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Chapter V .

FINANCIAL AID NEEDS IN THE JUNIOR COLLEGE SYSTEM

Yo <3 “

Standard and Study Staff Estimates :

The Standard Estimate of aggregate student financial aid need in the Florida
public junior college system is $25.9 million.. The Study Staff Estimate, based
upon higher expectations from student self-help,‘ is $19. 2 million. Available fi-
nancial aid from all sources, as reported in Table VII, totals $9.2 million. Of -
this total, the high estimate in the General category of available aid which is ad-
ministered chiefly on a need basis is $6 million. This produces an estimated
student financial aid deficit in the public junior college system for the current
year of $13.2 million. If all Limited and Rgstricted aid funds were somei;ow té
find theif way only tro students With need, tﬂe étudent fiﬁancial aid deficit wéuld

be reduced to $10 million for the 1969-70 year.

. Projected Aid Need

The projections of student financial aid need for the public junior colleges
follow the same pattern as those reported for the state university system. The
same three alternative models are used. The enroll'ment projection, however,
starts from a different base and proceeds at different rates in the later years.

The projection was presented in Table VI and is reproduced here as Table XI

for reference.



“Table XI

ENROLLMENT GROWTH OF FLORIDA STUDENTS IN THE
PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGE SYSTEM

Percentage Change

Year: ‘ . . Enrollment . . from Previous Year -
1969-70 - .. -90,000 . - vy

1970-71 97,000 8

1971-72 ‘s 106, 000 S 9

1972-73 117,000 10

1973-74 126,000 . iR 8

1974-75 136,000 8

The projected student financial aid needs under the alternative assumptions

embodied in Models I, II, and III'are presented in Table XII.

Table XII

PROJECTED AID NEEDS IN THE
PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGE SYSTEM

: ModelI - - . . Model II . -~ - - ~ Model 111
Year (millions of dollars)
1970-71 19.8 8.6 ' 21.4
1971-72 ' 21.0 10.1 - S 24.5
1972-73 , 22.0 11.7 33,5
- 1973-74 . 231 - - - 13,4 — .~ 30.1-

1974-175 26,1 16. 7 34.1

Conclusions

The choice of models is not so clearcut in the case of junior colleges as it
was in the analysis of the state universities. The 6 percent rate of growth of
student budgets assumed in Models II and III is still the most realistic estimate,

but the base budget to which it is applied is not as firmly established. Complete
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information on the effect of part versus full-time status on student expense budgets
in the junior colleges, and the proportions of students in these categories is not
available. Similarly, extensive infofmation on the employment rates of junior
college students, the average contribution from term-time employment to student
self-help, and the effect of such employment on student performance is not available,
Nevertheless, the trend direction of student financial aid needs in the junior
college system is essentially the same under all three models. Model II and
Model III seem to best establish the boundaries of the problem. In the é#se of
Model II, which is based upon $1, 000 for self-help for males and $800 for females
and is the most conservative as to estimating need size, currently available General
aid would still fall $2. 6 million short of meeting projected need in 1970-71. If one
were to adopt Model III, which was felt to best estimate the future of the state univer-

sity system, and concurrently assume that all financial aid resources available to

the junior cblleges in 1969770 could be made available on a need basis in 1970-71,
it wou}d be necessary to estimate the financial aid deficit for junior collegés in
1970-71 to be $12. 2 million.

Given the available data and relatively independent of the particularr model,
it is difficult to escape the conclusion that a sizable deficit exists now in the
junior colleges and uﬁless financial aid resources are increased or costs re;i.u‘ced,

the gap will widen rapidly.



Chapter VIII

- PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGES °
STUDENT FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS
ALTERNATIVES AND COSTS

Average Need

Because students at public ju’nipr cplleges are primarily corﬁmuting ‘students,
average need per student; is less than at the state un.iversAities.' The average need
figures reported in Table XIX afe e\stimated ;from the commuting budgéts for the
state universities, less the tuition difference between thesg junior an& senior in-
stitutions. The rationale for this is that the mainténance a;nd commﬁting costs for
a student are the same regardleés of whethér he goes to junior or senior college.
The budget data submii?ted to tfle Collegé Scl'-l‘olar‘ship Service By junior colleges
is too heterogeneous to place confidence in an estimate of a standard average
budget. _’Therefore,' because the university budget data are generally more reli-
able and the logic reasonable, the procedu'ré underlying >Tab1e XI1X yields a more

acceptéble estimate of the out-of-pocket costs of attending public junior colleges.

Table XIX

AVERAGE NEED PER STUDENT IN
PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGES, 1970-71 to 1974-75

Year
Income Interval i970-7i 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75
Less than $7, 000 $ 725 $ 799 $ 878 $ 961 $1, 048
$ 7,000 -$ 9,999 $ 120 - $ 195 $ 273 $ 356 $ 443
$10, 000 - $15, 000 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Over $15,000 $ 0 $ 0 - $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

VIII-1
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Overall Cost

LAl L e

The estimated Mocviel“ 1 student financial aid need for 1970-71 in public junior
colleges is $21.4 millien.‘ | Moderl 111 is beeed ﬁpon the :‘es;sur;létions of $600 self-
help for males, $400 for females, and a 6 percent rate of growth of average ex-
pense budgets An estimation of the overall cost of meetmg this need' baseci upon
the 111ustrat1ve éackage of ; $500 loan plus add1t1ona1 grant, is presented in Ta.ble
XX. This estimate is of 0vera11 cost and does not 1nc1ude an allowanee for a§a11able
ai;l in the Gerie'ral category. Such allowa‘ncey is made in the next s:\ebc;:;:ionv en the
additional co'sthof me.'et.ing -I‘J.mnet need.

o | | Table XX

OVERALL COST OF THE ILLUSTRATIVE PACKAGE
FOR PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGES, 1970-71

(1) ' o (2) : (3) - . (4) . {5) - (2)+(4)+(5)
Interest Administration

Income Total - Total and Reserve (5% of Loans Total

Interval Grant Loan on Loans (10%) and Grants) Cost
Less than $ 7, 000 $5 926 000 $13,122, 000 $1 312,000 $ 952,000 $8,543,000
$ 7,000 -$ 9,999 $. - "0 $ 2,348,000 $ 235,000 $ 118,000 $ 353,000
$10,000 - $15,000 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Over $15, 000 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Total $5,926,000 $15, 47b, 000 $1,547,000 $1,070,000 $8,543,000

The overall cost of providing $21. 4 million of student financial aid in the public
junior colleges _is $8. 5 ﬁillion. This cost estimate relies upon the illustrative
packege founded on a 'basic. $500 loan. The package assumed determmes the split
of total aid between grants aed loans. The total aid package of $21. 4 m11110n is
divided between $5.9 million of grants and $15. 5 million of loans. -It is the‘mix

between grants and loans that permits each $1. 00 of aid cost to generate $2. 50 of

aid provided.

|
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The Additional Cost of Meeting Unmet Need

To meet an aggregate need of. $21 4 m1111on in the publ1c Jumor colleges in
1970-71 requires a program costing $8.5 million. In Table XV, .an estimate of

1970-71 unmet need of $15. 4 million in Florida public junior colleges was pre-

sented. Unmet need is the d1fference between total estu'rrated need ($21 4 m1111on)

and the General ava.1lab1l1ty a1d f1gure ($6 m1lhon) In Table XX an estimate of

";I o

the breakdown of total need between grants and loans is presented To meet $21 4 |

p—

million ot need $5. 9 million of’grants and $15.7 5 milhon of loans W1ll be required.
Total generally acce551ble grant and employment aid now ava1lable 1n the

publlc Jumor colleges currently equals about $3 8 m11110n (see Append1x H)

Loan aid now available in the same category for the public junior colleges' eqtials.

about $2. 2 million. If currently available aid in the General category ls adminis-

tered roughly along the lines of the illustrative package, new grant aid of about

$2. 1 million ($5. 9. million - $3. 8 million = $2. 1 million) will be required.

New loan aid of about $13. 3 million will also be required. The total additional
cost of providing additional aid will equal the sum of the full cost of new grant aid .
plus interest and reserve cost for new loan aid plus administrative costs on new
grant and new loan aid. . Loan costs are $1.3 million. Administrativecosts are
$0. 8 million. Thus, the total additional costs of using the illust_ra_tive package to
increase the current level of effort in the public jnnior colleges to meet 1970-71

needs breaks down.into the following three components:

1Based on the illustrative package; -
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$ 2.1 million for new grants
$ 1.3 million to support new loans
$ 0.8 million of additional administrative expense -

-$ 4.2 million total

It is important to note that the public junior colleéee heve not beeh overwhelmingly
successful in either pfoviding access to higher eciucation for 'ther socio’-eec‘)norr)liijc‘ally
disadvantaged or in providing a route to senior colleges for those stulden‘t“sfv‘who’de\
enroll in junior colleges. To the extent that either of these effects is a sf;‘11dent aid
problem, $15.4 million underestimates the additional aid need and f:he $4. 2 million

underestimates the cost of providing even an additional $15. 4 million of effective

student aid.

The Time Dimension

As in the state universities, the dimensions of the problem grow over time.
Between 1970-71 and 1974-75, the total estimated need in the public junior college
system increases from $21.4 million to $34. 1 million. The estimated cost of
meeting total need (still based on the illustrative package) nearly doubles--from
$8. 5 million in 1970-71 to $16. 5 million in 1974-75,

The cost of providing aid increases more rapidly than the amount of aid pro-
vided because need in the public junior colleges is concentrated in the 'below
$7,000" range of the income distribution. The aid package is more heavily reliant
upon grants, the most expensive form of aid, in the lowest inceme interval. The
proportion of grant aid in the typical package increases from 38 percent in 1970-71
to 65 percent in 1974-75. The 1974-75 estimate of total need, the ﬁlix Bet\;veen

grants and loans, and overall cost are presented in Table XXI.
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Table XXI

OVERALL COST OF THE ILLUSTRATIVE PACKAGE
FOR PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGES, 1974-75

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (2)+(4)+(5)
Interest Administration
Income Total Total andReserve (5%of Loans = Total
Interval Grant Loan on Loans (10%) and Grants) Cost

Less than $ 7,000 $13,430,000 $12,235,000 $1,224,000 $ 612,000 $15,266,000

$ 7,000 - $ 9,999 $ ... .0 $ 8,448,000 $ 845,000 $.. 423,000 $ 1,268,000
$10,000 - $15,000 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0
Over $15,000  _ §$ 0% 0$ 0% 0% . 0

Total 7 $13,430,000 $20, 683,000 $2,069,000 $1,035,000 $16,534,000



Chapter X
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The preéedihg nine éhapters have developed some of the dimensions of the

student financial aid problem facing Florida. In broad outline, this problem is

summarized in Table XXVI.

Table XXVI

STUDENT FINANCIAL AID NEED* IN FLORIDA,
‘ ©1970-71 and 1974-75.

"(millions of dollars)

Type of Institution , 1970-71 1974-75
State Universities 30.7 48. 3
Puyblic Junior Colleges 21.4 34.1
Private Colleges _ 18.9 21.8
Total 71.0 104.2

*Model III estimates.

There are currently $31. 5 million in student financial aid funds in the General
availability category in Florida. In terms of 1970-71, this means a financial aid
deficit of $39.5 million. This deficit can be met by an expenditure of $23. 3 million
above and beyond what is now being spent for student financial aid in Florida. The
breakdown of the cost of additional aid at each of three major types of Florida insti-

tutions is illustrated in Table XXVII.



Table XXVII

THE ADDITIONAL COST OF MEETING THE
FLORIDA STUDENT FINANCIAL AID DEFICIT, 1970-71

(millions of dollars)

Type of Institution Cost of Additional Aid
State Universities | " 10.4

" Public Junior Colléges . <. -~ =07 o 0 o 4.2
Private Colleges 8.7

Total 23,3

The cosf estimates of meeting thé Flor1da Adeficit that are summarized in
Table XXVII are baserd on é partiéi;lax; sfﬁdent'finaricial aid package. This package
is a basic $500 loaﬁ and supplemental grant. No change in tuition is assumed. Other
packageé, :or basic changes‘in the tuition structure, would cha:;ngé} the éétimates.
For example, if some proportion of the Limited and Restricted_‘ ;id f#né's, described
in Chapte‘x-" III and outlined in Table VII, were made generally availabié and allocated
like most of i:he funds in the General category, then the dimensions of the aid deficit
would be reduced.

The estimates presented in Tables XXVI and XXVII are pragmatic estimates in
the sense that they examine slight modifications ‘in the existing structure of things.
The analysis of more profound changes involves clarifying public policy, setting
priorities, specifying performance obje'<‘:tives,' and selecting criteria for evaluation
of alternatives., These steps in the overall process of public policy formulation
are discussed in the following section of this volume. Illustrative ''radical'’ alterna-
tives are examined. Although different alternatives have different costs and impacts,
one thing is certain: the solution to the problem will require dedication, éersever- )

ance, planning, and money.




SECTION II

LONG-RANGE PLANNING



Chapter IV -

L3

TOWARD AN OPTIMUM PROGRAM!

From the foregoing .chapters on the national and state environments, the
parameters of an optimum state proérarﬁ begin to appear. Itis importaht to
note at the outset that there is no single program which is optimum for every
state. ,-MAml'eover, a pr;)gfam Awhirchvis ef\fectlivc‘e atl one l‘e;rel of furiding may be
inappropriate at another. |

This chapter, therefore, is not an attempt to set’out the optimum program.
It does seek to establish a procedural framework which should give reasonable
assurance of developing an aid program which will implement public policy +
within the limits of fiscal and political reality.

| Succegding paragraphs will describe and illﬁstrate an eleven-step El;nning

framework applicable to the development of any student aid program.

Step 1: Define the "mission' -- What is the purpose of the state student aid

program? As an illustration, the Florida '"'mission' might be defined as
'the maintenance of a stéte student aid program to supplement a basic
national aid program which will provide true equal access to post-high
school education for all Florida citizeps with the ability to benefit and the
motivation to succeed. " It is important to note that this example of a

statement of "mission'' recognizes that it may not be possible to obtain

lThe specific application of previous procedures to hypothetical models."

Iv-1
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full realization of the ''"mission' in the short term. A statement of "mission"

-should provide a continuing goal.

Step 2 Rev1ew and define de81rab1e 'J:ubhc pohcy u Chapter III of this sec-

tion dealt with tweﬁty quest1ons of "pubhc pohcy, ""on e1ght of which there
was apparent agreemenf énd twelve; Whlch’ nééd further c1ar1f.1cat;on Ques-
tions of .'public policy' should be resolved at this point in the development of
a state aid program. ..

T R LA S Pal S T

Step 3: Identify the current status of aid (how much is available, to whom

and from what sources). Section I of this volume deals with the curr:ent aid
situation in Florida, estimates what aid is currently availai)le and from what
soﬁrces, makes projections of future needs, describes what is needed to close
gaps, and gives suggestions or; how to build alternate programs. Volume I

of the Studies deals with how aid is administered in Florida. The models
which appear in Appendices J and K of this volume were developed using the

methodology, data and assumptions set.qﬁt in Section I.

Step 4:. Develop assumptions (for example, enrollment projections, antici-

pated tax revenues, expected federall contributions, etc.) National and State
issues and trends on which to base policy assumptions are cqvered in some
detail in Chapters I and II of this section. There are numerous operating
as surﬁpt;ons which also will have to b.é’ made. Fér examble, the devélop-

ment of alternate strategies (Step 7) assumes that the Florida financial
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community can absorb up to $40 million a year in guaranteed loan volume,

and that the Florida Legislature can be persuaded to make up to $25 million
a year additional investment in student aid programs. These particular as-
sumptions are hypothetica;l. T};e actual as sumptioné, as developed by>those

closer to the realities, undoubtedly will be very different.

Step 5: Set the tentative ''performance objective.! This step requires iden-

tifying the target for the next five years or so in specific terms such as,

"We shall have performed satisfactorily when we have done X in Y time at

Z cost. "

The models in Appendix J-K assume the ''performance objective'' for the

year 1970-71 to be a complete closing of the '"performance gap, ''i.e.,

meeting full aid requirements, which for 1970-71 alone will require at
least $71 million in total student aid. 1 As inspection of the models will
indicate, if factors such as tuition are changed, then total aid needs and

thus the tentative ''performance objective' will also need to be changed.

"Performance objectives'' should be set for all years of the planning period.
The ''performance objectives'' used to illustrate this hypothetical case are

1
the "projected aid needs' which rise to $104 million by 1975, -

Step 6: Identify the '"performance gaps.' A ''performance gap' is the

difference between current performance and the desired 'performance

objective, "

lSee Chapter X in Section I of this volume.
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As is apparent in the models in Appendix J-K, the estimated total available
2id in the General Availability category for the year 1970-71 will be $31.5
million. 1 If the total aid required is approximately $71 million, 2 then the
""performance gap'' is the difference or $39.5 million. Similar computa-

tions can be made for each year and are developed in Section I of this volume.

Step 7: Develop ''alternative strategies.' This is simply the development

of alternative approaches to meeting the tentative '"performance objective"
established in Step 5. Appendix J-K illustrates s.everal "alternative strate-
gies.!'" These strategies are called Models 1, 2, 3 and 4. 3 The basic
features of each model are: B | |

Model 1: No change in tuition; aid awé.rds éonsisting of a $500 basic
loah with the bélénce of aid iﬁ thé for.m of a graﬁt.

Model 2: A tuiti;)n' increase to an average of $1000 in public universities,
and to an average of $1590 in private colleges; with new tuition
revenues being used to fﬁnd.the aid program; plus a grant of
$500 to families for 'foregone incéme”'where family income
is below $5000>.

Model 3: Same as Mo&el 2 ekcept no tuition increase in private colleges.

Model 4: Same as Model 3 except no grant for "foregone income. "

1Table VII in Chapter III of Section I in this volume.
2Table XXVI in Chapter X of Section I in this volume.
3Not to be confused with Models I, II, and III of Section 1.
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. The fiscal implications of each of these models is developed in detail in
- Appendix J-K. Model 1 is a summary illustration of the "pragmatic"
model discussed in Chapter II of this section. Models 2, 3, and 4 are

variations on the -''radical' approach--also discussed in Chapter II;1

Each of these four models involves a financial aid package that applies to
all Florida students in all Florida institutions--public and private. A - '

- fifth model. (not shown) would limit aid to students attending public

. institutions.

Step 8: Select the best approach from among strategies. The process of

selection involves evaluating each alternative strategy on the basis of a
number of criteria. If any one strategy out-performs all others in ful-
filling each of the criteria, the choice is easy. If this is not the case,
the decision nﬁakers must de.cide hov;/ Vmuch fulfillmént thef are willing
to give up in one areé in order to improve performance in another. An
illustrative sample of criteria is: |

>Tota‘1 Cost |

Preservation of a dual public/private system 2
Open access for poor and disadvantaged students

11t should be pointed out that a number of other models were constructed and
discarded because they either generated a required loan volume in excess of the
assumed limit of a $40 million annual loan volume, or because the cost to the
State was in excess of the assumed limit of $25 million. In reality, a great many
‘alternates should be considered, these models being only illustrative of the range
of possibilities. . '

2In reality, answers to the public policy questions posed in Chapter III would
generate some, but not all, the criteria. The three criteria chosen here only il-
lustrate the many criteria which should be considered when selecting among
strategies. )
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First Consideration of Models -~ Each of the models outlined in Step 7 can

be evaluated in terms of the ‘''total cost'' criterion.

A ssuming that Florida subsidizesropera.ting coéts by aﬁ average of $1, 000
Per undergraduate student at the state universities and an average of $500

at public junior colleges, consideration of Model 1 indicates that the average
gj:ant' to Florida students in public institutions who qualify for aid would be
$190. 1 To this state paid aid cost must be added the $1,000 operating sub-
sidy for a total cost to Florida of $1,190. Comparable figures for the public
junior colleges would develop a total cost of $560 ($60 grant + $500 subsidy)
and for the private colleges $305 ($305 grant + $0 subsidy). In everyiinstance,
therefore, in Model 1 the total cost to Florida for students who would attend

private institutions would be well below total cost to Florida for students

attending public institutions.

The same analysis of Model 2 would generate even less cost. On Mod-el 3
the comparable average cost per student is a total of $551 at the private
instituﬁohs, é.nd on Model 4 it is $604 for students‘ attending private institu-
tions. In fhis particular test, all models are acceptable for in every instance
Florida students who qualify for aid and attend four-yevar privé.te institutidns

would cost the State less than their counterparts attending four-year public

institutions.

I Net cost to the State divided by total enrollment for a given sector of thé
system. )
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The "fifth model' (which is not shown) would beé rejected on the basis of the
total cost criterion. In addition, it would fail to fulfill the third criterion

of preserving a dual public/private system.

Second Consideration of Models '~- Each of the four 'models outlined in Step 7
can be evaluated in terms of the second .criterion.. The test is, .'"Do the
models assist in preserving a dual public/private system?' Model 1 passes
the test but provides little assistance in.that the existing tuition gap between
- public and private institutions remains. Model 2 fails to pass the test. - It
‘requires an increase in tuition at private 'institutions with the proceeds of

" that increase to be returned to \the State to pay for the aid program. This is
- politically unrealistic. Unless the private institutions were to drive away
out-of-state students, they would have to set their tuition $500 higher for
Florida résidents than for out -of-state students! Model 2 fails on the
grounds of practicality Iin comparison with other options. Model 3 passes
the t.ésvtr. 1t does: i)z;rfiall';r close the cost gap bétweén public and pri;rate in-
stitution; b}lr'requi‘ring‘a $550 Atuition iﬁcréase in fhe state uﬁix}ersiti‘és and

a corﬁpérable amo;mt in the junior institutions to partially fund the state Aaid

progfam. Model 4 operates in the same fashion.

Since Model 2 fails to pass the test, it is eliminated from further consideration.

Third Consideration of Models -- The test here is, '"Do the models improve

access for the poor and disadvantaged student?' All three remaining models
pass the test, but Model 3 is preferable in that it alone provides for payments

to parents for foregone income.



Iv-8

F ourth Consideration 'of Models -~ The test here is, '"What will the program
cost the State?' -Model 4-has the lowest net cost, slightly under ‘$10 million
Model 3 is next dt $23 million, and Model 1 shows a net cost of just under

$25 m11110n to the State

It is at this point that prudence and political' judgment would become primary

Here are three hypothetical models, each of which meets the total aid‘reqﬁire-

ments of Florlda in 1970 71 Two are v1rtua11y equal 1n cost to the State )

(Models 1 and 3). One is much less costly (Model 4) Model 3, nevertheless,-

may well be the most des1rab1e because of the foregone 1ncome prov181on It

may also be the least palatable p011t1ca11y

In a real situation, and after many other criteria had been considered, the
time for rdecision would be reached. But with hypothetical models such ae
those used for illostration in this chapter, further consideration of the models
is not constructive for to choose among so limited a number of alternativee

using so few criteria might be misinterpreted as an indirect recommendation

for a Florida program. Such is not intended.

Step 9: Recommendations to the Leﬁisiature.

The key question in this step

is whether to make single or multiple recommendations. One approach not

utilized with the models shown here is to make recommendations for various
percentages of need. Where this approach is selected, it is normally taken

at Step 5 when tentative '"performance objectives'' are set. "
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Step 10: Implement the program. Implementation of the program subsequent
to its authorization by the Legislature is relatively simple. How best to se-

cure legislative enactment is touched upon in the next chapter. - -

Step 11: Periodically review performance. Such a review should include

evaluation of administrative procedures, revision of assumptions, and review

of performance objectives and strategies at a minimum.

This, then, is an illustration of how the program development process is
carried out. But no program is meaningful unless it can be implemented. This

vital concern is the topic of Chapter V which follows.





