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now cost about $10 billion a year.  As legislators 
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dollars effectively and make government work more 
effi ciently, they need information to evaluate the 
work of governmental agencies.  The audit work 
performed by Legislative Post Audit helps provide 
that information.

 We conduct our audit work in accordance 
with applicable government auditing standards 
set forth by the U.S. Government Accountability 
Offi ce.  These standards pertain to the auditor’s 
professional qualifi cations, the quality of the audit 
work, and the characteristics of professional and 
meaningful reports.  The standards also have been 
endorsed by the American Institute of Certifi ed 
Public Accountants and adopted by the Legislative 
Post Audit Committee.

 The Legislative Post Audit Committee is a 
bipartisan committee comprising fi ve senators and 
fi ve representatives.  Of the Senate members, three 
are appointed by the President of the Senate and 
two are appointed by the Senate Minority Leader.  
Of the Representatives, three are appointed by the 
Speaker of the House and two are appointed by the 
Minority Leader.

 Audits are performed at the direction of 
the Legislative Post Audit Committee.  Legislators 

or committees should make their requests for 
performance audits through the Chairman or any 
other member of the Committee.  Copies of all 
completed performance audits are available from 
the Division’s offi ce.

The Legislative Division of Post Audit supports full access to the services of State government for all 
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This report contains the fi ndings, conclusions, and recommendations from 

our completed performance audit, Community Colleges:  Examining Whether 
There Are Ways To Share Resources To Reduce Costs.

The report recommends that community college boards of trustees 
follow existing law with regard to reducing local property tax revenues and that 
the appropriate legislative committees consider whether the law needs to be 
modifi ed to ensure that local property tax relief is realized.  It also has several 
recommendations for ways Coffeyville and Independence and other community 
colleges could share resources to reduce costs. 

We would be happy to discuss these recommendations or any other items 
in the report with any legislative committees, individual legislators, or other 
State offi cials.  The report also contains appendices showing the amount of State 
operating grants that were expected based on the Act and the amount of grants 
actually received by the community colleges, as well as revenue, expenditures, 
and property tax revenue information by community college. 

Barbara J. Hinton
   Legislative Post Auditor
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Get the Big Picture 
Read these Sections and Features: 

 
1. Executive Summary - an overview of the questions we 

asked and the answers we found. 
 

2. Conclusion and Recommendations - are referenced in 
the Executive Summary and appear in a box after each 
question in the report. 

 
3. Agency Response - also referenced in the Executive 

Summary and is the last Appendix. 
 

    Helpful Tools for Getting to the Detail 
 

 In most cases, an “At a Glance” description of the agency or 
department appears within the first few pages of the main report. 
 

 Side Headings point out key issues and findings. 
 
 Charts/Tables may be found throughout the report, and help provide 

a picture of what we found. 
 

 Narrative text boxes can highlight interesting information, or 
provide detailed examples of problems we found. 
 

 Appendices may include additional supporting documentation, along 
with the audit Scope Statement and Agency Response(s).  

Legislative Division of Post Audit 
800 SW Jackson Street, Suite 1200,   Topeka, KS 66612-2212 

Phone: 785-296-3792      E-Mail: lpa@lpa.state.ks.us 
Web: www.kslegislature.org/postaudit 
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Overview of Kansas Community Colleges

Currently, Kansas has 19 community colleges offering a 
variety of degree and certifi cate programs.  Community colleges in 
Kansas were authorized by the 1917 Legislature and originally meant to be 
an extension of high schools.  By the late 1950s and 1960s, the Legislature 
had passed laws that allowed community colleges to be separate 
institutions with separate governing boards—now known as boards of 
trustees.  Community colleges offer a wide variety of academic coursework 
that can lead to an associate’s degree.   

Community colleges are supervised by the Board of Regents, 
and governed by local boards of trustees.  The Higher Education 
Coordination Act of 1999 changed how higher education was governed in 
Kansas.  It made the State Board of Regents responsible for supervising 
and coordinating community colleges beginning in fi scal year 2000.  
Before that, the State Board of Education had responsibility for overseeing 
community colleges.   

During fi scal year 2007 Kansas community colleges spent 
nearly $460 million, and enrolled more than 46,000 students.  Average 
spending per student during that time period ranged from a low of $5,400 
to nearly $14,500.  The largest single source of funding for community 
colleges has been local property taxes.   

Question 1:  Have Community Colleges Used a Portion of 
Increased State Aid to Reduce Mill Levies, and If Not, Why Not?

Legislation passed in 1999 provided additional State funding 
for community colleges so they could rely less on property tax 
revenues.  Generally, the provisions of the Act affecting community college 
funding were as follows:

“Credit-hour” State aid for community colleges was replaced    
with operating grants.

County out-district tuition was to be phased out, and the    
revenues colleges lost were to be replaced by State aid.

Performance grants were to be implemented.    

Most of the additional funding provided through the new State 
operating grants was intended to help provided local property tax relief.  
When the new operating grants became effective in 2001, community 
colleges were required to use at least 80% of any increase in the State 
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operating grant over the previous year (less an adjustment for the out of 
district tuition they received) to reduce the amount of property taxes they 
levied.  The remaining 20% could be used for whatever purposes the 
colleges wanted.  

The Act didn’t provide as much property tax relief as 
anticipated mostly because it wasn’t fully funded, and also because 
some community colleges didn’t follow the Act.  Community colleges 
couldn’t reduce their mill levy revenues as much as expected because 
they didn’t receive all the funding called for in the Act.  Community colleges 
should have received about $751 in State operating grants for fi scal years 
2001 through 2007, based on the provisions in the Act.  They actually 
got $595 million, or about $157 million (21%) less than anticipated.  In 
addition, under the Act, community colleges were supposed to receive 
performance grants beginning in fi scal year 2003, but those grants weren’t 
funded until fi scal year 2006.  

We identifi ed three reasons why the colleges didn’t receive all the 
funding they should have:

In fi scal years 2001 and 2002 the Board of Regents’ request  
for State operating grants for community colleges somewhat 
underestimated the number of students who would enroll in the 
community colleges those years.  At the time, the Board didn’t 
estimate for any increases in enrollment.  In subsequent years, 
the Board has used projected enrollment fi gures. 

In subsequent years, the Legislature didn’t fully fund the  
colleges’ State aid because of budget shortfalls.  Like most 
states, Kansas experienced serious budget shortfalls because 
of the general economic downturn that occurred after the 
terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001. 

Overall, funding the Act also turned out to be more costly than  
anticipated.  The fi scal note prepared at the time the Act was 
considered assumed enrollment at community colleges would 
remain fl at and also underestimated the amount of State aid 
provided per lower-division student at Kansas’ three regional 
Regents’ institutions---which is what State aid to community 
colleges is based on. 

In addition, 10 community colleges didn’t provide all the property 
tax relief they should have.  Given the amounts of the operating grants 
they received, community colleges should have reduced their property tax 
levies by $30.3 million, but overall they reduced their property tax levies by 
only $25.2 million or $5 million less than required. 

Given the way the law is written, there are no assurances that 
local property tax revenues for community colleges will decrease, 
even if community colleges comply with the Act.  That’s because the 
Act doesn’t place any limits on colleges’ expenditures or on the amount 
of local property tax revenues they can generate.  Community colleges 
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can get around the law by simply infl ating their budgeted expenditures to 
offset the reduction in property tax revenues that is required when they set 
their mill levy rates. 

Other factors have contributed to changes in the colleges’ 
property tax revenues and mill levy rates since 2000.  Our analysis 
showed that community colleges tended to fall into three groups:

Group 1 —10 colleges whose property tax revenues actually 
dropped as a percent of their total revenues in 2007 compared 
to 2000.

Group 2 —5 colleges whose property tax revenues became a 
larger percent of their total revenues in 2007 than in 2000.

Group 3 —4 colleges whose property tax revenues accounted 
for about the same percent of their total revenues in both years.  

The colleges in Group 1 generally shared a number factors that helped 
them rely less on property tax revenues and have lower mill levy rates in 
2007 than in 2000.  In general, they:

had larger enrollment increases. 

raised their tuition rates higher. 

had larger increases in their  non-property-tax sources of 
revenue.

were in counties where the assessed valuations grew at a  
faster rate than the amount of property tax the colleges needed 
to generate.

had smaller increases in their ending cash balances. 

 Community colleges could decrease their cash reserves to reduce 
their property tax revenues even more in coming years.  In 2007, some 
colleges had cash reserves that totaled up to eight months worth of 
expenditures. If the colleges reduced cash reserves to only three months 
worth of expenditures, their total cash balances for that same time period 
would have been only $110 million, or $77 million less. 

 Compared to surrounding states, Kansas relies more heavily 
on local dollars to fund its community colleges.  Except for Nebraska, 
Kansas depends more heavily on local property tax revenues than 
neighboring states.  We identifi ed a number of ways that other states have 
limited their reliance on property tax revenues to fund community colleges, 
including the following:

Eliminate property tax as a revenue source for community  
colleges.  In Colorado, property tax revenue can’t be used to 
fund community colleges.

Limit the amount of property tax revenue that can be levied .  
Nebraska recently passed legislation establishing such a limit.
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Extend community college taxing districts beyond county lines .  
Nebraska and Missouri each divided their states into community 
college taxing districts that include several counties.   

Question 1 Conclusion

Question 1 Recommendations
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Question 2:  What Options Exist for Community Colleges that 
Are in Close Proximity, Such as Independence and Coffeyville, to 

Share Resources To Reduce Costs and Mill Levies?

Options for community colleges to coordinate activities or 
share resources exist in the areas of academics, support functions, 
and purchasing.  Opportunities for coordinating or sharing resources in 
the academic area stem from making the best use of teaching resources.  
Support functions are the areas that support the teaching mission of 
community colleges and opportunities for sharing in that area could range 
from sharing employees or equipment to consolidating a function at one 
college.  Finally, in the area of joint purchasing, many vendors offer price 
breaks for customers who can purchase in larger quantities.  

OPTIONS FOR SHARING RESOURCES RELATED TO ACADEMICS

Community colleges in Kansas currently share academic 
resources on a limited basis.  Sharing resources among community 
colleges hasn’t been widespread.  Sharing agreements related either to 
on-line courses or to courses taught in a traditional classroom setting.  

For example, through the EduKan Program, several community 
colleges in southwest Kansas share on-line courses. 

Independence and Coffeyville have agreements with other 
colleges to share resources related to specialized programs, but 
no agreements with each other.  By entering into agreements with 
other community colleges, Coffeyville and Independence have avoided 
duplicating specialized academic programs.  For example, a fi re science 
program and an associate degree in medical laboratory technology are 
provided by Barton County Community College at Coffeyville Community 
College.  Fort Scott Community College provides a wastewater 
management certifi cate program, also at Coffeyville.  At Independence 
Community College, Neosho Community College provided a licensed 
practical nurse program.  

Coffeyville and Independence could share academic resources 
in a number of ways.  We identifi ed several specifi c areas where the 
colleges could potentially share academic resources to share costs.  
Those areas include the following:

Coordinate their specialized programs to eliminate some  
program duplication.  The colleges offer several of the same 
certifi cate and Associate in Applied Science degree programs.  
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Although some of the programs such as the certifi ed nurse/
geriatric aid program, may have suffi cient demand to warrant 
having them offered by two colleges in the same county, other 
programs could be offered at only one college.

Eliminate the duplication that exists when one college has  
established a more-specialized program, and the other college 
offers individual elective classes in that same subject area.  For 
example, in Spring 2007, Coffeyville had 59 students enrolled 
in its technical welding programs, while Independence had 
two welding courses with six students enrolled.  Similarly, 
Independence offers an Associate of Science degree in criminal 
justice, while Coffeyville offers a single elective class in criminal 
justice.

Sharing teaching resources related to higher-level math and  
science courses.  A number of math and science courses 
offered in Spring 2007 at one or both colleges tended to have 
very small enrollments.  Options currently exist to make sharing 
teaching resources for these courses easier, including on-line 
courses and interactive videoconferencing.  

A number of variables can affect the amount of money that could be 
saved by having Independence and Coffeyville share academic resources, 
including the following:

Eliminating some degree programs at one college may not result in any  
savings because no courses would be eliminated.  That’s because for 
some degree programs, like pre-law, the courses aren’t unique only 
to that degree—they are general academic courses such as  English 
composition or political science which are common to many degrees.  

If a class is taught by a full-time faculty member, eliminating it may not  
always save money because, under certain circumstances, the faculty 
member may not be getting paid extra for teaching the class.

If courses are taught by a part-time faculty member, the savings related  
to single courses may be relatively small.  Part time faculty are typically 
paid $400-$450 per credit hour taught.

 We also noticed some opportunity for savings if Independence 
Community College internally merged multiple sections of the same course 
that have low enrollments.  

OPTIONS FOR SHARING RESOURCES RELATED TO SUPPORT 
FUNCTIONS

Community colleges generally perform the same types of 
administrative activities.  Support functions such as human resources, 
fi scal operations and accounting, building maintenance, information 
technology, and the like may be performed differently at each community 
college, but the functions themselves are basically the same.  
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In reality, it may be diffi cult to achieve large-scale savings 
from sharing support functions while maintaining two separate 
institutions.  The areas we noted that appeared to have the most 
potential for sharing at Coffeyville and Independence were information 
technology and payroll processing.  Both colleges might benefi t from 
having a standardized computer system and software, but offi cials from 
both colleges estimated that making their computer system compatible 
would cost about $500,000 total. 

We found signifi cant issues that could make it diffi cult to share 
some of the other support functions.  Some of those issues include the 
following:

Sharing management positions is diffi cult because many  
managers already are shared internally with other departments 
or functions, or they are providing direct services.  For example, 
several management staff already wear multiple hats—they 
have responsibilities in multiple departments in the same 
community college.  In addition, many management staff aren’t 
doing exclusively management work, they may be performing a 
signifi cant amount of hands-on work.  

The potential for sharing non-management positions is  
relatively limited, either because there is minimal staff already 
or because a staff presence is required at each college.  For 
example, some functions such as fi nancial aid involve a lot 
of student interaction and staff has to be present to provide 
services.  

Sharing support processes creates a number of signifi cant  
issues with standardizing policies and procedures and 
determining who would resolve confl icts in priorities.  There are 
a number of signifi cant impediments that make sharing support 
functions more diffi cult, including that: 

both colleges compete for the same students.o 
provisions would need to be made for how confl icts would o 
be resolved between two boards of trustees.

policies and processes would need to be standardized at o 
both colleges.

historically, there’s a strong rivalry between the two o 
community colleges and they’ve been reluctant to share.

Regardless of any issues that make sharing resources diffi cult, 
voters in Montgomery County and college offi cials have made some 
overtures toward sharing.  In a February 2007 non-binding advisory 
election, voters were asked whether Montgomery County should have one 
community college—64% responded yes.  In addition, Coffeyville offi cials 
suggested in a letter to Independence that the colleges meet and discuss 
merging.  
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OPTIONS FOR SAVINGS MONEY BY JOINTLY PURCHASING GOODS OR 
SERVICES

Signifi cant cost savings are likely through joint purchasing 
agreements.  Most goods and services that community colleges buy could be 
jointly purchased.  We selected a sample of nine commonly purchased items 
and our fi ndings are summarized below.

Natural Gas —estimated savings of $27,500 and $36,000 are 
possible if Coffeyville and Independence join an existing gas 
purchasing consortium.

Software —additional savings are possible if community colleges 
and universities combine their purchasing power.  

Telephone —if at least some of the 19 community colleges banded 
together to purchase telephone-related services, additional savings 
are possible.

Security Services —savings are likely if Coffeyville and 
Independence negotiated for one contract with a single security 
provider.  They both currently pay $12 per hour for security.

Health Insurance —savings may be possible if community 
colleges are willing to jointly purchase one health plan or join the 
State health plan.  For example, cost for single coverage through 
the State health plan is $4,400 compared to $6,700 for single 
coverage at Coffeyville.  

Property Insurance —if Coffeyville and Independence negotiate 
with their common insurance provider, savings might be possible.

Paper —savings may be possible if Coffeyville and Independence 
jointly purchase from a single provider, but currently they’re 
receiving discounted prices.

Computers —savings on computer purchases appears to be 
unlikely because community colleges already appear to receive 
low prices, and pooling purchasing power wouldn’t affect cost.

Electricity —savings are unlikely because of how electricity is 
regulated. 

Question Two Conclusion

 Question Two Recommendations  

APPENDIX A:   Scope Statement.   

APPENDIX B:  Actual vs. Expected State Operating Grant by Community 
College. 
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APPENDIX C:  Revenue, Expenditure, and Property Tax Information 
by Community College.  

APPENDIX D:  Agency Response.
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This audit was conducted by Laurel Murdie, Dan Bryan, Brad Hoff and Justin Stowe.  Leo Hafner 
was the audit manager.  If you need any additional information about the audit’s fi ndings, please 
contact Laurel Murdie at the Division’s offi ces.  Our address is: Legislative Division of Post Audit, 800 
SW Jackson Street, Suite 1200, Topeka, Kansas 66612.  You also may call us at (785) 296-3792, or 
contact us via the Internet at LPA@lpa.state.ks.us.
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The 1999 Legislature considered and passed Senate Bill 345, which 
made major changes to the system for overseeing and funding 
postsecondary education in Kansas.  Among the changes it made 
to the funding structure was to replace credit-hour, out-district, and 
general State aid programs for community colleges with an operating 
grant.  In 2001, the fi rst year of the operating grants, community 
colleges were to receive State aid per full-time equivalent student 
equal to 50% of the rate provided per lower-division student at the 
regional Regents’ institutions (Emporia, Fort Hays, and Pittsburg). 
The operating grants were scheduled to increase in subsequent years, 
until they reached 65% of the State aid per FTE lower-division 
student at the regional universities. 

Community colleges were to use 80% of any increase in State aid 
over the prior year to reduce their mill levies.  The remaining portion 
of any increase either could be used for program enrichment or to 
further reduce mill levies.  

Legislators have questioned why mill levies for community colleges 
in many cases have stayed the same or increased since the legislation 
was passed, rather than being reduced.  They also want to know 
whether there are opportunities for community colleges to share 
resources in order to reduce both costs and mill levies.

This performance audit answers the following questions.

1. Have community colleges used a portion of increased State 
aid to reduce mill levies, and if not, why not? 

  
2. What options exist for community colleges that are in 

close proximity to each other, such as Independence and 
Coffeyville, to share resources to reduce costs and mill 
levies?  

To answer these questions, we reviewed statutory requirements placed 
on community colleges to use increases in State operating grants to 
reduce local property taxes.  We gathered information from the Board 
of Regents to determine the amount of State operating grants provided 
annually to community colleges, and how much of that money 
should have been applied to reduce local property taxes.  For each 
community college, we reviewed budget documents to determine 
whether they followed requirements to reduce property taxes. We 

Community Colleges:  Examining Whether There Are Ways To 
Share Resources To Reduce Costs
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interviewed offi cials from a sample of community colleges that didn’t 
reduce their property tax by the designated amount, to determine why 
those reductions weren’t made.  In addition, we compared the funding 
provided to community colleges to what was promised when the new 
funding formula was passed.  We also analyzed fi nancial information 
from all community colleges to determine what accounted for the 
differences between the community college that reduced their reliance 
on property taxes and those that didn’t.  

To look for ways community colleges might be able to share resources, 
we reviewed literature and contacted groups such as the American 
Association of Community Colleges to try to identify whether there 
are any innovative resource-sharing programs that community 
colleges have used to save money.  We reviewed the class offerings at 
the Independence and Coffeyville Community Colleges looking for 
ways to save money by specializing in the types of classes or degree 
programs offered, sharing faculty or administrators, or consolidating 
small classes.  In addition, we looked at the use of resources such as 
computer systems and equipment to determine whether there appeared 
to be any opportunities for sharing those resources to reduce costs.  We 
talked with administrators at Independence and Coffeyville as well as 
other Kansas community colleges and staff at the Board of Regents 
to determine whether they have identifi ed any other areas where 
community colleges could pool resources or services to reduce costs.  
Finally, we looked at opportunities for community colleges to jointly 
purchase goods and services to save money.

A copy of the scope statement for this audit approved by the 
Legislative Post Audit Committee is included in Appendix A.  In 
conducting the audit, we followed all applicable auditing standards set 
forth by the U.S. Government Accountabilty Offi ce.  

Our fi ndings begin on page six, following a brief overview of 
community colleges.
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Overview of Kansas Community Colleges

Community colleges in Kansas were authorized by the 1917 
Legislature and originally, were meant to be an extension of high 
schools, offering grades 13 and 14 or the equivalent of freshman 
and sophomore years at a regular four-year university.  By the 
late 1950s and early 1960s, the Legislature had passed laws that 
allowed community colleges to be separate institutions with separate 
governing boards—now known as boards of trustees.

Community colleges are located throughout the State of Kansas.  
Figure OV-1 shows the location of each college, and the number of 
FTE students for the 2006-2007 school year.  

Currently, Kansas 
Has 19 Community 
Colleges Offering a 
Variety of Degree and 
Certifi cate Programs
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OV-1 
Community Colleges in Kansas and Student FTE

Fiscal Year 2007

Source:  Data provided by Kansas Board of Regents
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Community colleges offer a wide variety of academic coursework that 
can lead to an associate’s degree in disciplines such as accounting, 
biology, or political science.  Students wanting to continue their 
education can transfer course credits from the community college to 
a 4-year university.  The colleges also offer a number of specialized 
academic programs—typically certifi cate  or degree programs—aimed 
at preparing students to directly enter the workforce upon completion 
of the program.  These programs can be as diverse as welding or 
automotive repair, or be in medical fi elds such as emergency medical 
technician or certifi ed nurse’s aide.
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The Higher Education Coordination Act of 1999 changed how higher 
education was governed in Kansas.  It made the State Board of 
Regents responsible for supervising community colleges beginning in 
fi scal year 2000.  Before that legislation was passed, the State Board 
of Education had responsibility for overseeing community colleges.

Each community college is still governed by a local board of trustees.  
These boards set the policies for the individual colleges, oversee their 
budgets, and have the power to levy local property taxes to help fund 
the colleges. 

Figure OV-2 shows the number of full-time equivalent students at 
each community college and the average amount spent per student for 
the 2006-2007 school year.

As shown in Figure OV-2, average spending per student ranged from 
a low of about $5,400 at Allen County Community College, to nearly 
$14,500 at Seward County Community College.   For all community 
colleges, the average amount spent per student during fi scal year 2007 
was $9,893.

Community Colleges Are 
Supervised By the 
Board of Regents, and 
Governed By Local 
Boards of Trustees

During Fiscal Year 2007 
Kansas Community 
Colleges Spent Nearly 
$460 Million, and 
Enrolled More Than 
46,000 Students

OV-2 
Kansas Community Colleges  

Average Spending per Student 2006-2007 School Year
Community 

College
Total 

Expenditures (a)
FTE

Students 
Spending per   
FTE Student  

Allen  $10,585,924 1,962 $5,395 
Barton County  $23,812,261 2,950 $8,072 
Butler County  $47,136,071 5,575 $8,455 
Cloud County  $12,432,181 1,391 $8,938 
Coffeyville  $12,777,063 1,340 $9,535 
Colby  $10,851,216 1,200 $9,043 
Cowley County  $22,661,349 3,458 $6,553 
Dodge City  $14,511,875 1,139 $12,741 
Fort Scott  $10,601,870 1,293 $8,199 
Garden City  $16,392,138 1,237 $13,252 
Highland  $12,757,580 1,583 $8,059 
Hutchinson  $31,865,248 3,309 $9,630 
Independence  $9,058,970 803 $11,281 
Johnson County  $140,723,318 11,443 $12,298 
Kansas City  $38,098,166 3,496 $10,898 
Labette  $9,497,931 994 $9,555 
Neosho County  $10,676,076 1,190 $8,971 
Pratt $10,303,134 1,021 $10,091 
Seward  $13,378,975 924 $14,479 
Total/Average $458,121,347 46,308 $9,893
(a) Unaudited actual expenditures 
Source:  LPA analysis of Kansas Board of Regents data 
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The largest single source of funding for community colleges has 
been local property taxes.  During fi scal year 2007, the State’s 19 
community colleges took in nearly $474 million in revenues to fund 
their expenditures.  As shown in Figure OV-3, the largest single 
source of revenue was local property taxes, which provided just over 
a third of the total revenues for the colleges.  
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Question 1:  Have Community Colleges Used a Portion of Increased State 
Aid to Reduce Mill Levies, and If Not, Why Not?

Legislation Passed 
In 1999 Provided 
Additional State
Funding for Community 
Colleges So They Could 
Rely Less On Property 
Tax Revenues

The Higher Education Coordination Act was intended to provide 
additional State aid to community colleges, some of which was to be 
used to reduce their reliance on property tax revenues.  As passed, the 
Act should have provided about $58.1 million in local property tax relief 
through fi scal year 2007.  It actually provided less than half that amount 
of tax relief for two reasons.  First, the Legislature didn’t fully fund the 
Act largely because of budget shortfalls. The colleges received about 
$157 million less in State aid than envisioned for 2001-2007.  Second, 
10 of the community colleges didn’t reduce taxes as much as they should 
have, given the State funding they did receive.  Overall, they reduced 
their property taxes by about $25 million instead of the $30 million they 
should have.  College offi cials cited several reasons for not reducing 
their property tax revenues, including the Act not being fully funded.  We 
also noted that some colleges were building up signifi cant cash reserves.  
Given the way the Act is written, we identifi ed several scenarios in which 
a community college could comply with it and still end up increasing 
local property taxes.

Several key factors contributed to some community colleges being able 
to reduce their reliance on property tax revenues and their mill levy rates 
in 2007 compared with 2000.  These included having large increases 
in student enrollments and tuition rates (which led to much bigger 
increases in tuition revenues and State aid).  Another factor was that 
some community colleges were located in counties where the assessed 
valuations grew at a faster rate than the colleges’ property tax revenues.  
In addition, some colleges built up smaller cash reserves than other 
colleges.  Three of four surrounding states rely less heavily on property 
tax revenues than Kansas does to fund community colleges.  Some have 
spread the burden onto larger taxing districts, and one has attempted 
to provide property tax relief by capping the amount of property taxes 
community colleges can levy.  These and related fi ndings are discussed in 
more detail in the sections that follow.

The Higher Education Coordination Act was sweeping legislation that 
revamped how higher education would be governed and fi nanced in 
Kansas beginning in fi scal year 2001.  Among other things, the Act 
transferred supervision of community colleges from the State Board of 
Education to the Board of Regents—which oversees higher education 
institutions—and established a new method for funding community 
colleges.

Generally, the provisions of the Act affecting community college funding 
were as follows:

ANSWER IN BRIEF:
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“Credit-hour” State aid for community colleges was to be replaced • 
with operating grants.  Before 2001, most State aid had been allocated 
based on a fi xed dollar amount for each credit hour of coursework taken 
by lower-division students—freshman and sophomores—who are Kansas 
residents.  Beginning in 2001, this credit hour aid was replaced with 
operating grants.  Those grants were equal to 50% of the amount of State 
aid provided per FTE lower-division student at the three regional Regents’ 
institutions (Emporia, Fort Hays, and Pittsburg State Universities), 
multiplied by each community college’s enrollment in the current or 
previous year (whichever was higher).  A hold-harmless provision ensured 
that no community college would get less aid in fi scal year 2001 than in 
fi scal year 2000.  

For fi scal years 2002 through 2004, these operating grants were to 
increase by 5% each year until the grants equaled 65% of the amount of 
State aid provided per FTE lower-division student at the three regional 
Regents’ institutions.

County out-district tuition was to be phased out, and the revenues • 
colleges lost were to be replaced by State aid and included in their 
operating grants.  Before the Act was passed, counties that didn’t have 
a community college had to pay “out-district” tuition for each student from 
their county who attended a community college in another county.  The Act 
called for out-district tuition to be incrementally phased-out by 2004. 

Performance grants were to be implemented.  • The Act called for the 
Legislature to appropriate new performance-based funding to the Board 
of Regents, beginning in fi scal year 2003.  This funding was to be granted 
to postsecondary education institutions based on whether they were able 
to meet success and excellence indicators.  Each institution was eligible 
to receive a performance grant of up to 2% of its State General Fund 
appropriation from the previous year.

Most of the additional funding provided through the new State 
operating grants was intended to help provide local property tax 
relief.  When community colleges set their budgets, their boards of 
trustees are authorized by law to levy the amount of local property taxes 
needed to fund any estimated expenditures that aren’t covered by other 
estimated sources of funds available to the colleges.  Those other major 
sources of revenue can include State aid, federal grants, tuition and fees, 
investment income, and cash reserves. 

After each board certifi es how much local property tax will be needed 
to cover the college’s estimated unfunded expenditures, the county clerk 
determines the mill levy rate needed to raise that amount of property 
tax.  (One mill generates $1 of property tax for every $1,000 in assessed 
property valuation in the county.)

When the new State operating grants became effective in 2001, 
community colleges were required to use at least 80% of any increase 
in the State operating grant over the previous year (less an adjustment 
for the out of district tuition they received) to reduce the amount of 
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property taxes they levied.   The remaining 20% could be used for 
whatever purposes the colleges wanted.

Each year since the Act was passed, the Board of Regents has computed 
how much each community college could expect to receive from the 
State operating grant for the budget year, and how much of that grant 
must be used to reduce their local property taxes.  To comply with the 
Act, community colleges had to subtract that amount from the amount of 
local property taxes they otherwise would have levied.

Figure 1-1 shows the Board of Regents’ computations of the State 
operating grants and county out-district tuition the community colleges 
would have received for fi scal years 2001 through 2007, based on the 
provisions of the Act.  It also shows the Board’s estimate of the amount 
of property tax relief that would have resulted.  

Information provided by the Kansas Board of Regents showed that, if 
the Act had been implemented as passed, it would have provided local 
property tax relief of about $58.1 million through fi scal year 2007.  

Figures 1-2 and 1-3 show, by year and by college, the difference between 
the amount of property tax relief the Act should have provided, and the 
amount of property tax relief that actually was provided—$25.2 million.  

The Act Didn’t Provide 
As Much Property Tax 
Relief as Anticipated 
Mostly Because It 
Wasn’t Fully Funded, 
And also Because
Some Community
Colleges Didn’t 
Follow the Act

Figure 1-1
Projected State Operating Grants, County Out-District Tuition, and 
Reductions in Property Tax Levies for the 19 Community Colleges 

As a Result of the 1999 Higher Education Act 
Fiscal Years 2000-2007 (shown in millions) 

Fiscal 
Year 

State
Operating 
Grants (a)

County 
Out-District

Tuition 
Total 

Projected 
Property Tax 

Relief (b) 
2000 $60.9 $10.8 $71.8 $0.0 
2001 $74.8 $8.6 $83.4 $8.6 
2002 $91.6 $5.8 $97.4 $11.0 
2003 $112.4 $3.1 $115.5 $21.4 
2004 $125.5 $0.0 $125.5 $10.6 
2005 $113.0 $0.0 $113.0 $ 0.5 
2006 $115.3 $0.0 $115.3 $2.6 
2007 $118.5 $0.0 $118.5 $3.3 
Total $751.2 $17.5 $768.6 $58.1
(a)In fiscal year 2000, the community colleges received State credit hour aid.  Beginning in fiscal 
year 2001, State credit hour aid to community colleges was replaced with State operating grants. 

(b)The Kansas Board of Regents projected the estimated property tax relief based on the 
requirements in the Higher Education Coordination Act.  

Source:  LPA review and analysis of Board of Regents records and community college budgets.
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Figure 1-2 
Expected and Actual Reductions in Property Tax Levies for the 19 

Community Colleges 
As a Result of the Higher Education Act 

Fiscal Years 2001-2007 (shown in millions) 

Fiscal Year 
Property Tax Relief

Expected Relief Actual Relief 
Provided Difference 

2001 $8.6 $6.9 ($1.7)
2002 $11.0 $7.6 ($3.3)
2003 $21.4 $1.5 ($19.9)
2004 $10.6 $2.4 ($8.3)
2005 $0.5 $2.5 $2.0
2006 $2.6 $1.9 ($0.7)
2007 $3.3 $2.3 ($1.0)
Total $58.1 $25.2 ($32.9)

Source: LPA analysis of Kansas Board of Regent’s data and community college budget data. 

Figure 1-3 
Expected and Actual Reductions in Local Property Taxes 

As a Result of the Higher Education Act 
By College, for Fiscal Years 2001-2007 

 2001-2007 Combined (shown in millions) 

Community 
College

Property Tax Relief
2001-2007 Combined 

Expected Relief 
Actual 

Reductions 
Provided Difference 

Allen County $2.6 $1.5 ($1.2)
Barton County $5.3 $1.9 ($3.4)
Butler County $9.0 $4.0 ($5.0)
Cloud County $2.2 $0.8 ($1.4)
Coffeyville $0.9 $0.3 ($0.6)
Colby $1.3 $0.6 ($0.7)
Cowley County $6.0 $3.0 ($3.0)
Dodge City $1.4 $0.7 ($0 .8)
Fort Scott $2.0 $0.6 ($1.5)
Garden City $1.6 $1.0 ($0.5)
Highland $2.2 $1.2 ($1.0)
Hutchinson $3.6 $2.1 ($1.5)
Independence $0.8 $0.2 ($0.6)
Johnson County $10.9 $3.5 ($7.4)
Kansas City $2.7 $1.6 ($1.1)
Labette $1.5 $1.3 ($0.3)
Neosho County $1.4 $0.2 ($1.2)
Pratt $1.5 $0.2 ($1.3)
Seward County $1.1 $0.6 ($0.4)
Total $58.1 $25.2 ($32.9)
Source:  LPA analysis of Kansas Board of Regent’s data and community college budget data.  



PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit

07PA24  FEBRUARY 2008

10

Community colleges couldn’t reduce their mill levy revenues 
as much as expected because they didn’t receive all the funding 
called for in the Act.  The Act requires them to use at least 80% of 
any increase in the State operating grant over the previous year to 
reduce the amount of property taxes levied.  Their ability to provide 
local property tax relief was based on the assumption that they would 
get increasing amounts of State aid each year to help cover their 
operating expenditures.  That didn’t happen.  

Figure 1-4 shows that community colleges should have received 
about $751 million in State operating grants for fi scal years 2001 
through 2007, based on the provisions in the Act.  They actually got 
$595 million, or about $157 million (21%) less than anticipated.  

Expected Actual Difference Expected Actual Difference
2001 $74.8 $74.1 ($0.7) $8.6 $8.4 ($0.1)
2002 $91.6 $85.2 ($6.5) $5.8 $5.8 $0.0
2003 $112.4 $81.0 ($31.4) $3.1 $6.2 $3.1
2004 $125.5 $81.0 ($44.5) $0.0 $6.5 $6.5
2005 $113.0 $86.0 ($27.0) $0.0 $6.6 $6.6
2006 $115.3 $91.1 ($24.2) $0.0 $3.3 $3.3
2007 $118.5 $96.2 ($22.3) $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Total $751.2 $594.6 ($156.6) $17.5 $36.9 $19.4

Figure 1-4
Summary of State Operating Grants and County Out-District Tuition

Expected vs. Actual Amounts
Fiscal Years 2001-2007

(dollars in millions)

Fiscal Year
State Operating Grants County Out-District Tuition
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Figure 1-5 shows this same information cumulatively for fi scal years 
2001 through 2007 for each community college.  Appendix B shows 
the expected and actual state operating grants separately, by year, and 
for each college.

In addition, under the Act, community colleges were supposed 
to receive performance grants beginning in fi scal year 2003, but 
those grants weren’t funded until fi scal year 2006.  Since that time, 
community colleges have received a total of about $10 million in 
performance funding.  

Another source of State funding for community colleges, Local Ad 
Valorem Tax Relief (LAVTR), was reduced in fi scal year 2003 and 
eliminated in 2004.  Had it been fully-funded in fi scal year 2003, 
community colleges would have received nearly $4.3 million in 
additional funding that year. 

To help make up for the shortfalls in State appropriations, the 
Legislature delayed the phase-out of county out-district tuition until 
after fi scal year 2006, beyond the original 2004 phase-out date.  As 

Figure 1-5
Summary of State Operating Grants and County Out-District Tuition 

Expected vs. Actual Amounts 
By College, for Fiscal Years 2001-2007 Combined 

(dollars in millions) 

Community 
College

State Operating Grant County Out-District Tuition 

Expected Actual Difference Expected Actual Difference 

Allen County $29.6 $23.3 ($6.3) $0.5 $1.2 $0.7 
Barton County $55.8 $44.3 ($11.5) $0.8 $1.6 $0.8 
Butler County $100.6 $79.4 ($21.2) $3.4 $7.5 $4.1 
Cloud County $35.8 $28.3 ($7.5) $1.1 $2.4 $1.3 
Coffeyville $13.3 $10.6 ($2.7) $0.2 $0.4 $0.2 
Colby $23.4 $18.6 ($4.8) $0.9 $1.7 $0.8 
Cowley County $62.1 $48.8 ($13.3) $1.8 $4.4 $2.6 
Dodge City $20.9 $16.6 ($4.3) $0.5 $0.8 $0.3 
Fort Scott $24.6 $19.5 ($5.1) $0.8 $1.6 $0.8 
Garden City $22.5 $17.9 ($4.6) $0.5 $0.9 $0.5 
Highland $32.6 $25.8 ($6.8) $1.1 $2.4 $1.2 
Hutchinson $50.1 $39.6 ($10.5) $1.1 $2.6 $1.5 
Independence $12.2 $9.7 ($2.5) $0.2 $0.4 $0.2 
Johnson County $148.2 $117.3 ($30.9) $1.6 $2.9 $1.4 
Kansas City $48.3 $38.4 ($9.9) $1.1 $2.0 $0.9 
Labette $21.0 $16.8 ($4.3) $0.5 $1.0 $0.5 
Neosho County $17.4 $13.8 ($3.6) $0.4 $1.0 $0.6 
Pratt $18.9 $14.9 ($4.0) $0.5 $1.2 $0.6 
Seward County $13.9 $11.1 ($2.8) $0.4 $0.8 $0.4 
Totals $751.2 $594.6 ($156.6) $17.5 $36.9 $19.4 
Source:  LPA analysis of Kansas Board of Regent’s data and community college budget data.  
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Figures 1-4 and 1-5 showed, in total counties paid community colleges 
about $19 million more in out-district tuition than they otherwise 
would have.  However, there was no requirement that colleges use any 
of that money for property tax relief.

We identifi ed three reasons why the colleges didn’t receive all the State 
aid they should have:

In fi scal years 2001 and 2002 the Board of Regents’ request for State • 
operating grants for community colleges somewhat underestimated 
the number of students who would enroll in the community colleges 
those years.  Because the State operating grant is based in part on the 
number of students enrolled in the colleges, the Board’s request was 
lower than it should have been because, at that time, they didn’t estimate 
for any increases in enrollment.  The Legislature provided the full amount 
of funding the Board had requested.  To address this issue in subsequent 
years, the Board has used projected enrollment fi gures.

In subsequent years, the Legislature didn’t fully fund the colleges’ • 
State aid because of budget shortfalls.  Like most states, Kansas 
experienced serious budget shortfalls because of the general economic 
downturn that occurred after the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001.  
As a result, the Legislature didn’t provide all the increased funding called 
for under the Act.

Overall, funding the Act also turned out to be more costly than • 
anticipated.  Under the Act, funding per student FTE at community 
colleges was required to be equal to a portion of the amount of State aid 
provided per FTE lower-division student at the three regional Regents’ 
institutions (Emporia, Fort Hays, and Pittsburg State Universities).  Board 
of Regents offi cials told us that the fi scal note prepared at the time the 
Act was considered, underestimated the amount of State aid needed for 
an FTE lower-division student at the regional Regents’ institutions. In 
addition, the note assumed enrollments would remain fl at.  Therefore the 
State aid for students at community colleges also was affected.  Because 
the fi scal note doesn’t provide details for how costs of lower-division 
students at the regional Regent’s institutions were projected, we weren’t 
able to calculate how much that factor drove up the total cost of the 
funding package.  

Also, 10 community colleges didn’t provide all the property tax 
relief they should have, given the amount of State operating grants 
they actually received.  Board of Regents’ records show that, given 
the amount of operating grant funds that community colleges actually 
received for fi scal years 2001-2007, the colleges should have reduced 
their property tax levies by $30.3 million to fully comply with the 
Act.  As Figure 1-6 shows, overall, their budget documents show they 
reduced their property tax levies by only $25.2 million during that 
seven-year period, or about $5 million less than required.  
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As Figure 1-6 shows, the story is different for different colleges.  In all, 
the budget documents for nine community colleges showed that they 
reduced their property tax revenues by at least as much as required over 
seven years.  For example, Garden City and Labette Community Colleges 
both reduced their property tax levies by about $400,000 more than 
required.

On the other hand, the budget documents for 10 community colleges 
showed that they didn’t reduce their property taxes by as much as 
required.  On average, these 10 colleges only reduced their property taxes 
by 68% of what was required.

The story also is different for different years.  Community colleges were 
much more likely to comply with the Act in the earlier years, and much 
less likely in the later years, as described on the next page.

Figure 1-6
Property Tax Levy Reductions for Community Colleges: 

Amounts That Should Have Been Reduced (Given Amounts of State Aid  
Colleges Received) Compared with Actual Reductions 

Fiscal Years 2001-2007, Combined

Community 
College

Amount Property Tax 
Should Have Been 

Reduced, Given the 
Operating Grants the 

College Received 

Actual 
Reduction in 

Property 
Tax Levy 

$
Difference 

Amount 
Reduced as a 
% of Amount 
Required to 

Reduce  

Colleges that reduced their property tax levies by at least as much as required 

Garden City $645,657 $1,035,206 $389,549 160% 
Labette $880,979 $1,264,800 $383,821 144% 
Seward County $584,606 $648,231 $63,625 111% 
Dodge City $629,061 $690,583 $61,522 110% 
Cowley County $2,865,873 $3,029,105 $163,232 106% 
Kansas City $1,512,455 $1,606,921 $94,466 106% 
Butler County $3,944,126 $3,999,087 $54,961 101% 
Allen County $1,452,013 $1,462,796 $10,783 101% 
Highland $1,153,763 $1,151,633 ($2,130) 100% 
Subtotal or Average $13,668,533 $14,888,362 $1,219,829 117% 

Colleges that reduced their property tax levies by less than required

Colby $610,132 $580,100 ($30,032) 95% 
Cloud County $858,628 $796,932 ($61,696) 93% 
Hutchinson $2,497,975 $2,083,105 ($414,870) 83% 
Coffeyville $433,128 $299,418 ($133,710) 69% 
Barton County $2,752,300 $1,881,214 ($871,086) 68% 
Fort Scott $888,059 $577,524 ($310,535) 65% 
Independence $332,043 $191,801 ($140,242) 58% 
Johnson County $6,341,742 $3,451,061 ($2,890,681) 54% 
Pratt $873,997 $248,552 ($625,445) 28% 
Neosho County $1,048,223 $209,558 ($838,665) 20% 
Subtotal or Average $16,636,227 $10,319,265 ($6,316,962) 68% 

Total or Average $30,304,760 $25,207,627 ($5,097,133) 88% 

Source:  LPA analysis of data provided by the Kansas Board of Regents. 
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during fi scal years 2001-2002, when State operating grants were nearly • 
fully funded, community colleges reduced their property tax revenues by 
$14.6 million, or about $200,000 more than required

for fi scal years 2003-2005, when the colleges’ State aid was cut back • 
signifi cantly, they reduced their property tax revenues by $6.4 million, or 
about $1.1 million less than they should have

for 2006 and 2007, the colleges should have reduced property tax • 
revenues by nearly $8.4 million, but they reduced them by only $4.1 million.

Again, we identifi ed several reasons why community colleges may not 
have fully complied with the provisions of the Act that called for them to 
reduce their property tax revenues:

Some community college offi cials told us they didn’t reduce their property • 
tax revenues, as required, because their boards of trustees would have 
had to turn right around and reinstate those revenues in order to cover 
estimated expenditures.  That’s because mill levy revenue is used to cover 
the remaining expenditures, after all other revenue sources have been 
considered. 

In addition, some community college offi cials told us that motor vehicle • 
tax rates were reduced, which deprived them of several thousand dollars 
of revenue.  Other offi cials reported that after the Higher Education 
Coordination Act was passed, their revenues decreased because the 
differential funding for technical programs–which provided for increased 
funding for such programs–was eliminated.

Others said that because the State aid actually had decreased from what • 
they had received before, when it went up again, they were uncertain about 
how to adjust their mill levy revenues because the Act hadn’t addressed 
how to handle this issue.  

It appeared that some colleges were trying to build up their cash reserves, • 
which could have given them an incentive not to reduce their property tax 
revenues.  During this audit, we compared community colleges’ fi scal year 
2000 and 2007 sources and uses of funds.  As described later in this report, 
we found that overall, community colleges increased their cash balances, 
on average by the equivalent of two months worth of expenditures.  

As discussed below, the fact that the budget documents for nine 
community colleges showed that they did the necessary calculations to 
show they reduced the amount of local property tax revenues levied, 
doesn’t necessarily mean actual property tax relief was provided.

Given the way the law is written, there are no assurances that local 
property tax revenues for community colleges will decrease, even if 
community colleges comply with the Act.  That’s because the Act
doesn’t place any limits on colleges’ expenditures or on the amount of
local property tax revenues they can generate.  It simply requires 
community colleges to use 80% of any increased State operating grant 
funds to reduce the amount of property tax revenues levied.  
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However, local property tax levies are computed at the end of the 
budget-setting process, after the colleges already have estimated their 
expenditures and identifi ed all their other available sources of funding.  
In other words, if a college has to reduce its property tax revenues 
to comply with the Act, it basically has to spend less than it planned, 
or bring in more non-property-tax revenues (such as tuition) than it 
planned.  

Given the way the Act is written, we noted a number of scenarios in 
which a community college could comply with the Act and still end 
up increasing (or not decreasing) the amount of local property tax 
revenues levied:

community colleges theoretically could get around the • 
requirements of the Act by “working backwards” in the budget 
process—increasing the estimated expenditures they set in their 
budgets by the amount by which they ultimately have to reduce 
their property tax levies.  There would be no way to determine whether 
that had happened.

the amount a community college budgets to spend in any year • 
could increase at a faster rate than its other estimated non-
property-tax sources of funding.  Given the impact of infl ation, 
increases in student enrollments, and the like, community colleges’ 
budgeted expenditures generally increase each year.  Because of 
the way their budgets are funded, colleges’ property tax levies will 
be reduced only if their other estimated sources of funding combined 
increase at a faster pace than their estimated expenditures for the year.

community colleges’ other sources of funding could • shrink as a 
share of total funding.  Community colleges have limited sources of 
revenue.  The main ones are student tuition and fees, State aid, local 
property taxes, and other miscellaneous revenues. Even if State aid 
increases, if the combined total of these other sources drops or doesn’t 
keep pace with expenditures, the amount of property taxes a college 
would need to levy to fund its operations could be greater than any 
reductions in property taxes required under the Act. 

To help us understand how community college property tax revenues 
had changed since the Higher Education Coordination Act was 
implemented in 2001, we reviewed and analyzed the extent to which 
those revenues had changed as a percent of each community college’s 
total revenue streams (excluding cash reserves) for fi scal years 2000 
before the Act went into effect—and 2007.  For those two years, our 
analyses showed that community colleges tended to fall into three 
groups:

Group 1• —for 10 colleges, property tax revenues actually dropped as a 
percent of their total revenues in 2007 compared with 2000
Group 2• —for 5 colleges, property tax revenues became a larger percent 
of their total revenues in 2007 than in 2000

Other Factors Have
Contributed to Changes
In the Colleges’ 
PropertyTax Revenues 
And Mill Levy Rates 
Since 2000
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Group 3• —for 4 colleges, property tax revenues accounted for about the 
same percent of their total revenues in both years

The discussion that follows focuses just on the fi rst two groups 
of colleges those whose property tax revenues had increased or 
decreased as a percent of their total revenues between 2000 and 2007.  

Figure 1-8 shows how all sources of revenue changed for the two 
groups of colleges in 2000 and 2007.  (Detailed information for all 
colleges is shown in Appendix C.)  

When we compared changes in mill levy rates for these two groups of 
community colleges for 2000 and 2007, we also noted the following:

overall for Group 1, their mill levy rates were 7% • lower in 2007 than in 
2000
overall for Group 2, their mill levy rates•  were 14% higher in 2007 than in 
2000

It’s important for the reader to remember that mill levy rates can rise 
or fall each year based both on the amount of property tax that needs 

Figure 1-9
Summary of Information That Could Have an Affect on

Community Colleges' Property Tax Levies
A Comparison of Changes from 2000 to 2007

Community
College

% Change (2000 to 2007)
Property Tax Revenue Information Student Information Expenditure Information

Mill Levy 
Rates

Assessed
Valuation in 

County

Property
Tax

Revenues

Other Non-
Property

Tax
Revenues

Total
Revenues

Student
Enrollment

Tuition
Rates

Total
Expenditures

Expendit-
ures Per 
Student

Inflation
Rate (a)

Ending Cash 
Balances (chg in 

months of 
expenditures)

Group 1: Community Colleges Whose Property Tax Revenues Decreased as a % of Total Revenues (from 28% to 22%)

Independence -1% 28% 10% 81% 44% -3% -4% 22% 25% 32% 3.4
Coffeyville 1% 14% 20% 96% 65% 41% -7% 64% 16% 32% -0.1
Allen County -35% 33% -14% 86% 66% 57% 38% 71% 9% 32% 2.6
Pratt 5% 41% 48% 106% 82% 25% 50% 48% 18% 32% 3.3
Cowley County -18% 29% 12% 79% 63% 49% 66% 61% 8% 32% 0.0
Hutchinson -3% 26% 30% 66% 54% 55% 53% 53% -1% 32% 3.5
Butler County -12% 54% 35% 76% 67% 28% 82% 75% 37% 32% -0.2
Barton County -8% 44% 27% 52% 46% 21% 75% 42% 17% 32% 1.1
Highland -15% 36% 16% 47% 44% 3% 62% 46% 41% 32% 1.7
Cloud County 16% 33% 21% 37% 35% -11% 70% 21% 36% 32% 1.9

Group 1 Average -7% 34% 21% 73% 57% 27% 50% 50% 21% 32% 1.7

Group 2: Community Colleges Whose Property Tax Revenues Increased as a % of Total Revenues (from 38 to 44%%)

Colby 22% 27% 50% 27% 31% -8% 50% 28% 39% 32% -0.3
Kansas City 10% 57% 78% 41% 57% 20% 40% 43% 20% 32% 4.3
Seward County 11% 61% 78% 38% 56% -1% 33% 39% 41% 32% 3.1
Johnson County 25% 59% 107% 57% 76% 26% 29% 54% 22% 32% 5.1
Garden City 4% 51% 59% 17% 35% -10% 35% 27% 41% 32% 3.6

Group 2 Average 14% 51% 75% 36% 51% 5% 37% 38% 32% 32% 3.2

(a) Inflation rate from Higher Education Price Index
Source: Community college budgets and Kansas Board of Regents data. 
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to be generated that year and on the assessed valuations in the county 
that year.  As a result, our comparisons between 2000 and 2007 should 
be viewed as a snap shot of what happened in those two years only.

To help understand what factors may have contributed to colleges’ 
ability to reduce their reliance on property tax revenues and their 
mill levy rates in 2007 compared with 2000, we reviewed and 
analyzed information about changes in community colleges’ revenues, 
expenditures, cash balances, tuition rates, enrollment levels, and 
assessed valuations for both fi scal years.  That information is 
summarized in Figure 1-9.  More complete information about each 
college is shown in Appendix C.

The colleges in Group 1 generally shared a number of factors that 
helped them rely less on property tax revenues and have lower 
mill levy rates in 2007 than in 2000.  Given the patterns we saw from 
the information summarized in Figures 1-8 and 1-9, we noted that, 
overall, the community colleges in Group 1:

had larger enrollment increases (27% vs. 5% for Group 2)• .  As 
Figure 1-9 shows, all but 2 colleges in Group 1 had fairly signifi cant 
increases in their enrollment levels, while 3 of the 5 colleges in Group 
2 actually had declining enrollments.  Because State operating grants 
now are distributed based on the number of FTE students a college 
has, community colleges with increasing student enrollments will get 
bigger increases in their State operating grants.  State Aid and county 
out-district funding (and their funding equivalents in 2000) increased 
by 48% for colleges in Group 1, but by only 11% for colleges in Group 
2.  Increasing student enrollment also means schools would have to 
increase expenditures to serve those students.  However, schools realize 
more benefi t from additional increases in enrollment because some of the 
costs are fi xed regardless of how many students are enrolled—such as 
the cost of property insurance.

raised their tuition rates higher (50% vs. 37%).•   With larger increases 
in their enrollment levels and in their tuition rates, the colleges in Group 1 
were able to bring in more tuition revenues to help cover their expenses. 
Their tuition revenues increased by 112%, compared with only 51% for 
colleges in Group 2.  

had larger increases in their • non-property-tax sources of revenue 
(73% vs. 36%).  Overall, these 10 colleges’ non-property-tax revenues 
increased at a faster pace than their expenditures.  That meant they didn’t 
need to raise as much in property tax revenues to fund their operations, 
as colleges in Group 2, which had an increase in expenditures of 38%.  

were in counties where the assessed valuations grew at a faster rate • 
than the amount of  property tax the colleges needed to generate.  
Any time a county’s assessed valuation increases faster than the property 
taxes the college needs that year, the mill levy rate for that 
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college will go down, and vice-versa.  As a whole, the colleges in Group 
1 were in counties where the assessed valuations increased at a faster 
rate than the colleges’ property tax revenues (34% compared with 
21%).  Conversely, the colleges in Group 2 were in counties where the 
assessed valuations increased at a much slower rate than the colleges’ 
property tax revenues (51% compared with 75%).  

had smaller increases in their ending cash balances.•   Most 
community colleges built up their cash reserves between 2000 to 2007 
an average of two months, but some increased by signifi cant amounts.  
For example, Hutchinson increased its cash reserves from 1.7 months 
to 5.2 months worth of expenditures.  Overall, however, the colleges 
in Group 1 increased their cash reserves by only 1.7  months worth 
of expenditures (from 2.4 months to 4.1 months), while the colleges 
in Group 2 increased their cash reserves by 3.2 months worth of 
expenditures (from 2.2 months to 5.4 months).

included both colleges that did and didn’t fully comply with the • 
provisions of the Act.  There seemed to be little relationship between 
schools reducing their reliance on mill levy revenue and whether they 
complied with the provisions of the Higher Education Coordination 
Act.  Only four of the 10 community colleges that reduced their overall 
reliance on mill levy revenues fully complied with the Act.

Figure 1-10
Community Colleges’ Cash Reserves 

Fiscal Year 2000 and 2007 
(dollars shown in millions) 

Community 
College

Ending cash balances # months of expenditures covered by 
cash balance 

2000 2007 % Growth 2000 2007 Difference
Allen County $2.8 $7.1 152% 5.4 8.0 2.6 
Garden City $3.8 $9.7 158% 3.5 7.1 3.6 
Johnson County $13.8 $80.9 487% 1.8 6.9 5.1 
Seward $2.3 $6.7 192% 2.9 6.0 3.1 
Pratt $1.5 $5.0 234% 2.6 5.9 3.3 
Hutchinson $3.0 $13.8 361% 1.7 5.2 3.5 
Kansas City $1.6 $15.9 871% 0.7 5.0 4.3 
Cloud County $2.0 $4.3 119% 2.3 4.2 1.9 
Independence $0.4 $3.0 706% 0.6 4.0 3.4 
Labette County $0.5 $3.2 559% 0.9 4.0 3.1 
Highland $1.4 $3.8 175% 1.9 3.5 1.7 
Butler County $7.9 $13.0 65% 3.5 3.3 -0.2 
Neosho County $0.3 $2.8 852% 0.5 3.1 2.6 
Dodge City $2.6 $3.7 42% 2.9 3.1 0.1 
Cowley County $3.2 $5.1 60% 2.7 2.7 0.0 
Barton County $2.1 $5.2 151% 1.5 2.6 1.1 
Fort Scott $1.4 $1.6 12% 2.2 1.8 -0.4 
Colby $1.4 $1.6 8% 2.0 1.7 -0.3 
Coffeyville $0.8 $1.2 48% 1.3 1.2 -0.1 
Source:  LPA analysis of community college budgets.  
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Community colleges could decrease their cash reserves to reduce 
their property tax revenues even more in coming years.  As Figure 
1-10 shows, some colleges have cash reserves that total up to eight 
months worth of expenditures.  Building up such high cash reserves 
means that these colleges have collected signifi cantly more in tuition 
fees, property tax revenues, and other sources of revenue than they 
needed between 2000 and 2007.

Some colleges likely have increased their cash reserves in response to 
cuts in State aid in the early 2000s, when the State was experiencing 
budget shortfalls.  Nonetheless, having cash reserves of the magnitude 
many community colleges currently have doesn’t appear to be 
reasonable.  By reducing those cash reserves over time, colleges could 
reduce the amount of property taxes they need to collect to fund their 
operations.  Total cash balances for all community colleges for fi scal 
year 2007 were nearly $188 million.  While we found no guidance 
or regulations limiting cash balances for community colleges, if, 
for example, the colleges had on hand only three months worth of 
expenditures, their total cash balances for that same time period would 
have been only $110 million, or $77 million less.  

As part of our audit work, we were asked to look at other states’ 
funding structures and identify options for reducing mill levy revenues 
in counties where community colleges are located.  We found that 
except for Nebraska, Kansas depends more heavily on local property 
tax revenues than neighboring states.  Figure 1-11 shows the different 
revenue sources used to fund community colleges in Kansas and 
neighboring states.

Based on our review of how neighboring states fund their community 
colleges, we identifi ed the following ways that other states have 
limited their reliance on property tax revenues to fund community 
colleges:

Compared to 
Surrounding States, 
Kansas Relies More 
Heavily on Local 
Dollars To Fund Its 
Community Colleges

Figure 1-11
Kansas and Other States’ Community College Funding by Revenue Source 

Fiscal Year 2006 
(dollars in millions) 

State Federal Local Tuition and 
Fees Other (a) Total 

$ % of
Total $ % of

Total $ % of
Total % % of

Total $ % of
Total $

KS $105.6 20.8% $52.3 10.3% $183.5 36.1% $91.9 18.1% $74.9 14.7% $508.2 

MO $142.7 25.5% $97.9 17.5% $135.9 24.2% $120.4 21.5% $63.6 11.4% $560.6 

CO $116.9 31.9% $92.1 25.1% $0.0 0% $129.5 35.3% $28.3 7.7% $366.8 

NE $65.3 33.5% (a) (a) $77.8 40% $49.3 25.3% $2.3 1.2% $194.7 

OK $120.5 45.8% $17.3 6.6% $32.0 12.2% $81.0 30.8% $12.4 4.7% $263.1 

(a)Nebraska was unable to isolate its federal funding amount.  It is included in the “other” category. 
Source:  LPA analysis of data given by other states’ officials.
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Eliminate property tax as a revenue source for community   • 
colleges.  In Colorado, property tax revenue can’t be used to fund  
community colleges.  As shown in Figure 1-11, Colorado community 
colleges are mostly funded with state funding and student tuition and 
fees.

Limit the amount of property tax revenue that can be levied.  • 
Nebraska recently passed legislation establishing such a limit.  Nebraska 
offi cials told us that starting in fi scal year 2008, the legislature will set a 
standard mill levy rate for each taxing district and that each community 
college must set a mill levy rate that is within a certain percent below 
or above the set rate.  Offi cials are expecting this to force Nebraska 
community colleges to rely less on property tax revenue.  

Extend community college taxing districts beyond county lines.  • 
Other states rely on community colleges’ neighboring counties for funding 
by including them in a taxing district.  Nebraska and Missouri 
each divide their states into community college taxing districts that 
include several counties.  Kansas originally had a similar plan—county 
out-district tuition—that was eliminated with the passage of the Higher 
Education Coordination Act.

Among other things, the Higher Education Coordination Act of 1999 
was intended to increase State funding for community colleges, so 
that local property taxes could be reduced.  So far the Act has had 
limited success.  Because the Act hasn’t been fully funded, State 
operating grants generally haven’t become a larger share of colleges’ 
total funding sources—a key factor in allowing them to reduce their 
reliance on property taxes.  Further, some colleges didn’t fully comply 
with the law, or they levied more property tax than they ultimately 
needed, resulting in large increases in their cash balances.   For the 10 
colleges whose property tax revenues actually were a smaller share of 
their funding sources in 2007 than in 2000, factors such as increased 
enrollments and tuition rates—which brought in additional funding 
without a commensurate increase in costs—may have contributed 
as much or more to property-tax-reductions than provisions in the 
Act.  In addition, under the Act, community colleges could infl ate 
their budgeted expenditures enough to offset any required reductions 
in property taxes.  For all these reasons, there’s no guarantee the 
law will provide the full amount of property tax relief that may have 
been envisioned when it was passed.  Because tight budgets make 
full funding of the Act’s provisions unlikely, the Legislature should 
consider ways it could amend the Act to help bring about additional 
local property tax relief.

           CONCLUSION:
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1. To ensure that they are in compliance with the provisions of the 
Higher Education Coordination Act, the boards of trustees for 
each of the State’s 19 community colleges should take steps to 
ensure that their colleges reduce the amount of local property tax 
revenues levied by 80% of the increase in State Operating Grants 
they receive each year.  

2. To help ensure that the provisions of the Higher Education 
Coordination Act will produce local property tax relief, the House 
or Senate Education Committees, or other appropriate committees 
of the Legislature, should do the following:  

a. consider whether community college expenditures or mill levy 
rates should be capped to prevent community colleges from 
infl ating their budgets enough to offset any savings brought 
about by increased State operating grants. 

b. consider whether restrictions should be placed on the 
amount of cash balances community colleges are allowed to 
accumulate.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
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Question 2:  What Options Exist for Community Colleges 
That Are in Close Proximity, Such as Independence and Coffeyville, To Share 

Resources To Reduce Costs and Mill Levies?

In the area of academic resources, the options we identifi ed for 
Coffeyville and Independence Community Colleges included 
coordinating specialized programs to eliminate duplication, 
eliminating some individual courses when the other college has a 
full program in that subject area, sharing teaching resources for 
higher-level math and science courses, and sharing some on-line 
courses or participating in interactive videoconferencing.  In the 
area of support functions, the most likely options we identifi ed were 
sharing payroll processing and the future potential for sharing 
information technology systems.  However, as long as Independence 
and Coffeyville remain separate institutions in competition for many 
of the same students, the options in this area—and the potential for 
savings—may be limited.  Finally, in the area of joint purchasing 
agreements, we noted that community colleges may be able to 
achieve signifi cant cost savings by taking advantage of existing 
joint purchasing arrangements or creating new joint purchasing 
agreements for such things as natural gas, software, telephone and 
security services, and health and property insurance.  For example, 
we estimated that Independence and Coffeyville could achieve an 
annual savings of at least $27,000 and $36,000, respectively, on 
natural gas by joining an existing buying consortium for natural gas.  
These and other fi ndings are discussed in the sections that follow.   

Whenever entities engage in the same types of activities or provide 
the same types of services, there can be opportunities to coordinate 
activities or share resources to reduce overall costs.  Community 
colleges provide many similar activities and functions.  They all hire 
faculty, enroll students, teach classes, purchase goods and services, 
and maintain physical facilities at which their courses are offered.

The following three broad areas appeared to hold the most promise 
for coordination or sharing of resources:

Academics•  – The opportunities for coordinating or sharing resources 
in this area stem from making the best use of teaching resources.  For 
example, rather than have two neighboring community colleges offer 
the same academic programs and individual courses, one community 
college could offer the program or course, especially if student 
enrollment is low at one or both community colleges.  There are other 
ways that community colleges, regardless of their location, can share 
academic resources, such as offering courses on the Internet or through 
interactive videoconferencing.

ANSWER IN BRIEF:  

Options for Community 
Colleges to Coordinate 
Activities or Share 
Resources Exist in the 
Areas of Academics, 
Support Functions, 
And Purchasing
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Support Functions • – Support functions are the areas that support the 
teaching mission of community colleges.  They include human resources, 
information technology, the registrar, fi nancial aid, fi scal services, and 
maintenance of facilities.  The opportunities in these areas could range 
from sharing employees or equipment, to consolidating a function at one 
college and having it provide the needed services to both community 
colleges.

Joint Purchasing –•  Many vendors offer price breaks for customers who 
can purchase in larger quantities.  By working together to coordinate 
their purchases of certain items, community colleges may be able to 
obtain some price discounts that may not be available to them as a single 
institution.

We looked at each of these areas at Coffeyville and Independence 
Community Colleges.  Our fi ndings are discussed in the sections that 
follow.

OPTIONS FOR SHARING RESOURCES RELATED TO
ACADEMICS

Based on our review of the literature, we determined that the practice 
of sharing resources among community colleges wasn’t widespread.  
Nonetheless, several college offi cials—mostly in western Kansas—said 
they had agreements to share academic resources.  By eliminating the 
duplication involved in either preparing for or teaching certain courses 
or programs on multiple campuses, the colleges likely are able to 
provide courses more cost-effectively.

As described below, those agreements relate either to on-line courses or 
to courses taught in a traditional classroom setting.  

Under a program called EduKan, Barton County, Colby, Dodge • 
City, Garden City, Pratt, and Seward County Community Colleges 
each have developed and offer several on-line courses, which 
students at any of the other member colleges can take.  More than 
40 courses currently are offered through this program.  The courses tend 
to be general academic courses, such as accounting or psychology.  By 
sharing courses, the program saves teaching costs for the participating 
community colleges, and saves the cost of developing their own on-line 
coursework. 

Garden City Community College offers its paramedic program • 
curriculum to students at Colby, Seward, and Dodge City Community 
Colleges.  Garden City offers this program on the other colleges’ 
campuses and the college hires, trains, and supervises all the personnel 
needed for the program and receives tuition for each student enrolled.  
The other colleges are able to have this course of study offered at their 
institutions without incurring the cost of staff or other resources to offer the 
program.  

Community Colleges in
Kansas Currently Share
Academic Resources on
A Limited Basis
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Fort Scott Community College offers its truck driving program • 
for students at Kansas City Community College.  In addition to the 
program that it offers on its own campus, Fort Scott offers this program 
on the Kansas City campus, using its own instructors and curriculum.  
This program allows Kansas City to meet the high demand for truck 
drivers in the metropolitan area without having to develop and operate a 
separate program.

We also learned about one example where community colleges 
in other states have tried to share academic resources.  Although 
no Kansas community colleges are members, the project, called 
Speciality Asynchronous Industry Learning (SAIL),  allows 
community colleges to purchase, store, or exchange teaching 
materials for certain on-line courses through an on-line database.  It’s 
organized by the League for Innovation in Community Colleges.   
The League is an international organization dedicated to improving 
community colleges.  Example courses currently in the database 
include radiology technology and golf course management.  To date, 
300 educational institutions, including universities and community 
colleges, have participated in Project SAIL.

Community colleges offer both general and specialized academic 
programs.  For a general academic program, students take the 
freshman and sophomore curricula required for the fi rst two years of 
a four-year college or university degree, along with any electives they 
choose.  Typically, most students taking this coursework are awarded 
either an associate of arts or an associate of science degree, and then 
transfer to a university to complete their education.

For specialized academic programs, a student can earn either a 
certifi cate or an Associate in Applied Science degree that prepares 
him or her for a specifi c type of job without having to fulfi ll 
traditional general education requirements.  Examples of certifi cate 
programs include emergency medical technician or nurse’s aide, 
and typically the course work takes less than a year to complete.  
Examples of an Associate in Applied Science degree include a 
medical offi ce specialist degree or property appraisal and assessment 
degree, and typically these types of degrees are completed in two 
years.  

By entering into agreements with other community colleges, 
Coffeyville and Independence have avoided duplicating the 
specialized academic programs that these other colleges offer, but 
their students can receive those degrees from the community college 
offering the programs.  Below is a list of these agreements they each 
have with other community colleges and the resources shared.

Independence and
Coffeyville Have
Agreements With Other
Colleges To Share
Resources Related To
Specialized Programs,
But No Agreements 
With Each Other
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Agreements Coffeyville has with other community colleges to share 
resources related to specialized academic programs:  

Fire Science is provided by Barton County Community College.  • 
Coffeyville Community College students can receive an associate 
degree in fi re science from Barton County.  Barton County is responsible 
for hiring and paying instructors who teach the classes in person at 
Coffeyville Community College.  Coffeyville is responsible for scheduling 
courses and securing equipment.

An associate degree in medical laboratory technology also is • 
provided by Barton County Community College.  Coffeyville 
students take their general education courses at Coffeyville, and take 
the specialized on-line courses for this degree through Barton County.  
In addition to offering the on-line courses, Barton County secures 
agreements with the hospitals in the Coffeyville area that allow the 
students to complete the clinical portion of the program.

A wastewater management certifi cate program is provided by Fort • 
Scott Community College.  Fort Scott is responsible for hiring an 
instructor who teaches the certifi cation course in person at Coffeyville 
Community College.

Agreements Independence has with other community colleges to share 
resources related to specialized academic programs:  

A licensed practical nurse (LPN) program is provided by Neosho • 
County Community College.  Pre-nursing students at Independence 
can receive their nursing degrees from Neosho County.  Neosho County 
reserves openings in its program for qualifi ed Independence students and 
it employs the instructors who teach on the Independence campus, and it 
also provides clinical instruction at Mercy Hospital in Independence.

As mentioned in the previous section, there are several ways 
community colleges could share academic resources.  One option 
is to offer a course or program at one college or the other.  Students 
wanting to enroll in that course or program would need to attend the 
college where it is offered.  Similarly, there are options for allowing the 
courses to be taken at both campuses without both colleges having to 
staff the course or operate the program.  Those options include sharing 
a faculty member and having that instructor teach the course at both 
campuses, or teaching the course on-line at one or both campuses, or 
teaching the course at one campus and providing it through interactive 
videoconferencing to the other campus.   

In reviewing the academic programs and course offerings at Coffeyville 
and Independence for the spring 2007 semester, we identifi ed several 
specifi c areas where the colleges potentially could share academic 
resources to reduce costs.

Coffeyville and Independence could coordinate their specialized • 
programs to eliminate some program duplication.  The two colleges 

Coffeyville and 
Independence Could 
Share Academic 
Resources in a 
Number of Ways
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offer several of the same certifi cate and degree programs.  Figure 2-1 
shows programs for which both colleges offered either a certifi cate or 

an Associate in Applied 
Science degree.  The 
fi gure also shows the 
number of graduates each 
college had in each of 
these programs during 
the two most recently 
completed academic 
years.

Although some of the 
programs, such as the 
certifi ed nurse/geriatric 
aid program, may have 
suffi cient demand to 

warrant having them offered by two colleges in the same county, it appears 
that other programs could be offered at one college or the other.  

The two colleges could eliminate the duplication that exists when • 
one college has established a more-specialized program, and 
the other college offers individual elective classes in that same 
subject area.  A couple of examples we noted–Coffeyville offers 
technical classes at both its Coffeyville campus and its Columbus 
campus.  As part of its technical course offerings, it provides an array 
of welding classes, which had a total of 59 students enrolled in Spring 
2007.  Independence also offered two welding classes with a total of 
six students enrolled that semester.  It appears that the Independence 
students that wanted to take welding could do so at Coffeyville. 
Similarly, Independence offers an associate of science degree in 
criminal justice, while Coffeyville offers a single elective class in criminal 
justice.  The Coffeyville students wanting to take coursework in criminal 
justice could take it from the Independence program.  If the colleges 
agreed that only one college would offer welding or criminal justice 
classes, the other college would not have to provide teaching staff for 
those courses. 

The colleges likely could benefi t from sharing teaching resources • 
related to higher-level math and science courses.  We noted a 
number of math and science courses offered in Spring 2007 where 
one or both colleges tended to have very small enrollments.  Some 
examples are shown in Figure 2-2.

Figure 2-2
Examples of High-Level Math or Science Courses With Small Enrollments  

At One or Both Colleges 
Spring 2007

Class Coffeyville Independence Total 
Chemistry I 27 4 31 
Chemistry II 11 5 16 
Physics I 14 2 16 
Calculus Analytic Geometry II 6 7 13 
Plane Trigonometry 8 2 10 
Source:  LPA review and summary of Coffeyville and Independence records.  

Figure 2-1 
Summary of Duplicate Specialized Academic Programs  

and Total Program Graduates During the Past Two Years 
Certificate and Associate in Applied 

Science Programs 
# Graduates 2005-06 and 2006-07 

Coffeyville Independence 
Certified Nurse/Geriatric Aide (a) 292 116 
Certified Medication Aide (a) 96 51 
Emergency Medical Technology (a) 37 43 
Home Health Aide/Nurse Aide (a) 35 12 
Administrative Assistant 23 2
Medical Support/Office Specialist 2 4
Web Design/Development 1 0
Legal Support/Office Specialist 0 2
 (a)Certificate only 
Source: LPA review and summary of Coffeyville and Independence records.
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Because these courses tend to be part of the general academic program 
at the colleges, it may not make sense to have them taught at only one 
college.  Offi cials from Independence and Coffeyville told us they have, 
in the past, attempted to share instructors for some higher-level science 
and foreign language courses.  They reported that sharing was diffi cult 
because the instructors’ schedules couldn’t accommodate teaching at 
both campuses.  However, other options currently exist that could solve 
those issues, such as teaching the course at one college and providing 
the course through interactive videoconferencing to students at the other 
college.  

If one community college has an on-line course and another has few • 
students in the same type of course, they could potentially share 
the on-line course.  For example, Coffeyville offers an early childhood 
education and development class on-line, and during Spring 2007 a total 
of 24 students were enrolled.  That same semester, 4 students were 
enrolled in a similar class at Independence, which is offered in a tradi-
tional classroom setting.  Likewise, during Spring 2007 Coffeyville offered 
a business math course on-line and 21 students were enrolled, while 
Independence offered two traditional classes with a total of 12 students.  
Savings likely could result if the students at Independence had enrolled in 
Coffeyville’s on-line course.  (It should be noted that Independence offi -
cials said the low enrollment in the childhood education and development 
class likely was due to the course being a new offering.)   

The savings that could be achieved by sharing academic resources 
would depend on the number and types of courses or programs 
that could be combined or eliminated, and on the potential 
for eliminating teaching costs.  As described below, a number of 
variables can affect the amount of money that could be saved by 
having Independence and Coffeyville share academic resources.  

Eliminating some degree programs at one college may not result in • 
any savings because no courses would be eliminated.  For example, 
although Coffeyville and Independence both offer an Associate of Arts 
degree in “pre-law,” that degree program doesn’t have any law classes 
that are unique only to that degree.  All the classes students take for 
this degree are general academic courses such as English composition, 
economics, and political science, which are common to many Associate 
of Arts degrees. 

If a class is taught by a full-time faculty member, eliminating it • 
may not always save money because the faculty member may 
not be getting paid extra for teaching the class.  For example, at 
Independence, full-time faculty members receive $500 per credit hour for 
any courses they teach above 30 credit hours per year.  However, that 
extra compensation is capped at 42 credit hours per year. Some faculty 
members at Independence are teaching more than 42 credit hours a 
year, so eliminating some of their courses wouldn’t produce savings.  
Likewise, at Coffeyville’s technical campus faculty receive compensation 
for teaching more than 30 credit hours, but only if the course is taught 
at night or on a weekend.  So eliminating additional courses they teach 
during the weekdays may not produce savings.
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If a course is taught by a part-time faculty member, the savings • 
related to a single course may be relatively small.  That’s because 
part-time faculty generally receive between $400--$450 per credit hour 
to teach a course.  Thus, eliminating the instructor for a typical three-
credit-hour course would result in savings of about $1,200 for that 
course.

While these factors may limit the savings that might occur from 
combining or eliminating individual classes, it appears that there 
could be signifi cant potential for the two community colleges to 
fi gure out ways to more effectively use their academic resources.  
This would involve a review of all their course offerings with an eye 
toward developing areas of specialization that might allow entire 
faculty positions to be eliminated, or allow some full-time faculty to 
be replaced with part-time faculty.

We also noticed some opportunity for savings if Independence 
Community College internally merged multiple courses that 
have low enrollment levels.  A number of courses at Independence 
had few students enrolled in them.  For example, although there 
were several sections of College Algebra with full enrollments, there 
were other course sections that had four or fewer students enrolled.  
Here’s an example of potential savings that could happen if lower-
enrollment courses were merged:  Two courses taught at the same 
outreach location (a local high school), had eight students enrolled in 
one course and seven in the other and were offered at different times.  
We estimate that if Independence were to offer one course to all 15 
students, at this location, it likely would save $1,200.  

The overall savings that could result from eliminating these 
multiple courses with low enrollments is affected by at least two 
factors.   First, in some instances the faculty member may not receive 
compensation for the course because it’s taught at the same time 
as another course—community colleges refer to this as a “stacked” 
or “co-seated” course.  Second, according to college offi cials, 
Independence faculty who teach low-enrollment courses are paid on a 
pro-rated basis.  

In addition, Independence offi cials told us that merging these small 
classes would inhibit some of their outreach efforts, because it would 
eliminate offering the same course in multiple locations.  In addition 
they also said they sometimes have to offer small classes because the 
classroom itself is small.  
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OPTIONS FOR SHARING RESOURCES RELATED TO 
SUPPORT FUNCTIONS

Support functions are activities at community colleges that aren’t 
directly involved in student instruction, but are essential to the 
operation of the colleges.  They include such things as human 
resources, fi scal operations and accounting, building maintenance, 
information technology, and the like.

Administrative departments at the community colleges perform 
basically the same functions.  Figure 2-3 shows some of the basic 
activities.

Community Colleges 
Generally Perform
the Same Types 
of Administrative 
Activities

Figure 2-3
Summary of Basic Activities Performed by Selected Support Functions 

Support Functions Duties Performed 

Registrar 

 Manage student files and records (i.e. transcripts, enrollments, etc.) 
 Determine student eligibility 
 Coordinate academic advisors for students 
 Coordinate commencement  
 Prepare State and federal reports 

Financial Aid 

 Process financial aid paperwork and applications 
 Manage financial aid allocations 
 Provide student financial aid counseling 
 Process scholarships and veteran’s benefits 
 Prepare State and federal reports 

Human Resources 

 Manage personnel files and records (i.e. contracts, staff information, etc.) 
 Process payroll—also may be done in the Business Office 
 Resolve personnel issues  
 Coordinate staff training and professional development 

Fiscal Operations 

 Manage accounting records (i.e. accounts receivable, accounts payable, etc.) 
 Prepare annual budget 
 Manage contracted services (i.e. food service, security, etc.)  
 Manage fund balances and spending levels 
 Oversee compliance reporting for State and federal programs 

Information
Technology 

 Maintain information technology systems 
 Provide information technology support services 
 Oversee and advise on information technology purchases 

Maintenance/Grounds/ 
Security 

 Maintain all facilities including custodial care and repairs 
 Maintain grounds including lawns, parking lots, and athletic facilities  
 Manage sub-contracted services 
 Provide security or manage security contract 

Source:  LPA summary of information provided by Independence and Coffeyville. 

Although community colleges may perform these functions somewhat 
differently, the functions themselves are basically the same.  In theory, 
at least, almost any of these functions could be shared by having only 
one college perform the task or function, or by keeping these functions 
at both colleges and sharing staff or equipment such as computers.
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At Independence Community College and Coffeyville Community 
College, we reviewed the six functions listed in Figure 2-4, to look 
for ways they might be able to share resources which could allow 
them to save money or reduce the number of staff it takes to carry out 
those functions.

In Reality, It May Be 
Diffi cult to Achieve 
Large-Scale Savings
From Sharing Support 
Functions While 
Maintaining Two 
Separate Institutions

Figure 2-4 
Expenditures and Staffing for Six Support Functions Reviewed at Coffeyville and Independence 

Fiscal Year 2007 
Support
Function 

Community 
College Expenditures Total FTE Staff 

Registrar 
Coffeyville $148,294 4.5 

Independence $38,250 1.0 

Financial Aid 
Coffeyville $115,196 3.0 

Independence $134,953 2.0 

Human 
Resources 

Coffeyville $92,262 2.0 
Independence $89,198 1.4 

Fiscal Operations 
Coffeyville $377,150 5.8 

Independence $168,214 3.8 

Information
Technology 

Coffeyville $238,350 2.6 
Independence $287,663 3.0 

Maintenance/ 
Grounds/Security 

Coffeyville $1,261,988 19.5 
Independence $1,040,020 6.5 

Totals These Six 
Functions 

Coffeyville $2,233,240 37.4 
Independence $1,758,298 17.7 
Both Colleges 

Combined $3,991,538 55.0 

Source:   LPA review and summary of Coffeyville and Independence data. 

As the fi gure shows, the two colleges spent nearly $4 million and had 
about 55 staff providing these functions in fi scal year 2007.

The areas we noted that appeared to have the most potential for 
sharing were information technology and payroll processing.   
What we found in each of those areas is discussed below.

Both colleges might benefi t from having a standardized computer • 
system and software, but there are signifi cant costs involved in 
achieving that goal.  Currently, both colleges use a software product 
called “Jenzabar.”  This software runs the computer applications for 
many of the support functions such as fi nancial aid, registrar, fi scal 
operations, and the like.  However, both colleges operate on different 
versions of the software.  Coffeyville just upgraded its version of the 
software in late November 2007, but Independence still uses an older 
version. According to Independence offi cials, the older version still 
meets their needs, and they have no plans to upgrade their software.  
Currently Coffeyville pays about $75,000 in annual maintenance fees for 
its software and Independence pays about $40,000. 



PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit

07PA24  FEBRUARY 2008

32

In addition, this operating software is run on different “platforms” at the two 
colleges.  Coffeyville runs Windows-based servers, while Independence 
operates on an AS400 platform.  To make these two systems compatible 
likely would require substantial work and some new hardware.  At the 
extreme, it could result in the need for one or the other college to abandon 
its existing systems and codes and change to what the other college is 
using.  Offi cials from both community colleges estimated it would cost 
about $500,000 to make the systems compatible and implement a shared 
system.  If that were to be done, it likely would make the most sense to do 
so the next time Independence makes major upgrades to its platform and 
software systems.

One payroll system may be able to handle the payroll transactions • 
for both colleges.  Currently, Coffeyville and Independence each have 
one full-time-equivalent staff involved in processing payroll transactions.  
Coffeyville offi cials told us their payroll system was capable of handling 
the payroll for both colleges if the two systems were made compatible.  
Coffeyville offi cials estimated it would cost about $5,600 in software 
expenses and an annual support fee of about $2,500, which Independence 
would need to pay.

In other areas, we found signifi cant issues that could make it 
diffi cult to share management or other staff in some of these support 
functions.  Some of the issues we identifi ed are described below.

Sharing management positions is diffi cult because many managers • 
already are shared internally with other departments or functions, or 
they are providing direct services.  One of the fi rst things we considered 
in looking at sharing support functions was whether management could be 
shared between the colleges to reduce overall management salary costs.  
For example, we considered whether one director of fi scal operations 
or one director of maintenance could oversee those operations at both 
colleges on a half-time basis, much like what is done when two school 
districts share a superintendent.   We found two factors that appear to limit 
any benefi ts from this type of sharing:

Several management staff already wear multiple hats---they have o 
responsibilities in multiple departments within the same community 
college.  For example, the information technology director at Coffeyville 
is also the dean of the school’s technology program.  At Independence, 
the administrator responsible for information technology also is 
responsible for overseeing maintenance and other operations-related 
duties for the college.  Combining Coffeyville and Independence’s 
management positions related to information technology wouldn’t 
necessarily save costs, because the other duties fulfi lled by these staff 
would still exist.   

Many management staff aren’t doing exclusively management work; o 
they may be performing a signifi cant amount of hands-on work as 
well.  For example, Independence offi cials report that their director of 
maintenance also is responsible for actual maintenance work, such 
as repairs to equipment and facilities.  Therefore, even if that person’s 
management duties were eliminated, someone would still need to 
be doing the day-to-day repair functions this position carries out.  
Therefore, sharing management in these situations seemed to be less 
likely to provide much of a cost benefi t.
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The potential for sharing non-management positions is relatively • 
limited, either because there is minimal staff already or because a 
staff presence is required at each college.   When we looked at the 
non-management positions in the support functions, we noted several 
factors that make sharing diffi cult.  Some of the functions require staff to 
be located on-campus.  For example, some functions such as fi nancial 
aid involve a lot of student interaction and staff has to be present to 
provide services.  In other instances, the number of staff currently in 
place appears to already be the minimum required.  For example, at 
Independence, one staff member provides registrar services.  Finally, in 
many cases, the workload of the support functions wouldn’t decrease even 
if support functions were shared between Independence and Coffeyville.  
For example, the two colleges would still require individual budgets and 
reports for their separate boards of trustees.  

Sharing support processes creates a number of signifi cant issues • 
with standardizing policies and procedures and determining who 
would resolve confl icts in priorities.  As mentioned above, the 
computer applications and platforms at the two colleges would need to be 
made compatible if sharing of support functions were to occur.  But there 
are a number of other signifi cant impediments that make sharing these 
functions more diffi cult.

Both colleges compete for the same students.o   The two community 
colleges are drawing from the same area—Montgomery County and 
its surrounding area.  Offi cials from both community colleges said this 
is a very real barrier to sharing, particularly in certain areas such as 
fi nancial aid which can be used as a recruiting tool.  

Provisions would need to be made for how confl icts would be o 
resolved between two boards of trustees.  Several times during 
the course of this audit, community college offi cials mentioned the 
fact that they each have a board to report to as a barrier to sharing 
support functions—the decision on whether to share would have to 
be approved by their boards of trustees.  Agreements would have to 
be worked out for how shared functions would be overseen, so that 
the needs of both colleges were met on a timely basis.  That may 
be diffi cult given the competition and rivalry that exists between the 
colleges.

Policies and processes would need to be standardized at both o 
colleges.  Currently each of the community colleges has its own 
forms, policies, and operating procedures.  For broad-scale sharing 
to occur, all of these things would need to be standardized between 
the two colleges.  For example, in the area of fi nancial aid, one 
college disburses fi nancial aid to students at the start of the semester, 
whereas the other told us they don’t disburse aid until the student 
has completed some amount of the semester so they can avoid 
the need to recoup funds if the student doesn’t fulfi ll the class-
attendance requirements.  For parts of any functions to be combined, 
both colleges would have to agree on standard forms and operating 
procedures.

Historically, there’s a strong rivalry between the two community o 
colleges and they’ve been reluctant to share.  Offi cials from both 
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colleges expressed the concern that the other’s reputation in certain 
areas wasn’t as good as their own, and that sharing any support 
functions would jeopardize their reputation.  For example, each had 
concerns about sharing the fi nancial aid function because they were 
certain that the other community college’s student loan default rate 
was higher than their own.  

Regardless of any issues that make sharing resources diffi cult, 
voters in Montgomery County and colleges offi cials have made 
some overtures toward sharing.  In a February 2007 non-binding 
advisory election, voters were asked whether Montgomery County 
should have one community college—64% responded yes.  Also, 
during this audit, Coffeyville offi cials suggested in a letter to 
Independence that the colleges meet and discuss merging the two 
community colleges.  In a reply letter, the chair of the Independence 
Board of Trustees told Coffeyville offi cials that he had concerns about 
whether merging would save any signifi cant tax dollars, but that he and 
the Board were open to new ideas and scenarios and that they could 
talk about a meeting date.

In addition, many of the issues that potentially limit the sharing of 
resources wouldn’t exist if the two community colleges were a single 
institution with two campuses.  In that situation there would be a single 
board of directors to report to and a single set of operating procedures 
would be established.  But as long as the colleges remain separate 
institutions, streamlining support functions will be diffi cult to achieve.

The potential diffi culties in trying to share support functions 
between separate institutions may account for why we saw little 
evidence of community colleges sharing support functions either in 
Kansas or in other states.  During this audit we talked with offi cials 
from various community colleges in Kansas and reviewed literature 
that might suggest instances of sharing support functions among 
institutions in other states.

In Kansas, we found only one instance of two community colleges • 
sharing support services, and that arrangement has been discontinued.  
It involved an agreement between Allen County Community College and 
Neosho Community College to share a public relations position and jointly 
fund the position.  The arrangement lasted about one and one-half years, 
and an Allen County offi cial reported that it ended because the employee 
never felt quite comfortable serving two institutions.  

Nationwide, we came across only one other instance of a community • 
college sharing support functions with another institution.  In this case, 
a community college in Ohio shares numerous support functions with a 
well-established university, including sharing admissions policies, fi nan-
cial aid processes, advertising, and administration.  This sharing arrange-
ment has been in place since the community college began, and the two 
entities are located on the same campus.  
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OPTIONS FOR SAVING MONEY BY JOINTLY PURCHASING 
GOODS OR SERVICES

Although joint purchasing doesn’t involve directly sharing resources 
between community colleges, it does involve combining their 
purchasing power to get quantity discounts that they otherwise might 
not be able to get on their own.  In addition, joint purchasing doesn’t 
necessarily need to be limited just to community colleges that are 
in close proximity, such as Independence and Coffeyville.  In many 
instances it can occur regardless of distance.

Most goods and services that community colleges buy could be 
jointly purchased.  To identify some potential opportunities for 
making joint purchases and saving costs, we selected a sample of nine 
commonly purchased items to review.  Figure 2-5 shows the goods 
and services we selected for comparison, as well as Independence and 
Coffeyville’s average cost per unit for each.

Signifi cant Cost 
Savings Are 
Likely Through 
Joint Purchasing 
Arrangements

Figure 2-5 
Items Selected for Joint Purchasing Review and 

Coffeyville and Independence’s Cost Per Unit 
FY 2007 

Commodity Unit of 
Measurement 

Community 
College Price Per Unit 

Natural Gas Metric Cubic 
Foot 

Coffeyville $12.80 
Independence $10.60 

Software  
Software 

Package Cost 
Per Computer 

Coffeyville $54.00 

Independence $1.80 

Telephone  Annual Cost Per 
Telephone 

Coffeyville $89.00 
Independence $121.00 

Security 
Services Per hour 

Coffeyville $12.00 
Independence $13.45 

Health 
Insurance  

Single Coverage 
(Employer and 

Employee Share) 

Coffeyville $6,679 

Independence $3,690 

Property 
Insurance  Square Foot 

Coffeyville $0.19 
Independence $0.18 

Paper Box of 10 Reams 
Coffeyville $29.90 

Independence $27.16 

Computers  Computer 
Coffeyville $723 

Independence $1,117 

Electricity Kilowatt Coffeyville $0.10 
Independence $0.06 

Source: LPA summary of information provided by Coffeyville and Independence Community 
Colleges.
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Our fi ndings about each of the items included in our review are 
summarized below.

Natural Gas–savings are possible if Coffeyville and Independence 
join an existing purchasing consortium.  The Kansas Association of 
School Boards manages a consortium for purchasing natural gas called 
the Kansas Joint Utilities Management Program (KJUMP).  Membership 
in the consortium is available to school districts and higher education 
institutions.  Currently, of the Kansas community colleges, only Barton 
County, Cloud County, Garden City, and Hutchinson are members.  To 
be part of the consortium, members must pay an annual fee of $2,500.  
Association offi cials told us that members of the consortium generally 
realize about a 20-25% savings on their gas costs.  For Coffeyville and 
Independence, that could translate to an annual savings of about $36,000 
and $27,500, respectively.  It’s possible the savings could be greater.  
Cloud County and Garden City Community Colleges are KJUMP members 
and pay $6.12 and $5.42 respectively per metric cubic foot of gas.  If 
Independence and Coffeyville could pay $6.12, they would pay about half 
as much as they are currently paying for natural gas.  

Software–additional savings are possible if community colleges 
band together, and if they combine their purchasing power with State 
universities.  Currently, all the community colleges we contacted receive 
price discounts on software from Microsoft through a general agreement 
available to all higher education institutions.  The agreement provides 
volume discount thresholds for institutions below 3,000 full-time-equivalent 
staff and for those above 3,000 staff FTE.   Coffeyville and Independence 
purchase their software through this agreement, and both receive the 
price discount available to institutions below 3,000 staff FTE.  To reach 
the next discount threshold, they would need to combine the purchasing 
power with other community colleges in Kansas as well as some number 
of the universities.  The Kansas Board of Regents may need to facilitate 
such an agreement.  

Telephone–if at least some of the 19 community colleges banded 
together to purchase telephone-related services, additional savings 
are possible.  According to an AT&T offi cial, 17 of the 19 community 
colleges purchase some level of telephone-related services from AT&T.  
For example, some community colleges purchase local telephone service, 
some purchase Internet service or long distance services, and some 
may purchase all three services from AT&T.  Although an AT&T offi cial 
said these community colleges are eligible to receive a discount because 
of their higher education status, AT&T couldn’t confi rm whether each of 
the colleges receive the discounts.  In addition, the AT&T offi cial said 
community colleges could receive additional discounts if some number 
of them--they suggested 12 community colleges--banded together and 
purchased the same services.  

Security Services–savings are likely if Coffeyville and Independence 
negotiated for one contract with a single security provider.  Currently, 
Coffeyville and Independence each use a different contractor to provide 
security services.  At the time of this audit, Coffeyville reported paying 
$12 per hour, while Independence paid about $13.45 per hour.  Recently, 
Independence offi cials report the college now pays $12 per hour.  
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Regardless of that recent discount, it’s still likely possible for the two 
community colleges to pool their purchasing power and negotiate for an 
even lower rate from one provider.

Health Insurance–savings may be possible if community colleges 
are willing to jointly purchase one health plan or join the State 
health plan.  Comparing health insurance plans between community 
colleges is diffi cult because of variations in coverage, co-pays, co-
insurance, and the like.  Combining insurance pools at different 
community colleges would increase the number of members over 
which to distribute insurance risk, making it possible to lower the cost 
of coverage for any one individual.  Independence offi cials report they 
have explored this option with six other community colleges but, to date, 
no progress has been made toward jointly purchasing health coverage.  
Coffeyville offi cials report they are satisfi ed with the self-funded 
insurance program they currently have and are opposed to combining 
with other community colleges. 
 
Another option that might generate cost savings would involve 
community colleges joining the State health plan.  Four community 
colleges currently use the plan—Cloud County, Colby, Fort Scott, 
and Labette County.  To be part of the plan, 70% participation rate 
is required, and the employer must pay 95% for employee-only 
coverage and about 55% for dependent coverage.  Potential savings 
for Coffeyville would be about $2,300 per employee enrolled in the 
plan--the college pays about $6,700 for a single coverage healthcare, 
compared to the State cost of about $4,400 for single coverage.  Still 
another option is to form a risk management consortium.  Such a 
system currently is used for community colleges in Florida and it’s 
meant to help them develop a cooperative risk-management system 
under one comprehensive statewide plan.   

Property Insurance–if Coffeyville and Independence negotiate with 
their common insurance provider, savings might be possible.  Both 
Coffeyville and Independence purchase property insurance from EMC, 
Inc.  According to offi cials from both colleges, many higher education 
institutions purchase insurance through this carrier.  While many factors 
infl uence the cost of insurance—such as the age of buildings and 
fl ood plains—pooling the purchasing power of two or more community 
colleges may provide leverage for negotiating a lower price from either 
this common provider or from a new provider.  

Paper–savings may be possible if Coffeyville and Independence 
jointly purchase from a single provider, but currently they’re 
receiving discounted prices.  Independence pays less per box of 
paper than the State contract rate of $27.70.  However, if Coffeyville and 
Independence jointly purchased paper from one provider, they may be 
able to negotiate an even lower price than they’re paying currently.  At 
the very least, Coffeyville could save $2.74 (9%) per box of paper by 
using the same supplier and paying the same rate as Independence.  In 
regard to paper and some other supplies in general, some community 
colleges offi cials we talked with said they’d prefer to buy from local 
suppliers.  It’s possible to continue to buy locally even through joint 
purchasing, if the colleges alternated suppliers.   
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Computers-savings on computer purchases appears to be unlikely 
because community colleges already appear to receive low prices, 
and pooling purchasing power wouldn’t affect cost.  Coffeyville and 
Independence purchase their computers from Dell, which doesn’t offer 
discount pricing based on higher volumes.  However, Dell appears to 
be providing competitive pricing for community colleges.  For example, 
a recent computer purchased by Independence cost $805; if the same 
computer had been purchased using the State of Kansas’ contract with 
Dell, it would have cost $1,006, or about $200 more. 

Electricity–savings are unlikely because electricity is a regulated 
utility.  Coffeyville and Independence pay different rates per kilowatt 
to different providers.  However, costs savings aren’t likely because 
utility rates and territories are regulated by the Kansas Corporation 
Commission.  Therefore, in this instance community colleges likely 
don’t have the option of using a different supplier, or combining their 
purchases to achieve discounted rates. 

Because of the similarities between them, community colleges 
located in close proximity to each other could fi nd ways to share 
many resources if they wanted to, or if they had to.  That’s generally 
not the case.  We noted few instances of sharing between community 
colleges in Kansas or in other states, and almost no sharing between 
Independence and Coffeyville Community Colleges.  On the 
academic front, our work identifi ed opportunities to share academic 
resources related to specialized academic programs, higher-level 
math and science courses, and on-line courses, especially in instances 
where community colleges have duplicate programs and enrollment 
at one college is much less than at the other.  Realistically, options for 
Independence and Coffeyville to share support functions appeared 
to be more limited—given that they are two separate institutions in 
competition with each other.  At a minimum, however, the areas of 
payroll processing and information technology offer possibilities, 
either in the short term or over the long term.  The greatest potential 
for near-term savings may be in the area of joint purchasing to 
obtain goods or services at a lower price through volume discounts.  
However, even that effort may take a signifi cant amount of 
coordination and encouragement because of the colleges’ desire to 
“buy locally” whenever possible.  

CONCLUSION:
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To help ensure that Coffeyville and Independence Community 1. 
Colleges make the best use of their teaching resources, the 
administration of the two colleges and their boards of trustees 
should consider equitable ways to eliminate duplicate degree 
programs or course offerings with low enrollment at one or both 
colleges.

To help ensure that it is using its teaching resources effi ciently, 2. 
the administration and the board of trustees of Independence 
Community College should review its class roster to identify any 
small class sections that have the potential to be combined with 
other classes.

To help ensure that Coffeyville and Independence Community 3. 
Colleges are carrying out their administrative functions in the 
most cost-effective manner, the administration of the two colleges 
and their boards of trustees should discuss possibilities for 
combining or streamlining any administrative functions such as, 
but not limited to, the following:

exploring whether savings could be achieved by having one of  a. 
 the community colleges process the payroll for both colleges.  

determining specifi cally what it would take to operate a single  b. 
 information technology function, and setting forth a plan that  
 could be implemented when it becomes necessary for the   
 colleges to upgrade computer and information technology   
 systems in the future.

To help ensure that community colleges are buying goods and 4. 
services as economically as possible, offi cials from the Board of 
Regents, as the coordinating agency for the community colleges, 
should meet with the Kansas Association of Community College 
Business Offi cers, the Kansas Association of Community College 
Trustees, and others as appropriate to determine what can be done 
to facilitate more joint purchasing opportunities and to get more 
community colleges to take part in them.  The Board then should 
provide this information to all community colleges and their 
boards of trustees. 

RECOMMENDATIONS:
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APPENDIX A

Scope Statement

This appendix contains the scope statement approved by the Legislative Post Audit Committee for 
this audit on March 13, 2007.  The audit was requested by Representative Edmonds.  

Community Colleges: Examining Whether There Are Ways
Community Colleges Could Share Resources To Reduce Costs

 
 The 1999 Legislature considered and passed Senate Bill 345, which made major changes to 
the system for overseeing and funding postsecondary education in Kansas.  Among the changes 
it made to the funding structure was to replace credit-hour, out-district, and general State aid 
programs for community colleges with an operating grant beginning in 2001.  The fi rst year, the 
operating grants were to be equal to 50% of the State aid amount per FTE lower-division student 
at the regional Regents’ institutions (Emporia, Fort Hays, and Pittsburg).  A hold harmless 
provision was provided so that no community college would get less money during fi scal year 
2001 than it received in fi scal year 2000.  For fi scal years 2002 through 2004, the operating 
grants were scheduled to increase by 5 percentage points each year until they equaled 65 
percent of the State aid per student for an FTE lower-division student at the Regents institutions 
multiplied by the community college’s FTE enrollment for the current or prior year, whichever 
was higher.

 Beginning in fi scal year 2001 when the grant was implemented, community colleges were to 
use a specifi ed portion of any increase in State aid over the prior year to reduce their mill levies.  
The remaining portion of the increase either could be used for program enrichment or to further 
reduce mill levies.  

 Legislators have noted that, since these changes were made, mill levies for community 
colleges in many cases have stayed the same or increased rather than being reduced.  That 
has raised questions in legislators’ minds about why, and whether there are opportunities for 
community colleges to share resources in order to reduce both costs and mill levies.

 A performance audit of this topic would address the following questions.

1.  Have community colleges used a portion of increased State aid to reduce mill levies, 
and if not, why not?   To answer this question, we would review the requirements of law 
regarding the use of State aid to reduce mill levies.  For all community colleges, we would 
determine how much State aid they received before fi scal year 2001 and in later years.  We 
would determine how much of an increase in State aid each community college received, and 
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whether the appropriate share of that increase went for mill levy reductions.  If that did not 
happen, for a sample of community colleges we would interview community college offi cials 
and others as needed to determine why.  In addition, we would interview offi cials from the 
Board of Regents to determine what actions they took to ensure that the community colleges 
complied with the provisions of the law.  Finally, we would look at other states’ funding 
structures for community colleges and interview community college offi cials of others as 
needed to identify options for reducing mill levies in counties where community colleges are 
located.

2.  What options exist for community colleges that are in close proximity to each other, 
such as Independence and Coffeyville, to share resources to reduce costs and mill 
levies?  To answer this question, we would review literature about community colleges and 
contact groups such as the American Association of Community Colleges to try to identify 
whether there are any innovative resource-sharing programs that community colleges

 have used to save money.   We would review the class offerings at the two schools to 
determine whether it appears that money could be saved by specializing, or only offering 
classes of a certain type at one school or the other, or by sharing faculty or administration.  In 
addition, we would look at the use of resources such as vehicles, equipment, and buildings 
to determine whether there appear to be any opportunities for sharing of those resources to 
reduce costs.  We would talk to the administrators of those community colleges and to staff 
at the Board of Regents to determine whether they have identifi ed any other areas where 
community colleges could pool resources or services to reduce costs.  We would conduct 
additional test work as needed.

Estimated time to complete: 12 weeks   
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APPENDIX D

Agency Response

 On January 25, 2008 we provided copies of the draft audit report to the Kansas Board of 
Regents, Coffeyville Community College and Independence Community College.  In addition, 
on February 4, 2008, we provided portions of the draft audit report to Barton County, Cloud 
County, Colby, Fort Scott, Hutchinson,  Johnson County, Neosho County, and Pratt Community 
Colleges.  These colleges were listed in Figure 1-6 of the report as not having reduced their 
property tax revenues by the amount required.  With the exception of Cloud County all responses 
are included as this Appendix.  Cloud County chose not to provide a response.
 
 In its response, Coffeyville Community College stated that the annual reports provided by 
the Kansas Board of Regents show that Coffeyville Community College should have provided a 
total of $275,593 in local property tax relief.  We checked with Kansas Board of Regents offi cials 
and the correct amount of local property tax relief is as shown in Figure 1-6.  For Coffeyville, 
local property taxes should have been reduced $433,128, in total, from 2001-2007, given the 
amount of State operating grants received by Coffeyville during that time period.   

 In its response, Johnson County Community College indicated that it believes it has 
been in full compliance with KSA 71-204.  In support, the College included a copy of its budget 
projection model.  However, the budget projection model provided shows budget years 2007-08 
to 2012-13.  Our analysis was for budget years 2001 to 2007.    

     

.
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