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The Florida Community College System is a major component of the economics in 

Florida, and it is a major player in the preparation of the workforce for the future.  The purpose 

of this study was to conduct a descriptive analysis of trends in the Florida community college 

system relative to the performance-based budgeting funding.  The conceptual framework is the 

relationship that performance-based budgeting will lead to increased performance.  The study 

focused on the performance funds related to the associate of arts (AA) degree program portion of 

the performance-based and incentive-based allocation funding for the 28 Florida community 

colleges from 1996-1997 to 2005-2006.  Because this is a  full population, the study therefore 

provides a true picture without the need for inferential statistics that may infer conclusions and 

thus includes no statistical testing.   The community college system was the first sector of Florida 

higher education to be developed as an incentive process for the colleges to receive additional 

students who were not part of the base funding.  A relationship now existed between funding and 

performance that would hold agencies more accountable. The four research questions were 

asked:  

 What has been the overall change to percentage of funding by category as a result of 

the implementation of Florida community college performance-based budgeting?  
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 Utilizing full-time equivalent (FTE) as a leveling approach, what are the differences in 

performance-based budgeting trends by individual Florida community colleges?  

 Does the Florida community college performance-based budgeting result in measurable 

improvement for selected associate of arts measures?   

 How do Florida community colleges use performance-based budgeting funds?   

The study focused on the relationship of the total operating budget, the performance-based 

budget, the FTE enrollment (funded), the unduplicated student headcount, the AA measure 

points from a system, and an individual community college perspective.  Results of the analyses 

revealed that while the current performance-based incentive funding program has added 

additional funds to the total operating budget, some aspects need to be addressed.  Community 

college missions vary and how they add value to their service area may not be reflected in the 

current measures. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

The creation of the concept of the present-day community college system dates back to 

1892 when William Rainey Harper first coined the phrases junior college and senior college.  

Harper advocated that universities focus on research rather than teaching since he and other 

university presidents of the time believed that the first 2 years of college are not required to be 

part of university-level education.  In 1892, the University of Chicago was divided into a junior 

college and a senior college, and introduced an associate’s degree for graduates of the junior 

division (Drury, 2003). In the beginning years, the junior colleges concentrated more on liberal 

arts courses that could be transferred to the universities where college-preparatory courses were 

the main focus; little attention was given to occupational training. 

By the 1920s, competing visions of junior colleges emerged and led to the founding of the 

American Association of Junior Colleges, presently named the American Association of 

Community Colleges.  The early leaders of the American Association of Junior Colleges, 

Leonard Koos and Walter Eells, promoted the development of terminal vocational education, 

labeled by Koos as semi-professional training (Drury, 2003, p. 4).  After World War II, the term 

junior college was replaced with community college, and vocational, technical, and adult 

education needs emerged with the ever-increasing demand for college education (Drury, 2003).  

The graduates and attendees of community colleges provided skilled labor for many industries.  

At that time community colleges became more heavily linked to the economy. 

The early 20th century funding for community colleges came from local resources, but by 

2000, state funding and tuition made up 65% of the support for the majority of the states 

(Boswell & Wilson 2004).  This increasing dependence on state funding has placed the 
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community college in competition with other state funding priorities.  The community colleges 

simultaneously were facing growing enrollment and increased student demands.  In the 1980s, 

external concerns moved from economy to quality.  Two-thirds of the 50 states mandated—by 

legislation—that public colleges and universities adopt plans for assessing student learning. By 

the 1990s, higher education faced increasing demands for efficiency and effectiveness (Burke, 

2005a).  Congress conducted a series of hearings on scientific fraud, publishers churned out 

multitudes of books about the political conformity of universities, and news articles focused on 

the rapid rise of tuition (Bok, 1992).  In 2005, Bailey’s presentation at the 21
st
 Century 

Workforce Conference advocating the need for public engagement.   

The evidence of effectiveness and need can be the basis for public engagement and 

understanding.  The public needs to know that higher education resources are being used 

efficiently.  The public needs to have a better sense of the types and skills needed and 

occupations needed in the modern economy.  The public needs a better understanding of 

the role in economic growth and prosperity and the potential payoffs to their investments 

in higher education. (p. 35) 

With increasing voices, public stakeholders continue to draw attention to the concerns 

about the state of higher education in America.  These matters resulted in increased government 

attention, new policy goals, and modifications of the more traditional funding models for higher 

education.  The concepts of performance-based budgeting (PBB) and performance-based funding 

(PBF) began to be incorporated into higher education funding formulas.  Performance-based 

budgeting allows governors, legislators, or boards to consider campus performance as one factor 

in determining total allocation, but the link often holds great latitude.  Performance-based 

funding is associated with specific results on each of the designated indicators.  The funding is 

driven by formulas with far less latitude.  The concepts behind performance-based budgeting and 

performance-based funding are designed to reward those schools that achieve the desired 

outcomes.   
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This dissertation will focus on the performance-based funding outcomes in Florida 

community colleges.  Under Title XVI, Chapter 240, Section 240.324 Florida Statues, the State 

Board of Community Colleges and the community college boards of trustees were required to 

―develop and implement a plan to improve and evaluate the instructional and administrative 

efficiency and effectiveness of the State Community College System‖ (p. 1).  Specifically, the 

law mandated that the plans address the following issues: 

 Graduation rates of AA (associate of arts) and AS (associate of science) degree-seeking 

students compared to first-time enrolled students seeking the associate degree 

 Minority student enrollment and retention rates 

 Student performance, including student performance rates on college-level academic skills 

tests, mean grade point averages for community college AA transfer students, and 

community college student performance on state licensure examinations 

 Job placement rates of community college vocational students 

 Student progress by admission status and program 

Community colleges were targeted for the 1996-1997 fiscal year, as the first educational 

agency in the state,  to adopt performance-based budgeting initiatives. Mercer (2002) defined a 

performance budget as an integrated annual performance plan and annual budget that shows the 

relationship between program funding levels and expected results. The performance budget 

indicates that a goal or a set of goals should be achieved at a given level of spending. The state of 

Florida uses a qualitative or quantitative indicator to assess state agency performance.  For the 

Florida Community College System, appropriation is done upon a point system for allocation, 

based on the outputs, special categories, and outcomes.   

Purpose of the Study 

In Florida for 2006-2007, 61% of the $1.463 billion budget came from the general 

revenue with a concerted effort under way to modify the overall funding formula.  The modified 
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funding formula was to decrease the gap between need and funds available and improve the 

horizontal equity among the community colleges relative to college size.  As in other states, 

Florida has started to link outputs and outcomes with funding. The Florida Department of 

Education reported that from academic years 1995-1996 to 2004-2005, the cumulative increase 

in full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollments has been 21% while degrees/certificates increased by 

37%. The emphasis on performance funding has had measurable impact in terms of increasing 

the graduates in Florida community colleges. The purpose of this study is to conduct a 

descriptive analysis of trends in the Florida community college relative to the performance-based 

budgeting funding, focusing on the associate of arts measures.  The associate of arts components 

under review are for the following three measures: 

 AA Program Measure I 

Number of AA degrees 

Number of dual enrollment credit hours 

 

 AA Program Measure II 

Pro rata share of the number of AA graduates who  

o required remediation based upon CPT scores 

o qualified as economically disadvantaged 

o were reported as disabled 

o are black males 

o tested into English for academic purposes 

 

 AA Program Measure III 

Pro rata share of the number of completers or partial completers who were placed in jobs 

or transferred to the State University System. 

o Full-time job earning $10/hour 

o Graduate transfer to the State University System 

o Non-graduate transfer to the State University System with 30 to 45 credits 

o Non-graduate transfer to the State University System with 45 to 59 credits 

o Non-graduate transfer to the State University System with 60 or more credits 

 

The associate of arts indicator was selected because it comprises 52% of the performance funds’ 

allocation and it has been the most consistent indicator since the funding began.  From 2000-

2001 to 2005-2006, the components for the AA measures included the number of AA degrees, 
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the number of dual enrollment, the pro rata share of AA graduates who were college preparatory, 

economically disadvantaged, disabled, black males and tested into English and pro rata share of 

completers or partial completers who were placed in jobs or transferred to the state university 

system.  From 1996-1997 to 1999-2000, the components did not include dual enrollment, the pro 

rata share of AA completers for black males did not begin until 1998-1999;and placements at 

jobs at least at $10per hour did not begin until 1999-2000.  Excess hours for measure III, only 

existed from 1996 to 1998.  Partial completion points only existed in 1998-1999. 

 Other research studies have focused on faculty awareness of performance-based funding, 

equity among colleges, or inferential analysis for future outcomes and outputs.  This proposal’s 

focus is a descriptive statistical analysis using a secondary data set from the Florida Department 

of Education.  The conceptual framework is the relationship that performance-based funding will 

lead to increase performance. 

Research Questions 

 What has been the overall change to percentage of funding by category as a result of 

the implementation of Florida community college performance-based budgeting? 

 Utilizing full-time equivalent (FTE) as a leveling approach, what are the differences in 

performance-based budgeting trends by individual Florida community colleges? 

 Does the Florida community college performance-based budgeting result in measurable 

improvement for selected associate of arts measures?  

 How do Florida community colleges use performance-based budgeting funds?  

Definitions of Terms 

Performance-based budgeting (PBB) is designed as a way to focus government on 

results, with monetary incentives for agencies that meet their performance goals.  It is a 

mechanism that allows governors, legislators, or boards to consider campus performance as one 
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factor in determining total allocation.  The link, however, is loose and discretionary (Burke, 

Modarresi & Serban, 1999). 

Performance-based funding (PBF) is a method tying performance indicators with 

funding.  The budget varies according to the performance of the entity in a previous period based 

on indicators for performance. Performance funding links specific dollar allocations to measured 

institutional results (Burke, Modarresi & Serban, 1999). 

Performance indicators reference outcomes as the quality of the benefit or impact of 

programs, activities, and services (Burke, 2002), such as test scores and job placement. Outputs 

involve the quantity of products produced, such as the number of graduates, the process, and the 

methods used to deliver programs, activities, or services, including an assessment of learning, 

use of technology, and the evaluation of faculty.  

Full-time Equivalent (FTE) in the case of students is student semester hours divided by 

30 advanced and professional , post-secondary vocational instruction, and college prep.  For all 

other instruction,  instructional clock hours divided by 900 hours (Florida Fact Book, 2006). 

College Level Academic Skills Test (CLAST) is an achievement test to measure students' 

attainment of the college-level communication and mathematics skills. The CLAST consists of 

four subtests: essay, English language skills (ELS), reading, and mathematics.  

Common placement test for graduates entering Florida colleges is a way high school 

graduates who enroll in Florida’s public community colleges and universities demonstrate 

certain basic skills before beginning college-level work.  The Florida College-Level Placement 

Test (CPT), the SAT, and the ACT are three assessments used in determining students’ 

appropriate placement for college-level work.  
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The Florida College Entry-level Placement Test (CPT) is the Florida version of the 

College Board's Accuplacer Common Placement Test, used by all state of Florida community 

colleges as their common placement test [South Florida Community College]. 

Incentive funds are defined as either efficient in terms of time to degree or college 

preparatory programs.  Efficiency (time to degree) is intended to reward colleges for students 

who graduate on a timely basis and actually save state funds.  The college preparatory 

performance funds are distributed among colleges based upon each college’s pro rata share of the 

number of students passing the highest level of college preparatory course in each subject area 

(Florida Department of Education Fact Book, 2006).   

Performance funds in the Florida community college is monetary funding proportional 

or related to the number of associate of arts degrees awarded plus Workforce 

Programs/Development. 

Workforce programs/development refers to education, training, and services to those 

entering the job market and those upgrading their skills, as well as those needing retraining. 

Workforce Programs/Development is a joint goal of preparing individuals for employment, as 

well as providing employers with a skilled labor force needed to compete in a global economy.  

Post-secondary Adult Vocational Certificate (PAVC) is described by the Florida 

Department of Education as occupations that generally require completion of career and 

technical training.  Some programs last only a few weeks while others last more than a year.  In 

some occupations, a license is needed that requires an examination after completion of training. 

College Credit Certificate, Applied Technology Diploma, Associate of Applied 

Science degree or Associate of Arts degree are those occupations that generally require the 

completion of  college credit and sometimes a credential. In the state of Florida, College Credit 
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certificates and Applied Technology diplomas are specialized college credit credentials that vary 

in the number of credits required. Associate in Science are programs consisting of college-level 

courses to prepare for entry into employment.  Degrees generally require at least 2 years of full-

time equivalent academic work. 

Significance of the Study 

The Florida Community College System is a major component of the economics in 

Florida, and it is a major player in the preparation of the workforce for the future.  Florida labor 

market statistics highlight that the fastest growing occupations from 2006 to 2014 will require 

post-secondary vocational certificates or college credits rather than a bachelor’s degree 

(Table 1-1). In addition, the 50 Florida declining or slow-growth occupations for the 2006-2014 

time periods reflect the greatest decline for individuals with less than a high school diploma, a 

high school diploma, or GED (Table 1-2). 

The decade of the 1990s began with a statute mandating that both the community college 

system and the state university system report performance.  A second law required both systems 

to submit annual budget requests based on performance. The appropriation bill provided limited 

incentive funds for performance.  At the end of the 1990s, a third statute tied the largest 

percentage of incentive funds to the performance of community colleges and school districts in 

workforce development programs (Wright, Dallet, & Copa, 2002). For public money, the public 

demanded accountability and effectiveness from higher education (McClenney, 2004).  

Cumulatively, during the past 11 years, the Florida performance-based budgeting for community 

colleges was $112,042,342 NIR (Florida Department of Education Fact Book, 2006).  For fiscal 

year 2006-2007, a proposal was made to increase PBB by $10 million, bringing the total 

allocation to more than $28 million, but the additional funding was not allocated in the 

governor’s budget proposal.  Before additional funds are added to the allocation, it would be 
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beneficial to review what has been the impact to date now that several years of data can be 

reviewed.   

Performance funding is in place for forty percent of the states, but while some states have 

joined the bandwagon, other states abandoned their programs (Burke et el, 2002). For example,  

Arkansas repealed a law mandating that agencies use a performance-based model because the 

model does not meet business goals (Songini,2005). 

Limitations of the Study 

 The limitation of this study is that the review is restricted to those indicators reported by 

the community colleges to the state of Florida.  This study analyzes the information reported 

during a certain period of time, but not the accuracy of the information submitted to the state.  

The other limitation of the study is the changes in the components of the AA measures; however, 

the majority of each measure’s components has been consistent. 
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Table 1-1 The Florida Community College System (2006-2007)  

System profile 

 Community Colleges 28 

 Capital Assets $5.2 billion 

Staff Resources   

 All Employees 43,379 

 Faculty 22,749 

Funding   

 General Revenue $972 million 

 Student Fees $477million 

 Lottery Funding $115 million 

Enrollment   

 Total Unduplicated Annual Headcount 

(2005-2006) 
793,517 

Degrees/Certificates 

Awarded 

 
 

 Total Degrees/Certificates Awarded 66,431 

 Bachelors Degree Program 398 

 AA Degrees 33,398 

 AS Degrees 11,596 

 Vocational and College Credit Certificates 21,039 

(Florida Department of Education Facts at a Glance (n.d.) 
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Figure 1-1 Florida’s 100 fastest growing occupations by occupational education requirement, 

2006-2014. 
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Figure 1-2 Florida’s 50 declining or slow-growth occupations by occupational education 

requirements, 2006-2014. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Brief History of Community Colleges 

A review of community colleges’ development usually begins with William Rainey 

Harper, first president (1891-1906) of the University of Chicago. Harper championed the cause 

of a post-graduate high school program that would alleviate the need for universities to teach the 

basic skills during freshman and sophomore years. Joliet Junior College, America's oldest public 

community college, began in 1901 as an experimental postgraduate high school program. By 

December 1902, the courses were available tuition-free.  The American Association of 

Community Colleges website (2007) stated: 

Great challenges faced the United States in the early 20th century, including global 

economic competition. National and local leaders realized that a more skilled workforce 

was key to the country's continued economic strength—a need that called for a dramatic 

increase in college attendance—yet three-quarters of high school graduates were choosing 

not to further their education, in part because they were reluctant to leave home for a 

distant college.  

Growth of the community colleges is closely linked to the educational growth of the 

United States.  In response to the Depression of the 1930s, community colleges served the needs 

of the community by offering job-training programs. The passage of the Servicemen’s 

Readjustment Act (GI Bill of Rights) in 1944 provided financial assistance for World War II 

veterans seeking post-secondary education. This congressional act began a series of events that 

bridged the gap for individuals who previously could not afford to attend college.  The next 

milestone in education was the 1947 report from the President’s Commission on Higher 

Education for American Democracy, also known as the Truman Commission Report. The report 

called for—among many other recommendations—the establishment of a network of public 

community colleges that would charge little or no tuition, serve as cultural centers, be 

comprehensive in their program offerings with emphasis on civic responsibilities, and serve the 
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area in which they were located. This directive for a network, coupled with economic factors, 

resulted in a major expansion of the junior/community college.  

History of the Florida Community College System 

Based upon information from the Florida Association of Community Colleges,  

St. Petersburg Junior College was founded in 1927 as a private, 2-year college to meet the needs 

of a growing high school graduate population in Florida’s central and west coast regions.  Other 

private junior colleges were formed, but they were unable to sustain their existence.  In 1933, 

Palm Beach Junior College was established as the first public junior college in Florida.  In 1947, 

Howell Watkins was charged with making a report to the Florida Legislature about the junior 

college section of the Florida Citizens Committee on Education.  Watkins assigned the task to 

James Wattenbarger, a graduate student at the University of Florida.  As a result of the report, the 

1947 Florida Legislature revised the 1931 Public Free School Funds and provided for the State 

Minimum Foundation Program Fund.  Included in the law was that junior colleges become 

operational components of the local school systems, provided that the County Boards of Public 

Instruction received approval from the State Board of Education to operate junior colleges.  In 

1951, the Junior College Steering Committee of the State Advisory Council on Education 

presented a study conducted by C. C. Colvert and James W. Reynolds, which recommended the 

establishment of an unspecified number of new junior colleges. 

In 1953, two key actions facilitated the further development of the Florida community 

college system: the Board of Control established the Council for the Study of Higher Education, 

and Wattenbarger published A State Plan for Public Junior Colleges.  In 1955, the Florida 

Legislature created the Community College Council to create a long-range plan for the 

establishment and coordination of community colleges, and Wattenbarger was placed in charge 

to formulate the study.  For his vision and leadership, Wattenbarger is often referred to as the 
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father of the Florida community college system.  In 1957, the Community College Council issued 

its report titled The Community Junior College in Florida’s Future, and recommended a state 

plan that would lead to the establishment of 28 junior colleges located within commuting 

distance of 99% of the population (Table 2-1).  The report also included the recommendation for 

the general education agreement that established the two-plus-two system, which would 

guarantee the transfer of all general education credits from public community colleges to the 

State University System.  In 1957, the Florida Legislature separated the junior colleges from the 

K-12 programs, and the Division of Community Colleges was created.   

 The Florida Legislature did not release colleges from the jurisdiction of local boards of 

public instruction until the academic year 1967-1968.  This change led to the establishment of 

locally autonomous district boards of trustees to govern and operate each of the state’s public 

community/junior colleges.  In 1979, the State Board of Community Colleges replaced the 

Community College Coordinating Board and assumed statewide leadership in overseeing and 

coordinating the individually governed community colleges.  In 1996, Florida’s Community 

College System became the state’s first educational entity to incorporate performance-based 

budgeting.  Two major changes to the community college system occurred in 1997.  First, Senate 

Bill 1688 permitted all school boards and community colleges to offer workforce development 

programs. Second, a performance-based funding model for workforce programs was established. 

The 1998 legislative action clarified the role of the Division of Workforce Development, 

and revised the funding formula to one based on 85% of prior year funding; 15% was to be 

awarded based upon performance. In two other actions, the Florida Legislature eliminated the 

Commissioner of Education’s role from the governor’s cabinet and appointed a new board to 

oversee education in the state.  By 1999, access issues were again in the spotlight. The Florida 
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Legislature passed a bill to encourage articulation agreements between associate of science (AS) 

degree programs to the State University System, and also to push the offering of baccalaureate 

degrees on community college campuses by inducing partnerships between community colleges 

and the state’s private and public universities.  In 2000, House Bill 2263, entitled the Florida 

Education Governance Reorganization Act, created the Florida Board of Education to oversee 

Florida’s education needs.  The act eliminated the State Board of Community Colleges, merged 

the Division of Workforce Development with the Division of Community Colleges, and created 

the role of a Chancellor of Community Colleges and Career Preparation appointed by the 

Commissioner of Education.  Effective July 1, 2001, the State Board of Community Colleges 

and the Board of Regents were abolished, and all Florida’s educational needs now came under 

one overseeing board, the Florida Board of Education. 

Funding 

Initially, community colleges across the nation were primarily funded locally. But as of 

2007, the funding for overall public colleges has been broken down as follows: 42% from state 

funds; 18% from tuition and fees; 24% from local funds; 6% from federal funds; and 10% from 

other sources.  Historically, the budgets were based upon current costs, student enrollments, and 

inflationary increases.  Burke (2002) of the Rockefeller Institute of Government stated that this 

method encouraged growth in expenditures and programs, despite a declining enrollment.  

According to the Florida State Higher Education Finance Fiscal Year 2005 report, higher 

education represents a substantial commitment on the part of state and local governments.    

In economic downturns and recoveries during the past 25 years, the constant dollar and 

state and local support per student have declined and then have recovered, often exceeding 

previous levels of support.  However, increases in enrollment and inflation have exceeded state 

and local support, and a higher share of the cost has been shifted to the students. At the height of 
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community college expansion (1970s), college prices were stable, but soon after this peak, 

increases in tuition and fees became larger than inflation and the growth of the family income.   

Impetus for Changes in Funding 

The 1983 report titled A Nation at Risk, published by the U.S. Department of Education's 

National Commission on Excellence in Education, is often cited as the origin of higher education 

reform efforts. The commission advanced the following recommendations:   

 Graduation requirements should be strengthened so that all students establish a 

foundation in five new basics: English, mathematics, science, social studies, and 

computer science. 

 Schools and colleges should adopt higher and measurable standards for academic 

performance.  

 The amount of time students spend engaged in learning should be significantly increased.  

 The teaching profession should be strengthened through higher standards for preparation 

and professional growth. 

Two important factors have resulted in the private sector and governmental leaders 

having a different focus and interest in higher education funding.  First, in the early 1990s, the 

economic fluctuations led to decreased funding of higher education.  Higher education was 

receiving a decreasing percentage of state expenditures and was in competition for funds with 

health care, education for K-12, corrections, and other state demands. At the federal level, higher 

education received a decreasing portion of the federal budget. Second, the previously 

untouchable colleges and universities were now under scrutiny.  The government was moving 

from the traditional higher education self-regulatory processes to a plan to pressure institutions to 

become more accountable, more efficient, and more productive (Alexander, 2000). DePalma 

(1992), in an article titled Critics Say Institutions Spend Carelessly, Teach Poorly and Plan 

Myopically, outlined some reasons for universities’ unpopularity: athletic scandals, anti-trust 

suits against Ivy League schools, and questionable use of research dollars for personal items.  In 
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1992, Thomas Kean, then president of Drew University, declared, "Our ivory tower is under 

siege. People are questioning our mission and questioning who we are. They claim we cost too 

much, spend carelessly, teach poorly, plan myopically, and when we are questioned, we act 

defensively" (DePalma, 1992, p. 1).   

The 1990s showed an ever-increasing public distrust of higher education and a growing 

questioning of the value of higher education.  To address this concern, state leaders began to 

incorporate performance budgeting wherein agencies receive funding on the basis of their 

achievements (Carter, 1994). When California adopted its plan for performance-based budgeting, 

they patterned it after the state of Texas and the San Francisco Bay area city of Sunnyvale.  The 

plan provided more freedom in the running of departments, but held the departments more 

accountable for their performance (Weintraub, 1993).  Other industries and organizations have 

used performance indicators to promote degree of excellence, effectiveness and a measure of 

accountability.  Simultaneously, accrediting associations have placed a higher priority on 

measures of operational effectiveness (Cleary, 2001).  The Education Commission of the States 

in 2001 published a review of master/strategic plans and found that out of the 31 states that have 

current master/strategic plans, 11 included performance indicators (Education Commission of the 

States (2001).  Burke and Minassians (2001) Sixth Annual Report Performance Reporting,  

found that when surveyed, the jury is still out regarding the degree of impact of performance 

budgeting on campus performance. The League for Innovation’s white paper, titled An 

Assessment Framework for the Community College: Measuring Student Learning and 

Achievement as a Means of Demonstrating Institutional Effectiveness (2004), identified 

community college stakeholders as students, administrators, trustees, faculty, staff, parents, 

colleges, accreditation boards, businesses, and the community.  How do community colleges 
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quantify their value to this wide array of stakeholders?  Community college leaders called for a 

systematic or systemic data-driven, comprehensive approach to understanding the quality of 

2-year and 4-year post-secondary education with direct, valid, and reliable measures of student 

learning (Dwyer, Millett, & Payne, 2006).  By 2000, 37 states (74%)  implemented some form of 

performance funding, performance budgeting or some format borrowing from both approaches.   

Performance funding and budgeting depart from more traditional funding that focus on input 

factors and focus more on achieved results (Burke, Rosen, Minassians & Lessard, 2000). 

The 2005 National Commission on Accountability for Higher Education report, which was 

titled Accountability for Better Results: A National Imperative for Higher Education, highlighted 

the need for change in higher education.  

 For over 50 years, speaker after speaker—university presidents, business leaders, 

Presidents of the United States—have praised our system of higher education as the finest 

in the world. . . . For the first time in decades the United States no longer leads the 

developed world in the rate of college completion.  In addition, large developing 

economies, especially China and India, are successfully educating thousands of scientists 

and engineers in order to compete in the global economy. 

 Four out of ten students in colleges and universities fail to graduate within 6 years; one of 

those four is still enrolled. 

 One-fourth of low-income students in the top quartile of academic ability and preparation 

fail to enroll in college within 2 years of high school graduation.  While more minorities 

and low-income students are enrolling, the ―majority‖ of minority students do not graduate. 

 Both the price students pay and higher education costs have grown persistently faster than 

the consumer price index.  State support and federal programs like Pell Grants are 

increasingly falling behind enrollment demand and inflation. 

 Large percentage of our workforce in science and technology comes from highly motivated 

and able international students.  Other nations are competing more successfully for 

scientific talent; we cannot rely on imported talent to meet future needs. (p. 6) 

The National Commission on Accountability for Higher Education believes that the status quo in 

higher education and the current accountability are no longer acceptable.  ―The problem is a 

failure to develop and implement accountability approaches that help improve performance in a 
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complex, decentralized system of higher education‖ (p. 11).  This problem is not unique to the 

United States, but is present in Canada and European governments.  Two shared key points with 

the United States and other governments are an increasing strain between policymakers and 

higher education because of different missions and a change in the role of government in higher 

education.  Should the government have more oversight or be more involved in operational 

oversight?  Can higher education meet the economic and community demands that only higher 

education can provide?  

In 2006, Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings announced plans to address the 

recommendations from the Commission on the Future of Higher Education.  Spellings 

proclaimed an urgent need for change in America's higher education system since higher 

education is the key to our children's future and the American dream. Yet it is becoming less 

affordable and less attainable.  Spellings further stated that while our universities are known as 

the best in the world, 90% of the fastest growing jobs require post-secondary education, and only 

one-third of Americans have such a degree.  During her speech in September 2006 at the 

National Press Club in Washington, Spellings stated: 

Over the years, we've invested tens of billions of dollars in taxpayer money and just hoped 

for the best—we deserve better.  To remain competitive in the 21st century global 

economy, we must act now and continue the national dialogue and work together to find 

the right solutions. . . .  Believe it or not, we can't answer the most critical and basic 

questions about student performance and learning at colleges and that's unacceptable. . . . 

Information will not only help with decision-making—it will also hold schools accountable 

for quality.  

In 2006, John V. Lombardi, president of University of Massachusetts Amherst (2002-

2007), voiced the opinion that the primary value of federal commission reports on higher 

education is that they provoke an extensive discussion of almost everything. Lombardi stated: 

The American model has the peculiarity that it permits anyone to attempt higher education 

at some level and in some place.  The commitment to opportunity pushes the competency 

filter to the educational institution, where in other countries the filter takes place much 
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earlier in the process, and eventually to post-graduation testing (for professional programs) 

or employment criteria in various industries. This commitment to preserving opportunity 

creates the highly varied nature of higher education in America.  

Professionals have argued that higher education is different and not easily quantified. The 

argument results in a growing cry for accountability and proof of the value of higher education.   

Accountability 

Utter the word accountability in higher education and a spectrum of reactions quickly 

unfolds.  The 1998 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 

statement from its World Conference on Higher Education included the following assertion:   

The academic freedom of higher education institutions and their wide autonomy—which 

have to be strengthened and protected—are essential if these institutions are to carry out 

their mission.  Autonomy presupposes accountability to society. (Leveille, 2005, p. 3) 

At one point, accountability referred to the design of statewide governance structures 

capable of accommodating the simultaneous need for institutional autonomy and external 

oversight of campus decision-making.  McLendon, Hearn, and Deaton (2006) referred to 

accountability as ―precisely which activities and functions of public colleges and universities 

(e.g., academic programs, budgets, tuition setting, and so forth) should be dictated by the state 

and which should be left to the discretion of campuses‖ (p. 1). During the past 20 years, the new 

definition of accountability reflects the refocusing of attention on outcomes. The focus has 

shifted from inputs, such as the number of students enrolled, to more outputs, such as the number 

of graduates.  By the fall of 2004, 44 states initiated some form of accountability. For some 

states, no specific mandates were identified, but rather that the institutions of higher learning 

identify what outcomes to measure.  While autonomy was granted to institutions of higher 

education at the time of their founding, in today’s world that autonomy is impacted by who 

controls the purse strings (Leveille, 2005). A balance should exist between autonomy and 

accountability. Without that balance, higher education will face additional scrutiny by political 
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interests and accrediting agencies as a reaction to public outcries for validation of the value of 

education.  

In the fall of 2006, Secretary Spellings stated at the National Press Club in Washington: 

"No current ranking system of colleges and universities directly measures the most critical 

point—student performance and learning."  So what do you measure in higher education and 

how do you do the measuring?  How do you quantify the value of higher education?  Whom do 

you hold accountable? When discussing accountability, part of the problem is gaining a 

consensus as to who should define accountability and who should be held accountable.  College 

Community Week annually publishes the top 100 associate degree producers, but many question 

whether or not graduation rates really are the best measurement of community colleges.  Bradley 

(2007) compared and contrasted the conflicting views regarding the value of judging community 

colleges based upon graduation rates.  Less than one in four students graduated from public 

community colleges, but many students who enter a community college do not have the intent of 

graduating. Community college students may be part-time, taking one or two courses, taking 

courses beyond the 3-year time period to be counted in the government statistics, or transferring 

to a 4-year institution prior to graduating at the community college.  The questioning of the value 

of ranking colleges is not unique to the United States. In 2006, the president of the University of 

Toronto, David Naylor, stated, 

Rankings and ―league tables‖ are a good measure of success in things like sports and sales, 

where winning generally comes down to a single number.  But no single measure can 

accurately reflect even a mid-sized university. (p. 1)  

Linda S. Hagedorn, Chair of the Department of Educational Administration and Policy at the 

University of Florida, stated,  

Community colleges are open access, and we are being measured the same way as 

traditional 4-year schools.  The graduation rates, to a large extent, measure what you put 

in.  Why are we surprised when a college like Harvard has a 99 percent graduation rate? 



 34 

They get the best students.  You can’t make fine wine when you have a different quality 

grape.  (Hagedorn as cited in Bradley, 2007, p. 8) 

Hagedorn suggested that ―incremental measures might yield a more accurate picture of student 

outcomes, allowing colleges to evaluate program efficiency and better explain themselves to 

oversight bodies‖ (Bradley, 2007, p. 8).  State departments of education collect massive amounts 

of data and produce reams of reports, but who analyzes the data and what actions are taken to 

impact change on the future? 

Headlines in newspapers declare that the pubic and lawmakers are holding post-secondary 

institutions more accountable, more efficient, and more productive.  But how do you hold higher 

education accountable? How do you know that higher education is accountable?  Is the ultimate 

goal of accountability systems lost in the maze of defining performance standards and specifying 

rewards and consequences for high or low performance, as suggested by Lingenfelter (2003)? 

We do not have a shortage of accountability systems in the United States, and over the years the 

popularity waxes and wanes. Which systems are effective?  How do we know that answer?  Does 

one system fit all players in post-secondary education? Are the systems effective? Accountability 

has three factors:  A performance standard must be set for each program; program performance 

must be monitored against that standard; and sanctions must be applied when standards are not 

met (Grizzle & Pettijohn, 2002). 

What is accountability?  As a general policy construct, accountability refers to higher 

education’s obligation to account for its use of public funds.  The responsibility includes 

providing quantifiable evidence that it has fulfilled its duty.  Leveille (2005) stated, 

Accountability systems for higher education are the systematic collection of input, process, 

and outcome data, their analysis and information dissemination, contributing to internal 

and external decision making by policy makers, educational leaders, and other stakeholders 

in the higher education enterprise.  Also the use of the term ―accountability‖ within this 

discussion has the following intended definition:  Accountability is a systematic method to 
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assure those inside and outside the higher education system that colleges and 

universities—and students—are moving toward desired goals. (p. 10) 

What are the characteristics of an effective accountability system? Is it based upon laws 

and regulations? Is it based upon structures put into place for K-12?  Is it left in the hands of 

regional accrediting organizations to determine accountability?  Past models of accountability in 

higher education include bureaucratic, professional, political, managerial, market, and managed 

market (Burke, 2002).  The crux of the issue is whether a connection should exist between 

accountability and budgeting. 

History of Performance Measures and Performance-based Budgeting 

 Since the late 1940s, the federal government’s motivation for performance-based 

budgeting has been incorporated into numerous commission reports, acts, and proposals. 

Government has tried to report objectively on performance for decades.  There has been 

planning/programming/budgeting, management by objectives, and zero based budgeting—

techniques tried in the 1960s and 1970s (Theurer, 1998).  The Government Performance and 

Results Act (1993) mandated for the first time that federal agencies become specifically results-

oriented, including the requirement to specify measurable performance goals for all program 

activities in their budgets.  The required annual reports changed the focus from process to 

accountability for results or outcomes. In the 1990s, policymakers were generally less likely to 

accept voluntary institutional improvement of the 1980s, and they looked for more focus on a 

system of mandated public accountability (Gaither, Nedwek, & Neal, 1995, p. 1). The 1990s 

ushered in the requirement for reporting graduation and job placement rates.  In 2003, the Office 

of Management and Budget highlighted the importance of using performance measurements in 

the budget process by requiring agencies to show that measurable results are being achieved in 
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the planning, performance measurement, and budgeting process. According to the Government 

Accounting Standards Board (GASB): 

The assessment of services rendered by a governmental entity requires more than 

information about the acquisition and use of resources. It also needs information about the 

outputs and outcomes of the services provided and the relationship between the use of 

resources of those outputs and outcomes. Employing a variety of measures of inputs, 

outputs, and outcomes (measures that relate efforts to accomplishments), and additional 

explanatory materials will more fully assist users of general-purpose external financial 

reports (GPEFR) assess governmental performance. (GASB, Concepts Statement No. 1, 

1987, p. 1)  

In April 2007, the Governmental Accounting Standards Board announced that it had added a 

performance measurement project to its current agenda.  The Service Efforts and 

Accomplishments (SEA) Reporting will help governments report the measures they develop and 

use to gauge achieved outcomes in pursuit of their public policy goals. 

Performance-based budgeting has been described as a way to strengthen the link between 

budget decisions and government performance. Performance funding, according to Burke 

(2002), closely ties specific resources to institutional results on each of the designated indicators. 

If a campus achieves a set target on a designated indicator, it receives a specific amount of 

performance money. Performance budgeting allows for governors, legislatures, or coordinating 

or system boards to consider campus performance on the indicators collectively as merely one 

factor in determining the total allocation.  John G. Morgan, controller of the Treasury for 

Tennessee in 2003, outlined the benefits of performance-based budgeting: increased 

accountability; increased efficiency; increased knowledge about state services and programs on 

the part of policymakers; improved public management; enhanced program evaluation; 

identification of opportunities for multi-agency coordination; and improved communication with 

citizens.  
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Poister and Strieb (as cited in Kong, 2005), aptly stated that ―measuring workload and 

worker efficiency was clearly part of the scientific management approach at the turn of the 

century‖ (p. 92).  Kong (2005) suggested that performance-based budgeting is a ―repackaging of 

old techniques.‖  Performance reporting focuses attention on important outcomes as a means of 

motivating and facilitating improvement efforts. Performance funding goes the next step by 

connecting explicit monetary incentives with performance in order to get better results 

(Lingenfelter, 2003). Burke (2000) found that 37 states considered performance in budgeting. In 

performance budgeting, the link to funding is loose, discretionary, and uncertain; in performance 

funding, the tie of resources to results is fixed. While performance funding has many strong 

advocates, typically only a small percentage of the higher education budget is distributed 

according to performance measures. It has proven difficult—and it may be undesirable—to make 

performance funding a high stakes game because states have large political and financial 

investments in institutions. This situation creates a Catch-22 for the states. It is hard to create a 

powerful incentive for action if the stakes are low. On the flip side, if the stakes are too high, the 

impact to the budget may create a totally chaotic system. 

The 2005 report by the National Commission on Accountability in Higher Education 

paper, titled Accountability for Better Results: A National Imperative for Higher Education, 

stated,   

Budgeting lies at the core of ―measuring results and working for improvement.‖  Money 

affects behavior, and programs need financial resources to be effective.  Institutional, state, 

and federal policymakers must send consistent signals about priorities by responding to 

results and budgeting resources to achieve pubic goals. (p. 30) 

The report further asserted that budget allocations should reflect what is necessary for 

continuity and predictability, as well as what is required for improvement and change.  Since the 

second half of the 20th century, various budgeting strategies have been implemented, notably 
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zero-based budgeting, performance funding, and management by objectives. Performance 

budgeting expanded from less than a third of the states in 1997 to more than half in 2001—

nearly a 70% increase in 3 years (Burke & Minassians, 2001). Performance-based budgeting 

systems often are similar to the continuous quality improvement tool of PDCA: P for Plan or 

identification of what you want to improve; D for Do or implement a change; C for Check or 

study the results—what have you learned; and A for Act which is to accept the change or 

abandon it. The PDCA cycle was originally developed by Walter Shewhart in the 1930s and later 

adopted and tweaked by W. Edwards Deming.  

Pay-for-performance is not a concept unique to higher education. For example, more than 

half of commercial health maintenance organizations
 
are using pay-for-performance. A $4.9 

million grant program called Rewarding Results, administered by the National Health Care 

Purchasing Institute, rewards physicians and hospitals for higher quality.  Under the program, 

providers become eligible for financial or nonfinancial incentives after meeting specific quality 

goals tied to medical outcomes and clinical performance. Rosenthal and Dudley (2007) identified 

five key elements for pay-for-performance programs: (a) individual versus group incentives; (b) 

paying the right amount; (c) selecting high-impact performance measures; (d) making payment 

reward all high-quality care; and (e) prioritizing quality improvement for undeserved 

populations. The authors stated, 

To date, widespread experimentation has yielded important lessons
 
and highlighted critical 

challenges to paying for performance.
 
Several recently published evaluations have 

demonstrated both
 
the potential of pay-for-performance and the need for careful

 
design of 

programs to ensure their effectiveness.  Despite
 
purchasers' enthusiasm for pay-for-

performance, it has become
 
clear that it should not be a foregone conclusion that these

 

programs will benefit patients or even significantly assist
 
providers who want to improve 

care. (p. 1)
 
 

In August 2007, the San Francisco Business Times reported that Blue Shield of California 

is again awarding $31 million in pay-for-performance bonuses to California medical groups and 
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independent practice associations.  According to David Joyner, Blue Shield’s senior vice 

president of network management, ―By giving health-care providers financial incentives to 

increase performance . . . we hope over time to make an impact on how medicine is practiced in 

California (Rauber, 2007, p. 4). 

This relationship between performance and funding is also an issue in Canada.  In 2004, 

Peter George chaired the Council of Ontario Universities Quality and Financing Task Force 

(George, 2004). The task force tackled the following major challenges facing universities in 

Canada and elsewhere in the world: 

 What is quality in higher education? 

 How can it be sustained and enhanced? 

 Who should pay for it? 

 How should it be paid for? 

 

The Canadian Policy Research Networks Inc.’s 2005 report, titled Without a Roadmap: 

Government Funding and Regulation of Canada’s Universities and Colleges, pointed out that 

trying to compare Canadian post-secondary systems within the country makes comparisons at the 

national level problematic.  Community colleges in the province of Alberta are more similar to 

those in Florida than to colleges in the province of Ontario (Snowdon, 2005, p. 21).  Starting in 

the 1990s, significant changes occurred in funding mechanisms in many Canadian provinces.  

Under accountability came more targeted funding categories and additional reporting. These 

funding categories, referred to as funding envelopes, were used to encourage and recognize 

performance differences and improvements in areas such as employment rates and graduation 

rates.  These performance funds represented 1% to 2% of the total funding and were the only 

new government monies available.  The province of Alberta developed its own performance 

envelope with indicators, for example, enrollment growth, satisfaction of recent graduates, 

employment of recent graduates, and sponsored research awards. 
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Indicators and Performance 

A review of the literature reflects hundreds of performance indicators in use in higher 

education and the mass media in the United States, Canada, and Western Europe for 

stakeholders, such as government, higher education trustees and administration, faculty, students, 

and their parents. The Canadian Council on Learning (2006) conducted a scan to provide a 

summary of relevant research documents related to measures of quality in post-secondary 

institutions.  The report reflects upon the rationale, relevance, and implications of the indicators, 

and tends to question the qualitative dimensions of an indicator.  The Canadian Council on 

Learning noted that measuring quality can be difficult since simultaneously it may mean 

efficiency, effectiveness, diversity, and access.  Can externally driven outcomes be relevant, 

practical, or fair?  In a Policy and Issue paper entitled Performance Reporting in Higher 

Education in the Nation and in New York State by the Office of Research and Information 

Systems (ORIS) of the New York Department Office of Higher Education, the research analysis 

of performance indicators in use concluded that they tend to cluster around broad state policy 

goals (ORIS, 1996).  Common indicators nationwide often include items such as admission 

standards, remediation activities, retention and graduation rates, number of degrees awarded, and 

graduate placement data. Unfortunately, even with the best of intentions, the result has not 

always met the expected achievement of goals.  Often the reaction to the results is to collect 

more data, but that data collection does not necessarily mean better accountability or 

performance.   

The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education’s four reports (2001, 2002, 

2004, 2006) entitled Measuring Up compare and evaluate the performance of each state on six 

dimensions to assess national performance in higher education:   
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 Preparation for college: How well are young people in high school being prepared to enroll 

and succeed in college-level work? 

 Participation: Do young people and working-age adults have access to education and 

training beyond high school? 

 Completion: Do students persist in and complete certificate and degree programs? 

 Affordability: How difficult is it to pay for college in each state when family income, the 

cost of attending college, and student financial assistance are taken into account? 

 Benefits: How do workforce-trained and college-educated residents contribute to the 

economic and civic well-being of each state? 

 Learning: How do college-educated residents perform on a variety of measures of 

knowledge and skills? 

Also at the national level, the multi-year national initiative, which is titled Achieving the 

Dream: Community Colleges Count, is to help more community college students succeed. Each 

institution identifies student populations that experience low rates of success, develops 

interventions to improve student outcomes, and measures changes in student success.  The 

initiative is funded by Lumina Foundation for Education, Knowledge Works Foundation, Nellie 

Mae Educational Foundation, Houston Endowment Inc., College Spark, and a Heinz endowment. 

The first group of 27 colleges in five states joined the initiative in 2004.  The term of the grant 

runs from October 1, 2005, through September 30, 2009, and the initiative involves 15 states.  

Participating colleges enroll high percentages of low-income students and students of color, who 

are less likely to attain their educational goals. The goal is for more community college students 

to succeed by completing courses, earning certificates, and getting degrees.  To achieve 

significant improvements in student success rates, institutional change must occur.  The data 

analysis focuses on student outcomes, such as completion of developmental courses and earning 

a certificate or degree. 



 42 

It is not easy to substantiate that states using performance funding have better outcomes, 

have lower costs, are more effective, or are more accountable.  The difficulty is in defining what 

are the appropriate outcomes: How do you define effective and how do you define accountable? 

But is performance funding impacting behavioral aspects rather than the budget? The State 

Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) 2005 survey asked respondents to assess the 

impact of performance reporting on bringing about greater effectiveness, productivity, and 

quality. Half the respondents reported that performance measures had made a major positive 

impact or some positive impact; the other half noted that it is too early to assess their effects. No 

respondents indicated that performance measures had shown no impact or a negative impact. 

Performance indicators fall into four types: inputs, processes, outputs, and outcomes 

(Burke, 2002).  Inputs are resources received to support programs, such as people, funds, and 

space.  Processes are the methods and procedures used to deliver services, such as the use of 

technology.  Outputs focus on the quantity of measurable items, such as the number of graduates.  

Outcomes represent the quality or value of programs or activities.  With the discussion of 

performance indicators comes the related discussion about effectiveness.  Alfred, Ewell, 

Hudgins, and McClenney (1999), in their book titled Core Indicators of Effectiveness for 

Community Colleges, stated, 

The heart of any definition of institutional effectiveness remains the ability of an institution 

to match its performance to its established purpose as stated in its mission. . . .  There are 

two caveats with this definition.  First, both purposes and results must be consistent with a 

growing variety of stakeholder needs. . . . Second, results must be produced efficiently 

within the constraints of available resources. (p. 6) 

As higher education struggles to agree upon the right measures, the larger question is what do we 

do with the collected data?   
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Florida Community College Experience 

The state of Florida spending was growing at an alarming rate but the policymakers were 

at a loss to figure out how the money was being used.  Florida was recognized nationally for its 

initiatives in reforming health care and worker’s compensation systems and then tackled the 

budget system.  Led by then Governor Lawton Chiles (1991-1998), the legislature retooled the 

state budget system adopting a version of performance-based budgeting (Hosansky, 1994).  The 

1990s was a decade of changing directions, new measures, new priorities, and a computer system 

not totally prepared to meet the expectations.  The 1996-1997 General Appropriations Act 

allocated $12 million for community colleges tied to pre-set measures.  So now the Florida 

system included two forms of performance funding—performance-based program budgeting and 

incentive funding, but the key question still remained: How closely should the allocation of 

funds be tied to performance? Subsequent funding and indicators varied, and the importance of 

workforce development in the state economy brought new measures that were added to the 

formula.  Two strategic imperatives of the Florida Department of Education Strategic Plan (As 

cited in the Department of Education Fact Book, 2005) can be linked directly or indirectly with 

the data captured by the performance-based funding measures:   

 Strategic Imperative 6: Align workforce education programs with skill requirements of the 

new economy. 

 

 Strategic Imperative 7: Align financial resources with performance. 

 

By the academic year 2006-2007, the incentive funds budget was $2,068,409, and the 

performance funds budget was $16,007,587. For the performance funds, 40% was allocated for 

outputs, 20% for special populations, and 40% for outcomes. 

Wright et al. (2002) described performance funding in Florida as a ―story of scattered shots 

of legislative policies that tried to tie state funding to campus performance‖ (p. 137).  Literature 
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specifically on the Florida performance-based budgeting experience is fairly limited.  Each year 

the Florida Community College System prepares a report for each college outlining the funding 

and allocation by performance measure, but the format is more reporting versus analysis or 

recommendation.  Phillips’s (2002) dissertation, titled The Effectiveness of Performance-based 

Outcome Measures in a Community College System, demonstrated a varying impact on 

performance measures related to the number of degrees and certificates granted by the 

community colleges. Phillips asked this research question: Does implementing performance-

based funding cause a discrete change in institutional performance? The conclusion was that it 

did, but the change was statistically insignificant. It also was not conclusive if the change was 

due to the implementation of performance-based budgeting or due to other legislative actions. 

Yancey’s (2002) dissertation focused on fiscal equity change in the Florida community college 

system during the first 5 years after implementation of performance funding. Yancey concluded 

that while performance funding is popular, insufficient evidence existed to conclude whether or 

not it is effective. In a report to the Florida Board of Governors, the Performance and 

Accountability Committee stated that ―the performance funding train is comin’ down the track 

. . . but we’re still layin’ the track. (Florida Board of Governors, 2004). 
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GROWTH OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES
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Figure 2-1 Growth of community colleges. Based on material from National Profile of 

Community Colleges: Trends & Statistics (as cited in Phillippe & Patton, 2000) 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Introduction 

The Florida Community College System encompasses 28 colleges with multiple campuses 

and centers with varying FTE enrollment.  As summarized in Table 3-1, the expansion of the 

system was very methodical with the system in 2005-2006 serving 793,517 unduplicated student 

headcount.  

For the 1980s and most of the 1990s, the base-plus funding approach for community 

colleges essentially was unchanged except for the transformation in 1996 from full-time 

equivalent [FTE] to performance.  In 1994, Florida’s community colleges were among the first 

higher education systems to allocate a portion of new funds, using performance-based incentives 

and performance-based program budgeting (Community College Budget Office’s Community 

College Funding Model, 2006), as summarized in Table 3-2.  The other major change occurred 

in 1997 when the Florida Legislature created separate funds for workforce development funds.   

The Performance Challenge 

In November 1998, the State of Florida Division of Community Colleges published the 

Agency Strategic and Accountability Plan for the Community College System: 

Strategic Issue II. The Performance Challenge 

Goal I. Monitor student performance and evaluate student achievement as it relates to 

system-wide accountability goals (p. iii, 1998)   

The community college system was the first sector of Florida higher education to be developed 

as an incentive process for community colleges to receive additional students who were not part 

of the base funding.  A relationship now existed between funding and performance that would 

hold agencies more accountable. The Florida Department of Education strategic plan’s mission 

(2006) is the following:   
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Increase the proficiency of all students with one seamless, efficient system by providing 

them with the opportunity to expand their knowledge and skills through learning 

opportunities and research valued by students, parents, and communities, and to maintain 

an accountability system that measures student progress toward the following goals: 

 

 Highest student achievement 

 

 Seamless articulation and maximum access 

 

 Skilled workforce and economic development 

  

 Quality efficient services  

 

Purpose of the Study 

This dissertation presents a descriptive analysis of trends among the Florida Community 

College System performance-based budgeting measures. The study will focus on the 

performance funds related to the associate of arts (AA) degree program portion of the 

performance-based and incentive-based allocation funding for the 28 Florida community 

colleges from 1996-1997 to 2005-2006. This dissertation was a secondary data analysis of 

district data from the Community College Office of Budget and Financial Services and from the 

Florida Department of Education (FLDOE).  The dissertation focuses on the following four 

research questions:  

 What has been the overall change to percentage of funding by category as a result of 

the implementation of Florida community college performance-based budgeting? 

 Utilizing full-time equivalent (FTE) as a leveling approach, what are the differences in 

performance-based budgeting trends by individual Florida community colleges? 

 Is there a measurable improvement in the Florida community colleges resulting from 

performance-based budgeting for selected associate of arts measures?  

 How do Florida community colleges use performance-based budgeting funds?  

Specifically, strategic imperative 7 of the plan is to align financial resources with 

performance.  The study focused on the impact of the new funds for associate of arts degree 

measures, as defined by the Florida Community College System:  
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 AA Program Measure I 

The funds are distributed among the colleges based upon each college’s pro rata share of 

(a) the number of AA degree graduates for the reporting year and (b) the number of dual 

enrollment credits hours generated for the reporting year divided by 60 (the credit hour 

requirement for an AA degree). 

 

 AA Program Measure II 

The funds are distributed among the colleges based upon each college’s pro rata share of 

the number of AA graduates who (a) required remediation based on College Placement test 

results (one point for each subject area requiring remediation); (b) qualified as 

economically disadvantaged under federal guidelines; (c) were reported as disabled using 

federal guidelines; (d) is a black male; or (e) tested into English for Academic Purposes 

(EAP).  Colleges receive one point for each special category of a student.  

 

 AA Program Measure III 

The funds are distributed among the colleges based upon each college’s pro rata share of 

the number of completers or partial completers who were placed in jobs or transferred to 

the State University System (SUS).  The AA degrees represent 60 credit hours. 

The points associated with this measure are calculated as follows: 

 

 One point for each completer placed in a full-time job earning at least $10 per hour 

 One point for each AA graduate who transferred to the State University System 

 0.50 point for each student (not counted as a graduate) who transferred to the State 

University System with 30 credit hours or greater and less than 45 credit hours 

 0.75 point for each student (not counted as a graduate) who transferred to the State 

University System with 45 to 59 hours of college credit 

 One point for each student (not counted as a graduate) who transferred to the State 

University System with 60 or more hours of college credit 

The performance funds for associate of arts degree measures were selected since 

historically their allocations are more than 50% of the performance funds allocation.  The AA 

measures have also been the most consistent over the time  period.  The incentive funds 

(efficiency defined as time to degree and college preparatory completion) and remaining 

performance funds measures for associate of science degree programs, apprenticeship programs, 

post-secondary vocational program, adult high school program, general equivalency diploma, 
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and adult literacy program were not be used for the trend analysis by individual community 

colleges.  

This study includes a full population.  It used data from all 28 Florida community colleges; 

hence, no sampling was required.  The study therefore provides a true picture without the need 

for inferential statistics that may infer conclusions and thus includes no statistical testing.  It is 

noted that Miami-Dade College and St. Petersburg College offer 4-year programs, but they are 

included in the distribution of the performance-based budgeting funds and therefore were 

included in the study. References to the Florida community colleges, includes Miami-Dade 

College and St. Petersburg College. 

Data Submission Guidelines 

The Florida Department of Education website provides the guidelines and procedures to 

provide coordination and consistency among community colleges for the submission of data 

(Florida Department of Education, Office of Accountability, Research, and Measurement, 2007).  

The procedures provide a consistent set of processes within the Community College Division 

relative to college reports, requests, and college audits.  Changes to the manual are recommended 

by the Florida Community College Presidents’ Council and then by the chancellor of the 

Division of Community Colleges.   

All Florida community colleges are required to submit data to the Florida Department of 

Education.  At the Florida Department of Education’s Accountability, Research and 

Measurement website (under community colleges and technical centers) is the Community 

College & Technical Center Management Information Systems (CCTCMIS), Community 

College Data Dictionaries.  The data dictionaries, in Word or PDF format, include the chart of 

reports, data submission procedures, personnel data base, annual personnel reports database, 
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facilities and capital outlay database, integrated database, FTE database, and admissions 

database.   

As outlined in the Florida Community College System, Chapter 2, titled Data Submission 

Procedures (2007), three elements to the process are used by which colleges submit data to 

CCTCMIS:   

 A period of time during which the CCTCMIS is prepared to receive data for a particular 

submission 

 A process by which colleges submit and verify their data through verification/exception 

reports.  If data are unreasonable, colleges can resubmit and clean up all errors found 

during verification 

 A cut-off date 

At the beginning of the reporting year, the colleges receive a time line indicating the start 

dates and cutoff dates for all CCTCMIS data submission periods.  In addition, the colleges are 

notified in writing approximately one month before the due date for each data submission 

coordinated by the CCTCMIS.  The CCTCMIS establishes the mechanisms by which colleges 

submit data for a particular submission.  The mechanisms include: (a) instructions for using the 

Florida Information Resource Network (FIRN) for data transmission;  (b) machine record 

formats that specify the order of data in the data submission package;  (c) programs for the 

colleges to run to initiate any trigger files required to process college data;  (d) programs that 

generate reports (if applicable) for the colleges to use in correcting data that failed one or more 

edit criteria;  and (e) programs that generate appropriate verification reports (if applicable) when 

the data pass the edit criteria to help colleges analyze the accuracy of their data.  After the 

Submission Period Start Date, colleges begin sending their data for processing.    
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Full-time Equivalent 

The full-time equivalent (FTE) data are calculated using the Student Semester Hours 

(SSH) and Instructional Clock Hours (ICH).  Prior to 1991-1992, the colleges submitted the data 

as SSH or Credit Hour Equivalents (CHE) on paper forms (FA2, FA3, and FA4).  Beginning 

with 1991-1992, the SSH and ICH are reported in the Student Data Base. The reporting year for 

FTE is summer, fall, and winter/spring.  All FTE data are non-weighted.  The number of FTE 

students for the community college program fund is the college credits for which students 

register divided by 30 plus the hours of instruction for which students register in other instruction 

divided by 900.  The FTE enrollments are counted and reported in the term in which the course 

begins (when students register).  If a course begins in one reporting term or year and ends in 

another, student semester hours or credit hour equivalents will be reported in the term and year in 

which the course begins. It is noted that the community college funding model uses data from the 

previous 2 years in the distribution of the performance-based funds.  This 2-year lag time allows 

the community colleges to make adjustments to ensure a more accurate data submission.  

Funding Categories 

The funding categories are defined as general revenue community college program fund 

(CCPF), lottery (CCPF), and performance-based budgeting.  Performance-based budgeting is 

further divided by  incentive funds (time to degree and college preparatory completion) and 

performance funds (associate of arts degrees, post-secondary adult vocational certificates, 

apprenticeship occupational completion points, adult high school diplomas, and adult literacy 

completion points).  This study focused on AA measures, which are aggregated as either AA 

programs or college preparatory completion. 
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Acquisition of Study Data 

Each year the Florida Community College System generates a Performance Funding 

Report, which is sent to community college presidents and chief financial officers.  The report 

includes the explanation of the performance-based budgeting measures used and how the funds 

were allocated based upon data from the previous year.  Edward L. Cisek, vice chancellor for 

Financial Policy, Division of Community Colleges at the Florida Department of Education, was 

contacted about receiving copies of the Florida Community College System performance 

funding reports, and he was queried regarding the availability of data in electronic format.  

Patricia Windham, associate vice chancellor for Evaluation for the Division of Community 

Colleges, Florida Department of Education, was contacted via telephone asking if performance-

based budgeting data, from its inception in 1996-1997 through 2005-2006, could be released for 

use in a proposed dissertation project at the University of Florida.  The filess,,  in a mixture of 

Lotus and Excel formats, were sent by mail to the investigator via a CD-R.    

The data are available by fiscal year as a system, by individual college, and by 

performance-based budgeting measures and sub-components.  The data files included the 

performance-based budget distribution from 1996-1997 through 2005-2006, the appropriation 

history from 1980-1981 through 2005-2006, the FTE enrollment (funded from 1981-1982 

through 2004-2005, and the operating budget from 1981-1982 through 2004-2005.  The other 

main source of data is from the Department of Education Fact Book, a report on the Florida 

community college system, which is available to the public via the Department of Education 

website.  The information format is such that individuals cannot be directly or indirectly 

identified.  The University of Florida Institutional Review Board has reviewed and approved this 

proposal.  Because only existing data will be used, this proposal is exempt from further review 

by the Institutional Review Board. 
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Data Analysis 

The focus of the study was a series of trend analyses comparing inputs, such as overall 

budget and performance-based-budget, with the outputs, such as the number of AA degrees for 

1996-1997 to 2005-2006.  For each section of the review, the approach began with the overall 

system, progressing to analyses of specific college groups, and then the specific colleges.   

To address research Question 1 (What has been the overall change to percentage of 

funding by category as a result of the implementation of Florida community college 

performance-based budgeting?), the study began with a graph of the Florida Community College 

System’s total operating budget (including the amount from the general revenue, the Florida 

Lottery, performance-based budgeting, and workforce funding), as compared to the amount of 

the performance-based incentive funding from 1996-1997 through 2005-2006, using a double Y 

axis scale. Specifically, as the total operating budget (including the amount from the general 

revenue, the Florida Lottery, performance-based budgeting, and workforce funding) changed by 

year, the question is: What was the relationship between the amount of the performance-based 

incentive budgeting from 1996 to 2005 and the total operating budget?  Then for each year the 

question is:  What was the performance-based incentive budgeting amount as a percentage of the 

total operating budget (including the amount from the general revenue, the Florida Lottery, 

performance-based budgeting, and workforce funding) from 1996-1997 through 2004-2005?   

Was the percentage of performance-based incentive funding consistent or did variations exist?  

Then using the operating budget, which includes the general revenue, the Florida Lottery funds 

and the student fees, a stacked column graph for the system was generated depicting the amount 

of general revenue, Florida Lottery funds, and student fees as part of the operating budget for the 

time period 1997-1998 through 2005-2006.  A graph was constructed for 1997-1998 through 
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2005-2006, looking for any relationship among the four lines of the general revenue per FTE, the 

Florida Lottery funds per FTE, the student fees per FTE, and the total fees per FTE. 

The final assessment at the overall level was a comparison of the total operating budget 

(including the amount from the general revenue, the Florida Lottery, performance-based 

budgeting, and workforce funding) for 1996-1997, converted to 2004 dollars.  The budget 

allocation was evaluated first by the U.S. retail price inflation and then by the U.S. wages 

inflation using a free inflation calculator available on the Internet (Halfhill, 2007). With inflation, 

the question is: Will the budgetary allocations maintain the purchasing power for the colleges?   

To address research Question 2 (Utilizing full-time equivalent [FTE] as a leveling 

approach, what are the differences in performance-based budgeting trends by individual Florida 

community colleges?), the data were then reviewed comparing the system’s total operating 

budget (including the amount from the general revenue, the Florida Lottery, performance-based 

budgeting, and workforce funding) with the student FTE enrollment (funded) for 1996-1997 

through 2005-2006, using a double Y axis scale.  As the enrollment fluctuated, the question is: 

Did the overall budget fluctuate with the changes in enrollment? As FTE enrollment increased, 

the question is: How did the performance-based incentive budget compare with the changes in 

FTE enrollment? A graph was generated comparing the performance-based incentive budget 

with the FTE enrollment (funded).  An analysis was done comparing the FTE enrollment 

(funded) with the unduplicated headcount enrollment for the time period 1996-1997 through 

2004-2005, with a follow-up graph comparing the total operating budget versus the FTE 

enrollment (funded) versus the unduplicated student headcount for the time period 1996-1997 

through 2004-2005. 
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Using the FTE enrollment (funded) by college for the time period 1995-1996 through 

2005-2006, the community colleges were ranked from lowest to highest in cumulative FTE 

enrollment (funded).  The community colleges were then ranked in order for 2002, 2003, and 

2004 to ascertain if more recent activity would change the ranking order of the colleges.  The 28 

colleges were divided into groups defined by natural breaks in the enrollment. Group 1 includes 

those community colleges whose annual FTE enrollment is less than 4,500.  Group 2 includes 

those community colleges whose annual FTE enrollment is between 4,501 and 10,000.  Group 3 

includes those community colleges whose annual FTE enrollment is between 10,001 and 15,000.  

Group 4 includes those community colleges whose annual FTE enrollment is between 15,001 

and 20,000.  Group 5 includes the community college whose annual FTE enrollment is so much 

greater than any other community college that it is in a grouping by itself.  A graph was 

generated showing the cumulative performance-based budget funds by college from 1996-1997 

through 2004-2005. 

As a follow-up, the data were then graphed by sorting the community colleges from lowest 

to highest based upon the FTE enrollment (funded).  For each of the colleges in the FTE 

enrollment (funded) groupings, for the time period 2000-2001 through 2004-2005, a graph 

depicted each college’s percentage share of the total funding of the incentive funds and the 

college’s percentage share of the performance-based funds.  The review focused on any 

similarities or differences with changes over time of the percentage categories relative to FTE 

enrollment (funded) groupings of the community colleges.  The data were then graphed 

comparing the performance-based incentive funding per FTE enrollment (funded) versus the 

FTE enrollment (funded) over time for the total system for the time period 1996-1997 through 

2005-2006.  The data were then analyzed by looking at each college within their FTE enrollment 
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(funded) groups, focusing on similarities and differences of the performance-based budget per 

FTE enrollment for 2000-2001 through 2005-2006. 

  To address research Question 3 (Is there a measurable improvement in the Florida 

community colleges resulting from performance-based budgeting for selected associate of arts 

measures?), a series of analysis was completed for each of the three AA measures.  For the time 

period 1996-1997 through 2004-2005, a bar graph was constructed showing the total  

AA measure points.  A line graph was constructed comparing the total system total points for 

AA Measure I, AA Measure II, and AA Measure III with the FTE enrollment (funded). 

Specifically, as enrollment increased, the question is: Did the number of points increase? 

As a follow-up, a graph depicted the total AA measure completion points for Measure I, 

Measure II, and Measure III for the time period 1996-1997 through 2005-2006.  As the 

enrollment fluctuated, the question is: Did the AA measure total points generated follow a 

similar fluctuation?  If the performance challenge of the agency’s strategic and accountability 

plan for the Florida Community College System Strategic Issue II was to increase the number of 

AA completers, the question is: Has a change occurred with the implementation of performance-

based budgeting? relative to the AA measure points?  Using the ranking of community colleges 

from lowest to highest FTE enrollment (funded), a graph of each community college’s points for 

each of the three AA measures for the time period 2000-2001 through 2005-2006 was produced 

focusing on any trends over time by college and by grouping of colleges.  Grouping the 

community colleges by FTE enrollment (funded) from lowest to highest, the information was 

used to determine if community college size, defined by FTE enrollment, showed any patterns 

relative to the total AA measure points.  Specifically, has there been a change in the pattern by 

individual community college or by similarities of differences by FTE enrollment groupings?  
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The last review for this section was the analysis of the unduplicated student headcount per FTE 

enrollment (funded) ratio for 2005-2006.   

To address research Question 4 (How do Florida community colleges use performance-

based budgeting funds?), the final phase of the study focused on how the performance-based 

incentives are utilized.  Random sampling was used to select representative individuals and then 

generalize from these individuals to the population.  Due to the geographic distance of the 

community colleges, via email, a telephone interview was set up with the college president or 

chief financial officer relative to how the performance-based budgeting funds are utilized.  The 

specific question was how the funds are used and what are their views if the percentage of 

overall funding should be more closely linked to outcomes.  The rationale for the interviews was 

to achieve a better understanding of how each community college’s top leadership viewed 

performance-based budgeting and to gain insight into how the funds are used.  The performance-

based budgeting funds are allocated to the respective college based upon the previous year’s 

data, and these funds are included in the general revenue category.  Currently, no stipulation 

indicates that the funds must be used in a certain manner. 

The scope of this study was limited to the AA measures since this category comprises 52% 

of the performance funds’ allocation.  However, a final comparison focused on the total 

cumulative AA measures funding from 1996 to 2005, as compared to the total performance-

based budgeting total relative index for 2005-2006.  Specifically, analyzing the pattern by 

college—when ranked by FTE enrollment (funded)—was significantly different when looking at 

a portion of the funds allocation (the AA measures) versus the total allocation.  For the total 

relative index data, 2005-2006 data were used since they most closely relate to the current 

community college experience. 
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Table 3-1 Florida Community Colleges  

College 

Main 

location 

# of 

campuses 

and 

centers 

Year 

established 

FTE 

enrollment 

(funded) 

2005-2006 

Annual 

unduplicated 

student headcount 

2005-2006 

Brevard Cocoa 6 1960 10,036.2 25,713 

Broward Ft. Lauderdale 11 1960 22,219.5 52,684 

Central Florida Ocala 5 1957 4,578.2 18,520 

Chipola Marianna 1 1948 1,661.6 5,209 

Daytona Beach Daytona Beach 6 1958 11,794.5 27,911 

Edison  Ft.  Myers 4 1962 7,090.7 17,111 

Florida 

Community at  

Jacksonville 

 

 

Jacksonville 

 

 

12 

 

 

1966 

 

 

19,618.5 

 

 

64,493 

Florida Keys Key West 1 1966 771.5 2,814 

Gulf Coast Panama City 5 1957 4,722.9 22,140 

Hillsborough Tampa 4 1968 16,395.0 43,915 

Indian River Fort Pierce 10  11,968.2 35,928 

Lake City Lake City 1 1932 2,381.2 7,198 

Lake-Sumter Leesburg 3 1962 2,312.4 6,581 

Manatee Bradenton 3 1958 6,629.1 20,036 

Miami-Dade Miami 8 1960 50,447.4 132,060 

North Florida Madison 1 1958 1,009.6 3,175 

Okaloosa-Walton Niceville 6 1964 4,738.1 12,841 

Palm Beach Lake Worth 5 1933 15,405.6 47,572 

Pasco-Hernando New Port Richey 4 1972 5,282.1 13,209 

Pensacola Pensacola 3 1947 7,932.5 20,288 

Polk Winter Haven 3 1965 4,636.1 18,471 

St. Johns River Palatka 6 1958 3,687.0 9,296 

St. Petersburg St. Petersburg 12 1947 15,304.2 47,694 

Santa Fe Gainesville 6 1966 11,514.7 22,897 

Seminole Sanford 5 1966 10,646.1 30,374 

South Florida  Avon park 4 1966 3,046.0 7,624 

Tallahassee Tallahassee 6 1967 11,012.6 27,381 

Valencia Orlando 7 1967 20,872.4 50,382 

TOTAL    287,713.9 793,517 

Note:  The data in columns 3 and 4 are from individual community college websites.  The data in 

columns 5 and 6 are from the Florida Community College System January 2007 Fact 

Book. 
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Table 3-2 Florida Community College Overall Funding Formula  

 Funding Purpose 

 Direct instructional funding Instructional faculty funding and the instructional 

support funding 

plus Academic support funding Services to help support and supplement the 

instructional programs provided by the college such 

as computer labs, academic administration, 

curriculum development, and support 

plus Library funding Includes library materials, library technology, library 

staffing, and library operational expenses 

plus Student services funding Student services to assist students in pursuit of their 

educational goals and objective.  These support 

services include registration and record-keeping, 

counseling and advising, administration of financial 

aid, assistance to the disabled and placement services 

plus Special projects funding Historical appropriations for unique services 

provided at eight of the colleges 

plus Technology funding Internet bandwidth, computer labs, disk space for 

student coursework, computer labs, classroom media 

technology, wireless networks, and administrative 

systems 

plus Institutional support funding Functions or services that support basic operations, 

such as human resources, accounting and finance, 

and purchasing 

plus Physical plant operations & 

maintenance funding 

Building and equipment maintenance, police and 

campus security services, grounds operations and 

maintenance, utilities, facilities planning, and 

custodial services 

plus District cost differential 

(DCD) funding 

The district cost differential factor is an effort to 

equalize funding based on differing costs of living for 

employees 

equals Total calculated funding  

minus Standard fee revenues  

minus Projected public education 

capital outlay (PECO) 

Maintenance 

 

equals Funding Formula State 

Support 

 

Note:  Additional funding from performance-based incentives and performance-based program 

funding are defined as incentive measures (efficiency in terms of time to degree and 

college preparatory programs) and performance funds. The measures and amount 

allocated vary by year. 

Note:  The explanation of the Community College Funding Model is from the Community 

College Funding Model prepared by the Community College Budget Office, Florida 

Department of Education. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Overview 

This dissertation studied the trends in Florida community colleges relative to the 

performance-based budgeting funding, focusing on the associate of arts measures.  This chapter 

presents a summary of the findings related to the four research questions: 

 What has been the overall change to percentage of funding by category by colleges as a 

result of the implementation of Florida community college performance-based budgeting? 

 Utilizing full-time equivalent (FTE) as a leveling approach, what are the differences in 

performance-based budgeting trends by individual Florida community colleges? 

 Does the Florida community college performance-based budgeting result in measurable 

improvement for selected associate of arts measures?  

 How do Florida community colleges use performance-based budgeting funds? 

As shown in Table 4-1, the Florida total calculated funding model includes a series of 

funds to be added and subtracted in order to determine the total calculated funding.  The 

performance-based budgeting funding is comprised of different components that can vary by 

year.  For example, from academic years 2000-2001 through 2004-2005, the programs and 

incentives included the associate of arts, college prep, and time to degree.  Starting in academic 

year 2005-2006, the components included the associate of arts, college prep, time to degree, and 

workforce.  College credit performance measures include degrees and certificate, and they target 

student populations (economically disadvantaged, disabled, Black males, and English as a 

second language (ESL)/English for Non-native Speakers (ENS).  For the analyses, the focus was 

on total operating budget, FTE enrollment, and unduplicated student headcount. 
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Research Question 1 

Total Operating Budget vs. the Performance-based Budget 

 In reviewing the performance-based data, the operating budget (the sum of the general 

revenue, Florida Lottery funds, and student fees) was used in the analysis.  In evaluating Figure 

4-1, the total operating budget from 1996 through 2005 had no relationship with the amount 

allocated for the performance-based budget.  With the performance-based budget remaining 

constant at $7,674,374 from 2001-2002 through 2004-2005, the end result for a college could be 

achieving more points, but receiving less dollars.  Since the performance-based budget 

appropriation is decided each year, other economic factors and priorities often are the deciding 

criteria in the budgetary amount.  

In order for measures to be a priority, a value must be assessed that would generate a 

response equivalent to ―what’s in it for me?‖  As shown in Figure 4-2, the percentage of 

performance-based budgeting, as part of the total operating budget, fluctuated from .47% to 

1.32%, which was a very small component of the total operating budget. From 1999-2000 to 

2004-2005, the percentage of the performance-based budget, as part of the total operating 

budget, declined.  Depending on your perspective, the value of a million dollars is subjective. 

The question is: How much effort will the community college place on a small portion of its 

budget.  With performance-based budgeting amounts remaining stagnant for several years and 

having no relationship with the total operating budget growth, what priority is placed on the 

performance-based budget associated measures?   

Components of the Operating Budget 

Figure 4-3 shows how student fees, Florida Lottery funds, and general revenue from 1997 

through 2005 have changed as components of the operating budget.  Analyzing the trend from 

1997 through 2005, the student fee component is occupying an increasing percentage of the 
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operating budget, starting at 24% in 1997 and ending at 32% in 2005.  Noting this figure in 

conjunction with Figure 4-4 for the same time period, total fees per FTE and general revenue per 

FTE have similar patterns of an initial increase, a decrease in 2000-2001, a period of almost a 

flat line, and then in 2004-2005, beginning an elevation.  The Florida Lottery funds per FTE 

have remained almost constant, but the student fees per FTE have maintained an upward slope 

from 1997-1998 to 2005-2006. The general revenue per FTE began at $2,657 in 1997 and 

reached $3,077 in 2005.  Florida Lottery funds per FTE in 1997 were $462.34 and declined to 

$345.43 in 2005.  Student fees per FTE were $1,009 in 1997 and reached $1,594 in 2005.  

Comparisons of budget increases can be misleading if inflation factors are not taken into 

consideration.  Using the 1996 total operating budget of $911,970,588—and converting the 

amount into 2005 dollars—is one way of assessing if the colleges have maintained their 

purchasing power.  Using the 1996 total operating budget of $911,970,588, an inflation 

calculator was used to determine if the community college system has maintained its purchasing 

power.  In 1996, the funding per FTE was $3,921; in 2005, the funding per FTE was $4,923.  

The 1996 figure converted to 2005 dollars would be $4,707 using the U.S. wage inflation and 

$4,730 using the U.S. retail inflation index.  If the 1996-dollar amount was converted to 2005 

dollars using the U.S. wage inflation index or the U.S. retail inflation index, the purchasing 

power was maintained.   

Research Question 2 

FTE Enrollment 

  Students are the heart of community colleges, and the Florida community college system 

counts students in two ways: FTE enrollment (funded) and unduplicated headcount enrollment.  

According to the explanations in the Florida Department of Education Florida Fact Book (2006), 

FTE enrollment (funded) refers to the student semester hours divided by 30 for advanced and 
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professional, post-secondary vocational instruction, and college prep.  For all other instruction, 

instructional clock hours are divided by 900 hours.  Adults with disabilities are usually grant-

funded so their funding can fluctuate from year to year, and this designation impacts how the 

sub-population is accounted for in the reports.  For academic years 1996-1997 and 1997-1998 

fund distribution, the previous year’s data were used.  For 1998-1999 forward, the fund 

distribution used data from the previous 2 years of data collection.   

Figure 4-5 compares the trend from 1996 to 2005 of the operating budget versus FTE 

enrollment (funded).  For the 10-year period, the total operating budget increased, but FTE 

enrollment started with a rather flat slope, had a sudden increase, and is now leveling off.  

Figure 4-6 compares the changes from 1997-1997 to 2005 -2006 of the performance-based 

incentive funding with student FTE enrollment.  Performance-based budgeting is used to add 

funds to the system without changing the base allocation.  Looking at the graph, the funding 

amount does not appear to have any relationship with FTE enrollment for the system—

anticipated or actual. 

The unduplicated headcount enrollment refers to the unduplicated count of students 

served by each college, excluding recreation and leisure students.  Figure 4-7 shows the 

comparison of FTE enrollment (funded) versus the unduplicated headcount enrollment, 

dramatizing the difference in the populations served—depending on how to assess the student 

count.  The greater the difference between the unduplicated student headcount and the FTE 

enrollment (funded) the more part-time students.  Part- time students may be pursuing a degree 

or certificate, but may take double the amount of time to complete the program, as compared 

with a full-time student.  Some students also attend community colleges without the intent of 

completing a degree, but take a small number of courses to achieve their very specific goals 
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(Bailey, Leinbach, & Jenkins, 2006).  Community colleges have an open-door enrollment policy 

and have limited control relative to the number of classes a student might take.  While this serves 

the needs of the student, the practice limits the number of ―completers‖ and thus affects the 

college’s share of the performance-based budget.  Figure 4-8 shows the comparison between the 

total operating budget, the unduplicated headcount, and FTE enrollment (funded).  This graphic 

display shows that while FTE enrollment (funded) remained almost constant in the late 1990s, 

the unduplicated student count decreased.  When FTE enrollment (funded) started to increase in 

2000-2001, the unduplicated headcount increased. 

Cumulative Performance-based Budget Funds by College 

 Figures 4-9 and 4-10 show the cumulative performance-based budget funds by college 

from 1996 to 2005—first in alphabetical order and then by FTE enrollment (funded) groupings.  

Figure 4-9 presents the wide fluctuations by community colleges relative to the cumulative 

distribution of the funds.  Figure 4-10 uses the same data and shows the relationship among 

college size, FTE enrollment (funded), and the cumulative distribution of funds.  As a general 

trend, the greater the FTE enrollment (funded) the greater the performance-based funds 

allocated.  The cumulative performance-based budget funds from 1996 to 2005 for seven 

community colleges (Florida Community College at Jacksonville, South Florida, Seminole, 

Indian River, Daytona Beach, Palm Beach, and Hillsborough) were below the levels of their 

counterparts in the FTE enrollment (funded) groups.  Valencia Community College was above 

the level of cumulative funds within its group, and Miami Dade College received the most funds 

during the time period.    

Performance-based Incentive Funding by College 

Figures 4-11 through 4-15 show the percentage of performance-based incentive funding 

from 2000 to 2005 for each college within the five FTE enrollment (funded) groups.  Figure 4-15 
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focuses on those in Group 1, and generally shows that the greater the FTE enrollment (funded), 

the more funds the college receives.  Looking at the trends by college for the time period 2000 

through 2005, 7 of the 10 experienced a decrease in the percentage of funds from the total 

performance-based budget allocation.  Florida Keys, Lake City, and South Florida community 

colleges in 2005 showed an increase, however each college is receiving less than 1% of the total 

amount.  As a group, these 10 community colleges collectively received 10.4% to 11.5% of the 

allocation.  Group 2 in Figure 4-12 also shows a trend that the greater the FTE enrollment 

(funded), the greater the percentage of the college share of the performance-based budget.  

Seminole is the exception to the trend, with a lower percentage of funds than those community 

colleges with more similar FTE enrollment (funded).  Seminole Community College in 2005 

showed an increase in the percentage of funds, going from just over 2% in 2000 to not quite 4% 

in 2005.  Gulf Coast Community College experienced an almost flat percentage from 2000 to 

2005 with a percentage range of 1.8% to 1.7%.  Pasco-Hernando, Pensacola, and Seminole 

community colleges showed an increase in the percentage of funds for 2005, but the remaining 

colleges showed a decrease.  Brevard Community College remained at 4.5 % from 2002 to 2005, 

the most consistent of all 28 community colleges. As a group, these nine community colleges 

collectively received 28.4% to 29.6% of the allocation.  Figure 4-13, or Group 3 by FTE 

enrollment (funded), reflected a different pattern for each of the five colleges in the group.  This 

grouping did not follow the pattern of the greater the FTE enrollment (funded), the greater the 

percentage of funds, within the group.  Indian River Community College from 2000 to 2004 

experienced an almost constant percentage, but in 2005, had an increase in percentage going 

from 2.5% in 2004 to 3.9% in 2005.  Daytona Beach Community College showed a slight 

increase and then a decrease, but in 2005, it started to show an increase in percentage. The range 
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of percentages was 2.9% to 3.8%.  St. Petersburg College showed a slight increase from 2000 to 

2001, and then experienced a declining percentage for 2003, 2004, and 2005, with the percentage 

at 7.0% in 2001 but declining to 5.5% in 2005.  Palm Beach Community College showed an 

increase in the percentage from 2000 to 2002, a decrease in 2003 followed by an increase in 

2004, and then its lowest percentage of the 5 years in 2005.  Hillsborough Community College 

had a decrease in percentage in 2001, a gradual increase from 2001 through 2004, and a decline 

again in 2005.  As a group, these five community colleges collectively received 22.5% to 23.6% 

of the allocation.   

Figure 4-14, or Group 4 by FTE enrollment (funded), shows a different pattern for each 

of the three colleges in the group.  Valencia Community College from 2000 to 2003 showed a 

steady increase in the percentage of funds, but saw a decline in the percentage for 2004 and 

2005.  For 2003, the percentage was 11.2 % with a dollar value of $869,568, and for 2005, the 

percentage was 9.2% with a dollar value of $1,671,197.  The percentage decreased but the dollar 

increased due to the change in performance-based budgeting from 2003 ($7,676,374) to 2005 

($18,078,001.)  Florida Community College at Jacksonville experienced a slight increase in 

percentage of funds from 2000 to 2001, followed by a decrease in 2002 and a plateau for 2003 

and 2004.  The 2005 data reflect the largest percentage of funds during the 6-year time period.  

Broward Community College experienced an increasing percentage of the funds from 2000 to 

2005.  As a group, these three community colleges collectively received 21.8% to 25.1% of the 

allocation.  Figure 4-15, or Group 5, shows that Miami Dade College continued the trend that the 

greater the FTE enrollment (funded), the greater the percentage of the allocation, but not a 

consistent pattern of percentage.  Miami Dade College received 12.8% to 14.8% of the 

allocation.  Figures 4-12 through 4-15 do not show if the increase or decrease is due to a change 
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at the community college reflecting a change in performance, or if the other community colleges 

are taking a different share of the distribution.   

Figure 4-16 compares the performance-based incentive funds per FTE enrollment 

(funded) versus the FTE enrollment (funded).  From 1996 through 1999, no discernable 

relationship can be seen between the two figures.  From 2000 to 2004, the FTE enrollment 

increased and the performance-based funding per FTE continued to decrease.  In 2005, an 

increase occurred in the funding per FTE, but the FTE enrollment started to decline.  This graph 

infers that performance-based funding allocation for the system is decided upon without using 

FTE enrollment (funded) as a consideration.  If the amount of performance-based budget funding 

remains constant, but the number of completion points increase and the value per point declines.  

If the community colleges strive to increase the number of points possible from the AA 

measures, the colleges could actually see less funding.  It can be seen that the funding per FTE 

enrollment (funded) is impacted by the performance-based budget allocation.  In 2005-2006, the 

allocation changed from $7,676,371 to $18,075,996 (Table 5-1.) 

Performance-based Budget per FTE 

Figures 4-17 through Figure 4-21, depict the performance-based budget per FTE by 

college within the FTE enrollment (funded) groupings for the time period of 2000-2001 through 

2005-2006.  The updated FTE enrollment (funded) data from the Florida Department of 

Education Fact Book (2006 and 2007) were used in the calculation of the ratio since these data 

were more accurate than the initial performance-based budget information received.  For all 

community colleges, 2001 reflected a decrease in the performance-based budget per FTE, which 

may be related to the decrease in funding from $8,320,831 in 2000 to $7,674,372.  In 2005, all  

colleges reflected an increase in the performance-based budget per FTE, but that is more related 

to the increase in funding from $7,676,372 for 2001 to 2004 to $18,078,001 for 2005.  For 2001 
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through 2004, the budget amount remained constant at $7,676,372.  In Figure 4-17, the 

predominant pattern for those community colleges in Group 1 is a steady decrease from 2000 to 

2004.  The FTE enrollment (funded) increased but the performance-based budget was constant.  

North Florida Community College was the only college which experienced the smallest range for 

the group of $27.76 to $31.77.  Three of the community colleges (North Florida, Lake Sumter. 

and Okaloosa-Walton) showed an increase in the performance-based budget per FTE in 2004.  

Due to the large increase in funds available in 2005-2006, all colleges reflected an increase in the 

budget per FTE.  

In Figure 4-18, or Group 2, the overall pattern showed a decline from 2000 to 2001, but 

then the dollar value appeared to level off.  Gulf Coast, Pasco-Hernando, and Tallahassee 

community colleges have similar patterns in that they experienced a decline during the 2000 to 

2004 time period.  Manatee Community College declined in the dollar value from 2000 to 2004 

but the pattern is decline, holding that level for 2 years, and then decline again.  Edison 

Community College dollars per FTE are very erratic from 2000 to 2002 and then a decline in 

2003 and 2004.  Four of the community colleges (Pensacola, Brevard, Santa Fe, and Seminole) 

experienced a decline in the dollars per FTE from 2000 to 2001, but the remaining years have 

almost remained constant.  Figure 4-19, or Group 3, reflects an overall decrease in the 

performance-based budget per FTE from 2000 to 2001, but the patterns vary from 2001 to 2004.  

Indian River Community College pattern was very similar to Manatee Community College’s 

pattern.  There was a decline in the dollars per FTE from 2000 to 2004 but the pattern is decline, 

holding that level for 2 years, and then decline again.  Daytona Beach Community College and 

St. Petersburg college both experienced a decline in the dollars per FTE from 2000 to 2004.   
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St. Petersburg College’s range is from $46.07 in 2000 to $29.08 in 2004 where as 

Daytona Beach Community College’s decline was from $21.28 in 2000 to $17.28 in 2004.  Palm 

Beach and Hillsborough community colleges experienced a decline in performance-based budget 

per FTE from 2000 to 2001, but from 2002 to 2004, the dollar amount remained almost constant.  

For Palm Beach Community College, the ratio was $29.74 for 2002, $27.65 for 2003, and $29.31 

for 2004.  For Hillsborough Community College, the ratio was $24.27 in 2002, $23.12 for 2003, 

and $23.84 for 2004. 

Figure 4-20, or Group 4, depicts a different pattern for each college for the performance-

based budget per FTE.  Valencia Community College experienced a decline from 2000 to 2001, 

but it is the only college in all of the groupings that has shown an increase in the dollar value 

from 2001 to 2004. The performance-based budget per FTE for 2001 was $35.19, for 2002 was 

$38.10, for 2003 was $40.42 and for 2004 was $41.07.  Florida Community College at 

Jacksonville experienced a decline in the dollar value from 2000 to 2001, but the value is 

relatively constant from 2002 to 2004.  For 2002, the ratio was $21.92, for 2003 the ratio was 

$21.13, and for 2004 the ratio was $22.36.   Broward Community College experienced a decline 

from 2000 to 2002 and then an increase from 2003 to 2004.  For 2000 to 2004, the performance-

based budget per FTE at Broward Community College remained fairly level with the ratios being 

$28.82 in 2000, $26.05 in 2001, $24.32 in 2002, $25.65 in 2003, and $26.95 in 2004.  Figure 4-

21, or Group 5, shows Miami Dade College with its pattern being very similar to Indian River 

and Manatee community colleges’ pattern.  There was a decline in the dollars per FTE from 

2000 to 2004 but the pattern is decline, holding that level for 2 years, and then decline again.  

The ratio was $30.60 for 2000, $21.59 for 2001, $20.89 for 2002, $18.00 for 2003 and $18.45 for 
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2004.  Overall, by year, as the FTE enrollment (funded) increased, no consistent pattern occurred 

for the performance-based budget per FTE. 

Research Question 3 

The column graph in Figure 4-22 shows the trend during the past 10 years of the total AA 

measure points for the system. From 1996 to 1997, a 30% increase occurred in completion 

points, the highest increase in the 10-year period, but from 1997 to 2001, the overall percentage 

of increase was 1%.  The increase from 2001 to 2002 was 3%, from 2002 to 2003 was 11%, from 

2003 to 2004 was 7%, and from 2004 to 2005, the increase was 11%.  It is important to note that 

the graph reflects the completion points by year, but the funding allocation is based upon 

completion points from the previous 2 years.  For example, 2004 completion points are used to 

determine the performance-based budget allocation for 2006-2007.  Also, this study focused on 

performance funds do AA measure IV was excluded since it is categorized as an incentive fund 

and not a performance fund. 

Figure 4-23 compares AA measure completion points versus FTE enrollment (funded) 

for the time period 1996-1997 through 2005-2006.  The FTE enrollment declined from 188,415 

in 1996 to 185,773 in 1998, and then started to increase to 297,795 in 2003.  The FTE enrollment 

(funded) then started to decline to 287,714 in 2005.  The AA measure completion points 

increased from 41,793 in 1996 to 89,730 in 1999.  A decrease occurred in completion points for 

2000 and 2001, and then the completion points increased to 90,286 in 2002.  From 2002 to 2005, 

the completion points increased from 90,286 to 102,793.  As FTE enrollment increased, no 

corresponding increase occurred in completion points.  A lag time occurred between enrollment 

and completion, but from 1999 to 2003, the degree of increase for FTE enrollment was not the 

same for AA measure completion points. 
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Follow-up Figure 4-24 compared AA Measures I, II, and III from 1996 through 2005.  

Measure I (completers) started to include dual enrollment in 2000-2001 and had a steady 

increase in points.  Measure II (special categories) in 1998-1999, started to include black males 

as a special category and showed slight fluctuation, but had a steady increase in points.  Measure 

III had a change in measure components in 1998-1999 with the inclusion of partial completion 

points.  In 1999-2000, partial completion points were deleted from Measure III and job 

placements greater than $10 per hour were included.  There was an increase in Measure III 

points from 1997-1998 to 1999-2000 with the peak in 2001-2003, a period of decline and then an 

increase again in 2005-2006. 

Figures 4-25 through 4-29 focus on the total AA measures from each college, with the 

colleges divided into five groups, based upon reported FTE enrollment (funded) from 2000 

through 2005.  The comparison by FTE enrollment was done to level the playing field between 

colleges to see if size was a factor in the generation of completion points.  Figure 4-25 compares 

the completion points for those colleges in Group 1 with FTE enrollment of less than 4,500.  For 

six of the community colleges (Florida Keys, North Florida, Chipola, St. Johns River, Polk, and 

Okaloosa-Walton), as the FTE enrollment (funded) increased, the AA measure completion points 

increased.  Four community colleges (Lake Butler, Lake City, South Florida, and Central 

Florida) showed an increase but not to the level congruent with the other community colleges in 

the same group. Three community colleges reported a decrease in completion points from 2004 

to 2005: North Florida, St. Johns River, and South Florida.  

Figure 4-26 compares the completion points for those colleges in Group 2 with FTE 

enrollment between 4,501 and 10,000.  The graph shows FTE enrollment (funded) increases with 

an increase in the number of AA completion points—with the exception of Seminole 
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Community College.  While Seminole Community College generally increased in completion 

points, it was not at the same level of other community colleges closer to its FTE enrollment 

size.  This relationship between FTE enrollment and AA measure completion points was not the 

same as identified in Group 1.  Tallahassee, Pasco-Hernando, Pensacola, Santa Fe, and Seminole 

community colleges all experienced a continued increase in the number of completion points.  

Edison Community College’s pattern was also different from the group by its fluctuation in 

measure points.  There were 3,119 points for 2000, 3,261 for 2001, 2,424.65 for 2003, 2,719.75 

for 2004, and 3,144 for 2005. 

Figure 4-27 compares the completion points of those community colleges in Group 3 

with FTE enrollment (funded) between 10,001 and 15,000.  While all community colleges 

showed an increase in completion points since 2000, they did not follow the same levels of 

increase as FTE enrollment increased, and they did not exhibit the same pattern.  For all five 

community colleges, 2005 reflected an increase in the measure points.  Two community 

colleges’ (Indian River and Daytona Beach) completion points are lower for all 6 years than the 

remaining colleges in the group as well as for half of the colleges in Group 2, with a lower FTE 

enrollment (funded).  St. Petersburg College and Palm Beach Community College had an 

increase in completion funds for 2002 through 2005.  

Figure 4-28 compares the completion points of those colleges in Group 4 that have FTE 

enrollment (funded) between 15,001 and 20,000.  All three community colleges have a different 

pattern, and the grouping does not follow the pattern of the more FTE enrollment (funded), the 

more completion points generated.  Valencia Community College has been the most consistent 

with the range of completion points going from 9,788 in 2000 to 10,907 in 2005.  Florida 

Community College in Jacksonville showed growth in completion points from 2000 to 2003 with 
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a difference in points of 802 points, but saw more of an increase from 2003 to 2005, a difference 

of 1,111 points.  Broward Community College showed a continued increase in AA measure 

points with 7,216 points in 2000 and 11,034 in 2005, a difference of 4,513. 

Figure 4-29 focuses on Miami Dade College in Group 5—by itself—since its FTE 

enrollment is so much greater than the other Florida community colleges.  Miami Dade 

generated 13,169 points in 2000 and 18,726 by 2005.  Miami Dade’s total AA measure points 

are 68% greater than the total AA measure points for all of Group 1, encompassing 10 colleges. 

The last analysis for this section was a review of Table 4.2, comparing the ratio of 

unduplicated student headcount per FTE enrollment (funded).  The current performance-based 

budgeting measures are for all community colleges, and the analysis so far has revealed that 

community colleges are not all the same.  Table 4.2 reveals the range of the unduplicated student 

headcount per FTE enrollment (funded) ratio is 1.99 for Santa Fe Community College and 4.69 

for Gulf Coast.  The lower the ratio, the more full-time students occur versus part-time students.  

Table 4.3 compares the two extremes of the ratio and shows that for the cumulative performance-

based funding from 1996 to 2005, Santa Fe Community College received $4,663,741, as 

compared to Gulf Coast’s $1,619,739, a difference of $3,044,002.  For AA measure points, from 

2000-2001 to 2004-2005, Santa Fe Community College accumulated 23,502 and Gulf Coast 

accumulated 7,940, a difference of 15,562 points.  This difference shows that the more full-time 

students, the more completers for the system, but that was not a consistent finding for all 

community colleges. 

Research Question 4 

Utilization of Performance-based Budget Funds 

An initial email was sent to the president or vice-president of finance for all 28 

community colleges, requesting a telephone interview to discuss how the performance-based 
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budgeting funds are utilized.  Of the 11 community college representatives who agreed to the 

interview, five were presidents, four were the equivalent of chief financial officers, and two held 

other titles, but all were members of the senior leadership.  In order to encourage candor in their 

responses, the investigator agreed that no comments would be attributed to any individual or 

community college.   

The common theme in the responses was that the performance-based funds were included 

in Fund 1 accounts, also known as current unrestricted funds or operating budget, and the 

college can use its discretion as to how the funding is spent.  Responders indicated the 

performance-based budget funds are used to fund salaries, pay for utilities, or just pay for the 

cost to continue to operate.  One responder stated that while his college’s share of the 

performance-based budget was not great, the college used the funds as seed money to establish 

new programs to meet the needs of its service area.   

Many responders voiced a similar comment: Since the performance-based budget fund 

was such a low percentage of the total, it often was overlooked.   

Viewpoints 

One responder felt the measures did not address the issue of credit versus non-credit.  If a 

community college is meeting the needs of its community, that need does not always equate to a 

credit course.  Another responder pointed out that the concept of performance-based budgeting 

was supposed to be implemented at the university level, but that has not taken place.  One 

responder expressed concern that changes to the current system might be at the expense of 

something else or place the college at more risk for its funding.  Several responders reflected that 

the current measures are judging community colleges on factors that the colleges have little 

control over relative to their students, since each college’s program mix is a factor in the 

distribution of the funds.  One responder commented that he felt his college did extremely well 
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with the distribution of funding and acknowledged that his college focuses on areas to generate 

more funding, but they are careful not to lose sight of their mission.  One responder indicated 

that after the college looks at the data, they are concerned with the outcomes, but not a great deal 

of interest was shown due to the small amount of the funds.  One responder felt some of the 

variances in the data might be attributed more to the accuracy of reporting versus actual 

performance.  One responder commented that the concept of performance-based budgeting was 

sold as extra money, but that really is not the case.  Several responders also made vague 

references to the games some community colleges play, alluding to the fact that community 

colleges are supposed to have open enrollment, but some colleges do well because they have 

placed limits on enrollment.  One college responder indicated that his college incorporated the 

performance measures into its strategic plan.  Another responder shared that when his college 

tried to discuss the measures with the faculty, through misunderstanding, the faculty feared that 

the college was going to become a ―diploma mill.‖  One college responder indicated that 

program mix has a part in the distribution of the funds.  One responder indicated that the current 

measures are good, but the community college has limited control over the outcomes.  One 

responder stated there needs to be a greater incentive in order for more attention to be focused on 

the measures. 

When asked if they were familiar with the annual Performance Funding Report prepared 

by the Community College Office of Budget and Financial Services, their response was 

affirmative and many responders commented on the importance of the report.  However, the 

majority of responders did not articulate how the college actually used the report.  One responder 

indicated that his college does not reference the report and does not have the space to store the 
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report.  One responder commented that it would be beneficial to have an executive summary of 

the Performance Funding Report.   

The study focused only on the AA measures and did not look at the other measures in 

performance-based budgeting.  While not the focus of the study, Figure 4-30 ranked the 

community colleges by FTE enrollment (funded) groups and compared the total cumulative AA 

measure funding from 1996 to 2005 versus the total relative index for 2005-2006 of all the 

performance-based budget allocations.  With the exception of St. Petersburg College, the two 

lines are almost identical, thus inferring that the study is reflective of the performance-based 

funding allocation by community college. 

Limitations of the Study 

 The limitations of this study includes that the review is restricted to those indicators 

reported by the community colleges to the state of Florida.  This study analyzes the information 

reported during a certain period, but not the accuracy of the information submitted to the state.  

The other limitation of the study is the changes in the components of the AA measures; however, 

the majority of each measure’s components have been consistent. 

In the process of analyzing the data, differences in the data occurred based upon when the 

source reports were generated or which definition was used for the report components.  For 

example, according to the explanations in the Florida Department of Education  Florida Fact 

Book(2006), FTE enrollment (funded) refers to the FTE for advanced and professional, college 

preparatory, post-secondary vocational, apprentice, continuing workforce education, vocational 

preparatory, adult basic education, adult/GED preparation, and adults with disabilities.  The 

Florida Community College System’s procedures and definitions exclude adults with disabilities 

in its definition of funded FTE.  Of the 294,818 FTE enrollment reported in 2006 for the 
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academic year 2004-2005, only 594 or 0.20% were counted as adults with disabilities so the 

study findings had limited impact. 

Another example of discrepancies between reports centered on FTE enrollment (funded).  

As a system, for 2000-2001 data, the initial FTE enrollment (funded) was 193,477, as compared 

to the 2006 updated data of 267,344—a difference of 73,866.  Some reports updated the values 

and other reports were snapshots as of that moment.  For the analyses, when available, the 

updated information was used. 
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Table 4-1 Florida Community College Overall Funding Formula  

 Funding Purpose 

 Direct Instructional 

Funding 

Instructional faculty funding and the instructional support 

funding 

plus Academic Support 

Funding 

Services to help support and supplement the instructional 

programs provided by the college, such as computer labs, 

academic administration, curriculum development, and 

support 

plus Library Funding Includes library materials, library technology, library 

staffing, and library operational expenses 

plus Student Services 

Funding 

Student services to assist students in pursuit of their 

educational goals and objective.  These support services 

include registration and record-keeping, counseling and 

advising, administration of financial aid, assistance to the 

disabled, and placement services. 

plus Special Projects 

Funding 

Historical appropriations for unique services provided at 

eight of the colleges 

plus Technology Funding Internet bandwidth, computer labs, disk space for student 

coursework, computer labs, classroom media technology, 

wireless networks, and administrative systems 

plus Institutional Support 

Funding 

Functions or services that support basic operations, such as 

human resources, accounting and finance, and purchasing. 

plus Physical Plant 

Operations & 

Maintenance Funding 

Building and equipment maintenance, police and campus 

security services, grounds operations and maintenance, 

utilities, facilities planning, and custodial services 

plus District Cost 

Differential (DCD) 

Funding 

The district cost differential factor is an effort to equalize 

funding based on differing costs of living for employees.  

equals Total Calculated 

Funding 

 

minus Standard Fee Revenues  

minus Projected Public 

Education Capital 

Outlay (PECO) 

Maintenance 

 

equals Funding Formula State 

Support 

 

Note:  Additional funding from performance-based incentives and performance-based program 

funding defined as incentive measures (efficiency in terms of time to degree and college 

preparatory programs) and performance funds. When the program started in 1996-1997, 

it included the associate of arts (AA), associate of science (AS), vocational certificates 

(PSAV), college prep, and time to degree.  Each fiscal year the programs and incentives 

included in the performance-based budget are reviewed and changes can be made.  

Note:  The explanation of the Community College Funding Model is from the Community 

College Funding Model prepared by the Community College Budget Office, Florida 

Department of Education. 
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Table 4-2 Florida Community College Unduplicated Student Headcount per FTE Enrollment 

(Funded) for 2005-2006

 College 

# of campuses 

and 

centers 

FTE 

enrollment 

(funded) 

2005-2006 

Annual 

unduplicated 

student headcount 

2005-2006 

Unduplicated 

student 

headcount/FTE 

enrollment 

Brevard 6 10,036.2 25,713 2.56 

Broward 11 22,219.5 52,684 2.37 

Central Florida 5 4,578.2 18,520 4.04 

Chipola 1 1,661.6 5,209 3.13 

Daytona Beach 6 11,794.5 27,911 2.37 

Edison  4 7,090.7 17,111 2.41 

Florida 

Community at 

Jacksonville 

12 19,618.5 64,493 3.29 

Florida Keys 1 771.5 2,814 3.65 

Gulf Coast 5 4,722.9 22,140 4.69 

Hillsborough 4 16,395.0 43,915 2.68 

Indian River 10 11,968.2 35,928 3.00 

Lake City 1 2,381.2 7,198 3.02 

Lake-Sumter 3 2,312.4 6,581 2.85 

Manatee 3 6,629.1 20,036 3.02 

Miami-Dade 8 50,447.4 132,060 2.62 

North Florida 1 1,009.6 3,175 3.14 

Okaloosa-Walton 6 4,738.1 12,841 2.71 

Palm Beach 5 15,405.6 47,572 3.09 

Pasco-Hernando 4 5,282.1 13,209 2.50 

Pensacola 3 7,932.5 20,288 2.56 

Polk 3 4,636.1 18,471 3.98 

St. Johns River 6 3,687.0 9,296 2.52 

St. Petersburg 12 15,304.2 47,694 3.12 

Santa Fe 6 11,514.7 22,897 1.99 

Seminole 5 10,646.1 30,374 2.85 

South Florida  4 3,046.0 7,624 2.50 

Tallahassee 6 11,012.6 27,381 2.49 

Valencia 7 20,872.4 50,382 2.41 

TOTAL  287,713.9 793,517 2.76 

Note:  The data in columns 3 and 4 are from the Florida Department of Education Fact Book 

(2007) 
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Table 4-3 Comparison of Gulf Coast Community College and Santa Fe Community College

 Gulf Coast Santa Fe 

Ratio of Unduplicated Student 

Headcount per FTE enrollment 

(funded) 

4.69 1.99 

Cumulative performance-based 

funding from 1996-2005 

$1,619,739 $4,663,741 

AA Measure Points   

2000-2001 1653 4312 

2001-2002 1562 4493 

2002-2003 1550 4822 

2003-2004 1531 4822 

2004-2005 1645 5054 

   

Total 7,940 23,502 

Note:  The data in this table were generated from the Florida Community College System Fact 

Book (Florida Department of Education, 2006) and the performance-based data provided by the 

Florida Community College System (Community College Office of Budget and Financial 

Services, 2006).



 81 

Total Operating Budget versus Performance-Based Budget
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Figure 4-1 Total operating budget versus performance-based budget, 1996 through 2005 

Performance-based Budget as a Percentage of the Total Operating Budget
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Figure 4-2 Percentage of Performance-based Budget of the total operating budget, 1996 through 

2005 
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Figure 4-3 Components of the operating budget, 1997 through 2005.  
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 Figure 4-4 Comparison of the types of fees per Full Time Equivalent, 1997 through 2005 
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Total Operating Budget versus FTE Enrollment (Funded)
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Figure 4-5 Total operating budget versus FTE enrollment (funded), 1996 through 2005 

Performance-Based Incentive Funding  versus Student FTE Enrollment (funded)
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Figure 4-6 Performance-based incentive funding versus student FTE enrollment (funded), 1996 

through 2005  
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FTE Enrollment (funded) versus Unduplicated Headcount Enrollment
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Figure  4-7 Full Time Equivalent enrollment (funded) versus unduplicated headcount 

enrollment, 1996 through 2005  
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Figure 4-8 Total operating budget versus Full Time Equivalent enrollment (funded) vs. 

unduplicated student headcount, 1996 through 2004 
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Total Cumulative Performance-based Budget  Funds 1996-2005 per College
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Figure 4-9 Cumulative performance-based budget funds per college, 1996 through 2005 

Total Cumulative Performance-based Budget  Funds 1996-2005 per College Ranked 

by FTE Enrollment (funded)Group
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Figure 4-10  Cumulative performance-based budget funds per college, ranked by FTE              

enrollment (funded) group, 1996 through 2005 
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Percentage of Performance-based Incentive Funds for Group 1
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Figure 4-11  Percentage of performance-based incentive funds by college, for FTE Group 1, 2000 

through 2005 
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Figure 4-12  Percentage of performance-based incentive funds by college, for FTE Group 2, 

2000 through 2005 
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Percentage of Performance-based Incentive Funds for Group 3
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Figure 4-13  Percentage of performance-based incentive funds by college, for FTE Group 3, 2000 

through 2005 

Percentage of Performance-based Incentive Funds for Group 4
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Figure 4-14  Percentage of performance-based incentive funds by college, for FTE Group 4, 

2000 through 2005  
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Percentage of Performance-based Incentive Funds for Group 5
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Figure 4-15  Percentage of performance-based incentive funds by college, for FTE Group 5, 

2000 through 2005 

Performance-Based incentive Funding per FTE Enrollment (funded) versus FTE 
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Figure 4-16  Performance-based incentive funds per FTE enrollment (funded) versus the FTE 

enrollment (funded), 1996 through 2005  
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Performance-based Budget per FTE Enrollment (funded) Group  1

$0

$10

$20

$30

$40

$50

$60

$70

$80

$90

FLO
R
ID

A
 K

EY
S

N
O
R
TH

 F
LO

R
ID

A

C
H
IP

O
LA

LA
KE

-S
U
M

TE
R

LA
KE

 C
IT

Y

ST. J
O
H
N
S R

IV
E
R

SO
U
TH

 F
LO

R
ID

A

PO
LK

C
EN

TR
A
L 
FLO

R
ID

A

O
KA

LO
O
SA

-W
ALT

O
N

College

D
o

ll
a

rs

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

 
Figure 4-17  Performance-based incentive funding per FTE enrollment, for FTE Group 1, 2000 

through 2005  
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Figure 4-18  Performance-based incentive funding per FTE enrollment, for FTE Group 2, 2000 

through 2005 
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Performance-based Budget per FTE Enrollment (funded) Group 3
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Figure 4-19  Performance-based incentive funding per FTE enrollment, for FTE Group 3, 2000 

through 2005  

Performance-based Budget per FTE Enrollment (funded) Group 4
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Figure 4-20  Performance-based incentive funding per FTE enrollment, for FTE Group 4, 2000 

through 2005 
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Performance-based Budget per FTE Enrollment (funded) Group 5
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Figure 4-21  Performance-based incentive funding per FTE enrollment, for FTE Group 5, 2000 

through 2005 
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Figure 4-22  Total AA measure points I, II, and III, 1996 through 2005 
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AA Measure Completion Points  Versus FTE Enrollment (funded)
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Figure 4-23  AA measure completion points versus FTE enrollment (funded), 1996 through 2005  
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Figure 4-24  AA measure completion points, by Measure I, Measure II, and Measure III, 1996 

through 2005  
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Total AA Measure Points I, II, and III for Group 1
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Figure 4-25  Total AA measure points I, II, and III by Community College Group 1, 2000 

through 2004 

Total AA Measure Point  I, II and III for Group 2

-

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000

5,000

6,000

G
U
LF

 C
O
A
ST

P
AS

C
O

-H
E
R
N
AN

D
O

M
A
N
A
TEE

E
D
IS

O
N

P
EN

SA
C
O
LA

TA
LL

A
H
A
S
SE

E

B
R
E
VA

R
D

S
AN

TA F
E

S
EM

IN
O
LE

Community colleges

#
 o

f 
P

o
in

ts

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

 
Figure 4-26  Total AA measure points I, II, and III by community college Group 2, 2000 through 

2004 
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Total AA Measure Points I, II, and III for Group 3
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Figure 4-27  Total AA measure points I, II, and III by community college Group 3, 2000 through 

2004  
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Figure 4-28  Total AA measure points I, II, and III by community college Group 4, 2000 through 

2004 
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Total AA Measure Points I, II, and III for Group 5
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Figure 4-29  Total AA measure points I, II, and III by community college Group 5, 2000 through 

2004 
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Figure 4-30  Total cumulative AA measure funding 1996-2005 versus All Performance-based 

Funding Index 2005-2006 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The Florida Community College System is a major component of the economics in 

Florida, and it is a major player in the preparation of the workforce for the future.  The purpose 

of this study was to conduct a descriptive analysis of trends in Florida community colleges 

relative to the performance-based budgeting funding, focusing on the associate of arts measures.  

Other research studies have targeted faculty awareness of performance-based funding, equity 

among colleges, or inferential analysis for future outcomes and outputs.  This proposal’s focus is 

a descriptive statistical analysis using a secondary data set from the Florida Department of 

Education. 

Florida Performance-based Budgeting Overview 

 The concept behind performance-based budgeting and funding is rewarding those 

who achieve the desired outcomes.  From a community college perspective, two questions 

remain: (a) How to determine the indicators that reflect the outcomes? and (b) How to provide 

the incentives to change the paradigm college-wide to focus on the outcomes and not the inputs 

or processes?  The Florida Legislature, during its 1996-1997 session, instituted an appropriation 

for the creation of the performance-funding program for community colleges.  The program 

began with workforce education consisting of associate of science, post-secondary, vocational, 

and post-secondary adult vocational.  Specific workforce funding ended in 2004-2205 when 

workforce education was melded into the community college program fund.  

Wright, Dallet, and Copa (2002) described the implementation of Florida’s performance-

based program for community colleges as  

Ready, Fire, Aim. . . . Performance funding in Florida is a story of scattered shots of 

legislative policies that tried to tie state funding to campus performance.  The state 

legislature fired several shots in the direction of performance funding, but its aim often 

appeared random and erratic. (p. 138) 
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The Community College Office of Budget and Financial Service’s Performance Funding 

Report for 2006-2007, stated: ―Clearly the emphasis on performance funding has had measurable 

impact in terms of increasing the graduates in the Florida Community College System‖ (p. 3).  

Wright, Dallet, and Copa’s (2002) research showed—with the indicators in place since the 

beginning of the performance-based budgeting—that community colleges have maintained or 

improved performance.  But it is not clear if the increases can be traced to performance funding, 

better data, institutional policy modifications, articulation agreements, and time-to-degree 

legislation—or all of these factors.   

According to the Florida Department of Education Office of Program Policy and Analysis 

and Government Accountability’s report titled Performance-based Program Budgeting (no date), 

during the early years of the performance-based program, the Florida Legislature was greatly 

involved in the selection and monitoring of the performance measures and results.  In 2006, the 

Florida Legislature passed Chapter 2006-122, Laws of Florida, which created Section 216.1827 

Florida Statutes to disjoin the approval of performance measures and standards from the 

legislative appropriation process.  Agencies now provide information on their legislatively 

approved performance measures and standards in their long-range program plans. 

Introspective Review 

While the current funding model may not be ideal, the process has begun to link funding 

with performance.  Under the tutelage of the Florida Community College System staff, the 

Florida Association of Community Colleges Funding Formula Committee created a 

subcommittee to review the performance-based budgeting measures.  At its September 2006 

meeting, the subcommittee discussed the following questions: 

 Are the current performance-based budgeting measures appropriate? 

 Are the values (points) for each measure valid? 
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 What measures and values should be established for Educator Preparation Institutes 

(EPIs)? 

 Is the allocation of funds appropriate for each category? 

 What measures should be added? 

 What measures should be deleted? 

 What other considerations/issues need to be addressed? 

 

The self-review of the current model of measures and points is a practice repeated 

elsewhere in the nation.  Alfred, Shults, and Seybert (2007) recently released the third edition of 

Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community Colleges:  

The rapid evolution of e-business, the emergence of new forms of competition, the 

movement towards a global economy, the tragic events of September 11, and the war on 

terrorism have occurred since the second edition of Core Indicators of Effectiveness for 

Community Colleges was published.  These events have forced most organizations to 

reexamine their priorities and to place more emphasis on providing value to stakeholders in 

an environment in which change is the only constant. (p. v) 

The League for Innovation’s white paper, titled An Assessment Framework for the Community 

College: Measuring Student Learning and Achievement as a Means of Demonstrating 

Institutional Effectiveness (2004), identified community college stakeholders as students, 

administrators, trustees, faculty, staff, parents, colleges, accreditation boards, businesses, and the 

community.  How do community colleges quantify their value to this wide array of stakeholders?  

A review of the literature reflects hundreds of performance indicators in use in higher education 

and the mass media in the United States, Canada, and Western Europe.  The third edition of Core 

Indicators of Effectiveness for Community Colleges recommends that core indicators include the 

following: 

 Mission: Student Progress 

 Core Indicator 1   Student goal attainment 

 Core Indicator 2   Persistence 

 Core Indicator 3   Graduation rates 

 Core Indicator 4    Student satisfaction 
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 Mission: General Education 

 Core Indicator 5    Success in subsequent and related coursework 

 Core Indicator 6    Program learning outcomes and mastery of discipline 

 Core Indicator 7    Demonstration of general education competencies 

 

 Mission: Outreach 

 Core Indicator 8   Regional market penetration rates 

 Core Indicator 9   Responsiveness to Community Needs 

 

 Mission: Workforce Development 

 Core Indicator 10   Placement rates 

 Core Indicator 11   Licensure and certification pass rates 

 Core Indicator 12   Employer satisfaction with graduates 

 Core Indicator 13   Client satisfaction with programs and services 

 

 Mission: Contribution to the Public Good 

 Core Indicator 14  Value added to the community 

 

 Mission: Transfer Preparation 

 Core Indicator 15  Transfer rates 

 Core Indicator 16  Performance after transfer 

 

The Florida Community College System 

The Florida Community College System is comprised of 28 community colleges with a 

student profile of 37% full-time and 63% part-time; the average age of students is 25 years, and 

70% of Florida students in public higher education attend a community college, as reported in 

the community colleges Facts at a Glance (2006).  The Florida Community College System is 

heralded nationally and internationally for many reasons: 

 Integrated and cohesive community college system 

 Robust data systems where procedures are accessible and updated, terms are defined in 

relationship to specific reports, and the data collected are useful in assessing the system’s 

outcomes. 

 Articulation agreements between high schools and community colleges and community 

colleges and state universities 

 Statewide numbering system 
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Under Title XVI, Chapter 240, Section 240.324 Florida Statutes, the State Board of 

Community Colleges and the community college boards of trustees were required to ―develop 

and implement a plan to improve and evaluate the instructional and administrative efficiency and 

effectiveness of the State Community College System‖ (Florida Department of Education, 2004, 

p. 1).  This dissertation focused on the AA measures component of the performance-based 

funding outcomes in Florida community colleges.   

Findings 

 Research question 1: What has been the overall change to percentage of funding by 

category as a result of the implementation of Florida community college performance-

based budgeting? 

The total operating budget consists of the general revenue, Florida Lottery funds, and 

student fees.  The performance-based incentive funding is a way to add funds to the system 

without changing the base allocation, which is used in the following year’s funding model.  So 

the performance-based incentive funds are placed in the general revenue Fund 1 category and not 

as a separate line item. Analyzing the total operating budget and the performance-based budget 

by year from 1996 to 2005, no identifiable relationship was discerned between the two budget 

figures.  Using the 1996 total operating budget of $911,970,588, an inflation calculator was used 

to determine if the community college system has maintained its purchasing power.  In 1996, the 

funding per FTE was $3,921; in 2005, the funding per FTE was $4,923.  The 1996 figure 

converted to 2005 dollars would be $4,707 using the U.S. wage inflation and $4,730 using the 

U.S. retail inflation index.  If the 1996-dollar amount was converted to 2005 dollars using the 

U.S. wage inflation index or the U.S. retail inflation index, the purchasing power was 

maintained.   

Analysis of the components of the total operating budget revealed that the student fees are 

occupying an increasing percentage of the total operating budget.  In the academic year 1999-
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2000, student fees represented 22% of the budget; in 2005-2006, student fees represented 33% of 

the budget.  The Florida Lottery funds component and the general revenue component have 

experienced a slight decrease in percentage of the total operating budget from 1997 through 

2001, but they have remained rather constant as a percentage from 2002 through 2005.   

 Research question 2: Utilizing full-time equivalent (FTE) as a leveling approach, what are 

the differences in performance-based budgeting trends by individual Florida community 

colleges? 

The study focused on the AA measure component of the performance-based budgeting 

allocation from the perspective of FTE.  (The AA measure was selected since it traditionally has 

been the largest portion of the performance-based budget allocation and the most consistent over 

time.)  Using FTE enrollment (funded) to level the field, each of the 28 community colleges was 

analyzed to find an association between community college size, as defined by FTE enrollment 

(funded) and percentage of the fund allocation—or measure points.  Community college 

enrollment is affected by the economic factors of its service area.  In general, during times of 

prosperity, enrollment decreases.  When the region’s economy is impacted, enrollment increases.  

When FTE enrollment (funded) was used as a way of ranking the community colleges, some 

natural breaks occurred between FTE enrollment (funded) to group the colleges.  Group 1 

included those with an FTE enrollment of less than 4,500; Group 2 included those with an FTE 

enrollment (funded) between 4,501 and 10,000; Group 3 included those with an FTE enrollment 

(funded) between 10,001 and 15,000; Group 4 included those with an FTE enrollment (funded) 

between 15,001 and 20,000; and Group 5 included those with an FTE enrollment (funded) 

greater than 20,000.  In general, the larger the FTE enrollment (funded), the greater the 

cumulative performance-based budgeting funds from 1996 to 2005, but several colleges did not 

fit that pattern.  The cumulative performance-based budget funds from 1996 to 2005 for seven 

community colleges (Florida Community College at Jacksonville, South Florida, Seminole, 
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Indian River, Daytona Beach, Palm Beach, and Hillsborough) were below the levels of their 

counterparts in the FTE enrollment (funded) groups.  Valencia Community College was above 

the level of cumulative funds within its group.  Analyzing the percentage of performance-based 

budgeting funds allocated by FTE enrollment group from 2000 to 2005, differences occurred in 

the percentages among the groups.  Group 1, which accounts for 10 of the community colleges, 

collectively received from 2000 to 2005, 10.4% to 11.5% of the allocation.  For Group 2, which 

accounts for nine of the community colleges, collectively received between 28.4% and 29.6% of 

the allocation.  For Group 3, which accounts for five community colleges collectively, accounted 

for 22.5% to 23.6% of the allocation.  For Group 4, which accounts for three colleges 

collectively, received 21.8% to 25.1% of the allocation.  Group 5, which consists only of Miami 

Dade, received 12.8% to 14.8% of the allocation.  Miami Dade College’s percentage was greater 

than the collective percentage of the 10 community colleges in Group 1. 

The other component is the relationship between the unduplicated student headcount and 

FTE enrollment (funded).  The individual student enrollment is not necessarily as a full-time 

student or with the intent of completing a degree or certificate.  The lower the ratio of 

unduplicated student headcount per FTE enrollment (funded), the more full-time students.  As a 

community college system, that ratio has consistently decreased from 3.296 in 1996-1997 to 

2.714 in 2004-2005.  However, looking at the data by individual community colleges, some wide 

variations occur in the ratio.  The range in 2005-2006 was Santa Fe Community College with 

1.99 to Gulf Coast Community College with 4.69.  This ratio is a reflection of how the 

community college is serving its current service area and meeting its mission.  Students returning 

to college may seek a degree or certificate but some are just taking courses to further their skills 

for the job market.   
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The concept of one set of measures for all community colleges, is where the one-size-fits-

all performance measures concept does not work well for all colleges being true to their mission 

of serving the needs of their community.  The current model favors the larger FTE enrollment 

(funded) community colleges to receive a large share of the allocation.  The range of the 

unduplicated student headcount per FTE enrollment (funded) ratio is 1.99 for Santa Fe 

Community College and 4.69 for Gulf Coast.  The lower the ratio, the more full-time students 

versus part-time students.  Table 4.3 compares the two extremes of the ratio and shows that for 

the cumulative performance-based funding from 1996 to 2005, Santa Fe Community College 

received $4,663,741 as compared to Gulf Coast’s $1,619,739, a difference of $3,044,002.  For 

AA measure points, from 2000-2001 to 2004-2005, Santa Fe Community College accumulated 

20,850 and Gulf Coast accumulated 6,871, a difference of 13,989.  So the more full-time 

students, the more completers for the system, but that was not a consistent finding for all 

community colleges.  The current measures do not take into consideration the students who 

attend community colleges without the intent of completing a program. 

 Research question 3: Is there a measurable improvement in the Florida community 

colleges resulting from performance-based budgeting for selected associate of arts 

measures?  

The study reviewed the history of AA measure points for each of the community colleges 

from 1996 to 2005.  From 1996 to 1997 a 30% increase occurred in completion points, but from 

1997 to 2001, the increase was 1%.  Completions points increased by 11% from 2002 to 2003, 

7% from 2003 to 2004, and 11% from 2004 to 2005.  From 2002 to 2005, the completion points 

increased from 90,286 to 102,793.  As FTE enrollment increased, no corresponding increase 

occurred in completion points.  This showed a lag time between enrollment and completion, but 

from 1999 to 2003, the degree of increase for FTE enrollment was not the same as for AA 

measure completion points.   
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In order to level the playing field between colleges to see if size was a factor in the 

generation of completion points, the community colleges were divided in five groups, based 

upon natural breaks in the number of FTE enrollment (funded).  In general, as the FTE 

enrollment increased, the total AA measures increased.  For 57% of the time, the greater the FTE 

enrollment (funded), the greater the number of completion points.  The remaining 43% (Lake 

Sumter, Lake City, South Florida, Gulf Coast, Pasco-Hernando, Seminole, Indian River, Daytona 

Beach, Hillsborough, Florida Community College at Jacksonville, and Broward) did not have the 

number of completion points similar to the colleges closest to them in FTE enrollment (funded).  

Three community colleges reported a decrease in completion points from 2004 to 2005, (North 

Florida, St. Johns River, and South Florida).  Miami Dade’s total AA measure points are 68% 

greater than the total AA measure for all of Group 1, encompassing 10 colleges.  No study to 

date has been able to attribute the increase in measure points solely to the implementation of 

performance-based budgeting.   

The current performance-based budgeting measures are for all community colleges, and 

the analysis so far has revealed that community colleges are not all the same.  Table 4.2 reveals 

the range of the unduplicated student headcount per FTE enrollment (funded) ratio is 1.99 for 

Santa Fe Community College and 4.69 for Gulf Coast.  The lower the ratio, the more full-time 

students versus part-time students.  Table 4.3 compares the two extremes of the ratio and reveals 

for AA measure points, from 2000-2001 to 2004-2005, Santa Fe Community College 

accumulated 23,502 and Gulf Coast accumulated 7,940, a difference of 15,562.   

 Research question 4: How do Florida community colleges use performance-based 

budgeting funds?  

The last part of the study explored how the community colleges used the funds from 

performance-based budget allocation.  In order to encourage candor in their responses, the 
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investigator agreed that no comments would be attributed to any individual or community 

college.  Most responders indicated that since the funds are included in the general revenue, it is 

difficult to track their use.  In preparing the community college budget, the funds often are used 

for paying other components of Fund 1 accounts.  Fund 1 accounts, also known as current 

unrestricted funds or operating budget, are used to accomplish the primary and supporting 

objectives of the college.  Some of the uses include direct instruction, academic support, student 

services, institutional support, physical plant operation for salary and benefits, travel, materials 

and supplies, and furniture and equipment.  One college responder indicated that his college 

incorporated the performance measures into its strategic plan.  Another responder shared that 

when his college tried to discuss the measures with the faculty, through misunderstanding, the 

faculty feared that the college was going to become a ―diploma mill.‖  A third responder stated 

that while his college’s share of the performance-based budget was not great, the college used 

the funds as seed money to establish new programs to meet the needs of its service area.  From 

the random quantitative sampling, no ground swell of activity occurred trying to affect those 

components of the college that would generate more points and thus reap the corresponding 

monetary allocation.  Many responders voiced similar comments: Since the performance-based 

budget fund was such a low percentage of the total, it often was overlooked.  While it is true that 

the percentages by college were low, Table 5-1 reflects how many millions are set aside for 

performance-based budgeting.   

Conclusions 

Performance-based budgeting in Florida has been in existence for over 10-years for the 

community college system.  It provides a method for the distribution of additional funds each 

year, without modifying the basic funding methodology for the system.  It also is a way to meet 

the strategic imperative of aligning financial resources with performance.  The measures 
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developed to improve performance have been tweaked many times, but the AA measures have 

been the most consistent.  Points are awarded for the categories of number of AA degrees, 

number of dual enrollment credit hours,  a pro rata share of the number of AA graduates who are 

part of subpopulations and the number of completers or partial completers who were placed in 

jobs or transferred to the State University System.  The relationship between enrollment and 

mission of the community colleges with the performance-based budgeting is loose and flexible. 

If the FTE enrollment increased or the completion points increased, the performance-based 

budget amount was not impacted and other criteria decided the budget value.  The performance-

based budget amount was not sensitive to the FTE enrollment (funded), or the unduplicated 

student headcount.  Since the system shares the funds—if the budget remained the same and 

more points were generated as a system—the value per point would decrease.  As one college 

representative shared, ―It is disheartening to increase your measure points and receive less 

funding.‖   

Another component is the relationship between the unduplicated student headcount and 

FTE enrollment (funded).  The lower the ratio of unduplicated student headcount per FTE 

enrollment (funded), the more full-time students, and the current model favors the community 

colleges with the larger  FTE enrollment (funded).  The more full-time students, the more 

completers for the system, although that was not a consistent finding for all community colleges.  

The most common pattern was the greater the FTE enrollment (funded) the greater the share of 

the performance-based funding for the AA measures.  The current performance measures are not 

sensitive to the conditions of the education of the student relative to being part time or fulltime. 

The individual student enrollment is not necessarily as a full-time student or a student with the 

intent of completing a degree or certificate.  In addition, the completion rates are based upon a 
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set period and do not necessarily take into consideration students whose completion time exceeds 

the period.  For example, students who complete a degree or certificate in 1996-1997 are tracked 

from 1992-1993 through 1996-1997.  Students returning to college may seek a degree or 

certificate but some students are just taking courses to further their skills for the job market.  The 

concept of one set of measures for all community colleges is where the one-size-fits-all 

performance measures concept does not work well for all colleges.  Looking at the data, there are 

some wide variations in enrollment and percentage of fulltime students at Florida community 

colleges.  Striving to increase a college’s measures points, may not equate to the college’s 

mission of meeting the needs of the community.   

From 1996 to 1997, the first year of performance-based budgeting, a 30% increase 

occurred in completion points, the highest increase in the 10-year period.  From 1997 to 2001, 

the overall percentage of increase was 1%, the increase from 2001 to 2002 was 3%, from 2002 to 

2003 was 11%, from 2003 to 2004 was 7%, and from 2004 to 2005, the increase was 11%.  What 

cannot be ascertained from the performance-based data, is if the increase in measure points is 

due to increased enrollment, an increase in full time students, changes to the criteria for the AA 

measures, increased accuracy of the data submission or related to the performance-based 

budgeting having a measurable impact in terms of increasing the graduates in Florida community 

colleges.  For example, there were increases in the measure points when performance-based 

budgeting funds remained constant from 2001-2002 to 2004-2005.  With the differences among 

Florida community colleges, the growth of the systems measure points may be more impacted by 

the actions of subset of the system rather than for the system performance as a whole.  For 

example, Miami Dade’s total AA measure points are 68% greater than the total AA measure 

points for all 10 community colleges in Group 1.   
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The strategic plan includes aligning the financial resources with performance.  However, 

the current model does not require that funds received from performance-based budgeting be 

reverted to the programs that generated the measure points nor that the funds are used to generate 

more points in general.  The performance-based budgeting funds are received in the unrestricted 

fund 1 account and there is no mechanism in place to track how the funds are used.  The college 

can use its discretion as to how the funding is spent.  Responders indicated the performance-

based budget funds are used to fund salaries, pay for utilities, or just pay for the cost to continue 

to operate.  As a percentage of the total budget the performance-based budget value is such a low 

percentage of the total, it often is overlooked.  There appeared to be more sensitivity of the 

potential influx of funds by the smaller colleges versus the larger colleges.  However, if the 

percentage of performance-based budgeting increased and placed more of the total operating 

budget in jeopardy, colleges may loose funds based on factors that the colleges have little control 

over relative to their students, since each college’s program mix is a factor in the distribution of 

the funds.   

Community colleges are designed to be short-term education suppliers, yet the 

examination of the data has a long lag time.  By the time the data are gathered, submitted, 

analyzed, and policy changes implemented, new groups of students are attending the community 

college.  Today’s policy decision may be addressing problems from 5 years ago—not today’s 

issues.  Higher education has a long history of demands for significant change to improve the 

quality, efficiency, and accountability, but despite the reports, studies and recommendations, 

progress is not sufficient if the United States is to retain its international leadership role in 

innovation and higher education (Diamond, 2006).   
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The systems are in place at a state level to generate useful information, but the value of the 

information can be defined only by that information’s accuracy and its use to focus more on 

outcomes versus inputs.  The crux of the issue is how to motivate every community college to 

increase its performance of the measures without affecting its mission of serving the needs of the 

community.  Additionally, what will induce the individual community colleges to look at its data 

longitudinally and act upon the analysis?  

Implications of the Findings 

The Florida Department of Education database of information about higher education is 

heralded by many for the depth of information collected.  However, the data are only as good as 

the level of accuracy submitted and if the collected information is utilized.  

Consistency 

In the research for this study, several different sources were utilized to help define the 

terms used in the source reports.  The similarity in terms made the analysis at times difficult to 

understand and often led to confusion if the investigator was comparing the same or similar 

information.  The Community College & Technical Center MIS (CCTCMIS) assumed the 

combined functions of two previous entities: the Bureau of Research and Information Systems 

(BRIS) for community colleges and Workforce Education Information Systems (WEIS) for the 

technical centers.  These data are then used to produce a variety of reports, including the yearly 

Fact Book and the Performance Funding Report. 

Since reports are generated by different divisions within the Department of Education, 

sometimes the definitions were different—but accurate for their specific use.  For example, the 

Florida Department of Education Florida Fact Book(2006)  included FTE enrollment (funded) 

adults with disabilities while the Florida Community College System’s procedures and 

definitions excludes adults with disabilities in its definition of funded FTE. For instance, for 
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2004-2005, the 294,818 FTE enrollment, as stated in one report, included 594 or 0.20% students 

with disabilities, but another report excluded the students. 

Data for this study were prepared based upon the information submitted by the community 

colleges.  Looking at the data longitudinally, as other reports were generated, the data values 

changed.  For example, the definition of how to compute FTE enrollment (funded) is well 

defined, and it would be assumed that the data submitted would be accurate.  As a system, for 

2000-2001 data, the initial FTE enrollment (funded) was 193,477, as compared to the 2006 

updated data of 267,344—a difference of 73,866.  Some reports updated the values and other 

reports were snapshots as of that moment. 

Use of the Data 

During the random sampling to the community college’s senior management, a common 

theme was identified: The responder was aware of the performance-based budgeting funding 

model and the Performance Funding Report generated by the Community College Office of 

Budget and Financial Services.  However, in most cases, the responder could not articulate how 

that college used the data, and little time was expended on looking at the details of the report.  

Several college senior management leaders stated that they received the report, but did not use it 

and did not have the space to store it. 

The Division of Community Colleges strives to impress upon the colleges the importance 

of verifying the accuracy of the data.  At one particular community college, a faculty member 

identified that a college program’s enrollments and graduates were not accurately reflected in the 

Performance Funding Report.  Going through the chain of command at the community college, 

it was almost 18 months before an identified error was acknowledged and corrected.   
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Selection of Measures 

Every Florida community college’s purpose is to meet the needs of its community, but 

each community has different needs.  One set of measures does not fit all needs due to the 

differences among community colleges relative to location, population, community economic 

factors, competition with for-profit institutions, and the colleges’ missions.  As identified in this 

study, the ratio of unduplicated student headcount per FTE enrollment (funded) ranges from 1.99 

to 4.69.  The difference in the amount of part-time versus full-time students has implications as 

to how courses are scheduled and a student’s time to complete.  Many students return to college 

to improve their skills, not necessarily to complete a degree or certificate (Bailey et al., 2006).  

The community college adds value to the community, but the college may not reap any rewards 

for meeting this community need.  Measures should be in place to address the larger colleges as 

well as the smaller colleges and the college sub populations.  There are significant differences in 

upbringing, family, and job responsibilities and academic outlook especially when contrasting 

students under 21 and those considered non-traditional students (Adelman, 2005).  Students 

attend more than one institution and with on-line courses, may simultaneously attend more than 

one institution. The true outcome of a student may not be attained until several years beyond the 

current tracking system to be identified as a ―completer.‖  National longitudinal studies reflect 

that students change institutions within a state, but also across state lines, but current tracking 

mechanisms do not capture this information (Callan, Doyle & Finney, 2000).  This gap in the 

data skews our understanding of the current state of education. The conceptual framework for the 

study was the relationship that performance-based budgeting will lead to increased performance.  

Resources (inputs) are related to activities (structure and results (outcomes) (Goldstein, 2005).   

One of the criticisms performance-based budgeting is that the performance measures at the state 
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level are not easily linked with individual the college mission.  This leads to the question, is the 

mission set by the state or is the mission set by the community college? 

Policy Recommendations Specific to the Florida Community College System 

 Review of core measures:  Alfred, Shults, and Seybert (2007) succinctly pointed out that 

organizations need to place more emphasis on providing value to stakeholders.  This value 

may not be the same throughout the Florida Community College System, and the current 

measures of the performance-based incentive-funding program may not be the best 

reflection of the value added to the community and the advancement of education in the 

state of Florida.  This investigator recommends that the current measures be reviewed, 

perhaps using the list of core measures outlined in the third edition of the Core Indicators 

of Effectiveness for Community Colleges as a starting point.  Conceivably, the Chancellor 

of the Community College division could appoint a task force to analyze the data in the 

Performance Funding Report, not just from a system perspective but also from the 

community college level.  The task force could explore the use of the Tennessee model 

(Burke, 2005b) where a college selects an indicator that simultaneously meets the state 

priorities and the college’s mission.  The fungibility of the new system would 

simultaneously meet the objectives of the Florida Community College Strategic plan and 

be congruent with the individual community college mission of serving the needs of the 

community. 

 Establish a link between measures and funding: Establish a reporting mechanism where 

the community college reports how the performance-based funds were utilized to enhance 

their performance defined by the measures.   

 Establishment of performance-based budgeting based upon specific performance 

expectations: The Oregon business Council developed a sample unified performance-

based budget for preschool to grade 20 (as cited in Callan, Finney, Kirst, Usdan, & Venezia 

(2006)) that allocated funds relative to specific performance expectations, for example, 

XX% of entering AA students complete their degree.   

 Updating of databases:  This investigator recommends that a schedule be developed 

whereby the Division of Community Colleges units that receive data from the Community 

College & Technical Center MIS (CCTCMIS) update their databases and reports.  In 

addition, one glossary of terms and definitions should be developed and utilized throughout 

the Division of Florida Community Colleges.  

 Availability of the Performance Funding Report:  This investigator recommends that the 

Community College Office of Budget and Financial Service’s Performance Funding 

Report be posted on the Florida Community College website along with the annual Fact 

Book.  With broader distribution, the data would be reviewed and utilized by deans, chairs, 

and program coordinators. 
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National Policy Recommendations to Community College Systems  

 This was a population-based study focusing on the Florida Community College System.  

This investigator poses the question: While not the initial intent of the study, could the findings 

and recommendations be generalized to other state systems?  The specific findings probably 

cannot be generalized to other community college systems for two reasons: (a) the core measures 

and assignment of point values are unique to the state of Florida, and (b) the student 

demographic data are not the same.  For example, Table 5-2 compares specific data elements for 

Florida and Illinois.  Illinois was selected for the comparison since the 2000 Population Census 

ranked Florida ―4‖ and Illinois ―5.‖  Table 5-2 shows the differences in student headcount, FTE 

enrollment, the ratio of student headcount per FTE enrollment and especially the percentage of 

full-time and part-time students.  

Another example of the differences is in the measures by state or commonwealth.  For 

example, the Virginia Community College System measures fall into three broad categories: 

student experience, system-wide measures—facilities and operations, and faculty productivity.  

The student experience measures include the student achievement rate, which looks 

longitudinally as students enroll, transfer, complete, and graduate from a program, the number of 

transfer students to a 4-year institution in Virginia, the percentage of undergraduate courses with 

fewer than 20 students, the percentage of undergraduate courses with 50 or more students, the 

percentage of lower-division courses taught by full-time faculty, and the first-time, full-time 

graduation rate after 3 years. The system-wide measures—facilities and operations—include 

classroom and laboratory space utilization (how many hours per week an institution offers 

courses in its classroom and laboratories and the occupancy rate, the funds spent on instruction, 

and academic support with the focus that an institution places on instruction versus other 

activities, such as administration, departmental research and public service, the percentage of 
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management standards met and the debt service to expenditure ratio.  The faculty productivity 

focuses on the credit hours taught per FTE faculty (McHewitt, 2004).  States offer a range of 

efforts toward improved accountability, critical achievement measures and evidence-based 

progress toward reaching their objectives (Broom, 1995).  It is also recognized that while there is 

considerable momentum for K-12 accountability, there are differences between K-12 and higher 

education.  K-12 accountability systems are based on a common set of learning standards and 

statewide assessments, while in higher education; there is diversity of learning goals, institutional 

missions and no single curriculum (Wellman, 2003).  The diversity of each state’s approach 

performance-based budgeting is such that these findings cannot be generalized however, there 

are some advisory comments that other systems may consider:    

 Establishment of core measures: Community colleges serve the needs of their 

stakeholders and one set of measures, or ―one-set-fits-all‖ may not reflect the total value 

added by the community college.  This investigator recommends that the current measures 

be reviewed, perhaps using the list of core measures—outlined in the third edition of the 

Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community Colleges—as a starting point.  Perhaps 

using Tennessee as a model (Burke, 2005b) where a college selects an indicator or 

indicators that simultaneously meet the state priorities and the college’s mission.  

 Establishment of performance-based budgeting based upon specific performance 

expectations: This would set thresholds for the measures in order for the funds to be 

obtained similar to the performance-based budget developed by the Oregon business 

Council (as cited in Callan et al., 2006), for example, XX% second-year retention of 

incoming freshmen. 

 Establishment of a link between measures and funding: The investigator recommends 

evidence-based documentation that demonstrates how a community college is using the 

funds to improve the measure outcomes.  Best practices could be identified and utilized by 

other community colleges. Mercer (2003) recommends a cascade performance budgeting 

framework that integrates budget and performance information and links long-term goals to 

day-to-day activities.  Lingenfelter (2003) believes performance funding  should connect 

specific monetary incentives with performance. 

 

 Expanded access to data to community college specific outcomes data: The values of 

data are defined by the data’s accuracy, the construct validity, and eventual use.  By 

increasing the number of individuals who have access to the information, the greater the 
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probability of the data being viewed and used.  The more exposure of the data, the more 

use, and ultimately more focused effort to improve the outcomes. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Part of the Performance Funding Report, generated by the Community College Office of 

Budget and Financial Services, consists of a series of tables that first summarize the number of 

degrees by program title and then breaks down the information by community college.  For 

example, for associate of science degrees, a table includes the following information for the 

system: the program title, the system standard degree length in hours; the number of degrees 

awarded for the past 2 years; the annual change in degrees awarded; and the annual percent 

change in degrees awarded.  For each community college, the information is then presented 

reflecting the following information: the program number; the program title; the number 

enrolled; the number of degrees awarded for the past year, the system standard degree length in 

hours; the college associate of science degree cost; the program cost factor relative to the AA 

degree; and the weighted completers relative to the AA degrees.  A study could look at the 

proliferation of programs throughout the system whose enrollment and graduation trends may 

not be reflective of efficient use of funds.   

A follow-up study could explore the variances in associate of science degree cost per 

program across the system.  Table 5-3 presents a summary of five schools’ data for one program, 

showing a range of associate of science degree costs.  Stakeholders have questioned the value of 

higher education and have challenged how colleges are managed.  Alternatively, the study could 

review the efficiency of having programs where the enrollment is less than 10 per year, or the 

number of completers per year is less than 5 per year.  While the blueprint for community 

colleges in Florida built an easily accessible network for accessing post-secondary education—
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with the infusion of online courses and a more mobile population, perhaps some adjustments 

need to be made for the 21st century. 

This study summarized the number of campuses and centers per community college.  A 

follow-up study could investigate the start-up cost and recurring costs to maintain these 

additional sites.  In particular, investigators need to look at the class size, utilization rate of the 

facilities, and perhaps do a longitudinal study regarding the students who start their education at 

the nonprimary campus or center.  In Dickeson’s issue paper entitle Frequently Asked Questions 

About College Costs (2006), he points out that ―colleges are not managed with efficiency as the 

primary value.‖  As colleges add new programs, the existing programs receive a smaller 

proportion of the overall budget pie.  The culture of community colleges is such that while new 

programs are reviewed and approved, there is little effort in assessing if existing programs 

should continue.  

Investigators could conduct a study to look at the accuracy of the data provided to the 

Florida Department of Education Community College Division.  Some responders have made 

comments about the accuracy of the information provided for the generation of the reports.  The 

Office of Accountability, Research, and Measurement of the Florida Department of Education 

provides a consistent set of processes, but it is up to the community college to follow the 

procedures and verify the college submission.  In the process of this study, a program code at a 

particular college showed no graduates for a 2-year time period, even though that college had 

graduates for that time period.  



 117 

Table 5-1 Performance-based Budgeting from 1996-1997 through 2006-2007  

Fiscal year Amount 

1996-97 $ 12,000,000 

1997-98    12,000,000 

1998-99      4,800,000 

1999-00 8,074,032 

2000-01 8,318,834 

2001-02 7,674,371 

2002-03 7,674,371 

2003-04 7,674,371 

2004-05 7,674,371 

2005-06 18,075,996 

2006-07 18,075,996 

(Community College Office of Budget and Financial Services, 2007) 

 

Table 5-2 Comparison of Key Variables between Community College Systems (Illinois and 

Florida)

 Rank Population 

2000 

Census 

Year Student 

Headcount 

FTE 

Enrollment 

Ratio of 

Student 

headcount 

/FTE 

Enrollment 

Average 

Age 

Full 

time 

Part 

time 

Florida 4 15,982,378 2005 793,517 394,818 2.01 25 37% 63% 

Illinois 5 12,419,293 2004 363,204 218,891 1.66 28.81 36% 64% 

 

(Illinois Community College Board, July 2005, the Florida Community College Facts at A 

Glance, 2006-2007, the Florida Fact Book, 2006, and Demographia, no date) 

 

Table  5-3 Variances among College Associate of Science Degree Cost for a Selected Program 

for 2004-2005  

 

# Enrolled 

# Degrees 

awarded College Associate of Science degree cost 

College 1 55 10 $148,931 

College 2 54 3 $ 44,679 

College 3 41 15 $223,396 

College 4 24 13 $193,610 

College 5 55 12 $178,717 

(Community College Office of Budget and Financial Services, 2006) 
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