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Proviso language accompanying Specific Appropriations 153 through
157 of HB 2145 in the 2000 General Appropriations Act requires that:

The Postsecondary Education Planning Commission, in consul-
tation with the State Board of Community Colleges and the De-
partment of Education shall submit to the Governor, the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, and the President of the Senate,
the following reports:

1. By December 31, 2000, a recommendation for a new measure
of FTE reporting for Adult General Education and Adult Voca-
tional Education that is consistent among community colleges
and school districts and is reflective of student participation and
workload. The FTE measure should be appropriate for use in
estimating fee revenue, capital outlay funding, analysis of long
term trends, program management and evaluation.

2. By December 31, 2000, a procedure within the workforce
development education funding formula process developed pur-
suant to section 239.115, Florida Statutes, that will facilitate com-
munity colleges and school districts starting new programs by
using existing workforce funds without putting performance earn-
ings at risk.

3. By December 31, 2000, a procedure and guidelines for re-
aligning workforce funding category investments in the alloca-
tion to school districts and community colleges. The report shall
be limited to appropriated workforce development funding and
will not include shifts from or to that fund from other program
fund areas. The report shall also include recommendations for
uniform cost reporting between community colleges and school
districts to facilitate future realignments within the fund.

4. By December 31, 2000, the results of a review that compares
the costs of workforce development education programs to the
reimbursement received through the workforce formula. The
report shall include recommendations for adjusting the formula
so that high cost programs that contribute to meeting priority
workforce needs receive appropriate incentives.

Chapter 97-307, Laws of Florida (SB 1688), created the Workforce De-
velopment Education Fund to provide a new way of funding for Work-
force Development Programs (adult vocational and adult general educa-
tion) and to provide a “level playing field” between the school district
and community college in terms of funding and delivering workforce
development training. The new formula had its basis in performance.
This act also required the following for workforce development programs:

EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

LecisLATIVE CHARGE

BACKGROUND
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RECOMMENDAI'IONS

Common Definitions
Standard Program Lengths
A Common Data Base
Common Cost Calculations
Common Fee Structure

Since the enactment of SB 1688, teams of individuals representing the
Division of Workforce Development, the Division of Community Col-
leges, the Workforce Education Outcome Information Systems Office,
the Office of Budget and Management, the Enterprise Florida Jobs and
Education Partnership, as well as school district and community college
personnel have been working to assure the intent of the law is carried
out.

The 2000 Legislature funded the formula for the second year. However,
continued concerns regarding the specifics of the WDEF are reflected in
the above proviso language.

Throughout the conduct of this study a technical assistance group made
up of school district and community college representatives at the state
and local level has been involved in providing expertise and assistance
related to each of the major issues addressed. In addition, Margaret Win-
gate of W.M. Consulting was engaged to provide research and analysis
related to the cost reporting and fund allocation aspects of this assign-
ment. Finally, the Commission coordinated its efforts with staff of the
Executive Office of the Governor, Legislature as well as the Auditor
General and Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Ac-
countability.

Emanating from the policy issues and options considered, the recom-
mendations developed in the course of this study are designed to
strengthen the existing performance funding process contained in the
Workforce Development Education Fund. While by no means perfect, it
represents a significant tool for focusing on educational results while
rewarding institutions and districts which are responsive to Florida’s
workforce needs.

1.  The following FTE definitions should be incorporated into school
district and community college reporting systems, so that compa-
rable baseline data is available beginning no later than July 1,
2002. Because the statutory authority already exists for coordi-
nated planning and information (s.229.555(1)(b), F.S.) the Depart-
ment of Education should proceed with the steps necessary to modify
existing Management Information Systems as soon as practicable.
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One Adult General Education FTE is equal to 900 student con-
tact hours and is calculated by summing the number of contact
hours undertaken by students enrolled in qualifying courses, then
dividing by 900. Since students may enter adult education courses
at any time during a term, contact hours reported for a student
must be prorated from the documented date of entry until the end
date of the course or term based on scheduled hours. A student is
considered to be enrolled in an Adult General Education course
when: (1) the registration requirements of the college or district
have been met; and, (2) the student has participated in 12 hours of
service as verified by either attendance or performance records
including, but not limited to, assessment, orientation, counseling
and instruction. Returning or continuing students are considered
enrolled when they complete an instructional activity.

One Postsecondary Adult Vocational Education FTE is equal to
900 student contact hours per year and is calculated by summing
the number of contact hours, then dividing by 900. A student is
considered to be enrolled in an Adult Vocational Education course
when: (1) the registration requirements of the college or district
have been met; and, (2) receipt of the required tuition and fees has
been documented.

2.  Beginning with the 2002-03 fiscal year, consistent FTE enroll-
ment data should be used in the calculation of a workload factor
within the Workforce Development Education Fund, as well as
determining the number of students served in dedicated public
facilities to calculate capital outlay, funding, and other manage-
ment and evaluation purposes deemed appropriate by the Depart-
ment, the Legislature and the State Board of Education.

3. The Department of Education and the State Board of Commu-
nity Colleges should regularly monitor the proportion of Public
Education Capital Outlay (PECO) and Capital Outlay and Debt
Service (CO & DS) funds which are dedicated to supporting adult
general and postsecondary adult vocational education.

4.  The statutory policies governing the distribution of Capital Out- Responsiveness to Florida’s \
lay and Debt Service Funds available pursuant to s. 9(d), Article ship and support, instit
XI1 of the State Constitution should be revised to assure parity in partnerships at both levt

support of postsecondary vocational programs offered by school
districts and community colleges. Specifically, the number of FTE
students used to generate vocational CO & DS units should be
adjusted to assure consistent funding for the two sectors.

5.  The Workforce Development Capitalization Incentive Grant Pro-
gram should continue to support responsiveness to the State’s
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priority workforce training needs with the following modifica-
tions. In addition to new, emerging, and expanding programs, funds
should be available for upgrading existing program curriculum
and equipment consistent with standards established in s.239.229,
F.S. with business and industry input. Funds should also be avail-
able to support operating costs of new programs for an additional
year prior to inclusion in an institution or district base subject to
state level review and approval. Each school district and commu-
nity college should be allowed to submit requests for the above
purposes for up to three programs annually within a funding pa-
rameter established by the Legislature, the State Board of Educa-
tion and the Department of Education.

School districts and community colleges should be allowed to ex-
pend up to 10 percent of their WDEF dollars for continuing work-
force and new program development. These funds would not be
subject to performance funding but should continue to meet match-
ing requirements for external and fee support specified in law. Such
external support should not be included in calculating the 10 per-
cent.

A targeted workforce development tax credit should be autho-
rized by the Legislature to foster closer collaboration among edu-
cation and employers. A tax credit of up to $50,000 per year would
be granted in an amount equal to donations by corporations
which:

a) pay the matriculation and fees on behalf of one or more
current or prospective employees in a targeted program
identified by Workforce Florida, Inc.; or,

b) makes a cash donation to a central Workforce Incentive
Pool overseen by Workforce Florida, Inc. and the De-
partment of Education and designed to support local
education/business partnerships in the design and de-
livery of targeted programs.

The Legislature should provide a one time adjustment to the com-
munity colleges negatively impacted by the procedure used to cal-
culate the AS funds to be used in establishment of the WDEF.

Each district and college should be allowed to review its alloca-
tion for each of the WDEF funding categories and propose an
adjustment based upon actual expenditures, local program needs,
and other factors subject to review and approval by the Depart-
ment of Education through the State Board of Community Col-
leges and Division of Workforce Development
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The Department of Education should compile cost data for the
programs with the largest number of completions in each of the
WDEF categories subject to performance funding (PSAV includ-
ing Apprenticeship and AS). This would serve as a preliminary
benchmark in determining the validity of the program weights cur-
rently in use.

The Department of Education should establish a fixed price per
point for each of the workforce funding categories. The current
point values can serve as a start subject to future revision based on
program cost data and state priorities. It is understood that the
fixed price per point remains subject to annual appropriations but
it will serve to provide a consistent measure on which to base fu-
ture budget requests.

The Department of Education should continue to review the im-
pact of targeted population, program completion, and placements
weights on the WDEF pursuant to the regression analysis con-
tained in this report as well as other analysis overseen by the
Department. Based on the Commission’s analysis, no changes
in the weights should be made at this time. However, this should
not prelude any changes based upon further analysis developed
by the Commission or the Department of Education. Any future
changes proposed should include an estimate of the cost impact
prior to consideration by the Legislature.

The Legislature should consider establishment of a high unem-
ployment factor in addition to the WDEF for those colleges and
districts impacted by high unemployment. This should be ad-
dressed as a separate item.

The Legislature should allocate all, or a portion, of any addi-
tional funding for WDEF for an incentive pool that would re-
ward institutions for increased or above average production of
completion points or full completions in programs designated as
priority by the Department of Education in consultation with
Workforce Florida, Inc.
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Proviso language accompanying Specific Appropriations 153 through |[NTRODUCTION
157 of HB 2145 in the 2000 General Appropriations Act requires that:

LEGIsLATIVE CHARGE
The Postsecondary Education Planning Commission, in consul-
tation with the State Board of Community Colleges and the De-
partment of Education shall submit to the Governor, the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, and the President of the Senate,
the following reports:

1. By December 31, 2000, a recommendation for a new measure
of FTE reporting for Adult General Education and Adult Voca-
tional Education that is consistent among community colleges
and school districts and is reflective of student participation and
workload. The FTE measure should be appropriate for use in
estimating fee revenue, capital outlay funding, analysis of long
term trends, program management and evaluation.

2. By December 31, 2000, a procedure within the workforce
development education funding formula process developed pur-
suant to section 239.115, Florida Statutes, that will facilitate com-
munity colleges and school districts starting new programs by
using existing workforce funds without putting performance earn-
ings at risk.

3. By December 31, 2000, a procedure and guidelines for re-
aligning workforce funding category investments in the alloca-
tion to school districts and community colleges. The report shall
be limited to appropriated workforce development funding and
will not include shifts from or to that fund from other program
fund areas. The report shall also include recommendations for
uniform cost reporting between community colleges and school
districts to facilitate future realignments within the fund.

4. By December 31, 2000, the results of a review that compares
the costs of workforce development education programs to the
reimbursement received through the workforce formula. The
report shall include recommendations for adjusting the formula
so that high cost programs that contribute to meeting priority
workforce needs receive appropriate incentives.

In addition, Section 14 of the Workforce Innovation Act, Chapter 2000-
165 (CS/Senate Bill 2050) directs the Commission to address the fol-
lowing by December 15, 2000:

a New and innovative targeted financial aid programs.
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BACKGROUND

a Initiatives to encourage the restructuring of curriculum to pro-
vide a better response to the needs of Florida’s businesses
and industries.

a Performance-based incentive funding to state universities for
increased production of graduates from targeted programs.

a Performance-based incentive funding to state universities and
other initiatives for providing accelerated articulation options
to students awarded an Associate of Science degree.

a Innovative uses of federal Workforce Investment Act and Wel-
fare to Work funds to provide the broadest eligibility for and
promote access to targeted high priority educational programs.

These issues are covered in several related Commission reports.

Chapter 97-307, Laws of Florida (SB 1688), created the Workforce De-
velopment Education Fund to provide a new way of funding for Work-
force Development Programs (adult vocational and adult general educa-
tion) and to provide a “level playing field” between the school district
and community college in terms of funding and delivering workforce
development training. The new formula had its basis in performance.
This act also required the following for workforce development programs:

Common Definitions
Standard Program Lengths
A Common Data Base
Common Cost Calculations
Common Fee Structure

Through the Commissioner’s Task Force on Workforce Development
and five working committees that met through the summer of 1997, com-
mon definitions were refined, standard program lengths recommended,
articulation discussions begun, and school district and community col-
lege data bases coordinated. One area of concern continued to center
around the specifics of the funding formula.

Based on the Task Force recommendations and concerns of some legis-
lators, Chapter 98-58, Laws of Florida (SB 1124), the Workforce Devel-
opment Implementation Act, delayed by one year implementation the
performance aspects of the funding formula; made significant changes
to the design of the funding formula; required reports on the progress of
charges to the information systems; and charged the Department of Edu-
cation, the State Board of Community Colleges, and the Enterprise Florida
Jobs and Education Partnership with the responsibility for recommend-
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ing to the Legislature and the Governor’s Office a funding formula which
implements the intent of the Act.

The funding formula as written in Chapter 98-58, Laws of Florida, pro-
vided that for 1999-2000:

(a) Base funding shall not exceed 85 percent of the current fiscal year
total Workforce Development Education Fund allocation, which shall be
distributed by the Legislature in the General Appropriations Act based
on a maximum of 85 percent of the institution’s prior year total alloca-
tion from base and performance funds.

(b) Performance funding shall be at least 15 percent of the current fiscal
year total Workforce Development Education Fund allocation, which shall
be distributed by the Legislature in the General Appropriations Act based
on previous fiscal year’s achievement of output and outcomes in accor-
dance with the formulas adopted pursuant to subsection (9)...

(c) If alocal educational agency achieves a level of performance suffi-
cient to generate a full allocation as authorized by the workforce devel-
opment funding formula, the agency may earn performance incentive
funds as appropriated...

Since the enactment of SB 1688, teams of individuals representing the
Division of Workforce Development, the Division of Community Col-
leges, the Workforce Education Outcome Information Systems Office,
the Office of Budget and Management, the Enterprise Florida Jobs and
Education Partnership, as well as school district and community college
personnel have been working to assure the intent of the law is carried
out.

The 2000 Legislature funded the formula for the second year. However,
continued concerns are reflected in the above reports assigned to the
Commission. These reports represent one of several workforce-related
assignments given to the Commission this year. Others include manage-
ment of two additional RFP processes in addition to the Workforce De-
velopment Capitalization Incentive Grant Program, assessing the extent
to which university degree and other postsecondary programs are re-
sponding to the workforce needs of the State, and exploring funding strat-
egies and other initiatives to increase this responsiveness.

This is a time of transition for the entire Workforce Development Sys-
tem in Florida. After almost a year of study and hearings, the Workforce
Innovation Act of 2000 was enacted by the Legislature. Among other
things, the bill reassigns most duties of the Department of Labor and
Employment Security and makes a number of other policy, organiza-
tional, and operational changes to improve Florida’s ability to respond
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to its labor market and economic development needs in the 21st century.
This session also saw an unsuccessful attempt (SB 1472, HB 1135) to
assign total responsibility for workforce training at the postsecondary
level to community colleges. Since 1968 when separate boards were
established for community colleges apart from the jurisdiction of district
school boards, responsibility for delivery of vocational and adult educa-
tion has been shared by the two systems. The Office of Program Policy
Analysis and Government Accountability is currently examining the is-
sue of governance of workforce training in the public sector and will
issue a report in December.

The Commission chairman assigned this study to the Program Commit-
tee, chaired by Mr. George Smith and consisting of Dr. Mary Bennett,
Dr. Edward Dauer, Ms. Connie Kone, and Ms. Diane Leone.

Throughout the conduct of this study a technical assistance group (Ap-
pendix A) has been involved in providing expertise and assistance re-
lated to each of the major issues addressed. In addition, Margaret Win-
gate of W.M. Consulting was engaged to provide research and analysis
related to the cost reporting and fund allocation aspects of this assign-
ment. Finally, the Commission coordinated its efforts with staff of the
Executive Office of the Governor, Legislature as well as the Auditor
General and Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Ac-
countability.

Beginning in June, the Program Committee met monthly and received
testimony and other information related to the study. Both the Commit-
tee as well as the entire Commission are indebted to all those who con-
tributed to the development of the recommendations contained in this
document. Emanating from the policy issues and options considered,
the recommendations are designed to strengthen the existing performance
funding process contained in the Workforce Development Education
Fund. While by no means perfect, it represents a significant tool for
focusing on educational results while rewarding institutions and districts
which are responsive to Florida’s workforce needs.
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Linking academic results to special funding is not new in Florida. The
Sunshine State has a long history of initiative funding for higher educa-
tion, which advances moneys for activities in the hopes of encouraging
the desired results. Initiative funding began in the 1970s and continues
today. In 1974, Florida started the first of these initiatives with Pro-
grams of Distinction, later revised as Centers of Excellence. In 1979, it
expanded this initiative into a Quality Improvement Program and
launched a matching fund for an Eminent Scholars endowment. In 1986,
the State created a High Technology and Industry Council that funded
competitive grants for collaboration with industry and matching moneys
to foster private giving. The State started similar but smaller programs
for the community colleges. From 1979 to 1989, initiative funding
brought more than $200 million to the SUS and from 1983-89 more than
$10 million to community colleges.

In the early 1990s, Florida adopted a series of mandates to ensure effi-
ciency and effectiveness in its public colleges and universities. These
laws coupled greater accountability for achieving of specific goals with
added autonomy over the means of accomplishing them. In 1991 the
Legislature enacted the Education Reform and Accountability Act (Blue-
print 2000) to improve quality and efficiency while providing systems
with increased management flexibility. A Postsecondary Education Plan-
ning Commission report in the following year, Outcomes Assessment in
Postsecondary Education, found that Florida had no established goals
in postsecondary and no clear method of determining if public higher
education was fulfilling its mission. It also concluded that assessment
for continual improvement in institutional effectiveness had not been a
priority for all colleges and universities. In 1993, the Accountability in
Florida’s Postsecondary Education System Act provided for more and
better information for institutional improvement and for public account-
ability. The Government Performance and Accountability Act of 1994
scheduled the Community College System as the first educational orga-
nization to submit a performance-based budget.

In 1996-97, the Appropriations Act provided $12 million to be distrib-
uted by the State Board of Community Colleges based upon each college’s
share of Associate of Arts, Associate of Science degree and Certificate
completers as well as the number of students in targeted populations--
e.g., economically disadvantaged or disabled--achieving these results.
In addition, $2 million of these funds were distributed based on students
who graduated in less than 72 hours. This performance-based budgeting
has continued and to date has distributed more than $40 million to the
colleges.

This legislation was not the first attempt at performance incentive fund-
ing. As early as 1984 the Legislature initiated a requirement that school
districts and community colleges place 70 percent of vocational pro-

WORKFORCE
DEVELOPMENT
EDUCATION
FUNDING
OVERVIEW

A BRrRIEF HISTORY OF
PERFORMANCE FUNDING
IN FLORIDA
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gram completers in occupations using their training related skills. The
law specified that programs failing to meet this 70 percent standard at
least once in three years would no longer be eligible for state funding. In
addition, the Legislature approved in 1995 a “Performance Incentive
Fund” of $15.3 million for the State University System to recognize ac-
tions and results in increasing degree production and faculty teaching
productivity. Another initiative, Performance-Based Incentive Funding
(PBIF) was authorized by the Legislature in 1994. The PBIF system
collected performances (completions and placements) in program iden-
tified by the Occupational Forecasting Conference (created in 1994) as
high skill and high wage jobs in the State of Florida. Community col-
leges and school districts participated in this funding process. The pro-
cess was funded from the summer of 1994 through the winter/spring
term of 1999. PBIF consisted of State of Florida and federal funds.
Community colleges and school districts were required to meet a fund-
ing threshold determined by performances. Once this set-aside fund was
met, the institution was able to earn money on a competitive basis for
JTPA, WAGES and other populations of students who earned perfor-
mances at their institution. All of these incentive funds represented
annual appropriations and did not become part of the systems’ or institu-
tional base budgets.

Within this context came the impetus for creation of the Workforce De-
velopment Education Fund (WDEF). In addition to focusing state re-
sources on effective programs addressing priority labor market needs,
the initiative was designed to provide a level playing field on which both
district operated area technical centers and community colleges could
address local area workforce education needs without unfair advantage.

Chapter 97-307, Laws of Florida, (SB 1688) in 1997 provided the autho-
rizing legislation and established the WDEF with funds previously con-
tained in the public school Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP)
and Community College Program Fund (CCPF). Because community
college and school district funding methodologies were different, the
calculations for the WDEF contributed by the CCPF and FEFP were
different. The different methodologies have been an issue of discussion
among the community colleges since the WDEF was created. Among
the concerns was the overlap of courses that could be used to satisfy both
AA and AS degree requirements. How individual institutions classified
these courses impacted the amount of funding placed at risk in the WDEF.
Another concern was the lack of any additional funding to cover new
institutions entering the workforce arena.

As noted in Figure 1, after two years of development and level funding,
the WDEF formula was first applied in 1999-00. Performance data for
adult education was not perceived as reliable and was excluded from this
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first year of application. In 2000-01, the formula was again applied,
with the addition of adult education data.

Figure 1
Workforce Development Education Fund
1997-98 |Workforce Development Education
Fund Created
From the FEFP and CCPF
1998-99 |[Exact Same Appropriation as 1997-98
Separated Adults with Disabilities
1999-00 |Same Total Appropriation
First Performance Model Applied
(Adult Basic Ed Not on Performance for that Year)
2000-01 |[$15 Million New Dollars on Performance

Key COMPONENTS OF
THE WDEF

The WDEF allocates funds in four major categories (Figure 2):

1. Adult General Education (School Districts and
Community Colleges)

2. Vocational Certificate Programs (School Districts and Com-
munity Colleges)

3. Associate in Science Degrees and Certificates (Community Col-
leges)

4. Continuing Workforce Education (School Districts and Com-
munity Colleges)

Figure 2

Workforce Development
Education Fund

Adult Postsecondary Associate Continuing Workforce
Gener_al Vocational in Science Education
Education Certificates Degrees & Certificates 50% Match
516,083 Students 131,925 Students 67,249 Students Over 350,000 Students
| Adult Basic I Apprenticeship

Adult Secondary
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With the exception of Continuing Workforce Education, which has no
performance component at present, each district and college received
85 percent of their prior year funding in each of these areas with the
remaining 15 percent subject to performance. A concern raised by the
colleges has been that the WDEF was created by transferring institu-
tional reported costs to the new fund. When the performance dollars
were originally allocated, this was done based on system average costs.

Performance is calculated based on completions and placements. Be-
cause students can exit a program with marketable skills prior to attain-
ing degree diplomas or certificates, a series of milestones have been es-
tablished for each program. For workforce programs these are referred
to as occupational completion points (OCPs) and in adult general educa-
tion, literacy completion points (LCPs). OCPs actually were being de-
veloped and phased in prior to 1997 to address the issue of early leavers.

The 1997 enabling legislation (SB 1688) called for the following:
« At least three levels of placement reflecting wages and demand.

» Payments for completions must not exceed 60% of payments for
placements.

» Enhanced payments for targeted populations.
 Adjustments for placements in areas in high unemployment.

The legislation also calls for the classification of all programs as high,
medium or low cost. To date this has not been implemented although
both systems have separately undertaken attempts to accomplish this
requirement. In lieu of this information, the WDEF has used program
length as a proxy for cost in arriving at weights for completions. While
this is a reasonable approach in most instances, examples have been given
of programs with related instructional costs that are not adequately re-
flected by length. For example, information technology programs with
higher than average instruction and equipment costs or public safety pro-
grams which require expensive special facilities such as driving course
and firing ranges.

Basic Formula Method
Following is a brief step-by-step summary of how the WDEF works:
1. Designate funding amounts for fund categories: Vocational

Certificates, Adult General Education, Associates of Science,
Continuing Workforce Education.
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2.

Establish performance amount statewide for each fund category
(15% of fund categories, not including continuing workforce).

Calculate the number of points for each fund category.

A. Count the number of completions in each LEA, multiply by
weights for targeted populations, weights for program length,
these become completion points.

B. Count the number of placements in each LEA, multiply by
weights for established placement levels, these become
placement points.

Add completion points and placement points to get total points
for each fund category.

Divide total points for each category into the performance
amount for each category; this results in a price per point.

Multiply the price per point in each category by the points earned
by each LEA in each category; this results in the performance
amount earned.

Within each fund category for each LEA, add the performance
amount earned to the base amount (85% of the prior year appro-
priation) for a total for the fund category.

Add the fund category totals with the continuing workforce
amount to get a total workforce allocation for the LEA.

Another concern expressed with the WDEF is that the point value floats
because value per point is calculated by dividing the total number of
points generated into the dollars available in each category. The result is
that the more points generated, the less they are worth. This was initially
intended as an intermediary step until consistent data from both systems
became available.
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11

As noted at the outset, the 2000 General Appropriations Act required the
Postsecondary Education Planning Commission, in consultation with the
State Board of Community Colleges and the Department of Education to
address four major tasks related to Workforce Development Education
funding by December 31, 2000.

Each of these tasks is discussed separately below including the issues
involved, research findings and other work that has been undertaken by
the Commission, and one or more policy options for consideration.

Develop a recommendation for a new measure of FTE reporting for Adult
General Education and Adult Vocational Education that is consistent
among community colleges and school districts and is reflective of stu-
dent participation and workload. The FTE measure should be appropri-
ate for use in estimating fee revenue, capital outlay funding, analysis of
long term trends, program management, and evaluation.

Discussion - Historically, student Full Time Equivalent Enrollment (FTE)
has been used as a workload measure to help make rational funding de-
cisions about school district and community college program budgets.
With the passage of SB 1688 in 1997 and the resulting shift to Perfor-
mance Based Funding, workforce development program funding has
moved from “seat-time” considerations to an environment that rewards
districts and colleges for program effectiveness. FTE calculations, how-
ever, remain an important and necessary part of the overall funding struc-
ture as they are still used in calculating Capital Outlay and Debt Service
and as determiners of space utilization. Due to the unique nature and
special needs of the adult education student and the diversity and nature
of Adult General Education (AGE) course offerings, it has been difficult
to obtain uniform AGE FTE data from all community colleges and school
districts. The practice in the colleges has been to count all students present
at the conclusion of registration each term as enrolled for the entire term.
This can result in overestimates in some cases. School districts, on the
other hand, no longer report Adult General Education and Postsecond-
ary Adult VVocational FTE at the state level. With the initiation of perfor-
mance funding, the Department of Education Division of Workforce
Development determined that this FTE information was no longer needed.
Lack of this data makes program cost analysis virtually impossible and
eliminates an important tool for validating the appropriateness of the
fund allocations.

The need for a workload measure is also apparent in view of the increas-
ing number of adult education and/or vocational education programs be-
ing transferred between school districts and community colleges (e.g.
Leon/TCC, Palm Beach/PBCC, St. Johns/St. Johns River CC). Should

POLICY ISSUES
AND OPTIONS

Task 1
FTE DeFINITIONS
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ADULT AND VOCATIONAL
EbucaTioNn DEFINITIONS

such transfers be based on historic enrollment, current enrollment, on
performances that have yet to occur, or some other equitable measure.
This issue also applies to colleges, districts or new entities such as char-
ter schools establishing workforce programs for the first time.

A workgroup consisting of state and institutional representatives of both
community colleges and school districts was assigned by Commission
staff to address the Adult Education FTE issue. They met in person and
via phone and e-mail and developed the following issues and responses:

When should a student be reported for FTE?

Since the adult education student does not typically pay a fee, there
must be a way--comparable to fee payment--to designate that stu-
dent as a legitimate enrollee. The group agreed that the National
Reporting System for Adult Education should be used to define a
participant and to equate with the payment of a fee. The guidelines
refer to “12 hours of service”. It was agreed that a student who has
received 12 hours of service may be submitted as an enrollee (re-
ported for FTE). The group agreed that service should include
activities such as assessment, facilitation, orientation, counseling,
and instruction.

How many contact hours should be reported per student?

Since adult education is an open-entry program, the group agreed
that to be consistent, FTE should be calculated from the exact date
of student entry to the end date of the term. Some members of the
group have already determined that this can be done within their
registration systems.

With regard to reporting postsecondary adult vocational FTE, since fees
are charged, the process for monitoring this enrollment could be compa-
rable to the procedures used to account for college credit enrollment.

Following are proposed FTE definitions consistent with the principles
identified by the workgroup:

One Adult General Education FTE is equal to 900 student contact
hours and is calculated by summing the number of contact hours
undertaken by students enrolled in qualifying courses, then dividing
by 900. Since students may enter adult education courses at any
time during a term, contact hours reported for a student must be pro-
rated from the documented date of entry until the end date of the
course or term based on scheduled hours. A student is considered to
be enrolled in an Adult General Education course when: (1) the reg-
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istration requirements of the college or district have been met; and,
(2) the student has participated in 12 hours of service as verified by
either attendance or performance records including, but not limited
to assessment, orientation, counseling and instruction. Returning or
continuing students are considered enrolled when they complete an
instructional activity.

One Postsecondary Adult Vocational Education FTE is equal to
900 student contact hours per year and is calculated by summing the
number of contact hours, then dividing by 900. A student is consid-
ered to be enrolled in an Adult VVocational Education course when:
(1) the registration requirements of the college or district have been
met; and, (2) receipt of the required tuition and fees has been docu-
mented.

Option: Continue to monitor adult and vocational enrollment in-
consistently.

Advantages
» No additional record keeping or monitoring required.
Disadvantages
Lack of validation of funding allocations to existing programs.
Difficulty in calculating funding resource shifts necessary when
programs are transferred among institutions or between school

districts and community colleges.

Option: Implement definitions outlined above on a schedule allow-
ing sufficient time for modification of current reporting procedures.

Advantages
» Consistent workload measures in place for comparable school
district and community college programs. Move from an his-
toric allocation pattern to one based on actual students served.

Disadvantages

Changes in reporting procedures and documentation required.

One of the purposes for developing consistent FTE definitions is related FTEs anD CAPITAL
to their use in generating other resources such as Public Education Capi- OUTLAY
tal Outlay dollars. Funds generated through the Gross Receipts Tax are
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allocated to public schools, community colleges and universities for fa-
cilities construction. At present, community colleges count all enrolled
students including those in Adult General Education and Continuing
Workforce Education, for purposes of calculating need for PECO fund-
ing. School districts as already noted, are not presently counting Adult
General Education student enroliment relying instead on historical data
compiled prior to the WDEF. However, in the past the practice had been
to count those adults enrolled in area vocational centers or other dedi-
cated facilities such as adult high schools.

For several years the Commissioner of Education recommended adjust-
ment of the instructional unit ratio used to compute eligibility for Capital
Outlay and Debt Service (CO and DS) funding. Pursuant to s.9(d), Ar-
ticle XII of the State Constitution a portion of state Motor Vehicle Li-
cense Revenue is distributed to school districts and community colleges
based on reported instructional units. The ratios for calculating these
units have been unchanged since the late 1960s. At present, s5.236.602,
F.S. authorizes a divisor of 23 for school district FTE and s.240.353, F.S.
specifies that an instructional unit shall equal 10 FTE students in voca-
tional and compensatory programs.

Option: Provide for consistent reporting of FTE for PECO genera-

tion and calculation of CO and DS instructional units for vocational

and adult education.

Advantages

» This approach would complement the single funding mechanism

established for school district and community college adult and
vocational programs (Workforce Development Education Fund).

Disadvantages
Colleges or districts might experience declines or measures in
resources available for facilities construction. Any increase in
district or college CO and DS funding would result in a compa-
rable decrease in funds available to the Department of Highway
Safety.

Option: Maintain status quo.

Advantage

* No change required.
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Disadvantage

Inconsistent application of state resources to comparable programs
in two sectors. Inherent conflict with thrust of WDEF which is
intended to level the field involving workforce development train-

ing.

Develop a procedure within the workforce development education fund-
ing formula process, developed pursuant to section 239.115, Florida Stat-
utes that will facilitate community colleges and school districts starting
new programs by using existing workforce funds without putting perfor-
mance earnings at risk.

Discussion - Since inception of the Workforce Development Education
Fund in 1997-98, the level of funding remained the same for three years.
For 2000-01, an additional $15 million (2%) was added to the WDEF.
However, during this same period over $51 million has been distributed
for new and expanded programs through Workforce Development Capi-
talization Incentive Grants and other grants (Horizon Jobs, Economic
Development) overseen by the Commission. In addition, each year since
its inception, the WDEF has included over $61 million for Continuing
Workforce Education ($38.7 million - school districts, $22.5 million -
community colleges). This amounts to approximately 8.5 percent of the
entire Workforce Development Education Funding. However, actual ex-
penditures in this category in 1998-99 (Appendix B) were $52.1 million
(7.3 percent). Currently this money has no performance requirements
and is intended to support upgrading or updating for currently employed
workers.

There are a number of other sources of support for programs which re-
spond to emerging workforce training needs. Through the state funded
Quick Response Training Program, administered by Workforce Florida,
Inc. (formerly the State Workforce Development Board) $6 million is
available annually to assist new and expanding businesses in meeting
their employee training needs in cooperation with colleges, universities
and technical centers. From the Federal Workforce Investment Act (WIA)
funds available in Florida, $4 million is currently being used to support
an Information Technology RFP process designed to address the critical
need for personnel in this area. Through the Federal Carl Perkins Act,
Florida currently receives approximately $50 million annually of which
about $18 million is available for enhancement or expansion of postsec-
ondary training opportunities. The Workforce Innovation Act of 2000
(Chapter 2000-165, L.F.) is designed to create an integrated workforce
system including school-to-work, welfare-to-work, and high skill/high
wage training and services.

Task 2
New PrRoGrAM
DEVELOPMENT
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A number of states have already established consolidated approaches of
this nature including North Carolina, Texas and Georgia. In Georgia, for
example, the Office of Development and Economic Services of the Uni-
versity System of Georgia was established in 1995 to leverage the re-
sources of the state’s 34 public colleges and universities on behalf of
Georgia’s economic development. The centerpiece of the System’s strat-
egy is Georgia’s Intellectual Capital Partnership Program(ICAPP). Ele-
ments include needs assessments to match college and university pro-
grams with current and prospective employees, databases of faculty ex-
pertise, regional collaborative efforts to address specific economic de-
velopment needs and strategic response initiatives to create model pro-
grams to address the shortage of knowledge workers, such as informa-
tion technology professionals.

This and related initiatives will be discussed more fully in another cur-
rent Commission study related to the responsiveness of postsecondary
institutions to workforce needs. However, the importance of a consoli-
dated approach is raised here to provide a context for the design of any
new workforce program support strategies in Florida.

In the Workforce Innovation Act of 2000, the Legislature recognized the
frequency with which workforce development programs are changing
and required that programs be reviewed and program standards be re-
vised every three years. The sector strategy initiative of the State Board
of Community Colleges satisfies this requirement for the Associate in
Science degree programs by identifying technical, academic and work-
place skills; evaluating the viability of distance learning for instruction;
and reviewing work/learn cycles that are responsive to business and in-
dustry as required in Section 239.229 (2)(c)4, F.S. The Division of Work-
force Development has established statewide technical committees con-
sisting of business and industry representatives to value recommenda-
tions in this regard.

The Workforce Innovation Act of 2000 also requires the regional high
skill/high wage committees to reflect economic development priorities
by identifying those occupations critical to business retention, expan-
sion and recruitment. The Capitalization Incentive Grants can certainly
be used to respond to these needs, but only with one-time nonrecurring
funds. Thus, institutions are forced to cannibalize other programs in
order to keep the new program operational. With essentially all the work-
force programs already on the high skill/high wage targeted list, new
recurring funds become the only realistic option to perpetuate new pro-
grams.

In addition to costs related to start up and operation of new workforce
programs, the provision and maintenance of the facilities necessary for
such training must be factored into resource considerations as well. In
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2000-01, the State Board of Community Colleges allocated $63 million
of the $210 million received by the system for PECO for creation or
expansion of facilities related to workforce development. The SBCC
PECO request list for 2001-02 is currently being finalized. However, it
is anticipated that approximately $57 million or one third of the pro-
jected funding will be dedicated to workforce development (comparable
public school data have been requested).

Issues

a What is the appropriate level of funding and procedure for
supporting new program development that is responsive to
the needs of business and industry while avoiding inefficient
program duplication or proliferation?

() Once start-up has been achieved, how can new programs be
maintained until they have produced graduates that will en-
able performance funding to be generated?

Option: Maintain a single grant program with flexible awards de-
pending on local needs. Cap annual awards to any one community
college or school district at a specified (e.g. $600,000) total for up to
three new, expanded or upgraded programs. Funding could also be
authorized for an additional year of operating costs subject to re-
view. Prioritize proposals based on the demand for graduates, docu-
mented program availability of adequate training facilities, stan-
dards, contributions of business, and local economic factors such as
major corporate or military base closures.

Advantages

« Simplification and consolidation of current grant opportunities
while maintaining local flexibility in designing the scope and pur-
pose of individual projects.

Disadvantages

Some projects might require more than the maximum available.
Other fund sources could be sought in this case or regional or
statewide collaborative strategies encouraged. Whether to in-
clude a portion of any grant revenue in the base to cover future
opportunity costs would have to be addressed.

Option: Earmark a portion of WDEF for new program develop-
ment. Require annual accountability reports on enrollees, comple-
tions, and placements. Establish a workload component based on
enrollment/completions that will serve as the basis for continuation
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Task 3

REALIGNMENT OF
WOoRKFORCE EDUCATION
Funp

ASSOCIATE IN SCIENCE
FunDpING

funding. A variation on this approach would be to redesign the Con-
tinuing Workforce Education category as a percentage of the over-
all WDEF and allow these funds to be used to leverage employer
contributions, Quick Response funds, and other available resources
to address the needs of current and prospective employees in the
service area. Such external resources would not be counted in cal-
culating any percentage cap established.

Advantages

» Establishes both a focus and support for new program develop-
ment within the existing fund. Accountability would be main-
tained through demonstrated performance as well as evidence of
leveraged external resources.

Disadvantages

If the total amount of the WDEF is stable or declines, funds avail-
able for new programs would be negatively impacted.

Develop procedures and guidelines for realigning workforce funding
category investments in the allocation to school districts and community
colleges. The report shall be limited to appropriated workforce develop-
ment funding and will not include shifts from or to that fund from other
program fund areas. The report shall also include recommendations for
uniform cost reporting by community colleges and school districts to
facilitate future realignments within the fund.

Discussion - In establishing the 1997-98 Workforce Development Edu-
cation Fund during the Legislative process, funds were subtracted from
the School District Florida Education Funding Program (FEFP) and the
Community College Program Fund (CCPF) for each category. The pro-
cess to subtract funds from the FEFP and CCPF was different. The School
District allocation was calculated from FTE provided in the School Dis-
trict 1997-98 FEFP process. The calculation included Base Funding
(Weighted FTE * Cost per FTE * District Cost Differential). Fees were
then subtracted from the Base Funding. The Community College alloca-
tion was calculated from the Cost Analysis and included the individual
college’s Direct Instructional cost and Support (Indirect) cost for each
workforce category in the 1995-96 year. This difference in calculation
has always been an issue discussed by the community college system
because individual college cost has not been used in state allocations.
The average state cost for the community college system has always
been the cost used for calculations for state funding.
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The other issue in Associate in Science (AS) funding is the way the com-
munity colleges classify courses in the Advanced and Professional (A&P)
and Postsecondary Vocational (PSV) course categories. Courses are the
basis for FTE and Cost Analysis reporting, not program classifications.
Workforce Education Funding Formula is based on program outputs
(completions) and outcomes (placements). Because both the AS degree
and the Associate in Arts (AA) degree include both A&P and PSV courses,
separating cost into a program or degree category can be difficult.

Issue

¢ How can the funds for the community colleges be properly
allocated between the Advanced and Professional (A&P) and
Postsecondary Vocational (PSV) fund categories?

Option: Community Colleges can shift a percentage of the amount
deficit between the WDEF AS fund and PSV Cost Analysis Funding
categories back into the Community College Program Fund. Proper
documentation must be provided to the Division of Community Col-
leges. Division of Community Colleges staff will review and provide
feedback to the colleges for approval or rejection of the amount
shifted.

Advantages

» Allow colleges to move funds that were included in the AS Work-
force Funding category that are part of the Associate in Arts
(AA) degree. The community colleges would never be able to
earn back these funds through performance reporting in the WDEF
formula.

Disadvantages

Decrease the amount in the Workforce Development Education
Fund Associate in Science (AS) Fund. Potential conflict with
the proviso calling for this study.

Option: Reallocate the AS Workforce Funding category based on
completion performances. Percentage of AA and AS (weighted rela-
tive to the cost of an AA degree) completions are computed for each
college. A&P and PSV funds are combined and then redistributed
by college based on the completion percentages.
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Advantages

* Reallocate the Advanced and Professional (A&P) and Postsec-
ondary Vocational (PSV) funding categories to the colleges us-
ing a standard calculation.

Disadvantages

This calculation may not reflect the distribution of the AA and
AS portions of the A&P and PSV courses as well as cost.

Option: Provide a one time adjustment for community colleges nega-
tively impacted by the procedure used to calculate the AS funds dur-
ing the establishment of the WDEF (Appendix C).

Advantages

* Allow community colleges to earn back the money in the WDEF
that could not be earned back from performances.

Disadvantages

This calculation may not include all the concerns expressed by
the community college system.

Option: Maintain the AS fund as it is.
Advantages

* The funding formula and price per point would not change.
Disadvantages

This option would not address the key concerns about the Work-
force Development Funding categories from the community col-
leges. This issue would still be discussed in the future.

Discussion - Since the Workforce Development Funding Formula has
been established shifts have occurred in community colleges and school
districts workforce education. Some institutions have decided not to
participate in certain types of workforce education and have transferred
the responsibilities to other institutions in their regions. (i.e. Transfer of
postsecondary adult vocational education from Palm Beach County to
Palm Beach Community College). Workforce programs offered at com-
munity colleges and school districts have also changed. Because the
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workforce funding process is based on performance outputs (comple-
tions) and outcomes (placements), community colleges and school dis-
tricts have evaluated their programs based on how the program is pro-
ducing these performances. Institutions have begun new programs
through new program revenues to broaden their scope of education in
the workforce area. Institutions have also closed programs that are low
performing enabling them to concentrate on workforce education pro-
grams that meet the educational needs for the local business community.
The Workforce Development Education Fund (WDEF) has not followed
the program shifts made by the institutions in workforce education. The
WDEF was based on historical FTE or Cost (1996-97 or 1995-96).

Issue

¢ How can the WDEF be realigned to reflect the workforce
education being provided by community colleges and school
districts?

Option: Define a Realignment Procedure. The institutions would
be allowed to shift 25 percent of the Workforce Funds between the
workforce funding categories (AS, PSAV, AE, CWE). The reasons
for the shift in funds should be documented. The Division of Com-
munity Colleges and Division of Workforce Development would co-
operatively review and approve or reject the request for shift in the
workforce funds.

Advantages

» The realignment process would allow the Workforce Education
Fund to reflect each institution’s current workforce education pro-
grams.

Disadvantages

The realignment process may lead to shifts for an institution that
do not support local need.

Discussion - Once the workforce funding categories have been realigned,
a process needs to continue in the WDEF formula that will follow shifts
in workforce education. The WDEF formula provides 85 percent as
base funding for workforce education. This base funding has been cal-
culated from the amount the institution has earned in the prior year fund-
ing formula. If shifts in enrollment or other indicators of workload have
changed within the year, the changes need to be reflected in the base
allocation.

WoRkLoAD FACTOR
FOR FormMmuULA
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Issue

¢ How can the WDEF formula be modified to reflect the work-
force education being provided by community colleges and
school districts?

Option: In allocating the 85 percent base funds in each category, a
workload factor would become part of the calculation. This could
consist of establishing a baseline year and monitoring changes in
future years.

Advantages

» The workforce funding would be allocated to those institutions
that are making workforce education a priority.

Disadvantages

Definitions for workload must be the same in the community
colleges and school districts systems. Changes may need to oc-
cur in data collection and registration processes. Danger in shift-
ing emphasis from performance back to “seat time”.

Discussion - Workforce education costs are captured by the state for all
workforce funding categories (Associate in Science, Postsecondary Adult
Vocational, Adult Education, Continuing Workforce Education). The
Division of Community Colleges and the Division of Workforce Educa-
tion collect this information electronically. The cost information col-
lected is aggregated to the workforce force funding category. The com-
munity colleges do report data at a more detailed level in groups under
Postsecondary Vocational and Postsecondary Adult VVocational. Work-
force Education Funding Formula performances (outputs and outcomes)
have been analyzed. Programs have been categorized by how well they
have performed in the WDEF formula (See Appendix D). The analysis
could be used as input to study how WDEF cost should be captured by
the state and by the community colleges and school districts.

Issue

( Based on the categories of workforce education being pro-
vided by community colleges and school districts, how can
cost be captured at the state to properly reflect the different
categories of education?

Option: Cost reporting for Workforce Education Categories should
be more detailed. The Workforce Development Education Fund
should take into consideration detailed cost data for programs that
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are meeting the needs of workforce education for the State of Florida
rather than attempting to do this for hundreds of programs, analy-
sis of cost data could be conducted initially for the largest programs
that account for the majority of performances in each category of
the WDEF formula (Appendix E).

Advantages

» At the state level, provide detailed cost data for workforce edu-
cation.

Disadvantages

Community colleges and school districts will have to change the
way that cost is captured locally. This will require changes in the
accounting systems and data systems. Additional funds would
be required to address this option.

Review costs of workforce development education programs compared
to the reimbursement received through the workforce formula. The re-
port shall include recommendations for adjusting the formula so that
high cost programs that contribute to meeting priority workforce needs
receive appropriate incentives.

Discussion - The cost of workforce education programs was compared
to the reimbursement allocated in the WDEF formula. It became evi-
dent that modifications needed to occur in the WDEF formula. At the
present time, the formula price point is driven by the amount of money
that is allocated in the legislative process. The calculation takes the
amount appropriated and divides it by the performances in that work-
force funding category to derive a price per point. This type of calcula-
tion makes program planning and evaluation difficult at the local level.
The price per point calculation makes the workforce funding unpredict-
able at the local level. Changing the formula to a fixed price per point
and driving the formula by the fixed price would allow the formula to
change from a distribution formula at the state level to a formula that can
be used for program planning and evaluation at the local level.

Issue

() How can the funding formula become a process that is truly
performance-driven?

Option: After realigning the funding, determine a fixed price per
point in each workforce funding formula category.

Task 4
CosT VERsUS
REIMBURSEMENT

Fixep Price Per PoiInT
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Advantages

»  Allow the formula to move from a distribution model to one that
allows for planning and evaluation and rewards performance.

Disadvantages

The amount of money allocated is dependent on the legislative
process.

Discussion - Completion and placements are weighted in the Workforce
Formula. There have historically been three approaches discussed on
the “correct weights” for targeted populations. The original approach in
PBIF was actually return on investment by reducing dependence on public
dollars plus increased wages. The second was difficulty in completion/
placement and most recently cost which has estimated based on program
length. At the present time, the completion weights have been deter-
mined by length. In the workforce formula, other factors may also need
to be considered such as the cost of faculty, supplies and equipment. The
Division of Community Colleges and the Division of Workforce Devel-
opment have studied how to weight programs in the Workforce Devel-
opment Education Fund. In evaluating the two reports, the categoriza-
tions in high and low seem to be similar, but there are differences in the
medium category. Evaluation of the completion weights needs to be
addressed so that the formula is rewarding high cost and high demand
programs in the future. (Appendix F). While the formula has not been
designed as a cost reimbursement approach, institutions and districts jus-
tifiably balk at maintaining programs that consistently lose money. The
completion weights for each workforce fund (AS, PSV, AGE) were evalu-
ated by the Commission using on Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regres-
sion. Based on this analysis, it was determined that completion weights
did impact the formula correctly (i.e. longer programs yielded greater
increases in performance funding. (AppendixG).

Issue

() Should the weights for completions be changed to ensure that
the formula is distributing dollars to high cost and high de-
mand programs? If so, how?

Option: Weight programs based on a factor that is calculated by
using length and cost for the overall program. This factor would be
distributed across the OCPs for the program by dividing the length
of the OCP into the factor.
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Advantages
» The weighting of programs would reflect cost and demand.
Disadvantages

This calculation could make the formula even more complex.

Option: Weight Programs based on a length factor and a cost fac-
tor. The calculation for the program weight would include the length
weights already used in the funding formula. A cost factor would be
determined for each program and added into the calculation for all
program OCPs and completions.

Advantages

* The weighting of programs would reflect cost and demand. The
weights would build on information already used in the formula.

Disadvantages

This calculation could make the formula even more complex.

Option: Make no change to the weights for the programs. The
weights for the program are determined by the length of the OCP.

Advantages
e The WDEF formula would not change.
Disadvantages

The WDEF formula would not be addressing high cost and high
demand programs.

Discussion - The following targeted populations are weighted in the
WDEF formula: economically disadvantaged, WAGES, disabled, dislo-
cated worker and ESOL (English for Speakers of Other Languages). The
targeted populations weights were evaluated using an Ordinary Least
Square (OLS) regression. Based on this analysis, it was determined that
students in one or more of the targeted populations who completed (see
above) did receive the greatest increase in performance funding (Appen-

dix G).

TARGETED POPULATIONS
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Issue

() How can targeted population weights be revised to make sure
that targeted populations are weighted correctly in the WDEF
formula?

Option: Review the targeted populations weights to make sure
that all targeted populations are included and the weights for these
populations are consistent.

Advantages

» Ensure that targeted populations are weighted correctly in the
WDEF formula.

Disadvantages

Change the WDEF formula performance distribution.

Discussion - Currently, the WDEF formula includes three placement lev-
els for AS and PSAV: Level 1 — any employment or education not in
Level 2 or 3; Level 2 — Employment in high wage/high skill at $7.50 an
hour or college credit education; Level 3 — Employment in high wage/
high skill occupation at $9.00 or more. The WDEF formula includes
two placement levels for Adult Education: Level 1 — Any employment
or education not in Level 2; Level 2 — Employment earning $7.50 per
hour or better or vocational certificate or college credit education. Any
supplemental placement data added by the community colleges or school
districts counts as the lowest level of placement, no matter if the student
Is in a high wage job. The placement weights were evaluated using an
Ordinary Least Square (OLS) regression. Based on the analysis, it was
determined that high-level placements were associated with the greatest
increase in performance funding (Appendix G).

Issue

() How can the placement weights be revised to make sure that
placements are weighted correctly in the WDEF formula?

Option: Review the placement weights for found placements and
supplemental placements.

Advantages

» Ensure that placements are weighted correctly in the WDEF For-
mula.
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Disadvantages

Change the WDEF formula performance distribution.

Discussion - District Cost Differential (DCD) is a computed factor that
represents the cost of living differentials in each county across the State.
The discussion to add the DCD to the WDEF formula would provide in
the formula a factor about the cost of living differences across the State
of Florida.

Issue

() Should a DCD factor be added to the WDEF formula? If so,
why?

Option: Add the DCD factor in the WDEF formula as part of the
performance calculations.

Advantages
» Performance earnings could be enhanced depending on the cost
of living in the county served by the school district or commu-
nity college.
Disadvantages
Performance earnings would not be consistent. Adding this fac-
tor could negatively impact small districts and colleges. Cost

differences are already reflected in the current funding base.

Option: Use a DCD factor in calculations related to improved
performance beyond the current level of funding.

Advantages
e Performance earnings would be enhanced on a smaller scale de-
pending on the cost of living in the county served by the school
district or community college.
Disadvantages
Performance earnings would not be consistent. Adding this fac-

tor could negatively impact small districts and colleges. Cost
differences are already reflected in the current funding base.

DistricT CosT
DIFFERENTIAL
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REewaARD IMPROVED
PERFORMANCE

Discussion - The Workforce Formula includes 85 percent as base fund-
ing and 15 percent distributed based on outputs (completions) and out-
comes (placements) by each community college and school district. The
total 15 percent is distributed on a competitive basis among the institu-
tions. At the present time, the WDEF formula does not provide incen-
tives for institution improvement.

Issue

() How can the WDEF Formula provide incentive for commu-
nity colleges and schools districts in improved performances?

Option: Create a true incentive fund above and beyond the existing
WDEF base. New funds (initially up to five percent) beyond the
current fund level could be used to reward individual community
colleges and school districts for internal increases in the number of
full completions or other measurable outcomes such as completion
points in priority programs.

Advantages
* This incentive fund would reward internal improvement and pro-
vide additional resources beyond the base for program delivery
and enhancement.
Disadvantages
Full completions might not be the best measure of program pro-

ductively. Additional funds would be required to address this
option.
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1.

The following FTE definitions should be incorporated into school
district and community college reporting systems, so that compa-
rable baseline data is available beginning no later than July 1,
2002. Because the statutory authority already exists for coordi-
nated planning and information (s.229.555(1)(b), F.S.) the Depart-
ment of Education should proceed with the steps necessary to modify
existing Management Information Systems as soon as practicable.

One Adult General Education FTE is equal to 900 student con-
tact hours and is calculated by summing the number of contact
hours undertaken by students enrolled in qualifying courses, then
dividing by 900. Since students may enter adult education courses
at any time during a term, contact hours reported for a student
must be prorated from the documented date of entry until the end
date of the course or term based on scheduled hours. A student is
considered to be enrolled in an Adult General Education course
when: (1) the registration requirements of the college or district
have been met; and, (2) the student has participated in 12 hours of
service as verified by either attendance or performance records
including, but not limited to, assessment, orientation, counseling
and instruction. Returning or continuing students are considered
enrolled when they complete an instructional activity.

One Postsecondary Adult Vocational Education FTE is equal to
900 student contact hours per year and is calculated by summing
the number of contact hours, then dividing by 900. A student is
considered to be enrolled in an Adult Vocational Education course
when: (1) the registration requirements of the college or district
have been met; and, (2) receipt of the required tuition and fees has
been documented.

Beginning with the 2002-03 fiscal year, consistent FTE enroll-
ment data should be used in the calculation of a workload factor
within the Workforce Development Education Fund, as well as
determining the number of students served in dedicated public
facilities to calculate capital outlay, funding, and other manage-
ment and evaluation purposes deemed appropriate by the Depart-
ment, the Legislature and the State Board of Education.

The Department of Education and the State Board of Commu-
nity Colleges should regularly monitor the proportion of Public
Education Capital Outlay (PECO) and Capital Outlay and Debt
Service (CO & DS) funds which are dedicated to supporting adult
general and postsecondary adult vocational education.

RECOMMENDATIONS
FTE RePoORTING
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NeEw PROGRAM
DEVELOPMENT

The statutory policies governing the distribution of Capital Out-
lay and Debt Service Funds available pursuant to s. 9(d), Article
XI1 of the State Constitution should be revised to assure parity in
support of postsecondary vocational programs offered by school
districts and community colleges. Specifically, the number of FTE
students used to generate vocational CO & DS units should be
adjusted to assure consistent funding for the two sectors.

Responsiveness to Florida’s workforce needs will require state leader-
ship and support, institutional flexibility and accountability and partner-
ships at both levels.

5.

The Workforce Development Capitalization Incentive Grant Pro-
gram should continue to support responsiveness to the State’s
priority workforce training needs with the following modifica-
tions. In addition to new, emerging, and expanding programs, funds
should be available for upgrading existing program curriculum
and equipment consistent with standards established in s.239.229,
F.S. with business and industry input. Funds should also be avail-
able to support operating costs of new programs for an additional
year prior to inclusion in an institution or district base subject to
state level review and approval. Each school district and commu-
nity college should be allowed to submit requests for the above
purposes for up to three programs annually within a funding pa-
rameter established by the Legislature, the State Board of Educa-
tion and the Department of Education.

School districts and community colleges should be allowed to ex-
pend up to 10 percent of their WDEF dollars for continuing work-
force and new program development. These funds would not be
subject to performance funding but should continue to meet match-
ing requirements for external and fee support specified in law. Such
external support should not be included in calculating the 10 per-
cent.

A targeted workforce development tax credit should be autho-
rized by the Legislature to foster closer collaboration among edu-
cation and employers. A tax credit of up to $50,000 per year would
be granted in an amount equal to donations by corporations
which:

a) pay the matriculation and fees on behalf of one or more
current or prospective employees in a targeted program
identified by Workforce Florida, Inc.; or,
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b) makes a cash donation to a central Workforce Incentive
Pool overseen by Workforce Florida, Inc. and the De-
partment of Education and designed to support local
education/business partnerships in the design and de-
livery of targeted programs.

Now in its fourth year, the WDEF can be strengthened by several modi-
fications.

8.

10.

The Legislature should provide a one time adjustment to the com-
munity colleges negatively impacted by the procedure used to cal-
culate the AS funds to be used in establishment of the WDEF.

Each district and college should be allowed to review its alloca-
tion for each of the WDEF funding categories and propose an
adjustment based upon actual expenditures, local program needs,
and other factors subject to review and approval by the Depart-
ment of Education through the State Board of Community Col-
leges and Division of Workforce Development

The Department of Education should compile cost data for the
programs with the largest number of completions in each of the
WDEF categories subject to performance funding (PSAV includ-
ing Apprenticeship and AS). This would serve as a preliminary
benchmark in determining the validity of the program weights cur-
rently in use.

Although not a cost reimbursement formula the cost element must be
recognized in the WDEF to avoid unintended consequences of
overawarding support for low priority programs or underawarding sup-
port for priority programs.

11.

12.

The Department of Education should establish a fixed price per
point for each of the workforce funding categories. The current
point values can serve as a start subject to future revision based on
program cost data and state priorities. Itis understood that the
fixed price per point remains subject to annual appropriations but
it will serve to provide a consistent measure on which to base fu-
ture budget requests.

The Department of Education should continue to review the im-
pact of targeted population, program completion, and placements
weights on the WDEF pursuant to the regression analysis con-
tained in this report as well as other analysis overseen by the

REALIGNMENT OF
WORKFORCE
DEVELOPMENT
EbucaTion FunD

CosT VERSUS
REIMBURSEMENT
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13.

14.

Department. Based on the Commission’s analysis, no changes
in the weights should be made at this time. However, this should
not prelude any changes based upon further analysis developed
by the Commission or the Department of Education. Any future
changes proposed should include an estimate of the cost impact
prior to consideration by the Legislature.

The Legislature should consider establishment of a high unem-
ployment factor in addition to the WDEF for those colleges and
districts impacted by high unemployment. This should be ad-
dressed as a separate item.

The Legislature should allocate all, or a portion, of any addi-
tional funding for WDEF for an incentive pool that would re-
ward institutions for increased or above average production of
completion points or full completions in programs designated as
priority by the Department of Education in consultation with
Workforce Florida, Inc.



APPENDIX A

Workforce Development Funding Issues Technical
Assistance Group



WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT FUNDING ISSUES
Technical Assistance Group

Edythe Abdullah

Associate Vice President, Workforce Development and Adult Education
Florida Community College at Jacksonville

501 West State Street

Jacksonville, Florida 32202

904-632-5049 Fax: 904-633-8280

eabdulla@fccj.org

Jan Bullard, Vice President for Administration and Finance
Santa Fe Community College

3000 NW 83rd Street

Gainesville, Florida 32606-6200

352-395-5181 Suncom 650-5181 Fax: 352-650-5895
jan.bullard@santafe.cc.fl.us

Ed Cisek, Deputy Director

State Board of Community Colleges
325 West Gaines Street Suite 1314
Tallahasse, Florida 32399-0400
850-487-1721 x 118
ed@shbcc.firn.edu

Nancy Cordill, Bureau Chief
Division of Workforce Development
325 West Gaines Street Suite 714
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400
850-487-8507
cordiln@mail.doe.state.fl.us

Bob Crawford, Director

Atlantic Technical Center

4700 Coconut Creek Parkway

Coconut Creek, Florida 33063
954-977-2003 Fax: 954-970-1488
bcrawford@directnetl.net

Fred DeVore, Assistant Principal

Lively Technical Center

500 N Appleyard Drive

Tallahassee, Florida 32304
850-487-7468 Cell: 850-509-5432
devoref@mail.lively.leonk12.fl.us



Lynda Hartnig, Educational Policy Coordinator
Division of Workforce Development

325 West Gaines Street Suite 744
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400
850-921-4430 Suncom Fax: 277-0419
hartnil@mail.doe.state.fl.us

Steve Huntsberger, Assistant Vice President
Workforce Development and Academic Technology
Tallahassee Community College

444 Appleyard Drive

Tallahassee, Florida 32304

850-201-8352 Suncom 219-8352 Fax: 850-:
huntsbes@mail.tallahassee.cc.fl.us

Sally Kiser, Policy Director

State Board of Community Colleges

325 West Gaines Street Suite 1314

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400
850-487-1721 x 188 Suncom Fax: 278-9763
sally@sbcc.firn.edu

Lanny Larson, Deputy Director
State Board of Community Colleges
325 West Gaines Street Suite 1314
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400
850-488-1721 x161
lanny@sbcc.firn.edu

John Miracola, Director

Vocational, Adult and Community Education
Broward County Schools

600 SE 3rd Avenue, 11th Floor

Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33301
954-765-6089
miracola_john@bcpsgw.broward.k12.fl.us

David Morris, Administrator

Office of Funding and Financial Reporting
325 West Gaines Street Suite 814
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400
850-488-5142
morrisd@mail.doe.state.fl.us

Jay Pfeiffer, Educational Policy Director
Workforce Education and Information Services
325 West Gaines Street Suite 844
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400
850-487-0900

pfeiffj@mail.doe.state.fl.us

A-2



Jerry Runkle, Assistant Superintendent for Finance and MIS
Pinellas County Schools

PO Box 2942

Largo, Florida 33770

727-588-6123 Suncom 565-6123 Fax: 727-588-5194
runklej@pinellas.k12.fl.us

Dottie VandeGrift, Dean, Developmental Education

Indian River Community College

3209 Viriginia Avenue

Ft. Pierce, Florida 34981-5596

561-462-4207 Suncom 246-4207 Suncom Fax: 246-4796
dvandegr@ircc.cc.fl.us

Gary Yancey, Chief, Financial and Business Services
State Board of Community Colleges

325 West Gaines Street Suite 1314

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400
gary@sbcc.firn.edu



APPENDIX B

Comparison of Workforce Allocation to Cost Analysis



POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION
COMPARISON OF WORKFORCE ALLOCATION TO COST ANALYSIS

YEAR: 1998-99

CONTINUING WORKFORCE EDUCATION

A B C D E F
Workforce Allocation Cost Analysis [

DISTRICTS CWE % of Total CWE % of Total|[ SubtractB - E

Alachua $11,296 0.03% $0 0.00% $11,296
Baker $7,974 0.02% $0 0.00% $7,974
Bay $52,565 0.14% $16,345 0.05% $36,220
Bradford $9,604 0.02% $44,200 0.13% ($34,596)
Brevard $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Broward $6,904,975 17.79% $3,861,984 11.68% $3,042,991
Calhoun $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Charlotte $336,371 0.87% $261,090 0.79% $75,281
Citrus $293,378 0.76% $214,957 0.65% $78,421
Clay $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Collier $842,034 2.17% $486,259 1.47% $355,775
Columbia $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
DeSoto $216,541 0.56% $28,152 0.09% $188,389
Dixie $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Duval $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Escambia $230,949 0.60% $179,182 0.54% $51,767
Flagler $21,176 0.05% $52,911 0.16% ($31,735)
Franklin $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Gadsden $741 0.00% $0 0.00% $741
Gilchrist $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Glades $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Gulf $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Hamilton $8,319 0.02% $0 0.00% $8,319
Hardee $10,534 0.03% $0 0.00% $10,534

NOTE: 1998-99 WDEF Allocation

1998-99 Community College Cost Analysis Report

1998-99 DOE Cost Analysis Report

1/3/01



POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION
COMPARISON OF WORKFORCE ALLOCATION TO COST ANALYSIS

YEAR: 1998-99
CONTINUING WORKFORCE EDUCATION

A B C D E F
Workforce Allocation Cost Analysis |
CWE % of Total CWE % of Total|| SubtractB - E
Hendry $50,523 0.13% $60,495 0.18% ($9,972)
Hernando $818 0.00% $0 0.00% $818
Highlands $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Hillsborough $5,110,626 13.17% $5,212,060 15.76% ($101,434)
Holmes $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Indian River $23,723 0.06% $0 0.00% $23,723
Jackson $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Jefferson $56,440 0.15% $0 0.00% $56,440
Lafayette $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Lake $506,590 1.31% $983,053 2.97% ($476,463)
Lee $2,034,368 5.24% $2,257,167 6.82% ($222,799)
Leon $830,680 2.14% $823,017 2.49% $7,663
Levy $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Liberty $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Madison $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Manatee $1,194,669 3.08% $1,307,773 3.95% ($113,104)
Marion $552,399 1.42% $450,246 1.36% $102,153
Martin $75,032 0.19% $13,439 0.04% $61,593
Miami-Dade $2,461,968 6.34% $2,655,956 8.03% ($193,988)
Monroe $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Nassau $1,395 0.00% $0 0.00% $1,395
Okaloosa $77,139 0.20% $0 0.00% $77,139
Okeechobee $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Orange $4,298,092 | 11.07% $5,052,406 |  15.28% ($754,314)
Osceola $595,650 1.53% $309,727 0.94% $285,923
Palm Beach $3,404,463 8.77% $3,602,628 10.89% ($198,165)

NOTE: 1998-99 WDEF Allocation
1998-99 Community College Cost Analysis Report
1998-99 DOE Cost Analysis Report 1/3/01



POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION

COMPARISON OF WORKFORCE ALLOCATION TO COST ANALYSIS

YEAR: 1998-99

CONTINUING WORKFORCE EDUCATION

A B C D E F
Workforce Allocation Cost Analysis |
CWE % of Total CWE % of Total|| SubtractB - E

Pasco $88,604 0.23% $81,704 0.25% $6,900
Pinellas $3,194,216 8.23% $2,598,507 7.86% $595,709
Polk $1,647,115 4.24% $299,843 0.91% $1,347,272
Putnam $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
St. Johns $230,815 0.59% $505,485 1.53% ($274,670)
St. Lucie $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Santa Rosa $31,102 0.08% $95,433 0.29% ($64,331)
Sarasota $3,116,958 8.03% $1,350,345 4.08% $1,766,613
Seminole $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Sumter $36,656 0.09% $0 0.00% $36,656
Suwannee $31,390 0.08% $10,643 0.03% $20,747
Taylor $97,311 0.25% $9,565 0.03% $87,746
Union $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Volusia $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
Wakulla $45,668 0.12% $69,827 0.21% ($24,159)
Walton $5,471 0.01% $0 0.00% $5,471
Washington $64,974 0.17% $181,425 0.55% ($116,451)
Washington Sp. $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0
DISTRICT Total $38,811,312 $33,075,824

NOTE: 1998-99 WDEF Allocation

1998-99 Community College Cost Analysis Report

1998-99 DOE Cost Analysis Report

1/3/01



POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION
COMPARISON OF WORKFORCE ALLOCATION TO COST ANALYSIS

YEAR: 1998-99
CONTINUING WORKFORCE EDUCATION

A B C D E F

COMMUNITY Workforce Allocation (I Cost Analysis [

COLLEGES CWE % of Total || CWE % of Total||  SubtractB - E
Brevard CC $729,720 3.17% $476,781 2.50% $252,939
Broward CC $691,850 3.01% $695,707 3.64% ($3,857)
Central Florida CC $1,145,374 4.98% $834,525 4.37% $310,849
Chipola CC $224,792 0.98% $305,596 1.60% ($80,804)
Daytona Beach CC $610,306 2.65% $1,063,468 5.57% ($453,162)
Edison CC $0 0.00% $117,779 0.62% ($117,779)
FCCJcCC $4,972,374 21.62% $1,209,226 6.33% $3,763,148
Florida Keys CC $143,110 0.62% $67,399 0.35% $75,711
Gulf Coast CC $855,889 3.72% $598,182 3.13% $257,707
Hillsborough CC $906,311 3.94% $883,813 4.63% $22,498
Indian River CC $388,613 1.69% $330,743 1.73% $57,870
Lake City CC $540,602 2.35% $529,371 2.77% $11,231
Lake Sumter CC $109,432 0.48% $152,909 0.80% ($43,477)
Manatee CC $431,563 1.88% $319,998 1.68% $111,565
Miami-Dade CC $3,181,277 13.83% $2,542,702 13.31% $638,575
North Fla. CC $178,479 0.78% $206,060 1.08% ($27,581)
Okaloosa-Walton $25,080 0.11% $62,647 0.33% ($37,567)
Palm Beach CC $1,268,748 5.52% $431,756 2.26% $836,992
Pasc-Hernando CC $250,803 1.09% $245,539 1.29% $5,264
Pensacola CC $243,835 1.06% $277,619 1.45% ($33,784)
Polk CC $924,983 4.02% $1,319,521 6.91% ($394,538)
St. Johns River CC $46,519 0.20% $61,906 0.32% ($15,387)
St. Petersburg CC $2,180,752 9.48% $2,737,416 14.33% ($556,664)
Santa Fe CC $441,807 1.92% $447,436 2.34% ($5,629)
Seminole CC $1,278,617 5.56% $521,847 2.73% $756,770

NOTE: 1998-99 WDEF Allocation
1998-99 Community College Cost Analysis Report
1998-99 DOE Cost Analysis Report 1/3/01



POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION
COMPARISON OF WORKFORCE ALLOCATION TO COST ANALYSIS

YEAR: 1998-99
CONTINUING WORKFORCE EDUCATION

A B C D E F
Workforce Allocation Cost Analysis |
CWE % of Total CWE % of Total|[ SubtractB - E

South Florida CC $206,294 0.90% $190,025 1.00% $16,269
Tallahassee CC $83,231 0.36% $382,752 2.00% ($299,521)
Valencia CC $941,307 4.09% $2,084,497 10.92% ($1,143,190)
CC Total $23,001,668 37.21% $19,097,220 36.60%, $3,904,448
TOTAL $61,812,980 $52,173,044

NOTE: 1998-99 WDEF Allocation
1998-99 Community College Cost Analysis Report

1998-99 DOE Cost Analysis Report 1/3/01



APPENDIX C

Associate in Science Adjustment



In establishing the 1997-98 Workforce Development Education Fund (WDEF), funds were subtracted
from the School District Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP) and the Community College Program
Fund (CCPF). The process to subtract funds from the FEFP and CCPF were different. This difference in
allocation has been an issue discussed by the community college system.

In reviewing the allocation, PEPC compared the 1998-99 WDEF allocation to the 1999-2000 WDEEF allo-
cation. The 1998-99 allocation was distributed based on the allocation made by the legislature and was not
based on performances. The 1998-99 WDEEF allocation was adjusted for Miami-Dade Community Col-
lege because Ad Valorem Tax funds had been included in the cost analysis data and these funds should not
appear in the CCPF for Miami-Dade Community College. The 1999-2000 WDEEF allocation was the first
year that the WDEF was allocated based on completions and placements data.

Comparing theses two allocations (1998-99 and 1999-2000) enables an analysis to be completed to deter-
mine what colleges were unable to earn back the original WDEF allocation when the fund was distributed
by performances. The analysis (as shown on the attached spreadsheet) shows that 15 colleges were nega-
tively impacted when the WDEF was distributed based on performances. A one-time adjustment for these
colleges would require $2,081,572.
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Workforce Allocation

Associate in Science Degree

A B C D E F G H |
COMMUNITY 1999-2000 Workforce Allocation 1998-99 Workforce Allocation Difference between One Time
COLLEGES A. S. Degree % of Total A.S. Degree Adjustment A.S. Degree Total % of Total Columns B and F Adjustment
Brevard CC $7,068,653 4.14% $7,188,353 $0 $7,188,353 4.08% ($119,700) $119,700]
Broward CC $15,810,890 9.27%|| $15,855,645 $0 $15,855,645 9.01% ($44,755) $44,755
Central Florida CC $3,090,882 1.81% $2,712,919 $0 $2,712,919 1.54% $377,963 $0
Chipola CC $946,008 0.55% $935,336 $0 $935,336 0.53% $10,672 $0
Daytona Beach CC $7,488,430 4.39% $7,191,301 $0 $7,191,301 4.09% $297,129 $0
Edison CC $4,318,833 2.53%) $4,318,364 $0 $4,318,364 2.45% $469 $0
FCCJCC $13,012,348 7.63%| $13,234,676 $0 $13,234,676 7.52%) ($222,328) $222,328
Florida Keys CC $1,818,372 1.07% $1,989,534 $0 $1,989,534 1.13%) ($171,162) $171,162
Gulf Coast CC $3,905,247 2.29%) $3,999,190 $0 $3,999,190 2.27% ($93,943) $93,943
Hillsborough CC $8,500,614 4.98% $8,217,548 $0 $8,217,548 4.67% $283,066 $0I
Indian River CC $7,491,979 4.39% $7,135,089 $0 $7,135,089 4.05% $356,890 $0
Lake City CC $2,770,945 1.62% $2,794,859 $0 $2,794,859 1.59% ($23,914) $23,914
Lake Sumter CC $1,460,789 0.86% $1,477,947 $0 $1,477,947 0.84% ($17,158) $17,158
Manatee CC $4,152,006 2.43% $4,237,478 $0 $4,237,478 2.41% ($85,472) $85,472
Miami-Dade CC $24,373,624 14.29%|| $30,531,436 $5,602,877 $24,928,559 17.35% ($554,935) $554,935
North Fla. CC $231,010 0.14%) $244,243 $0 $244,243 0.14% ($13,233) $13,233
Okaloosa-Walton $2,960,182 1.74% $3,199,433 $0 $3,199,433 1.82% ($239,251) $239,251
Palm Beach CC $7,458,191 4.37% $7,138,057 $0 $7,138,057 4.06% $320,134 $0
Pasc-Hernando CC $3,757,644 2.20%) $3,590,303 $0 $3,590,303 2.04% $167,341 $0
Pensacola CC $7,501,882 4.40% $7,322,723 $0 $7,322,723 4.16% $179,159 $0
Polk CC $3,041,224 1.78% $2,891,223 $0 $2,891,223 1.64% $150,001 $0
St. Johns River CC $985,876 0.58%) $1,024,816 $0 $1,024,816 0.58% ($38,940) $38,940
St. Petersburg CC $11,685,307 6.85%| $11,648,528 $0 $11,648,528 6.62% $36,779 $0
Santa Fe CC $8,906,680 5.22%) $9,078,463 $0 $9,078,463 5.16% ($171,783) $171,783
Seminole CC $4,096,510 2.40%) $4,036,869 $0 $4,036,869 2.29% $59,641 $0

NOTE: 1998-99 and 1999-2000 Workforce Education Funding Formula Allocation

NOTE: Adjustment was made to Miami-Dade because Ad Volorem Tax funds were included in the cost analysis data and should not appear in the CCPF for

Miami-Dade.

1/3/01
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Workforce Allocation

Associate in Science Degree

A B C D E F G H I
1999-2000 Workforce Allocation || 1998-99 Workforce Allocation Difference between One Time
A. S. Degree % of Total || A.S.Degree Adjustment A.S. Degree Total % of Total Columns B and F Adjustment

South Florida CC $1,209,808 0.71% $1,175,722 $0 $1,175,722 0.67% $34,086 $0j}
Tallahassee CC $2,692,544 1.58% $2,825,170 $0 $2,825,170 1.61% ($132,626) $132,626
Valencia CC $9,833,333 5.76% $9,985,705 $0 $9,985,705 5.67% ($152,372) $152,372
CC Total $170,569,811 100.00%|| $175,980,930 $5,602,877 $170,378,053 100.00% $191,758 $2,081,572
TOTAL $170,569,811 $175,980,930 $5,602,877 $170,378,053 $191,758

NOTE: 1998-99 and 1999-2000 Workforce Education Funding Formula Allocation

NOTE: Adjustment was made to Miami-Dade because Ad Volorem Tax funds were included in the cost analysis data and should not appear in the CCPF for

Miami-Dade.

1/3/01
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION

WDEF Program Analysis
2000-2001 Associate in Science Degrees
Sorted by CIP

Program Program Completions Placements
CIP Title Not Tgted Targeted Totals Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Totals Total Total
Num, Pts  JNum. Pts Num. Pts INumJ Pts INum] Pts JNumj] Pts Num Pts Pts Money
(0101010100 [Agricultural Busines{ 6]  36.0] 1] 240 7| eoof 4] 1000 o oo o0 0.0 4 100 70.0 $12,000.85
[0101060300 [Omamental Horticul{ 27| 1620 8] 1320] 35 2040f 5| 125 4] 200[ 11] 1100 20] 1425 436.5 $74,833.90
[0101060501 [Landscape Technolod 10[  60.0f 1f  120[ 11|  720f 2 sol 2| 100 5| 500 of 650 137.0 $23,487.39
[0101060701 [Golf Course Operatid  21f  1260[ 5|  720[ 26| 1980f 8] 200 o 00 19| 1900 27 2100f 4080 $69,947.84
[o102010100 [Agricultural Productif 2]  120[ 1f 240 3f 360 o 00 o 00 o0 0.0 0 0.0 36.0 $6,171.87
[0102029900 [zoo Animal Technol{ 24| 1440 16| 2400[ 40| 3840f 64| 1600 © 00 o0 00[ 64] 1600f 5440 $93,263.78
J0102040300 [Citrus Production Te 00[ o0 0.0 0 0o o 0o o oo 1 100 10.0 10.0 $1,714.41
J0103050600 |Forest Technology 1200 o 0.0 2[ 120 1 25 o[ 00 o 0.0 25 145 $2,485.89
J0103050601 |Forest Management 360 6 1320 12| 180 3] 75 3| 150 7] 700 13] 925 260.5 $44,660.32
§0206030100 [Financial Services 200 1200 6| 810] 28] 2010f 1 25 2| 100 11| 1100 14 1225 3235 $55,461.09
[0206070400 [Restaurant Managem[  3[  180[ 0 0.0 3 180 2 5o 1 5ol 4 400 71 500 68.0 $11,657.97
[0206070500 [Travel Industry Man{ 14|  840[ 15| 1530] 29| 237.0f 5| 125 7] 350 of e0o0f 21f 1375 374.5 $64,204.57
[0206079900 [Hospitality Managen{ 44|  264.0] 28] 3750 72| 639.0f 15| 375 14 700[ 17| 1700[ 46| 2775 9165  $157,125.47
[0206080100 [insurance Managemd ~ 2[  120[ 0 0.0 o[ 120 o 00 o 0o 2| 200 2[ 200 32.0 $5,486.10
[0206140100 [Marketing Managem{ 34|  204.0[ 20[ 3000[ 54| s040f 7| 175 12| 600 35| 3s0.0] 54| 4275 9315  $159,697.08
J0206140110 |Fashion Marketing M 36.0] 12[ 1200 18] 1560 9f 225[ o 00| o 0.0 22.5 178.5 $30,602.18
J0206170101 |Real Estate Managen| 12.0 24.0 3 360 1 25 o[ 00 o 0.0 2.5 38.5 $6,600.47
J0208999900 |Customer Service Te 30.0 12.0 6f 420 of oo of 00 2 200 20.0 62.0 $10,629.33
[0312030100 [Funeral Services 37| 2220 12| 1620 49[ 3840 s51f 1275 o 00[ o0 00 51 1275 5115 $87,691.96
§0317010200 |Dental Hygiene 179] 1,074.0| 149] 18420 328 2916.0] 41| 1025] 17| 85.0] 236] 2,360.0] 294] 25475 54635  $936,666.68
[0317010301 |Dental Laboratory T~ 6|  36.0] 3]  36. of 720 5[ 125 of 00 o 0.0 5| 125 84.5 $14,486.75
[0317020100 [Cardiovascular/Cardi] 27|  162.0] 20[ 2940 47| 4560 10| 250] 5| 250] 33] 330.0] 48] 3800 836.0|  $143,324.49
[0317020601 [Emergency Medical { 170[ 10200[ 16| 2250 186] 12450 6] 150] 12| 60.0] 155 1550.0] 173 1,625.0f 2,870.0]  $492,035.03

Due to rounding totals may vary slightly
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WDEF Program Analysis
2000-2001 Associate in Science Degrees

Sorted by CIP

Program Program Completions Placements
CIP Title Not Tgted Targeted Totals Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Totals Total Total
Num, Pts Num, Pts Num. Pts INum}J Pts INumj] Pts INum] Pts Num Pts Pts Money
[0317020800 |Nuclear Medicine Te] 20[ ~ 120.0] 7| 111.0[ 27| 2310 32| 800 of 0o0f o 00[ 32 800 311.0 $53,318.08
J0317020900 |Radiography 168] 10080 106] 12450 274[ 22530 23| 575 21f 1050 224] 22400] 268] 24025 46555 $798,142.53
J0317020901 [Radiation Therapy 11]  eeo| 10 1110l 21f 177.0| 5o 1 50 14| 1400 17] 1500 327.0 $56,061.13
[0317021200 |Diagnostic Medical § 17|  102.0] 12[ 156.0] 29|  258.0 25] o] 0ol 31] 3100 3] 3125 570.5 $97,806.96
J0317030800 |Histologic Technolod 1 60 2| 240 S HE| 00l of oo 6 600 6| 600 90.0 $15,429.67
[0317030900 [Medical Laboratory | 42[ 2520 33[ 4020[ 75| es40f 16] 400] 19| 950] 55 5500 90| 685.0f 1,330.0]  $229,559.20
J0317040600 [Human Services 42 2520[ s57[ 8070 99| 10500 20| s00] 19| 950] 27| 2700] e6| 4150 14740  $252,703.70
[0317050600 [Health Information M 42|  2520[ 41| 5130] 83| 765.0f 14| 350] 18] 900] 60| 6000] 92| 7250f 1490.0]  $255446.76
[0317051200 [veterinary Technolo  32[  192.0[ 13[ 1680 45| 360.0f 28] 700] 17| 850 © 00[ 45| 155.0f 5150 $88,292.00
f0317070100 [Ophthalmic Dispensif 17|  1020] 5| 630 22[ 1650 100 2| 100 12| 1200 18] 1400f 3050 $52,289.44
[0317070500 [vision Care Technol{ 8]  48.0[ 19[ 2310[ 27| 2700f 8] 200] 11 ss0] 17| 1700] 36| 2450 524.0 $89,834.97
[0317080800 [Occupational Therap{ 44|  264.0] 33| 4170 77| esrof 13] 325 5| 250[ 62| 6200 0[] 6775 13585  $232,902.29
[0317081500 |Physical Therapist A{ 219| 1,314.0] 93| 1,080.0] 312] 2403.0f 42| 1050 21| 105.0[ 206] 2060.0] 269 2270.0f 4673.0]  $801,142.74
J0317081800 |Respiratory Care 108] 6480 77| 9570[ 185 16050f 20 s00] 19| 950] 152] 15200] 191 1,665.0] 3,270.0]  $560,611.34
[0318070100 [Health Services Man{ 15|  90.0[ 12[ 1500] 27| 2400f 3 75| 5| 250 of 900 17] 1225 362.5 $62,147.28
[0318110100 |Nursing (Associate 0 1,680| 10,080.0[1,031| 13,005.0] 2,711] 23,085.0 227] 567.5| 95| 475.0[2,492| 24,920.0[ 2,814] 25962.5 49,047.5| $8,408,741.44
Jo318110300 [Mmidwifery s| 300 1] 240 6| 540 1000 of 00 o 0.0 4 100 64.0 $10,972.21
§0341020300 [Radiation Protection| 1 60 2| 330 3 300 o 00 o 00 o0 0.0 0 0.0 39.0 $6,686.19
J0404050100 [interior Design Tech|{ 46[  276.0[ 10[ 1410[ 56| 4170 6] 150 11| s50] 20| 2000] 37| 270.0f  687.0] $117,779.81
[0420020203 [Child Developmentdf 79[ 474.0[ 55|  7110] 134] 1185.0f 90| 2250 19| 950 o 00/ 109] 3200 1,505.0]  $258018.37
[0420020300 [Child Care Center M{  19[  114.0[ 15| 2280 34| 3420f 18] 450 o 00 o0 00 18] 450f 3870 $66,347.58
J0420030601 [Fashion Design 3] 180 o 0.0 3 180 00 o ool 1 100 1l 100 28.0 $4,800.34
[0420040401 [Dietetic Technician | 23| 1380 14| 1650  37] 3030 175] 6] 300] 15| 1500 28] 1975 500.5 $85,806.11

Due to rounding totals may vary slightly
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2000-2001 Associate in Science Degrees
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Program Program Completions Placements
CIP Title Not Tgted Targeted Totals Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Totals Total Total
Num, Pts Num, Pts Num. Pts INumJ Pts INum] Pts JNumj] Pts Num Pts Pts Money
[0506040102 |Business Administra] 269| 1,614.0] 198 2,538.0[ 467| 41520 78] 1950] 73| 365.0[ 253] 2530.0] 404 30000 7242.0] $1,241574.10
J0506090100 [international Businesf 2|  120[ 3] 300 5| 420 o 0o o oo 7] 700 7[ 700 1120 $19,201.37
J0506999900 [Postal Service Manad 1 60 0 0.0 1 6o o 00 o 00 o0 0.0 0 0.0 6.0 $1,028.64
[0507010100 |Accounting Technold  107| ~ 642.0] 75| 9600 182] 1602.0f 22| 550 35| 175.0] 85| 850.0] 142] 10800 2682.0]  $459,804.16
J0507030500 [Computer Programm| 116|  696.0] 87| 1,191.0] 203] 1887.0f 29 725 33 165.0[ 111] 1,1100[ 173[ 13475 32345  $554,525.19
J0507030600 [Computer Informatio] 198| 1,188.0] 156 2,145.0] 354] 33330 43| 1075 24| 1200 145 1,4500[ 212[ 16775 50105  $859,004.01
[0507040100 [Office Management{ 37| 2220 31| 4110 e8] 6330f 8 200] 14| 700[ 42| 4200 64] 5100 11430  $195956.81
Jos07060201 [Court Reporting Tec{ 8]  480[ 1f 120 of 600 3 75| 0 0o 2| 200 5| 275 87.5 $15,001.07
J0507060300 |Office Systems Tech{ 78| ~ 468.0] 86| 1,182.0] 164] 1650.0[ 46| 1150 42| 2100[ 89| 890.0[ 177[ 12150 28650  $491,177.82
J0507060400 |Legal Secretarial Ted 0 0.0 2] 240 2 240 1 25| 4] 2000 2] 200 IE 66.5 $11,400.81
[0507060500 |Medical Secretarial 1 15|~ 90.0] 21f 3180 36| 408.0f 14| 350 4] 200[ 19 1900] 37| 2450 653.0]  $111,950.83
Jo507080101 [word Processing Ted 4]  24.0 24.0 5| 480 3 75 1 50 2 200 6] 325 80.5 $13,800.98
J0606200101 |industrial Manageme| 81|  486.0 12000 89| 6060 2 50l 8] 400 271 2700 37| 3150 921.0|  $157,896.95
§0610010200 |Film Production Tec{ 40|  240.0[ 10| 1350 50| 3750f 14| 350/ 9o 450[ 13| 1300[ 36] 2100 585.0]  $100,292.85
[0610010202 [Multimedia Technold 15| 90.0 1440 24| 2340 75| 2] 100 6 600 11| 775 3115 $53,403.80
J0610010300 [Photographic Technd|  26[  156.0 gl.o] 33| 2370 7| 175 15| 750 8] 800l 30] 1725 409.5 $70,205.00
[0610010402 [Radio & Televisionf 12[ 720 750] 19| 147.0| 1000 2| 100 10| 1000 16| 1200 267.0 $45,774.69
[0615010100 |Architectural Design| 31|  186.0] 13| 1950 44] 3810f 3] 75| 5| 250[ 14| 1400[ 22] 1725 553.5 $94,892.47
[0615020200 |Drafting & Design T{ 77|  462.0] 48] 705.0] 125] 1167.0f 51 1275 8] 400[ 44| 4400[ 103[ 075 17745  $304,221.66
J0615020301 [Land Surveying 1 6.0 0.0 1 6o o 00 o 00 o0 0.0 0 0.0 6.0 $1,028.64
J0615030200 [Electrical Power Tec| 9]  54.0 90[ 10 630 o 0o o 00 2| 200 2[ 200 83.0 $14,229.58
[0615030301 |Electronics Engineer{ 144|  864.0] 50|  645.0] 194] 1500.0f 31 775 35| 175.0[ 132] 1,3200[ 108[ 15725 30815 = $528,294.75
[0615030302 [Tele-Communication] 22| 1320 5| 600 27| 1920] 2 sol 4 200 8 800 14 1050 297.0 $50,917.91

Due to rounding totals may vary slightly
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[0615030303 [Microelectronics Mid 5] 30.0[ 0 0.0 s| 300 of oo of oo 5] 500 5| 500 80.0 $13,715.26
fo615040101 [Biomedical Equipme] 8]  480[ 7|  s1of 15| 1200f 4] 100] 3] 150 13| 1300 20 1550f 2840 $48,689.18
[0615040200 [Computer Engineerif  51[  306.0[ 28] 3150 79| 6210 6] 150 4] 200] 38| 3800] 48] 4150f 10360 $177,612.64
J0615049901 [Computer Integrated| 0 0.0 1] 120 1l 120f 2 sol of 00 o 0.0 2 5.0 17.0 $2,914.49
J0615050100 |Air Condit, Refig & | 480 12[ 1680 20| 2160 3] 75 1] 50 4 400 8| 525 268.5 $46,031.85
Jo615060301 [Logistics Systems T~ 5[  300[ 0 0.0 5[ 300 o 00 o 00 4 400 4 400 70.0 $12,000.85
J0615060302 [Manufacturing Techd  10[  60.0 s7.0] 15| w70 1 25| 1 5ol 5 500 71 575 174.5 $29,916.42
Jo615070101 [safety Engineering T| 0 0.0 0.0 oof 1 25| 1] 50l 4 400 6| 475 475 $8,143.44
J0615070200 |Quality Assurance T4 6.0 21.0 270 o 0o o 0o 1l 100 1l 100 37.0 $6,343.31
Jo615080300 [Automotive Service | 73|  438.0[ 16| 2130] 89| esiof 5| 125 7| 350] 51 51000 €3] 5575 12085  $207,186.18
[0615080400 [Marine Propulsion T{ 6|  360] 2| 180 8] sa0f 2 sol 1] 50 4 400 7 500 104.0 $17,829.84
J0615100101 |Building Constructio] 50| 3000 23| 2850 73] s8s0f 8] 200[ 8] 400[ 35| 3s00[ 51f 4100f 9950  $170,583.57
[0620040100 [Culinary Managemer]  37[  2220[ 12[ 180.0] 49| 4020f 18] 450 6] 300 2000 26| 950 4970 $85,206.07
J0641030100 |Chemical Technolog 00 1 9.0 90l of 0o o 00 0.0 0.0 9.0 $1,542.97
J0641030101 |Chemical Instrument 240 0 0.0 4 240f 7| 175 o 00 0.0 175 415 $7,114.79
[0649010200 [Professional Pilot Te{ 27| 1620 4|  420] 31| 2040f 11 275 6] 300[ 10 1000[ 27| 1575 3615 $61,975.84
[0649010400 |Aviation Administraf 15|  90.0] of 111.0] 24| 2010 00 6 300 13 1300 19| 1600 361.0 $61,890.12
[0649010401 |Aviation Maintenanc| 16|  96.0] 3|  480] 19] 1440f 5| 125 2] 100 of 900f 18] 1125 256.5 $43,974.56
J0650040200 |Graphic Design Tech| 81|  486.0] 74| 1,005.0] 155] 14910f 36 900 25| 1250[ 44| 4400[ 105[ 6550 21460  $367,911.90
[0650040201 |Graphic Arts Techno| 3| 180 3]  36.0 6| 540 100 1] 50 o 0.0 5| 150 69.0 $11,829.41
[0650999901 [Theater and Entertai{  14]  840[ 6] 720[ 20| 1s60f 5| 125 6] 300 4 400 15| 825 238.5 $40,888.62
[0713100301 [interpreter Training{ 26|  156.0] 10| 1440] 36| 300.0f 10 250/ 6] 300 of 900f 25] 1450 445.0 $76,291.15
J0713129901 [instructional Service 1 6.0 9| 1620 10| 1680 13| 3250 o 00] o 0o 13| 325 200.5 $34,373.88

Due to rounding totals may vary slightly
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[0715020101 [Civil Engineering Te{ 17| 1020 12[ 1560 29| 2580 4| 100] 3] 150[ 10| 1000 17| 1250 383.0 $65,661.82
Jo715050600 [water and Wastewat{ 0 00[ o 0.0 0 0o o 0o o oo 1 100 1l 100 10.0 $1,714.41
[0715059901 [Environmental Scien{ 53]  318.0[ 12[ 156.0] 65| 4740f s52] 1300 o 00 o0 00 52 1300f  6040[  $103,550.23
[0722010300 [Legal Assisting 306 1,836.0] 160 2,037.0] 466 38730 78| 1950 63[ 3150 248 24800 389] 2,990.0f 6,863.0] $1,176,598.04
[0736019901 [Recreation Technolof 6|  36.0[ 4| 660 10 1020f 2 50 0 oo 1 100 3f 150 117.0 $20,058.57
[0743010300 |Criminal Justice Tec 243| 1,458.0] 83| 1,065.0] 326] 25230f 35/ 875 33 1650[ 191] 1,9100[ 250[ 21625 46855  $803,285.75
[0743020100 [Fire Science Technol| 149|  8940] 6|  780] 155] 9720] 4] 100[ 1 50| 143] 14300 148 14450] 2417.0]  $414,3372.35
[0744070100 [Social Services Tech{ 2| 120 2| 300 4 420 2 sol 5] 250 3] 300 10 600f  102.0 $17,486.96
8888888801 |Discontinued ASPro| 0 0.0l © 0.0 0 oof 2 50 0 0.0l © 0.0 2 5.0 5.0 $857.20
8888888805 |Discontinued ASPro| 0 0.0 o0 0.0 0 oof 1 25| 0 0.0l © 0.0 1 25 2.5 $428.60
8838888808 |Discontinued ASPro| 0 00[ 0 0.0 0 oof 13 325 o 00 o0 00 13 325 32.5 $5,571.83
8838888881 |Discontinued ASPro| 1 60 0 0.0 1 6of o oo o 00 o0 0.0 0 0.0 6.0 $1,028.64
8883888885 [Discontinued ASPro| 0 00 1 9.0 1 90 o 0o o 00[ o0 0.0 0 0.0 9.0 $1,542.97
8888888888 |Discontinued ASPro| 42|  2520] 14| 1650 56| 4170 of 00l of 0o0f o 0.0 0 o0f 4170 $71,490.80
TOTALS 5,842] 35,052.003,309] 42,756.0] 9,151] 77,808.0 1,516] 3,790.08 875] 4,375.005,823] 58,230.0) 8,214f 66,395.0] 144,203.0] $24,722,274.16

Due to rounding totals may vary slightly
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Program Program Completions
CIP Title Not Targeted Targeted Totals Total
Num. Pts Num. Pts Num. Pts Money
J0101060510 [Landscape Operations 20 100.00 0 0.00 20.00 100.00 $12,989.85
|0101060700 Sports and Recreational Turf Operations 4 20.00 0 0.00 4.00 20.00 $2,597.97
|0420020100 Child Care Provider 44 220.00 3 30.00 47.00 250.00 $32,474.62
|0420020210 Early Childhood Education 42 210.00 8 85.00 50.00 295.00 $38,320.05
|0420020212 Child Development Specialist 418 2,090.00 93 937.50 511.00 3,027.50 $393,267.62
IO420040103 Food Management, Production and Services 4 20.00 0 0.00 4.00 20.00 $2,597.97
|0420060110 Environmental Services 20.00 0 0.00 4.00 20.00 $2,597.97
|0507060501 Medical Secretarial (Medical Secretary) 15.00 0 0.00 3.00 15.00 $1,948.48
|0615030300 Electronic Technology 10.00 0 0.00 2.00 10.00 $1,298.98
|0615049903 Academy of Public Works 54 270.00 1 10.00 55.00 280.00 $36,371.57
|0620040300 Commercial Foods and Culinary Arts 236 1,180.00 27 327.50 263.00 1,507.50 $195,821.94
|0646010203 Brick and Block Masonry 151 755.00 23 202.50 174.00 957.50 $124,377.78
|0646010204 Concrete Masonry 73 365.00 17 162.50 90.00 527.50 $68,521.44
|0646010300 Tile Setting 33 165.00 10 100.00 43.00 265.00 $34,423.09
|0646020105 Carpentry 440 2,200.00 42 387.50 482.00 2,587.50 $336,112.29
|0646030202 Electricity 2,851 14,255.00 233 2,175.00 3,084.00 16,430.00 $2,134,231.85
|0646030300 Electric Line Service and Repair 163 815.00 6 55.00 169.00 870.00 $113,011.67
|0646040102 Building Maintenance Technology 93 465.00 25 222.50 118.00 687.50 $89,305.20
|0646040700 Commercial & Industrial Insulation 29 145.00 15.00 31.00 160.00 $20,783.76
|0646040800 Painting and Decorating 71 355.00 27.50 74.00 382.50 $49,686.16
|0646040900 Plastering 14 70.00 17.50 16.00 87.50 $11,366.12
|0646041000 Roofing 21 105.00 10.00 22.00 115.00 $14,938.32
|0646049900 Structural Steel Work 274 1,370.00 20 182.50 294.00 1,552.50 $201,667.37

Due to rounding totals may vary results
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J0646050202 [Fire Sprinkler System Technology 306 1,530.00 18 165.00 324.00 1,695.00 $220,177.91
|0646050302 Plumbing Technology 1,147 5,735.00 90 795.00 1,237.00 6,530.00 $848,237.00
|0647010400 Computer Electronics Technology 2 10.00 0 0.00 2.00 10.00 $1,298.98
IO647020202 Commercial Refrigeration Technology 78 390.00 8 67.50 86.00 457.50 $59,428.55
|0647020302 Commercial Heating and Air Conditioning T 922 4,610.00 56 615.00 978.00 5,225.00 $678,719.50
|0647030300 Industrial Machinery Maintenance and Repai 66 330.00 3 30.00 69.00 360.00 $46,763.45
|0647030302 Millwright 13 65.00 1 10.00 14.00 75.00 $9,742.39
|0647060300 Automotive Collision Repair and Refinishing 22 110.00 4 42.50 26.00 152.50 $19,809.52
|0647060405 Automotive Service Technology 35 175.00 5 57.50 40.00 232.50 $30,201.39
|0647060501 Heavy Duty Truck and Bus Mechanics 67 335.00 3 40.00 70.00 375.00 $48,711.93
|0648010201 Architectural Drafting 2 10.00 12 92.50 14.00 102.50 $13,314.59
|0648050300 Machining 20 100.00 1 7.50 21.00 107.50 $13,964.09
|0648050302 General Machining 20 100.00 0 0.00 20.00 100.00 $12,989.85
|0648050400 Precision Metal Fabrication 10 50.00 0 0.00 10.00 50.00 $6,494.92
|0648050600 Sheet Metal Fabrication Technology 280 1,400.00 21 222.50 301.00 1,622.50 $210,760.27
IO648050802 Applied Welding Technologies 38 190.00 0 0.00 38.00 190.00 $24,680.71
|0648070302 Cabinetmaking 13 65.00 3 25.00 16.00 90.00 $11,690.86
|0649020200 Heavy Equipment Operation 21 105.00 0 0.00 21.00 105.00 $13,639.34
|0649030600 Marine Service Technology 4 20.00 1 7.50 5.00 27.50 $3,572.21
§0743020300 |Fire Fighting 45 225.00 0 0.00 45.00 225.00 $29,227.16

TOTALS 8,155 40,775.00 742 7,125.00 8,897 47,900.00 $6,222,136.67

Due to rounding totals may vary results
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|0101029900 Turf Equipment Man 34 102.0 375 41 139.5 22 55.0 20 100.0 12 120.0 54 275.0 414.5 $71,062.204
J0102040801 [Pest Control Operati{ 2 6.0 00 2 60f © 00 0 00 0 0.0 0 0.0 6.0 $1,028.64
|0206140120 Promotion Managem{ 10 30.0 8 55.5| 18 85.5 2 5.0 6 30.0 13 130.0 21 165.0 250.5 $42,945.91
[0317020500 [Emergency Medical {1,218 3,654.0] 204| 1,347.0[1,422] 50010] 209] 5225 391 1,9550] 645 6,450.0] 10245 89275 139285| $2,387,912.84
|0317020600 Paramedic 434] 1,302.0] 49 316.5( 483| 1,618.5| 19 475 37 185.0/ 518] 5,180.0] 574| 5,412.5 7,031.0] $1,205,400.09]
IO317020801 Nuclear Medicine Te 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 25 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.5 25 $428.60|
|0317020903 Radiation Therapy S 3 9.0 0 0.0 3 9.0|| 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 20.0 2 20.0 29.0 $4,971.78]
|0317021201 Diagnostic Medical S 2 6.0 0 0.0 2 6.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 20.0 2 20.0" 26.0 $4,457.46
J0318070101 [Health Care Services] 28] 840 19| 1095] 47 1935 o 0of 2| 100 6] 600 8| 700 2635]  $45,174.64
IO420020204 Child DevelopmentH 213 639.0 50 307.5] 263 946.5|| 248 620.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 248 620.0" 1,566.5 $268,561.97
|0506180101 Small Business Mang 57 1710 35 261.0 92 4320 14 35.0 15 75.0 33 330.0 62 440.0" 872.0] $149,496.36
|0507019903 Accounting Applicat 37 111.0] 24 151.5 61 262.5 10.0 6 30.0 11 110.0 21 150.0 412.5 $70,719.32
|0507030100 Business Data Proce§ 143 4290 64 447.0| 207 876.0 9 225 16 80.0 32 320.0 57 422.5 1,298.5| $222,615.85
|0507060301 Office Systems Speci 70 210.0 88 606.0] 158 816.0" 26 65.0 34 170.0 64 640.0 124 875.0 1,691.0 $289,906.35
§0507079903 [Records Specialist 11 33.0 7 60.0)] 18 93.0" 14 35.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 14 35.0" 128.0 $21,944.42
8888888801 |Discontinued PSVC| 0 0.0 00[ o0 N 5.0 00 o 00 2 5.0] 5.0 $857.20}
8888888888 |Discontinued PSVC 5 15.0 00 5 1501 o 0.0 00 0 0.0 0 0.0 15.0 $2,571.61

TOTALS 2,267] 6,801.00 555§ 3,699.0§2,822 10,500.0| 570§ 1,425.00 527} 2,635.0§1,338] 13,380.0§ 2,435 17,440.0| 27,940.0] $4,790,055.27

Due to rounding totals may vary slightly
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION

WDEF Program Analysis
2000-2001 Postsecondary Adult Vocational
Sorted by CIP

Program Program Completions Placements
CIP Title Not Targete Targeted Totals I Llevell Level 2 Level 3 Totals Total Total
Num.] Pts [ Num.] Pts [Num.] Pts [Num.] Pts | Num.] Pts | Num. Pts Num Pts Pts Money
101020600 Irrigation Operations 1] 1.5 0 0.0] 1 15 1 25 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 29 4.0 $519.59
0101030210 |Animal Science and Services 7| 6.5 0] 0.0] 7 6.5 0] 0.0] 0 0.0 0] 0.0 0 0.0 6.5 $844.34
0101040200 |Animal Products Processing 13 195 0) 00 13 19.5 3 75 0) 0.0 1 10.0 4 17.5 37.0 $4,806.24
0101060510 |Landscape Operations 160 191.5 400 985 200| 290( 26 65.0 6] 30.0 8 80.0] 40 175.0 465.0) $60,402.80
0101060601 |Floriculture 0 0.0 1] 2.0] 1 2.0 0 0.0] 0 0.0 0 0.0] 0 0.0 2.0 $259.80
0101060610 |[Nursery Operations 275 332.0 126] 422.0 401 | 7540 171 425 2| 10.0 6) 60.0 25 112.5 866.5| $112,557.05
0101060700 |Sports and Recreational Turf Operations 371 395 5 133] 42| 528 3 75 0 0.0 0] 0.0] 3 7.5 60.3 $7,826.38
0117051210 |Veterinary Assisting 41 37.5 17 30.0] 58 67.9 171 425 8] 40.0 0 0.0 25 82.5 150.0 $19,484.77
0199999901 |Horticultural Worker | (GFC) 0 0.0 2| 6.0 2 6.0 0] 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 6.0 $779.39
0199999902 |Landscape Specialist (GFC) 1 15 0j 0.0 1 15 0j 0.0 0] 0.0 0j 0.0 0 0.0 1.5 $194.85
0199999903 |Nursery Worker (GFC) 0 0.0 1] 2.0] 1 2.0 0 0.0] 0 0.0 0 0.0] 0 0.0 2.0 $259.80
0206070100 |Hospitality Services 43 435 25 835 68| 127.0 23 575 13 65.0 120 1200 48 2425 369.5 $47,997.49
0206170100 |Real Estate Marketing 145 725 11 105 156 83.0 29 725 4]  20.0 14] 140.0 47 232.9 315.5] $40,982.98
0206180100 |Business Ownership 0 0.0 1] 0.8 1 0.9 2 5.0] 0 0.0 0 0.0] 2 5.0 5.8 $746.92
0207020500 |[Teller Operations 19 9.5 21 193] 40| 288 82 205.0 0 0.0 0 00] 82 205.0 233.8 $30,363.77
0208010200 |Academy of Fashion Marketing 2) 1.5 0] 0.0 2 15 0j 0.0 0] 0.0 0j 0.0 0 0.0 1.5 $194.85
0208030100 |Academy of Entrepreneurship 0 0.0 1 1.5 1 15 1 2.5 0 0.0 0] 0.0] 1 2.9 4.0 $519.59
0208040100 |Credit Union Services and Marketing 1] 0.5 0) 0.0] 1 0.5 0) 0.0] 0) 0.0 0) 0.0) 0 0 0.5 $64.95
0208040110 |Academy of Finance 28 16.0 19 163 47| 323 28 700 9 450 9 90.0] 46 205.0 237.3 $30,818.42
0208050300 |Floral Design and Marketing 181] 905 116] 173.8] 297 | 264.3 46| 115.0 7| 35.0 23 2300 76 380.9 644.3 $83,687.11
0208070300 |Academy of International Marketing 152 1125 106| 1345 258 | 2470 121 30.0 9 450 24  2400| 45 3150 562.0) $73,002.96
0208070600 |Customer Service Representative 405 405.0] 128 2715 533 | 676.9 0j 0.0 0 0.0 0j 0.0 0 0.0 676.5 $87,876.33
0208100100 |Insurance Marketing 98 73.0 4 6.0] 102 79.0 98 245.0 55 275.0] 397 3,970.0] 550 | 4,490.00 4,569.0] $593,506.23
0208100102 [Life Insurance Marketing 512| 256.0 6) 6.5 518 | 262.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 262.5 $34,098.36

Due to rounding totals may vary slightly
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION

WDEF Program Analysis
2000-2001 Postsecondary Adult Vocational

Sorted by CIP

Program Program Completions Placements
CIP Title Not Targeted Targeted Totals Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Totals Total Total
Num.] Pts JNum.] Pts |Num.] Pts JNum.] Pts |[Num.] Pts Num] Pts |Num] Pts Pts Money
0208100104 |Insurance General Lines Agent 5 5.0 2 5.0 7 10.0 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 10.0 $1,298.98
0208110500 | Travel Agency Operations 30 45.0 13 35.3| 43 80.3|| 109|272.5 35/175.0] 53| 530.0{ 197 | 977.5|/1,057.8| $137,400.14
0208110501 [ Travel and Tourism Industry Operations 189 286.5 55| 199.8| 244 | 486.3 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0|| 486.3] $63,163.14
0208120301 |Parts Marketing 4 4.0 8 27.0] 12 31.0 1 2.5 4| 20.0 2 20.0 7 42.5 73.5 $9,547.54
0208120302 | Parts Marketing and Supervision 23 13.0 40 88.5| 63| 101.5 0| 0.0 0f 00/ O 00/ O 0.0| 101.5| $13,184.70
0208999988 | Marketing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1| 25 0/ 00/ O 00/ 1 25 25 $324.75
02089999SP| Marketing 69 60.0 16 32.0, 85 92.0 27| 675 0/ 0.0/ 8 80.0f 35| 147.5| 239.5| $31,110.69
0312040500 |[Massage Therapy 171| 513.0 33| 208.5| 204 | 721.5| 139|3475 0l 00/ O 0.0/ 139 | 347.5|1,069.0| $138,861.49
0317010100 |Dental Assisting 229|1,145.0 89| 957.5| 318 | 2,102.5 89| 222.5 97|485.0( 127| 1,270.0| 313 | 1,977.5| 4,080.0| $529,985.87
0317010300 |Dental Laboratory Technology 11 66.0 1 12.0] 12 78.0 21| 525 0f 00/ O 0.0 21 52.5| 130.5| $16,951.75
0317020303 |Electrocardiograph Technology 24 24.0 19 40.0] 43 64.0 31 775 0| 0.0 0 0.0 31 77.5| 141.5| $18,380.64
0317020400 |Electroneurodiagnostic Technology 6 30.0 1 20.0 7 50.0 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 50.0 $6,494.92
0317020500 |[Emergency Medical Technician (Basic) 502| 502.0 18 47.5| 520 | 549.5 84| 210.0 50| 250.0| 179 1,790.0| 313 | 2,250.0 2,799.5| $363,650.84
0317020600 | Paramedic 70| 315.0 3 315/ 73| 346.5 3] 75 2| 10.0| 43| 430.0{ 48| 447.5| 794.0| $103,139.41
0317020902 |Basic X-ray Machine Operator 65| 162.5 17 91.3] 82| 2538 8| 20.0 10/ 50.0f 19| 190.0] 37| 260.0f 513.8] $66,735.35
0317021100 |Surgical Technology 166/ 830.0 42| 402.5| 208 | 1,232.5 34| 85.0 20| 100.0{ 160| 1,600.0| 214 | 1,785.0( 3,017.5| $391,968.71
0317030101 |Phlebotomy 196| 196.0 94| 196.5| 290 | 392.5| 173|4325 841420.0f O 0.0 257 | 852.5|1,245.0| $161,723.63
0317030401 [Medical Laboratory Assisting (Postsecondary) 43 43.0 16 37.5| 59 80.5 16| 40.0 7| 35.0/ 17| 170.0] 40 245.0| 325.5| $42,281.96
0317030501 |Medical Laboratory Technology (Certificate) 45 94.0 32| 148.5| 77| 2425 7| 175 3| 15.0/ 18| 180.0{ 28| 212.5| 455.0/ $59,103.82
0317050300 | Medical Assisting 194| 970.0| 132]|1,322.5| 326 | 2,292.5| 105|262.5 83| 415.0] 98| 980.0| 286 | 1,657.5|3,950.0| $513,099.06
0317050601 |Medical Record Transcribing 94| 423.0 26| 238.5| 120 | 661.5 48] 120.0 12| 60.0{ 50| 500.0{ 110 | 680.0[1,341.5| $174,258.83
0317050602 |Coder Specialist 83| 3735 32| 333.0f 115 | 706.5 35| 87.5 27/135.0] 67| 670.0/ 129 | 892.5[1,599.0| $207,707.70
0317050700 |Pharmacy Technician 41| 1845 36| 360.00 77| 5445 16| 40.0 30[150.0] 6 60.0{ 52| 250.0] 794.5| $103,204.36
0317051300 |Health Unit Coordinator (Postsecondary) 60| 120.0 56| 270.0{ 116 | 390.0 56| 140.0 34|/ 170.0] 45| 450.0| 135 | 760.0|1,150.0| $149,383.27

Due to rounding totals may vary slightly
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APPENDIX E

Programs for Collecting Uniform Cost



Cost reporting by the community colleges and school districts should be more detailed for the Workforce
Education programs. In reviewing the performances of each program, the Department of Education should
compile cost data for the programs with the largest completions. The following list describes the areas that
PEPC is recommending that cost be collected:

Assodatein Science

Nursing (0318110100)

Emergency Medical Technician (0317020500)

Paramedic (0317020600)

Informati on Technology — includesthe following programs:
Computer Programming (0507030100)
Network Services Technology (0507030401)
Computer Programming and Analysis (0507030500)
Computer [nformation Technology (0507030600)
Database Technology (0507030601)
Oracle Certified DBA (0507030602)
Oracle Certified DBD (0507030603)
Microsoft Certified DBA (0507030604)
Internet Services Technology (0507039902)
Web Development Speciali st (0507039903)
Office Systems Technology (0507060300)
Word Processing Technology (0507080101)

Postsecondary Adult Vocational

Practicd Nursing (0317060500)

Correctiona Officer (0743010200)

Law Enforcement (0743010700)

Information Technology - includesthe following programs:
Network Support Services (0507030400)
PC Support Services (0507030501)
Web Internet Services (0507039900)
Business Computer Programming (0507039901)
Word Processing (0507080100)
Digita Publishing (0507080103)

Apprenticeship

Electricity (0646030202)
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APPENDIX F

Analysis of Program Weights - High, Medium and Low



Chapter 97-307, Laws of Florida (SB1688) created the Workforce Development Education Fund to pro-
vide a new way of funding for Workforce Development Programs. In the law, it specifies that programs
should be categorized by high, medium or low costs. Cost by program has not been available from the
community college or school district system. Program Length has been used in the Workforce Develop-
ment Education Fund Formula as a proxy for cost at arriving weights for completions. The Division of
Community Colleges and the Division of Workforce Development have studied how to weight programs
in the Workforce Development Education Fund based on cost. The following summary describes each
analysis by the Division of Community Colleges and the Division of Workforce Development.

The Division of Community Colleges used the 1996-97 PSAV Certificates provided by the Com-
munity College System. For the 1996-97 year, 89 programs were offered by Community Colleges
and these programs were included in the analysis. The Division evaluated the programs and cat-
egorized them based on high, medium and low by using standard lengths and system cost informa-
tion.

The Division of Workforce Development used the 1996-97 Vocational Certificates. For the 1996-
97, 236 programs were valid programs that could be offered by a community college or vocational
technical center. A committee of practitioners evaluated all 236 programs and categorized them as
high, medium and low. The committee used criteria that evaluated each program based on cost,
equipment, supplies, and facilities.

These two analyses completed by the Division of Community Colleges and the Division of Workforce
Development were compared. A report was created that compared all the cost categorizations by each
analysis. The following summary describes the comparison of the two analyses. The comparison report is
a large report and is available by request from PEPC staff.

HIGH COSTS
Division of Community Colleges Division of Workforce Development
23 programs 105 Programs

23 programs were found in both analyses. 20 programs were categorized as HIGH in both analy-
ses. Three (3) programs were categorized as HIGH by the Division of Community Colleges but
categorized as MEDIUM by the Division of Workforce Development.

MEDIUM

Division of Community Colleges Division of Workforce Development
41 programs 88 Programs

41 programs were found in both analyses. 16 programs were categorized as MEDIUM in both analyses.
Four (4) programs were categorized MEDIUM by the Division of Community Colleges but categorized as
LOW by the Division of Workforce Development. 20 programs were categorized as MEDIUM by the
Division of Community Colleges but categorized as HIGH by Division of Workforce Development.
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LOW

Division of Community Colleges Division of Workforce Development
25 programs 43 Programs

25 programs were found in both analyses. 7 programs were categorized as LOW in both analyses.
11 programs were categorized as LOW by the Division of Community Colleges but categorized as
MEDIUM by the Division of Workforce Development. Seven (7) programs were categorized as
LOW by the Division of Community Colleges but were categorized as HIGH in Division of Work-
force Development analysis.

The analysis document puts together the program weight data that appears in the two reports. This analysis
document is a good starting point for determining a cost factor for programs. This data should be used by
the Department of Education to research and determine a cost factor for each program funded in the Work-
force Development Education Funding formula.
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APPENDIX G

WDEFF Weights Analysis



Background

As part of a legislatively-mandated study of workforce development funding issues, the Postsecondary
Education Planning Commission (PEPC), in collaboration with Workforce Education & Outcomes Infor-
mation Services (WEOIS), set out to validate the factor weights in the Workforce Development Education
Funding Formula (WDEFF).

Research Questions
Within the 15% of the 2000-01 WDEEF that was distributed on a performance basis:

1. What was the relative contribution of each factor (i.e., each targeted population, completion point
level, or placement level) to the prediction of a training program’s funding outcome?

2. Did each factor’s weight, as assigned by the formula, approximate its actual impact on funding
allocation?

Data

WEOIS provided three data sets containing the funding distribution data for 2000-01. Data related to
funding results, completers and placements were aggregated at the program level for every school district
or community college. There was one data set for each fund:

. Adult General Education (n = 74; community college programs = 17, school district programs =
57)

. Vocational Clock Hour Certificates (n = 1,761; community college programs = 497, school district
programs = 1,264)

. A.S. Degrees & Certificates (n = 826 community college programs)

Method

Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression was used to derive three equations — one for each fund listed
above — estimating each factor’s impact on the performance funding outcome. Interactions between vari-
ables were entered into each model, although the coefficients calculated for the interaction terms are not
reported in the attached tables of results (Tables 1-3).

Dependent Variable. The program’s 2000-01 performance funding amount from the funding pot in ques-
tion.

Independent Variables. Specified in August 2, 2000 data request memo from PEPC to WEOIS (see Attach-
ment 1).
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One category within each related group of factors was established as the reference point for the remaining
categories in the factor group. This was done in consultation with WEOIS staff. The weights of factors
within the group were expressed as a ratio in terms of the referent factor weight. The referent categories
selected for each factor group were as follows:

FACTOR GROUP REFERENT CATEGORY

Targeted Populations Disabled

Adult General Education LCP’s ESOL 1

Vocational OCP’s Programs of 451-600 clock hours in length
Award Type A.S. Certificate

Placements Level I Placements

Results

Analysis of Nonstandardized Regression Coefficients

The non-standardized regression coefficients in Tables 1-3 are interpreted as follows: “For each additional
student served in Group X, a dollar value of Y in performance funding is predicted.” A few general obser-
vations:

Within targeted populations, where a coefficient could be estimated, completers with multiple challenging
conditions (e.g., disabled, ESOL, economic disadvantage) were associated with the greatest increases in
performance funding.

In the vocational certificate model, completers in the lengthier OCP categories were generally associated
with greater increases in performance funding. In other words, students completing the longer OCPs

yielded greater increases in performance funding than students completing shorter OCPs.

With regard to placements, higher level placements were associated with the greatest increases in perfor-
mance funding.

Analysis of Standardized Regression Coefficients

Measurement of the relative impact of a given variable in each model is done through the interpretation of
the standardized regression coefficients. In the three models specified, the following variables were shown
to have the greatest impact on performance-based funding:

AGE: The ESOL1 LCP.

Voc: Level 3 placements, followed by the Apprenticeship OCP.
AS Degrees: Level 3 placements, followed by the total number of completers.
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Assessment of the Impact of the Placement Weights

The weights in the WDEFF were derived through a process of consensus-building among workforce and
education professionals. The following analysis sought to determine whether, after accounting for the
other factors included in each model, the weights are operating in the expected fashion in the actual fund-
ing outcome.

Placement Level

In the Vocational Certificates model, the placement weights appear to be having the impact on funding
desired by the Department’s WDEFF implementation group. The ratio of 1:2:4 of the weights for Level 1,
2, and 3 placements assigned in the WDEF formula mirrors, almost exactly, the relationship of the coeffi-
cients calculated in the statistical model.

In the AGE model, Level 2 placements appear to be having a greater impact on actual funding (a relation-
ship of nearly 5:1) than would be indicated by the funding weights that were assigned by the task force
(2:1).

In the A.S. Degrees/Certificates model, the placement weights appear to be working relatively well, al-

though Level 2 placements were not weighted as heavily in the equation predicting funding outcome as
they were in the funding formula.
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August 2, 2000

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jay Pfeiffer

Workforce Education Outcome Information Services

FROM: David Wright

ATTACHMENT 1

SUBJECT: Data Request for PEPC Analysis of WDEF Factors

As you know, proviso language accompanying Specific Appropriations 153 through 157 of HB 2145 in the 2000
General Appropriations Act requires the Postsecondary Education Planning Commission (PEPC) to conduct several
studies relating to the Workforce Development Education Fund (WDEF). One aspect of that proviso directs us to
compare the costs of workforce development education programs to the reimbursement received through the work-
force formula and make recommendations for adjusting the formula so that high cost programs that contribute to
meeting priority workforce needs receive appropriate incentives. Given these directives, it seems an opportune time
to pursue our common interest in examining the relative influence that each of the formula factors exerts on the 15%

of WDEF funds allocated on the basis of performance.

Pursuant to our meeting of July 29, we are requesting three separate tables, one for each funding pot:

1. Adult General Education

1L Postsecondary Adult Vocational (PSAV) Certificates

111 Postsecondary Vocational (PSV) Certificates and A.S. Degrees

In each of these tables, the rows should be individual workforce development programs at all schools (district postsecondary
and community colleges). The requested fields appear below, by table. Our request anticipates a common table structure with

fields left blank wherever Table II or III requires fewer fields. Our preference is to receive the information in an Excel

spreadsheet or DBASE table.

IMT. AS* CIARIFYING COMMENTS

TABLE
FIELD
NUM. |FIELD NAME I. AGE | II. PSAV
1) [Program -- Unique ID number X X X CIP Code.
2)| Program -- title X X X
3)|Program -- subject area X X X "Discipline." J. Pfeiffer's advice is
to assign each program to one of the
15 workforce development program
areas proposed by the Feds. B.
Savon says he will make these categorizations.
4)|Program -- level X X X All program types in the AGE and
PSAV tables will be the same.
Table 3 needs to indicate whether the
program is a PSV certificate or AS degree.
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11T A S *

FIELD
NUM.

FIELD NAME

TABLE

. AGE

II. PSAV

5)

Postsecondary sector

X

Dichotomous: district postsecondary or community
college.

6)

Dollar amount the program earned
in 2000-01 based on performance
(for the funding pot in question)

X

7

8)

9
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)

Number students reported in each
"LCP Group"
Total

ABEl

ABE2

AHS
AHSCE
GED1

GED2

Life Stages
ESOL1
ESOL2
VESOL
Workplace R.
VPI/SAIL

el oo Il P I

7

8)

9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)

Number students reported in each
"OCP Group"

Total

24-150 clock hrs.
151-300 clock hrs.
301-450 clock hrs
451-600 clock hrs
601-750 clock hrs.
751-900 clock hrs
901-1200 clock hrs.
1201-1500 clock hrs.
1500+ clock hrs.
Apprenticeship

e R T I B e e S B

Fields 18-19 blank in the PSAV Certificates table.

7

Total number of program
completers

Fields 8-19 blank in the AS/PSVC table.

20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)
26)
27)
28)

Number completers in each target
group - subset of 7

above

Total

Econ Disadvantaged

WAGEs

Disabled

Dislocated

ESOL

Disabled & ESOL

Econ Disadv & Disab

Econ Disadv, Disab, & ESOL

Our assumption is that these categories are mutually
exclusive--i.e., students who appear in 27 did not also
apper in 21.

29)
30)
31)
32)

Number of placements, by level
level

Total

Level I

Level I

Level 111

I T I ol i e el

E TSI I B [l e S B S I e

T T I B [ e S I I S e

*Note: A.S. degree table also includes PSV certificate performanc

Please call me at 487-8710 if you have any questions.

cc: Brian Savon (WEOIS)

Bill Proctor, Pat Dallet, Tara Goodman, Juan Copa (PEPC)

CI.ARIFYING COMMENTS
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TABLE 1

A B C D E F G
Adult General Education Nonstdized Stdized WDEF Ratio of Ratio of
Regression Regression Factor Regress Coeff: WDEF Weight:
Coefficient* Coefficient Significance® Weight® Referent Factor Referent Factor

Institution Type
(comparison = School District*)

Community College NS

Targeted Populations

Dislocated NS 1.0 0.250
ESOL dropped 15 0.375
Econ Disadv 47.819 0.074 2.0 0.206 0.500
Econ Disadv & ESOL NS 2.0 0.500
WAGES 233.117 0.020 3.0 1.004 0.750
Disabled* 232.210 0.016 4.0 1.000 1.000
Disabled/ESOL 1105.400 0.017 4.0 4.760 1.000
Econ Disadv/Disabled NS 4.0 1.000
Econ Disadv/Disab/ESOL NS 4.0 1.000
LCP's

ABE1 207.358 0.071 2.0 0.736 1.000
ABE2 154.142 0.112 15 0.547 0.750
AHS 42.711 0.079 0.5 0.152 0.250
AHSCE 43.867 0.109 0.5 0.156 0.250
GED1 172.012 0.129 1.0 0.611 0.500
GED2 dropped 0.5 0.250
Life Stages NS 0.5 0.250
ESOL1* 281.749 0.260 2.0 1.000 1.000
ESOL2 178.966 0.123 15 0.635 0.750
VESOL -582.771 -0.017 15 -2.068 0.750
Workplace R. 118.488 0.006 1.0 0.421 0.500
VPI/SAIL 154.746 0.026 15 0.549 0.750
Citizenship NS 0.5 0.250
Placements

Level 1* 91.514 0.015 2.0 1.000 1.000
Level 2 431.410 0.055 4.0 4,714 2.000
Notes: 1. The resulting non-standardized regression coefficients are interpreted as follows:

“For each additional student served in Group X, a dollar value of Y in performance funding is predicted.”

2. Unless otherwise indicated, all factors are statistically significant at least at the .05 level.
NS = the regression coefficient calculated was not statistically significant.
dropped = due to multicollinearity, this factor was dropped as an independent variable

in the regression equation.

3. not applicable = not a weighted factor in the WDEF formula.



A B
Vocational Certificates Nonstdized
Regression

Coefficient®
Institution Type
(comparison = School District*)

Community College 171.265
Targeted Populations

Dislocated -53.933
ESOL 65.763
Econ Disadv 118.029
Econ Disadv & ESOL

WAGES 149.868
Disabled* 316.271
Disabled/ESOL 382.393
Econ Disadv/Disabled 388.240
Econ Disadv/Disab/ESOL

OCP's

24-150 hrs 57.088
151-300 hrs 130.610
301-450 hrs 207.974
451-600 hrs* 285.504
601-750 hrs 325.064
751-900 hrs 421.836
901-1200 hrs 649.177
1201-1500 hrs 761.844
1500+ hrs 780.776
Apprenticeship 684.900
Placements

Level 1* 323.281
Level 2 656.121
Level 3 1294.385

Program Area

(comparison = Legal & Protective Srvcs)

Health Srvcs
Information Technology
Business

Agriculture

Arts & Communication
Construction

Education

Financial Srvcs
Hospitality

Human Srvcs

Logistics, Transportation
Manufacturing
Scientific, Engineering
Wholesale/Retail

Notes:

405.571

448.383

C

Stdized
Regression
Coefficient

0.002

-0.004
0.028
0.042

0.014
0.034

0.004

0.017

0.002
0.090
0.109
0.093
0.110
0.079
0.024
0.085
0.179
0.446

0.157
0.075
0.572

0.003

0.002

NS =
dropped =

TABLE 2

Significance®

NS

NS

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

NS
NS
NS
NS

E

WDEF
Factor
Weight®

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

1.0
15
2.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
4.0

0.5
1.0
15
2.0
2.5
3.0
4.5
5.0
6.0
5.0

25
5.0
10.0

F

Ratio of
Regress Coeff:
Referent Factor

-0.2
0.2
0.4

0.5
1.0

1.2

1.2

0.2
0.5
0.7
1.0
11
15
2.3
2.7
2.7
2.4

1.0
2.0
4.0

G

Ratio of
WDEF Weight:
Referent Factor

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

. The resulting non-standardized regression coefficients are interpreted as follows:
“For each additional student served in Group X, a dollar value of Y in performance funding is predicted.”

. Unless otherwise indicated, all factors are statistically significant at least at the .05 level.

the regression coefficient calculated was not statistically significant.
due to multicollinearity, this factor was dropped as an independent variable
in the regression equation.

. not applicable = not a weighted factor in the WDEF formula.

0.3
0.4
0.5
0.5
0.8
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

0.3
0.5
0.8
1.0
13
15
2.3
2.5
3.0
25

1.0
2.0
4.0



A

AS Degrees & Certificates

Total Completers

Targeted Populations
Dislocated

ESOL

Econ Disadv

Econ Disadv & ESOL
WAGES

Disabled*
Disabled/ESOL

Econ Disadv/Disabled
Econ Disadv/Disab/ESOL

Award Type
(comparison = AS certificate*)
AS Degree

Placements
Level 1*
Level 2
Level 3

Program Area

B

Nonstdized
Regression
Coefficient®

818.770

-3158.687
-545.307

2639.749

1192.519

414.595
554.705
1706.451

(comparison = Legal & Protective Srvcs)

Health Srvcs
Information Technology
Business

Agriculture

Arts & Communication
Construction

Education

Financial Srvcs
Hospitality

Human Srvcs

Logistics, Transportation
Manufacturing
Scientific, Engineering
Wholesale/Retail

Notes:

-1017.677

-1124.223

C
Stdized
Regression

Coefficient
0.308

-0.061
-0.057

0.006

0.048
0.037
0.510

-0.005

-0.004

NS =
dropped =

TABLE 3

Significance?

NS

NS

NS

NS
dropped

dropped

NS
NS
NS
NS

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

E

WDEF
Factor
Weight®
N/A

1.0
15
2.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
4.0

3.0
6.0

1.0
2.0
4.0

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

F

Ratio of
Regress Coeff:
Referent Factor

1.000
1.338
4.116

G

Ratio of
WDEF Weight:
Referent Factor

N/A

0.250
0.375
0.500
0.500
0.750
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

1.000
2.000

1.000
2.000
4.000

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

. The resulting non-standardized regression coefficients are interpreted as follows:
“For each additional student served in Group X, a dollar value of Y in performance funding is predicted.”

. Unless otherwise indicated, all factors are statistically significant at least at the .05 level.

the regression coefficient calculated was not statistically significant.
due to multicollinearity, this factor was dropped as an independent variable
in the regression equation.

. not applicable = not a weighted factor in the WDEF formula.



