
Equity in Higher Educa on Funding 

i 

Equity in Higher Educa on 
Funding 

 
 
 
 
 

 Follow‐up Report 
June 2013 

 
 
 
 

Office of Performance Evalua ons 

Idaho Legislature 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Report 13‐09F 

 

 



Office of Performance Evalua ons 

ii 

 
 
 

Created in 1994, the legisla ve Office of Performance Evalua ons 
operates under the authority of Idaho Code §§ 67‐457 through 67‐464. 

Its mission is to promote confidence and accountability in state government 
through professional and independent assessment of  

state agencies and ac vi es, consistent with legisla ve intent. 
 

The eight‐member, bipar san Joint Legisla ve Oversight Commi ee approves 
evalua on topics and receives completed reports. Evalua ons are conducted by 

Office of Performance Evalua ons staff. The findings, conclusions, and 
recommenda ons in the reports do not necessarily reflect the views of the 

commi ee or its individual members.   
 
 
 
 
 

2013–2014 Joint Legisla ve Oversight Commi ee 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Rakesh Mohan, Director 
Office of Performance Evalua ons 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Senate House of Representa ves 

Dean M. Mor mer, cochair Shirley G. Ringo, cochair 

Clifford R. Bayer Maxine T. Bell 

Elliot Werk Gayle L. Ba  

Les Bock Elaine Smith 



Equity in Higher Educa on Funding 

1 

Execu ve Summary 

Since the release of our 2011 report, the State Board of Education has worked 
collaboratively with the four higher education institutions to respond to our 
recommendations. Our first recommendation was for the board to develop an 
explicit standard for equitable funding levels. The board is currently in the 
process of implementing this recommendation. The board and institutions have 
agreed that they will use instructional dollars per weighted student credit hour to 
determine equity, and they are in the process of determining what amount of 
variance in funding levels is acceptable.  

Our second recommendation was for the board to develop a plan to bring 
funding levels into alignment with a formally established standard for equity. 
The board has started working on this recommendation by requesting additional 
funds in fiscal year 2014 to equalize instructional dollars per weighted student 
credit hour. However, the board’s request was not funded, showing that the 
plan’s biggest limitation is its continued reliance on new funds.   
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Overview of the Ini al Report 

In November 2011 we released an evaluation report on equity in higher 
education funding. Our evaluation sought to identify the root causes of historical 
and persistent equity concerns while recognizing the political context in which 
policy and funding decisions are made.  

Although the Legislature, the State Board of Education, and the four 
institutions—Boise State University, Idaho State University, Lewis-Clark State 
College, and the University of Idaho—had expressed interest in achieving and 
maintaining equity, no standard had been set to determine equity in higher 
education funding.  

Our analysis revealed two important facts about the effect of past legislative and 
board efforts to address equity:  

 The differences in general fund dollars per weighted full-time equivalent 
student were larger than they were in fiscal year 2001 when funding was 
last officially declared inequitable and, to a lesser degree, the differences 
were larger than they were in fiscal year 2007 when funding was last 
officially declared equitable. 

 Not funding the enrollment workload adjustment (EWA) had exacerbated 
differences among the institutions’ general fund dollars per weighted full
-time equivalent student. And yet, had the Legislature always funded 
EWA, differences would have still existed. 

We concluded that before anyone could make a determination about whether 
higher education funding was equitable, the board needed to answer two 
fundamental policy questions:  

 Against what standard and with which criteria should equity be 
measured?  

 What are the consequences of not achieving equity? 

Status of Recommenda ons 

We made two recommendations to the board: (1) set a standard for equity and 
define the method by which the board will measure equity, and (2) develop a 
plan to maintain equitable funding levels. These two recommendations serve as 
beginning steps the state could take to resolve equity concerns.  

We assessed the status of recommendations within four categories:  
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 Implemented: The agency has measurably met the recommendation’s 
intent.  

 Addressed: The agency has taken an approach that diverged from the 
recommendation but has still met the recommendation’s intent.  

 In process: The agency has begun to measurably address the 
recommendation’s intent. 

 Not implemented: The agency has not begun to measurably address the 
recommendation’s intent. 

The Board Has Worked with the Ins tu ons to Set an Explicit 
Standard of Equitable Funding Levels 

Recommendation 1: The State Board of Education, in conjunction with the 
institutions, should develop a board policy that sets an explicit standard of 
equitable funding levels. The board should develop the standard by determining 
how it will measure whether funding is equitable and what factors explain why 
differences in funding levels are warranted. In setting a standard, the board 
should consider the institutions’ missions, the historical rationale for each 
institution’s base, the goals of policymakers, and the implications of continuing 
to use the current funding process. 

Following the release of our 2011 report, the board assigned its Business Affairs 
and Human Resources committee the task of working with the four institutions 
to develop an explicit standard for equitable funding levels and a method for 
determining whether those levels were equitable.  

The board and the institutions decided that funding equity should be determined 
in reference to equal instructional funding per weighted student credit hour. 
Their reasoning behind using only instructional funds to determine funding 
equity recognizes some differences in per student funding levels, because of 
factors such as the historical rationale for each institution’s base funding and the 
goals of policymakers as reflected in historical budget line-item decisions. Using 
instructional funding per weighted student credit hour as a starting point to 
determine equitable funding levels aligns with the intent of our recommendation 
that the board establish a standard of equity.  

The board and the institutions recognize that continually maintaining equal 
instructional funding per weighted credit hour is impractical and unnecessary for 
funding to be equitable. However, the board is still working to determine what 
amount of variance from equal instructional funding should be considered 
equitable.  
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In the fiscal year 2014 college and university budget request, the board asked for 
$9,494,000 in ongoing funds to equalize instructional funding per weighted 
student credit hour and to achieve equity according to its new standard. The 
Governor’s office noted that a 10 percent variation among the institutions in the 
estimated fiscal year 2014 funding for weighted student credit hour is 
acceptable. The Governor therefore did not recommend funding $9.5 million for 
equity.   

This recommendation is in process. Once the board and institutions determine 
what amount of variance in funding levels is acceptable, the recommendation 
will be implemented.   

The Board Has Ini ated a Plan to Bring Funding Levels into 
Agreement with the Established Standard of Equitable Funding 

Recommendation 2: The State Board of Education should develop a plan to 
bring funding levels into alignment with a formally established standard for 
equity. The board should design this plan to pursue equity while considering the 
statewide priorities of the Legislature and the potential for economic conditions 
that limit the amount of new funds available to higher education. By considering 
the often competing priorities that the Legislature must balance, the board will 
better position itself to develop a plan that can make progress toward achieving 
equity—even in years when there is no additional funding from the Legislature. 

The board’s efforts in response to our recommendation consist of two parts: 

 Request additional funds to equalize instructional funding per weighted 
student credit hour, and then  

 Rely on EWA to maintain the balance of instructional funds per weighted 
student credit hour 

For fiscal year 2014, the Legislature did not fund the board’s request for $9.5 
million in additional funds to equalize instructional funding per weighted student 
credit hour; however, it completely funded the board’s EWA request. The 
Legislature also appropriated an additional $1.37 million in ongoing funds 
intended to address enrollment workload adjustment costs. The board allocated 
the entire $1.37 million to Boise State University (BSU) to recognize that: (1) 
enrollment shifts from BSU to the College of Western Idaho have started to 
affect BSU’s three-year rolling average of EWA and (2) BSU experienced strong 
enrollment growth in 2010–2012 at a time when EWA was not funded.  

We concluded in our initial report that EWA was not suited for maintaining 
equity because of factors beyond enrollment. The board and institutions have 
now, in effect, tied equity to enrollment by measuring equity with instructional 
dollars per weighted credit hour. Determining equity according to the 
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distribution of instructional funds eliminates the effect of factors that are unique 
to each institution.  

Because the board plans to maintain equity through EWA funds, future equity 
will continue to be sensitive to EWA funding decisions. The board has not 
demonstrated how it plans to maintain equity when no new funds are available 
and funding levels do not meet the agreed upon standard of equity.  

This recommendation is in process. Although it was not funded, the board’s 
request for $9.5 million to establish equity marks the first step in its plan to bring 
the four institutions funding levels into agreement with an established standard 
of equity. However, as illustrated by the Governor’s response to the board’s 
request, an agreed upon range or tolerance for equitable funding levels will help 
the board in its efforts to achieve equity. Further, the board’s 2014 request 
reinforces that new funds are not always available for achieving equity. Ongoing 
efforts to implement this recommendation should focus on an acceptable 
compromise for maintaining equity when no new funds are available.  

Conclusion 

We found in our initial report that systemic and persistent misunderstanding, 
miscommunication, and shifting definitions of equity for higher education 
funding had complicated the discussion on equity. By collaborating to begin 
implementing our recommendations, the board and the institutions have made 
substantial progress toward agreement on a standard and plan for equity in 
higher education funding.  
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