enough data to calculate the
Facilities Condition Index by survey year. Manns’ FY1997 survey received the replacement
value for public higher education facilities from 16 states for a 32% response rate. Out of those
16 responses, 8 states of 23 governing board states or 35% responded and 8 of the 27
coordinating board states or 30% responded. Manns’ FY2003 survey received 22 responses or
44%; his request for an estimated dollar amount of replacement value. Out of those 22 responses,
10 were among the 23 governing board states or 44%, and 12 were from the 27 coordinating
board states. The FY2008 survey administered by this researcher obtained the estimated
amounts of deferred maintenance from 19 states, or 38%. Of these 20 responding states, 11 states
or 48% were among the 23 governing board states, and 8 or 30% were among the 27
coordinating board states.
Table 35, Facilities Condition Index, Expressed by Means: FY1997, FY2003, FY2008,
presents the averages or means of the total responding states listed in Table 35 by governance
structure. From FY1997 to FY2008, the mean of the FCI of all responding states increased from
9.3% to 16.4%, a figure three times greater than Kaiser recommends. Across all three survey
years, governing board states have a lower FCI than those designated as a coordinating board
states. Governing board states increased from a mean FCI of 6.2% to 10.8% across the elevenyear time period. During the same time period, the mean FCI of coordinating board states almost
doubled from 12.4% to 24.2%, a figure nearly 5 times greater than recommended by Kaiser. All
the states that provided the estimated deferred maintenance amount in Table 33 provided an
amount of replacement value with the exception of Alabama.

190

Table 35
Responding States to Facilities Condition Index by Survey Year: FY1997, FY2003, FY2008

Survey Year
FY1997
FY2003
FY2008

Coordinating
(N=27)
Governing (N=23)
Number Percent Number Percent
8
34.8
8
29.6
10
43.5
12
44.4
11
47.8
8
29.6

Total
(N=50)
Number
Percent
16
32.0
22
44.0
19
38.0

Table 36
Facilities Condition Index, Expressed by Means: FY1997, FY2003, FY2008
Survey Year
FY1997
FY2003
FY2008

Governing
6.2
8.8
10.8

Coordinating
12.4
14.6
24.2

Total
9.3
11.9
16.4

Notes. Kaiser (1996) recommended the DMR should be between 2% and 4% of operating expenses.
Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies
of higher education, 2010, (p.3). Underlying data was adapted from the following sources: Grapevine,
Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education, FY1997-2008
(www.coe.ilstu.edu/grapevine/); Manns & Katsinas (2006) Table 2, Estimated amount of deferred Maintenance
and the current replacement value (FY 2003), (p.39); and Manns (2001), Table 10, Deferred Maintenance Ratio
(N=21), (p.88).

Table 36, Facilities Condition Index (FCI), expressed in percentages, FY2008, presents
each state’s estimated deferred maintenance and replacement value of public higher education
facilities as of FY2008. For FY2008, 19 responding states (11 among governing board and 8
among coordinating board states) provided an estimated replacement value for public higher
education facilities. The total replacement value for public higher education facilities for the 19
responding states was approximately $157.6 billion as of FY2008. Of these $157.6 billion
dollars, $65.3 billion or 42% was allocated among the 11 governing board states, as compared to
the approximately $92.3 billion or 59% among the 8 coordinating board states. The average
replacement value for public higher education facilities for the 11 governing board states was
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$5.8 billion, and the average replacement value for public higher education facilities for the 8
coordinating board states was $11.5 billion.
The total estimated deferred maintenance for the 19 states was approximately $21.2
billion as of FY2008. Of this $21.2 billion figure, $5.9 billion or 39% was allocated among the
11 governing board states, as compared to the approximately $15.3 billion or 72% for the 8
responding coordinating board states. The average estimated deferred maintenance for public
higher education facilities for the 11 responding governing board states was $535.9 million, and
the average estimated deferred maintenance for the 8 responding coordinating board states was
$1.9 billion.
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Table 36
Facilities Condition Index: Estimated Deferred Maintenance Divided by Estimated
Replacement Value, FY2008
Type of Statewide
Board
Governing
Alaska
Arizona
Hawaii
Iowa
Kansas
Minnesota
Nevada
North Dakota
Oregon
South Dakota
Wisconsin
Subtotal (N=11)
Average
Coordinating
Arkansas
Illinois
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Texas
Subtotal (N=8)
Average
Total (N=19)
Average

FY2008 Estimated
Replacement
Deferred
Value
Maintenance
1,768,243,000
605,667,815
7,300,000,000
587,100,000
4,001,098,000
368,373,000
13,000,000,000
490,000,000
7,468,131,354
825,000,000
6,890,000,000
686,000,000
4,200,000,000
500,000,000
1,800,000,000
117,500,000
5,377,863,365
670,170,000
1,451,838,484
45,479,560
12,000,000,000
1,000,000,000
$65,257,174,203
$5,895,290,375
5,932,470,382
535,935,489
4,224,000,000
16,600,000,000
8,269,000,000
10,000,000,000
9,000,000,000
6,000,000,000
8,245,172,608
30,000,000,000
$92,338,172,608
11,542,271,576
$157,595,346,811
8,294,491,937

1,985,000,000
3,067,000,000
2,332,955,319
1,500,000,000
2,100,000,000
2,900,000,000
948,680,710
430,000,000
$15,263,636,029
1,907,954,504
$21,158,926,404
1,113,627,705

FCI
34.3
8.0
9.2
3.8
11.0
10.0
11.9
6.5
12.5
3.1
8.3
118.6
10.8
47.0
18.5
28.2
15.0
23.3
48.3
11.5
1.4
193.3
24.2
311.9
16.4

Notes: Manns & Katsinas (2006) and Kaiser (1996) recommend that the FCI should be below 5%. Arkansas
provided amounts for both but indicated Educational and General Facilities for Replacement Value and for
deferred maintenance.
The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of
higher education, 2010, (p.3).

Kaiser’s (1996) recommendation that the FCI should be below 5% is identified as a
“good practice” in Chapter II. Table 36 indicates just 3 of the 19 states in FY2008 were within
the FCI recommended range: Iowa, South Dakota and Texas. Among the 11 governing board
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states, Alaska, with a 34%, has the highest Facilities Condition Index in FY2008, a figure nearly
7 times higher than the 5% FCI recommended by Kaiser (1996). South Dakota has the lowest
Facilities Condition Index at 3.1% among the governing board states. These are the same two
states with the highest DMRs in Table 33 for FY2008. Among the 8 coordinating board states,
Pennsylvania, with a Facilities Condition Index of 48% is the highest, while Texas with an FCI
of 6.8% is the lowest.
Table 37, Facilities Condition Index, expressed in percentages, FY1997, FY2003 and
FY2008, presents data for 9 responding states that provided enough data to calculate the FCI for
all three time periods. Of these 9 states, six were governing and 3 were coordinating board states.
The average FCI was 5.3% for FY1997, 11.4% for FY2003, and 13.0% for FY2008 for those 9
responding states. Two of the 9 states, North Dakota and Texas, reduced their FCIs from FY1997
to FY2008. These are the same two states that reduced their DMR from FY1997 to FY2008 in
Table 33. The FCI for North Dakota, a governing board state, reduced its FCI from 12.7% in
FY1997 to 6.5% in FY2008. Texas, a coordinating board state, showed an increase in FCI from
2.0% in FY1997 to 3.6% FY2003. From FY2003 to FY2008, Texas lowered the FCI to 1.4%.
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Table 37
Facilities Condition Index: Estimated Deferred Maintenance Divided by Estimated Replacement
Value, FY2008
Type of Statewide
Board
FY2008 Estimated
Governing
Replacement Value
Deferred Maintenance
FCI
Alaska
1,768,243,000
605,667,815
34.3
Arizona
7,300,000,000
587,100,000
8.0
Hawaii
4,001,098,000
368,373,000
9.2
Iowa
13,000,000,000
490,000,000
3.8
Kansas
7,468,131,354
825,000,000
11.0
Minnesota
6,890,000,000
686,000,000
10.0
Nevada
4,200,000,000
500,000,000
11.9
North Dakota
1,800,000,000
117,500,000
6.5
Oregon
5,377,863,365
670,170,000
12.5
South Dakota
1,451,838,484
45,479,560
3.1
Wisconsin
12,000,000,000
1,000,000,000
8.3
Subtotal (N=11)
$65,257,174,203
$5,895,290,375
118.6
Average
5,932,470,382
535,935,489
10.8
Coordinating
Arkansas
4,224,000,000
1,985,000,000
47.0
Illinois
16,600,000,000
3,067,000,000
18.5
Kentucky
8,269,000,000
2,332,955,319
28.2
Louisiana
10,000,000,000
1,500,000,000
15.0
Maryland
9,000,000,000
2,100,000,000
23.3
Pennsylvania
6,000,000,000
2,900,000,000
48.3
South Carolina
8,245,172,608
948,680,710
11.5
Texas
30,000,000,000
430,000,000
1.4
Subtotal (N=8)
$92,338,172,608
$15,263,636,029
193.3
Average
11,542,271,576
1,907,954,504
24.2
Total (N=19)
$157,595,346,811
$21,158,926,404
311.9
Average
8,294,491,937
1,113,627,705
16.4
Notes: Manns & Katisinas (2006) and Kaiser (1996) recommend that the FCI should be below
5%. Arkansas provided amounts for both but indicated Educational and General Facilities for
Replacement Value and for deferred maintenance.
The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and
agencies of higher education, 2010, (p.3).
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Arkansas, a coordinating board state, had the highest variance FY1997 to FY2008. The
FCI for Arkansas increased from 4.7% in FY1997 to 47.0% in FY2008, a figure 10 times higher.
Arkansas also has the highest FCI of the 9 responding states for each of the three-time periods.
This was the same case in Table 32 for DMR.
Among the 6 governing board states of Arizona, Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, Nevada, and
North Dakota, the average FCI was 5.7% for FY1997, 7.5% for FY2003, and 8.4% for FY2008.
All three FCI percentages were above the maximum FCI of 5% recommended by Kaiser (1996).
The governing state with the highest FCI varied with each survey year: North Dakota at 12.7% in
FY1997, Kansas at 16.9% in FY2003, and Nevada at 11.9% in FY2008. Arizona had the lowest
FCI in FY1997 at 0.7%, and Iowa had the lowest FCI in both FY2003 and FY2008 at 2.5% and
3.8% respectively among the 6 governing board states in FY2003.
Among the three responding coordinating board states of Arkansas, Illinois, and Texas,
the average FCI was 4.6% for FY1997, 19.2% for FY2003, and 22.3% for FY2008. The
coordinating state with the highest FCI in FY 1997 was Illinois at 6.9%. Arkansas had the
highest FCI in both FY2003 and FY2008, at 43% and 47% respectively. Texas, the state with the
lowest FCI in FY1997 at 2%, also had the lowest FCI in FY2003 at 3.6% and in FY2008 at 1.4%
among the three responding coordinating board states. It may be that the dedicated revenue
source of the permanent university or college fund (derived form proceeds of oil and natural gas
on land set aside at the time of Texas’ statehood), which benefits institution in the University of
Texas and Texas A&M systems can explain this better relative position.
Secondary Research Question Number Three
The third secondary research question is, “At the state level, to what extent are
recognized “good practices” in planning and allocation process(es) and funding mechanism(s), as
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recommended by expert practitioners and scholars, for capital needs for public higher
education.” In Chapter II, four good practices at the state level were identified in the literature
review: 1) comprehensive master planning for facilities; 2) access to and periodic review of data
on public higher education facilities; 3) funds designated for facilities renewal and replacement;
and 4) key facilities ratios and percentages within recommended levels. Table 38, Survey Items
Related to Questions by Good Practice at the State Level, FY2008, presents good practices and
the corresponding survey questions that form the basic framework for data analysis for
Secondary Research Question Three.
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Table 38
Survey Questions by Good Practice at the State Level, FY2008
Good Practice A: Comprehensive Master Planning for Facilities
Question
Number
9

Survey Question
Does your state have a long-range facilities master plan for public higher
education?

9a

If yes, which stakeholders (e.g., units of government) are involved in
preparing the higher education master plan for your state?

Good Practice B: Access to and Periodic Review of Data on Public Higher Education Facilities

16

How often does your state conduct facilities audits? (Audits on the condition
of current facilities.)
Does your state have an estimate of the replacement value of facilities within
the public higher education? If yes, please provide the dollar amount.

17

Does your state’s higher education governing or coordinating board have an
estimate of the total amount of deferred maintenance currently existing for
public institutions? If yes, please provide the dollar amount.

19

How often are the data collected on the amount of deferred maintenance for
public higher education?

12

Good Practice C: Funds Designated for Facilities Renewal and Replacement
4
20

What percentage of annual operating funds is set-aside for facilities renewal
and replacement in your state?
Does your state have a reserve fund set aside for deferred maintenance for
public higher education?

Good Practice D: Key Facilities Ratios and Percentages within Recommended Ranges
Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR)
17
Facilities Condition Index
16, 17
(FCI)
Annual Operating Funds Set-aside for Facilities Renewal and Replacement
4
(FSA)

Good Practice One: Comprehensive Master Planning for Facilities
SHEEOs were asked to provide information on practices, planning process(es) and
funding mechanism(s) related to capital needs of public higher education in their respective
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states. St. John (1991) indicated that facilities’ planning provides a way that states can control
costs, regulate quality, and foster coordination across institutions. In response to the question,
“Does your state have a long-range facilities master plan for public higher education?” Table 39,
Summary of States with a Long-Range Facilities Master Plan, FY2008, presents the summary of
all states that responded “yes” to the existence of a state long-range facilities plan for public
higher education. The responding states were evenly split with 19 or 50% out of 38 responding
states indicating affirmatively and the other 19 or 50% negatively. Manns’ FY1997 study
revealed that of the forty states that responded, fifteen states or 38% indicated a facilities master
plan existed in their state, while 25 or 63% did not have a facilities master plan.
Table 39
Summary of States with a Long-Range Facilities Master Plan, FY2008
Governing (N=21)
Yes Response
%

Coordinating (N=17)

Total (N=38)

10

9

19

47.6

52.9

50.0

Table 40, Existence of a Long-range Facilities Master Plan, FY2008, presents the
responses of the states by governance structure. Among the 21 responding governing board
states, 10 or 48% indicated the existence of a long-range facilities master plan while 11 or 52%
marked no. Among the 19 responding coordinating board states, 9 or 53% indicated the existence
of a long-range facilities master plan while 8 or 47% states marked no. A chi-square analysis
revealed no statistical significance in the existence of a long-range facilities master plan between
states with consolidated governing boards and those with coordinating/planning agencies, (N=
38), chi-square = .106, df = 1, p =.744.

199

Table 40
Existence of a Long-range Facilities Master Plan, FY2008
Existence of a Long-Range Facilities Master Plan, FY2008
Governing (N=21)

Yes

No

Coordinating (N=17)

Yes

No

Alaska
X
Alabama
X
Arizona
X
Arkansas
X
Florida
X
California
X
Georgia
X
Delaware
X
Hawaii
X
Illinois
X
Idaho
X
Kentucky
X
Iowa
X
Louisiana
X
Kansas
X
Maryland
X
Maine
X
Massachusetts
X
Minnesota
X
Nebraska
X
Mississippi
X
New Mexico
X
Montana
X
Oklahoma
X
Nevada
X
Pennsylvania
X
New Hampshire
X
South Carolina
X
North Dakota
X
Tennessee
X
Oregon
X
Texas
X
Rhode Island
X
West Virginia
X
South Dakota
X
Vermont
X
Wisconsin
X
Wyoming
X
Subtotal
10
11
Subtotal
9
8
% Responding
47.6
52.4
% Responding
52.9
47.1
Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state
boards and agencies of higher education, 2010, (p.3).

States were asked, “If yes, which stakeholders (e.g., units of government) are involved in
preparing the higher education master plan for your state? (Please mark all that apply.)” The
following choices were presented: institution officials, state system board, legislative budget
office, state coordinating or governing boards, governors' budget office and other (specify).
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Although 19 states indicated the existence of a long-range facilities master plan for public
higher education in Tables 39 and 40, 21 states indicated stakeholder involvement. Alaska and
Arkansas identified institutional officials as the only key stakeholders involved in the
development of the master facilities plan for public higher education. Upon further review, it was
determined that respondents may have misinterpreted the question by putting the role of the
institution as the sole entity responsible for master planning in their respective states. These two
states were in the total number of responding states for this analysis of this item.
Table 41, Summary of States that Include all Stakeholders in the State Master Plan
Process, FY2008, presents the summary of all states that observed the good practice of
stakeholder involvement across all groups. For those 19 states with a long-range facilities master
plans, only 4 states or 21% indicated the involvement of all four key stakeholder groups: 1)
institution includes institution officials; 2) government (includes legislative and/or governor’s
budget office); and 3) state higher education agency (includes state system board, consolidated
governing, and/or consolidated governing/planning agency).
Table 41
Summary of States that Include all Stakeholders in the State Master Plan Process, FY2008

Governing (N=10)
Includes all Stakeholders
Percent

0
0.0

Coordinating (N=9)
4
44.4

Total (N=19)
4
21.1

Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies
of higher education, 2010, (p.3).

Table 42, Stakeholders Involved in the State Master Plan Process, FY2008, presents the
stakeholders identified by the 19 responding states. Among the 19 responding states that
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identified the institutional officials as stakeholders in the master planning process as of FY2008,
4 states—Kentucky, Maryland, Oklahoma, and Texas—identified stakeholder involvement from
all three key groups. The majority, 15 states or 89%, indicated stakeholder involvement in the
master planning process within two key groups: institutional officials and state higher education
board/agency.
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Table 42
Stakeholders Involved in the State Master Plan Process, FY2008
Type of Statewide Board

Governing (N=10)
Arizona
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Minnesota
Nevada
North Dakota
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Wisconsin
Subtotal
Percent
Coordinating (n=9)
Alabama
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nebraska
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Texas b
Subtotal
Percent
Total (N=19)
Percent

Stakeholders Involved in the State Master Plan Process
State Higher Education
Board/Agency

Institution
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
10
100.0

Government

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
7
70.0

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
9
100.0
19
100.0

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
8
88.9
15
78.9

0
0.0

X
X

X
X
4
44.4
4
21.1

Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher
education, 2010, (p.3).
Note: Alaska and Arkansas answered this question although they did not answer the prior question "yes" which was the
criteria to answer so their answers were omitted from this table. Both Alaska and Arkansas indicated one stakeholder Institution Officials. bTexas indicated "other" and specified Bond Review Board. "Yes" responses are indicated with an "X".
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Among the 10 responding governing board states, no state included the involvement of
all three stakeholder groups. Three governing board states—Nevada, North Dakota, and Rhode
Island—identified institutional officials as the sole stakeholder involved in the master planning
process. Seven governing board states—Arizona, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Minnesota, South
Dakota, and Wisconsin—identified stakeholder involvement in the master planning process of
two key groups: institutional officials and state higher education board/agency.
Among the 9 responding coordinating board states, 4 states—Kentucky, Maryland,
Oklahoma, and Texas—identified stakeholder involvement from all key groups (44%). South
Carolina was the only coordinating board state to identify institutional officials as the sole
stakeholder involved in the master planning process. Eight governing board states or 89%
identified stakeholder involvement in the master planning process of two key stakeholder groups:
institutional officials and the state higher education board/agency (Alabama, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nebraska, Oklahoma, and South Carolina).
Good Practice Two: Access to and Periodic Review of Data on Public Higher Education
Facilities
States were asked, “How often does your state conduct facilities audits (audits on the
condition of current facilities.)” The following options or choices were listed: 1) not audited on a
regular basis 2) every year, 3) every two years, 4) every three years, 5) every four years, 6) five
years or more, and 7) other, please specify. Thirty-seven states responded to this question for
FY2008 with California and Indiana choosing not to respond to this survey item. Table 43,
Summary of States that Perform Facilities Audits, FY2008, presents the summary by type of
statewide governance structure for those states that do conduct periodic facilities audits. Of the
37 responding states in FY2008, 12 or 32% conduct periodic facilities audits while 24 or 68% do
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not. As discussed in Chapter II, Manns’ FY1997 study found that of the 40 states that
responded, only 12 states (31%) conducted regular periodic facilities audits while 27 (69%) did
not. Thus, the number of states that conduct periodic facilities audits remained virtually the same
from FY1997 (12 of 40 states) to FY 2008 (12 of 37 states).
Table 43
Summary of States that Perform Periodic Facilities Audits, FY2008

States that
Perform
Periodic
Facilities Audits
Percent

Governing (n=21)

Coordinating(n=16)

Total (N=37)

5
23.8

7
37.5

12
32.4

Table 44, Frequency of Facilities Audits, FY2008, presents the frequency of facilities
audits of the 37 responding states in FY2008. Columns one through five indicate the frequency
of facilities audits: One Year, Two Years, Three Years, Four Years, and Five or More.
Responding states that indicate one of these responses were deemed to observe the good practice
of periodic facilities audits at the state level and are grouped under the row entitled “Observes
Good Practice: Periodic Facilities Audits.” Column six and seven indicate states that do not
conduct facilities or responded “other.” Six states or 16% selected “other” as a response and
provided additional information: Alaska, Georgia, Hawaii, Iowa, Illinois, and Iowa. Alaska
noted that state audits are performed whenever a major maintenance upgrade project is
programmed. Georgia indicated that policy and procedures are in place for review at the campus
level. Hawaii stated that a Capital Renewal Backlog Report was performed annually. Both Iowa
and Illinois indicated facilities audits were an institutional decision and coordinated at that level.
Kentucky advised that their state does not perform facilities but their institutions do and report
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those to the state. Of those 13 states that do conduct periodic facilities audits, 6 are governing
board states and seven are coordinating board states.
Among the 21 responding governing boards, two states or 10%—Minnesota and
Montana—conduct annual facilities audits at the state level. Two states or 10%, Kansas and
Nevada perform facility audits every two years and one state or 5%, Arizona, every three years.
Four states (or 19% indicated “other”—Alaska, Georgia, Hawaii, and Iowa. The majority of
governing board states, 12 states or 57% do not conduct a facility audit on a regular basis as of
FY2008: Florida, Idaho, Maine, Mississippi, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oregon, Rhode
Island, South Dakota, Vermont, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.
Among the 17 responding coordinating boards, 2 states or 10%—Alabama and
Arkansas—conduct facilities audits at the state level on an annual basis. One state or 6%, South
Carolina, performs facility audits every two years. Two states or 13%—Tennessee and Texas—
conduct facilities audits every three years. Two states or 19% indicated “other”—Illinois and
Kentucky. Eight states or 50% of coordinating board states do not conduct a facility audit on a
regular basis as of FY2008: Delaware, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Nebraska, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania and West Virginia.
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Table 44
Frequency of Facilities Audits, FY2008
Type of Statewide Board

Governing (N=21)
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Vermont
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotal
Percent
Coordinating (N=16)
Alabama
Arkansas
Delaware
Illinois
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nebraska
New Mexico
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
West Virginia
Subtotal
Percent
Total (N=37)
Percent

Frequency of Facilities Audits, FY2008
Observes Good Practice: Periodic Facilities Audits
Not on a
One
Two
Three
Four
Five or
Regular Basis
Year
Years
Years
Years
More

Other
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

2
9.5

2
9.5

0
0.0

1
4.8

0
0.0

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
12
57.1

4
19.0

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
1
6.3
3.0

2
12.5
4.0

1
6.3
1.0

0
0.0
1.0

2
12.5
2.0

X
8
50.0
20.0

2
12.5
6.0

8.1

10.8

2.7

2.7

5.4

54.1

16.2

Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010, (p.3). Notes: 1)
Kentucky - States does not audit - the institutions audit and report to the state; 2) Georgia - Policy and procedures are in place for review at the campus level; 3)
Alaska State audits are performed whenever a major maintenance upgrade project is programmed; 4) Iowa - Institutional Decision; 5) California - no response; 6)
Hawaii--Capital Renewal Backlog Report Annually; 7) Illinois--Institutions Coordinate
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Boyer (1989), Kaiser (1996), Medlin (2000), Manns (2001), and Katsinas and Tollefson
(2009) all stressed the importance of safe and functional higher education facilities. These
commentators also agree on the need for investment in facilities for public higher education
institutions. Estimates of replacement value and deferred maintenance are crucial data
components at the state level in evaluation of facilities. The rising amount of deferred
maintenance is a cause for concern for all stakeholders in public higher education.
Recognizing that many states do not conduct regular periodic facilities audits of public
their higher education facilities, but still may have meaningful data that is periodically reviewed,
states were asked: “Does your state have an estimate of the replacement value of facilities within
the public higher education?” Table 45, Public Higher Education Facilities Estimates Data
Available by State, FY2008, presents the response to this survey item in columns one and two.
The amounts of estimated replacement value were depicted earlier in this chapter in Table 37.
(Columns two and three present responses of an estimated deferred maintenance amount
provided earlier in this chapter in Table 33). Column four indicates states that have both an
estimated replacement value and deferred maintenance amount as of FY2008.
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Table 45
Public Higher Education Facilities Estimates Data Available by State, FY2008
Both Replacement Value & Deferred
Type of Statewide Board
Replacement Value
Deferred Maintenance
Maintenance Amounts
Governing (N=21)
Yes
Yes
Yes
Alaska
X
X
X
Arizona
X
X
X
Florida
X
Georgia
X
Hawaii
X
X
X
Idaho
X
Iowa
X
X
X
Kansas
X
X
X
Maine
X
Minnesota
X
X
X
Mississippi
X
Montana
Nevada
X
X
X
New Hampshire
North Dakota
X
X
X
Oregon
X
X
X
Rhode Island
X
South Dakota
X
X
X
Vermont
Wisconsin
X
X
X
Wyoming
X
Subtotal (N=21)
16
13
11
Percent
76.2
61.9
52.4
Coordinating (n=17)
Alabama
X
Arkansas
X
X
X
California
Delaware
Illinois
X
X
X
Kentucky
X
X
X
Louisiana
X
X
X
Maryland
X
X
X
Massachusetts
X
Nebraska
X
New Mexico
Oklahoma
X
Pennsylvania
X
X
X
South Carolina
X
X
X
Tennessee
X
Texas
X
X
X
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=17)
12
9
8
Percent
70.6
52.9
47.1
Total (N=38)
28
22
19
Percent
73.7
57.9
50.0
Notes: 1) Alaska checked "no" but indicated a dollar amount. The response was therefore considered "yes" and is reflected as such on this table.
2) Maine checked “no” to question 16 but indicated an amount of 2.1 billion. They also answered “yes” to question 17 but then did not indicate
any dollar amount. 3) Oklahoma provided a replacement value but not an estimated amount of deferred maintenance. 4) Alabama provided an
estimate of deferred maintenance but not an estimated replacement value. Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness
(2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010, (p.3).
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Among the 38 responding states, 28 states or 74% responded “yes” to having an amount
of replacement value in FY2008. Alaska checked “no” but indicated a dollar amount for
replacement value. The response was therefore coded to mean “yes,” and Alaska was included.
Twenty-two or 58% answered “yes” to the survey item: “Does your state’s higher education
governing or coordinating board have an estimate of the total amount of deferred maintenance
currently existing for public institutions?” Nineteen, or 50%, of responding states indicate that
estimates of replacement value and deferred maintenance are available at the state level. Table
46, Facilities Estimates of Replacement Value & Deferred Maintenance Available by State,
FY2008, present the data in summary format by governance structure for the states that possess
both an estimated replacement value and deferred maintenance.
Table 46
Facilities Estimates of Replacement Value & Deferred Maintenance Available by State, FY2008

Both Replacement Value &
Deferred Maintenance Amounts
Percent

Governing
(N=21)

Coordinating
(n=17)

Total
(N=38)

11
52.4

8
47.1

19
50.0

Among the 21 responding governing board states, 11 states or 52% indicated that both
estimates of replacement value and deferred maintenance are available at the state level as of
FY2008: Alaska, Arizona, Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon,
South Dakota and Wisconsin. Ten governing states or 48% did not have both an estimate of
replacement value and deferred maintenance as of FY2008: Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Maine,
Mississippi, Montana, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Wyoming.
Among the 17 responding coordinating board states, eight states or 47% indicated that
both an estimate of replacement value and deferred maintenance are available at the state level as
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of FY2008: Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
and Texas. Nine coordinating board states, or 48%, did not have both an estimate of replacement
value and deferred maintenance as of FY2008: Alabama, California, Delaware, Massachusetts,
Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and West Virginia. Oklahoma provided a
replacement value, but not an estimated amount of deferred maintenance. Alabama provided an
estimate of deferred maintenance but not an estimated replacement value.
An estimate of deferred maintenance reviewed on a periodic basis provides a mechanism
for states to recognize the impact of unaddressed repairs. States were asked, “How often are the
data collected on the amount of deferred maintenance for public higher education?” Table 47,
Frequency of Data Collection of Estimated Deferred Maintenance for Public Higher Education
Facilities, FY2008, presents the frequency of data collection of estimated deferred maintenance
for public higher education facilities as of FY2008. Columns one through three indicate the
frequency of facilities audits: annually, every two years, and every 3-5 years. Responding states
that indicate one of these responses were deemed to observe the good practice of periodic data
collection at the state level, and are grouped under the row entitled “Observes Good Practice:
Periodic Data Collection. ” Column four indicates states that do not collect estimates of deferred
maintenance on a regular basis. Of the 37 responding states, 21 are governing board states and 16
are coordinating board states.
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Table 47
Frequency of Data Collection of Estimated Deferred Maintenance for Public Higher Education Facilities, FY2008
Frequency of Data Collection Deferred Maintenance
Type of Statewide Board
Observes Good Practice: Periodic Data Collection
Not on a Regular
Basis
Governing
Annually
Biennially
Every 3-5 years
Alaska
X
Arizona
X
Florida
X
Georgia
X
Hawaii
X
Idaho
X
Iowa
X
Kansas
X
Maine
X
Mississippi
X
Minnesota
X
Montana
X
Nevada
X
New Hampshire
X
North Dakota
X
Oregon
X
Rhode Island
X
South Dakota
X
Vermont
X
Wisconsin
X
Wyoming
X
Subtotal (N=21)
7
4
1
9
Percent
33.3
19.0
4.8
42.9
Coordinating
Alabama
X
Arkansas
X
Delaware
X
Illinois
X
Kentucky
X
Louisiana
X
Maryland
X
Massachusetts
X
Nebraska
X
New Mexico
X
Oklahoma
X
Pennsylvania
X
South Carolina
X
Tennessee
X
Texas
X
West Virginia
X
Subtotal (N=16)
7
2
1
6
Percent
43.8
12.5
6.3
37.5
Total (N=37)
14
6
2
15
Percent
37.8
16.2
5.4
40.5
Note: California did not respond to this survey question.
Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of
higher education, 2010, (p.3).
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Among the 21 responding governing boards, 7 states or 33% (Alaska, Arizona, Hawaii,
Iowa, Minnesota, Rhode Island, and South Dakota) collect estimates of deferred maintenance on
an annual basis at the state level. Four states or 19% (Kansas, Nevada, New Hampshire, and
North Dakota) collect estimates of deferred maintenance every two years. One state, Montana,
collects estimates of deferred maintenance every three to five years, and 9 or 43% of the
governing board states do not collect estimates of deferred maintenance for their public higher
education facilities on a regular basis as of FY2008: Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Maine, Mississippi,
Oregon, Vermont, Wisconsin and Wyoming.
Among the 16 responding states with coordinating boards, 7 states or 44% (Alabama,
Illinois, Massachusetts, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina and Texas) collect estimates of
deferred maintenance on an annual basis at the state level. Two states or 13% (Arkansas and
Kentucky—collect estimates of deferred maintenance every two years. One state (6%),
Maryland, collects estimates of deferred maintenance every three to five years. Six states or 38%
do not collect estimates of deferred maintenance of public higher education facilities on a regular
basis as of FY2008 (Delaware, Louisiana, Nebraska, New Mexico, Tennessee and West
Virginia).
Table 48, States that Collect Data on Amount of Deferred Maintenance Periodically
(Annual, Biennial, or Every 3-5 Years), FY2008, present the data in summary format by
governance structure for the states that do collect data on deferred maintenance on a periodic
basis as of FY2008. Among the 37 responding states, 22 or 50% collect data on deferred
maintenance on a periodic basis. Of those 22 states, 12 are governing board states or 57% and 10
are coordinating board states.
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Table 48
States that Collect Data on Amount of Deferred Maintenance Periodically (Annual, Biennial, or
Every 3-5 Years), FY2008
Governing (N=21)
Deferred Maintenance
Periodic Collection
% Responding

Coordinating (N=16)

Total (N=37)

12

10

22

57%

63%

60%

Good Practice Three: Funds Designated for Facilities Renewal and Replacement
Bareither (1977), Manns and Opp (2001), and Manns and Katsinas (2006) argued that a
minimum of 1.5% of operating funds should be set aside for the renewal and replacement of
facilities in each state. Kaiser (1995) has advocated a minimum of two percent. In FY1997,
Manns and Opp (2001) reported that of the 25 states that responded to this survey, 18 states (or
72%) set aside between 0% and 1.49% of their operating budgets for facilities, and 14 of these
18 set aside less than 1%, drastically below the 1.5% to 2.0% minimum recommended in
FY1997.
SHEEOs were asked, “What percentage of annual operating funds is set-aside for
facilities renewal and replacement in your state?” Table 49, Percentage of Annual Operating
Funds Set-aside for Facilities Renewal and Replacement, FY2008, presents the percentage of
annual operating funds set-aside for facilities renewal and replacement among the 37 responding
states in FY2008. Columns one through three indicate the amount of funds set aside labeled
0.00%, >0-.1.0%, and >1.0 < 1.5%. Responding states that indicate one of these responses have
less than 1.5% of operating funds for facilities renewal and replacement as recommended by
practitioners and experts. Columns three through six indicate those states that observe the good
practice of 1.5% or more of operating funds set aside for facilities renewal and replacement at
the state level, and are grouped under the row entitled “Recommended Minimum of 1.5% or
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More.” Of the 36 responding states, 18 states or 47% indicated as of FY2008 no funds were set
aside; 3 states or 8% reported more than 0% and less than 1% were set aside; 7 states or 18%
reported between more than 1.0% and less than 1.5%; 3 states or 8% reported at least 1.5% and
less than 2.0% were set aside; 2 states or 5.3% reported more than 2.0 % and less than 3.0% were
set aside; one state or 3% reported at least 3.0% and below 5.0% were set aside; and 2 states or
5%) reported that 5.0% and above were set aside, as of FY2008. Thus, 8 states reported setting
aside 2% or more of their operating fund budgets for facilities, and 11 were above the 1.5%
minimum figures of good practice, while 26 were below 1.5%.
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Table 49
Percentage of Annual Operating Funds Set-aside for Facilities Renewal and Replacement,
FY2008
Type of Statewide
Board
Governing (N=20)
Alaska
Arizona
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Iowa
Kansas
Maine
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
North Dakota
Oregon
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Vermont
Wyoming
Subtotal (N=20)
Percent
Coordinating (N=16)
Alabama
Arkansas
Delaware
Illinois
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Nebraska
New Mexico
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
West Virginia
Subtotal (N=16)
Percent
Total (N=36)
Percent

Percentage of Annual Operating Funds Set-aside for Facilities Renewal and Replacement,
FY2008
Less than the Recommended Minimum
of 1.5%
Recommended Minimum of 1.5% or More
1.5 <
2.0 <
3.0 <
5.0% and
0.00%
>0-.1.0% >1.0 < 1.5%
2.0%
3.0%
5.0%
above
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
7
2
6
2
1
1
1
35.0
10.0
30.0
10.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
11
68.8
18
47.4

1
6.3
3
7.9

1
6.3
7
18.4

1
6.3
3
7.9

1
6.3
2
5.3

0
0.0
1
2.6

1
6.3
2
5.3

Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher education, 2010,
(p.3). Note: Two states, Wisconsin and California, did not respond to this survey question.
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Among the 20 responding governing boards, 7 states or 35% (Alaska, Arizona,
Mississippi, Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon, and Vermont) do not set aside any operating funds
for facilities renewal and replacement at the state level as of FY2008. Two states or 10%
(Hawaii and Maine) set aside more than 0% and less than 1%. Six states (or 30%) indicated more
than 1% and less than 1.5%: Georgia, Idaho, Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, and South
Dakota. Two states or 10% (Iowa and Wyoming) set aside at least 1.5% and less than 2% of
operating funds for facilities renewal and replacement. One state, Kansas, set aside more than
2% and less than 3%. One state, Rhode Island, set aside at least 3% and below 5.0%. One state,
Florida, set aside 5% and above of operating funds for facilities renewal and replacement as of
FY2008.
Among the 16 responding coordinating boards, 11 states or 69% do not set aside any
operating funds for facilities renewal and replacement at the state level as of FY2008. One state
(or 6.3%), Massachusetts, set aside more than 0% and less than 1%. One state, Tennessee,
indicated more than 1% and less than 1.5%. One state, Louisiana, set aside at least 1.5% and less
than 2% of operating funds for facilities renewal and replacement. One state, Maryland, set aside
more than 2% and less than 3%. No states set aside at least 3% and below 5%. One state (or
6.3%), New Mexico, set aside 5% and above of operating funds for facilities renewal and
replacement as of FY2008.
Table 50, States with a Percentage of Annual Operating Funds over 1.5% Set-aside for
Facilities Renewal and Replacement, FY2008, present the data in summary format by
governance structure for the states set aside 1.5% and above of operating funds for facilities
renewal and replacement as of FY2008. Among the 36 responding states, 8 or 22% collect data
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on deferred maintenance on a periodic basis. Of those 22 states, 5 are governing board states
(25%) and 3 (19%) are coordinating board states.
Table 50
States with a Percentage of Annual Operating Funds over 1.5% Set-aside for Facilities Renewal
and Replacement, FY2008

1.5% or More
Percent

Governing
(N=20)

Coordinating
(N=16)

Total
(N=36)

5
25.0%

3
18.8%

8
22.2%

Good Practice Four: Key Facilities Ratios and Percentages within Recommended Ranges
Key facilities ratios and percentages identified in Chapter II were Deferred Maintenance
Ratio (DMR), Facilities Condition Index (FCI) and funds for facilities renewal and replacement
as a percentage of operating funds (FSA). The Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR) is calculated
by dividing the estimated Deferred Maintenance by Operating Appropriations. In FY2008 DMR
computations depict no states with a DMR in the recommended range of 2 to 4% percent as
identified as “good practice.” Texas is the closest to the recommended level, with a 6.8% DMR
as presented in Table 33.
The Facilities Condition Index (FCI) is calculated by dividing the estimated replacement
value of facilities by the estimated deferred maintenance, provides another reference point for
states to track progress and trends (Kaiser, 1995; Manns & Opp, 2001; Manns & Katsinas,
2006). Kaiser (1996) argues that it is a ‘good practice’ for the FCI “to be held below 5.0% and,
under certain conditions, closer to 2.0%” (Kaiser, 1996, p. 43). Iowa, South Dakota, and Texas
are the only states that possess an FCI below 5% at FY2008, as presented in Table 37.
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Bareither (1977), Manns and Opp (2001), and Manns and Katsinas (2006) agreed that a
minimum of 1.5% of operating funds should be set aside for the renewal and replacement of
facilities (FSA) in each state. Eight states or 22% (Florida, Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, New
Mexico, Maryland, Rhode Island and Wyoming) indicated that 1.5% or more of their operating
budgets were set aside for facilities renewal and replacement as recommended by expert
practitioners and scholars as of FY2008.
In response to the question, “Does your state have a reserve fund set aside for deferred
maintenance for public higher education? ” Table 51, Summary of States with a Reserve Fund Set
Aside (FSA) for Deferred Maintenance, FY2008, presents the summary of all states that
responded “yes” to the existence of a state a Reserve Fund Set Aside (FSA) for Deferred
Maintenance for public higher education facilities. The responding states were evenly split with
19 or 50% out of 38 responding states indicating affirmative and the other 19 or 50% negative.
Manns’ FY1997 study revealed that of the forty states that responded, 15 or 38% indicated a
facilities master plan existed in their state, while 25 states or 63% did not have a facilities master
plan.
Table 52, Existence of a Reserve Fund Set Aside (FSA) for Deferred Maintenance,
FY2008, presents the responses of the states by governance structure. Among the 38 responding
states, 3 states (8%) out of 38 responding have a reserve fund set-aside for deferred maintenance
in FY2008 while 35 or 92% do not. Among the 21 responding governing board states, South
Dakota was the only state with a reserve fund set aside for deferred maintenance for public
higher education facilities. Among the 17 coordinating states, Louisiana and Nebraska were the
only states with a reserve fund set aside for deferred maintenance for public higher education
facilities as of FY2008.
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Table 51
Summary of States with a Reserve Fund Set Aside (FSA) for Deferred Maintenance, FY2008
Governing (N=21)
Has a DMR Reserve Fund
%

1
4.8

Coordinating (N=17)

Total (N=38)

2
11.8

3
7.9

Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies
of higher education, 2010, (p.3).

Table 52
Existence of a Reserve Fund Set Aside (FSA) for Deferred Maintenance, FY2008
Existence of a Reserve Fund for Deferred Maintenance, FY2008
Governing (N=21)
Yes
No Coordinating (N=17)
Alaska
X
Alabama
Arizona
X
Arkansas
Florida
X
California
Georgia
X
Delaware
Hawaii
X
Illinois
Idaho
X
Kentucky
Iowa
X
Louisiana
Kansas
X
Maryland
Maine
X
Massachusetts
Minnesota
X
Nebraska
Mississippi
X
New Mexico
Montana
X
Oklahoma
Nevada
X
Pennsylvania
New Hampshire
X
South Carolina
North Dakota
X
Tennessee
Oregon
X
Texas
Rhode Island
X
West Virginia
South Dakota
X
Vermont
X
Wisconsin
X
Wyoming
X
Subtotal
1
20 Subtotal
% Responding
4.8 95.2 % Responding

Yes

No
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

2
11.8

15
88.2

Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and
agencies of higher education, 2010, (p.3).
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Table 53, States in Recommended Ranges for Key Facilities Ratios: DMR, FCI, and FSA,
FY2008, presents the summary of these states. Only responding states within recommended
ranges for the key facilities ratios of DMR, FCI and FSA are included in this table. The row
titled responding states refers to the number of states that responded to the corresponding survey
question. The row percent is calculated by dividing the number of states that demonstrated the
recommend range for each key facilities ratio by the total number of responding states. No
responding state observed had all three key facilities ratios within recommended ranges. Two
states, Iowa and Texas, did have two of the three indicators of good practice: FCI and FSA as of
FY2008.
Table 53
States in Recommended Ranges for Key Facilities Ratios: DMR, FCI, and FSA, FY2008
Type of Statewide Board
Governing
Responding States
Florida
Iowa
Kansas
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Wyoming
Subtotal
Percent
Coordinating
Responding States
Louisiana
Maryland
Texas
Subtotal
Percent
Responding States
Total
Percent

Within Recommended Ranges
DMR
FCI
(2 to 4%)
(below %5)
(N=11)
(N=11)
X

FSA
(below %5)
(N=20)
X
X
X
X

X
0
0.0

2
18.2

(N=9)

(N=8)

0
0.0
(N=20)
0
0.0

X
1
11.1
(N=19)
3
15.8

X
5
25.0
(N=16)
X
X
X
3
33.3
(N=36)
8
22.2

Sources: The type of statewide board is adapted from McGuinness (2010): Authority of state boards and agencies of higher
education, 2010, (p.3). Note: Only responding states within recommended ranges for each key facilities ratio: DMR, FCI and
FSA are included in this table. The row titled "Responding States" refers to the number of states that responded to the
corresponding survey question. The row "percent" is calculated by dividing the number of states that demonstrated the
recommend range for each key facilities ratio by the total number of responding states. No responding state observed had all
three key facilities ratios within recommended ranges.
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Summary Analysis
The total U.S. population grew from 267.1 million in FY1997 to 303.5 million in
FY2008, an increase of 36.3 million people or 13.6%. The total headcount enrollment in U.S.
public higher education institutions grew from 11 million students in FY1997 to 13.5 million
students in FY2008, an increase of 2.5 million or 22.8%. The total U.S. state tax appropriations
for operating budgets increased from $66.8 billion (adjusted by HECA) in FY1997 to $80.7
billion in FY2008, an increase of $14 billion or 21%. State tax appropriation for capital budgets
for the 18 responding states that reported for FY1997 and FY2008 grew from $1 billion to $2.1
billion, an increase of $1.1 billion or 100%. However when state tax appropriations for capital
budgets are considered on a per student basis for the 18 responding states, the amount increased
from $8,377 in FY1997 to $15,106, an increase of $6,729 or 80.3%.
State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets
There was notable variation among the states in terms of state tax appropriations for
capital budgets FY2008 as was the case in Manns’ FY1997 Study. State tax appropriations for
capital budgets ranged from a high of $3,607 (adjusted for HECA) per student in Connecticut to
a low of $17 in Arizona with an average of $643 among the 32 responding states in FY 1997 (see
Table 15). State tax appropriations for capital budgets ranged from a high of $3,628 per student
in Hawaii to a low of $36 per student in Indiana with an average of $849 among the 30
responding states in FY 2008 (see Table 17).
When the differences in sample size or responding states (32 responding states in
FY1997 and 30 responding states in FY2008) are eliminated, by only comparing those 18 states
that responded to both FY1997 and FY2008, this significant variation remains on a per student
basis (see Figure 16, below, based upon Tables 21 and 22). Put differently, the variation in state
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tax appropriations for capital budgets does not appear to be caused by varying sample sizes
(responding states) from the different years since it is present among the 18 same states that
responded to both survey years. State tax appropriations for capital budgets ranged from a high
of $1,296 in Nevada (adjusted for HECA) per student to a low of $17 in Arizona with an average
of $465 per student among the 18 responding states in FY 1997 (see Tables 21 and 22). State tax
appropriations for capital budgets ranged from a high of 3,628 per student in Hawaii to a low of
$43 per student in Massachusetts with an average of $839 among the 18 responding states.

Figure 16. State Tax Appropriations for Capital Budgets, Per Student, FY1997 and FY2008,
N=18
When measured on a per student basis across the 18 responding states, state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets between FY1997 and FY2008 were
higher in states with governing boards than coordinating boards (see Figure 17). The average
state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets per student appropriations
among the 9 governing states was $391 per student, while the average per student among 9 the
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Figure 17. State Tax Appropriations for Public Higher Education Capital Budgets Expressed on
a Per Student Average Basis, by Stateswide Governing Structure, FY1997 and FY2008

coordinating states was $539 in FY1997, a difference of $148. The average state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets on a per student among the 9
governing states was $465 per student in FY1997 while the average per student for the 9
coordinating states was $839 in FY2008, a difference of $259.
For the 18 states that reported data for both FY1997 and FY2008, the average state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital budgets on a per student basis saw an increase
of $374 or 80.3%, from FY1997 to FY2008 among all 18 responding states (see Table 23; and
Figures 16 and 17). For the 18 states that reported data for both FY1997 and FY2008, the
average state tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets on a per student basis
in the 9 reporting governing board states increased by $430 or 79.6% and by $319 or 81.4% in
the 9 reporting coordinating board states. While this does indicate some variances based on
percentage of change between governing and coordinating board states, no statistically
significant differences were revealed.
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Deferred Maintenance
The Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR) more than doubled from FY1997 to FY 2008.
The mean of the DMR escalated from 43.7% in FY1997 (21 responding states) to 57.0% at
FY2003 (22 responding states) to 93.1% in FY2008 (20 responding states) (see Table 31 & 32).
The mean of the DMR for the 14 responding states that reported for all three survey years-FY1997, FY2003 and FY2008--shows a similar pattern. The mean of the DMR increased from
41.9% in FY1997, to 56.7% in FY2003, and 100.1% in FY2008 among those 14 responding
states (see Table 33 and Figure 18).

Figure 18. Means (Averages) of Deferred Maintenance Ratio, by Governance Structure
in FY1997, FY2003 and FY2008

Among the 7 governing board states of Alaska, Arizona, Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, Nevada,
and North Dakota, the average DMR was 41% in FY1997, 45% in FY2003, and 85% in FY2008.
Thus, in an 11-year period of time, the average DMR more than doubled for governing states.
Among the 7 coordinating board states of Alabama, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland,
South Carolina and Texas, the average DMR was 43% in FY1997, 69% in FY2003, and 115%
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in FY2008 (see Figure 18). Thus, in just 11 years, the average DMR increased nearly three-fold
for coordinating board states. The funding increases recorded for state tax appropriations for
public higher education capital budgets in this 11 year period have clearly not ameliorated the $2
billion deferred maintenance backlog cited by the Association of Physical Plant Administrators
in 1996.
The Facilities Condition Index (FCI) almost doubled from FY1997 to FY2008. The mean
of FCI escalated from 9.3% in FY1997 (21 responding states) to 11.9% at FY2003 (22
responding states) to 16.4% in FY2008 (19 responding states) (see Tables 34 and 35). A similar
trend can be observed for the 9 responding states that provided sufficient data to calculate the
FCI for all 3 survey years: FY1997, FY2003 and FY2008. The mean of FCI was 5.3% for
FY1997, 11.4% for FY2003, and 13.0% for FY2008 for those 9 states (see Table 37). Among the
6 governing board states of Arizona, Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, Nevada, and North Dakota, the
average FCI was 5.7% for FY1997, 7.5% for FY2003, and 8.4% for FY2008 (see Figure 19,
below). Among the three responding coordinating board states of Arkansas, Illinois, and Texas,
the average FCI was 4.6% for FY1997, 19.2% for FY2003, and 22.3% for FY2008. Thus, the
average FCI rose for both states with both types of governing structure, but rose at a much higher
rate (a nearly three-fold increase) in coordinating board states.
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Figure 19. Means (Averages) of Facilities Condition Index (FCI), by Governance Structure
in FY1997, FY2003 and FY2008
Good Practices
Four good practices at the state level were identified in the literature review: (1)
comprehensive master planning for facilities; (2) access to and periodic review of data on public
higher education facilities; (3) funds designated for facilities; and (4) key facilities ratios and
percentages within recommended levels (see Table 52).
The number of states with long-range master plans for facilities increased from 15 or
37% of the 40 responding states in FY1997 to 19 or 50% of the 38 responding states in FY2008.
Fourteen or 26% of the 40 responding states in Manns’FY2003 study had long-range master
plans for facilities.
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Table 54
Summary of Good Practices for Public Higher Education Facilities
Good Practice
Comprehensive Master Planning for
Facilities

Indicators
Long-range Master Plan for Facilities
Inclusive Stakeholder Involvement

Access to and Periodic Review of
Facilities Data

Facilities Audits Conducted on a Periodic Basis
Estimates of the replacement value of facilities dollar
amount.
Estimates of deferred maintenance
Periodic collection of Estimates of Deferred
Maintenance

Funds Designated for Facilities

Annual operating funds is set-aside for facilities renewal
and replacement
Reserve fund set aside for deferred maintenance

Key Facilities Ratios and
Percentages within Recommended
Ranges

Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR) (2% to 4%)
Facilities Condition Index (FCI) (less than 5%)
Percent of Annual Operating Funds Set-aside for
Facilities Renewal and Replacement (FSAP) (minimum
of 1.5%)

As it pertains to the existence of a long-range master plan for facilities in FY2008, no
significant variance was observed between states with a consolidated governing boards
compared to states identified as having coordinating/planning agency. Ten of the 21 responding
governing board states or 48% report the existence of a long-range facilities master plan in
FY2008, as do 9 of the 19 responding coordinating board states or 53%. A chi-square analysis
revealed no statistical significance in the existence of a long-range facilities master plan between
states with consolidated governing boards and those with coordinating/planning agencies, (N=
38), chi-square = .106, df = 1, p =.744.
Inclusive stakeholder involvement was defined as participation from all three of the
following: (1) “institution” includes institution officials; 2) “government” includes legislative
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and/or governor’s budget office; and 3) “state higher education agency” encompasses the state
system board, consolidated governing and/or consolidated governing/planning agency.
Stakeholder involvement in master planning was generally not inclusive. Fifteen of the 19
responding states or 79% with master facilities plan indicate no stakeholder involvement from all
three key groups as of FY2008. Just 4 of the 19 states or 21% with a master plan indicated
inclusive stakeholder involvement in FY2008. These states were all coordinating board states:
Kentucky, Maryland, Oklahoma, and Texas.
The number of states that do not conduct regular statewide periodic facilities audits—a
critically important good practice--remained almost constant from FY1997 to FY2008. Twenty
seven of 40 responding states or 68% in FY1997 did not conduct regular periodic facilities
audits, compared to 24 of 37 responding states or 65% in FY2008.
This study revealed a number of data collection issues in which states indicated they did
not possess key data elements on facilities. This common theme was reinforced by the low
response rates to related questions in the survey. For example, many states that indicated that
they did have master plans also indicated that they did not possess estimates of the two critically
important data elements of replacement value and deferred maintenance for their public higher
education facilities. The number of states that indicated they did not possess an estimated
amount of replacement value of facilities decreased from 11 of the 39 responding states or 28%
in FY1997 to 10 of the 38 responding states or 26% in FY2008. The number of states that
indicated they did not possess an estimated amount of deferred maintenance decreased slightly,
from 18 of 41 responding states or 44% in FY1997 to 16 of 38 responding states or 42% in
FY2008. Of the 38 states that indicated they had master plans for public higher education
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facilities, only half, 18 or 50%, of the responding states indicated that their state agency had
estimates of both replacement value and deferred maintenance.
When asked if their state had one of two types of designated funding streams for facilities in
FY2008, most states answered that they did not. This includes, first, funds set aside for facilities
renewal and replacement and second, funds set aside for deferred maintenance (readers should
note this data is not available from Manns’ FY1997 survey). States with designated set-aside
funds from operating appropriations for facilities renewal and replacement increased from 6 of
the 41 responding states or 15% in FY1997 to 18 of the 36 responding states or 50% in FY2008.
Three of the 38 responding states or 8% indicated that they had a set-aside fund for deferred
maintenance as of FY2008. South Dakota was the only governing board state with a reserve fund
set aside for deferred maintenance for public higher education. Louisiana and Nebraska were the
only 2 coordinating board states funds set aside for deferred maintenance in FY2008 (see Tables
50 and 51).
Key facilities ratios and percentages that experts in the literature identified in Chapter II
as good practices if held within specified recommended ranges included the following: (1) the
Deferred Maintenance Ratio or DMR; (2) the Facilities Condition Index or FCI; and (3) funds
for facilities renewal and replacement as a percentage of operating funds (hereafter, FSAP). The
Deferred Maintenance Ratio developed by Kaiser is calculated by dividing the amount of
deferred maintenance by the total operating expenses. Kaiser (1996) suggested the DMR should
be between 2% and 4% of current replacement value of the facilities at the institutional level.
Only one state, Arizona, out of the 21 responding states fell within the recommended range
suggested by Kaiser (1996) in FY1997. None of the 17 responding states fell within the
recommended percentage range for DMR in FY2008 (see Table 33). Texas, with a deferred
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maintenance ratio of 6.8%, was the closest to the recommended range of between 2% and 4%,
while Arkansas at 225.6% was the highest.
The Facilities Condition Index (FCI) is calculated by dividing the estimated replacement
value of facilities by the estimated deferred maintenance. Kaiser (1996) recommended that it
was good practice for the FCI to be below 5% and in some cases closer to 2%. States with an
FCI of less than 5% decreased sharply from 6 of the 15 responding states or 40% in FY1997, to 3
of the 19 responding states or 16% in FY2008. South Dakota and Iowa were the only governing
board states with an FCI of less than 5% while Texas was the only coordinating board state
within “good practice” for FCI in FY2008. Alaska, a governing board state, had an FCI of 34%
while Arkansas and Pennsylvania, both coordinating boards had FCIs of over 45% in FY2008.
Bareither (1977) recommended the good practice that a minimum of 1.5% of operating
funds should be set aside for the renewal and replacement of facilities (FSAP). Seven of the 25
responding states or 28% in FY1997 had at least 1.5% of their operating funds set aside for
facilities renewal and replacement, compared to just 8 of 36 states or 22% in FY2008 (see Tables
48 and 49). There were no states that met the recommended good practice standards with all 3
key facilities ratios and percentages in FY2008. Two states, Iowa and Texas, had two of the three
indicators of good practice, FCI and FSAP, within recommended ranges as of FY2008.
This chapter focused on the results of analysis for the data adapted from Manns’ studies
in FY1997 and FY2003 by this researcher for period ending FY2008. Descriptive statistics were
used to provide information regarding state tax appropriations, deferred maintenance and good
practices at the state level. In addition, this chapter presented the results of an analysis. The next
chapter will use the data presented in Chapter IV to discuss the study results and to provide a
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foundation for recommendations for policy, practice and recommendations for future research.
Chapter V will also provide concluding remarks regarding this study.
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CHAPTER V:
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this descriptive study was to investigate the relationship of key issues
related to capital and operating budget practices of state tax appropriations and policies at the
state level, including new facilities construction, renovation, replacement and renewal which
may exist between and among states by governance structure. The theoretical framework of
investigating differences by major type of statewide public higher education governance
structures as identified by state policy expert Aims McGuinness in his Authority of State Boards
and Agencies of Higher Education, 2010 was used to discover what differences, if any, might
exist among and between the 23 states with consolidated governing boards and the 27 states with
coordinating governing boards and planning agencies for public higher education as it relates to
key capital budgeting policies and practices. McGuinness' 2010 edition was his fourth, building
upon prior editions published in 2002 and 1997, which was a modified version of 1988. While
there are many differentiating factors within the two broad classifications of consolidated
governing and coordinating boards including but not limited to the existence of a consolidated
board for all public institutions and/or separate boards for four year institutions and two year
institutions, the political structure and history of a given state, and the methods used to finance
operating and capital budget needs, for financing, differences between those states with
governing and coordinating boards can still provide a useful theoretical framework by to analyze
public higher education funding, practices, and policy of capital needs.
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A secondary purpose of this study was to identify recognized “good practices” in
planning and allocation process and/or processes and funding mechanism(s) for capital funding
for public higher education, as recommended or identified by expert practitioners and scholars
from the literature, which on this topic is quite limited. This study builds upon the prior work of
Derrick A. Manns, whose studies of FY1997 and FY2003 obtained 41 and 39 state responses,
respectively. Manns' prior studies of policies, programs, and practices regarding state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital needs were designed to closely dovetail the
Grapevine studies of state tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets
begun in 1960 at Illinois State University, and carried forward by Edward Hines and James C.
Palmer. In 2010, Grapevine entered into a partnership with State Higher Education Executive
Officers (SHEEO). Eleven fiscal years have passed since the initial administration by Manns
and this researcher's study; it was hoped that it might be possible to now ascertain, despite the
obvious complexities of political decisions at the state level, to determine if differences might
identified over time as to state tax appropriations for capital budgets and related trends for
policies, programs, and in particular, good practices. That the years since FY1997 have seen a
dramatic increase in public higher education enrollments, despite severe budget cuts in 2003 and
again in the current so-called "Great Recession" makes the identification of trends all the more
important. In addition, the spotlight on facilities brought about by President Barack Obama's
American Graduation Initiative, which proposed a $10 billion revolving loan fund for facilities,
further justifies the need for this research.
E. Lander Medlin, Executive Vice President of APPA, reviewed the survey instrument
and revisions based on the suggestions and recent developments in federal funding initiatives.
Formal approval from Derrick A. Manns was obtained (he graciously agreed to serve as a
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member of the author's dissertation committee) to use the instrument, with limited modifications.
The survey was then sent to State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEOs), as identified
by the SHEEO organization, within the fifty U.S. states. As noted above, the methodological
approach was modeled after Manns’ prior FY1997 and FY2003 studies, which were congruent
with the data analysis present in the Illinois State University Grapevine studies of state tax
appropriations for public higher education operating budgets. This approach was utilized to
maintain a comparable database across the 50 states and to further develop a longitudinal data
base capital needs assessment and trend analysis recommended and initiated by Manns. Manns’
FY1997 survey administration received responses from 41 states (or 82%). Responses were
received from 39 of 50 states for a 78% participation rate to Manns’ FY2003 survey. Responses
were received from 39 of 50 states, for a 78% participation rate in FY2008 administered by this
researcher. Of those 39 responding states in FY2008, 20 states (or 87%) of the 23 governing
board states and 19 states or 70% of 27 coordinating board states. When surveying the SHEEO
members, an attempt was made by the researcher to obtain data for different items that Manns
may not have been able to obtain from the states in his survey administrations in FY1997 and
FY2003.
The primary research question was, “With regards to public higher education capital
needs and practices, what differences, if any, exist between and among states with consolidated
governing boards as compared to states with coordinating governing boards/planning agencies?”
The secondary research questions include the following:
1.

At the state level, what were the differences, if any exist, with regards to state tax
appropriations for public higher education capital needs and how has this
changed, if any, from FY1997 to FY2008; and
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2.

At the state level, what observable differences, if any existed, in terms of deferred
maintenance to meet funding capital needs for public higher education, if any,
from FY1997 to FY2008; and

3.

At the state level, to what extent were recognized “good practices” in planning
and allocation process(es) and funding mechanism(s), as recommended by expert
practitioners and scholars for capital needs for public higher education?

Chapter I outlined the purpose and significance of the study, its limitations and delimitations, and
definition of terms. Chapter II reviewed the limited literature on capital budgeting policies,
programs, and practices and more specifically recognized good practices-in public higher
education. Chapter III discussed the methodology, and Chapter IV presented an analysis of the
results. A total of 39 state responses were obtained by the researcher, but it is noted that not all
responses answered all survey items (in fact, quite the opposite). To compare outcomes as to
how states fund capital budgets for public higher education requires first an analysis of state tax
appropriations for public higher education for comparison purposes. Similarly, to develop a per
student comparison of capital and operating budgets requires obtaining data on headcount
enrollments by each state.
In the analysis presented in Chapter IV, Grapevine provided the operating budget data,
and headcount enrollment data at public degree-granting institutions by state were extracted from
the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics/Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). It is also important to note that despite the
researcher's best efforts to collect data on replacement value of facilities and state tax
appropriations for capital needs, useable responses were obtained for all three survey years from
just 11 states. Wherever possible all three survey years were used, since a major purpose of this
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study was to provide a trend analysis. However, the middle data collection point was dropped in
this case, bringing the total useable responses up to 18.
Findings
The primary research question, “With regards to public higher education capital needs
and practices, what differences, if any, exist between and among states with consolidated
governing boards as compared to states with coordinating governing boards/planning agencies?”
This research question was based on the theoretical framework of governance structure and will
be addressed within each secondary research question finding.
Secondary Research Question One
At the state level, what differences, if any exist, with regards to state tax appropriations for
public higher education capital needs from FY1997 to FY2008?
Finding One: State tax appropriations for capital budgets have increased as measured by
the 18 states that supplied data on capital budgets for both FY1997 and FY2008. However, this
increase is tempered by the low initial amounts of capital appropriations. While Arizona
increased by 516% in state tax appropriations for capital budgets on a per student basis, this
increase is from a low initial amount of $17 per student in FY1997 to $104 per student in
FY2008. State tax appropriations for capital budgets by student increased from $8,377 in
FY1997 to $15,106, an increase of $6,729 or 80% for the 18 responding states. Since student
enrollments have increased in the 11 years from FY1997 to FY2008 by 23%, one might have
expected higher up front investments in facilities by states of a onetime nature to construct new
facilities to meet growing demands. While the number of responses received are not as high as
the researcher would like, the data that have been obtained when combined with other data
discussed below, clearly indicates that the kind of broad scale investment in public higher
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education facilities construction, renovation, and rehabilitation to meet the current enrollment
boom clearly did not occur at the state level.
Finding Two: No significant differences were observed when changes in state tax
appropriations for capital budgets by state governance type are examined in the time period from
FY1997 to FY2008. Among the 18 responding states in both FY1997 and FY2008, state tax
appropriations for capital budgets by student were higher for states with governing boards then
for those with coordinating boards. However, there was little difference when comparing the
average percentage change in state tax appropriations for capital budgets from FY1997 to
FY2008 across the 9 responding governing board states to that of the 9 coordinating board states,
which increased by 80% and 81.4%, respectively. (see Table 23 and Figure 16).
Secondary Research Question Two
At the state level, what observable differences, if any exist, in terms of deferred maintenance to
meet funding capital needs for public higher education, if any, from FY1997 to FY2008?
Finding Three: The deferred maintenance problem for public higher education facilities
clearly worsened from FY1997 to FY2008, as measured by the DMR and FCI, with some
variability observed among governing and coordinating board states. The Deferred Maintenance
Ratio (DMR) more than doubled from FY1997 to FY 2008. The mean of the DMR escalated
from 44% in FY1997 (21 responding states) to 57% in FY2003 (22 responding states) to 93% in
FY2008 (20 responding states) (see Table 30 & 31). The mean of the DMR for the 14 responding
states that reported for FY1997, FY2003 and FY2008 shows a similar pattern. The average DMR
in FY1997 was 42%; this rose moderately to 57% in FY2003, and then jumped to 100% in
FY2008 among the 14 responding states (see Table 33).
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The Facilities Condition Index (FCI) also nearly doubled from FY1997 to FY2008. The
mean of FCI escalated from 9% in FY1997 (21 responding states) to 12% in FY2003 (22
responding states) to 16% in FY2008 (19 responding states) (see Tables 34 and 35). A similar
trend can be observed for the 9 responding states that provided sufficient data to calculate the
FCI for all 3 survey years with means in FY1997, FY2003 and FY2008 of 5.3%, 11.4%, and
13%, respectively (Table 38).
Three key facilities ratios and percentages were identified by experts in Chapter II were
(1) the Deferred Maintenance Ratio (DMR); (2) the Facilities Condition Index (FCI); and (3)
funds for facilities renewal and replacement as a percentage of operating funds (FSAP). The
Deferred Maintenance Ratio is calculated by dividing the amount of deferred maintenance by the
total operating expenses. Kaiser (1996) suggested the DMR should be between 2 and 4 percent
of current replacement value of the facilities. Kaiser (1996) reported an average for all colleges
and universities was 11.5% and that most institutions had much higher than the recommended
two to four percent range. Manns’ FY1997 study found that just one state, Arizona, fell within
this recommended range. In FY2008, none of the 17 responding states fell within the
recommended percentage range for the DMR (see Table 32). Texas, with a deferred maintenance
ratio of 6.8%, was the closest to the recommended range of 2% and 4%; while Arkansas at
225.6% was the highest.
The Facilities Condition Index (FCI) is calculated by dividing the estimated replacement
value of facilities by the estimated deferred maintenance. Kaiser (1996) recommended that the
FCI should be below 5% and in some cases closer to 2%. States with an FCI of less than 5%
decreased from 6 of the 15 responding states or 40% in FY1997 to 3 of the 19 responding states
or 16% in FY2008. South Dakota and Iowa were the only governing board states with an FCI of
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less than 5% while Texas was the only coordinating board state within “good practice” for FCI in
FY2008.
Bareither (1977) recommended that a minimum of 1.5% of operating funds should be set
aside for the renewal and replacement of facilities (FSAP) in each state. In FY1997, 7 of the 25
responding states or 28% reported that at least 1.5% of operating funds were set aside for
facilities renewal and replacement. In FY2008, only 8 of the responding 36 states, or 22%, met
that 1.5% recommended good practice of operating funds set aside for facilities renewal and
replacement (see Tables 47 and 48). There were no states with all 3 key facilities ratios and
percentages in FY2008. Two states, Iowa and Texas, had two of the three indicators of good
practice: FCI and FSAP within recommended ranges as of FY2008. Pennsylvania had the
highest FCI at 48.3% in FY2008, followed closely by Arkansas at 47%. Arkansas was also had
the highest DMR at 225.6%. In FY2008, 5 states--Florida, Iowa, Kansas, Rhode Island and
Wyoming—report the existence of set asides of at least 1.5% or more of their operating funds for
facilities renewal and replacement.
Most states did not have either of the two types of designated fund set asides for facilities
in FY2008: (1) funds set aside for facilities renewal and replacement from annual operating
appropriations and (2) funds set aside for deferred maintenance. States with designated funds setaside for facilities renewal and replacement increased from 6 of the 41 responding states or 15%
in FY1997 to 18 of the responding 36 states or 50% in FY2008.
While more coordinating board states than governing board states had funds set aside for
facilities, the sample size of 3 was too small to be conclusive of any differences by type of
statewide public higher education governance structure. In FY2008, 3 of the 38 responding
states, or 8%, indicate existence of a reserve fund for deferred maintenance as of FY2008. South
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Dakota was the only governing board state with a reserve fund set aside for deferred
maintenance for public higher education. Louisiana and Nebraska were the only 2 coordinating
board states funds set aside for deferred maintenance in FY2008 (see Tables 50 and 51).
Had sufficient investment in facilities funding occurred at the state level, then the
amounts of DMR and FCI would have been predicted to be lowered not escalated. This finding is
tempered by a high variance between and among states.
Secondary Research Question Three
At the state level, to what extent are recognized “good practices” used in the planning and
allocation process(es) and funding mechanism(s), as recommended by expert practitioners and
scholars, for capital needs for public higher education?
Finding Four: That only half of the states have a long-range master plan for facilities
strongly suggests that at a minimum, a clear information gap if not gap in assigned
responsibilities exists, a point reinforced by the low level of broad stakeholder involvement in
the capital needs assessment process. As early as 1959, Lyman Glenny noted the lack of master
planning as a major oversight in state coordination for the coming baby boom. St. John (1991)
indicated that facilities’ planning provides a way that states can control costs, regulate quality,
and foster coordination across institutions. The increased number of states with a master plan for
facilities may be an indication that states have begun to realize the importance of a statewide
master plan that incorporates facilities as a way to regulate quality and control costs.
The number of states with long-range master plans for facilities has increased slightly from 15 of
41 responding states in FY1997 to 19 of 38 responding in FY2008. No significant variance
regarding the existence or lack thereof of a master plan for facilities was observed between states
with governing boards compared to those with coordinating boards in FY2008. Ten of the 21
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responding governing board states or 48%, and 9 of the 19 responding coordinating board states
or 53% indicate the existence of a long-range facilities master plan in FY2008. A chi-square
analysis revealed no statistical significance in the existence of a long-range facilities master plan
between states with consolidated governing boards and those with coordinating/planning
agencies, (N= 38), chi-square = .106, df = 1, p =.744.
Inclusive stakeholder involvement was defined as participation from three key areas: (1)
“institution” includes institution officials; (2) “government” includes legislative and/or
governor’s budget office; and (3) “state higher education agency” encompassing the state system
board, consolidated governing and/or consolidated governing/planning agency. Stakeholder
involvement in master planning was generally not inclusive in FY2008: Only 4 of 19 states or
21% indicated that their master plan had inclusive stakeholder involvement in FY2008, while 15
states or 79% did not report stakeholder involvement from all key groups. This may indicate
while states may have begun to adopt better planning strategies, those are not comprehensive.
Finding Five; The majority of states do not conduct periodic facilities audits. The
periodic review of facilities audits of public higher education facilities provides comprehensive
information to identify the urgent needs for each institution the state level. Kaiser (1993) pointed
to the crucial role of facility audits to inspect and identify maintenance deficiencies to plan for
capital renewal and significant maintenance allocation. The availability and periodic review of
these types of data provides a useful planning and decision making tool for state higher
education boards.
States without regular periodic facilities audits remains almost constant from FY1997 to
FY2008. In FY1997, 27 of the 40 responding states, or 68%, did not conduct regular periodic
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facilities audits. In FY2008, while 24 of 37 responding states or 65% did not conduct facilities
audits.
Finding Six: Information on capital funding of public higher education at the state level is
limited. While the federal government through its National Center for Education Statistics and its
Integrated Postsecondary Data System collects extensive data on student enrollments, salaries of
faculty, institutional characteristics and student charges, enrollments, completions, graduation
rates, student financial aid and tuition costs of higher education institutions, it does not collect
information on facilities or facilities funding. Since many states rely on IPEDS as the backbone
of their own state data collection systems, the lack of a federal role in collecting data on facilities
is problematic.
There were areas in which states indicated they did not possess key data elements on
facilities. This is a common theme which was revealed in the low response rates to specific items
in the FY2008 survey. It should be noted, however, that in some instances states may actually
have the information requested on capital budgets, but chose not to provide the data to the
researcher. Two questions specifically asked for state data: First, to provide an estimated
amount of replacement value, and second, to provide an estimated amount of deferred
maintenance.
Many states also indicated that they could not provide estimated dollar amounts for the
important two items of, first, replacement value, and second, deferred maintenance. Reported
results for these two items were not good in either survey year. In FY1997, 11 of the responding
39 states (28%) reported an estimated dollar value or amount for the replacement value of their
public higher education facilities; in FY2008, just 10 (26%) of the 38 responding states did so.
In FY1997, 18 of 41 responding states or 44% could not provide an estimated dollar value or
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amount of deferred maintenance; in FY2008, 16 of 38 states or 42% were unable to do so. In
FY2008, just 18 of the 38 responding states, or 50%, provided estimated values for both
replacement value and deferred maintenance.
Conclusions
Conclusion One: A major information gap exists in data on facilities funding and there
are high variances in the data that is available at the state level. While IPEDS collects extensive
data on student enrollments, salaries of faculty, institutional characteristics and student charges,
enrollments, completions, graduation rates, student financial aid and tuition costs of higher
education institutions, it does not collect information on facilities or facilities funding. This
researcher could identify no resource where a comprehensive national set of data on facilities
funding existed for all 50 states.
Information on capital funding of public higher education at the state level is limited.
There were areas in which states indicated they did not possess key data elements on facilities.
This is a common theme which is present in the low response rates to some questions in the
survey. However, in some instances states may have the information requested on capital
budgets but chosen not to provide the data. Two survey items specifically requested estimated
amounts of replacement value of public higher education facilities and deferred maintenance.
Many states indicated that they did not possess estimates of replacement value and deferred
maintenance in FY1997; this was also the case in FY2008. Ten states or 28% of 39 responding
states in FY1997 did not possess an estimated amount of replacement value of facilities and 10
or 26% of 38 responding states in FY2008. Eighteen or 44% of 41 responding states in FY1997
did not possess an estimated amount of deferred maintenance and 16 or 42% of 38 responding
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states did not in FY2008. Only 18 or 50% of the responding states had estimates of both
replacement value and deferred maintenance in FY2008.
The periodic review of facilities audits of public higher education facilities provides
comprehensive information to identify the urgent needs for each institution the state level. Kaiser
(1993) pointed to the crucial role of facility audits to inspect and identify maintenance
deficiencies to plan for capital renewal and significant maintenance allocation. The availability
and periodic review of these types of data provides a useful planning and decision making tool
for state higher education boards.
Conclusion Two: State support for public higher education capital budgets has not
increased enough to accommodate the growing need for new facilities brought on by record
enrollment increases, while simultaneously addressing the escalating problem of deferred
maintenance in public higher education facilities. While states appear to have an increased
awareness of facilities issues and the need for planning, state level funding for facilities clearly
has not increased at sufficient levels to accommodate the sharp rise in enrollments from FY1997
to FY2008, and the escalating problem of deferred maintenance. Evidence of an increased
awareness by states of facilities issues is demonstrated by: (1) increases in state tax
appropriations for capital budgets, which increased from $8,377 in FY1997 to $15,106 in
FY2008, an increase of $6,729 or 80.3%; (2) the slight increase in the number of states with
long-range facilities master plans; (3) the increased number of states indicating that they had
designated funds for facilities renewal and replacement; and (4) the existence of reserve funds set
aside for deferred maintenance. However, this is tempered by the many indications that plans
may not have been actualized, and the lack of funding is clearly indicated by the dramatically
higher negative indicators of the DMR, FCI and FSAP.
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While state tax appropriations for capital budgets have increased at a higher rate than
operating budgets, the numbers are small in relative comparison. From FY1997 to FY2008, state
tax appropriations for public higher education operating budgets by student for the 18 responding
states State tax appropriations for public higher education capital budgets on per student basis for
the 18 responding states increased from $8,377 to $15,105, an increase of $6,728 or 80.3% from
FY1997 to FY2008.
The existence of state master plans has increased slightly. However, this is tempered by
the lack of inclusive stakeholder involvement from the three key areas identified as (1) institution
officials; (2) legislative and/or governor’s budget office officials; and (3) state higher education
agency encompassing the state system board, consolidated governing and/or consolidated
governing/planning agency. Just 4 of 19 states or 21% indicated that their master plan had
inclusive stakeholder involvement in FY2008.
From FY1997 to FY2008, more states have designated fund set-aside for facilities
renewal and replacement, up from 6 of 41 responding states to 18 of 39, an increase from 15% to
50%.
The population of a state provides the revenue base and thus the amount available for
state tax appropriations for public higher education. The population of a state also provides the
primary pool of potential students, which are in-state residents. Headcount enrollment shows the
number of students that are enrolled in public higher education. These students require facilities
in order to effectively learn. The rates of growth in a state, by both population and headcount
enrollment, provide an important method by which to view trends. In just 11 years, from 1997 to
2008, the total U.S. population grew by 36.3 million, or 13.6%, and the growth in total
headcount enrollment (both undergraduate and graduate students) from FY1997 to FY2008 in
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public higher education institutions has been striking. The dramatic Tidal Wave II increases
predicted by Kerr (1994) clearly came to pass. In just eleven years, from 1997 to 2008, the total
headcount enrollment grew by 2.5 million students, or 23%.
The crucial issue of deferred maintenance was addressed in two significant major
national studies supported by the Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers (APPA):
The Decaying American Campus: A Ticking Time Bomb (Rush & Johnson, 1989) and A
Foundation to Uphold (Kaiser, 1996). Rush and Johnson (1989) concluded based on a survey
conducted in 1988 of 700 higher educational institutions, colleges and universities deferred four
dollars of maintenance for every dollar spent. In a follow up to the Rush and Johnson (1989)
study, Kaiser (1996) estimated that $26 billion is necessary to eliminate deferred maintenance
and of that 22% or $5.7 billion is identified as urgent needs. These urgent needs were identified
as repairs and renovations, which cause higher education facilities to be at risk if not addressed
(Rush & Johnson, 1989). The work of Manns and Opp (2001) and Manns and Katsinas (2006)
further illustrates these urgent unaddressed needs. All of these studies stressed the grim
consequences of taking no immediate action to address the rising problem as buildings age,
funding is reduced or reallocated, and the student population increases.
Despite these dire warnings, there are indicators in this study that problems associated
with capital funding issues have escalated. The deferred maintenance ratio (DMR) has almost
doubled from a mean of 44% in FY1997 to a mean of 87% in FY2008. The Facilities Condition
Index (FCI) has similar indicators of escalation from a mean of 9% in FY1997 to 16% in
FY2008. From FY1997 to FY2008, only one additional state indicated the recommended amount
of funds for facilities renewal and replacement set-aside as a percent of annual operating funds,
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the number by percentage dropped from 28% in FY1997 to 22.2% in FY2008 (see Tables 47 and
48).
Conclusion Three: While state governance structures are stable over time, the practices
and policies of capital budgeting are varied among states, and tighter state control in the form of
consolidated governing boards does not necessarily equate to higher levels of good practices
with regards to facilities in public higher education.
Governance structures of state public higher education boards and agencies have exhibited little
change over time. McGuinness’ typologies: Authority of State Boards of Higher Education,
1997; Authority of State Boards of Postsecondary Education, 2002; and Authority of State
Boards and Agencies of Higher Education, 2010 was used as the framework for this study. There
were two states listed as consolidating governing boards in 1997 that changed typology
according to McGuinness: Florida and West Virginia. According to the Education Commission
of the States, the legislature in West Virginia enacted the change in structure to a coordinating
board/planning agency in 2000, while Florida became a governing board in 2001. It was assumed
by this researcher that states with tighter control in the form of consolidated governing boards
will be more likely to adopt innovative or good practices than states identified a coordinating/
planning service agencies for public higher education. These good practices include: (1)
comprehensive master planning for facilities; (2) access to and periodic review of data on public
higher education facilities; (3) funds designated for facilities renewal and replacement and
deferred maintenance; and (4) key facilities ratios (DMR, FCI, and FSAP) within recommended
amounts. Therefore, the adaptation of good practices is positively correlated to the degree of
authority vested at the state level and inversely related to the degree of discretion granted to
individual public higher education institutions. However, this was not necessarily the case. This
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researcher found mixed results in regards to the use of “good practices” in decision-making,
planning process(es), and funding mechanism(s), as recommended by facilities experts used to
meet funding for capital needs for public higher education. There was no large difference in
responding states by governance type in regard to changes in state tax appropriations for public
higher education capital budgets; existence of a long-range master plan for facilities, inclusive
stakeholder involvement in the master plan, and access to and periodic review of data on public
higher education facilities at the state level. However, states with consolidated governing boards
did have lower average FCI and DMR ratios than states with coordinating governing boards
across all three periods. This may indicate that states with consolidated governing boards and
tighter state control by virtue may do a better job in addressing the problem of deferred
maintenance.
Recommendations
The following recommendations are made based on the findings and conclusions of the
study:
Recommendation One: Develop a national centralized database to both incorporate
existing and add new statewide centralized databases for public higher institutions to enter
institutional data on deferred maintenance, facilities conditions and master planning based on
“good practices” as recommended by expert practitioners and scholars. Following the earlier
surveys in FY1997 and FY2003, respectively, Manns and Opp (2001) and Manns and Katsinas
(2006) recommended the development of central databases for public higher institutions to enter
institutional data on deferred maintenance, facilities conditions and master planning at the state
level. State higher education boards should have the existing structure and mechanisms in place
to be the stewards of this centralized database on facilities. A national public higher education
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database should be developed to include facilities planning by each state higher education board
and it should be maintained by the federal government. Reports and benchmarking data should
be accessible, at varying levels, by all key stakeholders identified in this study, including
institution officials, state government actors including legislative officials and those representing
the governors, and state higher education agency officials, be they consolidated governing boards
and/or consolidated governing/planning agencies. Public higher education institutions should
have access to input data including amounts of deferred maintenance, replacement value, and
facility audit information. State higher education boards and agencies should review this
information periodically and disseminate this information to state and federal government
agencies. Funding should come from the federal government. This data would serve as a national
snapshot to inform policy makers both at the state and legislative level of the capital needs in
public higher education. While funding of public higher education is the role of the states, it is
crucial that the federal government have an understanding of it; should it be necessary for the
federal government to address those needs.
Manns and Katsinas (2006) pointed out two agencies with a vested interest in a
longitudinal data set: The U.S. Department of Education, the Education Commission of the
States, and the State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO). A third organization, the
Association of Physical Plant Administrators, would also be useful with their expertise in
facilities and a current database that institutions can enter data. These agencies could provide the
resources with the assistance of funding from the federal government.
A year-by-year longitudinal database would serve additional function to see if trends
develop. This researcher recognizes that state tax appropriations for capital needs for public
higher education can be episodic in nature due to such factors as economic conditions, legislative
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priorities, and other events such as an influx of students utilizing the G.I. Bill or other sponsored
programs. This longitudinal database would provide more information so these sporadic funding
could be identified and analyzed.
Recommendation Two: Develop of a longitudinal database for capital needs of public
higher education, sponsored by the federal government. Recognizing that the development of a
national database on facilities funding called for in the first recommendation will take time to
fully implement, an intermediate recommendation is necessary. The further administration of the
existing capital surveys and the creation of a longitudinal database for capital needs of public
higher education should be supported by the states.
There are three iterations of A Fifty State Assessment of Capital Needs for Public Higher
Education: Manns’ FY1997, Manns’ FY2003, and by this researcher for FY2008. These data
could serve as the basis for an online data base, as well as for continued administration of this
survey. An abbreviated version of the survey could be administered on an annual basis, in
recognition of the fact that state offices have limited time and resources to dedicate to a lengthy
survey instrument. This researcher recommends a more detailed survey to be administered every
three to five years for an in depth analysis. The survey instrument should be reviewed annually
by the administering agency with input from both scholars and expert practitioners to evaluate
the instrument for soundness based on any economic developments. This would create a national
snapshot to inform policy makers both at the state and legislative level of the capital needs in
public higher education. While funding of public higher education is primarily a role for the
states, it is crucial that the federal government have an understanding of it; should it be necessary
for the federal government to address those needs.
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An existing education and policy center at a public higher education institution
experienced in national state surveys could provide the platform for both the distribution and
collection of data. The U.S. Department of Education, the Education Commission of the States,
the State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) and Association for Facilities
Professionals (APPA) could provide advisory expertise as well as endorsement. Funding from
the federal government in the form of a grant could provide the staff support necessary to
continue the survey on a three to five year basis.
This longitudinal database would provide crucial data for research to conduct ratios
specifically designed for capital budgeting at the state level. Both FCI and DMR were high as
reported in this study. While this was consistent with Manns’ prior research studies: FY1997 and
FY2003, these ratios and indices were far higher than those recommended by Bariether and
Kaiser at the institutional level. The development of ratios and indexes that provide a range
deemed appropriate at the state level. APPA, NACUBO, SHEEO and ECS in conjunction with
facilities experts and scholars such as Manns and Kaiser could provide additional input for the
development ratios and indices for capital funding and deferred maintenance benchmarking at
the state level.
Recommendation Three: Replicate this study to incorporate incorporate additional
research factors. Two types of factors would add complexity and potentially provide valuable
insight into capital budgeting and practices for public higher education institutions: 1)
incorporation of the statutory role of McGuinness’ typology of governance structures and 2)
incorporation of the classification type of public higher education institutions.
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While the two primary broad groups of statewide consolidated governing and statewide
coordinating boards/planning agencies based on the typology of McGuinness (1997, 2002 &
2010) were used for this study, McGuinness also subdivides states further by statutory roles.
These include (1) One Board for All Public Institutions, (2) Two Boards Encompassing All
Public Institutions, (3) Consolidated or Aggregated Budget, (4) Budget Review and
Recommendation and (5) No Statutory Budget Role. These statutory roles are an indicator of the
relative strength or weakness of the statewide governance structure of the state higher education
board. This research could provide further evidence whether the strength of a state higher
education board translates into the adaptation of innovative “good practices.”
A replication of this study to include the classification of public higher education
institutions by two-year college or four year university could add further insight to capital
budgeting funding and needs. Two-year colleges and four year universities may vary in mission,
funding allocated by states, legislative mandates and capital and operating needs. This could
serve to provide states with important data needed to address the most urgent facilities funding.
Recommendation Four: Expand this study using qualitative methods. While this study
was conducted using quantitative methods, a future study using qualitative methods, such as a
one on one interviews, could be conducted at a statewide level. A qualitative study would allow
data to be collected in a flexible format to allow for new directions of research to emerge. It
allows for the interaction between the researcher and research subjects and the adjustment of
questions based on the subject’s responses. While quantitative studies are valuable, there are
valuable research, which cannot be ascertained from the numerical data and statistical analysis.
Many states provided comments on the survey instrument used in this study and this could
provide a reference point for one on one interviews or a focus group to ask open-ended
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questions. A qualitative study would add a richer dimension to this quantitative study by
providing a contextual understanding of the research as a whole.
Concluding Remarks
Absent from the recommendations is an amount of funding that the states and /or federal
government should provide to address the capital needs of public higher education. There is
simply not enough data available to support that recommendation. Certainly, more is needed to
address the large amounts of deferred maintenance and accommodate the growing student
enrollments. While approximately $23 billion of additional funding to address deferred
maintenance needs would bring the 18 states to a recommended DMR (as a percent of operating
funds) based on institutional recommendations, this researcher can only speculate that the figure
for the 50 states could be many times that amount. However, based on the available data or lack
thereof, this researcher cannot assign a reasonable cost estimate to what is needed to provide the
safe access to public higher education for all students.
No two states are identical, and any comparisons made between states should recognize
such factors as the public and private higher education structure of the state, the political
structure of the state, methods used for financing public higher education, and the history of the
individual state. However, states could learn innovative good practices from each other as well as
longitudinal data analysis of their own states. Moreover, reviewing their own states evolution in
public higher education facilities over time can lead to innovative practices and policies that
result in more efficient and effective operations.
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Appendix B
SHEEO Contacts
Alabama
Alabama Commission on Higher
Education
Gregory G. Fitch, Executive
Director
100 North Union Street, PO Box
302000
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-2000
Telephone: (334) 242-2123
Fax: (334) 242-0268
gregory.fitch@ache.alabama.gov
www.ache.state.al.us
Alaska
Alaska Commission on
Postsecondary Education
Diane Barrans, Executive Director
707 A Street, Suite 206, PO Box
110505
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0505
Telephone: (907) 465-6740
Fax: (907) 465-3293
diane.barrans@alaska.gov
alaskadvantage.state.ak.us

California
California Postsecondary Education Commission
Karen Humphrey, Executive Director
770 L Street, Suite 1160
Sacramento, California 95814-3366
Telephone: (916) 445-1504
Fax: (916) 324-6600
khumphrey@cpec.ca.gov
www.cpec.ca.gov/FederalPrograms/TeacherQuality.asp
Colorado
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education
David A. Longanecker, President
3035 Center Green Drive, Suite 200
Boulder, Colorado 80301-2204
Telephone: (303) 541-0201
Fax: (303) 541-0291
dlonganecker@wiche.edu
www.wiche.edu

Alaska
University of Alaska System
Patrick K. Gamble, President
202 Butrovich
PO Box 755000
Fairbanks, Alaska 99775
Telephone: (907) 450-8009
Fax: (907) 450-8012
ua.president@alaska.edu
www.alaska.edu

Colorado
Colorado Department of Higher Education
Rico Munn, Executive Director
1560 Broadway, Suite 1600
Denver, Colorado 80202-5160
Telephone: (303) 866-2723
Fax: (303) 866-4212
Rico.munn@dhe.state.co.us
highered.colorado.gov

Arizona
Arizona Board of Regents
Thomas K. Anderes, President
2020 North Central Avenue, Suite

Connecticut
Connecticut Department of Higher Education
Michael P. Meotti, Commissioner
61 Woodland Street
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Phoenix, Arizona 85004-4593
Telephone: (602) 229-2505
Fax: (602) 229-2555
tom.anderes@azregents.edu
www.azregents.edu

Hartford, Connecticut 06105-2326
Telephone: (860) 947-1801
Fax: (860) 947-1310
meotti@ctdhe.org
www.ctdhe.org

Arkansas
Arkansas Department of Higher
Education
James Purcell, Director
114 East Capitol Avenue
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201
Telephone: (501) 371-2032
Fax: (501) 371-2003
jpurcell@adhe.edu
www.adhe.edu

Delaware

Florida
Board of Governors of the State
University System of Florida
Frank T. Brogan, Chancellor
325 West Gaines Street, Suite 1614
Tallahasee, Florida 32399
Telephone: (850) 245-0466
Fax: (850) 245-9685
frank.brogan@flbog.edu
www.flbog.org

Indiana

Delaware Higher Education Commission
Maureen Laffey, Director
Carvel State Office Building
820 N French St, 5F
Wilmington, Delaware 19801
Telephone: (302) 577-5240
Fax: (302) 577-6765
mlaffey@doe.k12.de.us
www.doe.state.de.us/high-ed

Indiana Commission for Higher Education
Teresa Lubbers, Commissioner
101 West Ohio Street, Suite 550
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-1971
Telephone: (317) 464-4400
Fax: (317) 464-4410
teresal@che.in.gov
www.in.gov/che

Georgia
Board of Regents of the University
System of Georgia
Erroll B. Davis, Jr., Chancellor
270 Washington St SW, Suite 7025
Atlanta, Georgia 30334
Telephone: (404) 656-2202
Fax: (404) 657-6979
chancellor@usg.edu
www.usg.edu

Iowa
Board of Regents, State of Iowa
Robert Donley, Executive Director
11260 Aurora Avenue
Urbandale, Iowa 50322-7905
Telephone: (515) 281-6426
Fax: (515) 281-6420
bdonley@iastate.edu
www.regents.iowa.gov

Georgia
Southern Regional Education Board

Illinois
Illinois Board of Higher Education
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David S. Spence, President
592 10th Street NW
Atlanta, Georgia 30318-5776
Telephone: (404) 875-9211
Fax: (404) 872-1477
dave.spence@sreb.org
www.sreb.org

Donald Sevener, Interim Executive Director
431 East Adams Street, 2nd Floor
Springfield, Illinois 62701-1404
Telephone: (217) 557-7382
Fax: (217) 557-7334
sevener@ibhe.org
www.ibhe.org

Hawaii
University of Hawai`i System
M.R.C. Greenwood, President
2444 Dole Street, Bachman Hall
202
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822
Telephone: (808) 956-8207
Fax: (808) 956-5286
mrcgreenwood@hawaii.edu
www.hawaii.edu

Kansas
Kansas Board of Regents
Andy Tompkins, President and CEO

Idaho
Idaho State Board of Education
Michael Rush, Executive Director
PO Box 83720
Boise, Idaho 83720
Telephone: (208) 332-1565
Fax: (208) 334-2632
mike.rush@osbe.idaho.gov
www.boardofed.idaho.gov

Curtis State Office Building
1000 SW Jackson Street, Suite 520
Topeka, Kansas 66612-1368
Telephone: (785) 296-3421
Fax: (785) 296-0983
atompkins@ksbor.org
www.kansasregents.org
Kentucky
Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education
Robert L. King, President
1024 Capital Center Drive, Suite 320
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601
Telephone: (502) 573-1555
Fax: (502) 573-1535
Robert.king@ky.gov
www.cpe.ky.gov

Louisiana
Louisiana Board of Regents
Kim Reed, Chief of Staff
P.O. Box 3677
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 708213677
Telephone: (225) 342-4253
Fax: (225) 342-9318
reedkh@la.gov
regents.louisiana.gov

Minnesota
Minnesota Office of Higher Education
David Metzen, Director
1450 Energy Park Drive, Suite 350

Maine
University of Maine System

Minnesota
Minnesota State Colleges & Universities

St. Paul, Minnesota 55108-5227
Telephone: (651) 642-0567
Fax: (651) 642-0675
dave.metzen@state.mn.us
www.ohe.state.mn.us
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Richard L. Pattenaude, Chancellor
16 Central Street
Bangor, Maine 04401
Telephone: (207) 973-3205
Fax: (207) 973-3221
pattenaude@maine.edu
www.maine.edu/

James H. McCormick, Chancellor
30 - 7th Street East, Suite 350
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-7804
Telephone: (651) 201-1696
Fax: (651) 297-7465
james.mccormick@so.mnscu.edu
www.mnscu.edu

Maryland
Maryland Higher Education
Commission
James E. Lyons, Sr., Secretary of
Higher Education
839 Bestgate Road, Suite 400
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-3013
Telephone: (410) 260-4516
Fax: (410) 260-3204
jlyons@mhec.state.md.us
www.mhec.state.md.us

Minnesota

Massachusetts
Massachusetts Department of
Higher Education
Richard M. Freeland, Commissioner
One Ashburton Place, Room 1401
Boston, Massachusetts 02108-1696
Telephone: (617) 994-6901
Fax: (617) 727-6656
rfreeland@bhe.mass.edu
www.mass.edu
State of Michigan: Dept. of Career
Development (NOT A MEMBER)a
Department of Career Development
201 North Washington Square
Victor Office Center, 7th Floor
Lansing, MI 48913
Telephone: 517-241-4000
Fax: 517-373-0314
Agency E-mail: career@state.mi.us
www.michigan.gov/mdc

Midwestern Higher Education Compact
Larry Isaak, President
1300 South Second Street, Suite 130
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55454-1079
Telephone: (612) 626-8292
Fax: (612) 626-8290
larryi@mhec.org
www.mhec.org
Montana
Montana University System
Sheila Stearns, Commissioner of Higher Education
P.O. Box 203201
Helena, Montana 59620-3201
Telephone: (406) 444-0374
Fax: (406) 444-1469
sstearns@montana.edu
www.mus.edu

Nebraska
Nebraska's Coordinating Commission for Postsecondary
Education
Marshall A. Hill, Executive Director
P.O. Box 95005
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509-5005
Telephone: (402) 471-2847
Fax: (402) 471-2886
Marshall.Hill@nebraska.gov
www.ccpe.state.ne.us/PublicDoc/CCPE/Default.asp
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Nevada
Nevada System of Higher
Education
Daniel Klaich, Chancellor
2601 Enterprise Road
Reno, Nevada 89512-1666
Telephone: (775) 784-3222
Fax: (775) 784-1127
Daniel_Klaich@nshe.nevada.edu
system.nevada.edu
New England Board of Higher
Education
Michael K. Thomas, President &
CEO
45 Temple Place
Boston, Massachusetts 02111
Telephone: (617) 357-9620
Fax: (617) 338-1692
mthomas@nebhe.org
www.nebhe.org

New Hampshire
New Hampshire Postsecondary
Education Commission
Kathryn G. Dodge, Executive
Director
3 Barrell Court, Suite 300
Concord, New Hampshire 033018543
Telephone: (603) 271-2555
Fax: (603) 271-2696
kdodge@pec.state.nh.us
www.nh.gov/postsecondary
New Hampshire
University System of New
Hampshire
Edward R. MacKay, Chancellor
25 Concord Road, Dunlap Center
Durham, New Hampshire 038243545

New Mexico
New Mexico Higher Education Department
Viola E. Florez, Cabinet Secretary
2048 Galisteo Street
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505-2100
Telephone: (505) 476-8404
Fax: (505) 476-8454
viola.florez@state.nm.us
hed.state.nm.us

New York
New York State Education Department, Office of Higher
Education
Joseph P. Frey, Deputy Commissioner
Room 977, Education Building Annex
89 Washington Avenue
Albany, New York 12234
Telephone: (518) 486-3633
Fax: (518) 486-2254
jfrey@mail.nysed.gov
www.highered.nysed.gov/
North Carolina
University of North Carolina
Erskine B. Bowles, President
910 Raleigh Road, P.O. Box 2688
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27515-2688
Telephone: (919) 962-4622
Fax: (919) 843-9695
ebowles@northcarolina.edu
www.northcarolina.edu
North Dakota
North Dakota University System
William G. Goetz, Chancellor
600 E. Boulevard Avenue, Dept 215
10th Floor, State Capitol
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Telephone: (603) 862-0918
Fax: (603) 862-0908
ed.mackay@usnh.edu
www.usnh.edu

Bismarck, North Dakota 58505-0230
Telephone: (701) 328-2963
Fax: (701) 328-2961
william.goetz@ndus.edu
www.ndus.edu

New Jersey
New Jersey Commission on Higher
Education
Glenn B. Lang, Acting Executive
Director
P.O. Box 542
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0542
Telephone: (609) 984-2709
Fax: (609) 633-8420
glang@che.state.nj.us
www.state.nj.us/highereducation/

Oklahoma

Glen D. Johnson, Chancellor
655 Research Parkway, Suite 200
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73104
Telephone: (405) 225-9100
Fax: (405) 225-9230
gjohnson@osrhe.edu
www.okhighered.org/

Ohio
Ohio Board of Regents
Eric D. Fingerhut, Chancellor
30 East Broad Street, 36th Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3414
Telephone: (614) 466-0887
Fax: (614) 466-5866
efingerhut@regents.state.oh.us
regents.ohio.gov

South Carolina
South Carolina Commission on Higher Education
Garrison Walters, Executive Director
1333 Main Street, Suite 200
Columbia, South Carolina 29201
Telephone: (803) 737-2275
Fax: (803) 737-2297
gwalters@che.sc.gov
www.che.sc.gov

Oregon
Oregon University System
George Pernsteiner, Chancellor
158 Susan Campbell Hall
Eugene, Oregon 97403
Telephone: (541) 346-5703
Fax: (541) 346-5764
george_pernsteiner@ous.edu
www.ous.edu

South Dakota
South Dakota Board of Regents
Jack R. Warner, Executive Director & CEO
306 East Capitol Avenue, Suite 200
Pierre, South Dakota 57501-2545
Telephone: (605) 773-3455
Fax: (605) 773-5320
JackW@sdbor.edu
www.sdbor.edu

Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania State System of
Higher Education
John C. Cavanaugh, Chancellor
Dixon University Center

Tennessee

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education

Tennessee Higher Education Commission
Richard G. Rhoda, Executive Director
404 James Robertson Parkway
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2986 North Second Street
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17110
Telephone: (717) 720-4010
Fax: (717) 720-4011
jcavanaugh@passhe.edu
www.passhe.edu

Parkway Towers, Suite 1900
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0830
Telephone: (615) 741-3605
Fax: (615) 741-6230
richard.rhoda@tn.gov
www.state.tn.us/thec/

Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania Department of
Education
Sandra O. Edmunds, Deputy
Secretary for Postsecondary Higher
Education
333 Market Street, 12th floor
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 171260333
Telephone: (717) 787-5041
Fax: (717) 772-3622
sedmunds@state.pa.us
www.education.state.pa.us

Texas

Rhode Island
Rhode Island Board of Governors
for Higher Education
Ray M. Di Pasquale, Acting
Commissioner of RIBGHE
The Shepard Building
80 Washington Street, Suite 450
Providence, Rhode Island 029031819
Telephone: (401) 456-6002
Fax: (401) 456-6028
rmdipasquale@ccri.edu
www.ribghe.org
Vermont
Vermont State Colleges
Timothy J. Donovan, Chancellor
PO Box 359
Park Street, Stanley Hall
Waterbury, Vermont 05676-0359
Telephone: (802) 241-3378
Fax: (802) 241-3369
tim.donovan@vsc.edu

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board
Raymund A. Paredes, Commissioner of Higher
Education
1200 East Anderson Lane, PO Box 12788
Austin, Texas 78752
Telephone: (512) 427-6101
Fax: (512) 427-6127
raymund.paredes@thecb.state.tx.us
www.thecb.state.tx.us/
Utah
Utah System of Higher Education
William A. Sederburg, Commissioner
60 South 400 West
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-1284
Telephone: (801) 321-7103
Fax: (801) 321-7199
wsederburg@utahsbr.edu
higheredutah.org

West Virginia
West Virginia Higher Education Policy Commission
Brian Noland, Chancellor
1018 Kanawha Blvd E, Suite 700
Charleston, West Virginia 25301
Telephone: (304) 558-0699
Fax: (304) 558-1011
noland@hepc.wvnet.edu
www.hepc.wvnet.edu/
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web.vsc.edu/
Vermont
University of Vermont
Daniel Mark Fogel, President
350 Waterman Building
85 South Prospect Street
Burlington, Vermont 05405-0160
Telephone: (802) 656-3186
Fax: (802) 656-1363
daniel.fogel@uvm.edu
www.uvm.edu/
Virginia
State Council of Higher Education
for Virginia (SCHEV)
Andy Fogarty, Interim Director
101 North 14th Street, 9th Floor
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Telephone: (804) 225-2611
Fax: (804) 225-2604
andrewfogarty@schev.edu
www.schev.edu
Washington
Washington Higher Education
Coordinating Board
Don Bennett, Executive Director
917 Lakeridge Way SW
P.O. Box 43430
Olympia, Washington 98504-3430
Telephone: (360) 753-7831
Fax: (360) 753-7808
donb@hecb.wa.gov
www.hecb.wa.gov

Wisconsin
University of Wisconsin System
Kevin P. Reilly, President
1220 Linden Drive, 1720 Van Hise Hall
Madison, Wisconsin 53706-1559
Telephone: (608) 262-2321
Fax: (608) 262-3985
kreilly@uwsa.edu
www.wisconsin.edu/
Wyoming
University of Wyoming
Thomas Buchanan, President
Old Main Room 206
1000 E University Ave, Dept 3434
Laramie, Wyoming 82071
Telephone: (307) 766-4121
Fax: (307) 766-4126
tombuch@uwyo.edu
www.uwyo.edu/

Wyoming
Wyoming Community College Commission
James O. Rose, Executive Director
2020 Carey Avenue, 8th Floor
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002
Telephone: (307) 777-7763
Fax: (307) 777-6567
jrose@commission.wcc.edu
www.communitycolleges.wy.edu

Notes: a While Michigan Higher Education Assistance is on this list, Michigan is not a member
of SHEEO. Adapted from the from SHEEO website, SHEEO Higher Education Agency Contact
Information http://www.sheeo.org/agencies.asp
c
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Manns’ Authorization to Update

   





   
Wellesley Hills, MA 02481

February 27, 2008
Delphine Harris
1901 Canyon Lake Drive
Cottondale, AL 35453
Dear Ms. Harris:
I would like to thank you for your recent inquiry about my dissertation “A Fifty State Study of
Capital Needs for Public Higher Education.” I am happy to provide you with the support,
permission and background information you need to replicate this study. I would ask that any
work be properly attributed. I would be happy to assist you in any way that I can to continue this
very important work.
Sincerely,
Derrick Manns
Derrick Manns, Ph.D.
Asst. Provost for Academic Affairs
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